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BECK  ▼.  THOMPSON.    (No.  1.428.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.     Aug.  16,  1895.) 

APPBAlr— RbHBABIXO — HlTTBKg  CONSIDBSED. 

On  rehearing,  the  supreme  court  will  not 
consider  points  not  raised  on  the  original  argu- 
ment. 

On  petition  for  rehearing.    Denied. 
For  former  report,  see  40  Pac.  616. 

BONNIFIELD,  J.  The  appellant  has  filed 
a  petition  for  rehearing.  On  this  appeal,  the 
counsel  for  appellant  presented  and  argued 
the  foUowing  points,  to  wit:  (1)  The  $30,000 
transaction,  Including  the  $10,000  note;  (2) 
the  question  of  rental;  (3)  the  qnestlon  of 
wages.  In  the  petition  for  rehearing,  tbe 
second  point  above  named  (the  question  of 
rent)  is  again  presented,  as  follows:  "We 
respectfully  submit,  also,  that  this  court  er^ 
red,  upon  this  appeal,  in  holding  that  there 
was  no  error  in  the  r»t  account,  as  settled 
by  the  lower  court  Nowhere  in  the  evidence 
can  an  agreement  be  found  that  no  rent  was 
to  be  paid  In  caso  of  destruction  of  the  mill 
by  fire."  The  evidence  shows  that  rait 
was  i>ald  to  Lake  by  Bole  up  to  the  date  of 
the  destruction  of  the  mill,  on  the  lOtb  day 
of  October,  1881;  that,  on  June  1,  1882,  Lake 
and  Beck  received  a  credit  for  rent  in  the 
sum  of  $l,466.(i6,  and  that  from  then  tor- 
ward  they  received  a  credit  of  $400  per 
month,  including  the  month  of  June.  From 
October  10,  1881,  to  June  1,  1882,  there  are 
7%  months.  The  $1466.66  paid  the  rent  tot 
3%  months,  leaving  4  months  for  which  no 
rent  was  charged  on  the  books  by  Lake  & 
Beck  to  H.  H.  Beck  &  Co..  and  none  was 
paid.  Evidently  this  period  of  four  months 
was  the  t)erlod  during  which  the  new  mill 
was  being  buUt  by  Lake  &  Beck.  It  appears 
from  the  evidence  that  Lake  did  not  die 
till  more  than  two  years  after  the  expiration 
of  these  four  months.  And  there  is  no  evi- 
dence that  Lake  made  any  complaint  about 
there  being  no  charge  made  for  rent  for  the 
four  months,  or  that  be  claimed  that  rent 
should  be  paid  therefor.  These  facts  tend  to 
show  that  it  was  agreed  and  understood  by 
the  parties  that  no  rent  was  to  be  paid  for 
the  four  months  the  new  mill  was  being  con- 
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structed.  We  see  no  reason  to  change  the 
conclusion  we  arrived  at  heretofore  on  the 
question  of  rent. 

All  the  points  raised  in  the  petition,  except 
as  to  the  rent,  are  new  matters,  and,  under 
the  decisions  of  a  long  line  of  authorities, 
they  should  not  be  consid^ed,  on  petition  for 
rehearing.  "A  rehearing  in  the  supreme 
court  will  not  be  granted  In  wder  to  consid- 
er points  not  made  in  the  argument  upon 
which  the  case  was  originally  submitted." 
Kellogg  V.  Cochran,  87  C!aL  192,  25  Pac.  677. 
"The  supreme  court  will  not  consider  a  peti- 
tion for  rehearing  that  attempts  to  discuss 
the  case  upon  grounds  which  were  not  pre- 
sented in  the  original  argument  or  discussed 
in  its  opinion."  San  Francisco  v.  Pacific 
Bank,  89  CaL  23,  26  Pac.  615,  835.  "New 
questions  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
on  motion  for  rehearing."  2  Enc.  Pi.  & 
Prac.  886,  and  authorities  cited  in  note  1. 
"Counsel  are  presumed  to  have  presented  on 
the  original  argument  all  the  grounds  upon 
which  they  rely  for  the  affirmance  or  rever- 
sal of  the  judgment  appealed  from."  Id., 
and  note  2.  We  fully  concur  with  the  above- 
named  authorities.    A  rehearing  la  denied. 

BIGELOW,  0.  J.,  and  BELKNAP,  J.,  con- 
cur. 


BALFOUR  et  al.  v.  BURNETT  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Aug.  5,  1895.) 

FOKBCLOSL-HG     PbOCBEDINO  —  BePARATB     BaLB     OP 

Pabt— Demanb  bt  Claimant. 
Hill's  Code,  i  292.  providing  that  where 
a  portion  of  the  land  to  be  sold  under  execution 
is  claimed  by  a  third  person  such  portion  shall, 
on  his  request,  be  sold  separately,  does  not  in- 
clude defendants  in  a  foreclosure  suit  under  a 
judgment  in  which  land  is  Bold,  but  refers  to 
one  not  a  party  to  the  suit  who  acquired  title 
to  a  portion  of  the  land  subject  to  the  judgment. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Douglas  county; 
X.  C.  Fullerton,  Judge. 

Action  by  Robert  Balfour  and  others 
against  James  D.  Burnett  and  others  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage.  From  an  order  con- 
flnuing  the  foreclosure  sale,  defendants 
Thomas  B.  Burnett  and  others  appeal 
Affirmed. 
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W.  R.  WlIUs,  for  appellants.  J.  W.  Ham- 
Uton,  tor  respondents. 

MOORE,  J.  This  Is  an  appeal  from  an 
order  conflrmlng  a  sale  of  real  property. 
The  facts  are  that  the  plaintiffs,  having  ob- 
tained a  decree  foreclosing  a  mortgage  on 
certain  tracts  of  contiguous  land  In  Douglas 
county,  caused  an  execution  to  be  issued 
against  the  property  adjudged  to  be  sold, 
directed  to  the  sheriff  of  said  county,  who 
advertised  the  sale  to  take  place  on  Febru- 
ary 24,  1894,  at  which  time  the  defendants 
Thomas  B.  Burnett,  Jasper  Walte,  and  Shir- 
ley Waite,  claiming  a  portion  of  said  prem- 
ises, requested  the  officer  to  sell  the  same 
separately,  but,  after  offering  for  sale  a 
part  of  the  lands  so  claimed  by  them,  and 
falling  to  receive  any  bid  therefor,  the  sher^ 
Iff  sold  the  mortgaged  premises  en  masse  to 
the  plaintiffs,  who,  upon  the  return  of  the 
officer,  moved  the  court  for  an  order  con- 
firming the  sale,  to  which  the  said  defend- 
ants filed  objections,  which  having  be^i 
overruled,  the  court  made  an  order  confirm- 
ing the  sale,  from  which  the  said  defend- 
ants appeal,  and  contend  that  they  claimed 
a  portion  of  the  mortgaged  premises  as 
"third  persons,"  and,  having  requested  the 
sheriff  to  sell  the  same  separately,  his  fail- 
ure to  do  so  was  an  irregularity  which 
should  avoid  the  sale. 

The  statute  prescribing  the  manner  of 
sale,  so  far  as  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar, 
is  as  follows:  "When  the  sale  is  of  real 
property,  and  consisting  of  several  known 
lots  or  parcels,  they  shall  be  sold  separately 
or  otherwise,  as  Is  likely  to  bring  the  high- 
est price,  or  when  a  portion  of  such  real 
property  is  claimed  by  a  third  person,  and 
he  requests  It  to  be  sold  separately,  such 
portion  shall  be  sold  separately."  Hill's 
Code,  i  292.  A  proper  definition  of  the 
term  "third  person"  Is  important  in  the  de- 
termination of  the  defendants'  right  to  in- 
sist upon  a  separate  sale  of  that  portion  of 
the  mortgaged  premises  so  claimed  by  them. 
Bouvler,  in  his  Law  Dictionary,  in  defining 
the  term,  says:  "But  It  is  difficult  to  give  a 
very  definite  idea  of 'third  persons';  for  some- 
times those  who  are  not  parties  to  the  con- 
tract, but  who  represent  the  rights  of  the 
original  parties,  as  executors,  are  not  to  be 
considered  third  persons," — while  Anderson, 
in  his  more  recent  work,  referring  to  the 
term,  says:  "Strangers  are  third  persons' 
generally,— all  persons  In  the  world  except 
parties  and  privies.  For  example,  those 
who  are  in  no  way  parties  to  a  covenant, 
nor  bound  by  It,  are  said  to  be  strangers  to 
the  covenant."  The  latter  definition  would 
seem  to  make  the  term  synonymous  with 
"strangers";  but,  since  a  person  claiming  a 
portion  of  the  premises  subject  to  the  lien 
of  a  Judgment  must  be  in  privity  with  the 
Judgment  debtor,  and  bound  by  the  Judg- 
ment, he  could  not  be  a  stranger  to  it,  and 
nence  the  definition  as  given  by   Anderson 


is  not  applicable  to  the  term  as  used  In  the 
statute;  for,  if  the  person  claiming  a  por- 
tion of  the  premises  offered  for  sale  were  a 
stranger  to  the  Judgment,  his  property 
would  not  be  bound  by  it,  and  there  would 
be  no  necessity  to  request  a  separate  sale, 
and  any  attempt  to  sell  It  as  the  property  of 
the  Judgment  debtor  would  be  restrained 
upon  invoking  the  equitable  powers  of  the 
court  In  Leese  y.  Qai^  20  Cal.  425,  the 
court,  interpreting  an  act  of  congress  which. 
Inter  alia,  provided:  "And  be  it  further 
enacted,  that  the  final  decrees  rendered  by 
the  said  commissioners  or  by  the  district  or 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
patent  to  be  issued  under  this  act,  shall  be 
conclusive  between  the  United  States  and 
the  claimants  only,  and  shall  not  affect  the 
interest  of  third  persons,"— said:  "The  term 
'third  persons'  refers  not  to  all  persons  oth- 
er than  the  United  States  and  the  claim- 
ants, but  to  those  who  bold  independent  ti- 
tles arising  previous  to  the  acquisition  of 
the  country.  The  latter  class  are  not  bar- 
red by  the  decree  and  patent,  for  they  do 
not  hold  It  In  subordination  to  the  action  of 
the  government,  nor  by  any  title  subse- 
quent, but  by  title  arising  anterior  to  the 
conquest"  It  will  be  seen  that  the  court  In 
this  case  limits  the  term  to  a  particular 
class,  and  does  not  extend  it  to  all  persons 
other  than  the  United  States  and  claimants 
thereunder,  thus  conclusively  showing  that 
it  is  not  In  all  cases  synonymous  with 
"stranger."  The  term  "third  person,"  as 
used  lU  the  statute  under  consideration,  evi- 
dently means  one  who  was  not  a  party  to 
the  Judgment  or  decree,  but  who  has  acquir- 
ed a  title  to  a  portion  of  the  Judgment  debt- 
or's real  prt^erty  subsequent  to  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  Judgment  or  decree,  and  is  privy 
to  and  bound  by  It,  but,  having  obtained  his 
title  subsequent  to  the  lien  of  the  Judgment, 
he  Is  entitled,  upon  request  to  have  that 
portion  of  the  debtor's  estate  claimed  by 
him  sold  B^arately,  in  order  that  he  may 
redeem  It  from  the  sale;  but,  if  he  has  se- 
cured a  title  to  all  the  real  property  which 
the  Judgment  debtor  had,  or  all  that  was 
subject  to  the  lien  of  the  Judgment  be  has 
put  himself  in  the  place  of  his  grantor,  so 
far  as  the  property  is  concerned,  and  cannot 
Insist  upon  a  separate  sale  of  any  portion 
of  it  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  record  dis- 
closes that  the  appellants  were  parties  to 
the  decree,  and  are  bound  by  It  and,  apply- 
ing the  interpretation  above  given,  they  are 
not  "third  persons,"  within  the  meaning  of 
the  statute.  Had  they  desired  a  separate 
sale  of  that  portion  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises so  claimed  by  them,  they  had  the  right 
to  invoke  the  aid  of  the  court  to  adjust  their 
equities,  and  by  a  decree  prescribe  the  man- 
ner of  sale  (2  Jones,  Mortg.  §  1616);  but  fO-H- 
Ing  to  apply  for  this  relief  when  they  were 
before  the  court  they  cannot  now  claim  to 
be  "third  persons"  to  the  decree,  and  hence 
had  no  right  to  insist  ui>on  a  separate  sale. 
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The  statute  Invests  tbe  'ofllcer  making  a  sale 
af  real  property  in  sncli  cases  with  a  discre- 
tion, which  will  not  be  reviewed  escept  for 
abase  (Grlswold  y.  Stongrhton,  2  Or.  64; 
Dolph  V.  Barney,  5  Or.  211;  Bank  v.  Page, 
7  Or.  455;  Lelnenweber  t.  Brown,  24  Or. 
54S,  34  Pac.  475,  and  88  Pac.  4;  Bays  y. 
Tmlson,  25  Or.  100,  S5  Pac.  28);  and,  the 
sheriff  having  sold  the  premises  en  masse, 
It  mast  be  presumed  that  the  method  adopt- 
ed was  the  one  best  calculated  to  realize  the 
greatest  amount  for  the  property  sold. 
There  being  no  error  In  the  order  confirming 
the  sale.  It  follows  that  It  must  be  affirmed, 
and  it  ia  so  ordered. 


(2S  Or.  77) 

VEDDER  V.  HABION  COUNTY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Aug.  5,  1886.) 

Vaoation  or  Road. 

Application  was  made  to  establUh  a 
road  to  run  116  rods  to  a  certain  point  in  the  W. 
road,  the  new  road  running  perpendicular  to 
the  W.  road,  and  also  to  vacate  a  road  which 
commenced  at  the  same  point  and  intersected 
the  W.  road  at  a  point  three-ei^ths  of  a  mile 
from  the  point  of  mtersection  of  the  new  road 
with  the  W.  road;  the  new  and  the  old  road 
tliMeby  making  with  each  other  an  angle  of 
about  45  degrees.  Mdd,  that  the  petition  was 
pioperly  treated  as  two  proceedings,  the  one  to 
eatabliah  and  the  other  to  vacate  a  road,  and  not 
a«  one  proceeding  to  alter  a  road;  and  therefore 
the  establishment  of  tbe  new  road  did  not  va- 
cate the  old  road.    Bean,  C.  J.,  dissenting. 

On  rehearing.  Original  opinion  (36  Paa 
535)  adhered  to. 

WOLVGRTON,  J.  The  county  court  has 
superrislon  of  all  county  roads.  There  are 
three  distinct  instances  In  which  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  may  be  exercised:  First,  to 
establish;  second,  to  alter;  and,  third,  to  va- 
cate. These  would  seem  to  be  the  natural 
aobdivlslons  for  the  exndse  of  Its  powers  as 
toucdilng  the  establishment  and  discoutinu- 
ance  of  county  roods  from  a  survey  of  tbe 
statutes  bearing  upon  tbe  subject  Tbe  lan- 
guage of  secUon  4061,  HiU's  CoAa,  is:  "No 
county  road  shall  be  bereafter  established, 
nor  shall  any  such  road  be  altered  or  vacated 
in  any  county  in  this  state  except  by  tbe  au- 
tbority  of  the  county  court  of  the  proper  coun- 
ty;" and  of  section  4063:  "Wh«i  any  peti- 
tion shall  be  presented  for  the  action  of  tbe 
county  court  for  laying  out,  alteration,  or  va- 
cation of  any  county  road,  it  ^laU  be  accom- 
panied by  satisfactory  proof,"  eta  The  Juris- 
diction of  the  county  court  Is  obtained  by  pe- 
tition signed  by  at  least  12  householders  of 
the  county  residing  In  the  vicinity  where  said 
raod  Is  to  be  laid  out,  altered,  or  vacated.  It 
is  believed  that  It  is  not  good  practice  to 
combine  two  of  these  causes  for  -calling  into 
requisition  the  functl(»is  of  the  court.  Stra- 
han,  J.,  in  a  former  appeal  of  this  cause,  Inti- 
mated that  in  a  case  where  the  location  of 
tike  new  road  would  virtually  supersede  the 


old,  or  render  It'uselesa  or  unnecessary,  there 
could  be  no  objection  to  combining  an  appli- 
cation for  the  location  with  one  for  vacation 
In  the  same  proceeding,  but  if  there  should 
appear  to  be  no  connection  or  relation  what- 
ever between  the  two  no  doubt  then  existed 
but  the  better  practice  would  be  to  prosecute 
them  by  separate  proceedings.  22  Or.  270,  29 
Pac  619.  The  reasons  for  this  are  substan- 
tial Suppose  a  petition  be  filed  for  the  es- 
tablishment of  two  distinct  and  detached 
pieces  of  road,  separated  one  from  the  other 
by  two  miles  at  the  nearest  point.  The 
householders  residing  within  the  vicinity  of 
one  may  not  all  reside  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
other,  and  hence  those  residing  without  the 
vicinity  of  one  and  within  the  vicinity  of  the 
other  could  not  be  legal  petitioners  for  both 
roads.  The  same  may  be  said  of  a  petition 
to  establish  one  road  and  to  vacate  anothw 
where  rdathrely  situated  as  In  the  supposed 
case  of  a  petition  for  two  distinct  and  de- 
tached roads.  The  application  of  this  princi- 
ple promotes  a  construction  of  the  statuts 
which  would  seem  to  be  mure  in  consonance 
with  its  spirit,  as  it  tends  to  prevent  tbe 
oombboation  at  different  localities  to  the  in- 
Jury  of  some  other.  It  might  be  possible  to 
vacate  a  road  or  a  portion  thereof  by  com- 
bining It  with  the  location  of  another,  where- 
as a  petition  to  vacate  sbigly  would  fall,  and 
yioe  versa.  Tbe  power  to  make  alterations  In 
county  roads  is  simply  the  power  to  make 
changes  therein.  Where  an  alteration  is 
made,  if  tbe  route  of  a  road  is  deflected,  tbe 
new  road  takes  tbe  place  of  the  old.  When- 
ever it  in  effect  supersedes  the  latter,  and 
renders  It  useless  or  unneceauiry,  the  old  road 
is  thereby  discontinued  as  a  necessary  conse- 
quence of  the  establishment  of  a  different 
route.  Brook  t.  Horton,  68  OaL  554,  10  Pac. 
204;  Hobart  v.  Plymouth  Oa,  100  Mass.  ISO: 
Heiple  V.  Clackamas  Ck>.,  20  Or.  149.  26  Pac. 
291;  BUss  v.  Deerfleld,  18  Pldc  107;  Good- 
win V.  Inhabitants  of  Marblehead,  1  Allen, 
37;  Com.  t.  Inhabitants  of  Westborough,  8 
Mass.  406;  Bowley  v.  Walker,  8  AUen,  21. 

The  petition,  which  is  the  foundation  for 
the  proceedings  in  the  ooonty  court  Is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  undersigned,  yoor  petitioners,  re- 
spectfully ask  for  the  location  and  establish- 
ment of  a  coimty  road  commencing  at  the 
northwest  comer  of  the  donation  land  claim 
of  W.  Eastbam.  in  section  26,  Tp.  5  8.,  R.  1 
W.,  In  said  county  of  Marlon,  thence  north 
about  160  rods  to  the  center  of  the  old  county 
road  leading  from  Bhuck's  Mill,  In  said  Mar- 
ion countr.  to  the  town  of  Woodbum,  In  said 
county.  Application  will  also  be  made  at  the 
same  time  to  said  court  to  vacate  all  that  por- 
tion of  tbe  present  county  road  from  Shuck's 
Mill  to  said  town  of  Woodbum  which  is  situ- 
ated between  the  termini  of  said  proposed 
road,  and  which  runs  diagonally  across  the 
land  claims  at  present  owned  by  Q.  W.  Vedr 
der  and  Joseph  Schafer,  respective."  Since 
this  cause  was  remanded  upon  the  former  ap- 
peal the  county  court  has  treated  the  api>U^ 
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cation  as  if  two  pcdtioiu  irere  pteaoited,  one 
for  the  eetabllahmoit  of  a  county  road  and 
the  other  for  the  racatlon  of  a  portion  of  a 
county  road  already  established.  The  counsel 
for  both  petitioners  and  remonstrators  bare 
likewise  so  treated  the  petition,  and  the 
whole  cause  has  been  tried  out  in  said  court 
upon  the  theory  that  two  petitions  were  be- 
fore It  distinct  and  disconnected  one  from  the 
oUier.  It  was  evidently  the  Intention  of  the 
petltlonera  to  Institute  but  one  proceeding, 
and  to  maintain  It  as  such;  but  since  the  de- 
cision of  this  court  upon  the  former  appeal 
the  parties  and  the  court  below,  as  well  aa 
the  county  court,  have  treated  it  otherwise. 
The  report  of  the  yiewers  and  surrey  show 
that  the  road  propoaed  to  be  established  be> 
gins  at  the  northwest  coma:  of  W.  East- 
ham's  donation  land  claim,  and  runs  thence 
north  28.88  chains*  to  its  intersection  with  the 
Shuck's  Mill  and  Woodbum  road,  and  the 
portion  of  the  road  proposed  to  be  vacated 
begins  at  a  point  30.09  chains  east  of  the 
northwest  comer  of  said  Eastham's  land 
claim.  In  the  center  of  the  Shuck's  Mill  and 
Gerrals  road,  and  runs  in  a  northwesterly 
course  to  the  northern  terminus  of  the  pro- 
posed new  road.  There  is  a  county  road  now 
opened  and  established  between  the  termini 
of  the  road  to  be  vacated  and  the  one  to  be 
established, 

It  is  now  contended  upon  the  rehearing 
that  the  petition  was  in  effect  for  an  altera- 
tion in  a  county  road,  and  that  it  should  be 
so  considered  and  treated;  that,  while  it 
prays  for  the  location  of  one  road,  and  the  va- 
cation of  another,  by  reason  of  the  proximity 
Of  the  two  roads,  and  the  relation  they  sus- 
tain to  each  other,  it  is  In  etrect  a  prayer  for 
an  alteration  only.  If  this  contention  is 
sound,  the  cause  ought  to  go  back  to  the  court 
below  for  another  bearing;  if  otherwise,  not. 

It  may  be  observed  that  the  south  tei> 
mini  of  the  road  to  be  vacated  and  the 
road  to  be  established  are  three-eighths  of  a 
mile  apart,  and  each  intersects  what  Is 
known  as  the  "Shuck's  Mill  and  Gervais 
Koad,"  tltls  latter  road  forming  the  base 
of  a  right-angle  triangle,  of  which  the  new 
road  would  be  the  perpendicular  and  the  one 
to  be  vacated  the  hypothenuse.  It  is  also  ap- 
parent that  householders  residing  to  the  east 
and  just  within  the  vicinity  of  the  southern 
terminus  of  the  road  sought  to  be  vacated 
would  not  be  within  the  vicinity  of  the  road 
sought  to  be  established,  and  the  same  would 
be  true,  on  the  other  hand,  of  householders 
residing  to  the  west  and  Just  within  the  vi- 
cinity of  the  southern  terminus  of  the  road 
to  be  established.  They  would  not  be  with- 
in the  vicinity  of  the  road  to  be  vacated. 
Thus  it  will  be  seen  that  all  the  parties  to 
the  petition  and  remonstrance  herein  might 
not  have  the  statutory  qualifications  to  prose- 
cute or  contest  the  establishment  of  one  or 
the  vacation  of  the  other  road,  taken  singly. 
This  is  a  strong  circumstance  showing  why 
It  would  be  better  to  prosecute  such  pro- 


ceedings singly,  bat  It  la,  perhaps,  not  con- 
elusive.  N^th«  is  the  drcnmstance  that  the 
tenninl  of  the  two  ways  are  not  tbe  same 
omcluslve  that  the  proceeding  is  not  for  an 
alteration.  In  Hobort  t.  Plymouth  Co.,  sn- 
pra,  a  petition  was  filed  representing  that 
the  highway  was  narrow  and  crooked,  pray- 
ing that  it  may  be  widened,  straightened,  and 
newly  located,  and  such  parts  discontinued  as 
may  be  rendered  unnecessary  by  such  locar 
tlon.  The  county  commissioaers  voted  to 
widen  the  highway  to  a  certain  point,  thence 
to  locate  a  new  highway  to  a  point  mi  the 
line  of  the  old  one,  and  from  thence  to  widen 
it  further  along  in  the  same  general  direction. 
Another  public  way  entered  the  old  way  be- 
tween the  said  points.  It  was  held  that 
the  change  in  the  way  between  said  points 
was,  in  legal  effect,  only  an  alteration  of 
the  old  location,  and  that  a  discontinuance  of 
so  much  of  the  old  way  as  was  not  included 
in  the  new  location.  Bar  necessary  for  the 
travel  of  tbe  connecting  way,  resulted  from 
such  alteration.  In  Com.  v.  Boston  &  A. 
R.  Co.  (Mass.)  22  N.  B.  013.  a  county  road 
entering  another  at  right  angles  was  deflected 
at  a  point  some  28  rods  from  tbe  point  of 
intersection,  and  entered  the  old  road  about 
the  same  distance  north  of  the  old  inter- 
section; and  it  waa  held  by  the  court  that 
the  portion  of  the  road  between  the  point 
of  deflection  and  its  first  t«mlnus  was  there- 
by vacated.  The  new  road  was  40  rods 
and  8  links  in  length.  In  determining  the 
matter  the  court  said:  "There  is  nothing  in 
tbe  language  of  the  petition  or  of  the  adju- 
dication to  suggest  that  anything  else  waa 
contemplated  than  a  substitution  of  a  new 
piece  of  road  for  an  old  one  in  the  same 
general  line  of  travel."  It  waa  furtha-  ob- 
served that  the  distance  to  be  traveled  to  a 
certain  point  was  slightly  increased,  but  that 
the  commissioners  bad  provided  for  such  a  use 
by  making  the  road  six  rods  wide  at  its 
Junction,  thus  cutting  off  the  corner  towards 
sudi  point  From  this,  and  the  obligations 
the  town  would  be  under  to  maintain  both 
roads  If  allowed  to  stand,  the  court  conclud- 
ed that  the  commissioners  Intended  to  and  did 
actually  discontinue  that  portion  of  the  old 
road  between  the  point  of  d^ectlon  and 
the  old  intosectlon.  Tbe  sides  of  tbe  tri- 
angle formed  by  the  new  and  the  old  ways 
are  about  one-fourth  the  length  of  those  form* 
ed  by  the  roads  in  the  case  at  bar.  Com.  t. 
Cambridge,  7  Mass.  157,  is  a  case  wherein 
the  petltl(m  prayed  for  an  alteration,  an4 
stated  that  the  existing  road  may  with  great' 
er  convenience  be  turned  or  altered  in  two 
places,  in  the  direction  therein  described. 
The  lower  court  adjudged  that  one  of  the  al- 
terations be  made,  but  that  the  existing  road 
should  not  be  discontinued.  The  court  on 
appeal  say:  "The  Jurisdiction  given  to  the 
court  is  to  lay  out  new  county  loads,  or  to 
tum  or  alter  old  roads,  on  application  made 
to  the  court.  •  •  •  The  matter  in  dispute 
was  whether  an  existing  road  should  be  par> 
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tially  altered,  or  not  Tb«  adjudication  was 
against  the  alteration  prayed  for,  bnt  In  fa- 
Tor  of  a  new  road  wbere  the  alteration  was 
requested;  a  new  road  then  not  being  pray- 
ed for.  In  form,  therefore.  It  appears  that 
the  adjudication  was  not  of  the  matter  In 
dispute.  Wbetber  It  was  or  was  not  sub- 
stantially, deserves  consideration.  So  far 
as  an  alteration  is  a  charge  upon  tbe  town, 
it  Is  reasonable  tbey  should  prefer  the  altera- 
tion to  a  new  road;  because  in  this  last  case 
the  old  road  remains  a  subject  of  repair, 
wbile  tbe  new  road  requires  also  to  be  made 
and  repaired.  But  where  there  is  an  altera- 
tion, tbe  part  of  tbe  old  road  that  is  discon- 
tinued ceases  to  be  a  charge  upon  the  in- 
habitants. It  may,  Hneretote,  be  wdl  snp- 
poeed  tbat,  wtaen  an  alteration  is  prayed  for, 
it  may  not  be  opposed  by  a  town,  but  tbelr 
agents  may  unite  with  tbe  petitioners  In  re- 
qnesting  It,  while  tbey  would  earnestly  op- 
pose a  new  road.  With  respect  to  indlrid- 
uals  wbose  interest  may  be  affected,  they 
may  not  (^pose  a  new  road,  because  the 
old  road  remains  for  them  to  pass,  while  they 
mlgbt  resist  an  alteration,  as  discontinuing 
an  old  road  convenient  to  them.  *  •  * 
We  are  obliged  to  conclude  that  the  aitera- 
tloD  of  an  old  way,  and  the  establishment  of 
a  new  (Kie,  are  substantially  different,  and 
differently  affect  the  opposing  parties." 

These  considerations  have  cogent  applica- 
tion to  tbe  case  in  hand.  The  petition  here 
is  in  form  for  tbe  establishment  of  a  new 
road  and  tbe  vacation  of  an  old  one;  bat  is 
it  in  substance  a  petition  for  an  alteration, 
and  can  it  be  treated  In  that  light  in  consid- 
eration of  tbe  relation  which  the  old  road 
bears  to  the  new,  th^r  respective  lengths, 
and  their  connections  with  otber  public  roads 
of  tbe  county?  The  proposed  new  road  is 
2S.83  chains  in  loigth,  and  the  road  required 
to  be  vacated  41.95.  They  diverge  one  from 
the  other  at  an  angle  of  more  than  45  de- 
grees, and  intersect  the  same  public  road  on 
tbe  south  30.09  chains  apart  Tbe  road  to 
be  vacated  constitutes  a  part  of  what  Is 
known  as  the  "Shuck's  Mill  and  Woodbum 
Boad."  the  base  of  the  triangle  serving  as  a 
part  of  the  Shuck's  Mill  and  Gervais  road. 
The  new  way  Increases  tbe  distance  to 
Shack's  Mill  from  Woodbum  almost  19 
chains.  Under  tbese  conditions,  it  cannot  be 
said  that  tbe  new  supersedes  the  old,  and  ren- 
ders it  unnecessary.  The  respective  lengths 
of  the  two  roads  are  so  great,  and  their 
divergence  so  marked,  as  to  dispel  the  idea 
that  tbe  one  is  to  supersede  the  other,  or 
that  tbe  location  of  the  one  will  render  the 
oibee  unnecessary.  Tbese  conditions  being 
wanting,  the  petition  cannot  be  considered  as 
substantially  one  for  an  alteration  only.  The 
county  court  properly  considered  the  petition 
as  tbe  comm«icement  of  two  proceedings, 
the  one  for  a  location  and  the  other  for  a 
vacatl<»i  of  a  county  road.  The  former  opin- 
ion of  tbe  court  la  therefore  adhered  ta 


I  BEAN,  C.  J.  (dissenting).  I  am  unable  t» 
agree  with  my  brethren  in  this  case.  In  mf 
(pinion  the  petition  in  question  is  in  effect 
an  application  for  tbe  alteration  of  an  ex- 
isting county  rosd  and  should  have  bees 
80  treated  by  the  county  court 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Aug.  5,  1895.) 

Ordi.vasces— Fescino  Railkoad  Riort  of  Wat 
— Wkit  of  Review. 

1.  An  ordinance  prohibitin!?  as  a  nuisance 
the  fencing  by  a  railroad  of  its  right  of  way 
within  the  platted  portion  of  a  cit^  is  void. 

2.  Defendant,  oy  pleadinR  guilty  in  a  prose- 
cution under  a  dty  ordinance,  does  not  waive 
his  right  to  attack  the  validity  of  the  ordinance 
on  writ  of  review. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Douglas  county; 
J.  C.  PuUerton,  Judge. 

S.  Grossman  was  convicted  of  the  violation 
of  a  city  ordinance,  and  from  a  Judgment  (Mt 
the  circuit  court  dismissing  his  writ  of  re- 
view he  appeals.    Reversed. 

W.  D.  Fenton,  for  appellant  J.  W.  Ham- 
ilton, for  respondent 

BKAX,  C.  J.  On  June  12,  1894,  the  peti- 
tioner was  arrested  on  a  warrant  of  the  munic- 
ipal court  of  the  city  of  Oakland,  Issued  upon 
a  complaint  charging  him  with  having  "com- 
mitted a  pnUlc  nuisance  within  the  platted 
pwtlon  of  said  city  by  driving  stakes  as  a 
part  of  the  fence  which  he  was  then  and 
there  building  along  the  side  of  tbe  O.  As  G. 
Bailroad,  otherwise  known  as  the  Southern 
Faciflc  Railroad,  contrary  to  Ordinance  No>. 
58  of  tbe  dty,"  and  on  a  plea  of  guilty  was 
fined  $25.  He  thereupon  sued  out  a  writ  of 
review  to  have  the  Judgment  of  the  recorder's 
court  annulled  and  set  aside  oa  the  groimd 
that  the  ordinance  was  void.  The  writ  be> 
ing  dismissed  by  the  circuit  court  b«  bring* 
this  appeaL 

The  ordinance  In  qnestltm  was  passed  Iqr 
tbe  Oakland  council  June  11, 1894,  for  the  de- 
Glared  ptnpose,  as  shown  by  the  minutes  of 
the  meeting,  of  "pndiibiting  the  Southern 
Faciflc  Railroad  Company  from  building  a. 
fience  along  tbelr  railroad  within  the  corpo- 
rate limits  of  the  city,"  and  provides:  "That 
It  shall  be  unlawful  for  any  person,  associa- 
tion or  corporation  owning,  (^)erating  or  con- 
trolling any  railroad  within  the  corporate  lim- 
its of  the  city  of  Oakland,  Oregon,  or  any  per- 
son or  persons  In  tbe  employment  of  any  snch 
person,  association  <»  corporation,  or  any 
other  person  whatever,  to  build,  constrnct  or 
maintain  any  fence  or  other  obstruction  what- 
ever along  the  side  of  any  such  lailroad  wltl»- 
In  tbe  portion  of  the  corporate  limits  of  said 
city  of  Oakland  that  is  laid  out  in  lots  and 
blocks,  and  every  such  fence  and  obstmctloB 
is  hereby  declared  a  nuisance  within  and 
against  tbe  ordinance  of  said  vUf  «tf  Oak» 
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kuid."  Tn  oar  opliil(»i,  this  ordinance  cannot 
be  sustained  as  a  legitimate  exercise  of  mn- 
nlclpal  power.  The  charter  o(  the  city  confers 
upon  it  the  power  to  prevent  and  restrain 
nuisances,  and  to  "declare  what  sttall  consti- 
tute a  nuisance";  but  this  does  not  authorize 
It  to  declare  a  particular  use  of  property  a 
nuisance,  unless  such  use  comes  within  the 
common-law  or  statutory  Idea  of  a  nuisance. 
2  Wood,  Nuls.  (3d  Ed.)  677;  Yates  v.  Milwau- 
kee, 10  Wall.  497;  Villafe  of  Des  Plalnes  v. 
Poyer  (111.  Sup.)  14  N.  E.  677;  Qulntlnl  t.  Olty 
of  Bay  St.  Louis,  64  Miss.  483,  1  South.  S25; 
CJhlcago,  R.  I.  &  P.  R.  Ck).  t.  City  of  JoUct,  79 
lU.  44;  Hutton  v.  City  of  Camden.  39  N.  J. 
Law,  122.  By  this  provision  of  the  charter 
the  city  is  clothed  with  authority  to  declare 
by  general  ordinance  under  what  circum- 
stances and  conditions  certain  specified  acts 
or  things  injurious  to  the  health  or  dangerous 
to  the  public  are  to  constitute  and  be  deemed 
nuisances,  leaving  the  question  of  fact  open 
for  judicial  determination  as  to  whether  the 
particular  act  or  thing  complained  of  comes 
within  the  prohibited  class;  but  it  cannot,  by 
ordinance,  arbitrarily  declare  any  particular 
thing  a  nuisance  which  has  not  heretofore 
been  so  declared  by  law,  or  judicially  deter- 
mined to  be  such.  City  of  Denver  v.  Mullen, 
7  Colo.  345,  3  Pax;.  693.  An  ordinance  of  the 
city  cannot  transform  into  a  nuisance  an  act 
or  thing  not  treated  as  su<;b  by  statutory  or 
i»mmon  law,  nor  can  It  prohibit  the  free  use 
of  property  by  the  owner  so  long  as  such  use 
does  not  Interfere  with  the  rights  of  others. 
Every  proprietor  has  a  constitutional  right  to 
erect  upon  his  peop&cty  such  buildings  or  oth- 
er structures  as  he  may  deem  necessary  for 
its  enjoyment,  having  due  regard  for  the 
rights  of  others,  and  this  is  a  vested  right, 
guarantied  by  the  constitution,  and  cannot  be 
arbitrarily  interfered  with.  It  is  true  one 
cannot  lawfully  use  his  property  in  such  a 
manner  as  to  injure  another,  but  a  particular 
use,  which  may  or  may  not  result  in  creat- 
ing a  nuisance,  according  to  circumstances, 
cannot  be  declared  such  In  advance.  The 
question  when  it  may  or  may  not  become  a 
nuisance  within  some  provision  of  law  must 
be  settled  as  one  of  fact,  and  not  of  law. 
Now,  the  fencing  of  a  railway  track  in  the 
platted  portion  of  a  city  can  ordinarily  work 
no  more  harm  or  injury  to  others  than  the 
fencing  of  private  property,  and  It  would  not 
for  a  moment  be  contended  that  an  ordinance 
prohibiting  a  private  citizen  from  fencing  his 
property  regardless  of  the  character  of  the 
fence  would  be  valid.  The  fencing  or  en- 
closing of  property  is  a  lawful  and  harmless 
use  in  itself,  and  does  not  become  a  nuisance 
because  the  municipal  authorities  have  so  de- 
clared, unless  it  is  so  in  fact  by  reason  of  the 
dharacter  of  the  structure  or  the  place  of  its 
erection;  and  in  such  case  theordlnance  should 
be  directed  against  the  unlawful,  and  not  the 
lawful,  act,  leaving  it  to  be  judicially  deter- 
mined whether  the  particular  structure  is  in 


fact  a  nnisance,  either  by  reason  of  its  char- 
acter or  the  place  of  its  erection.  But  the  or- 
dinance in  question  is  not  directed  to  the  pro- 
hibition of  such  fences  or  structures  as  may, 
by  reason  of  their  character  or  location,  lie 
a  nuisance,  but  It  absolutely  prohibits  a 
railroad  company  from  in  any  manner  fen- 
cing or  inclosing  its  track  in  the  platted  por- 
tions of  the  city,  although  the  fence  may  be 
upon  its  own  property,  acquired  by  pur- 
chase or  condemnation,  and  although  it  may 
be  necessary  to  do  so  as  a  protection  to  its 
servants  or  the  traveling  public;  and,  in  our 
opinion,  is  manifestly  void.  Tied.  Lim.  f 
122a.  It  is  contended,  however,  that  by  his 
plea  of  guilty  the  petitioner  has  waived  the 
right  to  insist  in  this  proceeding  that  the 
ordinance  is  void.  But  the  plea  of  guilty  is 
only  an  admission  that  the  defendant  com- 
mitted the  acts  charged  in  the  complaint, 
and,  unless  such  acta  constitute  an  offense, 
or  are  in  violation  of  some  valid  ordinance 
of  the  city,  his  admission  was  not  material, 
and  he  waived  nothing  thereby.  Fletcher  v. 
State,  7  Eng.  (Ark.)  169.  It  foUows  that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be  re- 
versed. 


ELDER  V.  ROURKB. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

Action  for  Sbkvices — Harvestimo  Grain— Con- 

DITI0S8  OP  Payment — Pleadiso  and 

Proof — Questioxs  for  Jdrt. 

1.  In  an  action  for  services  in  cutting  grain, 
plaintiff  alleged  that  the  work  was  done  for  the 
agreed  price  of  $1.25  per  acre,  and  that  the 
same  was  reasonably  worth  $1.25  per  acre.  The 
defendant  denied  the  materini  nlloKations  of  the 
complaint,  and  for  a  defense  alleged  that  the 
work  was  perfotmed  at  the  instance  and  re- 
auest  of  a  third  person;  that  the  defendant,  aa 
cashier  of  a  bank,  gnarantied  the  payment  for 
plaintiff's  seirices  to  the  extent  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  grain  harvested,  when  the  same  should 
be  sold,  and  not  before.  The  reply  put  in  issue 
all  the  allegations  of  the  answer.  Bdd,  that 
evidence  by  the  plaintiff  that  the  work  per- 
formed by  him  was  reasonably  worth  $1.25  per 
acre  was  within  the  issues  uuide  by  the  plead- 
ings. 

2.  Where,  in  nn  action  for  services  in  cut- 
ting grain,  it  is  admitted  throughout  the  trial 
that  the  agreed  compensation  for  the  work 
was  $1.25  per  acre,  and  this  question  is  not 
made  an  issue  of  the  ca.se,  admission  of  evidence 
of  the  reasonable  value  of  the  work,  if  error,  is 
harmless. 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  for  harvesting  grain, 
the  answer  contains  no  allegation  that  payment, 
for  the  services  would  not  liecome  due  until  the 
grain  was  threshed,  or  that  the  grain  had  not 
been  threshed  before  the  commencement  of  the 
action,  an  instruction  based  on  such  issues  is 
properly  refused. 

4.  In  an  action  for  services  In  harvesting 
grain,  defendant  claimed  that  the  money  was 
not  due  for  snch  services  till  the  grain  was 
threshed.  There  was  evidence  that  plaintiff 
commenced  the  work  September  1st,  and  had 
the  grain  stacked  ready  for  threshing  the  last 
of  October,  1893,  and  that  the  action  was  com- 
menced in  May,  1894.  Sdd,  that  the  question 
whether  a  reasonable  time  had  been  allowed 
defeudant  for  threshing  the  grain  was  a  qnestion 
for  the  jury.  ,^ 
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5.  The  aetling  aside  of  a  rerdict  for  in- 
sufficiency of  the  evidence  is  not  assignable  er- 
ror. 

C.  In  an  action  for  services  for  harvesting 
grain,  defendant  claimed  that  payment  for  the 
work  wai>  not  to  be  made  until  the  gmin  was 
threshed.  Plaintiff  testified  that  nothing  was 
said  about  the  time  for  payment,  while  one  of 
plaintitTs  witnesses  who  was  present  when  the 
contract  was  made  testified  that  the  defendant 
told  plaintiff  he  would  pay  him  when  the  wheat 
was  threshed.  Beld,  that  a  motion  for  a  non- 
suit was  properly  overruled. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Umatilla  coun- 
ty;   Morton  D.  Clifford,  Judge. 

Action  by  S.  B.  Klder  against  T.  F.  Rourke 
for  services  In  cutting  and  harvesting  grain. 
From  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant 
appeals.     Affirmed. 

J.  J.  BaUeray,  for  appellant.  A.  D.  Stlll- 
man,  far  respondent 

BEAN,  C.  J.  Tbis  is  an  action  to  recorer 
$»88.25,  alleged  to  be  due  the  plaintiff  from 
the  defendant  for  cutting  and  harvesting 
grain.  The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance, 
that  between  August  1,  and  October  1,  1803, 
the  plaintiff  performed  work  and  labor  for 
defendant,  at  bis  special  instance  and  re- 
quest. In  cutting,  heading,  and  harvesting 
the  wheat  then  growing  on  965  acres  of  land, 
at  tbe  agreed  and  stipulated  price  of  $1.26  per 
acre,  amounting  in  tbe  aggregate  to  the  sum 
of  $1,206.25.  That  said  work  and  labor  was 
and  is  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of  $1.25 
per  acre,  and  of  tbe  reasonable  aggregate 
value  above  stated,  and  that  no  part  thereof 
has  been  paid  except  $218.  The  defendant 
answered,  denyiug  all  the  material  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  and  alleging^  as  a 
separate  and  afilmiative  defense,  that  the 
labor  and  services  (rf  plaintiff  as  alleged  In 
the  complaint  were  performed  for  and  at  the 
special  instance  and  request  of  one  J.  M. 
EHgln,  and  that  before  the  performance  there- 
of tbe  defendant,  acting  for  and  in  behalf  of 
the  Pendleton  Notional  Bank,  of  which  he 
was  cashier,  guarantied  payment  for  plaln- 
tUTs  services  in  cutting  and  heading  the 
grain  mentioned,  to  the  extent  of  tbe  pro- 
ceeds of  tbe  wheat  so  headed  and  harvested 
when  the  same  should  be  sold,  and  not  oth- 
erwise; that  $113.05  is  the  entire  amount  re- 
ceived from  the  sale  of  said  wheat,  which 
sum  was  lald  to  plaintiff  prior  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action.  The  reply  put  in 
issue  all  the  allegations  of  the  answer.  A 
trial  by  Jury  was  had  upon  the  Issues  so 
made,  which  resulted  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  defendant  appeals. 

The  first,  second,  and  third  assignments  of 
error  relate  to  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  In 
I>ermittlng  plaintiff  to  testify  that  the  work 
performed  by  him  was  reasonably  worth 
?1.25  per  acre.  This  evidence  was  within  the 
tseues  made  by  the  pleadings;  but,  If  It  had 
not  been.  Its  admission,  if  eiTor,  was  harm- 
less. There  was  no  dispute  as  to  what  plain- 
tiff was  to  receive  for  his  work,  but  as  a  mat- 
ter of  fact  It  was  admitted  all  through  the 


trial  that  he  was  to  have  the  agreed  and 
Btlpnlated  price  of  $1.25  an  acre,  and  proof 
that  such  sum  was  reasonable  could  In  no 
way  prejudice  tbe  defendant.  Tbe  gist  of 
the  controva«y  was  whether  the  defendant 
had  become  personally  liaUe  to  the  plaintiff 
for  the  value  of  said  work  and  labor,  or 
whether  the  Pendleton  Natl(Mial  Bank, 
through  defendant  as  agent,  had  agreed  to 
become  surety  for  Elgin  to  the  extent  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  wheat  harvested  by  plaintiff, 
after  the  same  should  be  threshed  and  dto- 
posed  of.  This  was  the  contested  question 
In  the  case,  and  the  one  submitted  to  the  Jury 
by  tbe  court,  and  hence  evidence  of  the  rea- 
sonable value  of  the  work  was  immaterial, 
and  Its  admission  affected  no  substantial 
right  of  the  defendant 

The  next  assignment  of  error  Is  In  over- 
ruling defendant's  motion  for  a  nonsuit  It 
Is  admitted,  as  we  understand  It,  that  the 
evidence  of  plaintiff  tended  to  show  that  a 
contract  for  cutting  the  wheat  was  made  by 
him  with  the  defendant  Individually  at  on 
agreed  price  of  $1.25  per  acre,  but  the  con- 
tention is  that  It  appears  from  plaintiff's 
own  case  that  the  work  was  not  to  be  paid  for 
until  the  wheat  was  threshed,  and  it  Is 
claimed  there  Is  no  evidence  showing  that 
the  wheat  had  been  threshed,  or  that  a 
reasonable  time  for  threshing  it  had  elapsed 
before  the  commencement  of  the  action.  Tbe 
only  witnesses  In  chief  for  the  plaintiff  were 
the  plaintiff  himself  and  one  Foster.  The 
plaintiff  testified  that  nothing  was  said  about 
the  time  of  payment  but  Foster,  who  was 
present  when  the  contract  was  made,  says 
the  defendant  told  the  plaintiff  he  would  pay 
him  when  the  wheat  was  threshed.  Under 
this  state  of  the  evidence  tbe  fact  as  to  when 
the  payment  was  to  be  made.  If  material, 
was  clearly  a  qnestlon  for  the  Jury.  If  the 
plalntUTs  version  of  the  contract  was  coiTect, 
the  money  became  due  and  payable  when  the 
services  were  reudwed  and  the  work  com- 
pleted, and  It  was  the  province  of  the  jury 
to  sift  out  tlie  truth  of  the  matter  from  the 
conflicting  evidence  of  plaintiff  and  Foster. 
There  was,  therefore,  no  error  in  overruling 
the  motion  for  a  nonsuit. 

The  next  assignment  of  error  is  In  refusing 
to  give  the  following  proposed  Instruction  to 
the  jury:  "If  the  jury  believe  that  It  was  a 
part  of  tbe  contract  that  the  plaintiff  should 
not  be  paid  for  said  work  until  the  wheat 
was  threshed,  then  I  instruct  you  that,  In 
the  light  of  insufficient  evidence^  a  reasonable 
time  has  expired  for  threshing)  the  same,  and 
on  any  allegation  to  that  effect  yon  are  bound 
to  find  for  the  defendant."  This  Instruc- 
tion was,  In  our  opinion,  properly  refused, 
because  the  defense  that  the  action  was  pre- 
maturely brought  was  not  set  up  In  the  an- 
swer, and  was  therefore  not  an  Issue  In  the 
case.  If  the  defendant  Intended  to  rely  up- 
on such  a  defense,  he  should  have  pleaded  It, 
so  that  the  plaintiff  would  have  been  advised 
thereof  and  been  prepared  to  contest  It  on  the 
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trial,  If  he  80  desired.  Bllis,  Code  PL  f  3S2; 
Pom.  Rem.  §{  691,  711;  Hagaa  t.  Surch, 
8  Iowa,  309;  Smith  v.  Holmes,  19  N.  X.  271. 
The  answer  contalna  no  allegation  that  plain- 
tiff's compensation  for  cutting  the  grain 
■houlid  not  become  due  and  payable  until  the 
grain  should  be  threshed,  nor  does  it  aver 
that  the  grain  had  not  In  fact  been  threshed 
kefore  the  commencement  of  the  action.  No 
Isinie  was  tendered  upon  either  of  these  ques- 
tions. By  his  answer  the  defendant  denied 
his  liability  entire,  and  alleged  that  the  work 
was  performed  for  Elgin,  and  that  as  cash- 
ier of  the  Pendleton  National  Bank  be  had 
agreed  to  pay  for  such  work  if  a  sum  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose  should  be  realized  from 
the  sale  of  the  grain,  and  that  the  bank  had 
complied  with  this  contract  These  were  the 
real  Issues  in  the  case  and  were  properly  sub- 
mitted to  and  passed  upon  by  the  Jury. 

And  again,  we  do  not  think  the  court  could 
hare  declared  as  a  matter  of  law  that  there 
was  no  evidence  tending  to  show  that  a  rea- 
sonable time  had  not  elapsed  In  which  to 
thresh  the  grain,  even  if  the  question  had 
been  an  Issue  in  the  case.  The  evidence 
«hows  that  the  plaintiff  commenced  work 
about  the  Ist  of  September,  and  had  the 
grain  stacked  ready  for  threshing  the  last  of 
October,  1803,  and  this  action  was  not  com- 
menced until  May  29,  1894,  about  seven 
months  thereafter.  Whether  this  was  a  rea- 
sonable time,  under  all  the  circumstances,  in 
which  to  have  threshed  the  grain  was  a  ques- 
tion for  the  Jury  and  not  the  court 

It  is  also  claimed  the  court  erred  In  over- 
ruling defendant's  motion  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  and  for  a  new  trial,  but  it  is  well 
settled  in  this  state  that  the  action  of  a  trial 
court  in  refusing  to  set  aside  a  verdict  for  in- 
sufficiency of  the  evidence  is  not  assignable 
error,  and  therefore  the  question  requires  no 
further  consideration  at  this  time. 

It  follows  that  the  Judgment  of  the  court 
below  must  be  affirmed. 


VEASET  V.  HUMPHREYS. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

PLEADINO — CONFESSIOM  AND  AVOIDANCE. 

In  an  action  for  possession  of  property 
under  a  chattel  mortgnKe  executed  by  a  part- 
nership, defendant  denied  its  execution  by  the 
alleged  partuership,  and  then  alleged,  as  a  sepa- 
rate defense,  that  plaintiff,  with  one  of  the  al- 
leged partners,  conspired  to  place  property  of 
the  other  partner  beyond  reach  of  his  credit- 
ors by  pretending  to  execute  the  alleged  chat- 
tel mortgage,  and  that  the  plaintiff  received  the 
alleged  chattel  mortgage  Itaowing  that  it  was 
attempted  to  be  executed  by  his  co-conspirator 
without  consideration.  Held,  that  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage  was  admitted  by  the  pleadings, 
and  it  was  therefore  proi>erly  admitted  in  evi- 
dence without  further  proof. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court  Wallowa  county; 
M.  D.  Clifford,  Judge. 

Action  by  T.  H.  Veasey  against  Thomas 
Humphreys  for  possession  of  cattle.   From  a 


Judgment  toe  plaintiff,   defendant   appeals. 
AfDrmed. 

This  is  an  action  to  recover  37  head  of  cat- 
tle. The  complaint  alleges,  am<»ig  other 
things,  tha>  during  all  tbe  time  from  March  1 
to  August  23,  1893,  R.  M.  Douney  and  D.  C. 
Nicholson  were  partners,  doing  business  un- 
der tbe  firm  name  of  Doimey  &  Nicholson. 
That  on  or  about  March  10,  1893,  plaintiff 
sold  and  delivered  to  said  Arm  a  certahi  lot 
or  drove  of  cattle,  taking  for  the  purchase 
price  thereof  three  Joint  and  several  notes, 
signed  in  their  Individual  Capacity,  for  the 
sum  of  $420  each,  payable  respectively  18,  30, 
and  42  months  after  date.  That,  to  secure 
the  payment  thereof,  "the  said  Douney  & 
Nicholson  did,  on  August  21,  1893,  execute 
and  deliver  to  plaintiff  their  certain  chattel 
mortgage  in  writing  upon  all  the  cattle  so 
sold,"  except  two  head  thereof.  The  com- 
plaint then  proceeds  wiUi  appropriate  allega- 
tions of  tlie  filing  of  the  mortgage.  Its  ccmdl- 
tlons,  and  the  breach  thereof,  of  plaintiff's 
ownership  and  righ:  to  possession  by  virtue 
of  such  conditions,  and  of  the  wrongful  tak- 
ing and  detenti(Hi  of  tbe  37  head  of  cattle  by 
defendant.  Another  action  was  conunence<l 
December  5,  1893,  by  plaintiff  against  defend- 
ant to  recover  33  head  more.  The  allegations 
of  the  complaint  are  substantially  the  same  as 
the  first  The  defendant  filed  an  answer  to 
each  of  these  complaints,  denying  specifically 
eadi  and  every  allegation  thereof.  Including 
the  allegation  of  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  tbe  mortgage  by  Douney  &  Nicholson  to 
plaintiff.  By  each  of  said  answers,  defend- 
ant Justifies  his  taking  and  detention,  as  r  'er- 
Iff  of  Wallowa  county.  Or.,— the  first  under  a 
writ  of  attachment,  and  the  second  under  an 
execution  duly  Issued  out  of  the  circuit  court 
in  and  for  said  county,  in  an  action  by  A. 
Levy  V.  R.  M.  Douney,  for  the  purpose  of 
subjecting  Douney's  undivided  one-half  inter- 
est to  the  payment  of  Levy's  claim  against 
him.  In  the  further  and  separate  defense  to 
the  first  complaint  it  is  alleged:  "That,  on 
or  about  the  2l8t  day  of  August  1S93,  ♦  •  • 
the  plaintiff  and  said  D.  C.  Nicholson,  con- 
spiring together,  and  without  any  considera- 
tion, and  In  bad  faith,  attempted  to  place  all 
the  property  herein  described  beyond  the 
reach  of  the  creditors  of  the  said  R.  M. 
Douney,  by  then  and  there  pretending  to  exe- 
cute said  alleged  chattel  mortgage  mentioned 
in  plaintiff's  complaint,  and  that  any  and  all 
claims  of  plaintiff  in  and  to  said  property,  or 
any  part  thereof,  are  fraudulent  and  void,  as 
against  the  rights  of  said  creditors  of  the  said 
R.  M.  Douney,  and  especially  fraudulent  and 
void  as  against  the  rights  of  said  A.  Levy, 
and  said  plaintiff  received  said  alleged  chat- 
tel mortgage  with  full  knowledge  that  the 
same  was  attempted  to  be  executed  by  the 
said  D.  0.  Nicholson  without  any  considera- 
tion at  all,  and  for  the  sole  purpose  of  hinder- 
ing, delaying,  and  defrauding  the  creiiitors  of 
the  said  R.  M.  Douney."  The  answer  to 
the  second  complaint  being  substantially  the 
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Hune,  tbe  two  cases  were  consoIidBted,  and 
tried  as  one.  At  the  trlnl,  the  chattel  mort- 
gage, which  was  signed  "Douney  &  Mtcbol- 
■on"  and  witnessed  by  one  W.  W.  White, 
was  offered  in  evidence,  and  admitted  by 
tlie  court,  over  objectloss  by  the  defendant, 
based  npon  the  ground  that,  the  execution  ot 
said  Instrument  having  been  witnessed  by 
W.  W.  White,  he  should  have  been  called,  or 
his  absence  accounted  for,  beforo  other  proof 
of  its  execution  was  admissible.  The  ver- 
dict and  judgment  being  for  plain  tUt,  the  de- 
fendant appeals. 

Ivanhoe  &  Sheahan,  for  appellant.  J.  Nat. 
Hudson  and  T.  Q.  Halley,  for  resptmdait 

WOLVEBTON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
It  iB  claimed  by  tbe  plaintiff  that  the  execu- 
tion of  the  chattel  mortgage  in  question  was 
admitted  by  the  pleadings  (and  tliat  he  was 
entitled  to  have  it  admitted  in  evidence  wltb- 
oot  other  proof  of  Its  execution.  This  con- 
tention involves  to  some  extent  a  considou* 
tlon  ot  the  rules  of  pleadings  touching  the  al- 
legation of  new  matter  conatitntlng  a  defensa 
Tbe  statute  iwovlde*  (Hill's  Ann.  Laws  Or.  f 
73.  Bubd.  2):  "The  defendant  may  set  forth 
by  answo:  as  many  defenses  and  connter- 
daims  as  he  may  have.  They  shall  each  be 
seiMtately  stated,  and  refer  to  the  cause  of 
action  which  they  ore  Intended  to  answer  In 
such  manner  that  they  may  be  Intelllgi- 
Uy  distinguished."  New  matter  pleaded  un- 
der this  statute,  which  goes  to  defeat  the 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action,  logically  speaking, 
if  not  expressly,  it  impliedly  admits  a  real  or 
apparent  right  in  plaintiff  to  be  thus  avoided. 
Such  a  plea  at  common  law  was  by  way  of 
confession  and  avoidance,  in  which  the  de- 
fendant had  to  give  color  to  the  plaintiff. 
By  this  is  meant  he  was  required  to  give 
plaintiff  credit  for  having  an  apparent  or 
prima  facie  right  of  action,  independently 
of  the  matter  disclosed  in  the  plea,  to  de- 
stroy it.  A  special  defense  of  new  mattM'  in 
av<ridance  may,  however,  go  with  a  traverse, 
—at  least,  when  not  inconsistent.  The  con- 
fession should  In  such  cose  be  qualified,  says 
Bliss,  as  under  tbe  old  precedents.  Thus,  as 
found  In  Chitty,  the  contract  to  be  avoided 
should  be  alluded  to  as  "the  said  supposed 
contract,"  or  "the  said  several  supposed 
debts  and  causes  of  action,"  or  "the  sup- 
posed escapa"  T]g£re  Is  no  confession  in 
terms,  &nd  it  is  only  Implied  from  the  nature 
of  the  defense.  Bliss,  Code  PI.  SS  340,  341. 
Woodruff,  J.,  in  Ketcbam  v.  Zerego,  IK.  D. 
Smith,  560,  561,  cites  other  precedents  from 
Chitty.  Thus,  a  plea  of  nonjoinder  of  an- 
other defendant  was  made  as  follows:  "Be- 
cause they  say  that  the  said  several  sup- 
posed promises,"  etc.;  "if  any  such  were 
made  by  them,  were  made  by  them  and  A. 
B.  jointly,"  etc.;  or,  as  In  a  plea  of  bank- 
ruptcy, "that,  after  the  making  of  the  said 
several  supposed  promises  and  undertakings, 
if  any  such  were  made,  he,  the  said  C!.  D., 


became  a  bankrupt,"  etc.  It  often  hanpens 
that  new  matter  directly  alleged  woiud  b» 
inconsistent  with  an  absolute  traverse,  so 
that  both  could  not  be  verified;  and,  in  such 
case,  if  the  pleader  desires  to  avail  himself 
of  both  defenses,— that  is,  to  put  the  oppos- 
ing party  to  the  proof  of  his  plea,  and  at  tbe 
same  time  save  to  himself  an  affirmative  de- 
fense,—it  is  essential  that  the  allegations  of 
new  matter  should  be  qualified,  or  else  th^ 
should  be  preceded  by  a  qualified  traverse. 
These  observations  apply  to  such  defenses 
as  are  only  appar^itly  inconsistent;  but, 
when  clearly  so,  it  is  doubtful  whether  they 
can  be  pleaded  in  the  same  answer.  In  fur- 
ther illustration,  Thayer,  C.  J.,  in  McDonald 
T.  Mortgage  Co.,  17  Or.  633,  21  Pae.  883, 
sajrs:  "The  two  defenses  set  up  In  tbe  an- 
swer,—that  the  respondent  never  employed 
the  law  firm  of  McDougall  &  Bower,  and 
that  they  were  guilty  of  gross  negligence  la 
the  management  of  the  tmslness,- were  not 
necessarily  inconsistent,  as  they  both  may 
have  been  tm&  It  the  respondent  had  de- 
nied the  rendition  of  the  services,  and  thea 
alleged  that  they  were  negligently  and  un- 
skillfully  performed,  the  case  would  have 
been  different  In  the  latter  case,  the  de- 
f  ^UMs,  unless  the  denials  were  with  an  'abs* 
que  hoc,'  as  It  was  termed,  would  be  Inoon- 
Biatent,  as  both  could  not  be  true."  In  the 
case  at  bar,  the  defendant  had  a  perfect 
right,  by  his  denials,  unless  he  knew  them  ts 
be  false,  to  put  the  plaintiff  to  the  proof  ot 
the  execution  of  the  chattel  mortgage,  and 
by  a  proper  plea  show  that,  if  said  alleged 
mortgage  was  in  fact  executed  by,  or  bears 
the  signature  ot,  said  alleged  or  supposed 
firm  of  Douney  &  NIdiOleon,  It  Is  the  result 
of  a  conspiracy  entered  Into  by  D.  C.  Nlchoi- 
Bon  and  the  plaintiff,  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding tbe  creditors  ot  Dotmey,  and  was 
without  consideration  and  void.  Such  daki- 
als  and  plea  of  fraud  and  want  of  considera- 
tion have  been  held  not  to  be  inconsistent, 
and  are  properly  pleadable  In  the  same  an- 
swer. Bank  v.  Closson,  29  Ohio  8t  78;  Pa- 
vey  V.  Pavey,  30  Ohio  St  600;  Nelson  ▼. 
Brodback,  44  Mo.  596;  Mott  T.  Burnett,  2  E. 
D.  Smith,  50;  Bell  v.  Brown,  22  Cal.  672; 
Ketcbam  v.  Zer^a,  supra.  But  as  between 
a  denial  of  a  fact  alleged  in  the  complaint 
and  a  direct  admission  of  the  same  fact  in  a 
further  and  separate  or  special  defense,  the 
admission,  and  not  the  denial,  will  be  taken 
to  be  true.  Derby  v.  Gallup,  S  Minn.  119 
(GU.  85),  and  1  Thomp.  Trials^  {  197.  There 
can  be  no  denial  of  a  statement  absolutely 
admitted  upon  the  record.  Bliss,  Code  PL  | 
341.  Now,  in  this  case,  the  defendant  de- 
nied the  execution  of  the  chattel  mortgage  la 
question  by  Douney  &  Nicholson;  but  In  the 
further  and  separate  defense  set  forth  In  his 
answer,  he  alleged,  In  effect  that  the  plain- 
tiff and  Nicholson  conspired  together  and  la 
bad  faith  attempted  to  place  the  property  be- 
yond the  reach  of  Douney's  creditors  by  thea . 
and  there  pretending  to  execute  sold  alleged  - 
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cbattel  mortgage  mentioned  in  plalntllFs 
complaint,  *  *  •  and  that  ttie  i^iutlff  re- 
ceived said  alleged  cliattei  mortgage  with 
full  knowledge  that  tlie  same  was  attempted 
to  be  executed  by  tlie  said  D.  C.  NicholBon 
without  any  consideration.  Tills  is  an  ad- 
mission of  tbe  execution  of  tlie  mortgage  by 
D.  C.  Nicholson.  When  the  mortgage  was  pro- 
duced, it  was  found  to  be  sulMcrlbed  "Dou- 
ney  &  Nicholson."  If  Douiiey  &  Nicholson 
were  partners,  a  question  which  was  left  to 
the  determination  of  tbe  Jury,  tbe  physical 
signing  of  the  firm  name,  from  tbe  nature  of 
things,  would  be  done  by  one  of  its  members 
or  by  an  authorized  agent,  as  a  copartner- 
ship acts  through  its  members  or  an  agent, 
BO  that  an  admission  that  D.  C.  Nicholson  ex- 
ecuted the  mortgage  by  signing  the  firm 
name  was  an  admission  of  its  execution. 
Tbe  reasonable  interpretation  of  the  answer 
is  that  the  firm  of  Douney  &  Nicholson  did 
not  execute  the  mortgage,  as  there  was  no 
such  firm  in  existence;  that  D.  G.  Nichol- 
son did  execute  it,  but  without  right  or  au- 
thority  from  the  supposed  firm  or  from  Dou- 
ney. The  answer  thus  construed  enabled 
the  plaintiff  to  dispense  with  the  prelimi- 
nary proof  by  the  subscribing  witness  before 
offering  the  mortgage  In  evidence,  and  the 
court  committed  no  error  in  admitting  it 
There  are  some  other  assignments  of  error  in 
tbe  record,  but  they  are  not  deemed  prejudi- 
cial. The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  is 
therefore  affirmed. 


GARRETT  v.  BISHOP  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

LicgNSB— Revocation — Enjoisiso  Usb. 

1.  A  parol  license  to  construct  a  ditch  across 
land  to  conduct  water  to  land  of  the  licensee 
cannot  he  revoked  after  the  licensee  relying 
thereon  has  made  valuable  improvements  on  his 
land  and  the  agent  of  the  licensor  located  the 
course  of  the  ditch. 

2.  On  suit  by  a  licensor  to  enjoin  a  licensee 
from  continuing  a  ditch  to  conduct  water  across 
the  licensor's  land  to  a  mine  of  defendant,  it 
appeared  that  the  licensee,  relying  on  his  license, 
had  made  valuable  improvements  on  his  land; 
that  the  banks  of  the  ditch,  constructed  on  the 
side  of  a  hill,  under  the  licensor's  direction,  was 
of  soft  earth,  and  lioble,  until  hardened  by  wa- 
ter, to  allow  the  water  to  overflow  the  licensor's 
land;  that  defendant  had  agreed  to  keep  the 
ditch  in  repair,  and  was  able  to  pay  damages. 
Held,  that  an  injunction  restraining  defendant 
from  using  the  ditch  was  improperly  issued. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Baker  county; 
Morton  D.  Clifford,  .Tudge. 

Bill  by  Louisa  Garrett  against  Bishop  & 
Stuiler  for  an  injunction.  From  a  decree  for 
plaintiff,  defendants  appeal.    Reversed. 

This  is  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  defendants  from 
continuing  an  alleged  trespass  on  plaintiff's 
premises.  The  facts  are  that  plaintiff  is  tbe 
owner  of  160  acres  of  land,  situated  in  Baker 
county.  Or.,  through  which  the  waters  of 
Styce's  gulch  flow  in  a  northerly  direction, 
emptying  into  Powder  river,  which  also 
flows  tiirough  said  land  in  an  easterly  di- 


rection; tbat,  by  meaiu  of  ditches  connect- 
ed with  Styce's  gulch  in  1869  and  1875,  about 
75  acres  of  said  land  bad  lieen  irrigated  and 
put  in  cultivation,  and  in  1890  tbe  plaintiff, 
desiring  more  water  for  irrigation,  com- 
menced a  ditch  from  Powder  river,  and  In 
April  of  the  following  year  entered  into  an 
agreement  with  tbe  defendants,  by  the  terms 
of  which  they  underto<A  to  enlarge  said 
ditch  and  construct  it  across  the  plaintiff's 
land  and  supply  it  with  water  sufficient  for 
the  irrigation  of  said  land,  in  consideration 
of  the  use  of  tbe  surplus,  after  ber  approi^- 
atlon  had  been  made,  to  operate  a  placer 
mine  owned  by  them;  that  the  defendants, 
in  pursuance  of  tbe  terms  of  said  agree- 
ment, commenced  the  ditch  at  a  point  on  the 
river  abont  one-quarter  of  a  mile  above 
plaintiff's  point  of  diversion,  and,  at  an  ex- 
pense of  ^1,200,  constructed  it,  on  a  line 
marked  out  and  agreed  upon  by  the  parties, 
across  the  plaintiff's  land  to  their  mining 
claim;  tbat  the  ditch  was  dug  in  light  soil 
on  the  side  of  a  hill  for  a  part  of  tbe  way, 
and,  by  reason  of  cattle  being  driven  across 
it,  and  squirrels  burrowing  in  its  banks,  the 
water  escaped  from  such  places,  flowed  on 
the  plaintiff's  meadow,  and  injured  abont  20 
acres  of  grass.  The  plaintiff  brings  this  suit 
to  prevent  a  recurrence  of  tbe  injury,  and 
alleges  that  the  defendants  unlawfully  broke 
and  entered  her  close,  cut  down  and  destroy- 
ed the  banks  of  her  Irrigating  ditch,  ren- 
dering it  unsafe  and  useless,  and,  having 
turned  a  large  tiuantity  of  water  therein,  tbe 
banks  of  tbe  ditch  gave  way  at  different 
times  and  places,  and  ber  meadow  was  cov- 
ered with  gravd,  rocks,  and  dSbrls,  and  25 
acres  of  hay  land  kept  flooded  with  water, 
and  tbat,  by  reason  of  the  ditch  being  dug 
too  deep  in  places,  12  acres  of  her  grain  land 
could  not  be  irrigated;  tbat.  In  April,  1892, 
the  defendants  unlawfully  drained  all  tbe 
waters  of  Styce's  gulcb  away  from  ber 
ditches,  and  diverted  the  flow  thereof,  and 
tlireaten  to  deprive  ber  of  the  use  of  tbe 
waters  of  said  stream;  and  prays  tbat  they 
may  be  perpetually  enjoined  from  diverting 
the  same.  The  defendants,  after  denying 
the  material  allegations  of  tbe  complaint,  al- 
lege that  tbe  ditch  was  constructed  under  a 
license  from  the  plaintiff,  upon  the  faith  of 
which  they  bad  relied  and  expended  about 
$6,000  in  improving  their  mining  property, 
valued  at  $20,000,  and  that,  if  they  were  de- 
prived of  the  use  of  tbe  water  from  Powder 
river  by  the  ditch  so  constructed  by  them, 
their  mine  would  be  rendered  valueless;  and 
claimed  that  tbe  plaintiff,  by  reason  of  her 
conduct,  was  estopped  to  enjoin  them  from 
appropriating  the  water  to  the  operation  of 
their  said  mine.  A  reply  having  put  in  issue 
tbe  allegations  of  new  matter  contained  In 
the  answer,  the  cause  was  referred  to  D.  D. 
Williams,  Brtj.,  who  took  the  evidence,  and 
from  It  found  that  the  equities  were  with  tbe 
defendants,  and  that  the  suit  should  be  dis- 
missed.   The  court,  however,  set  aside  these 


Or.) 


GARRETT  e.  BISHOP. 


II 


findings,  and  rendered  a  decree  perpetnally 
enjoining  tbe  defendants  from  conducting 
water  across  plaintiff's  premises,  from  which 
decree  the  defendants  appeal. 

M.  Ij.  Ohnstead,  for  appellants.   J.  L.  Rand, 
for  respondent. 

MOORE,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  It  is 
contended  that  a  parol  license  cannot  be  re- 
voked after  it  has  been  executed  by  the  11- 
<X3tBee  who,  relying  upon  the  faith  of  the 
prirllege  conferred,  has  expended  money  In 
making  valuable  permanent  improvements. 
The  principle  contended  for  assumes  that 
the  outlay  of  money  in  making  such  im- 
provemMits  is  equivalent  to  the  payment  of 
a  valuable  consideration  for  the  license, 
which,  having  been  executed,  becomes  irrev- 
ocable, and  is  converted  Into  an  agreement 
which  equity  will  enforce,  upon  the  theory 
that  the  licensor,  having  encouraged  the  im- 
provements which  have  l)een  made  upon  the 
faith  of  the  license,  is  estopped  by  his  conduct 
from  asserting  his  strict  legal  rights.  Tbe 
leading  case  in  auiq;>ort  of  this  principle  is 
Rerick  v.  Kern,  14  So-g.  &  R.  207,  in  which 
It  appears  that  Kern,  being  about  to  erect  a 
sawmill  on  a  branch  known  as  the  right- 
hand  stream,  found  a  better  location  on  the 
left-hand  stream,  and,  liaving  obtained  Ber- 
ick's  permission,  he  built  his  mill  on  the  latter 
stream,  which,  without  the  aid  of  water  from 
the  rigbt-band  stream,  would  have  been  whol- 
ly  insufflcient  to  (^)erate  the  mill.  No  deed 
was  executed  or  any  consideration  paid  for 
the  privilege;  but,  after  Kern,  in  consequence 
of  the  permission,  had  put  his  mill  in  success- 
ful (^}Mation,  Rerick  revoked  the  license,  by 
removing  the  dam  which  was  built  to  divert 
the  water.  It  was  there  held  that  the  li- 
cense, in  consequence  of  the  improvement, 
became  irrevocable.  Gibson,  J.,  in  deliver- 
ing the  opinion  of  the  court,  said:  "Rut  a 
license  may  become  an  agreement  on  valua- 
ble consideration,  as  where  the  enjoyment  of 
it  must  necessarily  be  preceded  by  the  ex- 
penditure of  money;  and,  when  the  grantee 
has  made  improvements  or  invested  cai>ttal 
in  consequence  of  it,  he  has  become  a  pur- 
chaser for  a  valuable  ccmslderation.  Such  a 
grant  la  a  direct  encouragement  to  expend 
money,  and  it  would  be  against  all  con- 
science to  annul  it  as  soon  as  the  benefit  ex- 
pected from  the  expenditure  Is  beginning  to 
be  jierceived."  The  editors  of  the  American 
DeclsicMis,  in  their  notes  to  this  case  (16  Am. 
Dea  497),  after  an  exhaustive  citation  of  de- 
cisions upon  thib  question,  say:  "From  the 
foregoing  review  of  case  law  it  will  be  seen 
that  the  doctrine  of  the  principal  case,  though 
not  recognized  In  some  of  our  state  courts,  is 
nevertheless  expressive  of  the  law  as  admin- 
istered in  the  majority  of  them,  and  that  the 
preponderance  of  recent  Judicial  opinion  is  in 
harmony  with  the  views  of  Judge  Gibson." 
Tbe  rule  announced  In  the  Pennsylvania  case 
was  adopted  by  this  court  in  the  case  of 


Chirtls  V.  Water  Co.,  20  Or.  34,  23  Pne.  808, 
and  25  Pac.  378,  In  which  Lord.  J.,  In  com- 
menting on  the  principle  contended  for,  said: 
"An  executed  license  is  treated  like  a  parol 
agreement  In  equity.  It  will  not  allow  the' 
statute  to  be  used  as  a  cover  for  fraud.  It' 
will  not  permit  advantage  to  be  taken  of  the 
form  of  the  consent,  although  not  within  the 
statute  of  frauds,  after  lai^e  expenditures  of 
money  or  labor  have  been  Invested  in  perma- 
nent improvements  upon  the  land,  In  good 
faith,  upon  the  reliance  reposed  in  such  con- 
sent. To  allow  one  to  revoke  bis  consent, 
wh«i  it  was  given,  or  had  the  effect,  to  In- 
fluence the  conduct  of  another,  and  cause  him 
to  make  large  Investments,  would  operate  as 
a  fraud,  and  warrant  the  Interference  of 
equity  to  prevoit  it"  The  execution  of  a 
parol  license,  while  relying  on  the  faith  of 
it,  supplies  the  place  of  a  writing,  and  takes 
the  case  out  of  the  statute  of  frauds  (I^ee  v. 
McLeod,  12  Nev.  280);  but,  while  the  agree- 
ment under  which  the  licensee  has  acted  may 
be  proved  by  parol  (Le  Fevre  v.  I«  Fevre.' 
8  Am.  Dec.  606),  the  evidence  of  It  should 
be  dear  and  convincing,  and  show  a  permis- 
aUm  to  do  the  particular  act  which  has  been 
accomplished  or  some  participation  In  Its  ex- 
ecution by  the  owner  of  the  estate  or  ease- 
ment affected  thereby  (McBroom  v.  Thomp- 
son, 25  Or.  550,  37  Pac.  57).  The  evidence 
shows  an  ag;reement  between  the  parties  in 
relation  to  the  construction  of  tbe  ditch;  that 
the  plaintilTs  husband,  as  her  agent,  assisted 
in  locating  its  course  across  her  land;  that 
she  furnished  a  team  and  plow  with  which  to 
do  a  part  of  the  work;  and  that  the  comple- 
tion of  the  ditch  for  the  purpose  of  irrigating 
her  lands,  and  the  defendants'  reliance  upon 
the  faith  of  the  agreement,  while  making  per- 
manent improvements  on  their  mining  claim, 
constitute  the  consideration  for  the  license 
which,  having  been  executed,  cannot  now  be 
revoked. 

The  next  question  to  be  considered  la 
whether  equity  will  enjotai  the  use  of  the 
defendants'  ditch  when  its  banks  are  liable  to 
break,  thereby  causing  the  water  to  over- 
flow the  plaintiff's  meadow.  The  defendants 
allege  in  their  answer  that  their  agreement 
to  keep  the  ditch  In  repair  formed  a  part  of 
the  consideration  for  the  permission  to  con- 
struct it,  and  b^ice  they  are  bound  to  ex- 
ercise due  care  in  the  management  of  the 
ditch,  and  for  any  neglect  In  that  respect  they 
win  be  liable  for  any  injury  in  excess  of  tbe 
ordinary  consequences  that  might  resultthere- 
from.  The  rule  Is  well  settled  that,  where 
one,  in  the  execution  of  Judicial  process, 
abuses  the  license  ctmferred  upon  an  officer 
by  law,  he  becomes  a  trespasser  ab  Initio; 
but  where  one,  under  express  authority  of  the 
licensor,  exceeds  or  abusekS  the  privilege  con- 
ferred, he  is  only  liable  for  the  excess.  Jew- 
eU  V.  Mahood,  84  Am.  Dec.  00.  The  defend- 
ants, having  entered  the  plalntifTs  premises 
by  her  express  agreement,  cannot  be  tre»^ 
passes,  but  would  be  liable  in  an  action  at 
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law  for  any  neglect  of  duty  or  abase  of  their 
privilege.  When  the  nature  of  the  trespass 
is  such  as  to  lead  to  a  multiplicity  ot  actions, 
w  the  injury  goes  to  the  destruction  of  the 
estate  in  the  manner  in  which  it  Is  enjc^ed, 
or  the  trespass  cannot  be  adequately  com- 
pensated in  damages,  and  the  remedy  at  law 
Is  plainly  Inadequate,  equity  will  grant  relief 
by  injunction.  Smith  t.  Oardlner,  12  Or. 
221.  6  Pac.  771;  MendenbaU  t.  Water-Power 
Co.  (Or.)  39  Pac.  399.  The  plaintifr  knew  the 
character  of  the  soil  along  the  side  of  the 
hill  where  the  ditch  was  dog,  and  must  have 
known  Its  banks  were,  for  a  time,  at  least, 
liable  to  break.  The  evidence  shows  that 
soch  soil  soon  becomes  compact  by  means  of 
water  flowing  in  ditches,  and  that  recur- 
rences of  the  Injury  complained  of  are  not  to 
be  apprehended.  The  injury  does  not,  in 
oar  Judgment,  tend  to  the  destruction  of  the 
estate,  and  only  amounts  to  a  mere  trespass 
when  the  banks  of  the  ditch  break;  and  the 
damage  sustained  In  consequence  of  the  oc- 
casional overflow  cannot  be  Irreparable,  and 
must  be  susceptible  of  pecuniary  comprasa- 
tlon  In  an  action  at  law.  If  It  appeared  that 
plaintiff's  land  was  liable  to  constant  over- 
tam  from  this  source,  necessitating  a  multi- 
plicity of  actions  to  compensate  the  Injury, 
«r  that  the  water,  for  any  length  of  time, 
stood  upon  the  meadow,  thus  tending  to  a 
destruction  of  the  estate,  in  the  manner  in 
which  It  was  used,  equity  would,  by  Injuno- 
tlMi,  restrain  the  further  use  of  the  ditch;  but, 
there  being  no  erldence  of  the  defendants' 
inability  to  respond  in  damages,  for  which  the 
law  side  of  the  court  furnishes  an  adequate 
remedy.  It  follows  that  the  decree  must  be 
reversed,  the  injunction  dissolved,  and  the 
suit  dismissed;  and  it  is  so  ordered. 


PRATT  V.  HUNT  et  al.    (No.  18,442.) 

(SniM'eme  Court  of  California.    July  31,  1895.) 

LBASB—CovBNAKT—BKEAca— Action  aoaisst 

ExECCTOR— Presentation  of  Claim. 

1.  During  the  life  of  a  lease  covenanting 
that  the  lessee  at  the  termination  thereof  shaO 
return  certain  furniture  in  as  Rood  condition 
as  when  the  lease  was  made,  action  for  injury 
thereto  cannot  be  maintained,  as  it  may  be  re- 
paired so  as  to  be  in  as  good  condition  before 
the  termination  of  the  lease. 

2.  The  presentation  against  the  estate  of 
decedent  of  a  contingent  claim  for  any  damages 
claimant  may  sustain  by  reason  of  any  injury 
to  furniture,  which  a  subsisting  lease,  on  which 
deceased  was  guarantor,  provided  should  he  re- 
tamed  in  good  condition  at  the  termination  of 
the  lease,  will  not  support  an  action  for  dam- 
ages for  actual  destruction  of  the  furniture, 
there  being  no  allegation  in  the  complaint  that 
this  occurred  subsequent  to  the  presentation  and 
rejection  of  the  contingent  claim. 

Departmoit  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  M.  Sea- 
well,  Judge. 

Action  by  Francis  W.  Fratt  against  Emma 
Ii.  Hunt,  executrix  of  H.  B.  Hunt,  deceased. 
Judgment  tor  defendant.  Plaintiff  appeals. 
Affirmed. 


Hon  &  Dunn,  for  appellant.  Mastick, 
Belcher  ft  Mjutic^,  tot  respondent 

GABOUTTB,  J.  Francis  W.  Pratt,  as  the 
owner  of  certain  hotel  property  situated  in 
the  city  of  Sacramento,  leased  the  same,  in- 
cluding furniture,  etc.,  to  one  Sherwood,  for 
the  term  of  five  years,  at  a  stipulated  rental 
per  month.  This  contract  of  lease  contains 
the  following  provision:  "And  it  is  agreed 
by  the  party  of  the  second  part  that,  at  the 
expiration  of  said  term,  or  the  sooner  termi- 
nation thereof,  he  will  return  to  the  party  of 
the  first  part  all  the  furniture,  fixtures,  bed- 
ding, gas  fixtures,  and  all  other  articles  de- 
scribed in  said  Inventory  A,  according  to  the 
Inventory  therein  mentioned,  in  as  good  con- 
dition as  said  articles  now  are.  Any  window 
glass  that  may  be  broken  must  be  replaced 
by  said  second  party  with  glass  of  equal 
quality,  at  his  expense,  and,  at  the  expira- 
tion of  said  term,  the  said  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part  will  quit  and  surrender  the  said 
premises  In  as  good  state  and  condition  as 
reasonable  use  and  wear  there<tf  will  permit, 
damages  by  the  elements  excepted."  Invm- 
tory  A  contained  a  statement  In  detail  of  the 
personal  property  aforesaid.  Hnnt,  the  de- 
fendant's testator,  in  writing  guarantied  the 
faitliful  performance  of  the  covenants  of  the 
lease  upon  the  part  of  Sherwood.  Prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  five-year  term,  Hunt, 
the  guarantw,  died,  and  thereupon  Fratt  pre- 
sented a  claim  to  the  defendant,  as  executrix 
of  his  estate,  for:  (1)  Balance  due  for  rent 
already  accrued;  (2)  amount  of  r«it  hereaft- 
er to  become  due  prior  to  the  expiration  of 
the  lease;  (3)  a  contingent  liability,  to  wit, 
"for  any  damage  claimant  may  sustain  liy 
reason  of  any  injury  which  may  be  done  to 
any  of  the  personal  property  described  in 
said  inventory  or  schedtde  B,  hereto  at- 
tached, and  also  for  any  damage  which 
claimant  may  sustain  by  reason  of  the  non- 
delivery or  return  to  him  of  any  of  the  prop- 
erty described  in  said  schedule  B;  but  the 
amount  of  such  damage  this  claimant  is  at 
this  time  unable  to  state."  The  aforesaid 
claim  set  out  the  guaranty  of  Hunt  and  the 
facts  in  detail  concerning  the  transaction. 
Both  the  absolute  and  contingent  claims  for 
rent  were  allowed  by  the  executrix;  but  the 
contingent  claim  for  damages  for  loss  and 
injury  to  furniture,  etc.,  was  rejected.  There- 
upon this  action  was  brought  upon  the  claim 
as  presented,  and  a  general  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  was  Interposed  and  sustained  by 
the  trial  court  The  sole  purpose  of  this  &p^ 
peal  appears  to  be  to  test  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  sustaining  that  demurrer. 

In  so  far  as  the  claim  was  for  rent  due  and 
to  become  due,  it  was  approved  by  the  ex 
ecutrix.  Hence,  no  cause  of  action  could  be 
based  upon  it  in  those  particulars;  and  that 
portion  of  the  complaint  wherein  it  is  sought 
to  recover  a  Judgment  for  rents  was  clearly 
susceptible  to  a  general  demurrer.  Plaintiff 
also  sued  to  recover  a  sum  ot  money  as 
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danutgea  for  broken  panes  of  glass;  bat,  In- 
asmncta  as  Sherwood  agreed  to  replace  all 
■nch  glass  npon  the  expiration  of  the  lease, 
an  action  for  sucb  damage  prior  to  that 
time  is  clearly  premature.  Tbe  complaint 
contains  the  following  allegation:  *  PlalotUC 
allures  that,  before  the  filing  of  tbe  com- 
plaint to  which  this  Is  amendatory,  the  said 
T.  jr.  Sherwood  had  carelessly  and  negligent- 
ly permitted  a  large  amount  of  personal 
property,  fomlttire,  and  fixtures  leased  with 
said  hotel,  and  described  in  Exhibit  B,  at- 
tached to  said  complaint,  to  become  utterly 
lost  and  destroyed;  that  said  personal  prop- 
erty,  furniture,  and  fixtures,  so  lost  and  de- 
stroyed, was,  at  the  time  of  said  loss  and 
destruction,  of  tbe  value  of  $1,000,  as  this 
plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes;  that,  by 
reason  of  said  loss  and  destruction  of  said 
personal  property,  this  plaintitC  was  dam- 
aged In  the  sum  of  (1,000,  as  he  is  informed 
and  believes.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges 
that  tbe  personal  property,  furniture,  and 
fixtures  described  In  said  Ejchlbit  B,  which 
was,  at  the  date  of  filing  said  complaint,  and 
still  Is,  in  the  said  Union  Hotel,  and  which 
consists  of  all  of  said  personal  property,  fur- 
niture, and  fixtures  in  said  exhibit  describ- 
ed, ezc^t  such  as  has  been  lost  and  destroy- 
ed, as  aforesaid,  was,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  said  lease,  and  while  tbe  same  was 
In  the  iHJSseesion  of  said  T.  J.  Sherwood,  by 
bis  car^essness  and  negligence,  greatly  in- 
jured and  damaged;  that  is  to  say,  the  same 
was  damaged  and  injured  to  tbe  extent  of 
12,174.45."  It  Is  upon  thU  allegation  of  the 
complaint  that  plaintiff  must  rest  bis  cause 
of  action,  if  the  pleading  states  one,  and  oar 
consideration  will  now  be  addressed  to  its 
sufficiency. 

Tbe  claim  presented  to  the  executrix,  upon 
which  tbe  allegation  of  the  complaint  Just 
quoted  is  based,  is  In  its  nature  essentially 
a  contingent  claim.  Section  1498  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  declares  when  ac- 
tions must  be  brought  upon  claims  due  and 
claims  not  due  at  the  date  of  rejection.  Tbe 
claim  here  presented  cannot  be  classed  in 
rittaer  category;  and  the  declaration  of  this 
principle  finds  full  support  In  tbe  case  of 
Terdler  v.  Roach,  96  Cal.  474,  31  Pac.  554. 
We  find  no  other  provision  in  the  statute 
prescribing  the  time  within  which  suit  must 
be  brought  upon  rejected  claims;  hence,  as 
to  rejected  contingent  claims,  the  matter 
may  be  said  to  be  enveloped  in  some  doubt. 
As  Is  said  In  Verdier  v.  Roach,  supra:  "The 
allowance  of  such  a  claim  would  have  ad- 
mitted and  established  the  validity  of  the 
obligation,  and  would  have  entitled  It  to  be 
filed  in  conrt,  etc."  And,  while  It  Is  possible 
that  an  action  npon  a  rejected  contingent 
claim  may  be  brought  to  secure  a  Judgment, 
giving  the  claim  the  same  status  as  would 
come  to  It  by  its  allowance,  still,  we  find, 
upon  examination  of  the  complaint  in  this 
case,  and  especially  of  the  allegation  pre- 
noasly  quoted,  that  no  such  Judgment  Is 


here  sought;  but  a  money  Judgment  for 
damages  pure  and  simple  is  asked  for.  This 
allegation  of  the  complaint  has  a  twofold 
character.  It  lays  a  claim  for  damages  in 
the  sum  of  $1,000  for  furniture,  etc.,  lost 
and  destroyed  by  the  lessee,  and  also  a 
claim  of  $2474.45  for  furniture,  etc.,  injured 
and  damaged.  As  to  the  damage  for  injury 
to  the  personal  property  leased  by  plaintiff, 
we  are  clear  that  any  action  for  such  dam- 
ages will  be  premature  until  the  expiration 
of  the  lease  term.  The  lessor,  under  his  con- 
tract, agreed  to  return  this  personal  prop- 
erty "In  as  good  condition  as  said  articles 
now  are,"  and  no  cause  of  action  for  a 
breach  of  that  covenant  could  arise  until  the 
time  came  for  a  return  of  the  property.  The 
mere  fact  that  It  was  Injured  and  damaged 
at  some  time  during  the  life  of  the  lease 
would  not  show  that  it  could  not  be  returned 
subsequently  in  substantially  Its  original 
condition.  It  would  not  show  but  that  re- 
pairs would  place  it  In  tbe  same  condition 
as  when  leased.  As  to  the  claim  of  $1,000 
for  property  destroyed  and  lost.  It  must  be 
assumed  that  such  property  not  only  was 
placed  beyond  repair,  but  could  not  be  rw- 
tumed;  and,  such  being  the  fact,  it  may  be 
conceded,  for  present  purposes,  at  least,  that 
a  cause  of  action  in  damages  for  Its  loss 
would  arise  at  the  date  of  its  destruction,  re- 
gardless of  tbe  time  of  the  expiration  of  the 
lease;  for,  even  though  the  lessee's  stated 
time  for  performance  had  not  yet  arrived,  it 
be  volnntarlly  placed  it  out  of  his  power  ta 
perform,  he  committed  a  breach  of  the  con- 
tract,  and  was  liable  at  once.  It  may  alst 
be  conceded  that  tbe  covenants  of  bis  con- 
tract as  to  returning  this  property  could  r.ot 
be  satisfied  by  a  return  of  other  property  of 
a  similar  kind  and  character.  But,  for  oth- 
er reasons,  we  think  this  claim  of  $1,000  for 
damages  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action; 
and  those  reasons  also  furnish  additional 
groimds  for  defeating  tbe  plaintiff's  claim  of 
damages  for  property  injured  and  damaged. 
The  allegation  of  tbe  complaint  in  this  re- 
gard is  that,  "before  the  filing  of  the  com- 
plaint to  which  this  is  amendatory,  the  said 
T.  J.  Sherwood  bad  carelessly  and  negligent- 
ly permitted  a  large  amount  of  personal 
property,"  etc.  It  will  be  observed  that  the 
claim  presented  and  rejected  was  a  contin- 
gent claim.  No  damages  were  alleged,  and 
no  allowance  for  damages  asked.  Tbe  com- 
plaint, as  we  see,  asks  for  damages.  Upon 
such  a  state  of  facts.  It  Is  necessary  to  the 
statement  of  a  cause  of  action  that  an  alle- 
gation be  found  therein  that  such  damages 
arose  from  a  breach  of  the  contract  occur- 
ring since  tbe  presentation  and  rejection  of 
the  contingent  claim.  No  claim  for  damages 
was  presented  to  the  executrix  of  the  es- 
tate. She  had  no  opportunity  to  allow  such 
a  claim,  and  necessarily  rejected  no  such 
claim.  No  such  claim  ever  being  presented 
and  rejected,  no  action  for  damages  upon  a 
claim  of  that  character  will   lie:    for  its 
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pre8enta.tl0b  and  tejectlon  Vrere  conditions 
precedent  to  the  bringing  of  an  action.  An 
allegation  of  the  character  suggested  would 
seem  to  be  as  necessary  to  a  complaint  in 
this  class  of  actions  as  an  allegation  show- 
ing that  the  breach  of  the  contract  occurred 
during  the  life  of  the  guaranty.  The  com- 
plaint upon  its  face  must  show  a  present 
liability  of  the  guarantor.  It  must  show  a 
presentation  and  rejection  of  the  claim  upon 
Which  the  action  is  brought,  or  a  legal  rea- 
son excusing  such  presentation  and  rejection. 
This  the  complaint  does  not  do.  If  a  com- 
plaint showed  an  action  against  an  admin- 
istrator or  executor  upon  a  claim  against  a 
decedent,  without  alleging  its  presentation 
and  rejection,  no  cause  of  action  would  be 
stated,  and  in  this  case  there  is  no  cause  of 
action  stated  against  defendant,  inasmuch 
as  there  is  no  allegation  that  this  breach  of 
contract  was  made  subsequent  to  the  pres- 
entation and  rejection  of  the  contingent 
claim.  An  allegation  in  the  one  case  is  no 
more  important  than  in  the  other.  For  the 
foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 


We  concur: 
SON,  J. 


McFARLAND,  J.;  HARBI- 


S  Cal.  TTnrep.  101 
BIGELOW   V.    BALLERINO.      (No    19,480.)' 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  31,  1895.) 
Vacation  of  Allbt— Riohts  of  Abdttino 

OWNEK. 

Where  a  public  alley  is  vacated,  the  right 
of  an  abutting  owner  to  the  portion  adjoining 
his  land  is  not,  as  against  an  aontting  owner  on 
the  opposite  side  of  the  alley,  affected  by  the 
fact  that  the  vacation  was  unlawful. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  W.  H.  Clark,  Judge. 

Action  by  L.  M.  Bigelow  against  Bartolo 
Ballerino  to  quiet  title.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

Horace  Bell,  for  appellant.  A.  W.  Button, 
for  resimndent 

BRITT,  0.  There  was  a  street  in  the 
city  of  Los  Angeles  called  "Negro  Alley." 
Plaintiff  owned  land  which,  as  she  claimed, 
abutted  on  the  westerly  side  of  such  alley, 
and  defendant  owned  land  adjacent  to  the 
easterly  side  thereof,  opposite  to  plaintiff's 
land.  In  April,  1889,  the  city  council  of  Los 
Angeles  vacated  said  alley  as  a  street,  and 
about  the  same  time  laid  out  a  new  street, 
called  "Los  Angeles  Street,"  a  little  to  the 
west  of  said  alley.  Such  new  street  includ- 
ed nearly  all  of  plaintiff's  land,  the  city 
paying  her  for  the  portion  taken.  The  court 
found  that  there  was  left,  however,  of  her 
property,  a  wedge-shaped  piece,  varying  in 
width  from  a  few  Inches  at  the  north  end  to 
a  few  feet  at  the  south  end,  contiguous  to 
said  Negro  alley,  and  lying  between  the  west- 
*  Reversed  In  banc.    See  U  Paa  V/f,  111  Cal.'ISt. 


eriy  line  of  the  alley  and  the  easterly  line 
of  the  new  street  Defendant,  claiming 
the  right,  upon  the  vacation  of  the  alley,  to  ex- 
tend his  frontage  to  the  new  street,  con- 
structed a  small  building  adjacent  to  the 
east  line  thereof,  covering  a  section  about  1& 
feet  in  length  of  the  said  narrow  strip  of 
plaintiff's  land,  and  extending  eastward  into 
what  had  been  Negro  alley.  Plaintiff  brought 
this  action  to  quiet  her  title  against  defend- 
ant to  the  land  between  her  north  and  south 
lines  lying  east  of  the  new  street  and  ex- 
tending to  the  middle  line  of  such  former 
alley,  and  to  recover  possession  of  the  parcel 
so  built  upon  by  him.  She  had  Judgment, 
and  the  defendant  appeals  from  the  same, 
and  from  an  order  denying  his  motion  for 
new  trial.  The  only  question  of  any  c(m- 
sequence  in  the  case  is  whether  the  evidence 
sustains  the  finding  that  plaintiff  is  the  own- 
er of  that  portion  of  the  narrow  strip  be- 
tween Los  Angeles  street  and  the  line  of  the 
former  Negro  alley,  where  def^idant  wm- 
Btructed  his  building.  If  she  is,  then  ot 
course  she  Is  entitled  to  resist  the  encroadi- 
ments  of  the  defendant  on  her  side  of  ftae 
alley,  whether  It  was  lawfully  vacated  <x  not, 
and  whether  he  consented  to  its  vacation  or 
not.  Civ.  Code,  831.  On  this  quesUon  the 
record  is  not  very  clear;  but,  upon  examin- 
ing the  evidence  set  out;  we  think  the  court 
was  justified  hi  its  conclusion  that  plaintiff 
Is  the  owner  of  the  disputed  ground, — ^by  long 
continued  possession  of  herself  and  her  prede- 
cessors. If  not  by  paper  title.  We  see  no  use- 
ful purpose  to  be  served  by  detailing  the  testi- 
mony here.  The  judgment  and  order  should 
be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    SEARLS.  O.;  BELCHER,  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  (pinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der are  affirmed. 


5  Cal.  X7nrep.  88 

JENSEN  V.  HUNTER  et  al.    (No.  19,321.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  11,  1895.) 

DivcRsioN  OF  Water — Oostbact— Conbidbratiox 
— LiGBNSB — Adverbs  Pobsession. 

1.  Where  suit  was  brought  by  an  upper  ri- 
parian owner  to  compel  defendant  to  desist  from 
taking  water  from  a  stream,  such  compulsory 
abandonment  cannot  constitute  a  eonsideratioa 
for  an  agreement  by  another  owner  to  allow  de- 
fendant to  divert  the  water  from  a  point  lower 
on  the  stream. 

2.  Title  to  a  ditch  diverting  water  from  a 
stream  on  the  land  of  plaintiff's  decedent  cannot 
be  claimed  by  adverse  possession  by  one  who, 
after  using  the  water  for  three  years,  acknowl- 
edged decedent's  title  by  offering  to  pay  for  a 
grant  thereof. 

3.  An  oral  permission  given  to  divert  and 
use  water  from  a  stream  is  a  mere  license,  which 
is  revocable,  and  does  not  vest  any  estate  in  the 
land. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Bernardino 
county;  John  L.  Campbell^  Judga 
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Action  by  Mercedes  Jensen,  as  «cecutrlx, 
against  R.  B.  Hunter  and  others,  to  quiet 
title.  Defendants  had  judgment,  and  plain- 
tiff appeals.    Reversed. 

Paris  &  Allison  and  H.  W.  Nesbit,  for  ap- 
pellant.  Goodcell  &  Leonard  and  W.  A.  Pur- 
riugton,  for  respondents. 

HAYNES,  C.  Cornelius  Jensen  died  De- 
cember 12,  1886,  seised  of  the  lands  described 
in  the  complaint,  and  plaintiff  brings  this  ac- 
tion, as  his  executrix,  to  quiet  the  title  of  the 
estate  thereto.  The  only  controversy  bstween 
the  parties  relates  to  an  alleged  water  right 
and  right  of  way  for  a  ditch  claimed  by  de- 
fendants over  said  lands.  The  court  fonnd  in 
favor  of  defendants,  establishing  their  right 
to  the  water  and  ditch,  and  plaintiff  appeals 
from  the  judgment  entered  thereon,  and  from 
an  order  denying  her  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  watOT  in  question  rises  above  plalntlfTs 
land,  and  flows  through  it  in  a  natural 
stream  or  water  course.  About  four  years 
prior  to  1882,  the  water  was  diverted  by  one 
Kelting  at  a  i>oint  above  plaintifTs  land,  and 
conducted  by  a  ditch  to  his  land,  which  is 
DOW  owned  by  the  principal  defendant,  Mar- 
garet Scott,  who  was  formerly  the  wife  of 
said  Kelting.  The  point  of  diversion  was 
then  upon  the  land  of  one  Evans,  who,  in 
1882,  refused  to  permit  Kelting  to  longer  take 
the  water  out  upon  his  land.  Whether  any 
part  of  the  ditch,  as  it  then  existed,  was  upon 
plaintifTs  land  does  not  clearly  appear.  Jose 
Jensen  testlfled  tiiat  "it  might  hare  crossed 
a  comer  of  our  land."  Phlllippe  Martinez  and 
one  Qulntana  were  interested  in  the  ditch 
with  Kelting,  but  they  were  not  made  de- 
fendants. Whether  they  have  or  claim  any 
present  Interest  does  not  appear.  The  de> 
fendants,  other  than  Mrs.  Scott,  are  tenants 
and  incumbrancers  of  Mrs.  Scott's  land, 
which  was  formerly  owned  by  Kelting,  and 
neither  her  land  nor  that  of  Martinee  or 
Qnlntana  touch  the  stream  from  which  the 
water  was  taken  at  any  point. 

Mrs.  Scott's  answer  alleged  ownership  of 
the  right  to  divert  the  water  for  use  on  her 
land,  and  the  right  to  maintain  and  use  the 
dam  and  ditch,  by  the  adverse  use  and  pos- 
session thereof  for  more  than  five  years; 
and  for  a  second  defense  alleged  a  parol 
agreement  between  her  grantor,  Kelting,  and 
said  Cornelius  Jensen,  whereby  said  Kelting 
agreed  to  abandon  his  right  to  divert  the  wa- 
ter "at  said  higher  point,"  and  to  abandon 
the  use  of  the  ditch  at  that  point,  and  that 
Jensen,  in  consideration  thereof,  promised 
and  agreed  that  Kelting  should  have  the  per- 
petual right  to  divert  the  water  at  said  lower 
point,  and  the  like  right  to  use  and  maintain 
a  dam,  and  a  ditch  extending  therefrom 
across  Jensen's  land    to  a  point  where  it 

would  connect  with  the  ditch  before  that 
nsed  to  convey  the  water  diverted  at  said 
higher  point;  that  the  new  ditch  was  com- 
pleted in  the  spring  of  1882,  and  was  used 


thereafter  until  1886,  when  the  dam  waa 
washed  away,  and  that  Jensen  then  orally 
agreed  with  Mrs.  Scott  that  she  should  have 
the  perpetual  right  to  maintain  a  dam  at  a 
point  about  200  yards  above  the  site  of  the 
one  washed  out,  and  to  construct  a  ditch 
from  the  new  dam  to  connect  with  the  ditch 
then  existing;  that  the  new  dam  and  ditch 
were  used  by  Mrs.  Scott  until  June,  1888, 
when  plaintiff  prevented  the  further  use  of 
the  dam  and  ditch.  The  court  found  all  the 
averments  of  the  answer  to  be  true,  except 
that  the  court  was  unable  to  find  or  deter- 
mine the  quantity  of  water  to  which  the  de- 
fendant was  entitled,  but  found  that  she  was 
entitled  to  the  flow  of  the  water  to  the  full 
capacity  of  the  ditch,  not  to  exceed,  however, 
300  Inches  measured  under  a  4-inch  pressure, 
that  being  the  quantity  she  alleged  she  was 
entitled  to. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  findings  are 
not  Justified  by  the  evidence.  The  answer, 
as  we  have  seen,  alleged  a  consideration  for 
the  parol  agreement  alleged  to  have  been 
made  by  Jensen  with  Kelting  for  the  right 
to  construct  the  dam  and  ditch  on  the  land 
of  the  former.  That  consideration  is  al- 
lied to  have  been  the  abandonment  by 
Kelting  of  the  right  to  divert  the  water  at  a 
point  above  Jensen's  land.  The  evidence, 
however,  shows  that  about  four  years  before 
the  construction  of  the  dam  and  ditch  on 
Jensen's  land  Kelting  diverted  the  water  up- 
on the  land  of  one  Evans,  and  that  Evans 
brought  suit  against  Kelting,  and  compelled 
him  to  desist  from  taking  the  water,  and  it 
was  this  enforced  abandonment  of  the  diver- 
sion of  the  water  and  use  of  the  former  ditch 
that  Is  referred  to  as  the  consideration  of 
Jensen's  alleged  parol  agreement  with  Kelt- 
ing. Such  enforced  abandonment  could  not 
constitute  a  consideration  for  the  alleged 
agreement.  There  was,  however,  no  evi- 
dence that  any  promise  or  agreement  was 
made  by  Jensen,  whether  by  parol  or  other- 
wise, at  or  before  the  construgtion  of  the 
dam,  conferring  upon  Kelting  a  right  to  the 
water,  or  to  construct  the  dam  or  ditch;  nor 
was  there  any  evidence  in  support  of  the  al- 
legation that  when  the  dam  was  washed 
away  in  188C  Jensen  orally  agreed  with  Mrs. 
Scott  that  she  should  have  the  perpetual  or 
any  right  to  maintain  a  dam  or  ditch  at  any 
place  upon  his  land;  but  the  evidence  shows 
that  the  first  dam  and  ditch  constructed  up- 
on Jensen's  land  was  by  his  license  or  per- 
mission, and  that  after  that  dam  was  wash- 
ed away  another  dam  was  constructed  at  a 
different  place,  and  a  new  ditch  taken  out 
and  connected  with  the  old  one,  also  with 
Jensen's  permission.  That  the  construction 
of  the  dam  and  ditch  was  not  based  upon 
any  assertion  of  right  in  Kelting  or  his  as- 
sociates, Martinez  and  Qulntana,  who  as- 
sisted in  their  construction  and  participated 
in  the  use  of  the  water,  is  clear.  Neither  of 
them  were  riparian  proprietors,  and  the 
place  of  diversion  whic^ilhey  bad  been  com- 
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pelled  to  almndon,  as  weU  as  tlie  water  di- 
verted, was  the  private  property  of  Elvana. 
The  particulars  of  the  litigation  with  Evaos 
do  not  appear  in  the  record,  but  it  must  be 
assumed  from  the  result  that  they  had  no 
right  If  they  had  purchased  the  water  right 
from  Evans,  the  right  to  the  ditch  across 
his  land  would  have  been  sustained;  and  a 
right  acquired  by  adverse  possession  would 
have  been  equally  efficacious  to  sustain  their 
right  to  both  the  water  and  the  ditch.  If, 
therefore,  they  had  no  right  to  the  water  as 
against  Evans,  they  could  have  no  right  to  it 
as  against  Jensen,  and  defendants  cannot 
now  assert  any  title  to  either  the  water  or 
the  ditch,  unless  It  has  been  acquired  by 
adverse  possession,  there  being  not  only  no 
evidence  of  any  grant,  but  both  the  answer 
and  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ants concede  that  no  conveyance  of  the  right 
was  ever  made. 

In  Pitzman  v.  Boyce,  111  Mo.  387, 19  S.  W. 
1104,  a  case  Involving  a  similar  question,  it 
was  said:  "The  question  to  be  first  deter- 
mined in  this  case  Is  whether  the  use  was 
really  adverse  to  the  owner,  or  was  it  mere- 
ly permissive  In  its  character?  If  permis- 
sive in  its  Inception,  then  such  permissive 
character,  being  stamped  on  the  use  at  the 
outset,  will  continue  of  the  same  nature, 
and  no  adverse  user  can  arise  until  a  dis- 
tinct and  positive  assertion  of  a  right  hostile 
to  the  owner,  and  brought  home  to  him,  can 
transform  a  subordinate  and  friendly  hold- 
ing into  one  of  an  opposite  nature,  and  ex- 
clusive and  Independent  in  its  character." 
In  Thomas  v.  England,  71  Cal.  456,  480,  12 
Fac.  491,  it  was  said:  "To  perfect  an  ease- 
ment by  occupancy  for  five  years,  the  en- 
joyment must  be  adverse,  continuous,  open, 
peaceable.  It  must  be  adverse,  and  under 
claim  of  legal  right  so  to  do,  and  not  by  the 
consent,  permission,  or  Indulgence  merely 
of  the  owner  of  the  alleged  servient  estate." 
That  the  use  of  the  dam,  ditch,  and  water 
by  the  defendants  was  not  under  a  claim  of 
"legal  right"  is  apparent  from  the  testimony 
of  Mrs.  Scott,  the  principal  defendant,  as 
well  as  from  the  testimony  of  other  wit- 
nesses. Mrs.  Scott,  it  Is  true,  testified  that 
she  used  the  water  peaceably  until  about 
two  years  before  the  trial,  and  during  that 
time  claimed  it  as  her  own  property.  She 
further  testified,  however,  as  follows:  "I 
went  to  Mr.  Cornelius  Jensen  to  get  him  to 
give  me  a  writing  for  the  right  of  way,  and 
took  money  along  to  pay  him  for  It  He 
said  It  was  not  necessary,  the  water  was 
mine,  and  he  could  not  take  it,  axid  nobody 
else,  and  offered  to  defend  me  if  I  had  any 
trouble  with  it.  This  conversation  was  two 
or  three  years  before  Jensen  died."  She 
further  testified  that  she  had  three  or  four 
conversations  with  him  about  the  water, 
and  that  he  always  said  It  was  hers;  that 
she  never  had  any  writing  from  Mr.  Jensen 
for  the  right  of  way;  that  he  said  it  wasn't 
necessary,  that  he  gave  it  to  her  husband. 


and  she  had  had  It  so  long  It  was  hers  with- 
out any  writing.  Mrs.  Berkmere,  a  sister  of 
Mrs.  Scott,  testified  that  she  went  with  Mrs. 
Scott  to  see  Mr.  Jensen;  that  they  went  be- 
cause they  heard  other  parties  were  talking 
of  buying  the  watw  from  Jensen.  "We 
thought  we  would  go  to  Mr.  Jensen,  and  pay 
him  something  to  secure  this  water,— not  the 
water,  the  right  of  way."  Mr.  Ferris,  a  wit- 
ness called  by  the  defendants,  testified  to  the 
changes  in  the  location  of  the  dam  and  ditch; 
that  the  dam  was  put  on  Jensen's  place  be- 
cause Elvans  had  sued  them  and  stopped 
them;  that  Jensen  said  she  could  take  It 
across  his  land,  so  that  she  would  not  lose 
her  garden  or  use  of  the  place.  Upon  cross- 
examination  he  was  asked:  "Q.  Did  be  say 
he  would  simply  give  permission  to  run  the 
water  through  his  land?  A.  7es,  sir;  be  bad 
let  them  have  a  chance  to  have  some  water 
there.  I  took  it  from  what  be  said  that  he 
should  let  her  have  a  right  of  way.  I  asked 
him  one  time  why  he  did  not  deed  It  to  her 
if  ho  wanted  her  to  bave  it,  and  he  said  it 
would  be  all  right  He  said  Mrs.  Kelting  had 
a  big  family,  and  he  wanted  her  to  have  the 
use  of  the  water,  and  that  he  might  not  want 
the  water  for  some  time.  He  told  me  that  he 
would  not  s^l  any  of  that  water,— that  he 
wanted  Mrs.  Kelting  to  have  It;"  and.  In  re- 
ply to  a  question  whetber  Jensen  did  not  say 
that  be  might  need  the  water  himself  some 
time,  answered,  "No,  sir;  he  told  me  he  could 
never  use  that  water  on  his  land,  and  it  was 
thought  so  at  that  time."  These  conversa- 
tions testified  to  by  Mr.  Ferris  took  place 
about  1884.  Frank  Wilkinson,  for  defendant 
testified  that  he  was  with  John  Berkmere 
when  he  tried  to  get  some  writings  from  Jen- 
sen giving  Mrs.  Kelting  (now  Mrs.  Scott)  a 
right  of  way.  That  also  was  In  1884.  Phil- 
lips Martinez,  called  by  the  plalntltC,  testified, 
in  substance,  that  he  was  interested  In  the 
ditch  with  Kelting  and  Quintana;  that  they 
went  to  Jensen  and  got  permission  to  take 
out  the  ditch;  that  Jensen  said  he  was  will- 
ing that  his  neighbors  should  have  the  use  of 
the  water;  that  the  dam  would  often  break, 
and  he  would  go  and  get  permission  to  build 
another,  and  to  take  out  a  new  piece  of  ditch, 
but  that  Jensen  never  sold  or  gave  the  right 
of  way;  that  In  1886,  shortly  before  Mr.  Jen- 
sen died,  he  went  to  him  on  behalf  of  Kelting, 
Quintana,  and  himself  to  purchase  the  right 
of  way  for  the  ditch,  and  the  water  right 
and  offered  to  give  him  $1,000  for  it;  that 
"Jensen  said  he  did  not  care  about  It,  as  be 
was  about  to  die,  and  his  heirs  would  be  left 
so  they  could  fix  his  matters."  Jose  Jensen 
testified  that  they  had  been  using  the  water 
on  the  Jensen  land  about  two  years. 

It  is  a  significant  fact  that  the  evidence  no- 
where discloses  any  effort  to  secure  from  Jen- 
sen a  grant  or  conveyance  of  this  valuable 
water  right  and  the  right  to  construct  and 
maintain  upon  his  land  the  dam  and  ditch 
necessary  to  its  use  and  enjoyment  until  Mrs. 
Scott  learned  that  ethers  were  talking  of  buy- 
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\ag  the  water  from  Jensoi,  two  yean  or 
more  after  tbe  dam  and  ditch  were  construct- 
ed. It  is  nrged  by  respondent  that  she  had 
a  right  to  buy  in  a  title  to  secure  berseU,  and 
that  by  doing  so  she  did  not  walye  any  right 
or  title  she  had.  But  she  did  not  approach 
Jensen  with  any  assertion  of  right,  bat  offer- 
ed  to  pay  him  for  the  conveyance  of  a  right 
she  did  not  have.  It  is  true  she  testified  that 
Jensen  told  her  she  did  not  need  any  writing, 
that  he  had  given  it  to  her  husband,  and  used 
other  expressions  of  Illte  character,  but  the 
tRct  remains  that  tbe  use  had  continued  but 
two  or  three  years,  tliat  unless  she  could  ob- 
tain a  conveyance  of  the  right  she  could  have 
no  title  otherwise  than  by  adverse  possession 
for  five  years,  and  her  application  at  tliat 
time  was  a  confession  of  Jensen's  title,  and 
that  the  only  source  from  which  she  could  ob- 
tain title  was  from  him.  She  asserted  no 
right  as  against  him,  and,  whatever  he  may 
have  said  to  her,  the  fact  remains  that  he  re- 
fused to  convey  the  right  to  her.  The  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Ferrlfe,  already  quoted,  shows 
that  he  only  intended  her  to  have  the  use  of 
the  wator  temporarily,  and  that  that  was  the 
reason  he  did  not  convey  to  her  the  right  by 
deed.  Uis  verbal  declarations  testified  to  by 
Mrs.  Scott  could  not  vest  in  ha:  the  title  to 
the  water,  nor  the  easement  of  tbe  ditch.  In 
Lovell  T.  Frost,  44  Cal.  471,  it  was  held  "that 
the  offer  to  purchase  or  rent  the  property,  and 
not  merely  to  purchase  an  outstanding  or  ad- 
verse claim  or  title  to  quiet  his  possession  or 
protect  himself  from  litigation,  as  in  Cannon 
T.  Stockmon,  36  Cal.  538,  amounted  to  a  clear 
and  unequivocal  recogniticm  of  the  defend- 
ant's title.  Such  recognition  proves  that  the 
plaintifTs  intestate  did  not,  at  that  time, 
claim  the  title  as  against  the  defendant,  and, 
the  recognition  having  been  given  before  the 
full  period  of  the  statute  bad  run,  the  plain- 
tiff is  precluded  from  relying  on  the  statute 
88  vesting  in  his  intestate  the  title  as  against 
the  defendant;  for  in  order  to  secure  that  po- 
sition his  possession  must  not  only  have  been 
adverse  to  the  defendant,  but  he  must  also 
have  claimed  tbe  title  as  against  the  defend- 
ant daring  the  entire  statutory  period."  See, 
also.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Mead,  63  Cal.  112,  and 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Stroup,  Id.  150,  154.  The 
elements  of  adverse  possession  are  very  clear- 
ly stated  in  Unger  v.  Mooney,  63  Cal.  586,  and 
need  not  be  repeated  here;  and  In  De  Frieze 
v.  Quint,  94  Cal.  053,  663,  30  Pac.  1,  it  was 
said:  "The  burden  of  proving  all  the  essen- 
tial elements  of  an  adverse  possession,  includ- 
ing its  hostile  character,  is  upon  tbe  party 
relying  upon  it;"  but  here  the  use  by  Keltlng 
and  those  Interested  with  him,  being  by  tbe 
permission  and  license  of  Jensen,  was  In  sub- 
ordination to  his  title  and  possession,  bnun- 
agim  V.  Bradsbaw,  39  CaL  24,  37.  The  facts 
disclosed  by  the  evidence  constituted  simply 
a  parol  license,  founded  in  personal  confi- 
dence or  favor,  and  la  defined  to  oe  an  au- 
thority to  do  some  act,  or  a  series  of  acts,  on 
the  land  of  another,  without  passing  any  lu- 
v.4lP.no.l — 2 


terest  in  the  land.  Cook  y.  Steams,  11  Mass. 
533:  Chu-k  y.  Olidden,  00  Vt  702, 15  AU.  358; 
Houston  y.  Laffee,  46  N.  H.  505;  Iron  Co.  v. 
Wright,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  248.  Kent  thus  distin- 
guishes it  from  an  easement:  "A  claim  for 
an  easement  must  be  founded  upon  grant,  or 
by  deed,  or  writing,  or  upon  prescription 
which  presupposes  one,  for  it  is  a  permanent 
Interest  in  another's  land,  witb  a  right  at  all 
times  to  enter  and  enjoy  it;  but  a  license  is 
an  authority  to  do  a  particular  act,  or  a  series 
of  acts,  upon  another's  land,  without  possess- 
ing an  estate  therein.  It  is  founded  in  per- 
sonal confidence,  and  is  not  assignable."  S 
Comm.  452.  It  Is  essentially  revocable,  and 
its  continuance  depends  on  the  will  of  the 
person  by  whom  it  is  given  (Bartlett  v.  Pres- 
cott,  41  N.  H.  493;  Tannar  y.  Volentlne,  75 
111.  624;  Hill  V.  HiU,  113  Mass.  103);  and  it 
Is  terminated  at  the  death  of  the  party  con- 
ferring it  (Carter  v.  Page,  4  Ired.  424;  De 
Haro  V.  U.  S.,  5  Wall.  599).  In  the  case  last 
cited  the  court  (at  page  027)  said:  "There 
is  a  clear  distinction  between  the  effect  of  a 
license  to  enter  lands,  uncoupled  with  an  In- 
terest, and  a  grant.  A  grant  passes  some 
estate  of  greater  or  less  degree,  must  be  In 
writing,  and  is  irrevocable  unless  it  contains 
words  of  revocation;  whereas  a  license  is  a 
personal  privilege,  can  be  conferred  by  parol 
or  in  writing,  conveys  no  estate  or  interest, 
and  is  revocable  at  the  pleasure  of  the  party 
mailing  it  There  are  also  other  incidents  at- 
taching to  a  license.  It  is  an  authority  to  do 
a  lawful  act  which,  without  It,  would  be  un- 
lawful, and  while  it  remains  unrevoked  is  a 
Justification  for  the  acts  which  it  authorizes 
to  be  done.  It  ceases  witK  the  death  of  either 
party,  and  cannot  be  transferred  or  alienated 
by  the  licensee,  because  it  is  a  personal  mat- 
ter, and  is  limited  to  the  original  parties  to  it 
A  sale  of  the  land  by  tbe  owner  instantly 
works  its  revocation,  and  in  no  sense  is  It 
property  descendible  to  heirs." 

The  evidence.  Showing  as  it  does  that  the 
original  entry  upon  Jensen's  land  in  1882, 
and  the  construction  of  the  dam  and  ditch, 
and  the  diversion  of  the  water,  were  not  under 
a  grant,  nor  upon  a  claim  of  right  asserted 
by  Keltlng  and  his  associates,  but  under  a 
parol  license  given  by  Cornelius  Jensen,  and 
that  Jensen  died  in  1886;  and,  as  the  license 
was  then  terminated,  the  possession  and  use 
by  Mrs.  Scott  may  have  been  adverse  from 
that  time;  but  I  see  nothing  in  the  evidence 
Justifying  the  conclusion  that  prior  to  that 
time  she  bad  asserted  any  right  or  title  as 
against  Jensen,  who  is  conclusively  shown 
to  liave  been  tbe  owner  of  the  land  and  wa- 
ter; but,  on  the  contrary,  she  expressly  ac- 
knowledged his  title  In  1884,  less  than  five 
years  before  her  use  of  the  water  and  ditch 
was  interrupted  by  the  plaintiff  in  Jime,  1888. 
Where,  as  here,  the  evidence  clearly  shows 
that  the  entry  and  use  was  under  a  license 
merely,  convincing  evidence  of  the  repudia- 
tion of  the  license,  and  an  unequivocal  asser- 
tion of  a  right  hostile  to  the  licensor,  brought 
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borne  to  him,  should  be  required  to  set  the 
statute  In  motion.  In  the  absence  of  such  evi- 
dence, a  license  Is  a  complete  answer  and  de- 
fense to  a  claim  of  adverse  possession  or  use, 
set  up  by  the  licensee,  and  some  authorities 
hold  that  one  who  enters  under  a  license  can- 
not afterwards  set  up  an  adverse  possession. 
Luce  V.  Carley,  24  Wend.  451;  Blalsdell  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  51  N.  H.  483.  A  man's  title  to 
his  land  should  count  for  somethhig  In  contro- 
versies  of  this  character. 

The  judgment  and  order  appealed  from 
should  be  reversed. 

We  concur:    SEABLS,  C;  BELCHER,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  f<««golng  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  order 
appealed  from  are  reversed. 
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HARGRAVE  et  al.  v.  COOK  et  al.    (No.  19,- 

453.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  11,  1895.) 
Waters— Riparian  Rights— Limitatios—Divkr- 

BION. 

1.  None  of  the  rights  of  a  riparian  proprie- 
tor to  put  water  of  a  stream  flowing  thTougn  or 
along  his  land  to  a  legitimate  use  is  lost  by 
mere  nonuser. 

2.  As  a  riparian  proi>rietor'8  right  to  the  use 
of  water  ceases  when  it  has  flowed  past  his 
land,  hia  acquiescence  does  not  give  a  person 
diverting  sucn  water  to  a  useful  purpose  a  pre- 
scriptive right  therein  against  him  by  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitation. 

3.  Under  Civ.  Code,  §  1422,  providing  that 
the  rights  of  riparian  proprietors  are  not  af- 
fected by  the  provisions  of  the  Code  as  to  ai^- 
propriation  of  water,  one  who  bases  his  right 
on  appropriation  of  water  over  land  then  part 
of  the  public  domain  acquires  no  right  superior 
to  those  attaching  to  riparian  lauds  which  at  the 
time  of  the  appropriation  were  private. 

4.  Under  CJiv.  Code,  J  1412,  providing  that 
the  person  entitled  to  the  use  of  water  may 
change  the  point  of  diversion  if  others  are  not 
injured  therehy.  applies  only  to  a  change  of  di- 
version made  on  land  subject  to  his  easement 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  Ventura  county;  B.  T.  Williams, 
Judge. 

Action  by  E.  T.  Harsrave  and  others 
against  D.  C.  Cook  and  others.  From  an  or- 
der granting  a  new  ti-ial,  plaintiffs  appeal. 
Attinned. 

Blackstock  &  Ewlng,  for  appellants.  Chap- 
man &  Hendrick,  Barnes  &  Selby,  and  Del 
Valle  &  Munday,  for  respondents. 

HENSHAW,  J.  Appeal  from  the  order 
granting  a  new  trial.  Plaintiffs  claim  own- 
ership in  common  with  some  of  the  named 
defendants  in  a  certain  described  ditch, 
flume,  water  right,  and  right  of  way,  by 
means  of  which  -  they  diverted  the  waters 
of  Plm  river  to  their  nonrlparlan  lands.  The 
ditch  was  known  as  the  "Hargrave  &  Com- 
fort Ditch."  They  averred  the  adverse 
claims  of  defendants,  and  asked  for  a  decree 
settling  their  rights  and  enjoining  defend- 


ants from  farther  assertion  of  sncb  or  any 
claims.  The  defendants  answered  in  ac- 
cordance with  their  various  claims;  some  as- 
serting ownership  in  the  ditch  and  water 
rights,  others  declaring  upon  sup«rior  rights 
by  prescription.  But  in  particular  the  de- 
fendant Cook  claimed  the  rights  of  a  ri- 
parian owner  to  the  water  of  the  creek, 
which  rights  are  pleaded  as  superior  to 
those  of  the  ditch  owners. 

Stripped  of  matters  unnecessary  to  this 
consideration,  the  following  are  the  essen- 
tial facts:  Defendant  Cook  is  the  owner  of 
the  Temescal  rancho  under  United  States 
patent  issued  in  1871.  Pirn  river  flows 
through  this  ranch,  and  thence  across  the 
northwest  quarter  of  section  20.  About  the 
year  1875,  section  20  being  public  land  of 
the  United  States,  plaintiffs'  predecessors  in 
Interest  constructed  the  ditch,  and  diverted 
part  of  the  waters  of  the  river,  with  the  ac- 
quiescence of  the  then  occupant  of  the  land; 
and,  as  the  court  found,  plaintiffs  and  their 
grantors,  "for  more  than  fourteen  years 
next  preceding  the  commencement  of  this 
suit,  have  been  In  the  quiet,  peaceable,  open, 
adverse,  notorious,  uninterrupted,  and  ex- 
clusive possession,  claiming  right  and  title 
of  said  water  ditch,  with  the  right  to  divert 
and  use  the  waters  of  said  Plm  river  to  the 
extent  of  271  Inches,  measured  under  four- 
inch  pressure."  The  court  further  found 
that  the  predecessors  In  interest  of  the  de- 
fendant Cook  in  the  Temescal  rancho  did 
not  use  any  of  the  waters  of  said  stream  ex- 
cept at  rare  and  irregular  Intervals,  and  in 
small  quantities;  and  that  they  at  all  times 
knew  that  the  said  Hargrave  &  Comfort 
ditch  was  being  continuously  used,  and  that 
the  waters  of  the  stream  were  being  divert- 
ed and  conducted  to  lands  not  riparian  to  the 
stream;  and  that  such  use,  "with  their  full 
knowledge  and  acqulescoice,"  had  been  con- 
tinuous for  a  period  exceeding  10  years  be- 
fore Cook  acquired  title  to  the  Temescal 
rancho  and  the  northwest  quarter  of  section 
20.  Also  It  is  found  that  when  Cook  ac- 
quired title  he  knew  of  the  use  of  the  water 
by  defendants,  and  "did  not  object  to  such 
use,  but  fully  acquiesced  therein,  until  about 
the  commencement  of  this  suit;  and  that  the 
rights  of  plaintiffs  were  not  disputed  until 
long  after  they  had  fully  acquired  a  pre- 
scriptive right  with  their  co-owners  to  a  part 
of  the  waters  of  the  said  stream."  The  wa- 
ters of  Plru  river  had  In  the  past  been  little 
used  by  the  owners  of  the  Temescal  rancho, 
but  upon  Cook's  acquisition  of  It  he  began 
the  planting  of  extensive  orchards  of  fmit- 
bearlng  trees,  until,  as  he  pleads,  there  were 
at  the  commencement  of  the  suit  over  two 
millions  of  orchard  and  nursery  trees  de- 
pendent upon  the  waters  of  the  Plru  river 
for  Irrigation.  This  use  of  the  water  by 
Cook  naturally  lessened  the  flow  of  the 
stream  to  plaintiffs'  ditch,  decreased  the  sup- 
ply available  for  their  purposes,  and  led  to 
this  action.   The  P|(;^,z^i^^^Compaii7,  an- 
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other  of  the  defendttnts,  took  water  from  the 
Pirn  rlTer  by  means  of  a  ditch  higher  up 
the  stream  than  the  ditch  of  plaintiffs.  Its 
ditch,  at  the  time  of  the  action,  tapped  the 
stream  upon  the  land  of  the  Temescal  ran- 
cho,  and  carried  the  water  OTer  and  across 
It  to  other  nonriparian  lands.  ItEi  right  by 
prescription  was  claimed  to  be  prior  and 
superior  to  the  right  of  the  owners  of  the 
Hargrave  &  Comfort  ditch,  and  this  seems 
to  have  been  conceded;  thongh  the  precise 
extent  of  the  right  is  a  matter  of  contro- 
Tersy  which  will  be  considered  hereaftw. 

The  court,  by  its  Judgment  and  decree, 
awarded:  (1)  The  right  to  Cook  to  use  the 
waters  flowing  over  the  Temescal  rancbo  for 
domestic  uses  and  purposes  and  the  water- 
ing of  stock;  (2)  the  right  to  Cook  to  100 
Inches  of  water,  under  4-lnch  pressure, 
drawn,  off  In  the  E8i>eranza  ditch;  (3)  the 
right  to  the  Plru  Water  Company  to  an 
amount  not  In  excess  of  285  inches,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
uses  accustomed  to  be  made  upon  certain 
nonriparian  lands;  (4)  the  right  to  the  own- 
ers of  the  Hargrave  &  Comfort  ditch  to  an 
amount  not  in  excess  of  271  inches,  or  so 
much  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
uses  accustomed  to  be  made,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  amounts  by  the  owners  respec- 
tlTely  accustomed  to  be  used,  upon  certain 
described  nonriparian  lands;  and  (5)  the 
right  to  Cook,  "after  the  wants  and  necessi- 
ties of  the  above  prior  owners  have  been 
fully  and  reasonably  supplied,"  to  use  the 
surplus  waters  for  Irrigation  on  the  lands 
of  this  ranch.  By  this  decree  the  right  of 
an  upper  riparian  owner  to  the  use  of  the 
water  for  irrigating  purposes  is  made  sub- 
ordinate to  the  right  of  a  lower  approprlator, 
because  at  the  time  the  right  of  appropria- 
tion vested  the  riparian  owner  was  not  ac- 
tually using  the  water  for  the  designated 
purpose  This  view,  api)enants  contend,  is 
sound.  It  Is  the  view  taken  by  the  court 
upon  trial  and  expressed  by  the  Judge  in  the 
f(rilowing  language:  "I  think  the  law  is 
w^  settled  in  this  state  that  a  person  di- 
verting and  appropriating  to  a  useful  pur- 
pose the  waters  of  a  running  stream  may 
acquire  an  ownership  In  the  right  to  the  use 
of  such  waters  to  the  amount  he  has  appro- 
priated to  such  useful  purpose,  by  operation 
of  the  statute  of  limitation,  even  against  an 
upper  riparian  owner,  although  the  point  of 
diversion  is  without  the  limits  of  the  lands 
of  such  riparian  owner,  except  as  against 
any  lawful  use  to  which  the  riparian  owner 
had  or  was  making  of  the  waters  during  the 
time  of  the  creation  of  the  right  in  the  ap- 
proprlator by  operation  of  statute  of  lim- 
itation." Upon  the  hearing  of  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  the  court  receded  from  this 
position,  after  the  consideration  of  author- 
ities not  befoi^  called  to  Its  attention,  and 
ordered  a  new  trial.  Other  grounds  were 
urged  In  support  of  the  motion.  Such  of 
them  as  are  deemed  necessary  will  receive 


attention,  but  th6  principal  point  Inviting 
consideration  is  the  one  above  set  forth. 

The  right  of  a  riparian  proprietor  in  or  to 
the  waters  of  a  stream  flowing  through  or 
along  his  land  is  not  the  right  of  ownership 
in  or  to  those  waters,  but  is  a  usufructiutfy 
right,— a  right,  among  others,  to  make  a 
reasonable  use  of  a  reasonable  (juantity  for 
irrigation,  returning  the  surplus  to  the  nat- 
ural channel,  that  it  may  flow  on  in  the 
accustomed  mode  to  lands  below.  If  his  needs 
do  not  prompt  him  to  make  any  use  of  them, 
he  still  has  the  right  to  have  them  flow  onto 
and  along  and  over  his  land  in  their  usual 
way,  excepting  as  the  accustomed  flow  may 
be  changed  by  the  act  of  God,  or  as  the 
amount  of  it  may  be  decreased  by  the  rea- 
sonable use  of  upper  owners  and  riparian 
proprietors.  But  nMie  of  his  rights  to  put 
the  water  to  legitimate  uses  is  lost  by  mere 
nonuser.  His  rights  are  not  easements,  nor 
appurtenances  to  bis  holding.  They  are  not 
the  rights  acquired  by  appropriation  or  by 
prescriptive  use.  They  are  attached  to  the 
soli,  and  pass  with  It  (Lux  v.  Haggin,  69 
Cal.  255,  10  Pac.  674),  and  may  be  lost  only 
by  grant,  condemnation,  or  prescription. 
With  any  use  or  diversion  of  the  water  after 
it  has  passed  his  land  the  upper  riparian  pro- 
prietor, having  no  ownership  in,  and  no 
longer  any  rights  to,  it,  would  have  no  con- 
cern. (The  right  to  forbid  the  lower  owuct 
from  backing  the  water  and  flooding  his 
land  not  being  here  under  consideration.) 
None  of  his  rights  would  or  could  be  im- 
paired thereby,  and  without  such  an  impair- 
ment he  would  be  without  Injury,  and,  con- 
sequently, without  cause  for  complaint  or 
redress.  "His  right  extends  no  further  than 
the  boundary  of  his  own  estate.  He  cannot 
complain  of  the  mere  facts  of  the  diversion 
of  the  water  course  either  above  or  below 
him.  If,  within  the  limits  of  his  own  prop- 
erty, It  Is  allowed  to  follow  Its  accustomed 
channel."  Lux  v.  Haggin,  supia.  The  Rancho 
Temescal  was  never  public  land,  within  the 
meaning  of  the  United  States  statutes  affect- 
ing appropriations  of  water.  The  riparian 
rights  of  the  owners  of  private  land  are  fully 
protected  by  section  1422  of  the  Civil  Code. 
One  who  bases  his  right  solely  upon  appro- 
priation made  of  waters  over  land  which  at 
the  time  of  the  appropriation  was  part  of 
the  public  domain  acquires  thereby  no  right 
superior  to  or  In  derogation  of  those  attaching 
to  lands  riparian  to  the  same  stream,  which, 
at  the  time  of  the  appropriation,  were  held 
In  private  ownership. 

The  "acquiescence"  of  Cook  and  his  pred- 
ecessors In  Interest  In  the  acts  of  the  owners 
of  the  Hargrave  &  Comfort  ditch,  as  declared 
by  the  findings,  receives  this  support  from 
the  evidence,  and  no  more:  With  knowledge 
of  these  acts,  they  never  attempted  to  inter- 
fere with  them.  But  before  one  can  acquire 
a  right  to  the  doing  of  an  act  In  which  an- 
other so  acquiesces,  the  act  Itself  must 
amount  to  an  liivaslon  of  that  other's  rig: 
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and  the  doing  mmt  elfber  have  been  so  long 
continued  as  that  a  prescriptive  claim  can  be 
supported  upon  the  theory  that  the  acqui- 
escence presupposes  a  grant,  or  under  such 
circumstances    as    will    raise    an    estoppel 
against  the  objecting  party.    But,  as  the  up- 
per riparian  proprietor's  right  to  object  to 
any   use   or   diversion   of  the   water  below 
ceased  when  it  had  flowed  past  his  bound- 
ary, any  such  use  could  not  work  an  Invasion 
of  his  rights,  and  he  was  not  called  upon  to 
protest  against  It    Thus,  in  Hansen  v.  Mc- 
Cue,  42  Cal.  303,  the  waters  of  a  spring 
bad  been  appropriated  below   by  plaintiff. 
The    time   arrived    when    defendant,    upon 
whose  land  the  spring  was  situated,  desired 
to  make  use  of  the  watns  wlilch  fed  it.    A 
prescriptive  right  in  plaintiff  was  urged  by 
reason  of  defendant's  long  acquiescence  in 
the  use,  but  this  court  said:   "It  will  be  seen 
at  once  that  McCue,   or   those  from   whom 
he  purchased,  could,  in  the  nature  of  things, 
tiave  no  rlghfi  to  complain  that  the  water  in 
the  artificial  channel,  after  leaving  the  spring, 
was  appropriated  below  by  the  owners  of  the 
Hansen  lot    If  they  had  no  right  to  com- 
plain in  the  first  instance,  we  are  not  driven 
to  the  presumption  of  the  grant  of  an  ease- 
ment to  account  for  why  they  did  not  com- 
plain."   The  same  principle  is  announced  in 
Ditch  Co.  V.  Crane,  80  Cal.  181,  22  Pac  76, 
where  a  lower  approprlator  claimed  a  right 
to  a  certain  amount  of  water  against  an  ap- 
proprlator whose  ditch  was  higher  up  the 
stream.    The   finding  was  that  plaintiff  di- 
verted hia  ditch   full   of  water   "whenever 
there  was  water  in  the  stream  to  fill  it,"  and 
a  right  superior  and  adverse  to  that  of  de- 
fendant was  predicated  upon  this.    But  the 
court    said:    "If    the    plaintiff's    ditch    was 
simply  diverting  water  which  defeidants  al- 
lowed to  pass  down  the  stream   while  the 
headgate  of  their  ditch  was  closed,  the  act 
of  plaintiff  in  diverting  the  water  thus  per> 
mitted  to  pass  down  could  not,  in  the  nature 
of  things,  be  adverse  to  the  defendants.    The 
latter  could  not  complain,  and  title  by  pre- 
scription cannot  be  acquired  unless  the  acts 
constituting  the  adverse  use  are  of  such  a 
nature  as  to  give  a  cause  of  action  in  favor 
of  the  person  against  whom  the  acts  are  per- 
formed."   To   like   effect  are  the   cases  of 
Anaheim   Water  Co.   v.   Semi-Tropic  Water 
Co.,  61  Cal.  192,  30  Pac  623,  and  Water  Ca 
v.  Hancock,  85  Cal.  219,  24   Pac.  6i5.    No 
estoppel  is  pleaded  or  found,  nor  would  the 
facts  warrant  such  a  finding.    The  motion 
for  a  new  trial  was  properly  granted  upon 
the  ground  considered. 

In  contemplation  of  the  new  trial  it  is 
proper  to  say  that  the  rights  of  defendant 
Cook,  and  of  defendant  the  Piru  Water  Com- 
pany, of  which  Cook  is  a  stockholder, 
are  in  Issue  In  this  action  only  to  the 
extent  that  their  rights  affect  or  are  affected 
by  tbe  rights  of  the  plaintiffs.  As  between 
themselves,  their  rights  are  not  subject  here 
to  determlnatiOD,  excepting  so  far  as  may  be 


necessary  to  do  complete  JasUce  to  plalntlflCs, 
and  excepting  so  far,  as  between  themselves, 
they  have  tendered  and  Joined  hostile  is- 
sues. The  limitation  upon  the  use  oi  the 
water  appropriated  by  the  Piru  Water  Com- 
pany is  not  warranted  by  the  evidence.  So 
far  as  plaintiffs  are  concerned,  the  Piru 
Water  Company  is  prior  in  time  and  superior 
in  location,  and  had  acquired  the  ownership 
of  a  given  amount  of  water  while  that  water 
was  used  for  proper  objects,  with  the  right 
to  change  the  place  and  purpose  of  use  a» 
long  as  the  change  did  not  Injuriously  affect 
the  rights  of  the  subsequent  appropriators 
and  claimants.  RamelU  ▼.  Irish,  96  CaL  214, 
31  Pac.  41;  Jacob  t.  Lorenz,  98  CaL  832,  33 
Paa  119;  Davis  v.  Oale,  82  CaL  26;  Pom. 
Water  Rights,  S  69. 

Upon  the  question  of  the  right  of  the  own- 
ers of  tbe  Hargrave  &  Comfort  ditch  to  ex- 
tend it  five  or  six  hundred  feet  over  the 
northwest  quarter  of  section  20,  now  the 
land  of  Cook,  the  better  to  facilitate  the 
obtaining  of  their  water,  we  do  not  deem  it 
proper,  upon  this  appeal,  to  do  more  than 
point  out  that,  while  an  approprlator  of 
water  upon  government  land  retains  bis 
rights  when  the  land  passes  into  private 
ownership,  by  virtue  of  the  confirmatory 
statutes  of  the  United  States  (14  Stat  253: 
16  Stat  218),  and  while  in  the  exercise  of 
these  rights  be  may  change  the  point  of  di- 
version to  another  place  upon  the  servient 
tenement,  he  is  nevertheless  limited  in  so 
doing  to  the  exigencies  of  the  situation,  and 
has  no  right  to  make  such  change  arbitrarily 
and  at  will.  He  may  do  so  when,  under  cer- 
tain circumstances,  it  is  required  to  enable 
him  to  make  the  amount  of  water  to  which 
he  has  ownership,  but  then  only  when  "others 
are  not  injured  by  the  change."  Civ.  Code, 
{  1412.  His  rights  are  the  rights  of  the 
grantee  of  an  easement,  and  extend,  in  the 
matter  of  changing  the  point  of  diversion, 
no  further  than  the  boundaries  of  the  servient 
tenant;  and  even  when  entering  upon  this 
he  is  bound  only  to  make  reasonable  changeb 
with  reasonable  care,  and  also  to  repair,  so 
far  as  possible,  whatevo'  damage  his  labors 
may  have  occasioned.  Gale  &  W.  Easem. 
235.  As  to  lands  other  than  those  subject 
to  his  easement,  and  as  to  other  claimants 
and  owners,  he  can  make  no  change  at  all 
which  injuriously  affects  them  or  their  righta 
The  order  appealed  from  is  a£armed. 

Weconcur:  TEMPLE,J.;  McFARLAND.J. 


(m  Cal.   68) 
MESNAQER  v.  ENGELHARDT  et  ux.    (No. 

19,456.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  11,  189S.) 

iNJtJKJTIOS— iNCONSISTEXCT  0»  FlSDI»08. 

In  an  action  to  restrain  defendant  from 
interfering  with  plaintiff  in  laying  pipes  over 
defendant  8  land,  and  in  construction  of  a  dam, 
the  court  found  that  plaintiff  bad  a  right  of  way 
for  conducting  water  across  defendaat'i  land. 
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bat  not  for  the  constnictioii  of  a  dam;  Aat  de- 
fendant had  interfered  with  plaintiff  In  the  en- 
joyment of  his  easement,  and  unless  restrained 
from  interfering  with  tiim  in  laying  water  pipes 
along  the  right  of  way,  and  "rebuilding  his 
dam  at  the  point  of  dirersion,"  great  injury 
will  be  done  plaintiff's  crops.  The  decree  re- 
strained defendant  from  interfering  with  plain- 
tiff in  laying  the  pipes,  but  adjudged  that  plain- 
tiff had  no  right  to  build  a  dam.  Bdd,  that  the 
decree  could  not  be  reversed  on  the  groimd  of 
incooaistency  in  the  findings. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
lios  Angeles  county:  J.  W.  McKlnley,  Judge. 

Action  by  George  L.  Mesnager  against 
George  Bngelhardt  and  wife  tor  an  injunc- 
tion to  reetialu  defendants  from  interfering 
with  plaintiff's  construction  of  a  dam,  and 
laying  of  pipe  on  a  right  of  way  over  de- 
fendants' land.  From  the  judgment  on  the 
merits,  and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial, 
plaintiff  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Horace  Bell,  for  appellant.  Will  D.  Gould, 
for  respondents. 

HENSHAW,  J.  The  action  was  for  an  In- 
junction. Plaintiff  alleged  tliat  he  was  "the 
owner  of  a  right  of  way,  and  in  particuhir 
for  the  purpose  of  laying  a  pipe  line  and  the 
erection  of  a  dam,  and  the  construction  of 
ditches,  and  for  the  doing  of  any  work  nec- 
essary for  the  dtrersion  of  tlie  water  flow- 
ing in  the  Verdngo  creelc,  over  the  following 
described  land."  The  land  Is  then  described. 
Next  follows  a  description  of  the  "xwrticular 
right  of  way"  claimed,  which  commenced  at 
■^e  point  where  the  dam  constructed  by 
the  plaintiff  in  1802  was  situated,"  and  ex- 
tends over  and  across  the  land  of  defendants 
to  the  point  where  "said  pipe  line  construct- 
ed by  plaintiff  in  1802  crossed  the  northeast- 
a\j  line  of  defendants'  land."  Plaintiff  then 
aTers  the  interference  of  defendants,  their 
preventing  him  "from  entering  upon  said 
land,  and  from  using  his  right  of  way  for 
the  purposes  aforesaid,"  and  his  damage,  and 
prays  "that  his  right  of  way  over  the  land 
described  in  his  complaint,  and  in  pcurticular 
for  ditches,  dams,  and  pipe  lines,  for  the 
purpose  of  diverting  the  water  from  the  said 
Verdago  creek,  be  declared  good  and  valid 
forever,"  and  for  a  perpetual  injunction. 
The  defendants,  for  answer,  made  denial, 
and  the  facts  as  disclosed  by  the  evidence 
or  found  by  the  court  proved  to  be  that  the 
land  upon  which  the  dam  was  to  be  con- 
structed and  the  ditches  dug,  and  over  which 
the  pii>es  were  to  be  laid,  was  the  separate 
property  of  the  wife  of  defendant  Geurge 
Engelbaidt  In  1881  the  husband,  without 
authority  from  his  wife,  attempted  to  convey 
by  iostrument  in  writing  to  plaintiff  the  right 
"to  build  a  dam  and  make  a  ditch  in  the 
Verdugo  creek,  and  on  my  north  line,  as 
near  as  possible  from  the  northeast  comer, 
about  two  hundred  feet,  more  or  less,  pro- 
viding said  dam  and  ditch  will  not  interfere 
with  any  private  entrance."  In  April,  1802, 
the  Engelhardts,  husband  and  wife,  granted 
to  plaintiff  "the  right  of  way  orec  their  land 


for  all  purposes,  and  also  the  right  to  use  a 
certain  water  ditch,  now  existing  on  the 
place,  to  run  his  own  water  along  with 
theirs,  or  to  build  new  ditches,  and  so  forth." 
Under  these  instruments  plaintiff  assumed 
the  right  to  construct  a  dam  upon  defend- 
ants' land,  obstructing  the  natural  flow  of 
the  creek  waters,  and  to  lay  a  pipe  line  to 
conduct  these  waters  to  his  lands;  and  in 
1892  entered  upon  the  lands,  and,  with  the 
assistance  of  George  Engelhardt,  built  a  dam 
and  laid  his  pipe  line  at  an  expense  of  $2,000. 
The  dam  was  Injured  by  the  floods  of  the 
following  winter,  and  in  1893  plaintiff  again 
attempted  to  enter  upon  defendants'  land 
to  relay  his  pipes  and  rebuild  the  dam,  when 
he  was  forcibly  prevented  by  defendants. 

Mrs.  Bnglehardt  testified  that  her  husband 
had  no  authority  to  execute  the  flrst  attempt- 
ed grant  to  plaintiff,  and  that  she  did  not 
know  of  the  dam  until  after  it  was  con- 
structed. She  declared  that  she  did  not  ob- 
ject to  plaintiff's  digging  a  ditch  or  laying 
pipes  across  her  land  to  take  his  own  water 
ftom  the  creek,  but  did  object  to  his  build- 
ing a  dam  and  taking  her  own  watw  from 
her  property.  Under  this  evidence  plaintiff 
would  not  be  entitled  eithw  to  build  such  a 
dam  on  defoidants'  land  or  to  appropriate 
any  of  the  waters  of  the  creek  rightfully  be- 
longing to  defendant  Jesus  de  Engelhardt. 
and  the  court  so  concluded.  The  husband 
was  not  shown  to  be  the  agent  of  the  wife, 
nor  was  she  botmd  to  allow  the  maintenance 
of  a  dam  against  the  construction  of  which 
she  protested,  nor  the  appropriation  of  her 
water  by  means  of  it  The  difficulty  arises 
solely  in  construing  the  findings,  which  it  is 
contended  are  Inconsistent  with  themselves, 
do  not  support  the  conclusions  and  decree, 
and  do  entitle  plaintiff  to  the  relief  sought. 
It  will  be  noticed  that  the  complaint  does 
not  In  terms  aver  a  right  in  plaintiff  by 
grant,  appropriation,  or  prescription,  to  di- 
vert the  waters  of  the  creek  upon  defend- 
ants' land,  but  somewhat  curiously  pleads  a 
light  of  way  for  the  doing  of  any  work  nec- 
essary for  such  diversion.  Plaintiff  is  the 
owner  of  a  tract  of  land  bordering  upon  the 
creek  above  the  lands  of  the  Kngelhardts. 
He  diverted  the  water  upon  this  upper  land, 
and  carried  it  by  ditch  across  defendants' 
land  onto  his  lower  tract.  The  easement 
granted  gave  him  the  right  to  construct  new 
ditches  or  pipe  lines  for  this  purpose,  but 
under  It  he  wrongfully  asserted  the  right,  as 
has  been  seen,  to  dam  the  creek  upon  defend- 
ants' land,  and  make  there  a  new  point  of 
diversion.  By  the  decree  he  was  given  all 
to  which  he  was  justly  entitled. 

The  alleged  ambiguity  or  Inconslstoicy  In 
the  findings  Is  not  sufficient  to  justify  a  re- 
versal of  the  case.  The  court  flrst  finds, 
with  much  particularity,  the  right  of  way 
and  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  easement 
to  which  plaintiff  is  entitled.  It  Is  a  right 
of  way  for  the  purpose  of  transporting  plain' 

tiff's   water   acroaa   defendants'    land,   aad 
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aot  •  right  of  way  for  the  c(»stnictlon  of  a 
dam.  The  defendants  are  found  to  have  In- 
terfered with  plalntifC  In  the  enjoyment  of 
hia  easement  And  It  la  then  found  that 
plaintiff's  crops  will  suffer  great  damage  "un- 
less defendants  are  restrained  from  further 
Interfering  with  and  obstructing  plaintiff, 
as  aforesaid,  in  relaying  bis  said  water  pipes 
along  bis  said  right  of  way,  and  rebuilding 
hi*  dam  at  ih»  point  of  dwertion  aforetaid.' 
By  the  decree  defendants  are  enjoined  from 
Interfering  with  the  plaintiff's  right  of  way 
for  the  laying  of  pipes  and  construction  of 
ditches,  and  plaintiff  is  adjudged  to  hare  no 
right  to  build  any  dam  or  do  any  work  for 
the  purpose  of  diverting  the  water  of  the 
creek  upon  defendants'  land.  The  inconsist- 
ency. It  is  charged,  la  found  in  the  iuiiclzed 
portion  of  the  finding  above  quoted.  But 
while  plalntLff  and  bis  crops  suffered  from 
the  interference  of  defendants  with  his  acts, 
aome  of  which  were  legal  and  others  Illegal, 
and  while  these  acts  are  all  grouped  and  col- 
lectively declared  against.  It  plainly  appears 
that,  so  far  as  concerns  the  construction  of 
tbe  dam,  tbe  Interference  caused  damnum 
absque  Injuria,  since  plaintiff  had  no  just 
cause  of  complaint  against  it 
Tbe  Judgment  and  order  are  affirmed. 


We     concur: 
LAND,  J. 


TBMPLB,      J.:      McFAB- 
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GIER  V.  LOS  ANGBLBS  CONSOLIDATED 

BLBCTBIO   RT.   CO.    (No.  19,577.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  3,  1885.) 
IxjUBT   TO  Street-Cab  Khplotb  —  NBOLieBHOB 

AND  CONTKIBUTOBT  NbOLIOESOB. 

1.  An  employ^  of  a  street  railroad  company, 
who  was  crushed  between  cars  passing  on  the 
switch  and  main  tracla  while  standing  there  to 
change  the  switch,  is  not  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  where  it  appears  that  this  position  is 
the  one  nsoally  talcen,  and  not  in  Itself  a  place 
of  peril. 

2.  Under  dv.  Code,  i  1970,  providing  that 
an  employer  shall  not  be  liable  for  injuriea  to 
an  employe  through  the  negligence  of  a  coem- 
ploy6  unless  he  has  neglected  to  use  ordinary 
care  in  the  selection  of  such  coemployfi;  and 
section  1971,  providing  that  an  employer  must 
In  all  cases  indemnity  hia  employe  for  loss 
caused  by  the  former's  want  of  ordinary  care^ 
-4n  an  action  by  an  employ^  for  injuries  result- 
ing from  the  negligence  of  plaintiff's  coemployC, 
where  it  was  shown  that  defendant  used  due 
care  in  selecting  the  coemploy6,  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  without  showing  that  such  coemployfi 
was  in  fact  incompetent,  and  that  defendant 
had  knowledge  thereof,  or  that  his  reputation 
was  snch  that  defendant  should  be  presumed  to 
have  bad  knowledge  of  his  incompetency. 

3.  In  an  action  against  an  employer  for  In- 
jury resulting  from  the  incompetency  of  a  fel- 
low servant,  where  it  is  shown  that  defendant 
exercised  ordinary  care  in  the  selection  of  such 
servant  plaintiff  cannot  recover  merely  on  proof 
of  his  reputation  for  recklessness  and  careless- 
ness, withont  also  proving  that  he  was  in  fact 
reckless  and  careless. 

Department  2.    Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Loa  Angeles  connty;   W.  H.  Clark,  Judge. 
Action  by  W.  H.  Qler  against  the  Los  An- 


geles Consolidated  Electric  Railway  Com- 
pany for  personal  Injuries.  From  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  an.  order  denying  a 
new  trial,  defendant  appeala.    Reversed. 

John  D.  Pope,  for  appellant  Mtupbey  * 
Oottschalk,  for  respondent 

HBNSHAW,  J.  Plaintiff,  a  conductor  iii>- 
on  one  of  defendant's  electric  cars,  was  in- 
jured nnder  the  following  circumstances: 
He  had  stopped  his  car  and  gone  ahead  to 
turn  a  switch  to  permit  tbe  passage  of  his 
car  from  one  track  to  the  other.  He  turned 
the  switch,  standing,  while  doing  so,  in  the 
V-shaped  space  made  by  tbe  switch  track 
and  the  main  line.  Another  car,  coming  up, 
had  ■t(q;>ped  on  the  main  line,  just  behind 
him.  At  this  moment  his  own  car  was 
moved  forward  by  its  motorman.  Tbe  plain- 
tiff was  caught  between  the  cars  In  the 
wedge-shaped  space,  crushed,  and  injured. 
This  action  is  for  a  recovery  on  account  of 
his  injuries,  and  to  maintain  it  be  pleads  the 
negligent  and  careless  act  of  tbe  motorman, 
—admittedly  a  fellow  servant,— and  a  lack  of 
ordinary  care  upon  the  part  of  defendant  In 
selecting  and  hiring  the  culpable  empIoy& 
Some  charge  Is  also  made  of  defective  and 
inadequate  switching  apparatus,  but  this 
contention  seems  to  have  been  abandoned. 
In  any  event  the  record  does  not  disclose 
any  evidence  In  support  of  It,  nor  is  argu- 
ment addressed  to  maintain  it  Some  evi- 
dence was  introduced  tending  to  prove  that 
tbe  plaintiff  might  with  safety  have  stood 
In  another  place  and  turned  the  switch  point 
and  that  be  voluntarily  selected  a  dangerous 
sjxyt  from  which  to  perform  the  act;  but 
his  position.  It  is  shown,  was  tbe  usual  one, 
and  not  in  itself  a  place  of  peril.  No  con- 
tributory negligence  can  be  predicated  up- 
on that  fact  Taylw  v.  Railroad  Co.  (Tenn.) 
27  S.  W.  003. 

There  is  likewise  conflicting  evidence  ni>on 
tbe  question  whether  or  not  plaintiff  order- 
ed his  motorman  to  move  forward,  but  tbe 
verdict  of  the  jury  upon  this  disputed  fact 
will  not  be  disturbed.  Tbe  evidence,  how- 
ever, does  abundantly  establish  that  plain- 
tiff suffered  through  the  carelessness  of  the 
motorman  In  sending  his  car  ahead  under 
such  drcumstanoes  as  must  Inevitably  bring 
death  or  serious  Injury  to  the  plaintiff,  and 
upon  this  pr(qK>sltlon  mot  tbe  least  convin- 
cing testimony  comes  from  the  motorman 
himself.  But  herein  it  is  to  be  noted  that 
tbe  act  was  not  one  evincing  Incompetency, 
employing  the  word  strictly  to  denote  a  lack 
of  skill  or  ability  to  use  appliances  or  per- 
form a  duty  in  a  workmanlike  way,  but  was 
a  single  and  signal  exhibition  of  carelessness 
or  recklessne8s,-4nch,  however,  as  the  most 
competent  man  might  at  some  time  be  guilty 
of.  Nor  does  the  evidence  of  plaintllTs  wit- 
nesses establish,  or  seek  to  establish,  incom- 
petency, as  the  word  is  here  used.  It  Is  ad- 
dressed to  establlsbing  the  propositions  tlta* 
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tbc  motonnan  was  In  fact  habitually  reck- 
less or  careless,  or  botb,  and  that  his  general 
reputation  was  in  accord  with  this  fact  If 
these  propositions  are  satiafactorlly  demon- 
strated, it  follows  from  them  that  the  de- 
fendant, being  presumed  to  Icnow  this  reputa- 
tion, was  negligent  in  not  pursuing  inquiries 
which  would  have  shown  that  it  was  well 
founded,  and  that  the  man  waa  an  unfit  em- 
ploys. 

Coming  thus  to  the  consideration  of  the 
employer's  liability,  the  evidence  shows  that 
In  the  selection  and  at  tbc  time  of  the  saIm*- 
tlcm  of  the  culimble  motorman  the  comx>any 
did  not  fail  to  exercise  ordinary  care.  The 
undisputed  and  supported  testimony  Is  that 
the  defendant  first  employed  the  motorman 
as  a  driver  of  one  of  its  horse  cars,  and,  up- 
on changing  the  power  to  electricity,  he  was 
trained  as  a  motorman,  and  had  served  con- 
ttnuonaly  as  such  for  a  considerable  period 
of  time.  The  motorman  had,  previous  to  his 
employment  by  defendant,  been  the  driver 
of  a  bone  car  ni)on  a  line  afterwards  ac- 
quired by  defendant,  and  continued  in  the 
same  occupation  under  the  new  management. 
At  the  time  of  the  change  inquiry  was  made 
by  defendant  of  the  former  employers  of 
the  motorman  as  to  his  fitness  and  com- 
petency, and  he  was  declared  to  be  the  best 
and  most  careful  of  the  men.  During  all  the 
time  he  waa  in  defendant's  employ,  previous 
to  the  occurrence  charged  upon,  no  accident 
is  proved  to  have  hapi>ened  to  his  car,  or  to 
any  person  <»'  pr<H>erty,  the  responsibility 
for  which  attached  to  him.  Indeed,  the  court 
instructed  the  Jury  that  there  waa  no  evi- 
dence "of  any  special  acts  of  carelessness  on 
the  i>art  of  the  motonnan,  Defraln,  pri<»>  to 
the  time  when  Oier  was  hurt,  from  which 
the  Jury  would  be  authorized  to  find  that 
said  Defraln  was  either  careless  or  incompe- 
toit  aa  a  motorman."  Respondent  criti- 
cises the  omission  of  defendant  to  question 
Defraln  hlms^f  (the  motorman)  as  to  hla 
competency,  sliill,  and  carefulness  at  the 
time  of  bis  employment.  Such  inquiry 
would  be  natural  and  prudent  were  no  bet- 
ter source  of  information  at  hand;  but  de- 
fendant was  not  in  fault,  since  it  toolc  pains 
to  avail  Itself  of  evidence  upon  the  matter 
at  once  disinterested  and  superior,— that  ot 
his  former  employer.  It  appears,  however, 
that  In  the  original  selection  of  the  employs 
the  defendant  was  not  remiss,  did  not  fail 
to  exercise  ordinary  care.  The  determina- 
tion of  this  fact  in  its  favor,  defendant  con- 
tends, entities  it  to  a  reversal  of  the  order 
and  Judgment.  "An  employer,"  says  section 
1970,  Civ.  Code,  "is  not  bound  to  indemnify 
his  employs  for  losses  sutFered  by  the  latter 
in  consequence  of  the  ordinary  rislcs  of  busi- 
aeas  in  which  he  is  employed,  nmr  in  conse- 
quence of  the  negligence  of  another  person 
employed  by  the  same  employer  in  the  same 
general  business,  unless  he  baa  neglected  to 
Ufie  ordinary  care  in  the  selection  of  the  cul- 
pable employs."     The  strict  construction  of 


this  section  for  which  appellant  contends 
would  support  his  contention,  and  at  the 
same  time  relieve  the  employer  from  all  lia- 
bility to  an  employs  for  the  acts  of  such  a 
culpable  servant,  even  though  afterwards 
the  employer  had  received  linowledge  that 
such  servant  had  become  grossly  incompe- 
tent, red^less  or  unfit,  provided  only  that  at 
the  time  of  his  selection  ordinary  care  was 
exercised.  Thus  an  employs,  skillful  and 
competent  and  careful  at  the  time  of  his  em- 
ployment, might,  through  drunkenness  or 
other  vice,  become  wholly  unfit  and  untrust- 
worthy, yet,  though  knowledge  of  this  were 
brought  home  to  the  employer,  and  he  re- 
fused to  act  upon  it,  the  helpless  fellow  serv- 
ant, himself  perhaps  in  ignorance,  would 
have  no  redress.  A  court  would  be  strenu- 
ous against  such  a  construction,  and,  if 
forced  to  adopt  It,  would  regard  it  only  as  an 
inevitable  and  unfortunate  miscarriage  of 
Justice.  But  no  such  result  need  here  arise. 
If  necessary,  we  should  not  hesitate  to  con- 
strue the  acts  of  the  employer,  under  such 
circumstances,  as  constituting  a  new  selec- 
tion of  the  culpable  employs.  This,  how- 
ever, we  do  not  deem  requisite,  for  the  sec- 
tion following  the  one  quoted  provides  gen- 
erally that  an  employer  must  in  all  cases  in- 
demnify his  employs  for  losses  caused  by 
the  former's  want  of  ordinary  care.  Civ. 
Code,  i  1971.  Such  lack  of  ordinary  care 
may  as  well  be  shown  by  the  retention  of 
an  unfit  employs  after  knowledge  of  the 
fact  as  by  a  failure  to  use  due  diligence  at 
the  time  of  his  selection,  and  in  either  case 
the  liability  of  the  employer  attaches. 

The  defendant,  then,  having  exercised  due 
care  in  the  selection  of  Defraln,  to  render  it 
liable  for  the  injury  complained  of,  it  was 
necessary  for  the  plaintiff  to  establish  the 
following  facts:  First,  that  the  accident 
happened  by  reason  of  the  carelessness  or  in- 
capacity at  Defraln;  second,  that  Defraln 
had  become  and  was  actually  unfit  or  in- 
competent through  negligence  or  incapacity; 
third,  that  defendant  knew  this,  or  that  De- 
fraln's  general  reputation  was  so  in  accord 
with  the  fact  that  the  presumption  is  that 
defendant  knew  it,  and  was  therefore  negli- 
gent in  not  acting  upon  the  knowledge.  And 
this  is  so  because  the  burden  of  proving  the 
employer's  negligence  is  on  plaintiff.  He  at- 
tempts to  do  this  by  showing  that  his  fellow 
employs  was,  in  fact,  unfit  and  reckless,  and 
that  the  employer  knew  this,  or  is  presumed 
to  have  known  it.  It  Is  therefore  the  char- 
acter of  the  employs  which  is  the  object  of 
ultimate  determination,  not  his  reputation. 
Where  the  plaintiff  has  established  that  the 
employs  was.  In  fact,  unfit  and  Incompetent, 
and  has  been  able  to  show  by  direct  proof 
that  the  employer  knew  this  fact,  the  case  so 
far  is  made  out,  and  there  la  no  need  or  util- 
ity in  evidence  of  reputation.  But,  as  such 
proof  is  difficult,  and  frequenUy  impossible, 
to  make,  the  law  permits  the  employer  to  be 
I  charged  after  proof  of  |t^e@^>ef  unfitness. 
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If  it  can  be  shown  tbat  the  culpable  Beirant's 
reputation  tor  the  particular  matter  In  ques- 
tion was  so  generally  and  notoriously  bad 
that  It  ought  to  have  been,  and  therefore 
presumably  was,  known  to  him;  for  then, 
with  knowledge  of  this  reputation  Imputed 
to  him,  If  the  employer  had  acted  with  rea- 
sonable prudence  upon  this  information,  he 
would  have  dlscoyered  that  the  reputation 
was  well  founded,  that  the  facts  Justified 
and  supported  it;  in  short,  that  he  had  in 
his  employ  an  unreliable  man.  It  becomes 
apparent,  therefore,  that  as  evidence  of  repu- 
tation becomes  necessary  only  where  there 
is  an  inability  to  furnish  direct  proof  of  the 
employer's  knowledge,  so  it  is  proper  only 
after  the  establishment  of  the  fact  that  the 
employe  is  in  truth  an  unfit  person.  And 
reputation  is  not  proof  of  that  fact.  A  man's 
reputation  may  be  at  rarlance  with  his  cbar- 
act»  or  in  accord  with  it.  He  may  be  rout- 
ed reckless,  and  in  fact.be  careful.  An  em- 
ployer is  not  bound  to  discharge  an  employs 
merely  because  of  his  ill  repute,  but  he  Is 
culpable  if  he  retains  in  his  employ  a  serv- 
ant with  a  bad  reputation,  well  founde<l. 
So  it  is  that  evidence  of  individual  acts 
evincing  negligence  or  incompetency  is  ad- 
missible. It  is  admitted,  not  to  show  repu- 
tation, but  to  establish  the  second  requisite 
specified,  namely,  that  the  employ^  was  ver- 
itably unfit  or  incompetent.  Such  is  the  rule. 
It  will  be  found  suggested  or  laid  down  with 
more  or  less  particularity  in  the  cases  of  Cos- 
grove  V.  Pitman,  103  Cal.  274,  37  Pac.  232; 
Baulec  T.  Railroad  Co.,  59  N.  Y.  356;  Davis 
v.  Railroad  Co.,  20  Mich.  112;  and  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Hoover  (Md.)  29  Atl.  994;  Davis  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  20  Mich.  105;  Monahan  ▼.  City 
of  Worcester,  150  Mass.  439,  23  N.  E.  228; 
Railway  Co.  y.  Stupak,  123  Ind.  210,  229,  23 
N.  E.  246.  Applying  it  to  the  case  at  bar,  the 
first  fact,  as  has  been  said,  was  clearly 
proved,  and  it  may  be  conceded  (though  not 
decided)  tliat  the  bad  reputation  of  Defiain 
was  sufficiently  established.  But  upon  the 
other  essential— the  fact  that  Defrain  was 
reckless  or  careless— there  Is  not  only  a  fail- 
ure, but  such  an  entire  absence,  of  proof 
that  the  court  was  Justified  in  its  Instruction 
to  the  Jury  to  that  effect  Plaintiff's  case,  as 
to  this,  then  rests  merely  upon  proof  of  repu- 
tation, but,  as  has  been  shown,  proof  of  a 
reputation  for  unfitness  is  not  proof  of  the 
fact  of  unfitness.  The  Judgment  and  order 
are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

We  concur;    McFARI.AND,  J.;  TEMPLE, 
J. 


IDS  Cal.  IS 

ALEXANDER  v.  MeDOW.    (No.  18,405.) 
(Suoreme  Court  of  California.    July  8,  1893.) 

AcTiOM   OS   Note— Co-MPLAisT — Aider  bi  Judo- 

MEST — Dkkaui.t  Ji-t>omest— At- 

ToKSETs'  Fees. 

1.  A  superfluous  terminal  letter  added  to 

the  name  of  defeudant  will  not  invalidate  a 


sheriff's  return  of  service  which  also  recited  that 
defendant  was  duly  served,  and  there  was  only 
one  defendant. 

2.  Civ.  Code,  {  1459,  provides  that  a  nonne- 
KOtiable  note  may  be  assigned  by  indorsement. 
BM,  that  a  complaint  which,  after  setting  oat 
the  note,  added,  "Indorsed:  'Pay  to  [plain- 
tiff],' " — and  alleged  that  the  whole  amount  was 
due  from  defendant  to  plaintiff,  sufficiently  al- 
leged the  assignment,  as  against  a  motion  to  va- 
cate a  judgment  entered  on  default.  - 

3.  Where  a  complaint  set  out  the  note  sued 
on,  in  which  there  was  a  stipulation  to  pay  attor- 
neys' fees  incurred  in  the  collection  thereof,  and 
the  suit  was  brought  by  an  attorney,  the  com- 
plaint was  sufficient  to  support  an  allowance 
therefor,  the  sum  asked  being  fairly  dedncible 
from  the  face  of  the  note. 

4.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  585,  snbd.  1, 
providing  for  the  entry  of  judgment  by  default 
in  actions  on  contract  for  the  recovery  of  money 
only,  the  clerk  has  authority  to  add  to  the 
amount  due  on  a  note  the  sum  therein  stipulated 
to  be  paid  for  attorneys'  fees,  if  within  the 
amount  demanded  in  the  summons. 

Department  2.  Ai^ieal  from  superior  court, 
Lassen  county;   W.  T.  Masten,  Judge. 

Action  by  Jules  Alexander  against  L.  D. 
McDow  on  a  note.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment 
by  default,  and  defendant  appeals.    Affinued. 

Spencer  &  Raker  and  F.  C.  Spencer,  for 
appellant     Sbinu  &  Shinn,  for  respondent. 


HENSHAW,  J.  Tbere  are  two  appeals. 
The  first  is  from  an  order  refusing  to  recall 
and  quash  the  execution  and  to  vacate  the 
Judgment;  the  second  from  the  Judgment 
rendered  against  defendant  after  his  default 
The  grounds  of  the  motion  are  that  the  Judg- 
ment is  void  upon  its  face  ik  showing  no  serv- 
ice of  summons  and  complaint  upon  defesod- 
ant  and  that  it  is  void  for  that  the  com- 
plaint states  no  cause  of  action. 

1.  Upon  the  summons  the  sheriff  made  the 
following  return:  "I  hereby  certify  that  I 
received  the  within  summons  on  the  14th  day 

of ,  A.  D.  189-,  anc.  personally  served 

the  sam«  on  the  16th  day  of  October,  A.  D. 
1893,  on  L.  D.  McDow,  defendant  therein 
named,  by  delivering  to  each  of  said  defend- 
ant personally,  in  the  town  of  Susanville, 
county  of  Lassen,  a  copy  of  said  summons, 
and  upon  defendant  L.  D.  McDown,  per- 
sonally, in  the  town  of  Susanville,  county  of 
Lassen,  a  copy  of  said  summons  attached  to 
a  copy  of  the  complaint  in  the  action  therein 
named."  The  irregularity  which  it  is  con- 
tended renders  the  return  a  nuUlty  is  the  ad- 
dition of  the  terminal  letter  "n"  to  the  name 
of  the  defendant  L.  D.  McDow.  The  court. 
In  its  order  holding  the  return  sufficient  said: 
"There  Is  no  question  but  that  the  summons 
was  regularly  served.  There  is  but  one  de- 
fradant  viz.  L.  D.  McDow,  and  the  return 
shows  that  the  defendant'  was  served  with 
copy  of  comphiint,  although,  by  what  is  evi- 
dently a  clerical  error,  a  slip  of  the  pen,  the 
letter  "n'  is  affixed  to  the  last  letter  of  the 
name  'McDow.' "  We  think  the  ruling  and 
the  reasons  upon  which  it  is  based  are  both 
sound. 

2.  The  complaints  liizlK  form  as  follows: 
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"Plaintiff  oomplaliu  of  def«idant,  and  for 
cause  of  action  aU^|«s:  That  on  the  28th 
day  of  Noremb^,  1888,  the  defendant  made 
and  delivered  to  Levy  &  Alexander  his  prom- 
issory note  In  the  words  and  figures  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit: 

•"$848.14.  SnsanTlUe,  Cal.,  Nov.  28, '88.  On 
or  before  the  20th  day  ot  November,  1888, 
withont  grace,  for  valne  received,  I,  or  either 
of  ns,  promise  to  pay  Levy  &  Alexander,  or 
order,  eight  hnndred  and  forty-eight  ^Vioo 
dollars,  with  interest  thereon  from  November 
28,  1888,  at  one  per  cmt  per  month.  Interest 
to  be  added  to  principal  and  compounded  ev- 
ery six  months,  and  ten  per  cent,  of  total 
amount  due  for  attorneys'  fees  incurred  In 
the  collection  of  this  note,  when  collection  is 
made  by  attwmey  or  other  officer.  Demand, 
notice  of  nonpaymoit,  and  protest  of  this 
note  Is  hereby  waived  by  each  and  every 
signer  and  Indorser.  Principal  and  Interest 
both  payable  In  United  States  gold  coin,  and 
the  same  collectible  In  any  part  of  the  United 
States. 

"  *P.  O.  address:    .'   L.  D.  McDow. 

"Indorsed:  'Pay  to  Jnles  Alexander.  Levy 
tc  Alexander.' 

—"That  no  part  of  the  principal  or  interest 
of  said  note  has  ever  been  paid,  and  the  same 
and  the  whole  thereof  Is  now  due  and  owmg 
from  defendant  to  plaintiff.  Wherefore, 
plaintiff  demands  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant for  the  snm  of  $848.14,  and  interest 
thereon  from  the  28th  day  of  November, 
1888,  according  to  the  terms  of  said  note,  and 
for  ten  per  cent,  on  the  amount  which  may 
be  found  dne  for  principal  and  interest  for 
attorneys'  fees  Incurred  in  the  collection  of 
this  note,  and  for  costs  of  suit"  The  test  of 
the  suflSdency  of  this  complaint  will  be  found 
In  the  answer  to  the  question:  Is  it  or  is  it 
not  obnoxious  to  a  general  demurrer?  "When 
thto  question  arises,"  to  quote  the  language 
of  Mr.  Justice  Temple,  "courts  have  always 
discriminated  between  insufficient  facts,  and 
an  insufficient  statement  of  facts;  and  where 
the  necessary  facts  are  shown  by  the  com- 
plaint to  exist  although  Inaccurately  or  am- 
biguoosly  stated,  or  appearing  by  necessary 
Impllcatloa,  the  judgment  will  be  sustained." 
Amestoy  v.  Rapid  Transit  Co.,  95  Cal.  311, 
30  Pac.  550;  Gamer  v.  Marshall,  9  Cal.  268; 
Hentsch  v.  Porter,  10  Cal.  555;  People  v. 
Rains,  23  Cal.  128.  Thus,  while  a  judgment 
will  not  relieve  from  the  entire  absence  of  a 
necessary  averment,  It  will  cure  defects  In  all 
such  averments  as  may  by  f&ir  and  reason- 
able Intendment  be  found  to  have  been  plead- 
ed, although  defectively.  The  gravamen  of 
the  charge  against  this  complaint  is  that  it 
fails  to  make  the  necessary  averment  of  as- 
signment to  plaintiff.  The  note,  by  contain- 
ing a  provision  for  the  payment  of  attorneys* 
fees,  was  stripped  of  that  essential  character- 
istic of  a  negotiable  Instrument  by  which  it 
ocmld  pass  by  simple  indorsement,  and  all 
the  attaching  liabilities  to  the  indorser.    As- 


signment of  It,  therefore,  became  necessary 
to  convey  title.  But  such  an  instrument  may 
be  assigned  by  indorsement  as  fully  as  may 
a  negotiable  instrument  Civ.  Code,  {  1459. 
The  assignment  is  pleaded  in  the  complaint 
with  Ctesarian  brevity,  by  the  single  word 
"Indorsed,"  followed  by  the  quotation.  This, 
however,  is  aided  by  the  subsequent  state- 
ment that  the  principal  and  Interest  are  due 
from  defendant  to  plaintiff.  By  fair,  if  not 
by  necessary  implication,  we  learn  from  this 
that  lievy  &  Alexander  assigned  the  instru- 
ment by  indorsement,  and  delivered  It  to 
plaintiff,  and  that  plaintiff  then  became  and 
now  is  the  owner  and  holder  of  It  So  con- 
strued, the  complaint  will  support  the  judg- 
ment, although  it  must  be  added  that  the 
weight  is  quite  all  It  Is  capable  of  sustaining. 

3.  We  think,  also,  that  there  is  sufficient 
in  the  complaint  to  support  the  allowance 
of  attorneys'  fees.  The  note,  which  Is  set 
forth  In  full,  provides  for  them,  and  tbe 
prayer  of  the  complaint  BBka  for  them,  and 
the  acticm  is  brought  by  an  attorney  at  law. 
The  sum  asked  as  attorneys'  fees  is  suscepti- 
ble ot  exact  determination  by  simple  mathe- 
matical calculation.  It  Is  fairly  deducible 
from  the  complaint,  therefore,  that  plaintiff 
asks  an  allowance  of  a  specific  sum  as  being 
reasonable  and  due  for  attorneys'  fees  under 
the  contract  It  Is  true  that  this  demand  is 
in  tbe  nature  of  special  damages,  the  allow- 
ance of  which  might  have  t>een  contested  by 
defendant  Prescott  v.  Grady,  91  Cal.  618, 
27  Pac.  755.  But  his  default  admits  the 
truth  of  the  matters  pleaded,  and  must,  there- 
fore, be  construed  to  admit  that  the  amount 
claimed  is  both  reasonable  and  due.  Thus  no 
evidence  was  required  to  be  taken  for  the 
purpose  of  fixing  that  amount 

4.  The  judgment  attacked  was  entered  by 
the  clerk  under  section  58.5,  subd.  1,  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  which  provides: 
"That  in  an  action  arising  upon  contract  for 
the  recovery  of  money  or  damages  only,  if  no 
answer  has  been  filed  with  the  derk,  •  •  * 
the  Clark  *  •  •  must  enter  the  default  of 
tbe  defendant,  and  Immediately  thereafter 
enter  judgment  •  •  *."  The  action  of  the 
clerk  in  estimating  and  adding  the  amount  of 
the  attorneys'  fees  to  the  judgment  under 
the  above  circumstances,  was  as  purely  min- 
isterial as  was  his  calcidation  of  Interest  up- 
on tbe  principal  sum  of  the  note  in  accord- 
ance with  the  terms  and  the  averments  of 
the  complaint.  The  clerk  was  acting  within 
the  scope  of  his  authority  in  entering  judg- 
ment 

5.  It  is  finally  contended  that  the  judgment 
should  be  reversed  because  the  clerk  entered 
It  for  an  amount  in  excess  of  that  specified 
In  the  summons.  Against  this  contention  It 
Is  urged  that  the  court  below  modified  the 
judgment  before  the  appeal  was  perfected. 
Nothing  in  the  record,  however,  gives  evi- 
dence of  such  modification,  and  the  judgment 
must  here  be  considered  to  be  tbe  one  set 
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fortb  In  the  transcript.  The  entry  of  Judg- 
ment for  an  amount  In  excess  of  that  called 
for  by  the  summoDs  was  indisputably  error. 
Code  Olv.  Proc.  f  585,  subd.  1. 

The  order  appealed  ftx>m  is  afSrmed,  and 
the  superior  court  of  Lassen  county  is  direct- 
ed to  order  the  cleik  to  modify  the  Judgment 
by  entering  therein,  in  lieu  of  the  amount 
named,  the  amount  specified  in  the  summons; 
and  it  is  further  ordered  that  appellant  have 
his  costs  upon  appeal. 


We    concur: 
PLE,  J. 


McFARLAND.    J.;    TEM- 


6  Cal.  TTnrep.  77 

COOPBR  T.   WILDER.    (No.   19,566.)i 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Julj  9,  1895.) 

Public  Lands— Timbek-Culturb   Entbt — £>)ui- 
TABLE  Interest. 

1.  20  Stat.  113,  relating  to  patents  to  tim- 
ber-culture claims,  provides  that  no  final  cer- 
tificate or  patent  shall  be  issued  unless,  at  the 
expiration  of  eight  years  from  the  date  of  en- 
try, the  person  making  such  entry,  or,  if  he 
be  dead,  his  heirs  or  representatives,  shall 
prove  that  for  not  less  than  eight  years  they 
have  cultivated  such  trees  as  aforesaid.  Sdd, 
that  one  who  died  within  two  years  after  en- 
try >ad  an  equitable  interest  in  the  land,  capa- 
ble of  devise,  and  the  title,  when  perfected,  in- 
ured to  him  in  whom  the  equitable  title  vested 
at  the  date  of  the  issue  of  the  patent. 

2.  Where  a  land  patent  is  issued  to  the 
heiiB  of  a  person  who  made  the  entry,  the  courts 
■honld  decide  to  whose  benefit  it  should  inure. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego 
county;   W.  L.  Pierce,  Judge. 

Action  to  quiet  title  by  Charles  Edward 
Cooper,  by  guardian,  against  H.  G.  Wilder. 
Defendant  had  Judgment,  and  plaintiff  ap- 
peals.  Affirmed. 

W.  H.  C.  Ecker  and  Haines  &  Ward,  for 
appellant.  James  E.  Wadham  and  F.  W. 
Steams,  for  respondent 

SEARLS,  C.  This  Is  an  action  to  quiet  the 
title  of  the  Infant  plaintiff  to  a  40-acre  tract 
of  land,  described  as  the  N.  W.  M  of  the  X. 
W.  %  of  section  12,  in  township  No.  14  S.,  of 
range  No.  2  W.,  San  Bernardino  M.,  situate 
in  the  county  of  San  Diego,  state  of  Califor- 
nia. The  canse  was  tried  by  the  court  with- 
out a  Jury,  and  Judgment  entered  in  favor 
of  defendant,  from  which  Judgment,  and 
from  an  order  denying  his  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  plaintiff  appeals. 

There  la  no  material  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence. The  tract  of  land  in  question  was 
duly  entered  as  a  timber-culture  claim,  under 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  (it  being  pub- 
lic land  of  the  United  States),  In  November, 
1879,  by  David  Cooper,  who  occupied  the 
same  until  his  death,  which  occurred  In  1881. 
By  Ills  last  will  he  bequeathed  and  devised 
all  his  property,  real,  personal,  and  mixed, 

•Reversed  In  bana     See  43  Pac.  SSI,  111  Cal.  191. 


to  Ms  wife,  Karcissa  T.  Cooper,  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  his  son,  Charles  Edward  Cooper, 
the  plaintiff  and  appellaqt  herein.  Admin- 
istration was  bad  upon  the  estate  of  said 
David  Cooper,  and  the  property,  including 
the  land  here  in  dispute,  was  regularly  dis- 
tributed to  the  widow  and  devisee,  Narcissa 
T.  Cooper.  In  1892  a  patent  Issued  to  the 
land  in  question,  which  recites,  among  other 
things,  that  the  claim  of  the  heirs  of  David 
Cooper,  deceased,  has  been  established  and 
duly  consummated  In  conformity  to  law, 
etc.,  and  then  proceeds  to  grant  the  land  as 
follows:  "Now,  know  ye  that  there  Is,  there- 
fore, granted  by  the  United  States  unto  the 
said  heirs  of  David  Cooper,  deceased,  the 
tract  of  land  above  described,  to  have  and  to 
hold  the  said  tract  of  land,  with  the  appurte- 
nances thereof,  unto  the  said  heirs  of  David 
Cooper,  deceased,  and  to  their  heirs  and  as- 
signs forever."  In  October,  1891,  Narcissa  T. 
Cooper  (having  previously  Intermarried  with 
one  Dodson)  executed  a  mortgage  on  the 
land  to  H.  O.  Wilder,  the  defendant,  who 
subsequently  foreclosed,  purchased  the 
property  at  a  sale,  and,  no  redemption  be- 
ing made,  received  a  sheriff's  deed  therefor 
in  due  time,  and  holds  the  title  which  Nar- 
cissa T.  Dodson  had  or  could  convey  there- 
in. 

Objection  was  made  at  the  trial  to  the  in- 
troduction In  evidence  of  the  probate  pro- 
ceedings upon  the  will  and  estate  of  David 
Cooper,  upon  the  ground  that  such  proceed- 
ings were  wholly  Irrelevant  and  Immaterial 
to  the  question  of  the  title  to  said  land,  or  to 
any  title  ther^n  or  thereto,  of  Narcissa  T. 
Dodson,  as  grantor  of  defendant  The  branch 
of  the  case  which  turns  upon  this  exception 
is  this:  Had  David  Cooper  an  estate  in  tlie 
land  at  the  time  of  his  death  which  he  could 
devise  by  last  will  to  his  wife,  the  grantor  of 
defendant?  The  solution  of  the  question  de- 
pends upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to 
the  timber-culture  act  as  amended  June  14, 
1878.  20  Stat  113.  The  clause  directly  In- 
volved Is  contained  In  the  latter  portion  of 
section  2,  which  is  as  follows:  "And  pro- 
vided further  that  no  final  certificate  shall 
be  given  or  patent  issued  for  the  land  so  en- 
tered until  the  expiration  of  eight  years  from 
the  date  of  such  entry;  and  if  at  the  expira- 
tion of  such  time,  or  at  any  time  within  five 
years  thereafter,  the  person  making  such 
entry,  or  if  he  or  she  be  dead,  his  or  her 
heirs  or  legal  representatives,  shall  prove  by 
two  credible  witnesses  that  he  or  she  or 
they  have  planted,  and  for  not  less  than 
eight  years  have  cultivated  and  protected 
such  quantity  and  character  of  trees  as 
aforesaid,  •  •  •  they  shall  receive  a  pat- 
ent for  such  tract  of  land."  The  contention 
of  appellant  is:  (1)  That  David  Cooper,  hav- 
ing died  within  two  years  after -making  his 
entry,  could  not  have  complied  with  the  law 
which  required  him  to  "have  planted,  and 
for  not  less  than  eight  years  have  cultivated 
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and  protected,  each  quantity  and  character 
of  trees"  aa  was  required  by  the  statute  ab 
a  condition  precedent  to  bis  receiving  a  pat- 
ent to  the  land;  (2)  that  the  recitals  in  the 
patent  and  the  granting  clause  thereof  shuw 
that  it  was  "the  claim  of  the  heirs  of  David 
Cooper,  deceased,"  that  was  established,  etc., 
according  to  law,  and  that  it  was  "unto  the 
said  heirs  of  David  Cooper,  deceased,"  etc., 
that  the  grant  was  made. 

We  do  not  attach  much  Importance  to  the 
fact  that  the  patent  issued  to  the  "heirs  of 
David  Cooper."  It  was  held  at  a  compara- 
tively early  day  that  where  a  patent  was  is- 
sned  to  a  man's  "legal  representatives,"  or 
to  bla  "heirs,"  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
land  department  to  leave  the  question  open 
to  Inquiry  In  the  proi)er  court  as  to  the  party 
to  whom  the  patent  should  Inure.  The  land 
department  Is  not  usually  in  a  position  to 
Inquire  into  and  settle  the  rights  and  equi- 
ties of  claimants  under  the  patent,  and  can- 
not properly  adjust  such  rights.  Page  v. 
Hogan,  2  WalL  605;  Weeks  v.  Railroad  Co., 
78  Wis.  501, 47  N.  W.  T37;  Meader  T.  Nnrtpn, 
11  Wall.  442;  Simmtwis  v.  Wagner,  101  U.  S. 
260;  Cornelius  v.  Kessel,  53  Wis.  395,  10  N.  W. 
520,  and  affirmed  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  In  128  TJ.  S.  456,  9  Sup.  Ot  122. 
It  may  be  stated  as  a  general  proiMisltion  that 
the  patent  Inures  to  the  benefit  of  him  who 
has  the  title,  though  it  issued  to  another.  Ur- 
ket  T.  Coryell,  5  Watts  &  S.  60.  These  cases 
only  go  to  the  rights  of  those  who  have  title, 
l^al  or  equitable,  to  land  itatented  to  oth- 
er»,  and  do  not  solve  the  very  question  in 
issae,  viz.  did  David  Cooper  have  such  a  title 
as  be  could  devise?  Appellant  likens  the 
case  of  one  in  under  a  timber^culture  claim 
to  that  of  a  pre-emptioner,  who  Is  universally 
bdd  to  have,  as  against  the  United  States, 
no  title  or  right  which  may  not  be  abrogated 
by  tbe  government  at  any  time  before  final 
entry  and  payment  Uutton  v.  Friable,  37 
Cal.  475;  HemphiU  v.  Davis,  38  Cal.  577; 
Mmitgontery  v.  Whiting,  40  Cal.  208;  Ken- 
yon  V.  Quinn,  41  Cal.  325;  Rutledge  v.  Mur- 
phy. 51  CaL  388;  Buxton  v.  Xraver,  67  Cal. 
171,  7  Pae.  450;  Friebie  v.  Whitney,  9  Wall. 
187;  The  Yosemlte  Valley  Case,  15  Wall.  77. 
When  a  pre-emptor  who  has  filed  his  declar- 
atory statement  dies  before  making  his  final 
entry  and  making  payment,  he  has  no  title 
which  can  descend  to  his  heirs,  exc^t  that 
the  pre-emption  law  provides  that  in  such 
cases  his  executor  or  administrator,  or  one  ot 
his  heirs,  may  complete  the  pre-emption, 
"bat  the  entry  in  such  cases  shall  be  made  in 
favor  of  the  heirs  of  the  deceased  pre-empt- 
or, and  a  patent  thereon  shall  cause  tbe  title 
to  innre  to  such  heirs,  as  if  their  names  had 
been  speciaUy  mentioned."  Rev.  St  U.  S.  8 
2269;  Elliott  V.  FIgg.  59  CaL  117.  In  the 
case  last  cited  It  was  said:  "Were  it  not  for 
this  nMtvvlsion,  the  pre-«nptlon  claim  would 
not  BOrvive  the  pre-emptor.  By  this  provi- 
sion it  survlTes  only  for  the  benefit  of  his 
Cal.Rep.  41-M  P.— 2 


heirs."  It  is  not  subject  to  the  claims  of  his 
creditors,  and  the  heirs  take  the  title  as  pur- 
chasers from  the  government,  and  not  by  in- 
heritance. Rogers  v.  Clemmans,  26  Kan.  522. 
So,  too,  under  the  Oregon  donation  act,  the 
same  principle  has  been  asserted.  Hall  v. 
Russell,  101  U.  S.  503.  In  this  last  case  the 
court,  speaking  of  the  heirs,  said;  "Their  ti- 
tle to  the  land  was  to  come,  not  from  their 
deceased  ancestors,  but  from  the  United 
States.  The  title,  It  is  true,  was  granted  to 
them  by  reason  of  the  possessory  rights  of 
their  ancestMT,  but  these  were  rights  which 
he  could  not  transfer,  and  which  passed  to 
them  under  tbe  statute  without  any  act  of 
his.  On  his  death  his  heirs  became  qualified 
grantees."  And  again:  "It  follows  from  this 
that  Lorlng,  at  the  time  of  his  death,  had  no 
devisable  estate  In  the  land,  and  that  tbe 
hMrs  of  his  devisees  cannot  maintain  this 
suit." 

This  much  has  been  said  in  reference  to 
pre-emptors  and  claimants  under  the  Oregon 
donation  act  for  the  reason  that  appellant,  on 
the  one  hand,  holds  that  like  considerations 
apply  to  claimants  under  the  homestead  and 
timber-culture  acts,  while  the  respondent's 
claim  is  that  there  is  a  clear  line  of  demarka- 
tlon  between  the  latter  and  the  former;  that 
homestead  and  timber-culture  claimants  oc- 
cupy, from  the  inception  of  their  claims,  such 
contractual  relations  to  the  government  as 
gives  to  them  an  equitable  right  to  tbe  lands 
they  occupy  as  such  claimants,  subject  to  be 
defeated  only  by  a  failure  to  perform  the 
conditions  subsequent  prescribed  by  the  stat- 
utes. There  seems  a  substantial  basis  for 
this  distlnctioa  in  the  adjudged  cases.  In 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Sture.  32  Minn.  95,  20  N.  W. 
220,  the  court,  speaking  through  Mitchell,  J., 
said:  "We  are  aware  that  it  has  l>een  au- 
thoritatively decided  in  Frisbie  v.  Whitney, 
9  Wall.  187,  and  the  Yosemlte  VaUey  Case, 
15  Wall.  77,  that  occupation  and  improve- 
ment on  public  lands  with  a  view  to  pre- 
emption do  not  confer  any  vested  right  In  the 
land  as  against  the  United  States;  that  this 
is  only  obtained  when  the  purchase  money 
has  been  paid,  and  the  receipt  of  tbe  land  of- 
fice given  to  the  purchaser.  This  is  put  up- 
on the  ground  that  until  sncta  time  the  pro- 
posed preemptor  has  merely  a  right  to  be 
preferred  In  tbe  purchase  over  others,  pro- 
vided a  sale  Is  made  by  the  United  States. 
But  a  homest<>ader  after  entry  occupies  an 
entirely  different  position.  He  has  In  effect 
purchased.  His  entry,  which  is  made  by 
making  and  filing  an  affidavit,  and  paying 
tbe  sum  required  by  law,  is  a  contract  of  pur- 
chase, which  gives  him  an  inchoate  title  to 
the  land,  which  is  property.  This  is  a  sub- 
stantial and  vested  right,  which  can  «Mily  be 
defeated  by  bis  failnre  to  perform  the  con- 
ditions annexed.  It  is  true,  no  certificate  or 
patent  can  be  issoed  until  tbe  expiration  of 
five  years  from  the  date  of  entry,  the  United 
States  retaining  tbe  legal  title  to  insure  tbe 
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performance  of  these  conditions.  But  the 
vested  right  of  the  settler  attaches  to  the 
land  at  the  time  of  his  entry,  and  is  liable  to 
be  defeated  only  by  his  own  failure  to  com- 
ply with  the  requirements  of  the  law.  •  •  • 
Until  forfeited  by  his  own  failure  to  per- 
form the  conditions  of  his  purchase,  this 
right  of  property  acquired  by  his  entry  must 
prevail,  not  only  against  individuals,  but 
against  the  government  itself."  In  Gamer  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  43  Minn.  375,  4S  N.  W.  713, 
which  was  an  action  by  a  claimant  under  the 
timber-culture  act,  the  court,  in  referring  to 
what  had  been  said  in  the  Red  River  v.  Sture 
Case,  supra,  added:  "The  rights  under  the 
hMneetead  acts,  though  dlfTerently  acquired, 
are  no  greater  than  those  under  the  timber- 
culture  act  •  •  •  His  rights  are  analo- 
gous to  those  of  one  in  under  a  contract  to 
purchase."  In  Sturr  v.  Beck.  133  U.  S.  541, 
10  Sup.  Ct  350,  Fuller,  C.  J.,  in  discussing 
the  ri^ts  of  a  homestead  claimant,  quotes 
with  apparent  approval  the  opinion  of  At- 
torney General  MacVeagh,  in  an  opinion  to 
the  secretary  of  war,  July  15,  1881,  in  which 
the  learned  attorney  general  held  In  sub- 
Btance  the  same  as  in  the  case  of  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Sutre,  supra.  See,  also,  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Whitney,  132  U.  S.  357,  366,  10  Sup.  Ct 
112;  U.  &  V.  Ball.  81  Fed.  667;  U.  S.  ▼. 
Turner,  54  Fed.  228.  The  consensus  of  these 
opinions  is  to  the  effect  that  the  homestead 
entry  operates  as  an  appropriauon  and  reser- 
vation of  the  lands  embraced  within  the 
same,  segregates  the  tract  from  the  public 
domain,  and  vests  in  the  claimant  an  equita- 
ble interest  therein  which  is  good  as  against 
all  the  world,  the  government  included,  un- 
til forfeited  by  failure  to  p^form  the  condi- 
tions of  the  act  of  congress. 

The  similarity  of  the  provisions  of  the  tlm- 
b«vculture  act  places  claimants  thereunder 
in  the  same  category  with  homesteads;  and, 
while  the  comparatively  recent  period  of  its 
adoption  prevents  the  ^stence  of  but  a  lim- 
ited number  of  cases  thereunder,  it  Is  not 
doubted  but  that  the  rule  as  to  an  equitable 
interest  in  lands  taken  thereunder  should  be 
held  the  same  as  in  cases  of  homestead. 
And  as  the  act  of  congress  of  June  14,  1878 
(20  Stat  113),  which  provides  for  the  issue  of 
patents  to  the  applicant  or,  in  case  of  his 
death,  to  bis  representatives  or  h^rs,  does 
not  declare  to  whom  the  title  shall  inure, 
such  title,  when  perfected.  Inures  to  blm  in 
whom  the  equitable  title  vested  at  the  date 
of  the  issue  of  the  patent  The  equitable  in- 
terest which  David  Cooper  had  in  the  home- 
stead he  could  pass  by  devise.  1  Pom.  Eq. 
Jur.  {  105. 

It  follows  that  the  evidence  as  to  the  pro- 
bate of  the  last  will  of  David  Cooper,  the 
probate  proceedings,  including  the  decree  of 
distribution  of  the  land  in  question  to  de- 
fendant's grantor  as  the  devisee  of  said  Da- 
vid Cooper,  as  well  as  the  evidence  of  the 
mortgage  by  the  widow  of  said  Cooper,  the 


foreclosure  and  sale  thereunder,  etc.,  was 
properly  admitted;  and  the  judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  coucur:   HAYNES,  C;  BELCHER,  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der apitealed  from  are  affirmed. 


lOB  Cal.  4t 
LOCKE  V.  MOULTON  et  aL    (No.  18,260.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  11,  i8S5.) 
Jnar  Trial— Dbpbksb  m  Ejsctmbht. 
In  electment  wherein  defendant  alleged 
that  the  instrument  under  which  plaintiff  claims 
was  in  fact  intended  as  a  mortgage,  the  fact  that 
the  answer  dosed  with  a  prayer  that  it  be  "ad- 
judged that  plaintiff  is  not  the  owner  of  the 
property  described,"  does   not  render  the  de- 
fense an  equitable  one,  so  as  to  deprive  defend- 
ant of  his  right  to  trial  by  jur}-. 

Ciommissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court  San  Joaquin  cuuu- 
ty;  Joseph  H.  Budd,  Judge. 

Action  of  ejectment  by  George  S.  Lcckc 
against  C.  S.  Mooiton  and  A.  M.  MeC'I>juii. 
There  was  a  judgment  for  plalntitC.  and  fmni 
an  order  denying  a  new  trial  defendants  ap- 
peal.   Reversed. 

Carter  &  Smith  and  Frank  H.  Smith,  for 
appellants.  L.  W.  ElUott  and  W.  L.  Dudley, 
for  respondent 

VANCLIBP,  O.  Action  of  ejectment  to  re- 
cover possession  of  a  half  section  of  land. 
The  complaint  is  in  the  most  genwal  form, 
alleging,  in  substance,  that  plaintiff  owns,  and 
is  entitled  to  the  possession  of,  the  demanded 
premises,  and  that  the  defendants  are  in  pos- 
session, and  wrongfully  withhold  It  from  the 
plaintiff.  In  their  answer  the  defendants  de- 
ny that  plaintiff  ever  owned  the  land,  or  that 
he  was  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof  at 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action; 
and,  as  a  further  answer,  allege  that  on  Oc- 
tober 2,  1885,  the  defendant  MoultMi,  Who 
was  then  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  the 
land,  executed  to  plaintiff  a  bargain  and  sale 
deed  thereof,  absolute  in  form,  but  which 
was  intended  by  the  parties  thereto  to  oper- 
ate only  as  a  mortgage  to  secure  payment  to 
plaintiff  of  a  debt  of  $6,127.50,  with  Interest; 
and  that  it  was  understood  and  expressly 
agreed  by  the  parties,  at  the  time  the  deed 
was  executed,  that  upon  payment  of  the  said 
debt  the  plaintiff  would  reconvey  the  land  to 
Moulton.  As  a  further  answM',  the  defend- 
ants alleged  adverse  possession  for  a  period 
of  five  years,  etc.  The  answer  closed  with 
the  following  prayer:  "Wherefore  defendants 
pray  that  plaintiff  take,  nothtaig  by  reason  of 
this  action;  that  It  be  adjudged  that  plaintiff 
Is  not  the  owner  at,  or  entitled  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  real  property  described  in  the 
complaint;  that  it  be  decreed  that  the  instru- 
ment in  wilting  herein  described  was  and  la 
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■  mortgage,  and  that  tbe  defendants  have 
Judgment  for  their  costB."  A  former  judg- 
ment In  favor  of  plaintiff  In  tills  case  was  re- 
versed by  this  court,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 
96  Gal.  33,  30  Pac.  0S7.  After  the  remittitur 
was  filed  In  the  court  below,  to  wit,  on  tbe 
first  Monday  in  October,  1892,  the  case  was 
called  by  the  lower  court  for  the  purpose  of 
setting  a  day  for  the  new  trial  thereof,  when 
the  attorneys  for  defendants  demanded  a  trial 
by  Jury,  whereupon  the  court  stated  "that  the 
defendants  could  have  a  Jury  on  the  common- 
law  part  of  the  action,  but  the  court  itself 
would  try  the  equity  part  of  the  case,"  to  wit, 
the  Issue  as  to  whether  the  deed  was  intended 
to  operate  m^ely  as  a  security  for  a  debt. 
On  December  1,  1892,  the  case  was  called  for 
trial,  when  tbe  defendants  again  demanded  a 
Jury  trial  upon  all  the  Issues  in  the  case. 
Tbe  court  again  refused  a  Jury  trial  oo  tbe 
issue  as  to  whether  the  deed  was  Intended 
to  be  a  mortgage,  and  proceeded  to  try  that 
Issue  alone.  The  result  of  such  trial  was  a 
finding  by  tbe  court  that  the  deed  "was  not 
executed  or  delivered  as  a  mortgage,  and 
was  not  a  mortgage  of  any  kind,  and  was 
not  to  secure  the  payment  of  any  money 
whatever";  and  as  a  conclusion  of  law  found 
'^hat  said  deed  was  not  a  mortgage,  but  that 
it  was  a  conveyance  and  grant  of  tbe  title  to 
said  real  estate  from  defendant  Moulton  to 
plaintiff."  These  findings  were  filed  on  De- 
cember 27, 1892,  and  disposed  of  the  only  ma- 
terial issue  except  that  as  to  adverse  posses- 
sion,  upon  which,  it  appears  from  evidence 
given  on  the  issue  tried,  tbe  defendants  could 
not  hope  for  a  verdict  in  their  favor.  De- 
fendants moved  for  a  new  trial  on  all  the 
grounds  allowable  under  section  667,  Code 
Civ.  Proc.,  presented  by  a  bill  of  exceptions. 
This  motion  was  denied,  and  the  defendants 
appeal  from  the  order  denying  it. 

The  only  grounds  upon  which  appellants 
claim  a  reversal  are  (1)  insufficiency  of  the 
evidence  to  Justify  the  decision,  and  (2)  that 
tbe  court  erred  in  refusing  a  trial  of  all  the 
issues  by  a  jury.  As  to  the  first  of  these 
grounds,  I  think  the  evidence  was  substan- 
tially conflicting  to  a  degree  which  precludes 
t  review  of  it  by  this  court  Bat  I  think  the 
court  erred  in  denying  a  Jury  trial  of  the 
whcde  case.  The  affirmative  allegations  In 
the  answer  to  the  effect  that  the  deed  was  in- 
toided  as  mere  security  for  a  debt  do  not 
constitute  an  equitable  defmse  in  the  proper 
sense  of  those  terms,  since  they  could  have 
been  proved  under  the  general  denials.  Smith 
V.  Smith.  80  Cal.  329,  21  Pac.  4,  and  22  Pac. 
180,  549;  Locke  v.  Moulton,  96  Cal.  21,  30 
Fac.  957.  They  added  nothing  to  the  de- 
nials of  plaintiff's  alleged  title.  The  defend- 
ants mmecessarily  anticipated  that  plaintiff 
would  rely  upon  tbe  deed  as  evidence  of  his 
title,  and  improperly  alleged  the  evidence  by 
which  tbey  im)po8ed  to  show  that  the  deed 
did  not  convey  the  title.  Of  themselves,  these 
affirmative  allegations  ccnstituted  neither  a 
legal  nor  equitable  defense  to  the  action,  and 


might  have  been  stricken  flrom  tbe  answer 
without  impairing  its  legal  effect.  But  coun- 
sel for  respondent  contend  that  the  character 
of  the  defenses  is  to  be  determined  only  by  the 
prayer  of  the  answer;  and  since  defendants, 
in  addition  to  their  prayer  "that  plaintiff  take 
nothing  by  the  action,"  asked  tbe  court  to 
adjudge  that  plaintiff  Is  not  tbe  owner  of  tbe 
land,  and  that  the  deed  is  a  mortgage,  this 
affirmative  relief  could  be  administered  only 
by  a  court  of  equity,  and  therefore  it  was 
within  the  discretionary  power  of  the  court  to 
refuse  to  submit  to  a  Jury  that  part  of  tbe 
case  upon  which  such  equitable  relief  was  to 
be  based.  In  the  first  place,  it  is  manifest 
that  there  Is  no  basis  in  tbe  answer  for  any 
affirmative  relief  of  any  kind;  and,  in  the 
second  place,  evai  if  the  court  should  affirma- 
tively adjudge,  on  tbe  pleadings  in  this  case, 
that  the  deed  is  a  mortgage,  and  that  plaintiff 
has  no  title,  such  judgment  would  add  noth- 
big  in  effect  to  the  simple  Judgment  "that 
plaintiff  take  nothing  by  the  action."  The 
only  authorities  cited  to  this  point  by  counsel 
for  respondent  are  People  v.  Miw,  24  Cal. 
71;  Arrington  y.  Uscom,  34  Cal.  375;  and 
Canal  Co.  v.  Kldd,  37  Cal.  304;  but  that 
none  of  these  is  in  i>oint  toe  resp<»dent  seems 
so  obvious  that  I  think  it  needless  to  point 
out  the  distinctions.  I  think  the  order  should 
be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted. 

We  concur:   HAYNES,  C;  BRITT',  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  is  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  granted. 
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SABICHI  et  aL  v.  CHASE.    (No.  19,575.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  11,  1895.) 

ASSIQNMBNT  rOB   BSNEVIT  Or  Creditohs — Objbo- 
TIONS  BT  CSEDITOKS. 

1.  Under  Civ.  Code,  f  3449,  regulating  as- 
signments by  InsolTenta  in  trust  for  benefit  of 
creditors,  a  conveyance  by  partners  in  failing 
circumstances  of  all  their  individual  and  part- 
nership property,  in  trust  to  be  collected,  gold, 
and  disposed  of  and  converted  into  money,  to 
be  divided  equally  among  certain  designated 
creditors,  the  Bur]Mus,  if  any,  to  be  returned  to 
them  in  consideration  of  their  release  from 
all  liabilities  to  such  creditors,  is  an  assignment. 

2.  Under  Civ.'  Code,  §  3457,  making  an  as- 
signment for  benefit  of  creditors  void  aa  against 
any  creditor  not  assenting  thereto  in  certain 
cases,  a  creditor  whose  demand  secured  by  mort- 
gage is  not  due  at  the  time  of  the  assignment, 
and  cannot  be  enforced  till  foreclosure  of  the 
mortgage,  can  object  to  tbe  assignment. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  liucien  Shaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  Frank  Sabichi  and  others  against 
Delia  W.  Chase  to  set  aside  a  sale  of  land 
under  an  execution.  From  a  judgment  for 
defendant,  plaintiffs  appeal.    Affirmed. 

E.  B.  Powers  and  Brewton  A.  Hayne,  for 
appellants.    C.  W.  Chase,  for  respondent. 
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BRITT,  O.  From  the  agreed  statements  of 
facts  on  which  this  case  waa  submitted  in 
the  court  below  it  appears  that  G.  A.  Clark 
and  0.  H.  Humphreys,  partners  engaged  In 
business  at  the  city  of  lioa  Angeles  under 
the  firm  name  of  Clark  &  Humphreys,  being 
in  failing  circumstances,  both  as  individuals 
and  as  a  partnership,  entered  into  a  written 
contract  of  date  Decemlwr  15,  1892,  with  the 
plaintiffs,  Sablchl,  Minor,  and  Holt,  as  trus- 
tees, and  10  named  creditors  of  Clark  & 
Humphreys,  by  the  terms  of  which  contract 
Clark  &  Humphreys  agreed  to  convey  all 
thdr  property,  partnership  and  Individual, 
to  said  trustees,  "in  trust  to  be  collected, 
sold,  and  disposed  of  and  converted  into 
money  and  divided  ratably"  among  said  des- 
igrnated  creditors;  the  surplus,  if  any,  to  be 
returned  to  Clark  &  Humphreys.  By  the 
terms  of  this  agreement  it  was  also  stipu- 
lated that  upon  the  execution  of  such  con- 
veyance Clark  &  Humphreys  should  be  re- 
leased from  all  liability  to  said  creditors; 
that  the  trustees  might  borrow  money  on. 
certain  of  the  property;  purchase  outstand- 
ing claims  against  the  partnership;  carry  on 
the  business  of  the  firm,  and  employ  assist- 
ants tor  that  purpose;  sell  real  and  personal 
property  on  such  terms  as  they  might  deem 
best,  call  a  meeting  of  creditors  named  every 
six  months  during  the  continuance  of  the 
trust,  and  report  their  proceedings  to  such 
meeting;  and  receive  a  reasonable  compensa- 
tion for  their  services.  Such  agreement  was 
signed  by  all  the  said  parties  thereto,  and 
by  a  numbo*  of  other  persons  not  named  as 
parties  therein,  but  who  were  also  creditors 
of  said  partnership,  and  the  trustees  were 
chosen  by  Clark  &  Humphreys  In  conjunc- 
tion with  all  the  said  creditors.  According- 
ly, on  December  17,  1802,  Clark  &  Humph- 
reys, Individually  and  as  copartners,  execut- 
ed a  conveyance  (styled  on  its  face  a  "deed 
of  trust")  of  all  their  property,  real  and  per- 
sonal, to  said  trustees,  the  plaintiffs  here. 
Such  conveyance  recited  the  said  contract  of 
December  Idth,  and  purported  to  be  made  In 
consideration  thereof,  and  to  transfer  the 
property  described  "In  trust  in  accordance 
with"  such  contract.  The  deed  was  recorded 
in  the  recorder's  office  of  Los  Angeles  county 
December  19,  1892.  The  plaintiffs  accepted 
the  trust,  and  took  possession  of  all,  or  the 
greater  part,  of  the  property  conveyed.  De- 
fendant, Chase,  held  the  promissory  note  of 
Clark  &  Humphreys,  secured  by  mortgage 
on  land  in  Los  Angeles  county,— a  parcel  of 
that  conveyed  to  said  trustees,— which  mort- 
gage was  of  record  in  said  recorder's  office 
at  the  time  of  the  transactions  above  stated. 
The  note  fell  due  August  15,  1893,  and  was 
not  paid.  The  holder  instituted  an  action  to 
enforce  payment  and  for  the  foreclosure  of 
the  mortgage.  She  obtained  Judgment  and 
caused  the  mortgaged  land  to  be  sold  for 
the  satlsfacticwi  thereof.  The  proceeds  of 
sale  were  insufficient  for  that  purpose,  and 
on  January  15,  1894,  judgment  against  Claiic 


&  Humphreys  was  docketed  in  said  action 
for  the  deficiency,  amounting  to  $1,532.51. 
Execution  issued  thereon,  and  under  that 
writ  the  sheriff  levied  on  and  sold  to  said 
Delia  W.  Chase  a  portion  of  the  other  lands 
previously  ccmveyed  to  said  trustees  by  the 
deed  of  December  17,  1892.  Defendant, 
Chase,  never  assented  to  such  transfer  in 
trust  The  parties  agree  that  the  said  in- 
struments of  December  15  and  December  17, 
1892,  respectively,  were  executed  upon  val- 
uable and  adequate  consideration,  and  with- 
out actual  fraud.  The  consideration  moving 
to  Clark  &  Humphreys  seems  to  have  been 
the  release  of  their  debts  owed  to  the  pre- 
ferred creditors.  The  dispute  here  relates 
to  the  land  sold  under  said  execution.  The 
superior  court  declared  by  Its  judgment  that 
the  defendant  has  the  better  right  to  such 
land;  that  as  to  her  the  said  agreement  of 
December  15,  1892,  and  the  deed  made  to 
plaintiffs  In  pursuance  thereof,  are  of  no  ef- 
fect   Plaintiffs  appeal. 

By  the  settled  rule  of  the  common  law, 
now  expressed  in  our  Code,  "a  debtor  may 
pay  one  creditor  In  preference  to  another,  or 
may  give  to  one  creditor  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  demand  In  preference  to  anoth- 
er" (Civ.  Code,  S  3432);  but  parallel  with  this 
principle,  and  to  be  construed  with  it.  Is 
the  rule  of  more  recent  legislative  policy, 
that  "an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors Is  void  against  any  creditor  of  the  as- 
signor not  consenting  thereto.  In  the  follow- 
ing cases:  (1)  If  it  give  a  preference  of  one 
debt  or  class  of  debts  over  another";  etc. 
Cir.  Code,  i  3457.  The  law  virtually  says  to 
the  embarrassed  debtor,  "Tou  may  pay  or 
secure  any  creditor,  and  thus  give  him  a 
preference;  but  your  prefMentlal  payment  or 
security  must  not  be  cast  in  the  form  of  an 
assignment  for  his  benefit"  The  (juestlon 
for  decision,  therefore,  Is  whether  the  said 
instruments  of  December,  1892,  constituted 
an  assignm^it  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
within  the  meaning  which  the  law  attaches 
to  those  terms.  If  so,  then  plaintiffs  con- 
cede that  It  was  invalid,  because  violative  of 
the  statutory  regulations  of  such  transfers. 
Civ.  Code,  §§  3449-3473.  The  statute  attempts 
no  definition  of  such  assignments;  but  there 
are  qualities  (not  so  w<»ll  ascertained,  per- 
haps, as  is  desirable)  which,  when  appear- 
ing In  an  instrument  of  transfer,  character- 
ize It  as  among  those  required  to  conform 
to  the  statute  on  the  subject  of  those  assign- 
ments or  else  be  treated  as  void.  It  Is  the 
theory  of  fbe  appellants  that  the  trust  deed 
here  "was  In  the  nature  of  a  mortgage  to 
secure  the  debts  of  the  named  creditors." 
The  distinction  between  such  an  Instrument 
and  an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors has  been  thus  stated:  "If  the  convey- 
ance is  to  a  trustee,  and  the  debtor  Intends 
to  divest  himself,  not  only  of  the  title  to 
the  property,  but  of  all  control  over  it;  If  It 
is  Intended  as  an  absolute  conveyance  of  all 
of  his  property,  and  is  made  for  the  purpose 
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of  Becnrin;  a  distrllmtion  of  its  proceeU 
amonir  his  creditors,  or  a  portion  of  tbem,— 
in  legal  effect  it  U  an  assignment  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors,  no  matter  what  name  c« 
designation  the  parties  may  have  given  it. 
On  the  other  hand.  If  the  Intention  of  the 
debtor  is  merely  to  secnre  his  debt  to  one 
or  more  of  his  credltoni,  and  the  conveyance 
is  not  Intended  as  an  absolnte  disposition  of 
Ills  property,  but  he  reserves  to  himself  a 
right  theretia,  the  conveyance  will  be  treat- 
ed as  a  mortgage,  •van  though  the  debtor 
Is  Inst^vent  at  the  time,  and  It  covers  all  bis 
property,  and  bnt  a  portion  of  his  debts  are 
secnred  by  It."  Bank  v.  Crittenden,  66  Iowa, 
210,  241,  23  N.  W.  646.  And  this  seems  to 
be  a  fair  statement  of  the  result  of  the  au- 
thorities upon  this  much-vexed  question, 
though  great  diversity  is  found  in  the  ad- 
Judged  cases,  due  largely  to  the  differences 
which  obtain  in  the  statutes  of  the  several 
states  which  have  sought  to  regulate  or  sup- 
press the  evils  supposed  to  arise  from  the 
unrestricted  right  to  make  preferential  as- 
signments allowed  by  the  common  law.  See 
May  V.  Tenney,  148  U.  S.  64,  13  Sup.  Ct.  491. 
'TThe  material  and  essential  characteristic  of 
a  general  assignment  is  the  presence  of  a 
trust"  (Brown  v.  Guthrie,  110  N.  Y.  441,  18 
N.  £3.  256;  Burrill,  Asslgnm.  S  8);  and  while 
It  cannot  be  said  that  every  transfer  of 
property  to  trustees  for  the  benefit  of  cred- 
itors is  an  assignment  within  the  statute 
(Lawrence  v.  Neff,  41  Cal.  566;  Handley  v. 
Pflster,  39  Cal.  283;  cf.  Priest  v.  Brown,  100 
CaL  628,  35  Pac.  323),  yet,  when  a  continuing 
trust  is  created,  presenting  the  features 
prominent  in  this  case,  we  think  it  must  be 
held  that  the  transfer  is  such  an  assignment 
as  the  legislature  designed  to  regulate  by 
the  provisions  of  the  Code  (Civ.  C!ode,  8§ 
34«Kf473).  If  not,  then  those  provisions 
would  as  well  be  repealed.  It  has  been  sev- 
eral times  assumed  in  this  court  that  such  a 
trust  Indicates  an  asslgrnment  of  that  nature. 
Dana  v.  Stanfords,  10  (3al.  209;  Wellington 
v.  Sedgwick,  12  Cal.  469;  Saunderson  v. 
Broadwell,  82  Cal.  132,  133,  23  Pac.  36.  The 
provision  that  a  surplus  of  proceeds  remain- 
ing after  satisfaction  of  the  claims  of  the 
creditors  named  should  be  returned  to  the 
grantors  does  not,  as  supposed  by  appel- 
lants, distinguish  the  contract  as  one  of  se- 
curity only.  Hall  v.  Deniaon,  17  Vt  318; 
Locbte  ▼.  Blum  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  30  S.  W. 
925.  The  reservation  of  an  Interest  in  the 
possible  surplus— not  in  the  property  itself 
—marks  the  transaction  more  clearly  as  an 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  Ken- 
efick  V.  Perry,  61  N.  H.  364. 

Appellants  argrue  that  the  defendant  ought 
not  to  be  considered  a  creditor  having  the 
right  to  object  to  the  assignment,  for  the  rea- 
son that  at  the  date  thereof  her  demand 
against  the  assignors  was  not  yet  susceptible 
of  enforcement  against  them  personally;  she 
being  required  to  first  foreclose  the  mortgage. 
But  the  statute  renders  void  such  transfers 


"against 'any  creditor  of  tiie  assignor  not  as- 
senting thereto."  Civ.  Code,  {  3457.  No  ex- 
ception of  creditors  secured  by  mortgage  is 
expressed,  nor  does  the  reason  assigned 
warrant  the  Implication  of  one.  The  Judg- 
ment should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:   VANCLIBF,  0.;  HATNBS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  Is  af- 
firmed. 


108  Cal.  W 
WHOLBY  V.  CALDWELL  et  at  (No.  18,407.) 
(Supreme  Ootirt  of  California.  July  12,  1895.) 
RiPABiAN  Rights. 
A  lower  riparian  proprietor  has  no  right, 
independent  of  contract,  to  go  on  the  land  of  an 
upper  proprietor  to  return  the  stream  to  its 
oiiginal  channel,  when  It  has  been  diverted  there- 
from by  natural  causes. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Siskiyou  county;   J.  S.  Beard,  Judge. 

Action  by  James  Wholey  against  Leona  J. 
Caldwell  and  others  for  an  Injunction.  From 
a  Judgment  denying  the  injunction,  but  grant- 
ing plaintiff  relief  in  other  form,  defendants 
appeal.     Hevei-sed. 

James  F.  Farraher,  for  appellants.  K  F. 
Oobnm,  for  respondent. 

HBNSHAW,  J.  Plaintiff  Is  a  lower,  de- 
fendants are  upper,  riparian  proprietors. 
Parks  creek  for  many  years  had  flowed  over 
the  land  of  defendants  to  a  point  on  that 
land  known  as  "Battertcm  Crossing,"  where 
it  divided  Into  two  branches,  called  the 
"North  Channel"  and  the  "South  Channel." 
About  one-third  of  the  wata-s  of  the  creek 
passed  on  the  plalntitCs  land  through  the 
North  Channd,  while  the  remaining  two- 
thirds  flowed  down  the  South  Channel.  A 
third  waterway,  seemingly  an  ancient  course 
of  Parks  creek,  left  the  main  stream  about 
one-half  a  mile  above  Batterton  crossing,  and 
entered  upon  and  extended  over  the  land  of 
plaintiff  In  a  direction  parallel  with  that  of 
the  North  Channel.  This  last  waterway  was 
known  as  the  "Spring  Branch  Channel." 
There  was  no  direct  surface  flow  from  Parks 
creek  into  It,  the  point  of  separation  being 
dammed  by  gravel,  bowlders,  and  dfibrls,  but 
its  bed  was  lower  than  the  bed  of  the  Nortli 
Channel,  and  from  North  Channel  by  perco- 
lation and  by  small  but  defined  surface 
streams  water  rose  in  this  Spring  Branch 
Channel  and  flowed  over  plaintiff's  lands. 
The  amount  of  water  so  rising  bore  direct 
relation  to  the  amount  of  water  flowing 
through  the  North  Channel.  Plaintiff  relied 
utmn  the  waters  of  the  Spring  Branch  and 
North  Channels  for  all  beneficial  purposes. 
Such  were  the  conditions  until  the  winter  of 
1890-91,  when  an  extraordinary  freshet  de- 
posited a  bar  of  bowlders,  gravel,  and  debris 
at  the  head  of  the  North  Channel,  and  thus 
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prereated  the  waters  from  flowlsc  lato  It  as 
bad  been  their  wont.  At  the  same  time  the 
waters  cat  a  new  bed  for  themselyes.  This 
"New  Channel"  (so  named)  left  the  original 
stream  from  the  sooth  about  a  mile  above 
Batterton  crossing,  extended  in  a  general 
course  parallel  with  it,  and  joined  the  South 
Channel,  still  on  the  lands  of  defendants, 
above  the  point  where  South  Channel  entered 
plaintiff's  property,  and  thence  flowed  on  bj 
the  accostomed  Sonth  Chanitel.  During  the 
first  year  after  this  change  some  of  the  wa- 
ter passed  down  the  old  way  to  Batterton 
crossing.  The  rains  of  the  following  year 
deposited  a  bar  in  the  original  stream  at  the 
point  where  the  New  Channel  had  been  cut, 
and  thereafter  all  the  waters  of  the  creek 
flowed  down  this  New  Channel  Into  the  South 
Channel,  and  so  on  to  defendants'  lands,  leav- 
ing dry  the  original  water  course  down  to 
Batterton  crossing,  and,  consequently,  also 
the  North  Channel  and  the  Spring  Branch 
Channel.  Plaintiff  then  commenced  this  ac- 
tion, avering  that  these  changes  were  occa- 
sioned wholly  by  natural  causes,  and  assert- 
ing the  right  to  enter  upon  defendants'  land, 
and  to  take  such  necessary  and  proper  steps 
as  might  be  required  to  return  the  water  to 
the  channels  wherein  it  flowed  prior  to  1880, 
and  asking  that  defendants  be  enjoined  from 
preventing  him  from  entering  upon  their  land 
smd  doing  such  proper  and  necessary  acts. 
He  also  pleaded  a  grant  to  himself,  from  de- 
fendants' predecessor,  of  bis  land  and  of 
"the  waters  accustomed  to  flow  in  the  Spring 
Branch  ChanneL"  Defendants  denied  the  as- 
serted rights,  and  by  cross  complaint  plead- 
ed the  construction,  and  maintenance  for  30 
years  last  past  of  a  dam  across  the  bead  of 
the  North  Channel  sufficient  to  divert  all  the 
water  thereof,  during  ordinary  low  stages 
from  the  North  to  the  South  Channel,  and 
also  their  prescriptive  right  to  divert  two- 
thirds  of  the  water  of  the  creek  by  ditches. 
He  pleaded  defendants'  Interference  with 
these  rights,  and  asked  damages  accordingly. 
Plaintiff  was  denied  an  injunction,  but,  as 
riparian  proprietor  and  as  grantee  under  the 
deed  above  mentioned,  was  decreed  the  right 
of  "restoring  and  restraining  the  waters  of 
Parks  cre^  to  the  following  channels:  First, 
from  the  point  where  the  New  Channel  cut 
from  and  left  the  former  channel  (original 
bed  of  the  stream)  down  said  former  channel 
in  a  single  body  to  the  Batterton  crossing; 
second,  from  the  Batterton  crossing  in  two 
channels  in  the  following  proportions,  to  wit: 
One-third  through  the  said  North  Channel, 
and  the  remainder  through  said  South  Chan- 
nel." 

We  cannot  see  that  the  rights  of  the  par- 
ties in  this  action  are  in  any  way  affected  by 
the  grant  to  plaintiff  "of  the  waters  accus- 
tomed to  flow  in  the  Spring  Branch  Chan- 
nel." Aqua  cedit  solo.  This  grant  accom- 
panied the  grant  of  the  land  bordering  upon 
that  channel.  Whether  the  waters  which 
flowed  In  it  came  from  the  North  Channel 


by  peroolatldn  and  seeptee,  or  by  wdl-deftned 
subterranean  or  surface  channels,  can  here 
n>ake  no  difference.  For,  In  either  cose,  the 
utmost  that  could  be  claimed  for  the  grant 
would  be  that  it  gave  plaintiff  full  right  to 
tne  waters  against  any  asserted  right  of  the 
defendants  to  them,  and  protected  him  from 
any  use  which  defraidants  might  make  of  the 
waters  of  the  creek  after  the  grant  to  the 
injury  of  their  right  in  these  waters.  But 
the  complaint  of  tdaintlff  does  not  declare 
upon  any  sach  Invasion  or  infringement  by 
defendants.  It  asserts  the  right  to  go  upon 
the  land  of  an  upper  riparian  proprletw.  and 
return  a  stream  to  Its  original  channel  wblcn 
has  been  diverted  therefrom  suddenly  and 
sensibly  by  natural  causes.  And  plaintiff's 
warrant  in  doing  this  rests  not  upon  any 
contractual  relations  with  defendants,  but 
upon  hla  prerogatives  as  a  lower  riparian  pro- 
prietor. We  do  not  attach  importance  to  the 
contention  of  appellants  that  the  right  of 
the  lower  riparian  prc^rietor  Is  merely  to 
have  the  water  enter  his  land  by  its  accus- 
tomed channels,  without  regard  to  the  quan- 
tity which  these  channels  are  wont  to  cariy. 
The  lower  proprietor,  as  against  the  imwar- 
ranted  acts  of  the  upper,  is  entitled  not  only 
to  have  the  water  enter  his  land  by  its  ac- 
ctistomed  channels,  but  to  have  each  chan- 
nel carry  its  due  amount  of  water.  Any 
other  rule  would  lead  to  untold  hardship 
and  cppresslcn. 

But  we  are  here  concerned  only  with  the 
rights  of  the  lower  proprietor  where  the 
change  In  the  channel  has  been  caused,  not 
by  the  act  of  man,  but  by  the  act  of  God. 
Does  the  right  of  the  riparian  proprietor  to 
have  the  water  «iter  bis  land  by  its  accus- 
tomed channels  stand  superior  to  changes 
wrought  In  the  flow  of  a  stream  by  the  act 
of  Providence?  Has  such  a  proprietor  a  par- 
amount right  over  the  forces  of  nature,  as 
well  as  over  the  acts  of  man,  to  Insist  that 
water  which  has  once  flowed  upon  his  land 
shall  always  flow  upon  it?  A  somewhat  ex- 
tended examination  leads  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  assertion  of  such  a  right  Is  new 
to  jurisprudence.  The  right  flnds  no  recog- 
nition by  the  commentators  of  either  the  civil 
or  common  law,  and  no  case  has  come  under 
our  observation  in  which  the  question  is  con- 
sidered. Even  Sir  Mathew  Hale,  whose  De 
Jure  Maris  Is  declared  by  Chancellor  Kent 
to  have  exhausted  the  learning  on  the  subject, 
makes  no  mention  of  so  Important  a  topic. 
This  silence  Is  itself  signiflcant;  for  it  Is  not 
ensily  to  be  believed  that  if  this  important 
right  exists  It  would  not  have  been  asserted 
and  announced  in  numerous  instances. 
While  thus  lacking  in  authority.  It  is  certain 
that  the  contention  cannot  find  better  sup- 
port from  principle  or  reason.  The  founda- 
tion of  the  riparian  proprietor's  rights  rests 
upon  the  universally  accepted  maxim,  "Aqua 
cun-it,  et  debet  currere  ut  currere  solebat  ex 
jure  naturae."  These  rights  thus  draw  their 
support  from  the  laws  of  nature,  but  they  do 
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not  arise  snperioF  to  tboae'Iaws.  When,  by 
their  operation,  the  flow  is  lost  the  right  Is 
lost  with  it.  The  New  Ghamnel  Itself  he- 
Gomee  the  natural  channeL  Otherwise  a  ri- 
parian proprietor  would  hold  all  lands  above 
him  In  extraordinary  and  perpetual  sarvi- 
tnde.  If,  by  the  forces  of  nature,  the  stream 
Bhould  change  Its  coarse  at  a  point  miles 
above  him,  he  would  still  be  empowered  to 
subject  any  and  all  of  the  intermediate  ter- 
ritory to  operations  requisite  to  enable  him 
to  turn  the  water  back  upon  his  own  prem- 
laea,  and  this  power  would  be  his  to  the  very 
fountain  head  of  the  stream.  Such  a  doc- 
trine could  not  be  tolerated.  If  it  be  needed, 
however,  the  reasoning  of  the  foregoing  flnds 
abundant  support  in  analogous  principles  of 
the  law  which  are  flrmly  established.  Says 
Sir  Mathew  Hale  (De  Jure  Maris,  c  1):  "A 
wat«t»urse  running  between  the  lands  of  A. 
and  B.,  which  leaves  its  course  and  suddenly 
and  sensibly  makes  its  channel  wholly  up<» 
the  land  of  A  belongs  wholly  to  A.  This 
role  has  been  reannounced  by  all  the  later 
text  writers,  and  has  been  adopted  by  the 
courts  without  snggestlcD  of  dissent.  8 
Kent,  Comm.  428;  2  BL  Comm.  262;  Ang. 
Water  Courses,  {  57;  Gould,  Waters,  §  160, 
and  cases  thereunder.  True,  it  has  usually 
been  invoked  in  cases  of  boundaries  and  of 
the  accretion  and  relictioa  of  land,  but  never- 
theless, by  necessary  implication,  it  defines 
the  riparian  pn^rletor's  right  In  the  matter 
under  consideratloa.  Because,  if  the  stream 
belongs  wholly  to  A.,  thus  deriving  B.  of  all 
his  riparian  rights,  this  can  only  result  be- 
cause B.  has  no  right  to  go  upon  another's 
land  and  restore  to  the  old  channel  the  water 
which  has  thus  been  diverted  therefrom  ex 
jure  naturse. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  Is 
reversed,  and  the  case  remanded. 

We  concur:    McFARIAND,  J.;   TKMPLB. 


lOS  Cat.  IM 

In  re  BLYTHE'S  ESTATE.    (S.  F.  No.  30.> 

(SnpKme  Court  of  CaUfomia.    July  12,  1885.) 

Who  mat  Appeai. 

In  proceedings  for  tiie  distribution  of  a 
decedent's  estate,  appellant  set  up  a  claim  as 
widow,  and  a  judxmeat  against  tier  claim  of 
iridowhood  was  affirmed,  on  appeal,  and  also 
an  order  denying  her  a  new  trial.  Bdd.  that  she 
thereby  lost  all  interest  in  the  proceedinp,  and 
could  not  subsequently  appeal  from  an  order  di- 
recting distribution  of  the  property. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco:  J.  Y.  Cotfey, 
Judge. 

Appeal  by  Alice  Edith  Blythe  In  the  matter 
of  the  estate  of  Thomas  H.  Blythe,  deceased. 
Dismissed. 

Henry    E.    Highton,   for  appellant.    T.   I. 
Bergin,    W.    W.    Foote.    Garber.    Boalt    & 
Bishop,  and  W.  H.  H.  Hart,  for  respondent. 
V.4lF.no.l— 3 


HBNSHAW,  3,  This  Is  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  of  Alice  Edith  Blythe,  prose- 
cuted from  the  order  and  decree  of  the  court 
in  probate,  distributing  certain  property  of 
the  estate  of  Thomas  H.  Blythe  to  Florence 
Blythe  Hinckley.  The  petition  for  distribu- 
tion of  Florence  Blythe  Hinckley  was  filed 
on  the  18th  day  of  June,  1884.  Alice  Edith 
Blythe  appeared,  and  opposed  the  petition 
by  demuirer  and  answer,  and  then  appealed 
from  the  decree,  which  was  rendered  Octo- 
ber 26, 1884.  Notice  of  tppeal  was  given  up- 
on November  3,  1894.  The  bill  of  exceptions 
was  settled  upon  January  15,  1895,  and  up- 
on February  25,  1895,  appellant's  transcript 
upon  appeal  was  filed  with  the  clerk  of  this 
court  At  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  peti- 
tion, the  appeal  of  Alice  Edith  Blythe  from 
the  judgment  made  and  given  In  the  case, 
entitled  "Florence  Blythe  v.  Abbie  Ayres 
and  others,"  had  been  decided  adversely  to 
her  contention,  upon  April  24,  1894  (Blythe 
V.  Ayres,  102  CaL  254,  36  Pac.  522);  but  her 
appeal  from  the  order  denying  her  a  new 
trial  in  the  same  matter  was  pending  and 
undetermined.  Upon  January  2,  1895,  the 
last-named  order  was  affirmed,  upon  appeaL 
In  re  Blythe's  Estate  (Gal.)  38  Pac.  1108. 
The  action  of  Blythe  v.  Ayres  was  a  proceed- 
ing under  section  16&4.  Ck)de  Civ.  Proc.,  to 
determine  heirship  and  the  right  of  succes- 
sion and  distribution  in  the  matter  of  the 
estate  of  Thomas  H.  Blythe.  Alice  Edith 
Blythe  asserted  her  rights  as  the  widow  of 
the  deceased.  The  findings  and  judgment  of 
the  court  were  against  her.  claim  of  widow- 
hood. This  judgment  and  the  order  refusing 
a  new  trial  of  the  issues  having  both  been 
afflrioed  by  this  court,  it  Is  contended  by  re- 
spondent that  appellant  herein  has  ceased  to 
be  a  party  In  interest,  or  to  stand  in  a  po- 
sition to  be  In  any  wise  affected  by  the  ques- 
tions involved  upon  this  appeal,  and  that, 
therefore,  it  should  be  dismissed.  The  de- 
cision affirming  the  order  denying  the  new 
trial  was  handed  down  after  the  commence- 
ment of  the  proceeding  sought  to  be  review- 
ed upon  this  appeal;  but  It  will  be  consid- 
ered by  the  court  In  deciding  this  motion. 
It  Is  not  only  a  matter  of  which  we  take  Ju- 
dicial notice,  being  a  part  of  the  record  pro- 
ceedings In  one  and  the  same  estate  (Hollen- 
bach  V.  Schnabel.  101  Cal,  312,  35  Pac.  872), 
but  it  is  formally  brought  to  our  attention 
by  suggestion  and  proof  under  affidavit 
(Bank  y.  Henderson,  101  Cal.  308,  35  Pac. 
899).  The  affirmance  of  this  judgment  and 
order  leaves  this  appellant  a  stranger  in  in- 
terest to  the  proceedings  upon  distribution. 
The  Judgment  declared  the  rights  of  all  per- 
sons to  the  estate,  and  to  whom  distribution 
should  be  made.  It  having  been  finally  de- 
termined that  appellant  here  is  not  one  of 
those  interested  in  or  affected  by  the  dis- 
tribution, she  cannot  be  beneficially  or  in- 
juriously aflfected  by  any  decree  which  the 
court  might  make  In  the  matter;  and,  as  was 
said  by  the  supreme  court  of  the   United 
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States:  "The  court  Is  not  empowered  to  de- 
cide moot  qnestlous  or  abstract  propositionB, 
or  to  declare  for  the  goremment  of  fntnre 
cases,  principles  or  rules  of  law  which  can- 
not affect  the  result  as  to  the  thing  In  issue 
in  the  case  before  it"  California  t.  San 
Pablo  &  T.  K.  Ca,  149  U.  S.  308,  13  Sup.  Ct 
87a 

It  is  the  theory  of  the  law  fliat  a  litigant 
seeks  the  aid  of  a  court,  not  to  succeed  in  a 
claim,  whether  It  be  well  or  ill  founded,  but 
to  have  the  court  determine  whether  in 
truth  he  have  any  right  at  all,  and.  If  so, 
then  to  define  Its  scope  and  limit  The  pres- 
ent situation  of  the  parties  to  this  appeal 
differs  but  in  one  respect,  hereafter  consid- 
ered, from  that  which  would  hare  existed 
had  the  appellant,  coming  before  the  court, 
formally  disclaimed  and  renounced  all  pre- 
tensions to  heirship  or  succession  in  the  mat- 
ter of  the  estate  of  Blythe.  All  Interest  in 
that  estate,  under  such  circumstances,  and 
so  ta.r  as  this  matter  is  concerned,  would 
have  been  vested  in  respondent;  there  would 
have  been  no  adversary  rights  awaiting  de- 
termination; and  it  cannot  be  doubted  but 
that  the  appeal  would  no  longer  be  entertain- 
ed. Arnold  v.  Woolsey,  4  C.  C.  A.  319,  54 
Fed.  268.  But,  in  principle,  it  matters  not 
whether  the  relinquishment  of  the  claim  be 
voluntary,  as  by  purchase,  abandonment,  or 
compromise,  or  involuntary,  as  by  final  Ju- 
dicial decree.  In  both  cases,  the  interest  of 
the  appellant  in  the  controversy  has  come 
definitively  to  an  end,  and  the  decision  on  the 
appeal  "cannot  affect  the  result  as  to  the 
thing  in  issue  In  the  case  before  it."  The 
afilrmance  of  the  Judgment  and  order  has,  as 
between  these  parties,  terminated  this  con- 
troversy. There  is  a  marked  distinction  be- 
tween the  case  thus  presented  and  that  of 
Ricketson  v.  Compton,  23  Gal.  649.  In  the 
latter  case  plaintiff  (respondent)  moved  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  of  Compton,  whom  he  had 
made  a  defendant  upon  the  ground,  with 
others,  that  the  appeal  was  frivolous  and 
groundless.  Such  rights  as  Compton  had  in 
the  matter  in  controversy  were  upon  the  ap- 
peal precisely  as  they  had  been  upon  the 
trial  of  the  cause.  To  determine,  under  these 
circumstances,  that  the  appeal  was  frivol- 
ous and  groundless,  itself  involved  a  con- 
sideration of  the  merits  of  the  appeal.  This 
court  said,  after  setting  forth  the  facts,  that 
It  was  no  proper  ground  to  dismiss  an  ap- 
peal that  it  was  sham  and  frivolous;  and,  as 
to  the  contention  that  defendant  was  not  in- 
terested in  the  controversy,  if  this  were  true 
he  should  not  have  been  made  a  party,  and 
it  was  defendant's  fault  that  he  was.  Un- 
der such  circumstances,  plaintiff  could  not 
hold  a  Judgment  against  defendant  and  deny 
him  the  right  to  appeal  from  it.  So,  in  Fos- 
callna  v.  Doyle,  48  CaL  151,  upon  a  motion 
to  dismiss  an  appeal  as  frivolous,  the  court 
simply  decided  that  it  would  not  examine 
the  transcript  and  the  merits  of  the  appeal 
on  such  a  motion,  adding,  obiter,  that,  if  It 


could  and  should  do  so.  stfll  It  would  not 
dismiss  such  an  appeal  "if  well  taken  in 
point  of  procedure."— in  other  words,  if  it 
appear  that  appellant  is  still  in  the  exercise 
of  an  exlstlTig  right 

In  one  respect  only,  as  above  suggested, 
does  the  enforced  relinquishment  by  Judicial 
decree  differ  from  the  voluntary  abjuration 
of  a  claim;  that  is,  in  the  matter  of  costs 
upon  this  appeal.  Appellant  contends  that 
her  right  to  costs  following  a  successful  ap- 
peal, even  If  her  right  is  found  to  be  no 
greater  than  this,  gives  her  such  a  substan- 
tial interest  In  the  controversy  as  must  com- 
pel the  retention  and  determination  of  the 
questions  presented  by  her  appeal.  But  to 
this  we  cannot  accede.  Were  an  appelant, 
for  example,  to  declare  that  he  had  surren- 
dered his  claim  to  respondent  and  finally 
adjusted  and  disposed  of  the  matter  in  om- 
troversy,  saying  that  it  had  been  agreed  be- 
tween them  that  the  appeal  should  be  press- 
ed to  a  decision,  solely  to  determine  which 
of  the  two  should  bear  the  costs,  it  would 
present  a  case  not  different  in  principle  from 
the  present;  and  the  costs  being  incidental 
to  the  Judgment  the  appeal  would  be  dis- 
missed as  no  longer  beinjg  a  contest  Involv- 
ing the  determination  of  adversary  rights. 
So  here,  while  at  the  time  appellant  Joined 
issue  with  respondent  in  the  matter  of  dis- 
tribution she  liad  a  standing  by  reason  of  the 
fact  that  there  was  then  no  final  adjudica- 
tion of  her  status  as  Blythe's  widow,  which 
status  alone  warranted  her  appearance  In 
the  proceeding,  yet,  upon  the  other  hand,  she 
was  bound  to  know  that  her  standing  was 
uncertain;  that  It  would  be  lost  by  an  ad- 
verse determination  of  her  then  pending  ap- 
peal; and  that  being  lost,  the  right  to  fur- 
ther prosecute  her  litigation  in  the  matter  of 
the  estate  would  be  at  an  end.  With  this 
knowledge,  she  litigated  in  peril  of  the  re- 
sult, which  having  been  adverse,  leaves  upon 
her  the  burden  of  costs.  The  motion  to  dis- 
miss is  granted. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTE,  J.;  TEMPLE, 
J.;  McFARLAND,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J. 


IDS  Cal.  123 

GREGORY  et  al.  v.  DIGQS  et  al.    (Sac.  i\o. 

20.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  12,  1805.) 

APPB1.L — BCFPICIBNCT   OF  BbiIF. 

1.  Where  a  brief  is  such  that  it  can  only  be 
determined  from  an  examination  of  its  merits, 
whether  it  sufficiently  presents  its  points  and  au- 
thorities, as  required  by  rule  2,  the  suflidency 
of  the  brief  will  not  be  examined  on  motion  to 
dismiss  for  failure  to  file  a  j^oper  brief. 

2.  Where  an  injunction  is  a  part  of  the  re- 
lief sought  in  a  complaint,  on  appeal  from  an 
order  denying  the  injunction  and  from  a  judg- 
ment for  defendant  on  a  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint being  sustained,  a  brief  in  support  of 
plaintiffs  right  to  an  injtmction  is  applicable  to 
the  appeal  from  the  judgment 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Yolo  county;  W.  H.  Grant,  Judge. 
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Action  by  one  Oragory  and  otbara  'against 
one  Dlgga  and  others.  From  an  order  re- 
fnaing  an  injunction,  and  a  Judgment  for  de- 
fendants, plaintiffs  appeal.  Heard  on  mo- 
tion to  dismiss.    Denied. 

Armstrong  &  Bruner,  for  appellants.  B.  R 
Merlng  and  0.  W.  Thomas,  for  respondents. 

FEB  CURIAM.  The  respondents  hare 
moved  to  dismiss  the  appeals  herein,  for 
failure  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  to  file 
their  points  and  authorities  'within  the  time 
limited  by  rule  2.  The  notice  of  appeal 
shows  tliat  the  appeal  Is  taken  from  an  order 
refusing  an  injunction,  and  also  from  a 
Judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants.  Al- 
though the  plaintiffs  have  Included  three 
defendants  In  their  action,  they  seek  from 
them  different  relief,— an  Injunction  against 
Diggs  alone,  and  damages  against  them  ail. 
The  ordo-  refusing  the  injuncticm,  and  the 
Judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendants,  were 
made  at  the  same  time  and  in  the  same  en- 
try, npon  the  records  of  the  court,  with  the 
order  sustaining  the  defendants'  demurrer 
to  the  complaint;  and  the  appeals  there- 
from have  been  brought  here  upon  a  single 
record.  A  document  entitled  "Opening  Brief 
for  Appellants"  was  filed  within  due  time 
after  the  transcript  was  filed;  but  it  is  now 
claimed  by  the  respondents  that  this  brief 
applies  to  only  the  appeal  from  the  order  re- 
fusing the  Injunction,  and  that  it  has  no  ref- 
erence to  the  appeal  from  the  judgment.  We 
cannot,  however,  determine  whether  the  brief 
is  so  limited  without  an  examination  of  its 
merits;  and  it  can  be  readily  seen  ttiat,  it  we 
should  countenance  this  practice,  a  respondent 
would  be  able  to  obtain  a  decision  of  the 
court  upon  the  sufflctency  of  the  appeal  with- 
out b^ng  required  to  file  his  brief,  unless 
such  decision  should  be  adverse. 

As  one  of  the  grounds  of  relief  sought  by 
the  complaint  herein  was  an  injunction 
against  Dlggs,  If  the  complaint  is  sufficient 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  is  entitied  to  this 
relief,  an  argument  in  support  thereof  would 
be  applicable  to  the  appeal  from  the  Judg- 
ment, as  well  u  from  the  order.  The  mo- 
Uoa  Is  denied. 


(US  CaL  136) 

GASOUTTB  ▼.  WILLIAMSON  et  sL^  (No. 
15,055.) 

(Bopreme  Court  of  Csllfomis.    July  IS,  ISCS.) 

CoifvnsioH  BT  BAmss— iNBTROcnoirs. 

1.  To  prevent  a  recovery  by  a  bailee  for  the 
conversion  of  wheat  in  a  warehouse,  on  the 
(loond  that  St  the  time  of  the  alleged  coover- 
iieD,  plaintiff  bad  transferred  the  receipt,  which 
is  t^  statute  negotiable,  defendant  mu8t  show 
that  plaintiff  indorsed  the  certificate,  and  that 
money  craa  advanced  thereon  which  remained 
annaid.  Bvidoice  tliat  the  receipt  was  placed 
ta  a  bank  to  secnro  advancea  at  a  time  prior  to 
the  coDTersion,  and  that  it  remained  until  after 
the  conversion,  ia  insufficient. 

&  Enor  la  an  instmction  is  not  gronnd  for 

KBefaearing  denied.    Bee  41  Fac;  4iab 


reversal  where  exception  was  not  taken  there- 
to ontil  the  jury  returned,  after  delibeiatioa  for 
some  time,  for  further  InBtrnctlons. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Departmfflit  X 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco,  Cliarles  W.  Slack,  Judge. 

Action  by  O.  EL  Garoutte  against  Stephen 
Williamson  and  others.  There  was  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  defendants  appeal. 
Affirmed. 

W.  &  Goodfellow,  Page  &  Bells,  and  Ed- 
ward B.  Taylor,  toe  appellants.  John  T. 
Oreany,  IXunne  &  McPike^  and  Bobert  Y. 
Hayne,  for  respondent. 

BBIiOHBB,  0.  This  Is  an  action  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  conversion  of  2,16S 
sacks  of  wheat  The  complaint  is  In  the 
usual  form,  alleging  the  conversion  by  de- 
fendants on  the  13th  day  of  October,  1802; 
and  the  answer  doiles  all  of  its  material  aver- 
ments. Hie  case  was  tried  before  a  Jury, 
and  the  verdict  and  Judgment  were  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff.  Defendants  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  and  thdr  motion  was  granted,  on  con- 
dition that  they  pay  to  the  phtintiff,  within 
a  time  named,  his  costs  of  suit,  amounting  to 
$228.  They  refused  to  comply  with  the  con- 
dition imposed,  and  as  a  consequence  their 
motion  "must  be  r^rarded  as  having  been 
denied."  Oaroatte  t.  Ealey  (Col.)  38  Fac. 
UM.  In  due  time  they  ai^ealed  fnxn  the 
Judgment  and  the  order. 

The  f&cts  proved  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
were  in  substance  as  follows:  The  wheat 
in  controversy  was  a  portion  ot  a  crop  of 
13,400  saclES  cC  wheat  which,  during  the 
year  1892,  was  raised  on  a  farm  in  Yolo 
county  by  a  Arm  known  as  Hays  &  Oaroutte, 
ot  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  member.  All 
of  the  wheat  was  taken  to  and  stored  in 
the  Fhoenix  Warelwose  at  Knight's  Land- 
ing, then  owned  and  controlled  by  one  W. 
F.  MerrlU.  On  September  6,  1892,  a  ware- 
bouse  receipt  for  said  wheat,  in  the  stat- 
ntory  negotiable  form,  signed  by  Merrill,  the 
warehouseman,  was  Issued  to  Hays  &  Gar- 
outte; and  from  that  time  up  to  and  Including 
October  6,  1892,  there  was  no  wheat  in  the 
warehouse  except  that  so  placed  there  by  Hays 
A  Garoutte.  At  Some  time  after  Merrill  gave 
the  said  warehouse  receipt  to  Hays  &  Gar- 
outte, he  issued  another  negotiable  warehouse 
receipt,  in  the  ordinary  form,  for  2,168  sacks 
of  wheat,  to  one  Nelson,  as  the  depositor 
thereof,  but  in  fact  Nelson  had  not  thai  and 
never  had  any  wheat  in  the  warehouse.  Sub- 
seqnentiy  Nelson  indorsed  and  delivered  the 
receipt  so  received  by  him  to  one  McOlaufiin, 
and  on  the  6th  (rf  October,  1892,  by  direction 
of  McGlaufiin,  and  under  the  superintendence 
of  Merrill,  the  2,168  sacks  of  wheat  in  oontro- 
versy  were  taken  from  the  warehouse  and 
loaded  on  a  barge,  and  thence  shipped  to  Fort 
Costa.  "The  said  wheat  was  thereafter,  and 
while  In  transit  to  Port  Costa,  in  this  states 
sold  by  the  said  McGlanflln  to  the  defendants 
in  this  action,  and  the  said  wheat  was  thei«> 
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after  delivered  to  the  defendant!,  and  re- 
ceived by  them  Into  their  warehonse  at  Port 
Costa  on  the  13th  day  of  October,  1892." 
This  wheat  was  taken  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  Hays  &  Garoutte,  and  Im- 
mediately after  its  shipment  Nelson  and  Mer- 
rill left  Yolo  county  and  disappeared.  On 
the  24th  of  February,  1883,  Hays  &  Garoutte 
assigned  and  transferred  to  the  plaintiff  all 
their  right,  title,  and  interest  In  and  to  the 
wheat  In  controTersy,  and  In  and  to  any  cause 
of  action  which  they  then  had  against  the 
defendants  fOr  the  conversion  thereof;  and 
thereafter,  on  the  24th  of  March,  1893,  the 
plaintiff  commenced  this  action. 

It  was  proved  by  defendants  that  In  the 
latter  part  of  September,  1892,  Hays  &  Ga- 
routte placed  their  warehouse  receipt  In  the 
Bank,  of  Woodland  as  security  for  advances, 
or  for  a  loan,  and  that  it  remained  there  un- 
til January  4,  1803,  when  it  was  returned  to 
them.  The  court  instructed  the  Jury  that  If, 
at  the  time  the  wheat  was  taken  by  defend- 
ants, if  It  was  taken'  as  claimed  by  plaintiff, 
a  warehonse  receipt  for  the  same  had  been 
Indorsed  and  delivered  to  the  Bank  of  Wood- 
land by  Hays  &  Garoutte,  and  at  that  time 
was  held  by  the  bank,  under  said  Indorse- 
ment, as  security  for  an  Indebtedness  not 
then  iMiid,  then  plaintiff  could  not  recover. 
"If,  however,  the  indebtedness  to  the  Bank 
of  Woodland  was  paid  at  the  time  the  wheat 
In  controversy  came  into  the  possession  of 
the  defendants,  if  you  find  It  did  so  come, 
then  Hays  &  Garoutte  were  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  same,  and  they,  or  their 
assignee,  have  a  right  to  maintain  this  ac- 
tion." Appdlants  contend  that  the  verdict 
was  not  justified  by  the  evidence,  and  was 
contrary  to  the  Instructions  of  the  court  be- 
cause there  was  no  evidence  showing  that, 
at  the  time  of  the  alleged  conversion,  their 
Indebtedness  to  the  bank  had  been  paid  by 
Hays  &  Garoutte.  We  do  not  think  the  judg- 
ment can  be  reversed  on  this  ground.  It  is 
true  that  on  the  back  of  the  warehouse  re- 
ceipt, as  presented  in  evidence,  there  was 
written  the  name  "Hays  &  Garoutte";  but 
the  record  entirely  falls  to  show  when  It  was 
written,  or  that  It  was  written  by,  or  by  au- 
thority of,  any  member  of  the  said  firm. 
And  the  record  also  entirely  falls  to  show 
that  there  were  any  advances  or  that  there 
was  any  loan  made  by  the  bank  to  Hays  & 
Garoutte,  or  that  there  was  any  existing  In- 
debtedness from  them  to  the  bank  on  the  6th 
of  October,  or  from  that  time  to  and  includ- 
ing the  13th  day  of  the  same  month.  But 
if  th^e  was  such  indebtedness,  secured  by 
a  pledge  of  the  wheat,  the  burden  was  upon 
the  defendants  to  show  it.  The  ownership 
of  the  wheat  by  Hays  &  Garoutte  was  clear- 
ly established,  and  from  that  ownership  the 
presumption  th^c  they  had  a  right  to  its  pres- 
ent possession  followed  as  a  necessary  se- 
quence. That  vcBsumption  was  not  overcome 
by  the  showing)  made  by  defendants.  To  sus- 
tain thdr  theory,  tbegr  should  have  gone  fur- 


ther, and  should  have  shown  that  the  receipt 
was  Indonsed  by  Hays  &  Garoutte,  or  by 
their  authority,  and  that  under  and  on  the 
security  of  It  money  was  advanced  or  loaned 
to  them  by  the  bank,  which  had  not  been  re- 
paid at  the  time  of  the  conversion.  Counsel 
for  appellants  suggest  that  it  Is  Immaterial 
whether  the  receipt  was  Indorsed  or  not,  but 
this  cannot  be  so.  The  receipt  was  negotia- 
ble, and,  under  the  statute  in  relation  to  ware- 
house receipts  (St  1877-78,  p.  949),  the  prop- 
erty was  transferable  by  the  Indorsement  of 
the  party  to  whose  order  It  was  Issued.  In 
solving  questions  on  appeal  only  the  record 
presented  can  be  looked  at;  and,  in  view  of 
the  record  here  presented,  the  appellants'  con- 
tention that  the  verdict  was  not  Justified  by 
the  evidence,  and  was  contrary  to  the  instruc- 
tions of  the  court  cannot  be  sustained. 

The  point  Is  made  that  the  court  erred  in 
refusing  to  give  to  the  Jury  several  Instruc- 
tions requested  by  defendants,  and  In  modi- 
fying some  of  their  instructions  and  giving 
them  as  modified.  This  point  cannot,  in  oar 
opinion,  be  considered.  It  Is  well  settled 
that  errors  in  the  giving  or  refusing  Instruc- 
tions are  "errors  In  law  occurring  at  the 
trial,"  which  must  be  excepted  to,  or  they 
cannot  be  reviewed  on  appeal.  And  "the  ex- 
ception must  be  taken  at  the  time  the  deci- 
sion is  made."  Code  Civ.  Proc.  |  640.  In 
Collier  V.  Oorbett  16  Cal.  188,  it  was  held 
that  where  instructions  to  the  Jury  are  not 
excepted  to  at  the  time  they  are  given  or  re- 
fused, and  a  motion  for  new  trial  is  made  for 
error  in  giving  or  refusing  such  Instructions, 
they  cannot  be  considered  on  appeal  from  the 
order  denying)  the  motion.  And  in  Mallett 
V.  Swain,  56  Cal.  171,  It  was  held  that  an  ex- 
ception to  the  instructions  of  the  court,  taken 
after  the  retirement  of  the  Jury,  is  too  late. 
Here  the  UU  of  exceptions  does  not  show 
any  attempt  to  take  an  exception  to  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  in  regard  to  the  instructions 
untU  after  the  Jury  had  retired  and  deliberat- 
ed for  some  time  on  their  verdict  Subse- 
quently, it  is  said,  the  Jury  twice  returned 
into  court  for  further  information;  and  after 
that  Is  found  the  statement  that  "the  defend- 
ants then  and  thore  excepted  to  the  refusal 
of  the  court  to  give  tothejury  thelnstructlons 
requested  by  them,  and  excepted,  also,  to  the 
action  of  the  court  in  modifying  the  Instruc- 
tions requested  by  the  defendants."  The  rec- 
ord, in  our  opinion,  cannot  be  construed  as 
showing  that  the  exertions  were  taken  be- 
fore the  Jury  retired.  They  were  therefore 
too  late^  and  must  be  disregarded. 

There  was  no  error  in  admitting  In  evidence 
the  statements  of  the  warehouseman,  Merrill,, 
as  to  the  ownership  of  the  wheat  loaded  on 
the  barge.  The  statements  served  simply  to 
identify  the  wheat  removed,  and,  being  made 
at  the  time  of  the  removal,  they  were  a  part 
of  the  res  gestae.  Besides,  If  It  was  error  to 
admit  the  statements.  It  was  harmless,  as  It 
was  otherwise  shown  beyond  controverey 
that  the  wheat  removed  waa  the  wheat  ot 
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Hays  &  Garoatte.    The  judgment  and  order 
should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:   VANOLIBT,  O.;  HATNBS,  C. 

HENSHAW  and  McFARLAND,  JJ.  For 
the  reasons  ^yen  in  tbe  foregoing  opinion, 
the  Judgment  and  order  are  affirmed. 

TEMPLE,  J.  I  concur  In  tiie  judgment 
Bren  If  it  be  admitted  that  there  was  evi- 
dence that  the  ■warehouse  receipt  was  In- 
dorsed by  Hays  &  Garouttei  and  deposited 
with  tbe  banlc  as  collateral  security  for  a 
loan,  stOl  the  loan— if  there  was  one— had  been 
paid  and  the  warehouse  receipt  redelivered 
before  this  action  was  commenced.  The 
forms  of  action  having  been  abolished  there 
is  little  to  be  gained  now  by  a  discussion  of 
tbe  distinction  between  trespass,  trover,  and 
case.  So  far  as  our  system  can  be  assimilat- 
ed to  the  common-law  forms,  every  action 
for  damages  under  the  Code  has  more  re- 
semblance to  an  action  on  tbe  case  than  to 
any  other.  "It  is  not  true,  however,  that 
\n  any  proper  sense  an  acUon  for  a  conver- 
sion is  for  a  tort  to  the  possession."  In  trover, 
the  plaintiff  sues  is  respect  to  his  property, 
while  In  trespass  he  sues  In  respect  of  his  pos- 
session. Balme  v.  Hutton,  9  Bing.  471.  It 
was  owing  to  this  distinction  that  a  title  ac- 
quired by  relation  was  deemed  sufficient  to 
support  an  action  of  trover,  though  not  of 
trespass.  26  Am.  &  Bug.  Euc.  Law,  765. 
It  Is  true  the  plaintiff  must  have  the  right 
of  possession,  because  the  tort  consisted  in 
the  refusal  to  d^ver  to  the  plaintiff  prop- 
erty to  which  be  was  eiititled,  but  which  the 
defendant  acquired  lawfully.  The  whole 
thing  depended  upon  a  fiction  which  is  no 
longer  kept  up.  Conversiun  is  an  act  which 
deprives  the  owner  of  the  property,  and 
whether  he  can  maintain  an  action  for  it 
should  logically  depend  upon  the  question  as 
to  whether  he  is  entitled  to  get  the  damages 
which  may  be  reeorered  lu  Ucu  of  it.  If  tbe 
property  was  hypothecated,  naturally  the 
creditor  would  be  first  considered,  but,  if  the 
owner  pay  tbe  debt,  no  reason  exists  wby  be 
may  not  then  sue  for  the  conversion.  He  Is 
the  real  party  in  interest.  At  best  it  is  in 
this  case  a  barren  technicality.  Had  Ga- 
routte  demanded  the  wheat,  if  defendants 
bad  faUed  to  deliver  It,  he  would  have  had 
an  undoubted  right  of  action.  After  judg- 
ment when  it  appears  that  a  demand  would 
have  been  unavailing,  and  that  no  injury  has 
been  done,  a  judgrment  should  not  be  reversed 
for  that  reason.  In  regard  to  the  Instruc- 
tion, I  think  the  presumption  is  that  the  jury 
obeyed  it,  and  found  tbe  facts  to  be  such 
that  plaintiff  should  recover  upon  that  view 
of  tbe  law.  The  objection  really  Is  that  the 
verdict  is  against  the  evidence.  In  this  view 
the  learned  judge  of  the  trial  court  agrees, 
but  BtUl  seems  to  think  plaintiff  ought  to 
have  recovered,  and  would  have  done  so  upon 
proper  instructions.    It  Is  a  correct  vordlct 


and  a  propter  and  just  judgment,  althougb  the 
case  was  tried  upon  a  wr.>ng  theory.  Ordi- 
narily,—In  fact,  always,  where  there  is  any 
chance  to  doubt  whether  proper  relief  has 
been  obtained,— a  new  trial  should  be  granted. 
But  here  tbe  facts  are  few  and  undisputed. 
There  is  really  no  issue  except  lu  regard  to 
tbe  Question  of  law  first  alluded  to.  I  do  not 
think  a  new  trial  necessary  to  determine  that 
If  plaintiff  could  maintain  the  action  without 
a  new  demand  and  refusal,  a  new  trial  would 
be  unavailing.  I  therefore  concur  in  the 
conclusion  reached. 
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BRENOT  V.  ROBINSON.    (No.  19,526.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  16,  1895.) 

Claim  a:7d  Deuvekt— Pleadino — Dbmand — 
jcdomevt. 

1.  In  an  action  of  claim  and  delivery,  an 
aUegation  in  the  comiriaint  that  plaintiff  has, 
prior  to  the  beginning  of  the  action,  made  de- 
mand npon  the  defendant  for  the  property,  al- 
though it  is  not  alleged  that  such  demand  was 
in  the  form  prescribed  by  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  689, 
as  amended  in  1891,  is  good  against  general  de- 
murrer. 

2.  Where  the  daimant's  demand  for  prc^er- 
^,  prior  to  bringing  an  action  of  claim  and  de- 
livery, was  not  in  the  form  prescribed  by  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  {  689,  as  amended  in  1891,  for  sndi 
cases,  the  defendant  may  set  up  such  fact  in 
his  answer,  oi  object  to  tbe  admission  of  evi- 
dence of  demand. 

3.  Where,  in  an  action  of  claim  and  deliv- 
ery for  the  recovery  of  several  specific  articles, 
tbe  defendant,  in  his  answer,  did  not  set  forth 
the  value  of  the  articles  separately,  but  took  is- 
sue as  to  tbe  total  valne,  and  no  evidence  of  tbe 
value  of  any  of  such  articles  was  offered  on  tbe 
trial,  failure  of  the  court  to  find  the  value  of 
several  of  the  articles  did  not  invalidate  the 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court. 
Orange  county;  J.  W.  Towner,  Judge. 

Action  by  one  Brenot  against  one  Robin- 
son for  the  recovery  of  specific  personal  prop- 
erty. Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant 
appeals.     Affirmed. 

Chas.  S.  McKelvey,  for  appellant  R.  Mel- 
rose and  Jas.  G.  Scarborough,  for  respondent 

HARRISON,  J.  Action  of  claim  and  de- 
livery. The  complaint  alleges:  That  the 
plaintiff  is  tbe  owner  and  entitled  to  the  j>08- 
sesslon  of  four  mules,  of  the  value  of  $400; 
two  double  sets  of  harness,  of  the  value  of 
$75;  one  farm  wagon,  of  the  value  of  $60; 
and  one  pair  of  lead  bars,  of  the  value  of  $6; 
all  of  said  proi)erty  being  of  the  aggregate 
value  of  $540.  That  on  October  9,  1893,  the 
defendant,  as  constable  of  Santa  Ana  town- 
ship, In  Orange  county,  without  the  plain- 
tiff's consent  and  against  his  will,  took  said 
articles  of  personal  property  from  the  pos- 
session of  tbe  plaintiff.  That  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action  the  plaintiff  de- 
manded of  the  defendant  the  poBsession  of 
said  articles  of  personal  property,  but  tbe  de- 
fendant refused  to  deliver  the  same.  Upon 
the  trial  of  the  action  the  court  found  th&t 
the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  property. 
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and  that  the  aggregate  value  of  said  prop- 
erty at  the  time  It  was  taken  was  $425;  but 
did  not  find  the  particular  value  of  each  arti- 
cle. Judgment  was  rendered  In  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  the  possession  of  the  property, 
and.  In  case  delivery  thereof  could  not  be 
had,  that  he  have  and  recover  from  the  de- 
fendant the  sum  of  $425. 

1.  The  defendant  filed  a  general  demurrer 
to  the  complaint,  and  now  urges  that  the  de- 
murrer should  have  been  sustained  on  ac- 
count of  the  absence  of  an  averment  that 
the  plaintlfF  had  made  a  claim  for  the  prop- 
erty in  the  form  preecrlbed  by  section  689, 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  as  amended  In  1891  (St. 
1891,  p.  20).  It  Is  unnecessary  to  determine 
whether  the  owner  of  property  from  whose 
possession  it  is  taken  by  the  officer  under  a 
writ  against  another  Is  a  "third  person," 
within  the  meaning  of  this  section,  or  wheth- 
er In  such  case  any  demand  is  essential  to 
maintaining  the  action.  See  Wellman  v. 
English,  38  Gal.  583;  Sharon  v.  Nunau,  63 
Cal.  234.  The  provisions  of  the  section  pre- 
scribe only  the  form  in  which  the  claimant 
is  to  make  a  demand  in  those  cases  in  which 
the  demand  is  requisite;  and  the  allegation 
in  the  present  case,  that  before  commencing 
the  action  the  plaintiff  made  a  demand  upon 
the  officer  for  the  property,  is,  as  a  matter  of 
pleading,  a  statement  of  the  fact  of  demand. 
If  the  form  of  the  demand  did  not  comply 
with  the  section  of  the  Code,  the  defendant 
could  traverse  the  allegation  in  his  answer, 
and  could  also  object  to  the  proof  when  of- 
fered at  the  trial.  In  Paden  v.  Goldbaum 
(Cal.)  37  Pac.  759.  it  was  held  that,  even  in 
the  absence  of  an  averment  in  the  complaint 
tliat  any  demand  had  been  made  upon  the 
officer,  evidence  of  the  demand  might  be  giv- 
en at  the  trial,  upon  the  ground  that  the  pro- 
visions of  the  section  are  Intended  for  the 
benefit  of  the  officer,  and  that  a  failure  to 
comply  with  the  section  is  a  matter  of  de- 
fense to  be  pleaded  by  him. 

2.  The  failure  of  the  court  to  find  the  spe- 
cific value  of  the  several  articles  did  not  ren- 
der the  Judgment  invalid.  In  Whetmore  v. 
Rupe,  65  Cal.  237,  3  Pac.  851,  it  was  held  that 
this  omission  did  not  authorize  a  reversal  of 
the  Judgment,  the  court  saying:  "By  sec- 
tion 627,  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  the  Jury  are  to 
find  the  value  of  any  specific  portion  of  the 
property  only  'If  so  instructed.'  Error  can, 
therefore,  only  arise  In  a  case  where  such 
Instruction  would  be  pertinent  and  proper, 
and  the  Instruction  was  asked  and  refused." 
The  defendant  herein  did  not,  in  his  answer, 
set  forth  the  value  of  the  several  articles, 
and  took  issue  with  the  plaintiff  only  upon 
the  aggregate  value  of  all  of  the  articles,  and 
it  does  not  appear  that  any  evidence  was 
offered  at  the  trial  regarding  the  value  of 
any  of  the  property.  The  Judgment  and  or- 
der are  affirmed. 


We    concur: 
ROUTTB,  J. 


VAN    FLEET,    J.;     GA- 
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V.  GINTY  et  al.    (No.  19,353.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  16,  1895.) 

Sureties  on  Motes  —  Liabilitibs — Application 
or  CoLLATERAi/— National  Banks- 
Rate  OF  Intebsst. 

1.  One  signing  a  note  as  principal  with  a 
debtor  will  be  such  as  to  the  payee,  though  the 
payee  knew  that  as  to  the  debtor  such  signer 
was  only  a  surety. 

2.  Rev.  St  U.  S.  S  5197,  prohibits  a  nation- 
al bank  from  charging  a  higher  rate  of  interest 
than  that  fixed  by  the  law  of  the  state  in  which 
it  is  located.  Civ.  Code,  $  1918,  makes  a  rate 
of  interest  greater  tnan  the  rate  fixed  by  law  as 
the  legal  rate,  viz.  7  per  cent,  vaUd  when  agreed 
on  by  the  parties.  Mdd,  that  a  national  bank 
may  contract  for  any  rate  of  interest 

3.  A  debtor  pledged  certain  logs  to  secure 
a  note  signed  by  tiiinself  and  his  sureties,  as 
principals.  On  payment  of  part  of  the  noto, 
two  new  notes  wtre  executed,  one  by  the  origi- 
nal parties  and  the  other  by  the  debtor  alone, 
but  no  new  contract  was  made  as  to  the  purpose 
of  the  pledge.  The  logs  were  pledged  to  secure 
both  tiip  creditor  and  the  sureties.  Ecld,  that 
the  creditor  was  entitled  to  have  the  security 
first  applied  to  payment  of  the  renewal  note 
executed  by  the  debtor  alone. 

4.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  not  necessary 
to  entitle  a  party  ^o  a  review  of  an  error  arising 
on  the  face  of  die  findings. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Diego  county;  George  Puterl)augh,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  California  National  Bank  of 
San  Diego  against  John  Ginty  and  others  on 
two  promissory  notes,  and  to  foreclose  a  lien 
on  logs  securing  them.  From  a  Judgment 
for  plaintiff,  and  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial,  defendants  GInty  and  Luce  appeal. 
Plaintiff  appeals  from  the  application  made  by 
the  Judgment  of  the  security.  On  defendants' 
appeal,  affirmed.  On  plaintltTs  appeal,  re- 
versed. 

C.  H.  Rlppey  and  Luce  &  McDonald,  for  ap- 
pelhints.  Uuusaker,  Britt  &  Goodrich,  for 
respondents. 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  Action  to  recover  oa  two 
promissory  notes,— one  for  $7,350,  dated  De- 
cember 20,  1890,  due  in  six  mouths,  with  in- 
terest at  10  per  centum,  per  annum,  signed  by 
Livingston,  Clarke  &  Co.,  .John  Ginty,  and  M. 
A.  Luce;  and  the  second  for$o,000,  of  even  date 
with  the  first,  and  like  rate  of  interest,  due 
three  months  from  date,  signed  by  Livingston, 
Clarke  &  Ca  only,— and  to  subject  certain 
priuiavera  logs,  pledged  as  security  for  the 
payment  of  said  notes,  to  sale,  and  the  appli- 
cation of  the  proceeds  to  the  satisfaction  of 
the  indebtedness.  Judgment  went  for  plain- 
tiff for  the  amount  of  the  notes  and  interest, 
as  stipulated,  and  directing  a  sale  of  the  logs. 
There  are  cross  appeals,  the  defendants  Ginty 
and  Luce  appealing  from  the  Judgment  and  an 
order  denying  them  a  new  trial,  and  the  plain- 
tiff appealing  from  that  part  of  the  Judgment 
which  directs  the  manner  in  which  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  pledged  proiierty  siiall  be  applied. 

The  appeal  of  Ginty  and  Luce  involves  but 
two  questions:  First,  whether  they  were  cor- 
rectly held  to  be  principals  upon  the  note 
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signed  by  them;  and,  second,  wliether  the 
court  below  mled  properly  In  allowlnjr  inter- 
est on  said  note.  The  defense  relied  upon 
by  them  was  that  they  signed  the  note  for 
$7,300,  as  soretlee  for  Llrlngaton,  Clarke  & 
Co,  -with  the  knowledge  of  that  fact  by  plain- 
tiff, and  with  the  understanding  that  plaintiff 
was  to  hold  them  as  sureties  only;  that  plain- 
tiff had  released  Lirlngston,  one  of  the  princi- 
pals oa  said  note,  and  that  they,  as  suretieB, 
were  thereby  discharged  of  any  liability.  The 
court  found  that,  as  to  plaintiff,  Ointy  and 
liuce  executed  the  note  as  principals  thereon, 
and  that  plaintiff  dealt  with  them  as  princi- 
pals, and  not  as  sureties;  that  as  between 
LlTingston,  Clarke  &  Co.  and  61nt7  and  Lnce, 
the  latter  were  sureties,  and  that  this  fact 
was  known  to  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note.  The  court  also  found  that 
the  release  of  Livingston  was  with  thb  con- 
sent of  Ginty  and  Luce.  It  is  contended  by 
these  appellants  that  the  evidence  !»  tasuffl' 
dent  to  support  the  finding  that  they  ececuted 
the  note  as  principals,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
dealt  with  them  as  such.  An  examination  of 
the  evidence  satisfies  us  that  this  contention 
cannot  obtain.  Indeed,  taking  all  the  circum- 
stances attending  upon  the  transaction  from 
Its  origin  into  consideration,  and  it  Is  doubt- 
ful if  an  opposite  conclusion  by  the  trial  court 
cornld  find  substantial  sancti<m  in  the  evi- 
dence. However  that  may  be,  there  Is  at 
least  a  substantial  conflict  on  the  point,  and 
under  the  well-settled  rule  of  this  court  the 
finding  cannot  be  disturbed.  It  is  further 
urged,  however,  that  the  fact  that  plaintiff 
was  aware,  at  the  execution  of  the  note,  that 
these  defendants  were  merely  sureties  for 
Livingston,  Clarke  &  Go.  was  sufficient  of  it- 
self, independently  of  any  agreement  by  plain- 
tiff to  that  effect,  to  make  said  defendants 
sureties  as  to  the  plaintiff.  We  do  not  under- 
stand such  to  be  the  law.  To  the  contrary, 
we  understand  the  rule  to  be  that  where  one 
signs  as  principal  he  will  be  held  as  such, 
notwithstanding  the  creditor  knew  that,  as 
between  the  one  thus  signing  and  the  princi- 
pal debtor,  the  former  was  in  fact  only  a 
surety.  This  principle  is  well  settled.  Har- 
lan T.  BIy,  55  GaL  310;  Aud  v.  Magruder,  10 
CaL  2S2;  Damon  t.  Pardow,  34  Cal.  27S; 
Shriver  v.  Lovejoy,  32  Gal.  575.  Ginty  and 
Luce  having  signed  as  makers,  and  being 
such,  as  between  themselves  and  the  plain- 
tiff, it  becomes  immaterial  to  discuBs  the 
question  as  to  what  effect  the  release  of  Liv- 
ingston by  plaintiff  would  have  had  upon 
their  rights  as  sureties. 

The  objection  that  the  court  erred  in  al- 
lowing plaintiff  interest  upon  its  notes  is 
based  up<m  the  contention  that,  under  sec- 
tion 5197  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  Unit 
ed  States,  it  is  not  competent  for  a  national 
bank  to  charge  or  reserve  a  higher  rate  of  in- 
terest upon  its  loans  than  that  fixed  by  the 
law  of  the  state  as  the  legal  rate,— 7  per 
cent;  and  that  by  contracting  for  a  higher 
at»  the  plaintiff  torteltei  Its  right  to  the  en- 


tire Interest  provided  for.  This  question  de- 
pends upon  whether  a  national  bank  can  law- 
fully charge  a  rate  of  interest  in  excess  of 
that  allowed  by  the  federal  sUxtute,  when 
such  excess  can  be  lawfully  contracted  for 
under  the  statute  of  the  state  in  whidti  the 
bank  Is  situated  and  doing  busineaa.  The 
question  has  been  expressly  decided  in  the  af- 
firmative by  this  court  Hinds  v.  Marmolcgo, 
60  Cal.  229;  Bank  v.  Stover,  Id.  387.  In 
Hinds  V.  Marmolego  it  Is  said  "tliat  the  true 
Interpretation  of  the  act  of  congress  is  that. 
In  those  states  and  territories  having  no  stat- 
ute upon  the  subject  of  Interest,  the  national 
banks  are  allowed  a  rate  not  exceeding  7 
per  centum;  while  In  those  states  and  terri- 
tories having  a  statute  on  the  subject,  they 
are  authorized  to  charge  and  receive  inter- 
est at  the  rate  allowed  other  banks  and  indl- 
Tiduals."  And  It  is  held  that  in  view  of 
section  1918  of  our  Civil  Code,  giving  parties 
the  right  to  contract  fCH:  a  higher  rate,  na- 
tional banks  are  also  at  ]ib«ty  to  receive 
such  rate  as  may  be  agi-eed  upon.  This  doc- 
trine was  affirmed  In  Bank  v.  Stover,  supra, 
and  Is  In  accord  with  decisions  elsewhere. 
Tiffany  T.  Bank,  18  Wall.  400;  Wiley  v.  Star- 
buck,  44  Ind.  298;  Rockwell  v.  Bank  (Colo. 
App.)  36  Pac.  906.  The  cases  cited  by  de- 
fendants do  not  sustain  a  contrary  view. 

The  appeal  by  plaintiff  Involves  the  ques- 
tion of  the  proper  ai^licatlon  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  pledged  property.  The  prayer  of  the 
complaint  was  that  such  proceeds  be  applied 
first  to  the  payment  of  the  principal  and  In- 
terest of  the  fiSiOOO  note  executed  by  Living- 
ston, Clarke  &  Co.,  and  secondly  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  $7,380  note  and  Interest  exe- 
cuted by  Livingstcn,  Clarke  &  Co.  and  Ointy 
and  Luce.  The  judgment  directed  the  appli- 
cation of  such  proceeds  to  be  made  first  to 
the  liquidation  of  the  latter  note,  and  of  this 
plaintiff  complains  as  error.  The  logs  were 
the  property  of  Livingston,  Clarke  &  Co.,  and 
were  originally  pledged  as  security  for  a 
debt  of  $16,640,  owing  to  plaintiff  from  said 
Livingston,  Clarke  &  Co.,  evidenced  by  a  note 
for  that  amount  signed  by  Livingston,  Clarke 
&  Co.  and  Ginty  and  Luce.  This  note  was 
subsequently  renewed  by  the  same  makers, 
but  thereafter,  on  the  20th  day  of  December, 
1890,  by  an  arrangement  between  the  parties 
theretOy  the  last-mentioned  note  was  retired 
by  the  payment  thereon  of  $6,000  in  cash, 
and  the  making  of  the  two  notes  in  suit. 
After  the  first  delivery  of  the  logs  In  pledge, 
no  new  arrangement  or  contract  was  made 
by  the  parties,  as  to  the  piu-poses  or  condi- 
tions upon  which  they  were  to  be  held,  but 
they  continued  to  be  held  In  the  same  man- 
ner as  when  first  dellvared.  Upon  these  facts 
plaintiff  contends  that  it  was  entitled,  under 
the  law,  to  have  the  proceeds  of  the  pledged 
property  applied  first  to  the  liquidation  of 
the  unsecured  $5,000  note  signed  only  by  Liv- 
ingston, Clarke  &  Co.,  and  in  this  we  think 
plaintiff  must  be  sustained.  The  logs  were 
originally  hypothecated  as  security  for  tits 
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wbo]«  debt  dne  from  LiyingBton,  Clarke  A 
Co.  to  the  bank.  This  security  was  not  at- 
fected  by  the  giving  ot  the  new  notes  In  re- 
newal or  eztenslMi  of  the  Indebtedness.  As 
urged  by  plaintUI,  there  being  no  new  con- 
tract between  the  parties  as  to  the  purposes 
of  the  pledge,  it  remained  as  security  for  the 
debt,  which  was  the  same  debt,  although  evi- 
denced by  new  notes.  Collins  v.  Dawley,  4 
Colo.  138;  Shrewsbury  Appeal,  94  Pa.  St 
309;  Dayttm  Nat.  Bank  t.  Merchants'  Nat 
Bank,  37  Ohio  St  208.  The  pledge  stood, 
therefore,  as  security  for  both  notes,  and 
the  case  falls  within  the  doctrine  invoked  by 
plaintiff,— that  where  a  creditor  liolds  two 
notes  or  obligations,  one  better  secured  tlian 
the  other,  and  has  collateral  security  for  both 
alike,  he  has  a  right  in  the  absence  of  any 
modifying  agreement  to  have  the  collateral 
applied  upon  the  obligation  which  is  most 
precarious  by  reason  of  being  least  secured. 
Murdock  v.  Clarke,  88  Cal.  381,  26  Pac.  601; 
Field  V.  Holland,  G  Cranch,  8;  Wood  v.  Cal- 
laghan,  61  Mich,  412,  28  N.  W.  162;  Morrison 
T.  Bank,  65  N.  H.  253,  20  Atl.  300.  The  fact 
that  by  the  terms  of  the  pledge  the  logs  were 
intended  to  be  security  for  the  protection  of 
Ointy  and  Luce,  as  sureties  for  Livingston, 
Clarke  &  Co.,  as  well  as  for  the  plaintiff,  can- 
not affect  the  rights  of  the  latter  in  the  prem- 
ises. As  between  plaintiff  and  Ginty  and 
Luce,  the  latter  behig  makers  of  the  note,  the 
plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  same  protection  in 
all  respects  as  against  Livingston,  Clarke  & 
Co. 

It  was  not  essential  for  plaintiff,  in  order 
to  avail  itself  of  the  objection  made  to  the 
judgment  to  move  for  a  new  trlaL  The  er- 
ror arises  upon  the  face  of  the  findings. 

The  superior  court  is  directed  to  modify  its 
Judgment  so  as  to  direct  the  proceeds  to  be 
derived  from  a  sale  of  the  logs  to  be  first  ap- 
plied to  the  satisfaction  of  the  amount  found 
due  few  principal  and  interest  on  the  $5,000 
note,  and,  as  thus  modified,  the  Judgment  wUl 
stand  affirmed. 

We  concur:    HARRISON,  J.;  GAROUTTE, 
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RIVERSIDE  LAND  &  IRRIGATING  CO. 
V.  JENSEN.    (No.  19,496.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  16,  1895.) 
QniETiNo  TiTLB— Plbadiso — Res  Judicata. 

1.  It  is  not  necessary  for  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion against  an  executrix  to  quiet  title  to  land 
to  plead  a  former  judgment  against  defendant's 
testator  for  possession  of  the  land  in  order  to  en- 
title him  to  put  it  in  evidence. 

2.  The  successor  in  interest  of  one  against 
whom  a  judgment  for  possession  of  land  has 
bieen  made  is  estopped  by  such  judgment  from 
asserting  adverse  possession  of  such  land  anr 
tenor  to  the  date  of  entry  of  the  judgment 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Bernardino  county;  John  Campbell, 
Judge. 


Action  by  the  Riverside  Land  4k  Irrigating 
Company  against  Mercedes  Alvarado  Jensen, 
executrix,  to  quiet  title.  From  a  Judgment 
for  plaintiff,  defoidant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Paris  &  Allison  and  Rolfe  &  Rolfe,  fbr  ap- 
pellant Frank  F.  Oster,  J.  W.  Curtia,  and 
R.  E.  Houghton,  for  respondent 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  Actton  to  quiet  tiUe. 
Plaintiff  had  Judgment  from  which,  and  an 
order  denying  her  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
defendant  appeals. 

1.  The  objection  of  defendant  to  the  in- 
troduction in  evidence  of  the  Judgmoit  roil 
in  the  action  of  Riverside  Land  &  Irrigating 
Ciompany  v.  Cornelius  Jensen  was  properly 
overruled.  That  was  an  action  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  here  against  the  testator  and 
predecessor  In  Interest  ot  this  defendant  to 
quiet  plaintiff's  title  to  certahi  lands,  indod- 
Ing  the  premises  In  ctHotroversy  in  this  action, 
and  in  which  final  Judgment  was  entered 
quieting  plaintifTs  title  to  the  land  in  suit 
It  was  not  reqtiired  of  plaintiff  to  plead  said 
Judgment  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  prove 
it  The  complaint  was  in  the  usual  form, 
and  was  sufficient  (Rough  v.  Simmons,  66  GaL 
227,  3  Pac.  801;  Heeser  t.  MUIer,  T7  Cal. 
192,  19  Pac.  375;  Castro  T.  Barry,  79  Cal. 
447,  21  Pac.  946);  and  such  an  allegation 
would  have  been  Improper,  as  it  is  never 
necessary  in  such  an  action  to  plead  deratgn- 
ment  of  title.  That  is  matter  of  evidence 
purely.  While,  as  a  general  rule.  It  may  be 
necessary  to  plead  estopp^  by  former  Judg- 
ment that  rule  does  not  apply  when,  as  under 
our  system,  no  <^portnnity  is  afforded  the 
plaintiff  to  plead  It  It  had  no  proper  place 
in  the  complaint  but  plaintiff  could  not  be 
precluded  from  the  ben^t  of  it  as  matter  of 
evidence  on  that  ground.  He  was  entitled  to 
give  it  in  evidence  with  the  same  effect  as 
It  given  an  opportunity  to  plead  it  specially. 
Clink  V.  Thurston,  47  Cal.  27;  Wlxson  v. 
Devine,  67  Cal.  345,  7  Pac.  776. 

2.  The  evidence  In  the  case  entirely  failed 
to  establish  the  defense  of  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations, and  the  court  below  correctly  found 
against  defendant  upon  that  issue.  The  ef- 
fect ct  the  Judgment  against  Cornelius  Jen- 
sen, defendant's  predecessor,  was  to  estop 
the  latter,  and  the  defendant,  who  claims  un- 
der him,  from  asserting  title  adverse  to  plain- 
tiff anterior  to  the  entry  of  that  Judgment 
(Proem.  Judgm.  {S  300,  309;  Marshall  v.  Shaf- 
ter,  32  Cal.  195;  People  v.  Center,  66  Cal.  559, 
562,  6  Pac.  263,  and  6  Pac.  481);  and  the 
period  that  elapsed  Intermediate  the  final 
Judgment  in  the  action  of  Riverside  Land  & 
Irrigating  Company  v.  Cornelius  Jensen  and 
the  commencement  of  the  present  action  was 
not  sufficient  to  ripen  the  adverse  holding  of 
this  defendant  into  title  by  limitation.  It 
follows  also  that  the  court  below  did  not  err 
in  its  rulings  upon  questioiiB  of  evidence  af- 
fecting this  plea. 

8.  Nor  did  the  court  err  in  refusing  de- 
fendant leave  to  amend  her  answer  by  set- 
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ting  np  that  the  premises  In  dispute  were 
indaded  In  the  former  Judgment  by  mistake. 
Assuming  that  such  defense  cosld  have  avail- 
ed defendant  In  avoiding  the  otherwise  oon- 
cinslTe  effect  of  that  Judgment,  there  was  an 
entire  want  of  any  such  showing  as  would 
have  Justified  the  court  In  granting  such  leave. 
Judgment  and  order  afflrmed. 

We  concor:   HARRISON,  J.;  OAROUTTE, 
J. 


(u»  cai.  an 

GRADT  V.  DONAHOO  et  aL    (N«.  18,466.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.   July  22,  1896.) 

JODGMSNT  BI  DB»An,T— VACATION — BdRFBISB  AIW 
EZODSABLB  NEOUMTr. 

Immediately  before  removing  from  town, 
defendant's  attorney  left  the  papers  in  the  case 
with  defendant's  booklieeper,  tied  in  a  bundle, 
with  instructions  to  tell  defendant  that  he  would 
have  to  get  another  attorney  on  account  of  the 
intended  departure.  The  boolikeeper,  being 
busy,  supposed  the  papers  were  certain  other 
naoers  which  the  attorney  had  been  asked  to 
retnm.  and  failed  to  give  defendant  the  attor- 
ney's message.  The  case  was  set  for  trial,  and 
Judgment  rendered  therein,  without  either  de- 
fendant or  the  attorney  knowing  of  it  Mdd, 
that  the  Judgment  should  be  set  aside,  on  the 
eronnd  of  snri;»rise  and  excusable  neglect,  under 
Code  Civ.  Proe.  i  473. 

DeiiartmeDt  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Fresno  county;   J.  R.  Webb,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  D.  Orady  against  M.  J.  Dona- 
hoo  and  others.  From  a  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, and  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  vacate 
the  same,  defendants  appeal.     Reversed. 

Sayle  &  Caldwell,  for  appellants.  W.  A. 
Gr«dy,  for  respondent. 

VAN  FhEETT,  3.  Defeodanta  faUed  to  ap- 
pear at  the  trial,  and  Judgment  was  taken 
against  them  In  their  absence.  They  moved 
to  vacate  and  set  It  aside,  Immedlat^y  upon 
learning  of  the  fact,  up<»i  the  ground  of  sur- 
prise and  excusable  neglect  The  motion 
was  denied,  and  defendants  appeal  from  the 
Judgment  and  the  order  refusing  to  vacate  It 

It  appeared  that  one  D.  M.  Beaton  hlid 
been  retained  by  defendants  as  their  attor- 
ney in  the  case,  and  he  had  put  In  an  an- 
swer; but  thereafter,  and  before  the  case  waa 
set  tor  trial,  Seaton  removed  from  Fresno, 
where  the  parties  reside,  and  the  caae  was 
pending,  to  San  Francisco.  Before  leaving 
Fresno,  Seaton  took  his  offlce  copies  of  plead- 
ings and  papers  In  the  case,  and  the  pai>erB 
in  several  other  matters  in  which  he  was 
acting  aa  attorney  for  the  defendants,  to  the 
place  of  business  of  the  latter,  and,  none  of 
the  defendants  happening  to  be  in  at  the 
time,  he  delivered  all  the  papers,  which  were 
in  one  large  bundle,  to  the.  bookkeeper  of 
defendants,  with  the  statement,  among  other 
things,  that  be  was  about  removing  to  San 
Francisco,  and  that  defendants  would  have 
to  get  another  attorney  to  attend  to  this  caae 


and  the  other  mattero.  The  bookkeeper,  be- 
ing busy  at  the  time,  did  not  pay  particu- 
lar attention  to  what  was  said  by  Beaton, 
but  knowing  that  the  latter  had  a  short  time 
before  been  requested  to  return  some  papers 
called  the  "Donahoo  Papers,"  he  assumed 
that  the  bundle  handed  him  was  the  papers 
In  the  Donahoo  estate  which  had  been  want- 
ed, and  later,  when  Mr.  Emmons,  a  member 
of  the  firm,  and  one  of  the  defendants,  came 
In,  handed  the  bundle  to  the  latter  with  the 
remark  that  they  were  the  Donahoo  papers 
left  by  Mr.  Seaton,  but  did  not  deliver  Sea- 
ton's  message  about  the  case  or  the  tatter's 
tntention  to  leave  Fresno.  Mr.  Emmons,  not 
having  immediate  use  tor  the  Donahoo  pa- 
pers, did  not  open  the  bundle,  but  laid  it 
away  and  paid  no  further  attention  to  It 
Bubaeqnently,  after  the  removal  of  Seaton, 
and  in  hla  absence,  and  without  his  knowl- 
edge or  that  of  defendants,  tbe  case  was 
set  down  for  trial,  and  was  thereafter  tried, 
and  a  judgment  rendered  against  defend- 
ants, before  the  latter  knew  that  the  case 
had  been  set  or  that  Seaton  bad  ceased  to 
attend  to  It  Upon  these  facta,  we  think  the 
lower  court  should  have  set  aside  the  Judg- 
ment It  Is  not  a  case  disclosing  neglect  or 
omission  on  the  i>art  of  either  counsel  or  par- 
ty, nor  any  one  connected  with  tbe  case. 
The  attorney  had  taken  at  least  reasonable 
precaution  to  bring  notice  to  his  client  at  tbe 
fact  of  his  removal  and  the  necessity  of  txv- 
curing  other  coimsel,  but  tbrongb  the  Inad- 
vertence or  neglect  of  im  emi^oyd  of  defend- 
ants, for  which  we  think  they  were^  under 
the  clrcnmstances,  in  no  way  chargeable, 
knowledge  of  the  fact  never  reached  them. 
It  does  not  appear  that  the  case  had  ever 
been  neglected  by  defendants  In  any  way; 
but  they  were  proceeding  to  defend  It  In  good 
faith  and  upon  the  merits,  and  bad  done  all 
that  they  were  called  upon  to  do,  so  far  aa 
knowledge  of  the  necessities  had  been  con- 
vesyed  to  them.  Under  such  circumstances, 
and  where,  as  here,  the  application  Is  made 
so  Immediately  after  the  default  as  that  no 
considerable  delay  or  injury  Is  to  be  occa- 
sioned to  plaintiff,  we  think  defendants 
should  be  given  an  opportunity  to  defend  up- 
on tbe  merits.  "The  exercise  of  the  mere 
discretion  of  the  court  ought  to  tend.  In  a  rea- 
sonable degree,  at  least  to  bring  about  a 
Judgment  on  the  very  merits  of  the  case; 
and,  where  tbe  circumstances  are  such  as  to 
lead  the  court  to  hesitate  upon  the  motion 
to  open  the  default  It  is  better,  as  a  general 
rule,  that  the  doubt  should  be  resolved  in  fa- 
vor of  the  application."  Watson  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  41  CaL  17.  In  Dodge  v.  Rldenour,  62 
Cal.  2(33,  the  facts  fell  very  far  short  of 
making  as  strong  a  showing  for  relief  as  Is 
made  here,  but  the  order  refusing  it  was  re- 
versed, the  court  holding  that  the  case  was 
within  section  473  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure. We  think  this  such  a  case.  The 
facts  clearly  establish  an  instance  of  "sur- 
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prtoe  and  excusable  neglect"  The  judgment 
and  (oAee  are  reversed. 

We    concur:    QAEOUTTH,    J.;    HABBI- 
SON,  J. 


108  Cal.  224 

COWAN  et  al.  t.  GRIFFITH  et  aL    (No.  18,- 

438.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.   3ulj  22,  1895.) 

Hbchanio's  Libm — DwBLLixo  HocsE — Land  Sub- 
ject TO  Lien. 
Under  Code  Cir.  Proc  J  1185,  declaring 
subject  to  mechanics'  liens  on  a  building  the 
land  OD  which  it  is  situated,  together  with  so 
much  of  the  land  about  it  as  may  be  required 
for  the  convenient  use  and  occupation  thereof, 
the  whole  40-acre  tract  on  which  a  dwelling  is 
located  is  not  subject  to  liens,  it  not  being  meant 
that  sufficient  land  about  the  dwelling  to  sup- 
port the  owner  while  living  there  shall  be  subject 
to  the  lien. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  Buperl<Hr  court, 
Fresno  county;   J.  R.  Webb,  Judge. 

Action  by  D.  A.  Cowan  and  others  against 
Annie  T.  Griffith  and  others.  Judgment  for 
plaintiffs.  Defendant  the  Fresno  Loan  & 
Savings  Bank  appeals.    Reversed. 

Horace  Hawes,  for  appellants.  Frank  H. 
Short,  L.  L.  Cory,  Sayle  &  Coldwell,  and 
Tnpper  &  Welsh,  for  respondents. 

GAROUTTB,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  fore- 
dose  certain  mechanics'  and  material  men's 
liens.  Plaintiffs  recovered  judgment,  and 
the  Fresno  Loan  &  Savings  Bank,  a  mort- 
gagee and  defendant,  has  appealed.  The 
building  upon  which  the  Hens  were  fore- 
closed was  a  dwelling  house,  situated  some 
five  miles  from  the  city  of  Fresno,  and  the 
only  question  of  any  importance  Involved  In 
this  appeal  relates  to  the  amount  of  land  nec- 
essary for  the  convenient  use  and  occupation 
of  this  dwelling.  It  is  situated  upon  a  tract 
of  land  described  as  lots  21  and  22  of  the 
Easterby  Rancho,  the  entire  tract  containing 
40  acres,  and  each  lot  20  acres.  After  hear- 
ing evidence,  the  court  made  a  finding  of  fact 
to  the  effect  that  aU  the  land  was  necessary 
for  the  convenient  use  and  occupation  of  the 
dwelling  house,  and  ordered  the  same  to  be 
sold.  The  land  was  planted  to  fig  trees  and 
vines.  For  the  convenient  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  this  dwelling  house  It  is  very  evident 
that  40  acres  of  land  is  not  necessary.  The 
statute  does  not  contemplate  anything  of 
that  kind.  It  means  exactly  what  It  says,— 
a  sufficient  space  around  the  dwelling  for  its 
convenient  use  and  occupation.  It  does  not 
contemplate  that  sufficient  land  around  the 
dwelling  house  to  support  the  owner  while 
living  there  be  set  apart.  Very  possibly  40 
acres  would  not  be  sufficient  for  such  a  pur- 
pose; and.  If  the  dwelling  house  was  situ- 
ated upon  a  section  of  farming  land,  upon 


the  same  line  of  reasoning  as  has  been  here 
adopted,  the  entire  section  should  be  set 
apart  Neither  the  productiveness  or  non- 
productiveness  of  the  soil,  nor  the  profit  de- 
rived from  the  cultivation  of  the  land,  is 
a  material  element  to  be  considered  in  deter- 
mining the  amount  of  land  to  be  set  apart 
with  the  dwelling  house,  under  this  section 
(1185)  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  If  this 
dwelling  house  was  situated  upon  a  5-acre 
lot,  and  tfte  remaining  35  acres  of  this  tract 
was  situated  near,  but  upon  the  opposite  side 
of,  a  public  highway,  it  could  hardly  be  con- 
tended that  the  entire  40  acres  were  neces- 
sary for  the  convenient  use  and  occupation 
of  the  building;  yet  it  is  wholly  immaterial 
upon  the  question  here  presented  that  the 
tract  is  in  one  body,  rather  than  divided,  as 
suggested,  by  a  public  highway.  In  Tunis  v. 
Association,  98  Cal.  285,  33  Pac.  63,  a  me- 
chanic's lien  was  foreclosed  upon  a  hotel  and 
saloon,  and  a  tract  of  land  containing  about 
60  acres  was  declared  by  the  court  necessary 
for  the  convenient  use  and  occupation  of 
these  buildings,  and  ordered  sold.  The  tract 
was  known  as  the  "Fair  Grounds  Tract." 
and  had  upon  It  a  race  track,  racing  stablos, 
and  other  improvements.  This  court  held 
that  the  trial  court  erred  In  setting  aside  the 
entire  tract,  and  reversed  the  judgment,  say- 
ing: "In  the  present  case  it  is  easy  to  sec 
that  the  race  track,  with  its  training  stables, 
grand  stand,  corrals,  and  other  Improve- 
ments, may  be  necessary  to  create  business 
for  the  hotel,  club  house^  and  saloon,  for 
which  the  building  in  question  was  con- 
structed; but  it  Is  not  at  all  apparent  that 
they  are  necessary  to  the  convenient  use  and 
occupation  of  the  building  for  the  purposes 
indicated.  Their  uses  are  foreign  to  Its  pur- 
poses, except  as  they  may  tend  to  bring  cus- 
tom to  its  doors."  And  here  It  may  be  said 
the  use  of  this  land  is.  foreign  to  the  owner's 
purposes,  except  that  It  may  furnish  him  an 
income  by  which  he  may  sustain  himself  in 
the  dwelling.  The  statute  simply  allows 
him  the  dwelling  house  and  a  quantity  of 
land  around  It  sufficient  for  Its  convenient 
use.  As  to  his  income  or  source  of  support, 
the  statute  does  not  concern  itself.  It  is  not 
our  purpose  to  Indicate  to  the  trial  court 
the  quantity  of  land  necessary  for  the  con- 
venient use  and  occupation  of  this  dwellinj:- 
house,  but  it  is  entirely  evident  that  40  acres 
is  too  much,  and  we  think  it  equally  evident 
that  an  entire  20-acre  tract  Is  too  much.  We 
see  no  objections  to  the  complaint  of  suffi- 
cient merit  to  demand  a  reversal  of  the  Judg- 
ment For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judg- 
mont  and  order  are  reversed,  and  the  cau.se 
remanded. 

We  concur:    VAN  FLEET,  J.;  HARRI- 
SON, J. 
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WATSON  T.  SAWTEB  et  aL 
(Bopreme  Coart  <rf  Washington.   Jutj  SO,  1806.) 

ArV*AjA — BCPPLIICXSTAL  Traksoritt. 

A.  ■applemental  transcript  la  not  admla- 
sible  to  abow  want  <tf  jariadiction  in  the  appel- 
late conit. 

On  lebearing.    Denied. 

For  former  (^Inloii,  aee  40  Paa  413. 

HOTT.  O.  J.  In  the  petition  for  rehearing 
It  to  claimed  that  a  mistake  was  made  as  to 
the  facts  shown  by  the  record  and  rtiled  up- 
on by  respondents  in  their  motion  to  dismiss 
the  appeaL  The  motion  to  dismiss  was  fomid- 
ed  npon  the  tact  that  certain  of  the  defend- 
ants had  not  l>een  served  with  notice  of  ap- 
peal, and  was  denied  on  the  grotmd  tliat  such 
defendants  were  not  neceesaiy  parties,  for 
the  reason  that  they  luid  never  appeared  in 
the  action  exc^  for  the  pnrpoee  of  disclaim- 
ing any  Interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
salt.  It  is  claimed  in  the  petition  that  this 
assomptlon  on  the  part  of  the  court  was  not 
supported  by  the  record  made  in  the  lower 
court,  and  to  show  that  fact  certain  papers 
have  been  brought  here,  and  tiled  with  the 
petition  for  rehearing,  by  which  It  Is  sought 
to  make  It  appear  by  way  of  supplemental 
record  that  such  defendants  bad  in  fact  ap- 
peared in  the  superior  court  It  is  an  almost 
nnlrersal  practice  with  appellate  courts  to  ex- 
erdse  their  discretion  to  the  fullest  extent 
by  way  of  allowing  supplemental  transcripts 
to  be  filed  in  fnrtherance  of  an  appeal,  or  to 
support  tbeir  Jurisdiction  in  a  case  in  which 
action  has  been  taken;  but  it  is  an  equally 
nnlvenal  practice  not  to  allow  this  to  be  done 
for  the  purpose  of  disclosing  a  want  of  Juris- 
diction. Under  these  rules  it  is  clear  that 
this  sapplemental  transcript  must  be  entirely 
disregarded,  and  the  petition  decided  upon 
the  record  as  It  existed  at  the  time  the  motion 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  was  beard.  We  have 
carefully  re-examined  such  record,  and  are 
of  tbe  <vlnlon  that  It  Justified  the  denial  of 
the  motion  to  dismiss.  Nowhere  in  such  rec- 
ord to  there  any  other  appearance  by  the  de- 
fendants not  served  with  notice  of  appeal 
than  the  special  one  above  suggested,  except 
that  there  to  a  recital  In  the  findings  of  fact 
that  an  attorney  amteared  for  one  of  them, 
and  It  does  not  appear  from  such  recital  for 
what  pnrixMe  he  was  there,  nor  In  what 
capacity  be  had  entered  his  appearance;  and. 
In  oar  opinion.  It  was  not  sufficient  to  anthoi^ 
Iw  na  to  assume.  In  the  face  ot  the  transcript 
of  the  record,  which  failed  to  show  that  any 
irieadlng  or  other  paper  had  ever  been  filed 
by  said  defendant,  that  he  had  appeared 
generally  In  the  action.  Besides,  the  force 
of  Bach  recital  was  entirely  destroyed  by  one 
In  another  wder  made  in  the  cause  at  a  later 
date.  In  this  last  order  it  was  recited  that 
the  plaintifF  and  certain  defendants  who  had 
Joined  In  the  stipulation  were  all  the  parties 
Interested  In  the  decree,  and  the  defendants 
who  were  not  served  with  notice  of  the  ap- 


I)eal  were  not  mentioned  therein.  Not  only 
did  It  thus  appear  that  these  defendants  had 
never  appeared  In  the  action,  but  there  was 
an  affirmative  certificate  by  the  clerk  to  that 
effect     The  petition  wUl  be  denied. 

ANDJ62BS,  GOBDON.  and  SCOTI  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


(U  Wasb.  nO) 
BUDDRESS  T.  SCHAFEB  et  aL 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    Jnly  16, 1886.) 

AOTIOH   rOB    SXBVICBB— PLBADIirS    AVS    FsooT— 
Has  JODIOATA. 

Lla  an  action  toe  services  lendeced,  de- 
fendant cannot,  under  a  denial  that  the  serv- 
ices were  of  tbe  value  alleged,  or  of  any  valae^ 
show  that  the  services  were  not  tendered. 

2.  A  jadgment  in  an  action  on  an  express 
contract  for  services  rendered  is  not  a  bar  to  a 
qnantnm  memit  action  therefor. 
Hoyt,  O.  J.,  dissenting. 

Appeal  from  superior  court;  King  county; 
B.  Osbom,  Judge. 

Action  by  A.  W.  Buddress  against  John 
Schafer  and  another.  There  was  a  Judg- 
ment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendants  appeaL 
AArmed. 

J.  C.  Whltlock  and  Million  &  Honser,  tor 
appellants.  A.  W.  Buddress,  Metcalf  ft  Jor 
tey,  and  Gea  H.  Jonea,  for  respondent 

GOBDON,  X  Thto  action  was  brought  by 
respondent  to  recover  the  sum  of  $000  for 
services  as  an  attorney  and  counselor  at  law 
In  'prosecuting  and  conducting  certain  caus- 
es In  the  auperlor  court  of  the  state  of  Wash- 
ington for  the  county  of  Island,  In  which 
aald  causes  said  defendants  (app^Iants)wer« 
plaintiffs  and  Henry  Alexander  and  Kitty 
Alexander  were  respondents."  Bespondent 
also  claims  tbe  sum  of  $60  by  way  of  ez- 
penses,  costs,  and  dlBbursements  necessarily 
Incurred  In  the  prosecution  of  said  suit  In 
his  complaint  it  Is  alleged  **that  said  seir- 
Ices  were  reasonably  worth  the  sum  of  $600, 
and  that  said  defendants  (appellants)  prom- 
ised and  agreed  to  pay  what  the  same  were 
reasonably  worth."  The  answer  of  the  ap- 
pellants merely  denied  that  the  "services 
were  worth  the  sum  of  |500,  or  any  sum 
whatever,"  and  for  an  affirmative  defense 
set  up  that  the  matter  had  been  adjudicated 
in  a  trial  between  the  same  parties  on  the 
same  subject-matter.  There  was  a  verdict 
for  respondent  in  the  sum  of  $226,  and  from 
Judgment  entered  thereupon,  and  an  order 
denying  a  new  trial,  thto  appeal  has  been 
taken. 

Upon  the  trial  appellants  offered  to  show 
that  they  had  employed  other  attorneys  to 
prepare  the  pleadings  and  try  the  identical 
causes  referred  to  In  respondent's  complaint 
The  proof  was  excluded,  and  this  ruling  to 
assigned  as  error.  The  apparent  object  of 
thto  testimony  was  to  dispute  the  amount 
and  extent  of  plaintiff's  services.  The  ro- 
Biwndent  contended,  ft#j^,zli>§y  «oj>ft^v?)^»iit 
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held,  that  appellants  could  not,  under  their 
answer,  deny  that  the  services  were  rendered 
by  respondent,  and  that  appellants  should  be 
confined  to  the  question  of  the  value  ot  the 
sei-vices  so  rendered;  and  we  think  the  rul- 
ing was  correct.  !<:  was  the  right  of  appel- 
lants to  h&T»  demanded  a  bill  of  particulars, 
or  to  have  required  a  more  definite  state- 
ment, If  the  character  and  extent  of  the 
services  were  Indefinitely  set  forth  in  the 
complaint;  but  under  a  mere  denial  of  the 
value  of  the  services  they  were  not  entitled 
to  show  that  the  services  were  not  rendered. 
Van  Dyke  v.  Magutre,  67  N.  T.  429.  The 
<-ourt  committed  no  error  in  allowing  re- 
spondent to  testify  as  to  the  amount  expend- 
ed by  him  for  hotel  and  traveling  expenses, 
nor  in  limiting  the  cross-examination  of  the 
witnesses  Scott  and  Coleman,  nor  in  the  in- 
struction given  the  Jury  concerning-  the  ef- 
fect to  be  given  the  testimony  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  the  value  of  profoasional  services.  We 
do  not  think  that  the  language  of  the  instruc- 
tion was  calculated  to  mislead  the  Jury,  and 
it  is  manifest  from  the  verdict  that  such 
could  not  have  been  its  effect 

Coming  now  to  the  question  of  former  ad- 
judication of  the  matters  involved  in  this 
controversy,  it  appears  from  the  record  that 
respondent  had  instituted  a  prior  suit  to  re- 
cover the  sum  of  $500  as  attorney's  fees. 
That  action  was  founded  upon  an  express 
contract  to  pay  said  sum  for  said  services. 
No  oth«r  qnestloa  was  litigated  therein. 
The  question  of  the  reasonable  value  of  re- 
spondent's services,  or  of  respondent's  right 
to  recover  such  reasMiable  value,  was  with- 
held from  the  consideration  of  the  Jury  in  the 
trial  of  that  case.  Eeferring  to  this  prior 
suit,  which  was  relied  upon  as  a  bar  to  re- 
spondent's right  to  recover  in  this  action,  the 
learned  coimuel  for  appellants  upon  the  trla. 
of  this  cause  bdow  admitted  that  no  evi- 
dence was  offered  In  the  former  trial  to 
prove  what  the  services  were  worth,  but  that 
the  only  question  submitted  for  determina- 
tion was  upon  respondent's  theory  of  an  ex- 
press contract.  We  think  the  law  is  wril 
settled  that  a  judgment  in  a  former  suit  on 
an  express  contract  is  not  a  bar  to  the  sec- 
ond suit  on  a  quantum  meruit  for  the  same 
services,  anC  to  determine  wl»ethe:'  a  former 
judgment  is  a  bar  to  a  subsequent  action  It 
is  necessary  to  inquire  whether  the  same  evi- 
dence would  have  maintained  both  of  such 
actions.  1  Preem.  Judgm.  g  250;  Klrkpat- 
rick  V.  McElroy  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  7  Atl 
047.  In  Taylor  v.  Castle.  42  Cal.  872,  the 
court  say:  "The  cause  of  action  Is  said  to 
be  the  same  where  the  same  evidence  will 
support  both  actions;  or,  rather  the  Judg- 
ment in  the  former  action  will  be  a  bar,  pro- 
vided the  evidence  necessary  to  sustain  a 
Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  In  the  present  ac 
tlon  would  have  authorized  a  Judgment  for 
the  plaintiff  in  the  former."  In  2  Black 
Judgm.  §  720,  the  learned  author  says:  "For 
the  purpose  of  ascertaining  the  Identity  of 


the  causes  of  action,  the  authorities  gener- 
ally agree  in  accepting  the  following  test  as 
sufficient:  Would  the  same  evidence  support 
and  establish  both  the  present  and  the  for- 
mer cause  of  action?  If  so,  the  former  re- 
covery is  a  bar;  if  otherwise,  it  does  not 
stand  in  the  way  of  the  second  action."  We 
have  examined  the  error  assigned  by  appel- 
lants in  permitting  respondent  to  exi^in  the 
record  of  the  former  trial,  but  think  that  no 
error  was  committed.  If,  however,  we  were 
constrained  to  the  opposite  view,  the  same  re- 
sult would  follow,  in  view  of  the  admissions 
made  by  appellants'  counsel  npon  the  trial  of 
this  case  in  the  court  below  as  to  the  pro- 
ceedings occurring  vpon  the  trial  of  the  for- 
mer action,  which  resulted  in  a  Judgment 
for  defendants.  No  substantial  error  ap- 
pearing in  the  record,  the  judgment  will  be 
affirmed. 

ANDERS'    and     DUNBAR,     JJ.,    concur. 
HOYT,  C.  J.,  dissents. 


OWEN  et  al.  v.  ST.  PAUL,  M.  &  M.  RT.  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  10,  1895.) 

CONDEMSATIOS  FrOCEEDIXOS  —  NeCESSITT   OF   NO- 
TICE TO  LaSDOWNEB— ESTOPPEI.  TO  ClaIV 

Land— AMEsnMEST  op  Complaint. 

1.  Ejectment  will  lie  against  a  railroad  com- 
pany for  laud,  obtained  by  it  under  condemna- 
tion procoedin»».  at  tbe  suit  of  one  not  a  party 
to  the  proceedings,  who  claims  title  under  an 
unrecorded  deed  executed  before  the  fillnR  of 
lis  pendens  in  such  proceedinfn,  when  it  appears 
that  such  person  bad  possession  of  the  land  un- 
der a  contract  of  sale,  and  tbe  railroad  company 
offered  to  buy  the  land  before  commencing  the 
proceedings. 

2.  Where,  in  condemnation  proceedings  by 
a  railroad  company,  counsel  for  defendant  states 
that  defendant  does  not  claim  the  land  sought 
to  be  condemned,  the  fact  that  the  real  owner, 
not  a  party  to  the  proceedings,  testifies  to  the 
value  of  the  land,  will  not  estop  him  from  sul>- 
sequenlly  maintaining  ejectment  against  the 
railroad  company  for  the  land. 

8.  An  amendment  of  a  complaint  In  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  so  as  to  show  that  the  proper- 
ty sued  for  is  community  property  is  properly  al- 
lowed. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Snohomish 
county;    Henry  McBrlde,  .Tudge. 

Action  by  Maria  Owen  and  Nels  Owen,  her 
husband,  against  the  St  Paul,  Minneapolis  & 
ManUoba  Railway  Company  for  possession 
of  land.  From  a  judgment  for  plaintiffs,  de- 
fendant appeaiSi.     Affirmed. 

Burke,  Shepard  ft  Woods,  for  appellant. 
A.  W.  Ftater.  for  respondents. 

DUNBAR,  J.  This  iB  an  action  in  eject- 
ment brought  by  Maria  Owen  and  her  hus- 
band, Nels  Owen,  against  the  St.  Paul,  Minne- 
apolis &  Manitoba  Railway  Company.  It  Is 
alleged  tliat  tbe  plaintiffs  had  the  right  to 
immediate  possession  of  the  land,  and  that 
the  defendant  was  in  possession,  and  wrong- 
fully withheld  the  same  from  plaintiffs.  The 
prayer  of  the  complaint  was  that  the  plaln- 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


.^., 


.Wash.) 


OWEN  «.  ST.  PAUL,  M.  Sa  M.  BY.  CO. 


tf 


tuts  recover  from  the  defendant  tbe  posaea- 
ilon  of  aald  land,  and  all  thereof,  with  the 
appurtenances,  and  their  costs  and  disburse- 
ments. The  answer  of  the  defendant  denied 
the  material  allegations  of  the  complaint,  ex- 
cept that  the  defendant  was  In  possession  of 
the  land  In  dlapate,  which  was  lot  11  in  block 
3  of  Highland  Park  Addition  to  Saltan  City; 
and  for  an  afflrmatlTe  defense  pleaded  that 
on  or  about  April  23,  1892,  proceedings  were 
b^nn  in  the  superior  court  of  Snohomish 
connty  by  the  defendant  against  one  Al- 
nuirlon  W.  Oraves  and  the  American  Mort- 
gage Company  to  condemn  and  appropriate 
to  the  use  of  the  company  a  strip  of  land 
across  Highland  Park  Addition  which  includ- 
ed said  lot  11  In  question  In  th'^s  suit,  and 
alleged  that  a  notice  oC  the  pendency  of  this 
condemnation  proceeding  was  dtdy  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  county  auditor  of  Snohomish 
comity  on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1892,  by 
which  due  notice  was  given  to  the  said  Al- 
marlon  W.  Graves  and  the  American  Mort 
gage  Company,  and  to  oU  other  persons 
whatsoever,  that  said  suit  bad  been  begun; 
set  up  tbe  paragraphs  and  determination  of 
said  condemnation  proceedings  at  length; 
that  a  Jury  was  summoned,  a  trial  had,  and 
that  tbe  jury  returned  a  verdict  ftir  the  sum 
of  $1,342,  awarding  the  same  to  the  said 
Graves,  for  the  taking  of  the  said  strip  of 
land  described  in  the  petition,  including  said 
lot  11  In  question  in  this  suit;  alleging  that 
a  decree  of  appropriation  followed,  and  that 
by  said  decree  of  appropriation  the  defend- 
ant acquired  tiUe  to  said  lot;  and  also  alleged 
fraud  and  collusion  between  the  plaintiffs 
and  Graves  by  which  they  sought  to  compel 
the  defendant  to  i>ay  a  greater  price  for  the 
right  of  way  than  it  was  fairly  worth,  and 
that  tbe  plaintiffs  never  had  acquired  any 
title  or  interest  whatsoever  in  said  lot,  and 
that  whatever  interest  they  did  have  was 
subordinate  to  the  tiUe  acquired  by  the 
railroad  company  In  said  cmdemnation  pro- 
ceedings; and  prayed  that  the  action  might 
be  dismissed  at  the  cost  of  tbe  complainants. 
The  reply  of  the  plaintiffs  denied  each  and 
every  allegation  contained  in  the  separate  and 
affirmative  answer  of  the  defendant  A  jury 
was  waived  and  the  case  was  tried  before 
the  presiding  Judge,  and  judgment  rendered 
in  favor  of  respondents  in  accordance  with 
the  prayer  of  the  complaint 

Many  points  are  discussed  by  appellant  in 
this  case  which  it  seems  to  us  are  not  perti- 
nent to  the  case;  but  there  are  one  or  two 
main  propositions  upon  which  the  cause  must 
depend.  First,  were  the  respondents  in  any 
way  bound  by  the  decree  of  the  court  in  the 
condemnation  proceedings  pleaded  by  appel- 
lant? If  the  court  in  that  case  had  Juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  and  jurisdiction 
of  these  respondents,  it  cannot  be  denied  that 
they  are  estopped  from  bringing  this  action. 
If  it  did  not,  then  the  respondents  had  a  legal 
right  to  bring  this  action  in  ejectment,  and 
under  the  testimony  In  this  case  they  should 


prevafl.  It  Is  conceded  that  no  notice  waa  dl- 
rectiy  given  to  respondents  in  the  c<xidemna- 
tton  proceedings,  and  that  they  are  not  made 
parties  to  the  action.  The  lis  pendens  In  the 
proceedings  was  filed  April  23,  1802,  and  the 
condemnation  suit  was  tried  May  26,  1892. 
The  testimony  In  this  case  shows  ttiat  the 
respondents  made  a  verbal  agreement  with 
Graves  to  purchase  this  lot  In  question  in  the 
month  of  April,  1891;  that  they  at  that  time 
paid  $5  in  money,— the  agreed  price  of  the 
lot  being  $100,— entered  upon  possession  of  the 
lot,  and  made  valuable  improvements  there- 
on, to  wit  a  livery  stable,  the  possession  of 
which  they  maintained  until  they  were  ousted 
by  the  railroad  as  a  result  of  the  order  of  the 
court  in  the  condemnation  proceedings  above 
referred  ta  February  19, 1892,  anottier  pay- 
ment of  $20  was  made,  and  on  April  22d  fol- 
lowing a  payment  of  $80,  which  comideted 
the  payment  for  the  lot;  and  on  that  day  a 
deed  was  executed  in  due  form  of  law  from 
Graves  to  the  resiKindents  for  said  lot,  which 
deed  was  recorded  on  May  2,  1892.  The  con- 
tenti(m  of  appellant  is  that  by  reason  of  the 
filing  of  its  notice  of  pendency  of  action  in 
the  condemnation  proceedings  it  acquired  a. 
right  in  lot  11  prior  to  the  claim  of  respond- 
ents upon  an  unrecorded  deed,  and  that  the 
decree  of  appropriation  subsequentiy  obtained 
on  June  4,  1892,  related  back  to  the  time  o' 
tiie  ffiing  of  the  notice  of  the  pendency  of 
the  action  on  April  23, 1892,  so  as  to  cMnpIete 
its  titie  and  give  it  iH^ority  over  the  unrecord- 
ed deed  of  respondents.  We  do  not  think  this 
contention  can  be  sustained  under  the  facts 
In  this  case,  for,  whatever  may  have  been 
their  rights  uadec  the  statute  in  the  case 
where  no  actual  notice  of  the  respcmdents' 
interests  existed,  the  record  In  this  case  over- 
whelmingly shows  that  app^Uant,  the  rail- 
road company,  through  its  authorized  ag-^it0» 
bad  actual  notice  of  tbe  titie  and  claim  of 
these  respondents;  and,  that  being  the  case, 
appellant  cannot  rely  upon  the  lack  of  con- 
structive notice  provided  for  by  the  statute, 
for,  where  actual  occupancy  and  visible  pos- 
eession  are  proven,  notice  la  presumed,  and 
the  parties  in  a  case  of  this  kind  would  re- 
quire to  be  brought  into  court  by  a  due  pro- 
cess of  law.  This  outside  of  all  questions  of 
the  constitutional  power  of  the  legislature  to 
authorize  proj)eri:y  to  be  taken  by  eminent 
domain  without  notice  and  an  opportunity 
to  be  heard.  Not  only  were  circumstances 
proven  in  this  case  such  as  would  put  a  i8ru- 
dent  man  on  his  guard,  and  from  which  ac- 
tual notice  might  be  inferred,  but  the  testi- 
mony shows  that  actual  notice  was  given,  and 
that  the  right  of  way  agents  of  the  railroad 
company  sought  these  respondents  out  and 
made  propositions  to  them,  looking  towards 
buyhtg  the  right  of  way  through  this  lot, 
prior  to  the  time  the  condemnation  proceed- 
ings were  Instituted.  Respondent  Owen  tes- 
tified that  Col.  Crook,  the  main  right  of  way 
agent  of  the  company,  agreed  to  setUe  with 
him  for  this  lot.    It  seems  that  at  the  time, 
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he  bad  some  ooiiTersatioii  with  bim  with  ref- 
erence to  purchasing  another  house  and  lot 
on  the  east  side  of  the  river,  but  the  witness 
positively  states  that  he  also  said  that  he 
would  settle  for  the  lot  which  the  bam  was 
on  (the  lot  in  dispute).  And  Mr.  Sherwood, 
a  disinterested  witness,  testifies  that  George 
James,  a  right  of  way  agent  of  appellant, 
asked  him  to  make  Mr.  Owen  an  offer  of 
another  lot  in  place  of  the  one  in  dispute; 
and  on  cross-examination,  in  answer  to  the 
question  of  appellant's  counsel  whether  or 
not  the  lot  he  talked  aboat  was  the  lot  where 
respondents'  house  was,  on  the  east  side  of 
the  river,  he  replied:  "No.  The  lot  across 
the  river,  whore  the  bam  is;"  and  again, 
in  answer  to  a  question  of  the  same  import, 
namely,  "Was  not  that  what  you  bad  your 
conversation  with  Mr.  James  about?"  he  re- 
plied: "No.  The  conversation  was  with  re- 
gard to  the  bam  property."  And  the  wit- 
ness testified  that  this  conversation  and  this 
offer  occurred  prior  to  the  commencement  of 
the  condemnation  proceedings.  Mrs.  Owen 
also  testified  substantially  to  the  same  effect 
as  to  the  offer  made  by  the  right  of  way 
agent  There  is  a  feeble  attempt  on  the  part 
of  the  witness  Crook  to  contradict  these 
proofs  on  the  part  of  the  respondents,  though 
be  says  that  he  thinks  that  the  respondents 
made  claim  to  this  lot  about  the  time  the 
proceedings  were  commenced.  In  answer  to 
the  question,  "The  first  you  heard,  then,  that 
they  claimed  any  title  to  the  land,  was  In 
the  condemnation  proceedings?"  he  said: 
"Yes,  sir.  When  we  talked  of  commencing 
the  proceedings,  and  I  think  about  the  time 
when  they  were  first  commenced,  as  near  as 
I  can  recollect"  In  answer  to  another  ques- 
tion, he  says:  "The  first  talk  that  I  remember 
having  with  him  was  about  the  time  the  con- 
demnation proceedings  were  commenced.  He 
told  me  that  he  owned  a  bam,  and,  I  think, 
that  he  owned  a  lot  at  that  time;  and  I 
asked  him  what  he  considered  them  worth, 
and  made  a  proposition  to  buy  the  bam." 
So  that  It  seems,  even  from  the  appellant's 
own  witnesses,  that,  really  before  the  com- 
mencement of  proceedings,— namely,  at  the 
time  they  talked  of  commencing  them,— they 
were  notified  of  respondents'  ownership,  and 
really  made  a  proposition  to  respondent  Owen 
to  buy  the  property  from  him.  Conceding 
that  the  testimony  of  witness  Crook  is  ab- 
solutely true,  it  was  the  duty,  then,  of  ap- 
pellant, by  supplemental  proceedings,  to 
have  made  these  respondents  parties  to  the 
action;  but  under  the  testimony  in  this  case 
the  court  had  a  right  to  conclude  that  appel- 
lant had  notice  of  the  ownership  of  respond- 
ents prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  con- 
demnation proceedings.  It  is  urged  by  ap- 
pellant that  respondents  ought  to  be  now  es- 
topped from  the  fact  that  resiwndent  Nels 
Owen  was  In  attendance  at  court  at  the  trial 
of  the  railroad  company  with  Graves,  and 


that  he  gave  testimony  with  regard  to  the 
value  of  the  strip  of  land  sought  to  be  con- 
demned. It  appears  from  the  evidence^ 
however,  and  is  conceded  by  the  statement 
made  to  the  court  below  by  the  counsel  for 
appellant,  that  Graves'  attorney  in  that  case 
announced  that  Graves  was  not  the  owner  of 
this  particular  lot,  and  that  he  made  no  de- 
mands fw  damages  for  its  condemnation. 
Under  such  an  announcement  we  do  not  think 
that  the  respondent  Nels  Owen  was  undo: 
any  obligation  to  Intervene  in  the  case,  but 
he  was  justified  in  resting  upon  bis  constitu- 
tional right  to  be  notified  and  have  bis  day 
in  court  before  his  property  sliould  be  takes 
from  him.  It  is  also  claimed  that  respond- 
ents should  be  estopped  from  the  fact  that 
they  knew  of  the  location  of  this  right  of  way,. 
and  permitted  the  railroad  comiiany  to  take 
possession.  We  do  not  think  the  evidence 
Justifies  this  conclusion.  It  was  no  doubt 
known  in  the  fall  of  1891  that  the  railroad 
company  would  build  its  road  through  the 
city  of  Sultan,  but  there  Is  nothing  to  show 
that  the  definite  location  of  the  line  of  the 
road  was  located  or  known  to  the  citizens  of 
that  city. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  court  abased  its 
discretion  In  allowing  respondents  to  modify 
their  compLaint  so  as  to  show  that  the  pr(^>er- 
ty  was  community  property.  This,  under  the 
circumstances  of  the  case,  was  in  furtherance 
of  justice,  and  appellant  was  in  no  way  in- 
jured by  the  change  allowed.  There  was  no 
attempt  on  the  trial  of  the  cause  to  prove 
the  allegations  of  fraud  and  collusion  made 
in  the  complaint,  so  that  it  appears  to  us, 
npon  an  examination  of  the  whole  record, 
that  respondents  entered  into  this  agreement 
to  purchase  this  lot  in  good  faith;  that  they 
entered  into  possession  of  the  same,  and  made 
valuable  improvements  upon  It,  and  received 
title  to  the  same,  before  the  ccnnmenoement 
of  the  condemnation  proceedings;  that  they 
had  no  notice  of  such  proceedings,  wwe  not 
in  any  way  made  parties  thereto,  had  no 
opportunities  to  litigate  their  rights,  and  that 
appellant  had  actual  notice  of  the  title  and 
ownership  of  respondents,  and  that  therefore 
the  respondents  were  in  no  way  bound  by  the 
judgment  rendered  in  the  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings; that,  as  to  them,  such  proceedings 
were  actually  void,  and  without  effect,  and 
that  such  judgment,  therefore,  was  no  de- 
fense to  their  action  In  ejectment.  The  judg- 
ment will  therefore  be  affirmed,  and  the  ap- 
pellant will  be  allowed  30  days  from  the  en- 
tering of  this  Judgment  to  carry  into  effect 
the  condemnation  proceedings  provided  for 
In  the  judgment  below;  or.  In  other  words, 
the  conditions  of  said  judgment  will  com- 
mence to  run  from  the  date  of  this  judg- 
ment 

HOYT,  C.  .T.,  and  SCOTT,  ANDERS,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


Wash.) 


BLUMENTHAL  f>.  PACIFIC  MEAT  CO. 


47 


BLUMENTHAL.  «t  al.  v.  PACIFIC  MEAT 
CO. 

(SapKme  Court  of  Washington.    July  17, 1896.) 

Complaint — Aider  by  Answer — AppEiii— Assion- 
MCKT  or  EaROK— Jddioiai<  Hotiob. 

1.  A  complaint  which  shows  a  breach  of 
contract,  aud  damage  to  plaintiff  by  the  breach, 
is  sufficient  when  attacked  for  the  first  time  after 
answer. 

2.  Witnesses  will  be  held  competent  in  the 
absence  of  an  assignment  of  error  raising  the 
question  of  their  competency. 

3.  Where,  on  suit  for  breach  of  contract  of 
sale  of  cattle,  the  evidence  shows  the  market 
price  of  cattle  at  another  place  than  that  named 
in  the  contract  for  delivery,  judicial  notice  will 
be  taken  of  the  nearness  of  the  two  places  to 
each  other,  so  as  to  render  evidence  of  the  mar- 
ket price  in  the  former  evidoice  of  what  it  was 
in  the  latter. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  King  county; 
T.  J.  Humes,  Judge. 

Action  by  I.  Blumenthal  and  another 
against  the  Pacific  Meat  Company  for  breach 
of  a  contract  of  sale.  Prom  a  Judgment  for 
plaintlffB,  defendant  appeals.     Affirmed. 

F.  Campbell,  for  appellant  Burt  J.  Hum- 
phrey, Ellis  De  Bruler,  and  W.  H.  Jackson, 
for  respondents. 

HOYT,  G.  J.  Kespondents  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  damages  for  the  alleged 
breach  of  a  contract  for  the  sale  of  neat  cat- 
tle. The  answer  of  appellant  contained  cer- 
tain denials,  and  set  up  certain  facts  by  way 
ct  afflrmatlTe  defense,  which  were  denied  by 
tlie  reply.  The  trial  resulted  in  a  judgment 
for  the  plaintiffs,  to  reverse  which  this  ap- 
peal has  been  prosecuted. 

The  appellant  objected  to  the  Introduction 
of  any  eyldence,  for  the  alleged  reason  that 
the  complaint  did  not  state  facts  suiBclent  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  This  objection 
was  overruled,  and  such  ruling  furnishes  the 
first  groond  upon  which  a  reversal  of  the 
Judgment  is  sought  A  reversal  is  also 
sought  upon  the  ground  that  the  evidence 
was  not  sufficient  to  support  the  verdict.  If 
the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  is  to  be  de- 
termined by  the  same  rules  under  the  circum- 
stances cf  this  case  as  it  would  have  been 
liad  it  been  seasonably  attacked  by  a  motion 
or  demurrer,  there  would  oe  some  grounds 
for  the  conteatlMi  that  it  was  insufficient. 
But  this  Is  not  the  rule.  A  complaint  season- 
ably attacked  by  motion  or  demurrer  will  be 
held  to  be  Insufficient  if  the  facts  are  not  so 
stated  as  to  clearly  show  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  recover,  and  upon  what  particu- 
lar theory  or  reason  such  right  Is  founded. 
But,  if  tested  after  answer,  it  will  be  held 
to  be  sufficient  if  the  facts  stated  will  justify 
a  recovery  upon  any  theory  upon  which  a 
right  can  be  founded.  Tested  by  the  latter 
role,  the  complaint  was  sufficient  Such 
facts  were  set  out  as  to  show  that  there  had 


been  a  violation  of  a  contract  made  by  the 
appellant  with  the  respondents,  and  that  on 
account  of  such  violation  the  respondents 
had  been  damaged. 

As  to  the  other  question,  after  the  introduc- 
tion of  proofs  by  the  respective  parties,  tbe 
court  instructed  the  Jury  as  to  the  rules 
which  should  govern  in  its  determination  of 
the  questions  submitted  to  them.  To  these 
instructions  no  exceptions  were  taken,  and  it 
must  follow  that  if  the  evidence  was  suffi- 
cient upon  any  theory  which  might  be  sug- 
gested, such  verdict  must  stand.  If  excep- 
tions had  been  taken  to  the  instructions  of 
the  court,  It  might  have  been  our  duty  to 
have  gone  into  the  evidence  somewhat  in  de- 
tail to  determine  whether  or  not  the  theory 
upon  which  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the 
Jury  found  support  therein.  But,  no  fault 
having  been  found  with  the  theory  under 
which  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the  Jurj-, 
the  only  thing  which  we  have  to  do  is  to 
see  whether  there  was  evidence  which  war- 
ranted the  jury,  upon  the  theory  on  which 
the  cause  was  submitted,  in  finding  for  the 
plaintiffs.  That  the  evidence  was  sufficient 
to  warrant  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiffs  under 
the  instructions  given,  upon  the  theory  that 
the  market  price  of  the  cattle  had  been 
shown,  is  conceded  by  the  appellant,  e.Tcept 
that  it  is  claimed  by  it  that  the  witnesses 
who  testified  to  such  market  price  were  not 
competent  to  so  testify,  and  that  the  proof 
in  relation  thereto  was  as  to  the  market  val-' 
ue  in  Seattle,  instead  of  in  Puyallup,  where 
the  cattle  were  to  be  delivered.  The  wit- 
nesses must  be  held  to  have  been  competent, 
for  the  reason  that  the  errors  assigned  do  not 
raise  the  question  of  their  competency.  The 
court  will  take  Judicial  notice  of  the  distance 
between  Seattle  and  Puyallup,  and  their  re- 
lation to  each  other,  from  which  it  will  be 
apiMirent  that  the  market  price  for  neat  cat- 
lie  would  not  be  so  different  in  the  two  pla- 
ces that  evidence  as  to  what  It  was  in  one 
would  not  be  sufficient  to  show  substantially 
what  it  was  In  the  other. 

Several  other  questions  hare  been  suggest- 
ed In  the  brief  of  the  appellant,  but  under 
the  two  alleged  errors  alwve  stated,  which 
are  all  that  are  contained  In  its  brief,  we 
are  not  called  upon  to  say  anything  In  ref- 
erence thereto.  That  the  cause  was  submit- " 
ted  to  the  Jury  upon  proper  issues  and  upon 
a  theory  warranted  by  the  proofs  must  be 
conclusively  presumed,  for  the  reason  that 
no  exceptions  were  taken  to  the  instructions; 
and  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  pleadings 
and  proofs  were  sufficient  to  sustain  the 
verdict  rendered  upon  the  issues  and  theory 
presented  to  the  Jury  by  such  instructions. 
The  judgment  must  be  affirmed. 

SCOTT.  J.,  concurs.  ANDERS,  DUNBAR, 
and  GORDON,  JJ.,  concur  in  the  result 
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ROBERTSON  r.  WOOLLBY  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  17, 1895.) 

Assumpsit — PLBADma— Veitdor  and  Pukcbaseb 

— Recotekt  or  Pbiob  Paid. 

1.  The  complaint.  In  an  action  to  recover 
the  balance  dne  for  work  performed,  need  not 
allege  a  demand. 

2.  Where  the  vendor  refuses  to  execute  a 
bond  for  a  conveyance,  as  required  by  the  con- 
tract of  sale,  the  vender  does  not,  by  failure  to 
rescind  the  contract  within  a  reasonable  time, 
waive  his  right  to  recover  the  purchase  price 
paid. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Skagit  coun- 
ty; Henry  McBrlde,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  D.  Robertson  against  P.  A. 
Woolley  and  others,  partners  as  the  Skagit 
River  Lumber  &  Shingle  Company.  There 
was  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ants appeal.    Affirmed. 

Metcalfe  &  Jurey,  for  app^lants.  Sinclair 
&  Smith,  for  respondent 

DUNBAR,  J.  The  respondent,  Robertson, 
brought  his  action  below  against  the  appel- 
lants on  two  counts.  The  first  was  for  tbe 
sum  of  $315.26,  with  interest  from  the  6tb 
day  of  March,  1892,  at  the  rate  of  10  per 
cent,  per  annum,  for  work  performed  for 
and  at  the  special  instance  and  request  of 
the  appellants.  The  second  cause  of  action 
alleges  that  the  respondent's  wife,  Sarah  J. 
Robertson,  entered  into  a  contract  with  the 
appellants  to  buy  certain  lots  in  the  town 
of  Woolley,  Skagit  county,  Wash.  The  con- 
tract was  that  the  said  Sarah  J.  Robertson 
was  to  pay  to  the  appellants  $500  for  said 
lots,  $100  to  be  paid  down  and  the  other 
$400  to  be  paid  at  the  end  of  a  year;  that  a 
deed  was  to  be  made  for  said  lots;  and  that 
the  appellants  agreed,  upon  the  payment  of 
$100,  to  execute  a  bond  for  the  making  of 
said  deed;  that  the  appellants  had  refused 
to  comply  with  their  contract,  and  refused 
to  execute  the  bond;  and  that  tbe  demand 
had  been  made  for  the  return  of  tbe  $100; 
and  an  assignment  of  said  claim  had  been 
made  to  the  respondent.  The  defendant  P. 
li.  Woolley  separately  answered,  denying 
that  he  was  a  member  of  the  partnership 
sued.  The  other  defendants  answered,  de- 
nying that  tbe  labor  performed  by  the  plain- 
tiff was  performed  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint; and  for  an  afiBrmatlre  answer,  in 
substance,  claimed  that,  under  the  agree- 
ment which  they  made,  the  api>ellantB  were 
to  furnish,  sell,  and  deliver  to  respondent, 
on  account  of  a  reasonable  value,  certain 
goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  provisions, 
and  supplies,  as  should  be  requested  by  the 
respondent,  necessary  for  the  support  of 
himself  and  family  wliile  in  the  employ  of 
the  appellants,  and  also  to  furnish  him  cer- 
tain lumber  and  materials,  such  as  should 
be  requested,  for  the  improvement  of  said 
real  property;  and,  under  and  by  which  said 
agreement,  the  respondent  agreed  to  perform 


work  and  labor,  at  the  usual  and  reasonable 
stun  per  day,  in  payment  of  the  balance  of 
the  purchase  prtce  of  the  said  real  property, 
and  ahso  in  payment  of  such  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise  to  be  fumlsbed  under  and. 
by  said  agreement;  that,  on  or  about  tbe 
10th  day  of  July,  1890,  in  pursuance  of  said 
agreement,  and  at  the  special  Instance  and 
request  of  the  respondent,  they  caused  to  be 
executed  and  delivered  to  the  sold  Sarah  J. 
Robertson,  wife  of  tbe  respondent,  a  good 
and  sufficient  bond  for  a  deed  to  said  real 
property:  that  the  bond  for  a  deed  was  ex- 
ecuted and  delivered  to  said  Sarah  J.  Rob- 
ertson, and  taken  by  her  in  her  name  for  tbe 
convenience  of  the  respondent,  and  in  trust 
for  him,  and  for  no  other  purpose.  They  al- 
leged the  fumisbing  of  the  goods  and  lum- 
ber to  the  amount  of  $761.89;  admitted  tbe 
reasonable  value  of  the  work  to  be  $914.75; 
and  alleged  the  nonpayment  of  the  sum  of 
$500,  excepting  tbe  cash  payment;  and  de- 
manded a  balance  in  tbe  sum  of  $226  on  tbe 
general  account,  with  interest  from  the  5th 
day  of  March,  1892,  at  tbe  legal  rate;  al- 
leged that  they  caused  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  of  conveyance  to  be  duly  executed  on 
the  2d  day  of  April,  1892,  which  they  filed 
with  their  answer  to  the  original  complaint 
(the  cause  being  tried  under  an  amended 
complaint).  Upon  tbe  issues  made  by  the 
pleadings  the  case  went  to  trial,  and  a  ver- 
dict was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  respond- 
ent for  $512.80. 

The  first  contention  of  the  appellants  is 
that  the  statement  of  the  first  cause  of  action 
does  not  state  facts  snfflclent  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action,  for  tbe  reason  that  the  al- 
legations thereof  show  the  first  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  to  recover  an  alleged  balance  due  up- 
on their  mutual  current  account,  and  it  Is 
not  alleged  that  any  demand  for  the  pay-- 
ment  of  the  balance  was  ever  made.  We  do 
not  think  tbe  complaint  is  properly  subject 
to  this  criticism,  as  it  does  not  show  a  mu- 
tual current  account  for  which  any  demand 
was  necessary.  It  alleges  in  terms  an 
amount  of  money  due. 

The  other  contention,  that  the  purchase 
money  was  waived  by  tbe  failure  to  claim 
the  rescission  within  a  reasonable  time,  we 
do  not  think  can  be  sustained.  According 
to  the  testimony  of  the  respondent,  which 
the  Jury  from  their  verdict  evidently  believ- 
ed, tbe  payment  of  $100  was  made,  and  the 
anneliants  came  into  possession  of  that 
amount  of  money  of  the  respondent,  upon  a 
contract  to  do  certain  things,  which  they  re- 
fused to  do.  They  refused  to  proceed  any 
further  or  make  the  contract,  according  to 
the  agreement;  and  there  was  nothing  to  re- 
scind, and,  upon  such  .  refusal,  respondent 
was  entitled  to  the  money  advanced. 

Many  questions  which  are  raised  by  the 
appellants  in  this  case  are  settled  by  the  ver- 
dict of  the  Jury.  According  to  the  testi- 
mony of  the  respondent,  the  appellants  la- 
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alsted  Dpon  changing  tbe  agreement  He 
testifies  that,  under  the  agreement,  bo  was 
to  hare  a  year  within  which  to  pay  the  $400, 
and  that  when  the  appellants  proffered  the 
bond,  the  condition  incoritorated  was  that  It 
was  to  be  paid  within  six  montbs,  and  that 
tiie  respondent  thereupon  refused  to  enter 
into  such  contract,  and  the  appellants  re- 
fused to  comply  with  the  agrreement  This 
testimony  is  contradicted  by  the  appellants, 
and  flatly  contradicted.  But  it  was  the 
proTlttce  of  the  jury  to  determine  the  truth 
of  tbe  matter  in  issue  by  tbe  testimony  of 
the  witnesses,  and  tbey  bave  determined 
that  Question  in  favor  of  the  contention  of 
the  respondent 

Tbe  other  proposition,  vis.  that  P.  L.  Wool- 
ley  was  not  a  member  of  the  corporation, 
has  also  been  determined  by  the  same  tri- 
bunal. We  do  not  agree  with  the  appellants 
that  there  was  no  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  he  was  a  partner.  The  fact  that  he  was 
a  bookkeeper  for  several  years  in  the  con- 
cern; tbat  he  admits  tbat  he  was  a  partus 
In  the  store  business;  that  the  business  of 
the  store  and  the  business  of  the  partnership 
were  Intimat^y  connected;  that  they  had  the 
same  bookkeeper  and  secretary;  that  their 
business  was  transacted  in  tbe  same  office, 
and  that  the  same  books  were  used;  the  far- 
ther fact  that  tbe  billheads  which  were  used, 
and  npon  which  tbe  respondent's  account 
waa  made,  bad  described  P.  L.  Woolley  as 
one  of  tbe  members  of  the  corporation,  and 
tbe  secretary  of  the  same;  that  these  bill- 
heads wer*  used  for  about  three  years;  the 
Statements  of  members  of  the  corporation, 
which  were  sworn  to  by  the  respondent  and 
otbor  circnmstances  testified  to,— were  tangl- 
Ue  testimony  tending  to  show  that  P.  L. 
Woolley  was  a  member  of  this  corporation; 
and,  while  the  testimony  may  not  be  suffi- 
cient to  convince  this  court  tliat  such  waa 
the  case,  there  was  sufficient  testimony  be- 
fore tbe  ]T;ry  to  sustain  their  verdict 

Several  Instructions  are  discussed  in  ap- 
pellantir  brief;  but  the  record  shows  that 
there  waa  no  cfxception  to  any  instruction 
except  the  instrnctlon  that  there  waa  no  evi- 
dence tbat  would  entitle  the  defendants  to 
recover  any  amonnt  under  the  pleadings. 
The  others  were  the  general  exceptions, 
which  this  court  has  so  often  held  did  not 
amount  to  an  exception  under  the  law.  This 
Instrnctlon,  we  think,  under  the  testimony, 
was  correct 

Tbe  appellants  insist  that  whether  or  not 
tbey  sbould  recover  was  a  question  of  t&ct, 
which  sbould  bave  been  submitted  to  the 
Jury:  bat  under  tbe  pleadings  In  this  case, 
there  was  no  question  of  fact  submitted  to 
tbe  Jory,  and  no  proof  offered,  upon  which  a 
Jndgment  for  defendants  could  bare  be«i  sns- 
nlned.  Tbe  answer  alleged  that  the  agree- 
ment was  tbat  the  plaintiff  was  to  pay  for 
tbe  lots  in  work  and  labor,  and  no  proof  at 
an  was  introduced  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
nfosed  to  continue  to .  ser(oiw  .  work  and 
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labor  la  payment  of  tbese  lota.  We  llilnk 
the  jury  were  not  misled  by  the  Instructlona 
of  the  court  and  tbe  judgment  will  tbeM- 
fore  be  affirmed. 

ANDERS,  800TT,  and  GORDON,  JJ.,  con- 
cor.   HOXT,  a  J.,  dissents. 


'U  Wasli.  S42) 
FLINT  et  al.  v.  LONG  et  «1. 
(Snpreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  17, 1S95.) 
Advbrse  Fossbssion— C01.0B  or  Titlb. 

1.  One  who  purcliaaes  land  under  a  deed  of 
certain  lots  as  platted  obtains  color  of  title  to 
lots  staked  off  as  sueh  lots,  though  in  fact  they 
are  not  the  lots  called  for  by  the  plat. 

2.  A  purchaser  of  a  dty  lot  built  a  fence 
around  three  sides  of  it  the  lot  being  inaccessi- 
ble from  the  fourth  side,  dne  to  the  rouKhness 
of  the  ground;  cleared  it  of  brush  and  timber, 
a  considerable  quantity  of  which  was  on  it  and 
the  surrounding  lots,  and  planted  shrubbery 
thereon.  Hdd,  that  his  possession  was  suffi- 
ciently open  to  constitute  adverse  possession. 

Appeal  from  superior  court  King  county; 
R.  Osbom,  Judge. 

Action  by  Thomas  Flint  and  another 
against  Franklin  P.  Long  and  another.  There 
was  a  judgment  for  defendants,  and  plain- 
tiffs appeal.    Affirmed. 

Preston  St  Albertson,  for  appellanta.  Green* 
&  Turner,  for  respondents. 

DUNBAR,  J.  The  plaintiffs  and  defend- 
ants in  this  case  derive  their  respective 
claims  of  title  from  a  common  source,  name- 
ly, one  D.  T.  Wheeler  and  bis  wife.  The  land 
in  controversy  is  a  part  of  the  tract  of  "thir- 
ty acres  off  from  tbe  south  side  of  the  east 
120  acres  of  what  to  known  as  the  *C.  D. 
Boren  Donation  Claim* "  In  the  city  of  Seat- 
tle, of  which  D.  T.  Wbeder  and  wife  were 
on  tbe  7th  day  of  December,  1870^  seised  and 
possessed  in  fee  simple.  Wheeler  and  wife, 
on  the  10th  day  of  December,  1870,  being 
still  the  owners  of  a  certain  5  acres  of  said 
30  acres,  In  which  tract  of  5  acres  is  in- 
cluded tbe  parcel  now  In  dispute,  conveyed 
said  6  acres  to  one  Benjamin  Flint  which 
Flint  afterwards  duly  conveyed  to  appellants. 
Tbe  record  shows  tliat  said  Wheeler  and 
wife,  on  December  7, 1870,  conveyed  10  acres 
out  of  tbe  30  acres  alxyve  mentioned  to  one 
John  liawler  and  Margaret  Koilock  In  undi- 
vided interests,  and  that  this  10  acres  was, 
on  April  10,  1882,  partitioned  in  severalty 
between  these  grantees.  This  10  acres  abuts 
on  tbe  west  l>oundary  of  the  6  acres  deed- 
ed to  appellants,  and  does  not  overlap  any 
part  of  the  latter  according  to  the  descrip- 
tion In  the  respective  deeds.  lawler,  how- 
ever, in  platting  bis  part  of  the  said  10  acrea^ 
staked  it  out  on  tbe  ground,  not  accord- 
ing to  tbe  description  of  his  deeds,  but  so  as 
to  include  the  west  102  feet  of  tbe  5  acres 
owned  by  appellants.  Tbe  land  in  contro- 
ffOTy.lff  a  i^art.af  tbia  etcijo  ol^l^lf^ju^^ 
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corresponds  with  lot«  'S'and  6  of  block  4  of 
Lawler's  addition,  as  tbe  same  were  actually 
staked  out  ou  the  ground.  The  description 
In  the  paper  plat,  however,  follows  the  de- 
scription of  the  Lawler  deeds,  and  does  not 
Iiuiport  to  cover  any  part  of  said  strip  of  102 
feet.  The  respondent  Long  became  the  pur- 
chaser of  lots  5  and  6  of  block  4  of  Lawler's 
addition,  so  that  the  question  is,  who  is  en- 
titled to  the  parcel  in  dispute  by  reason  of 
these  conveyances?  At  least  that  would  be 
the  question  if  there  was  not  any  question  of 
the  statute  of  limitations  in  the  case.  Mary 
Monasniith  is  the  tenant  of  respondent  Frank- 
lin P.  Long  herein,  and  was  made  a  party  to 
this  action,  which  is  an  action  in  ejectment 
The  defense  of  adverse  possession  for  10 
years  prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  suit 
under  said  alleged  color  of  title  was  set  up 
by  the  respondents,  and  the  view  we  take 
of  this  Issue  renders  unnecessary  the  dis- 
cussion of  any  other  propositions.  Conceding 
the  necessity,  under  the  provisions  of  our 
statute,  to  show  color  of  title  on  the  part  of 
the  respondent  in  this  case,— a  question  upon 
which  we  do  not  now  pass,— it  seems  to  us 
that  such  color  of  title  was  fairly  shown. 
All  that  is  necessary  to  be  shown  is  that  there 
was  a  proof  or  colorable  title  under  which  the 
entry  or  claim  has  been  made  in  good  faith. 
The  land  in  question  was  purchased  by  the 
respondents,  and  the  platting  ou  file  merely 
represented  the  lots  as  staked  out  upon  the 
ground;  and  a  deed  to  certain  lots  purporting 
to  convey  land  actually  staked  out  upon  the 
fiice  of  the  earth  to  correspond  with  the  deed 
would  certainly  be  a  purchase,  and  an  entry 
thereunder,  if  such  entry  was  made  in  good 
faith.  It  Is  but  a  prudent  practice,  and  cer- 
tainly a  common  one,  when  people  are  buy- 
ing lots,  to  view  the  lots  as  actually  staked 
out  upon  the  face  of  the  earth.  Devlin, 
Deeds,  (  1022,  p.  336,  says:  "The  words  on 
the  face  of  a  map  of  a  town  'as  laid  out'  by 
a  certain  person,  are  equivalent  to  'as  sur- 
veyed' by  him,  and  embrace  a  reference  to  the 
monuments  placed  on  the  land  by  the  survey- 
or." So  that  the  pertinent  question  in  this 
case  is:  Has  there  been  an  open,  notorious, 
undisputed,  and  adverse  possession  of  the 
land  In  controversy  by  the  respondent  and  his 
grantors  for  10  years  immediately  preceding 
the  commencement  of  this  action?  The  court 
who  tried  the  cause  found  as  a  fact  that  the 
defendant  Franklin  P.  Long  and  his  grantors 
liave  been  in  actual,  open,  notorious,  and  ex- 
clusive possession  adverse  to  the  platntifts, 
and  each  of  them,  of  every  part  and  parcel 
of  the  land  in  question  from  and  ever  since 
the  23d  day  of  May,  1883,  until  the  day  of 
the  hearing  and  trial,  under  color  and  claim 
of  title  adverse  to  the  plaintiffs.  This  action 
was  commenced  August  10,  1893.  A  care- 
ful investigation  of  all  the  testimony  In  this 
case  leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  court 
was  waiTanted  in  such  finding.  The  testi- 
mony Is  too  long  and  too  much  diversified  to 
specially  refer  to  It,  but  we  do  not  think  that 


we  shall  have  to  go  to  the  extent  that  we 
did  In  Land  Co.  v.  Dibble,  4  Wash.  767,  31 
Pac  30,  to  sustain  this  finding.  It  is  true, 
there  Is  some  conflict  In  the  testimony,  and 
parties  were  Introduced  to  testify  that  they  had 
been  upon  these  lands  at  the  time  testified 
to  by  the  defendants'  witnesses,  and  that  such 
Improvements  as  they  testified  to  did  not  ex- 
ist; but  the  parties  who  had  procured  these 
improvements  made,  and  had  paid  for  them, 
and  witnesses  who  made  some  of  the  im- 
provements, testified  in  regard  to  the  making 
of  them,  and  to  the  time  of  the  making  of 
them.  It  appears  from  the  testimony  that 
during  the  winter  of  1882  and  the  early  spring 
of  1883,— shortly  after  the  purchase  of  these 
lots  by  Mis.  Malson,— that  she  employed  a 
man  to  clear  the  same;  that  he  went  upon  the 
lots,  cut  down  the  timber  that  yet  remained 
standing  upon  them,  cut  down  the  brush,— 
of  which  it  seems  there  was  an  abundance  on 
the  lots,— and  cleared  the  lots  off,  planting 
in  the  month  of  February  a  considerable  por- 
tion of  it  to  shrubbery;  and  that  be  built  a 
rude  fence  around  three  sides  of  the  land  in 
dispute  (testimony  showing  that  the  other 
side  was  inaccesBlble  to  stock  on  account  ot 
its  roughness);  and  from  the  character  of 
work  which  was  shown  by  these  witnessaa  to 
have  been  done  upon  this  land  the  face  and 
appearance  of  the  ground  must  have  been 
completely  changed,  so  that  notice  would 
have  been  given  to  any  one  who  saw  the 
land  that  possession  had  been  taken  of  the 
same,  and  improvements  made  thereon,  which 
improvements  would  be  taiconslstent  with  any 
other  theory  than  the  theory  of  possession 
and  ownership.  Shortly  after  this,  and,  ac- 
cording to  the  testimony,  about  the  Ist  of 
September,  1883,  a  house  was  built  upon  this 
land,  which  house  has  bem  occupied  by  the 
respondent  and  his  grantor  or  their  tenants 
practically  ever  since  it  was  built.  It  Is 
true  that  this  house  was  not  a  very  preten- 
tious one,  being  a  board  house,  with  the 
boards  running  up  and  down,  and  a  shingle 
roof,  and,  as  the  man  testified  who  built  It, 
from  20  to  24  feet  long;  but,  unpretentious 
as  it  was,  it  has  been  occupied  all  this  time 
by  families  consisting  of  women  and  chil- 
dren, and  the  testimony  is  undisputed  that 
since  the  fall  of  1880  it  has  been  occupied 
continuously  by  Mrs.  Monasmith  and  her 
family,  and  that  she  has  paid  the  rent,  which, 
from  the  testimony,  appears  to  have  been 
from  two  to  four  dollars  per  month,  to  the 
respondent,  or  his  agent,  Mrs.  Boss.  If  the 
testimony  of  the  witnesses  for  the  defense  be 
true,  the  possession  in  this  case  has  not  been 
of  a  doubtful  character,  but  has  been  open 
and  notorious,  and  the  Improvements  made 
substantial;  and  while,  as  we  before  said, 
there  Is  some  conflict  as  to  when  the  first  im- 
provements were  made.— -namely,  the  clearing 
and  the  setting  out  of  the  shrubbery,— yet, 
from  a  perusal  of  this  testimony,  we  are  not 
prepared  to  say  that  the  Judge,  who  saw  the 
witnesses  and  beard  them  testl<7,<jiWM  oiot 
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JUBtified  in  reaching  the  conclnslon  which  he 
did.  The  judgment  will  therefore  be  affirm- 
ed. 

SCOTT,  ANDBB8,  and  QORDON,  JJ,  oon- 
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STATE  T.  ROBINSON.* 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  17, 1886.) 

MCBOZB— Acasasosi— Ck>iiyiCTioil  o*  UiK- 

8LA.CaBTBK. 

One  chareed  wHh  murder  aa  an  accesso- 
ry before  the  fact  cannot  be  convicted  of  man- 
daughter,  he  not  haring  been  present  at  the 
time  of  the  killing. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Snohomish 
eonnty;  John  C.  Denney,  Judge. 

William  Robinson  was  convicted  of  man- 
alaoghter,  and  appeals.    Reversed. 

G«o.  A.  Allen  and  Alex.  Akerman,  for  ap- 
pellant. J.  W.  Heffner  (A.  W.  Hawlca,  of 
counsel),  tor  the  State. 

GORDON,  J.  Appellant  was  tried  In  the 
■aperior  court  of  Snohomish  connty,  upon 
an  information  charging  him  with  the  crime 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree,  for  the  killinf 
of  George  Schultz  on  the  22d  day  of  Decem- 
ber, 1892.  A  verdict  of  manslaughter  was 
cetumed  by  the  Jury,  and,  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  having  t>een  overruled,  appellant 
was  sentenced  to  imprisonment  in  the  pen- 
itentiary for  the  term  of  18  years.  The  case 
comes  to  this  court  upon  his  appeal  from  tlie 
Judgment  of  conviction. 

The  record  discloses  that  upon  the  trial 
hdow  no  attempt  was  made  by  the  state  to 
show  that  appellant  was  present  at  the  time 
and  place  of  the  killing.  On  the  contrary, 
it  is  conceded  that  at  the  time  the  homicide 
was  committed  appellant  was  serving  as  a 
Juror  in  the  superior  court  of  the  county,  at 
the  city  of  Snohomish,  distant  some  10  or 
11  miles  from  the  place  where  the  homicide 
was  committed.  And  the  proof  upon  the 
Itiart  of  the  state  was  confined  to  an  attempt 
to  show  that  appellant  had  conspired  with 
Jamea  Robinson,  George  Robinson,  John 
White,  and  John  Livingstone  to  commit  the 
crime,  and  that  the  killing  was  done  by 
George  Rotrinson  and  John  Livingstone  in 
pnnraance  of  such  conspiracy;  the  theory  of 
tlie  state  being  that  the  appellant  was  an 
accessory  before  the  fact  2  Hill's  Code^  i 
use,  provides:  "No  distlncticm  shall  exist 
between  an  accessory  before  the  fact  and  a 
principal,  or  between  principals  in  the  first 
and  second  degree,  and  all  persons  concern- 
ed In  the  commission  cf  an  ofTense,  whether 
they  directly  counsel  the  act  constituting  the 
offense,  or  counsel,  aid,  and  abet  in  its  com- 
mission, tboogh  not  present,  shall  hereafter 
be  Indicted,  tried  and  punished  as  princi- 
pals.'' It  Is  conceded  by  appellant's  counsel 
that. the  evidence  was  insufficient  to  Justify 
the    conviction    of    manslaughter;   and  we 

,  IFor  dissenting  opfaiion  of  Hoyt,  C.  J.,  see 


think  this  contention  must  be  upheld.  It 
was  conceded  by  the  learned  counsel  for  the 
state,  upon  the  argument  of  the  cause  in 
this  court,  that,  if  the  information  charged 
no  higher  offense  than  manslaughter,  the 
evidence  introduced  would  be  incompetent 
to  establish  such  crime.  But  be  earnestly 
contends  that  inasmuch  as  the  crime  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree  is  charged  in  the 
information  In  which  the  lesser  offense  of 
manslaughter  is  necessarily  included,  and  in- 
asmuch as  the  evidence  was  competent  in 
support  of  the  charge  of  murder,  it  was  with- 
in the  province  of  the  Jury,  under  section 
1S19,  2  HlU's  Code,  to  find  the  defendant  not 
guilty  of  the  degree  charged  in  the  informa- 
tion, and  guilty  of  any  degree  inferior  there- 
to. But  with  this  contention  we  cannot 
agree.  We  think  that  section  1319,  supra, 
contains  but  the  usual  provisions  in  force  in 
all  or  nearly  all  of  the  states,  and  we  have 
been  cited  to  no  case,  nor  have  we  found 
one,  in  wlilch  a  conviction  for  manslaughter 
has  been  sustained  under  circumstances  sim- 
ilar to  those  disclosed  by  the  record  here. 
"The  offense  of  manslaughter,  from  its  legal 
character,  excludes  the  possibility  of  an  ac- 
cessory before  the  fact  as  an  element  in  its 
composition."  Jones  v.  State,  13  Tex.  168; 
Bowman  v.  State  (Tex.  Cr.  App.)  20  8.  W. 
558;  Boyd  T.  State,  17  Oa.  194.  Conspiring 
with  another  to  kill  a  human  being  neces- 
sarily involves  malice,  whereas  manslaugh- 
ter is  the  "unlawful  killing  wltboat  mal- 
ice," and  does  not  admit  of  preconcerted  de- 
sign. The  only  offense  which  the  evidence 
in  this  case  tended  to  establish  was  murder 
in  either  the  first  or  second  degree,  and 
the  verdict  which  found  appellant  guilty  of 
manslaughter  was  farcical  and  "contrary  to 
law  and  the  evidenca"  It  was  the  duty  of 
the  Jury,  if  they  entertained  a  reasonable 
doubt  of  the  appellant's  guilt  of  the  only 
crime  which  the  evidence  tended  to  prove,  to 
acquit,  and  "not  compromise  with  that  doubt 
by  finding  him  guilty  of  a  lower  grade  ot  of- 
fense." State  V.  Mahly,  68  Mo.  315.  The 
theory  of  manslaughter  Is  unsupported  by 
any  evidence  whatever;  and,  such  bdng  the 
case,  it  was  Improper  to  instruct  the  Jury 
ttiat  they  might  find  the  appellant  guilty  of 
manslaughter.  State  r.  Cole  (Iowa)  17  N.  W. 
183;  Dlckerson  v.  State  (Wis.)  4  N.  W.  821; 
State  T.  Cantleny,  34  Minn.  1,  24  N.  W.  468; 
Foster  T.  People^  60  N.  Y.  698.  In  Boyd  t. 
State,  supra,  the  court  say:  "Here  the  plead- 
ings, it  is  true,  put  in  Issue  the  crime  of 
manslaughter;  for  the  indictment,  being  fbr 
murder,  put  in  issue,  not  only  that  offense, 
but  every  lower  grade  of  homicide  also,  Just 
as  though  there  were  a  separate  count  for 
each.  But,  the  evidence  Introduced  going  to 
the  crime  of  murder  only,  all  the  minor 
grades  of  homicide,  although  contained  la 
the  true  bin,  were  nevertheless  withdrawn. 
or  dropped  for  want  of  proof,  in  the  issus 
finally  submitted  to  the  Jury."  Such  we  think 
is  the  present  case.   The  evidence^  while  jpag, 
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er  to  be  passed  upon  by  a  Jury  in  connection 
with  the  charge  of  murder  In  the  first  degree, 
became  legally  Incompetent  when  considered 
with  reference  to  the  charge  of  manslaugh- 
ter,—a  charge  which  admits  of  no  acces- 
sories before  the  fact  The  case  of  State  t. 
Urier,  39  Pac.  874,  decided  by  this  court  on 
February  20,  1895,  does  not  support  the 
position  of  counsel  for  the  state.  The  ques- 
tion presented  here  was  not  involved  in  the 
decision  of  that  ease,  and  there  is  a  marked 
distinction  between  the  cases.  The  indict- 
ment in  the  case  of  State  v.  Grler  was  for 
murder  in  the  first  degrree,  in  administering 
poison  to  the  deceased.  The  conviction  was 
for  a  lesser  degree.  None  of  the  evidence 
upon  the  trial  was  brought  to  tMs  court  by 
bill  of  exceptions  or  statement  of  facta,  the 
contention  being  that  under  the  Indictment 
a  conviction  could  only  be  had  of  murder  in 
the  first  degree.  In  the  absence  of  the  evi- 
dence or  any  sufficient  statement  of  the  cir- 
cumstances relied  upon  for  a  conviction  in 
that  case,  this  court  was  unable  to  say  that 
circumstances  might  not  exist  wliich  would 
Justify  a  conviction  under  the  indictment  for 
homicide  in  one  of  the  lesser  degrees.  For 
Instance,  if  the  poison  Iiad  been  administer- 
ed under  circumstances  amounting  to  crim- 
inal negligence,  a  conviction  might  properly 
follow  for  manslaughter.  Hare,  however, 
the  facts  and  circumstances  relied  upon  for 
a  conviction  are  not  in  dispute,  and  we 
thinli  that  the  distinction  i>etween  the  cases 
is  apparent  The  legal  effect  of  the  verdict 
in  this  case  acquits  the  defendant  of  the 
higher  degrees  of  homicide,  and,  having  con- 
cluded that  the  evidence  Is  Insuffldent  to  Jus- 
tify a  conviction  for  manslaughter,  the  Judg- 
ment will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  discharge  the 
appellant. 

ANDERS  and  DUNBAIl,  JJ.,  concur. 


STATE   V.   FEAMSTER. 

fSupreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  27,  1805.) 

Assault  with  xstknt  to  Kill— SuFriciEscr  or 

Indictment — Motion  in  Akkest  op 

JCDOMENT- Time  to  Make. 

1.  Tile  objection  that  a  motion  in  arrest  of 
judgment  was  made  too  late  cannot  be  raised 
for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 

2.  A  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  on  the 
ground  that  the  information  does  not  charge  a 
crime  may  be  made  after  two  trials,  in  one  of 
■whicli  the  jury  disagreed. 

.S.  An  Information  for  assault  with  Intent 
to  kill,  which  allettes  that  defendant  attempted 
to  kill  one  T.  witii  a  pistol,  sufliciently  shows 
that  defendant  committed  an  assault  on  T. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Yakima  coun- 
ty;  Carroll  B.  Graves,  Judge. 

William  Feamster  was  convicted  of  an  as- 
sault with  intent  to  murder.    A  motion  in 


arrest  of  Judgmeot  was  granted,  and  the  state 
appeals.     Reversed. 

Ira  P.  Engiehart  Pros.  Atty.,  J.  A.  Bocb- 
ford,  and  Jones  &  Newman,  for  the  State. 
H.  J.  Snlveley,  Fred  Miller,  and  W.  F.  Butdi- 
er,  for  respondent 

ANDERS,  J.  The  respondent  was  twice 
tiled  for  an  assault  with  intent  to  commit 
murder,  on  an  information  the  body  of  which 
is  as  follows:  "Comes  now  J.  A,  Rochford, 
prosecuting  attorney  oC  Yakima  county,  state 
of  Washington,  and  by  tills  information  ac- 
cuses William  Feamster  of  the  crime  of  as- 
sault with  Intent  to  commit  murder,  commit- 
ted as  follows:  He,  the  said  William  Feams- 
ter, on  the  24th  day  of  November,  ISiM,  A. 
D.,  in  the  county  of  Yakima,  state  of  Wash- 
ington, then  and  there  being,  did  then  and 
there  attempt  in  a  rude,  insolent  and  angry 
manner,  coupled  with  the  presentablllty  to 
carry  into  execution  such  attempt  unlawful- 
ly, feloniously,  purposdy,  and  of  his  delib- 
erate and  premeditated  malice,  to  kill  one  H. 
L.  Tucker  with  a  deadly  weapon,  to  wit,  with 
a  pistol  (revolver),  which  he,  the  said  Wil- 
liam Feamster,  then  and  there  had  and  held 
In  bis  hand,  with  intent  then  and  Uiere  and 
thereby  to  unlawfully,  feloniously,  purposely, 
and  of  his  delil>erate  and  pr«neditated  malice 
to  kill  and  murder  the  said  H.  Ij.  Tudier." 
On  the  first  trial  the  Jury  failed  to  agrees 
but  upon  the  second  a  verdict  of  guilty  as 
charged  was  returned.  A  motion  for  a  new 
trial  liaving  been  overruled,  the  defendant 
moved  In  arrest  of  judgment  on  the  ground 
that  the  information  did  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  crime.  Tliis  motion  was 
sustained  by  the  court,  and,  the  prosecuting 
attorney  Iiaving  elected  to  stand  upon  the 
information,  the  defendant  was  discharged, 
whereupon  the  state,  by  its  ootmscl,  appealed. 

The  first  iK>int  made  by  appellant  is  tliat 
the  motion  in  arrest  of  Judgment  was  not 
seasonably  made.  It  is  insisted  that  after 
the  defendant  bad  gone  into  two  trials  on 
the  merits  without  objection  It  was  too  late 
to  object  to  the  information  on  tho  ground  of 
Insufficiency.  But  there  are  two  insuperable 
objections  to  this  proposition.  The  first  la 
tliat  the  question  was  not  called  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  below,  and  cannot  be  pre- 
sented for  the  first  time  here;  and  the  sec- 
ond is  that,  as  a  matter  of  fact  the  motion 
was  timely  made.  No  motion  in  arrest  of 
Judgment  can  properly  be  Interposed  until 
after  a  v^dlct,  for  the  reason  that  the  only 
Judgment  whicb  can  be  arrested  upon  such 
motion  la  a  Judgment  on  the  verdict  of  the 
Jury.  The  motion  could  not  have  been  made 
at  an  earlier  stage  of  the  proceedings,  and 
it  necessarily  follows  that  It  was  made  In 
time. 

We  now  come  to  the  consideration  ot  the 
vital  and  decisive  questlan  in  the  case,  which 
is,  does  the  information  state  facts  sufflcient 
to  constitute  a  crime}    If  it  does  not;  the 
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Judgment  of  the  coort  below  was  right;  but, 
if  It  does,  it  waa  wrong,  and  must  be  re- 
▼eraed.  The  information  waa  drawn  under 
section  22  of  the  Penal  Code,  which  providee 
that  "an  asaatilt  with  an  intent  to  commit 
murder  •  •  •  ahaU  subject  the  offender  to 
imprtaonmoit  in  the  penitentiary  for  a  term 
of  not  lees  than  one  year  nor  more  than  four- 
teen years."  It  will  be  seen  that  this  oBeaae 
consists  of  two  constitnent  elements  or  es- 
sentials. To  constitute  it,  there  must  coex- 
ist a  consummated  assault,  as  contradl8tin> 
iniislied  ftom  a  mere  attempt,  and  a  specific 
intent  to  commit  murder;  and  an  indictment 
or  information  which  does  not,  in  proi)er 
terms,  allege  both  the  commission  of  an  as- 
sanit  and  the  specific  intent,  falls  to  state 
fkcts  anfflcient  to  constitnte  the  c^ense  under 
consideration.  That  the  intent  is  sufficiently 
axerred  in  this  Instance  can  hardly  be  doubt- 
ed, and  it  follows  that,  if  sufficient  facts  are 
stated  to  constitute  an  assault,  the  informa- 
tion mnst  be  held  gooi.  'nie  words  employ- 
ed in  the  statute  defining  an  assault  (section 
20.  Pen.  Code)  are  not  used,  but  that  is  not 
material,  pi-ovided  those  used  convey  the 
same  meaning  (Code  Cr.  Proc.  {  1248),  or  are 
words  of  more  extensive  signification,  and 
include  the  words  of  the  statute.  1  BIsb. 
Cr.  Proc.  i  612;  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p. 
673;  Whitman  y.  State  (Neb.)  22  N.  W.  4.50; 
Tully  T.  Pec^le.  67  N.  Y.  15.  In  the  case  last 
cited  the  word  "destroy"  was  substituted  for 
the  word  "disable"  In  the  statute,  in  an  in- 
dictment for  mayhem,  and  the  court  held  that 
tbe  indictment  was  not  defective  by  reason 
of  the  sulNititutiou,  because  the  word  "de- 
stroy" was  more  compriihenslve  than  the 
word  "disable,"  and  included  what  was  signi- 
fied by  it  And  in  Whitman  v.  State,  supra, 
the  court  held  tliat  an  indictment  for  shoot- 
ing with  intent  to  Itill,  in  which  it  was  al- 
leged that  the  act  waa  "unlawfully,  willfully, 
purposely,  and  feloniously"  done,  would  not 
be  quashed  as  not  stutlng  an  offense,  because 
the  word  "maliciously,"  employed  In  the  stat- 
ute, waa  omitted,  for  the  reason  that  the 
words  used  included  the  full  signification  of 
the  word  "maliciously,"  and  were  more  than 
equivalents  of  that  word.  And  so.  In  this 
case,  we  think  tho  words  "to  kill  with  a  pis- 
tol" are  of  more  extendve  slgnlflcation  than 
^ther  of  the  woi-ds  "touch,"  "strike,"  "beat." 
or  '•wound,"  used  In  the  statute,  and  include 
all  that  is  signified  by  either  or  all  of  thorn. 
For  the  foregoing  reasons,  we  are  of  the 
opinion  that  this  information,  though  some- 
what Inartlfidally  drawn,  states  facts  sutB- 
cient  to  constitute  the  crime  of  which  the 
respondent  was  convicted,  and  that  the  mo- 
tion In  arrest  of  Judgment  should  have  been 
denied.  The  Judgment  will  therefore  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  further 
ptoceedings  In  accordance  with  law  and  this 
opinion. 

HOTT,  C.  J.,  and  DUNBAK,  SCOTT,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


WEIGLB  T.  CASCADE  PIEE  &  MARINE 

INS.  CO.  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  27,  1S95.) 
Amoukt  of  Fike  Ixsuuance  Policy— MisBEPKS- 

SBJtTATIOSS— IKTBNT— APPKAU 

1.  The  objertion  that  plaintiff  had  a  jury 
trial,  to  which  he  waa  not  entitled,  cannot  be 
raised  for  the  tirat  tiiae  ou  appeal. 

2.  Un  an  issue  as  to  whether  an  insured 
misinformed  the  company  as  to  the  puriiose  for 
which  he  occupied  the  insured  premises,  it  was 
error  to  charge  that  any  concealment  by  in- 
sured, in  order  to  affect  the  policy,  must  have 
been  willful  and  intentional. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  King  county; 
Alfred  Battle,  Judge  pro  tern. 

Action  by  George  M.  Welgle  against  Cas- 
cade Fire  &  Marine  Insurance  Company  and 
others  on  a  Are  Insurance  policy.  Judgment 
was  rendered  for  plalntifll,  and  defendant 
company  appeals.    Reversed. 

C.  A.  Riddle,  for  appellant  A.  E.  Isbam, 
for  respondent. 

DUNBAR,  J.  This  action  was  instituted 
by  the  respondent,  George  M.  Welgle,  as- 
signee of  Jennie  Y.  WlUets,  against  the  ap- 
pellant, the  Cascade  Fire  &  Marine  Insur- 
ance Company,  and  various  persons  alleged 
to  be  stocbJiolders  in  said  company,  to  re- 
cover upon  a  policy  of  insurance  damages  for 
loss  of  property  destroyed.  The  defendant 
Insurance  comiiany  answered,  admitting  the 
issuance  of  the  policy  sued  upon,  and  that 
the  property  therein  described  was  desti-oyed 
by  tire,  but  alleged  that  the  policy  of  insur- 
ance insured  the  property  while  the  same 
was  contained  in  the  building  occupied  as  a 
dwelling  and  lodging  house;  that  it  was 
stipulated  In  said  policy  that  it  would  be  en- 
tirely void,  unless  otherwise  provided  by 
agreement  Indorsed  on  said  poicy,  if  the  haz- 
ard should  be  increased  by  any  means  with- 
in the  control  or  knowledge  of  the  Insured; 
alleged  that  the  building  and  rooms  wherein 
said  property  was  situated  were  used  as  a 
house  of  prostitution,  wherein  lewd,  boister- 
ous, and  riotous  persons  congregated;  that 
riotous  conduct  occurred;  that  thereby  the 
hazard  became  greatly  increased;  that  such 
use  was  m  violation  of  the  terms  of  said  pol- 
icy, and  that  the  policy  thereby  became  uull 
and  void.  It  was  further  pleaded  affirma- 
tively by  tbe  an>«Uant  that  it  was  stipulated 
In  said  policy  that  the  same  should  be  void 
if  the  insured  had  concealed  or  misrepre- 
sented In  writing  or  otherwise  any  material 
fact  or  clrciimstauce  concerning  the  insur- 
ance, or  the  subject  thereof;  that  at  the  time 
of  making  said  policy  of  insurance  said  Jen- 
nie V.  Willets,  tbe  person  named  in  said  pol- 
icy as  the  insured,  stated  and  represented  to 
the  defendant  that  the  premises  wherein  the 
property  described  in  the  said  policy  of  in- 
surance was  dtuated  were  used  as  a  dwelling 
and  a  lodging  house;  that  in  truth  and  in 
fact  the  said  premises  were  used  and  occu- 
pied by  tbe  said  Jennie  V :  Willets  as  a  house 
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of  prostitution,  and  as  a  place  of  assigna- 
tion, and  as  a  resort  for  lewd  and  riotous 
people,  who  Indulged  In  drinking  and  carous- 
als, and  that  said  persons  became  drunk 
and  disorderly,  and  thereby  rendered  said 
premises  uninsurable  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  by-laws  and  regulations  of  the  defend- 
ant corporation;  alleged  that  the  said  Jen- 
nie v.  Wlllets  concealed  the  aforesaid  facts 
from  the  defendant,  misrepresented  the  char- 
acter of  the  risk  and  the  occupancy  of  the 
building,  and  that  the  defendant  had  no 
knowledge  or  Information  regarding  the 
same;  and  alleged,  what  was  really  a  con- 
clusion of  law,  that  the  policy  of  Insurance, 
by  reason  of  such  misrepresentation  and  con- 
cealment, was  void  at  the  time  of  the  fire. 
The  case  was  tried  before  a  jury,  and  a  ver- 
dict rendered  for  the  respondent,  from  which 
an  appeal  is  taken  to  this  court  b,y  the  ap- 
I>ellajit. 

It  is  urged  by  the  appellant  that  the  amend- 
ed complaint  in  this  case  was  a  bill  in  equi- 
ty; that  the  action  thereby  became  a  case 
in  equity;  that  equity,  having  assumed  Ju- 
risdiction, could  retain  it  for  all  purposes; 
and  that  respondent  was  not,  therefore,  en- 
titled to  a  jury  trial  of  the  Issues  involved. 
As  this  question  was  not  raised  below,  how- 
ever, by  the  appellant,  as  it  tacitly  consented 
to  a  trial  by  Jury  by  entering  into  a  trial  of 
the  cause  without  objection,  It  Is  too  late  to 
raise  the  question  here.  We  hav«  carefully 
examined  this  record,  and  from  such  exami- 
nation conclude  that  with  one  exception  the 
contention  of  the  appellant  that  errors  were 
committed  by  the  lower  court  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. We  do  not  think  (without  particular- 
ly specifying)  that  the  court  erred  In  admit- 
ting the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Wlllets.  nor 
should  we  reverse  this  case  on  the  ground 
that  the  testimony  would  not  sustain  the  ver- 
dict, neither  do  we  think  the  court  abused  Its 
discretion  in  not  allowing  appellant  to  amend 
its  answer  as  prayed  for.  The  court,  we 
think,  rightfully  Instructed  the  jury  concern- 
ing the  question  of  additional  risk,  and  that 
under  the  testimony  they  were  justified  in 
concluding  that  no  additional  risk  had  been 
proven,  even  conceding  that  the  tesrtlmony 
showed  that  the  house  had  been  used  as  a 
house  of  prostitution.  Among  other  things, 
however,  the  court  Instructed  the  Jury  as 
follows:  "You  are  Instructed  that  it  Is  stat- 
ed In  the  policy  Introduced  in  evidence  that 
the  second  story  building  was  occupied  as  a 
dwelling  and  lodging  house.  You  are  further- 
more instructed  that  the  policy  introduced  in 
evidence  In  this  case  provides  that  said  pol- 
icy shall  be  void  if  the  insured  should  con- 
ceal or  misrepresent,  in  writing  or  otherwise, 
any  material  fact  or  circumstance  concern- 
ing this  Insurance  or  the  subject  thereof." 
Then  the  court  proceeded  to  Instruct  the  jury 
as  follows:  "In  order  for  there  to  be  a  con- 
cealment upon  the  part  of  Jennie  V.  Wll- 
lets in  this  particular,  you  are  Instructed  that 
such  concealment  must  have  been  willful 


and  intentional."  Tills  Instruction  was  prop- 
erly excited  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  ap- 
pellant, and  we  think  It  is  palpably  errone- 
ous, under  all  the  authorities.  1  May,  Ins. 
(3d  Ed.)  t  181,  states  the  rule  as  follows: 
"The  general  doctrine  undoubtedly  is  that  a 
misrepresentation,  whether  made  Intention- 
ally or  through  mistake  and  in  good  faith, 
avoids  the  policy  on  the  ground  that  In  ei- 
ther case  the  Injury  to  tne  insurer  is  the 
same.  It  Is  the  fact  that  the  Insurer  relies 
upon  the  truth  of  the  representation,  and  not 
upon  the  Intention  which  misleads,  whether 
fraudulent  or  otherwise,  that  gives  him  the 
right  to  complain."  The  author  states  that 
this  doctrine  is  hdd  with  reference  to  con- 
cealment, but  perhaps  with  less  reason;  but 
we  are  unable  to  see  why  any  distinction 
should  exist,  if  it  is  based  upon  the  right  of 
the  insurer  to  know  the  conditions  of  the 
property  which  he  insures.  1  Wood,  Ins.  p. 
555,  states  the  rule  to  be  that:  "Where  the  con- 
duct of  the  assured,  either  by  acts  of  omission 
or  commission.  Is  such  as  to  influence  the  in- 
surer In  either  or  any  of  these  respects.  It  In 
law  is  fraudulent,  even  though  the  insured 
did  not  know  that  his  conduct  was  of  that 
character,  or  did  not  intend  to  mislead  the  in- 
surer. It  is  not  essential  that  the  conduct 
ot  the  assured  In  these  regards  should  be 
such  as  indicates  bad  faith  on  his  part  The 
matter  does  not  depend  so  much  upon  the 
question  as  to  whether  the  act  is  fraudulent 
as  whether  it  Is  a  vioktlon  of  an  Implied 
contract  on  his  imrt  to  reveal  everything  ma- 
terial to  the  risk,  or  to  state  everything  truly 
that  be  undertakes  to  state,  that  Influences 
the  underwriter  in  taking  or  rejecting  It,  or 
in  fixing  a  higher  or  lower  premium."  The 
only  exception  to  this  rule  Is  where  the  as- 
sured does  not  undertake  to  state  the  matter 
charged  to  be  false  as  a  matter  of  positive 
knowledge  on  his  part,  as  If  he  states  It  as 
his  opinion  or  belief.  In  such  case  the  Insur- 
er Is  thereby  put  upon  his  inquiry.  But  in 
this  case  it  is  alleged  that  a  material  con- 
cealment was  made,  and  that  by  reason  of 
that  concealment  a  policy  was  issued  upon 
property  which  would  not  have  been  la- 
sued  at  all  at  any  rate;  and,  if  this  were 
true,  then  certainly  the  concealment  here 
would  be  very  material,  and  it  might  well 
be  that  the  jury  would  find  in  favor  of  the 
appellant  on  the  question  of  the  occupancy 
of  the  house  as  a  house  of  prostitution,  upon 
the  question  of  Increase  of  risk  by  reason  of 
such  occupancy;  and  yet,  under  this  instruc- 
tion, if  It  did  not  appear  that  this  particular 
use  of  the  house  was  concealed  from  the 
company  willfully  and  intentionally  by  Mrs. 
Wlllets,  they  would  be  compelled  to  find  in 
favmr  of  the  respondent  The  cases  cited  by 
the  respondent  to  sustain  the  instruction  of 
the  court  in  this  particular  are  not  In  point. 
The  first  citation  is  1  Wood,  Ins.  p.  557,  i  22d. 
This  is  the  same  section  referred  to  above 
and  tlie  only  exception  to  the  rule  which  that 
author  gives  is,  as  we  have  above  Indicated, 
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where  the  representation  was  not  of  a  posi- 
tive nature.  The  author  also  malses  a  dis- 
tinction between  statements  made  in  answer 
to  Inquiries  put  by  the  insurer  and  those 
stated  by  the  insured  voluntai-ily,  and  not  in 
response  to  inquiries  by  the  insurer,  and  as- 
serts that  the  latter  are  not  etScacious  as 
warranties  unless  material  in  fact;  and  sec- 
tion 230  announces  that:  "The  effect  of  a 
concealment  and  of  a  misrepresentation  of 
facta  relating  to  the  risk.  Is  the  same,  and 
their  effect  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties  Is 
tested  by  the  same  rules,  to  wit,  whether 
they  relate  to  matters  material  to  the  risk, 
or  influence  the  insurer  either  in  talcing  or  de- 
clining the  risls.  or  in  fixing  a  less  rate  of  pre- 
mium than  he  would  otherwise  have  charged 
therefor;  that  the  concealment  or  represen- 
tation of  untme  matters  that  are  not  mate- 
rial to  the  risk  does  not  arold  the  policy,  be- 
cause they  do  not  influence  the  insurer  in 
the  respects  previously  named."  But  propo- 
sitions of  ttiis  Idnd,  and  cases  that  are  cited 
under  the  text,  do  not  bear  upon  the  case 
in  point;  for,  if  the  allegations  of  the  an- 
swer are  true,  the  concealment  of  the  fact  al- 
lefsed  did  Influence  the  insurer  in  taking  the 
risk.  One  of  the  cases  relied  upon  by  re- 
q)ondent  Is  Hall  y.  Insurance  Co.,  6  Gray, 
185.  There  it  was  held  that  a  policy  of  In- 
surance upon  a  hotel  described  in  the  appli- 
cation as  occupied  aj>  such  by  a  tenant,  and 
which  is  in  fact  leased  and  apparently  used 
as  a  hotel  at  the  time  of  obtaining  the  Insur- 
ance, is  not  avoided  by  its  being  then  used 
by  the  tenant,  without  the  knowedge  or  con- 
sent of  the  assured,  as  a  bouse  of  ill  fame. 
The  court,  in  its  opinion,  says:  "The  evi- 
dence is  not  stated;  but  the  court  instructed 
the  Inry  that  if  they  found  the  house  was 
occulted  as  a  house  of  iU  fame,  and  that  this 
tact  wa«  known  to  the  plaintiff,  or  his  agent, 
who  made  the  representation,  the  plaintiff 
oonld  not  recow;  but  that,  if  the  biillding 
vras  leased  as  a  hotel,  and  apparently  used  as 
such,  but  was  in  fact  used  by  the  tenant  as 
a  honse  of  ill  fame,  without  the  knowledge 
or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  such  use  would 
not  prevent  a  recovery."  The  court  held  that 
that  instruction  was  sufHctently  favorable  to 
the  defendant;  that  the  inquiry  naturally 
was  as  to  the  then  description  of  the  build- 
ing; that  it  was  truly  described  as  a  hotel, 
occupied  by  Mr.  Holmes  as  a  hotel,  and  that 
there  was  no  suppression  of  a  material  fact 
If  snch  fact  was  not  known  to  the  assured, 
which  could  be  deemed  false;  that,  if  it  was 
a  hotel,  and  used  as  a  hotel  at  the  time, 
there  would  be  no  false  representation  if  it 
was  used  otherwise  by  the  tenant  without 
the  lessor's  knowledge  or  consent.  This  is 
altogether  a  different  proposition  from  the 
one  stated  by  the  answer  in  this  case.  In 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Wilkinson,  13  Wall.  222,  the 
assured  in  a  life  policy,  m  reply  to  a  ques- 
tion, "Had  she  ever  had  a  serious  personal 
Injury?"  answered,  "No."  It  eventuated  that 
abe  bad,  10  years  before,  fallen  from  a  treej 


and  injured  hears^  more  or  less.  It  was  in-  , 
sisted  by  the  defense  in  that  case  that  if  the 
injury  was  considered  serious  at  the  time  it 
was  one  which  must  be  mentioned  in  reply 
to  the  interrogatoiy,  and  the  court  held  that 
the  accidents  resulting  in  personal  injuries, 
which  at  the  moment  are  considered  by  the 
I>arties  serious,  are  so  very  numerous  that  it 
would  be  almost  imiKMslble  for  a  x>er8on  eu- 
^^aged  in  active  life  to  recall  them  at  the  age 
of  40  or  50  years,  and  in  substance  decided 
that.  If  the  lack  of  answering  or  of  reciting 
all  such  personal  injuries  worked  a  forfeiture 
of  i>ollcles,  very  few  could  be  sustained, 
where  thorough  inquiry  is  made  into  the  his- 
tory of  the  party  whose  life  is  the  subject  of 
insurance.  This  case  decides  some  points  in 
favor  of  respondent's  contention  on  the  ques- 
tion of  agency,  but,  as  we  have  before  re- 
marked, the  Jury  may  have  found  for  the 
appellant  on  the  question  of  agency  and  all 
other  questions  at  issue  in  the  case,  and  still 
would  have  been  Justified  in  finding  for  re- 
Hpondent  under  the  Instruction  Just  criti- 
cised, and  for  that  reason  we  cannot  deter- 
mine that  this  instruction  is  not  injurious  to 
the  appellant  For  this  error  the  Judgment 
will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  Instructions  to  proceed  In  accordance 
with  this  opinion. 

SCOTT  and  ANDERS,  JJ.,  concur.  HOYT, 
C.  J.,  concurs  in  the  result. 


CURRY  et  al.  v.  CATLIN. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  17, 1896.) 

WBOuert'i,   Attachmest  —  Dam aobs  — 
Instructions. 

1.  In  an  action  for  the  wTongfni  attach- 
ment of  property  which  the  owner  had  sold, 
the  value  of  the  property,  in  estimating  the 
measure  of  damages,  is  the  price  contracted 
for,  though  it  is  in  excess  of  its  market  value. 

2.  It  is  proper  to  refuse  an  instruction  al- 
ready substantially  given. 

3.  Where  the  Jury  is  properly  instructed, 
a  verdict  based  on  conflicting  evidence  will  not 
be  disturbed. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  King  county; 
R.  Osbom,  Judge. 

Action  by  Lizzie  M.  Curry  and  another 
against  Jerome  Catlin.  There  was  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiffs,  and  defendant  appeals. 
Afilrmed. 

Reife  &  McCutcheon,  for  appellant  Will 
H.  Thompson,  Edward  P.  Edsen,  John  E. 
Humphries,  J.  T.  Ronald,  and  Samuel  H. 
Piles,  for  respondents. 

DUNBAR,  J.  The  respondents  brought 
suit  against  the  appellant  for  attaching  the 
property  of  the  respondents,  which  attach- 
ment suit  was  dissolved  by  the  superior  court 
of  King  county.  The  Jury  in  this  action 
found  tliat  the  respondents  had  been  dam- 
aged, by  reason  of  the  proceedings  in  the  at- 
tachment suit,  in  the  sum  of  S1.200.    On  the 
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OTerrnlintr  of  the  motion  for  a  n«w  trial,  and 
the  entry  of  Judgment  on  the  verdict,  the 
appellant  appealed  to  this  court 

The  first  argument  of  the  appellant  Is  that 
the  court  erred  In  giving  the  Jury  the  sixth 
instruction  asked  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  in 
not  giving  certain  instructions  asked  by  the 
defendant.  It  is  claimed  by  the  respondents 
that  the  record  In  this  case  does  not  show 
that  thete  was  any  instruction  marked  "No. 
6,"  the  exception  of  the  appellant  being:  "I 
desire  to  save  an  exception  to  the  refusal  of 
the  court  to  give  the  third  and  fonrth  Instmo 
tions  asked  for  by  the  defendant;  also,  to 
the  Instnictions  given  by  the  conrt,  marked 
number  6  and  7.  given  by  the  court"  The 
record  falls  to  show  any  numbering  of  the 
Instructions,  by  paragn^ph  or  otherwise,  and 
in  the  record  proper  there  are  no  instnictions 
whatever  asked  for  by  the  defendant  Aft- 
er the  filing  of  the  original  record,  however, 
a  supplemental  record  was  brought  np  by 
the  appellant  certified  to  by  the  clerk,  show- 
ing that  the  instructions  had  actually  been 
numbered,  and  in  the  supplemental  record 
the  instructions  asked  for  by  the  defendant 
are  incorporated.  Under  section  15,  p.  117, 
of  the  Laws  of  1893,  we  think  it  becomes  the 
dnty  of  this  court  to  take  cognizance  of  this 
supplemental  record;  but  considering  the 
exception  properly  taken,  we  think  the  in- 
struction No.  6  complained  of  states  the  law. 
The  Instruction  was  as  follows:  "I  instruct 
you  that  if  yon  find  from  a  preponderance  of 
the  evidence  that  the  plalntitTs  had  sold  their 
hops  to  a  purchaser  before  they  were  attach- 
ed, and  such  purchaser  was  to  pay  twenty 
cents  per  ponnd  for  said  hops,  or  for  a  por- 
tion of  them,  and  would  have  so  purchased 
and  paid  for  them  if  they  had  not  been  so 
attached,  and  that  by  reason  of  such  attach- 
ment the  plaintiffs  lost  the  benefit  of  such 
sale,  and  were  afterwards  unable  by  dili- 
gence to  sell  said  hops  for  as  much  as  such 
purchaser  would  have  paid,  then  it  does  not 
matter  what  the  actual  market  value  of  such 
hops  were  at  the  time  of  such  attachment 
The  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  the  benefit  of 
the  sale  they  had  made."  It  is  contended 
that  this  instruction  misled  the  Jury  as  to 
the  true  measure  of  damages,  and  that  it 
was  inconsistent  with  the  other  instructions 
given.  It  certainly  stated  the  true  measure 
of  damages,  for,  while  the  market  value  is 
the  value  which  is  to  be  determined,  In  the 
absence  of  a  sale,  yet  the  value  is  the  funda- 
mental rule,  and  the  market  price  is  only 
one  of  the  evidences  of  this  value;  and  the 
value  as  between  plaintiffs  and  defendant 
may,  according  to  circumstances,  be  higher 
or  lower  than  the  market  2  Sedg.  Dam.  { 
433.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  party  taking  the 
property  of  another  to  make  reparation  to 
the  party  who  turns  out  ultimately  to  be  in- 
jured, by  placing  him,  as  to  the  property,  in 
the  same  sitnation  in  which  he  was  before 
the  trespass  was  committed.  As  was  said 
hir  tb«  court  in  Cunard  v.  NlcoU,  4  Fet  281, 


the  Jury  should  give  the  plaintiff  such  dam- 
ages as  he  had  proved  himself  to  be  Justly 
entitled  to  on  account  of  any  actual  injury 
he  had  proved,  to  their  satisfaction,  he  had 
sustained  by  the  seizure  and  detention  of  the 
property  levied  on.  We  do  not  think  there 
is  any  controversy  in  the  law  on  this  sub- 
ject and  it  is  evident  that  in  this  case,  if  the 
plaintiffs  had  sold  their  hops  for  20  cents  a 
pound,  that  as  to  them,  was  the  actual  value 
of  the  hops:  and  it  made  no  difference  to 
them  what  the  market  value  might  be.  This 
Instruction,  of  course,  was  based  on  the 
supposition  that  the  Jury  should  And  that 
the  hops  had  actually  been  sold  for  that 
price.  We  are  not  able  to  see  that  it  con- 
flicts with  any  other  instruction  given. 

The  third  and  fourth  instructions  asked  by 
the  defendant  were  rightly  refused  by  the 
court  The  court  had  already,  in  substance, 
instructed  the  Jury  that  in  this  action  the 
burden  of  proof  was  upon  the  plaintiffs  to 
show  by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence 
that  at  the  time  the  writ  of  attachment  was 
sued  out  by  Catlin  there  was  no  Just  or  rear 
sonable  cause  for  the  same,  and  that  OatUn 
had  no  reasonable  or  probable  cause  at  the 
time  to  believe  that  Gurry  was  about  to  dis- 
pose of  his  property  with  intent  to  defraud 
his  creditors,  and  that  unless  the  Jury  found 
from  the  evidence  that  no  such  reasonable 
or  probable  cause  existed,  they  should  find 
for  the  defendant  This  is  as  fAr  as  the  in- 
struction should  have  gone,  and  substantial- 
ly states  what  was  asked  for  in  defendant's 
request  No.  4. 

This  case  is  principally  a  case  of  facta, 
rather  than  of  law.  The  facts  were  bitterty 
contested,  and  the  evidence  is  painfuUy  con- 
flicting; but  the  issues,  so  far  as  the  facts 
were  concerned,  having  been  determined  by 
the  Jury,  under  proper  instructions  by  the 
court,  such  determinations  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed by  this  court  The  Judgment  will 
theref<x«  be  affirmed. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  ANDERS,  OOBDON, 
and  SCOTT,  JJ..  concur. 
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McQUESTEN  v.  MORRIIiL  et  aL 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  17, 1895.) 
Appeal  —  Statrmbst  —  Extexsior   op  Tiitb  to 

SerVB— FOKECLOSCRB  OP  LOOOIKO  LiBN — 80PPI- 

ciBxor  OP   CoHPiJLiKT  —  Tim B  to   Oommbmob 

Suit. 
.  1.  One  who  takes  steps  to  tppi»l  from  a 
judgment  cannot  claim,  that,  because  of  re- 
spondent's failure  to  serve  notice  of  tlie  entering 
of  the  judgment,  the  time  to  appeal  had  not 
commenced  to  run,  within  Laws  1893,  p.  116, 
{  13,  providing  that  a  statement  on  appeal  must 
be  filed  within  30  days  after  the  time  begins 
to  run  within  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken. 

2.  Laws  1893,  p.  116.  |  13,  provides  that  a 
statement  on  appeal  must  be  filed  within  30 
days  after  the  time  begins  to  run  within  which 
an  appeal  may  be  talcen;  and  that  the  time  may 
be  enlarged,  but  not  for  more  than  60  days  a*^ 
ditienal,  hy  an  ordfsr  on  notios  t^  the  aUrene 
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party.  Edd  tliat,  wliere  apiwnanf ■  moti6n  fbc 
an  eztendon  of  time  t»  file  a  Btatement  could 
not  be  heard  becanae  of  the  abwnce  of  the 
jndge,  and,  on  the  jodge'a  return,  a  month  re- 
mained of  the  fiO  daya  tvt  which  the  eoart 
could  grant  an  extension.  It  was  error  to  grant 
an  extension  on  an  ex  psite  application. 

3.  A  complaint  to  foredose  liens  on  Ion, 
which  alleges  that  defendant  has  an  interest  In 
th«  logs,  without  tpecifring  it^  is  food  on  gen* 
enl  demnrrer. 

4.  Laws  1893,  p.  428,  proTides  that  a  snit 
to  enforce  a  logging  lien  must  be  brought  within 
8  months  after  the  lien  is  filed,  and  repeals 
all  acts  inconsistent  with  it  Under  the  former 
law,  a  lienor  had  12  months  after  filing  his  Iten 
within  which  to  sne.  Sdd  that,  where  a  lien 
was  filed  before  the  new  act  went  into  effect, 
and,  when  the  act  took  effect,  the  lienor  had  6 
of  the  8  months  provided  in  the  act  left  to  com- 
mence suit,  the  time  within  which  he  could  sue 
was  KOTemed  by  the  new  act. 

5.  A  party  cannot  tax  costs  for  fees  for  the 
preparation  and  service  of  pleadings  by  a  pri- 
Tate  individual. 

Appeal  from  siqteilor  court,  Snohomi>b  oonn- 
tji  John  O.  Denney,  Judga 

Action  by  W.  F.  McQnesten  against  George 
Morrill  and  others  to  foreclose  logging  Ileus 
and  two  chattel  mortgages.  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  MortUl 
appeals.     Judgment  modified. 

James  Klefer,  tor  appellant  Ooleman  A: 
Hart  and  Bell  &  Austin,  for  respondent 

SCOTT,  J.  Preceding  the  argument  npaa 
the  merits,  a  motion  was  made  to  strike  the 
statement  of  facta  on  the  ground  that  the 
law  had  not  been  complied  with  as  to  the 
time  of  Its  filing.  The  decree  was  rendered 
on  the  31st  of  May,  1894.  Api)ellant  served 
notice  on  respondent  that  be  would  apply  on 
Jtme  27th  for  an  extension  of  time  within 
whlcb  to  file  and  serve  the  statement  of  facts, 
but  tbe  matter  was  not  beard  at  this  time,  on 
account  of  the  absence  of  the  judge  before 
whom  tbe  case  was  tried.  Thereafter,  on  Ju- 
ly 30tb,  upon  the  application  of  appellant  the 
court  made  an  order  extending  tbe  time  for 
tbe  filing  and  service  of  the  statement  of 
facts  to  the  15tb  day  of  August  No  notice 
at  this  application  bad  been  served  upon  re- 
spondent and  be  was  not  present  at  tbe  hear- 
ing. The  statute  (section  13,  p.  116,  Laws 
1893)  provides  that  the  statement  must  be 
filed  within  30  days  after  the  time  begins 
to  run  within  which  an  appeal  may  be  taken, 
and  It  contains  the  following  provision:  "Pro- 
vided, that  the  time  herein  preBcril)ed  may 
be  enlarged  either  before  or  after  its  ex- 
piration, once  or  more,  but  not  for  more  than 
sixty  days  additional  in  all,  by  Btlpulation  of 
the  parties,  or,  for  good  cause  shown  and  on 
such  terms  as  may  be  Just  by  an  order  of  the 
court  or  Judge  wbM'eln  or  before  whom  tbe 
canse  Is  pending  or  was  tried,  made  on  notice 
to  the  adverse  party.  And  the  certifying  of 
a  bill  of  etceptloDB  or  statement  of  facts  pro- 
vided for  by  this  act  and  tbe  filing  and 
service  of  tbe  proposed  bill  or  statement  the 
notice  of  ai>pIication  for  the  settlement  there- 
of, and  all  other  steps  and  proceedings  leading 
op  to  tbe  making  of  the  certificate,  shall  be 


deemed  stqw  and  proceeOtngs  lo  the  cause 
Itself,  resting  upon  the  Jurisdiction  originally 
acquired  by  tbe  court  in  the  cause,  and  no 
irregularity  or  fidlare  to  pursue  tbe  steps  pre- 
scribed by  this  act  on  the  part  of  any  party, 
or  tbe  judge,  shall  affect  the  Jurisdiction  of 
tbe  judge  to  settle  or  certify  a  proper  bill  of 
exceptions  or  statement  of  facts."  It  Is  first 
contended  by  appellant  that  his  time  within 
which  to  serve  and  file  tbe  statement  bad  not 
commenced  to  run,  in  consequence  of  tbe 
failure  upon  the  part  of  respondent  to  serve 
notice  npoB  him  of  the  entering  of  the  Judge- 
ment; but  we  do  not  think  that  this  objection 
Is  tenable,  because  appellant  took  notice  of 
the  rendition  and  entering  of  the  Judgment 
when  he  sought  to  anneal  therefrom,  and  in> 
stltuted  proceedings  to  that  end.  Appellant 
further  contends  that  the  specific  require- 
ments of  the  first  part  of  the  section,  relat- 
ing to  the  time  within  which  the  statement 
must  be  filed,  and  to  the  time  and  manner 
of  Its  eztensIoD  upon  notice  to  the  adverse 
party,  etc.,  must  t>e  held  to  be  directory  on- 
ly, in  view  of  the  remainder  of  the  section. 
The  langruage  at  the  section  In  these  particu- 
lars is  contradictory.  The  first  requirements, 
with  reference  to  the  manner  of  the  extension 
of  the  timet  and  service  of  notice  upon  the 
respondent  of  tbe  application  therefor,  are 
specific  and  certain,  and  no  stronger  language 
could  well  be  employed  were  It  the  intention 
of  tbe  legislature  to  make  these  provisions 
mandatory.  Tbe  remainder  of  the  Bection, 
however,  expressly  provides  ttiat  no  failure 
to  pursue  any  of  tbe  steps  pointed  out  with 
reference  to  the  filing,  service,  and  settlement 
of  the  statement  of  facts  shall  prevoit  tbe 
court  from  settling  and  certifying  a  proper 
statement;  and  the  question  to  be  determined 
Is,  what  was  the  real  Intentioa  of  the  legisla- 
ture in  enacting  this  law?  It  seems  to  us 
that  it  lies  between  the  two  provisions,  or,  in 
other  words,  that  tbe  appellant  must  serve 
upon  the  respondent  notice  of  the  application 
for  an  extensiiw  of  time  for  filing  and  serving 
a  statement  of  facts,  unless  he  can  show  good 
and  valid  reasons  for  not  having  done  so;  but 
if,  upon  the  other  hand,  tbe  appellant  should 
be  prevented,  through  no  fault  of  bis  own, 
from  serving  such  notice,  and  had  diligently 
and  In  good  faith  sought  to  prosecute  his  ap- 
peal, and  to  comply  with  tbe  requirements  of 
the  law,  he  should  not  be  deprived  of  the  ben- 
efit of  a  fair  and  proper  statement  of  the  facts, 
In  consequence  of  a  want  of  authority  on  the 
part  of  the  judge  to  settle  the  same  within 
the  time  specified  for  which  an  extension 
could  have  been  granted  upon  notice  to  the 
adverse  party,  because  the  appellant  was  pre- 
vented, by  some  circumstance  over  which  he 
had  no  control,  from  giving  such  notice.  It  Is 
certainly  In  accord  with  tbe  best  system  of 
practice  that  important  steps  in  a  litigated 
cause  should  not  be  taken  ex  parte,  and  a 
statement  of  tbe  material  facts  upon  which 
a  cause  was  tried,  to  be  used  upon  an  appeal, 
is  «  most  Important  matter.    Incidentally,  tt 
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may  be  well  to  notice.  In  this  connection,  that 
tbe  legislatore,  In  enacting  this  section,  seems 
to  have  provided  that  there  cannot  be  an  ex- 
tension of  this  time  for  more  than  60  days, 
either  by  a  stipulation  of  the  parties  or  by 
an  order  of  the  court.  This  provision  might 
not  preclude  an  extension  of  the  time  beyond 
snch  period  of  60  days  upon  the  Joint  action 
or  consent  of  the  parties  and  the  court,  but 
It  seems  to  vest  the  right  in  both  the  adverse 
party  and  the  court  to  prevent  an  extension 
beyond  said  period.  It  Is  desirable  that  the 
facts  should  be  settled  as  speedily  as  possi- 
ble, while  they  are  fresh  In  the  minds  of 
the  judge  and  the  parties,  and  this  is  a  good 
reason  for  fixing  an  arbitrary  time  beyond 
which  either  the  adverse  party  or  the  court 
can  prevent  an  extension.  In  this  instance, 
we  do  not  think  a  sufficient  excuse  was  shown 
by  appellant  for  not  having  served  a  notice 
on  the  resjpondent  of  the  time  when  the  ap- 
plication for  the  extension  was  heard.  It  ap- 
pears that,  on  the  return  of  the  Judge,  a 
month  remained  of  the  60  days  for  which  an 
extension  could  have  been  granted  by  the 
court.  The  statute  expressly  provides  tliat 
the  time  may  be  extended  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  original  30  days  provided  by  the 
statute.  Certainly  the  appellant  had  ample 
time  within  this  month  to  serve  notice  on  the 
respondent  that  he  would  apply  within  said 
period  for  an  extension  of  the  time  for  filing 
a  statement,  and  the  respondent  had  a  right 
to  be  heard  upcm  this  proposition.  The  Inten- 
tion of  the  law  is  evidently,  under  this  stat- 
ute, that  parties  shall  diligently  prosecute 
their  appeals,  and  there  should  be  no  extension 
of  the  time  for  a  settlement  of  the  facts  up- 
on which  the  appeal  is  to  be  based,  in  whole 
or  In  part,  tmless  good  cause  is  shown  there- 
for; and  this  showing  should  not  be  made  up- 
on an  ex  parte  application  or  hearing  If  notice 
can  reasonably  be  given.  In  view  of  the  fore- 
going, the  motion  to  stril^e  the  statement  of 
fticts  must  be  granted. 

Certain  questions,  based  upon  the  plead- 
ings and  recoi-d,  remaining,  are,  however,  to 
be  determined.  The  action  was  brought  to 
foreclose  a  number  of  liens  upon  several  iote 
or  quantities  of  logs  for  lalxtr  performed  by 
various  persons,  which  claims  had  been  as- 
signed to  the  plaintiff,  and  also  to  foreclose 
two  chattel  mortgages  upon  the  logs  in  ques- 
tion. It  did  not  appear  that  each  lien  cov- 
ered all  of  the  logs,  and  it  was  contended 
by  appellant  that  there  was  a  misjoinder  of 
the  causes  of  action.  Without  going  into  the 
details  of  the  argument  urged  in  this  particu- 
lar, it  is  sufficient  to  say  the  complaint  al- 
leged that  app^ant  had  some  interest  in  the 
logs  upon  which  the  various  liens  were  claim- 
ed. Although  his  mterest  was  not  spcciflcal- 
ly  set  forth,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  this 
allegation  was  pufllcient  as  against  appel- 
lant's general  demurrer.  The  fair  Import  of 
it  was  that  appellant  claimed  some  interest 
In  all  the  log«  in  controversy.  It  transpired 
upon  the  trial  that  he  was  the  purchaser  of 


said  logs,  and,  while  tbls  of  HseU  did  not 
appear  by  the  complaint,  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  it  was  fairly  included  therein;  and. 
If  appellant  sought  to  raise  any  question  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  in  this 
particular,  he  should  have  moved  to  make 
the  same  more  definite  and  certain.  If  appel- 
lant had  an  Interest  in  all  the  logs  against 
which  the  various  liens  and  the  mortgages 
were  sought  to  be  foreclosed,  and  all  the 
causes  of  action  so  Joined  affected  him,  he 
will  not  be  heard  to  raise  the  question  of  a 
misjoinder.  If  there  was  any,  as  against  the 
other  defendants. 

Another  question  raised  by  appellant  re- 
lates to  the  causes  of  action  pleaded  in  the 
complaint,  commencing  with  the  seventh  and 
aiding  with  the  fourteenth.  It  Is  Insisted 
that,  as  to  these  causes  of  action,  the  snit 
was  not  commenced  in  time,  and  appellant 
demurred  thereto  upon  that  ground.  These 
causes  of  action  relate  to  the  lien  claims 
of  Fred  Shoenfeldt,  Philip  McDonald,  Robert 
Ijogan,  J.  W.  Atkinson,  William  Sanders, 
William  Dorey,  and  John  O'Neill,  and  were 
for  the  foreclosure  of  liens,  notices  of  which 
were  filed  prior  to  the  passage  of  the  act  of 
March  15,  1893  (Laws  1893,  p.  428),  which 
went  Into  effect  June  7, 1893,  and  was  a  gen- 
eral law  covering  the  entire  subject,  and  ex- 
pressly repealed  all  prior  inccmsistent  laws. 
This  action  was  commenced  is  December, 
1893,  and  more  than  8  months  had  elapsed 
since  the  filing  of  these  lien  notices,  and 
more  than  8  months  since  the  passage  and 
approval  of  the  act  in  question.  Under  the 
law  In  force  at  the  time  the  lien  notices  were 
filed,  the  Ueu  claimants  had  12  months  with- 
in which  to  commence  suit  to  enforce  the 
same.  Under  the  new  law,  the  period  with- 
in which  actions  could  be  commenced  was 
limited  to  8  months.  Respondent  claims  that 
the  provision  of  the  old  law  as  to  the  time 
of  the  commencement  of  actions  to  foreclose 
should  govern  as  to  notices  filed  prior  to  the 
taking  effect  of  the  new  law,  which  had  no 
emergency  clause.  Appellant  contends  that 
the  later  act  should  govern.  There  has  been  no 
determination  of  this  particular  question  in 
this  state,  and  ihe  material  inquiry  is  wheth- 
er the  provision  as  to  the  time  of  commencmg 
suit  relates  to  the  remedy  or  to  the  right. 
Gameau  v.  Mill  Co.,  8  Wash.  467,  36  I'ae. 
463.  Any  matter  relating  to  the  right  of 
such  liens  could  not  be  abridged  by  the  legis- 
lature; but  anything  relating  to  the  manner 
of  enforcing)  such  right  or  the  remedy  might 
be  abridged.  In  this  case  the  lien  claimants 
had  the  full  period  of  8  months— the  time 
prescribed  in  the  new  act  after  its  passage- 
within  which  to  commence  their  actions,  and 
more  than  6  months  from  the  time  It  took 
effect  within  which  to  begin  them.  We  are 
constrained  to  hold,  under  the  weight  of  the 
authorities  cited,  that  the  time  provided  for 
the  commencement  of  actions  related  to  the 
remedy  only,  and,  consequently,  might  be 
abridged  by  subsequent  legislation;  and  the 
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question  1>  not  whether  the  parties  had  the 
fan  time  within  which  to  commence  their  ac- 
tions, as  prescribed  by  the  Embsequent  act, 
after  It  took  effect,  but  whether  they  had  a 
reascnable  time  within  which  to  commence 
them.  Of  course^  there  can  be  no  question 
as  to  there  having  been  a  reasonable  time  aft- 
er the  passage  of  the  new  law  In  this  in- 
stance; and,  as  to  these  causes  of  action, 
suit  was  not  commenced  In  time,  and  they 
were  barred.  Forcht  v.  Short,  45  Mo.  877; 
Smith  T.  Packard,  12  Wis.  871;  Olbbs  r. 
Peck.  77  Pa.  St.  86;  McCrea  v.  Craig,  23 
CaJL  622;  Acker  t.  Adcer,  81  N.  Y.  143;  Slo- 
cnm  T.  Fayette  Co.,  61  Iowa,  168,  16  N.  W. 
61;  PhU.  Mech.  Liens  (3d  Ed.)  |  24;  End. 
Interp.  St  |  284,  etc. 

A  further  question  relates  to  the  costs  al- 
lowed below.  The  court  permitted  the  taxa- 
tion of  certain  fees  for  preparing  and  serving 
copies  of  the  pleadings  by  a  private  indlvid- 
naL  Appellant  objected  thereta  The  al- 
lowance of  these  items  was  conceded  to  be 
erroneous  up<n  the  oral  argument  of  the 
cause  here,  under  a  decision  of  this  court 
wUcb  was  not  published  at  the  time  at  the 
trlaL  Grelghton  v.  Cole,  10  Wash.  472,  88 
Pat  1007. 

The  Judgment  vrill  be  reversed  as  to  the 
causes  of  action  aforesaid  from  the  seventh 
to  the  foorteentli,  inclusive.  It  will  be  af- 
flrmed  as  to  the  other  causes  of  action  set 
forth,  but  modified,  as  to  the  costs  taxed,  by 
striking  the  items  of  $15  and  $40.60,  allowed 
the  plaintiff  for  preparing  and  serving  copies 
of  the  pleadings.     Remanded  accordingly. 

DUNBAR,  ANDERS,  and  GORDON,  JJ„ 
eoncnr.    HOYT,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 
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NETS  V.  0'BRIBN.» 
(Snpreme  Conrt  of  Washington.  July  20,  1895.) 
Bai-b — Retcsai.  o*  Pukchaser  to  Accbf^- 
RiOBTB  or  Parties. 
Plaintiff  contmeted  to  pnrchase  a  cer- 
taiB  qnantity  of  hops,  to  be  grown  by  defendant, 
and  made  two  payments  before  the  time  of  de- 
livery, am  reqaired  by  the  contracrt,  but,  with- 
out ezcnse,  refused  lo  accept  the  bops  and  pay 
the  lialanoe,  as  agreed,  whereupon  defendant 
add  them,  receiving  therefor  more  than  was 
dne  from  plaintiff  on  the  contract  Bdd,  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  any  of  the  excess 
received  by  defendant  over  the  balance  due  by 
plaintiS  on  his  contiact  Hoyt,  O.  J..,  dissent- 
ing. 

Appeal  from  saperior  conrt^  King  county; 
B.  Osbom,  Jndga  ' 

Action  by  Philip  Nds,  trading  under  Oie 
firm  name  of  PhU  Nels  &  Oo.,  against  Morgan 
O'Brien.  There  was  a  Judgment  for  defend- 
ant, and  plaintiff  appeals.    AtQrmed. 

Stmdwlek  3c  Peters,  for  appellant  S.  H. 
Plies  and  Stratton,  Lewis  &  Oilman,  for  re- 
spondent. 

OORDON,  X  Bespondenf  B  demurrer  to 
ths  complaint  in  this  case  having  been  sns- 

KRdicaring  pending, 


tained  In  (Ae  court  below,  and  appellant 
electing  to  stand  upon  his  complaint,  and  re- 
fusing to  plead  over.  Judgment  of  dismissal 
was  entered,  from  which  Judgment  and  m> 
der  sustaining  the  demurrer  this  appeal  is 
taken.  Briefly  stated,  the  complaint  shows 
the  f<dIowlng  facts:  On  the  23d  day  of  June, 
1801,  the  parties  hereto  entered  into  a  wrU> 
tea  contract  whereby  the  respondent  agreed 
to  grow  on  his  farm  in  King  county,  in  tbs 
year  1891,  20,000  pounds  of  hops  of  a  speci- 
fied quality,  and  to  deliver  them  to  the  ap- 
pellant, at  a  place  designated  in  the  contract 
on  or  l>efore  the  31st  day  of  Octot>er,  in  that 
year.  Upon  his  part  appellant  agreed  to  pajr 
respondent  17  cents  per  pound  for  such  hops, 
as  follows:  4  cents  per  pound,  or  $800,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract; 
4  cents  per  pound,  or  $800,  on  the  1st  day  of 
fieptemlier,  1891  (both  of  which  payments 
be  made);  and  the  balance,  or  9  cents  per 
pound,  upon  the  delivery  of  the  bops.  The 
respondent  compiled  with  this  contract  in 
every  particular,  and,  at  the  time  and  place 
fixed  by  the  contract,  tendered  the  hops  to 
the  appellant  who  thereupon  refused  to  re- 
ceive them  or  to  pay  the  balance  of  the  pur- 
chase price.  Thereafter,  respondent  resold 
said  hops,  tar  13%  cents  per  pound,  where- 
upon appellant  brought  this  suit  to  recover 
the  sum  of  $950,  the  amount  remaining  in 
the  hands  of  the  respondent  after  reimburs- 
ing himself  for  the  difference  in  price  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  price  at 
which  the  hops  were  sold.  Appellant  does 
not  claim  that  the  respondent  did  not  keep 
the  contract  In  every  particular.  He  makes 
no  claim  that  the  hops  tendered  were  not  of 
the  amount  kind,  and  quality  called  for  by 
the  contract,  or  that  they  were  not  timely, 
tendered  at  the  place  required  by  the  con- 
tract He  alleges,  howevv,  that  he  refused 
to  receive  the  hops  from  the  respondent  "in 
good  faith  believing  the  said  hops  not  to  be 
of  the  quality  and  description  mentioned  in 
said  contract  and  believing  that  he  tiad  the 
right  so  to  do." 

The  single  legal  proposition  involved  In 
this  case  Is  too  well  settled  to  warrant  ex- 
tended discussion.  It  was  not  the  fault  of 
the  respondent  that  this  contract  was  not 
fulfilled,  but  wholly  the  fault  of  the  appel- 
lant The  respondent  offered  to  pea-form  all 
that  the  contract  required  of  him;  but  the 
appellant  having  made  part  performance, 
stopped  short  and  refused  to  proceed  to  the 
completion  of  the  contract  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, it  would,  we  think,  be  contrary 
to  public  policy  to  permit  him  to  maintain 
this  action.  The  sum  which  he  seeks  to  re- 
cover was  paid  by  him  in  part  performance 
of  the  contract,  and  would  have  Inured  to  his 
ben^t  but  for  his  subsequent  deifault  To 
permit  the  appellant  to  recover,  under  the 
circumstances  of  this  case,  we  think,  would 
be  to  establish  a  dangerous  precedent  and, 
in  the  language  of  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio, 
In  Wltherow  T.  Wltherow,   10  OhiOb   238: 
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"The  establishment  of  snch  a  principle  wonid 
have  a  tendency  to  enconroge  the  violation 
of  contracts,— to  diminish,  in  the  minds  of 
contracting:  parties,  a  sense  of  the  obligation 
which  rests  upon  them  to  perform  their 
agreements.  Any  principle  -which  wonld 
hare  snch  an  effect  ought  not  to  be  recog- 
nized as  sound  law.  It  is  the  duty  of  courts 
to  enforce  the  performance  of  contracts,— not 
to  encourage  their  violation."  In  Hansbrough 
V.  Peck.  6  Wall.  497,  the  court  say:  "No 
rule  in  respect  to  the  contract  is  better  set- 
tled than  this:  that  the  party  who  has  ad- 
vanced money,  or  done  an  act  in  part  per- 
formance of  the  agreement,  and  then  stops 
Aort  and  refuses  to  proceed  to  Its  ulti- 
mate conclusion,  the  other  party  being  reedy 
and  willing  to  proceed  and  fulfill  all  his  stip- 
ulations according  to  the  contract,  will  not 
be  permitted  to  recover  back  what  has  thus 
been  advanced  or  done."  See,  also,  Hap- 
good  V.  Shaw,  105  Mass.  270;  Dula  v.  Cowles, 
75  Am.  Dec.  463;  Pierce  v.  Jamagln,  57  Miss. 
107;   Leonard  v.  Morgan,  6  Gray,  412. 

The  reason  assigned  by  appellant  for  re- 
fusing to  receive  the  hops  furnishes  no  suffi- 
cient excuse  in  law  for  his  abandonment  of 
the  contract  The  "quality  and  description" 
of  the  h(^8  could  hare  been  determined  by 
inspection,  which  it  was  his  privilege  to 
make,  but  which  he  neglected  to  avail  him- 
self of.  Nor  waa  the  respondent  required 
to  retain  the  property  after  appellant's  re- 
fusal to  accept  it  in  accordance  with  the  con- 
tract. It  was  his  right  to  sell  the  property 
to  another.  Ketchum  v.  Evertson,  18  Johns. 
358;  McKlnney  v.  Harvle  (Minn.)  35  N.  W. 
668.  The  Judgment  appealed  from  will  be 
affirmed. 

ANDERS  and  DUNBAR,  JJ.,  concur. 
HOYT,  C.  J.,  dissents. 


MOYBR  V.  VAN  DE  VANTER. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  23,  1895.) 

Elections  and  Votirs — Faildke  to  Stamp  Bait 
i/OT— Indorskment  bt  Judge— CossTi- 

TUTIOSALITT  Of  ACT. 

1.  An  exception  "to  these  findings  of  fact 
and  concliislona  of  law,  and  to  each  of  them," 
18  too  gonoral. 

2.  Under  Gen.  St.  H  382-384,  which  pro- 
vide that  there  shall  be  printed  on  the  back 
of  ballots,  with  a  rubber  or  other  stamp,  provid- 
ed for  that  purpose,  the  desiRnatiou  official 
ballot,"  it  is  immaterial  whether  the  ballot  is 
stamped  before  or  after  it  Is  marked  by  the 
voter. 

3.  Gen.  St.  {  39,  providing  that  any  bal- 
lot not  beariufc  the  initials  of  au  inspector  or  a 
JndRc  of  election  shall  not  be  counted,  is  in  con- 
flict with  Const,  art.  6,  SS  1.  6,  which  provide 
that  all  persons  possesslnK  the  requisite  qualifi- 
cations shall  be  entitled  to  vote  at  all  elections, 
and  that  all  elections  shall  be  by  ballot. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  King  county; 
J.  W.  I^Augley,  Judge. 

ProceiHllug  by  William  H.  Moyer  against 
Aaron  I.  Van  de  Yauter  to  contest  the  title 


to  the  office  of  sherlfT  of  King  county.  Judg-< 
ment  was  rendered  for  defendant,  and  plains 
tiff  appeals.   Affirmed. 

Wlnsor,  Bush  &  Morris.  John  B.  Hart,  and 
White  &  Munday,  for  appellant  Brady,  Gay 
&  McBride,  Andrew  F.  Burleigh,  and  Strove, 
Allen,  Hughes  &  McMicken,  for  respondent 

SCOTT,  J.   The  parties  hereto  were  rival 

candidates  at  the  last  general  Section  for 
the  office  of  sheriff  of  King  county.  The 
county  canvassing  board  found  that  respond- 
ent was  entitled  to  the  office,  and  declared 
him  elected  thereto,  whereupon  a  certificate 
of  election  was  Issued  to  him.  Witbln  a 
few  days  thereafter,  appellant  filed  a  state- 
ment of  contest  alleging  matters  to  show 
that  he  had  received  the  greatest  number  of 
legal  votes  and  was  entitled  to  the  (^ce.  Is- 
sue was  taken  by  the  respondent  upon  cer- 
tain of  the  material  matters  alleged,  and  a 
trial  was  had,  which  resulted  in  favor  of  the 
respondent,  and  this  appeal  was  taken  there- 
from. A  number  of  findings  of  fact  were 
made  by  the  lower  court,  which,  with  cer- 
tain conclusions  of  law  based  thereon,  were 
duly  reduced  to  writing  and  made  a  part  of 
the  case.  Whereupon  appellant  excepted  as 
follows:  "To  these  findings  of  fact  and  coi^ 
elusions  of  law,  and  to  each  of  them,  the 
contestant  excepts."  An  objection  was  made 
by  the  respondent  to  a  consideration  of  any 
of  the  evidence  Introduced,  or  errors  alleged 
with  reference  thereto,  on  the  ground  that 
no  sufficient  exception  was  takm  to  any  fact 
found  by  the  lower  court;  and,  under  re- 
peated holdings  of  this  court  heretofore, 
this  objection  must  be  sustained.  As  a  con- 
sequence thereof,  the  case  presented  upon 
appeal  Is  much  abbreviated;  many  of  the 
questions  sought  to  be  raised  by  the  appel- 
lant are  eliminated;  and  the  only  question 
left  for  our  consideration  is  whether  the 
facts  so  found  by  the  lower  court  are  an- 
tagonistic to  the  conclusions  of  law  and 
judgment.  Appellant's  main  contention  in 
this  respect  Is  based  upon  the  seventh  find- 
ing, which  is  as  follows:  "I  find  that  in 
Franklin  precinct  there  were  194  votes  cast 
and  counted  for  Aaron  T.  Van  de  Vanter, 
the  defendant  and  contestee,  and  17  votes  for 
William  H.  Moyer,  the  plaintiff  and  contest- 
ant, for  said  office  of  sheriff,  which  said 
votes  entered  into  and  formed  a  part  of  the 
total  legal  votes  hereinbefore  found  by  me 
to  be  cast  for  each  of  the  said  contestant 
and  contestee,  to  wit:  on  the  part  of  Van  de 
Vanter,  entered  into  and  made  a  part  of  the 
4,380  votes  so  counted;  on  the  part  of  Moy- 
er, entered  into  and  became  a  part  of  the  4,- 
373  so  counted  for  him.  I  further  find  that 
the  election  officers  of  ^'ranklin  precinct  fail- 
ed to  place  upon  any  of  said  ballots  the  in- 
itials of  the  inspector  or  any  judge  thereof 
before  the  said  ballot  was  deposited  in  the 
ballot  box.  And  I  further  find  that  a  blank 
ballot  was  given  to  each  and  every  elector, 

uigiiizea  oy  "v — ■\^/\^/'x ''^ 


Wash.) 


MOTEB  t>.  VAN  DE  YANTEB. 


61 


without  either  the  official  stamp  or  the  In- 
itials of  an  election  officer  thereon;  and  said 
elector  took  said  ballot,  and  the  same  was 
marked  by  said  elector  and  returned  by  him 
to  the  election  officers,  when.  In  the  presence 
of  the  elector,  the  Inspector  of  said  election 
placed  upon  said  ballot  the  official  stamp, 
furnished  for  that  purpose  by  the  county 
auditor.  In  pursuance  of  law,  after  which  the 
said  ballot  was  folded  and  placed  within  the 
ballot  box,  wherein  It  was  kept  until,  at  the 
time  of  the  counting  by  the  election  officers, 
and  at  the  close  of  the  polls,  all  of  the  bal- 
lots of  said  precinct  were  counted,  and  re- 
turned, In  a  sealed  box,  by  a  8i>ecial  mes- 
senger, to  the  county  auditor,  in  the  man- 
ner directed  by  taw.  I  further  find,  from 
the  evidence  and  stipulations  in  this  case, 
that  the  ballots  voted  by  the  electors,  in 
each  and  every  instance,  were  placed  in  the 
said  box,  and  that  the  said  ballots  had  been 
safely  kept,  and  was  produced  into  this 
court  as  an  original  exhibit,  as  evluence  of 
the  said  recount.  I  further  find  that  the 
election  officers  of  Franklin  precinct  were  In 
close  and  watchful  attendance  at  the  polls 
and  of  the  ballot  box  and  ballots  daring  the 
entire  election;  that  no  ballots  were  used 
except  those  received  from  the  Section 
judges,  or  taken  under  their  direction;  that 
the  election  was  held  in  an  orderly  manner; 
that  the  votes  were  counted  and  returned  to 
the  county  auditor  as  required  by  law;  and 
that  the  vote  so  returned  were  the  votes 
actually  cast  at  Franklin  precinct  at  said 
election."  The  Important  question  to  be  de- 
termined is  whether  the  vote  cast  in  this 
precinct  could  be  counted,  the  initials  of  no 
one  of  the  election  officers  having  been  writ- 
ten on  any  of  the  ballots.  The  law  provides 
that  there  shall  be  printed  on  the  back  of  the 
ballots,  with  the  rubber  or  other  stamp  pro- 
vided for  that  purpose,  the  designation  "of- 
ficial ballot,"  the  name  or  number  of  the 
election  precinct,  the  name  of  the  county, 
the  date  of  the  election,  the  name  and  of- 
ficial de^gnation  of  the  clerk  who  fumisbes 
the  tickets  to  the  judges  of  election,  and 
that  the  inspector  or  one  of  the  judges  shall 
also  write  his  initials  thereon.  Gen.  St.  §3 
382,  384.  The  ballots  bore  the  proper  stamp, 
and  the  fact  that  it  was  not  placed  thereon 
brfore  they  were  delivered  to  the  electors, 
bat  was  done  when  they  were  returned  to  be 
deposited  in  the  ballot  box,  was  but  an  ir- 
regularity  which  could  not  vitiate  them  In 
the  absence  of  any  fraud.  Section  391  is  as 
follows:  "In  the  canvass  of  the  votes,  any 
ballot  which  Is  not  indorsed,  as  provided  In 
this  chapter,  by  the  official  stamp  and  in- 
itials shall  be  void,  and  shall  not  be  counted, 
and  any  ballot  or  parts  of  a  ballot  from 
which  it  Is  impossible  to  determine  the  elec- 
tor's choice  shall  be  void,  and  shall  not  be 
fwunted;  provided  that  when  a  ballot  Is 
RuOiciently  plain  to  gather  therefrom  a  part 
of  the  voter's  intention,  it  shall  be  tlie  duty 
of  the  Judges  of  election  to  count  such  part". 


If  the  Unguage  of  this  section  can  be  given 
its  full  force,  all  the  ballots  cast  in  this  pre- 
cinct were  rendered  void  by  the  failure  of 
the  election  officers  to  comply  therewith.  In 
not  having  one  of  th^r  number  write  his  In- 
itials thereon;  and  the  effect  of  It  would  be 
to  disfranchise  all  voters  In  that  precinct  for 
that  election  The  constitution  (section  1, 
art.  6)  provides  that  all  male  persons  of  the 
age  of  21  years  or  over,  possessing  certain 
qualifications  specified,  "shall  be  entitled  to 
vote  at  all  Sections":  and  section  6  reads 
as  follows:  "All  elections  shall  be  by  ballot. 
The  legislature  shall  provide  for  such  meth- 
od of  voting  as  will  secure  to  every  deo- 
tor  absolute  secrecy  In  preparing  and  de- 
positing his  ballot"  Can  the  legislature 
enact  a  law  whereby  election  officers  can 
practically  disfranchise  all  the  electors  of  a 
precinct  where  the  electors  themselves  are 
not  at  fault?  If  so,  the  constitutional  guar- 
anty is  of  small  consequence.  Legislation 
going  to  promote  the  honesty  of  elections  is 
most  beneficial  in  character,  and  as  a  means 
of  securing  this  end  the  general  policy  of  the 
taw  ta  that  the  ballot  shall  be  a  secret  one, 
that  it  may  not  be  known  for  which  candi- 
date any  particular  voter  voted.  In  order  that 
bribery  may  be  prevented.  Provision  is  also 
made  as  to  the  duties  of  election  officers,  to 
the  end  that  a  fraudulent  canvass  of  the 
votes  cast  may  be  prevented.  There  is  good 
ground  for  recognizing  a  distinction  between 
the  obligations  placed  upon  the  individual 
voter  and  those  matters  which  relate  to  the 
duties  of  election  officers.  Great  care  should 
be  taken  to  distinguish  between  those  re- 
quirements designed  to  prevent  fraud,  and 
which  are  necessary  to  the  purity  of  elec- 
tions, and  those  which,  while  designed  for 
the  same  purpose,  are  not  essential  thereto, 
or  we  may  overreach  the  salutary  effect 
sought  to  be  obtained  from  provisions  of  the 
character  first  mentioned,  by  going  so  far, 
in  constrnlng  as  valid  and  mandatory  pro- 
visions of  the  second  class,  as  to  open  the 
very  door  to  fraud  that  was  sotight  to  be 
closed  thereby.  The  individual  voter  may 
well  be  called  upon  to  see  that  the  require- 
ments of  the  taw  applying  to  himself  are 
complied  with  before  casting  his  ballot;  and, 
if  he  should  willfully  or  carelessly  viotate 
the  same,  there  would  be  no  hardship  or  in- 
justice In  depriving  him  of  his  vote;  but  if, 
on  the  other  hand,  he  should  In  good  faith 
comply  with  the  law,  upon  his  part,  It  would 
be  a  great  hardship  were  he  deprived  of  his 
ballot  through  some  fault  or  mistake  of  an 
election  officer  in  failing  to  comply  with  a 
provision  of  the  law  over  which  the  voter 
had  no  control.  It  is  also  a  question  In  which 
the  public  has  a  direct  and  important  In- 
terest; for  the  loss  of  such  vote  may  have 
a  controlling  effect  upon  a  public  matter. 
The  constitutional  provision  aforesaid  guar- 
anties the  right  to  vote,  and  this,  of  neces- 
sity, carries  with  It  the  right  to  have  the  vote 
counted.   Of  course,  the  manner  of  votings 
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and  canvassing  Totes  must  be  subject  to  all 
reasonable  legislative  requirements.  Many 
eases  have  been  cited  by  counsel  as  support- 
ing the  positions  taken  by  them,  respectively, 
and  many  of  these  Involve  a  consideration 
of  various  phases  of  the  law  commonly 
known  as  the  "Australian  Ballot  Law,"  in 
force  here,  but  which  is  a  comparatively 
new  tiling  in  this  country.  These  cases  can- 
not all  be  harmonized,  but  the  general  trend 
thereof  has  been  to  recognize  a  clear  dis- 
tinction between  those  things  required  of 
the  individual  voter  and  those  imposed  upon 
election  officers.  There  is  a  dlsposlUon  to 
hold  the  former  valid  and  mandatory;  but, 
where  there  has  been  a  substantial  com- 
pliance with  the  law  on  the  part  of  the  in- 
dividual voter,  and  It  Is  made  to  appear 
that  there  has  been  in  fact  an  houest  ex- 
pression of  the  popular  will,  there  is  a  w^- 
defined  tendency  to  sustain  the  same,  al- 
though there  may  have  been  a  failure  to  com- 
ply with  some  of  the  specific  provisions  of 
the  law  upon  the  part  of  the  election  of- 
ficers, or  some  of  them.  Language  may  hare 
been  employed  in  some  of  the  cases  in  con- 
flict with  this  position;  but,  when  such  cases 
are  examined  with  reference  to  the  specific 
facts  decided,  it  will  appear  that  this  dis- 
tinction has  been  adhered  to,  and  it  may 
truly  be  said  to  be  the  one  great  underlying 
principle  of  all  the  cases.  In  case  of  a  vio- 
lation of  the  law  on  the  part  of  an  election 
officer,  punishment  may  be  provided  there- 
for, and  in  this  way  the  law  can  be  render- 
ed effectual  without  going  to  the  extent  of 
depriving  the  voter  of  his  right  to  have  his 
vote  counted,  in  consequence  of  such  viola- 
tion. In  this  connection,  it  may  be  well  to 
note  that,  while  there  is  a  punishment  pro- 
vided for  depositing  an  unstamped  ballot  In 
the  ballot  box  by  an  election  officer,  there 
is  none  provided  for  failing  to  write  his  in- 
itials thereon.  Section  389,  Gen.  St.,  is  as 
follows:  "No  Inspector  or  Judge  of  election 
shall  deposit  in  any  ballot  box  any  ballot  up- 
on which  the  official  stamp  as  hereinbefore 
provided  for  does  not  appear.  Every  person 
violating  the  provisions  of  this  section  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor."  He 
can  dejiosit  a  ballot  properly  stamped,  but 
without  the  initials,  without  incurring  any 
penal  liability.  This  may  be  an  omission 
due  to  Inadvertence  upon  the  part  of  the 
lawmakers;  but  it  is  the  law,  nevertheless; 
and,  if  a  ballot  so  deposited  cannot  be  count- 
ed, a  door  is  open  whereby  great  frauds  may 
be  committed  with  impunity,  the  voters  of 
an  entire  precinct,  as  in  this  case,  practically 
disfranchised,  and  the  popular  will  nullified. 
It  appears,  from  the  facts  found,  that  the 
vote  of  this  precinct  was  honestly  and  fair- 
ly cast  and  counted,  and  that  there  was  noth- 
ing upon  the  face  of  the  ballots  to  indicate 
how  any  particular  voter  voted,  and  that  the 
objections  raised  thereto  apply  to  all  the 
ballots  cast  for  each  of  the  candidates.  The 
failure  to  comply  with  the  law  appears  to 


have  been  due  to  ignorance  of  Its  provisions 
on  the  part  of  the  election  officers.  That  the 
prohibition  aforesaid  against  the  counting 
of  these  votes,  under  the  above  circumstan- 
ces, is  an  unreasonable  one,  and  in  conflict 
with  the  right  guarantied  by  the  constitu- 
tion, seems  to  us  a  clear  proposition.  Were 
we  authorized  to  hold  otherwise,  such  a 
holding  would  be  subversive  of  the  best  in- 
terests of  society,  and  might  result  in  grt<at 
peril  to  our  governmental  structure.  Such 
a  holding  Is  not  necessary  to  preserve  the 
purity  ot  elections;  for  provision  can  be 
made  for  an  investigation  of  charges  of  ac- 
tual fraud  upon  the  part  of  electors  and  elec- 
tion officers.  It  would  be  an  interminable 
task  to  refer  to  each  of  the  cases  cited  In  de- 
tail, and  we  content  ourselves  with  giving 
our  conclusions  drawn  from  all  of  them.  No 
decision  cited  has  gone  to  the  extent  that 
we  are  asked  to  go  by  the  appellant  in  this 
case;  and,  to  accord  with  the  general  hold- 
ings of  the  courts,  as  we  understand  them, 
in  the  light  of  what  has  actually  been  de- 
cided in  the  cases,  we  are  compelled  to  hold 
that  the  provision  aforesaid  against  count- 
ing ballots  where  no  initials  are  placed  there- 
on cannot  be  sustained,  and  the  decision  of 
that  question  sets  this  controversy  at  rest 
The  finding  in  question  by  the  lower  court 
supports  the  conclusions  of  law  based  there- 
on, and  the  Judgment  rendered.  The  fact 
that  the  election  officers  failed  to  have  booths 
erected  which  complied  with  the  law,  found 
In  the  eighth  finding,  was  also  but  an  irreg- 
ularity which  would  not  vitiate  the  elec- 
tion. None  of  the  other  questions  raised  by 
appellant.  In  the  present  aspect  of  the  case, 
are  material  to  this  controversy,  as  they  re- 
late to  defects  in  particular  votes  cast  in  the 
various  precincts  and  included  in  the  other 
findings;  and,  in  case  any  of  these  votes 
were  Improperly  counted,  the  court  in  each 
Instance  found  a  greater  number  were  count- 
ed for  the  appellant  than  for  the  respondent, 
and  the  findings  must  be  accepted  as  a 
whole.  It  follows  that  the  Judgment  must 
be  affirmed. 

HOYT,    C.   J.,   and    ANDERS,    DUNBAR, 
and  GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


McLAUGHLHs'  v.  BARNES. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  23,  1895.) 

Decedkst's  Estate— Faymknt  to  Distkibuteb— 
Set-Off  bi  Execctok— Personal  Claiw. 

1.  An  administrator  cannot  set  off  a  per- 
sonal claim  against  a  distributee  afrainst  her  dis- 
tributive share,  which  he  has  been  directed  by 
the  court  to  pay  her. 

2.  Nor  can  be,  by  assigning  sach  claim  after 
the  decree  of  distribution,  prevent  the  court 
from  compelliiDt  him  to  pay  to  the  distributee 
her  share,  on  the  ground  that  he  has  been  gar- 
nished in  a  suit  by  the  assienee  against  the  dis- 
tributee on  the  claim  assigned. 

Hoyt,  C.  J.,  dissenting. 
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Appeal  from  Superior  oonrt,  King  county; 
T.  J.  Humes,  Judge. 

Appeal  by  John  6.  Barnes,  administrator. 
In  the  matto*  of  the  estate  of  Hiram  C.  Mc- 
Laughlin, from  an  order  directing  the  pay- 
ment to  Bertha  F.  McLaughlin  of  the  balance 
of  her  dlstrlbutlTe  share  in  the  estate.  Af- 
firmed. 

John  6.  Barnes,  In  pro.  i)er.  Greene  & 
Turner,  toe  respondent 

GORDON,  J.  Appellant  Is  administrator 
of  the  estate  of  Hiram  C.  McLaughlin,  de- 
ceased. As  such  administrator,  he  presented 
his  final  account  to  the  superior  court  of 
King  county  for  settlement  and  allowance, 
from  which  account  It  appeared  that  there 
was  chargeable  to  him,  and  then  In  his  hands 
as  such  administrator,  ready  to  be  distrib- 
uted to  the  respondent,  the  sum  of  $1,534.56, 
and,  pursuant  to  his  petition  in  that  behalf, 
said  court,  on  the  7th  day  of  September,  1884, 
made  and  entered  a  final  decree  of  distribu- 
tion. Thereafter  appellant  paid  to  respond- 
Mit's  order  the  sum  of  $1,054.56,  retaining 
and  refusing  upon  demand  to  pay  the  balance 
of  $500.  On  the  20th  day  of  October,  18!)4, 
respondent  applied  to  the  court  for  an  order 
directing  the  administrator  fwthwith  to  turn 
orer  said  balance.  A  cc^y  of  said  applica- 
tion and  the  affidavit  upon  which  it  was 
based  were,  on  the  same  day,  served  upon  ap- 
pellant, and  came  on  for  hearing  before  the 
court  on  the  26th  day  of  October,  1894,  at 
which  time  the  appellant  submitted  his  affi- 
davit, which  set  forth,  as  a  reason  for  with- 
holding and  refusing  to  pay  over  said  bal- 
ance, "that  the  said  Bertha  F.  McLaughlin 
was  Indebted  to  [appellant]  In  said  sum  of 
$300,  for  and  on  account  of  legal  services 
potcsmed  by  [appellant]  for  said  Bertha  Mc- 
Laughlin, at  her  request,  as  her  attorney  and 
counselM',  which  services  were  performed  by 
[appellant]  for  said  Bertha  F.  McLauglilin,  in- 
dependent of  his  administration  of  said  es- 
tate, and  before  he  was  appointed  administra- 
twr  or  became  administrator  thereof;  that  on 
the  24th  of  October,  1894,  he  duly  assigned, 
transferred,  and  set  over  to  one  E.  B.  Palmer 
his  claim  against  said  Bertha  McLaughlin  for 
said  sum  of  $500  for  services  as  aforesaid; 
that  on  the  25th  day  of  October,  1894,  the 
said  sum  of  $500  In  his  hands  as  aforesaid 
was  duly  and  regularly  lawfully  levied  up<Ki 
and  attached  by  the  sheriff  of  King  county, 
state  of  Washington,  in  a  suit  at  law  upon 
said  assigned  claim  in  the  superior  court  of 
the  state  of  Washington,  for  King  county, 
wherein  the  said  Palmer  is  plaintiff  and  the 
said  Bertha  F.  McLaughlin  is  defendant" 
Findings  of  fact  were  duly  made  by  the 
court  and  an  order  entered  directing  the  ap- 
pellant to  pay  said  sum  of  $900  to  the  re- 
spondent within  10  days  from  the  date  there- 
of.    This  appeal  Is  from  said  order. 

The  first  contention  of  the  appellant  Is  that 
the  decree  of  distribution  of  date  September 


7, 1884,  changed  the  UabllHy  of  the  adminis- 
trator to  the  distributee  from  "an  aSB.ciaX  to 
a  personal  one";  that  after  the  entry  of  the 
decree  of  distribution  the  relationship  exist- 
ing between  the  administrator  and  the  re- 
spondent, as  to  the  money  and  property  dis- 
tributed, was  that  of  debtor  and  creditor, 
and  that  respondent  had  a  right  to  bring  her 
action  to  recover  from  the  administrator  the 
property  distributed  to  her,  and  against  such 
a  demand  the  administrator  might  set  off  the 
debt  due  him  from  respondent  Conceding 
the  right  of  respondent,  as  distributee,  to 
maintain  an  action  of  the  character  suggest- 
ed by  appellant  It  was  not  we  think,  the 
only  remedy  which  the  law  afforded  her.  A 
decree  of  distribution  has,  "in  most  respects, 
all  the  efficacy  of  a  judgment  at  law,"  and 
can  be  enforced  by  proceedings  for  contempt. 
Melone  v.  Davis,  67  Cal.  279,  7  Pac.  703; 
Wheeler  v.  Bolton,  54  Cal.  302.  The  decree 
of  distribution  did  not  operate  to  relieve  the 
appellant  of  his  trust,  nor  could  bis  final  dis- 
cbarge be  effected  while  the  duty  remained, 
undischarged,  of  turning  over,  as  administra- 
tor, the  funds  m  his  bands  for  distribution; 
and  the  court  having  jurisdiction  of  the  ad- 
ministration of  said  estate  has  ample  au- 
thority to  comi)el  the  discharge  of  said  duty, 
without  requiring  the  distributee  to  resort  to 
another  forum. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  assignment 
by  appellant  of  his  claim  against  respondent 
was  perfectly  legal  and  proper;  that  as  to 
that  claim  "no  r^ati(Hiship  whatsoever  exist- 
ed between  respondent  and  appellant,  except- 
ing that  of  an  attorney  who  had  performed 
services,  and  a  client  who  seeks  to  avoid  pay- 
ment therefor."  As  has  been  noticed,  appel- 
lant's claim  to  compensation  is  for  services 
rendered  prior  to  his  appointment  as  ad- 
ministrator. An  administrator  cannot  be 
permitted  to  Juggle  with  funds  belonging 
to  a  distributee,  not  avail  himself  of  his 
trust  relationship  to  secure  a  personal  ad- 
vantage in  the  c(dlection  of  a  claim  against 
his  cestui  que  trust;  and  what  the  law, 
from  considerations  of  public  policy,  will 
not  permit  him  to  do  by  direct  means,  can- 
not be  accomplished  by  indirection,  through 
the  medium  of  an  assignee  under  an  assign- 
ment, which,  we  think,  is  properly  character- 
ized by  ret^ondent's  counsel  as  "merely  color- 
able, and  made  to  forestall  an  order  to  pay 
over  the  moneys  withheld."  In  presenting 
his  account  as  administrator,  to  the  court, 
for  settlement  be  made  no  claim  or  reference 
to  the  private  controversy  existing  between 
himself  and  the  respondent  probably  for  the 
very  obvious  reason  that  it  in  no  wise  con- 
cerned the  administration  of  the  estate,  and 
was  a  matter  which  could  not  be  adjudicated 
by  a  court  of  probate.  Hancock  v.  Hubbard, 
19  Pick.  167;  Procter  v.  Newliall,  17  Mass. 
81.  It  would  be  productive  of  Infinite  con- 
fusion and  disaster  to  permit  the  settlement 
of  estates  to  be  hampered  and  delayed,  pend- 
ing the  determination  of  such  extraneous 
uigiiizea  oy  >^j  \^/ \^/ ^^  i  v. 
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matters.  Whether  funfls  wbicb  have  been 
ordered  distributed,  but  are  Still  in  the  poa- 
sesBlOD  of  an  administrator,  can  be  garnish- 
ed, is  a  questlcHi  not  neoessarjr  for  decision 
in  the  present  case. 
The  Judgment  will  be  affirmed. 

ANDERS  and  DUNBAR,  JJ.,  concur. 

HOYT,  C.  J.  (dissenting).  If  the  funds  In 
the  hands  of  the  administrator  were  subject 
to  garnishment  (as  to  which  I  express  no 
opinion),  the  proceedings  set  up  in  the  affi- 
davit were  in  my  opinion  sufficient  to  Justify 
the  administrator  in  refusing  to  pay  orer  the 
money  sought  to  be  garnished,  until  the  reg- 
ularity of  the  garnishee  proceedings  had  been 
determined  in  the  action  in  which  they  were 
instituted. 


PERU  PLOW  &  WHEEL  CO.  t.  WARD. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.    July  6,  1805.) 

RBI.B48B  OF  SDBRTT— MoniFICATION  0»  TERMS. 

1.  A  surety  has  a  right  to  stand  upon  the 
rery  terms  of  his  contract,  and  if  a  material  va- 
riation is  made  therein  without  his  assent,  he 
is  discharged. 

2.  One  who  becomes  security  for  the  pay- 
ment of  a  debt  evidenced  by  three  notes,  due, 
respectively,  in  one,  tws,  and  three  years,  is  re- 
leased from  liability  if,  without  his  assent,  the 
principals  on  the  notes  and  the  creditor  payee 
agree,  upon  sufficient  consideration,  that  upon 
the  failure  to  pay  eitiier  of  said  notes,  they  all 
shall  become  due  and  payable,  and  if,  pursuant 
to  such  agreement,  an  action  is  brouglit  within 
two  years  against  the  principals  and  the  surety 
on  the  three  notes. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Republic  coun- 
ty; F.  W.  Sturges,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Peru  Plow  &  W^heel  Compa- 
ny against  R.  B.  Ward.  Judgment  for  de- 
fendant.   Plaintiff  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Noble  &  Hogln,  for  plaintiCE  in  error.  Van 
Natta  &  CHose.  for  defendant  in  error. 

GARVEB,  J.  Under  date  of  February  1, 
1887,  R.  B.  Ward  became  security  for  M.  W. 
Ward  and  Thomas  Ward  for  the  payment  of 
an  indebtedness  of  $1,654.38,  to  the  Peru 
Plow  &  Wheel  Company,  and  as  security 
signed  three  notes  for  $551.46  each,  due  and 
payable,  unconditionally,  in  one.  two,  and 
three  years,  respectively,  after  date.  As  ad- 
ditional security,  and  before  accepting  said 
notes,  said  company  demanded  and  received 
frcan  M.  W.  Ward  a  mortgage  on  certain 
real  estate  in  the  town  of  Scandia,  the  mort- 
gage stating  that  it  was  given  to  secure  said 
notes,  and  also  containing  the  condition:  "If 
said  sum  or  sums  of  money,  or  any  part 
thereof,  or  any  Interest  thereon,  is  not  paid 
when  the  same  is  due;  and  if  the  taxes  and 
assessments  aforesaid  [taxes  and  assess- 
ments levied  upon  said  real  estate]  are  not 
paid  when  the  same  are  by  law  made  due 
and  payable,  then,  and  upon  default  of  these 


prpvisions  and  covenants,  or  any  or  dltber 
of  them,  the  whole  of  said  sum  and  sums, 
and  interest  thereon,  shall  by  these  presents 
become  due  and  payable."  The  surety  did 
not  assent  to  this  change  of  tiie  contract, 
and  defends  on  that  ground.  This  presents 
the  single  question:  Do  the  conditions  of 
the  mortgage  effect  such  a  change  of  the 
contract  as  will  release  the  surety?  We 
think  they  do.  By  the  terms  of  the  notes, 
neither  the  principals  nor  the  surety  could  be 
called  upon  for  payment  of  the  second  and 
third  notes  in  less  than  two  and  three  years, 
respectively,  from  their  dates.  By  the  terms 
of  the  mortgage,  the  failure  to  i>ay  the  first 
note  when  due,  or  the  failure  to  pay  the 
taxes  which  might  be  assessed  against  the 
mortgaged  property,  caused  all  three  notes 
to  become  at  once  due  and  payable.  Stan- 
dift  T.  Norton,  11  Kan.  218.  Even  though  it 
might  be  said  that  such  would  not  be  the 
legal  effect  of  the  contract  contained  in  the 
mortgage  as  to  the  surety,  he  not  being  a 
party  thereto,  yet  it  would  be  placing  upon 
him  an  obligation  materially  different  from 
that  which  he  voluntarily  assumed.  His 
contract  was  to  pay  the  several  sums  men- 
tioned in  the  notes,  if  the  principals  failed  to 
pay  the  same  according  to  their  express 
terms.  He  became  surety  upon  the  express 
agreement  that  the  principals  had  three 
years  within  which  to  discharge  this  in- 
debtedness, and  not  that  they  might  be  call- 
ed upon  for  the  whole  amount  in  one  year. 
Here  is  a  marked  and  material  change  of 
the  contract  A  surety  may  stand  upon  the 
very  terms  of  the  contract  which  he  volun- 
tarily entered  into,  and  other  parties  to  such 
contract  cannot  change  or  vary  its  terms  in 
any  material  particular  without  his  consult. 
If  they  do  so,  the  surety  may  allege  and 
prove  such  fact,  and  upon  it  claim  his  dis- 
charge. As  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Story  la 
Miller  V.  Stewart,  9  Wheat.  681:  "The  lU- 
bility  of  a  surety  is  not  to  be  extended  by 
implication  beyond  the  terms  of  the  contract 
To  the  extent,  and  in  the  manner  and  under 
the  circumstances,  pointed  out  in  the  obliga- 
tion, he  is  bound,  and  no  further.  It  is  not 
sufficient  that  he  may  sustain  no  injury  by 
the  change  In  the  contract,  or  that  It  may 
be  for  his  benefit.  He  has  the  right  to  stand 
on  the  very  terms  of  his  contract:  and.  If  be 
does  not  assent  to  any  variation  of  it,  and  a 
variation  is  made.  It  is  fatal"  An  agreement 
between  the  principal  debtor  and  his  cred- 
itor, without  the  assent  of  the  surety,  to  ex- 
tend the  time  of  payment  of  the  note,  re- 
leases the  surety.  Rose  v.  Williams,  5  Kan. 
483;  Jenness  v.  Cutler,  12  Kan.  500;  Hub- 
bard V.  Ogden,  22  Kan.  363.  These  deci- 
sions rest  upon  the  principle  that,  if  the  sure- 
ty Is  held  under  the  changed  contract,  he  is 
bound  by  an  obligation  different  from  that 
which  he  assumed;  and  it  is  this  which  con- 
trols the  decisions  of  the  courts  In  that  class 
of  cases,  rather  than  that  the  extension  of 
time  is  an  injury  to  the  surety  by  prevent- 


uigiiizea  oy  >.j\^\^ 


6" 


Kan.) 


UYEBFOOL  ft  LONDOK  *  OLOBX  INS.  GO.  v.  HALL. 


65 


tag  him  from  takln^r  prompt  action  against 
the  principal  for  his  indemnity.  The  same 
principle  applies  to  a  shortening  4f  the  time 
of  credit.  "When  he  [tbe  snrety}  has  agreed 
that  his  principal  shall  pay  money,  or  per- 
form any  other  contract,  by  a  spectfled  day, 
the  change  of  time  to  a  different  day  is  not 
the  agreement  into  which  he  entered;  and  to 
enforce  Its  performance,  wonld  be  to  permit 
other  and  nnanthorized  persons  to  make  for 
him  a  contract"  Flyrm  ▼.  Mudd,  27  111. 
323.  "If  tbe  surety  Is  sued  upon  the  old 
agreement  to  which  alone  his  undertaking 
was  accessory,  he  has  only  to  show  that 
that  has  ceased  to  exist,  and  no  longer  binds 
bis  principal;  and.  if  be  la  sued  upon  the 
snbstltnted  agreement,  be  is  entitled,  both 
In  law  and  equity,  to  make  the  abort  and 
eondoslTe  answer,  'Non  hsec  In  fcBdeia,  venl.' " 
Ide  V.  Churchill,  14  Ohio  St  372;  May  hew 
T.  Boyd.  5  Md.  102.  The  exact  question 
Involred  In  this  case  was  considered,  and 
thus  commented  on.  In  Bacon  v.  Cbesney, 
1  Starkie,  192:  "Tbe  claim  as  against  the 
surety  Is  strictlasiml  Juris,  and  it  is  incum- 
boit  on  tbe  party  to  whom  tbe  guaranty  is 
glyen,  and  who  Is  enforcing  It  against  tbe 
surety,  to  sbow  that  be  has  strictly  complied 
with  tbe  terms  of  tbe  guaranty;  and,  there- 
fore. If  one  engage  to  guaranty  the  debt  of 
another,  provided  eigbteen  months'  credit  be 
glren,  tbe  creditor  Is  not  at  liberty  to  vary 
It  by  giving  twelve  months  only,  and,  after 
tbe  expiration  of  six  more,  to  call  upon  tbe 
■nrety;  but  the  surety  In  such  a  case  would 
be  discbarged."  The  same  principle  applies 
to  tbe  facts  of  this  case,  with  tbe  same  legal 
effect  As  l>earlng  further  on  tbe  question, 
see:  Wright  v.  Johnson,  8  Wend.  S12;  ISank 
T.  Uattlngly,  92  Ky.  690,  18  a  W.  940;  May- 
bew  ▼.  Boyd,  S  Md.  102;  Paine  r.  Jones.  76 
M.  Y.  274;  Oower  t.  Halloway,  18  Iowa,  154; 
Oobnm  ▼.  Webb,  56  Ind.  96.  Counsel  for 
plaintiff  In  error  claims  that  tbe  evidence 
■bows  tbat  the  surety  subsequently  assented 
to  tbe  change  of  tbe  contract  Any  sucb 
question  Is  disposed  of  by  the  findings  of 
tbe  court  on  conflicting,  and  we  think  suffi- 
cient, testimony,  and  It  Is  not  now  a  subject 
for  review  by  this  court  Tbe  Judgment  will 
be  affirmed.  All  tbe  Judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan.  A.  IS) 

UYEHPOOL  A  LONDON  ft  GLOBE  INa 
CO.  V.  HALL  et  al. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment O.  D.    Jnl7  6,  1895.) 

ItanmBBm  to  Evidskob— In8uha.ncs— Appb^iss- 
MBNT  or  Loss— Dbveksb  to  Poliot. 

i.  A  demnrrer  to  the  eyidence  of  the  plain- 
tiff sbonld  be  overruled  when  the  evidence  fairly 
tends  to  prove  tbe  allegations  of  the  petition. 

2.  In  an  action  to  recover  on  a  policy  of  fire 
insorance  for  a  loss  by  fire,  the  failare  on  tbe 
part  of  the  insured  to  comply  with  a  demand, 
made  in  accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the 
policy,  by  the  insurer,  for  an  appraisement  of 
tl.e  amount  of  loss,  must  be  alleged  and  proved 
as  matter  of  defense. 
T.4lP.no.l — 6 


8.  Where  ths  right  to  demand  sneh  ap- 
praisal exists  only  'in  the  event  of  disagreement 
as  to  the  amount  of  loss,"  the  insurer,  relying, 
for  a  defense  to  an  action  on  the  policy  to  re- 
cover for  the  loss,  upon  the  failure  of  the  In- 
sared  to  agree  xo  an  appraisement  when  one 
was  demanded,  must  allege  and  prove  that  there 
was  an  actual  disagreement  aa  to  the  amount 
of  tbe  loss. 
(SylUbns  by  the  Coort) 

Brror  from  district  coort,  Republic  county; 
F.  W.  Sturges,  Judge. 

Action  by  M.  E.  and  L  B.  Hall  against  the 
Liverpool  &  London  &  Globe  Insurance  Com- 
pany. Judgment  for  plaintUEs,  and  defend- 
ant brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Qolnton  &  Qulnton,  for  plaintiff  In  error. 
NoUe  ft  Surface,  for  defendants  In  error. 

OARVEB,  J.  We  ara  met  at  the  threshold 
of  this  case  by  tbe  defendants  in  error  ob- 
jecting that  the  record  is  not  in  such  condition 
that  the  court  can  consider  the  errors  com- 
plained of.  The  first  objection  la  that  there 
la  no  petition  in  error  which  tbe  court  can 
recognize,  and  that  what  purports  to  be  an 
amended  petition  In  error  cannot  cure  defects 
in  the  first  petition,  because  it  was  filed  in 
tbe  supreme  court  more  than  one  year  after 
tbe  entering  of  tbe  Judgment  sought  to  be 
reversed.  Tbe  amendment  to  tbe  original  pe- 
tition In  error  being  as  to  a  mere  matter  of 
form.  It  was  permissible  at  any  time  before 
the  hearing.  Cogshall  v.  Spurry,  47  Kan. 
448,  28  Pac.  164.  The  objection  to  the  man- 
ner In  which  exceptions  were  taken  to  tbe 
ruling  of  the  court  upon  defendant's  demurrer 
to  tbe  plaintiffs'  evidence  we  will  pass  by, 
as  the  Judgment  must  be  affirmed  upon  an- 
other ground. 

This  was  an  action  brought  by  the  Halls 
upon  a  policy  of  Insurance,  issued  by  tbe  de- 
fendant below,  now  pialntiflT  in  error,  insur- 
ing against  loss  or  damage  by  fire,  on  a 
stock  of  goods  owned  by  tbem  in  Republic 
eonnty.  The  petition  contains  the  usual  alle- 
gations of  the  execution  of  the  policy  of  In- 
surance, the  loss  by  fire  of  the  property  in- 
sured, the  compliance  on  the  part  of  the  Insur- 
ed with  tbe  conditions  of  tbe  policy  as  to 
notice  and  proofs  of  loss,  the  amotmt  of  the 
loss,  and  the  failure  on  the  part  of  the  In- 
■orance  company  to  pay.  Tbe  policy  attach- 
ed to  and  made  a  part  of  the  petition  con- 
tained the  condition:  "In  the  event  at  dis- 
agreement as  to  the  amount  of  loss,"  the 
same  should  be  ascertained  by  three  apprais- 
ers, to  be  selected  in  tbe  manner  provided 
by  tbe  policy,  and  tbe  award  In  writing 
of  any  two  of  the  appraisers  should  deter- 
mine the  amonnt  of  the  loss;  that  tbe  com- 
pany should  not  be  held  to  have  waived 
any  condition  of  tbe  policy  by  any  proceeding 
on  its  part  relating  to  appraises;  and  tbat 
tbe  loss  should  not  become  payable,  nor  suit 
brought  until  after  the  amount  of  loss  bad 
been  determined  by  award  of  the  appraisers, 
when  appraisement  had  been  required.  Tbe 
answer  of  the  defendant  consisted  of  a  gener- 
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al  denial  o7  the  itllegatlons  of  plaintiff^'  peti- 
tion, specially  admitting  the  execution  of  the 
policy  and  the  fact  of  a  loss  by  flre  at  the 
time  alleged  by  plahitlfFs,  and  the  further  de- 
fense that  the  Insurance  company  served  no- 
tice upon  the  insured  of  a  demand  for  an 
appraisement  of  the  amoimt  of  the  loss,  in 
accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  policy, 
and  that  they  refused  to  select  appraisers  or 
to  act  with  the  company  in  securing  an  ap- 
praisement. 

The  evidence  Introduced  by  the  plaintiffs 
below  tended  to  prove  all  the  material  alle- 
gations of  the  petition.  It  Is  contended  by 
cotmsei  for  plaintiff  in  error  that  the  evi- 
dence proved  more  than  this;  that  it  showed 
that  they  had  refused  the  demand  of  the  In- 
surance company  to  appraise  the  amount  of 
the  loss;  hence,  as  counsel  says:  "Nothing 
was  due  on  the  policy  sued  upon,  or  became 
due  on  the  same,  until  after  an  award  had 
been  made  by  the  appraisers.  If  nothing  was 
due  at  the  time  of  the  commencement  of  this 
action,  the  action  was  prematurely  brought 
The  ascertainment  of  the  amount  of  loss  by 
award  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  claim- 
ants' right  of  action."  If  counsel's  position  Is 
correct,  the  demurrer  to  plaintiffs'  evidence 
should  have  been  sustained.  In  the  view  we 
take  of  the  case,  It  is  unnecessary,  at  this 
time,  to  decide  whether  or  not  the  conditions 
of  this  policy  mnke  an  award  of  appraisers, 
when  appraisement  Is  required,  a  condition 
precedent  to  a  right  of  action  to  recover  for 
the  loss.  The  weight  of  authority,  however, 
seems  to  be  in  favor  of  the  validity  of  such 
a  condition,  and  to  hold  that  arbitration  of 
the  amount  of  loss  Is  a  right  which  either 
party  may  demand  of  the  other,  and  that 
when  such  demand  is  made.  In  accordance 
with  the  terms  of  the  policy,  by  the  insurer, 
no  action  can  be  maintained  by  the  Insured 
to  recover  for  the  loss  until  such  demand  has 
been  complied  with  and  an  appraisement 
made.  Wolff  v.  Insurance  Co.,  50  N.  J.  Law, 
^■Ja,  14  Atl.  501;  >Ient«  v.  Insurance  Co.,  70 
Pa.  St.  481;  Delaware  &  H.  Canal  Co.  v. 
Pennsylvania  Coal  Co..  50  N.  Y.  250;  Reed 
v.  Insurance  Co.,  138  Mass.  572;  Hall  v.  In- 
surance Co.,  57  Conn.  105,  17  Atl.  356;  John- 
son V.  Insurance  Co.,  41  Minn.  390,  43  N.  W. 
.>9;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Etherton,  25  Neb.  505, 
14  N.  \V.  400;  Hamilton  v.  Insurance  Co., 
IM  V.  S.  242,  10  Sup.  Ct.  943;  Insurance  Co. 
V.  Wilson,  45  Kan.  250,  25  Pac.  C29. 

It  is  not  necessarj',  however,  in  order  that 
the  Insured  may  maintain  an  action  on  such 
a  policy,  that  he  negative  this  condition,  or 
prove  a  compliance  with  the  same  on  his 
part.  That  is  matter  of  defense.  It  should 
also  appear  that  there  was  an  admitted  liabil- 
.  ity  for  something,  and  that  there  was  an  ac- 
tual disagreement  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
loss.  All  liability  under  the  policy  cannot  be 
denied,  and.  at  the  same  time,  a  demand 
made  to  submit  the  amount  of  the  loss  to  ar- 
bitration. Of  cases  above  citp<l,  see  Mentz 
V,  Insurance  Co.,  Insurance  Co.  v.  Ktherton, 


Wolff  V.  Insurance  Co.;  also.  Dyer  v.  Insur- 
ance Co.,  53  Me.  118;  Fogg  v.  Grlffln,  2  Al- 
len, 1;  WiUlamB  v.  Insurance  Co.,  54  N.  Y. 
577.  The  answer  contained  no  allegation  of 
dispute  or  disagreement  as  to  the  amount  of 
loss.  Hence,  in  this  respect,  it  failed  to  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  defense  on  this 
ground.  Neither  does  the  evidence  In  the 
case  fairly  tend  to  show  admission  of  liabili- 
ty, or  actual  disagreement  as  to  amount  of 
loss.  So  far  as  the  evidence  indicates,  little 
or  no  effort  was  made  to  agree  upon  the 
amount  of  loss,  and  no  opportunity  was  af- 
forded for  an  actual  disagreement. 

Again,  the  only  testimony  concerning  a  de- 
maud  for  an  appraisement  of  the  loss  was 
brought  out  by  evidence  of  a  conversation 
which  occurred,  soon  after  the  fire,  between 
one  of  the  plaintiffs  and  one  Van  Valkeuberg,. 
who  was  probably  an  adjusting  agent  for  de- 
fendant. On  cross-examination  of  M.  E.  Hall, 
one  of  the  plaintiffs,  counsel  for  the  defend- 
ant identified  a  certain  paper,  purporting  to 
be  a  demand  for  appraisement,  which  was 
handed  to  the  witness  by  Van  Valkeuberg. 
It  was  addressed  to  the  plaintiffs  Hall,  and 
signed,  "M.  W.  Van  Valkeuberg,"  designat- 
ing him  as  state  agent  for  defendant.  The 
court  admitted  the  testimony  of  this  conversa- 
tion between  the  witness  and  Van  Valkeu- 
berg, over  the  objection  of  counsd  for  de- 
fendant below,  with  the  express  statement  at 
the  time  that  such  testimony  was  not  com- 
petent, and  would  not  be  considered  by  the 
court,  unless  it  was  shown  by  competent  tes- 
timony that  Van  Valkeuberg  was  an  agent 
such  as  he  represented  himself  to  be.  The 
record  does  not  show  that  any  competent  evi- 
dence of  agency  was  Introduced  on  the  trial. 
Nor  is  there  anything  tending  to  show  that 
Van  Valkeuberg  was  authorized  by  the  com- 
pany to  submit  the  question  of  amount  of 
loss  to  arbitration.  Under  such  circumstan- 
ces, there  was  no  competent  evidence  for  the 
court  to  consider  on  the  demurrer  to  the  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  a  demand  by  the  com- 
pany for  the  appointment  of  appraisers. 

Again,  beyond  the  mere  statement  of  the 
fact  of  the  identification  of  the  claimed  writ- 
ten demand  for  appraisement,  the  only  other 
reference  In  the  record  to  such  demand  Is 
that  counsel  for  the  defendant,  on  the  cross- 
examination  of  the  plaintiff  M.  E.  Hall,  offer- 
ed in  evidence  the  paper  purporting  to  be 
such  written  demand.  The  record  Is  silent 
as  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  upon  such  offer. 
Nelthw  does  It  appear  that  It  was  read  or 
considered  In  evidence.  When  the  court  pass- 
ed upon  the  demurr^  to  the  evidence,  It 
could  very  properly  have  ignored  all  the  tes- 
timony offered  or  Introduced  pertaining  to 
the  appointment  of  appraisers;  or,  at  least, 
would  have  committed  no  error  in  holding 
that  such  testimony  was  not  sufficient  to 
overthrow  the  prima  facie  case  made  by  the 
plaintiffs.  The  demun-er  to  the  evidence  was 
properly  overmletl.  The  judgment  will  be 
affirmed.    All  the  Judges  concurring. 
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(S  Kan-A.  708)' 

BOXBBRAKE  et  al.  t.  AETNA  LIFE  INS. 

OO. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas.  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.    July  6,  1805.) 
Appeal— Parties. 

A  joint  judgment  rendered  against  the 
prineijial  and  snretles  on  a  bon<l  cannot  be  re- 
vieWfHl  ordisturbeti  by  proceedings  in  error,  when 
the  principal  to  such  judgment  is  not  made  a 
party  in  the  appoUnte  conrt,  and  no  valid  reason 
appears  for  such  omission. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Conrt.) 

Errwr  from  district  court,  Dickinson  coun- 
ty;   M.  B.  Nicholson,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Aetna  Life  Insurance  Com- 
pany against  J.  £.  Bonobrake  and  others. 
Prom  a  jndjrment  for  plaintiff,  defendants 
bring  error.    Dismissed. 

Stambaugh  &  Hurd,  for  plaintitFs  In  error. 
John  H.  Mahan,  for  defendant  in  error. 

G.A.RVER,  J.  The  plaintiffs  In  error  were 
sureties  upon  a  l>oud  given  by  one  M.  P.  Ab- 
iMtt  to  defendant  in  error,  conditioned  for 
the  faithful  performance  by  the  said  Abbott 
of  his  duties  as  general  state  agent  In  Kan- 
sas for  said  insui-auce  company.  In  an  ac- 
tion brought  on  the  bond  against  the  princi- 
pal and  sureties  for  alleged  breaches  there- 
of, trial  was  had  in  tlie  district  court  of 
Dirldnson  county,  and  a  Joint  Judgment  for 
*5»25  rendered  against  M.  P.  Abbott  as  prin- 
cipal and  the  plaintiffs  in  error  as  his  sure- 
ties. This  proceeeding  in  error  to  reverse 
sneh  Judgment  Is  brought  by  the  sureties 
alone,  the  said  M.  P.  AblK>tt  not  being  made 
a  party  in  this  court. 

Objection  Is  made  by  defendant  in  error,  in 
the  brief  and  on  oral  argument,  to  a  consid- 
eration of  the  errors  assigned,  for  the  reason 
that  M.  P.  Ablxrtt  is  a  necessary  party  to 
thU  proceeding  before  any  reversal  of  the 
Judgment  can  t>e  had.  We  think  this  objec- 
tion is  well  founded.  The  pQle  is  well  set- 
tled, and  is  of  universal  application,  that  all 
the  parties  to  a  Joint  Judgment  must  be  made 
parties  to  a  petition  in  error,  and  a  failure  in 
this  respect  Is  fatal  for  the  appealing  party. 
MePherson  v.  Storch,  49  Kan.  313,  30  Pac. 
-t^O.  and  cases  cited;  Masterson  v.  Hemdon, 
10  WalL  418;  Simpson  v.  Greeley,  20  Wall. 
l.">2.  157.  Notwithstanding  this  objection,  we 
have  examined  the  errors  assigned,  and  are 
of  opinion  tliat  no  reversible  error  was  com- 
mitted. The  case  will  be  dismissed.  All  the 
Judges  concurring. 


(1  KaiLA. «) 

HALBERT  et  al.  t.  EIXWOOD. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.    July  0,  1895.) 
Nkootiablb  Note— Bona  Fide  Holder. 

1.  A  negotiable  promissory  note  payable  to 
hearer  does  not  lose  its  negotiable  character  by 
the  payee  indorsing  it  payable  to  a  third  person, 


omltfing  the  frbrds  "or  order";  nor  by  an  in- 
dorsement in  blank  by  such  third  person,  pre- 
ceded by  a  guaranty  of  payment  and  waiver  of 
protest. 

2.  The'  holder  of  a  negotiable  note  so  in- 
dorsed is  presumed  to  have  acquired  the  same 
in  good  faith,  before  maturity,  free  of  all  equi- 
ties and  defenses  that  may  exist  between  the 
makers  and  payee.  Before  the  makers  of  such 
note  can  defend  against  the  holder,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  or  want  of  consideration  in  the 
inception  of  the  note,  they  must  allege  and 
prove  that  he  is  not  a  bona  fide  holder,  or  that 
he  took  the  note  after  maturity. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Mitchell  county; 
Cyrus  Heren,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  L.  EUwood  against  Enos 
Halbert  and  others.  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
Defendants  Inlng  error.    Affirmed. 

A.  W.  Hicks  and  Stevens  &  Stevens,  for 
plaintiffs  in  oror.  A.  H.  Ellis,  E.  S.  Ellis, 
and  F.  T.  Bumham,  for  defendant  in  error. 


GARVER,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought 
by  Eilwood  against  the  plaintlfts  in  error  to 
recover  ui>on  a  negotiable  promissory  note 
given  by  them,  and  payable  to  one  J.  E.  Rog- 
ers or  bearer.  Upon  the  back  of  the  note  are 
the  following  indorsements:  "Pay  the  with- 
in note  to  C.  W.  Culp.  J.  E.  Rogers."  "For 
value  received,  I  hereby  guaranty  the  pay- 
ment of  the  within  note  at  maturity,  or  at 
any  other  time  thereafter,  and  hereby  waive 
protest,  demand,  and  notice  of  nonpayment. 
C.  W.  Culp."  In  his  petition,  tlie  plaintiff 
alleged  the  execution  of  the  note  by  said 
makers,  the  transfer  of  the  same  by  indoi-se- 
ment  and  delivery  to  himself  before  maturi- 
ty, and  that  he  was  the  owner  and  holder 
thereof.  The  answer  of  defendants  contain- 
ed two  defenses,— the  first  denying  that  EU- 
wood was  the  owner  and  bolder  of  said  note, 
and  alleging  that  C.  W.  Culp  was  the  owner 
and  the  real  party  in  interest  in  tlie  subject- 
matter  of  the  action.  The  second  defense 
referred  to  and  made  the  first  defense  a 
part  of  the  second,  and  alleged  that  C.  W. 
Culp  and  not  J.  E.  Rogers  was  the  real 
party  in  interest  in  the  transaction  in  which 
said  note  was  given;  that  J.  E.  Rogers,  as 
payee,  took  said  note  as  a  mere  agent  or 
representative  of  Culp;  that  Rogers  never 
had  any  real  interest  in  the  note,  and  that 
there  was  fraud  and  want  of  consideration  in 
its  Inception.  Trial  was  had  by  jury,  the  de- 
fendants l>elow  assuming  the  burden  of  proof. 
Evidence  was  introduced  by  them  tending  to 
prove  the  second  defense  of  their  answer, 
except  that  there  was  no  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  the  real  owner 
of  the  note.  The  court  sustained  a  demurrer 
to  defendants'  evidence,  and  Instructed  the 
jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff, 
which  was  done,  and  judgmmt  thereon  en- 
tered. Defendants'  motion  for  a  new  trial 
being  overruled,  exceptions  were  properly 
saved,  and  they  bring  the  case  to  this  court, 
alleging  oror  in  the  ruling  of  the  court  sus- 
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tabling  the  demnrrer  to  the  erldence  and  di- 
recting a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff. 

The  decision  of  the  court  below  tnmed  upon 
the  question  of  the  negotiability  of  the  note 
sued  on,  when  it  came  Into  the  handa  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendants  insisted,  and  still 
insist,  that  the  indorsements  upon  the  note 
destroyed  Its  negutiabillty;  and  that,  as  the 
plaintiff  alleged  the  transfer  to  him  by  such 
Indorsements  and  delivery  thereunder,  he 
must  be  held  to  have  acquired  the  note  sub- 
ject to  the  equities  existing  between  the  orig- 
inal xmrtles  to  the  note.  On  the  other  hand 
it  Is  claimed  that  the  note,  at  all  times,  re- 
tained Its  negotiable  character;  and  that,  in 
the  absence  of  evidmce  to  the  contrary.  It 
will  be  conclusively  presumed  that  the  plain- 
tiff Is  a  bona  fide  holder  for  value,  before 
maturity.  There  is  no  issue  made  by  the 
pleadings  as  to  whether  or  not  Ellwood  be- 
came a  bona  fide  holder  and  owner  of  the 
note  before  maturity,  without  notice  of  eq- 
uities or  of  want  of  consideration.  So  far 
as  the  matter  of  ownership  goes,  the  issue 
is  joined  upon  the  broad  allegation  of  defend- 
ants' answer  that  C.  W.  Culp,  and  not  Ell- 
wood, Is  the  owner  of  the  note  and  the  real 
party  In  interest  In  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action.  If  the  testimony  tends  to  show  that 
the  note  was  either  not  owned  by  Ellwood  or 
was  not  negotiable  in  his  liands,  the  demurrer 
to  the  evidence  should  have  been  overruled. 
But  there  was  no  evidence  whatever  offered 
by  the  defendants,  tending  to  show  that  Ell- 
wood's  connection  with  the  note  was  other 
than  what  the  law  presumed  it  to  be  from  his 
production  of  it  at  the  trial.  Hence,  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  was  correct,  so  far  as  the 
first  defense  was  concerned.  As  tlie  case 
thus  stood,  Ellwood  was  the  conceded  owner 
of  the  note.  Therefore,  if  it  came  into  bis 
hands  clothed  with  the  immunities  of  nego- 
tiable paper,  the  evidence  of  fraud  in  tlie  In- 
c^tion  of  the  note,  or  want  of  consideration, 
raised  no  defense  as  to  him.  That  the  note 
was  negotiable  we  think  is  beyond  question. 
Payable  In  the  first  place  to  bearer,  it  re- 
quires something  stronger  than  either  of  the 
Indorsements  on  the  note  to  strip  it  of  its 
negotiable  cl\nracter.  The  first  Indorsement, 
"Pay  the  within  note  to  C.  W.  Culp,"  is  an 
Indorsement  in  full,  with  the  same  legal  force 
and  effect  as  if  made  to  C.  W.  Culp  or  order. 
A  similar  indorsement  was  considered  in  the 
case  of  Edie  v.  East  India  Co.,  2  Burrows, 
1210,  and  held  to  be  an  indorsement  within 
the  law  merchant  which  did  not  affect  the 
negotiability  of  the  note.  Considering  the 
legal  effect  of  a  like  Indorsement  of  a  nego- 
tiable note,  the  court.  In  Leavltt  v.  Putnam, 
3  N.  Y.  494,  said:  "The  note  in  the  present 
case  was  upon  its  face  transferable,  and  its 
character  in  respect  to  negotiability  could 
only  have  been  changed  by  an  Indorsement 
containing  express  words  of  restriction.  The 
defendants'  indorsement  was  a  full  one,  con- 
taining the  name  of  the  party  in  whose  favor 
It  was  made,  but  omitting  the  words  'to  or- 


der,' the  legal  effect  of  which  waa,  nevertb^ 
less,  to  make  the  note  payable  to  himself  oz 
his  order,  and  his  indorsement,  therefore, 
was  effectual  to  transfer  the  note  to  the  plain- 
tiff." The  general  rule  Is  thus  laid  down  by 
Judge  Story,  in  his  work  on  Bills.  "Where 
the  bill  Is  originally  negotiable,  or  payable  to 
order,  an  Indorsement  directing)  payment  to 
a  particular  person,  by  name,  without  add- 
ing the  words,  'or  his  order,'  will  not  make 
!t  an  Indorsement  payable  to  him  only,  and 
restrain  the  negotiability  thereof;  for.  In  all 
cases  of  indorsement,  the  restriction  must 
arise  by  express  words  or  necessary  Implica- 
tion, to  produce  such  an  effect."  Story,  Bills, 
(3d  Ed.)  8  210.  The  legal  effect  of  the  sec- 
ond Indorsement  Is  that  of  an  indorsement 
In  blank,  making  the  note  thereafter  trans- 
ferable by  mere  delivery.  The  guaranty  of 
payment  written  over  the  name  of  the  In- 
dorser  adds  nothing  to  his  liability  beyond 
what  the  law  implies  from  an  indorsement  in 
blank  with  waiver  of  protest  There  are  no 
words  indicating  an  Intention  to  restrict  the 
negotiability  of  the  note.  The  authorities 
are  numerous  and  conclusive  upon  this  propo- 
sition. Upham  V.  Prince,  12  Mass.  14;  Cros- 
by V.  Roub,  16  Wis.  645;  Judson  v.  Go<*- 
win,  37  111.  286;  Robinson  v,  Lafa-,  31  Iowa, 
9;  Partridge  v.  Davis,  20  Vt  499;  My- 
rlck  V.  Hasey,  27  Me.  9;  Heard  v.  Bank, 
8  Neb.  10;  Johnson  v.  Mitchell,  50  Tex.  212; 
Story,  Bills,  §  215.  In  Upham  v.  Prince, 
where  the  Indorsement  waa  similar  to  the 
one  we  are  considering,  the  court  said:  "We 
are  all  of  opinion  that  the  note  did  not  lose 
its  negotiability  by  this  special  indorsement, 
any  more  than  it  would  If  It  had  been  in- 
dorsed with  the  words  'without  recurrence 
to  the  indorser,'  which  is  a  common  form 
of  Indorsement  where  the  Indorser  does  not 
intend  to  remain  liable."  In  Partridge  ▼. 
Davis,  the  payee  of  a  note  payable  to  order 
Indorsed  it  with  the  words,  "I  guaranty  the 
payment  of  the  within  note,"  and  the  court 
said  the  indorsement  "Is  the  same  thing,  in 
legal  effect,  and  for  every  practical  purpose, 
as  an  Indorsement,  and  may  be  treated  as 
such."  In  the  above  reference  to  Story  on 
Bills  the  author  says:  "An  indorsement  by 
the  payee,  or  other  lawful  bolder,  may  en- 
large his  responsibility  beyond  that  ordinarily 
created  by  law,  without  in  any  manner  re- 
straining the  negotiability  of  the  bill  •  •  • 
In  such  a  case  [where  the  liability  of  the  In- 
dorser Is  enlarged],  there  Is  no  reason  to  In- 
fer that  the  Indorser  means  to  restrain  the 
further  negotiability  of  the  bill,  even  if  he 
does  mean  to  restrain  the  effect  of  the  guar- 
anty to  his  immediate  indorsee.  •  •  • 
And  a  holder  has  a  right  to  hold  him  as  in- 
dorser of  the  bill,  as  he  has  left  its  nego- 
tiablUty  unrestrained."-  There  was  nothing 
presented  in  the  evidence  of  the  defendants 
tending  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  oc- 
cupy the  position  of  an  innocent  holder,  be- 
fore maturity,  of  the  note.  He  therefore  held 
it  free  of  all  defenses  that  might  have  been 
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Interposed  between  the  original  parties.  The 
demurrer  was  properly  sustained.  The  judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed.  All  the  Judges  con- 
curring. 


(IKmiULa) 

GERMAN  INa  CO.  OP  FREBPOET,  ILL., 

T.  HALL  et  al. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, O.  D.    July  6,  1895.) 

AOnON    AQAINST   FOBEION    INBDBAKCT    COKPAMT— 

SasTicB  or  Pbocbss— PORH  of  sumjions— 
WxivKB  or  Proofs  or  i,obs— Fisadino. 

1.  Where  an  insurance  company  incorporat- 
ed nnder  the  laws  of  another  state,  in  compli- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  chapter  50b,  J  41, 
Gen.  St.  1889,  files  in  the  insurance  department 
of  this  state  its  written  consent  irrevocable  that 
service  of  process  on*the  superintendent  of  in- 
surance shall  be  taken  and  held  in  all  courts 
to  be  as  valid  and  binding  as  if  due  service  had 
been  made  upon  the  president  or  chief  officer 
of  sucn  corporation,  such  company  thereby,  in 
effect,  stipulates  that,  in  so  far  as  the  matter  of 
obtaining  personal  jurisdiction  of  it  is  concerned, 
the  superintendent  of  insurance  is  the  chief  offi- 
cer of  the  corporation;  and  service  of  process  on 
the  superintendent  of  insurance  is  service  of 
process  on  the  corporation.  The  form  of  the 
process  and  the  manner  of  its  service  are  for 
file  legislature  alone  to  prescribe. 

2.  Where  it  is  intended  that  a  summons 
against  an  Insnrance  company  incorporated  nn- 
der the  laws  of  another  state  shall  be  served 
CD  the  superintendent  of  insurance  of  this  state 
in  the  manner  prescribed  by  chapter  50a,  §  41, 
Gen.  St  1889,  the  form  of  the  summons  is  the 
same  as  ihat  prescribed  by  section  59  of  the 
Code,  except  that  it  is  directed  to  the  superin- 
tendent of  insnrance,  and  not  to  the  sheriff. 

3.  Where  such  a  summons  is  issued  on  June 
23d,  requiring  the  defendant  to  answer  the  pe- 
tition on  or  before  August  4th  thereafter,  and  is 
forthwith  forwarded  by  the  clerk  of  the  court 
to  the  superintendent  of  insurance,  and  the 
summons  was  received  by  him  on  the  following 
day,  and  a  copy  thereof  was  by  the  superintend- 
ent immediately  forwarded  to  the  secretary  of 
the  company  sued,  held,  that  the  court  obtained 
personal  jurisdiction  of  the  insurance  com- 
pany. 

4.  The  requirement  of  the  statute  that  the 
superintendent  shall  forward  a  copy  of  the 
summons  to  the  secretary  of  the  company  sued, 
and  another  copy  to  the  general  agent  of  said 
company,  if  any  such  agent  resides  in  the  state, 
is  directory  only,  and  compliance  therewith  is 
not  essential  to  jurisdiction. 

5.  Where  no  objection  is  made  to  the  proofs 
of  loss  snbniitted  nnder  a  fire  insurance  policy 
until  nearly  30  days  after  their  receipt  by  the 
company,  and  until  after  the  expiration  of  the 
time  allowed  the  policy  holder  under  the  con- 
tract of  insnrance  in  which  to  submit  his  proofs 
of  loss,  no  reason  being  shown  for  the  delay  in 
objecting  to  the  proofs  furnished,  the  insurance 
company  must  be  held  to  have  waived  any  in- 
formality or  irregularity  in  the  proofs  of  loss  as 
snbmitted. 

6.  Where  the  contract  of  insnrance  provides 
that  the  amount  of  loss  is  to  be  paid  In  60 
days  "after  the  loss  shall  have  been  ascertained 
in  accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  policy," 
and  it  does  not  appear  from  the  petition  that, 
at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  CO  days 
had  elapsed  after  the  loss  was  ascertained  in 
accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  policy, 
Md.  the  petition  fails  to  state  a  cause  of  action 
against  the  insurance  company. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court.  Republic  county; 
F.  W.  Sturges,  Judge. 


Action  on  a  policy  of  insurance  by  M.  A 
&  I.  B.  Hall,  partners,  against  the  German 
Insurance  Company  of  Fre^rart,  111.  Plain- 
tiffs bad  Judgment,  and  defendant  brings 
error.     Reversed. 

H.  M.  Jackson  and  G.  W.  Bamett,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error.  Noble  &  Surface,  for  defend- 
ants in  error. 

CLARK,  J.  The  first  question  we  are  asked 
to  consider  arises  upon  the  objection  made  by 
the  plaintiff  in  error  to  the  summons  and  the 
service  thereof.  Gen.  St.  1889,  c.  50a,  |  41, 
of  this  state,  provides  that  every  Insurance 
company  incorporated  under  the  laws  of  any 
other  state  as  a  condition  precedent  to  obtain^ 
ing  any  authority  to  transact  any  business 
of  insurance  in  this  state,  "shall  file  In  the 
insurance  department  its  written  consent  ir- 
revocable that  actious  may  be  commenced 
against  such  company  In  the  proper  court  of 
any  county  in  this  state  in  which  the  cause 
of  action  shall  arise  or  in  wldch  the  plaintiff 
may  reside,  by  the  service  of  process  on  the 
superintendent  of  insurance  of  this  state,  and 
stipulating  and  agreeing  that  such  service 
shall  be  taken  and  held  in  all  courts  to  be  as 
valid  and  binding  as  if  due  service  had  been 
made  upon  the  president  or  chief  officer  of 
such  corporation."  This  section  further  pro- 
vides, that  "the  summons  shall  be  directed  to 
the  superintendent  of  insurance,"  and  "shall 
be  forthwith  forwarded  by  the  cleric  of  the 
court  to  the  superintendent  of  Insurance  who 
shall  Immediately  forward  a  copy  thereof  to 
the  secretary  of  the  company  sued  and  anoth- 
er  copy  to  the  general  agent  of  said  company, 
If  any  such  agent  reside  in  this  state;  and 
thereupon,  said  superintendent  shall  make  re- 
turn of  said  summons  to  the  court  whence  It 
Issued,  showing  the  date  of  Its  receipt  by 
bim,  the  date  of  forwarding  such  copies,  and 
the  name  and  address  of  each  person  to 
whom  he  forwarded  such  copy."  The  plain- 
tiff in  error  contends  that  the  true  construe- 
tion  of  the  statute  is  that  the  summons  must 
be  issued  to  the  sheriff  as  otherwise  required 
by  the  Code,  and  by  him  served  upon  the  su* 
perintendent  of  insurance,  upon  service  of 
which  the  superintendent  must  notify  the 
company  of  the  service  of  such  summona 
We  cannot  agree  with  counsel  in  this  con- 
struction of  the  statute.  In  speaking  of  the 
form  of  such  summons  in  Insurance  Co.  t. 
Coverdale,  48  Kan.  446,  29  Pac.  682,  the  su- 
preme court  held  that  "where  an  action  la 
commenced  against  an  insurance  company  of 
another  state,  or  of  a  foreign  govenunent 
doing  business  in  this  state,  and  the  only  serv- 
ice obtained  upon  the  company  is  through  the 
superintendent  of  Insurance  of  the  state,  the 
summons  must  be  directed  to  the  superin- 
tendent, *  *  *  but  the  form  of  the  sum- 
mons Is  the  same  as  prescribed  In  section  69 
of  the  Code,  except  it  is  directed  to  the  so- 
perlntendent  of  insurance,  and  not  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  where  tbe  actioi  la> 
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pending.**  The  sammons  in  this  case  was  in 
^ract  compliance  with  the  requirements  of 
the  statutes  of  this  state  as  construed  by  the 
snpreme  court 

It  is  admitted  by  the  pleadings  that  the 
plaintiff  in  error  was  engaged  in  the  busi- 
ness of  Are  Insurance  in  this  state,  and  it  Is 
concIusiTely  presumed  against  it  that,  l)efore 
so  doing,  it  duly  assented,  as  required  by  the 
statute,  that  in  actions  brought  against  it  Ju- 
risdiction might  be  obtained  by  senrlce  upon 
the  superintendent  of  Insurance  in  the  man- 
ner iwescrlbed  by  the  statute  which  author- 
ized it  to  do  business  in  this  state  npon  compli- 
ance with  its  terms.  Insurance  Co.  t.  French, 
18  How.  404;  Ehrman  v.  Insurance  Co.,  1  Mc- 
Crary,  123,  1  Fed.  471;  Railroad  Co.  t.  Har- 
ris, 12  Wall.  B5;  St  Clair  v.  Cox,  106  U.  8. 
350, 1  Sup.  Ct  354;  Gibbs  y.  Insurance  Co.,  63 
N.  Y.  114;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Ciuran,  8  Kan.  9. 
Having  assented  that  Jurisdiction  might  be 
obtained  by  service  upon  the  superintendent 
of  Insurance  of  this  state,  the  company 
became,  so  far  as  the  matter  of  obtaining 
personal  service  is  concerned,  a  resident  with- 
in the  state,  and  the  legislature  had  ample 
authority  to  prescribe  both  the  form  of  the 
summons  and  the  manner  of  service  there- 
of upon  the  designated  agent.  Pennoyer  t. 
Neff,  95  U.  S.  714;  Ex  parte  Schollenberger, 
96  IT.  S.  369;  Knott  v.  Insurance  Co.,  2 
Woods,  479,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  7,894;  Dillon  v. 
Heller,  39  Kan.  603,  18  Pac.  093.  In  the 
case  last  cited,  Valentine,  J.,  says:  "All  things 
within  the  territorial  boundaries  of  a  sov- 
ereignty are  within  its  Jurisdiction.  •  •  • 
To  obtain  Jurisdiction  of  anything  within  the 
state  of  Kansas,  the  statutes  of  Kansas  may 
make  service  by  publication  as  good  as  any 
other  kind  of  service."  In  this  case,  the 
service  of  the  summons  was  made  upon  the 
superintendent  of  insurance  in  the  manner 
prescribed  by  the  statute,  and  the  superin- 
tendent made  return  thereof  showing  that 
the  summons  was  received  by  him  on  the 
day  following  its  date,  and  that  on  the  same 
day  he  forwarded  a  duly-certlfled  copy  of  the 
same  to  the  secretary  of  the  company  sued. 

It  is  objected  that  the  return  of  service  on 
the  summons  was  insufficient  This  objec- 
tion Is  based  upon  the  fact,  as  stated  by  coun- 
sel, that  "It  does  not  appear  from  the  return 
of  such  service  that  a  copy  of  said  summons 
was  sent  to  the  general  agent  of  the  company 
of  this  state,  nor  does  it  appear  that  said  com- 
pany bad  no  general  agent  in  the  state  of 
Kansas.*'  While  the  statute  requires  the 
superintendent  of  Insurance  to  forward  a 
copy  of  the  summons  to  the  secretary  of  the 
company  sued,  and  another  copy  to  the  gen- 
eral agent  of  said  company,  if  any  such  agent 
resides  in  the  state,  we  do  not  think  these 
acts  are  essential  to  Jurisdiction.  That  the 
requirement  of  the  statute  that  a  copy  of  the 
summons  shall  be  forwarded  to  a  resident 
agent  of  the  company  is  not  Jurisdictional  Is 
evident  from  the  fact  that  Jurisdiction  exists 


Just  as  fully  without  forwarding  such  copy, 
if  no  general  agent  of  the  company  resides 
in  the  state.  The  forwarding  of  a  copy  of 
the  summons  to  the  secretary  of  the  company 
in  another  state  gives  no  ^id  to  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  over  the  person.  The  a&cv- 
Ice  of  summons,  to  have  that  effect,  must  be 
made  upon  one  in  this  state  who  stands  as 
a  representative  of  the  company.  Pennoyer 
V.  Neff,  supra;  Amsbaugh  v.  Bank,  33  Kan. 
105,  5  Pac  384.  The  superintendent  is  di- 
rected to  forward  these  copies  of  the  sum- 
mons in  order  that  they  may  have  notice  of 
the  fact  that  a  suit  has  been  commenced 
against  the  company  by  service  of  process 
upon  him  as  the  designated  agent  of  the  com- 
pany upon  whom  service  is  authorized  by  the 
company;  thus  emphasizing  the  duty  which 
he  owes  to  the  company,  feven  though  the 
statute  were  silent  upon  that  point  That 
the  company  received  notice  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  In  due  time  to  pre- 
pare its  defense  thereto  is  clearly  shown  by 
the  record.  Hence,  the  sole  object  of  the  re- 
quirement of  the  statute  concerning  the  for- 
warding of  these  copies  has  been  attained. 
We  think  it  clear,  on  principle  and  authority, 
that  every  precedent  condition  was  complied 
with  to  acquire  Jurisdiction  In  this  case,  and 
that  the  motion  to  quash  the  sammons  and 
the  motion  to  set  aside  the  service  thereof 
were  properly  overruled. 

The  proofs  of  loss,  as  submitted,  were  suffl- 
clent  under  the  contract  of  insurance,  if  not 
objected  to  within  a  reasonable  time  aft^ 
their  receipt  by  the  company.  No  objection 
to  the  proofs  of  loss  having  been  made  nntll 
nearly  30  days  after  their  receipt,  and  until 
after  the  expiration  of  the  60  days  which  de- 
fendants in  error  bad,  under  the  contract  of 
insurance,  in  which  to  submit  their  proofs  of 
loss,  and,  no  reason  being  shown  for  the  delay 
In  objecting  to  the  proofs  furnished,  the  com- 
pany must  be  held  to  have  waived  any  in- 
formality or  irregularity  in  the  proofs  of  loss 
as  submitted.  Insurance  Co.  v.  SchueUer,  60 
111.  465;  Keeney  v.  Insurance  Co.,  71  N.  Y. 
396. 

The  existence  of  ccncurrent  Insurance  was 
matter  of  defense.  It  was  not  necessary  for 
the  plaintiffs  below  to  allege  or  prove  such 
fact  to  entitle  them  to  recover. 

The  plaintiff  in  errw  complains  of  the  or^ 
der  of  the  court  overruling  Its  motion  "to 
make  the  petition  more  definite  and  certain 
by  stating  therein,  definitely  and  with  c^- 
tainty,  when  the  proofs  of  the  loss  were 
made  out  and  how  and  to  whom  the  same 
were  transmitted  to  the  defendant'*  This 
action  was  commenced  on  June  23,  1890,  al- 
leging a  loss  by  fire  March  6,  1890.  A  copy 
of  the  contract  of  insurance  was  attached  to, 
and  made  a  part  of,  the  petition.  Under  this 
contract,  the  Insured  had  60  days  after  the 
loss  occurred  within  which  to  make  their 
proofs  of  loss.  The  petition  alleges  a  com- 
pliance with  this  condition  of  the  contract. 
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bnt  does  not  apectfy  the  parttcAlar  date  opoik 
which  the  pioofis  were  submitted  to  the  oom- 
pany.  The  iietltlon  also  alleges,  among  oth- 
er things,  that  the  plaintiffs  "hare  done  and 
performed  each  and  erery  thing  necessary 
on  their  part  precedent  to  their  right  to  a 
recorery  of  the  said  loss."  The  allegations 
as  to  the  date  of  making  and  transmitting 
the  proofs  of  loss  are  sufDcient,  nnder  section 
122  of  the  Code,  which  provides  that,  'In 
jAeadlng  the  performance  of  conditions  pre- 
cedent In  a  contract.  It  shall  be  sufficient  to 
state  that  the  party  duly  performed  all  the 
conditions  on  his  part;  and  If  such  allegations 
he  controverted,  the  party  pleading  must  es- 
tablish on  the  trial  the  facts  showing  snch 
pa'fraTnance." 

The  contract  farther  provides  that  the 
amount  of  loss  was  to  be  paid  In  60  days 
"alter  the  loss  shall  have  been  ascertained  in 
accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  iMlicy." 
There  Is  nothing  in  the  petition  showing  that 
the  amomit  of  the  loss  had  been  ascertained 
In  accordance  with  the  conditions  of  the  pol- 
icy 60  days  prior  to  Jane  23d.  the  date  of 
the  commencement  of  this  action.  Hence^ 
there  was  nothing  to  show  a  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  insurance  company  to  pay  the 
amount  of  the  loss  within  the  time  Btipalat> 
ed  in  the  contract  As  was  said  In  Bradley 
V.  Parkhurst,  20  Kan.  462,  "Where  there  is 
an  absolute  want  of  allegations  sufflcient  to 
make  out  a  caose  of  action,  demurrer,  and 
not  motion  to  make  more  dellnite  and  cer- 
tain. Is  the  proper  remedy."  In  order  to 
show  a  cause  of  action  arising  oat  of  con- 
tract the  petition  must  state  facts  showing 
a  breach  of  the  contract  and  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  defendant  to  do,  In  the  manner 
and  within  the  time  stipulated,  that  which 
the  agreement  of  the  parties  said  should  b* 
done.  When  the  contract  is  to  pay  money 
CD  or  l>efore  a  certain  date,  the  petition  must 
show  a  failure  to  pay  within  that  time.  1 
Chit.  PL  341;  Gould.  PL  a  8,  I  63;  Bliss. 
Code  PL  1 296.  As  It  did  not  appear  from  the 
petitioo,  or  any  of  the  pleadings  filed  In  the 
ease,  that  at  the  commoicement  of  this  action 
00  days  had  elapsed  after  the  loss  was  ascer- 
tained In  accordance  with  the  conditions  of 
the  policy,  no  caose  of  actlcn  was  alleged 
against  the  Insaranoe  company,  and  the  court 
erred  In  overruling  the  objection  of  the  de- 
fendant below  to  the  introdactlcm  of  any  evi- 
dence undw  the  petitlcn.  Carberry  v.  Insur- 
ance Co.,  51  Wis.  605,  8  N.  W.  406;  Doyle 
T.  Insorance  Co.,  44  CaL  264;  Perry  v.  As- 
sarance  Co.,  8  Fed.  643;  Lester  v.  Insurance 
Col.  65  Ga.  475;  First  Nat.  Bank  of  Baton 
Rouge  ▼.  Dakota  Fire  &  Marine  Ins.  Co.  (S. 
D.)  61  N.  W.  439;  Cowan  v.  Insurance  Co. 
(CaL)  20  Pac.  408;  Cooledge  t.  Insurance 
Ca  (Vt)  80  AtL  798;  Paul  t.  Hodges,  26 
Kan.  225. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  will  be  reversed, 
and  the  case  remanded  for  further  proceed- 
faigs  in  accordance  with  this  opinion.  All  the 
lodges  omcurr inc. 
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Rbplsvih— Au^SAnom  or  Owhbbsrif— Rbtuw  - 
OK  Appbai/— Objbotioiis  to  iMSTBDOnOXS. 

1.  The  petition  in  this  case  examined,  and 
Md  to  niffidently  state  a  cause  of  action. 

2.  Where  a  demnrrer  to  a  petition  is  over- 
mled.  and  the  defendant  elects  to  answer,  and  ' 
proceeds  to  trial,  and  said  cause  is  tried  upon 
the  petition  so  demurred  to,  and  then  bronirht 
here  by  the  party  damnrring,  the  ruling  of  the 
trial  court  will  be  passed  on  here,  even  though 
more  than  one  year  has  elapsed  since  the  mak- 
ing of  snch  ruling. 

3.  Objections  to  the  instructions  of  the  trial 
coort,  to  be  available  in  this  court,  should  be ' 
made,  and  the  rulings  excepted  toy  on  the  trial, 
otherwise  they  are  waived. 

4.  A  role  tequhing  a  request  for  written 
instructions  to  be  made  at  the  commencement  of 
a  trial  Is  unreasonable,  bnt  where  a  request  for 
written  insanicticMis  is  delayed  until  within  a 
few  minutes  of  the  dose  of  tiie  evidence,  and  at 
a  time  when  the  granting  of  such  request  would 
necessarily  detain  the  business  of  the  court 
while  the  instructions  were  being  pr^nred  and 
reduced  to  writing,  snch  request  is  not  made 
in  time,  and  the  rerosal  thereof  is  not  error. 

6.  A  remark  made  by  the  court  concerning 
the  testimony  of  a  witness,  whidl,  though  open 
to  criticism,  is  not  deemed  to  have  affected  the 
result,  will  not  require  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment. 

5.  The  testimony  examined,  and  kM  snffi- 
dent  to  sustain  the  judgment. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Brror  from  district  corn:^  Cowley  oonnty; 
M.  Q.  Troup,  Judge. 

Replevin  by  N^  Wilkle  against  J.  W.  Con- 
nor, sheriff.  Jodgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant iMlngs  OTor.    Affirmed. 

Dalton  &  Dalton  and  Beach  ft  Torrance, 
for  plaintiff  in  error.  C.  J.  Peckham  and 
Redden  ft  Scbnmacher,  for  defendant  In  er- 
ror. 


OOLB,  J.  This  Is  an  action  In  replevin 
bronght  by  Nell  Wllkle  against  J.  W.  Con- 
nor, sheriff  of  Cowley  county,  Kan.,  in  the 
district  court  of  Cowley  county,  to  recover 
possession  of  93  head  of  hogs  wliich  had 
been  levied  upon  by  said  sheriff  under  an 
execution  against  one  D.  K.  Carlton.  Be- 
fore trial  of  the  caose,  plaintiff  became  in- 
solvent, and  the  action  proceeded  in  the 
name  of  one  G.  W.  Ogg,  as  assignee  of  said 
Insolvent  debtor.  There  was  a  verdict  and 
jodgment  for  plaintiff  below,  and  Connor 
brings  the  case  here  for  review.  The  flrA 
error  complained  of  Is  the  overmllng  of  the 
demurrer  of  plaintiff  in  error  to  the  amend- 
ed petition  of  the  defendant  in  error.  The 
defendant  in  error  claims  that  this  ruling  of 
the  district  court  cannot  now  be  reviewed 
here,  for  the  reason  that  more  than  one  year 
has  elapsed  between  the  overruling  of  the 
demurrer  and  the  filing  of  the  petition  in  er- 
ror in  the  supreme  court  This  position  la 
not  well  taken.  Where  a  d«nurrer  Is  over- 
ruled, and  the  pastj  filing  same  elects  to  > 
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plead  in  the  action,  he  must  await  the  result 
of  the  final  trial,  and  cannot  be  permitted  to 
file  a  petition  in  error  in  the  supreme  court 
until  such  final  trial  is  had.  Railway  Co. 
T.  Estes,  37  Kan.  229,  15  Pac.  157;  Sulme  v. 
Dttfenbacher,  53  Kan.  181,  36  Pac.  «».  How- 
ever, we  consider  that  the  demurrer  to  the 
petition  was  properly  overruled.  The  amend- 
ed petition  alleged  in  substance  that  on  or 
about  May  10,  ISSS,  Nell  Wilkle  and  D.  M. 
Carlton  eutei-cd  into  an  agreement,  the  terms 
of  which  were  that  Willtie  should  furnish  to 
Carlton  certain  moneys  to  be  used  in  the 
purchase  of  hogs,  which  were  to  be  shipped 
to  market  and  sold,  and  the  proceeds  to  be 
applied— First,  to  the  expenses  of  shipment 
and  selling;  and,  second,  to  the  payment  of 
Will^ie  of  all  moneys  so  advanced,  with  in- 
terest at  12  per  cent.,  and,  if  the  amount 
realized  by  the  sale  of  the  hogs  was  insuffi- 
cient to  pay  the  expenses  and  the  money  so 
advanced,  with  interest,  then  Carlton  was  to 
pay  Williie  the  deficiency.  And  it  was  fur- 
ther agreed  that  all  the  hogs  so  purchased 
should  remain  the  property  of  Wilkie,  and 
that  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  should  be  ap- 
plied as  agreed.  If  there  was  any  remain- 
der after  the  payments,  as  above  specified, 
were  made,  such  remainder  was  to  be  paid 
to  Carlton.  The  petition  further  alleged,  in 
substance,  the  purchase  of  the  hogs  levied 
upon  under  the  terms  of  the  said  agree- 
ment; that  they  were  purchased  by  moneys 
furnished  by  Wilkle;  that  they  were  the 
property  of  Wilkie,  and  that  he  was  enti- 
tled to  possession  of  them;  that  the  defend- 
ant, Connor,  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
withheld  the  property  from  Wilkie;  and  fui^ 
ther  stated  the  value  of  said  property,  and 
alleged  a  demand  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  Certainly  these  allega- 
tions are  sufficient  to  support  a  claim  of 
ownership  on  the  part  of  said  Wilkie  as 
against  a  demurrer.  It  was  immaterial  as 
to  who  was  to  have  the  actual  possession  of 
the  property  from  the  time  they  were  pur- 
chased until  they  were  sold;  for,  if  Wilkie 
furnished  money  under  a  contract  like  the 
one  alleged  in  said  petition,  Carlton  merely 
acted  as  an  agent  in  the  transaction,  and 
iiever  had  any  ownership  of  any  of  the  prop- 
erty so  purchased,  and  no  intei*est  in  the 
proceeds  from  the  sale  of  such  property,  un- 
less there  should  be  a  surplus  after  repaying 
the  money  expended,  with  interest  and  ex- 
penses. We  see  nothing  inconsistent  In  such 
agreement. 

Tlie  second  assignment  of  error  Is  the  over- 
ruling of  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
for  a  new  trial,  and  under  this  head  the 
plaintiff  in  error  urges  seven  reasons  why 
said  motion  for  a  new  trial  should  have  been 
sustained,  the  first  of  which  reasons  is  prac- 
tically answered  by  the  views  above  ex- 
pressed. There  was  an  abundance  of  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  position  of  the  defend- 
ant in  error  ttiat  he  was  the  absolute  owner 


of  the  property  levied  upon,  and  a  demur- 
rer to  the  evidence  was  therefore  properly 
overruled.  The  second  reason  urged  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error  why  the  motion  for  a  new  tri- 
al should  have  been  sustained  is  the  giving 
of  certain  instructions  by  the  trial  court  to 
the  Jury,  and  under  this  head  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror again  argues  with  considerable  force  that 
there  was  nothing  in  the  petition  or  the  is- 
sues framed  in  the  case  that  would  require 
the  court  to  submit  to  the  Jury  the  claim  of 
actual  and  absolute  ownership  of  the  prop- 
erty in  question.  As  we  have  bef(M«  said, 
the  i>etition  under  which  the  cause  was  tried 
alleges  absolute  ownership.  The  answer  of 
the  sheriff  was— First,  a  general  denial;  and, 
second,  that  the  property  which  was  levied 
upon  belonged  to  D.  M.  Carlton,  and  was  so 
levied  upon  under  an  order  of  attachment 
Issued  against  the  property  of  the  said  Carl- 
ton. The  answer  further  attempted  to  set  up 
that,  in  the  action  where  saiu  order  was  is- 
sued, the  title  of  said  property  aad  been  fully 
litigated.  The  evidence  in  the  case  both  for 
plaintiff  and  defendant  was  directed  towards 
the  question  whether  Wilkle  or  Carlton  was 
owner  of  the  property;  and  all  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  transactions,  includ- 
ing the  terms  of  the  contract  alleged  to  have 
been  made  between  Wilkie  and  Carlton,  the 
manner  of  the  purchase  and  shipment  of  the 
hogs,  were  inquired  int<^  and  this  with  the 
evident  purpose  of  showing,  upon  the  one 
hand,  that  Wilkie  was  owner  of  the  prop- 
v^rty,  and  upon  the  other  hand  that  he  had 
simply  loaned  Carlton  the  money,  and  that 
the  hogs  were  the  property  of  Carlton.  Un- 
der these  issues  and  this  testimony,  the  in- 
structions of  the  court  with  regard  to  the 
ownerahip  of  the  property  were  proper,  but 
If  the  instructions  had  been  erroneous  the 
plaintiff  in  error  could  not  now  be  heard  to 
complain,  for  the  record  nowhere  discloses 
any  exception  to  these  or  any  part  of  the 
instructions  given  by  the  court. 

Objections  to  the  instructions  of  the  trial 
court,  to  be  available  In  this  court,  should 
be  made,  and  the  ruling  excepted  to,  on  the 
trial.  Otherwise  they  are  waived.  Gafford 
V.  Hall,  39  Kan.  106,  1"  Pac.  851;  Mercantile 
Co.  V.  FuUum,  43  Kan.  ISl,  23  Pac.  104; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Johnson,  44  Kan.  000,  24  Pac. 
110.  For  the  same  reason  the  further  objec- 
tion raised  in  this  court  by  the  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  in  error  to  other  portions  of  the 
instractions  given  by  the  court,  as  well  as  the 
remark  of  the  c-ounsel  in  his  argument  to  tiie 
Jury,  which  is  now  complained  of,  cannot  be 
considered. 

This  brings  us  to  the  fourth  reason  given 
why  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  should  liave 
been  sustained,  viss.  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  instruct  the  Jury  in  writing.  And  this 
we  consider  the  most  serious  question  urged 
by  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  record  that  a  short  time  be- 
fore the  close  of  the  evidence  the  attorney  for 
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the  plaintiff  In  error,  defendant  below,  re- 
quested the  coort  to  instmct  tbe  Jniy  In 
writing,  and  tberenpon  the  court  refused  to 
80  Instruct  in  writing,  using  the  following 
language:  "The  court  refuses  to  Instruct 
the  Jury  In  writing,  upon  request  of  the 
defendant— First,  because  under  our  rule  this 
request  Is  to  be  made  at  the  commencement 
of  the  trial;  and  we  also  overrule  It  because 
the  request  is  made  only  a  few  minutes  be- 
fore the  conclusion  of  all  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  and  because  the  request  might  just 
as  well  have  been  made  yesterday,  at  the 
conclusion  of  the  day's  business,  and  the 
court  could  then  have  bad  opportunity  to 
prepare  the  Instructions  during  the  adjourn- 
ment, and  not  have  delayed  and  detained  the 
business  of  the  court;  and  the  court  refuses, 
lastly  and  finally,  because  the  request,  com- 
ing at  this  time,  would  necessarily  detain  the 
business  of  the  court  while  the  Instructions 
were  being  preiMured  and  reduced  to  writing." 
Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  urges  that 
the  statute  makes  It  mandatory  upon  tlie 
trial  court  to  Instruct  the  Jury  in  writing 
whenever  requested  so  to  do  by  either  party, 
and  cites  the  case  of  Rich  v.  Lappln,  43  Kan. 
666,  23  Pac.  1038,  In  support  of  his  position; 
but  In  that  case  It  does  not  appear  that  the 
question  of  the  time  wtien  such  request  was 
made  became  a  material  tBdvr  either  In  the 
refusal  of  the  trial  court  to  give  written  In- 
structions or  the  decision  of  the  supreme 
court  reversing  the  Judgment  for  the  failure 
of  tbe  trial  court  so  to  do.  The  record  In  that 
case  disclosed  that  the  court  delivered  his  in- 
structions oially  to  the  stenographer,  who 
wrote  them  out  after  the  Jury  had  retired, 
and  the  supreme  court  held  that  this  did  not 
comply  with  the  statute  requiring  written  In- 
structions to  be  given  upon  request  of  either 
party.  After  careful  Investigation,  we  have 
failed  to  find  any  case  upon  the  point  raised 
decided  by  our  supreme  court  since  the  adop- 
tion of  our  present  statute  in  regard  to  the 
order  of  procedure  of  trials  In  dvll  cases; 
but  iu  the  case  ot  Railway  Co.  t.  Frank- 
lin, 23  Kan.  76,  the  question  as  to  whether  a 
request  for  written  instructions  was  submit- 
ted In  time  was  passed  upon  in  an  opinion 
written  by  Valentine,  J.  After  citing  a  num- 
ber of  cases  decided  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Indiana,  from  which  state  the  statute  of  Kan- 
sas of  1868,  with  reference  to  giving  and  re- 
fusing instructions  In  civil  cases  and  reducing 
the  same  to  writing,  was  copied,  and  an- 
nouncing the  rule  laid  down  by  such  decl- 
rions,  the  court  say:  "The  rule  also  seems 
reasonable  to  us,  for,  while  It  Imposes  no 
hardship  upon  either  of  the  parties  or  the 
counsel,  a  different  rule  might  Impose  great 
Iiardship  or  great  Inconvenience  upon  both 
tbe  court  aud  parties  in  other  cases  waiting  for 
their  cases  to  be  heard.  If  counsel  may  wait 
until  the  close  of  the  argument  before  making 
tbe  request.  It  would  necessarily  cause  great 
<lelay  In  the  proceedings  of  the  court,  and 


materially  Increase  costs  and  expenses.  Gen- 
erally It  would  require  an  adjournment  of  the 
court  to  enable  the  Judge  to  prepare  his  writ- 
ten Instructions."  Under  our  statute  as  it 
then  existed,  the  argument  of  the  counsel 
preceded  the  giving  of  the  instructions  by 
the  court,  while  now  the  Instructions  are 
given  at  the  close  of  the  evidence  and  before 
the  argument  of  the  counsel,  and  It  would 
seem  that  the  rule,  as  laid  down  in  the  case 
last  cited,  ought  to  apply  with  the  same  force 
now  to  a  request  made  Just  at  the  close  of 
the  evidence  as  It  did  under  the  former  stat- 
ute in  the  case  of  a  request  that  was  made 
Just  at  the  close  of  tbe  argument  The  busi- 
ness of  the  court  under  the  order  of  proce- 
dure laid  down  by  the  present  statute  would 
be  delayed  to  the  same  extent,  and  an  ad- 
journment would  be  necessary  in  nearly  ev- 
ery case,  unless  the  request  for  written  in- 
structions is  made  at  a  reasonable  period  ot 
time  before  the  close  of  the  evidence.  In  the 
case  at  bar  we  cannot  hold  that  a  rule  requir- 
ing this  request  to  be  made  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  trial  is  a  reasonable  one,  for  la 
many  cases  It  Is  impossible  for  counsel  to  de- 
termine at  the  commencement  of  the  trial 
whether  written  Instructions  will  be  desired  or 
not;  and, while  it  would  impose  no  iiardship  up- 
on the  counsel  to  make  a  request  for  written 
instructions  at  the  commencement  of  tbe 
trial,  yet  we  could  not  hold  that.  If  not  then 
made,  the  request  would  be  too  late.  But 
it  further  appears  from  the  record  that  the 
request  In  this  case  was  made  only  a  few 
minutes  before  the  conclusion  of  all  the  evi- 
dence in  the  case,  and  at  a  time  when  a  com- 
pliance therewith  would  necessarily  delay  the 
business  of  the  court  while  the  instructions 
were  being  prepared  and  reduced  to  writing. 
Impressed  as  we  are  with  the  soundneLS  of 
the  reasoning  in  the  case  above  quoted,  we 
are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that  the  request 
for  written  instructions  was  m:;de  too  late, 
and  was  therefore  properly  refused. 

Plaintiff  in  error  further  complains  of  a 
remark  made  by  the  court  in  the  presence  of 
the  Jury  during  the  trial  of  the  cause,  aud 
alleges  that  said  remark  was  prejudicial  to 
tbe  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  should 
cause  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment.  The  rec- 
ord shows  that  D.  M.  Carlton  was  examined 
by  both  plaintiff  and  defendant  at  different 
times,  and  his  testimony  Introduced  in  the 
form  of  depositions  at  the  trial.  The  state- 
ments of  the  witness  In  the  two  depositions 
were  very  conflicting,  and  would  impress 
even  a  casual  observer  with  the  idea  that  the 
witness  was  far  from  reliable.  When  the 
second  deposition  given  by  Carlton  was  offer- 
ed at  the  trial,  the  court  asked  the  question, 
"Whose  deposition  Is  that?"  and,  upon  being 
Informed  that  it  was  the  deposition  of  the 
witness  Carlton,  mode  use  of  the  following 
expression:  "He  must  be  an  awful  Uar." 
There  can  be  no  doubt  that  a  remark  of  this 
character  was  extremely  reprehensible^  and 
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tended  to  detract  from  the  dignity  of  tbe 
court  and  the  entire  proceeding.  No  court 
can  expect  eitlier  litigants,  the  bar,  or  the 
public  to  retain  respect  for  Its  proceedings 
when  the  court  itself  is  lacking  in  the  dignity 
which  should  attend  tbe  trial  of  causes;  but 
it  is  not  every  expression  of  the  court,  how- 
erer  reprehensible  it  may  be,  that  will  worlc 
the  reversal  of  a  Judgment.  The  remark 
made  by  the  court  in  this  ease  applies  as 
fully  to  the  testimony  of  the  witness  offered 
by  the  plaintiff  below  as  it  did  to  the  testi- 
mony of  the  same  witness  when  offered  by 
the  defendant  below.  In  the  case  of  State 
V.  Burwell,  52  Kan.  686,  35  Pac.  780,  a  wit- 
ness was  personally  giving  testimony  before 
the  jury,  and,  in  response  to  an  objeotlou 
made  to  an  Inquiry,  the  trial  court  remarked, 
"It  seems  to  me  that  the  state  could  Just  let 
this  witness  go  rigbt  on  with  his  romance." 
This  was  a  remark  touching  the  testimony  of 
a  witness  Introduced  by  the  defendant  alone, 
and  upon  trial  of  a  felony  case;  and  while 
the  supreme  court,  in  passing  upon  the  re- 
mark of  the  trial  court,  criticised  its  action 
quite  severely,  yet  they  declined  to  reverse 
the  Judgment  on  account  of  such  a  remark. 
In  this  case,  then,  had  the  remark  not  been 
made  which  was  made  by  tbe  trial  court,  the 
Jury  must  have  been  impressed  with  the  fact 
that  the  witness  Carlton  did,  either  In  the 
one  deposition  or  the  other,  testify  falsely  up- 
on the  material  facts  at  issue,  and  we  appre- 
hend they  could  have  giv<si  neither  deposi- 
tion much  weight  in  the  determination  of  the 
case.  We  cannot  see  that  the  plaintifF  in  er- 
ror was  prejudiced  by  the  remark  of  the 
court,  and  therefore  the  Judgment  will  not  be 
revei"sed  on  account  of  such  remark. 

The  seventh  and  last  reason  urged  for  a  re- 
versal of  the  Judgment  is  that  the  verdict  is 
not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence,  and  the 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  In  error  reiterates 
his  argument  In  regard  to  the  question  of  spe- 
cial or  general  ownership  claimed  by  the 
lilolntiff  below,  and  refers  particularly  in  his 
brief  to  the  affidavit  in  replevin  made  by  the 
plaintiff  below.  A  careful  examination  of 
this  affidavit  shows  to  us  that  practically  the 
same  claim  was  made  therein  as  was  made 
in  the  amended  petition  upon  which  this  case 
Was  tried,  and  while  the  affidavit  makes  use 
of  the  expression  "special  ownership,"  yet  it 
also  alleges  that  the  hogs  were  bought  with 
the  moneys  of  plaintiff,  under  a  contract  with 
Carlton  by  which  plaintiff  was  to  furnish  the 
money,  and  the  hogs  purchased  with  such 
money  were  to  be  shipped  and  sold  in  plaln- 
t'lfTs  name,  and  that  of  the  proceeds  of  the 
sales  Carlton  was  to  have  no  part  c^coptlng 
what  arose  from  the  profits.  Tliese  specific 
statements  are  consistent  with  general  own- 
ership, and  with  the  whole  theory  upon  which 
the  case  was  tried  by  both  parties.  There  be- 
ing no  material  error,  the  Judgment  of  the 
district  court  ia  affirmed.  All  the  Justices 
concurring. 


KEYSER  T.  REHBERO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  22,  1895.) 

ijCAKTL'M  Meruit— Services  Rendered. 

Plaintiff,  who  was  employed  by  defend- 
ant to  superinteud  a  ranch  at  a  fixed  sum  for  a 
year,  to  be  paid  from  the  proceeds  of  the  ranch, 
was  forced,  through  the  threats  and  ordere  of 
defendant,  and  without  fault  on  his  own  part, 
to  abandon  the  work  before  the  end  of  the  year. 
Jidd,  that  he  could  recover  on  a  quantum  meruit 
for  the  services  performed. 

Appeal  from  district  coui-t.  T^ewls  and 
Clarke  county;  W.  H.  Hunt,  Judge. 

Action  by  Eugene  Keyser  against  Edward 
Rehberg.  There  was  a  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, and  defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

G.  W.  Fleischer  and  Sidney  Sauner,  for 
appellant    C.  B.  Nolan,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  This  Is  an  action  for 
work,  labor,  and  services  alleged  by  plaintiff 
to  have  been  rendered  to  the  defendant  as  a 
superintendent  or  foreman  upon  tbe  ranch 
of  the  defendant.  The  defense  set  up  In  tbe 
answer  was  that  plaintiff  and  defendant 
made  a  contract  by  which  tbe  plaintiff 
should  conduct  the  affairs  of  the  ranch  for 
a  year,  and  that  defendant  should  receive 
$1,000  from  the  products  of  the  ranch  for 
that  year,  and  that  all  over  that  sum  should 
belong  to  the  plaintiff.  Tbe  replication  of 
plaintiff  admits  that  the  contract  between 
the  parties  was  substantially  similar  to  that 
alleged  in  the  answer,  and  pleads  further 
that  before  the  completion  of  the  contract 
tbe  defendant  ordered  the  plaintiff  to  leave 
the  ranch,  and  drove  him  away  by  the  use 
of  dangerous  weapons.  It  appeared  by  tbe 
evidence  that  a  serious  altercation  took  place 
between  the  parties  before  the  termination 
of  the  year.  The  defendant.  In  his  testi- 
mony, endeavored  to  make  It  appear  that  he 
was  not  greatly  in  fault,  while  the  plaintiff's 
testimony  was  that  defendant  ordered  him 
absolutely  away  from  the  premises,  and  as- 
saulted him  with  a  plowshare,  and  threaten- 
ed to  run  him  through  with  a  pitchfork,  and 
also  threatened  an  attack  with  an  iron  rod. 
The  testimony  of  the  plaintiff  was  that  he 
was  compelled  to  leave  the  ranch  by  reason 
of  the  conduct  of  the  defendant.  There  Is 
ample  evidence  In  the  record  to  sustain  the 
plaintiffs  position,— that  he  was  driven  from 
the  ranch  by  the  assaults,  tlireats,  violence, 
and  orders  of  the  defendant,  and  that  he  did 
not  leave  through  any  fault  of  his  own.  If 
tbe  defendant,  by  his  own  conduct  made  It 
clearly  imiM>sslble  for  the  plaintiff  to  complete 
the  contract  which  had  been  made  between 
the  parties,  the  plaintiff  may  recover  upon 
quantum  meruit  for  the  services  which  he 
had  performed  up  to  the  time  when  the  de- 
fendant made  It  impossible  for  plaintiff  to 
continue  work  under  the  conti-act.  The  trial 
was  before  the  court  without  a  Jury,  and 
the  court  evidently  believed  the  testimony  of 


uigiiizea  oy  >^j\^\^ 


6" 


Utmii     BACH.  COBT  &  CO.  «.  BOSTOK  &  M.  GOKSOL.  OOFP£B  ft  S.  MIN.  CO.       7» 


the  plaintiff,  and  ^onnd  for'pIaiBtUt  In  the 
nUne  of  his  services  u  a  labotw  npon  Vae 
fsnCh.  The  oonrt  also  allowed  a  connter- 
dalm  of  $171  In  fSTor  of  fbe  dtf endant 

The  evidence  la  ample  to  snstain  the  Indg- 
ment  and  the  decision.  The  appeal  Is  from 
the  Judgment,  and  also  from  an  order  deny- 
)ag  a  new  trlaL  There  Is  no  Indgment  In 
the  record  In  the  case,  and  that  appeal  mast 
be  dismissed.  The  order  denyUW  &  new 
trial  la  afflnned. 

HUNT,  J.,  not  slttlos. 


OS  Hont.  Kn 

BACH,  GOBT  St  CO.,  Limited,  t.  BOSTON 

&   M.    CONSOLIDATED  COPPBB  & 

SILVER  MINING  CO. 

(Bapceme  Court  of  Montana.   Joly  29,  189S.) 

AasiOHHsxT  ov  CoKTBACT  —  LiABtuTiaa  or 
AssiesEB. 

1.  In  an  action  on  a  contract,  brought  by 
the  assignee  thereof,  who,  by  the  terms  of  the 
assignment,  had  expressly  agreed  to  carry  oat 
all  the  conditions  of  the  contract,  "for  and  is 
the  place  and  stead  of"  the  assignor,  the  defend- 
ants set  np  a  claim  for  certain  goods  delivered 
by  them  under  the  contract,  and  offered  in  evi- 
dence an  itemized  list  of  such  goods,  together 
with  proof  that  the  goods  were  delivered  to  the 
aasignoi's  predecessor  under  the  same  contract 
■ned  on.    Sdd  admissible. 

2.  Where  the  terms  of  an  assignment  of  a 
ooatract  bound  the  assignee  to  perform  all  the 
conditions  of  the  contract  for  and  In  the  place 
of  the  asaigDor,  the  liability  of  the  assignee  re- 
lated bacf  to  the  date  of  ue  oontract,  and  not 
mnely  to  the  date  of  the  assignment. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Cascade  cotmty; 
C  H.  BMiton,  Judge. 

Action  by  Bach,  Cory  ft  Company,  Limited, 
against  the  Boston  &  Montana  Consolidated 
Oc^^ier  &  Silver  Mining  Company,  for  breach 
of  contract  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
foidant  appeals.   Reversed. 

Cooper  ft  Plggott,  for  appellant  Leslie  ft 
Downing;  for  respondent 

PBB  OUBIAM.  Action  In  contract  On 
January  28,  1892,  McDonald  ft  Brand,  as  a 
flim,  eizecnted  a  contract  with  defendant 
By  the  terms  of  the  agreement  McDonald  ft 
Bnnd  were  to  carry  on  a  boarding  and  mess 
bouse  for  the  defendant  for  the  period  of 
one  year,  or  until  January  28,  1893.  The  de- 
fendant famished  McDonald  ft  Brand  certain 
ImQdIngs,  and  a  large  amount  of  such  person- 
al iMWpetij  as  would  ordinarily  be  connected 
wftb  the  business  of  a  boarding  or  mess 
boosek  It  was  agreed  by  McDmald  &  Brand, 
In  the  contract,  that  they  would  Iceep  the 
baildlngB  in  repair,  and  replace  any  break- 
sge,  and  repair  any  damage^  that  might  oc- 
cur tbrough  their  neglect,  or  through  the 
neglect  of  any  of  their  employes,  during  the 
Ufe  of  the  agreement,  and  to  r^Iace  and 
repair  flxtores  tliat  nUght  be  broken.  The 
defendant  was  to  protect  McD<xiald  ft  Brand 
In  fhelr  board  collections,  deducting  the  same 
from  the  monthly  pay  roll  of  ito  employte. 
Afterwards,  on  February  26,  1892,  McDonald 


'ft  Brand  assigned  said  contract  and  agree* 
ment  to  the  plaintiff,  Bach,  Cory  &  Co,  The 
defendant  assented  to  the  assignment  by  the* 
following  written  contract:  "The  Boston  ft 
Montana  Company,  above  named,  hereby  as-. 
sents  to  the  assignment  of  the  above  forego- 
ing contract  to  Bach.  Gory  ft  Co.,  on  condi- 
tion that  said  Bach,  Cory  &  Co.  hereby  agree 
to  faithfully  poform  all  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  said  wattact  for  and  in  the  place  and 
stead  of  McDonald  ft  Brand,  and  on  the  fur- 
ther condition  that  the  price  of  the  board  of 
the  men  boarding  at  the  general  boarding 
bouse  and  rooming  at  the  bunk  house  be  r»: 
duced  to  $6.50  per  weelt,  and  in  all  other  re- 
spects the  foregoing  contract  shall  be  and 
remain  the  samei  Witness  our  hands  and 
seals  the  26th  day  of  February,  A.  D.  1892. 
Boston  ft  Montana  Con.  C.  ft  S.  Mg.  Co.,  Per 
F.  Klepetko,  Supt,  Bach,  Cory  ft  Ca"  Plain' 
tiff  pleads  performance  of  the  contract  in 
place  of  McDonald  &  Brand,  but  alleges  that 
defendant  has  not  protected  it  in  deducting 
board  collections,  as  provided,  and  in  other 
respects  has  violated  the  contract  Judgment 
is  asked  for  $2,936.83.  Defendant,  after  de- 
nying that  it  had  failed  to  comply  with  the 
conditions  of  the  contract,  denied  the  Indetit- 
edness  sued  for,  or  that  plaintiff  had  carried 
out  the  contract  By  way  of  separate  dei 
fense,  defendant  alleges  that  McDonald  ft 
Brand  had  received  certain  personal  proper- 
ty, dishes,  eta,  from  defendant,  under  and 
by  virtue  of  their  ocmtract,  to  enable  them  to 
nm  the  boarding  and  mess  house,  and  that  It 
was  the  duty  of  said  McDonald  ft  Brand,  un- 
der said  contract,  to  return  all  said  goods  and 
chattels  so  used  to  defendant,  at  the  end  of 
the  time  mentioned  in  the  contract;  but  Mc- 
Donald ft  Brand  did  not  return  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof.  That  Bach,  Cory  ft  Co., 
under  and  by  virtue  of  Its  contract  with  the 
defendant  company,  became,  and  still  is,  un- 
der obligations  to  carry  out  and  perform  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  said  contract  made 
by  and  betweoi  defendant  and  said  McDon- 
ald ft  Brand,  but  that  plaintiff  has  not  per- 
formed said  contract  in  the  place  and  stead  of 
McDonald  ft  Brand,  as  agreed,  and  plaintiff 
neglects  and  refuses  to  return  the  goods  and 
chattels  described  in  Schedule  A,  or  any  part 
thereof,  as  was  its  duty  to  do.  That  said 
goods  are  worth  $418.23,  and  that  defendant 
is  entitled  to  have  said  value  of  said  goods 
set  off  against  the  claim  and  demand  of 
plaintiff.  The  list  aivended  to  the  answer 
Is  an  If^ised  statement  of  the  articles  al-i 
leged  to  be  missing.  The  replication  denies 
that  McDonald  ft  Brand  received  the  articles 
mentioned  in  the  said  schedule,  or  any  of 
them;  denies  that  plaintiff  is  indebted  for 
such  materials  in  any  sum,  or  that  defendant 
Is  entitled  to  have  said  account  set  off  as 
a  credit  on  plaintiff's  demand,  or  tliat  plaintiff 
Is  entitled  to  any  credit  whatever,  except  as 
stated  in  the  complaint  The  case  was  tried 
to  a  Jury,  and  verdict  rendered  for  the  plain, 
tiff  for  $458.30.  Ji|dgment  was  entered  on. 
the  verdict    A  motion  for  a  new  trial  wai^ 
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made,  upon  tbe  sronnd  of  erron  of  law  la  the 
tDBtructiona,  and  exdnaion  of  certain  testimo- 
B7.  From  the  order  oTermllng  the  motion 
for  new  trial,  and  the  Judgment,  tbe  defendr 
ant  appeals. 

The  case  eeema  to  have  been  tried  hj  conn- 
•el  on  both  aides  upon  the  theory  that  for 
amy  gooda  not  returned  there  waa  a  llabU- 
ity  under  the  contract.  Thla  proposition  be- 
ing therefore  accepted  as  correct.  It  la  plain 
that  from  and  after  tbe  date  of  tbe  execution 
of  tbe  contract,  to  wit,  January  2S,  1882,  Mc- 
Donald &  Brand  aasumed  such  liability,  un- 
til Bach,  Gory  &  Co.,  with  the  consent  of  tbe 
defendant,  agreed  to  faithfully  perform  all 
the  terms  and  conditions  of  said  contract, 
for  and  in  the  place  and  stead  of  said  Mc- 
Donald &  Brand.  One  of  these  conditions 
and  requirements  was  to  replace  all  the 
goods  deUvered  under  the  contract  to  Mc- 
Donald ft  Brand,  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  contract,  January  28,  1892.  The 
replication  having  denied  that  the  goods 
claimed  to  have  been  missing  ever  went  into 
the  possession  of  McDonald  &  Brand,  the  de- 
fendant assumed  to  prove  just  what  prop- 
erty was  delivered  to  McDonald  ft  Brand, 
under  the  contract.  The  defendant  c^ered 
MB  itemized  list  of  goods  for  tbe  purpose  of 
■howlng  that  tbe  goods  and  chattels  describ- 
ed therdn  came  Into  the  possession  of  Mc- 
Donald &  Brand,  under  the  contract.  The 
plaintift  objected  to  the  Introduction  of  this 
evidence,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  imma- 
terial and  irrelevant  Defendant  further  of- 
fered to  show  that  J.  H.  Brand  ran  this  same 
boarding  house,  under  a  contract  like  tbe 
one  sued  on,  up  to  January  28, 1892,  and  that 
this  contract  and  said  Brand  were  succeed- 
ed by  tbe  contract  of  McDonald  ft  Brand, 
under  which  Bach,  Oory  &,  Oo.,  claim,  and 
that  the  goods  mentioned  in  Schedule  A,  at- 
tached to  defendant's  answer,  passed  from 
the  possession  of  Brand  to  McDonald  &  Brand, 
and  that  Bach,  Cory  ft  Co.  are  liable  for  the  re- 
turn of  said  goods.  The  court  sustained  the 
objectloD.  Clearly  this  was  error.  It  was  a 
meet  essential  feature  of  the  case,  and  the  rul- 
ing prevented  defendant  from  Interposing  a 
main  defense.  Tbe  otTer  was  direct,  and 
made  to  sustain  Issues  made  by  tbe  pleadings. 
Our  view  of  tbe  law  applleable  to  the  case  is 
that  when  Bach.  C<H-y  ft  Co.  accepted  the 
assignment  of  the  contract,  and  entered  up- 
on the  performance  of  it,  they  not  only  as- 
sumed the  performance  of  all  acts  to  be  per- 
formed by  McDonald  ft  Brand,  had  they  re- 
mained parties  to  tbe  contract,  but  tbat  they 
expiiessly  agreed  to  carry  out  tbe  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  agreement  "for  and  in  the 
place  and  stead  of  McDonald  ft  Brand."  By 
this  assumption  they  agreed  to  replace  all 
property  which  had  been  turned  over  to  Mc- 
Donald ft  Brand  by  defendant,  and  for 
which  McDonald  &  Brand  could  have  been 
held  nable  at  the  expiration  of  the  life  of  the 
contract'  The  defendant  offered  evidence 
tending  to  Show  that  Brand  had  run  the 


mess  befttre^  and  thai  h«  had  had  possession 
of  these  various  goods,  and  had  deUvared 
than  to  hla  successor.  If  there  were  a  m<»»- 
axpedltloos  way  of  arriving  at  exactly  what, 
goods  were  deUvered  to  McDonald  ft  Brand, 
or  were  In  their  poaeession  at  tbe  date  of 
their  contract  In  January,  1892,  we  should 
say  that  that  testimony  became  Immaterial, 
but  as  a  matter  of  Inducement  and  leading 
up  to  the  material  point  Just  mentioned,  U 
was  appropriate  and  ought  to  have  been  ad* 
mitted. 

By  Instruction  Na  S  tbe  Jury  were  charged 
as  follows:  "The  plaintiff,  being  assignee  of 
tbe  contract  of  McDonald  ft  Brand,  was  un- 
der the  same  obligation  (after  such  assign- 
ment) that  McDonald  ft  Brand  were  under 
to  carry  out  and  fully  perform  the  tarns  and 
conditions  of  said  contract  and  unless  plain- 
tiff shall  prove,  by  a  fair  preponderance  of 
evidence,  tbat  it  has  In  all  material  things 
kept  and  performed  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  said  contract  to  the  same  extent  that 
McDonald  ft  Brand  were  required  to  keep 
and  perform  the  same,  it  cannot  recover." 
If  tbe  instruction  had  omitted  the  parenthet- 
ical modification,  we  think  It  would  have 
been  proper  as  a  succinct  statement  of  the 
law;  but  by  limiting  tbe  liability  or  obliga- 
tions of  Bach,  Cory  ft  Oo.  to  the  period  after 
they  agreed  to  fulfill  the  contract  of  McDon- 
ald ft  Brand,  we  think  tbe  court  erroneously 
construed  the  legal  attitude  of  plaintiff  to- 
wards tbe  defendant  it  being  our  opinion 
that  plaintiff's  llablll^  related  to  the  date  of 
tbe  Instrument  January,  1892.  It  did  not 
extend  further  back,  but  commenced  at  tha.t 
time. 

The  Judgment  must  be  reversed,  and  tbe 
cause  remanded,  with  instructiona  to  the 
district  court  to  grant  a  new  trial. 


(18  HonL  STS) 
QUAINTANCB  T.  GOODROW  et  aL 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     July  16,  1895.). 
Fbowssobt  Kovb— WiUVBB  or  Dutms  avd 
NoTioa 
One  who,  on  Indorsing  a  note,  tells  the 
payee  to  look  to  him  alone  tor  payment  and 
on  the  last  day  of  grace  and  subsequently  prom- 
ises to  pay  the  note,  and  aaks  not  to  be  pressed, 
waives  notice  of  demand  and  nonpayment  hy 
the  maker. 

Appeal  from  district  oonrt  Jefferson  coun- 
ty;  Frank  Showers,  Judge. 

Action  by  A.  G.  Qualntance  against  Moses 
Ooodrow,  W.  J.  King,  and  others.  From  a 
judgment  against  him  for  tbe  full  amount 
and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  defendant 
King  appeala    Affirmed. 

W.  li.  Hay  and  Walsh  ft  Newman,  for  ap- 
pellant    Cowan  ft  Parker,  for  respondent 

PEMBEBTON,  O.  J.  This  Is  an  action  on 
a  promissory  note.  On  tbe  17th  day  of  June, 
1892,  Moses  Ooodrow  executed  his  promis- 
sory note  to  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  (750, 
with  Interest  payable  six  months  after  date. 


Mont.) 


FIBST  NAT.  BANK  e.  PABDBE. 


77 


D^endant  King  Indorsed  the  note  at  the 
tete  of  its  execution.  The  note  was  not  paid 
at  maturity,  and  this  stiit  was  brought  tot 
Its  collection.  The  defendant  King  alleges 
as  a  defense  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  demand 
the  payment  of  the  note,  at  maturity,  of  the 
maker;  that  the  note  was  not  protested  for 
nonpayment:  and  that  he  was  not  in  any 
manner  notified  of  the  nonpayment  tbere<rf. 
The  complaint  alleges,  In  efTect,  that  def«id' 
ant  King,  by  divers  promises  made  to  pay 
the  note,  before,  at,  and  subsequent  to  the 
maturity  thereof,  waived  protest,  presenta- 
tion, and  notice  of  nonpayment  The  case 
was  tried  to  the  court  without  a  Jury.  The 
court  found,  as  questions  of  fact,  that  defend- 
ant King,  at  the  time  he  indorsed  the  note, 
stated  to  plaintiff  that  he  was  to  look  to  him 
(King),  and  no  one  else,  to  pay  the  note,  and 
that  he  would  pay  It  promptly;  that,  on  the 
third  day  of  grace,  the  agent  of  plaintiff  de- 
manded of  King  payment  of  said  note,  and 
that  be  promised  then,  and  at  various  times 
thereafter,  to  pay  the  sama  The  court  ren- 
dered Judgment  against  Bling  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  note.  King  appeals  from  the 
Judgment,  and  also  from  the  order  denying 
a  new  trial.  The  testimony  of  the  witnesses 
is  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant  King,  at 
divers  times  after  the  maturity  of  the  note, 
promised  to  pay  It.  He  asked  not  to  be 
pressed,  and  promised  that,  as  soon  as  he 
could  get  the  money,  or  arrange  it,  he  would 
pay  the  note.  He  promised  to  pay  it  on  the 
last  day  of  grace,  and  asked  not  to  be 
pressed.  We  think  the  evidence  amply  sup- 
ports the  findings  of  the  court  in  respect  to 
this  contentiim.  Daniel,  In  his  work  on  Nego- 
tiable Instruments  (4th  Ed.  |  1090)  says: 
"When  presentment  of  the  bill  or  note  at 
maturity  has  been  dispensed  with  by  prior 
agreement  between  the  parties,  or,  In  other 
words,  has  been  waived  by  the  party  entitled 
to  require  It,  the  holder  is  excused  for  his 
failure  to  make  It  It  would  be  fraud  upon 
the  bolder  to  permit  him  to  suffer  by  acting 
upon  the  assurance  of  the  party  to  whom  he 
loolis  as  security  upon  the  paper;  and,  as  a 
prompt  presentment  is  a  requirement  solely 
for  the  benefit  of  the  drawer  and  indorsers, 
tliey  are  themselves  the  sole  Judges  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  they  will  enfcwce  It 
The  waiver  may  be  either  verbally  or  in 
writing.  It  may  be  expressed  In  totidem  ver- 
bis, ae  Inferred  from  the  words  or  acts  of 
the  parties.  And  it  matters  not  what  par- 
ticular language  may  be  used,  so  that  it  con- 
veys the  Idea  that  the  presentment  at  ma- 
turity Is  dispensed  with.  The  like  observa- 
tions apply  to  the  protest  and  notice."  It  is 
not  necessary  that  the  waiver  should  be  di- 
rect and  positive.  Daniel,  Neg.  Inst.  §  1091. 
See  sections  1090-1108,  Inclusive,  for  a  general 
discussion  of  the  doctrine  of  waiver.  In 
Yaeger  v.  Farwell,  13  Wall.  6,  a  case  involv- 
ing tiie  question  of  waiver,  the  court  say: 
"The  lnd(»8er  can,  by  his  own  conduct,  place 
himself  Id  aoch  a  position  that  he  is  estopped 


from  alleging  want  of  demand  and  notice  of 
nonpayment  Although,  accuratdy  speaking, 
there  can  only  be  a  waiver  of  demand  and 
notice  by  the  indorser  before  the  note  Is  due, 
yet  after  It  Is  due,  he  can  waive  proof  of 
them,  or,  what  Is  more  to  the  purpose,  he  can 
so  act  towards  the  holder  of  the  note  as  to 
render  the  fact  that  d«nand  was  not  made 
or  notice  given  wholly  ImmaterlaL"  In  Gove 
▼.  Vinlng,  7  Mete.  (Mass.)  212,  a  case  almost 
Identical  In  Its  facts  with  the  case  at  bar, 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Shaw  says:  "And  the 
court  are  of  opinion  that  when  an  Indorser, 
at  or  shortly  before  the  time  when  the  note 
becomes  due,  says  to  the  holder  that  an  ar- 
rangement for  its  payment  la  about  being 
made,  and  in  direct  terms,  or  by  reasonable 
Implication,  requests  the  bolder  to  wait,  or 
give  time,  It  amounts  to  an  assurance  that 
the  note  will  be  paid,— that  the  promisor  or 
indorser  will  pay  it— and  Is  a  waiver  of  de- 
mand and  notice.  It  tends  to  put  the  holder 
off  his  guard,  and  Induces  him  to  forego  mak- 
ing a  demand  at  the  proper  time  and  place; 
and  it  would  be  contrary  to  good  faith  to 
set  up  such  demand  and  notice— caused  per- 
haps by  such  forbearance— as  a  ground  of  de- 
fense." See,  also,  authorities  cited.  Mark- 
land  V.  McDaniel  (Kan.  Sup.)  82  Pac.  1114; 
Sheldon  T.  Horton,  53  Barb.  23.  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  the  defendant  King,  by  his 
conduct  and  frequent  promises  to  pay  the 
note,  waived  demand  and  notice  of  nonpay- 
ment thereof.  The  Judgment  and  order  ap- 
pealed from  are  affirmed. 

DK  WITT  and  HUNT,  JJ.,  concur. 


FIRST  NAT.  BANK  OF  BUTTE  v.  PAR- 
DEE et  al. 

(Supreme  CoMtt  of  Montana.     July  22,  1895.) 

TaiAL— Obnbbai,  ahd   Specijli.  Vebdict— Forb- 

CLOSUBB  or  MORTOIGBS— DBFICIBXOT 

Jddombnt. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  on  a  note  by  a  bank 
as  assignee,  it  appears  that  limitations  are  a 
good  defense  If,  as  defendant  claims,  the  price 
of  stock  sold  to  a  member  of  the  assignor  bank 
was  paid  and  credited  on  the  note  on  August  30, 
1883,  as  agreed,  instead  of  December  21,  1883, 
as  indorsed  on  the  note,  a  general  verdict  for 
plaintiff  is  not  inconsistent  with  special  findings 
that  the  vendee  purchased  the  stock  of  the  de- 
fendant in  August,  1883,  and  that  the  credit  on 
the  note  should  hare  been  made  in  that  month, 
but  that  plaintiff  did  not  receive  the  money  till 
December  21,  1883. 

2.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  358,  authorizing 
the  court  in  an  action  for  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage,  to  enter  a  deficiency  judgment  for  the 
balance  due  against  the  defendants  liable  for  the 
debt,  a  deficiency  judgment  may  be  entered, 
against  a  grantor  in  a  deed  of  trust  given  to  se- 
er ro  a  debt,  independent  of  any  provision  in  the 
deed. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Silver  Bow  coun- 
ty; J.  J.  McHatton,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  First  National  Bank  of  Butte 
against  James  K.  Pardee  and  others.    From 
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a  Judgment  tot  plaintiff,  and  an  order  deny- 
ing a  new  trial,  defendants  appeal.  Affirm- 
ed. 

F.  W.  Cole  and  H.  R.  WhlteUlU,  for  appel- 
lants    Forbls  &  Forbis,  for  respondent. 

PER  CURIAM,  tliis  Is  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note,  and  for  a  decree  foreclosing 
a  deed  of  trust  given  to  secure  the  payment 
thereof.  On  the  16th  day  of  April,  1881,  the 
defendant  executed  and  delivered  to  S.  T. 
Qauser  &  Co.,  bankers  at  Butte,  his  prom- 
issory note  for  $11,000,  with  interest,  paya- 
ble 30  days  after  date.  The  deed  of  trust 
was  executed  to  secure  the  payment  of  the 
note.  Thereafter  the  note  and  deed  of  trust 
were  assigned  to  plaintiff.  At  the  time  of 
the  bringing  of  the  suit  the  note  had  on  the 
back  thereof  the  following  indorsement: 
'•Dec.  21st,  1883,  paid  $5,980.59,  sale  of  stock 
at  8c."  The  defense  to  the  note  is  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations,  the  defendant  insisting  that 
said  payment  was  made  on  said  note  on  the 
30th  day  of  August,  1883,  and.  If  so,  the 
statute  of  limitations  had  run  before  the  in- 
stitution of  the  suit  The  replication  denies 
that  the  note  is  narred  by  the  statute.  De- 
fendant testifies,  in  substance,  that  in  August, 
1883,  he  sold  mining  stock  to  A.  J.  Davis, 
who  was  a  member  of  the  firm  of  S.  T. 
Hauser  &  Oa;  that  the  price  of  the  stock 
was  the  sum  indorsed  on  said  note;  that  it 
was  the  understanding  that  said  sum  should 
be  paid  on  said  note  by  Davis;  that  It  waa 
his  impression  that  Davis  was  acting  for  said 
firm  in  the  purchase  of  said  stock,  but  did 
not  know;  that  Davis  never  told  him  so; 
that  he  thinks  It  was  In  the  month  of  Au- 
gust, because  the  weather  was  hot.  The  evi- 
dence of  the  officers  of  the  bank  Is  to  the 
effect  that  the  dealing  between  Davis  and  the 
defendant  In  relation  to  the  stock  was  a  pri- 
vate matter  between  them;  tliat  the  bank  had 
no  Interest  or  concern  whatever  In  the  trans- 
action, and  that  the  money  was  paid  to  the 
bank  on  the  21st  day  of  December,  1883,  by 
Davis,  and  credited  on  the  note  on  that  day. 
The  case  was  tried  to  a  Jury.  Special  find- 
ings of  fact  were  made,  and  a  general  ver- 
dict returned  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  As 
special  findings  of  fact,  the  Jury  returned  that 
A.  J.  Davis  purchased  the  mining  stock  of 
defendant  in  August,  1883,  and  that  the 
credit  on  the  note  should  have  been  made  in 
that  month,  bat  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  re- 
ceive the  mcmey  until  the  2l8t  day  of  Decem- 
ber thereafter.  The  court  entered  judgment 
for  plaintiff  for  the  amount  due  on  said  note, 
decreed  the  foreclosure  of  the  deed  of  trust, 
and  also  rendered  the  further  judgment: 
"That  If  the  moneys  arising  from  the  said 
sale  shall  be  insufficient  to  pay  the  amount  so 
found  due  to  the  plaintiff,  as  above  stated, 
with  the  Interest,  and  costs  and  expenses  of 
sale  as  aforesaid,  the  sheriff  specify  the 
amount  of  such  deficiency  and  balance  due 


the  plaintiff  In  his  return  of  said  sale;  and 
that,  on  the  coming  in  of  said  return,  a  judg- 
ment of  this  court  shall  be  docketed  for  such 
balance  against  the  defendant  James  K.  Par- 
dee, and  that  the  defendant  James  K.  Par- 
dee, who  Is  personally  liable  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  debt  secured  by  such  mortgage, 
pay  to  the  said  plaintiff  the  amount  of  such 
deficiency  and  judgment  with  legal  Interest 
thereon  from  the  date  of  said  last-mentioned 
return  and  judgment;  and  that  the  plaintiff 
have  execution  therefor."  From  the  judg- 
ment, and  order  refusing  a  new  trial,  defend- 
ant appeals. 

The  appellant  contoids  that  the  general 
verdict  is  contrary  to  the  special  findings, 
and  that,  as  a  consequence,  the  special  find- 
ings should  prevail.  In  view  of  the  evidence, 
we  do  not  think  the  contention  can  be  sus- 
tained. It  may  be  true  that  Davis  bought 
the  stock  in  August,  and  that  the  purchase 
price  should  have  been  paid  by  Davis,  and 
credited  on  the  note,  in  that  month;  but 
the  evidence  Is  ample  that  Davis  did  not 
pay  It  to  the  bank  until  the  21st  day  of  De- 
cember. The  bank,  aa  the  evidence  of  plain- 
tiff shows,  had  nothing  to  do  with  the  trans- 
action between  Davis  and  the  defendant  in 
relation  to  the  stock.  There  Is  nothing  in  the 
case  to  authorize  the  holding  of  the  bank  re- 
sponsible for  the  failure  of  Davis  to  pay  the 
money  at  the  time  claimed  to  have  been 
agreed  upon  between  him  and  the  defendant 
We  think  there  Is  no  real  conflict  between 
the  special  findings  and  the  general  verdict. 

Appellant  further  contends  that  there  Is 
nothing  In  the  deed  of  trust  or  complaint 
to  warrant  a  deficiency  judgment  in  this 
case,  and  claims  that  the  judgment  in  that 
respect  should,  at  least  he  modified.  Sec- 
tion 358  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  at 
page  158,  provided:  "In  actions  for  the  fore- 
closure of  mortgages  the  court  shall  have 
the  power,  by  Its  judgment  to  direct  a  sale 
of  the  incumbered  property  (or  as  much  as 
may  be  necessary),  and  the  application  of 
the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  the  costs  of 
the  court,  and  expenses  of  the  sale,  and  the 
amount  due  to  the  plaintiff;  and  If  it  appear 
from  the  sherifTs  return  that  the  proceeds 
are  insufficl^it  and  a  balance  still  remains 
due,  Judgment  shall  be  docketed  for  such 
balance  against  the  defendant  or  defend- 
ants, personally  liable  for  the  debt  and  shall 
then  become  a  Hen  on  the  real  estate  of 
such  Judgment  debtor,  as  In  other  cases,  in 
which  execution  may  be  Issued."  We  think 
this  statute  affords  ample  authority  for  the 
rendition  of  that  part  of  the  judgment  com- 
plained of.  We  think  there  was  no  abuse  of 
discretion  or  error  In  the  action  of  the  court 
In  refusing  to  continue  the  case  on  api>el- 
lant's  application.  The  showing  for  a  con- 
tinuance was  insufficient  We  think  the 
Judgment  should  be  affirmed;  and  it  is  so 
ordered. 
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JACKSON  et  al.  ▼.  GLAZ5H. 
(Sopreme  Conrt  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

FKACDULESTr  SALES— BOWA  FrDB  PURCHASER — Rlt- 

PLBVIK— DaHAOKS— FlBADIVS — WlTH- 

DBAWAI.  OF  lNTKaFI<BA. 

1.  Where  a  party,  withont  actual  or  con- 
rtmrtlve  notice  of  fraud,  purchases  a  stock  of 
goods,  paying  therefor  a  reasonable  price,  such 
purchaser  obtains  a  good  title  thereto,  notwith- 
standing the  party  making  the  sale  sold  with 
the  fraudulent  intent  to  hinder  and  delay  his 
creditors. 

2.  "Where  the  record  shows  that  one  of  the 
questions  in  dispute  in  the  trial  of  the  cause  be' 
Ion-  was  whether  or  not  a  party  purchasing  a 
stock  of  goods  had  notice  that  the  same  were 
being  sold  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  credit- 
ors, and  where  the  court  below  found  that  the 
party  purchasing  had  no  knowledge  of  the  in- 
tended fraud,  this  court  will  not  reverse  the 
judgment  based  on  such  finding. 

3.  There  are  two  elements  of  damages  which 
may  be  recovered  in  action  in  replevin.  They 
may  be  (1)  general  damages  whicb_  follow  as 
a  necessary  result  from  the  detention  of  the 
pioperty;  and  (2)  special  damages  which  are 
incident  to  a  particular  case.  Damages  which 
follow  as  a  necessary  result  of  the  unlawful  de- 
tention of  the  property  need  not  be  Bpedficaliy 
pleaded. 

4.  It  is  not  error  for  the  trial  court  to  per- 
mit a  party  to  withdraw  an  interplea. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Canadian  comity. 

Replevin  by  S.  H.  Glaze  against  T.  R. 
Jackson  and  others.  Tbere  was  a  judgment 
for  plalntWf,  and  defendants  brlngr  error. 
Affirmed. 

Blake  &  Blake  and  Ellis  &  Cook,  for  plain- 
tiffs In  error.  Dille  &  Scbmook  and  C.  H. 
Carawell,  for  defendant  in  error. 

DAI.B,  0.  J.  Marcb  15,  1894,  Samuel  H. 
Glaze  commenced  an  action  in  replevin  in 
the  district  conrt  of  Canadian  county  against 
Thomas  B.  Jackson,  B.  L.  Gay,  and  H.  H. 
Cook,  to  recover  possessioD  of  a  stock  of  dry 
goods  and  noti<xis.  The  case  was  tried  by 
the  conrt,  and  resulted  in  a  judgment  for 
Glaze  for  the  return  of  the  prctperty,  or  its 
value,— 92,200.— and  $300  as  damages  for  the 
imlawfal  detention  of  the  same. 

Briefly  stated,  it  appears  that  on  March  9, 
1894,  Olaze  purchased  from  one  Charles 
Hartley  a  stock  of  dry  goods,  notions,  etc., 
for  the  mun  of  $1,200  in  cash,  and  immedi- 
ately took  possession  of  the  same,  and  trans- 
ferred the  stock  to  another  storeroom,  where 
be.  Gaze,  was  carrying  on  the  business  of 
a  dry-goods  merchant  The  two  stocks  were 
intermingled  and  nsed  by  Glaze  as  one  stock 
of  goods  nntil  March  14th,  when  Cook,  a 
Judgment  creditor  of  Bartley,  caused  an  ex- 
ecotlcm  to  he  levied  upon  the  goods  in  the 
storeroom  of  Glaze.  It  was  intended  by 
Cook  to  have  tlie  execution  ran  only  upon 
goods  which  Glaze  had  purchased  from  Bart- 
ley; but  some  of  the  stock  which  Glaze  was 
carrying  ixlor  to  the  time  the  Bartley  stock 
was  added  was  seized  by  the  sheriff  upon 
the  execution.  The  indebtedness  from  Bart- 
ley to  Cook  arose  as  follows;   In  December, 


1893,  Bartley  purchased  from  debtors  of. Cook 
a  stock  of  goods,  located  in  Texas,  for  the 
sum  of  $3,600,  of  which  sum  $1,000  was  paid 
In  cash,  and  $2,600  in  notes  given  for  the 
balance  due  upon  such  purchase.  The  first 
note,  in  the  sum  of  $264.19,  fell  due  March 
3,  1894.  After  the  purchase  by  Bartley  of 
the  stock  of  goods,  he  moved  the  same  from 
Texas  to  El  Reno,  at  which  last-named  place 
he  began  doing  business  as  retail  merchant, 
and  80  continued  until  he  sold  to  Glaze  era 
March  9th.  WhUe  Bartley  was  engaged  in 
business,  he  sold  at  retail  and  wholesale 
from  the  stock,  and  made  a  few  purchases 
of  new  goods,  so  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  by  Glaze,  the  actual  worth  of  the 
stock  was  from  $1,500  to  $2,500.  The  wit- 
nesses are  at  variance  upon  this  question. 
Immediately  after  the  sale  of  the  stock  from 
Bartley  to  Glaze,  Cook  brought  suit  upon 
his  notes  against  Bartley,  obtained  judgment 
thereon,  and,  to  satisfy  the  judgment  against 
Bartley,  caused  the  execution  to  be  run  upon 
the  goods  in  possession  of  Glaze.  Glaze, 
claiming  ownership,  replevied  the  goods,  and 
made  Jackson,  the  sheriff  who  levied  the 
execution,  and  Gay,  Jackson's  deputy  in 
charge  of  the  goods,  parties  defendant  with 
Cook.  The  defendants  entered  a  general 
denial.  While  the  suit  was  pending,  the 
Parrotte-Andrews  Company,  upon  motion, 
was  allowed  to  interplead,  and  In  their  peti- 
tion alleged,  in  substance,  that  they  were 
the  owners  of  and  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  a  certain  lot  of  goods,  which  they,  as  a 
wholesale  company,  had  delivered  to  Bart- 
ley; that  such  delivery  was  Induced  by  fraud 
upon  the  part  of  Bartley;  that  they  had  ac- 
cepted an  order  from  Bartley  for  a  certain 
bill  of  goods;  that  Bartley  had  accompanied 
such  order  with  a  statement  of  his  flnani'tal 
condition,  and,  relying  upon  such  statement, 
which  was  false,  they  had  shipped  to  Bart- 
ley a  bill  of  goods.  But,  after  discovering 
the  fraud,  they  elected  to  rescind  the  sale, 
and  take  back  their  goods,  which  they 
claimed  were  a  part  of  the  stock  received 
by  Glaze  from  Bartley,  and  afterwards 
seized  nnder  the  execution.  After  obtaining 
the  leave  and  coming  into  the  case  in  this 
manner,  the  interpleaders  were  by  the  court, 
over  the  objection  of  defendant  Cook,  and 
shortly  after  the  commencement  of  the  trial, 
permitted  to  dismiss  their  cause  of  action 
and  retire  from  the  case.  In  the  court  be- 
low a  jury  was  waived,  and  the  case  tried 
to  the  court.  The  court  found  Glaze  to  be 
the  owner  of  the  property,  and  entitled  to 
the  possession  thereof;  that  the  property  was 
of  the  value  of  $2,200;  and  that  said  property 
was  wrongfully  detained  by  defendants,  and 
that,  by  reason  of  such  wrongful  detention, 
plaintiff  had  been  damaged  In  the  sum  of 
$300.  Upon  such  findings  the  court  rendered 
a  judgment  "that  the  plaintiff  do  have  and 
recover  judgment  against  the  said  defendants 
for  a  recoveiT  of  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty described  in  the  amended  petition  hereln.> 
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and  for  the  anin  of  tbree  hundred  dollars 
damages  for  the  wrongful  detention  of  said 
property,  and  the  coeta.  And  it  la  further  ad- 
judged by  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  have 
judgment  against  the  defendants  for  the 
value  of  said  property,  to  wit,  two  thousand 
two  hundred  dollars,  in  case  delivery  cannot 
be  had."  The  appellants  ask  a  review  of 
this  case  upon  the  following  assignments  of 
error:  First,  error  in  holding  that  Olaze  ob- 
tained a  good  title  in  the  goods  purchased 
from  Bartley.  Second,  in  holding  that  Olaze 
was  a  purchaser  without  notice  of  fraud 
upon  the  part  of  Bartley.  Third,  in  award- 
ing damages  to  Glaze  in  the  sum  of  $300  for 
the  detention  of  the  goods.  Fourth,  in  per- 
mitting a  withdrawal  of  the  interplea  by 
the  Parrotte-Andrews  Company. 

1.  The  flrst  assignment  of  error  brings  Into 
discussion  section  2662  of  our  statutes, 
which  reads  as  follows:  "Every  transfer 
of  property,  or  charge  thereon  made,  every 
obligation  incurred  and  every  Judicial  pro- 
ceedings taken,  with  intent  to  delay  or  de- 
fraud any  creditor  or  other  person  of  his  de- 
mands, is  void  against  all  creditors  in  in- 
terest, and  against  any  persons  upon  whom 
the  estate  of  the  debtor  devolves  in  trust 
for  the  benefit  of  others  than  the  debt<»-." 
We  think  the  evidence  warrants  a  finding 
that  Bartley  sold  to  Olaze  with  the  intent 
to  hinder  and  delay  his  creditors.  Under  such 
state  of  facts  it  is  contended  tliat  such  fraud 
operates  to  defeat  the  transfer  to  Glaze,  al- 
though Olaze  may  have  purchased  without 
knowledge  or  notice  of  such  fraud.  And 
the  section  of  our  statutes  above  quoted  Is 
relied  upon  In  support  oC  such  contention. 
Numerous  cases  are  cited  In  support  of  this 
doctrine,  but  a  careful  reading  of  the  same 
does  not  support  the  claim  of  counsel.  In 
the  cases  to  which  our  attention  is  called,  it 
will  be  noticed  that  the  property  purchased 
Is  not  disturbed  when  found  in  the  hands  of 
an  Innocent  purchaser,  but  the  money  or  the 
property  paid  or  exchanged  to  the  fraudulent 
vendor  may  be  followed  and  subjected  to  at- 
tachment or  execution.  But  nowhere  do  the 
courts  permit  a  creditor  of  a  voider  who  has 
transferred,  tor  an  adequate  consldei-ation, 
to  a  person  without  notice  or  knowledge  of 
the  fraud,  to  pursue  the  property  into  the 
hands  of  such  innocent  vendee.  Our  statute 
is  from  Dakota,  and  in  Shauer  v.  Alterton, 
151  U.  8.  607,  U  Sup.  Ct.  412,  appears  a  case, 
which  went  up  from  the  supreme  court  of 
South  Dakota,  wherein  the  statute  under 
couxideration  received  Judicial  construction 
adverse  to  that  contended  for  by  counsel  for 
apiH'IIant,  and  which  we  believe  to  be  in 
harmony  with  the  decisions  of  the  courts  of 
this  country  upon  this  question. 

2.  One  of  the  questions  before  the  lower 
court,  and  upon  which  the  court  below  must 
have  pnsstHl,  was  whether  or  not  Glaze 
knew,  at  the  time  of  his  purchase  from  Bart- 
ley, that  Bartley  was  soiling  the  goods  with 
the  fraudulent  intent  to  hinder  and  delay  his 


creditors.  And  the  finding  of  tbe  court  be- 
low upon  such  disputed  question  most  stand 
unless,  under  the  evid^tce,  it  may  be  said 
that,  as  a  matter  of  law.  Glaze  had  such  no- 
tice or  knowledge  of  Bartley's  fraud  as  made 
him  privy  to  it  This  is  the  contention  of 
counsel  for  appellants,  and  In  that  view  we 
have  examined  the  record.  The  stock  of 
goods  purcliased  by  Glaze  for  $1,200  was 
W(^h  from  $1,500  to  $2,500.  Glaze  testified 
that  he  thought,  when  he  bought,  he  was  get- 
ting al>out  $1,500  worth  of  goods.  Other  wit- 
nesses claim  that  the  goods  were  worth  a 
much  greater  sum.  Under  the  evidence  In 
this  case,  we  are  unable  to  find  with  cei^ 
tainty  the  value  of  the  goods.  There  waa 
conflicting  evidence  before  the  trial  court. 
The  Judgment  finding  that  the  value  of  the 
goods  was  in  the  sum  of  $2,200  does  not  aid 
us  in  determining  the  value  of  the  goods 
purchased  by  Olaze  from  Bartley,  because, 
under  the  execution,  goods  were  seized  which 
were  not  a  part  of  the  Bartley  stock.  Glaze 
testified  that  the  sheriff  seized,  in  addition  to 
the  Bartley  stock,  goods  to  the  value  of  about 
$1,000,  and  all  of  the  witnesses  testified  that 
some  goods  other  than  those  belonging  to 
such  stock  were  taken.  Under  such  circum- 
stances, we  caimot  find  affirmatively  that 
Olaze  knew,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase, 
that  he  was  getting  the  goods  at  a  price 
greatly  below  their  real  value.  Glaze  flrst 
heard  of  the  opportunity  to  purchase  the 
stock  np(Mi  the  morning  he  made  the  pur- 
chase; He  was  advised  that  the  stock  could 
be  purchased  cheaply.  He  inquired  of  Bart- 
ley whether  or  not  there  were  any  debts 
against  the  property,  and  was  advised  that 
there  was  but  one,— a  chattel  mortgage  to  a 
bank  at  Bl  Reno  in  the  sum  of  $224.  Olaze 
was  in  the  store  but  about  one  hour,  exam- 
ining the  stock,  bef<K«  purchasing.  He  In- 
quired of  the  man  who  first  spoke  to  him 
about  purchasing  the  goods  if  everything 
was  all  right,  and  if  Bartley  owed  any  mon- 
ey except  to  the  bank,  and  was  advised  that 
he  thought  he  did  not.  Under  these  circum- 
stances. Glaze  bought.  And  It  Is  contended 
that,  under  the  law,  he  had  notice  of  Bart- 
ley's Intended  fraud,  and  was,  therefore,  a 
party  to  such  fraud;  that  he  should  Iiave  in- 
quired further  of  Bartley,  or  of  the  clerk  in 
the  store  of  Bartley,  or  should  have  asked  to 
examine  the  bills  and  accounts  of  Bartley, 
to  determine  the  truthfulness  of  Bartley's 
statements  relative  to  his  financial  condi- 
tion. If  Bartley  was  intending  to  defraud 
his  creditors,  he  would  have  told  a  false- 
hood, if  Glaze  had  made  the  inquiry  of  him; 
and  it  would  have  been  an  unusual  thing  for 
a  man  going  into  a  store,  to  buy  a  stock  of 
gootls,  to  inquire  of  a  clerk  about  the  finan- 
cial standing  or  business  integrity  of  his 
employer;  and  we  are  not  advised  how  an 
examination  of  Bartley's  bills  and  accounts 
would  have  enlltrhtened  Glaze  as  to  Bart- 
ley's integrity.  The  law  does  not  expect  or 
i  ask  of  a  u>an  that  lie  do  th9ee  thiugs  not 
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nsnally  done  by  bonest  men  In  their  deal- 
ings with  each  other.  The  law  of  conatrac- 
tlve  notice  (It  is  not  claimed  that  any  actual 
notice  was  had)  requires  the  proof  of  snch 
facts  and  circumstances  as  are  snfflcient  to 
pnt  a  prudent  man  upon  Inquiry.  A  man 
purchasing  is  not  bound  to  be  overly  suspi- 
cions or  Inquisitive.  He  may  presume  that 
he  is  dealing  with  an  honest  man,  and  not 
until  some  suspicious  circumstance  arises  In 
the  transaction— that  is,  something  appears 
that  Is  not  reconcilable  with  ordinary  busi- 
ness integrity— Is  a  person  bound  to  stop  and 
Inquire.  Measured  by  this  rule,  which  we 
deem  a  fair  one,  undw  our  statute,  what  do 
we  find?  Glaze  purchased  for  $1,2U0  what 
was  worth  from  $1,500  to  $2,600.  He  made 
snch  purchase  after  he  had  satisfied  him- 
self that  he  was  getting  $1,500  worth  ot 
goods.  Was  the  price  so  wliolly  Inadequate 
as  to  excite  suspicion}  That  is  questionable. 
In  this  territory,  business  ventures  are  fre- 
quently eizperiments.  Men  come  here  with 
etociu  of  goods,  do  not  find  conditions  pleas- 
nmUe,  and  sdl  at  a  great  reduction,  in  or- 
der to  dose  ont  and  leave.  A  sale  of  goods 
in  an  <A&  and  well-settled  community  which 
would  excite  suspicion  there  would  be  re- 
garded as  a  common  occurrence  here.  Tlie 
Inquiry  as  to  debts,  both  from  Hartley  and  of 
the  man  who  suggested  the  purchase,  seems 
ample  In  that  respect.  The  length  of  time 
required  in  the  purchase  of  the  goods  may  or 
may  not  l>e  material.  Some  men  act  quickly 
when  their  Judgment  prompts  them,  and 
whether  or  not  a  speedy  purchase  is  a  badge 
of  fraud  would  depend  upon  the  circumstan- 
ces surrounding  a  particular  transaction.  In 
short,  after  an  examination  of  the  entire  tes- 
timony, we  conclude  that  there  is  not  in  the 
evidence  sufficient  upon  which  to  predicate  a 
conclusion  of  law  that  Glaze  purchased  the 
goods  from  Hartley  with  notice  of  the  latter's 
fraudulent  Intent  to  cheat,  hinder,  or  delay 
the  creditors  of  Hartley. 

3.  In  an  action  of  replevin,  the  plaintiff  can 
recover  damages  which  follow  as  a  neces- 
sary result  of  the  use  of  the  property,  or,  if 
be  lias  l>een  specially  injured,  he  may  plead 
snch  Injury  and  recover  therefor.  In  the 
case  under  conedderatlon,  the  plaintiff  al- 
leged, generally,  that  he  had  been  damaged 
in  the  stun  of  $100,  for  which,  in  addition  to 
the  property  in  dispute,  he  asked  Judgment 
Mie  court  below  rendered  a  Judgment  for 
the  return  of  the  property  and  $300  damages 
for  the  unlawful  detention  thereof,  and,  in 
case  a  return  of  the  property  could  not  be 
had,  a  money  Judgment  In  the  gum  of  $2,- 
*J0O.  As  we  take  it,  the  court  below  intended 
to  render  a  Judgment  as  damages  in  the  sum 
of  $800.  provided  the  goods  were  returned. 
In  ease  the  goods  were  not  returned,  no 
damages  should  be  recovered,  but  the  sum  of 
$2,200  should  be  the  full  amount  of  plain- 
tiff's recovery.  Under  our  statutes,  "Judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  xnay  be  for  the  pos- 
session or  tot  the  recovery  of  possession  gr 
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the  valne  thereof,  in  case  a  delivery  cannot 
be  had,  and  damages  for  the  detention." 
Chapter  66,  f  185.  In  this  case,  the  Judg- 
ment being  for  the  recovery  of  possession,  it 
was  proper,  if  supported  by  proof,  to  ren- 
der such  Judgment  as  would  recompense 
Glaze  for  the  detention  of  the  goods.  If,  on 
the  oth»  hand,  the  goods  cannot  be  recov- 
ered, the  Judgment  Is  for  their  value.  If  the 
goods  are  not  returned,  payment  of  the  sum 
of  $2,200  will  satisfy  the  Judgment  This 
construction  of  the  verdict  would  seem  to  be 
in  harmony  with  the  statutes.  In  this  case, 
however,  if  the  plaintiff  below  had  demand- 
ed it  we  think  he  was  entitled  to  recover  in- 
terest upon  the  money  Judgmait,  as  that  ap- 
pears to  be  the  rule  in  Kansas,  from  which 
state  our  statute  comes.  Palmer  v.  Meiners, 
17  Kan.  478,  and  cases  therein  cited.  As  we 
view  the  verdict  and  evidence  in  this  case, 
the  defendant  below  has  the  option  to  re- 
turn the  property,  together  with  $300  dam- 
ages for  its  unlawful  detention,  or  he  may 
pay  the  sum  of  $2,200,  and.  In  either  case, 
the  Judgment  will  be  satisfied.  We  think  the 
evidence  sufficient  to  sustain  such  a  verdict. 
4.  At  the  trial  below  the  Parrotte-Andrews 
Company  were  permitted,  over  the  objection 
of  plaintiffs  in  error,  to  withdraw  their  in- 
terplea,  and  we  are  asked  to  reverse  this  case 
upon  that  gronnd.  We  fail  to  see  how  snch 
an  action  prejudiced  the  rights  of  plaintiffs 
in  error.  Under  the  law  the  defendants  at 
the  trial  could  have  interposed,  under  their 
general  denial,  any  defense  which  may  have 
been  offered  by  the  Parrotte-Andrews  Com- 
pany. Holmberg  v.  Dean,  21  Kan.  73.  Hut, 
in  any  event,  we  do  not  understand  that  the 
court  could  have  compelled  the  Parrotte-An- 
drews Company  to  proceed  If  such  party  de-' 
sired  to  withdraw.  The  court  might  have 
rendered  a  Judgment  against  the  Parrotte- 
Andrews  Company,  or,  if  such  company 
should  again  desire  to  litigate  the  questions 
raised  in  their  Interplea,  the  question  of  their 
right  to  prosecute  their  suit  can  then  be  de- 
termined. The  Judgment  of  the  lower  court 
is  affirmed. 

BURPORD.  X,  having  presided  at  the  trial 
below,  not  sitting.  The  other  Justices  con- 
curring. 


VAUGHN  LUAIBBR  CO.  v.  MISSOURI 
MINING  &  LUMBER  CO. 

(Supreme  Conrt  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Appeal— Review— Objections  Waiv£d. 

F"ailare  to  exceijt  to  the  overruling  of  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  is  a  waiver  of  error  as  to 
such  rulinff.  and  all  allepod  prrors  of  law  oc'(nir- 
ring  at  the  trial  for  which  a  new  trial  micht  be 
Rranted.  City  of  Atchison  v.  Hyrn«a,  22  Kan. 
65. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Brror  from   district  court.   Grant  county; 
before  Justice  Blerer,       >      ,  „ 
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Replevin  by  the  Vaughn  Lumber  Company 
against  the  Missouri  Mining  &  Lumber  Com- 
pany. There  was  a  Judgment  for  defendant 
and  a  motion  denying  a  new  trial,  and  plain- 
tiff brings  error.    Afllrmed. 

Burwell  &  Burwell,  Asher  &  Asher,  and 
G.  C.  Clegg,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  Charles 
E.  Dalley  and  Buckner.  Bird  &  Lake,  for  de- 
fendant In  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  November  20,  1893,  the 
VauRhn  Lumber  Company  instituted  an  ac- 
tion in  replevin  in  the  probate  court  of  Grant 
county  against  one  R.  H.  Uagar,  to  recover 
a  certain  lot  of  shingles  which  had,  prior 
thereto  been  shipped  by  the  Vaughn  Lum- 
ber Company  to  one  3.  3.  Ellis,  at  Pond 
Creek.  The  goods  were  seized  by  Hagar,  as 
sheriff,  to  satisfy  an  execution  against  El- 
lis, which  execution  had  been  obtained  by 
the  Missouri  Mining  &  Lumber  Company. 
Ilagar,  by  answer,  showed  his  lack  of  inter- 
est in  the  property,  except  as  an  officer  hold- 
ing the  same  by  virtue  of  his  execution, 
whereupon  the  Missouri  Mining  &  Lumber 
Company  obtained  leave  to  be  substituted  for 
Hagar,  as  defendant  in  the  action  brought 
by  the  plaintiff  below.  The  Missouri  Min- 
ing &  Lumber  Company  answered  by  a 
general  denial.  The  case  was  tried  In  the 
probate  court,  and  judgment  rendered  for 
the  defendant  therein,  and  from  there  ap- 
pealed to  the  district  court  of  the  county, 
and,  on  April  14.  1894.  tried  In  the  district 
court,  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  facts, 
after  which  submission  of  the  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  the  defendant  demurred, 
which  demurrer  was  by  the  court  sustained; 
and  a  Judgment  was  rendered  in  the  action 
in  favor  of  the  defendant,  adjudghig  tltat  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  the  possession  of 
the  property,  and  that  the  Interest  of  the  de- 
fendant in  the  proi>erty  was  the  sum  of  mon- 
ey, to  wit,  $105.  which  the  defendant  had  ad- 
vanced to  the  railway  company  as  freight 
charges  at  the  time  the  execution  was  by  the 
sheriff  levied  upon  the  proi)erty,  as  the  prop- 
erty of  EUis.  After  the  rendition  of  the  judg- 
ment, the  plaintiff  below  filed  bis  motion  for 
a  new  trial  which  motion  is  as  follows,  to 
wit:  "The  verdict  and  the  decision  of  the 
court  is  not  sustained  by  sufflcieat  evidence, 
and  is  contrary  to  law,  for  that  the  court 
committed  error  at  the  trial  of  said  cause, 
which  was  excepted  to  by  the  plaintiffs  here- 
in." The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  by  the 
court  overruled,  no  exception  being  taken  by 
the  plaintiff  below  to  the  ruling  of  the  court 
upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial.  In  the  case 
made  presented  to  us  for  consideration,  the 
only  objection  or  exception  saved  by  the 
plaintiff  below  was  upon  the  ruling  of  the 
court  sustaining  the  demurrer  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  granting  Judgment  upon  such  de- 
murrer; and  that  brings  before  us  the  propo- 
sition as  to  whether  or  not  this  court  will.  In 
the  absence  of  an  exception  to  the  ruling  of 


the  court  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  consider  any  of  the  matters  which 
should  have  been  alleged  and  presented  to  the 
court  below  upon  such  motion.  This  ques- 
tion was  passed  upon  by  the  supreme  court 
of  the  state  of  Kansas  In  City  of  Atchison  v. 
Byrnes,  22  Kan.  65;  and  numerous  decisions 
therein  cited  show  that  the  practice  was  well 
settled,  at  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  our 
Code,  to  the  effect  that  the  supreme  court  of 
that  state  would  not  consider  questions 
which  should  have  been  presented  to  the 
court  below  upon  the  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
unless  an  exception  to  the  ruling  of  the  court 
upon  the  motion  is  saved.  By  the  adoption 
of  the  Code  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  we  took 
with  It  the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of 
that  state  upon  questions  of  practice;  and. 
In  this  territory,  it  must  be  considered  as  a 
settled  practice  that  this  court  will  not  re- 
view errors  assigned  upon  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  unless  the  party  presenting  the 
motion  In  the  lower  court  saved  an  excep- 
tion to  the  ruling  of  the  trial  court  upon  the 
motion.  Outside  of  this  question,  there  is 
nothing  left  in  the  case  made.  Under  the 
pleadings  filed,  the  judgment  of  the  court  be- 
low was  one  within  the  issues,  as  shown  on 
such  pleadings;  and,  upon  the  record  pre- 
sented to  us,  there  is  nothing  for  this  court 
to  do  except  to  aflSrm  the  Judgment  of  the 
court  below.    Judgment  affirmed. 

BIERRR.  J.,  liaving  presided  at  the  trial 
in  the  court  below,  not  sitting.  The  other 
justices  concurring. 


MA.SOX  V.  CROMWELL. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Homestead  —  Adverse  Claimants— Ikjckction— 
District  Court— Jcrisdictios. 
The  probate  judge,  in  the  absence  from 
the  county  of  the  judge  of  the  diHtrict  court,  is- 
sued an  order  enjoininR  a  party  from  the  use 
and  occupancy  of  all  except  a  small  portion  of  a 
tract  of  land  covered  by  his  homestead  entry. 
Jietd.  that  the  district  court  has  the  right  to  mod- 
ify  the  order,   notwithstanding  such   modifica- 
tion permitted  the  party  to  use  and  occupy  poi^ 
tions  of  the  homestead  inclosed  by  fences  erect- 
ed by  the  adverse  party. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Garfield  county. 

Action  by  Calvin  F.  Mason  against  Ful- 
lerton  C.  Cromwell  for  injunction.  There  was 
a  Judginent  for  plaintiff  and  an  order  of  tl\e 
district  court  modifying  the  same,  and  plain- 
tiff brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Beauchamp  &  Rush,  for  plaintiff  in  oror. 
Gillett  &  Brown,  for  defendant  in  errw. 

DALE,  C.  3.  May  15,  1894,  CalTln  F.  Ma^ 
son  commenced  an  action  against  Fullwton 
C.  Cromwell  in  the  district  court  of  Garfield 
cotmty,  in  the  absence  of  the  judge  of  the  dis- 
trict court  from  such  county,  and  procured  an 
order  from  the  judge  of  the  probate  court  en- 
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Joining  Cromwell  from  the  ■use  and  occupancy 
of  all  that  part  of  a  tract  of  land  covered  by 
his  homestead  entry,  except  about  14  acres 
outside  of  his  fences.  Afterwards,  Cromwell 
applied  to  the  Judge  of  the  district  court  for 
a  modiflcatlon  of  the  order.  The  Judge  of 
the  district  court  granted  the  relief  asked, 
and  allowed  Cromwell  to  use  and  occupy  a 
portion  of  the  land  Inclosed  within  the  limits 
of  the  fence  of  Mason,  which  order  was  to 
remain  in  force  and  effect  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court.  Mason  brings  the  case 
to  this  court,  and  assigns  numerous  errors, 
which  may  be  briefly  summarized  by  stating 
that  the  case  Is  here  for  the  puri>ose  of  seek- 
ing the  dissolution  of  the  order  of  the  dis- 
trict court  modifying  the  injunction  thereto- 
fore Issued  by  the  probate  Judge.  It  appears 
from  the  record  that  Mason  settled  upon  the 
S.  W.  %  of  section  20,  township  23  N.,  of 
range  6  W.,  as  a  homestead,  on  the  13th  day 
of  October,  1893;  that  at  the  time  snch  set- 
tlement was  made  the  land  was  a  part  of  the 
public  domain;  that,  on  the  27th  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1893,  Cromwell,  at  the  United  States 
land  office  in  Enid,  Okl.,  filed  a  homestead 
entry  for  the  tract;  that  Mason,  prior  to  the 
time  Cromwell  sought  to  go  upon  the  tract 
of  land,  inclosed  about  147  acres  of  the  same 
with  a  wire  fence;  that  Cromwell,  after  such 
inclosure  was  made,  settled  upon  the  tract 
of  land  outside  of  the  Inclosure  of  Mason, 
and,  after  such  settlement,  attempted  to  go 
Inside  of  the  Inclosure  of  Mason,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  further  perfecting  his  settlement 
right,  and  reducing  to  his  own  use  and  occu- 
pancy portions  of  the  tract  of  land  in  con- 
troTersy.  Mason  procured  an  order  of  the 
probate  Judge  restraining  Cromwell  from  en- 
tering Into  any  portion  of  his  inclosure. 
Cromwdl,  In  the  district  court,  obtained  a 
modification  of  such  order,  in  which  the  Judge 
of  the  district  court  permitted  Cromwell  to 
enter  into  the  Inclosure  of  Mason  for  the  pur- 
pose of  Improving,  cuItlTatIng,  and  using  the 
land  for  agricultural  purposes,  and  restrained 
and  enjoined  Mason  from  further  maintain- 
ing hto  fence  upon  the  premises  in  snch  man- 
ner as  to  prevent  Cromwell  from  ingress  and 
^ress  to  the  lands. 

The  only  question  before  us  In  this  case 
la  whether  or  not  the  district  court  had  Juris- 
diction to  modify  the  order  theretofore  made, 
and  whether,  if  It  had  such  Jurisdiction,  it 
exceeded  its  discretion  In  permitting  Crom- 
well to  use  portions  of  the  land  which  had, 
previoos  to  the  time  Cromwell  attempted  to 
settle  on  the  land,  been  Inclosed  by  Mason. 
This  case  Is  In  all  respects  similar  to  many 
which  have  arisen  in  tills  tmritory,  some  of 
which  have  been  passed  upon  by  this  court 
In  Feckham  v.  Faught,  37  Pac.  1085,  it  was 
held  that:  "The  district  court  has  power  to 
make  an  order  which  giants  to  an  adverse 


homestead  claimant  the  right  to  remain  In- 
side a  wire  fence  wected  by  a  person  who 
claims  the  land  by  virtue  of  a  settlement 
made  prior  to  the  fiimg  of  an  entry  by  such 
adverse  claimant."  In  the  case  under  consid- 
eration. It  appears,  from  the  record,  that  both 
Mason  and  Cromwell  claim  a  superior  right 
to  the  tract  of  land  in  dispute,— Mason,  by 
virtue  of  his  settlement  prior  to  the  time  the 
land  had  been  segregated  from  the  public 
domain;  and  Cromwell,  by  virtue  of  the  fil- 
ing of  his  homestead  entry.  Under  the  law 
of  congress,  each  of  these  parties  has  the 
right  to  reside  upon  the  tract  of  land,  to  cul- 
tivate and  Improve  the  same,  until  the  ques- 
tion of  title  is  settled  in  the  land  depart- 
moit  It  should  be  assumed,  from  a  reading 
of  this  record,  that  both  parties  are  there  In 
good  faith.  Both  believe  that  they  will  ul- 
timately be  awarded  the  title  to  the  tract  of 
land.  The  courts  of  this  territory  should 
give  effect  to  the  laws  of  congress,  and  this 
can  only  be  done  in  this  case  by  giving  to 
each  party  the  right  to  the  use  and  occu- 
pancy of  the  tract  of  land  until  such  time 
as  the  tribunal  especially  created  to  deter- 
mine the  question  of  title  shall  have  put  at 
rest  said  title  by  their  decision. 

It  Is  contended  by  plaintiff  In  error  that, 
because  he  had  reduced  to  possession,  by  a 
fence,  147  acres  of  this  land,  therefore  he 
should  be  permitted  to  retain  the  entire  use 
and  occupancy  of  that  portion  of  the  tract 
of  land,  pending  the  litigation  in  the  land 
department;  that  there  still  remains  13  acres 
of  the  tract  upon  which  Cromwell  may  pro- 
ceed, imder  the  laws  of  congress,  to  make 
bla  settlement  and  residence;  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  court  below  erred  In  Its  application 
of  the  law,  in  giving  to  Cromwell  the  right 
to  enter  into  his  inclosure.  Such  an  appli- 
cation of  the  law  would  be  manifestly  unjust 
to  Cromwell;  for  each  of  these  parties  has  an 
equal  right  to  reside  upon,  cultivate,  and  im- 
prove this  tract  of  land,  pending  the  litiga- 
tion in  the  land  department  To  give  to  one 
of  them  almost  the  entire  tract  would  be  such 
an  Inequitable  disposition  as  would  work 
manifest  injustice,  which  courts  of  equity 
will  not  do.  As  we  view  this  question,  the 
land  department  has  exclusive  Jurisdiction 
of  the  question  of  title,  because  congress  has 
created  a  tribunal  for  that  special  purpose.  The 
courts  of  the  territory  have  exclusive  Juris- 
diction of  all  those  matters  relating  to  pos- 
Beasion,  for  the  reason  that  congress  has  not 
reserved  such  Jurisdiction  in  any  manner 
Peckham  v.  Faught,  supra,  is  decisive  of  the 
principle  Involved  in  this  appeal.  The  Judg* 
ment  of  the  lower  court  is  atfirmed. 

Justice  BURFORD,  having  presided  at  the 
hearing  of  the  cause  below,  not  Bitting;  the 
other  Justices  concurring. 
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CITY  OP  GUTHRIE  ▼.  SWAN. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1895.) 

MC.VICIPAL    CORPOKATIONS— DePBCIITB  StBEETS— 

Action'  for  Injckiss— Contbibdtory  Neo- 

IIOENCE— QUESTIOXB   FOB  JdRT. 

1.  The  questiOD  as  to  whether  or  not  a  par- 
ty is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  passing 
at  night  OTor  a  street  that  is  being  graded  and 
where  there  are  no  barriers  or  danger  signals, 
and  where  there  is  a  conflict  in  the  evidence 
as  to  the  condition  of  the  street,  and  as  to 
whether  it  was  lighted  or  not,  and  where  the 
party  injured  claims  she  did  not  know  the 
condition  of  the  street,  but  supposed  it  was  in 
a  safe  condition,  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the 
jury,  under  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  and 
not  of  law  for  the  court. 

2.  While  the  right  of  the  city  to  grade  or 
otherwise  improve  a  street  is  paramount  to  the 
right  of  the  public  to  use  the  same  during  the 
time  of  making  such  repairs  or  doing  such  grad- 
ing, if  such  grading  or  improvement  makes  the 
street  dangerous  for  travel  in  the  nighttime,  it 
is  the  duty  of  the  city  to  place  warning  signals 
for  passers-by,  or  to  place  barriers  preventing 
travel  during  the  time  of  improvement 

3.  The  question  as  to  whether  or  not  tha 
whole  width  of  a  street  of  a  city  must  be  kept 
in  a  safe  condition  for  travel  is  a  question  of 
fact  for  the  jury,  and  not  of  law  for  the  court 
to  determine. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  Cynthia  E.  Swan  agfainst  the 
city  of  Guthrie  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries.  There  was  a  judgment  for 
plaintiff  and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial, 
and  defendant  brings  error.    Reversed. 

B.  T.  Halner,  for  plaintiff  la  error.  Gard- 
ner &  Rlsley,  for  defendant  in  error. 

BIERER,  J.  The  plalntlft  below,  defend- 
ant In  error  here,  recovered  a  judgment 
against  the  city  of  Guthrie  for  the  sum  of 
$2,250,  damages  sustained  by  her  on  account 
of  the  negligence  of  the  city,  in  that  It  did 
not  keep  its  streets  in  a  safe  condition  for 
travel.  There  is  much  dispute  In  the  evi- 
dence, but  the  testimony  of  the  plaintiff 
tends  to  show  that  she  was  a  married  wo- 
man, 41  years  of  age;  that,  on  the  night  of 
the  18th  of  April,  1892,  she  had  attended 
church,  and  on  her  way  home  came  on  Noble 
avenue,  going  west  to  Its  Intersection  by 
First  street,  extending  north  and  south;  that 
the  city  of  Guthrie  was  grading  First  street 
by  an  excavation,  which  did  not  disturb  the 
west  side  of  First  street,  but  cut  down  al)out 
three  feet  on  the  east  side;  that,  as  she  ap- 
proached First  street  on  the  south  sidewalk 
of  Noble  avenue,  she  observed  that  the  side- 
walk was  torn  up  for  some  distance,  before 
she  reache<l  llrst  street;  that,  the  ground 
being  rough  where  the  sidewalk  had  been, 
she  left  the  sidewalk  and  went  into  the 
street,  and,  upon  getting  closer  to  First 
street,  observed  that  It  had  been  graded; 
and  she  then  went  further  north  to  the  wag- 
on road,  to  where  the  ground  had  been  wash- 
ed or  displaced,  and  where  she  supposed  it 
was  safe  to  cross.    She  thought  the  descent 


to  First  street  there  was  about  a  foot,  and, 
in  her  effort  to  step  down  onto  First  street, 
fell,  and  sprained  her  ankle;  and  she  thinks 
the  step  off  must  have  been  two  or  tliree 
feet.  There  were  no  danger  signals  placed 
at  the  street  where  the  excavation  was 
made;  but  It  is  shown  that  there  were  two 
electric  lights  on  streets,  each  one  block,  or 
about  300  feet,  away  from  the  place  of  the 
accident;  and  the  plaintiff  does  not  claim 
that  she  was  unable  to  see  the  condition  of 
the  street  plainly,  excepting  the  bottom  of 
the  ditch  into  which  she  stepped,  and  where 
she  says  It  was  dark  in  the  ditch.  Many  of 
these  facts  are  strenuously  opposed  on  the 
part  of  the  city,  tending  to  show  that  the 
two  electric  lights  made  It  perfectly  light  at 
the  place  of  crossing,  and  that,  in  the  prog- 
ress of  the  grading,  there  was  an  approach 
made  In  a  part  of  the  street  for  travel  for 
vehicles,  about  35  or  40  feet  in  width,  and 
that  the  ground  where  the  sidewalk  had 
been  was  also  cut  away,  and  steps  made 
for  safe  passage  for  foot  passengers.  Coun- 
sel for  defendant  Insists  that,  In  that  state 
of  the  case,  plaintiff  admitting  that  she 
observed  the  grading  recently  done  and 
the  condition  of  the  street,  she  is  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  in  attempting  to 
cross  the  street;  that,  when  she  attempted 
to  cross  in  the  condition  In  which  she  found 
the  street  to  be,  she  did  so  at  her  own 
risk;  and  cites  the  case  of  Wright  t.  City 
of  St.  Cloud  (Minn.)  55  N.  W.  819,  as  au- 
thority. The  law,  as  laid  down  In  tlie  case 
cited,  is  not  applicable  to  this  case.  In 
that  case  the  plaintiff  knew  fully  the  con- 
dition of  the  street.  It  was  in  broad  day- 
light, and  she  knew  that  the  street  was  cov- 
ered with  snow  and  ice,  and  she  knew  its 
dangerous  condition,  but  only  overestimat- 
ed her  ability  to  cross  it  in  safety.  In  such 
a  case,  of  course,  she  took  her  own  chances. 
In  this  case,  the  plaintiff  claims  that  she  did 
not  know  that  the  approach  to  First  street 
was  as  high  as  it  was;  that  she  supposed  it 
was  only  about  a  foot  high  at  the  place 
where  she  attempted  to  cross,  although  she 
found  -when  she  fell,  on  trying  to  cross,  that', 
it  was  two  or  three  feet  high.  She  says  she 
made  an  effort  to  find  a  safe  place  to  cross 
the  street,  and  that  she  came  to  the  place 
where  it  appeared  that  the  wagons  had  been 
crossing,  and,  there  being  no  danger  signals 
or  obstruction  to  her  passing,  she  made  the 
effort  to  cross,  and  In  doing  so  in  the  dark 
she  got  hurt,  although  she  was  endeavoring 
to  pass  in  safety.  There  is  evidence  disput- 
ing her  claim  that  the  crossing  was  unsafe 
at  that  point,  or  that  it  was  dark  there,  and 
also  some  evidence,  consisting  of  statements 
made  by  herself  soon  after  the  accident, 
tending  to  show  that  she  did  not  cross  where 
she  testified  she  did.  We  cannot  say,  under 
such  circumstances,  that  she  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence;  for  that  was  a 
question  of  fact  for  the  jury  to  determine 
from  the  conflicting  evidence.   City  of  Wy- 
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uidottc  ▼.  OnMon,  25  Kkn.  280.  Tba  dty 
Itad  the  right  to  grade  and  improTe  Ita 
■treets,  and  this  right,  during  the  time  of 
•Dch  grading  and  Improvement  was  para- 
amnnt  to  the  right  of  the  pnbllc  to  nae  the 
■treet;  bnt  this  did  not  relieve  the  dty  from 
all  responslbUity  In  the  pramlMS.  The  dty 
most  use  reasonable  care  to  protect  the 
public  from  Injury;  and.  If  the  grading 
leaves  fatal  defects  to  safe  public  travel, 
then  the  city  must  close  up  the  street  or  give 
warning  of  the  danger.  The  case  of  the 
City  of  Lincoln  v.  Calvert  (Neb.)  58  N.  W. 
115,  la  not  opposed  to  this  view.  In  that 
case  the  court  says:  "But,  where  a  city  is 
cbarged  with  the  care  of  streets  and  the 
duty  of  improving  them,  the  duty  of  keeping 
them  in  a  reasonably  safe  condition  for  travd 
is  remitted  during  the  time  occupied  in  mak- 
ing repairs  or  improvements.  James  v.  San 
Frandscot  6  CaL  528;  Williams  v.  Tripp,  11 
R.  L  447.  In  order,  however,  that  the  city 
should  be  protected  from  liability  upon  this 
ground,  it  must  exercise  reasonable  care  to 
protect  the  pnbllc  from  the  consequences  of 
the  unsafe  condition  of  the  street  City  of 
Covlngtoii  V.  Bryant,  7  Bush  (Ky.)  248. 
T1iM«fM«,  an  impassable  condition  of  the 
street  requires  that  the  city  sbould  erect 
guarda  or  barricades  to  keep  the  public  off." 
A  more  serious  question  in  the  case  Is  pre- 
sented by  instruction  No.  7,  given  by  the  court 
to  the  Jurj,  which  InstroctiaD  is  aa  follows: 
"7.  Too  are  instructed  that  any  person  trav- 
eling upon  a  sidewalk  of  a  dty  which  is  in 
constant  use  by  the  public  iias  a  right,  when 
using  the  same  with  diligence  and  care,  to 
presume,  and  to  act  upon  the  presmnption, 
that  it  is  reas<Riably  safe  for  ordinary  travel 
tkrougbont  its  entire  width,  and  free  from 
all  dangerous  holes,  obstructions,  and  other 
defects;  and,  if  yon  believe  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  plaintiff,  while  traveling  along 
one  of  the  streets  of  this  city,  was  Injured, 
aa  alleged  In  her  petition,  and  that  the  In- 
Jury  would  not  hare  happened  if  the  street 
had  been  in  reascnably  good  r^>air  and  safe 
oondltloii,  then  the  defendant  is  liable  for 
sncb  Injury,  provided  yon  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  ecurcislng  rear 
sonable  care  and  caution  to  avoid  injury  while 
passing  over  said  walk,  and  that  the  defendr 
ant  did  not  use  reasonable  care  to  keep  their 
streets  in  a  safe  condition."  This  Inatruo- 
tion  la  abstractly  correct,  but  concretely 
wrong.  It  states  the  law  correctly,  as  ap- 
plied to  sidewalks,  or  to  the  part  of  the 
street  which  is  open  to  and  being  used  for 
pubUe  travel,  or  to  a  street  where,  under  the 
drcnmstanceSk  all  of  it,  throughout  Its  entire 
width,  should  be  kept  In  a  safe  condltioa  for 
travel;  but  It  states  the  law  incorrectly  in 
iKriding,  as  a  matter  of  law,  but  not  as  a  mat- 
ter «tf  flMt,  for  the  conslderatloD  of  the  Jury* 
that  the  entire  width  of  all  streets  most  be 
kept  in  a  safe  condition  for  travel,  and  that 
the  jury  might  find  negligence  to  exist  en  the 
part  of  the  city  txam  the  mere  fact  of  not 


keeping  the  entire  width  of  the  street  In  safe 
condition  for  travel  for  foot  paasengersL  This 
instruction  means  that,  when  applied  to  this 
case.  It  Is  true  it  starts  oat  with  a  state- 
ment of  the  law  with  reference  to  sidewalks; 
but  it  then  proceeds  to  tell  the  Juty  that,  if 
the  plaintiff  received  her  injury  while  trav- 
eling with  due  care  "along  one  of  the  streets 
of  the  city  •  •  •  and  that  the  injury 
would  not  have  happened  If  the  street  had 
been  in  reasonably  good  repair  and  safe  con- 
dition, then  the  defendant  is  liable  tor  such 
Injury,"  and  If  they  further  believed  that  the 
plaintiff  was  using  due  care  "while  passing 
over  said  walk,  and  that  the  defendant  did 
not  use  reasonable  care  to  keep  tbeir  streets 
in  a  safe  condition."  Tbe  plaintiff's  own  evi- 
dence showed  that  she  had  left  the  sidewalk 
at  the  time  she  received  the  injury,  and  had 
passed  onto  the  street,  so  that  the  jury  could 
not  have  understood  this  instruction  to  apply 
only  to  sidewallu  proper,  but  that  the  place 
where  the  plaintiff  crossed  sbonld  be  treated 
the  same  as  a  sidewalk;  and  tbe  jury  w»e 
at  liberty  then  to  And  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  city  if  the  entire  street  was  not  kept 
in  the  safe  oonditlan  for  foot  passage  that  a 
sidewalk  sbonld  reasonably  be  in.  The  ques- 
tion submitted  to  the  jury  Involved  as  much 
a  question  of  tbe  negligence  of  the  plaintlfl 
as  of  the  defendant's  negligence.  If  tbe 
plaintiff  was  to  any  extent  guilty  of  careless- 
ness, then  she  could  not  recover,  no  matter 
how  careless  the  city  may  bave  been.  She 
claims  she  tD<A  care  to  examine  where  She 
was  going.  Tbe  city  claims  she  did  not,  and 
that,  U  she  had  exercised  reasonable  care, 
she  would  have  had  no  trouble  in  passing  In 
safety,  by  going  over  the  place  cut  down  for 
the  passage  of  wagons  and  vehicles.  She 
claims  that  there  was  an  abrupt  fall  in  the 
wagon  road,  where  she  crossed,  of  consider- 
ably more  than  a  foot,  as  sbe  had  supposed 
it  to  be.  The  city  claims  that  the  wagon 
way  was  cut  down  with  a  gradual  slant  to 
tbe  bottom  of  the  excavation.  There  was  no 
contention,  however,  but  that  tbe  bank  be- 
tween the  wagon  way  and  the  sidewalk  was 
from  two  to  three  feet  high,  and  the  plain- 
tiff's evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  bank 
was  the  same  height  under  the  sidewalk,  and 
that  it,  likewise,  bad  not  been  cut  down. 
Mow,  if  the  plaintiff  was  clothed  with  the 
presumption  that  all  parts  of  the  street  were 
in  a  safe  condition  for  travel,  then  it  would 
make  little  difference  whether  she  received 
her  fall  while  passing  over  the  wagon  road 
or  over  the  space  betwe»a  the  wagon  way 
and  the  sidewalk,  and  the  jury  could  entirely 
avoid  the  difficulty  which  existed,  under  tbe 
evidence,  of  determining  from  the  testimony 
whether  the  wagon  road  was  in  a  reasonably 
safe  condition  for  travel  or  not;  for  the  law, 
as  thus  laid  down,  would  give  them  tbe 
right  to  evade  this  difficult  question  and  find 
for  the  plaintiff,  if  she  was  using  the  rea- 
sonable care  of  a  traveler  while  passin); 
along  the  traveled  portioa  of  the  highway. : 

uigmzea  oy^ — ■v.Tv^/Sc  iv^ 


,  PACIFIC  Kja'ORTER,  Vol.-  41, 


(OU. 


The  presumption  that  ttie  street  was  reason- 
ably safe  for  travel  at  all  places  simply 
means  that  the  city  was  bound  to  keep  the 
streets  In  a  safe  condition  for  trar^  at  all 
places.  Under  such  high  rule  of  responsi- 
bility on  the  part  of  the  city,  the  degree  of 
care  on  the  part  of  a  traveler  might  be  very 
small,  while,  on  the  other  hand,  the  att^npt 
to  pass  over  a  place  where  the  city  was  not 
bound  to  keep  the  street  in  a  safe  condition 
for  travel,  when  the  passenger  could  see  the 
proper  place  for  his  passage,  might  be  and 
probably  would  be  absolute  negligence.  The 
plaintiff  nowhere  contends  that  she  could 
not  see  the  sidewalk,  or  that  she  could  not 
see  the  wagon  road,  so  that  it  is  not  a  case 
where  the  traveler  fell,  nnawares,  over  the 
embankment  created  by  the  grade.  The  er- 
roneous Instruction  might  be  immaterial  in 
this  case,  if  there  was  no  dispute  upon  the 
question  as  to  where  the  plaintiff  crossed 
the  grade.  If  there  was  no  dispute  but  what 
she  crossed  over  at  the  sidewalk,  without 
knowledge  of  Its  dangerous  condition,  or 
over  the  wagon  road,  then  she  was  prt^erly 
clothed  with  the  presumption  of  their  safe- 
ty, until  she  acquired  knowledge  to  the  con- 
trary; but  there  was  a  dispute  in  the  evi- 
dence on  that  question.  Mrs.  Swan  testified 
that  she  went  down  where  the  wagons  had 
gone  down,  and  she  thinks  it  must  have  been 
two  feet  and  a  half  or  perhaps  three  feet  of 
a  fall.  She  afterwards  testified  that  she 
crossed  "near  the  wagon  road."  In  support 
of  her  testimony,  she  offered  two  witnesses, 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  McConnell,  who  had  crossed 
this  same  street  over  the  wagon  road,  going 
from  church,  the  same  night,  and  who  were 
standing  near  Noble  avenue  and  Sec<md 
street,  one  block  west  of  where  the  accident 
happened,  at  the  time  it  occurred.  Mr.  Mc- 
Connell swore  that  Mrs.  Swan  stated  that 
she  went  over  where  the  sidewalk  was. 
Mrs.  McConnell  swore  that  Mrs.  Swan  said 
that  she  fell  in  a  deep  place  close  by  the 
bam,  which  would  mean,  under  the  evidence, 
about  the  place  where  the  sidewalk  had  been. 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  McConnell  had  passed  over  the 
roadway,  at  this  same  point,  on  this  same 
night,  and  evidently  shortly  before  Mrs.' 
Swan,  in  perfect  safety,  and  without  expe- 
riencing, at  least  so  far  as  they  stated,  any 
difficulty  or  danger  whatever.  Mrs.  Swan 
testified  that  she  thought  that  the  place 
where  she  went  over  "was  not  lees  than  two 
feet,  perhaps  three,"  by  which  expression 
her  further  answer  shows  she  meant  two 
feet,  and  perhaps  three  feet,  deep.  The  city 
contended,  by  what  we  are  compelled  to  ad- 
mit was  stronger  proof  than  that  offered  on 
her  part,  that  the  electric  lights  were  burn- 
ing; that  it  was  light  generally  on  this 
street;  that  the  wagon  road  had  been  grad- 
ed, so  that  it  was  in  a  reasonably  safe  con- 
dition for  travel,  taking  Into  consideration 
the  fact  that  improvements  were  then  being 
made.  This  left  the  question  fairly  open 
for  the  Jury  as  to  whether  or  not  Bh«  did 


pass  down  on  the  traveled  way  pr^iared,  or 
whether  she  went  over  the  embankment  out- 
side of  the  traveled  way.  Her  action  can 
in  no  way  be  supported  on  the  theory  that 
she  went,  without  notice,  over  the  high  part 
of  the  embanlunent,  and  that  the  city  was 
liable  for  not  placing  a  danger  signal  there; 
for  the  action  is  not  so  prosecuted,  and  we 
must  review  it  on  the  theory  on  which  It 
was  tried  below.  Had  the  question  been 
properly  presented  to  the  Jury,  it  might  have 
found  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  city  to 
keep  the  street  safe  for  travel  at  this  point 
throughout  its  entire  width,  but  the  court 
could  not  holA  that  as  a  matter  of  law.  This 
was  a  question  of  fact  for  the  Jury,  to  be  deter- 
mined from  the  evidence  offered,  under  prop- 
er instructions;  ajad,  in  determining  this,  the 
Jury  should  take  Into  consideration  the  proof 
as  to  how  much  of  this  street,  throughout  its 
entire  width,  had  been  in  use,  and  whether 
it  was  in  the  business  portion  of  the  city  or 
in  the  residence  part,  whether  the  city  at 
that  place  was  densely  or  sparsely  p<H>ulat- 
ed,  and  aU  of  the  matters  on  which  the  Jury 
could  make  its  determination.  The  authori- 
ties are  not  harmonious  on  the  question  as 
to  whether  the  city  must  keep  the  entire 
width  of  an  open  street  in  safe  condition  for 
travel,  but  the  great  weight  of  authority  is 
that  it  is  a  question  of  fact  for  the  Jury,  and 
not  a  question  of  law  for  the  court  to  deter- 
mine. Elliott,  on  Roads  and  Streets,  while 
giving  both  sides  of  the  Iguestion,  and  the 
authorities  thereon,  on  page  455  states  the 
rule  thus:  "The  general  rule  appears  to  be 
that  the  duty  to  keep  in  repair  extends  only 
to  the  traveled  path,'  or  portion  of  the  way 
in  actual  use,  provided  it  is  wide  enough  to 
be  safe."  This  question  was  squarely  in- 
volved In  the  case  of  City  of  Wellington  v. 
Gregson,  31  Kan.  99, 1  Pac.  253,  in  which  the 
court,  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  said:  "In  oth- 
er words,  the  city  is  not  bound,  as  matter  of 
law,  to  keep,  not  only  the  traveled  track  in 
good  and  safe  condition,  but  also  to  keep  a 
space  of  a  carriage  width  on  each  side  of 
such  traveled  track  free  from  posts,  stones, 
or  other  objects  large  enough  to  upset  a 
buggy  or  wagon  running  over  them;  and 
yet  that  is  substantially  what  the  court  in- 
structed the  Jury.  It  is  unquestionably  the 
duty  of  the  city  to  keep  its  streets  in  a  rea- 
sonably safe  condition  for  travel,  in  the  ordi- 
nary modes.  In  2  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  (3d  Kd.) 
i  1019,  the  author  says:  'It  is  sulficient,  we 
think,  if  the  streets  (which  include  sidewalks 
and  bridges  thereon)  are  in  a  reasonably  safe 
condition  for  travd  in  the  ordinary  modes, 
by  night  as  well  as  by  day;  and  whether 
they  are  so  or  not  is  a  practical  question,  to 
be  determined  In  each  case  by  its  particular 
circumstances.'  In  the  discharge  of  this 
duty.  In  places  it  must  keep  the  whole  width 
of  the  street  in  a  safe  condition  for  travel. 
Bryant  v.  Biddefleld,  39  Me.  198.  In  other 
places,  it  is  sufficient  If  it  keep  a  traveled 
track  in  good  repair.    Hull  v.  Richmond,  2 
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Wooilb.  &  M.  337,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  6361;  Ire- 
land T.  Plank-Road  Co.,  13  N.  T.  526;  Bas- 
sert  V.  City  of  St  Joseph,  53  Mo.  290;  Brown 
T.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  Glasgow,  57  Mo.  157. 
Whether,  In  any  given  case,  the  public  needs 
are  such  as  to  require  the  whole  width  of  the 
street  to  be  kept  In  safe  condition,  la  gener- 
ally a  question  of  fact  for  the  Jury.  In  2 
Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  {  1016,  the  rule  is  thus  laid 
down:  'Nor  Is  a  municipal  corporation 
bonnd  to  keep  all  of  its  streets,  and  all  parts 
of  the  streets.  In  good  repair;  but,  when  It 
opens  a  street  and  Invites  public  travel.  It 
must  be  made  reasonably  safe  for  such  use; 
but  this  does  not  necessarily  Imply,  as  a 
matter  of  law,  that  the  whole  width  of  the 
street  must  be  in  good  condition.  Whether 
the  street  was  wide  enough  to  be  safe; 
whether  it  was  in  a  reasonably  safe  condi- 
tion for  public  use  by  travelers  who  use  ordi- 
nary care  to  avoid  injury,— are  almost  al- 
ways questions  for  the  Jury.'  See,  also.  City 
of  Wyandotte  v.  Gibson,  25  Kan.  236;  Osage 
City  V.  Brown,  27  Kan.  74;  Maultby  v.  City 
of  Leavenworth,  28  Kan.  745."  In  the  case 
of  Craig  V.  City  of  Sedalla,  63  Mo.  417,  the 
court  held  (page  419):  "In  the  case  of  Bas- 
sett  V.  City  of  St  Joseph,  53  Mo.  290-303,  it 
was  expressly  decided  that  a  city  is  not 
bonnd  to  keep  all  of  Its  streets  in  good  re- 
pair under  all  circumstances;  that  it  Is  only 
hound  to  keep  such  streets  and  parts  of 
streets  in  repair  as  may  be  necessary  for  the 
convenience  and  use  of  the  traveling  public. 
It  was  further  remarked  in  that  case  that: 
It  may  be^  and  doubtless  is,  the  case,  that 
there  are  streets  and  parts  of  streets  in 
many  cities  which  are  not  at  present  neces- 
sary for  the  convenience  of  the  public,  that 
will  be  brought  into  use  by  the  growth  of 
the  city;  or  there  may  be  streets  that  have 
more  width  than  Is  necessary  for  the  present 
use  or  the  requirements  of  travel;  and  that 
all  that  is  required  in  such  cases  Is  that  the 
city  shall  see  that,  as  the  streets  are  required 
for  use,  they  shall  be  placed  in  a  reasonably 
safe  condition  for  the  convenience  of  travd.' 
The  same  doctrine  was  announced  by  this 
court  In  the  case  of  Brown  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of 
Glasgow,  57  Mo.  167,  where  the  foregc^ng  ^- 
tract  was  quoted  and  approved.  See,  also, 
Howard  v.  Inhabitants  of  Brldgewater,  16 
Pick.  189.  Every  defect  or  Imperfection  in 
the  streets  of  a  city  is  not  actionable.  It 
must  appear  that  under  the  particular  cir- 
cumstances of  the  case,  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  city  to  have  removed  the  obstruction  or 
repaired  the  defect  which  occasioned  the  in- 
Jury,  and  that  the  person  complaining  was 
at  the  time  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care. 
These  are  questions  of  fact,  to  be  determined 
br  the  Jury,  under  appropriate  instructions. 
In  the  case  at  bar,  the  court  declared  as  a 
law  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant 


to  keep  the  whole  of  the  street  on  which  the 
accident  occun-ed  In  repair.  This  wajs  er- 
ror." In  the  case  of  Kelley  v.  Town  of  Fond 
du  Lac,  31  Wis.  179,  the  court,  while  holding 
that  a  party  has  a  right  to  deviate  from  the 
traveled  track  when  the  conditions  are  such 
as  to  create  a  reasonable  belief  of  danger  in 
the  traveled  track,  used  the  following  lan- 
guage with  reference  to  the  obligation  of 
the  city  to  keep  the  whole  width  of  the  street 
In  safe  condition  for  travel:  "The  respon- 
sibility of  towns,  without  doubt,  primarily 
extends  only  to  losses  or  damage  sustained 
by  reason  of  defects  in  the  traveled  portion 
of  the  highway;  for  they  are  not  bound  to 
keep  the  highway  In  Its  whole  width  in  a 
suitable  or  safe  condition  for  traveL  It  is, 
in  general,  the  duty  of  the  traveler,  there- 
fore, to  remain  in  the  traveled  track,  or  that 
part  of  the  highway  which,  to  a  reasonable 
width,  has  been  graded  or  prepared  for  that 
purpose.  *  •  *  A  person  who,  in  the  law- 
ful use  of  a  highway,  meets  with  an  obstacle 
or  other  cause  of  Insuflacleacy,  may  yet  pro- 
ceed, If  it  Is  consistent  with  reasonable  care 
so  to  do;  and  this  is  generally  a  question 
for  the  Jury,  depending  upon  the  nature  of 
tlte  obstruction  or  insufficiency  and  all  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  party."  In 
the  case  of  Goelts  v.  Town  of  Ashland,  75 
Wis.  642,  44  N.  W.  770,  the  court  again  af- 
firmed tills  doctrine,  and  said:  "This  court 
has  repeatedly  held  that  it  Is  not  the  duty 
of  a  town  to  prepare  and  keep  in  repair  • 
public  highway  to  the  whole  width  thereof. 
Kelley  v.  Fond  du  Lac,  31  Wis.  179,  186,  187; 
Hawes  ▼.  Fox  Lake,  33  Wis.  443,  444;  Mat- 
thews T.  Town  of  BaralK>o,  89  Wis.  677; 
Prldeaux  v.  Mineral  Point,  43  Wis.  523;  James 
V.  City  of  Portage,  48  Wis.  681,  5  N.  W.  31; 
Cartrlght  v.  Belmont,  68  Wis.  373,  17  N. 
W.  237."  We  think  this  a  safe  doctrine  to 
follow,  and  one  that  cannot  be  injurious  to 
either  the  traveler  or  the  city,  and  that  the 
Instruction  as  given  was  one  which  under 
the  circumstances  was  likely  to  and  did 
mislead  the  Jury;  "and,  where  inapplicable 
Instructlcms  are  given  which  may  have  mis- 
led the  Jury  to  the  prejudice  of  the  party 
con4>Ialiiing,  the  verdict  cannot  be  permitted 
to  stand."  Hallway  Co.  v.  Pierce,  33  Kan. 
61,  6  Pac.  37a 

There  is  a  question  raised  as  to  the  right 
of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  for  medical  at- 
tendance; but  as  the  testimony  is  not  defl- 
nite  as  to  whether  the  medlcar  attendance 
was  furnished  upon  the  plaintiff's  own  indi- 
vidual contract  or  whether  her  husband  was 
responsible  for  the  same,  we  will  not  pass 
on  this  question,  the  error  already  noticed 
requiring  the  reversal  of  the  case.  The  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  with  di- 
rectlons  to  grant  a  new  trial.  All  the  Jus- 
tices concurring. 
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SHARPE,  Trea«iirer,  et  «I.  t.  MANEY  et  aL 
SAME  T.  ESPER80N  et  al.  SAME  ▼. 
KERFOOT  et  «L  SAME  v.  EL  RENO 
WATER  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.  July  27,  1805.) 
Taxation— Time  o»  Lett. 

1.  A  taxpayer  cannot  enjoin  the  collection 
of  taxes  on  the  gronnd  that  they  were  not  levied 
on  the  third  Monday  in  July  or  within  10  days 
thereafter,  as  directed  by  St  1893,  art.  5627,  as 
the  levy,  if  not  made  within  the  time  so  fixed, 
may  be  legally  made  afterwards.  Shaipe  t. 
Engle  (Okl.)  39  Pac.  384,  followed. 

2.  The  duty  of  levying  territorial  taxes  de- 
Tolves  on  the  county  commissioners  only  in  case 
of  the  failure  of  the  auditor  to  transmit  to  the 
connty  clerk  a  statement  of  the  territorial  taxes 
levied  by  the  territorial  board  of  equalization 
within  10  days  after  the  third  Monday  In  July: 
and  a  petition  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  such 
taxes,  alleging  that  no  levy  was  made  by  the 
county  board  within  the  time  fixed,  but  failing 
to  allege  that  none  had  been  made  by  the  terri- 
torial board  or  transmitted  by  the  auditor,  states 
no  cause  of  action.  Sharps  T.  Engle  (Okl.)  39 
Pac.  384,  foUowed. 

McAtee,  J.,  dissenting. 

Appeals  from  district  conrt,  vlanadlan  conn- 
%7;  before  Justice  John  H.  Burford. 

Separate  actions  by  James  W.  Money  and 
others,  Nells  Esperson  and  others,  Marian 
M.  Kerfoot  and  others,  and  the  El  Reno 
Water  Company,  a  corporation,  against 
Ernest  Sbarpe,  county  treasurer,  and  Cana- 
dian county,  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  tax- 
es. Judgment  for  plaintiffs  In  each  case,  and 
defendants  appeal.    Reversed. 

Thomas  R.  Reld,  Co.  Atty.,  and  a  H.  Cars- 
well,  for  plaintiffs  In  error.  DUle  &  Schmook 
and  Blake  &  Blak^  toe  defendants  In  error. 

BIERER,  J.  These  cases  are  all  appeals 
from  Judgments  of  the  district  court  of  Cana- 
dian county  enjoining  the  collection  of  tax- 
es In  that  county  for  the  year  1893.  The 
cases  Involve  the  Identical  questions  passed 
upon  by  this  court  In  the  case  of  Sbarpe  v. 
Engle  (at  the  January  term,  1895,  of  this 
court)  39  Pac.  384,  and  the  cases  were  sub- 
mitted without  briefs  to  abide  the  decision 
of  the  court  In  that  case.  Following  that  de- 
cision, the  judgment  in  these  cases  must  all 
be  reversed,  at  costs  of  defendants  In  error, 
with  direction  to  the  court  below  to  over- 
rule the  demnrrers  to  the  petitions  of  the 
plaintiffs  In  the  district  court 

DALE,  C.  J.,  and  SCOTT,  J.,  concurring; 
McATEE,  J,,  dlssenUng;  BURFORD,  J.,  not 
Bitting. 


<3  OkL  ICl) 

UNITED  STATES  v.  RENFROW. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

INTOXIUATINO   LIQUORS— SALES   TO   INDIANS— CITI- 
ZENSHIP—HOW   ACQUIRED. 

1.  Section  2139,  Rev.  St.  U.  S.,  which  pro- 
vides that  "every  person  who  sells,  exchanges, 
gives,  barters,  or  disposes  al  any  anient  spirits, 
etc.,    *    *    *    to  any   Indian,   under  charge  of 


an  Indian  saperintendent  or  agent,"  Is  applK 
cable  to  all  Indians  who  are,  in  any  degree,  un- 
der the  control  or  charge  of  an  Indian  agent. 

2.  The  fact  tiiat  an  Indian  received  allotted 
land  in  Kansas  In  the  year  1866,  and  took  the 
oath  of  allegiance  to  the  United  States,  and  be- 
came an  elector  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  is 
above  the  age  of  21  years.  Is  not  sufficient  to 
take  him  out  of  the  inhibition  contained  in  sec- 
tion 2139,  supra,  provided  he  has  not  been  re- 
leased by  the  government  from  the  charge,  so- 
pervision,  and  control  of  an  Indian  agent 

3.  Neither  does  the  fact  that  an  Indian  may 
he  living  upon  allotted  land,  and  not  drawing 
any  annuity  from  the  government  authorize 
the  sale  to  such  Indian  of  Intoxicating  liquors, 
provided  such  Indian  is  still  under  the  supervi- 
sion or  control  of  an  Indian  agent 

(Syllabus  by  the  Coiat.) 

Appeal  from  Pottawatomie  county  court; 
before  Justice  Scott 

Isaac  C.  Renf  row  was  convicted  of  unlaw- 
fully selling  spirituous  liquors  to  Indians, 
and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Pendleton,  Melton  &  Blakeney,  for  appel- 
lant Caleb  R.  Brooks  and  Roy  Hoffman, 
for  appellee. 

DALE,  0.  J.  In  December,  1893,  In  tlitt 
district  court  of  Pottawatomie  county,  sit- 
ting with  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of  a 
federal  court,  Isaac  C  Renfrow  pleaded  not 
guilty  to  an  indictment  therein  pending 
against  him,  wherein  he  was  charged,  in  sub- 
stance, with  the  sale  of  spirituous  liquors, 
in  three  separate  counts,  to  three  different 
persons,  described  as  Indians  In  the  cbarga 
of  an  Indian  agent  The  case  was  duly  sub- 
mitted to  the  trial  court  upon  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  which  may  be  briefly 
stated  as  follows:  First  Renfrew,  the  de- 
fendant iB  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
duly  licensed  to  sell  intoxicating  liquors,  un- 
der the  laws  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma. 
Second.  Renfrew  sold  whiskey  to  one  Joe 
Moose,  a  fuU-blood  Pottawatomie  Indian,  re- 
siding upon  allotted  land,  and  holding  the 
same  pursuant  to  treaty,  ratified  by  act  of 
congress  (26  Stat  1016),  and  bis  relations  to 
the  general  government  to  the  Indian  de- 
partment and  to  the  Indian  agent  at  Sac  ft 
Fox  Agency,  being  the  same  as  that  of  all 
other  of  the  Fottowatomle  Indians,  tmder 
the  acts  of  congress  governing  such  rela- 
tions; and  that  there  was,  at  the  date  al- 
leged in  the  Indictment  a  United  States  In- 
dian agency  at  Sac  &  Fox  Agencv.  in  Lin- 
coln county,  in  the  territory  of  Oklahoma, 
with  an  agent  in  charge,  who  claimed  to 
have  charge  and  control  of  the  Pottawatomie 
Indians.  It  was  fui-ther  stipulated  that  said 
Joe  Moose  and  his  father  received  allotted 
lands  in  Kansas,  in  the  year  18CC,  and  took 
the  oath  of  allegiance  to  the  United  States, 
and  became  electors  of  the  state  of  Kan- 
sas, and  of  the  United  States,  at  that  time, 
under  the  provisions  of  a  certain  act  of  con- 
gress providing  for  the  naturalization  of  In- 
dians. That  afterwards,  together  with  the 
other  Pottawatomie  Indians,  he  removed  to 
the  Indian  Territory,  and  went  UDon  what 
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was  called  the  "Pottawatomie  ReserraUon," 
which  was  afterwards  allotted  under  a 
treatjr,  ratified  by  act  of  congress  (26  Stat 
1016).  Third.  It  was  further  agreed  that 
said  Renftow  sold  spirituous  llquM'  to  one 
Thomas  Groodbo,  at  the  time  and  place  al- 
lied In  the  Indictment,  and  that  said  Thom- 
as Goodbo's  relations  to  the  general  govern- 
ment and  the  Indian  department  were  the 
same  as  those  of  the  said  Joe  Moose,  except 
that  said  Gtoodbo  is  a  mixed-blood  Pottawat- 
omie, his  father  being  a  white  man,  and  a 
native-bom  citizen  of  the  United  States,  and 
his  mother  being  a  Pottawatomie  Indian. 
Fourth.  It  was  further  stipulated  that  a  sale 
of  spirituous  liquors  was  made  by  Renfrow 
to  one  Joseph  Burnett,  at  the  time  and  place 
charged  In  the  Indictment,  and  that  state- 
ments made  regarding  Joe  Moose  and  Thom- 
as Goodbo  apply  to  said  Joseph  Burnett,  ex- 
cepting that  said  Burnett  is  a  mixed-blood 
Pottawatomie  Indian,  his  father  being  a  Pot- 
tawatomie Indian  who  was  naturalized  at 
the  same  time  as  the  said  Joe  Moose;  tiis 
mother  being  a  white  woman,  and  a  citizen 
of  the  United  States.  It  was  further  agreed 
that,  under  the  acts  of  congress,  the  Potta- 
watomie Indians  liave  abandoned  their  trib- 
al r^ations,  and  do  not  at  this  time  draw 
annuities,  and  that  none  ot  the  sales  stated 
above  in  the  indictment  took  place  on  any 
Indian  reservation.  The  facts  thus  agreed 
to  were  presented  to  the  court  upon  the  mo- 
tion of  the  defendant  for  his  discharge.  The 
court  overruled  the  motion  and  adjudged  the 
defendant  guilty  upon  each  of  the  three 
counts  In  the  Indictment.  The  defendant 
filed  bis  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  was 
orerruled,  and  the  court  then  passed  sen- 
tence upon  him.  To  reverse  the  Judgment 
of  the  court  below,  the  defendant  appeals, 
and  assigns  as  error  the  conclusions  of  the 
court  below,  finding  him  guilty  upon  the 
facts  as  agreed  upon. 

The  questions  involved  in  this  case  are  ot 
great  Importance.  Almost  every  county  in 
this  territory  has  Indians  located  upon  al- 
lotted lands,  many  of  whom  do  not  draw  an- 
nuities, and  numbers  of  whom  have  become 
naturalized  citizens  of  the  United  States.  In 
all  cases,  however,  the  government  is,  by  its 
Indian  agents,  exercising  more  or  less  con- 
trol over  such  Indians.  Under  the  agreed 
statement  of  facts  it  appears  that  the  Pot- 
tawatomie tribe  of  Indians  have  dissolved 
thnr  tribal  relations,  and  are  living  upon 
their  allotted  lands,  and  are  not  drawing  an- 
nuities from  the  government  of  the  United 
States,  but  that  an  Indian  agent,  located  at 
Sac  &  Fox  United  States  Indian  Agency, 
still  claims  to  exercise  supervision  and  con- 
trol over  them.  The  extent  of  the  control 
so  exercised  is  not  stated,  and  we  will  have 
to  determine  what  supervision  and  control 
the  Indian  agent  does  exercise,  under  the 
acts  of  congress  and  direction  of  the  Indian 
departm«it,  and  from  such  sources  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  these  Indians  are  in 


fact  under  such  control  and  supervision  of 
the  Indian  ag«it  as  makes  it  a  criminal  of- 
fense for  a  person  to  sell  them  intoxicating 
liquors.  Under  the  policy  of  the  govern- 
ment, the  old  methods  adopted  by  tbe  In- 
dians themselves  are  giving  way,  and  they 
are  gradually  growing  out  of  their  tribal  re- 
lations, and  becoming  self-supporting,  and 
taking  on  the  ways  of  white  people.  To  pro- 
tect the  Indians  in  the  progress  of  their 
emancipation  from  former  conditions,  and, 
to  the  extent  to  which  they  become  capable 
of  assuming  a  higher  civilization,  relaxing 
the  surveillance  which  the  government  has 
placed  around  them,  has  ever  been  our  policy 
in  dealing  with  the  Indians;  and  it  is  in- 
tended and  hoped,  by  a  diligent  pursuit  of 
this  policy,  to  ultimately  save  and  civilize 
the  Indians,  In  order  that  they  may  not  con- 
tinue to  be  a  soiuce  of  trouble  to  our  gov- 
ernment, or  become  extinct.  In  carrying  out 
(his  policy  of  our  government,  congress  has 
from  time  to  time  adopted  such  means  as 
are  deemed  best  suitable  to  effectuate  this 
intention,  and  we,  therefore,  have  laws  gov- 
erning commerce  between  the  white  citizens 
and  the  Indians,  laws  to  protect  from  inva- 
sion upon  reservations,  set  apart  for  the 
different  tribes,  and  laws  which  prohibit  any 
person  trwa  selling  to  an  Indian  In  charge 
of  an  Indian  agent  intoxicating  liquors. 
Congress  has  also  passed  laws  having  for 
their  purpose  the  enlargement  of  the  priv- 
ileges of  an  Indian,  such  as  giving  them 
their  land  in  severalty,  providing  for  their 
taking  land  as  a  homestead,  and,  upon  their 
reaching  a  certain  condition  of  self-reliance 
and  Intelligence,  they  may  become  natural- 
ized citizens  of  the  United  States,  with  the 
right  to  vote,  hold  office,  and  exercise  any 
of  the  privileges  usually  accorded  to  a  citizen 
of  this  country.  In  a  discussion  of  tbe 
Vjuestions  under  consideration,  it  becomes 
important  to  bear  these  suggestions  in  mind, 
as  they  are  factors  In  arriving  at  a  correct 
conclusion.  Previous  to  February  27,  1877, 
congress,  by  different  enactments,  passed 
laws  having  for  their  purpose  the  prohibition 
of  the  sale  of  liquor  to  Indians,  and  on  the 
date  last  mentioned  provided,  in  Rev.  St.  U.  S. 
i  2139  (19  Stat.  p.  244,  c  69),  as  follows:  "No 
ardent  spirits  shall  be  introduced,  under  any 
pretence,  Into  the  Indian  country.  Every  per- 
son, except  an  Indian  in  the  Indian  country, 
who  sells,  exchanges,  gives,  barters,  or  dis- 
poses of  any  spirituous  liquors  or  wine  to  any 
Indian  under  the  charge  of  an  Indian  super- 
intendent or  agent,  or  attempts  to  introaoce 
any  spirituous  liquor  or  wine  Into  the  Indian 
coimtry,  shall  be  punished  by  imprisonment 
for  not  more  than  two  years,  and  by  a  fine 
of  not  more  than  $300."  July  23,  1892,  sec- 
tion 2130,  supra,  was  amended  to  read  as 
follows:  "No  ardent  spirits,  ale,  beer,  wine 
or  Intoxicating  liquor  or  liquors  of  whatever 
kind  shall  be  introduced  under  any  pretonce 
into  the  Indian  country,  and  every  person 
who  sells,  exchanges,  barters,  oc  disposes  of> 
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any  ardent  spirits,  ale,  beer,  wine,  or  intoxi- 
cating liquors  of  any  Icind  to  any  Indian  un- 
der tlie  cliarge  of  an  Indian  superintendent 
or  agent,  or  introduces  or  attempts  to  intro- 
duce any  ardent  spirits,  ale,  wine,  beer,  or 
Intoxicating  liquor  of  any  kind  into  the  In- 
dian country,  shall  be  punished  by  impris- 
onment tor  not  more  than  two  years  and  by 
fine  of  not  more  timn  $300  for  each  offense." 
27  Stat  200.  This  section,  as  amended,  is 
the  one  relied  upon  by  the  prosecution  to 
sustain  the  conviction  in  this  case;  and  it 
becomes,  therefore,  bigUy  important  to  ac- 
curately fix  the  status  of  the  Indians  named 
in  the  indictment  to  whom  liquor  was  sold, 
and  determine  whether  or  not  they  are  still 
such  Indians  for  whose  protection  the  stat- 
ute was  enacted.  It  will  be  conceded  that 
congress  has  a  right  to  regulate  commerce 
between  the  whites  and  Indians,  and  punisn 
for  a  violation  of  its  laws  relating  thereto. 
U.  S.  V.  Holllday,  8  Wail.  407;  U.  S.  v.  For- 
ty-Three Gallons  of  Whislcey,  93  U.  S.  188. 

The  first  treaty  with  the  Pottawatomie 
tribe  of  Indians  was  concluded  between  Ma- 
jor General  Anthony  Wayne  and  the  Potta- 
watomles,  and  proclaimed  December  22, 
1795.  Subsequent  to  that  time  more  than  a 
score  of  treaties  between  the  government 
and  these  Indians  have  defined  the  varying 
status  of  their  relations.  In  ail  of  them  the 
government  asserts  its  amity,  friendship, 
and  protection  to  these  Indians.  In  the  trea- 
ty proclaimed  August  7,  1868,  by  President 
Andrew  Johnson,  the  preamble  recites  that 
it  is  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  a  home 
for  the  Pottawatomie  Indians  in  the  Indian 
country  south  of  Kansas.  Article  1  recites 
that  such  tract  of  land,  not  exceeding  30 
miles  square,  shall  be  set  apart  as  a  reserva- 
tion for  the  reasonable  use  and  occupancy 
of  the  tribe.  Article  4  provides:  "A  regis- 
ter shall  be  made,  under  the  direction  of  the 
agent  and  the  business  committee  of  the 
tribe  within  two  years  of  the  ratification  of 
this  treaty,  which  shall  show  the  names  of 
all  members  of  the  tribe  who  declare  their 
desire  to  remove  to  the  new  reservation,  and 
of  all  who  desire  to  remain  and  to  become 
citizens  of  the  United  States."  Under  the 
provisions  of  this  treaty,  the  tract  of  land 
was  purchased  which  was  included  within 
the  boundaries  of  Olclahoma  upon  the  organi- 
zation of  this  territory.  This  reservation 
was  by  the  treaty  ratified  March  3,  1891  (26 
Stat  1016),  ceded  and  relinquished  back  to 
the  United  States,  and,  as  part  consideration 
(or  such  relinquishment,  patents  to  allot- 
ments in  severalty  were  issued  to  certain 
members  of  the  tribe,  under  certain  condi- 
tions, among  which  we  find  that  "when  said 
allotments  shall  be  so  confirmed  and  approv- 
ed by  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  the  title 
in  each  allottee  shall  be  evidenced  and  pro- 
tected in  every  particular,  in  the  same  man- 
ner and  to  the  extent  provided  for  in  the 
above-mentioned  act  of  congress":  referring 
to  the  act  approved  February  8, 1887,  known 


as  the  "Dawes  Act"  which  Is  entitled  "An 
act  to  provide  for  allotment  of  lands  in  sev- 
eralty of  Indians  on  the  various  reservations, 
and  to  extend  the  iMt>tection  of  the  laws  of 
the  United  States  and  territories  over  the 
Indians,  and  for  other  purposes."  Under 
this  act,  these  Indians,  Moose,  Goodbo,  and 
Burnett  (the  Indians  to  wh<mi  it  is  agreed 
the  defendant  Renfrew  sold  the  intoxicating 
liquors),  received  allotments  in  severalty,  and 
the  protection  provided  for  in  the  treaty  of 
February  8,  1887,  such  treaty  extending  over 
them,  in  common  with  the  other  members 
having  allotments  under  the  provisions  ot 
the  same. 

It  becomes  important  to  notice  what  steps, 
if  any,  the  secretary  of  the  interior  and  the 
commissioner  of  Indian  affairs  have  taken  to 
carry  into  effect  the  protection  guarantied 
by  the  treaty  above  referred  to,  and  under 
what  authority  they  assume  to  act  In  the 
premises.  Section  2114,  Kev.  St.  U.  S.,  pro- 
vides: "The  president  is  authorized  to  ex- 
ercise general  superintendence  and  care  over 
any  tribe  or  nation  which  was  removed  upon 
an  exchange  of  territory  under  authority  of 
the  act  of  May  28,  1830,  'To  provide  for  an 
exchange  of  lands  with  the  Indians  residing 
In  any  of  the  states  or  territories,  and  for 
their  removal  west  of  the  Mississippi;'  and 
to  cause  such  tribe  or  nation  to  be  protected 
at  their  new  residence  against  all  interfer- 
ence or  disturbance  from  any  other  tribe  or 
nation  of  Indians,  or  from  any  other  person 
or  persons  whatsoever."  We  find  in  section 
2052,  Bev.  St  U.  S.,  authority  for  the  ap- 
pointment of  an  Indian  agent  for  the  Wichi- 
ta, and  neighboring  tribes  west  ot  the  Choc- 
taws  and  Chickasaws,  and  in  section  2050, 
Id.,  we  find  that  "the  president  whenever  he 
shall  Judge  it  expedient  to  discontinue  any 
Indian  agent  may  transfer  the  same  from 
the  place  or  tribe  designated  by  law  to  such 
other  place  or  tribe  as  the  public  service  may 
require."  Under  tliis  authority  an  Indian 
agent  was  appointed  for  the  Sac  &  Fox  In- 
dian Agency,  in  the  Indian  Territory,  and 
the  jurisdiction  of  said  agency  subsequently 
extended  over  the  lowas,  Pottawatomies, 
Kickapooe,  and  absentee  Shawnees.  Such 
was  the  jurisdiction  of  this  agency  at  the 
time  when  the  organic  act  constituting  this 
territory  included  the  same  within  the 
boundaries  of  the  territory  of  Oldahoma.  An 
agent  lias  continued  to  reside,  and  now  re- 
sides, at  Sac  &  Fox  Agency  who  draws  a 
salary  from  the  government,  for  the  purpose 
of  looking  after  the  interests  and  supervis- 
ing the  affairs  of  the  Indians  above  named. 
While  the  Pottawatomie  Indians  have  ad- 
vanced rapidly  In  the  scale  of  civillzati(»i, 
have  taken  their  lands  in  severalty,  and  re- 
linquished their  reservation  to  the  govern- 
ment and  while  the  government  control  over 
their  affairs  does  not  now  exist  in  the  de- 
gree it  once  did,  yet  no  act  or  utterance, 
either  by  treaty,  congress,  m:  department 
can  be  found,  whereby  the  government  vlgi- 
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lance  Is  entirely  relaxed,  and  ItB  control 
OTer  their  affairs  abandoned.  At  the  date 
named  In  the  indictment,  the  aKency  still 
continued,  and  the  agent  had  other  employes 
appointed  and  paid  from  government  funds 
for  the  manifest  purpose  of  keeping  the  di- 
recting arm  of  the  government  around  these 
Indians  until  they  shall  have  grown  out 
of  th^r  pupilage  unto  full  responsibility  of 
citizenship.  And  by  virtue  of  such  control 
in  thedr  affairs  may  be  cited  the  fact  that  no 
Pottawatomie  Indian  can  lease  bis  allotment, 
except  the  lease  receives  the  approval  of  the 
department;  and  the  government's  official 
representative  in  these  matters,  stationed  at 
the  agency,  is  the  authority  through  which 
the  department  acts  In  approving  or  disap- 
proving the  leasing  of  the  allotments.  And. 
under  the  provisions  of  the  treaty,  the  allot- 
ted lands  cannot  be  sold  for  a  x>eriod  of  25 
years,  and  all  contracts  made  in  relation 
thereto  for  such  period  are  declared  abso- 
lutely null  and  void.  Act  Cong.  Feb.  8, 1887, 
supra.  Section  2053,  B«v.  St  U.  S.,  reads  as 
follows:  "It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  presi- 
dent to  dispense  with  the  service  of  such 
Indian  agents  and  superintendents  as  may 
be  practicable."  And  in  section  2050,  supra, 
tbe  president  is  authorized  to  discontinue  any 
Indian  agency  or  transfer  tbe  same  from 
place  to  place  as  the  puUic  service  may  re- 
quire. This  power  so  granted  to  the  presi- 
dent has  not  been  exercised  to  discontinue 
the  Indian  agency  at  Sac  &  Fox  Agency,  so 
far  ss  it  relates  to  the  supervision  and  con- 
trol of  tbe  Pottawatomie  Indians.  And  it 
may,  therefore,  be  assumed,  we  think,  that, 
in  tbe  mind  of  the  president,  and  tbe  commis- 
sioner of  Indian  affairs,  the  time  has  not  yet 
arrived  when  the  Pottawatomie  Indians  may 
be  entirely  outside  the  protection  of  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  as  defined  in  the  treaty 
with  such  tribe.  And  it  would  appear  rea- 
sonable that,  until  some  affirmative  act  or 
declaration  was  made  by  the  authorities  of 
the  government  having  such  matters  in 
charge  to  that  effect,  such  supervision  and 
control  exists. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  appellant 
that  there  is  no  satisfactory  proof  of  the  fact 
that  these  Indians  are  still  under  the  author- 
ity of  an  Indian  agent.  Under  tbe  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  we  find  the  following  alle- 
gation: "And  that  there  was,  at  the  date  al- 
leged In  tbe  indictment,  a  United  States  In- 
dian agency  at  Sac  &  Fox  Agency  in  said 
territory,  with  an  agent  in  charge,  who  claim- 
ed to  have  charge  and  control  of  the  Potta- 
watomie Indians."  While  it  may  be  properly 
stated  that  this  is  somewhat  indefinite,  yet  it 
occurs  to  us  that  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  pre- 
sume that  a  public  officer  is  exercising  func- 
tions of  office  not  in  conformity  with  the 
rules  and  regulations  of  the  department 
which  he  served;  and  we  therefore  think  that 
the  court  below  was  warranted  in  holding 
that  tbe  allegation  referred  to  was  sufficient 
to  Justify  such  court  In  presuming  that  the 


agent  was  actfng  within  the  scope  of  his  au- 
thority. 

Upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
spirituous  liquor  sold  to  these  Indians  must 
have  been  sold  within  an  Indian  reservation. 
in  order  to  convict  the  defendant  of  the 
crime  charged  in  the  indictment,  the  case  of 
U.  S.  V.  Holliday,  3  Wall.  407,  is  in  point. 
Mr.  Justice  Miller,  delivering  tbe  opinion  of 
the  court,  said:  "The  facts  referred  to  con- 
cisely are  that  spirituous  liquor  was  sold 
within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  state  of 
Minnesota,  and  without  any  Indian  resei"va- 
tion,  to  an  Indian  of  the  Winnebago  tribe, 
under  the  charge  of  the  United  States  Indian 
agent  for  said  tribe.  •  •  •  The  policy  of  the 
act  13  the  protection  of  those  Indians  who 
are,  by  treaty  or  otherwise,  under  the  pupil- 
age of  the  government,  from  the  debasing  in- 
fluence of  the  use  of  spirits;  and  it  is  not 
easy  to  perceive  why  that  policy  should  not 
require  their  preservation  from  this,  to  them, 
destructive  poison,  when  they  are  outside  of 
a  reservation  as  well  as  within  it  The  evil 
effects  are  the  same  in  twth  cases."  In  U.  S. 
V.  Haas,  3  Wall.  407,  tbe  same  Justice  dis 
cusses  further  the  proposition,  and  arrives  at 
the  same  conclusion.  We  ctmdude,  then,  that? 
it  is  wholly  immaterial  whether  an  Indian  is 
within  or  without  a  reservation,  so  long  as  he 
is  under  the  charge  of  an  Indian  agent.  A 
person  is  amenable  to  the  law  who  sells  him 
intoxicating  liquors.  Tbe  act  of  congress  of 
1887.  supra,  to  Bells  v.  Ross,  12  C.  C.  A.  205, 

64  Fed.  417,  and  in  Beck  v.  Floumoy  Live- 
stock &  Real-Estate  Co..  12  C.  C.  A.  497, 

65  Fetl.  30,  has  received  judicial  construc- 
tion, and,  as  we  gather  from  those  cases,  the 
allotment  of  lands  and  becoming  naturalized 
citizens  of  tbe  United  States  do  not,  neces- 
sarily, release  tbe  Indians  from  the  control 
of  the  Indian  agent  There  is  still  much 
wbereto  the  Indian  agent  may  act  in  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Indians  after  they  have  taken 
their  lands  in  severalty  and  become  natural- 
ized citizens  of  the  United  States.  They  are 
still  Indians,  with  the  same  intelligence  and 
power  to  protect  themselves  after  the  passage 
of  the  act  that  they  had  previous  thereto. 
The  Indian  department  is  still  compelled  to 
assist  them  to  the  leasing  of  their  lands,  and 
to  exercise  supervision  over  them  in  various 
ways  wber^n  it  is  deemed  necessary  for 
their  protection.  And  in  the  act  of  February 
8,  1887  (24  Stat  388)  under  the  provisions  of 
which  tbe  appellant  says  he  has  not  violated 
the  act  of  congress  prohlbittog  him  from  the 
sale  of  liquors  to  these  Indians,  will  be  found 
a  provision  which  reads  as  follows:  "That 
upon  the  approval  of  the  allotments  provid- 
ed for  in  this  act  by  the  secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, be  shall  cause  itatents  to  issue  there- 
for. In  tbe  name  of  the  allottees,  which  pat- 
ents shall  be  of  the  legal  effect  and  declare, 
the  United  States  does  and  will  hold  the  land 
thus  allotted  for  the  period  of  twenty-five 
years  in  trust  for  the  sole  use  and  benefit  of 
tbe  Indian  to  whom   such   allotment   aball 
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have  been  made,  or  In  case  of  his  decease,  to 
his  heirs,  according:  to  the  lavs  of  the  state 
or  territory  trhere  such  land  Is  located,  and 
that,  at  the  expiration  of  such  period,  the 
United  States  will  convey  the  same,  by  pat- 
ent, to  such  Indian  or  his  heirs  aforesaid.  In 
fee,  in  discliarge  of  such  trust,  and  free  of 
all  charge  or  incnmbrance  whatsoeTer,  pro- 
vided: that  the  president  of  the  United 
States  may,  In  any  casev  in  his  discretion,  ex- 
tend the  period."  And  under  this  provision, 
and  In  accordance  with  the  general  policy  of 
the  government,  the  commissioner  of  Indian 
affairs  has,  through  the  agent  at  Sac  &  Fox 
Indian  Agency,  assumed  and  exercised  the 
right  to  supervise  the  leasing  of  these  allotted 
lands,  and  to  talce  such  general  supervision 
over  the  Indians  formerly  belonging  to  the 
Pottawatomie  tribe  as.  In  his  judgment,  is 
necessary  for  their  protection  against  the  en- 
croachments of  other  parties. 

There  seems  to  be  a  contention  upon  the 
part  of  counsel  for  the  defendant  below  that, 
because  these  Indians  have  become,  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States,  naturalized  citi- 
zens, therefore  people  are  at  liberty  to  deal 
with  them  to  the  same  extent  as  they  would 
with  white  citizens.  We  think  counsel  are  In 
error  In  this  regard.  These  Indians  may  be 
citizens  of  the  United  States,  and  yet  not 
possessed  of  all  the  privileges  given  to  other 
citizens.  There  is  such  a  thing  as  a  qualified 
citizenship.  In  Eeils  v.  Ross,  supra,  In  speak- 
ing upon  the  question  of  citizenship,  under 
the  act  of  1887,  the  court  says:  "The  act  of 
1887,  which  confers  citizenship,  clearly  does 
not  emancipate  the  Indians  from  all  control. 
•  *  •  Section  3  provides  for  leasing  of 
lands,  under  certain  contingencies,  under  the 
regulations  of  the  secretary  of  the  Interior, 
and  the  proviso  of  the  section  contemplates 
agents  In  charge  of  the  reservations.  Besides, 
the  practice  of  the  department  has  been  and 
Is  to  maintain  them,  and  this  practice  Is  re- 
spectable evidence  of  a  correct  Interpretation 
of  the  statute  by  officers  who  may  liave  sug- 
gested the  p<^cy  and  written  the  provisions 
of  the  statute.  •  •  *  That  the  abolition  of 
reservations  and  of  the  guardianship  of  the 
Indians  Is  the  ultimate  hope  of  the  policy 
there  can  be  no  doubt;  but  it  will  not  be  soon- 
est realized  by  attributing  fanciful  qualities 
to  the  Indians,  or  by  supposing  that  their 
natures  can  be  changed  by  legislative  enact- 
ment. •  •  •  The  patent  has  clear  words 
of  prohibition  against  alienation,  and,  even 
If  It  had  omitted  them,  the  treaties  and  law 
imposed  them.  Taylor  v.  Brown  (Dak.)  40 
N.  W.  527.  The  power  of  the  government  to 
Imiwse  the  restraints  Is  not  questioned,  and 
its  purpose  is  cerUiInly  not  ambiguous." 
This  decision  is  a  construction  upon  the  act 
of  1887,  the  authority  under  which  the  Potta- 
watomies  resident  In  Oklahoma  reduced  their 
holdings  in  common  to  allotments  In  several- 
ty; and  if  congress  had  the  power  to  continue 
the  government's  protection  over  the  indi- 
vidual holdings,  and  to  authorize  Its  agents 


or  superintendents  to  see  that  these  provi- 
sions are  enforced,  it  certainly  cannot  be  de- 
duced that  the  application  of  section  2139, 
supra.  Is  destroyed,  or  that  these  Indians  are 
not  under  the  charge  of  an  Indian  agent, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  liquor  traffic  re- 
striction. 

As  to  the  qnestlon  of  the  length  of  time 
these  Indians  have  been  citizens,  and  also  as 
to  whether  they  became  citizens  under  the 
act  of  1887,  supra,  or  In  Kansas,  in  18U6,  is, 
we  think,  immaterial.  The  statement  of  facts 
shows  that  they  bear  the  same  relation  to  the 
general  government,  to  the  Indian  depart- 
ment, and  to  the  Indian  agent  at  Sac  &  Fox 
Agency  as  do  the  other  Pottawatomie  In- 
dians. Neither  do  we  think  that  It  matters 
whether  the.v  are  fuil-blood  Indians,  or  less 
than  full-biood  Indians.  The  relation  they 
bear  to  the  general  government,  by  treaty 
stipulations,  is  that  of  Indians,  still  to  some 
extent  under  tlie  control  of  the  Indian  depart- 
ment. 20  Op.  Attys.  <ien.  U.  S.  711;  Famous 
Smith  V.  U.  S.,  151  U.  S.  50,  14  Sup.  Ct  234. 

After  consideration  of  the  questions  involv- 
ed in  this  case,  we  conclude,  therefore,  that 
when  it  is  shown  that  the  Indian  has  not 
reached  that  condition  of  Intelligence  and 
self-reliance  which,  in  contemplation  of  hiw, 
entitled  him  to  all  the  rights,  privileges,  and 
Immunities  granted  to  other  citizens,  or  that 
the  president  has  not,  under  the  authority 
granted  him  by  congress,  discontinued  the 
control  and  supervision  of  the  Indian  agent 
over  the  Indians,  a  person  who  sells  or  dis- 
poses of  liquor  to  such  Indian  is  guilty  of  a 
violation  of  the  law.  The  Judgment  of  the 
lower  court  Is  affirmed. 

SCOTT,  3.,  having  presided  at  the  trial  ot 
the  cause  below,  not  sitting.  The  other  jus- 
tices concurred. 


BLEVINS  V.  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Carriers— INJURIBS  to  PASssNOEKa — Contkibu- 
TORT  Neouobnoe — Generai,  Vekdict— Speciai, 
Findings — Isoossistenot — Settino  Aside. 
1.  If  one  ships  cars  of  cattle  on  a  railroad 
stock  train  tipon  a  contract  which  provides  that 
he  sliall  be  transported  upon  the  caboose  attach- 
ed to  such  train,  and  that  he  shall  care  for  said 
cattle  during  transportation  and  upon  their  de- 
livery at  their  destination;  and  he  takes  pas- 
sage upon  ttie  caboose  of  such  train,  goes  to 
sleep  upon  it,  and  is  wakened  by  an  employ^  of 
the  railroad  company,  who  is  himself  a  passen- 
ger upon  the  train,  and  has  nothing  to  do  with 
its  running  or  management,  who  tells  him  that 
the  train  lias  reached  its  destination,  and  that 
his  cars  of  stock  are  being  "set  out  at  the  stock 
chute":  and  he  is  not  told  or  notified  to  leave 
the  train  by  any  one  of  the  company's  servants 
having  charge  thereof,  and  the  train  has  in 
fact  reached  the  point  of  destination,  between 
9  and  10  o'clock  at  night,  the  night  being  very 
dark,  but  has  stopped  at  a  distance  from  the 
passenger  station,  and  npon  a  bridge  25  or  30 
feet  in  height:  and  he  goes  out  of  the  caboose, 
and.  with  no  lights  or  depot  in  Bight,  and  with- 
out endeavoring  to  ascertain  the  situation  of 
the  train,  steps  off  the  platform,  and  in  doing 
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ao  falls  25  or  30  feet  to  the  groand,  tber^r 
Buffering  Injuries, — he  cannot  reoover  damages 
from  the  company.  Such  a  cane  does  not  dis- 
close negligence  on  the  part  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. The  caase  of  the  injariea  to  the  plain- 
tiff was  his  own  negligence. 

2.  When  a  general  verdict  is  rendered  in 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  and  findings  of  fact  are 
made  by  the  jury  npon  special  interroeitories 
propoBed  to  it,  and  the  defendant  files  tiis  mo- 
tion for  judgment  in  his  favor,  and  against  the 
plaintiff,  upon  the  findings  of  fact  contained  in 
the  answers  to  the  special  interrogatories  pro- 
posed to  it,  the  general  verdict  will  be  set  aside 
when  the  special  findings  of  fact  are  incon- 
sistent with  the  general  verdict,  and  exclude 
such  a  condnsion  as  would  authorize  a  recovery 
for  the  plaintiff.  When  the  special  findings  of 
fact  are  inconsistent  with  the  general  verdict, 
the  former  controls  the  latter,  and  the  court 
may  give  judgment  accordingly. 

3.  In  order  to  justify  the  jury  in  finding  a 
gen«»l  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  this  case,  it 
was  necessary  that  they  should  have  found  that 
the  plaintiff's  injuries  were  caused  wholly  by 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and 
that  he  should  not  himself  have  contributed  to 
them  by  any  negligence  on  his  own  part. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  to  district  court,  Oklahoma  connty. 

Action  by  George  W.  Blevins  against  the 
AtchlBon.  Topeku  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Com- 
pany. There  was  a  jndgment  for  defendant, 
and  plaintiff  brings  error.    Afilrmed. 

R.  G.  Hays,  J.  H.  Woods,  and  J.  W.  John- 
son, for  plaintiff  In  error.  Asp,  Shartell  & 
Cottingham,  for  defendant  In  error. 

Mc'ATEE,  J.  This  is  a  suit  brought  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  plaintiff  below,  against 
the  defendant  in  error,  to  recover  damages 
on  account  of  Injuries  claimed  to  bare  been 
suffered  in  consequence  of  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant  in  error.  On  the  26th  day  of 
^larch,  18U2,  the  plaintiff  filed  his  comphUnt 
in  the  district  court  of  Oklahoma  county 
against  the  defendant,  alleging  the  incorpora- 
tion of  the  defendant;  that  It  was  running 
a  railroad  train  through  Oklahoma  City,  In 
this  territory;  that  on  the  20th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1802,  the  plaintiff  contracted  with 
the  defendant  to  convey  two  car  loads  of 
cattle  from  its  station  of  Purcell  to  Oklaho- 
ma City,  for  which  the  plaintiff  had  agreed 
to  pay  the  defendant;  that,  as  a  part  of 
this  contract,  the  plaintiff  was  to  have  trans- 
portation for  himself  between  said  points; 
that  the  defendant  railroad  company  agreed 
to  transport  the  plaintiff  from  Purcell  to 
Oklahoma  City  upon  the  caboose  attached 
to  the  freight  train  in  which  the  plaintiff's 
cars  of  stock  were  shipped,  so  that  the  plain- 
tiff would  be  able  to  care  for  the  stock  dur- 
ing transportation  between  said  points;  that, 
under  said  contract,  the  plaintiff  shipped  his 
oars  of  stock  on  the  defendant's  road,  and 
became  a  passenger  thereon  between  said 
points;  that  when  the  said  defendant's  train, 
on  which  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  was 
nearing  Oklahoma  City,  on  the  night  of  Feb- 
ruary 29.  ISfKJ,  the  plaintiff  being  in  the  ca- 
boose attached  to  said  train  for  the  accom- 
modation of  passengers,  the  agents  and  em- 


playte  of  the  defendant  In  charge  of  the  train 
negligently  stopped  the  train  about  lialf  a 
mile  south  of  Oklahoma  City,  and  that  the 
caboose  on  which  ttie  plaintiff  was  riding 
was   stopped    upon  and   directly   over   the 
bridge,  which  was  about  25  or  30  feet  in  ele- 
vation above  the  ground;    that  the  night 
was  very  dark,  and  that  the  conductor  In 
charge  of  the  train  came  to  the  pl&intiff, 
while  the  car  was  stopped  upon  the  bridge, 
and  negligently  informed  him  that  the  train 
had  arrived  at  Oklahoma  City,  whereupon 
the  plaintiff,  relying  upon  the  information 
Imparted  to  him  by  the  conductor,  went  up- 
on the  platform  of  the  caboose  in   which 
he  was  riding,  to  alight  from  said  train; 
that,  owing  to  the  extreme  darkness  of  the 
night,  the  plaintiff  was  unable  to  see  that 
the  car  was  standing  upon  the  bridge,  but 
supposed  the  same  to  be  standing  at  the  sta- 
tion at  Oklahoma  City,  and  in  attempting 
to  alight  from  the  car,  and  owing  to  the 
darkness,  that  everything  looked  black,  plain- 
tiff supposed  that  the  car  was  the  usual 
distance  from  the  ground,  and  supposed  that 
the  blackness   he   perceived   was  coal  cin- 
ders, and  he  stepped  off  the  platform  of  the 
caboose,  whereupon  he  fell  to  the  ground,  a 
distance  of  25  or  30  feet  from  the  car;   that 
there  were  no  lights  on  the  platform  or  steps 
of  the  car  at  the  time  he  attempted  to  alight 
The  plaintiff  further  alleged  that  he  was 
without  negligence  on  his  part  in  attempt- 
ing to  so  alight,  and  that  bis  fall  from  the 
car  was  wholly  occasioned  by  the  careless- 
ness and  negligence  of  the  agents  and  em- 
ployes  of  the   defendant   in   charge  of  the 
train,  and  that  by  reason  of  said  fall  the 
plaintiff  was  greatly  and  permanently  in- 
jured and  disabled.    In  answer,  the  defend- 
ant averred  that  the  train  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  was  riding  by  virtue  of  the  said  con- 
tract was  a  freight  train,  and  that  the  dan- 
ger, as  plaintiff  well  knew,  was  more  upon 
a  freight  train  than  upcm  a  passenger  train, 
and  that  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  was  not 
caused  by  any  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant,  or  its  agents  and  employes,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty  of  negligence  on 
his  part,  which  was  the  direct  cause  of  the 
injury  to  the  plaintiff  complained  of;    that 
the    plaintiff    was    guilty    of    negligence    in 
this:  that  he  took  passage  upon  a  freight  train, 
and  went  to  sleep  upon  said  train,  and  that, 
the  train  having  stopped,  the  plaintiff,  with- 
out any  notice  from  the  agents  of  the  defend- 
ant in  charge  of  the  train  that  the  train  had 
stopped  at  the  station,  and  without  asking 
any  of  the  agents  or  servants  of  the  defend- 
ant In  charge  of  the  train  whether  the  train 
bad  stopped  at  the  station.  In  the  darkness 
of  the  night  aroused  himself  from  sleep,  and, 
with  a  long  "prod  pole"  in  his  hand,  volun- 
tarily went  out  of  the  caboose  In  which  he 
was  riding,  and,  without  making  any  Inquiry 
to  ascertain  whether  said  train  had  stopped, 
or  whether  It  was  standing  on  the  bridge  or 
embankment,  voluntarily  Jumped  from  the 
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train,  while  the  train  was  standing  on  the 
bridge,  and  was  thereby  injured;  that  the 
plaintiff  failed  to  use  the  pole  which  he  bad 
in  his  hand  to  ascertain  whether  the  train 
was  standing  on  the  bridge  or  on  the  level 
ground;  that  such  negligent  conduct  on  the 
jAart  of  the  plaintiff  was  the  sole  cause  of  the 
injury,  If  the  plaintiff  was  injured  at  the 
time  and  place  mentioned  in  his  complaint 
To  this  answer  the  plaintiff  replied  by  a  gen- 
eral denial,  and  alleging  that  he  was  Ulltei^ 
ate,  and  did  not  know  the  character  of  the 
contract  he  bad  signed.  A  trial  was  had 
upon  these  Issues  by  a  jury. 

Special  questions  were  submitted  to  the 
Jury,  and  returned  Into  court  signed  by  the 
foreman,  in  behalf  of  the  Jury,  as  follows: 
"Q.  1.  Did  the  plaintiff  ship  the  stock  from 
GaiuesTlIle,  Texas?  A.  Yes.  Q.  2.  Is  Pur- 
cell  In  the  Indian  Territory?  A.  Tes.  Q.  3. 
Did  the  plaintiff  sign  the  contract  at  Pur- 
cell,  Introduced  in  evidence?  A.  Yes.  Q.  4. 
Did  the  plaintiff  ship  the  cattle  to  Oklahoma 
City?  A.  Yes.  Q.  5.  Did  the  train  stop  south 
of  the  station  at  Oklahoma  City,  and  south 
of  the  switches  and  side  tracks  at  said  sta- 
tion? A.  Yes.  Q.  6.  Did  the  train  stop 
where  it  did  for  the  purpose  of  switching  the 
plaintiff's  cattle  to  the  stock  yards?  A.  Yes. 
Q.  7.  Was  the  train  on  which  the  plaintiff 
was  riding  a  freight  train?  A.  Yes.  Q.  8. 
Was  the  plaintiff  asleep  on  the  train  between 
Norman  and  Oklahoma  City?  A.  Yes.  Q.  9. 
When  did  the  plaintiff  wake  up  from  his 
Bleep?  A.  After  the  train  whistled  for  Okla- 
homa City.  Q.  10.  Who  waked  plaintiff  up? 
A.  Mr.  Speed.  Q.  11.  Did  the  plaintiff  get 
tip  and  put  on  his  overcoat  Immediately  after 
he  was  awakened?  A.  Yes.  Q.  12.  Did  the 
plaintiff  then  say  to  the  witness  Speed, 
'Where  are  we  at?'  A.  No.  Q.  13.  Who  told 
the  plaintiff  'they  are  setting  your  cars  out 
at  the  stock  chute,'  If  any  one?  A.  Mr. 
Speed.  Q.  14.  Did  the  conductor  say  any- 
thing to  the  plaintiff  after  he  was  awakened, 
and  before  he  went  out  of  the  caboose?  A. 
No.  Q.  15.  Who  was  the  conductor  of  the 
train.  In  charge  of  the  train?  A.  Hamrlck. 
Q.  10.  Who  told  the  plaintiff  to  get  off  the 
caboose  at  the  time  he  got  off?  A.  No  one. 
Q.  17.  Did  the  plaintiff  tell  any  one  he  was 
going  to  get  off  the  caboose  before  he  did  get 
off?  A.  Xo.  Q.  18.  Was  any  one  with  the 
plaintiff  when  he  got  off  the  caboose?  A. 
No.  Q.  19.  Did  any  one  see  the  plaintiff  get 
off  the  caboose?  A.  No.  Q.  20.  Did  the 
conductor  know  that  the  caboose  was  stand- 
ing on  a  bridge?  A.  No.  Q.  21.  If  the  plain- 
tiff bad  remained  In  the  car  until  the  train 
got  up  to  the  station,  would  he  have  been 
Injured?  A.  No.  Q.  22.  Did  the  plaintiff  do 
anything  when  he  was  on  the  steps  of  the 
caboose  to  ascertain  whether  the  train  was 
standing  on  a  bridge  or  on  the  ground?  A. 
No.  Q.  23.  Did  the  plaintiff  have  a  'prod 
iwie'  In  his  hand  while  he  was  on  the  steps 
of  the  caboose?  A.  Yes.  Q.  24.  Did  the 
plaintiff  do  anything  with  the  'prod  pole'  to 


ascertain  the  distance  from  the  car  to  ttae 
ground?  A.  No."  In  addition  to  the  find- 
ings of  fact  here  recited,  evidence  had  been 
adduced  to  show:  The  contract  for  the  ship- 
ment of  cattle,  which  provided  that  the 
plaintiff  should  load  and  unload  the  stock, 
feed,  water,  and  attend  to  the  same  at  hia 
own  expense  and  risk  while  they  were  in  the 
stock  yards  of  the  company,  and  while  on  the 
cars,  and  at  feed  and  transfer  points,  or 
where  they  were  to  be  unloaded.  That,  when 
the  whistle  sounded  for  the  station  at  Okla- 
homa City,  the  conductor  came  down  Into 
the  car  from  the  "lookout,"  and  was  looking 
over  his  papers,  preparing  for  the  arrival  at 
the  station.  That  the  train  stopped  at  the 
point  it  did  with  the  view  of  unloading  the 
plaintiff's  stock.  There  were  no  lights  in  the 
car,  or  on  the  platform  or  steps  of  the  car, 
except  the  lantern  which  the  conductor  had 
inside  on  his  arm  looking  over  his  pai>er8. 
This  was  about  half  past  9  o'clock  at  night, 
and  the  nlgbt  was  very  dark.  That  the  plain- 
tiff passed  on  out  upon  the  steps  of  the  car, 
and  looked  down  from  the  steps.  Every- 
thing looked  black,  and  supposing  that  the 
ground  was  the  usual  distance  from  the  steps 
of  the  car,  and  that  the  blackness  which  he 
saw  was  the  coal  cinders  in  the  yard  at  Okla- 
homa City,  he  stepped  off,  and  fell  a  distance 
of  25  or  30  feet,  severely  injuring  himself. 
He  testified  that  his  purpose  In  stepping  off 
the  car  was  to  carry  out  In  good  faith  his 
portion  of  the  contract  The  caboose  had 
been  left  standing  over  the  bridge,  25  or  30 
feet  In  height  immediately  south  of  the  de- 
fendant company's  yards  and  depot  grounds 
at  their  station  in  Oklaboma  City,  where 
plaintiff's  stock  was  being  swltclied  to  thi> 
stock  yard,  as  aforesaid.  Tbat  neither  the 
conductor  or  other  person  Inside  the  car  knew 
of  the  plaintiffs  fall  at  the  time  It  occurred, 
but  they  still  kept  on  their  preparations  to 
alight,  and  the  conductor,  going  out  with 
them  to  assist  them  to  alight  from  the  car, 
supposing  that  the  car  was  standing  In  the 
yard,  first  ascertained  that  the  caboose  was 
standing  over  the  bridge;  that  the  plaintiff 
had  fallen  In  his  attempt  to  alight  from  the 
train.  Whereupon  the  plaintiff  was  taken 
up  from  his  position  and  conveyed  to  the  ho- 
tel, and  there  cared  for  at  his  own  expense. 
At  the  conclusion,  the  Jury  rendered  a  gener- 
al verdict  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  dam- 
ages to  the  amount  of  $2,000.  And  on  No- 
vember 17,  1803,  the  defendant  filed  Its  mo- 
tion for  a  Judgment  on  the  special  findings  of 
the  Jury,  which  motion  is  as  follows:  "And 
now  comes  the  above-named  defendant  and 
moves  the  court  to  render  Judgment  in  its 
favor,  and  against  the  plaintiff,  upon  the 
special  findings  of  fact  returned  by  the  Jury 
herein,  the  general  verdict  of  the  Jury  to  the 
contrary  notwithstanding."  After  argument 
the  court  sustained  the  motion  setting  aside 
the  general  venllct  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  rendered  Judgment  against  plaintiff,  and 
for  costs,  upon  the  special  findings  of  fact 
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made  by  the  Jury.  The  plaintiff  thereapon 
filed  his  motion  to  Bet  aaide  tbla  Judgm^it  of 
the  court  and  the  answers  of  the  jury  to  the 
special  interrogatorlee,  and  to  qnestions  13, 
14,  and  22,  and  to  grant  the  plaintiff  a  new 
trial,  which  motl<»  was  OTermled  by  the 
court  The  plaintiff  thereapon  filed  his  peti- 
tion in  error  In  this  court  making  Tarions 
assignments  of  error,  all  of  which,  for  the 
purpose  of  argument  in  this  cause,  wore  in- 
cluded in  the  fifth  assignment  of  error,  to  wit: 
'*Xbat  the  court  erred  in  setting  aside  the 
general  verdict  of  the  Jury  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error  «mi  the  special  findings  of 
fact  on  the  motion  of  defendant  in  error,  aft- 
er the  facta  so  produced  in  evidence  had  so 
sustained  the  allegations  of  the  petition." 

A  T«ry  different  case  would  have  been  pre- 
sented for  the  determination  of  the  court 
than  that  upon  which  it  actually  passed  if 
the  evidence  had  supported  the  allegations  of 
the  petition.  The  special  findings  of  fact 
show  that  the  plaintiff  had  shipped  stock 
from  Gainesville,  Tex.;  that  the  train  st(^ 
ped  at  the  place  where  It  did  for  the  purpose 
of  switching  plaintifTs  stock  to  the  stock 
yards;  that  he  was  asleep  until  the  train 
whistled  for  Oklahoma  City,  when  he  was 
waked  up  by  Mr.  Speed,  who,  though  an  em- 
ploye of  the  company,  as  a  civU  engineer, 
had  nothing  to  do  with  the  management  or 
mnning  of  the  train,  and  was  himself  a  pas- 
sengM';  that  the  conductor  did  not  say  any- 
thing to  the  plaintiff  either  before  or  after 
be  was  awakened,  and  before  he  went  out  of 
the  caboose;  that  no  one  told  the  plaintiff  to 
get  off  the  caboose  at  the  time.  On  the  con- 
trary, having  been  told  by  Mr.  Speed  that 
the  cars  had  stopped  to  switch  his  cattle,  he 
must  have  been  aware  that  the  caboose 
was  not  at  the  depot,  and  that  the  train  had 
stopped  for  the  transfer  of  cars  alone.  The 
plaintiff  told  no  employ^,  agent  or  servant 
of  the  company  that  he  was  going  to  get  off 
the  caboose,  nor  did  any  one  see  him  get 
off.  The  conductor  did  not  know  that  the 
caboose  was  standing  on  the  bridge.  There 
were  no  lights,  buildings,  or  platform  at  the 
place  where  the  plaintiff  got  off  to  Indicate 
a  depot  or  any  provision  for  alighting,  or  a 
safe  place  at  which  to  alight  The  plaintiff 
would  not  have  been  Injured  If  he  had  re- 
mained in  the  train.  Upon  getting  out  of  It, 
be  did  nothing  to  ascertain  whether  the  train 
was  standing  on  the  bridge  or  on  the  ground, 
although  he  had  a  "prod  pole"  In  his  hand, 
and  could,  by  the  e-^cercise  of  slight  care, 
have  ascertained  that  the  car  was  not  upon 
solid  ground.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held 
that,  in  order  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
cover, he  must  himself  have  been  free  from 
negligence.  Was  he  in  fact  so?  The  night 
was  exceedingly  dark.  Tlie  plaintiff  went 
out  of  the  caboose  and  upon  the  platfrom  up- 
on his  own  motion,  and  without  notice  from 
the  servants  or  agents  of  the  defendant,  and 
without  making  any  use  of  the  means  at  his 
command  to  learn  where  the  car  was  or 


what  position  it  was  In.  The  slightest  use 
of  his  eyesight  would  have  informed  him 
that  he  was  not  at  the  depot  The  use  of 
the  "prod  pole"  in  his  hand  would  have  in- 
formed him  that  be  was  not  at  a  place  where 
it  was  safe  for  him  to  alight  The  an- 
nouncement to  the  plaintiff  and  passengers 
by  the  servants  and  agents  of  the  company 
that  they  had  arrived  at  the  station  would 
have  Justified  the  plaintiff  in  presuming  that 
the  place  where  the  train  was  then  stopping 
was  a  safe  and  proper  place  at  which  he 
might  alight  but  in  the  absence  of  such  no- 
tice, it  is  difilcult  to  understand  how  negli- 
gence can  be  imputed  to  the  defendant.  If 
passengers,  without  exercisng  even  slight 
care,  walk  off  the  railroad  train  at  any  point 
where  the  train  may  stop,  in  the  exigencies 
of  the  traffic  in  which  the  railroad  company 
la  engaged,  upon  what  principle  can  the  rail- 
road company  be  held  liable  in  damages? 
The  negligence  of  the  tdalntiff  himself,  in 
such  circumstances,  is  the  cause  of  the  in- 
jury. The  stopping  of  a  catUe  train  at  a 
distance  from  the  railroad  depot,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  transferring  and  switching  cars  of 
cattle  Into  stock  yards,  is  one  of  the  <M:dinary 
incidents  of  trafiic  upon  railways.  It  is  a 
usage  which  the  shipper  of  cattle  upon  a 
particular  train  must  be  aware  of,  and  of 
which  he  must  be  required  to  take  notice. 
Nor  are  railroad  companies  required  at  such 
times  to  give  special  notice  to  every  passen- 
ger not  to  get  off;  and  under  such  circum- 
stances, if  a  passenger  gets  off  in  the  dark- 
ness without  notice,  and  at  a  point  which  be 
must  know  Is  away  from  the  depot,  he  cer- 
tainly does  so  at  his  own  risk.  It  is  the 
duty  ot  the  passengers  to  be  watchful  and 
guarded,  and  not  to  endeavor  to  alight  wlUi- 
out  notice  from  agents  ot  servants  of  the 
company  in  charge  of  the  train.  If  they  at- 
tempt to  leave  the  train  in  the  darkness  of 
the  night  at  a  distance  from  the  station, 
without  notice,  they  must  assume  the  liabil- 
ity of  such  loss  as  they  may  suffer  in  conse- 
quence thereof.  In  this  case  the  plaintiff 
did  not  exercise  the  ordinary  care  by  which 
he  could  have  avoided  the  Injury,  nor  can 
we  see  that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  any 
negligence.  A  large  part  of  the  freight  traf- 
fic of  railroad  companies  must  necessarily  be 
carried  on  at  night  The  character  of  this 
trafiic,  in  which  long  trains  are  employed, 
requires  that  stoppages  be  made  at  unusual 
points.  All  these  matters  belong  to  the  com- 
mon usage  and  custom  of  railway  traffic,  and 
are  matters  of  which  notice  must  be  taken 
by  such  persons  as  see  fit  to  avail  themselves 
of  the  passenger  facilities  which  are  afforded 
upon  trains  of  that  character.  Railroad  Co. 
V.  Becker,  76  111.  31;  Frost  v.  Railroad,  10 
Allen,  92;  Mitchell  v.  Railway  Co.  (Mich.)  16 
N.  W.  388;  Davis  v.  Railroad  Co.  (Sup.)  19 
N.  Y.  Supp.  516;  Nichols  v.  Railway  Co. 
(Mich.)  51  N.  W.  364;  Xagle  v.  Railroad  Co. 
(Cal.)  25  Pac.  1100;  Beach,  Contrib.  Neg.  § 
161;  Smith  V.  Railroad  Co.  (Ala.)  7  South.  110.^ 
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'  Plaintiff  cites  In  his  arfniment  chapter  17, 
art  0.  S  38.  of  the  Statutes  of  Oklahoma, 
1893,  which  provides  that:  "When  fare  ia 
talcen  hy  any  railroad  corporation  for  trana- 
porting  passengers  on  any  mixed  train  of  pas- 
senger and  freight  cars,  •  •  «  the  same 
care  must  be  taken,  and  the  same  responsibili- 
ty and  duties  are  assiuned  by  the  corporation 
as  for  passengers  on  passenger  cars."  It  la, 
however,  contended  by  the  defendant  In  error 
that  this  statute  can  have  no  force  or  efCect, 
when  applied  to  Interstate  contracts,  in  the 
rules  of  law,  regulating  the  rules  of  commerce, 
if  It  attempts  to  impose  upon  the  carrier  any 
additional  burden  to  that  which  is  Imposed  up- 
on the  carrier  by  the  general  rules  of  law.  It 
Is  not  necessary  to  determine  this  contention. 
The  rule  here  announced  Is  applicable  upon 
railway  trains.  It  simply  requires  that  the 
plaintiff  shonld  not,  by  his  own  negligence, 
contribute  to  the  cause  of  the  Injury. 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that 
the  court  erred  In  setting  aside  the  general 
verdict  and  in  entering  up  judgment  upon 
the  special  findings  of  fact  made  by  the 
Jury.  It  is  provided  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  (chapter  66,  art  34,  {  754,  of  the 
Statutes  of  Oklahoma)  that  "the  provisions 
of  this  Code  do  not  apply  to  proceedings  in 
actions  or  suits  pending,  when  It  takes  ef- 
fect They  shall  be  conducted  to  final  judg- 
ment or  decree.  In  all  respects,  as  if  it  had 
not  been  adopted;  but  the  provisions  of  this 
Code  shall  apply  after  a  Judgment,  order 
or  decree,  heretofore  or  hereafter  rendered 
to  the  proceedings  to  enforce,  vacate,  mod- 
ify or  reverse  it."  This  action  was  begun 
March  26,  1802,  and  the  section  <^  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  before  recited  went  Into 
force  August,  1883.  The  proceedings  in  the 
cause,  up  to  final  judgment  in  the  district 
court,  were  governed  by  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  of  1800,  and  the  construction 
placed  upon  them  by  the  supreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Indiana,  from  which  state  that 
Code  was  adopted. 

The  findings  of  fact  were  made  by  the 
Jury  that  the  plaintiff  was  told  by  Mr.  Speed 
that  "they  are  setting  your  cars  out  at  the 
stock  chute."  The  plaintiff  was  thus  inform- 
ed that  the  train  was  not  at  the  depot  It 
was  further  stated  by  the  jury  that  the  train 
stopped  where  It  did  for  the  purpose  of 
switching  the  plaintiff's  cattle  to  the  stock 
yards  at  Oklahoma  City,  to  which  point  the 
plaintiff  had  shipped  them.  It  was  further 
found  that  nothing  was  said  to  the  plaintiff 
by  the  conductor  in  charge  of  the  train,  and 
that  he  was  not  told  to  get  off  the  train  by 
any  one  in  charge  of  the  train;  that  he  got 
off  the  train  of  his  own  motion,  and  would 
not  have  boon  injured  if  he  had  remained  on 
the  train,  and  that  he  got  off  the  train  in  the 
dark  without  making  any  effort  to  discover 
where  he  was.  It  will  thus  api>ear  that  the 
defendant  was  not  guilty  of  negligenoe  in 
stopping  the  train  wiiere  it  did,  but  that  the 
stoppage  was  In  the  discharge  of  its  duty. 


We  do  not  think  the  contention  cftn  bfe  sus- 
tained that  In  getting  off  the  train  at  his  own 
motion,  at  a  place  other  than  the  depot  in 
the  dark,  withont  lights,  notice,  or  inquiry, 
and  with  no  attempt  to  find  out  where  he 
was,  the  plaintiff  exercised  the  care  which  a 
reasonable  amd  careful  man  should  have  ex- 
ercised, and  may  be  required  to  exercise  be- 
fore claiming  damages  which  result  from  the 
consequences  of  such  an  act  The  plaintiff 
was  not  a  cripple,  and  he  had  In  his  hand  a 
"prod  pole,"  by  which  he  was  especially  en- 
abled at  the  time  to  ascertain  the  position  ot 
the  train.  His  failure  to  make  use  of  any 
means  whatev^  to  guard  against  accident 
shows  the  want  of  ordinary  care.  And  yet 
the  absence  ot  such  care  on  his  part  is  that 
negligence  on  his  part  which  precludes  a  re- 
covery at  law.  The  plaintiff  was  not  enti- 
tled to  recover  If  he  was  himself  guilty  of 
negligence.  In  ord«r  to  Justify  the  Jnry  In 
finding  a  general  verdict  for  the  plaintiff,  it 
was  necessary  that  they  should  have  found 
the  plaintiff's  injuries  were  caused  wholly  by 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant  In  error,  and 
that  he  should  not  himself  have  contributed 
to  them  by  any  negligence  of  his  own.  The 
finding  of  facts  was  thus  inconsistent  with 
the  general  verdict  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  Judgment, 
notwithstanding  the  general  verdict.  Jewett 
v.  Meech,  101  Ind.  28»;  City  of  IndlanapolU 
V.  Cook,  09  Ind.  10;  Pennsylvania  Co.  v. 
GaUentine.  77  Ind.  322;  Howe  Y.  Young,  16 
Ind.  312;  Gripton  v.  Thompson,  32  Kan.  367, 
4  Pac.  698.  The  Judgment  ot  the  court  be- 
low  Is  affirmed. 


DE  FORD  et  al.  v.  PAINTER,  Sheriff. 

(Supreme  Court  of  OkUhoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Homestead— Bi'siNEss  Lot— Usi  or  BrtLnina— 
Tbial  Judob— Rioht  to  Question  Witsbsb. 

1.  De  Ford,  one  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error, 
owned  a  lot  with  a  building  thereon  iu  the  busi- 
ness part  of  the  city  of  Guthrie,  and  rented  the 
basement  and  first  floor  for  the  sum  of  $1,300. 
and  a  part  of  the  second  floor  for  offices  for 
the  additional  sum  of  $250.  He  resided  with 
his  family  on  a  portion  of  the  second  floor,  val- 
ued at  the  sum  of  $2u0  per  annum.  The  family 
had  no  otiier  home.  Held,  that  the  building  was 
the  dwelling  of  De  Ford,  and  the  home  of  his 
family,  within  the  meaning  of  section  2,  c  34, 
St.  1803,  and  was  the  homestead  of  plaintiffs 
in  error,  and  as  such  exempt  from  execution. 

2.  ITnder  this  section  of  the  statute,  provid- 
ing for  the  exemption  of  land,  as  a  homestead 
in  a  city,  which  has  been  improved  by  a  build- 
ing used  by  the  family  as  a  home,  the  homestead 
is  not  lost  or  forfeited  by  the  circumstances  that 
the  style  of  the  building  resembles  in  its  archi- 
tecture ordinary  business  structures,  and  that  it 
is  on  one  of  the  principal  business  streets,  flush 
with  the  sidewalk,  that  the  larger  portion  of  the 
house  is  rented  for  the  purpose  of  business  and 
revenue,  and  ttie  smaller. part  used  for  a  home, 
and  that  the  family  resides  on  the  second  floor 
and  not  upon  the  first  floor  of  the  building.  If 
the  building  is  in  fact  the  only  home  of  the 
family,  it  is  exempt  from  execution,  although 
its  principal  use  may  be  for  business  purposes. 

3.  Tlie  interrogation  of  witnesses  by  the 
judge,  during  the  progress  of  the  case,  is  not 
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error,  and  he  may,  In  the  exerolM  of  hia  dilcrft- 
tion.  aid  in  eliciting  material  matter,  suggeated 
if  the  evidence. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  TjOgan  connty. 

Action  by  Irwin  S.  De  FM;d  and  another 
against  W.  W.  Fainter,  sheriff,  for  injuuc- 
tlon.  There  was  a  Judgment  for  defendant 
and  a  motion  denying  a  new  trial,  and  plain- 
tiffs  bring  »ior.     Reversed. 

Gremt  &  Strang,  for  plaintlfFB  In  error. 
Wlsby  &  Homer,  for  defendant  In  error. 

HcATBE,  J.  Tills  is  a  proceeding  in  In- 
junction to  restrain  the  sheriff  of  Logan 
county  from  selling  under  execution  the  fol- 
lowing described  proi)erty,  to  wit,  lot  num- 
bered 13,  in  block  56  in  Outbrie  proper.  In 
Logan  coonty,  for  the  reason  that  the  pr<^ 
erty  was  and  is  exempt  from  execution  as 
the  homestead  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  In 
the  year  1890,  Irwin  S.  De  Foitl,  one  of  the 
plaintiffs  in  error,  erected  the  building  situ- 
ated on  the  lot  herein  described,  being  a  lot 
32  feet  by  80  feet,  in  tbe  central  pert  of  the 
btulnees  portion  of  Guthrie,  to  be  used,  upon 
his  own  statement,  as  "a  building  to  lire  in, 
and  a  part  of  It  to  rent  for  an  income  for  a 
living*'  for  his  family,  which  consisted  of  his 
wife  and  three  children.  The  basement  and 
first  floor  were  arranged  for  business  pur- 
poses. The  rooms  on  the  second  floor  were 
arranged  to  be  used  as  business  offices,  and 
a  portion  thereof  for  the  use  of  hlms^  and 
family  as  a  "building  to  live  in."  There  ap- 
pears to  have  been  no  yard  or  appurtenances 
of  any  kind.  The  three  front  rooms  on  the 
second  floor  were  expressly  arranged  for  of- 
fice rooms,  and  the  seven  remaining  rooms  on 
the  second  floor  appear  to  have  been  arran- 
ged in  Kucta  a  manner  (a  part  of  them  with 
folding  doors)  that  they  could  have  been 
rented  for  offices  or  used  as  a  residence. 
About  the  1st  of  March,  1891,  the  plainUffs 
in  error  moved  into  the  building,  and  occu- 
pied the  nxHns  on  the  second  floor  (either 
four  or  six;  the  number  does  not  definitely 
appear),  and  were  so  residing  at  the  time 
this  action  was  commenced  in  the  court  lie- 
low.  Their  residence,  as  stated,  has  been 
contlnnons  from  the  time  the  buUding  was 
CMnpleted  and  occupied.  The  building  is  a 
business  building  in  architecture,  construc- 
tion, and  appearance,  and  cost  $8,000.  The 
basement  has  been  rented,  at  various  times, 
as  Justice's  court  room,  saloon,  and  restaurant. 
The  present  roital  value  thereof  is  estimat- 
ed at  $300  per  annum.  The  first  floor  is  oc- 
cupied as  a  post  office  for  the  city  of  Outb- 
rie, and  its  rental  value  is  $1,000  per  annum. 
The  rental  value  of  the  second  floor  is  esti- 
mated at  $500.  The  value  of  the  portion  oc- 
cupied by  plaintiffs  in  error  Is  estimated  by 
Irwin  De  Ford  at  $2S0,  which  he  afterwards 
stated  he  thought  was  too  high  an  estimate. 
Upon  the  trial  below,  the  presiding  judge 
luterrogated  one  or  more  witnesses  freely 
and  at  length  upon  matter  upon  which  he 
v.4lF.no,l — 7 


had  not  been  examined  Id  cblef,  over  the 
objection  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error.  Upon  the 
findings  made  on.  the  hearing  In  the  trial 
court,  the  court  concluded  that  the  building 
in  question  was  not  exempt  fnMU  execution 
as  a  homestead,  and  that  the  temporary  or- 
der of  Injunction  theretofore  Issued  In  this 
case  ahoiald  be  dissolved,  and  that  the  build- 
ing should  be  subject  to  the  execution  in  the 
hands  of  the  defendant  in  error,  and  for 
costs  of  the  action  taxed  to  the  platntifls. 
To  all  of  which  conclusions  of  law  the  plaln- 
tm  excepted.  The  plaintiffs,  at  the  same 
time,  filed  their  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which 
was  overruled,  to  which  they  excepted.  Up- 
on the  evidence  and  findings  of  the  trial 
court,  the  questions  to  be  determined  in  the 
case  upon  the  facta  are:  (1)  Whether  the 
leasing  of  so  large  a  part  of  the  building, 
which  is  claimed  by  plalntiffls  In  error  as  a 
home,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  revenue 
therefrom  for  the  maintenance  of  the  owner 
and  occupant  and  his  family,  destroys  the 
homestead  character  of  the  property  and  the 
right  of  plaintiffs  in  error  to  claim  the  same 
as  exempt  from  execution  by  reason  of  the 
claim  thereof  as  a  home  by  them;  and  (2) 
whether  the  Interrogation  of  the  witnesses 
by  the  Judge  in  the  court  below  is  enor, 
and,  If  it  is  error,  whether  It  is  of  such  a 
character  as  to  entitie  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
to  bave  ttie  case  reversed. 

Upcm  the  first  proposition  It  Is  oorrectiy 
observed,  in  tbe  brief  of  the  defendant  in 
error,  that,  upon  the  general  subject  of  the 
homestead  laws,  the  views  of  the  court  may 
be  "arranged  into  three  classes,  namely, 
those  which  hold  that  if  any  portion  of  the 
property  be  occupied  for  homestead  purposes 
the  whole  is  exempt;  those  which  hold  that 
the  portion  occupied  is  exompt,  and  the  re- 
mainder not;  and  those  which  hold  that  the 
test  of  exemption  Is  the  principal  use  to 
which  the  property  is  devoted."  The  view 
has  been  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Iowa 
"that  the  portion  occupied  Is  exempt,  and 
the  remainder  not."  This,  however,  has  not 
been  adopted,  so  far  as  we  know,  by  any 
other  court;  and  no  argument  has  been  pre- 
sented for  Its  adoption  here.  The  defendant 
urges  for  acceptance  the  view  which  makes 
the  principal  use  of  the  prc^)erty  the  test  of 
its  exemption  as  a  home,  or  of  Its  liability 
to  execution;  that  is,  if  the  major  interest 
in  the  property  claimed  as  exempt  be  dedi- 
cated to  use  as  a  home,  the  property  is  ex- 
etmpt;  but  if  the  major  use  of  the  property 
claimed  as  exempt  be  dedicated  to  business 
purposes,  then  the  property  Is  not  exempt 
from  execution.  In  support  of  that  view, 
the  principal  cases  from  the  courts  of  the 
Western  states  upon  the  subject  of  urban 
homestead  have  been  carefully  reviewed; 
and  It  is  thereupon  concluded  by  the  defend- 
ant In  error  that  the  doctrine  of  principal 
use  Is  tliat  which  pervades  the  later  cases. 
While  the  limit  of  area  la  that  which  Is  pre- 
scribed for  the  homestead  in  this  territory, 
uigmzea  oy  ■v — ix^/x^z-^iv^ 
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that  of  value  is  the  limitation  selected  and 
provided  for  by  the  statute  of  a  number  of 
the  states.  Tlie  laws  of  the  various  states 
diCTer  in  other  respects;  and  little  satisfac- 
tion, certainly,  or  advantage  can  be  derived 
from  an  examination  of  the  decisions  coming 
from  states  of  -which  we  have  not  the  stat- 
utes before  us,  or,  having  them  before  us, 
find  them  to  be  dissimilar  to  our  own.  No 
decision  has,  however,  been  hitherto  made 
upon  this  subject  in  this  territory,  and  it  is 
important  that  the  principal  cases  cited  in 
the  argument  should  be  examined.  In  the 
leading  Wisconsin  case  of  Phelps  v.  Rooney, 
9  Wis.  70,  cited  and  commented  upon  by 
both  plaintiffs  and  defendant  in  error,  the 
question  was  whether  the  south  one-third 
of  lot  4,  in  block  5,  in  the  city  of  Milwaukee, 
with  the  building  and  appurtenances  thereon 
situated,  constituted  a  homestead,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  Wisconsin  statutes.  The 
Wisconsin  statutes  provide:  "Sec.  51.  A 
homestead  consisting  of  any  quantity  of  land 
not  exceeding  forty  acres  used  for  agri- 
cultural purposes,  and  a  dwelling  house 
thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  to  be  selected 
by  the  owner  thereof,  and  not  Included  In 
any  town  plat,  or  city,  or  village;  or  instead 
thereof,  at  the  cation  of  the  owner,  a  quan- 
tity of  land  not  exceeding  in  amount  one 
quarter  of  an  acre,  being  within  the  recorded 
town  plat,  or  city,  or  village,  and  a  dwelling 
house  thereon,  and  its  appurtenances,  owned 
and  occupied  by  any  resident  of  the  state, 
shall  not  be  subject  to  forced  sale  or  execa- 
tion,  or  any  other  final  process  from  a  court, 
for  any  debt  or  liability  contracted  after  the 
first  day  of  January  in  the  year  one  thou- 
sand edght  hundred  and  forty-nine."  Rev. 
St.  1840,  c.  102.  The  style  of  the  building 
was  a  store,  sltu&ted  in  a  block  in  one  of  the 
principal  business  streets  in  the  city  of  Mil- 
waukee. The  basement  and  first  floor  were 
leased  by  Rooney,  and  occupied  by  tenants 
under  him,  and  produced,  in  rents,  $1,500  a 
year.  The  rooms  above  were  used  by  Roo- 
ney, the  defendant  in  ernn*,  as  a  dwelling, 
and  were  worth  $250  or  $300  a  year.  Upon 
this  state  of  facts,  the  court  said:  "We 
have  a  statute  which  exempts  as  a  home- 
stead •  •  •  a  quantity  of  land  not  ex- 
ceeding in  amount  one-fourth  of  an  acre.  In. 
a  city  or  village,  with  a  dwelling  house 
thereon  and  its  appurtenances,  and  whlcli 
exempt  property  we  all  knww  may  be,  and 
fre<iuently  is,  worth  ten,  twenty,  w  forty 
thousand  dollars.  And  the  whole  policy  of 
the  legislation  of  the  state  has  been  to  ex- 
tend, rather  than  to  restrict,  the  privileges 
of  the  exemption  laws.  The  courts,  whatever 
they  may  think  of  the  general  policy  of 
this  legislation,  and  whatever  hardships  may 
arise  in  particular  cases  in  consequence  of  it, 
can  only  construe  and  inteniret  the  statute 
as  they  find  it.  When  a  law  Is  on  its  face 
sufllciently  Intelligible,  and  when  a  case 
clearly  falls  within  the  operation  of  its  pro- 
visions, I  feel  it  my  duty  rigidly  to  enforce 


it,  whatever  may  be  my  notions  of  its  pt^cy 
or  equity;  so,  in  the  present  case,  while  it 
may  be  a  hardship  that  the  respondent 
should  enjoy,  free  from  all  compulsory  pow- 
ers of  the  court  to  subject  it  to  the  payment 
of  his  Just  debts,  the  prop«:ty  (the  home- 
stead, as  I  think  it  is),  a  portion  of  which 
he  can  rent  for  twelve  or  fifteen  hundred 
dollars  a  year,  I  think  the  statute  exempts 
it,  and  we  must  so  declare."  And,  after 
stating  that  Rooney  occupied  the  premises 
as  a  dwelling  house,  and  that  it  was  his 
"home,"  the  court  says  that:  "We  therefore 
cannot  see  why,  to  all  intents  and  purposes. 
It  is  not  his  homestead,  within  the  meaning 
of  our  statutfe"  It  continues  as  fellows: 
"The  circumstance  that  the  dwelling  was  sit- 
uated on  one  of  the  principal  business 
streets,  or  the  fact  that  its  external  appear- 
ance or  internal  arrangement  was  like  a 
wholesale  <x  retail  store,  or  because  it  would 
be  vastly  m<M«  valuable  as  a  place  of  busi- 
ness than  as  a  residence,  could  not  affect  thi» 
question.  The  case  rests  upon  the  fact  as 
to  whether  the  building  was  really  and  truly 
occupied  as  a  dwelling  house  for  himself  and 
family.  If  so,  they  are  secure  In  the  enjoy- 
ment and  use  of  it  as  such.  This,  we  think, 
constitutes  a  homestead  under  the  statute." 
The  court  says  further  that:  "After  what 
has  already  been  said  as  to  the  signification 
of  the  wcHd  'homestead,'  as  used  in  our  stat- 
ute, and  the  expression  of  our  opinion  that 
it  intended  to  limit  the  amount  of  land  in  a 
city  upon  which  is  situated  a  dwelling  house 
or  habitation  or  abode  of  the  owner  and  his 
family.  It  is  only  necessary  further  to  re- 
mark that  this  court  cannot  restrain  the  op- 
eration of  the  statute  within  narrower  limits 
than  its  words  Import."  And  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  court,  upon  a  review  of  the  whole 
matter,  was  that:  "I  cannot  believe,  In  view 
of  the  legislation  upon  this  subject,  that  the 
legislature  Intended  that  a  person  should  lose 
or  forfeit  the  benefit  of  the  homestead  ex- 
emption by  omitting  to  use  a  portion  of  his 
dwelling  house,  or  residence  of  his  family, 
or  by  devoting  such  portion  to  some  other 
use." 

But  it  Is  claimed  by  the  defendant  in  er- 
ror that  this  case,  thus  clearly  and  definitely 
interpreting  a  statute  like  our  own,  was  com- 
pletely overruled  in  the  later  case  of  Cas- 
selman  v.  Packard,  IC  Wis.  114.  In  that  case 
the  property  claimed  as  exempt  was  situated 
in  the  village  of  Sparta,  the  land  not  exceed- 
ing In  quantity  a  quarter  of  an  acre.  There 
were  situated  upon  it,  besides  the  dwelling 
house,  in  which  the  claimant  resided  with 
his  family,  various  other  buildings,  which 
were  used  and  occupied  for  stores,  ware- 
rooms,  shops,  schoolrooms,  offices,  etc.  The 
claimant  occupied  the  only  dwelling  house 
thereon,  and  its  appurtenances.  He  rented 
the  other  buildings  upon  the  one-fourth  of  an 
acre  for  stores,  warerooms,  shops,  school- 
rooms and  offices.  He  yet  claimed  them  also 
as  his  homestead,  in  addition  to  the  dwell- 
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tog  honse  wberein  his  family  resided,  and 
which  he  occopled  as  a  home.  The  circuit 
court  did  not  sustain  bis  claim  as  to  the  va- 
lioua  other  bnlldlngs,  which  were  rented. 
That  court,  in  passing  upon  this  state  of 
facts,  sajrs  that:  "I  cannot  believe  the  legis- 
lature ever  Intended  that  a  person  should 
hold  all  the  buildings  which  might  be  erected 
on  a  quarter  of  an  acre  of  ground  in  a  city 
or  Tillage,  whatever  might  be  their  charao 
ter,  or  for  whatever  purpose  they  were  de- 
signed, under  the  homestead  exemption  law, 
merely  because  he  might  live  in  one  of  them. 
Such  a  ccHistructlon  seems  to  us  most  un- 
reasonable. The  statute  exempts  a  given 
quantity  of  land,  with  a  dwelling  house 
thereon,  and  its  appurtenances.  Of  course 
the  exemption  of  that  quantity  of  land  has 
regard  to  the  purposes  for  which  it  Is  used. 
It  was  supposed  that  this  amount  of  land 
might  be  convenient  and  necessary  for  the 
comfort  and  enloyment  of  the  dwelling 
house.  Nor  are  we  prepared  to  say  that  the 
entire  quantity  of  land  must  be  devoted  ez- 
dusiv^y  to  the  use  of  the  dwelling.  In 
addition  to  the  dwelling,  a  person  might 
erect  a  small  shop  or  building  of  that  char- 
acter oa  the  lot,  which  he  himself  might  use 
and  occupy  for  the  purposes  of  his  trade  or 
business,  without  forfeiting  the  exemption. 
But  it  is  not  necessary  to  express  any  opin- 
ion upon  that  point  in  this  case;  for  the  tes- 
timony shows  that  there  were  various  build- 
ings on  the  lot,  which  he  rented  for  offices, 
stores,  schools,  etc.;  and  it  Is  very  clear 
that  these  were  not  exempt"  The  opinion 
was  roidered  in  this  case  by  the  same  Judge 
who  prepared  the  opinion  In  the  Phelps- 
Rooney  Case  three  years  earlier.  No  refer- 
ence was  made  to  the  Phelps-Kooney  Case, 
and  it  was  not  therefco^  modified  or  overrul- 
ed in  any  sense  or  to  any  degree.  Indeed 
there  was  no  occasion  for  it  The  state  of 
facts  was  wholly  different.  The  Phelps- 
Rooney  Case  is  precisely  like  the  one  in  hand 
in  this  court  It  determined  that,  upon  the 
provisions  of  a  statute  like  our  own,  the 
homestead  right  may  exist  in  a  building  oc- 
cupied as  a  home  by  the  family  of  the  claim- 
ant, notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  build- 
ing was  erected  upon  one  of  the  principal 
business  streets  of  a  large  city,  and  that  the 
basement  and  first  stories  were  rented  out 
for  business  piuposes,  and  produced  a  large 
revenue  to  the  homestead  claimant,  amount- 
ing to  $1,500  per  annum,  and  that  the  upper 
rooms  occupied  as  a  home  by  himself  and 
family  were  of  very  subordinate  value.  The 
case  of  Casselman  v.  Packard  simply  decides, 
for  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  that  a  home- 
stead claimant  may  not  claim  as  exempt 
the  house  in  which  his  dwelling  is  upon  a 
quarter  of  an  acre  of  land  claimed  as  ex- 
empt, within  the  business  limits  of  a  city, 
and  aJBo  devote  the  rest  of  the  quarter  of  an 
acre  of  land  to  stores,  warerooms,  shops, 
schoolrooms,  offices,  and  other  purposes, 
alien  to  the  homestead  charact^*,  and  claim 


them  also  aa  exempt  "The'  case  doeis  not' 
supi>ort  the  contention  of  the  defendant  in 
error,  that,  If  the  principal  use  of  a  single 
house  In  which  the  claimant  resides  within 
the  city  limits  be  devoted  to  business  pur- 
poses, it  will  exclude  the  exemption  of  the 
whole  house,  under  the  statute,  for  home- 
stead purposes.  The  cases  of  Blum  v.  Rog- 
ers, 15  S.  W.  115,  and  Blackburn  v.  Knight, 
16  S.  W.  1075,  are  cases  decided  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Texas,  and  are  interpreta- 
tions of  a  statute  which  is  not  before  us, 
and  the  provisions  of  which  are  not  cited 
in  the  briefs  of  counsel,  nor  in  the  opinions 
of  the  court.  They  can  therefore  render  but 
little  service  In  determining  the  question.  In 
the  former  case,  "the  owner  of  a  two-acre 
block  had,  on  the  east  half,  his  residence, 
and  all  appurtenances,  except  the  cow  lot, 
which  was  on  the  west  half.  The  rest  of  this 
half  he  cut  into  three  lots,  on  each  of  which 
he  built  a  dwelling,  for  rent.  Each  was  sepa- 
rately fenced,  and  a  private  alley  was  run 
between  the  east  and  west  halves  of  the 
block.  He  reserved  the  ground  around  the 
houses,  and  the  right  to  take  water  from 
the  premises,  which  he  sometimes  exercised, 
although  there  was  an  abundant  cistern  near 
his  residence.  He  also  occasionally  used  the 
ground  around  the  houses  for  garden  and 
other  purposes."  Upon  this  state  of  facts, 
it  was  held  that  the  three  lots,  separated  by 
the  alley,  separately  Improved,  each  separat- 
ed from  the  other  by  a  division  fence,  and 
all  separated  from  the  homestead  by  the  al- 
ley, "were  practically  divided  from  the  home- 
stead, and  were  not  exempt  from  execution." 
In  the  latter  case  of  Blackburn  v.  Knight,  it 
was  shown  "that  the  defendant  had  long 
since  built  on  the  lot  which  they  now  claim 
as  their  urban  homestead,  and  had  ever 
since  rented  the  premises  to  tenants,  and 
only  used  a  strip  on  the  lot  about  fourteen 
feet  wide  for  the  purpose  or  hauling  wood, 
etc.,  to  their  residence,  on  an  adjoining  lot. 
The  claim  of  homestead  in  that  case  ^va^ 
sustained  as  to  the  strip  only."  No  rule  can 
be  drawn  from  the  state  of  facts  In  either  of 
these  cases  by  which  the  proposition  can  be 
sustained  that  the  test  of  exemption  in  the 
occupancy  of  a  single  building  la  the  prin- 
cipal use  to  which  the  property  is  devoted. 
No  such  doctrine  was  In  fact  sought  to  be 
established,  or  announced,  or  was  in  ques- 
tion, in  either  of  these  cases.  In  the  case  of 
In  re  Noah's  Estate  (Cal.)  15  Pac.  201,  cited 
by  the  defendant  in  error  in  support  of  his 
proposition,  it  was  held:  "Noah  died,  making 
no  provision  in  his  will  for  his  widow,  leav- 
ing no  community  property;  and  a  four- 
story  brick  business  block,  valued  at  $25,000 
is  the  only  separate  real  property.  This 
could  not  be  divided,  without  material  loss. 
No  homestead  was  set  apart  during  the  hus- 
band's lifetime.  The  widow  applied  to  the 
court  to  set  one  apart  Code  Civ.  Proc.  Cal. 
g  1465,  provides  that  the  court  shall  set 
apart  a  homestead,  none  having  been  se-^ 
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lected  dnring  the  lifetime  of  the  deceased, 
out  of  his  real  estate.  The  section  referred 
to  provides  that.  If  any  homestead  [as  was 
the  case  here]  has  been  selected,  designated, 
and  recorded  during  the  lifetime  of  the  de- 
ceased, the  court  must  select,  designate,  and 
set  apart,  and  cause  to  be  recorded,  a  home- 
stead, for  the  use  of  the  surrirlng  husband 
or  wife  and  the  minor  children,  •  •  •  ont 
of  the  common  property,  or,  if  there  be  no 
property,  then  ont  of  the  real  estate  belong- 
ing to  the  deceased.' "  The  homestead  se- 
lection was  sought  for  by  the  widow.  It 
was  held  that,  as  the  property  in  question 
was  of  such  a  nature  that  it  could  not  have 
been  selected  as  a  homestead  during  the  life- 
time of  the  deceased,  the  petition  was  pnq)- 
erly  denied.  In  the  absence  of  the  California 
statute,  which  makes  provision  for  the  fam- 
ily while  both  husband  and  wife  are  llviug, 
it  is  impossible  to  f<»in  any  conclusion,  or  to 
attach  to  the  opinion  the  weight  which  is 
sought  to  be  given  to  it  by  the  defendant  in 
error.  In  Acliley  v.  Chamberlain,  16  Cal. 
181,  a  building  originally  intended  as  a  fam- 
ily dwelling  and  store  house,  but  changed 
during  its  erection  so  as  to  adapt  it  to  hotel 
purposes,  but  also  occnpied  in  part  by  the 
family  as  a  home,  was  held  exempt  from 
forced  sale.  A  like  construction  was  placed  up- 
on a  similar  statute  in  Nevada,  in  the  case  of 
Goldman  v.  Clark,  1  Nev.  607,  In  which 
the  supreme  court  of  that  state  held  that  a 
home  in  an  incorporated  town,  constructed 
so  as  to  be  m(»«  suitable  for  a  boarding  and 
lodging  honse  than  for  a  residence  merely, 
and  much  the  larger  portion  of  which  was 
usually  rented  to  lodgers,  was  exempt  as  a 
homestead.  The  doctrine  of  principal  use 
was  plainly  excluded.  In  the  case  of  Garrett 
V.  Jones  (Ala.)  10  South.  702,  the  house  was 
built  in  a  business  part  of  the  town,  and 
used  principally  as  a  store,  although  the  own- 
er (an  unmarried  man)  slept  in  a  small  back 
room,  and  took  his  meals  elsewhere.  It  was 
construed  not  a  homestead.  Upon  that  state 
of  facts,  the  supreme  court  of  Alabama  said 
that  it  "may  be  laid  down  as  a  safe  and 
consei-vative  rule  on  that  subject  that  where 
the  trade  adaptation  and  use  of  a  building  is 
incidental  or  secondary  only  to  its  habitation, 
where  the  chief  use  of  the  structure  is  that 
of  a  home  tor  the  owner,  and  some  part  only, 
not  essential  to  this  end,  is  fitted  up  and 
used  as  a  shop,  an  office,  or  salesroom,  it  Is  a 
homestead.  But,  when  this  state  of  fact.«  I- 
reversed,  and  the  residence  feature  is  ouiy 
auxiliary  to  the  business  use,  where  only  a 
relatively  small  part  of  the  building  is  devot- 
ed to  the  use  of  the  inhabitant,  and  the  chief 
adaptation  and  nee  are  those  of  business,  the 
building  is  not  a  homestead,  even  though 
the  occupant  have  no  other  home,  and  uses 
this  for  all  the  purposes  of  living."  In  the 
cases  above  cited  from  Texas  and  California, 
the  statutes  upon  which  these  interpreta- 
tions are  made  is  absent;  and,  if  the  statute 
9t  Alabama  providing  for  the  exemption  of 


homesteads  is  similar  to  oar  own,  we  nnder- 
Btand  this  ruling  to  support  the  contention  of 
defendant  in  error.  The  sajne  remark  may 
be  made  upon  the  case  of  In  re  Noah's  Estate 
(Cal.)  15  Pac.  291. 

Cases  not  showing  a  similar  state  of  facts, 
nor  presenting  the  question  here  proposed, 
and  coming  from  states  of  which  the  statutes 
have  not  been  presented  to  us,  or  are  unlike 
our  own,  do  not  materially  aid  us  in  the  solu- 
tion of  the  case,  nor  can  we  saf^  follow 
general  propositions  cited  from  such  cases. 
The  question  arises  solely  upon  a  right  pro- 
vided for  by  the  statutes  of  this  terrltwy. 
We  must  first  look  to  the  statute  itself;  and, 
since  no  decisions  have  been  made  upon  the 
statute  in  this  court  hitherto,  we  must,  in 
the  next  place,  look  to  the  courts  of  states  in 
which  the  statutory  provisions  are  most  like 
our  own,  and.  If  possible,  to  the  courts  of 
those  states  whose  situation  is  similar  to  oar 
own,  and  from  which  oar  people  have,  for  the 
most  part,  come.  It  is  not  too  remote  to  ob- 
serve that  while  the  legislature  of  this  ter- 
ritory adopted  this  statute,  of  the  people  who 
created  the  legislature,  and  from  which  the 
legislature  came,  a  large  majority  of  tbena 
were  formerly  residents  of  the  state  of  Kan- 
sas, and,  more  remotdy,  of  other  Northern 
and  Western  states,  and  that  the  legislative 
representatives  of  this  territory  must  have 
passed  the  statute  with  the  Interpretation 
placed  upon  similar  statutes  in  the  states 
where  the  population  of  Oklahoma,  for  the 
most  part,  originated. 

The  statutes  which  we  must  Interpret  are 
found  in  chapter  34,  tit  "Exemptions,"  SS 
2844,  2845,  p.  680,  St  Okl.  1893,  and  are  as 
follows: 

"(2844)  Section  1.  The  following  property 
shall  be  reserved  to  the  head  of  every  family 
residing  in  the  territory  exempt  from  attach- 
ment or  execution  and  every  other  species 
of  forced  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts,  ex- 
cept as  herelnaft»  provided;    •    •    • 

"(2845)  Sec.  2.  The  homestead  of  a  family 
not  in  a  town  or  city  shall  consist  of  not  more 
than  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  of  land, 
which  shall  be  in  one  tract  or  parcel  with 
the  improvements  thereon.  The  homestead  in 
a  city,  town  or  village,  consisting  of  a  lot  oi 
lots,  not  to  exceed  one  acre  with  the  improve- 
ments therc^.n;  provided,  that  the  same  shall 
be  used  for  the  purpose  of  a  home  for  the 
family;  provided  also,  that  any  temporary 
renting  of  the  homestead  shall  dot  change 
the  character  of  the  same  when  no  other 
homestead  has  been  acquired.    •    •    •" 

The  conditions  which  entitle  the  debtor  to 
claim  the  protection  here  provided  for,  in  a 
city,  town,  or  village,  are  (1)  tliat  he  shall 
have  a  family;  (2)  tliat  the  lot  or  lots  in  any 
town,  city,  or  village  shall  not  exceed  in 
amount  one  acre,  with  the  improvements 
thereon;  (3)  that  the  said  lot  or  lots  shall  not 
exceed  one  acre,  and  shall  be  used  for  the 
purposes  of  a  home  for  the  family.  The  privi- 
lege is  enlarged  by  the  further  provision  that 
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any  temporary  renttng  o(  the  homestead  shall 
not  change  the  character  of  the  same,  'when 
no  other  homestead  has  been  acquired.  The 
statute  Is  without  other  limitations.  It  does 
not  prescribe  the  style  of  the  building  which 
the  homestead  claimant  shall  erect;  nor  does 
It  prescribe  that  the  building  should  not  re- 
semble In  architecture  ordinary  business 
structures.  No  limitation  Is  placed  up<Mi  his 
choice.  It  does  not  provide  that  the  building 
In  which  the  home  Is  made  shall  not  be  placed 
npon  one  of  the  principal  business  streets. 
It  does  not  provide  that  the  house  shall  not  be 
flnsh  with  the  sidewalk,  or  compact  with 
other  houses,  or  that  the  family  shall  not 
take  boarders  In  the  house,  or  that  the  owner 
shall  not  rent  any  particular  portion  of  it  for 
the  pnrjwse  of  deriving  a  revenue  therefrom. 
It  Is  In  no  part  of  the  statute  provided  that  a 
part  of  the  dwelling  shall  not  be  used  for  any 
other  purpose  than  a  home,  or  that  the  major 
Ifcirt  of  the  building  shall  be  used  for  a  resi- 
dence and  a  minor  part  for  business,  if  so 
"•^fKl  at  all.  Nor  does  it  provide  that  the 
family  shall  live  In  the  basement,  or  on  the 
first  floor,  the  second  floor,  or  upon  the  third 
floor.  The  sole  limitation  upon  the  general 
subject.  Including  all  these  enumerated  par- 
ttctdara.  Is  that  "the  same  [the  homestead] 
shall  be  used  for  the  purpose  of  a  home  fur 
the  family,  and  that  the  space  which  the 
homestead  shall  occupy  shall  not  exceed  one 
acre  with  the  Improvements  thereon."  The 
provision  of  160  acres  of  land,  in  the  latter 
clause.  Is  a  provision  Intended  not  only  as  a 
bare  honaestead,  but  of  a  homestead  accom- 
panied by  a  method  of  Income  and  a  means 
of  support  for  the  family.  Could  It  be  con- 
tpnded  that.  If  the  income  from  the  land  of 
the  rural  homestead  be  greater  In  value  than 
ibe  rental  value  of  the  house  in  which  the 
homestead  claimant  resides,  then  the  doctrine 
of  principal  use  should  govern,  and  the  whole 
homestead  be  forfeited  as  a  homestead  and 
become  subject  to  execution?  In  support  of 
such  a  theory,  it  Is  to  be  argued  that  the 
rural  homestead  Is  often  of  great  value,  and 
that  the  revenue  from  it  exceeds  the  needs  of 
the  family,  and  that  the  result  is  thus  a 
fraud  upon  creditors  And  yet  the  doctrine 
of  principal  use  has  never,  to  our  knowledge, 
been  applied  to  the  rural  homestead.  The 
provisions  for  rural  homesteads  are  provid- 
ed for  In  like  terms  by  the  statutes.  The 
principles  which  govern  the  Interpretation  of 
one  must  be  applied  to  the  other.  No  sub- 
stantial reason  can  be  given  for  the  applica- 
tion of  the  doctrine  of  principal  use  to  the 
urban  homesteads  which  does  not  apply  with 
equal  force  to  the  rural  homestead;  and  to 
make  the  application  of  that  doctrine  to  the 
rural  homestead  would  be  to  destroy  the 
homestead  privilege,  as  it  is  provided  for  by 
the  statute,  and  to  leave  to  the  Judgment  of 
the  court  in  each  Instance  whether  the  value 
of  the  revenue  from  the  homestead  was  not 
greater  than  the  value  of  the  mere  residence 
upon  it,  and,  if  found  to  be  so,  that  the  home- 


stead would  then  cease  to  be  exempt,  and  to 
submit  the  security  of  the  homestead  not  to 
the  express  and  exact  provisions  of  the  stat- 
ute, but  to  the  Judgment  of  the  comt.  In  tlie 
language  of  the  court  in  Stevens  v.  HolUngs. 
worth,  74  III.  208,  it  would  be  difficult  to  ex- 
plain "why  the  garden,  stables,  yards,  orcli- 
ard,  etc.,"  upon  the  rural  homestead  "shall  be 
exempt,  and  the  shop,  mill,  or  business  house, 
although  Indispensably  necessary  to  earn  a 
support  for  the  family,  and  located  on  the 
same  lot  of  ground  with  the  residence,  shall 
not  be  exempt"  AVe  are  aware  that.  In  the 
case  of  Greeley  v.  Scott,  2  Woods,  657,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  5,746,  Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  in  con> 
strulng  a  constitutional  provision  of  the  state 
of  Florida  upon  the  subject  of  "homestead," 
stated  that:  "If  the  rural  homestead  should 
become  the  scene  of  a  diversity  of  industries, 
and  the  farmer  owning  one  hundred  and. 
sixty  acres  should  undertake  to  establish 
thereon  a  sawmill,  a  gristmill,  and  a  carding 
and  fulling  mill,  be  could  not  claim  all  of 
these  separate  businesses  as  pertaining  to, 
and  a  part  of,  his  homestead,  and  exempt 
from  execution."  The  facts  cited  in  the  opin- 
ion of  Judge  Bradley  would  be  an  appro* 
priate  citation  against  a  construction  of  our 
statute  which  would  undertake  to  say  that  a 
diversity  of  industries  might  be  estahUsihed 
upon  the  various  portions  of  an  acre  in  a 
town  or  city,  under  color  of  the  homestead 
privilege,  and  might  be  claimed  as  exempt 
from  forced  sale  for  the  payment  of  debts. 
Such  a  construction  we  are  not  making.  The 
construction  here  made  is  tliat  which  we  hold 
the  law  to  be  in  this  territory,  as  applied  to 
the  facts  as  they  are  presented  in  this  ease. 
The  statute  may  be  invidious  to  the  rights  of 
creditors.  It  may  be  made  the  cover  of  great 
injustice.  A  large  fortune  derived  from  the 
wealth  and  resources  of  creditors  may  be  in- 
vested under  its  protection,  and  be  exempt 
Such  methods,  if  such  be  the  result,  might 
reflect  very  Injuriously  upon  the  credit  of  the 
territory.  But  if  these  reflections  are  Just 
they  are  matters  to  be  presented  to  the  leg- 
islature for  the  purpose  of  urging  a  modifloa- 
tion  of  the  law. 

These  reflections,  however,  do  not  aid  us  in 
determining  what  the  statute  means.  The 
Judicial  function  is  to  determine  and  declare 
U-hat  the  law  is,  as  it  now  stands.  It  Is  the 
privilege  of  the  court  as  well  as  its  duty,  to 
refrain  from  undertaking  to  alter  or  to  give 
any  other  than  that  plain  meaning  to  the  law 
which  another  branch  of  the  government  has 
enacted  and  declared.  The  government  Is 
more  secure,  and  the  people  bmist  of  their 
legislative  rights,  when  each  branch  of  the 
government  keeps  within  Its  own  proper  prov- 
ince. The  law  seems  plain;  and,  if  the  peo- 
ple of  this  territory  wish  It  otherwise,  it  i* 
in  their  power  to  make  that  wish  manifest. 
The  legislative  body  meets  In  this  territory 
every  two  years,  with  full  authority  to  legis- 
late upon  this  subject,  to  alter,  amend,  or  eo- 
tlrely  revoke  tliis  statute.   While  this  partlcu- 
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lar  rase  may  appear  to  bear  upon  the  Interests 
of  the  creditor,  we  cannot  make  the  law,  but 
must  declare  it  Just  as  we  believe  It  to  be.  The 
statute  for  the  state  of  Wisconsin,  provid- 
ing for  the  exemption  of  an  urban  home- 
stead, is  set  forth  above  in  terms  so  similar 
to  those  of  our  own  as  to  defy  distinction, 
except  as  to  the  amount  of  land  which  may 
be  claimed  as  exempt  We  approve  the  views 
of  the  supreme  court  of  that  case,  as  ex- 
pressed in  Phelps  V.  Rooney,  cited  above, 
Interpreting  and  construing  that  statute.  The 
statute  of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  providing 
for  the  exemption  of  a  homestead,  exempts, 
within  a  city,  town,  or  village,  "as  a  home- 
stead a  quantity  of  land  not  exceeding  one 
lot."  In  the  case  of  Jacoby  v.  Distilling  Co. 
(Minn.)  43  N.  W.  52,  the  following  facts  were, 
under  this  statute,  submitted  to  the  court  for 
a  ruling:  This  was  an  action  by  Fanny 
Jacoby  to  determine  the  adverse  claims  of  the 
Parkland  Distilling  Company  and  others  to 
a  tract  of  land  165  by  66  feet,  that  being  one 
lot,  as  originally  platted  in  th«  city  of  Minne- 
apolis, on  which  was  erected  a  three-story 
brick  building,  furnished  for  stores  below, 
and  with  rooms  for  a  residence  above.  The 
defendants  in  error  claimed  the  building  un- 
der a  lien,  by  reason  of  certain  Judgments  re- 
covered by  them  against  George  G.  Jacoby, 
the  husband  of  the  plaintiff  in  error.  It  was 
admitted  upon  the  trial  that  the  debts  for 
which  the  Judgments  of  the  defendant  In  er- 
ror were  recovered  were  incurred  as  stated, 
and  would  be  a  Hen  upon  the  property  If  It 
was  not  exempt  under  the  homestead  act. 
The  rooms  In  the  second  story  were  occupied 
as  a  residence  by  the  plaintiffs  In  error,  and 
claimed  by  them  as  their  homestead.  Upon 
this  state  of  facts.  It  was  said  by  the  court 
that:  "The  fact  tliat  the  building  on  the  lot 
in  question  was  in  part  suited  to  and  used 
for  business  purposes  was  wholly  Immate- 
rial. No  restriction  Is  placed  upon  the  uses 
of  any  part  of  the  building,  provided  It  is  the 
dwelling  of  the  debtor.  This  has  been  the 
settled  construction  of  the  statute  for  many 
years.  Kelly  v.  Baker,  10  Minn.  154  (Gil. 
124);  Winland  v.  Holcomb  (Minn.)  3  N.  W. 
341.  Neither  can  the  question  of  the  value 
of  the  premises,  or  what  proportion  that 
value  bears  to  the  remaining  property  of  the 
debtor,  be  at  all  Important,  so  long  as  the 
premises  are  in  area  within  the  limit  of  the 
exemption  fixed  by  law.  Unfortunately,  our 
statute  fixes  no  limit  as  to  the  value  upon  the 
homestead  exemption.  It  must  be  confessed 
that  such  a  law  may  be  greatly  abused,  and 
permit  great  moral  fraud;  but  that  Is  a  ques- 
tion for  the  legislature,  and  not  for  the 
courts."  In  the  case  of  Kelly  v.  Baker,  here 
cited  and  relied  upon,  the  premises  In  ques- 
tion consisted  of  a  quantity  of  land  in  a 
town,  upon  which  was  a  brick  building  two 
stories  high,  with  a  basement.  The  front 
part  was  built,  rented,  and  used  for  a  store, 
and  was  adapted  to  such  use.  The  second 
story  of  the  front  part  was  used  as  a  printing 


and  Job  office,  by  a  company  of  which  the 
owner  was  a  membei-,  and  also  by  the  own- 
er (who  was  a  physician)  as  his  ofllce.  The 
basement  under  the  front  of  the  building  was 
also  rented,  a  part  of  it  in  connection  with 
the  store,  and  the  other  part  for  pork-pack- 
ing, in  which  the  owner  also  had  some  ar- 
ticles stored.  The  rear  part  of  the  building 
was  fitted  up  and  used  by  the  plaintiff  as  his 
dwelling  house,  having  one  entrance  through 
the  hall  in  rear  of  his  store,  and  connected 
with  it  by  a  door,  and  one  from  the  rear  of 
the  building.  The  building  was  situated  on 
a  comer,  having  an  alley  In  the  rear.  It 
was  held  that  the  entire  building  was  ex- 
empt as  the  homestead  of  the  owner.  "It  la 
to  be  observed,"  said  Mr.  Justice  Berry,  "that 
no  limitations  were  imposed  by  the  legisla- 
ture upon  the  use  which  would  be  made  of 
the  homestead  of  eighty  acres,  or  of  one  lot, 
provided,  only,  it  wcs  the  dwelling  place  of 
the  party  clar  nmg  the  exemption.  As  to  the 
balance  beyond  what  was  requu-ed  for  the 
site  of  the  house,  the  claimant  seems  to  have 
been  left  free  to  allow  it  to  remain  unln- 
closed,  unimproved,  vacant,  and  Idle,  or  to 
devote  It  to  any  use  he  might  choose."  The 
statute  of  the  state  of  Michigan  (How.  Ann. 
St  5  7721)  exempts  "a  quantity  of  land  not 
exceeding  in  amount  one  lot  in  any  town, 
city  or  village,  and  a  dwelling  house  thereon, 
and  Its  appurtenances,  owned  and  occupied 
by  any  resident  of  this  state."  The  provision 
of  the  statute  is  In  sul)stance  the  same  as 
that  which  we  are  now  Interpreting.  The 
supreme  court  of  tliat  state.  In  King  v.  Wei- 
burn,  47  N.  W.  106,  November  14,  1890,  In- 
terpreted this  statute.  The  defendants,  Wel- 
bum  and  others,  occupied  lots  1  and  2,  In  block 
48,  and  lot  21,  in  block  40V^,  in  the  vUlage  of 
Three  Rivers.  Upon  lots  1  and  2  was  a 
three-story  building,  used  as  an  hotel,  and  a 
two-story  wooden  building  in  the  rear,  used 
as  a  dwelling  house,  and  a  baiii  upon  lot  21, 
used  in  connection  with  the  hotel.  They  liv- 
ed In  the  hotel;  had  no  other  rosldence  or 
home,  or  land  or  property,  out  of  which  to 
constnict  a  homestead.  The  homestead  was 
disregarded  by  the  ofiicer  bearing  the  execu- 
tion. The  court  said:  "It  is  insisted  that 
this  building  was  occupied  by  the  petitioner 
and  his  family  for  the  sole  purpose  of  con- 
ducting an  hotel,  and  that  therefore  no  home- 
stead right  attached.  We  cannot  agree  with 
this  contention.  The  adoption  of  this  doc- 
trine would  be  In  plain  defiance  of  the  stat- 
ute, and  render  it  nugatory  to  those  engaged 
In  the  business  of  hotel  keeping.  The  bene- 
fits of  the  statute  are  to  be  secured  to  all 
owners  of  land  which  they  occupy  with  their 
families,  and  who  have  no  other  home.  There 
is  no  intent  apparent  anywhere  to  exclude  the 
families  of  hotel  keepers  from  the  benefits  of 
the  act." 

A  constitutional  provision  of  the  state  of 
Kansas  (article  15,  i  9)  provides  "that  a 
homestead  to  the  extent  of  •  •  •  one  acre 
within  the  limits  ofL^ftiJ^-corporated  town  or 
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dty  occopled  as  a  realdenc«  by  the  family  of 
the  owner,  together  with  all  ImproTements 
oa  the  same  ahall  be  exempt  from  forced 
sale,"  etc.  It  Is  claimed  by  the  defendant 
in  eaoT  that  the  Kansas  casea  are  decided 
npon  the  doctrine  that  the  homestead  was 
not  exempt  as  a  homestead  if  the  boiding  In 
which  it  la  claimed  is  principally  used  for 
bnsiness,  or  other  purpose  than  the  home  of 
the  family.  An  examination  of  the  Kansas 
caaea  does  not  give  ns  that  Impression.  In 
the  Cfljse  of  Hogan  ▼.  Manners,  23  Kan.  552, 
Brewer,  J.,  in  delivering  the  opinicm  of  the 
court,  saya  thai:  "The  fact  that  a  party  may 
have  his  store  or  shop  or  office  in  a  part  of 
the  residoice  will  not,  of  itself,  destroy  its 
homestead  character.  We  are  not  called  up- 
on to  decide  whether  the  occupation  by  the 
family  of  the  owner  ef  a  single  room  in  a 
laise  boilding  nsed  chiefly  for  stores  and  ot- 
fices  will  give  to  the  entire  building  a  home- 
stead character.  All  we  do  decide  is  that, 
wbare  a  building  whose  ahse  and  number  of 
rooms  is  not  shown  is  occupied  as  a  residence 
by  the  family  of  the  owner,  its  homestead 
character  is  not  destroyed  by  proof  that  a 
single  room  or  two  is  used  by  the  owner  for 
bnsiness  purposes."  In  the  case  of  Bush  v. 
Gordon,  38  Kan.  535,  16  Pac.  700,  the  first 
or  lower  story  and  cellar  were  used  by  the 
wife  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  on  a  retail 
grocery  and  provlalon  business.  The  entire 
real  estate  was  used  by  the  husband  and 
wife  In  connection  with  their  residence  and 
the  grocery  and  provision  business.  It  was 
said  by  the  court:  "There  Is  nothing  to  pre- 
vent it  from  being  a  homestead  within  the 
meaning  of  the  homestead  exemption  laws, 
except  that  the  wife  keeps  a  grocery  and  pro- 
vision store  In  the  first  or  lower  story,  and 
makes  use  of  the  cellar  and  some  other  parts 
of  the  premises  in  connection  therewith." 
The  property  was  held  exempt  In  Bebb  v. 
Crowe,  30  Kan.  342,  18  Pac.  223,  part  of  the 
lower  story  and  basement  were  leased  for 
business  purposes  by  tenants,  and  a  room  at- 
tached to  the  main  building  was  during  a  part 
of  the  time  leased,  and  during  a  part  of  the 
time  occupied  by  pialntifTs  as  a  butch«r  shop; 
and  the  question  thereupon  arose  as  to 
whether  the  occupancy  of  a  part  of  the  build- 
ing would  destroy  the  homestead  right  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  that  part  of  the  building  so 
used.  The  court  said:  "Why  should  not  the 
owner  do  as  he  wishes  with  his  own  build- 
ing, when  it  is  in  reality  his  own  residence, 
—the  abode,  the  dwelling  house,  the  home,  of 
his  family?  Of  course,  if  it  should  prac- 
tically become  a  business  house  rather  than 
a  home,  it  would  then  cease  to  be  exempt 
The  owner  had  the  privilege  of  using  any 
part  of  the  building  for  his  family,— the  base- 
ment, the  first  floor,  or  second  floor.  The  ex- 
emptions do  not  depend  upon  so  frail  a 
thread  as  which  part  of  a  dwelling  a  family 
most  use;  nor  does  the  architecture  of  the 
building,  or  the  question  whether  it  would 
be  more  convenient  as  a  store  than  a  dwel- 


ling house,  decide  Its  character.  The  test  Is 
whether  the  building  was  used  as  a  resi- 
dence, not  nominally,  but  actually.  We  be- 
lieve It  was  In  fact  the  residence  of  the 
plaintiffs.  It  certainly  was  the  only  home 
they  had,  and  we  believe  it  came  witfalh  the 
provisions  that  exempt  it  from  forced  sale. 
*  *  *  Homestead  is  limited  in  its  extent  in 
this  state,  and  must  be  occupied  as  a  resi- 
dence of  the  family;  but  there  is  no  limita- 
tion on  its  value."  The  doctrine  of  principal 
use,  contended  for  by  defendant  in  error,  so 
far  from  being  confirmed  in  these  oases, 
seems  to  us  to  be  emphatically  refuted.  That 
this  conclusion  Is  correct  is  confirmed  by  the 
fact  that  the  authorities  cited  by  the  court  in 
the  latter  case,  as  authority  for  the  law 
there  announced,  are  the  cases  of  Phelps  v. 
Booney,  8  Wis.  70,  and  the  Minnesota  cases 
of  Umland  r.  Holcombe,  26  Minn.  288,  3  N. 
W.  341,  KeUy  v.  Baker,  10  Minn.  154  (GU. 
124),  and  Gainus  t.  Cannon,  42  Ark.  SOS, 
which  expressly  announce  the  doctrine  that  if 
any  portion  ot  the  property  be  occupied  for 
homestead  purposes  the  whole  is  exempt, 
and  which  excludes  the  doctrine  of  principal 
use.  In  the  case  of  Hoffman  v.  Hill,  47  Kan. 
611,  28  Pac.  623,  the  question  was  whether 
lot  5,  in  block  numbered  16  in  the  city  of 
Bunker  Hill,  Busaell  county,  was  exempt  as 
a  homestead.  The  house  upon  the  premises 
was  occupied  as  a  residence  by  the  family  of 
Hill,  and  the  building  in  which  they  lived 
was  also  as  an  hotel  and  boarding  bouse. 
Upon  this  state  of  factSy  it  was  declared  by 
the  court  that:  "It  follows,  from  the  deci- 
sions made  by  this  and  other  courts  of  last 
resort,  that  It  makes  no  difference  that  the 
homestead  or  a  part  thereof  may  be  used  tor 
some  other  purpose  than  as  a  homestead, 
where  the  whole  of  It  constitutes  only  one 
tract  of  land  not  exceeding  In  area  the 
amount  permitted  to  be  exempted  under  the 
homestead  exemption  laws,  and  where  the  part 
claimed  as  not  a  part  of  the  homestead  has 
not  been  totally  abandoned  as  a  part  there- 
of, by  making  it  toe  instance,  another  per- 
son's homestead,  or  a  part  thereof,  or  by  us- 
ing it,  or  permitting  it  to  be  used,  in  some 
othee  mannw  inconsistent  with  the  home- 
stead lnta«sts  of  the  husband  and  wife." 
And  the  authorities  relied  upon  include, 
along  with  other  Kansas  authorities,  the  case 
of  Bebb  V.  Crowe,  above  cited.  In  which  the 
Wisconsin,  Minnesota,  and  Arluinsas  author- 
ities are  relied  upon.  In  the  case  of  Lay- 
son  V.  Grange,  48  Kan.  440,  29  Pac.  686, 
the  supreme  court  cites,  with  approval,  the 
case  of  Stevens  v.  Hoillngsworth,  74  111.  202, 
to  wit:  "The  intention  of  the  legislature  in 
enacting  the  homestead  exemption  law  was 
not  to  save  a  mere  shelter  for  the  debtor  and 
his  famUy,  but  it  was  to  give  him  full  enjoy- 
ment of  the  whole  lot  of  ground  exempted, 
to  be  used  in  whatever  way  he  might  think 
best  for  the  occupancy  and  support  of  his 
family,  whether  in  the  way  or  cultivating  It 
or  by  the  erection  of  buildings  upon  It,  either 
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for  arrylng  on  bis  cram  business  or  for  de- 
ttrtng  income  In  the  way  of  rent"  A.nd 
tlien  the  court  proceeds  to  say  that  it  haia 
ncently  held  that:  "It  makes  no  difference 
■If  a  part  of  the  homestead  has  been  used  for 
other  purposes  not  inconsistent  with  the  own- 
er^ homestead  interests,  where  the  part 
claimed  as  not  being  a  part  of  the  homestead 
baa  not  been  totally  abandoned  by  the  debt- 
vt." 

These  announcements  upon  the  subject  of 
Ibe  extent  and  the  absolute  nature  of  the 
homestead  right  are  fortified  by  reference 
not  only  to  all  Kansas  cases  herein  referred 
to^  but  also  to  the  law  as  It  existed  In  IIU- 
note,  and  as  It  was  announced  in  the  case  of 
In  re  Tcrtelling,  2  DUl.  839,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
13,842.  The  adoption  In  this  case  of  the  law 
as  it  has  been  declared  in  the  state  of  Illi- 
nois leaves  to  the  homestead  claimant  not 
oidy  a  mere  shelter  for  himself  and  family, 
but  gives  to  him  the  fall  enjoyment  of  the 
whole  lot  of  grronnd  exempt,  to  be  used  in 
whatever  way  he  might  thinlc  best  for  the 
occupancy  and  support  of  his  family,  by  car- 
tying  on  his  own  business  or  for  deriving  in- 
come in  the  way  of  rent  It  also  expresses 
the  same  doctrine.  In  another  form,  when  it 
says  that  the  homestead  claimant  has  not 
totally  abandoned  that  part  of  the  homestead 
■ought  to  be  subjected  to  the  payment  of 
hii  debts.  These  expressions  of  the  law 
leave,  in  our  Judgment,  no  room  for  the  doc- 
trine that  a  building  in  a  city,  town,  or  vil- 
lage in  this  territory,  occupied  as  a  home- 
stead, will  not  be  exempt  from  seizure  un- 
der execution  if  the  principal  use  thereof  be 
dedicated  to  business,  or  used  for  the  pur- 
pose of  deriving  Income  by  renting  any  por- 
tion of  the  prc^erty  whatever,  provided  that 
some  portion  of  such  building  be  still  used 
as  a  liomestead  by  the  debtor.  We  have 
dwelt  upon  the  Kansas  cases  because  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  of  that  state  herein- 
before cited  more  nearly  resemble  the  home- 
stead exemption  act  of  this  territory  titan 
any  other  homestead  act  which  we  have 
found  in  this  investigation.  They  are  stated 
in  tneir  historical  order;  and  it  thus  appears 
that,  while  Judge  Brewer  desisted  from  pass- 
ing upon  the  question  now  under  considera- 
tion, which  was  not  in  the  case  of  Hogan  t. 
Manners,  then  before  him,  yet,  when  the 
question  afterward  came  up,  the  supreme 
court  of  that  state,  in  Bebb  v.  Crowe,  did 
meet  the  question,  and  pass  upon  it,  as  it 
has  been  herein  set  out.  The  same  inter- 
pretation has  been  placed  by  Judge  Dillon, 
while  presiding  as  a  circuit  Judge  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  for  the  Eighth  circuit  (2  Dill.  389, 
Fed.  Cas.  No.  13,S42).  In  that  case,  the 
house  occupied  by  the  bankrupt  debtor  was 
bdd  to  be  exempt,  although  a  portion  of  it 
was  used  for  a  brewery.  The  court  there 
declares  that:  "The  constitutional  provision 
respecting  the  homestead  exemption  is  ex- 
ceedingly liberal  to  the  debtor;  but  it  may 
admit  of  some  doubt  whether  it  is  Just  to- 


ward the  creditor.  The  qmntlly  of  land  ex- 
empted is  limited,  but  there  is  no  limitation 
on  the  value  of  the  land  exempted,  or  the 
value  of  the  [homestead]  impnt-anents 
thereon.  If  the  building  is  occupied  as  a  resi- 
dence by  the  family  of  the  owner,  it  is  ex- 
empt, whatever  its  value.  •  •  •  We  only 
hold  that  the  whole  house  occupied  as  a 
home  is  exempt,  though  a  portion  of  it  may 
be  used,  and  may  have  been  constructed, 
with  a  view  to  be  used  for  other  purposes." 

It  was  assigned  as  error  that  the  presiding 
Judge  interrogated  witnesses  during  the  trial 
of  the  cause,  and  that  such  tntoregationwas 
error.  We  understand  the  law  to  be  that  It 
Is  the  duty  of  the  Judge,  in  the  exercise  of 
sound  discretion,  to  elicit  the  evidence  upon 
r^evant  and  material  points  involved  in  the 
case.  The  record  does  not  show  that  any  er^ 
ror  was  committed  by  the  Judge  in  the  inter- 
rogatories as  participated  in  by  him.  Fer- 
guson V.  Hirsch,  M  Ind.  337;  Bllxzard  y. 
Appl^ate,  77  Ind.  516;  Lefevre  v.  Johnw», 
79  Ind.  554;  Huffman  v.  Cauble,  86  Ind.  601; 
Sparks  v.  State,  59  Ala.  82.  The  whole  buUd- 
ing  is  exempt  from  forced  sale,  and  the  order 
of  the  district  court  is  reversed,  and  the  in- 
JuncUon  herein  will  be  made  permanent^ 


DOWNMAN  et  al.  v. 


(3  OU.  ZZTj 
SAUNDERS, 


(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1895.) 

TOVS-SIIB    COMHISSIONEKS  —  FOWERS  —  OOVBKH- 

MKNT  Town  Bits— Ejbctios  or 
OccDPAXT  or  Lot. 

1.  Under  the  law  regulating  the  adminis- 
tration of  the  trust  where  lands  are  entered  1^ 
the  probate  judge,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
occupants  of  such  land,  as  a  town  site,  in  this 
territory,  as  adopted  by  congress  from  the  state 
of  Kansas,  the  commissioners  appointed  by  the 
probate  judge  to  sot  off  the  lots  to  occupants  of 
a  town  site  are  not  a  judicial  tribunal,  and  their 
award  is  not  a  judicial  determination,  and  it  is 
unnecessary,  in  the  petition  of  one  who  seeks  to 
recover  lots  by  virtue  of  his  actual  occupancy 
as  against  one  who  holds  the  deed  from  the  pro- 
bate judge,  to  allege  fraud  in  the  making  of 
such  award,  in  order  to  state  a  cause  of  action 
in  his  petition. 

2.  Une  who,  by  force  and  violence,  enters  in- 
to the  posseesioD  of  another  on  a  government 
town  site,  and  ejects  him  from  his  settlement 
and  improvements,  and  prevents  him  from  mak- 
ing further  improvements  by  violence  and  intim- 
idation, cannot  defeat  the  t»ior  settler  in  his  ef- 
fort to  acquire  title  to  the  lota  settled  upon  by 
him,  because  of  the  meagemesa  of  the  improve- 
ments of  such  prior  settler. 

3.  It  is  not  necessary  that  an  occupant  of 
lots  on  a  government  town  site  should  also  be 
a  resident  either  of  the  lots  or  of  the  town  site. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  (Canadian  coun- 
ty;  before  Justice  John  H.  Burford. 

Action  by  George  S.  Saunders  against  Cliff 
K.  Tucker  to  recover  certain  real  estate. 
Robert  Downman  intervened.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  from  which  defendant  and  inter- 
vener appeaL     Affirmed. 

J.  C.  Roberts  and  C.  U.  Cterswell,  fOr  plain- 
tiffs in  error.  John  I.  Dille  and  John 
Schmook,  Jr.,  for  defendant  In  error. 

uigiiizea  oy  >.jv^v_)y  l\_ 


OkL) 


I>OWNMAlff  «.  SAUNDERS. 


30S 


BI£R£R,  J.  George  &  Saanders  brought 
bis  action  in  the  district  court  of  Canadian 
county  against  Cliff  Tncksr  to  recover-  six 
lots  in  the  town  of  Okarche,  Canadian  conn^ 
ty,  Oklahoma  Territory,  of  which  he  claimed 
be  was  the  equitable  owner,  and  entitled  to 
a  conveyance  of  the  lots  from  the  defendant, 
becanse  of  his  occupancy  thereof  for  town- 
site  purposes.  Afterwards,  Robert  Down- 
man  intervened  in  the  case,  and  filed  a  sepa- 
rate answer  showing  that,  sobseQuent  to  the 
filing  of  the  action  by  Saunders,  he  had  pur- 
chased the  lots  from  Cliff  K.  Tucker,  and 
claimed  that  be  was  the  lawful  owner  of  the 
property.  Plaintiff  claimed  in  his  petition 
that  on  the  l&th  day  of  April,  1892,  which  is 
the  date  of  the  opening  to  settlement  of  what 
Is  known  as  the  "Cheyenne  and  Ampaboe 
Country,"  the  town  site  of  Okarche  was  set- 
tled upon  by  several  hundred  people,  and  the 
land  covered  by  the  town  site  claimed  for 
town-site  ptuposes;  that  Winfleld  S.  Smith 
settled  ni>on  and  occupied  lots  1  and  3, 
Charles  A.  Cunningham  settled  upon  and  oc-' 
cupied  lots  3  and  4,  and  J.  N.  Radeker  settled 
upon  and  occupied  lots  2  and  6,  all  in  block 
IB,  in  the  town  of  Okarche,  and  that  they 
made  valuable  Improvements  thereon;  that 
on  the  22d  and  23d  days  of  April,  18^,  the 
plaintiff  purchased  said  lots  for  a  valuable 
consideration  from  said  parties,  and  took  ac- 
tual iMsseasion  thereof,  fenced  said  lots,  aud 
continued  to  be  in  the  actual  possession  there- 
of until  the  19th  day  of  July,  1862,  when  Cliff 
K.  Tucker,  by  taree,  broke  down  and  de- 
stroyed plaintiff's  fence  and  his  other  im- 
provements on  the  lots,  and  took  possession 
of  the  lots,  and  ejected  the  plaintiff  there- 
from, and  refused  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to 
make  any  further  improvements  on  the  lots, 
aud  by  force,  threats,  menaces)  and  the  use 
of  deadly  weapons,  kept  the  plaintiff  out 
of  the  possession  of  the  lots;  that  on  the  27th 
day  of  July,  181)2,  the  probetn  Judge  of  Cana- 
dian county  entered  the  tract  of  land  cov- 
ered by  said  town  site  at  the  land  office  at 
Kingfisher,  Oklahoma  Territory,  for  the  use 
and  benedt  of  the  occupants  thereof,  and  that 
three  persons  were  appointed  commissioners 
by  tbe  probate  Judge  to  award  the  lots  in  said 
town  site  to  the  respective  occupants;  that 
tbe  plaintiff  filed  his  apidicatlon  and  made- 
hls  proof  before  said  commissioners,  but  that 
they  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  awarded  the 
lots  to  Cliff  K.  Tucko:,  and  that  the  probate 
Judge,  over  the  protests  and  objections  of  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  8th  day  of  October,  1892, 
tbe  same  day  this  action  was  brought,  deeded 
said  lots  to  said  Tucker;  and  that  he  had 
offered  and  tendered  to  the  probate  Judge 
before  said  deed-  was  made  all  the  fees,  ex- 
penses, and  assessments  required  by  said 
probate  Jndge  and  the  commissioners  to  be 
paid  for  tbe  issuance  of  a  deed  to  said  lots, 
and  in  his  petitlcxi  toidered  and  offered  to 
pay  Into  court,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
defendant,  any  stnn  the  court  might  find  due 
the  defendant  and  for  the  fees  and  assess- 


ments on  said  lots.  To  this  petitt<»i  bofU 
defendants  filed  their  answer,  admitting  all 
of  the  matters  with  reference  to  the  gen* 
eral  seittlemont  of  the  land  on  which  the 
town  site  of  (%arche  was  located  for  towa- 
sAte  purposes,  the  proving  up  of  the  same,  and 
tile  aK>oiutment  of  commissioners,  etc.,  but 
denying  the  plaintiff's  equitable  'claim  to 
these  lots.  On  a  trial  before  the  court  the 
proof  fully  supported  the  allegations  of  the 
plaintiff's  complaint,  and  the  court  found 
"that  the  plaintiff  settled  upon  and  occupied 
the  lots  one  (1),  two  (2),  three  (3),  four  (4), 
five  (5),  and  six  (6),  block  sixteen  (16),  in  the 
town  of  Okarche,  county  of  Canadian,  terri- 
tory of  Oklahoma,  as  alleged  In  his  complaint, 
and  that  he  was  the  only  bona  fide  occnpant 
of  said  lots  on  the  27th  day  of  July,  1892,  at 
the  time  said  lots  and  said  town  site  were  en- 
tered at  tbe  land  cffice  by  the  probate  Judge 
of  said  county  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  fhe 
occupants  thereof,  and  that  the  other  allega- 
tions of  the  plaintiff's  complaint  as  to  the  oc" 
copancy  and  entry  of  said  town  site  for  busi- 
ness and  trade  are  true;  that  plaintiff  com- 
piled with  all  the  requirements  of  said  pro- 
bate Judge  and  commissions^  appointed  by 
hUn  to  survey  and  plat  said  town  site,  and  to 
set  off  and  allot  lots  and  blocks  to  the  re- 
spective owners  thereof,  with  all  of  the  re- 
quirements of  law,  and  with  all  of  tbe  condi^' 
tlons  precedent  required  of  him  to  obtain 
legal  title  and  a  conveyance  of  said  lots  from 
said  probate  Judge;  that  said  Judge  refused 
to  convey  said  lots  to  pteilntlff,  and  unlawful- 
ly conveyed  tbe  same  to  defendant,  Cliff  K. 
Tucker;  that  at  tbe  commencement  of  this 
action  plaintiff  was  tbe  equitable  owner  of 
said  jots,  and  entitled  to  a  deed  therefor,  and 
that  defendant  Cliff  K.  Tucker  was  at  that 
date  the  holder  of  the  naked  legal  title,  and 
was  and  is  hi  equity  htdding  such  legal  title 
as  trustee  for  plaintiff;  that  intervener  Rob- 
ert H.  Downman  purchased  said  lots  of  his 
codefendant  Cliff  K.  Tucker  after  the  pend- 
ency of  this  action,  after  the  filing  of  a  lis 
pendens  notice  herein,  and  after  he  had  ac- 
tual knowledge  of  plaintiff's  claim  to  said 
lots  and  the  pendency  of  this  action."  A  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  was  made  and  overruled, 
and  an  exception  allowed.  Judgment  was 
given  the  plaintiff  for  the  recovery  of  the 
lots,  from  which  defendant  and  intervener 
appeal. 

The  first  error  assigned  in  the  brief  of 
plaintiffs  in  error  is  that  tbe  plaintiffs  peti- 
tion does  not  state  sutficient  facts  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action.  They  contend  that 
the  commissioners  appointed  by  the  proband 
Judge  are  Judicial  tribunals,  with  similar 
liowers  and  authorities  to  those  possessed  by 
the  land  tribimals  for  the  determination  of 
controversies  betwe«i  contending  claimants 
on  government  lands,  and  that  their  decision 
upon  questions  of  fact,  of  settlement,  and  of 
^occupanc.v  are  final,  unless  impeached  for 
fraud,  accident,  or  mistake,  and  that  the  alle- 
gatlMis  of  fraud  in  the  j^nplaint  are  sim^x^ 
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In  general  terms,  and  Insnfflclent  to  Impeach 
Tbe  award  of  the  commlsslonera.  If  the  first 
proposition  were  true,— that  la,  that  the  com- 
mlasloners  are  a  Judicial  tribunal,— we  would 
have  to  sustain  the  objection  to  the  com- 
plaint, because  it  would  not  be  sufficient  as 
a  complaint  seeking  to  set  aside  an  award  or 
Judgment  of  the  land  tribunal,  upon  which 
one  party  had  acquired  title  to  the  tract  of 
goyemment  land,  because  the  only  allegation 
In  the  complaint  that  could  be  considered  as 
an  allegation  of  fraud  is  that  tbe  probata 
Judge  and  commissioners  unlawfully  and 
wrongfully,  and  without  authority  of  law, 
refused  to  report  In  favor  of  plalntifF,  and 
to  issue  him  a  deed  for  said  lota.  Such  an 
allegation  would  be  wholly  insufficient  to  im- 
peach the  decision  of  a  body  possessing  Judi- 
cial authority.  Marques  v.  Frisbie,  101  U. 
S.  478.  But  the  commissioners,  in  carrying 
out  the  proTlaions  of  the  Kansas  town-site 
law,  as  plsiced  in  force  In  this  territ(»7  by 
section  17  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891,  were 
not  a  Judicial  tribunal.  Counsel  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error  treat  this  as  an  open  question, 
although  it  was  held  squarely  against  their 
position  in  the  case  of  Brown  t.  Parker,  89 
Pac  B67,  decided  by  this  court  almost  a  year 
ago,  and  although,  even  without  this  decision: 
of  Brown  v.  Parker,  It  could  hardly  be  said 
to  have  been  an  open  question  since  the  de- 
cision of  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  upon 
this  very  town-site  law  in  tbe  case  <^  Rath- 
bone  T.  Sterling,  25  Kan.  444,  where  it  was 
said  (Mr.  Justice  Brewer  speaking  for  ttao 
court):  "It  seems  to  us  that  the  legislature 
intended  that  there  should  be  no  formal  trial 
or  conclusive  adjudication,- that  as  to  such 
questions  as  arise  in  this  case,  their  award 
should  be  simply  prima  facie  evidence  of  oc- 
cupancy and  right  They  inquire  into  and 
report  facts.  They  do  not  decide  dliqiutes  or 
render  Judgments.  Our  conclusion,  then.  Is 
that,  in  a  case  in  which  there  was  a  single 
occupant  of  a  lot, '  the  award  of  the  commis- 
sioners and  tbe  subsequent  deed  of  the  pro- 
bate Judge  are  not  conclusive  against  the 
rights  of  the  occupant"  Counsel  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error,  however,  without  even  making 
a  reference  to  these  cases  of  Brown  v.  Park- 
er and  Rathbone  v.  Sterling,  and  without  a 
single  suggestion  as  to  why  they  do  not  prop- 
erly declare  the  law  under  our  town-site 
act,  still  contend  that  the  commissioners,  in 
making  their  award,  are  a  Judicial  tribunal, 
and  cite  in  support  of  their  contention  the 
cases  of  Anderson  v.  Barteis,  7  Colo.  256, 
3  Pac.  225,  and  Cbever  v.  Horner,  11  Colo. 
68L  17  Pac.  495,  the  last  of  which  cases  sim- 
ply follows  the  first,  which  Is  a  more  elalw- 
rate  (q>inIon  upon  the  question,  and  in  which 
it  la  held  that  under  the  law  of  Colorado, 
passed  in  pursuance  of  the  delegated  power 
given  by  the  townnslte  law  of  congress  to 
the  states  and  territories  to  make  regular 
ttona  for  the  execution  of  the  trust  an 
award  of  a  probate  Judge  la  final,  unless  im- 
peached   on    some    weU-known    equitable 


grounds  therefor.  Tbeae  decisions,  manifest- 
ly, can  hare  no  beating  whatever  up<m  tbe 
question,  for  they  are  not  made  upon  a  stat- 
ute like  the  K«.nswa  statute^  which  camev 
with  Its  construction,  as  ours  by  adoption  bj 
congress  did,  to  this  territory.  The  case  ot 
Anderson  v.  Barteis  shows  that  in  Colorado 
the  probate  Judge  was  granted  Judicial  po>w- 
er,  and  was  made  a  tribunal  to  try  and  de- 
termine questions  coDceming  tbe  occupancy 
of  parties  upon  a  town  site.  A  part  of  the 
language  of  the  act,  as  quoted  in  the  above- 
cited  case,  is:  "It  shall  be  the  duty  of  said 
probate  Judge  to  inquire  into  the  same  by 
such  competent  testimony  as  may  \^  pro- 
duced before  him  in  that  behalf,  and  if  he 
shall  be  of  (HjiinlcHi  that  such  lots  or  land 
have  been  wrongfully  Mnitted,  he  shall 
thereupon  Include  the  same  In  such  list,  and 
proceed  to  advertise  and  sell  the  same." 
And  upon  tbe  authority  granted  to  the  pro- 
bate Judge  by  this  statute  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine controversies  the  supreme  court  in  this 
case  said:  '^e  was  invested  with  fanctlomi 
analogous  and  similar  in  character  to  thoee 
of  the  land  department  at  the  geoerai  gov- 
ernment, or  of  the  ot&cexs  ot  a  state,  diai^ 
ged  with  the  same  class  of  duties.  His  do- 
ties  involved  the  hearing  and  considenUlon 
of  testimony  concerning  the  rights  of  claim- 
ants, and  passing  upon  its  «»npetency,  cred- 
ibility, and  weight  It  alao  Involved  Judicial 
trials  before  him,  in  certain  Instances, 
wherein  he  was  required  to  render  Judg- 
ments, from  which  appeals  might  be  prose- 
cuted to  the  supreme  court  <^  the  territory. 
The  congressional  act  of  May  28,  1884,  au- 
thorized said  Judge  to  execute  the  trust  thus 
reposed  in  him  by  the  disposal  of  lota  and 
parcels  of  land  in  accordance  with  rules  and 
regulations  to  be  prescribed  by  the  t»ri- 
torial  legislature."  Our  statute  grants  no 
such  power  to  the  commissioners.  They  are 
nowhere  directed  to  hear  testimony,  to  try 
a  case,  or  to  determine  any  controversy  be- 
tween opposing  dalmants.  They  are  simply 
directed  "to  set  off,  to  persons  entitled  to 
the  same,"  tbe  lots  or  grounds,  and  they 
were  given  no  authority  to  award  Iota  to  a 
person  not  entitled  to  tben^  nor  to  sweat 
witnesses,  or  hear  proof,  or  make  a  deter- 
minatlMi  that  would  preclude  the  parties 
from  having  an  investigation  of  the  tacts  in 
a  court  of  equity,  and  it  is  a  different  stat- 
ute entirely  from  the  Colorado  statute,  and 
of  course  the  conatructioa  thereon  must  nec- 
essarily be  different 

Counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error  contend  that 
the  Judgment  should  be  reversed  becaose 
plaintiff  below  was  not  an  actual  occupant 
upon  the  lots  on  July  27, 1892,  the  date  when 
the  land  was  entered  fw  town-site  purpoees, 
and  because  the  improvements  and  posBe» 
sion  of  the  pbUntlff  were  not  aufficlent  to 
constitute  him  an  occupant  of  the  Iota  Cor 
town-site  purposes.  It  would  be  a  queer 
rule  of  law  that  would  permit  plaintiffs  in 
error  to  urge  either  of  these  objection*  to 
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111*  plalnttfTa  rigbt  to  lots,  ne  findings  of 
tact  of  tbe  court  below  are  all  in  favor  of 
tlw  plaintiff,  and  tbey  afe,  generally,  tluit 
tlw  allegations  of  hia  complaint  are  trae,  and, 
qtedflcally,  that  be  ires  the  only  bona  fide 
occnpant  of  the  lots  at  the  tUne  the  town 
lite  was  entered  at  tbe  land  office;  and  the 
eridence  shows  that  tbe  plaintiff,  some  time 
prior  to  Xncker's  forcible  and  nnlawfnl  eor 
try  thereof,  was  in  tbe  a<;tua]  possessloD,  of 
the  lots,  had  fenced  them,  and  had  built 
two  small  foundations  of  two  by  four  tim- 
bers, nailed  together;  that  Tucker  knew  of 
plalntUTs  settlement  and  occupancy  on  the 
lot,  and  bad  gone  to  plaintiff  and  tried  to 
buy  three  of  the  lots  for  tbe  purpose  of  lo- 
cating his  lumber  yard  thereon;  that  tbe 
plaintiff  declined  to  sell  them  for  that  pur- 
pose, stating  that  he  did  not  want  a  lumber 
yard  there,  and  Tucker  then  made  tbe  re- 
maric  tbat  Saunders  might  as  well  sell  them 
to  him, — ^tliat  if  be  did  not  he  would  jump 
them  anyliow,  as  tbe  lumber  company  was 
worth  $3,000,000,  and  they  would  beat  him 
(Sannders)  out  of  tbe  lots.  Tbe  evidence 
also  shows  tbat  Saunders  had  made  arrange- 
ments for  lumber  to  build  oa  tbe  lots,  and 
went  there  on  July  22d  for  tbe  purpose 
of  making  further  improrements,  and  that 
Tucker,  with  a  hatchet  in  his  Iiand,  refused 
Saunders  permission  to  go  upon  ttie  lots,  and 
ttireatened  to  split  bis  head  open  if  be  went 
upon  them  or  even  through  his  own  fence. 
Saunders  is  admitted  to  be  a  tnlor  settler  to 
Tucker.  His  rights  to  tbe  lots  attached  long 
prior  to  those  of  Tucker,  and  existed  with 
Tucko's  knowledge,  and  It  does  not  He  in 
the  mouth  of  a  trespasser,  a  law  breaker, 
a  rulHan,  and  a  bully,  who  keeps  a  settler  off 
of  government  land,  to  claim  that  be  has  a 
prior  right  to  acquire  title  because  of  the 
Insoffldency  of  his  adversary's  occupancy 
and  improvement,  when  better  Improve- 
ments have  been  prervented  by  the  unlawful 
force  and  violence  of  tbe  very  person  who 
makes  these  objections  against  tbe  right  of 
tbe  settler.  It  would  not  do  to  hold  that 
one  settler  may  eject  another  settler  from 
his  settlement,  and  take  possesion  of  his  im- 
Ittomaents,  and  prevent  tbe  first  settler 
from  making  further  improvements,  and 
then  succeed  on  account  of  tbe  slight  im- 
provements of  the  first  party.  Such  a  hold- 
ing as  tliat  would  be  placing  a  premium  upon 
ftand,  violence,  and  intimidation,  which  we 
cannot  consent  to  do.  The  bounty  of  tbe 
government  in  giving  lands  to  occupants  for 
town-site  purposes  at  tbe  date  of  the  entry 
was  not  intended  to  aid  those  who  unlaw- 
fully and  forcibly  take  posseeslon  of  tbe 
very  ground  settled  upon  by  another  party. 
As  is  said  by  Mr.  Justice  Field,  in  Ricks  v. 
Beed,  19  CaL  566,  and  quoted  and  approved 
hi  Rector  ▼.  Gibbon,  111  V.  S.  276,  4  Sup. 
Ct  605:  "Bat  this  provision  does  not  estab- 
lish that  it  was  the  intention  of  congress 
to  give  tbe  benefits  of  tbe  entry  to  mere 
temporary  occupants  of  particular  tracts  at 


the  date  of  tbe  entry,  without  reference  tp 
the  character  of  their  occapancy,  and  there- 
by in  many  instances  deprive  the  original 
bona  fide  settlers  of  the  premises  and  im- 
provements, in  favor  of  those  who  bad,  by 
force  or  otherwise,  intruded  upon  th^r  set- 
tlement Were  such  tbe  effect  of  tbe  provi- 
sion in  question,  tbe  trespasser  of  yesterday 
or  tbe  tenant  of  to-day  would  often  be  in  a 
better  position  than  parties  who,  by  their 
previous  occupation  and  Industry,  have  built 
up  the  town  and  made  the  property  valu- 
able. We  do  not  think  that  congress  could 
have  contemplated  tbat  results  ot  this  na- 
ture should  follow  upon  its  legislation,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  that  it  intended  tbat  the 
original  and  bona  fide  occnpants  should  be 
tbe  recipients  of  the  benefits  of  tbe  entry, 
to  the  extent,  at  least,  of  their  interests." 
As  was  said  l^  Mr.  Justice  Miller,  in  the 
often  cited  case  of  Atberton  v.  Fowler,  08 
U.  S.  613:  "The  generosity  by  whlcb  con- 
gress gave  the  setUer  the  right  of  pre-emp- 
tion was  not  intended  to  give  him  tb«  ben- 
efit of  another  man's  labor,  and  authorize 
him  to  turn  that  man  and  liis  family  out  of 
their  home.  It  did  not  propose  to  give  Its 
bounty  to  settiements  obtained  by  vitritence 
at  the  expense  of  others.  The  right  to  make 
a  setUement  was  to  be  exercised  on  nnsei- 
tied  land;  to  make  improvementa^  on  unim- 
proved land.  To  erect  a  dwelling  bouse  did 
not  mean  to  seize  some  other  man's  dwell- 
tng.  It  had  reference  to  vacant  land,— to  un- 
improved land,— and  it  would  have  shocked 
tbe  moral  sense  of  the  men  who  passed  these 
laws  if  they  liad  supposed  that  they  bad  ex- 
tended an  invitation  to  the  pioneer  population 
to  acquire  Inchoate  rights  to  the  public  lands 
by  trespass,  by  violence,  by  robbery,  by  acts 
leading  to  homicides,  and  other  crimes  of  less 
moral  turpitude." 

There  was  no  error  under  the  evidence  In 
finding  that,  in  equity,  Saunders  was  the  ac- 
tual occupant  of  the  land  at  the  date  of  the 
entry  of  the  town  site,  for  it  clearly  shows 
that  he  was  an  occupant  prior  to  the  inter- 
ruption by  Tucka,  and  tbat  he  would  have 
been  an  actual  occupant,  and  would  have  bad 
ample  Improvements  on  the  land  to  entitle 
him  to  a  deed  by  virtue  of  his  occupancy  and 
Improvements,  except  for  the  forcible  resist- 
ance of  Tu<dcer;  and  this  resistance  cannot 
permit  Tucker  to  acquire  and  to  convey  to 
another,  who  had  notice  of  Saunders'  claim, 
tbe  titie  to  property  which.  In  equity  and 
good  conscience,  belongs  to  Saunders. 

Nor  is  there  anytlilng  In  the  contention  of 
plalntlfEa  In  error  tliat  Saunders  cannot  recov- 
er because  be  was  not  a  resident.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  law  of  congress  which  grants 
to  parties  a  right  to  acquire  titie  to  govern- 
ment land  by  town-site  entry  and  occupancy 
tliat  requires  that  a  claimant  shall  be  a  resi- 
dent of  tbe  town  site.  It  is  only  necessary 
tbat  he  be  an  occnpant  of  the  land  to  which 
be  claims  title.  Greiner  t.  Fulton,  46  Kaa. 
405, 26  Pac.  705w  ^  t' 
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The  Judgment  of  tbe  court  below  ia  aX- 
flrmed.  with  costs.  All  tbe  Justices  coaciK- 
rioc,  except  BUBFOBD,  J.,  not  sitting. 


(t  OU.  622) 

NICHOLS  T.  TBBBITOBT. 

(buvreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1805.) 

Ckiuinai.    Lxw— Joint  Ihdicthxnt  — Skfakatb 

Tbiai/— Beoiftion  or  Vshoiot — 

FOLLIXQ  JCRT. 

1.  Persons  Jointly  indicted  for  a  felony  have 
a  right  on  request  to  separate  trial,  bat  such 
light  may  be  waived,  either  expressly  or  by  the 
conduct  of  the  parties.  Such  request  must  be 
made  before  the  trial  begins,  and  for  this  pur- 
pose the  trial  commences  from  the  time  wnen 
the  work  of  impaneling  the  jury  begins.  It  is 
not  error  to  OTermle  a  request  for  separate  trial 
made  after  the  parties  announced  ready  for 
trial  and  the  work  of  impaneling  the  jury  was 
commenced. 

2.  Section  12,  art  12,  e.  68,  Gsde  Cr.  Proe., 
relating  to  manner  of  receiving  the  verdict,  con- 
templates an  oral  verdict  And  where  the  verdict 
is  in  writing,  and  signed  by  the  foreman,  and 
delivered  and  read  in  open  coort,  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute  are  obviated,  and  it  is  not 
error  to  fail  to  poll  the  Jury,  nnleas  reqaested  by 
one  of  the  parties. 

8.  When  alleged  errors  are  expressly  waiv- 
ed they  will  not  be  considered. 

(Sullabos  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county;  be- 
fore Justice  Frank  Dale: 

Henry  Nichols  was  convicted  of  grand  lar- 
ceny, and  brings  error.     Affirmed. 

George  Gardner,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  A. 
H.  Guston,  for  the  Torrltory. 

BUBFOBD,  J.  The  plaintiff  In  error,  de- 
fendant below,  was  prosecuted  by  Indict- 
ment in  tbe  district  court  of  Logan  county. 
Jointly  with  one  Frank  Sharp,  for  the  crime 
of  grand  larceny,  tried  by  Jury,  found  guilty, 
and  sentenced  to  two  years'  imprisonment  in 
the  territorial  penitentiary  at  Lansing,  Kan. 
A  motion  for  new  trial  was  filed  and  over- 
roled,  and  exceptions  duly  saved.  The  cause 
is  brought  to  this  court  upon  a  case  made 
and  petition  In  error,  under  the  provisions  of 
section  7,  art  16,  c.  68,  St  1893. 

Among  the  alleged  errors  complained  of 
are  the  following:  (4)  "That  the  court  erred 
in  not  requiring  the  Jury  to  be  sworn  before 
the  trial  begun."  (9)  "That  the  court  erred 
in  not  requiring  the  plaintiff  in  error  to  be 
present  during  all  the  stages  of  the  trial." 
(10)  "The  court  erred  In  overruling  the  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  the  motion  In  arrest  of 
Judgment,  and  In  passing  sentence  upon  the 
defendant  In  the  absence  of  the  defendant" 
As  each  of  these  alleged  errors  Is  expressly 
waived  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  In  error,  we 
will  give  them  no  consideration. 

Tbe  only  other  assignments  of  error  relied 
npoQ  are  the  first  and  ^hth.  The  first  is 
to  the  effect  that  the  court  erred  in  overrul- 
ing plaintiff  in  error's  motion  for  a  separate 
trial.  SecUon  8,  art  10,  c.  68,  St  1893,  pro- 
vides that  "when  two  or  more  defendants  are 
indicted  Jointly  for  a  felony,  any  defendant 


requiring  it  must  be  tried  separately.  Ia 
other  cases  defendants  Jointly  proMcoted 
may  be  tried  separately  or  Jointly  in  tbe 
discretion  of  the  court"  The  right  to  sep- 
arate trial  in  felonlea  la  a  privilege  extended 
to  the  defendant,  to  be  granted  by  the  ooart 
on  his  request  or  demand.  This  privil^o  or 
right  U  one  he  may  waive,  and  he  doea 
waive  It  in  all  casea  wltere  he  falls  to  make 
the  request  within  proper  time.  It  la  a  role 
that,  where  statutory  rights  and  privileges 
may  be  waived  by  the  party  entitled  to  sarne^ 
such  waiver  may  be  by  conduct  as  well  as 
by  express  declaratl<»i.  It  appears  from  the 
record  In  this  case  that,  on  the  day  the  cause 
was  set  for  trial  In  the  district  court,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  and  his  codefendant  were 
present  In  person  and  by  counsel,  and  ail 
parties  announced  ready  for  trial,  and  the 
Impaneling  of  the  Jury  waa  In  progress,  when 
the  defendants  demanded  a  separate  trial. 
The  demand  was  denied  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  not  made  in  time.  In  the  case  of 
Hulllnger  v.  State,  25  Ohio  St  441,  the  su- 
preme court  of  Ohio  construed  a  similar  stat- 
ute^ which  provides:  "Where  two  or  mors 
persons  are  Indicted  for  a  felony,  each  per- 
son so  Indicted,  shall,  on  application  to  the 
court  for  that  purpose  be  separately  tried." 
In  the  Ohio  case  the  defendants  demanded 
a  separate  trial  after  the  Jury  was  impanel- 
ed, but  before  it  waa  sworn.  The  court  said: 
"There  Is  no  doubt  that  the  right  of  separate 
trials,  thus  secured,  may  be  waived  by  the 
parties.  Nor  is  there  any  doubt  that  such 
waiver  may  be  Implied  from  the  conduct  of 
tbe  parties.  The  question  here  is  whether 
the  exercise  of  the  right  of  challenge  during 
the  Impaneling  of  the  Jury  Is  such  conduct 
on  the  part  of  the  accused  as  will  Imply  such 
waiver.  We  think  the  application  for  sep- 
arate trials  must  be  made  before  exercising 
the  right  of  challenge,  otherwise  the  right  of 
separate  trials  will  be  deemed  to  have  been 
waived."  It  is  true^  In  the  case  under  con- 
sideration, it  does  not  appear  that  any  ch<ii- 
lenge  had  been  exercised,  but  we  think  the 
conduct  of  the  defendant  calls  for  the  appli- 
cation of  the  same  rule.  The  same  rule  is 
announced  by  Judge  Maxwell  in  his  Criminal 
Procedure.  Maxw.  Cr.  Proc.  562.  In  Me- 
Junkins  v.  State,  10  Ind.  140,  the  court  held, 
under  a  similar  statute,  that  the  right  to  a 
separate  trial  was  waived  when  the  demand 
was  not  made  after  the  Jury  was  sworn. 
Moore,  Cr.  Law,  i  293.  It  Is  contended  that 
it  was  held  In  Babcock  v.  People.  15  Hun, 
347.  that  the  statutory  right  to  a  separate 
trial  Is  available  after  the  jury  Is  sworn.  We 
cannot  assent  to  such  doctrine.  If  It  may 
be  made  after  the  Jury  is  sworn,  we  see  no 
good  reason  why  it  might  not  be  made  after 
the  evidence  of  the  territory  Is  In,  or  after 
the  court  has  Instructed  the  Jury,  or  at  any 
other  time  before  final  s^itence.  If  this 
right  to  separate  trial  may  be  demanded  aft- 
er the  trial  begins  at  one  stage  of  the  pro- 
ceedings,  why  may   it  not  at  any   stage? 
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Where  will  the  court  draw  the  line?  No 
authority  will  qnestlon  the  propoflitlon  that 
the  trial  has  been  commenced  when  the  jury 
Is  sworn.  We  think  the  correct  rule  la  to 
require  such  demand  to  be  made  before  any 
of  the  steps  are  taken  in  the  progress  of  the 
trial  of  the  cause.  It  is  not  reasonable,  fair, 
or  Just  to  suppose  that  It  was  Intended  that 
the  courts  should  be  used  to  satisfy  the 
whim  or  caprice  of  those  who  may  have  busi- 
ness before  them,  or  tliat  a  defendant  may 
dect  to  go  to  trial,  and  after  finding  that  be 
does  not  like  the  looks  of  the  Jury,  or  for 
some  other  trivial  cause,  demand  a  separate 
trial,  and  thus  cause  the  work  of  the  court 
to  iUl  be  gone  oyer  again.  For  the  purpose 
of  determining  when  this  right  of  separate 
trial  shall  be  requested,  we  b<rid  that  it  may 
be  at  any  time  befcHre  the  trial  begins;  and 
fmr  this  purpose  the  trial  commences  from 
the  time  the  parties  have  announced  ready 
for  trial  and  the  work  of  impaneling  the  JiKy 
begins.  The  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  in  Hopt  v.  Utah,  UO  U.  S.  674,  4  Sup. 
Ct  202,  said:  "For  ev«y  purpose,  therefore, 
InTolved  in  the  requirement  that  tlie  defend- 
ant shall  be  personally  present  at  the  trial, 
where  the  Indictment  is  tor  a  felony,  the  trial 
commences  at  least  from  the  time  when  the 
work  of  lmx>aneling  the  Jury  begins."  And 
this  doctrine  was  approred  in  Lewis  y.  U. 
S.,  146  V.  S.  370,  13  Sup.  Ct.  130.  The  de- 
mand for  a  separate  trial  haring  been  made, 
in  the  case  at  bar  after  the  woilc  of  impanel- 
ing the  Jury  was  in  progress,  it  was  made 
too  late,  and  there  was  no  error  in  overrul- 
higlt 

The  next  contention  of  plaintiff  in  error  is 
that  the  court  erred  in  falling  to  comply 
with  the  requirements  of  the  statute  concern- 
ing the  reception  and  recording  of  the  ver- 
dict. Section  12,  art.  12,  c,  68,  St.  1893,  pro- 
Tides  as  follows:  "When  the  verdict  is  giv- 
en and  is  such  as  the  court  may  receive,  the 
clerk  must  Immediately  record  it  in  full  up- 
on the  minutes  and  must  read  it  to  the  Jury 
and  inqnire  of  them  whether  it  Is  their  ver- 
dict If  any  Juror  disagrees  the  fact  must 
be  entered  upon  the  minutes  and  the  Jury 
again  sent  out.  But  If  no  disagreement  is 
expressed,  the  verdict  is  complete  and  tue 
Jury  must  be  discharged  from  the  case." 
This  provision  of  our  statute  contemplates 
an  oral  verdict,  and,  recognizing  the  usual 
uncertainty  of  oral  statements,  such  safe^ 
guards  are  provided  as  wiU  insure  the  re- 
cording of  the  verdict  In  the  language  and 
form  that  meets  the  concurrence  of  all  the 
Jurors;  but  in  case  of  a  written  verdict,  sign- 
ed by  the  foreman,  and  delivered  In  court, 
there  Is  no  necessity  for  these  requirements. 
The  written  verdict  is  as  cei-taiu  as  It  can 
be  made.  It  is  concurred  in  Liefore  it  la  pre- 
sented to  the  court,  and  it  supplies  the  place 
of  the  usual  formalities  in  case  of  an  oral 
verdict  The  record  shows  that  the  verdict 
returned  in  this  case  was  a  written  verdict, 
signed  by  the  foreman  of  the  jury,  and  de- 


livered and  read  In  open  court  Section  11 
provides  that:  "When  a  verdict  Is  r^idered 
and  before  it  is  recorded,  the  Jury  may  be 
polled  on  the  requirement  of  either  party  in 
which  case  they  must  be  severally  as^ed 
whether  it  is  their  verdict,  and  if  any  one 
answer  in  the  negative,  the  Jury  must  be 
sent  out  for  further  deliberation."  The  de- 
fendant did  not  require  the  Jury  to  be  polled, 
and  he  must  have  been  satisfied  that  the  ver- 
dict, as  read  in  his  hearing,  expressed  the 
finding  of  the  Jury,  and  that  all  concurred 
therein.  We  find  nothing  in  the  record  to 
warrant  us  in  interfering  with  the  Judgment 
in  the  cause.  The  Judgment  of  the  district 
court  of  Logan  county  is  affirmed,  at  the 
costs  of  plalntlfl  In  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 


MULHALt,  V.  MULHALL. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1895.) 

Pl.EADnC08— AHBKSUEIIT  —  ViaiAlCCB  —  APPBAI/— 

Review — Pbesumftioms— CoKTRAcn 

— CONSIDBKATIO!!. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant 
for  money  loaned,  and  the  defendant  answered 
by  a  general  denial,  and  also  b}'  special  plea  that 
the  money  had  been  invested  hi  cattle,  in  which 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  partners,  and  in 
which  they  had  both  invested  certain  amounts 
of  money,  and  that  the  cattle  still  remained  un- 
disposed of,  and  where  the  piaintiS  replied  by 
general  denial,  and  a  trial  was  had  by  the  court, 
and  neither  the  evidence  nor  the  rulings  upon 
any  of  the  questions  occurring  on  the  trial  are 
saved,  but  the  record  is  brought  to  this  court 
on  a  transcript  of  the  pleadings  and  the  special 
findings  and  conclusions  of  the  court,  showing 
that  tne  court  found  that  the  $1,500  was  in- 
vested in  a  partnership  interest  in  the  cattle, 
bat  afterwards  the  defendant  agreed  to  take  the 
plamtiff's  interest  in  the  cattle  and  to  pay  him 
back  the  said  sum  of  $1,500,  and  the  court  ren- 
dered judgment  for  the  amount  sued  for  In 
favor  of  plaintiff,  held,  that  the  case  is  one  In 
which  the  pleadings  could  have  been  amended 
to  correspond  to  the  proof,  and  that,  no  objec- 
tion appearing  to  have  been  made  until  after 
judgment,  this  court  will  consider  the  case  as 
if  proper  amendments  had  been  made,  and  there 
was  not  a  fatal  variance. 

2.  Where  the  evidence  and  the  record  of 
the  proceedings  occurring  on  the  trial  of  the 
cause  are  not  brought  to  this  court,  but  only  the 
pleadings,  findings,  and  conclusions  of  the  court, 
and  the  motions  made  after  judgment,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  all  of  the  proceedings  of  the 
court  are  regular,  and  that  the  pleadings  were 
treated  by  the  parties  as  amended,  where  the 
case  is  one  where  an  amendment  may  be  al- 
lowed. 

3.  A  partnership  interest  in  certain  cattle, 
in  which  a  party  had  invested  $1,500,  and  in 
which  it  appeared  at  the  time  of  the  contract 
that  the  business  would  be  unprofitable  and  loss- 
es might  occur,  and  where  there  19  no  claim  of 
fraud  or  deceit,  is  suifident  consideration  for  a 
promise  to  pay  $1,600  for  such  partnership  in- 
terest in  the  cattle. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  .Tustlce  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  Joseph  L.  Mulhall  against  Zach- 
ariab  Mnlball  for  money  had  and  received.  > 
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From  a  Jodgment  for  plaintiff,  and  an  order 
denying  a  new  trial,  defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 


Huston  &  Huston,  for  appellant. 
Cotteral,  for  appellee. 


Keaton  & 


BIERER,  J.  This  action  was  brought  In 
the  court  below  by  Joseph  L.  Mulhall  against 
Zat-horiah  Mulhall  under  the  1893  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  which  is  the  Kansas  Code, 
adopted  into  this  territorj',  to  recover  fhHn 
the  defendant  the  sum  of  $1,500  with  inter- 
est, in  which  amount  the  plaintiff  alleged  the 
defendant  was  indebted  to  him  for  money 
loaned  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  on  the 
16th  day  of  February,  1893,  and  which  the 
plalntitt  alleged  was  due  and  unpaid.  The 
defendant  filed  his  answer  in  two  paragraphs 
— First,  a  general  denial;  and,  second,  a  spe- 
cial defense  in  which  the  defendant  alleged 
that  on  the  16th  day  of  February,  1893,  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  entered  into  a  contract  of 
partnership,  whereby  it  was  agreed  that  they 
would  enter  into  the  cattle  business  and 
would  purchase  a  large  number  of  cattle  to 
feed;  that  they  arranged  with  one  Samuel 
I^zarus  to  procure  365  head  of  cattle;  that 
plaintiff  placed  in  said  business  $1,500  (the 
$1,500  for  which  he  sued  the  defendant),  and 
that  the  defendant  placed  in  said  business 
$500,  and  Samuel  Lazarus  $11,575;  that  said 
cattle  were  to  be  sold,  and  Lazarus  to  receive 
bis  said  investment  with  Interest  thereon,  aft- 
er which  plaintiff  and  defendant  were  to  re- 
ceive their  respective  Investments,  and  If 
anything  then  remained  it  was  to  be  divided 
as  profits;  that  the  cattle  were  to  remain  the 
cattle  of  the  said  Lazarus  until  his  money 
was  received  therefrom  as  agreed;  that  the 
said  Lazarus  has  sold  and  disposed  of  a  por- 
tion of  said  cattle,  but  not  sufiBcient  to  pay 
his  interest  therein,  and  tliat  said  partnership 
business  still  remains  undisposed  of,  and  that 
plaintiff  and  defendant  have  had  no  settle- 
ment, and  cannot  make  any  settlement  until 
the  cattle  are  disposed  of.  To  this  answer 
plaintiff  filed  a  general  denial.  A  trial  was 
had  by  the  court,  a  Jury  being  waived.  Up- 
on the  trial  the  court  made  the  following  find- 
ings of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  and  ren- 
dered Judgment  thereon  as  follows,  to  wit: 

"The  court,  liaving  heard  the  evidence,  and 
being  fully  and  sufficiently  advised  in  the 
premises  finds  the  following  facts:  First 
That  on  or  about  the  16th  day  of  February, 
1893,  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendant  entensd 
into  an  agreement  for  the  purpose  of  buying 
and  feeding  a  bunch  of  cattle,  to  be  purchas- 
ed of  one  Tonk  Smith,  and  such  cattle  were 
so  purchased,  under  an  implied  agreement 
of  partnership.  Second.  That  In  iiursuance 
of  said  agreement  plaintiff  put  in  the  sum  of 
fifteen  hundred  dollars  and  the  defendant  the 
sum  of  five  h.undred  dollars,  and  paid  the 
same  to  the  said  Tonk  Smith  as  the  first  pay- 
ment on  said  cattle.  Third.  That  afterwards, 
in  order  to  obtain  the  balance  of  .the  purchase 


price  of  said  cattle,  the  defendant  had  a  bill 
of  sale  for  said  cattle  executed  and  delivered 
by  the  said  Tonk  Smith  to  one  Samuel  Laza- 
rus, said  plaintiff  not  objecting.  Fourth. 
That  afterwards  it  appeared  that  thesaidcat- 
tle  deal  entered  Into  by  said  parties  would  not 
be  profitable,  and  might  result  in  loss.  Fifth. 
That,  after  it  api)eared  that  said  cattle  deal 
might  not  prove  profitable,  the  said  defend- 
ant, Zach  Mnlhall,  vcdnntarily  released  the 
said  plaintiff,  Joseph  Mulhall,  from  said  agree- 
ment, and  assumed  the  risk  of  loss  and  ac- 
cepted of  whatever  of  profit  there  might  re- 
sult from  the  enterprise,  and  agreed  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $1,500.  And  there- 
upon the  court  finds  the  following  conclusions 
of  law:  That  the  plaintiff  was  released  from 
liability  as  a  partner.  Second.  That  the  de- 
fendant is  liable  to  the  plaintiff  for  the  said 
sum  of  fifteen  hundred  dollars  ($1,500)  put 
into  said  partnership  by  the  said  plaintiff. 
It  is  therefore  considered,  ordered,  and  ad- 
judged by  the  court  that  the  plaintiff  recoTer 
judgment  against  defendant  in  the  sum  of 
fifteen  hundred  dollars  ($1,500)  with  interest 
thereon  at  tlje  rate  of  seven  per  cent  (7%) 
per  annum  and  the  costs  of  suit,  to  which 
Judgment  and  conclusions  of  law  the  defmd- 
ant  excepts." 

After  the  Judgment  was  rendered,  the  de- 
fendant moved  for  Judgment  in  his  favor  on 
the  findings  of  the  court,  and  also  for  a  new 
trial,  both  of  which  motions  were  overruled, 
and  an  exception  allowed.  From  this  Judg- 
ment the  defendant  appeals,  and  relies  upon 
two  propositions  for  a  reversal  of  the  Judg- 
ment: First,  that  there  was  a  fatal  variance 
between  the  cause  of  action  stated  In  plain- 
tiff's petition  and  the  cause  of  action  upon 
which  he  recovered;  second,  that  there  was 
no  consideration  to  support  the  defendant's 
agreement  to  repay  the  plaintiff  his  $1,500, 
for  which  plaintiff  recovered. 

The  first  is  the  principal  question  involved 
in  the  case,  and  one  that  has  caused  us  to 
spend  considerable  time  and  much  effort  in 
an  investigation  of  the  decisions  upon  this 
question,  and  in  which  we  have  been  aided 
but  little  by  the  briefs  of  counsel,  for  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error  (mly  cites  decisions  from 
other  states,  where  the  Codes  are  not  shown 
to  be  the  same  as  ours  nor  the  ctmstmctlon. 
similar  to  that  of  the  state  from  whence  we 
have  borrowed  onr  statute,  nor  does  he  cite- 
cases  which  were  tried  the  same  as  the  one 
at  bar  must  be  presumed,  from  the  record  be- 
fore us,  to  have  tteen,  and  this,  in  matters' 
of  practice,  is  vital  in  the  consideration  of 
a  case  as  a  precedent  for  how  can  a  decision 
on  a  question  of  practice  be  in  point  unless 
the  questions  arose  in  a  similar  manner  in 
the  cited  and  in  the  disputed  case,  when  the 
manner  of  the  trial  or  the  mode  of  appeal 
may  waive  or  fall  to  present  the  very  ques- 
tion at  issue?  The  brief  of  defendant  In  er- 
ror contains  only  the  earlier,  and  none  of  the 
later,  decisions  on  the  point  in  controversy. 
The  question  must  be  determined,  Qot  from, 
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the  proTisIons  of  the  Codes  £«itera.lly,  with', 
the  decisions  of  other  states  thereon,  but 
from  the  proTisious  of  our  Code,  with  the  de- 
cisions of  the  Kansas  supreme  court  thereon, 
for  our  legislature  has  adopted  the  KnnfWH 
Code  of  Procedure,  and  the  Kansas  decisions 
must  control  upon  the  question.  The  sec- 
tions of  the  Code  bearing  upon  the  question 
are  as  follows: 

"(4011)  Sec.  133.  No  variance  between  the 
allegations,  in  a  pleading,  and  the  proof,  Is 
to  be  deemed  material,  unless  it  have  actu- 
ally misled  the  adverse  party,  to  his  preju- 
dice, in  maintaining  his  action  or  defense  up- 
or  the  merits.  Whenever  it  is  alleged  that  a 
party  lias  been  so  misled,  that  fact  must  be 
proved  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  court,  and 
it  must  also  be  shown  in  what  respect  he  has 
been  misled,  and  thereupon  the  court  may 
order  the  pleading  to  be  amended,  upon  such 
terms  as  may  be  just." 

"(4012)  Sec.  134.  When  the  variance  is  not 
material,  as  pi-ovided  in  the  last  section,  the 
court  may  direct  the  fact  to  be  found,  accord- 
ing to  the  evidence,  and  may  order  an  imme- 
diate amendment  without  cost." 

"(4013)  Sec.  135.  When,  however,  the  alle- 
gation of  the  claim  or  defense,  to  which  the 
proof  ia  directed,  is  unproved,  not  in  some 
particular  or  particulars  only,  but  in  its 
general  scope  and  meaning,  it  is  not  to  be 
deemd  a  case  of  variance  within  the  last 
two  sections,  but  a  failure  of  proof." 

"(4017)  See.  13».  The  court,  may,  before  or 
after  Judgment,  in  furtherance  of  justice,  aud 
on  such  terms  as  may  he  proper,  amend  any 
pleading,  process  or  proceeding  by  adding  or 
striking  out  the  name  of  any  party,  or  cor- 
recting a  mistake  in  the  name  of  a  party,  or 
a  mistake  in  any  other  respect,  or  by  insert- 
ing other  allegations  material  to  the  case, 
or  conform  the  pleading  or  proceeding  to  the 
facts  proved,  when  such  amendment  does 
not  change  substantially  the  Claim  or  de- 
fense; and  when  any  proceeding  fails  to 
conform.  In  any  resi)ect,  to  the  provisions  of 
this  Code,  the  court  may  permit  the  same  to 
be  made  conformable  thereto  by  amend- 
ment." 

Now  it  will  be  observed,  by  section  133, 
tliat  no  variance  between  the  allegations  of 
the  pleadings  and  the  proof  is  to  be  deemed 
material  unless  the  adverse  party  lias  been 
actually  misled  to  his  prejudice  in  maintain- 
ing his  action  or  defense  upon  the  merits, 
and  that  when  a  party  is  misled  by  such  a 
variance  it  is  incumbent  upon  him  to  show 
to  the  court  tliat  he  has  been  misled,  and 
that  then  the  court  may  allow  an  amend- 
ment upon  terms.  By  section  135  it  Is  pro- 
vided that  It  is  not  a  case  of  variance  when 
the  allegation  of  the  claim  or  defense  to 
which  the  proof  Is  directed  is  unproved,  not 
in  some  particular,  but  in  Its  general  scope 
and  meaning;  but  it  Is  then  a  failure  of 
proof.  The  evidence  adduced  on  the  trial 
is  not  in  the  record,  and  is  not  before  the 
court.    We  have  nothing  but  the  i)leadlngs, 


tbe  flddlngs  and  coiicluriohs  of  the  court;  th'd 
Judgment  in  the  cose,  and  the  motions  for 
Judgment  on  the  findings  aud  for  a  new  trial, 
before  us.  We  have  heretofore  held  that  the 
presumptions  of  law  are  all  in  favor  of  tlie 
correctness  of  the  Judgment  of  tlie  comrt  be- 
low. Gardenhlre  v.  Gardenhlre  (Okl.)  37  Pac. 
813.  So,  too,  the  preeumptlons  are  in  fa- 
vor of  the  correctness  of  all  of  the  proceed- 
ings and  rulings  of  the  court  below,  and  er- 
ror cannot  be  presumed  but  must  be  af- 
firmatively shown.  Lucas  v.  Sturr,  21  Kan. 
482.  As  the  evidence  taken  upon  the  tria; 
and  the  rulings  thereon  are  not  brought  in- 
to the  record,  we  must  presume  that  the  evi- 
dence which  was  offered  upon  the  trial  was 
offered  without  any  objection  thereto,  and 
that  It  was  such  as  would  support  the  find- 
ings of  fact  which  the  court  has  made.  We 
must  presume,  therefore,  that  the  dispute 
between  the  plaintiff  and  defendant,  involv- 
ing the  defendant's  liability  to  plaintiff  for 
this  ?1,.500,  was  ftilly  gone  into  upon  Its  mer- 
its, and  that,  although  the  plaintiff  had 
made  no  amendment  to  his  petition  atlegiug 
that,  after  this  $1,500  had  been  Invested  In 
cattle,  the  defendant  agreed  to  repay  him 
the  amount  of  this  Investment,  and  take  the 
plaintiff's  interest  In  the  cattle,  the  proof 
was  directed  to  this  allegation  as  well  as  to 
the  plaintiff's  allegation  that  he  had  loaned 
this  money  to  the  defendant  in  the  flrat  in- 
stance on  February  16,  1893,  and  that  no 
question  was  raised  on  account  of  the  defect 
In  the  pleadings.  The  money  involved  in 
the  controversy  was  evidently  but  the  one 
sum.  It  Is  stated  to  be  $1,500  In  the  plain- 
tiff's petition,  and  as  having  been  loaned  to 
the  defendant  on  the  15th  day  of  February, 
1893.  It  Is  stated  In  defendant's  answer  as 
being  $1,500,  and  as  having  been  Invested  In 
cattle  on  the  16th  day  of  February.  1893. 
The  prayer  of  the  plaintiff's  petition  was  for 
the  recovery  of  the  sum  of  $1,500,  with  Inter- 
est thereon,  and  the  finding  of  the  court  is 
that  this  identical  sum  of  money  in  dispute 
was  invested  on  the  16th  day  of  February. 
1893,  and  a  contract  was  subsequently  made 
for  the  repayment  of  this  same  sum  by  de- 
fendant to  plaintiff,  and  that  it  all  grew  out 
of  the  original  transaction  entered  into  by 
the  parties  on  the  16th  day  of  February, 
1893.  The  merit  of  the  mntter  laid  In  tlie 
question  as  to  whether  defendant  owed  the 
plaintiff  the  sum  of  $1,500,  and  it  is  but  fair 
to  presume,  in  the  absence  of  the  evidence, 
that  the  facts  of  these  parties'  dealings  were 
fully  Inquired  Into  on  the  trial,  and  that  the 
proof  was  freely  and  willingly  directed  by 
both  parties  to  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  receive  froiu 
the  defendant  the  sum  of  $1,500  on  account 
of  the  business  transactions  which  they  had 
had  concerning  this  $1,500.  It  is  but  fair 
to  presume  that  the  defendant's  position  on 
the  trial  was  that  this  same  money  was 
still  Invested  in  the  business,  and  that  he 
had  not  agreed  to  pay  the  plaintiff  this  mon 
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«7,  and  that  tb«  plalntlfl  aboold  not  be  re- 
paid until  the  cattle  were  sold,  and  it  is  only 
fair  to  presume  that  the  plaintiff  claimed 
that  the  defendant  had  agreed  at  some  time 
prior  to  the  hringring  of  the  acti<»i  to  assume 
the  plaintiff's  interest  In  these  cattle,  which 
had  arisen  by  virtue  of  his  advancement  of 
this  particular  $1,500,  and  agreed  to  pay  that 
s\un  to  the  plaintiff. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  case  In  which 
a  total  failure  of  proot  exists  la  one  in  which 
"the  allegation  of  the  claim  or  defense  to 
which  the  proof  Is  directed  is  unproved," 
and  it  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  that  the  proof  was  directed  to  the  al- 
legation of  a  loan,  as  charged  in  plaintifTs 
petition,  and  that  the  plaintiff  failed  In  this 
proof.  It  is  true  that  the  pleadings  are  the 
written  allegations  of  the  claim  and  defense 
of  the  parties,  and  that  it  is  a  fair  presump- 
tion that  the  proof  offered  correspondied  to  the 
allegations  in  the  pleadings,  but  it  is  Just  as 
fair  a  presumption  that  all  of  the  findings 
of  the  court  are  supported  by  proof  proper- 
ly offered  and  admitted,  and  these  findings 
would  then  show,  and  there  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  dispute  it,  that  evidence  was  <rf- 
fered,  without  objection,  upon  all  the  mat- 
ters which  they  determine,  and  it  is  for 
plaintiff  in  error  to  overthrow  their  correct- 
ness, or  the  Judgment  founded  there<m  must 
stand.  The  language  ot  this  section  (135)  of 
the  Code  of  Procedure  does  not  say  that 
allegations  of  the  pleadings  must  be  proved 
or  else  there  is  a  failure  of  proof,  but  It  is 
that  the  allegatl<ms  of  the  claim  or  defense 
to  which  the  proof  is  directed  must  be  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence.  It  matters  not  how 
informal  or  inaccurate  the  pleadings  may  be. 
If  they  pray  the  Judgment  which  is  rendered, 
and  if  the  proof  supports  the  claim  or  de- 
fense to  which  it  is  directed,  then  there  is  no 
fatal  variance;  and,  as  before  suggested,  we 
must  presume  that  the  findings  of  the  court 
are  on  the  same  auestions  as  the  ones  to 
which  the  proof  was  directed,  and  that  the 
parties  considered  the  pleadings  as  sufficient 
for  the  proof;  and  the  parties  having  con- 
sidered the  case  in  this  manner  on  the  trial, 
should  tlie  supreme  court  now  consider  the 
pleadings  as  tiavlug  been  amended,  or  must 
the  case  be  reversed  because  an  amendment 
was  not  made? 

This  question,  ot  course,  involves  the  pri- 
mary proposition  as  to  whether  or  not,  in  a. 
case  of  this  character,  the  pleadings  could 
be  amended  at  all  so  as  to  change  the  allega- 
tion as  to  the  nature  of  the  transaction  from 
which  the  indebtedness  arose  from  one  of 
the  loan  of  a  particular  amount  of  money 
to  a  contract  to  return  the  particular  sum  of 
money  after  having  invested  it  in  this  prop- 
erty. But  we  will  consider  the  former  ques- 
tion first,  for,  if  the  supreme  court  could  not 
consider  the  amendment  as  having  been 
made  when  it  was  not  actually  made,  thou, 
of  course,  we  would  have  to  reverse  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  below.     There  Is  a 
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long  and  entirely  harmonious  line  of  Kansas 
decisions  upon  this  question,  and  they  leave 
no  doubt  as  to  what  the  rule  in  such  cases  is. 
In  the  caae  of  Raihroad  Co.  ▼.  Caldwell,  8 
Kan.  244k  the  court  held:  "Though  there  be 
a  varian<:e  between  the  allegations  of  a  peti- 
tion and  the  facts  proved  on  the  trial,  yet, 
if  it  be  a  case  where  an  amendment  <^  the 
petition  ought  to  be  allowed  to  conform  it 
to  the  facts  proved,  the  Judgment  will  not 
be  reversed  on  account  of  such  variance."  In 
MitcheU  T.  Mllhoan.  11  Kan.  617.  it  was 
held :  "Where  the  Judgment  substantially  fol- 
lows the  prayer  of  the  petition,  and  where 
the  variance  between  the  Judgment  and  the 
prayer  of  the  petition  is  so  slight  that  the 
plaintiff  would  be  allowed  to  amend  the 
prayer  of  his  petition  at  any  time  without 
costs,  the  Judgment  will  not  be  reversed  for 
said  variance."  In  Pape  v.  Bank,  20  Kan. 
440,  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  said:  "If 
any  amendment  were  necessary,  it  will  be  con- 
sidered as  made  by  this  court."  In  Gas  Ca 
V.  Schliefer,  22  Kan.  468,  it  is  said:  "Hence, 
though  no  formal  amendment  was  made,  we 
think  that,  as  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  in- 
terest, and  as  the  defendant  was  clearly  no- 
tified of  plaintiff's  intention  to  claim  interest, 
we  may  fairly  treat  the  case  as  though  an 
amendment  was  in  fact  made,  and  hold 
that  no  substantial  rights  of  defendant  have 
been  prejudiced."  In  Grandstaff  v.  Brown, 
23  Kan.  176,  it  is  stated:  "If  some  of  the  al- 
legations of  the  petition  might  be  consider- 
ed  as  slightly  defective,  still  the  petition  may 
now  be  considered  as  amended  so  as  to  make 
its  allegations  correspond  to  the  facts  prov- 
ed." In  the  case  of  Hummer  v.  I/amphear, 
32  Kan.  439,  4  Pac.  865,  this  language  is 
used:  "If,  however,  there  was  any  variance 
between  the  pray»  of  the  petition  and  the 
Judgment  rendered,  the  petition  could  have 
been  amended,  and  the  Judgment  will  not  be 
reversed  on  account  of  such  variance."  In 
Tipton  ▼.  Warner,  47  Kan.  606,  28  Pac.  712, 
the  court  states  the  rule  thus:  "The  petition 
is  not,  perhaps,  as  full  and  complete  as  it 
should  be  to  constitute  an  action  to  declare 
and  enforce  a  trust  against  Tipton,  but  as 
the  evidence  Is  sufficient  to  support  such  a 
cause  of  action,  and  also  to  support  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court,  and  as  the  petition  might 
have  been  amended  to  conform  to  the  evi- 
dence, this  court  will  not  reverse  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  below,  but  will  consider 
the  petition  as  having  been  amended  to  con- 
form to  the  facts  proved  and  the  Judgment 
of  the  court"  And  in  as  late  a  case  as  Loper 
V.  State,  48  Kan.  540,  20  Pac.  687,  although 
holding  that  the  rule  could  not  be  applied  in 
the  case  there  determined,  because  the  par- 
ties had,  at  every  opportunity,  objected  to 
the  insufficiency  of  the  allegations  of  the  pe- 
tition, the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  clearly 
defined  what  the  rule  is  where  the  parties  up- 
on the  trial  treat  the  pleadings  aa  amended, 
and  say:  "If  the  case  had  been  tried  by  all 
the  parties  as  if  the  pleadings  had   been 
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amended,  or  it  no  objection  bad  been  taken 
to  tbe  proof  of  all  the  cbar^es  of  the  official 
terms  of  Loper  as  eonnty  treasurer,  we 
might  consider  the  pleadings  as  amended  to 
conform  to  the  facts  proved."  These  decisions, 
then,  clearly  define  the  mle  to  be  that,  If  the 
case  is  one  In  which  amendments  should, 
upon  an  application,  hare  been  allowed,  and 
the  case  is  tried  without  any  objection  to 
the  defects  which  appear  in  the  pleadings,  tlie 
supreme  court  will  treat  the  amendment  as 
having  been  made. 

We  come  now  to  the  primary  and  real  ques- 
tion in  the  case  at  bar.  With  the  answer 
filed  in  the  case  by  the  defendant,  could  the 
pleadings  have  been  amended  so  as  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  upon  his  contract 
with  the  defendant  to  take  the  plaintiff's  in- 
terest in  the  cattle  and  pay  bim  back  his  ad- 
vancement of  $1,500?  It  will  be  observed 
that  it  Is  the  answer  filed  by  the  defendant 
which  first  brought  the  question  of  tlie 
lights  of  these  parties  growing  out  of  this 
partnership  transaction  into  controversy  into 
this  case.  The  plaintiff  in  bis  petition  plead- 
ed nothing  with  reference  to  it,  and  there 
was  no  obligation  whatever  on  the  part  ot 
the  defendant  to  bring  it  into  the  case.  His 
general  denial  would  have  admitted  as  com- 
plete a  defense  to  the  plaintiff's  allegation 
that  the  money  was  received  by  the  defend- 
ant as  a  loan,  as  would  the  allegation  that 
it  was  paid  by  plaintiff  as  an  advancement 
in  a  partnership  arrangement.  The  defend- 
ant himself  chose  to  open  the  controversy  in 
this  respect.  He  chose,  also,  to  allege  that 
the  partnership  was  still  in  existence  and 
was  still  undetermined,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff's $1,500  was  still  Invested  in  the  partner- 
diip  property.  All  of  this,  it  is  true,  the 
plaintiff  denied  by  bis  reply,  in  which  he 
teiled  then  to  allege  that  the  plaintiff  had 
agreed  to  pay  him  the  $1,600  upon  the  settle- 
ment of  the  partnership  transaction.  This 
lattM  falltire  however,  could  cut  but  little 
figure,  for  the  case  was  tried,  as  we  have  a 
right  to  presume  it  was,  tlie  same  as  if  such 
an  allegation  were  contained  in  the  reply. 
Of  course,  such  an  allegation  in  the  reply 
wonld  have  been  wholly  inadmissible,  as  it 
made  a  new  issue.  If  the  defendant  had  not 
brought  this  question  into  the  controversy. 
The  allegations,  ttyr  the  purpose  of  trying 
this  issue,  are,  no  dotibt,  defective  in  both 
plaintiff's  pleadings,  but  these  defects  are 
cured  by  the  pleadings  of  the  opposite  party 
and  by  the  subsequent  proceedings  in  the 
rase.  Grandstaff  v.  Brown,  23  Kan.  176; 
Clay  T.  Hildebrand.  31  Kan.  6(H,  9  Pac.  466; 
Sanford  v.  Weeks.  39  Kan.  618,  18  Pac.  823. 
t'pon  this  subject  the  supreme  court,  in  the 
case  of  Clay  v.  Hildebrand.  say:  "We  think 
the  allegations  of  the  plaintiff's  petition  as 
against  Walruff  are  defective,  but  by  Wal- 
ruff's  subsequent  appearance  in  the  case,  his 
answer,  his  going  to  trial  without  objection, 
his  introducing  evidence  as  though  the  is- 
sues were  all  properly  made  up,  and  his 
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making  no  objection  In  the  court  below  at 
any  time,  we  think  he  waived  and  cured  the 
defective  allegations  of  the  petition  and  sub- 
mitted his  case  to  the  court  below  upon  Its 
merits."  It  is  true  that  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror did  make  an  objection  in  the  court  be- 
low, but  this  objection  was  not  made  until 
after  the  Judgment  was  rendered,  and  there- 
fore the  case  comes  substantially  within  the 
language  of  the  supreme  court  Just  above 
given.  But  whether  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant and  the  subsequent  proceedings 
were  such  as  to  cure  the  serious  defects  in 
the  plaintiff's  pleadings  or  not,  he  certainly 
was  the  party  who  first  brought  the  question 
as  to  the  partnership  transaction  into  the 
case,  and  he  asBlsted,  as  much  as  an  oppo- 
site party  could,  to  bring  the  case  within  the 
class  of  cases  In  which  other  issues  than 
those  first  proposed  may  be  brought  into  the 
case  by  amendment. 

Now  as  to  whether  this  is  one  of  the  cases 
where  so  great  a  change  could  properly  be 
made  In  the  Issues  by  amendment  must  like- 
wise be  determined  from  a  consideration  of 
the  Kansas  decisions  on  the  question,  and 
the  mle  deduced  from  Illustrations  from 
which  the  principle  which  governs  these 
cases  can  be  gathered.  The  cases  are  num- 
erous in  the  Kansas  Ilei>orts,  and  It  will  not 
be  difficult  to  arrive  at  a  correct  conclusion 
after  we  have  observed  what  the  decisltnis 
there  have  been  and  were  before  we  adopted 
their  Code.  In  the  case  of  Railroad  C!o.  v. 
Caldwell,  supra,  the  petiticm  sought  to  charge 
the  defendant  for  damages,  resulting  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  as  a  common 
carrier,  to  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
special  verdict  of  the  Jury  found  that  the 
property  had  been  shipped  under  a  special 
agreement.  Judgment  was  had  for  the  plain- 
tiff, and  on  appeal  the  supreme  court  held 
that  it  was  a  case  where  an  amendment 
ought  to  have  been  allowed  to  the  petition  to 
conform  the  Judgment  to  the  facts  proved, 
and  the  Judgment  below  was  affirmed.  The 
petition  in  the  case  of  Railway  Co.  v.  Mx>n- 
telle,  10  Kan.  119,  sought  to  charge  the  de- 
fendant for  certain  goods  which  It  alleged 
had  been  delivered  to  the  railroad  company 
to  be  carried  for  a  reasonable  reward,  and 
the  issue  was  changed  so  that  the  plaintiff 
recovered  on  proof  that  he  was  a  passenger 
and  that  the  goods  were  his  baggage  to  be 
carried  by  virtue  of  his  being  a  passenger. 
In  Railway  Co.  v.  Salmon,  14  Kan.  512,  an 
amendment  was  allowed  to  the  petition  so  as 
to  charge  the  defendant  for  damages  on  ac- 
count of  the  negligent  killing  of  the  deceased 
as  an  employ^  of  the  railroad  company, 
while  the  original  petition  charged  the  negli- 
gent killing  of  the  deceased  as  a  passenger 
on  the  train  of  the  railroad  company.  In  the 
case  of  Hanlln  v.  Baxter,  20  Kan.  134.  it  was 
held  proper  in  a  Justice  court  to  amend  the 
bill  of  particulars  by  striking  out  the  name 
of  the  plaintiff  and  substituting  an  entli-ely 
different  party  as  the  fl^p>g„^ainpt,>pii^e 
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the  Injury  was  committed,  the  alleged  tree- 
pass  being  claimed  to  have  been  upon  the 
premises  and  possessions  of  the  latter  party, 
but  the  Injury  done  by  the  defendant  being 
the  same  as  that  stated  in  the  original  com- 
plaint. In  the  case  of  Gas  Co.  ▼.  Schllefer, 
supi'a,  it  is  held  that  a  Judgment  for  interest 
which  the  plaintiff  neither  asked  nor  prayed 
for,  but  which  was  allowed  upon  the  Instruc- 
tion of  the  court  to  the  Jury,  should  not  be 
reversed,  because  the  trial  court  might  have 
permitted  an  amendment  to  the  petition. 
The  plaintiff.  In  the  case  of  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Hays,  29  Kan.  103,  was  allowed,  after  Judg- 
ment in  the  Justice  court  and  on  appeal  by 
the  defendant  to  the  district  court,  to  amend 
his  bill  of  particulars  from  a  cause  of  action 
at  common  law  for  the  negligent  killing  of  a 
oow  to  a  statutory  cause  of  action  for  the 
injurj-.  In  the  case  of  Reed  v.  Cooper,  30 
Kan.  574, 1  Pac.  822,  it  was  held  proper  after 
Judgment  In  a  Justice  court  and  appeal  by 
the  defendant  to  the  district  court,  and  after 
all  the  evidence  Is  submitted  in  the  district 
court,  to  permit  the  plaintiff  to  amend  his 
bill  of  particulars  so  as  to  show  that  he  is 
seeking  to  recover  as  administrator  of  an  es- 
tate and  not  in  his  Widivldual  capacity.  It 
was  held  proper  in  the  case  of  Packing  & 
I'.  Co.  V.  Casing  Co.,  34  Kan.  340,  8  Pac.  403, 
for  the  plaintiff  to  amend  its  petition  so  as 
to  allege  that  the  defendant  was  a  copartner- 
ship consisting  of  numerous  named  individ- 
uals. Instead  of  a  corporation,  as  alleged  in 
the  original  petition.  In  the  case  of  Rail- 
way Co.  T.  Rice,  36  Kan.  593,  14  Pac.  229.  It 
was  held  that,  where  a  petition,  Intending  to 
state  a  cause  of  action  for  unlawful  arrest 
and  imprisonment,  sutUcieutly  states  a  cause 
of  action  for  false  imprisonment,  and  where 
the  evidence  clearly  shows  a  cause  of  action 
for  false  Imprisonment,  and  the  defendant  is 
not  misled,  the  plaintiff  bad  the  right  at  any 
time  during  the  trial,  and  possibly  at  any 
time  before  or  after  Judgment,  to  amend  the 
petition  so  as  to  make  It  state  a  good  cause 
of  action  for  false  imprisonment.  In  Bogle 
V.  Gordon,  39  Kan.  31,  17  Pac.  807,  it  is  held 
that  a  petition  on  a  cause  of  action  for  money 
had  and  received  may  be  amended  so  as  to 
charge  that  the  defendant  wrongfully,  know- 
ingly, fraudulently,  and  unlawfully  appro- 
priated and  converted  the  money  to  his  own 
use,  and  that  such  an  amendment  does  not 
change  the  cause  of  action  when  It  Is  evi- 
dent that  the  amended  peitltion  is  concerning 
the  same  transaction  set  forth  in  the  original 
one.  In  Organ  Co.  v.  Lasley,  40  Kan.  521, 
20  Pac.  228,  the  plaintiff  sued  to  recover  the 
possession  of  an  organ  which  had  been  sold 
upon  a  contract  that  the  defendant  would 
I>ay  for  the  same  the  sum  of  $100,  in  a  num- 
ber of  payments  at  stated  times,  the  property 
to  remain  that  of  the  organ  company  until 
l>ald  for,  and  a  part  of  which,  it  was  claimed 
by  the  organ  company,  had  not  been  paid. 
The  defendant  admitted  that  he  still  owed  on 
the  property  the  sum  of  $15,  but  he  alleged 


he  had  made  a  tender  of  the  amount.  On 
the  trial  the  court  found  that  all  the  amounts 
had  been  paid  before  suit  was  brought,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  pos- 
session ot  the  organ.  In  the  supreme  court 
It  was  claimed  that  there  was  a  fatal  vari- 
ance between  the  Issues  and  the  proof,  but 
this  contention  was  denied,  and  the  supreme 
court  held  that  the  case  should  be  considered 
as  if  the  proper  amendment  bad  been  made. 
In  Railway  Co.  r.  McCally,  41  Kan.  639,  21 
Pac.  574,  the  action  was  brought  for  personal 
injuries  to  a  brakeman  occasioned  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant,  and  it  was  al- 
leged that  at  the  time  of  the  injury  he  was 
riding  upon  the  pilot  of  the  engine.  Upon 
the  issue  formed  by  the  denial  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  case  was  tried  to  a  Jury,  and  In  an- 
swer to  one  of  the  special  questions  the  Jury 
answered  that  McCally,  at  the  time  he  was 
injured,  was  not  riding  on  the  pilot  of  the 
engine.  The  evidence  showed  that  he  was 
standing  upon  the  platform  above  the  pilot 
of  the  engine,  and  after  Judgment  the  trial 
court  allowed  an  amendment  to  make  the  pe- 
tition correspond  in  this  respect  to  the  facts 
proved,  and  the  supreme  court  refused  to 
disturb  the  Judgment.  In  the  case  of  Tipton 
V.  Warner,  47  Kan.  006,  28  Pac.  712,  an  ac- 
tion was  brought  for  the  recovery  of  money 
alleged  to  be  due  the  plaintiff  because  of  the 
defendant's  breach  of  trust  in  falling  to  con- 
vey to  plaintiff  the  title  to  certain  tracts  of 
land  which  had  been  located  with  land  war- 
rants furnished  by  plaintiff  under  an  agree- 
ment to  convey  the  same  to  plaintiff,  and 
also  to  recover  a  certain  sum  of  money  loan- 
ed the  plaintiff.  The  petition  set  up  the 
facts  with  reference  to  the  procuring  of  title 
to  the  land  by  the  defendant  and  his  refusal 
to  convey,  constituting  a  breach  of  trust,  but 
only  sought  a  money  Judgment  Upon  the 
trial  the  plaintiff  recovered  the  nx>ney  Judg- 
ment, and  was  also  decreed  an  equity  in  a 
part  of  the  land.  On  apiteal  the  supreme 
court  held  that  it  would  have  been  proper 
to  have  amended  the  petition  so  as  to  consti- 
tute a  good  cause  of  action  to  declare  and 
enforce  the  trust  against  Tipton,  and  as  the 
evidence  supported  such  an  action,  and  the 
court  had  rendered  such  a  Judgment,  the 
supreme  court  would  consider  the  petition  as 
having  been  amended. 

These  cases  we  consider  quite  clearly  in 
point,  and  authority  permitting  an  amend- 
ment to  be  considered  as  made  in  the  case  at 
bar.  In  the  case  of  Bogle  v.  G<H:don,  Bui«a, 
the  plaintiff  sued  for  a  particular  sum  of 
money  had  and  received  by  the  defendant 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  defendant. 
The  amendment  permitted  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion to  be  changed  from  one  for  the  recovery 
of  a  sum  of  money  on  account  to  one  for  the 
unlawful  conversion  of  the  same  money. 
But  It  was  the  same  sum  of  money,  it  was 
the  same  person  who  owed  It,  and  it  was  be- 
tween the  same  parties,  and  for  the  recovery 
of  the  same  amounJ,g,j,^  ^,i^9^8^,bar. 
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the  action  la  for  the  recovery  of  the  anin  of 
$1,500,  with  Interest.  It  Is  money  dne  and 
owing  from  the  defendant  to  the  plaintUt, 
and  we  cannot  obserre  any  prejudice,  and 
none  Is  alleged  to  have  occurred,  to  the  uo- 
fendant  mi  account  of  changing  the  formal 
allegation  as  to  the  nature  of  this  Indebted- 
ness. The  authorities  cited,  giving  Ulnstrar 
tlons  of  cases  where  such  amendments  may 
be  made,  as  well  as  the  language  of  our  stat- 
ute Itself,  show  that  what  Is  aimed  at  under 
our  Code  of  Procedure  Is  the  protection  of 
the  rights  of  the  parties  In  giving  them  an 
opportunity  to  fairly  and  fully  litigate  prop- 
erty concerns  between  them,  and  not  to  per- 
mil  a  party  to  be  defeated  In  the  relief  he 
asks  on  account  of  the  objections  to  form, 
particularly,  unless  these  objections  are 
made  at  the  proper  tlme>,  and  If  he  has  waiv- 
ed them  until  after  the  trial  of  the  cause, 
and  has  litigated  the  controversy  on  Its  mer- 
its, he  cannot  then  assert  the  Invalidity  of 
the  Judgment  on  account  of  a  variance  which 
has  not  In  any  way  been  to  his  prejudice. 
Our  Code  vests  a  broad  discretionary  power 
in  the  trial  court  to  permit  amendments  in 
the  pleadings  or  proceedings.  In  matter  and 
of  parties,  either  before  or  after  judgment, 
and  we  cannot  say  that  the  court  abused 
this  discretion  where  it  Is  not  shown  that 
the  party  complaining  has  been  injured  by 
the  court's  either  permitting  the  amendment 
to  be  made  or  considering  the  amendment  as 
mada  The  Judgment  below  should  not  be 
reversed  on  accoimt  of  the  variance  between 
the  pleadings  and  the  findings  of  the  court. 
The  only  other  question  urged  for  our  con- 
sideration In  the  brief  of  plaintiff  In  error 
Is  that  there  was  not  sufflcient  consideration 
for  the  promise  of  Zachariah  Multiall  to  re- 
pay to  Joseph  Mulhall  this  $1,500  invested 
on  February  16,  1893,  In  the  cattle  business. 
It  is  claimed  that,  as  the  court  found  that 
this  promise  was  made  to  repay  Joseph  Mul- 
hall this  money  '^fter  It  appeared  that  the 
said  cattle  deal  entered  Into  by  said  parties 
would  not  prove  profitable,  and  might  re- 
sult la  loss."  Zachariah  Mulhall  would  re- 
ceive less  than  $1,S00  from  said  property, 
and  therefore  there  would  not  be  sufllclent 
consideration  for  the  payment  of  $1,500. 
This  contention  la  untenable,  both  as  a  con- 
clusion of  fact  and  as  a  proposition  of  law. 
The  finding  of  the  court.  It  is  true,  indicated 
that  the  business  would  not  prove  profitable, 
but  It  did  not  hold  that  there  would  be  a 
loss.  There  might  be  a  loss,  but  there  might 
also  be  a  profit,  and  this  was  the  chance  that 
the  defendant  was  taking  In  making  the 
contract  However,  if  It  were  true  as  a  fact 
fully  determined  that  there  would  be  an  ac- 
tual loss  In  the  business,  this  would  not  pre- 
vent there  being  sufficient  consideration  for 
the  contract.  There  was  property  there,  and 
Joseph  Mulhall  was  the  owner  of  an  interest 
In  the  property,  and  whether  It  would  have 
netted  bim  something  over,  exactly,  or  some- 
ttlas  less  tttan,  <1,&00,  it  would  make  no  dU* 


ference.  No  fraud  Is  claimed  to  have  been 
practiced  In  making  this  contract.  It  Is  not 
claimed  but  what  Zachariah  Mulhall  knew 
exactly  what  he  was  getting,  and,  knowing 
this,  there  was  an  ample  consideration  to 
suppmt  the  contract,  and  whether  or  not 
this  consideration  Is  adequate,— that  Is,  fully 
equal  In  value  to  the  money  promised  to  be 
given  in  return  therefor,— makes  no  differ^ 
ence.  The  consideration  was  sufficient 
Lawson,  Cont  I  93;  Bisb.  Gout  {  45;  Davis 
v.  Stelner,  14  Pa.  St  275;  Shepard  v. 
Rhodes,  7  B.  L  470;  Earl  v.  Peck,  64  N.  X. 
B96. 

Having  determined  both  questions  relied 
upon  for  a  reversal  against  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  the  Judgment  of  the  court  below  Is  af- 
firmed. All  the  justices  conciuring,  except 
DALE,  J.,  not  sitting. 


(22  NeT.  417) 

8TATB  ex  id.  PYNB  ▼.  LA  GRAVB,  State 

Oomptroller.    (No.  1,430.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.    Aug.  9,  1895.) 

Vtunx — AjxowA.Hoa   fob   Asmobt — Audi*  Oi 

C1.UH8 — PlTITIOK  FOB  H^irDAMCB. 

L  Under  St  1895,  p.  109,  S  11.  declaring  it 
the  duty  of  a  county  to  provide  an  armory  for 
militia  companie*  within  it  and  providing  that 
all  daima  for  expense  therefw  shall  be  audited 
and  approved  by  the  board  of  military  auditors, 
and,  OD  approval  of  such  claims,  they  shall  he 
presented  to  the  state  comptroller,  who  shall 
draw  his  warrant  on  the  state  treasurer  for  the 
amount  so  q>proved,  and  on  its  presentation 
the  treasurer  shall  pay  the  same^  such  expenses 
not  to  exceed  $75  per  month  for  each  company, 
it  is  only  actual  expense,  not  exceeding  $76  a 
month,  that  is  a  chaige  against  the  state. 

2l  a  claim  against  the  state  for  expense  of 
an  armory,  if  not  properly  chargeable  against  it 
does  not  liecome  a  legal  demand  simply  because 
audited  and  approved  by  the  boards  designated 
to  pass  on  such  claims. 

3.  A  petition  for  mandamus  must  show  on 
its  face  a  clear  legal  right  to  that  which  Is  de- 
manded. 

Petition  for  mandamus,  <m  the  relation  of 
George  D.  Pyne,  against  C.  A.  La  Orave^ 
state  comptroller.    Writ  denied. 

J.  Ponjade,  tor  relator.  Bobt  BL  Beatt^, 
Atty.  Gen.,  for  respondent 

BELKNAP,  J.  This  Is  an  application  for 
a  writ  of  mandamus  requiring  respondmt, 
as  comptroller  of  state,  to  draw  his  warrant 
in  favor  of  relator,  as  secretary  of  Company 
B.  first  regiment,  Nevada  National  Guard, 
for  the  rent  of  an  armory  for  the  company 
for  the  month  of  April.  1895.  The  statute 
under  which  the  claim  Is  made  Is  as  follows: 
"Sec  11.  It  shall  be  tbe  duty  of  the  board 
of  county  commissioners  of  any  county  In 
which  public  arms,  accouterments,  or  mili- 
tary stores  are  now  had  or  shall  hereafter 
be  received  for  the  use  of  any  volunteer 
organized  militia  company  to  provide  a 
suitable  and  safe  armory  for  organized  mili- 
tia companies  within  said  county.  All 
claims  for  the  expense  of  procuring  and 
maintaining  amjMles  shall  be  audited  and, 

uigiiizea  oy  vLj  \.'.' "-  '  *i  '  »- 
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approved  by  the  board  of  military  auditors, 
and  upon  approval  of  such  claims  they  shall 
be  presented  to  tbe  state  controller  who 
shall  draw  his  warrant  upon  the  state 
treasury  for  the  amount  so  approved,  and 
upon  presentation  of  said  warrant,  the  state 
treasurer  shall  pay  the  same  out  of  the  gen- 
eral fund.  Such  expenses  shall  not  exceed 
seventy-flve  ($75)  dollars  per  month  for  any 
company  except  that  each  company  regular- 
ly drilling  with  Held  pieces  or  machine  guns, 
and  using  horses  therewith,  may  be  allowed 
an  additional  sum  not  to  exceed  twelve  and 
50/100  ($12.50)  dollars  per  month  for  each 
piece  or  gun."  St  1895,  p.  109.  In  his  peti- 
tion lelator  states  that  the  county  commis- 
sioners of  Storey  county  provided  an  armory 
for  the  use  of  the  company  during  the  period 
mentioned,  and  that  a  claim  amounting  to 
the  sum  of  $75  therefor  was  audited  and  ap- 
proved by  the  board  of  military  auditors  and 
the  state  board  of  examiners,  etc.  It  will  be 
observed  that  the  statute  provides  that  the 
county  commissioners  shall  provide  a  suitable 
and  safe  armory;  but  whether  they,  or  the 
owners  of  the  armory  building,  or  the  com- 
pany, shall  present  the  claim  for  the  expense 
of  80  doing.  Is  not  clear.  But,  aside  from  this, 
it  la  beyond  controversy  that  it  is  only  the 
actual  expense  incurred  in  procuring  and 
maintaining  an  armory,  not  to  exceed  $75 
a  month,  that  shall  constitute  a  charge 
against  the  state.  Upon  this  point  the  peti- 
tion is  silent.  It  says  nothing  about  the  ac- 
tual expense,  nor  that  any  such  expense  has 
ever  been  incurred;  and  without  such  state- 
ment the  petition  fails  to  state  facta  show- 
ing that  the  demand  is  a  legal  one  against 
the  state. 

Claims  that  are  not  properly  chargeable  to 
the  state  do  not  become  legal  demands  sim- 
ply because  audited  and  approved  by  the 
boards  mentioned.  All  the  decisions  agree 
that  the  writ  will  not  issue  unless  the  appli- 
cant shows  a  clear  legal  right  to  the  relief 
demanded.  Thus,  in  Illinois  &  M.  Canal 
Trustees  v.  People,  12  111.  248,  where  a  ques- 
tion involving  a  similar  princli>le  arose,  the 
court  said:  "It  is  insisted  that  the  nltPoi«- 
tive  mandamus  Is  too  defective  to  8u>«tniii 
the  judgment.  An  alternative  mandamus 
Ijefomes  the  foundation  of  all  the  subse- 
quent procoodlngs  In  the  case.  It  answers 
the  same  purpose  as  the  declaration  In  or- 
dinary actions.  It  must  show  on  its  face  a 
clear  right  to  the  relief  demanded  by  the 
relator.  It  must  distinctly  set  forth  all  the 
material  facts  on  which  be  relies,  so  that 
the  same  may  be  admitted  or  traversed.  The 
defendant  is  called  upon  to  perform  the  par- 
ticular act  sought  to  be  enforced,  or  by  a 
return  deny  the  facts  alleged  In  the  writ, 
or  state  other  matters  sufHcient  to  defeat 
the  rdator'9  application.  •  •  *  In  this 
case,  the  alternative  mandamus  is  fatally 
defective.  It  does  not  set  forth  the  facts  on 
which  the  relators  rely.  •  •  •  This  is  like 
tbe  case  of  a  writ  of  error  brought  to  re- 


verse a  Judgment  entered  on  a  declaratioo 
showingno  cause  of  action.  *  *  *  The  pro- 
ceedings fall,  for  want  of  a  proper  founda- 
tion to  sustain  them."  Again,  in  Lavalle  v. 
Soucy,  86  111.  467,  It  is  said:  "A  writ  of 
mandamus  will  be  awarded  only  in  a  case 
when  the  party  applying  for  it  shows  a  dear 
right  to  have  the  defendant  do  the  thing 
which  he  Is  sought  to  be  compelled  by  man- 
damus to  do.  People  y.  Olann,  70  111.  2S2. 
The  petition  must  show  upon  its  face  a  clear 
legal  right  to  the  relief  demanded,  and  every 
material  fact  on  which  the  petitioner  relies 
most  be  distinctly  set  forth."  Having 
reached  the  conclusion  that  the  writ  must 
be  dismissed,  it  is  not  necessary  now  to 
determine  the  further  question  whether  an 
appropriation  for  Its  payment  has  been 
made.    Writ  dented. 

BI6BLOW,  0.  J.,  and  BOXXIFIELD.  J., 
concur. 


STINSON  V.  HABDT  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.  July  20,  1895.) 
MiNiHe  Lbabe. 
A  license  foi  possession  of  a  mining 
claim,  which,  by  the  terms  of  the  iniitrument 
creating  it,  to  made  exclusive  and  irrcTocahle. 
and  which,  by  reason  of  expenditures  of  the 
licensee  in  tbe  development  of  the  mines  under 
the  agreement,  has  become  a  license  coupled 
with  an  interest,  under  which  possession  may 
be  maintained  against  the  world,  is  a  lease  with- 
in Act  Feb.  20.  1801,  i  1.  securlni?  a  lien  for 
woric  aud  materials  furnished  for  the  working 
of  a  mine,  which  shall  attach  to  the  raiuo,  pro- 
vided that  this  section  shall  not  apply  to  the 
owners  of  a  mine  worked  by  a  lessee. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Baker  county; 
Morton  D.  CllfCord,  Judge. 

Action  by  William  Stinson  against  O.  B. 
Hardy  and  others  to  foreclose  miners*  Hens. 
From  a  Judgment  for  defendants,  plaintiff 
appeals.     Affirmed. 

William  Smith,  for  appellant  M.  L.  Uim- 
sted,  for  respondents. 

WOLVERTOX,  J.  This  Is  a  suit  to  fore- 
close three  several  miners'  liens  claimed  for 
work  and  labor  done  and  performed  at  the 
Instance  of  the  defendant  O.  B.  Hardy,  who 
was  operating  certain  mining  properties  un- 
der the  following  agreement  with  the  own- 
ers thereof,  viz.: 

"This  indenture,  made  and  entered  into 
this  12th  day  of  October,  1893,  by  and  be- 
tween O.  M.  Berry,  0.  M.  Oolier,  L.  M.  Bar- 
nett,  and  J.  M.  Bamett,  bis  wife,  and  D.  L. 
Cboate,  as  lessors,  of  Baker  county,  Oregon, 
tbe  parties  hereto  of  tbe  first  pan,  and  O. 
B.  Hardy,  lessee,  tbe  party  of  the  second 
pert,  and  of  the  same  place,  wltnesseth: 
That  whereas,  tbe  said  lessors,  the  parties 
of  the  first  part,  have  by  their  Joint  deed  of 
conveyance,  under  tbelr  hands  and  seals, 
and  of  even  date  herewith,  conveyed  to  the 
said  lessee  aU  thelj  |^^J^  t^Op^^i^^  ta^«;prwt 
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in  and  to  those  two  certain  anarte  mines 
situated  in  Balcer  county,  state  of  Oregon 
[here  follows  a  description  of  tbe  mines], 
and  therein  coyenanting  that  the  said  min- 
ing claims  had  been  recorded  and  worked,  as 
required  by  law,  to  the  extent  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars  worth  on  each  of  said  claims 
for  each  year  since  its  location,  and  hare 
been  contlnuoualy  worlted  theretofore  by 
themselves,  their  predecessors  in  Interest, 
for  the  pnrpoee  of  holding  the  same,  and 
maldng  the  same  valid  as  locations.  And 
whereas,  said  deed  so  executed  and  acknowl- 
edged Is  delivered  as  an  escrow  to  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Baker  City.  Baker  county, 
state  of  Oregon,  to  be  kept  upon  condition  of 
the  ftill  and  complete  payment  by  the  said 
party  of  the  second  part  herein,  his  heirs  or  aa- 
signs,  of  the  sum  of  twenty  thousand  dollars 
($20,000)  to  the  said  first  parties,  their  order, 
heirs  or  assigns,  on  or  before  the  first  day  of 
Jantiary,  1893,  and  upon  said  condition  to  be 
delivered  to  the  said  second  party  herein,  his 
heirs  or  assigns,  as  the  deed  of  the  said  first 
parties  herein  of,  in,  and  to  the  premises 
therein  and  herein  described.  And  whereas, 
said  escrow  so  delivered,  upon  condition  that 
said  mines  be  leased  by  the  said  first  parties 
hweln  to  the  said  second  party  herein  until 
the  fulfillment  of  or  breach  of  the  conditions 
of  said  escrow:  Now,  therefore.  In  order  to 
carry  out  the  terms  of  said  escrow,  the  said 
parties  of  the  first  part  do  hereby  deliver  im- 
to  the  poesession  of  the  said  second  party  the 
above-named  quartz  mines,  with  their  ap- 
pnrtenances,  with  the  full  right,  power,  and 
privilege  and  authority,  and  without  let  or 
hindrance,  except  as  herein  expressed,  to  ex- 
tract the  ore  therefrom,  and  to  work  the 
same  by  whatever  machinery  or  appliances 
the  said  second  party  may  employ  for  the 
purpose  of  preparing  for  and  working  the 
same  and  taking  the  ore  therefrom,  crushing 
the  same,  extracting  the  gold  therefrom,  and 
otherwise  using  and  operating  the  said  mine 
in  a  proper  and  miner-like  manner,  doing  no 
willful  or  unnecessary  injury  thereto,  and  in 
developing  the  same  for  the  period  from  this, 
continually  next  ensuing,  until  the  first  day 
of  January.  1895:  provided,  nevertheless,  that 
the  said  second  party,  the  lessee  herein  nam- 
ed. sbaU  at  all  proper  times  permit  either  one 
of  said  lessors  whom  a  majority  of  them 
may  choose,  at  all  proper  times  during  the 
continuance  of  this  lease,  to  enter  upon  said 
mine  and  inspect  the  manner  in  which  the 
same  is  being  managed  and  worked  by  said 
lessee,  and  inspect  and  be  informed  for  the 
benefit  of  said  lessors  of  the  character  and 
amount  of  the  yield  of  the  ore  extracted 
from  said  mine.  And  provided,  further,  that 
said  ore  taken  from  said  mine  by  said  lessee 
shall  be  cruslied  and  the  mineral  extracted 
therefrom  in  a  proper  manner,  and  at  such 
intervals,  in  such  quantities,  as  is  usual  in 
the  working  of  mines  of  that  character  In 
that  vicinity;  and  the  said  lessee  shall  pre- 
serve said  mine,  and  all  machinery,  erec- 


tions, and  appliances  erected  thereon,  free 
from  Incumbrances  and  liens,  to  the  end  that 
the  same  may  be  delivered,  in  the  event  of 
his  failure  to  purchase  the  same,  back  to  the 
said  lessors,  at  the  expiration  of  this  lease, 
free  from  any  such  liens  or  incumbrances. 
And  provided,  further,  that  all  expense  in- 
curred in  procuring  machinery,  appliances, 
assistance,  or  otherwise  in  developing  or 
worlring  said  mine,  crushing  the  ore  there- 
from, and  all  other  exi>en8es  shall  be  borne 
by  the  said  lessee,  and  he  shall  save  the 
said  lessors  harmless  from  all  such  expense, 
without  charge  therefor.  And  provided,  fur- 
ther, that  the  said  lessee  shall  and  ia  hereby 
granted  the  right  and  privilege  of  applying 
all  the  proceeds  and  yield  arising  from  the 
working  of  said  mine,  and  extracting  the 
metal  and  bullion  therefrom,  after  deduct- 
ing and  paying  such  expenses  for  machinery 
and  otherwise,  to  the  payment  of  the  pur- 
chase price  of  said  mine  to  the  said  lessors; 
and  the  said  lessors  hereby  covenant  and 
agree  to  accept  and  receive  the  same  as 
such  payment  upon  said  purchase  price. 
And  provided,  further,  that  in  the  event  of 
the  failure  of  said  lessee  to  complete  this 
contract  or  to  fulfill  his  said  contract  of 
purchase  on  or  before  the  time  limited  there- 
for, then  and  in  that  event  ail  buildings, 
machinery,  and  permanent  appliances  or  im- 
provements erected  upon  said  mine  by  the 
said  lessee  in  pursuance  of  these  presents 
shall  be  forfeited  to  and  become  the  property 
of  and  be  surrendered  to  the  said  lessois  as 
a  part  of  said  mine.  And  the  said  lessee, 
being  the  party  of  the  seccmd  part  herein 
j  named,  with  full  knowledge  of  tlie  terms  and 
conditions  of  the  foregoing  Instrument,  both 
hereby  promises,  covenants,  and  agrees  to 
conform  to  and  abide  by  all  the  terms,  con- 
ditions, and  contracts  on  his  part  herein  re- 
quired and  set  forth;  and  to  that  ena  doth 
hereby  bind  himself,  his  heirs  and  assigns, 
to  keep  and  perform  the  same.  In  testi- 
mony whereof,  the  respective  parties  hereto 
have  hereunto  set  their  hands  and  seals  in 
duplicate  this  12th  day  of  Octobw,  A.  £>.  1893. 
O.  M.  Berry.  C.  M.  Colier.  L.  M.  Barnett. 
J.  M.  Barnett     O.  B.  Hardy. 

"Witness  to  signatures  of  C.  M.  Berry,  C. 
M.  Colier,  L.  M.  Barnett,  and  O.  B.  Hardy: 
T.  Calvin  Hyde.     Sam  Carpenter." 

The  liens  are  claimed  under  section  1  of  an 
act  entitled  "An  act  for  securing  liens  for 
laborers  on  mining  claims  and  material  men, 
and  prescribing  the  manner  of  their  enforce- 
ment," approved  February  20,  1891,  which 
provides,  in  effect,  that  every  person  who 
shall  do  work  or  famish  materials  for  the 
working  or  development  of  any  mine,  lode, 
mining  claim,  or  deposit  yielding  metals  or 
minerals  of  any  kind,  or  for  the  working  or 
development  thereof,  and  all  persons  who 
shall  do  work  or  furnish  material  upon  any 
shaft,  tunnel,  incline,  adit,  drift,  or  other 
excavation  designed  or  used  for  the  purpose 
of  draining  or  working  any  such  mine,  lode, 
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or  deposit,  shall  have  a  lien  npon  the  same, 
which  Hen  shall  attach  to  the  mine,  lode, 
etc.:  "provided  that  this  section  shall  not 
be  deemed  to  apply  to  the  owner  or  owners 
of  any  mine,  lode,  deposit,  shaft,  tunnel,  in- 
cline, adit,  drift,  or  other  excavations  when 
the  same  shall  be  worked  by  a  lessee  or 
lessees." 

The  vital  question  for  our  determination 
is  whether  O.  B.  Hardy,  in  the  light  of  the 
foregoing  contract,  and  within  the  spirit  and 
purview  of  this  act,  was  or  was  not  a  lessee 
when  the  work  was  performed  for  which 
these  liens  are  claimed.  It  is  contended  on 
the  one  hand  that  the  contract  or  agreement 
is  a  lease,  and  upon  the  other  that  it  is  a 
mere  license,  and  that  the  Hens  attach  to 
the  mines  In  the  hands  of  the  owners.  The 
distinction  between  a  lease  and  a  license  is 
thus  aptly  stated  by  Bean,  C.  J.,  In  Chrlsten- 
sen  V.  Borax  Co.  (Or.)  38  Pac.  128:  "A  lease 
is  a  conti'act  for  the  possession  and  profit 
of  land  by  the  lessee,  and  a  recompense  of 
rent  or  increase  to  the  lessor,  and  is  a  grant 
of  an  estate  in  the  land.  *  *  •  A  license 
is  an  authority  to  do  some  act  or  series  of 
acts  on  the  land  of  another,  for  the  benetit 
of  the  licensee,  without  passing  any  estate 
in  the  land;  and,  when  the  Ucense  is  to  mine 
upon  the  land  of  another,  the  right  of  prop- 
erty in  the  minerals,  when  they  are  severed 
from  the  soil,  vests  in  the  licensee."  This 
shows  a  clear  and  Indubitable  distinction  be- 
tween the  two,  and  they  are  further  distin- 
guished in  that  the  one  Is  a  corporeal  and  the 
other  an  incorporeal  hereditament.  Licenses 
are,  however,  frequently  granted  with  terms 
and  conditions  and  upon  considerations 
which  ally  them  so  closely  to  leases  that  It  is 
frequently  difficult  to  determine  when  the 
border  line  has  been  transcended,  and  wheth- 
er or  not  they  are  in  reality  leases  instead  of 
licenses.  A  mere  Ucense,  while  It  remains 
executory,  is  revocable  at  the  pleasure  of  the 
licensor,  is  Indivisible  and  nonassignable. 
But  a  license  may  confer  either  a  sole  or  ex- 
clusive right,  or  simply  a  right  in  common. 
And  it  has  be«i  said  that,  if  it  simply  con- 
fers a  right  to  take  ore  or  to  work  in  a  mine,  It 
Is  not  exclusive,  and  the  licensor  may  him- 
self take  ore  from  the  same  land  or  mine, 
or  license  others  to  do  so.  So  a  license  to  dig 
and  carry  away  all  the  ore  to  be  found  in 
certain  lands  does  not  confer  an  exclusive 
right  Such  a  grant  shows  the  extent  of  the 
license,  but  not  its  exciusiveness.  It  is  a  li- 
cense without  stint  as  to  quantity,  and  has 
been  likened  to  the  grant  of  a  right  sans 
nombre,  which  does  not  exclude  the  owner. 
Grubb  V.  Bayard,  2  Wall.  Jr.  81,  9  Morr. 
Mines,  199,  and  Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,849;  Iron  Co.  v. 
Wright,  32  N.  J.  Eq.  248.  It  has  also  been 
held  (Caldwell  v.  Fulton,  31  Pa,  St.  475)  tliat 
a  grant  of  an  exclusive  right  and  privilege 
for  a  consideration  presently  paid  to  take 
ore,— in  that  case,  "stone  coal,"— without  Um- 
itation.  operates  ns  a  grant  of  ore  in  place, 
and  not  merely  a  license  or  incorporeal  right; 


and  so  in  Massot  T.  Moses,  8  Morr.  Mines, 
007,  it  was  held  tliat  a  grant,  upon  sufficient 
consideration,  of  the  exclusive  right  and  priv- 
ilege of  working  mines  for  minerals  therein 
contained,  for  a  term  of  years,  operates  as  a 
demise  of  the  minerals  for  the  term.  Again, 
It  is  said  (Punk  v.  Haldeman,  53  Pa.  St  229) 
that  a  license  coupled  with  an  Interest  is  a 
grant  of  an  Incorporeal  hereditament,  and 
that  such  license  is  irrevocable,  and  also  as- 
signable. So  a  grant  of  the  privilege  of 
raising  ore  on  the  lands  of  the  grantor  at  a 
certain  price  per  ton.  Is  an  Incorporeal  here- 
ditament. Irrevocable;  but  an  agreement  to 
lease  land  for  a  term  of  years,  with  the  ex- 
clusive right  to  bore  for  and  collect  oil,  giv- 
ing one-fourth  to  the  lessor,  passes  a  cor- 
poreal Interest.  Blanch.  &  W.  Lead.  Cas. 
486;  Chicago  &  A.  Oil  &  MIn.  Co.  v.  United 
States  Petroleum  Co.,  57  Pa.  St  83.  So  we 
find  here,  from  the  Illustrations  which  these 
cases  afford,  how  closely  a  license  may  as- 
similate a  lease;  and  whether  It  shall  be  call- 
ed the  one  or  the  other  often  depends  upon 
the  nature  of  the  consideration  by  which  it 
Is  upheld  and  supported,  and  whether  by  its 
terms  the  grant  is  of  an  exclusive  right  or 
prlvUege.  That  the  consideration  mentioned 
was  single  for  the  entire  subject  conveyed 
by  tlie  deed  was  a  strong  feature  which  in- 
clined the  court  In  Caldwell  v.  Fulton,  supra, 
to  construe  the  deed  as  a  grant  of  the  min- 
erals, and  as  evidencing  an  Intention  that  the 
whole  mineral  contents  of  the  mine  should 
pass.  So  in  Massot  v.  Moses,  supra,  the  fact 
that  the  consideration  was  a  gross  sum  to 
be  paid  presently  was  a  circumstance  which 
entered  Into  the  consideration  of  the  court, 
and  by  which  the  intent  of  the  grantor  -was 
determined,  and  the  instrument  therein  con- 
strued to  be  a  lease.  Instead  of  a  Ucense. 
(xlonlnger  v.  Coal  Co.,  55  Pa.  St.  9,  Grove  v. 
Hodges,  Id.  504,  and  Stockbrldge  Iron  Ca  v. 
Hudson  Iron  Ca,  107  Mass.  290,  are  instances 
wherein  the  nonexciusiveness  of  the  grants 
was  the  prevailing  fact  which  ImpeUed  their 
construction  as  licenses,  and  not  leases. 

Another  test  In  the  construction  of  an  In- 
strument or  grant,  whether  a  license  or  a 
lease.  Is  whether  the  grantee  has  acquired 
any  estate  In  the  land  In  respect  of  which  he 
may  maintain  ejectment.  Bainb.  Mines,  246, 
cited  in  Funk  v.  Haldeman,  53  Pa.  St  243; 
Boone  v.  Stover,  66  Mo.  434.  But  a  license 
may  amount  to  a  lease  if  conferred  In  such  a 
manner  as  to  give  It  validity.  Such  Is  the 
case  where  an  Interest  In  the  land  is  given, 
or  where  the  license  Is  for  a  definite  period. 
Wood,  Landl.  &  Ten.  {  227;  Branch  v.  Doane. 
17  Conn.  401.  In  the  light  of  these  observa- 
tions aud  authorities,  let  us  examine  the 
agreement  In  question  aud  determine  its  ef- 
fect. The  possession  given  thereunder  Is  for 
a  definite  and  fixed  term,  and  the  authority, 
right,  and  privilege  conferred  for  working 
the  mines  and  extracting  ores  therefrom  is 
exclusive  and  Irrevocable  during  the  term; 
and  manifestly  Hardy  could  have  malntain- 
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ed  bis  poBseasIm  nnder  tlie  agreement.  It  is 
stipulated  In  hla  behalf  that  he  will  use  and 
operate  the  mines  in  a  proper  and  miner-like 
manner,  doing  no  willful  or  unnecessary  in- 
Jai7  to  the  same;  that  the  ore  raised  shall  be 
crashed  and  the  mineral  extracted  therefrom 
in  a  proper  manner,  and  at  such  Interrals, 
and  In  such  quantities  as  is  usual  in  the 
working  of  mines  of  like  character  in  that 
yicinity;  that  be  slmll  preserye  all  machin- 
ery and  appliances  erected  thereon  free  from 
incumbrances  and  liens,  to  the  end  that  the 
same  may  be  delivered  back  to  the  owners 
unincumbered  In  the  event  of  his  failure  to 
purchase  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  agreed 
upon.  And  it  was  further  provided  that  all 
expenses  incurred  in  procuring  machinery, 
appliances,  assistance,  or  otherwise  in  devel- 
oping and  working  the  mines  should  be 
borne  by  Hardy,  and  that  he  should  save  the 
owners  harmless  from  all  such  expense.  Har- 
dy is  accorded  the  privilege  of  applying  the 
net  surplus  arising  from  the  operations  of  the 
mines  to  the  payment  of  the  ?20,000  consid- 
eration as  the  purchase  price  thereof,  but 
that,  in  the  event  of  his  failure  to  complete 
the  pnrchase  on  or  before  the  time  limited, 
all  buildings,  machinery,  and  permanent  ap- 
pliances or  Improvements  erected  by  him 
should  be  forfeited  and  become  the  property 
of  the  owners  of  the  mines.  It  is  doubtful 
whether  these  stipulations  contain  any  pro- 
visions for  the  payment  of  a  rental,  redltus, 
or  for  any  increase  to  the  mine  owners,  which 
is  essential  to  a  lease.  At  least,  there  are  no 
positive  undertakings  on  the  part  of  Hardy 
to  do  anything  that  could  be  said  to  be  bene- 
ficial to  the  mine  owners,  the  doing  or  not 
doing  of  such  acts  being  left  optional  with 
him.  Again,  the  absence  of  words  of  grant 
or  demise  from  the  agreement  would  indi- 
cate that  It  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  Instrument  should  not  operate  as  a 
lease.  But,  whether  technically  construed  as 
a  lease  or  license,  the  mine  owners  parted 
with  their  entire  supervision  and  control  of 
the  mines  for  the  stipulated  time.  Hardy 
was  accorded  the  absolute  control  and  man- 
agement thereof,  together  with  the  posses- 
sion and  profits,  under  stipulation  that  they 
should  be  operated  by  him  Independently  of 
the  mine  owners,  and  not  as  their  agent 
The  mine  owners  were  not  to  be  responsible 
for  any  liabilities  Incurred.  On  the  con- 
trary. Hardy,  by  express  agreement,  was  to 
bear  all  expenses,  and  to  operate  the  mines 
entirely  on  his  own  responsibility.  They 
were  to  have  no  Interest  In  the  profits  aris- 
ing from  working  the  mines,  nor  were  they 
In  any  way  to  be  benefited  thereby,  except 
as  Hardy  might  have  seen  fit  to  have  added 
to  the  value  thereof  by  annexing  thereto 
permanent  improvements,  which,  by  the 
terms  of  the  agreement,  were  to  remain  and 
become  the  property  of  the  mine  owners  in 
the  event  of  Hardy's  failure  to  fulfill  his 
contract  of  purchase.  Possession  given  un- 
der a  bond  for  a  deed  and  an  agreement  sim- 


ilar to  this  for  the  operation  of  a  mine  was 
held  to  be  a  lease  In  Montana  under  a  stat- 
ute providing  that  "every  person,  including 
guardians,  minors,  married  women,  and  any 
company,  association,  or  corporation,  not 
tenants  or  lessees,  for  whose  use,  benefit  or 
enjoyment  any  building,  structure,  or  im- 
provement mentioned  in  section  1  of  this 
act  shall  be  constructed,  repaired,  or  alter- 
ed, shall  be  deemed  the  owner  or  proprietor 
thereof  for  the  purposes  of  this  act."  Block  v. 
Murray,  12  Mont  545,  31  Pac.  550.  See,  also, 
Pelton  v.  Mining  Co.,  11  Mont  281,  28  Pac 
310.  The  legislative  assembly  evidently  In- 
tended that  the  property  of  the  owner  should 
be  subject  to  a  lien,  so  far  as  it  could  be 
Justly  permitted,  to  secure  payment  for  la- 
bor or  material  furnished  In  the  development 
or  operation  of  a  mine.  But  by  tlie  same  act 
it  is  declared  that  the  lien  shall  not  be  deem- 
ed to  apply  to  the  owner  or  owners  when  the 
same  shall  be  worked  by  a  lessee  or  lessees. 
The  spirit  of  the  act  would  seem  to  imply 
that  when  the  mine  Is  worked  by  some  per- 
son, other  than  the  owner,  who  himself  has 
an  Interest  Independent  of  such  owner,  and 
absolutely  Independent  of  his  supervision 
and  control,  and  one  under  which  possession 
can  be  supported  and  maintained,  in  any 
eyent,  as  against  the  owner  and  all  other 
persons,  a  lien  claimed  for  work  performed 
or  materials  furnished  the  person  having 
such  Interest  should  not  apply  as  against  the 
owner  or  owners  of  the  mine,  and  hence  the 
lien  claimed  in  the  case  at  bar  cannot  affect 
the  reversionary  interest  of  the  owners  of 
these  mines.  It  Is  not  however,  to  be  un- 
derstood that  the  granting  of  a  mere  license 
will  exempt  the  owner  or  owners  from  the 
lien;  but  where,  as  In  this  case,  the  licensee 
has  acquired  a  license  which  by  its  terms  is 
made  exclusive  and  irrevocable,  and  which, 
by  reason  of  his  expenditures  In  the  develop- 
ment and  Improvement  of  the  mines,  has  be- 
come a  license  coupled  with  an  interest,  un- 
der which  possession  may  be  maintained 
against  the  grantor  and  all  other  persons, 
that  such  a  license  amounts  to  a  lease  with- 
in the  spirit  and  purview  of  the  statute. 

These  considerations  render  it  unnecessary 
to  notice  the  other  questions  raised  in  the 
briefs  and  by  the  argument  of  respondents' 
counsel.  The  decree  of  the  court  below  is 
affirmed,  and  the  cause  dismissed,  at  the  cost 
of  appellant 


(27  Or.  377) 
MITCHELL  T.  TAYLOR. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Jnly  20,  1895.) 

Salb  of  Cospokate  Stock— Agreement  by  Third 

±'BBSON  TO  Repurchase— Detaclt  of  Vesdeb 

—Effects-Waiver— Question  fob  Jubt. 

1.  A  contract  for  the  repurchase  of  stock 
at  the  option  of  the  >endee  or  his  legal  repre- 
sentatives, made  in  consideration  of  the  pur- 
chase of  the  stock  by  the  vendee,  is  assignable. 

2.  A  comiMiny  agreed  to  sell  and  transfer 
a  number  of  shares  of  its  stock  for  a  certain 
sum,  payable  in  installments,  on  fixed  dates,  ti-  > 
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tie  to  be  perfected  in  the  vendee  on  full  payment 
of  the  purchase  price.  A  third  person,  to  in- 
duce the  Tendee  to  purchaBe,  agreed  to  repur- 
chase the  stock,  at  the  option  of  the  yendee  or 
his  legal  representatives,  "at  any  of  the  stated 
dates  of  payment,  and  to  pay  therefor  tha 
sum  or  sums  actually  paid  in  cash,"  virith  8  per 
cent,  interest  thereon.  Hdd  that,  after  default 
in  a  payment,  the  vendee  or  his  assijpiee  could 
not  at  a  subsequent  date,  when  a  payment  was 
due,  compel  such  third  person  to  repurchase  tbft 
stock. 

3.  Where  a  supplemental  complaint,  by  al- 
leging an  acceptance  of  the  assignment  of  a  con- 
tract after  commencement  of  the  action,  estab- 
lishes a  cause  of  action,  and  no  exception  is 
taken,  the  objection  that  no  cause  of  action  ex- 
isted when  the  action  was  commenced  cannot  be 
urged  on  appeal. 

4.  In  an  action  by  an  assignee  of  a  con- 
tract by  which  defendant  agreed  to  assume  a 
contract  for  the  purchase  of  stock,  and  repay  to 
the  vendee  sums  paid  by  him  under  the  contract, 
at  the  option  of  the  vendee,  there  was  evidence 
that  the  attorney  of  the  assignee  demanded  re- 
payment by  defendant  of  sums  paid  on  the  con- 
tract, and  at  the  same  time  offered  the  contract, 
properly  assigned,  to  him,  and  defendant  re- 
fused to  accept  it,  and  that  defendant  subse- 
quently took  the  contract  from  the  office  of  the 
clerk  of  court,  where  it  had  been  left,  and  kept 
it  for  some  time.  Beld,  that  the  question  wheth- 
er defendant  accepted  the  contract,  in  spite  of 
infirmities  therein,  was  for  the  jury. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  .Wasco  county; 
W.  L.  Bradshaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  T.  G.  Mitchell  against  O.  D. 
Taylor  to  compel  defendant  under  his  con- 
tract to  assume  the  purchase  of  stock.  From 
a  Judgment  of  nonsuit,  plaintiff  appeals.  Re- 
versed. 

The  facts  necessary  for  an  understanding 
of  this  case  are  substantially  as  follows: 
On  March  24,  1802,  the  defendant,  being  the 
president  of  the  Columbia  River  Fruit  Com- 
pany, and  acting  In  its  behalf.  Induced  one 
D.  B.  Cornell  to  enter  Into  a  contract  with 
the  company,  containing,  among  other  things, 
the  following  stipulations:  "That  said  par- 
ty of  the  first  part  [the  comimny]  has  this 
day  sold  to  the  said  party  of  the  second  part 
[D.  B.  Cornell]  ten  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  said  company  for  four  hundred  dol- 
lars per  share,  being  the  face  value  thereof, 
and  amoimtlng  to  four  thousand  dollars,  and 
said  party  of  the  second  part  baa  agreed 
and  does  hereby  ag^ree  to  purchase  and  take 
said  number  of  shares  of  the  capital  stock 
of  said  party  of  the  first  part,  and  amount- 
ing to  four  thousand  dollars,  and  to  pay  said 
sum  therefor.  In  Installments,  as  follows,  to 
wit,  one  hundred  dollars  to  be  paid  at  the 
beginning  of  this  contract  for  each  share  of 
stock  hereby  subscribed  and  taken  by  said 
party  of  the  second  part,  and  one  hundred 
dollars  annually  thereafter  for  each  share 
so  8ul).scTibed  by  him  until  the  full  amount 
subscribed  is  paid.  Now,  then'fore,  in  con- 
sideration of  the  premises  and  tlie  subscrib- 
ing of  said  stock,  and  imyuient  therefor  by 
said  party  of  the  second  part,  it  Is  hereby 
mutually  understood  and  agreed  that,  when 
said  shares  of  stock  shall  have  been  fully 
paid  for  as  hereinbefore  set  forth,  then  tlie 
party  of  the  first  part  will  issue  to  the  party 


of  the  second  part  the  number  of  shares  of 
paid-up  stock  subscribed  and  taken  by  him 
in  this  contract."  As  an  Inducement  to  en- 
ter into  this  contract  with  the  cotnpany,  the 
defendant  made,  executed,  and  delivered  to 
Cornell  the  following  agreement:  "This 
writing  wltnesseth  that  I,  O.  D.  Taylor,  of 
The  Dalles,  Oregon,  In  consideration  of  the 
purchase  by  D.  B.  Cornell  of  Saginaw,  Mich- 
igan (E.  S.)  of  ten  shares  of  stock  In  the 
Columbia  River  Fmit  Company,  paying 
therefor  one  thousand  dollars  In  cash,  and 
agreeing  to  pay  one  thousand  dcdlars  an- 
nually until  the  par  value  is  paid,  do  hereby 
agree  to  repurchase  said  stock  if  said  D.  B. 
Cornell  or  his  legal  representatives  so  desire, 
at  any  of  the  stated  dates  of  payment,  and 
to  pay  therefor  the  sums  actually  paid  in 
cash  by  D.  B.  Cornell,  with  eight  per  centtim 
annual  Interest  on  said  sum  so  paid.  O.  D. 
Taylor."  Cornell  paid  the  first  Installment 
of  $1,000  to  the  company  at  the  time  of  en- 
tering into  the  agreement  with  it  The  com- 
plaint, after  reciting  these  facts,  further  al- 
leges that,  on  the  Ist  day  of  March,  1893, 
Cornell  sold,  assigned,  and  transferred  to 
plaintiff  all  his  right,  title,  and  intere«t  in 
and  to  said  stock  and  said  agreement,  and 
the  plaintiff  is  now  the  owner  and  holder 
thereof;  that  thereafter,  and  on  March  24, 
18t)3,  plaintiff  notified  defendant  of  his  de- 
sire to  have  defendant  repurchase  said  stock, 
as  by  said  agreement  required,  but  that  de- 
fendant refused  to  comply  therewith;  and 
that  thereafter,  on  March  24,  1SU4,  plaintiff 
duly  sold  and  transferred  In  writing  to  the 
defendant  said  stock  and  the  agreement  of 
said  Cornell  to  purchase  the  same,  and  de- 
livered the  same  to  defendant,  and  demand- 
ed the  payment  of  $1,000,  being  the  sum  paid 
by  plaintiff  on  the  agreement  with  the  com- 
pany, together  with  8  per  cent  per  annum 
from  March  24,  1892;  but  that  defendant  re- 
fused to  comply  with  his  said  renuest  to  re- 
purchase the  stock  or  to  pay  the  $1,000,  with 
interest,  or  any  part  thereof;  and  that  plain- 
tiff has  fully  performed  on  his  part;  that 
plaintiff  holds  said  stock  and  agreement  for 
defendant  at  his  disposal,  and  now  brings  the 
same  into  c-ourt  with  a  proper  transfer  to  de- 
fendant. The  prayer  Is  for  $1,000  and  in- 
terest at  8  per  cent,  per  annum  from  March 
24,  1892. 

The  answer  puts  in  Issue  the  material  alle- 
gations of  the  complaint,  except  that  it  la  ad- 
mitted that  the  agreement  between  Cornell 
and  defendant  was  entered  into  as  alleged. 
Thereafter,  on  November  10,  1894,  plaintiff 
filed  a  su]>pleniental  complaint,  wherein  it 
is  alleged  "that  heretofore,  and  on  or  about 

the  day  of  July.  1894,  and  since  the 

commencement  of  this  aetiuu,  the  said  agree- 
ment mentioned  In  plaintiff's  complaint,  and 
entered  into  by  and  between  the  Columbia 
River  Fruit  Company  and  D.  B.  Cornell,  and 
wherein  said  Cornell  agreed  to  purchase,  and 
said  company  to  sell,  certain  stock  of  said 
company,  as  allcgettjilDethe  comx:ilaiut,  being 
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in  the  hands  of  the  county  clerk  of  this  counr 
ty,  as  brought  into  court  tn  this  cause,  as  set 
forth  and  shown  in  the  complaint  herein,  the 
said  defendant  accepted  aud  received  the 
same,  with  tlie  transfers  thereof  to  him,  and 
has  ever  since  and  still  does  keep  and  retain 
the  same,  but  neglects  and  refuses  to  pay  the 
plaintiff  the  said  sum  of  $1,000,  as  agreed, 
and  which  the  said  defendant  promised  and 
agreed  to  pay  in  his  said  written  agreement 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,  or  any  part 
thereof."  The  answer  to  the  supplemental 
complaint  admits  the  taking  of  these  docu- 
ments from  the  clerk's  office  by  defendant, 
but  alleges  that  they  were  handed  to  him  by 
the  clerk  of  the  court  or  his  deputy,  and 
tliat  he  took  and  received  them  without 
knowledge  of  what  they  were;  that,  after 
keeping  them  some  time,  he  discovered  that 
they  purported  to  be  the  agreement  between 
Cornell  and  the  company  and  a  transfer  of 
the  same  from  Mitchell  to  himself,  and  that 
thereupon  he  immediately  returned  them  to 
the  clerk;  that  he  never  accepted  them,  but 
only  received  them  in  ignorance  of  what  they 
were.  This  new  matter  is  denied  by  the  re- 
ply. Under  these  pleadings,  the  cause  was 
tried  liefore  a  Jury.  At  the  trial,  plaintiff  of- 
fered, and  the  court  admitted,  in  evidence 
the  two  agreements  aforesaid;  an  assign- 
ment thereof  by  Cornell  to  plaintiff;  a  power 
of  attorney  from  plaintiff  to  H.  A.  Hogue, 
authorizing  him  to  demand,  receive,  and  col- 
lect the  amount  owing  on  the  contracts  men- 
tioned in  the  foregoing  assignment,  and  to 
make  such  transfer,  assignment,  or  satisfac- 
tion thereof  as  may  tie  necessary;  "and  an 
assignment  by  plaintiff  to  defendant  of  all 
his  right,  title,  and  interest"  in  and  to  a  cer- 
tain contract  for  purchase  by  D.  B.  Cornell, 
of  Saginaw,  li^t  Side,  Michigan,  of  10 
shares  of  stock  in  the  Columbia  River  Fruit 
Company  of  The  Dalles,  Or.,  which  said  con- 
tract was  executed  March  24,  1S02,  "and  as- 
signed to  plaintiff  by  Cornell  March  1,  1894." 
There  was  indorsed  on  this  assignment,  in 
pencil:  "Left  tor  O.  D.  Taylor  by  W.  H. 
Wilson,  May  21,  1804." 

A.  J.  tiorick,  a  witness  for  plaintiff,  testi- 
fied, in  substance,  that,  at  the  request  of  H. 
A.  Hogue,  and  acting  on  t>ehalf  of  the  plain- 
tiff, he  went  to  the  room  of  defendant  at  the 
Hotel  Perkins  in  Portland,  on  the  24th  of 
March,  18i>4,  and  found  defmdant  there,  and 
with  him  ex-Attorney  General  Geo.  H.  Wil- 
liams, and,  in  giving  his  version  of  the  iuter- 
Tlew,  said:  "X  stated  to  Mr.  Taylor  that  I 
was  there  to  complete  a  transfer  of  some 
stock  and  an  agreement  that  he  had  made, 
and  that  I  liad  the  papers  with  me,  and  this 
was  one  of  the  days  mentioned  for  the  trans- 
fer, and  asked  him  if  he  desired  to  make  it, 
or  was  ready  to  do  so.  >Ir.  Williams  stated 
that  he  was  Mr.  Taylor's  attorney,  and  asked 
me  to  let  him  examine  the  papers,  and  said 
he  woidd  like  to  consult  with  Mr.  Taylor, 
and  that  he  would  return  his  answer  to  me 
Iat»,  and  we  fixed  upon  1  o'clock  as  the 


hour.  I  retunted  there  at  1  o'clock,  and 
Mr.  Wiiiiama  •  •  •  said,  in  a  Jocose 
aort  of  way,  that  they  had  their  war  paint 
on,  and  tliat  this  was  a  part  of  some  other 
matters,  and,  hi  the  hingnage  of  the  poet,  he 
would  meet  us  at  Philippi,  and  be  turned 
over  the  papers  to  me,  and  I  left."  Judge 
Williams  said  they  were  not  ready  to  pay 
the  $1,000.  And,  in  answer  to  a  question, 
the  witness  continued:  "I  was  there,  under 
the  contract,  to  ask  them  If  they  were  ready 
to  pay  the  money,  as  agreed,— as  named  in 
the  agreement  I  stated  that  I  was  there  as 
the  agent  of  Mitchell,  •  •  •  prepared 
to  act  for  Iiim,  and  showed  these  papers 
[four  in  numl>er].  Then  Judge  Williams  ask- 
ed me  to  turn  them  over  to  him.  When 
Mr.  Taylor  first  asked  me  for  them,  I  said  I 
wanted  to  know,  of  course,  whether  the  pa- 
pers would  be  returned  to  me  or  not,  if  he 
did  not  carry  out  the  agreement.  Judge  Wil- 
liams then  said  that  he  would  pledge  himself, 
as  Mr.  Taylor's  attorney,  to  see  that  the  pa- 
pers were  returned.  I  did  not  expect  to  let 
blm  have  them  and  get  no  money,— of  course 
not.  I  merely  left  them  with  Judge  Williams 
to  obtain  their  answer,  whether  they  would 
pay  over  the  one  thousand  dollars.  Q.  You 
did  not  intend  that  the  papers  should  go  out 
of  your  possession  permanently  unless  yon 
got  the  money?  A.  No,  sir.  •  •  •  I  in- 
tended and  did  demand  the  money,  and  stat- 
ed that  I  was  there  to  deliver  the  papers, 
*  *  *  and  stated  my  readiness  to  turn 
them  over  to  him."  A.  Q.  Johnson  testi- 
fied, in  substance,  tliat  he  had  I>een  deputy 
clerk  since  the  1st  of  July,  1894;  that,  some 
time  after  he  l>ecame  deputy,  Taylor  came 
into  the  office  and  inquired  for  some  papers 
in  another  matter  in  which  he  was  interest- 
ed; and  that,  while  hunting  for  the  papers, 
Taylor  stepped  out  of  the  oflice.  Continuing 
his  testimony,  and  referring  to  the  Cornell 
papers,  the  witness  further  said:  "I  went 
to  the  safe,  and  found  these  papers.  I  took 
them  out  of  the  safe,  and  went  to  the  door 
and  sx>oke  to  him.  'Here,'  I  said,  'I  see  some 
papers  that  seem  to  have  been  left  for  you.' 
and  gave  them  to  him  in  the  hall,  in  front  of 
the  office  door.  I  told  him  that  they  were 
marked  'LiCft  for  O.  D.  Taylor  by  W.  H. 
Wilson.'  I  think  he  asked  me  the  question 
what  they  were  I  just  opened  them  and 
said  they  seemed  to  be  something  connected 
with  the  Columbia  River  Fruit  Company.  I 
think  he  said  if  they  were  his  he  would  take 
them,  or  made  some  such  r^nark  as  that." 
The  witness  then  relates  that,  after  having 
them  out  some  time,  Taylor  returned  the  pa- 
pers at  the  time  he  swore  to  the  supplement- 
al answer,  and  bad  the  same  filed,  with  the 
remark,  "You  remember,  now,  I  returned 
those  papers  before  I  swore  to  that"  This 
was  Taylor's  exidanation  attending  the  re- 
turn of  the  papers  to  the  deputy  clerk.  The 
papers  were  taken  out  some  time  in  the  sum- 
mer, and  returned  November  18,  1894.  Oth- 
er testimony  was  given,  but  the  foregoing  is 
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the  suDstance  of  all  tbat  Is  material  for  a 
full  understanding  of  the  questions  Inyolved. 
No  proof  was  offered  to  show  that  on  March 
24,  1893,  plaintiff  gave  notice  of  his  desire 
to  have  defendant  repurchase,  or  tbat  de- 
fendant refused  to  comply  therewith.  When 
plaintiff  rested,  defendant  moved  for  a  non- 
suit, which  was  allowed,  and  Judgment  en- 
tered against  plaintlfC  for  costs,  from  which 
he  appeals. 

William  H.  Wilson,  for  appellant  A.  S. 
Bennett,  for  respondent. 

WOLVERTON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
In  support  of  the  action  of  the  court  below, 
the  defendant  submits  several  propositions, 
only  three  of  which  we  are  called  upon  (o 
notice  at  this  time,  viz.— First,  the  agree- 
ment to  purchase,  upon  which  the  action  is 
based,  is  by  the  terms  thereof  made  con- 
ditional upon  the  personal  desire  or  at  the 
option  of  Cornell  or  his  legal  representatives, 
and  therefore  not  assignable;  second,  Cor- 
nell, being  in  default  with  the  Columbia 
River  Fruit  Company  upon  his  contract 
therewith,  could  not  compel  the  defendant 
to  repurchase  It  in  Its  defaulted  condition; 
and  third,  plaintiff's  remedy  in  a  court  of 
law,  if  be  is  in  other  respects  entitled  to  re- 
cover, Is  for  the  damages  which  he  has  sus- 
tained by  the  breach  of  the  contract,  and 
the  measure  of  damages  is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  true  value  of  the  property  and  the 
price  agreed  to  be  paid  therefor.  Aside 
from  these  propositions,  there  is  a  question 
as  to  whether  there  is  evidence  In  the  rec- 
ord sufficient  to  carry  the  case  to  the  Jury. 
Of  these  In  their  order. 

1.  Defendant's  counsel  claims  that,  as  Tay- 
lor agreed  to  repurchase  this  stocli  "If  D.  B. 
Cornell  or  bis  legal  representatives  so  de- 
sire," he  could  not  be  compelled  to  repur- 
chase if  any  one  else  besides  Cornell  or  his 
legal  representatives  so  desired,  and  hence 
this  contract,  in  so  far  as  it  stipulates  for  an 
option  to  require  a  repurchase  of  the  stock 
on  the  part  of  Taylor,  Is  not  assignable.  The 
contention  Is  tbat  Taylor  contracted  for  the 
personal  act  of  Cornell,  if  living,  or,  if  dead, 
of  his  legal  representatives,  and  that  none 
other  will  fill  the  measure  of  the  agreement. 
The  criterion  by  which  to  determine  the  as- 
signability of  things  in  action  Is  to  ascertain 
what  demands  survive  upon  the  decease  of 
a  party,  and  what  die  with  him.  Those  only 
which  survive  are  assignable.  Those  that 
do  not  survive  are:  All  torts  to  the  person  or 
character,  when  the  Injuiy  and  damage  are 
confined  to  the  body  or  the  feelings;  and 
those  contracts  generally,  though  not  al- 
ways, implied,  the  breach  of  wlilch  pro- 
duces only  direct  injury  and  damage,  bodily 
or  mentally,  to  the  person;  and  contracts,  so 
long  as  they  are  executory,  which  stipulate 
solely  for  tbe  special  personal  services, 
knowledge,  and  skill  of  a  contracting  party. 
Pom.  Code  Rem.  §  147.    The  reason  why  a 


contract  for  special  personal  services  does 
not  survive,  and  consequently  Is  not  assign- 
able by  the  person  obligating  himself  to  per- 
form the  services,  is  that  it  is  presumed  that 
the  services  were  sought  on  account  of  the 
peculiar  skill  and  fitness  of  the  person  em- 
ployed to  perform  the  particular  work  or 
task  In  band.  There  is  here  no  peculiar  fit- 
ness or  skill  required  on  the  part  of  Cornell 
to  assert  a  desire  to  have  Taylor  repurchase. 
Indeed,  Cornell  is  not  required  to  perform 
any  kind  of  service,  nor  Is  be  required  to 
enter  into  any  personal  obligation  with  Tay- 
lor as  an  act  prerequisite  or  concurrent  wltli 
the  demand  for  a  repurchase  of  tbe  stock. 
Cornell  is  accorded  a  right  under  the  con- 
tract, which  he  may  assert  or  not,  at  his 
option.  It  is  valuable  to  him,  as  he  might 
be  able  to  better  his  condition  by  an  exer- 
cise of  it.  Whether  he  exercised  the  right 
personally  or  by  an  agent,  directly  or  indi- 
rectly, could  make  no  sort  of  difference  to 
Taylor.  It  could  impose  no  additional  bur- 
den upon  him,  nor  change  the  contractual 
relation  to  his  detriment  In  any  material  re- 
spect;  so  that  the  reason  upon  which  tbe 
nonassignability  of  a  contract  for  special 
personal  services  or  skill  is  based  does  not 
exist  here.  That  an  option  is  assignable  In 
equity  there  is  no  longer  any  doubt.  House 
V.  Jackson.  24  Or.  99,  32  Pac.  1027;  Kerr  v. 
Day,  14  Pa.  St.  112.  It  is  said  in  La  Rue  v. 
Groezinger,  84  Cal.  289,  24  Pac.  42.  that: 
"An  optional  contract,  upon  sufficient  con- 
sideration, is  binding.  And  the  mere  fact 
that  it  Is  optional  cannot  be  a  reason  why 
it  should  not  be  assigned."  We  conclude, 
therefore,  that  the  Cornell-Taylor  contract 
was  assignable  by  Cornell  before  asserting 
his '  option,  and  that  be  could  thus  transfer 
bis  Interest  therein,  together  with  any  right 
of  action  arising  thereunder  to  the  plaintiff. 
2.  It  is  nest  contended  that  Cornell  was  in 
default  with  the  comitany  at  the  time  plain- 
tiff asserted  his  option  to  have  defendant  re- 
purctiase,  and  that  for  this  reason  defendant 
could  not  be  compelled  to  take  tbe  defaulted 
contract  off  his  hands.  This  involves  a  con- 
sideration of  both  contracts,  and  of  their  rela- 
tions one  with  the  other.  Tbe  execution  by 
Cornell  of  the  contract  with  the  company  was 
the  sole  and  only  consideration  for  tbe  execu- 
tion by  Taylor  of  bis  contract  with  Cornell. 
Hence,  It  must  be  presumed  that  Taylor  con- 
tracted with  reference  to  the  company  con- 
tract, and  had  In  view  at  the  time  the  rights 
accorded  to  Cornell  by  its  terms  and  stipula- 
tions. Tlie  company  contract  Is  not  a  sale  of 
stock  to  Cornell,  but  an  agreement  to  sell  and 
transfer  a  certain  number  of  shares  in  the 
future.  This  is  manifest  from  the  fact  tbat 
tbe  stock  was  not  to  issue  until  Cornell  had 
fully  paid  the  stipulated  price  of  $4,000;  so 
that,  instead  of  acquiring  stock  with  which  be 
could  deal  directly  he  merely  obtained  the  ob- 
ligation of  the  company  to  issue  and  transfer 
to  him  10  shares  of  stock  in  the  future.  The 
Taylor  contract  Is,  in  substance,  "I,  O.  D. 
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Taylor,  •  •  •  In  conetderation  of  the  pur- 
chase by  D.  B.  Cornell,  •  *  *  of  10  shares 
of  stock  la  the  Columbia  River  Fruit  Com- 
pany, paying  therefor  $1,000  In  cash,  and 
agreeing  to  pay  Jl.OOO  annually  until  the  par 
value  Is  paid,  do  hereby  agree  to  repurchase 
said  stock.  If  D.  B.  Cornell  or  his  legal  repre- 
sentatives so  desire,  at  any  of  the  stated 
dates  of  payment,  and  to  pay  therefor  the 
sum  or  sums  actually  paid  In  cash  by  Cornell, 
with  8  per  cent  annual  interest  on  said  sum 
80  paid."  Thfa  latter  was,  therefore,  not  a 
contract  to  repurchase  stock  of  Cornell,  but  a 
contract  to  purchase  of  him  his  right  to  ob- 
tain 10  shares  of  stock  in  the  company,  ac- 
quired by  virtue  of  his  contract  therewith. 
In  effect,  It  Is  an  agreement  to  take  Cornell's 
contract  ofF  his  hands  If  he  so  desired.  If 
this  agreement  is  not  capable  of  this  construc- 
tion, it  is  nudum  pactum,  and  of  no  binding 
force  or  effect  whatever.  The  10  shares  of 
stock  alluded  to  herein  are  the  same  which 
Cornell  contracted  with  the  company  for,  and 
which  it  agrees  to  Issue  to  him  upon  Els  com- 
pletion of  his  payments.  The  Taylor  coor 
tract  contemplates  a  purcliase  from  Cornell 
before  he  (Cornell)  can  acquire  the  title,  and 
even  before  the  company  Is  required  to  issue 
tiie  stock;  so  that  when  his  contract  stipu- 
lates for  the  repurchase  of  stock  It  simply 
amounts  to  an  agreement  on  Taylor's  part  to 
purchase  of  Cornell,  at  his  option,  at  any  one 
of  the  several  stated  times,  the  company's 
agreement  with  Cornell,  and  thereby  be 
placed  In  such  position  under  the  contract 
that  he  (Taylor)  may  comply  with  the  condi- 
tions thereof,  and  thus  acquire  the  stock  for 
liimseif.  Ttiis  construction  seems  reasonable, 
in  the  light  of  the  two  contracts  and  the  sur- 
rounding circumstances.  The  two  contracts 
arc  incapable  of  being  construed  as  parts  of 
one,  as  the  parties  to  each  are  not  the  same; 
bnt  the  Taylor  contract  should  be  construed 
with  reference  to  the  conditions  of  the  com- 
pany contract,  as  the  rights  acquired  under 
the  latter  constitute  the  subject-matter  of  the 
former.  Now,  Cornell  has  undertaken,  by  the 
terms  of  the  company  contract,  to  pay  $4,000 
for  the  stock,  as  follows:  "One  hundred  dol- 
lars to  be  paid  at  the  signing  of  the  contract 
[March  24,  1802]  for  each  share  of  stock  here- 
by snbscrlbed  and  taken,  •  *  •  and  one 
hundred  dollars  annually  thereafter,  for  each 
sliare  so  subscribed  by  him,  until  the  full 
amount  subscribed  is  paid."  He  made  the 
first  payment  of  $1,000  as  agreed,  but  no  oth- 
er payment  haa  been  made  upon  said  contract, 
either  by  Cornell  or  plaintiff.  After  liaviug 
defaulted  in  the  payment  of  $1,000  due  March 
21,  1883,  and  at  the  date  when  the  second  de- 
ferred payment  became  due  (March  24,  18!)4). 
and  without  paying  it,  the  plaintiff,  the  suc- 
cessor in  interest  of  Cornell,  declared  his  de- 
sire to  have  the  defendant  "repurchase,"  and 
at  the  same  time  tendered  the  stock  contract, 
with  an  assignment  thereof  to  Taylor,  and  de- 
manded payment  of  $1,000,  with  interest  at 
8  per  cent,  per  annum  from  March  24,  1892. 


Taylor  refused  to  comply  with  the  demand, 
and  It  is  contended  refused  to  accept  the  as- 
signed company  contract.  He  now  claims 
that  he  was  not  compelled  to  take  the  com- 
pany contract  tn  its  defaulted  condition,  and 
that  it  was  Incumbent  upon  the  plaintiff  to 
tender  him  a  perfect  one  that  he  could  en- 
force without  question.  The  effect  of  a  fail- 
ure to  make  a  payment  of  an  installment  of 
a  purchase  price  falling  due  at  a  stated  time 
may  or  may  not  preclude  an  action  for  breach 
thereof,  and  depends  somewhat  upon  other 
facts  and  circumstances  attending  the  de- 
fault If  the  breadi  is  the  result  of  accident 
<w  oversight,  or  is  accompanied  with  facts 
and  circumstances  inconsistent  with  an  in- 
tention to  abandon,  and  which  incline  one  to 
presume  the  buyer  lnt«ided  fully  to  perform, 
then  the  failure  to  pay  an  installment  at  the 
agreed  time  does  not  work  a  forfeiture  of  the 
whole  contract,  and,  by  a  subsequent  tender 
of  the  installment  with  further  Installments 
due,  he  may  claim  the  benefit  of  the  sale. 
Tied.  Sales,  i  210;  Hime  v.  Klasey,  9  111.  App. 
166;  Winchester  v.  Newton,  2  Allen,  402. 
But,  if  the  acts  of  the  buyer  in  falling  to 
comply  with  his  agreement  In  making  pay- 
ment of  an  installment  indicate  an  intention 
to  abandon  the  contract,  as  where  the  re- 
fusal to  pay  is  willful,  and  not  through  inad- 
vertence or  accident,  the  contract  is  thereby 
held  to  be  forfeited,  and  the  seller  cannot  be 
compelled  to  perfcmn.  So,  a  refusal  to  pay 
because  of  one's  pecuniary  Inability,  if  more 
or  less  continued,  would  create  a  presumption 
that  the  purchaser  Intended  to  abandon  tm- 
ther  performance.  Tied.  Sales,  supra;  Cur- 
tis V.  Gibney,  69  Md.  181;  Bradley  t.  King, 
14  111.  339;  and  Robson  v.  Bohn,  27  Minn,  333, 
7  N.  W.  357.  If  this  view  of  the  law  touch- 
ing the  effect  of  defaulted  payments  is  cor- 
rect, it  Is,  to  say  the  least,  questionable  wheth- 
er the  comiwny  contract  could  now  be  en- 
fOTced  against  it,  and  would  be  a  matter  for 
the  determination  of  a  jury.  It  is  apparent, 
therefore,  that  the  contract  tendered  to  Tay- 
lor was  not  free  from  infirmities,  which  in- 
firmities are  the  result  of  plaintiff's  failure 
to  comply  with  Its  terms  and  stipulations. 
Taylor  did  not  agree  to  accept  such  a  con- 
tract of  doubtful  validity,  and  hence  was  not 
guil^  of  a  breach  of  his  contract  with  Cor- 
nell if  he  declined  to  accept  and  to  repay 
the  money,  with  Interest,  paid  by  Cornell  on 
the  company  contract  Plaintiff  should  have 
tendered  a  contract  unimpaired  by  any  de- 
fault on  his  part,  before  it  was  Incumbent 
upon  Taylor  to  accept,  and  without  which 
plaintiff  could  have  no  action  against  Tay- 
lor. 

3.  The  foregoing  conclusions  render  an  ex- 
amination of  the  third  point  unnecessary,  as 
plaintiff  cannot  maintain  an  action  In  either 
case,  whether  upon  the  contract  for  the  pur- 
chase price,  or  for  breach  thereof  and  for 
damages,  unless  Taylor  has  accepted  the  con- 
tract tendered,  with  its  infirmities,  In  which 
case  he  would  be  deemed  to  have  waived 
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tbe  objection  thereto  arising  from  the  de- 
fault, and  plalntUTa  action  for  the  agreed 
price  would  then  be  appropriate. 

4.  We  come  now  to  tbe  question  wbetber 
the  case  should  have  been  sent  to  the  Jury, 
and  thla  must  be  determined  under  the  plead- 
ings as  they  come  here,  Including  tbe  rapple- 
mental  complaint,  answer,  and  reply.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  supplemental  complaint,  filed 
without  objection,  alleges  an  acceptance  by 
Taylor  subsequent  to  the  commencement  of 
the  action,  and,  no  exceptions  having  been 
taken  to  It  either  by  demurrer,  motion,  or 
othMwlse,  it  is  now  too  late  to  make  the  ob- 
jection for  the  first  time  in  this  court  that 
no  cause  of  action  existed  at  the  date  of  the 
commencement  thereof.  Lowry  v.  Harris,  12 
Minn.  267  (GIL  166);  Smith  y.  Smith,  22  Kan. 
702.  The  turning  point  In  the  trial  was 
whether  Taylor  did  or  did  not  accept  from 
plaintifF  the  company  contract,  and  thereby 
become  responsible  to  him  for  a  repayment 
of  the  sum  of  money  paid  thereon,  with  In- 
terest. We  think  there  was  evidence  on  this 
question  which  should  have  been  allowed  to 
go  to  the  Jury.  Tbe  testimony  of  Johnson 
showing  that  Taylor  took  the  assigned  com- 
pany contract  from  the  clerk's  office  with 
knowledge  of  what  it  was,  and  retained  It 
for  a  considerable  length  of  time,  bad  a 
tendency  to  support  plaintiff's  contention 
that  Taylor  did  accept,  and  It  was  the  prov- 
ince of  the  Jury  to  say  from  this  testimony, 
when  taken  in  connection  with  Roridc's, 
whether  he  did  or  not.  The  court  below  was 
In  error  In  granting  tbe  nonsuit,  and  its  Judg- 
ment Is  tberefwe  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 


(12  Wash.  468) 

GILMORE  et  al.  v.  H.  W.  BAKER  CO.  et  aL 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  30,  1895.) 

LAHDI.OBD  AND  TBKAUT — NOTICE  TO  QCIT— DOCC- 

msrtabt  evmbnok— cohpetbnot  of 
Witness. 

1.  IlDder  2  Hill's  Code,  i  549,  subd.  3,  making 
a  tenant  ^Ity  of  unlawful  detainer  who,  on  no- 
tice requiring  in  the  alternative  payment  of  rent 
or  surrender  of  the  premiHee,  given  by  tbe  per- 
son "entitled  to  the  rent,"  fails  to  pay  the  rent 
or  surrender  the  premises,  a  notice  to  quit, 
signed  by  a  Joint  owner  of  premises  in  his  own 
name,  and  as  one  of  the  executors  and  as  at- 
torney In  fact  of  the  other  executors  of  the  es- 
tate, which  holds  the  remaining  interest  requir- 
ing payment  of  rent  due  or  surrender  of  the 
premises  to  him,  is  good. 

2.  The  certificate  of  the  clerk  of  the  superior 
court  of  a  county,  in  which  an  action  of  unlaw- 
ful detainer  is  brought  by  executors  of  an  estate, 
that  the  copy  of  the  win  contained  In  a  copy  of 
the  record  of  probate  proceedings  in  a  foreign 
county  Is  a  true  copy  of  the  will  filed  in  his 
county,  will  authorize  the  admission  of  such 
probate  record  in  evidence. 

8.  Where  one  neKotiates  a  leas*  for  him- 
•df  and  subsequently  becomes  the  president  of  a 
corporation  which  has  by  assignment  succeeded 
to  his  rights  under  the  lease,  such  president,  in 
■n  action  against  the  corporation  by  executors 
of  the  deceased  lessor  for  unlawful  detainer,  is 
a  "party  in  intfrest,"  within  2  Hill's  Code,  { 
ICAG.  prohibiting  a  "party  in  interest"  from  tes- 
tify iug  as  to  any  transaction  or  conversation 


with  a  deceased   person  In  an  action  by   oi 

against  his  ImsI  reoresentatives. 

4.  Objection  to  the  admission  of  evidence 
cannot  be  nrged  by  one  at  whose  request  it  is 
admitted. 

B.  Where  parties  to  an  action  for  rent  re- 
ly on  express  contract,  evidence  as  to  the  rea- 
sonable rental  value  of  the  premises  is  Inadmis- 
sible. 

6.  Where  both  parties  to  an  action  for  rent 
reouest  the  court  to  order  the  jury  to  view  the 
premises,  and  the  court,  on  refusing,  states  that 
he  cannot  prevent  them  from  viewing  the  prem- 
ises if  they  so  desire,  to  which  no  exception  is 
taken,  error  cannot  be  urged  on  the  ground 
that  two  jurors  by  viewing  them  of  their  own 
accord  have  an  advantage  over  the  others. 

7.  An  instruction  in  an  action  of  unlawful 
detainer  to  find  for  plaintiff  if  the  notice  to 

Suit  served  was  such  "as  the  law  required,  as 
le  court  has  indicated  to  yon,"  and  was  not 
complied  with,  will  not  be  held  revenible  error, 
where  it  aooears  that  such  notioe  was  in  fact 
legal. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  King  county; 
T.  J.  Humes,  Judge. 

Action  by  David  GUmore,  in  his  own  right, 
and  blm  and  others,  as  executors,  against 
the  H.  W.  Baker  Company,  a  corporation, 
and  othera,  for  unlawful  detainer.  From  » 
Judgment  for  plaintiffs,  defendants  appeaL 
Affirmed. 

Stratton,  Lewis  &  Oilman  and  John  Fair- 
field, for  appellants.  James  t«ddy  (SL  CS. 
Hugbee,  of  counsel),  for  respondents. 

GORDON,  J.  This  is  an  action  of  unlaw- 
ful detainer.  The  respondents  allege  that 
the  premises  were  let  to  tbe  appellant  from 
month  to  month  at  an  agreed  monthly  rental 
of  $500,  payable  In  advance  on  tbe  1st  day 
of  each  and  every  month;  and  the  appel- 
lant asserts  a  written  contract  for  lease, 
with  verbal  modification,  at  (275  per  month. 
There  was  a  verdict  for  the  respondents  in 
the  lower  court,  and,  appellants'  motion  for 
new  trial  having  been  denied.  Judgment  was 
entered  upon  the  verdict,  from  whicb  judg- 
ment, and  order  denying  said  motl<m  for  a 
new  trial,  this  appeal  is  taken. 

1.  We  think  the  complaint  states  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  for  un- 
lawful detainer,  and  that  appellants'  demur- 
rer thereto  was  properly  overruled. 

2;  It  is  contended  that  the  court  should 
have  sustained  appellants*  objection  to  the 
Introduction  in  evid«ice  of  the  alleged  "no- 
tice to  quit"  It  appears  that,  when  appel- 
lant went  Into  possession  of  the  premises  In 
question,  said  premises  were  owned  by  Da- 
vid GUmore  and  William  KIrkman.  Subse- 
quent thereto,  and  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action,  said  William  Klrlcman 
died  testate,  and  the  said  David  GUmore, 
Isabella  KIrkman,  Fanny  A.  KIrkman,  John 
KIrkman,  W.  H.  KIrkman,  and  John  F.  Boy- 
er  are  the  executors  named  In  tbe  last  will 
of  him,  tbe  said  William  KIrkman,  which 
will  has  been  duly  admitted  to  probate  in 
Walla  Walla  county.  In  this  state,  the  same 
being  the  county  In  which  the  said  KIrkman 
resided  at  tbe  time  of  his  death.  The  "notice 
to  quit"  is  signed  by  the  said  David  GUmore, 
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"In  his  own  right  and  as  one  of  the  executors 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  William 
Kirkman,  deceased,"  and  by  David  Gilmore, 
"attorney  In  fact  and  duly  authorized  agent" 
of  the  other  executors  of  said  will,  naming 
them.  The  notice  required  the  appellant  to 
pay  the  rent  then  due  and  owing,  or  sur- 
render the  premises  to  him,  the  said  Gil- 
more;  and  we  think  it  a  sufficient  notice 
under  the  statute,  ^  and  that  the  objections 
urged  to  it  were  properly  overruled.  It  ap- 
pears from  the  record  that  the  act  which  is 
here  questioned  was  authorised  and  sanc- 
tioned by  all  of  the  executors.  Aside  from 
This,  as  one  of  the  executors,  a  notice  given 
by  David  Gilmore  would  be  sufficient  in 
law.  The  act  of  one  of  two  or  more  execu- 
tors in  a  matter  within  the  sphere  of  his  au- 
thority as  executor  is  the  act  of  all.  In  the 
case  of  Joint  executors,  the  authority  of  each 
is  entire.  "They  are  esteemed  in  law  but 
one  i>er8on,  representing  the  testator,  and 
the  acta  done  by  any  one  of  them  •  •  • 
are  deemed  the  act  of  all."  Shaw  v.  Berry, 
35  Me.  279;  Dean  v.  Duffleld,  8  Tex.  2S5; 
Willis  V.  Farley,  24  Cal.  491. 

3.  It  was  not  error  to  permit  the  introduc- 
tion of  the  record  of  the  probate  proceedings, 
certified  by  the  clerk  of  the  superior  court 
of  Walla  Walla  county. 

4.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  the  appel- 
lant called  as  a  witness  H.  W.  Baker,  its 
president,  and  in  the  course  of  the  examina* 
tion  he  was  asked  concerning  a  conversation 
occurring  between  himself  and  the  said  Wil- 
liam Kirkman,  deceased,  in  reference  to  an 
alleged  modification  of  the  written  contract 
to  pay  $500  per  month  for  rent,  and  an 
agreement  to  receive  and  accept  in  lieu  there- 
of the  sum  of  $275  per  month,  in  view  of  a 
decrease  of  the  business.  This  conversa- 
tion was  objected  to  by  respondents,  as  re- 
lating to  a  transaction  between  the  witness 
—a  party  in  interest— with  a  deceased  per- 
son, and  hence  within  the  statute.  The 
court  excluded  the  testimony.  Counsel  for 
the  api>ellant  very  ably  and  earnestly  con- 
tends in  his  brief  that  such  ruling  of  the 
lower  court  was  error,  and  that  the  testi- 
mony should  hare  been  admitted.  It  ai>- 
pears  from  the  record  that  the  appellant  cor- 
poration was  organised  on  February  1,  1893; 
that  the  original  lease  to  these  premises  was 
executed  to  U.  W.  Baker,  and  thereafter 
the  same  was  assigned  to  Bacon  and  Baker, 
and  by  them  to  H.  W.  Baker  Company,  and 
by  H.  W.  Baker  Company  to  the  corporation 
known  as  the  "H.  W.  Baker  Company."  the 
appellant.  The  conversation  in  question  oc- 
curred before  the  appelant  corporation  was 
organized.  It  related  to  a  transaction  in 
which  the  witness  was  at  that  time  the  real 


1  2  Hill's  Code,  §  549,  subd.  3,  makes  a  ten- 
ant gnilty  of  unlawful  detainer  who,  on  notice 
requiring  on  the  alternative  payment  of  rent 
or  surrender  of  the  premises  given  by  the  per- 
son "entitled  to  the  rent,"  fails  to  pay  the  rent 
or  surrender  the  premises. 


party  in  interest,  and  in  which  the  witness 
was  representing  himself.  The  facts  that 
the  present  corporation  (appellant)  succeed- 
ed to  the  business  of  Bacon  and  Baker  and 
H.  W.  Baker  Company,  and  that  the  witness 
became  its  president  and  one  of  its  stock- 
holders, did  not  remove  the  disability  which 
the  law  imposed  upon  him  as  a  party  in  In- 
terest To  hold  otherwise  would,  for  prac- 
tical purposes,  be  to  ignore  the  spirit  of  the 
statute,:  by  permitting  one  whom  the  law, 
from  considerations  of  public  policy,  re- 
quires to  remain  silent  as  to  any  transaction 
had  by  him  with  a  deceased  person,  to  evade 
the  statute  and  avoid  the  disability  imposed 
by  it,  and  become  an  effective  witness,  mere- 
ly by  assigning  his  interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  action,  or  by  forming  a  cor- 
poration in  which  he  might  be  the  president 
and  only  stockholder,  and  thus  by  indirec- 
tion accompllah  that  which  the  law  prohibits 
to  be  done.  For  this  reason,  alone,  we  think 
the  testimony  was  properly  excluded;  and 
we  do  not  feel  called  upon  to  pass  on  the 
question  of  whether  an  officer  of  a  ccwpora- 
tlon  can  be  permitted  to  testify  to  a  trans- 
actlOB  with  a  deceased  person,  in  a  suit  be- 
tween such  corporation  and  the  representa- 
tive of  such  deceased  person. 

5.  At  the  close  of  the  trial,  a  request  was 
made  for  the  Jury  to  inspect  the  premises, 
and  consent  tliereto  was  given  by  both  par- 
ties; but  the  court  declined  to  order  the 
Jury  to  make  such  view,  saying  to  the  Jury 
and  counsel  that:  "The  court  has  no  power 
to  prevent  them  [meaning  the  Jury]  from 
going  and  looking  at  them  [the  premises]  on 
their  own  responsibtllty.  The  court  will  not 
order  them  to  go  there.  I  don't  see  any  good 
purpose  it  will  serve  in  this  case."  No  ex- 
ception was  taken  by  either  counsel.  In  sup- 
port of  its  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  ap- 
pellant filed  affidavits  showing  that  two 
Jurors,  separate  and  apart  from  their  fel- 
low Jurors,  visited  the  premises  during  the 
noon  recess  and  investigated  their  condition, 
thus,  as  it  la  insisted,  giving  them  an  ad- 
vantage over  the  remainder  of  the  Jury  in 
determining  the  character  of  the  premises 
In  dispute  and  their  reasonable  rental  value. 
In  the  first  place,  the  question  of  reasonable 
rental  value  of  the  premises  was  not  an 
issue  in  this  case,  each  party  asserting  and 
relying  upon  express  contract  The  court 
beiow  permitted  the  appellant  (over  respond- 
ents' objection)  to  go  into  this  question,  and 
thereafter  respondents  submitted  consider- 
able testimony  upon  it.  In  charging  the 
Jnry  concerning  this  testimony,  the  court 
said:  "This  is  not  for  the  purpose  of  having 
you  fix  a  reasonable  rental  value  for  the  use 
of  that  property.  Both  parties  to  this  con- 
troversy  claim  a   contract   was   made  be- 


»  2  Hill's  Ode,  *  1646,  prohibits  a  party  in 
interest  from  testifying  ns  to  any  transHotion 
or  conversation  with  a  deceased  person  in  an 
action  by  or  against  the  legal  representatives 
of  the  deceased.  ,^ 
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tween  th«m  fixing  the  rental  that  was  to  be 
paid  for  the  premises.  The  object  of  this 
testimony  was  to  aid  you  in  coming  to  a  con- 
clusion as  to  what  amount  It  is  likely  the 
parties  themselves  fixed."  In  our  opinion, 
the  court  should  have  excluded  the  testi- 
mony entirely.  However,  the  appellant  is 
not  in  a  position  to  complain  because  the 
court  permitted  its  introduction  upon  ap- 
pellant's request.  For  another  reason,  how- 
ever, the  appellant  cannot  be  permitted  to 
urge  the  alleged  misconduct  and  irregular^ 
Ity  of  the  jury  In  visiting  the  premises,  be- 
cause that  Is  what  the  court,  in  effect,  told 
the  jury  they  might  do,  by  saying  to  them 
that  "the  court  has  no  power  to  prevent 
them  from  going  and  looking  at  the  prem- 
ises on  their  own  reeponsibllity,"  to  which 
remark  counsel  for  the  appellant  made  no 
objection  and  took  no  exception.  What  fol- 
lowed was  nothing  beyond  what  was  rea- 
sonably to  be  expected. 

6.  The  court,  among  other  things,  charged 
the  jury  as  follows:  "If  you  find  that  there 
was  a  default  In  the  payment  of  it  [the  rent]; 
that  the  notice  was  served,  such  as  the  law 
requires,  as  the  court  has  indicated  to  you; 
and  that  the  notice  or  requirement  was  not 
compiled  with  for  a  period  of  three  days 
after  the  service  of  that  notice,— you  will 
find  for  the  plaintiff;  otherwise  you  will 
find  for  the  defendant"  It  Is  objected  by 
appellant  that  this  charge  left  it  to  the 
jury  to  decide  what  is  a  legal  notice,  and 
what  kind  of  a  notice  the  law  requires, 
whereas  the  sufficiency  of  the  notice  was  a 
question  of  law  for  the  court  We  think 
that  this  objection  is  well  taken,  but  it  does 
not  follow  that  the  cause  should  be  reversed. 
The  error  was  harmless,  because,  as  has  al- 
ready been  said  In  this  opinion,  the  "notice 
to  quit"  was  a  good  and  sufficient  notice  in 
law;  and,  clearly,  appellant  was  not  preju- 
diced by  the  court's  failure  to  so  charge  the 
jury.  The  other  alleged  errors  referred  to  in 
the  brief  of  appellant's  counsel  in  this  cause 
have  been  duly  considered;  but  we  do  not 
regard  any  of  them  as  being  sufficiently  im- 
portant to  warrant  a  reversal.  No  reversible 
error  appearing  in  the  record,  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  will  be  affirmed. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  SCOTT,  DUNBAR,  and 
ANDERS,  JJ.,  concur. 


STATE  V.  KRUG. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  16,  1895.) 

JORT  —  SUMMOXINO     ASD     IMPANBLINO  —  COMPE- 

TBNCT— EmBBZZLBMBST  BT  CiTT  TKEASURBR 

— ISDICTMEMT — INSTRUCTIONB. 

1.  Code  of  Procedure  (section  58)  provides 
that  the  board  of  county  commissioners,  before 
the  first  Monday  in  B>bniary,  shall  select  the 
names  of  100  persons  qualified  to  act  as  grand 
jurors,  and  the  same  number  of  petit  jurors, 
and  certify  the  same  In  separate  lists  to  the 
clerk  of  the  superior  court.  Section  62  pro- 
vides that  the  failure  of  any  officer  to  perform 


the  daties  within  the  required  time,  or  other 
irregularity  in  drawing,  snail  not  invalidate  the 
drawing,  etc.,  of  the  jurors.  Section  63  pro- 
vides that  If  the  court  sees  fit  to  set  aside  the 
venire  for  grand  or  petit  jurors,  an  open  venire 
may  issue  to  the  sheriff.  Jlrld,  that  the  failure 
of  the  commissioners  to  select  and  certify  the 
list  of  jurors  is  not  ground  for  a  motion  to 
quash  an  indictment 

2.  The  treasurer  of  a  city  of  the  first  class, 
the  charter  of  which  is  voted  by  the  people,  is  a 
"city  officer  *  •  •  appointed  under  the  con- 
stitution or  laws"  of  the  state  (Pen.  Code,  {  57), 
and  may  be  punished  under  such  section  for 
using  public  funds  to  make  a  profit  out  of  the 
same. 

3.  Penal  Code,  providing  that  an  indictment 
In  a  prosecution  of  a  public  officer  for  using 
money  intrusted  to  him  for  personal  profit  or 
for  any  purpose  not  authorized  by  law,  need 
only  allege  that  the  officer  had  made  a  profit  out 
of  the  money,  or  had  used  it  for  a  purpose  not 
authorized  by  law,  without  specifying  any  fui^ 
ther  particulars,  is  constitutional.  Anders  and 
Gordon.  JJ.,  dissenting. 

4.  In  a  prosecution  for  the  embezzlement 
of  city  funds,  a  taxpayer  of  the  ci<7  ia  a  compe- 
tent juror. 

fi.  A  challenge  for  actual  bias  to  a  juror,  tes- 
tifying that  he  has  formed  an  "impression"  as 
to  defendant's  guilt  but  not  an  opinion,  is  prop- 
erly overruled. 

6.  In  a  prosecution  against  a  city  treasurer 
for  using  public  funds  for  personal  profit  a  chal- 
lenge for  actual  bias  to  a  juror,  testifying  that 
he  had  formed  an  opinion  that  defendant  bad 
loaned  money,  but  that  he  did  not  know  wheth- 
er it  was  his  own  money  or  not  la  properly  over- 
ruled. 

7.  An  instruction  that  no  inference  of  guilt 
"should"  arise  in  the  jury's  mind  from  defend- 
ant's silence,  is  not  ground  for  reversal  for  fail- 
ure to  use  the  mandatory  word  "shall." 

8.  An  instruction  that  tlie  law  presumes  the 
Innocence  of  a  person  acciised  of  a  crime,  and 
the  presumption  is  not  a  matter  of  form  merely, 
which  the  jury  may  disregard  at  pleasure,  and 
this  presumption  continues  with  defendant 
throughout  all  the  stages  of  the  trial,  until  the 
case  has  been  formally  submitted  to  the  jury, 
and  the  jury  has  found  that  this  presumption 
has  been  overcome  by  the  evidence  of  the  prose- 
cuti<m  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  la  not  erro- 
neous. 

9.  An  instruction  that  a  reasonable  doubt 
is  such  a  "doubt  as  a  man  of  ordinary  prudence, 
•  •  •  in  determining  an  issue  of  like  con- 
cern to  himself  as  that  before  the  jury  is  to  de- 
fendant, would  allow  to  have  any  iufiuence  on 
him,  or  cause  him  to  pause  •  •  •  in  arriv- 
ing at  his  determination;  that  such  a  doul>t 
should  grow  out  of  the  evidence  of  the  case,  and 
not  l>e  merely  speculative,  conjectural,  or  imag- 
inary,"— is  not  erroneous,  as  assuming  that  there 
might  be  a  doubt  in  the  minds  of  the  jury,  but 
that  such  doubt  would  be  speculative. 

10.  In  a  prosecution  under  Pen.  (jode,  {  57, 
against  a  city  treasurer  for  using  the  public 
funds  for  personal  profit,  an  instruction  that 
the  object  of  the  statute  was  to  restrain  public 
oflicers  from  using  money  intrusted  to  them  for 
their  own  profit,  is  not  erroneous. 

11.  Where  a  city  treasurer,  for  personal  prof- 
it, ^ves  a  check  on  the  bank  in  which  he  has  de- 
posited city  funds,  and  the  payee  on  the  pres- 
entation of  the  dieck  is  given  foreign  exchange 
for  the  amount  thereof,  and  the  account  of  the 
city  chcrged  therewith,  the  money  being  ob- 
tained on  the  exchange  at  its  place  of  pay- 
ment he  is  guilty  of  using  the  funds  for  per- 
sonal profit  within  the  meaning  of  Pen.  Code, 
i  57. 

Appeal  from  superior  court  King  county; 
James  Z.  Moore,  Judge. 

Adolph  Krug  was  convicted  of  a  crime, 
and  appeals.    Affirmed,       ^->.  ^ 
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Jaa.  Hamilton  Lewis,  Stratton,  Lewis  & 
Gllman,  J.  Henry  Denning,  and  Cbas.  F. 
Flsbback,  for  appellant  John  F.  Miller, 
Pros.  Atty.,  and  A.  G.  McBride,  for  the 
State. 

DUNBAR,  J.  A  gr&BA  Jury  was  impanel- 
ed In  King  connty  to  Investigate  a  charge 
of  embezzlenient,  and  otber  unlawful  use  of 
the  funds  of  the  city  of  Seattle,  by  its  treas- 
urer, Adolph  Krug,  the  appellant  herein. 
An  indictment  was  returned  against  the  ap- 
pellant, and  a  trial  was  had  before  the  Hon- 
orable J.  Z.  Moore,  of  Spokane  county,  who 
presided  in  the  absmce  of  the  regular  judge, 
Hon.  T.  3.  Humes.  The  Indictment  was 
based  nxwn  section  57  of  the  Peual  Code, 
cliarglng  the  unlawful  use  of  the  money  of 
the  city  of  Seattle  in  order  to  make  a  profit 
out  of  the  same.  Appellant  introduced  no 
testimony  In  his  own  behalf,  but  demurred 
to  the  complaint,  raised  many  objections  to 
the  introduction  of  testimony,  and,  upon  the 
testimony  of  the  state,  was  found  guilty 
as  charged.  Judgment  was  pronounced,  and 
an  appeal  was  taken  to  this  court  upon  the 
errors  alleged. 

The  first  contention  of  the  appellant  is  that 
the  court  erred  In  not  sustaining  a  mo- 
tion to  qnash  the  Indictment,  made  upon 
the  gn^nnd  that  the  grand  jury  was  not 
properly  selected,  properly  Impaneled,  and 
properly  chosen.  It  is  insisted  that  the  grand 
jurors  had  not  been  selected  by  the  coun- 
ty commissioners  for  the  years  1803  or  1894; 
that  the  same  had  not  been  certified  in  sepa- 
rate lists  to  the  clerk  of  the  superior  court, 
as  proTlded  in  section  58  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure,  which  provides  that  "every  board 
of  connty  commissioners,  on  or  before  the 
first  Monday  of  February  in  each  year,  shall 
select  from  the  persons  in  their  county 
qnallfled  to  serve  as  petit  Jurors  the  names 
of  one  hundred  persons  to  serve  as  petit 
jurors  for  the  ensuing  year,  and  from  the 
persons  In  their  county,  qualified  to  serve 
as  grand  Jurors,  the  names  of  one  hun- 
dred persons  to  serve  as  grand  jurors 
for  the  ensuing  year,  and  shall  certify  the 
same  in  separate  lists  to  the  clerk  of  the 
superior  court."  These  provisions  of  the 
statute,  it  is  Insisted  by  the  appellant,  are 
mandatory,  and  Intended  to  secure  for  each 
year  a  new  list  of  qualified  electors  and  free- 
holders; and  that,  the  question  of  the  quali- 
fication of  the  grand  jury  having  been  time- 
ly raised.  It  was  prejudicial  error  on  the  part 
of  the  court  to  overrule  the  motion.  M'e  do 
not  think  this  contention  can  be  sustained. 
We  are  inclined  to  think  that  this  was  only 
an  Irregularity  which  docs  not  affect  the 
substantial  rights  of  the  defendant.  Section 
62  of  the  same  chapter  which  provides  for 
the  selection  of  the  grand  Juiy  provides  es- 
pecially that  "the  failure  on  the  part  of  any 
officer  to  perform  the  duties  required  with- 
in the  time,  or  other  Irregularity  in  said 
drawing,  shall  in  no  way  Invalidate  the  se- 


lecting, drawing  or  summoning  of  said  ju- 
rors." This,  it  seems  to  us,  would  sufficient- 
ly indicate  that  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture was  that  the  provision  relied  upon  by 
the  appellant  was  not  a  mandatory  provi- 
sion, the  omission  of  which  would  invali- 
date the  proceedings.  But,  as  further  show- 
ing that  there  Is  no  particular  virtue  in  the 
provision,  section  63  of  the  same  cliapter 
provides  that  "if  for  any  cause  the  court 
shall  see  fit  to  set  aside  the  venire  for  grand 
or  petit  jurors,  returned  as  above  provided, 
an  open  venire  may  thereupon  issue  to  the 
sberifF,"  etc.;  and,  as  further  sustaining  the 
same  Idea,  the  latter  part  of  section  58  (the 
section  relied  upon  by  appellant)  provides 
tliat  "If  from  any  cause  the  county  commis- 
sioners are  unable  to  aelect  the  full  number 
of  names  In  this  section  provided  for,  they 
shall  select  such  lees  number  as  they  may 
agree  upon."  The  whole  chapter  seems  to 
refute  the  idea  that  the  proTlsions  of  section 
58  are  mandatory,  or  that  the  defendant  has 
any  vested  right  In  any  particular  mode  of 
choosing  the  grand  jury.  Mr.  Bishop,  in  his 
work  on  Criminal  Procedure  (section  875,  3d 
Ed.),  under  the  head  of  "Directory  Statutes," 
says:  "A  statute  may  be  only  directory  to 
the  officers;  as  that  the  grand  jurors  shall  'be 
summoned  at  least  five  days  before  the  first 
day  of  the  court,'  or  that  the  court  shall  im- 
panel the  grand  jury  on  the  first  day  of  the 
term,— a  noncompliance  with  which  is  no 
ground  for  setting  aside  the  proceedings  on 
application  of  the  defendant."  The  objec- 
tion in  the  case  at  bar  Is  simply  an  objection 
of  time.  We  think,  under  the  authorities 
and  under  the  provisions  of  the  statute  it- 
self, the  objection  should  not  be  sustained, 
and  that  the  court  committed  no  error  In  re- 
fusing the  motion.  In  fact,  we  judge  from 
the  record  in  this  case  that  it  was  really  not 
the  desire  of  the  counsel  for  the  defense 
that  this  motion  should  be  sustained  by  the 
court,  for  the  new  judge  was  Informed  by 
the  counsel  that  It  had  been  the  practice  of 
the  court  that  the  jury  had  a  right  to  remain 
until  it  should  please  the  judge  to  issue  a 
new  venire,  and  that  the  judge  of  that  court 
had  ruled  against  him  upon  this  contention. 
But,  however  that  may  be,  nothing  appears 
In  the  record  to  Indicate  that  the  defendant 
was  in  any  way  Injured  by  the  action  of  the 
court,  or  that  the  grand  jurors  were  not 
qualified  grand  jurors  under  the  law.  The 
qualification  of  a  grand  juror,  after  all,  Is 
the  main  question  to  decide,  and  that  ques- 
tion could  have  been  decided  In  each  in- 
stance by  an  examination  of  the  individual 
juror. 

The  n»'xt  contention  is  that  section  57  of  the 
Penal  Code  does  not  indnde  within  its  pro- 
visions a  city  otfieer.  The  section  Is  as  fol- 
lows: "If  any  state,  county,  township,  city, 
town,  village  or  other  officer,  elected  or  ap- 
pointed under  the  constitution  or  laws  of  this 
state.  •  »  •  shall,  in  any  manner  not  au- 
thorized by  law,  use  auy  portion  of  the  woney 
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intmsted  to  him  for  safe  keeping,  in  order  to 
make  a  profit  out  of  the  aame,  or  aha  II  nae 
the  same  for  any  purpose  not  aathorlzed  by 
law.  he  shall  be  deemed  gnllty  of  a  felony," 
eta  The  defendant  was  an  ofBcer  under  a 
freeholder's  charts',  to  wit,  one  voted  by  the 
people  in  cities  of  the  first  class,  fix.  the 
city  of  SeatUe,  and  it  Is  contended,  therefore, 
that  he  is  not  a  city  officer,  elected  or  ap- 
pointed under  the  constitution,  because  be  is 
nowhere  denominated  or  designated  as  one 
of  the  officers  for  the  execution  of  the  man- 
dates or  provisions  of  that  instrument;  that 
he  is  not  an  officer  elected  or  appointed  under 
any  law  of  the  state  of  Washington  prescrib- 
ed by  the  legislature  of  the  state  for  the  exe- 
cution of  any  law  of  the  state  of  Washing- 
ton; and  that,  therefore,  he  is  not  within  the 
provisions  of  section  &7  of  the  Penal  Code, 
nor  within  the  letter  or  Intoidment  of  the 
same.  We  think  that  such  a  construction  of 
the  law  would  be  forced  and  unnatural,  and 
the  authorities  cited  by  the  appellant  to  sus- 
tain hla  contention  are  not  in  i>oiut.  Most 
of  them  enter  upon  a  discussion  of  who  were 
or  who  were  not  state  officers.  It  Is  not 
contended  by  the  state  in  this  case  that  the 
appellant  Is  a  state  officer,  but  that  he,  as 
a  city  officer,  falls  within  the  provisions  of 
section  57.  The  statute  specially  names  a 
city  office,  and  it  seems  to  us  that  there  can 
be  no  question  that  such  officer  is  elected  un- 
der the  constitution  and  laws  of  this  state. 
The  legislature,  by  authority  of  the  constita- 
tion,  grants  the  charters  to  cities  of  the  first 
class,  and  under  the  provisions  of  tlie  charter 
which  is  granted  by  the  legislature  the  city 
treasurer  is  elected.  Of  course,  this  is  a 
nomewhat  indirect  operation  of  the  law,  but 
the  election  of  the  city  treasurer  nevertheless 
flows  from  the  laws  and  the  constitution, 
and  certainly,  were  it  not  for  the  laws  of 
the  state,  the  office  of  city  treasurer  of  the 
cities  of  the  first  class  could  not  exist.  Con- 
sequently, It  must  logically  follow  that  this 
officer  is  elected  under  the  constitution  and 
laws  of  the  state^  for  the  law  conferring  upon 
cities  a  rigibt  to  provide  for  the  election  of 
its  officers  Is  a  delegation  of  the  power  of  the 
state  to  the  city.  Section  521  of  the  General 
Statutes  provides  that  "the  legislative  powers 
of  any  city,  organized  under  the  provisions 
of  this  act  •  •  •  who,  together  with  such 
other  elective  officers  as  may  be  provided  for 
in  such  charter,  shall  be  elected  at  the  times, 
in  such  manner,  and  for  such  terms,  and 
shall  perform  such  duties  and  receive  such 
compensation,  as  may  be  prescribed  In  such 
charter."  As  we  have  before  said,  the  action 
of  the  city,  and  the  validity  of  its  acts  in 
electing  its  treasurer,  all  flow  from  and  are 
dependent  uiion  these  provisions  of  the  law. 
The  constitution  Itself,  in  section  14  of  article 
11,  seems  to  have  initiated  the  Idea  upon 
which  this  statute  is  based,  and  provides  that 
the  making  of  profit  out  of  county,  city,  town, 
or  other  public  money,  or  using  the  same 
for  any  purpose  not  authorized  by  law,  by 


any  officer  having  the  poflseaaion  or  contEol 
thereof,  shall  be  &  felony,  and  shall  be  prose- 
cuted and  punished  aa  prescribed  by  law; 
and  the  enactment  of  section  67  is  in  perfect 
harmony  with  this  provision  of  the  oonstltn- 
tlon,  and  makes  provision  for  carrying  it  Into 
effect  It  would.  Indeed,  destroy  not  only  the 
manifest  Intention  of  ttie  constitution,  bat  of 
the  statute,  to  hold  that  this  provision  of  the 
statute  did  not  apply  to  treasurers  who  were 
not  directly  elected  under  the  provisiona  of 
the  law. 

A  question,  however,  which  has  given  the 
court  vastly  more  trouble  than  the  one  Just 
discussed,  and  which  is  really  the  vital  ques- 
tion in  this  case,  as  we  view  it,  is  embodied 
In  the  contention  that  the  demurrer  should 
have  been  sustained  because  the  indictmeot 
did  not  state  facts;  that  is,  that  it  was  nd- 
ther  direct  nor  c«tain  as  regards  the  crime 
charged,  nor  was  it  direct  or  certain  in  char- 
ging the  particular  circumstances  of  the 
crime  necessary  to  constitute  a  complete  crime 
under  the  law.  The  charging  part  of  the  In- 
dictment la  as  follows:  "Adolph  Krug  and 
Henry  Fuhrman  are  accused  by  the  grand 
jury  of  the  state  of  Washington  In  and  for 
King  county,  said  state,  by  this  indictment,  of 
the  crime  of  using  public  money  in  order  to 
make  a  profit  out  of  the  same,  and  for  pur- 
poses not  then  and  th»e  authorized  by  law, 
committed  as  follows:  That  on  the  2d  day  of 
July,  1892,  the  said  Adolph  Krug,  then  and 
there  being,  and  at  said  time  was,  a  city 
officer,  to  wit,  the  duly  elected,  qualified,  and 
acting  city  treasurer  of  the  city  of  Seattle, 
in  the  county  of  King,  state  of  Washington, 
and  being  then  and  there  charged  under  the 
provisions  of  the  charter  and  the  amendments 
thereto  ot  the  said  city  of  Seattle,  the  said 
charter  being  commonly  known  as  the  free- 
holders' charter,  with  the  recelviog  and  safe- 
keeping of  all  moneys  belonging  to  and  the 
property  of  the  said  city  of  Seattle,  the  said 
city  of  Seattle  then  and  there  being  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation  duly  organized  and  exist- 
ing under  and  by  virtue  of  the  lawa  of  the 
territory,  now  state,  of  Washington,  and  as 
such  officer  and  city  treasurer  as  aforesaid 
the  said  Adolph  Krug)  was  then  and  there, 
by  virtue  of  his  said  city  office,  intrusted 
with  a  sum  and  amount  of  $10,000  in  lawful 
money,  for  safe-keeping,  the  same  being  pub- 
lic money  belonging  to  and  the  property  of 
the  said  city  of  Seattle,  and  which  said  mon- 
ey was  under  the  care,  custody,  and  control 
of  the  said  Adolph  Krug,  as  such  officer  and 
city  treasurer  as  aforesaid;  and  the  said 
Adolph  Krug,  officer  and  city  treasurer  as 
aforesaid,  on  the  2d  day  <^  July,  1892,  in 
said  King  coonty,  state  of  Washington,  un- 
lawfully, feloniously,  and  in  a  manner  not 
authorized  by  law,  did  use  the  said  $10,000 
public  money  as  aforesaid,  of  the  value  of 
$10,000  in  lawful  money,  in  order  to  make  & 
profit  out  of  the  same,  and  for  purpose  then 
and  there  not  authorized  by  law,"  etc.  It 
Is  most  earnestly  urged  by  the  appellant  that 
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no  statement  of  fects  Is  set  forth  In  ttilB  In- 
dictment which  would  notify  the  defendant 
of  the  particular  crime  with  which  he  was 
charged,  and  many  cases  are  cited  to  support 
this  contention,  notably  a  case  decided  by 
this  court,  viz.  State  v.  Carey,  4  Wash.  424, 
30  Pac.  729.  There  is  no  question  but  tliat 
as  a  general  proposition  of  law,  under  the 
ordinary  statutes  and  under  the  common-law 
requirements,  this  Indictment  woiild  not  be 
sufficient,  and  the  ease  of  State  v.  Carey,  su- 
pra, was  based  upon  the  jwovlslons  of  our 
statute  and  the  general  provisions  of  law  in 
relation  to  criminal  procedure.  But  that  case, 
with  all  cases  of  slmilnr  character,  is  not  in 
point  here,  for  the  reason  that  our  statute 
especially  provides  that  the  ordinary  require- 
ments of  an  indictment  may  be  omitted  from 
Indictments  for  this  particular  crime,  section 
58  of  the  Penal  Code  providing  that,  "in 
prosecutions  for  the  offenses  named  in  the 
next  preceding  section  [the  section  under 
wlilch  this  Indictment  was  brought],  it  shall 
be  sufficient  to  allege  generally,  in  the  in- 
formation or  indictment,  that  any  such  offi- 
cer ••  *  has  made  profit  out  of  the  imbllc 
money  in  his  possession  or  under  his  control, 
or  has  used  the  same  for  any  purpose  not  au- 
thorized by  law,  to  a  certain  value  or  amount, 
■without  specifying  any  further  particulars  in 
regard  thereto;  and  on  the  trial  evidence 
may  be  given  of  all  the  facts  constituting  the 
offense  and  defense  thereto."  So  it  will  be 
seen  that  this  statute  carries  the  Indictment 
in  this  case  beyond  the  pale  of  the  common 
law,  or  the  ordinary  provisions  for  criminal 
pleadings  in  statutes;  and,  as  the  indictment 
follows  as  closely  as  it  could  be  made  to  do 
the  provisions  of  the  statute,  the  only  ques- 
tion that  remains  to  be  determined  is.  Is  the 
statute  constitutional,  or  can  it  be  sustained 
in  the  face  of  the  fourteenth  amendment  to 
the  CMistitution  of  the  United  States,  and  sec- 
tion 22,  art.  1,  of  the  constitution  of  the  state 
of  Washington? 

It  la  contended  by  the  appellant,  with  some 
show  of  reason,  that  the  Information  fur- 
nished in  this  Indictment  is  of  rather  a  mea- 
ger Vjuality  as  well  as  quantity,  and  many 
cases  are  cited  bearing  on  this  proposition. 
We  think,  however,  that  they  can  all  be  dis- 
tinguished from  the  case  in  point.  The  near- 
est to  an  analogous  case,  and  the  one  which 
Is  referred  to  In  nearly  all  the  other  cases 
cited,  is  that  of  U.  8.  v.  Crnlkshank.  92  U.  S. 
542.  There  it  was  held  that  in  criminal 
cas««  the  defendant  had  a  constitutional 
right  to  be  Informed  of  the  nature  and  cause 
of  the  accusation,  and  that  the  indictment 
must  set  forth  the  offense  with  clearness, 
and  all  necessary  certainty  to  apprise  the 
accused  of  the  crime  with  which  he  stands 
charged,  and  that  every  Ingredient  of  which 
the  offense  was  eomiwsed  must  be  accurate- 
ly and  clearly  alleged.  In  that  case  the  de- 
fendant was  charged  with  an  Intent  "to  hin- 
der and  prevent  the  parties  in  their  respect- 
ive free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  the  rights, 
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privileges,  immunities,  and  protection  grant- 
ed and  secured  to  them,  respectively,  as  citi- 
zens of  the  United  States  and  as  citizens  of 
said  state  of  Louisiana,  *  •  •  f or  the  rea- 
son that  they  •  •  •,  being  then  and  there 
citizens  of  said  state  and  of  the  United 
States,  were  persons  of  African  descent  and 
race,  and  persons  of  color,  and  not  white 
citizens  thereof;"  and  the  Indictment  further 
charged  them  with  an  intent  to  hinder  and 
prevent  them  "in  their  several  and  respec- 
tive free  exercise  and  enjoyment  of  every, 
each,  all  and  singular,  the  several  rights  and 
privileges  granted  and  secured  to  them  by 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States."  The  same  general  statement  of  the 
rights  to  be  Interfered  with  was  found  in 
the  other  counts;  and  the  court  said:  "Ac- 
cording to  the  view  we  take  of  these  counts, 
the  question  is  not  whether  it  is  enough,  in 
general,  to  describe  a  statutory  offense  In 
the  language  of  the  statute,  or  whether  the 
offense  has  here  been  described  at  all.  The 
statute  provides  for  the  punishment  of  those 
who  conspired  to  injure,  oppress,  threaten, 
or  Intimidate  any  citizen,  with  intent  to  pre- 
vent or  hinder  his  free  exercise  and  enjoy- 
ment of  any  right  or  privilege  granted  or  se- 
cured to  him  by  the  constitution  or  laws  of 
the  United  States.'  These  counts  in  the  In- 
dictment charge,  in  substance,  that  the  in- 
tent In  this  case  was  to  hinder  and  prevent 
these  citizens  in  the  free  exercise  and  enjoy- 
ment of  'every,  each,  all  and  singular,'  the 
rights  granted  them  by  the  constitution,  etc. 
There  is  no  specification  of  any  particular 
right.  The  language  is  brood  enough  to  cov- 
er all."  After  laying  down  the  general  prop- 
ositions of  law  which  we  have  before  noted, 
the  court  proceeds  to  say:  "All  crimes  are 
not  so  punishable.  Whether  a  particular 
crime  be  such  a  one  or  not  is  a  question  of 
law.  The  accused  has,  therefore,  the  right 
to  have  a  specification  of  the  charge  against 
him  in  this  respect,  in  order  that  he  may  de- 
cide whether  he  should  present  his  defense 
by  a  motion  to  quash,  demurrer,  or  plea;  and 
the  court,  that  it  may  determine  whether  the 
facts  will  sustain  the  indictment.  So  here, 
the  crime  Is  made  to  consist  In  the  unlawful 
combination,  with  an  intent  to  prevent  the 
enjoyment  of  any  right  granted  or  secured 
by  the  constitution,  etc.  All  rights  are  not 
so  granted  or  secured.  Whether  one  is  so 
or  not  is  a  question  of  law  to  be  decided  by 
the  court,  not  the  prosecutor.  Therefore, 
the  indictment  should  state  the  particulars, 
to  inform  the  court  as  well  as  the  accused. 
It  must  be  made  to  appear— that  Is  to  say, 
appear  from  the  Indictment,  without  going 
further— that  the  acts  charged  will.  If  prov- 
en, support  a  conviction  for  the  offense  al- 
leged. •  •  •  These  counts  are  too  vague 
and  general.  They  lack  the  certainty  and 
precision  required  by  the  established  rules 
of  criminal  pleading."  It  will  be  seen,  by  «n 
investigation  of  the  law  upon  which  the  in- 
dictment In  the  case  at  bar  is  based,  that 
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the  trouble  anticipated  by  the  court  in  the 
case  of  U.  S.  v.  Cruikshank,  supra,  cannot 
arise,  for  the  indictment  here  charges  the 
unlawful  act.  or  tlie  particular  act  which  by 
the  law  is  made  unlawful,  yiz.  the  use  of  the 
money  intrusted  to  him  for  the  purpose  of 
maldng  a  profit  out  of  it,  and  the  use  of  it 
in  a  manner  not  provided  by  law.  And  the 
accused  in  this  case  ha«  the  I>eneflt  of  the 
speciflcation  of  the  particular  act  constitut- 
ing the  crime,  for,  under  the  statute,  the 
crime  consists  of  the  acts  specified.  If  be 
makes  a  profit  out  of  the  money  intrusted  to 
his  care  in  any  way,  he  falls  within  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute;  or,  if  he  uses  the 
money  in  any  way  not  provided  by  law,  he 
falls  within  the  provisions  of  the  statute. 
The  legislature,  doubtless  recognizing  the 
fact  that  it  is  exceedingly  difficult  to  convict 
for  embezzlement  in  cases  of  this  kind,  where 
the  ordinary  rules  of  criminal  practice  ob- 
tain, sought,  in  the  interest  of  justice,  and 
at  the  same  time  without  depriving  the  de- 
fendant of  any  material  right,  to  formulate 
a  statute  which  would  render  easy  the  ad- 
ministration of  Justice,  and  under  which  the 
real  facts  in  the  case  could  be  ascertained. 
This  provision  of  the  law  may  well  be  sus- 
tained, at  least  so  far  as  its  application  goes 
to  officers  who,  under  the  law  guiding  and 
directing  their  duties,  have  sufficient  notice 
furnished  them  by  an  indictment  drawn  un- 
der this  statute.  A  provision  of  the  cliarter 
which  prescribes  the  duties  of  the  city  treas- 
urer of  the  city  of  Seattle  is  to  the  effect  that 
"it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  city  treasurer  to 
receipt  for  moneys  of  the  city  and  pay  out 
the  same  only  on  warrants  drawn  in  pursu- 
ance of  the  order  of  the  city  council,  signed 
by  the  mayor  and  countersigned  and  regis- 
tered by  the  city  comptroller."  It  follows 
that  any  use  of  money  by  the  city  treasurer, 
except  upon  warrants,  is  unauthorized  by 
law;  and  it  would  t>e  a  complete  and  easy 
defense  by  this  officer  to  show  that  all  the 
money  which  had  come  into  his  hands,  as 
said  treasurer,  over  and  above  the  amount 
remaining  In  the  treasury,  had  been  paid  out 
upon  warrants  in  the  manner  prescribed  by 
law.  If  he  can  show  this,  then  ttie  accusa- 
tion that  he  has  used  It  in  a  manner  not  au- 
thorized by  law,  or  that  he  has  made  profit 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  city,  cannot  be  sus- 
tained. If  he  cannot  show  it,  the  presump- 
tion ought  to  attach  that  the  accusations  are 
true;  for,  In  the  very  nature  of  the  office 
and  the  duties  of  the  officer,  it  is  impossible 
for  the  state  to  allege  or  prove  the  embezzle- 
ment of  any  particular  money,  or  any  par- 
ticular part  of  any  funds.  Any  such  restric- 
tions as  these  would  have  the  effect  of  al- 
lowing embezzling  officers  of  this  description 
to  escape  the  penalties  of  the  law,  while  the 
liberal  provisions  of  the  statute  do  not  in  any 
way  prevent  them  from  making  a  complete 
defense  to  the  charge,  in  case  of  their  Inno- 
cence. For  this  reason,  we  think  the  stat- 
ute in  this  case  should  be  sustained;  and 


for  the  reasons  mentioned  above,  viz.  the  im- 
possibility of  describing  particular  moneys 
or  particular  funds,  all  the  objections  by  the 
appellant  to  the  Introduction  of  evidence  in 
tills  case,  without  specifically  mentioning 
them,  will  be  overruled. 

It  is  alleged  that  the  court  erred  in  refus- 
ing the  challenge  for  cause  to  Juror  William 
Fox,  on  the  ground  that  the  Juror  testified 
"that  he  was  a  resident  for  years,  and  a  tax- 
payer, in  the  city  of  Seattle,  and  had  paid 
money  to  the  city  treasury,  of  which  Mr. 
Krug  was  treasurer,  and  which  money  he 
was  being  charged  with  having  converted." 
We  think  this  contention  is  hardly  worthy  of 
discussion.  Carried  to  its  logical  conclusion, 
every  taxpayer  in  the  country  would  be  held 
to  be  an  Illegal  Juror  in  aU  cases  where  offi- 
cers were  charged  with  having  embezzled  or 
misappropriated  the  public  funds,  and  in- 
deed In  every  criminal  case,  for,  under  our 
laws,  upon  the  conviction  or  acquittal  of  a 
person  charged  with  a  felony  depends  a 
question  of  costs  to  the  state  or  county. 

The  next  contention— that  the  court  erred 
in  not  sustaining  the  challenge  to  juror  Fox 
for  actual  bias— Is  equally  without  founda- 
tion. The  Juror  nowhere  said  that  he  had 
an  opinion  as  to  the  merits  of  this  case.  It 
Is  true  that  he  stated  that,  from  some  ac- 
counts he  had  seen  in  the  newspaper,  he  had 
an  opinion  or  an  impression  that  the  appel- 
lant Krug  had  loaned  money;  but  he  contin- 
uously asserted  that  he  did  not  know  or  have 
any  idea  whether  it  was  ills  own  money  or 
whether  it  was  the  city's  money,  and  several 
pages  of  adroit  cross-examination  failed  to 
elicit  proof  that  the  Juror  had  any  opinion 
as  to  the  guilt  or  Innocence  of  the  defendant 
of  the  crime  with  which  he  was  charged. 
In  fact,  he  positively  asserted  all  the  time 
that  he  had  not  He  may  have  had  an  opin- 
ion that  the  defendant  had  loaned  money,  or 
that  he  liad  bought  a  horse  or  sold  a  farm, 
but  such  an  opinion  could  In  no  way  be  ma- 
terial to  the  issue  involved,  viz.  whether  he 
had  made  a  profit  out  of  money  of  the  city  of 
Seattle. 

It  is  also  claimed  that  the  court  erred  in 
not  sustaining  the  cliallenge  to  the  Jm-or  Cui- 
us, on  the  ground  of  actual  bias.  We  do  not 
tlilnk  the  record  will  sustain  this  ccntention. 
This  Juror,  upon  his  e.xamiaation,  in  answer 
to  tlie  question,  "Now,  on  the  assumptiua 
that  the  f^cts  were  true,  as  you  read  them  in 
the  paper,  you  formed  an  opinion,  did  you 
not?"  said,  "Well,  I  think  not.  I  formed  an 
Impression;"  and  the  whole  cross-examina- 
tion did  not  elicit  the  fact  tliat  there  was  any- 
thing more  ttian  a  mere  floating  impression 
pervading  the  mind  of  the  Juror  at  the  time  of 
tho  trial.  The  word  "Impression,"  If  It  can 
properly  be  applied  to  a  mental  operation, 
does  not  reach  the  strength  <rf  an  oplnum. 
An  opinion  is  a  conviction  which  is  based, 
and  must  be  based,  upon  testimony.  An  im- 
pression is  a  mere  fancy  or  lodgment  in  the 
miud  which  is  not  based  upon  testim<Hiy,  and 
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the  existence  of  which  cannot  be  traced  to 
proof;  and  In  this  case  the  Juror  himself  dls- 
tinguUAed  between  an  opinion  and  an  Impres- 
sion by  insisting  that  he  bad  not  formea  an 
opinion,  and  did  not  entertain  any  at  the 
lime,  but  that  it  was  a  mere  impression.  We 
think  tbat  the  case  does  not  fall  within  the 
spirit  or  reasoning  of  the  cases  of  State  t. 
Murphy,  9  Wash.  204,  37  Pac.  420,  or  State 
T.  Wilcox  (A\'ash.)  39  Pac.  368.  The  same 
may  be  said  of  the  action  of  the  court  In 
OTerruIIng  the  objection  to  Jiuror  Manogue. 

The  objection  tliat,  under  the  constitution 
and  laws  of  the  stite.  Judge  Moore  was  ineli- 
gible to  try  this  cause,  was  disposed  of  in  the 
case  of  State  v.  Holmes  (decided  June  26, 
1895)  40  Pac.  735.  A  careful  examination  of 
the  instructions  given  by  the  court  convinces 
US  that  no  error  was  committed  in  this  partic- 
ular. The  charge  was  evidently  careifully 
prepared,  and  guarded  every  material  right  of 
the  defendant,  while  it  correctly  enunciated 
the  law  so  far  as  the  rights  of  the  state  were 
concerned.  The  criticisms  of  the  appellant 
on  this  charge  were  mostly  hypercritical,  as  is 
shown  by  the  following:  "The  court  erred  in 
giving  charge  10,  as  to  defendant's  silence. 
It  was  wrong  in  this:  (1)  It  stated  to  the 
Jury  that  from  his  silence  no  inference  of 
guilt  should  arise  in  the  mtaids  of  the  Jury 
against  the  defendant  This  was  equivalent 
to  saying  to  the  Jury  that  no  Inference  of 
guilt  ought  to  arise  in  their  minds.  It  left 
to  the  Jury  the  mere  fact,  that,  as  a  matter  of 
propriety  or  ordinary  Justice,  probably  no  in- 
ference ought  to  arise;  that  is,  should  arise. 
The  statute  is  mandatory.  It  says  that  the 
court  must  charge  the  Jury  that  no  inference 
shall  arise.  In  other  words,  that  the  Jury 
should  be  charged  that  the  Inference  of  guilt 
shall  not  arise  from  the  silence.  The  manda- 
tory words  of  the  statute  should  have  been 
given  and  not  the  discretionary  clause."  It 
is  evident  from  the  reading  of  the  charge 
that  the  court  complied  fully  with  the  stat- 
ute In  respect  to  the  inference  of  guilt  in  his 
instruction  to  the  Jury  on  this  point;  and  if 
appellate  courts  should  interfere  with  the  ver- 
dicts of  Jiu-ies  and  the  administration  of  the 
law,  upon  such  strained  construction  of  lan- 
guage or  choice  of  words  as  is  here  Indicated, 
the  administration  of  law  would  become  a 
&rce,  and  trial  by  lower  courts  a  useless 
labor. 

It  was  particularly  erroneous,  alleges  coun- 
sel for  the  appellant,  for  the  court  to  say  to 
the  Jury  tbat  "the  presumption  of  innocence 
remained  with  the  defendant  cmly  up  to  the 
submissicMi  of  the  cause  to  the  Jury,  and  then 
ceased  when  the  preeumptiou  had  been  over- 
come by  the  evidence."  It  might  have  been 
error  If  the  court  had  given  any  such  instruc- 
tion as  the  one  complained  of,  but  the  record 
shows  that  it  did  not  Instruction  No.  2  was 
as  follows:  "llie  law  presumes  the  inno- 
cence of  a  person  accused  of  a  crime,  and  this 
presnmptioD  is  not  a  matter  of  form,  merely. 


which  the  Jury  may  disregard  at  pleasure, 
but  it  is  a  part  of  the  law  of  the  land,  and 
It  is  a  right  guarantied  by  that  law  to  every 
person  accused  of  crime,  and  this  presump- 
tion continues  with  the  defendant  through- 
out all  the  stages  of  the  trial,  until  the. 
case  has  been  ilnally  submitted  to  the  Jury, 
and  the  Jm?  has  found  that  this  presump- 
tion has  been  overcome  by  the  evidence  of 
the  prosecution  in  the  case  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt."  So  that  the  contention  of 
the  appellant  that  the  presumption  of  Inno- 
cence attends  the  defendant  throughout  the 
deliberations  of  the  Jury,  and  imtli  the  arrival 
of  the  verdict,  is  fully  sustained  by  the  In- 
struction criticised;  for  under  this  instruction 
the  jiU7  are  told  that  this  presumption  is  not 
only  with  the  defendant  throughout  all  the 
stages  of  the  trial,  and  until  the  case  has  been 
finally  submitted,  but  until  the  Jury  have 
found  that  this  presumption  was  overcome  by 
the  evidence.  The  Jury  cannot  find  that  the 
presumption  is  overcome  by  the  evidence  im- 
til  they  go  into  an  Investigation  of  the  evi- 
dence, and  it  is  idle  to  talk  about  a  Jury 
t>eing  misled  by  such  an  expression  as  this, 
even  if  the  court  had  stopped  with  the  expres- 
sion "until  the  case  has  been  finally  submit- 
ted to  the  Jury,"  for  everythhig  that  is  sub- 
mitted to  the  Jury  goes  with  them  into  their 
deUberations.  That  is  the  only  object  of  the 
submission  of  evidence,  or  the  submission  of 
an  instruction  to  a  Jury,  and  a  Juryman  who 
would  be  dull  enough  to  place  the  construe-' 
tion  contended  for  by  appellant  upon  any  such 
an  instruction,  and  conclude  that  this  pre- 
sumption of  innocence  ceased  before  it  would 
avail  the  defendant  anything,  would  be  so 
dull  as  to  be  absolutely  irresponsive  to  any 
Intelligent  instruction  at  all. 

Instruction  No.  3  is  to  the  effect  that  a  rea- 
sonable doubt  is  such  a  doubt  as  a  man  of 
ordinary  prudence,  sensibility,  and  decision. 
In  determinhtg  an  issue  of  like  concern  to 
himself  as  that  before  the  Jury  is  to  the  de- 
fendant, would  allow  to  have  any  influence 
upon  him  or  cause  him  to  pause  or  hesitate 
in  arriving  at  his  determination;  that  such 
a  doubt  should  grow  out  of  the  evidence  in 
the  case,  and  not  be  merely  speculative,  con- 
jectural, or  imaginary.  This  instruction  is 
criticised  because  it  is  alleged  that  It  assumes 
that  there  might  be  a  doubt  In  the  minds  of 
a  Jury,  but  that  such  would  be  a  speculative, 
conjectural,  or  an  imaginary  one.  We  do  not 
think  there  Is  anything  in  the  instruction  that 
would  warrant  the  conclusion  that  there  was 
any  such  an  assumption,  or  that  it  could  be 
deduced  that  the  court  thought  that  If  there 
was  a  doubt  such  doubt  would  be  speculative, 
conjectural,  or  imaginary.  As  a  matter  of 
fact,  speculative,  conjectural,  or  imaginary 
doubts  should  not  lead  to  the  acquittal  of  the 
defendant  charged  with  any  crime.  It  might 
be  that  it  would  have  been  a  better  use  of 
language  if  the  court  had  instructed  the  Jury 
tbat  a  prop»  doubt  could  be  entertained  from 
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the  want  of  evidence;  but  we  think  that  the 
Jury  were  not  misled  by  going  Into  any  re- 
fined distinctions  between  the  phrases  "want 
of  evidence"  and  "should  grow  out  of  the 
evidence." 

And  the  fourth  objectim— that  it  admitted 
the  right  of  a  doubt  arising  upon  the  law  as 
charged  to  the  Jury— is  not  tenable,  for  the 
Jury  have  no  right  to  doubt  the  law.  Legal 
propositions  are  for  the  court  It  is  a  Juror' i 
province  to  decide  questions  of  fact,  by  ap- 
plying to  them  the  principles  of  law  announc- 
ed by  the  court. 

Objection  is  made  to  charge  No.  5,  for  the 
reason  that  to  state  the  object  of  the  statute 
was  to  invite  injunctive  proceedings  by  the 
Jury,  the  court  in  this  case  stating  that  the 
purpose  of  this  statute  was  to  restrain  public 
officers  from  using,  tar  their  own  profit,  the 
public  money  intrusted  to  them  for  safe-keep- 
ing, or  in  any  other  manner  than  as  author- 
ized and  directed  by  law.  If  the  defendant's 
case  is  so  shaky  that  it  will  not  bear  the  dis- 
cussion of  a  law  proposition,  or  a  proper  defi- 
nition of  the  statute  in  the  presence  of  the 
Jury,  tliat  is  his  misfortune  and  not  the  fault 
of  the  law.  The  purpose  of  this  statute  had 
to  be  understood  by  the  Jury  before  they 
could  come  to  a  correct  determination  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  defendant  had  violated 
the  provisions  of  the  statute  in  committing 
the  acts  with  which  he  was  charged. 

In  charge  No.  6  the  court  instructed  the 
Jury  that  If  they  believed  from  the  evidence 
that  there  was  money  deposited  to  the  credit 
of  the  city  in  the  Washington  National  Bank, 
and  if  the  defendant  drew  an  instrument, 
signing  the  same  as  city  treasurer,  directing 
Henry  Fuhrman  to  be  paid  $10,000,  and  thot 
the  Washington  National  Bank  obeyed  the 
direction,  and  charged  on  its  books  the  money 
to  the  dty,  and  lessened  Its  credit  $10,000, 
such  was  a  payment  of  money,  and  tliat  the 
Jury  should  construe  the  check  or  instrument 
merely  as  the  instrumentality  l)y  which  the 
city  of  Seattle's  money  was  transferred  froir: 
the  possession  of  the  defendant  to  Henr 
Fuhrman;  and  upon  these  facts,  if  the  trans- 
fer was  a  profit,  they  must  find  the  defend- 
ant guilty  as  charged.  We  think  this  instruc- 
tion was  exactly  right.  The  facts  proven  up- 
on which  the  instruction  was  based  were  sub- 
stantially as  follows:  The  defendant  gave 
Henry  Fuhrman  a  check  on  the  Washington 
National  Bank  for  $10,000.  Fuhrman  pre- 
sented the  check  for  payment.  The  bank 
had  more  than  enough  city  funds  on  hand 
to  pay  It  In  money,  but  the  defendant  pre- 
ferred New  York  exchange,  which  he  re- 
ceived. The  excliange  was  sent  to  New  York 
and  paid,  and  Fuhrman  got  the  $10,000.  Un- 
der these  facts  the  appellant  claims  there 
was  only  an  excliange  of  credits,  and  no  mon- 
ey was  paid.  The  instruction  of  the  court  is 
based  upon  the  theory  that,  in  contemplation 
of  law  at  lea.st,  this  was  money.  It  would 
be  A  travesty  upon  the  administration  of  the 


law  If  treasurers  who  are  the  custodians  of 
the  funds  of  the  people  should  be  allowed  to 
escape  the  penalty  of  embezzlement  by  any 
such  subterfuge  as  this  theory  would  protect. 
The  treasurer,  by  law,  is  made  responsible 
for  all  moneys  which  come  into  his  posses- 
sion. He  Is  the  custodian  of  those  moneys. 
He  can  keep  them  in  a  safe  under  his  own 
personal  inspection  and  Jurisdiction,  or  he  can 
deposit  them  In  the  banks;  but,  whether 
kept  in  a  personal  safe  or  deposited  in  a 
bank,  they  are  still,  to  all  intents  and  pur- 
poses, the  funds  of  the  city.  The  practical 
result  of  the  transaction  In  this  case  was  that 
when  this  check  was  given  to  Fuhrman,  and 
was  i)ald  to  Fuhrman  by  the  New  York  ex- 
change, and  that  amount  charged  to  the  ac- 
count of  the  city,  the  city  of  Seattle  had  its 
account  decreased  to  the  amount  of  the  check, 
and  it  was  Just  as  much  a  disposition  of  that 
$10,000  by  the  treasurer  as  though  he  had 
gone  to  the  bank  and  got  the  money  himself, 
and  paid  it  to  Fuhrman,  or  had  loaned  him 
that  amount  of  money  out  of  the  specie  which 
he  received,  before  it  had  been  taken  to  the 
bank  at  all;  and,  if  fcdlowed  another  stop, 
this  theory  would  reach  the  case  criticised  by 
Judge  Chrlstiancy  in  People  v.  McKInney,  10 
Mich.  M,  where  he  says:  "The  whole  force  of 
this  objection,  therefore,  rests  upon  the  as- 
sumption that  the  treasurer  could  perform  no 
act  by  which  the  money  could  be  thus  ab- 
stracted or  converted  to  his  own  use  or  ben- 
efit, unless,  at  the  time  of  the  act,  he  were 
personally  present  where  the  money  hap- 
pened to  be.  This  assumption  is  so  mani- 
festly unfounded,  in  law  or  In  fact,  as  to  re- 
quire no  comment."  A  great  many  of  the 
objections  raised  by  the  counsel  to  the  In- 
structions and  to  the  admission  of  testimony 
are  based  uiwn  this  false  theory  that  there 
can  be  no  proof  of  any  transaction  which 
does  not  involve  the  actual  specified  money  of 
the  city. 

Errors  are  founded  upon  the  court's  refusal 
to  give  certain  instructions  prepared  by  coun- 
sel for  the  defense,  but  we  think  that  all  the 
instructions  which  properly  stated  the  law 
had  been  already  given,  in  substance,  by  the 
cotirt  of  its  own  motion. 

We  have  examined  all  the  errors— and  they 
are  numerous— alleged  by  the  appellant,  and, 
with  the  exception  o*  those  discussed,  think 
they  are  entirely  without  merit.  The  Judg- 
ment will  therefore  be  aflOrmed. 

SCOTT,  J.,  concurs. 

HOYT,  C.  J.  I  concur  In  the  Clinton  of 
Judge  DUNBAR,  except  that  I  am  of  the  opin- 
ion that  cities  of  the  first  class  derive  their 
powers  from  the  constitution,  and  not  from 
the  legislature. 

ANDERS,  J.  I  dissent,  on  the  sole  ground 
that,  in  my  opinion,  the  Indictment  fails  to 
state  the  facts  constituting  the  offense  at- 
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tempted  to  be  charged.  Although  It  Is  In  the 
language  of  the  statute,  I  nevertheless  think 
that  it  did  not  apprise  the  defendant  of  the 
oatore  and  cause  of  the  accusation,  and  there- 
fore deprived  him  of  a  constltatlonal  right 

GORDON,  J.    I  agree  with  what  Is  said 
by  Judge  AJS'DEKiii. 


CITT  OF  CONCORDIA  t.  HAGAMAN  et  al. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment. C.  D.    July  6,  1895.) 
City  Ofpicebs— Contracts  with  Citt. 

1.  Section  24C6,  Gen.  St.  1889,  being  sec- 
tion 4.  c.  132,  Ijiws  1867,  has  no  reference  to 
city  officers.  The  title  of  the  act  being  "An  act 
to  restrain  state  and  county  officers  from  specu- 
lating in  their  offices,"  the  legislature  is  pre- 
sumed to  have  intended  to  restrict  the  provisions 
of  the  act  to  the  two  classes  of  officers  named, 
and  such  construction  must  be  placed  upon  it 
as  will  be  consistent  with  such  restricted  appli- 
cation. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  a  penal  prohibitive  stat- 
nte.  on  grounds  of  public  policy  alone,  an  ex- 
press contract  entered  into  between  the  mayor 
and  council  of  a  city  of  the  second  class  and 
one  who  is  at  the  time  a  councilnuin  of  such 
city,  for  the  performance  of  services  for  the 
city,  will  not  be  enforced.  Such  contract,  while 
not  absolutely  void,  may  be  avoided  by  tbe  city, 
at  will,  so  long  as  it  remains  executory;  but 
when  it  was  entered  into  in  good  faith,  was  for 
the  doing  of  lawful  and  necessary  work  for  the 
city,  and  has  been,  without  objection,  fully  exe- 
cated,  the  city  receiving  and  retaining  the  bene- 
fit thereof,  a  recovery  may  be  had  on  tlie  quan- 
tum meruit  for  what  the  services  were  reason- 
ably worth. 

iSyllabDs  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Cloud  county; 
F.  W.  Sturges,  Judge. 

Action  by  James  M.  Hagaman  and  others 
against  the  city  of  Concordia.  Judgment 
for  plaintiffs,  and  defendant  brings  error. 
Affirmed. 

Pulsifer  &  Alexander,  for  plaintiff  In  er- 
ror.    3.  W.  Sheafor,  for  defendants  in  error. 

6ARVKR,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought 
by  tbe  defendants  In  error  against  the  city 
of  Concordia  to  recover  a  balance  alleged  to 
be  due  for  certain  services  performed  for 
tlie  city  in  revising,  compiling,  and  publish- 
ing in  pamphlet  form  the  city  ordinances. 
This  work  was  done  under  a  special  con- 
tract entered  into  between  the  defendants 
In  error  and  the  mayor  and  council  of  tbe 
city,  the  city  agreeing  to  pay  therefor  («e- 
balf  tbe  legal  rate  prescribed  by  law  for  the 
publishing  of  city  ordinances  in  a  newspa- 
per. At  the  time  the  contract  was  made 
and  the  services  performed,  J.  M.  Hagaman 
was  a  member  of  tbe  city  council  of  Con- 
cordia, and  he  and  his  two  sons,  as  partners, 
were  engaged  in  the  newspaper  and  job 
printing  business  in  that  city.  The  work 
contracted  for  was  well  done,  in  a  manner 
satisfactory  to  the  mayor  and  council,  and 
the  compilation  of  the  ordlnanceB  was  re- 
ceived and  used  by  the  city.    At  the  contract 


price,  the  work  amounted  to  ^08,  of  which 
sum  the  city  paid  $200,  and  refused  to  pay 
any  more.  The  court  found  that  the  work 
was  reasonably  worth  $300,  and  gave  Judg- 
ment for  that  sum,  less  the  $200  paid.  The 
bill  of  particulars  alleged  that  the  services 
were  reasonably  worth  the  amount  sued  for, 
being  the  same  as  the  contract  price.  The 
city  defended  by  claiming  that  the  contract 
entered  into  was  "in  violation  of  law,  and 
was  illegal,  and  forbidden  both  by  statute 
and  by  common  law  on  grounds  of  public 
policy,  and  that  therefore  plaintiff  could  re- 
cover nothing  for  the  work  done,  either  the 
contract  price  or  the  reasonable  value  there- 
of." 

Counsel  for  the  city  rely,  in  the  first  place, 
upon  section  2406,  Gen.  St.  1889,  as  prohibit- 
ing the  contract  in  question  and  barring  any 
recovery.  This  section  is  section  4  of  chap- 
ter 132,  Laws  of  18G7,  and  provides:  "All 
officers,  state  and  county,  and  all  officers  ap- 
pointed or  elected  for  the  purpose  of  over- 
seeing and  directing  any  of  the  public  im- 
provements of  the  state,  and  all  officers  hold- 
ing and  exercising  any  office  of  trust  or  profit 
under,  and  by  virtue  of,  any  law  of  the  state, 
be  and  they  are  hereby  prohibited  from  tak- 
ing any  contract,  or  performing  or  doing,  or 
having  performed  or  done  for  their  own 
profit,  any  work  in  and  about  the  office  hold- 
en  by  them,  or  in  or  about  any  work  over 
which  they  have  in  whole  or  in  part  the  su- 
pervision, or  direction  or  control,  and  from 
furnishing  any  mat^al  used  in  any  such 
work.  •  •  •"  The  act  is  entitled  "An  act 
to  restrain  state  and  county  officers  from 
speculating  in  their  offices."  On  the  part 
of  defendants  in  error  it  is  contended  that 
this  section  cannot  be  construed  so  as  to  In- 
clude city  officers.  With  this  contention  we 
agree.  The  only  language  in  the  section 
Vjuoted  that  can  be  held  to  be  broad  enou^ 
to  Include  a  city  official  is  that  ccmtained  in 
tbe  phrase,  "All  officers  holding  and  exercis- 
ing any  office  of  trust  or  profit  under,  and  by 
virtue  of,  any  law  of  the  state."  Were  it 
not  for  the  restrictive  title  of  the  act.  this 
language  would  warrant  the  construction 
claimed  by  the  city.  The  legislature,  how- 
ever, saw  fit,  by  the  title,  to  limit  the  provl- 
slons  of  the  act  to  state  and  county  officers. 
It  would  have  been  an  easy  matter  to  have 
made  the  title  comprehensive  enough  to  In- 
clude all  public  officials.  The  fact  that  the 
title  was  thus  limited  clearly  Indicates  that 
it  was  the  legislative  intmtion  to  restrict  the 
act  to  these  two  classes  of  officers.  Had  this 
section  made  express  refenrence  to  city  offi- 
cials, It  would,  to  that  extent,  have  been  un- 
constitutional, as  violative  of  section  16,  art 
2,  of  the  constitution,  which  requires  that 
the  subject  of  every  bill  "shall  be  clearly  ex- 
pressed in  its  title."  As  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer  In  State  v.  Banken^  &  Merchants' 
Mut  Ben.  Ass'n,  23  Kan.  409:  "The  con- 
stitution has  said  that  the  title  must  be  an 
indeoc  to  the  law.  and  p^f^^ij^f^i^i^^ 
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tioh  as  a  valid  enactment  any  part  of  a  stat- 
ute to  which  the  finder  of  the  title  does  not 
point.  If  we  should  attempt  to  enlarge  the 
title,  we  should  defeat  the  very  purpose  of 
the  constitutional  Intention,  which  was  to 
make  the  title  of  the  bill  notice  of  all  con- 
templated legislation."  Whatever  might  be 
said  as  to  the  scope  of  this  section,  if  con- 
sidered alone,  when  it  is  read  in  connection 
with  the  title  of  the  act  it  cannot  be  con- 
strued so  as  to  include  a  class  of  officials 
entirely  distinct  from  "state  and  county  offi- 
cers." By  no  reasonable  construction  can 
a  city  councilman  be  held  to  be  either  a 
state  or  a  county  officer.  Our  attention  is 
called  to  the  cases  of  City  of  Lawrence  v. 
Killam,  11  Kan.  489,  and  Weston  v.  Lane,  40 
Kan.  479,  20  Pac.  260,  in  which,  it  is  claimed 
by  counsel  for  the  city,  the  supreme  court 
has  given  to  this  statute  the  broad  construc- 
tion how  contended  for.  An  examination  of 
those  cases  shows  that  no  such  question  was 
In  controversy  or  decided  In  either  of  them. 
The  court,  by  common  consent,  seems  to 
have  assumed  the  correctness  of  the  con- 
struction conceded  in  these  cases.  Hence, 
we  do  not  think  that  we  are  precluded  by 
anything  said  therein,  not  in  accord  with 
the  views  of  this  court,  now  that  the  appli- 
cation of  the  statute  is  challenged. 

A  more  serious  question  is  the  one  raised 
by  the  objection  to  the  court  granting  any 
relief  to  the  defendants  in  error  on  the 
ground  that  the  contract  entered  into  la  ille- 
gal and  void,  as  being  against  public  policy, 
Independently  of  any  special  statute  on  the 
subject  We  think  the  court  below  correctly 
held  the  contract  in  queston  not  binding  up- 
on the  city.  While,  perhaps,  not  absolutely 
void,  It  was  at  least  voidable  at  the  option  of 
the  city,  and  at  any  time  before  Its  execution 
the  city  could  have  refused  to  carry  it  out. 
One  of  the  plaintiffs  below,  J.  M.  Hagaman, 
OS  councilman,  was  acting  in  the  capacity  of 
agent  or  trustee  for  the  city.  As  such,  it 
was  his  duty  to  supervise,  and  exercise  his 
be.<!t  judgment  upon,  all  contracts  entered  into 
on  behalf  of  the  city.  It  was  inconsistent 
with  that  duty  for  him  to  stipulate  as  to  the 
terms  for  doing  a  thing  for  the  city  which 
his  office  required  that  he,  as  a  representa- 
tive of  the  city,  should  see  done  well  and 
faithfully,  and  on  the  best  terms.  There  is 
little  conflict  in  the  decisions  of  the  courts 
upon  this  proposition.  Considerable  diver- 
sity of  opinion,  however,  exists  upon  the 
question  whetlier  the  courts  will  allow  com- 
pensation on  the  quantum  meruit  for  serv- 
ices actually  performed  under  such  contract, 
and  which  have  been  appropriated  for  the 
benefit  of  the  principal.  On  the  one  hand, 
it  is  claimed  that  there  can  be  no  recovery 
upon  the  implied  promise  to  pay  what  the 
services  were  reasonalily  worth,  upon  the 
ground  that  there  can  be  no  implied  promise 
wliere  there  is  no  power  to  contract,  or 
where  the  contract  is,  for  any  reason,  ille- 
gal.   To  this  effect  are  Smith  v.  City  of  Al- 


bany, 61  N.  T.  444;  Stropes  t.  Board  of 
Com'rs  of  Greene  Co.,  72  Ind.  42;  City  of 
San  Diego  y.  San  Diego  &  L.  A.  B.  Co.,  44 
Cal.  112.  On  the  other  hand,  we  think  the 
better  reason  and  authority  permit  a  recov- 
ery, in  the  absence  of  express  prohibition  of 
law,  on  the  quantum  meruit,  where  the  serv- 
ices contracted  for  and  actually  performed 
were  proper  and  necessary,  and  no  unfair- 
ness was  used,  or  undue  advantage  taken,  in 
obtaining  the  contract. 

In  considering  the  question  of  Illegality  of 
the  contract,  it  is  proper  that  a  distinction 
be  made  between  a  contract  which  is  illegal 
because  its  execution  requires  the  perform- 
ance of  an  immoral  or  unlawful  act,  or  trans- 
gresses an  express  statutory  prohibition,  and 
one  wherein  the  act  to  be  performed  is  law- 
ful, but  the  agreement  Is  invalid  because  of 
the  manner  it  was  entered  into,  or  t>ecause 
of  Incapacity  to  contract  in  either  of  the 
parties.  The  first  receives  no  aid  or  encour- 
agement whatever  from  the  courts,  on  the 
principle,  "Ex  turpi  causa  non  oritur  actio." 
Of  this  character  were  the  contracts  in  the 
following  cases:  Gerlach  v.  Skinner,  84 
Kan.  89,  8  Pac.  257;  Hinnen  v.  Newman,  35 
Kan.  712,  12  Pac.  144;  Bowman  v.  PhiUips, 
41  Kan.  369,  21  Pac.  230;  Sheldon  v.  Pruess- 
ner,  52  Kan.  579,  35  Pac.  201;  Yount  v.  Den- 
ning, 52  Kan.  629,  35  Pac.  207;  Oscanyan  v. 
Arms  Co.,  103  U.  S.  261,  cited  in  the  preced- 
ing casa  When  the  contract  looks  to  the 
doing  of  a  lawful  act,  but  may  be  avoided  by 
one  of  the  parties  to  it  because  the  other 
party  at  the  time  acted  In  a  fiduciary  capac- 
ity for  the  first,  the  rule  is  applied  in  order 
to  avoid  the  possibility  of  reaping  any  undue 
advantage  from  the  contract.  When  It  has 
been  executed  without  objection,  and  actual 
lienefits  have  been  received  under  It,  all  par- 
ties acting  in  entire  good  faith,  the  law  is 
maintained  and  the  ends  of  justice  subserved 
by  disregarding  those  parts  of  the  express 
agreement  wherein  advantage  might  have 
been  taken,  and  allowing  compensation  mere- 
ly for  the  reasonable  value  of  the  benefits 
received  under  it.  Considerations  of  public 
policy  do  not  require  the  doing  of  less  than 
this.  The  defense  of  public  policy  has  no 
element  of  punishment  in  it;  nor  is  it  al- 
lowed out  of  consideration  for  the  defendant. 
It  is  upheld  by  the  consideration  which  the 
law  ever  entertains  for  the  protection  of  the 
public,  and  the  settled  policy  of  the  courts  to 
give  no  aid  to  the  enforcement  of  contracts 
whose  general  tendency  Is  Injurious  to  the 
public.  Hence,  the  courts  refuse  all  relief 
to  one  who  asks  compensation  for  the  doing 
of  an  act  which  is  conclusively  presumed  to 
be  hurtful  to  public  Interests  or  morals. 
When,  however,  the  thing  accomplished  ia 
proper  and  beneficial,  and  not  placed  under 
the  ban  of  any  penal  prohibitory  enactment, 
the  reason  for  the  iniie  fails,  and  it  should 
not  be  applied  any  further  than  is  necessary 
for  the  public  good.  No  rule  which  is  ap- 
plied for  the  preve^1;JpBj^i;,^WE0ftg,|ti^ia_  be 
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oaed  to  work  Injustice  to  eltber  of  two  par- 
ties who  have  both  been  eqoaUj  Innocent  of 
IntentkMial  Illegality  or  wrongdoing.  Prin- 
ciples based  npon  public  policy  fail  In  their 
object  when  naed  as  Instruments  of  wrong. 
We  are  supported  in  this  position  by  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Gardner  t.  Butler,  30  N.  J. 
Eq.  702;  Call  Pub.  Co.  y.  City  of  Lincoln,  29 
Neb.  148,  45  N.  W.  21S;  Ifayor,  etc.,  of  City 
of  Macon  t.  Huff,  00  Ga.  221;  Pickett  ▼. 
School  DIst,  25  Wis.  661;  Spearman  ▼.  Tex- 
arkana.  58  Ark.  348,  24  8.  W.  883;  Asb- 
hurst's  Appeal,  00  Pa.  St.  290;  Mayor,  etc., 
ot  Niles  T.  Muzzy,  88  Mich.  61;  Gorrle  t. 
School  Dlst.  86  Minn.  163,  27  N.  W.  922.  In 
Gardner  y.  Butler,  Van  Syckel,  J.,  said:  "It 
[the  claim  for  compensation]  must  rest  ex-> 
dnsiyely  upon  its  fairness  and  Justice,  and 
be  enforced  upon  the  quantum  meruit.  That 
such  is  the  full  scope  and  effect  of  the  rule 
and  the  extent  to  wliich  the  contract  is  an- 
nulled will  be  found  by  an  examination  of 
the  cases.  •  •  •  The  cupidity  and  ayarlce 
of  the  trustee  Is  guarded  against  by  giving 
the  cestui  que  trust  the  right  to  repudiate 
the  eontract  at  all  times  when  it  is  execu- 
tory, and  to  allow  sbnply  a  Just  remunersr 
tlon,  without  reference  to  the  contract  pricey 
when  It  is  executed.  The  trustee  thus  de- 
rires  no  advantage  from  his  breach  of  duty, 
and  the  company  can  suffer  no  detriment 
from  bis  serrlce  in  his  behalf."  The  court 
In  Pickett  y.  School  Dist,  expressed  itself 
thus:  "There  seems  ground  for  a  distinc- 
tion between  contracts  which  are  held  to  be 
against  public  policy,  merely  on  account  of 
the  personal  relations  of  the  contractor  to 
the  other  parties  in  interest,  and  those  which 
are  void  because  the  thing  contracted  for  Is 
itsdf  against  public  policy.  In  the  latter 
das*  the  parties  acquire  no  rights  which  can 
be  enforced  either  in  the  courts  of  law  or 
equity.  But  in  the  former,  the  thing  con- 
tracted for  being  In  Itself  lawful  and  bene- 
Hdal,  it  would  seem  unjust  to  allow  the 
party  who  may  be  entitled  to  avoid  it  to  ac- 
cept and  retain  the  benefit  without  any  com- 
pensation at  alL"  In  Currle  v.  School  Diet., 
considering  the  contract  of  a  director  of  a 
school  district  with  the  school  board,  Yaa- 
denburgh,  J.,  said:  "If  chattels  which  the 
board  Is  authorized  to  purchase  for  the  use 
of  the  district  are  accepted  and  retained  by 
the  district,  or  by  the  trustees,  it  would  seem 
Just  and  reasonable  that  it  should  become 
liable  for  the  reasonable  value  thereof,  In 
the  proiter  action  therefor,  though  the  con- 
tract ot  purchase  under  which  they  w^re  de- 
livered was  unauthorized  or  unratified.  The 
corporation  should  not  be  permitted  to  re- 
pudiate the  contract,  and  retain  the  fruits  of 
it."  We  think  the  views  expressed  in  these 
cases  commend  themselves  as  more  in  ac- 
cord with  Justice  than  to  bold  that  all  rem- 
edy or  relief  should  be  denied  one  who  has, 
in  good  faith,  given  his  services  In  the  per- 
formance of  things  needful  and  necessary 
for  the  party  seeking  to  repudiate  all  obliga- 


tion therefor.  Hie  mayor  ud  conncB  solicit^' 
ed  defendants  In  error  to  make  the  contract' 
In  question  in  this  case.  The  evidence  shows' 
that  they  dealt  honestly  and  fairly  with  the 
city,  and  gave  It  valuable  and  necessary  serv- 
ice. We  think  they  should  receive  the  rea^- 
Bonable  value  of  the  woi^  performed,  nie 
court  below  adjusted  the  diff^ences  of  tbO' 
parties  upon  this  Just  and  equitable  basis. 
In  doing  so  It  committed  no  error.  The 
Judgment  la  affirmed.  All  tbe  Judges  oon- 
earring. 


CU  Mont.  384) 

8.  a  HSRBST IHPORTINQ  CO.  v.  EOOAN.. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  16,   1896.)^ 

JUnOliaNT  ST  DSVAUIT— VAOATWa— AssntFsi*— 
Goods  Sold— Plsadiho — Acriox  sx 

CoSPOKATTOir. 

1.  A  refasal  to  set  aside  a  jndgment  by  de- 
fault on  the  ground  of  excosable  neglect,  in  that 
counsel  for  defendant  was  distracted  by  sick- 
ness in  big  family,  and  defendant  was  called) 
away  by  the  illness  of  his  mother,  will  not  be 
disturbed. 

2.  A  complaint  for  the  price  of  goods,  which 
falls  to  allege  indebtedness  of  the  defendant  w 
deliveryby  plaintiff,  is  fatally  defective. 

8.  Want  of  capacity  of  a  corporation  to  sue 
most  appear  from  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
to  support  a  demurrer  on  that  ground. 

4.  A  complaint  alleging  indebtedness  on  a 
balance  for  goods  sold  and  delivered  to  defend- 
ant In  a  given  month,  and  assignment  of  buCU 
account  to  plaintiff,  and  that  defendant  has 
not  paid  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  thougli 
due  and  payableL  Is  good  on  general  demurrer. 

5.  A  si>eclal  demarrer  will  lie  to  a  com- 
plaint, to  an  action  to  recover  a  balance  of  ac- 
count assigned  to  plaintifl  by  a  corporation,  foto 
failure  to  allege  the  legal  existence,  and  the  na- 
ture thereof,  of  the  assignor. 

6.  Failure  of  an  affidavit  In  attadtment  to 
allege  whether  the  contract  sued  on  is  express 
or  implied,  and  to  properly  entitle  the  same,  is 
a  defect  which  may  be  cored  by  amendment. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Silver  Bow 
county;  J.  J.  McHatton,  Judges 

Action  by  the  S.  O.  Herbst  Imp<H:tlng  Com- 
pany against  Joseph  Hogan  f<»'  the  purchase 
price  of  goods  and  for  the  amount  of  an  as- 
signed balance  of  account  Wtom  a  Judg- 
ment by  default  for  plaintiff,  an  order  re- 
fusing to  set  the  same  aside,  and  an  order 
refusing  to  dissolve  an  attachment  in  the 
suit,  defendant  appeals.     Beversed. 

Plaintiff  alleges  that  it  was  a  ccsrporaUon 
by  the  name  <^  the  S.  0.  Herbst  Importing 
OiMnpany.  The  complaint  then  proceeded  as 
follows:  "Few  a  first  cause  of  action  against 
defendant,  plaintiff  says  defendant  Is  indebt- 
ed to  in  the  sum  of  two  hundred  and 

eighty-two  and  */io*  dollars  for  goods  and 
merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  defend- 
ant at  his  instance  and  request  in  the  month 
of  May,  1893;  that  the  defendant  has  not 
paid  therefor,  or  any  part,  although  the  same 
la  now  due  and  payable.  For  a  further  and 
separate  action  against  defendant,  plaintiff 
says  that  said  defendant  was  heretofore 
Justly  Indebted  to  the  Silver  City  DlsUlling 
Company  in  the  sum  of  ooe  hundred  and 
**/ioa  doUarSi  on  a  balance  of  account  tot 
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goods  and  DMrcbandloe  sold  and  delivered 
Igr  said  company  to  defendant  in  the  montb 
of  September,  1883;  tbat  said  SUrer  City 
Distilling  Company,  prior  to  commencing 
this  action,  sold  and  assigned  said  account 
to  plaintiff,  who  is  the  owner  and  holder 
thereof;  that  defendant  has  not  paid  said 
account,  or  any  part,  although  the  same  Is 
due  and  payable.  Wherefore  plaintiff  de- 
mands Judgment,"  etc.  The  defendant  de- 
murred to  the  first  cause  of  action,  generally 
and  specially.  The  special  demurrer  alleges 
that  the  complaint  was  ambiguous,  unintel- 
ligible, and  uncertain,  in  this:  "Because  it 
does  not  state  how,  when,  or  where,  or  un- 
der the  laws  of  what  state,  nation,  or  Juris- 
diction, the  plaintiff  was  organized  or  incor- 
porated, or  any  reason  or  pui-pose  for  its 
existence,  or  any  kind  of  business  it  is  au- 
thorized to  do,  or  where  it  carries  on  or 
transacts  any  kind  of  business  whatever." 
Defendant  also  demurred  to  the  second  cause 
of  action,  generally  and  specially,  and  for 
ground  of  special  demurrer  alleges  that  the 
complaint  was  ambiguous,  unintelligible, 
and  uncertain.  In  this:  "That  it  does  not 
sulUciently  describe  the  alleged  assignor  or 
vendor  of  the  balance  of  account  owed  for 
the  pretended  Silver  City  Distilling  Com- 
pany, or  whether  it  has  any  legal  existence 
whatever,  or  whether  It  has  authority  or 
capacity  to  do  or  transact  any  business  of 
any  kind  or  at  all.  It  does  not  show  when, 
where,  or  how,  or  by  what  means,  if  any.  It 
was  either  organized  or  Incorporated."  The 
demurrers  were  overruled.  The  default  of 
the  defendant  for  want  of  an  answer  was 
entered,  and  Judgment  ordered  in  favor  of 
plaintiff,  as  prayed  for  in  the  complaint 
The  defendant's  counsel  moved  to  set  aside 
the  default  on  the  ground  of  excusable  neg- 
lect The  affidavit  which  was  made  the 
basis  of  this  application  for  relief  was,  sub- 
stantially, that  defendant's  counsel  was  very 
busy  with  other  professional  matters,  and 
was  embarrassed  by  attention  upon  mem- 
bers of  his  family  who  were  ill,  and  by  the 
absence  of  the  defendant  himself,  who  was 
called  away  by  the  illness  of  his  mother. 
With  the  application  to  set  aside  the  default 
the  defendant  tendered  an  answer.  The 
court  refused  to  set  aside  the  default  Plain- 
tiff secured  an  attachment.  The  title  of  the 
court  in  which  the  action  was  brought,  and 
immediately  preceding  the  affidavit  proper, 
was  imperfectly  stated.  The  allegations  of 
the  affidavit  were,  among  others,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  indebted  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
sum  of  $382.34,  over  and  above  all  legal  set- 
offs and  counterclaims,  upon  a  contract  for 
the  payment  of  money,  etc.  There  was  a 
motion  to  dissolve  the  attachment  on  the 
ground  of  irregularity  and  insufflciency  of 
the  affidavit  in  omitting  to  state  that  the  al- 
leged contract  sued  ujion  was  either  express 
or  implied,  or  the  kind  or  nature  of  said  con- 
tract The  motion  to  dissolve  this  attach- 
ment was  overruled.    The  defendant  appeals 


from  the  Judgment,  and  from  tbe  order  over- 
ruling the  motion  to  set  aside  the  default 
and  Judgment  and  from  the  order  refusing 
to  dissolve  the  attachment 

John  T.  Baldwin,  for  appellant  Stephen 
De  Wolfe,  for  respondent 

HUNT,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  We 
find  no  error  in  the  exercise  of  tbe  discre- 
tionary power  of  the  court  in  refusing  to 
set  aside  the  default  of  the  defendant  but 
are  constrained  to  reverse  the  case  upon  oth- 
er grounds. 

The  first  count  of  ptaintUTs  complaint  is 
fatally  defective,  and  upon  a  general  demur- 
rer should  have  been  so  held.  Tbe  plaintiff 
nowhere  pleads  any  indebtedness  by  the  de- 
fendant to  plaintiff,  or  to  any  <me  else.  This 
omission  may  liave  been  a  clerical  error, 
but  it  is  none  the  less  material.  Nor  does 
plaintiff  aver  that  the  goods  and  merchan- 
dise sold  and  delivered  to  defendant  were 
sold  or  delivered  by  plaintiff,  or  by  any  one 
in  behalf  of  plaintiff,  Mr  by  any  one  else. 
There  is  no  averment  whatsoever  of  the 
count  to  so  connect  the  parties  with  any 
wrong  dtme  as  to  entitle  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
dress. 

By  the  special  demurrer  to  the  first  count 
appellant  attempts  to  raise  a  question  more 
properly  tested  by  a  demurrer  based  upon  the 
ground  that  plaintiff  has  no  legal  capacity  to 
sue  Bliss,  Code  PI.  (3d  Ed.)  §  406a;  Maxw. 
Code  PI.  pp.  370,  371.  As  bearing  directly 
on  this  point,  see  the  f(dlowlng  cases,  which 
hold  that  a  legal  capacity  to  sue  is  an  ordi- 
nary incident  to  a  corporation,  and  that 
ground  of  demurrer  for  want  of  capacity  to 
sue  must  appear  from  allegations  as  made  in 
the  complaint,  and  not  from  want  of  allega- 
tions: Sewing  Mach.  Co.  v.  Moore,  2  Dak. 
280,  8  N.  W.  131;  Manufacturing  Co.  ▼. 
Beed,  3  Utah,  506.  24  Pac.  1056;  Pom.  Code 
Bern,  t  208;  Smith  t.  Sewing  Mach.  Co.,  2G 
Ohio  St  562;   Bank  v.  Donnell,  40  N.  Y.  410. 

The  general  demurrer  to  the  second  count 
was  properly  overruled.  But,  while  the 
count  states  a  cause  of  action,  we  think  the 
special  demurrer  was  well  taken.  Whether 
the  Silver  City  Distilling  Company,  assignor 
of  plaintiff,  had  or  had  not  a  legal  exist- 
ence, and  what  the  nature  of  its  existence 
I  was,  ought,  by  all  reasonable  rules  of  plead- 
ing, to  appear  with  some  degree  of  certain- 
ty. The  practice  of  most  Code  states  makes 
uncertainty  in  a  complaint  ground  for  a  mo- 
tion to  have  the  objectionable  pleading  made 
more  certain,  but,  under  the  Montana  prac- 
tice, demurrer  is  the  appropriate  remedy. 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  87;   Boone,  Code  Pi.  S  54. 

The  answer  proposed  by  defendant  pleads 
that  the  plaintiff  is  a  foreign  corporation, 
and  never  has  complied  with  tlie  laws  of  the 
state  requiring  a  certificate  to  be  filed  in  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  state,  designating 
an  agent  who  shall  be  a  citizen  of  the  state, 
upon  whom  service  of  summons  and  other 
process  may  be  made,  and  providing,  fur- 
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ther,  tbat.  If  such  foreign  corporation  Bhall 
fail  to  comply  with  tbe  proTlBlons  of  the 
sutate  referred  to,  all  Its  contracts  shall  be 
Toid  as  to  tbe  corporation,  and  no  court  of 
this  state  shall  enforce  the  same  in  favor  of 
tbe  corporation.  Act  March  8,  1883  (Sees. 
Laws  1893,  p.  91).  The  court,  being  without 
brief  or  argument  on  this  point,  refrain  from 
expcessing  any  opinion  upon  bow  noncom- 
pliance with  the  statute  may  affect  the  con- 
tracts of  the  plaintiff,  if  the  allegations  of 
the  answer  are  true.  When  this  identical 
question  was  incidentally  raised  in  Dakota, 
tbe  court,  by  Shannon,  C.  J.,  said:  "Before 
determining  so  grave  a  question,  we  must 
not  only  have  a  proper  case,  but  great  care 
most  be  taken  to  examine  that  class  of  au- 
thorities which  assert  the  doctrine  that  when 
a  statute  prohibits  an  act,  or  annexes  a  pen- 
alty for  its  commission.  It  does  not  always 
follow  that  the  unlawfulness  of  the  act  was 
meant  by  the  lawmakers  to  avoid  a  contract 
made  in  contravention  of  it."  Sewing  Macfa. 
Co.  V.  Moore,  2  Dak.  280,  8  N.  W.  131,  and 
cases  therein  cited. 

We  think  the  afSdavit  In  attachment  Is  de- 
fective in  not  stating  the  nature  of  the  con- 
tract sued  upon,  whether  express  or  implied. 
It  should  alao  be  properly  oititled.  These 
defects^  however,  can  be  cured  by  amend- 
m«at  Plerse  v.  Miles,  5  Mont.  549,  6  Pac. 
Z17;  Langstaff  v.  Miles,  5  Mont  554,  6  Pac. 
356;  Hagee  v.  Fogerty,  6  Mont.  237,  11  Pac. 
668;  Joseph!  v.  Clothing  Co.,  13  Mont  195,  83 
Pac.  1. 

The  Judgment  of  the  district  court  Is  re- 
versed, and  tbe  cause  is  remanded  with  di- 
rections to  sustain  the  defendant's  general 
dmurrer  to  the  first  count  of  plaintiff's 
complaint  and  defendant's  special  demurrer 
to  the  second  count  of  plaintiffs  complaint. 
The  order  of  the  district  court  denying  the 
defendant's  motion  to  dissolve  the  attach- 
ment is  also  set  aside,  and  the  cause  is  re- 
manded with  directions  that  the  plaintiff 
have  an  opportunity  to  give  such  a  new  affi- 
davit in  attachment  as  the  law  requires.  Re- 
versed and  ronanded. 

PKMBEBTON,  O.  J.,  and  DE  WITT,  J., 
c<mcur. 


MONTANA  CATTLE  CO.  v.  FORSYTHE 

et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.  July  15,  1895.) 
Affikmance  on  Appeal. 
Wlcre  the  statement  of  facts  is,  on  mo- 
tion of  a  respondent,  stricken  from  the  record, 
and  arpellant's  counsel  concede  that  there  is 
DO  error  in  the  judgment  roll,  the  judgment  will 
be  affirmed. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Yellowstone 
county;  George  R.  Mllburn,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Montana  Cattle  Company 
against  B.  O.  Fomythe  and  others.  From  a 
judgment  for  defendants,  plaintiff  appeals. 
Affirmed. 


Massena  Bullard,  for  appellant.  John.  T. 
Smith,  Clifton  George,  and  Gib  A.  lAne,  for 
reiqiondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  The  statement,  on  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  In  this  case,  having  here- 
tofore been  stricken  from  the  record,  on  mo- 
tion of  respondents,  there  is  nothing  now  to 
consider,  on  the  appeal  from  the  judgment 
but  the  judgment  roll.  As  our  attention  has 
not  been  called  to  any  error  In  the  judgment 
roll,  and  as  counsel  for  the  appellant  con- 
cede that  there  Is  no  error  therein,  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  is  affirmed. 


KIMPTON  V.  JUBILEE  PLACER  MIN. 
00.  et  al.l 

(Snpreme  Conrt  of  Montana.     July  15,  1895.) 

Oenbkal  and   Speciai.  Vekdict  —  Rem  AND   ok 

Afpiai.— Xbw  Trial. 

1.  On  a  suit  to  determine  the  right  to  200 
inches  of  water  from  a  stream,  it  appeared  that 
plaintiff  and  defendant  claimed  the  same  as  ap- 
purtenant to  land  bought  from  the  same  gran- 
tor. Special  findings  were  rendered  that  i^ain- 
tiff's  deed  of  the  land,  with  tbe  water  appur- 
tenant was  executed  and  recorded  long  prior  to 
defendant's;  that,  when  plaintiff  bougnt,  the 
water  was  actually  conducted  on  the  land,  and 
he  never  coaeed  to  use  the  samej  that  160 
inches  were  necessary  for  plaintiff's  use.  A 
general  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  160  inches  was 
rendered.  S eld,  that  it  was  error  to  set  aside 
the  general  verdict,  adopt  the  special  findings, 
and  enter  judgment  for  defendant  on  them,  as 
they  warranted  a  judgment  for  plaintiff. 

2.  Error  of  court  in  setting  aside  a  general 
verdict  for  plaintiff,  adopting  the  special  find- 
ings, and  entering  judgment  on  them  for  defend- 
ant when  they  warranted  a  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, is  not  error  occurring  at  the  trial  which  will 
require  a  new  trial,  but  may  be  corrected  by  re- 
manding the  case  and  ordering  judgment  to  be 
entered  for  plaintiff. 

Appeal  from  district  court  Jefferson  coun- 
ty; Frank  Showers,  Judge. 

Action  by  Washington  I.  Kempton  against 
the  Jubilee  Placer  Mining  Company  and  oth- 
ers to  determine  his  right  to  200  inches  of 
water  from  a  stream.  From  a  judgment  for 
defendants,  plaintiff  appeals.    Reversed. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  plaintiff 
to  determine  his  right  as  against  the  de- 
fendants, to  the  use  of  200  Inches  of  the  wa- 
ters of  Crow  creek  for  the  purposes  of  Ir- 
rigation. He  asks  for  a  perpetual  injunction 
restraining  defendants  from  the  use  of  said 
waters  to  the  extent  of  his  claim  of  200 
Inches.  The  plaintiff  and  the  defendants 
claimed  title  from  a  common  source.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  the  use  of  said  waters  by 
virtue  of  the  conveyance  to  him  of  160  acres 
of  land  with  the  said  waters  as  appurtenant 
thereto.  The  defendants  claimed  the  use  of 
said  water  by  virtue  of  later  conveyances  of 
land  with  the  water  appurtenant  from  the 
same  common  source  of  title,  and  also  set 
up  the  statute  of  limitations  as  against  the 
plaintiff's  right  The  case  was  tried  to  tbe 
court  with  a  Jury.  The  jury  found  a  general 
verdict  in  fa /or  of  the  plaintiff.   They  al8a«^ 

>  For  opinion  on  rehearing,  see  U  Pac.  103. 
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iDMle  a  large  nnmber  of  special  flndlnca* 
Tlie  court  set  aside  the  general  verdict,  and 
adopted  all  of  the  special  flndiogs,  and  en- 
tered Judgment  In  favor  of  the  defendants 
for  their  costs.  Plaintiff  appeals  from  the 
judgment  There  la  nothing  before  us  but 
the  Judgment  roll,  containing  the  pleadings, 
verdict,  findings,  and  Judgment  No  motion 
for  new  trial  appears  to  have  been  made, 
and  the  evidence  is  not  before  us.  The  find- 
ings are,  therefore,  the  unquestioned  facts. 
The  matter  for  decision  Is  whether  the  find- 
ings support  the  Judgment  Appellant  con- 
tends that  they  do  not,  but  that,  upon  such 
findings.  Judgment  should  have  been  render- 
ed fov  plaintiCr.  The  other  facts  of  the  case 
are  stated  in  the  opinion  below. 

loole  &  Wallace,  Cowan  &  Parker,  Walsh 
4i  Newman,  and  Shober  &  Rasch,  for  appel- 
lant Henry  C.  Smith  and  Thos.  J.  Oal- 
braith,  for  respondents. 

I 

DB  wrrr,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  With 
the  elaborate  special  findings  contained  in 
this  case,  the  setting  aside  of  the  general 
verdict  by  the  court  Is  not  important  Spe- 
cial findings  control  the  Judgment,  even  if 
the  general  verdict  be  contrary  thereto.  Code 
Olv.  Proc.  1887,  |  276.  As  noted  in  the  state- 
ment, the  parties  claim  the  use  ot  the  wa- 
ters from  a  common  source  of  title.  The 
plaintiff's  title  is  long  prior  to  that  of  the 
defendants.  He  purchased  the  ranch  many 
y;eara  before  the  defendants  purport  to  have 
purchased  certain  other  premises,  with,  as 
they  claim,  the  same  waters  appurteant 
thereto.  The  Jtuy  found  that,  when  the 
plaintiff  purchased  the  ranch,  there  were 
three  ditches  tapping  the  waters  of  Crow 
creek,  and  conveying  the  same  to  and  upon 
the  ranch  of  plaintiff  during  the  Irrigating 
season;  that  the  carrying  capacity  of  said 
ditches  at  that  time  was,  respectively,  800, 
200,  and  1,000  Inches;  that  the  granton  of 
plaintiff  owned  sufficient  of  the  waters  of 
Urow  creek  to  supply  said  ditches.  This 
last  finding,  however,  must  be  interpreted 
to  the  effect  that  said  grantors  owned  the 
use  of  sufficient  water  to  supply  the  ditches. 
It  is  also  found  that  these  ditches  and  wa- 
ters were  those  mentioned  in  the  deeds  from 
plaintiff's  grantora.  These  deeds,  it  is  to  be 
observed,  were  prior  to  the  conveyances  to  de- 
fendant, the  Jubilee  Placer  Mining  Company. 
These  deeds  from  plalntitTs  grantors  to  him 
of  said  ranch  and  water  right  were  duly 
acknowledged  and  recorded  at  the  time  the 
defendants  purchased  of  plaintiff's  grantora 
the  right  they  claim  in  the  water.  At  the 
time  when  the  defendants  purchased  what- 
ever right  they  bad  in  and  to  the  use  of  the 
waten  of  Crow  creek,  the  plaintiff  had  one 
ditch,  which  he  used  during  the  irrigating 
season  in  carrying  the  waten  of  Grow  creek 
upon  his  ranch.  The  carrying  capacity  of 
that  ditch  wan  :.'">  inches.  The  amount  of 
.water  nquisite  uuU  necessaiy.  to  properly 


Itrlgat*  plalntura  nmeV  was  IflO  Inehea. 

The  plaintiff  purchased  this  ranch,  ditches, 
and  water  right  on  the  strength  of  the  rep- 
resentations of  his  granton  that  he  was  en- 
titled to  the  use  of  said  waten  to  the  amount 
of  200  inches.  The  plaintiff  paid  for  said 
ranch,  ditches,  and  water  right  the  sum  of 
^,190.  The  plaintiff  would  be  seriously  and 
materially  damaged  If  deprived  of  the  nse  of 
said  waten.  What  defendants  purchased 
from  plaintUTs  grantors,  the  said  ditches 
were  easily  observed.  The  jury  also  found 
that  the  defendants,  or  their  granton,  had 
not  used  this  water  In  question,  nor  has  this 
water  been  used  by  them  for  the  purpose  of 
Irrigating,  or  for  their  ordinary  use,  or  for 
any  other  nseful  or  beneficial  purpose,  for  a 
period  of  five  consecutive  yean  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action.  Such  were 
the  findings  which  the  court  adopted,  and 
upon  which  it  rendered  Judgment  for  the 
defendants  for  their  costs.  How  the  court 
arrived  at  such  a  conclusion  is  to  ns  In- 
scrutable. The  facts  were  found  In  favor  ef 
the  plaintiff  fully  and  completely.  Prior  to 
the  Inception  of  the  defendants'  claim  upon 
the  waten,  plalntlfl  had  bought  his  land 
from  the  defendants'  grantor.  He  bought  It 
with  the  water  appurtenant  thereto,  with  the 
water  actually  conducted  upon  the  land.  Hs 
continued  to  nse  the  water.  It  was  neces- 
sary for  the  cultivation  of  the  land,  and  he 
would  be  damaged  If  he  were  deprived  of 
the  sama  Plaintiff  cUlmed  200  Inches.  By 
the  findings  he  was  allowed  100  Inches.  W* 
do  not  obtain  any  light  from  the  respond- 
ents' brief  which  enables  ns  to  understand 
the  action  of  the  court  in  entering  a  judg- 
ment absolutely  contradictory  to  the  find- 
ings. 

Home  questions  of  practice  are  discussed 
in  respondotts'  brief,  as  wdl  as  that  of  ap- 
pellant; but.  In  the  view  we  take  of  the 
case,  those  questions  are  not  ImpMtant  One 
of  them  Is  as  to  whether  the  court  In  an 
equity  case  may  set  aside  the  findings  or 
verdict  as  only  advisory.  But  that  ques- 
tion has  long  been  at  rest  In  this  court  The 
only  finding  which  the  court  set  aside  was 
the  general  verdict  But  that,  as  remarked, 
is  not  important 

The  respondents'  counsel  contends  that  it 
was  the  duty  of  the  court,  in  rendering  judg- 
ment, to  construe  the  special  findings  in  con- 
nection with  all  the  testimony.  It  would 
seem,  from  the  view  that  we  are  able  to  get 
of  the  case,  that  the  court  rendered  its  Judg- 
ment totally  without  regard  to  the  findings, 
and,  perhaps,  upon  some  testimony  which  is 
not  before  us.  We  know  nothing  about  the 
testimony,  and  must  assume  that  the  find- 
ings are  correct  If  the  court  thought  that 
the  findings  were  not  sustained  by  the  tes- 
timony, it  should  not  have  adopted  them, 
but  should  have  made  findings  that  the  tes- 
timony supported.  This  judgment  must  be 
reversed,  because  not  warranted  hy  the  find- 
tnga   Farthermoi%  the  flndidgs  ars  ample 
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upon  which  to  render  a  judgment  In  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  establishing  his  right  to  the 
use  of  IGO  inches  of  the  waters,  to  which  the 
jury  found  him  entitled.  There  is  no  occa- 
sion for  a  new  trial  in  this  case.  The  error 
of  the  court  did  not  arise  during  the  trial, 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  cases  below 
cited,  bnt  arose  in  rendering  a  wrong  Judg- 
ment upon  the  facts  as  found  and  undisput- 
ed. ■Woolman  v.  Garringer,  2  Mont.  405; 
Collier  v.  Brvln,  Id.  55T;  Barkley  v.  Tleleke, 
Id.  435;  Ditch  Co.  v.  Henry  (Mont.)  39  Pac. 
1054;  Stackpole  v.  Hallahan  (Mont.)  40  Pac. 
80.  It  Is  therefore  ordered  that  the  Judgment 
of  the  district  court  be  reversed,  and  that 
the  case  be  remanded,  with  directions  to  en- 
ter a  Judgment  in  fivor  of  the  plaintiff,  de« 
termining  his  right  to  the  use  of  said  160 
inches  of  water,  as  found  by  the  Jury,  and 
perpetually  enjoining  the  defendants  from 
Interfering  therewith. 

PEMBERTON,  C.  J.,  and  HUNT,  J.,  con- 
cur. 


HAMILL  T.  JALONIOK. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1895.) 

LlKSLORD    AND    TeKANT— EjSCTMENT — DEyiAL  Or 

Landlobd'8  Titlb— Estofpbi,  OF  Tbnakt. 

1.  Under  artide  32,  c.  70,  Laws  1890,  a 
landlCMTd  may  maintain  an  action  for  the  pos- 
■ession  of  property  held  by  his  tenant. 

2.  Where  it  u  shown  that  a  tenant  is  in 
possession  of  property  by  permission  of  liis  land- 
lord. Aeid,  that  he  is  estopped  from  denyioK  the 
title  under  wliich  he  holds. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  Canadian  county  court;  before 
Justice  Burford. 

Action  by  Isaac  Jalonick,  Jr.,  against  Rot)- 
ert  M.  Hamill  to  recover  possession  of  land. 
There  was  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Frank  G.  White,  for  plaintiff  In  error. 
Dille  &  Scbmook  and  Baxter  &  Severy,  for 
defendant  in  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  This  case  was  commenced  in 
the  distiict  court  of  Canadian  county  April 
7,  1893,  and  an  answer  by  a  general  denial 
was  filed  April  18,  1893.  It  was  brought  as 
a  suit  in  ejectment  under  article  12,  c.  70, 
Code  1890,  and  was  for  the  recovery  of  lot 
No.  16,  In  block  81,  in  the  city  of  El  Reno. 
October  24, 1891,  Jalonick  executed  to  Hamill 
a  written  lease  for  a  building  20x40  feet,  lo- 
cated upon  the  above  described  property,  for 
the  period  of  one  year,  at  a  monthly  rental 
of  140.  The  lease  was  signed  by  both  par- 
ties. In  the  body  of  the  lease  it  was  agreed 
that,  upon  the  nonjjeyment  of  the  rent,  or 
any  portion  thereof,  Jalonick  might,  at  his 
election,  either  distrain  for  rent  due,  or  de- 
clare the  lease  at  an  end.  In  June  or  July, 
1892,  Hamill  quit  paying  rent  for  the  prop- 
erty, and  claimed  thereafter  to  hold  adverse- 
ly to  Jalonick,  but  it  is  not  contended  that 


'Hamill  surrendei«d  possession  to 'Jalonick 
before  he  sought  to  assert  such  claim.  In 
December,  1893,  Judgment  was  rendered  for 
the  plaintiff,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  under 
the  statute.  June  11,  1894,  after  trial,  a  sec- 
ond Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  Jalo- 
nick, to  reverse  which  Hamill  brings  the 
case  here.  It  will  not  be  necessary  to  con- 
sider the  assignments  of  error  set  forth  by 
appellant  separately,  as  they  are  all  Involved 
in  one  proposition:  Was  it  error  for  the 
court  below  to  exclude  the  evidence  offered 
by  Hamill  for  the  purpose  of  showing  no  ti- 
tle in  Jalonick,  and  that  a  contest  proceeding 
for  the  title  to  the  lot  was  pending,  undeter- 
mined, before  the  land  department,  between 
Hamill  and  Jalonick? 

This  action  was  commenced  under  section 
1,  art.  12,  c.  70,  Laws  1890,  and  was  for  pos- 
sesion of  property  held  under  a  lease.  The 
snit  was  not  for.  the  purpose  of  trying  the 
question  of  title,  nor,  as  between  the  partiesj 
was  such  question  Involved.  Under  section 
1,  two  kinds  of  actions  are  contemplated. 
One  may  be  brou^t  to  determine  the  title, 
and  the  other  the  right  of  possession.  This 
action  was  for  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty. Jalonick  claimed  as  a  landlord  against 
HamlU,  his  tenant  We  think  counsel  for 
appellant  fails  to  properly  distinguish  be- 
tween the  two  actions.  Jalonick  could  not 
maintain  the  action  as  against  Hamill  for  the 
title,  because  the  question  of  title  is  one  yet 
to  be  determined  In  another  tribunal.  But,  If 
the  contract  of  lease  was  valid,  in  the  first 
instance,  as  between  Jalonick  and  Hamill,  it 
always  retained  its  validity,  until  Hamill  had, 
by  a  surrender  of  possession  under  the  lease, 
put  an  end  to  the  contract  between  them. 
Keeping  these  distinctions  in  mind,  we  may 
arrive  at  a  correct  solution  of  the  question 
involved.  J^alonick,  in  support  of  his  right 
of  possession,  introduced  his  lease,  and  show- 
ed, by  evidence,  that  its  terms  had  been  vio- 
lated by  Hamill,  and  then  rested  his  case. 
Hamill  offered  to  show— First,  that  Jalonick 
had  no  title  in  the  property;  and,  second, 
that  there  was  a  contest  pending  between 
himself  and  Jalonick  in  the  land  department 
over  the  title  to  such  property.  The  court 
excluded  both  defenses,  and  adjudged  Jalo- 
nick to  be  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
property;  and  of  this  ruling  Hamill  com- 
plains. Section  1,  art  32,  supra,  provides 
that:  "Any  person  having  a  valid  subsist- 
ing Interest  in  real  property  and  a  right  to 
the  possession  thereof,  may  recover  the  same 
by  action  to  be  brought  against  the  tenant  In 
possession.  *  •  *"  This  statute  is  a  part 
of  the  Indiana  Code,  adopted  by  our  legisla- 
ture, and  comes  to  us  with  a  well-settled 
construction.  Under  this  statute,  a  landlord 
may  maintain  an  action  against  his  tenant. 
Huffman  v.  Starks,  31  Ind.  474;  Nelson  v. 
Davis,  35  Ind.  474;  Bethell  v.  McCool,  46 
Ind.  303;  Frakes  v.  Elliott  102  Ind.  47.  1  N. 
E.  195.  In  this  case,  the  remedy  invoked  by 
the  landlord  was  that  which  arose  under  thb . 
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lease.  He  asked  for  no  Judgment  of  title. 
The  question  of  Jaloniek's  right  under  the 
lease  being  the  only  one  In  dispute,  the  court, 
rery  properly,  rejected  all  evidence  which 
did  not  meet  such  Issue.  Hamlll  had  en- 
tered Into  possession  of  the  property  under  a 
contract  of  lease;  and,  unless  he  could  show 
that  such  lease  was  procured  by  fraud,  be 
must  stand  by  his  contract.  Big.  Estop.  (4tb 
E<d.)  452,  in  discussing  this  principle,  tersely 
puts  the  proposition:  "Enjoyment  by  per- 
mission is  the  foundation  of  the  action,  and 
is  therefore  the  foundation  of  the  rule  that  a 
tenant  shall  not  be  permitted  to  dispute  the 
title  of  his  landlord.  Two  conditions  are  es- 
sential to  the  existence  of  the  estoppel:  first, 
possession;  second,  permission.  Where  these 
conditions  are  present,  the  estoppel  arises." 
Apply  this  rule.  Jalonlck  leased  to  Hamlll, 
who  took  possession  by  permission  of  Jalo- 
nlck. Hamlll  has  placed  himself  In  exactly 
the  position  defined  by  the  text  writer  above 
quoted.  This  doctrine  Is  world-wide  In  its 
application,  and  is  sound  in  morals,  as  well 
as  in  law,  and  the  court  below  committed 
no  error  in  awarding  to  Jalonlck  a  Judgment 
for  possession. 

BURFORD,  J.,  having  presided  at  the  trial 
of  the  cause  below,  not  sitting;  the  other  Jus- 
tices concurring. 


DUNHAM  et  al.  v.  HALLOW  AY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Afpeal  —  Ebkor  Waived  —  Exceptions  —  Suffi- 

ciBScr—pLKADiso— Relief— Statctbs  of  An- 

OTHEK  State— ScFKiciEKOT  of  Evide:ice. 

1.  Where  no  exception  is  taken  to  the  intro- 
duction of  incompetent  testimony,  error  is 
waived. 

2.  WJ^ere  the  court  gives  a  series  of  instruc- 
tions, eacn  of  which  is  separately  stated,  and 
the  record  of  the  exception  reads  as  follows: 
"To  the  giving  of  which  instrnctlons  and  each 
of  them  the  defendant  at  the  time  excepted," 
— laid,  an  exception  is  properly  saved  for  review 
by  the  supreme  court 

3.  Where  an  itemized  account,  showing  the 
dates  when  the  several  items  were  purchased 
and  the  time  when  such  purchases  were  to 
be  paid  for,  is  attached  to  and  made  a  part 
of  the  complaint,  and  the  prayer  of  the  com- 
plaint aslts  for  judgment  for  the  principal  sum, 
together  with  interest  thereon,  according  as  the 
same  may  appear  to  be  due  from  the  items  of 
said  exhibit,  held,  that  such  prayer  is  sufficient 
to  support  a  verdict  for  the  principal  sum  and 
interest,  as  computed  fron  the  date  when  pay- 
ment for  each  of  the  several  items  as  set  forth 
in  the  exliibit  became  due  to  the  date  of  the  ver- 
dict 

4.  If  a  party  to  an  action  wishes  to  avail 
himself  of  the  law  of  another  state,  which  fixes 
the  rate  of  interest  upon  a  contract  at  a  diifer- 
ent  rate  than  that  fixed  i)y  the  laws  of  the  ter- 
ritory, he  must  plead  such  statute. 

5.  Where  a  party  sues  out  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment and  in  his  affidavit  therefor  sets  forth 
two  grounds  for  said  writ  and  evidence  is  of- 
fered in  support  of  both  grounds,  and  the  jury 
finds  against  the  defendant  u|>on  each  of  the 
issues  80  joined,  and  such  verdict  is  approved 
by  the  trial  judge,  this  court  will  not  disturb 


the  verdict  for  the  reason  that  the  same  is  not 
supported  by  the  evidence. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

On  motion  for  rehearing.  Motion  granted, 
former  Judgment  set  aside,  and  judgment  of 
the  lower  court  affirmed. 

For  former  oplni<m,  see  35  Fac.  949. 

DALE,  0.  J.  A  petition  for  rehearing  has 
been  filed  in  this  case,  and  the  attention  of 
this  court  has  been  properly  called  to  the  fact 
that,  in  the  consideration  formerly  given  to 
the  matter,  important  testimony  contained  in 
the  record  was  overlooked.  The  statement 
of  facts  and  assignments  of  error  will  not 
again  be  fully  set  out,  but  commented  upon 
only  sufficiently  for  a  proper  understanding 
of  the  questions  discussed.  In  the  former 
opinion  we  held  that  the  trial  court  was  in 
error  in  not  sustaining  the  objections  of  de- 
fendant below  to  the  introduction  of  the  depo- 
sitions of  James  H.  Dunham,  John  T.  Dutcb- 
er,  Henry  Walker,  and  Edwin  Davis,  and 
that,  if  such  d^ositions  had  been  rightfully 
excluded,  no  evidence  would  appear  in  the 
record  tending  to  establish  the  validity  of  the 
amount  of  the  debt  sued  upon.  In  this  con- 
clusion we  erred.  In  the  deposition  of  Brad- 
ley, agent  of  the  plaintlH,  is  found  testi- 
mony which  shows  that  Bradley  acting 
for  plaintiff  below,  presented  the  account 
of  said  plaintifTs  to  Halloway,  demanded 
payment  therefor,  and  that  the  amount  of 
the  claim  was  agreed  to  by  Halloway,  and 
payment  refused  simply  upon  the  ground 
of  inability  to  meet  the  obligation.  This  tes- 
timony is  uncontradicted.  It  appears  from 
the  record  that  Halloway,  except  by  his 
answer,  raised  no  issue  upon  the  question  of 
indebtedness.  The  depositions  which  were 
by  the  court  below  improperly  admitted  only 
go  to  the  question  of  indebtedness.  They 
nowhere  bear  upon  the  issue  raised  under  the 
attachment  proceeding.  Consequently,  the* 
evidence  contained  in  such  depositions  was 
cumulative,  and,  there  being  sufficient  with- 
out them  to  prove  the  indebtedness,  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  below  did  not  prejudice  the 
rights  of  Halloway.  We  will  now  take  up 
the  discussion  of  the  assignments  of  errcH",  not 
noticed  in  the  former  opinion,  which  are  as 
follows :  P'lrst,  error  In  refusing  to  allow 
certain  interrogatories  in  depositions  to  be 
read  to  the  jury  and  excluding  testimony  in 
behalf  of  defendant;  second,  in  giving  and 
refusing  instructions  to  the  jury;  third,  in 
not  setting  aside  an  excessive  judgment; 
fourth,  error  in  that  the  verdict  of  the  jury 
on  the  attachment  issue  is  not  supported  by 
sufficient  evidence. 

1.  At  the  trial,  upon  objection,  the  court 
refused  to  allow  certain  cross-inteiTOgatories 
and  answers  thereto  in  depositions  to  be  read 
to  the  jui-y.  Witnesses  were  Interrogated  by 
the  plaintiff  lielow  relative  to  the  residence 
and  whereabouts  of  defendant  and  his  fami- 
ly at  and  about  the  time  of  the  commence- 
ment of  the  attachment  suit    The  witnesses 
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testifled.  In  effect,  that  HaUoway  and  two 
of  his  aona  left  Ft  Worth,  Tex.,  about  the 
middle  of  September,  1891,  and  tliat  the  oth- 
er membera  of  hi8  family,  consisting  of  his 
wife  and  daughters,  remained  at  and  contin- 
ued to  reside  in  Ft.  Worth  for  some  time  aft- 
er ttiat  date.  By  cross-lnterrogatorles  the 
witnesses  were  asked  if  Mr.  Halloway  stated, 
when  he  left  Ft  Worth  in  September,  1891, 
that  be  intended  to  make  Oklahoma  Olty  his 
home,  which  question  was  answered  In  the 
affirmatlTe.  This  answer  was  permitted  to 
go  to  the  jury.  The  witnesses  were  then  ask- 
ed if  they  liad  heard  members  of  Mr.  Hallo- 
way's  family  make  statements  as  to  their  in- 
tention of  moving  to  Oklahoma,  which  ques- 
tions were  also  answered  in  the  affirmative. 
This  testimony  was  excluded,  and  we  think 
correctly.  The  question  of  the  residence  of 
Mr.  Halloway  alone  was  in  issue.  Proof  of 
the  residence  of  the  family  was  admissible 
as  a  circumstance  affecting  the  residence  of 
Sir.  HaUoway.  Beyond  this  it  was  not  com- 
petent for  any  purpose.  Statements  made 
by  members  of  the  family,  as  to  their  Inten- 
tion of  changing  their  abode,  were  clearly 
inadmissible,  because  irrelevant  Upon  an 
examination  of  the  record  we  find  that  coun- 
sel's assignment  of  error  based  upon  the  re- 
fusal of  the  court  to  allow  witnesses  to  testi- 
fy as  to  what  Halloway  said  to  them  in  con- 
nection with  his  efforts  to  procure  a  bouse  at 
Oklahoma  City  is  not  well  taken.  One  of  the 
witnesses  was  asked  to  detail  the  conversa- 
tion, and  an  objection  to  the  testimony  was 
offered,  and,  without  ruling  upon  such  ob- 
jection, the  court  stated  that  the  fact  of  his 
renting  a  house  could  be  proved.  Jso  excep- 
tion was  taken  to  the  statement  of  the  court 
limiting  the  proof,  and  If  there  is  error  it  was 
waived. 

2.  Complaint  Is  made  of  the  instructions 
given  by  the  court  to  the  jury.  The  attach- 
ment was  based  upon  two  grounds,  to  wit: 
That  Halloway  was  disposing  of  his  property 
with  the  fraudulent  Intent  to  cheat,  hinder 
and  delay  his  creditors,  and  that  be  was  a 
nonresident  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma. 
The  instructions  of  the  court  relative  to  the 
nonresidence  of  Halloway  are  particularly 
complained  of.  After  the  Instructions  were 
prepared,  they  were  numbered  and  signed  by 
the  Judge,  and  following  this  there  appears 
in  the  record  this  entry:  "To  the  giving  of 
which  instructions  and  each  of  them  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time  excepted."  Then  appears 
a  full  set  of  instructions  which  were  present- 
ed by  the  defendant,  and  the  refusal  of  the 
court  to  give  the  same,  to  which  action  of 
the  court  an  exception  is  saved.  It  is  insist- 
ed by  app^Iee  that,  under  the  Code  of  1800, 
the  appellant  has  not  properly  saved  his  ob- 
jections to  the  Instructions.  We  have  exam- 
ined all  of  the  decisions  cited  In  the  brief  of 
counsel  for  appellee  and  fall  to  find  that  an 
exception  taken  in  the  manner  of  the  one  un- 
der consideration  has  been  passed  upon  by 
tbe  sopreme  court  of  Indiana.   The  court  in 


Elliott  V.  Woodward,  18  Ind.  183,  In  speaking 
to  this  question  says:  "Where  instructions 
giiven  by  a  court  to  a  jury  consist  of  several 
distinct  propositions,  a  general  exception  to 
the  instructions  is  unavailing  If  any  one  of 
them  is  correct,"— citing  Garrlgus  v.  Burnett. 
9  Ind.  528,  to  the  same  effect.  In  Jolly  v. 
Drawbridge  Co.,  9  Ind.  417,  we  find  the  court 
has  pointed  out  how  exceptions  must  be  sav- 
ed In  order  to  make  them  available  in  the 
supreme  court  Upon  this  point  the  court 
says:  "It  Is  necessary  that  the  exception, 
and  the  assignments  of  error  based  upon  It, 
should  indicate  each  Instruction  deemed  erro- 
neous, sei)arately."  And,  where  an  objection 
is  made  which  falls  to  clearly  designate  the 
instructions  deemed  erroneous,  the  court  fur- 
ther, in  the  same  opinion,  concluded:  "Un- 
less the  Instructions  are  clearly  erroneous, 
under  any  hypothesis,  the  case  will  not  be  re- 
versed. All  presumptions  are  resolved  In  fa- 
vor of  the  trial  court  and  the  correctness  of 
the  instructions,"— citing  Murray  v.  Fry,  6 
Ind.  371.  In  Sherlock  v.  Bank,  53  Ind.  73, 
the  court  again  places  the  same  construction 
upon  the  Code,  and  particularly  points  out 
how  exertions  to  Instructions  must  be  taken. 
In  Olds  T.  Deckman,  98  Ind.  162,  the  court 
construes  the  Identical  statute  we  ad<q)ted 
from  that  state,  and  holds  that  it  is  substan- 
tially the  same  as  that  which  had  formerly 
been  in  force,  and  upon  which  the  decisions 
heretofore  cited  were  based.  The  appellant 
is  here  by  bill  of  exceptions,  but  the  same 
rule  relative  to  exceptions  to  Instructions  is 
laid  down  In  Short  v.  Stutsman,  81  Ind.  115. 
As  we  view  the  law  and  the  decisions  based 
thereon,  an  exception  to  an  Instruction,  In  or- 
der to  be  available  in  the  supreme  court, 
must  be  taken  at  the  time  such  an  Instruction 
is  given,  and  must  particularly  designate  the 
instruction  excepted  to.  But  an  exception  as 
made  in  this  case,  which  objects  to  all  and 
each  of  the  instructions  given.  Is,  In  many  of 
the  courts  of  last  resort,  held  to  be  sufficient 
People  V.  De  Fore,  04  Mich.  603,  81  N.  W. 
585;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Retford,  18  Kan.  245. 

Inasmuch  as  the  courts  of  Indiana  have  not 
passed  npcm  the  question  here  presented,  we 
will  adopt  the  view  that  an  exception  was 
properly  saved,  and  will  consider  the  same. 
Just  how  much  attention  we  should  give  to 
the  evidence  we  are  not  entirely  clear.  The 
original  bill  of  exceptions  contained  none  of 
the  evidence  of  the  witnesses.  But  there 
appears  to  be  a  second  or  substttuted  bill  of 
exceptions,  containing  all  the  evidence,  and 
as  It  win  make  no  difference  in  the  final  con- 
clusion reached,  we  will  consider  the  bill  of 
exceptions  containing  the  transcript  of  the 
entire  proceedings.  We  find,  as  before  stat- 
ed, two  grounds  set  forth  In  the  affidavit 
filed  as  a  basis  for  the  attachment— the 
ground  of  nonresidence,  and  that  of  the 
charge  of  fraudulently  disposing  of  property 
with  Intent  to  cheat,  hinder,  or  delay  credit- 
ors. Evidence  was  introduced  tending  to 
suM)ort  both  of  these  issues.    The  two  issues  > 
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were  submitted  to  the  Jury  In  tbe  form  of 
special  questions,  under  proper  instructions 
from  the  court  The  Jury  found  on  both 
proi)ositions  against  the  defendant.  There 
being  no  Issue  as  to  the  indebtedness,  if  tbe 
court  correctly  Instructed  as  to  either  ques- 
tion raised  in  tflie  attachment  affidavit,  no 
good  reason  exists  for  disturbing  the  verdict 
We  are  not  certain  that  the  court  stated  tbe 
law  correctly  upon  the  question  of  nonresi- 
dence.  It  appears  tliat  Halioway  was  in 
this  territory  engaged  in  the  business  of  mer- 
cliandlsing,  and  tiiat  he  had  no  other  place 
of  business.  This  territory  was  the  place 
of  his  residence  for  ttiat  purpose.  In  giving 
his  instructions,  the  court  below  seemed  to 
take  the  view  that  this  was  not  enough  to 
make  him  a  resident,  in  contemplation  of  the 
attachment  law.  We  are  not  certain  that  the 
court  correctly  stated  the  law  upon  this  prop- 
osition. Way  V.  Way,  64  lU.  407;  William- 
son y.  Parisien,  1  Johns.  Ch.  388;  Frost  v. 
Bisbin,  10  Wend.  11.  It  would  seem  that 
residence  and  domicile  do  not  mean  the  same 
thing.  The  court  below  instructed,  in  effect, 
that  a  man's  residence  must  be  at  the  place 
of  bis  home.  But,  grant  that  the  court  was 
in  error  upon  this  proposition,  upon  which 
question  it  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  pass  at 
this  time,  there  still  remains  the  further 
question  raised  upon  the  issue  of  the  fraudu- 
lent dlBtx>sltloa  by  Halioway  of  his  prop- 
erty. The  instructions  of  the  court  upon  this 
question  are  not  subject  to  serious  criticisms. 
How,  then,  were  the  rights  of  Halioway  prej- 
udiced by  the  error  of  the  court  in  wrongly 
instructing  tbe  Jury  upon  the  question  of  non- 
residence?  There  were  two  issues  decided 
against  defendant  upon  the  attachment  A 
decision  upon  either  adverse  to  tbe  defendant 
below  would  have  been  sufficient  to  carry 
the  verdict  We  therefore  hold  to  the  view 
that,  where  a  suit  in  attachment  is  based 
upon  two  distinct  grounds,  and  a  Judgment 
is  rendered  against  a  defendant  upon  both 
grounds  alleged,  error  of  tbe  court  in  instruct- 
ing OS  to  one  of  such  grounds  is  not  error 
such  as  will  warrant  a  revorsal  of  the  case. 

3.  It  is  contended  that  the  court  erred  in 
Instructing  the  Jury  that  they  "need  not  be 
unanimous  in  their  verdict,— that  9  were  suffi- 
cient to  return  a  verdict."  As  held  by  this 
court  since  this  cause  was  tried  below,  such 
an  instruction  was  erroneous  (Bradford  y.  Ter- 
ritory, 1  Okl.  366.  34  Pac.  66);  but  no  ex- 
ception was  pr(verly  takoi  to  it  at  the  time 
it  was  given,  and  the  record  fails  to  show 
that  the  Jury  was  polled  or  that  the  verdict 
was  returned  by  a  less  number  than  12  Ju- 
rors. We  cannot,  tb^efore,  consider  the  ob- 
jection. 

4.  It  Is  contended  that  the  Judgment  was 
excessive.  The  sum  sued  for  was  $5,004.58, 
together  with  interest  from  the  time  the  same 
became  due,  at  7  per  cent,  per  annum.  The 
Jury  returned  a  verdict  in  the  sum  of  $5,- 
434.61.  The  suit  was  instituted  upon  an  ac- 
coimt,  and  an  itemized  bill  of  the  goods  pur- 


chased was  attached  to  and  made  a  part  of 
the  complaint.  The  time  of  such  purchase 
and  the  dates  when  tbe  several  items  so  pur- 
chased were  to  be  paid  for  was  set  forth. 
The  prayer  of  the  complaint  asked  for  Judg- 
ment for  the  sum  of  $5,004.58,  "with  interest 
thereon  according  as  ttie  same  may  appear 
to  be  due  from  the  items  of  said  exhibit  at 
tbe  rate  of  7  per  cent  per  annum."  Tbe  ex- 
hibit so  attached  to  tbe  complaint  is  as  mucK 
a  part  of  the  same  as  if  incorporated  in  tlie 
complaint.  Budd  v.  Kramer,  14  Kan.  101; 
State  V.  School  Dist,  34  Kan.  237,  8  Pac.  208. 
By  reference  to  the  exhibit  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  the  date  when  each  purchase 
became  payable,  and  computing  the  interest, 
no  trouble  is  found  in  determining  the  exact 
sum  sued  for.  Therefore  the  defendant  was 
fully  apprised  of  what  plaintiffs  were  claim- 
ing, and  the  Jury  could  by  a  simple  mathe- 
matical computation  arrive  at  a  correct  con- 
clusion. Such  being  the  case,  tbe  verdict 
was  not  excessive  unless  tbe  Jury  made  an 
error  in  figuring  the  interest.  We  have  not 
examined  for  the  purpose  of  determining  Just 
what  the  interest  on  the  different  sums 
amounted  to  from  tlie  date  they  fell  due  until 
the  time  of  the  verdict,  but  if  there  was  an 
excess  of  interest  allowed  the  plaintiffs  be- 
low should  be  directed  to  file  a  remitter. 

5.  Coimsel  for  appellant  insist  that  Interest 
should  be  computed  at  6  per  cent,  as  that 
is  the  law  of  the  state  of  New  York,  the 
place  where  the  contract  was  made.  Six  per 
cent  may  be  the  rate  of  interest  in  the  state 
of  New  York,  but  if  so  counsel  should  have 
pleaded  the  statute.  In  the  absence  of  such 
pleading  and  proof,  we  will  presume  that 
the  rate  of  interest  in  the  state  of  New  York 
is  the  same  as  in  Oklahoma. 

6.  As  heretofore  stated,  evidence  was  of- 
fered upcm  the  trial  in  suppMt  of  both 
grounds  set  forth  In  the  affidavit  for  attach- 
ment The  Jury  found  against  the  defend- 
ant upon  each  of  the  propositions.  Tbe  trial 
Judge  approved  the  verdict.  This  court  will 
not  set  aside  a  verdict  reached  under  these 
conditions,  upon  the  ground  that  it  is  con- 
trary to  the  evidence.  The  decision  hereto- 
fore reached  in  this  cose  is  set  aside,  and  tlie 
Judgment  of  tbe  lower  court  is  affirmed.  Tbe 
othor  Justices  concurring. 


DAY  T.  MOONBY. 
(Supreme  Ckinrt  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1895.> 
Appeil— Revibw— Waivbr  of  Objectioks — Cojj- 

TIUCT8 — ACTIOX  to  RESCIND — 8CP- 

FiciBNor  OF  Petition. 
1.  Where,  in  a  civil  cause,  the  issues  are 
made  up  by  a  petition,  answer,  and  reply,  and, 
on  the  cause  being  called  for  trial,  the  defend- 
ants make  application  for  continuance  on  ac- 
count of  the  absence  of  witnesses,  and,  the  court 
overruling  such  application,  they  by  leave  of 
court  withdraw  thfir  answer  and  demur  to  the 
petition,  and,  upon  the  overruling  of  the  demur- 
rer, elect  to  stand  upon  their  demurrer  and  re- 
fuse to  plead  further,  and  judgment  is  rendered 
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on  the  iM>tition,  such  action  is  a  waiver  of  any 
error  that  may  hare  been  committed  in  ruling 
npoD  the  application  for  continnance. 

2.  In  a  petition  in  equity  to  procure  the  re- 
scission of  a  contract  for  exchange  of  real  es- 
tate on  account  of  false  and  fraudulent  rep- 
resentations, if  the  petition  contains  the  other 
material  allegations,  it  is  sufficient  to  offer  to 
return  all  that  was  received  by  the  exchange. 
(Syllabtis  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lo^n  county; 
before  Justice  ('^ank  Dale. 

Action  by  Mary  A.  Mooaey  against  Adella 
Day.  From  a  judgmeut  for  plaintiff,  defend- 
ant appeals.    AlUnned. 

Buctmer  &  Son,  for  appellant  Jones  & 
Dereraux,  ttx  appellee. 

BURFOKD,  J.  This  was  an  action  for  re- 
scission of  a  contract  for  sale  of  real  estate. 
The  material  allegations  of  the  complaint 
are,  in  substance,  that  on  the  8th  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1893,  the  plaintiff,  Hary  A.  Mooney, 
was  the  owner  of  lota  1,  2,  3,  4,  and  5,  in 
block  51,  In  West  Guthrie,  in  Logan  county, 
Oklahoma  Territory;  that  on  said  day  the 
defendants,  George  W.  Day  and  Delia  Day, 
intending  to  cheat,  wrong,  and  defraud  her, 
falsely  represented  and  stated  that  they  were 
the  owners  in  fee  simple  of  a  quarter  sec- 
tion of  land  in  the  state  of  Kansas,  subject 
to  a  mortgage  of  $600,  the  accrued  Interest, 
and  the  taxes  on  said  land;  that  said  tract 
embtaced  80  acres  of  good  bottom  land;  that 
said  tract  was  Improved  by  a  house  lCx24, 
In  good  conditiMi,  a  stone  bam,  and  a  good 
wdl  of  water;  that  there  was  also  on  said 
land  an  orchard  consisting  of  4  acres  of  ap- 
ple and  peach  trees;  that  It  had  40  acres 
fenced  with  two  wires  for  a  pasture;  and 
that  there  was  a  hedge  fence  on  two  sides  of 
the  tract  It  is  then  alleged  specifically  that 
each  of  said  representations  were  false,  that 
said  defendants  were  not  the  owners  of  said 
land,  and  that  there  v/ece  no  improvements 
thereon;  that  the  plaintiff  had  no  opportuni- 
ty to  inspect  the  land,  and  relied  upon  said 
retM-esentations;  that,  relying  upon  and  believ- 
ing said  representations,  the  plaintiff  agreed 
to  barter  and  exchange  her  lots  in  West 
Guthrie  tor  said  Kansas  land,  and,  pursuant 
to  said  agreement,  did  by  deed  convey  to  the 
defendant,  Delia  Day,  said  lots,  which  deed 
was  afterwards  recorded  in  the  reglst^  of 
d<'eds'  office  in  Logan  county,  and  plaintiff 
received  from  defendants  a  deed  for  the  Kan- 
ws  land,  which  had  never  been  filed  for 
rpcord.  A  decree  was  prayed,  setting  aside 
sind  vacating  the  deed  to  the  West  Guthrie 
lots,  and  that  plaintiff  be  decreed  the  own- 
er tliMeof,  and  an  offer  was  made  to  surren- 
der the  deed  to  the  Kansas  land.  The  de- 
fendants answered,  a  reply  was  filed,  and 
cause  set  for  trial.  On  the  day  of  trial  the 
defendants  made  aj^licatlon  for  a  continu- 
ance on  acoont  of  absent  testimony,  which 


application  was  overruled,  whereupon  de- 
fendants by  leave  of  court  withdrew  their 
answer  and  demurred  to  the  complaint  On 
presentation  of  the  demurrer,  the  court  over- 
ruled the  same.  The  defendants  excepted  to 
this  ruling,  refused  to  plead  further,  and 
Judgment  was  rendered  on  the  demurrer  and 
complaint.  The  decree  cancels  and  vacates 
the  deed  from  Moonev  to  Day  of  the  West 
Guthrie  lots,  confirms  the  title  in  Mary 
Mooney,  and  orders  the  deed  from  Day  to 
Mooney  of  the  Kansas  land  deposited  with 
the  clerk  of  the  court  for  the  use  of  the  Days. 
From  this  Judgment  and  decree  the  appeal  Is 
taken. 

There  is  no  merit  in  the  appeal.  The  ap- 
pellants complain  of  the  action  of  the  court 
in  overruling  the  application  for  a  continu- 
ance. By  their  abandonment  of  the  issues 
made  by  their  answer,  and  relying  upon 
their  demurrer,  they  waived  such  error  If 
any  was  committed.  We  have  examined  the 
application  for  continuance,  and  find  that  the 
same  does  not  conform  to  the  ordinary  stat- 
utory requirements,  and  there  was  no  error 
in  overruling  it  The  next  alleged  error  is, 
that  the  court  erred  In  overruling  the  demur- 
rer to  the  petition.  The  petition  contains 
all  the  necessary  allegations  to  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  a  rescission  of  contract  It  al- 
leges the  fraud  8i>eclflcally,  and  offers  to  re- 
turn the  unrecorded  deed,  and  prays  for  a 
cancellation  of  the  deed  made  by  her  to  the 
defendants.  Under  the  allegations  of  the  pe- 
tition, all  she  had  received  was  the  deed  for 
the  Kansas  land.  This  she  offered  to  restore. 
This  was  all  that  is  required  by  section  884, 
St.  1890.  This  was  not  a  tender  after  suit 
brought,  as  in  the  Kansas  cases  cited  by  ap- 
pellant, but  was  an  offer  to  do  equity, 
which  the  rules  of  jdeading  require.  Coun- 
sel cites  us  section  6341  of  Oklahoma  Stat- 
utes of  1890,  which  relates  to  breach  of  war- 
ranty. The  complaint  In  this  case  is  not 
based  upon  a  breach  of  warranty,  but  Is  an 
action  to  rescind  for  fraud,  and  a  different 
rule  applies.  Fraud  vitiates  all  contnusts, 
and  a  court  of  equity  has  power  to  relieve 
from  fraudulent  contracts,  although  the  par- 
ty might  be  able  to  recover  damages.  Sec- 
tion (H158,  St  Okl.,  is  also  called  to  our  atten- 
tion, which  is  to  the  effect  that  the  redelivery 
of  a  grant  of  real  property  to  the  grantor 
does  not  operate  to  transfer  the  title.  This 
is  correct  as  a  general  principle,  but  in  this 
case  the  court  had  the  whole  question  before 
it,  and  had  the  power  to  direct  such  things 
to  be  done  as  equity  would  require.  If  the 
defendants  desired  the  decree  to  direct  a  re- 
conveyance of  the  Kansas  land,  they  should 
have  requested  it  We  find  no  error  in  the 
record  which  has  prejudiced  the  appellants. 
The  Judgment  Is  affirmed,  at  the  costs  of 
appellant  All  the  Justices  concurring,  ex- 
cept DALE,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 
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DAVIS  T.  HULL. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

JCSTICBS     OF    IHB    PEACE— TlMB     OF     ELECTION— 
COSSTRCCTIOX  OF  BtaTCTES. 

Justices  of  the  peace,  in  cities  of  the 
first  class,  must  be  elected  at  the  general  elec- 
tion held  bienniallT  in  November,  and  section  1, 
c.  33,  St  1893,  had  to  control  the  date  of  such 
election. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Oklaboma  coun- 
ty; before  Justice  Scott. 

Mandamus  by  D.  W.  Hull  against  J.  W. 
Davis.  There  -was  a  Judgment  for  relatra:, 
and  defendant  brings  error.    Reversed. 

Reddiclc,  Lewis  &  Snyder,  for  plaintiff  In 
error.  Amos  Green  &  Son,  for  defendant  in 
error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  May  14,  1894,  D.  H,  HuU 
instituted  a  proceeding  In  mandamus  In  the 
district  court  of  Oldahoma  county  against  J. 
W.  Davis,  to  obtain  possesion  of  the  books, 
records,  and  paraphernalia  pertaining  to  the 
office  of  justice  of  the  peace.  The  relator, 
in  hlB  petition  for  the  writ,  alleged,  in  sub- 
stance, that  he  was  qualified  to  hold  the  of- 
fice of  Justice  at  the  peace;  that  he  was  a 
candidate  for  such  office  at  the  election  held 
In  April,  1894,  and  that  said  election  was  a 
regular  city  election  for  the  election  of  city 
officers  and  two  Justices  of  the  peace  in  the 
city  of  Oklahoma.  City;  that  he  received  a 
majority  of  the  votes  cast  at  such  election, 
and  was  duly  elected,  and  received  a  certifi- 
cate of  such  election  from  O.  A.  Mitscher, 
mayor  of  said  city;  that  he  bad  duly  quali- 
fied OS  a  Justice  of  the  peace,  and  was  en- 
titled to  the  <^ce  and  all  records  pertaining 
thereto;  that  he  had  demanded  possession  of 
the  same,  and  was  refused;  and  he  prayed  a 
writ  of  mandamus  against  said  J.  W.  Davis, 
requiring  him  to  turn  over  and  deliver  all 
tbe  iMOks,  dockets,  and  papers  in  the  custody 
of  said  Davis  to  him  (Hull)  as  his  successor 
in  office.  Davis  answered,  and  denied  that 
his  term  of  office  expired  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  election  and  qualification  of  the  re- 
lator. He  alleged  that  he  was  elected  Justice 
of  the  peace  for  the  township  of  Oklahoma 
City  in  April,  1892,  bad  duly  qualified,  and 
was  in  possession  of  the  office  under  such 
election;  and  denied  that  the  election  referred 
to  in  the  petlticm  for  mandamus  was  held  for 
the  dection  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace  to  suc- 
ceed him,  or  to  hold  the  office  of  Justice  of 
the  peace.  Upon  the  petition  and  answer, 
the  court  below  rendered  a  Judgment  in  favor 
of  Hull,  and  Issued  a  mandatory  order  re- 
(jniring  Davis  to  turn  over  all  dockets,  books, 
impers,  records,  etc..  In  his  custody  and  pos- 
session, pertaining  to  the  office  of  the  Justice 
of  the  peace.  Davis,  in  his  appeal,  alleges 
error— First,  in  tiie  decision  of  the  court  Ije- 
low  holding  that  the  relator  was  duly  elected 


to  the  office  In  question;  second,  in  boldlng 
tbat  tbe  relator's  term  of  office  commenced 
prior  to  January,  1895. 

The  question  involved  in  tbis  case  must  be 
wholly  determined  under  our  statute,  and 
all  the  provisions  we  have  bearing  upon  this 
subject  are:  First.  Section  8,  art  1,  c.  15, 
St.  1890,  which  reads  as  follows: 

"The  annual  election  in  cities  of  the  first 
class,  BliaU  be  held  oa  tbe  first  Tuesday  in 
April,  1891,  and  each  year  thereafter.  At 
the  annual  dection,  in  1891,  there  shall  be 
elected  a  mayor,  city  clerk,  police  judge, 
city  treasurer,  city  attorney,  city  assesBor, 
treasurer  of  the  school  board,  one  council- 
man  and  one  member  of  the  school-board 
from  each  ward,  who  shall  hold  their  office 
for  two  years,  and  one  coancilman,  and  one 
member  of  the  school  board,  from  each 
ward,  who  slmll  bold  their  office  for  one 
year.  All  officers  elected  thereafter  shall 
hold  their  office  two  years,  and  until  their 
successors  are  elected  and  qualified." 

This  section  was  passed  by  the  legislative 
assembly,  and  approved  December  25,  1890. 
On  the  same  day,  the  legislature  passed  an- 
other act,  entitled  "Townships  and  township 
officers,"  (chapter  83,  St  1890),  and  provided, 
in  article  1,  {{  43,  44,  of  such  chapter,  as  fol- 
lows: 

"Sec.  43.  No  city  of  more  than  one  thou- 
sand five  hundred  inhabitants  shall  be  in- 
cluded within  the  corporate  limits  of  any 
township,  but  each  of  such  cities  shall  con- 
stitute a  township  for  the  purpose  of  electing 
justices  of  the  peace  and  constables,  as  pro- 
vided in  this  act,  and  for  the  exercise  of  the 
powers,  and  jurisdiction  of  such  officers,  as 
prescribed  by  law.  In  such  cities,  said  of&- 
cers  shall  be  elected  at  tbe  regular  city  elec- 
tion. 

"Sec.  44.  No  change  or  alteration  of  tbe 
Itoundaries  of  a  township  or  a  city  shall  va- 
cate the  office  of  any  Justice  elected  and  re- 
siding therein,  but  such  Justice  shall  be  a 
Justice  of  the  township  or  city  into  which  he 
may  be  thrown  by  such  change  or  altera- 
tion, and  shall  hold  his  office  for  the  term 
for  which  be  was  elected.  Constables  shall 
also  be  subject  to  the  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion." 

Under  tbe  pleadings  above  set  forth,  it 
was  shown  that  Davis  was  elected  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  the  townsliip  of  Oklab<Mna 
City  at  the  city  Section  in  1892,  and  was 
exercising  the  functions  of  tbe  aOlce  at  the 
time  this  action  was  brought;  and,  if  Hull 
recovers,  it  must  be  <m  tbe  strength  of  his 
own  title. 

On  March  13,  1893,  we  find  that  tbe  legis- 
lature, by  general  law  (St  1893,  c.  33,  S  1), 
fixed  tbe  date  upon  which  all  township  offi- 
cers should  be  elected.     This  section  reads: 

"General  elections  for  the  purpose  of  elect- 
ing a  delegate  to  congress,  memlters  of  the 
legislature,  and  ail  other  county,  township 
and  district  officers  shall  be  held  on  the  Tues- 
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day  succeeding  tbe  flrst  Monday  in  Norem- 
ber,  1894,  and  biennially  thereafter." 

This  being  a  later  act,  and  general  in  Its 
nature,  must,  If  applicable,  govern.  Article 
1,  S  48,  a  80,  supra,  intends  to  and  does 
create  a  township  out  of  a  city,  for  the  pur- 
pose ot  the  election  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace; 
and  tbe  general  law  (section  1,  c.  33,  supra) 
fixing  the  time  of  their  election  at  the  reg- 
ular biennial  election,  which  was  held  on 
the  Tuesday  succeeding  the  first  Monday  In 
Norember,  1894,  appears  to  have  changed 
the  date  when  justices  of  the  peace  should 
be  elected  In  cities  from  April  to  November. 
The  election  held  at  Oldahoma  City  in  April, 
1S94,  in  so  far  as  it  relates  to  justices  of 
the  peace,  is  a  nuUlty.  Hull,  not  being 
legally  entitled  to  the  office,  the  mandate 
requiring  Davis  to  turn  over  the  office  and 
records  was  improvidently  issued,  and  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and 
the  case  remanded. 

SCOTT,  X,  having  presided  at  the  trial  In 
the  court  below,  not  sitting;  the  other 
justices  concurring. 


STATE  ex  rel.  WESTERFIELD.  State  Treas- 

nrer,  v.  TYBRELL,  Cotmty  Treasurer. 

(No.  1,444.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.     Aug.  19,  1885.) 

Liability    ot   State   roR   Salaries   of   Countt 

Oppicers— Repeal  by  Imtlication. 

St  1885,  p.  85,  i  21,  making  the  state  lia- 
ble for  a  portion  of  the  salaries  of  county  asses- 
Dors,  auditors,  and  treasurers,  is  not  repealed 
by  St.  1891,  19.  182,  183,  known  as  the  "Rev- 
enue Act."  tiecause  the  ktter  act,  being  a  re- 
enactment  of  the  revenue  act  of  1865,  which 
made  the  state  liable  for  a  portion  of  such  sal- 
aries, omitted  the  sections  of  the  act  of  1865 
Drovidinx  for  such  liability. 

Mandamus  on  the  relation  of  W.  3.  Wester- 
field,  state  treasurer,  to  compel  George  A. 
Tyrrell,  treasurer  of  Ormsby  county,  to  pay 
over  moneys  claimed  to  belong  to  the  state. 
Writ  denied. 

Robt  M.  Beatty,  Atty.  Gen.,  for  relator. 
A.  J.  McGSowan,  Dist.  Atty.  of  Ormsby  Coun- 
ty, for  respondent. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.  Application  by  the  re- 
lator, as  state  treasurer,  for  a  writ  of  man- 
damus to  compel  the  resiMndent,  as  treasur- 
er of  Ormsby  county,  to  pay  over  to  him  the 
sum  of  $283.68,  alleged  to  be  a  part  of  the 
state's  revenue,  unlawfully  detained  by  re- 
spondent. As  we  understand  it,  the  respond- 
ent claims  the  right  to  retain  such  moneys, 
Dnder  sections  136,  137,  of  the  revenue  act  of 
1801  (St.  1891,  pp.  182,  183),  as  a  part  of  the 
compensation  due  to  Ormsby  county  from 
the  state  on  account  of  the  salaries  of  the 
assessor,  auditor,  and  treasurer  of  that  coun- 
ty. The  question  presented  is  whether  the 
state  is  liable  for  any  part  of  those  salaries. 

It  appears  that  the  revenue  act  of  18C5  pro- 
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vlded  for  the  state's  paying  a  portion  of  such 
salaries,  but  that,  when  that  act  was  re- 
vised and  re^nacted  in  1891,  the  sections  to 
that  effect  were  left  out.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  old  act  being  repealed,  it  was 
supposed,  upon  the  argument,  that  the  liabil- 
ity of  the  state  depended  upon  section  9  of 
the  act  of  1887  (St.  1887,  p.  126),  regulating 
the  compensation  of  the  cheers  of  Ormsby 
county;  and  the  constitutionality  of  this  act 
was  attacked,  on  the  ground  that  it  was 
local  and  special  legislation.  This  was  the 
question  principally  argued;  but  it  now  ap- 
pears that  the  state's  liability  is  equally  es- 
tablished by  section  21  of  the  salary  act  of 
1885  (St.  1885,  p.  85),  the  validity  of  which 
is  in  nowise  attacked  or  questioned,  except 
upon  the  ground  that  it  has  been  repealed,  by 
implication,  by  the  revenue  act  of  1891.  We, 
however,  find  no  conflict  between  the  two 
acts,  and  consequently  are  of  the  opinion 
that  secticm  21  of  the  act  of  1886  is  still  in 
force.  We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that, 
when  that  section  provides  that  the  sum  to 
be  allowed  by  the  state  to  the  various  coun- 
ties shall  be  "the  proportion  of  the  state  tax 
to  the  whole  tax  levied  by  the  county,  on  the 
basis  of  the  salaries  allowed  by  the  act,"  It 
refers  to  the  salary  act  of  which  that  sec- 
tion Is  a  part,  and  which  had  just  fixed  the 
salaries  of  county  officers,  instead  of  to  the 
revenue  act  of  1863,  which,  so  far  as  it  fixed 
officers'  salaries,  was  then  impliedly  repeal- 
ed. This  being  so,  and  it  nowhere  appearing 
In  the  pleadings,  or  otherwise,  that  the  coun- 
ty is  claiming  or  withholding  more  than  is 
justly  due  her  under  that  section,  there  Is 
no  necessity  to  determine  the  constitutional- 
ity of  the  law  of  1887;  as,  whether  valid  or 
not,  the  same  result  would  follow.  If  the 
county  is  retaining  more.  It  must  be  made  to 
appear  in  a  legal  manner  before  notice  can 
be  taken  of  it    Writ  denied. 

BELKNAP  and  BONNIFJELD,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


STATE  ex  rel.  NORCROSS,  District  Attorney, 
V.   BOARD   OP   COM'RS   OK   WASH- 
OE COUNTY.    (No.  1,432.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.    Aug.  3,  1895.) 

COXSTITUTIOSAL    LaW— TiTLE   OF   AOT— CONSTRUC- 
TION or  Act. 

1.  The  act  of  March  16.  1885  (St  1895,  p. 
107),  to  amend  an  act  concerning  the  purchase 
and  preservation  of  newspapers,  in  so  far  as  it 
attoinptM  to  regulute  the  matter  of  legal  ad- 
vertising and  printing,  is  in  conflict  with  the 
pruvi«ioiis  of  the  constitution  (article  4,  {  17), 
requiring  that  eacli  law  shall  embrace  but  one 
subject,  which  shall  be  briefly  expressed  in  the 
title.    Bonnifield,  J.,  dissenting. 

2.  The  purpoHe  of  that  provision  of  the  con- 
stitution was  to  prevent  the  combination  in  one 
act  of  inrougruoug  and  distinct  subjects,  and  al- 
so imposition  uiion  the  members  of  the  legis- 
lature and  the  public  b>'  covering  up,  under  in- 
nocent titles,  vicious  and  harmful  provisions. 

3.  Where,  by  the  title,  the  subject  of  an  act 
is  restricted  to  a  certain  purpose,  the  purview ^^ 
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of  the  art  cannot  be  extended  to  other  purposes 
not  indicated  in  the  title.  The  act  can  be  no 
broader  than  the  subject  expressed  in  the  title. 
4.  While  this  clause  of  the  constitution 
should  be  liberally  construed,  to  the  end  that 
there  may  be  no  unnecessary  hampering  of  leg- 
islation, this  liberal  construction  should  not 
go  to  the  extent  of  nullifying  the  constitution. 
Whore  an  act  clearly  embraces  two  distinct  and 
independpnt  subjects,  or  the  real  subject  of  the 
act  is  not  expressed  in  the  title,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  courts  to  declare  the  act  Toid. 
(Syllabus  by  Bigelow,  C.  J.) 

Application  by  the  state  on  the  relation  of 
F.  H.  Norcross,  district  attorney,  against  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  Washoe 
county,  for  a  writ  of  certiorari.     Dismissed. 

F.  H.  Norcross,  Dist.  Atty.,  Alfred  Chartz, 
William  Webster,  and  B.  M.  Clarke,  for  re- 
lator. Torreyson  &  Summerfield,  for  re- 
spondent 


BIGELOW,  C.  J.  Original  application  for 
a  writ  of  certiorari.  By  St.  1895,  p.  107,  the 
legislature  enacted  a  law  entitled  "An  act  to 
amend  an  act  entitled  'An  act  for  the  pur- 
chase and  preservation  of  public  newspapers 
I)rlnted  and  published  in  the  several  counties 
of  this  state,'  approved  February  1,  18C5." 
The  body  of  the  act  is  as  follows:  "Section 
1.  The  recorders  of  the  several  counties  of 
this  state  are  hereby  authorized  and  requir- 
ed to  subscribe  for  one  newspaper  printed  and 
published  at  the  county  seat  of  each  county 
of  the  state,  and  the  board  of  county  commis- 
sioners of  the  respective  counties  shall  desig- 
nate the  paper  so  subscribed  for  as  the  offi- 
cial paper  of  the  county,  wherein  all  legal 
advertising  and  printing  shall  be  done;  pro- 
vided, the  rate  for  such  work  shall  not  exceed 
the  rate  now  established  by  law.  No  paper 
simll  be  so  subscribed  for  and  de8lgnate<l  un- 
less It  shall  have  been  established  for  at  least 
one  year,  and  Is  printed  and  published  In  its 
entirety  at  its  place  of  establishment."  Pur- 
suant to  this  statute  the  county  recorder  of 
Washoe  county,  on  the  3d  day  of  May,  1895, 
subscribed  for  the  Nevada  State  Journal,  a 
newspaper  coming  within  the  terms  of  the 
act,  and  notified  the  board  of  his  action. 
June  3,  1895,  the  respmidcnts,  as  such  board, 
made  the  following  order;  "It  is  hereby  or- 
dered that  the  county  printing  of  Washoe 
county,  Nevada,  be  and  hereby  is  awarded  to 
the  Ueno  Evening  Gazette  until  othenvlse  or- 
dered by  this  board."  The  relator,  as  dis- 
trict attorney  of  Washoe  county,  has  applied 
for  a  writ  to  review  this  order,  uiwn  the 
ground  that  it  is  In  conflict  with  the  foregoing 
statute. 

Although  several  Interesting  questions  might 
be  raised  upon  that  statute,  and  as  to  wheth- 
er the  order  of  the  board  la  In  conflict  with 
It,  the  point  which  has  been  principally  ar- 
^ed,  and  to  which  we  shall  confine  this  opin- 
ion. Is  whether  the  act  Is  in  conflict  with  sec- 
tion 17  of  article  4  of  the  constitution,  which 
provides  that  "each  law  enacted  by  the  legis- 
lature shall  embrace  but  one  subject,  and 


matter  properly  connected  therewith,  which 
shall  be  briefly  expressed  in  the  title."  As 
originally  enacted  in  1865  (Gen.  St  §  2197 
et  seq.),  the  law,  the  first  section  of  which 
was  amended  as  above  stated,  clearly  em- 
braced but  one  subject  which  was  correctly 
stated  in  the  title  to  be  "the  purchase  and 
preservation  of  public  newspapers  printed 
and  published  In  the  several  counties  In  this 
state."  Section  1  requires  the  recordM*  to 
subscribe  for  not  lees  than  one  nor  mor«  than 
three  such  county  papers  as  the  board  of 
commissioners  may  select.  Sections  2  and  3 
direct  how  the  papers  shall  be  preserved  and 
paid  for,  what  the  recorder  shall  be  paid  for 
his  services,  and  the  penalty  for  a  failure  to 
discharge  his  dnties  in  that  regard.  Section 
4  provides  a  punishment  for  abstracting  or 
defacing  the  papers  purchased  under  the  act. 
Under  the  liberal  construction  of  this  clause 
of  the  constitution  adopted  by  the  courts 
(State  T.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Humboldt  Co., 
21  Nev.  235,  20  Pac.  974),  this  was  undoubted- 
ly a  homogeneous  and  valid  law.  While  It 
contains  many  details,  they  are  all  of  matters 
connected  with  the  purchase  and  preservation 
of  the  newspapers,  the  subject  stated  in  the 
title,  and  consequently  are  unobjectionable. 
But  into  this  comparatively  unimportant  act, 
involving  an  expenditure  of  probably  not  to 
exceed  $30  or  $40  a  year,  this  amendment 
without  anything  In  the  title  to  indicate  the 
pin'pose  to  do  so,  injects  the  matter  of  legal 
advertising  and  printing,  amounting  to  hun- 
dreds and  perhaps  thousands  of  dollars,  wheth- 
er we  regard  that  term  as  applying  to  all  le- 
gal advertising  and  printing  or  simply  to  that 
to  be  done  for  the  counties.  As  so  amended, 
it  seems  to  us  that  the  act  clearly  embraces 
two  separate  and  independent  subjects,  only 
one  of  which  Is  stated  in  the  title;  and  that 
the  one  not  stated  is  the  real  subject,  while 
the  other  is  merely  the  Incident 

The  object  sought  to  be  accomplished  by 
the  constitutional  provision  is  not  difficult  to 
discover,  and  has  been  many  times  stated  by 
the  courts.  It  was  to  defeat  "log-rcdllng" 
legislation,  or  the  combining  In  one  act  of  In- 
congruous and  distinct  subjects,  and  to  pre- 
vent fraud  upon  members  of  the  legislature 
and  the  general  public  by  covering  up,  under 
innocent  titles,  vicious  and  harmful  provi- 
sions, of  which  the  titles  gave  no  hint,  and 
of  which,  consequently,  no  knowledge  might 
be  obtained  tmtil  they  were  enacted  into 
laws.  State  ▼.  Silver,  9  Nev.  227;  State  v. 
Board  of  Com'rs  of  Humboldt  (3o.,  eupra. 
Among  the  great  number  of  bills  that  are  In- 
troduced every  session,  both  members  of  the 
legislature  and  the  people  must  necessarily 
largely  depend  for  their  knowledge  of  the  pur- 
poses of  the  proposed  measures  upon  the  titles 
under  which  they  are  presented,  and  experi- 
ence has  amply  demonstrated  tluit  the  consti- 
tutional provision.  If  fairly  and  liberally  con- 
strued, is  a  great  aid  to  good  legislation,  and 
an  embarrassment  only  to  that  which  is  not 
or  at  least  may  not  J^^,p^p^^.g)jgy^^p<jard. 
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Certalnly,  prima  faci«v  the  subject  of  legal 
adrertising  and  printing,  and  the  subject  of 
purchasing  and  preserving  uewspapens,  are 
disconnected  and  independent  matters.  If 
they  can  be  Bboiwn  to  be  related  in  any  man- 
ner it  must  be  through  some  subtle  reasou- 
Ing  that  does  not  occur  at  first  blush.  The 
only  ai^rument  seriously  made  in  support  of 
the  law  as  am^ided  is  that  the  real  purpose 
ot  the  legislature  In  enacting  it  was  that  a 
record  of  current  events,  legal  advertise- 
ments, etc.,  should  be  preserved,  and  that 
the  bett«:  to  accomplish  that  purpose  it  was 
germane  to  that  object  to  provide  that  the 
paper  to  be  preserved  should  contain  all  such 
advertisements.  But  that  argument  will  not 
bear  examination.  In  the  first  place,  the 
subject  of  the  act  must  be  the  subject  stated 
In  the  title;  and,  next,  the  constitution  does 
not  say  that  all  matters  connected  with  the 
purposes  or  objects  of  the  act  may  be  con- 
tained therein,  but  only  matter  connected 
with  the  subject  so  stated.  For  Instance,  in 
Ex  parte  Hewlett  22  Nev.  — ,  40  Pac.  96, 
the  object  of  the  legislature  in  enacting  the 
amendment  then  under  consideration  was  to 
afTmrl  better  protection  to  the  fish  of  the 
state,  and  all  the  provisions  <MC  the  amend- 
mmt  were  properly  connected  with  that  pur- 
pose; but,  as  In  the  title  its  subject  was 
stated  to  be  the  amendment  of  one  particular 
section  of  the  <x1glnal  act,  the  constitution 
did  not  permit  its  being  extended  to  ttie 
amendment  of  other  sectlona  If  the  title 
is  restricted  to  certain  purposes,  the  purview 
or  body  of  the  act  must  also  be  restricted  to 
that  subject  The  act  can  be  no  broader 
than  the  subject  expressed  In  the  title.  Snth. 
St  Const  {  87.  The  title  here  restricts  the 
subject  to  the  "purchase  and  preservation" 
of  newspapers,  and  consequently  the  act 
cannot  be  extended  to  a  regulation  of  what 
they  shall  contain.  But  the  truth  is  the  real 
subject  of  the  amendment  under  considera- 
tion Is  not  stated  in  the  title  at  aU.  That 
subject  is  legal  advertising  and  printing,  or, 
as  restricted  to  its  larrowest  limits,  county 
advertising  and  printing.  The  statement 
that  the  purpose  of  the  act  is  to  amend  the 
act  concerning  the  purchase  and  preserva- 
tion of  newspapers  is  a  mere  cover.  That 
this  is  the  fact  is  easily  shown  by  a  consid- 
eration of  the  effect  of  the  amendment.  Pre- 
vious to  Its  enactment,  the  power  to  desig- 
nate in  what  paper  ordinary  legal  advertise- 
meots  should  be  placed  rested  In  the  district 
judges  and  other  ofilcers,  and  county  commis- 
sloneis  controlled  the  county  printing.  It 
was  the  duty  of  such  commissioners,  and 
certainly  was  within  their  power,  where  the 
possibility  of  competition  existed,  to  let  such 
contract  to  the  lowest  bidder.  It  may  even 
be  auesttonable  whether  the  order  of  the 
board  here  is  not  In  conflict  with  the  stat- 
ute, upon  the  ground  that  it  constitutes  the 
letting  ot  a  contract,  without  advertising, 
that  amounts  to  more  than  $500.  Oen.  St  i 
1972;   gadler  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Eureka 


Co.,  15  Nev.  89.  At  any  rate,  they  could  ad- , 
vertise  and  let  it  to  the  lowest  bidder,  and, 
where  they  have  acted  with  an  eye  single  to 
the  interests  of  the  taxpayers,  we  may  sup- 
pose they  have  done  so.  Thej'  could  at  least 
have  some  understanding  about  the  prices  to 
be  charged,  and  if  not  satisfactory  could  go 
^sewhere.  But  by  this  simple  amendment 
all  this  is  changed.  All  power  over  legal  ad- 
vertising Is  taken  from  all  the  other  otficers, 
and  vested  in  the  county  recorder  alone. 
That  c^cer  simply  subscribes  for  a  paper, 
and,  following  that,  the  commissioners  must 
designate  it  as  the  official  paper,  and  all  le- 
gal advertising  and  printing  must  be  done 
therein.  This,  too,  without  regard  to  the 
prices  to  be  charged,  or  how  poor  an  adver- 
tising medium  it  may  be.  We  say  without 
regard  to  price,  for  although  the  act  provides 
that  the  "rate"  shall  not  exceed  the  rates 
established  by  law,  if  that  means  the  prices 
to  be  charged  for  such  work,  we  find  no  such 
rates  established  for  the  great  mass  of  coun- 
ty printing  or  legal  advertising.  Every 
county,  every  newsjMiper,  and  every  individ- 
ual in  the  state  is,  or  may  be,  affected  by  the 
provisions  of  the  act  upon  that  subject,  and 
when,  as  compared  with  these  important 
changes  in  the  law,  we  remember  that  the 
only  change  made  by  the  act  as  to  the  pur- 
chase and  preservation  of  newspapers  is 
that  instead  of  the  recorder  subscribing  for 
from  one  to  three  papers,  to  be  selected  by 
the  commissioners,  he  is  to  subscribe  for  but 
one  to  be  chosen  by  himself,— an  immaterial 
change,  made  only  to  facilitate  the  clianges 
in  the  matter  of  advertising  and  printing, — 
the  real  subject  of  the  act  becomes  clearly 
apparent  and  the  statement  in  the  title  that 
its  subject  is  the  purchase  and  preservation 
of  newspapers,  decidedly  ironical.  It  well 
illustrates  the  wisdom  of  the  constitutional 
provision,  and  the  necessity  of  a  reasonable 
adherence  to  its  directions.  The  title  was 
concerning  a  matter  of  but  little  importance, 
and  well  calculated  to  escai)e  attention.  The 
bill,  in  truth,  passed  the  legislature  under 
false  colors  that  gave  no  notice  of  its  real 
character  to  those  to  be  affected  by  It 

We  have  often  held,  and  still  hold,  that  the 
constitution  is  to  be  liberally  construed,  to 
the  end  that  there  shall  be  no  unnecessary 
hampering  of  legislation,  but  there  is  a  wide 
difference  between  liberal  construction  and 
nullification,  which  would  be  the  effect  of  de- 
ciding that  an  act,  passed  under  a  title  so 
misleading  as  this.  Is,  notwithstanding,  a 
valid  law.  The  section  might  as  w^l  be 
stricken  from  the  constitution  at  oncg  as  a 
dead  le<tter.  This  distinction  is  well  illus- 
trated by  cases  heretofore  decided  by  this 
court  Those  of  State  v.  Ah  Sam,  15  Nev.  27; 
Ex  parte  Livingstone,  20  Nev.  287, 21  Pac.  322, 
and  State  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Humboldt 
Co.,  supra,  of  which  we  entirely  approve, 
and  which,  in  our  judgment  contain  nothing 
in  conflict  with  what  is  here  held,  were  all 
cases  In  which,  by  liberal  construction,  th^  ^ 
uigmzea  oy  ■v — ix^/x^/^iv^ 
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court  was  able  to  uphold  the  validity  of  the 
acts  then  under  consideration;  while,  on  the 
other  hand,  the  cases  of  State  v.  Silver,  su- 
pra; State  T.  Hallock,  19  Nev.  384,  12  Pac. 
832,  and  State  v.  Hoadley,  20  Nev.  317,  22 
Pac.  99,  fell  on  the  other  side  of  the  line, 
and,  notwithstanding  the  rules  of  liberal  con- 
struction, the  acts  then  being  reviewed  were 
held  to  be  unconstitutional.  Speaking  of  a 
similar  provision  In  the  constitution  of  New 
York,  the  supreme  court  of  that  state  used 
language  which  we  consider  quite  applicable 
here.  It  said:  "The  manifest  intention  of 
the  constitutional  provision  was  to  require 
BufiBclent  notice  of  the  subject  of  proposed 
legislation  of  a  private  or  local  character  to 
be  80  expressed  in  the  title  as  to  put  not  only 
interested  parties,  but  also  all  persons  con- 
cerned in  the  proposed  legislation,  upon  their 
guard,  and  to  inform  all  persons  reading  It 
of  the  general  purpose  and  scope  of  the  act 
While  this  Is  not  required  to  be  done  by  pur- 
suing any  formula,  or  with  much  detail  of 
specification,  and  great  liberaUty  of  construc- 
tion should  be  Indulged  in  by  the  courts  to 
uphold  the  constitutionality  of  legislation, 
yet  a  due  regard  to  constitutional  require- 
ments demands  that,  when  its  plain  and  ob- 
vious purposes  are  disregarded  or  evaded, 
the  judgment  of  the  court  should  give  effect 
to  its  provisions."  Johnston  v.  Splcer,  107 
N.  Y.  185,  202,  13  N.  E.  753.  To  our  minds 
it  is  quite  clear  that  this  title  not  only  gave 
no  such  notice  as  is  required  In  that  case  of 
the  Intention  to  deal  with  the  matter  of  legal 
advertising  and  printing,  but  that  it  was 
well  calculated  to  actually  mislead  by  In- 
ducing the  belief  that  it  did  not  refer  to  any 
such  subject.  It  follows  that,  as  passed,  the 
act  is  evasive  In  both  the  letter  and  spirit  of 
the  section  of  the  constitution  under  consid- 
eration. It  embraces  the  very  evil  against 
which  the  provision  was  directed,  and  under 
such  circumstances  the  court  would  fail  in 
its  most  important  function  If  it  did  not  fol- 
low the  mandates  of  the  higher  law. 

The  act  being  unconstitutional,  and  conse- 
quently no  law,  so  far,  at  least,  as  the  sub- 
ject of  legal  advertising  Is  concerned,  the 
order  of  the  board  cannot  be  In  conflict  with 
It,  and  the  writ  will  therefore  be  dismissed. 
It  is  so  ordered. 

BELKNAP,  J.,  concurs. 

BOXNIFIBLD,  J.  (dissenting).  By  follow- 
ing the  logical  course  of  reasoning  adopted 
by  this  court  heretofore  In  cases  similar  to 
this,  and  adhering  to  the  well-established 
rules  of  Interpretation  for  considering  the 
question  of  the  constitutionality  of  statutes, 
a  proper  solution  of  the  matters  in  hand  may 
be  arrived  at.  In  order  to  keep  the  subjects 
under  consideration  more  clearly  in  view,  the 
title  of  the  amendatory  act  and  the  provisions 
of  the  act  are  here  given:  "An  act  to  amend 
an  act  entitled  'An  act  for  the  purchase  and 
preservation  of  public  newspapers,  printed 


and  published  in  the  severat  connties  in  this 
state.'  Approved  February  1,  1865.  Section 
1.  •  •  •  The  recorders  of  the  several  coun- 
ties of  this  state  are  hereby  authorized  and 
required  to  subscribe  for  <me  newspaper 
printed  and  published  at  the  county  seat  of 
each  county  of  the  state,  and  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  of  the  respective  coun- 
ties shall  designate  the  paper  so  subscribed 
for  as  the  official  paper  of  the  county  where- 
in all  legal  advertising  and  printing  shall  be 
done;  provided,  the  rate  for  such  work  shall 
not  exceed  the  rate  now  established  by  law. 
No  paper  shall  be  subscribed  for  and  desig- 
nated unless  It  shall  have  been  established 
for  at  least  one  year,  and  is  prluted  and  pub- 
lished in  its  entirety  at  its  place  of  establish- 
ment." I  is  claimed  that  this  act  Is  in  con- 
flict with  the  provisions  of  section  17,  art  4, 
of  the  constitution,  which  are  as  follows: 
"Each  law  enacted  by  the  legislature  shall 
embrace  but  one  subject  and  matter  properly 
connected  therewith,  which  subject  shall  be 
briefly  expressed  in  the  title."  It  is  argued 
that  there  is  more  than  one  subject  embraced 
in  the  act,  to  wit:  (1)  The  subject  of  the 
purchase  and  preservation  of  public  newspa- 
pers; (2)  the  subject  of  legal  advertising  and 
printing,— and  that  the  second  subject  is  not 
matter  properly  connected  with  the  first  sub- 
ject which  is  expressed  in  the  title.  This  Is, 
as  I  understand  it,  the  substance  of  the  argu- 
ment, and  the  essence  of  the  contention  mlsed 
against  the  validity  of  the  law.  Before  pro- 
ceeding to  the  specific  consideration  of  the 
act  in  question,  and  Its  title,  it  may  be  well 
to  call  attention  to  the  substance  of  certain 
rules  adopted  and  recognized  by  the  courts  in 
passing  upon  such  questions  as  are  involved 
in  this  case,  and  to  other  preliminary  matters: 
First  The  presumption  is  that  the  legislature 
had  an  honest  intent  and  had  in  view  a  mer- 
itorious object  in  passing  the  act.  Second.  It 
will  be  presumed  that  the  members  had  aver- 
age intelligence,  and  undei-stood  the  object 
of  the  act  and  the  object  expressed  In  the 
title.  Third.  No  legislative  act  will  be  an- 
nulled by  the  courts  unless  it  clearly  appears 
to  be  in  conflict  with  the  constitution:  that 
every  reasonable  construction  and  Intend- 
ment will  be  indulged  to  harmonize  the  two 
instruments,  and.  If  there  be  a  rational  doubt 
as  to  the  invalidity  of  the  act,  the  doubt  will 
be  solved  in  favor  of  its  validity.  Fourth.  If 
the  matters  in  the  act  are  not  Independent, 
separate,  Incongruous,  and  disconnected  mat- 
ters from,  and  bear  no  proper  connection  with 
or  relation  to,  the  general  subject  of  the  act 
as  Indicated,  or  briefiy  expressed  in  the  title, 
the  act  wUl  stand  the  constitutional  test  of 
said  section  17  of  article  4,  no  difference  bow 
many  separate  matters  it  may  contain.  This 
latter  rule  is  Illustrated  In  the  case  of  State 
V.  Board  of  County  Oom'rs,  17  Nev.  101.  28 
Pac.  122,  In  which  the  court,  by  way  of  illus- 
tration, say:  "An  act  concerning  crimes  and 
punishments  is  not  unconstitutional  for  the 
reason  that  It  treats  of  different  crimes.   £0- 
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cape,  laroeny,  robbery,  and  murder  are  differ- 
ent crimes;  but  they  are  upon  the  same  sub- 
ject, Tte.  crimes."  In  Ex  parte  Livingstone, 
20  Xer.  287,  21  Pac  322,  In  illustration  of  this 
rule,  the  court  said:  "Take,  for  example,  the 
general  appropriation  act  Every  section,  In 
fact,  most  every  line,  In  a  strict  sense,  refers 
to  a  different  subject,  as  different  appropria- 
tions and  for  different  purposes.  •  •  •  It 
is  not  designed  to  require  the  body  of  the  act 
to  be  mere  repetition  of  the  title.  Neither  Is 
It  intended  to  prevent  Including  in  the  bill 
racb  means  as  are  reasonably  adapted  to  se- 
«Tire  the  object  Indicated  by  the  title.  It  Is 
Intended  to  prevent  legislators  from  being 
entrapped  Into  the  careless  passage  of  bills 
on  matters  foreign  to  the  ostraslble  purpose 
of  the  statute  as  entitled."  In  case  of  State 
V.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Humboldt  Co.,  21  Nev. 
235,  29  Pac.  974,  the  title  of  the  act  is,  "An 
act  fixing  the  salaries  of  the  officers  of  Hum- 
boldt county  and  consolidating  certain 
offices."  It  was  the  contention  on  the  part  of 
the  relator  "that  both  the  act  and  the  title 
embrace  more  than  one  subject,  to  wit,  the 
subject  of  salaries  and  the  subject  of  con- 
solidating offices,  and  Is  therefore  In  contra- 
vention of  section  17  of  article  4  of  the  con- 
stitution of  Nevada."  The  court  properly 
held  that  the  act  was  valid.  The  rules  of  in- 
terpretation are  so  concisely  stated,  and  the 
logical  line  of  argument  so  clear,  In  the  opin- 
ion, which  Is  so  pertinent  and  applicable  to 
the  case  at  bar,  that  large  quotations  are  here 
given  and  adopted  as  a  part  of  this  opinion. 
After  specifying  the  objects  of  section  17, 
art.  4,  of  the  constitution,  the  court  said: 
"This,  then,  being  the  mischief  against  which 
this  clause  of  the  constitution  is  directed,  It 
should  be  so  construed  as  to  correct  the  evil, 
but  at  the  same  time  not  to  needlessly  thwart 
honest  efforts  at  legislation.  There  Is  scarce- 
ly any  subject  of  legislation  that  cannot  be 
divided  and  subdivided  into  various  heads, 
each  of  which  might  be  made  the  basis  of  a 
separate  act,  and  in  which  the  connection  be- 
tween them  may  be  made  a  matter  of  contro- 
versy. The  reports  show  that  Mtldom,  in- 
deed, has  the  validity  of  a  law  come  serious- 
ly in  question  without  its  being  claimed  that 
It  was  In  conflict  with  this  clause  of  the  con- 
stitution. This  shows  how  necessary  it  is 
to  adopt  liberal  rules  of  construction  in  order 
to  sustain  laws  not  coming  within  the  spirit 
and  meaning  of  the  constitutional  prohlbi- 
tlrn.  If  the  provisions  of  a  statute  all  re- 
late directly  or  indirectly  to  the  subject  ex- 
pressed In  the  title,  it  la  permissible  to  unite 
them  in  the  same  act."  Citing  Coal  &  Iron 
Works  Co.  V.  Brown,  13  Bush,  685;  Phillips 
V.  K'idge  Co.,  2  Mete.  (Ky.)  222;  State  v. 
Kinaella,  14  Minn.  624  (Gil.  395).  "The  in- 
sertion In  a  law  of  matters  which  may  not 
be  verbally  Indicated  by  the  title.  If  suggest- 
ed by  it  or  connected  with  it,  or  proper  to  the 
fuller  accomplishment  of  the  object  so  indi- 
cated, is  held  to  be  in  accordance  with  its 
spirit.  All  inrcBtimptions  are  In  favor  of  the 


constitutionality  of  a  statute,  and  It  will  be 
held  valid  until  the  mind  of  the  court  is  clear- 
ly convinced  to  the  contrary."  Citing  Evans 
V.  Job,  8  Nev.  322;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Morris,  65 
Ala.  193.  "In  all  cases  of  doubt,  every  poe- 
sible  presumption  and  Intendment  will  be 
made  In  favor  of  the  constitutionality  of  the 
act  In  question.  The  courts  will  only  inter- 
fere In  cases  of  clear  and  unquestioned  viola- 
tion of  the  fundamental  law."  Citing  State  v. 
Irwin,  6  Nev  120;  People  v.  Parks,  58  Cal. 
635.  "The  objections  should  be  grave,  and 
the  conflict  between  the  constitution  and 
statute  palpable,  before  the  Judiciary  should 
disregard  a  legislative  enactment  upon  the 
sole  ground  that  it  embraces  more  than  one 
subject."  Citing  Montclair  v.  Bamsdell,  107 
U.  S.  155,  2  Sup.  Ct.  391;  Suth.  St.  Const,  i 
82.  "It  is  only  the  subject  of  the  act  which 
must  be  stated  In  the  title;  matters  properly 
connected  with  the  subject  need  not  be  men- 
tioned." Citing,  Humboldt  Co.  v.  Churchill 
Co.,  6  Nev.  30.  "If  they  are  mentioned  it 
simply  makes  the  title  unnecessarily  prolix." 
If  the  legislature  that  passed  the  original 
act  in  1865  could  have,  under  the  title  giv- 
en, properly  Incorporated  the  provisions  con- 
tained in  the  act  of  1895,  certainly  no  one 
will  deny  that  It  was  competent  for  the  leg- 
islature of  1895  to  do  so,  unless  the  title  of 
the  late  act  is  restrictive,  and  this  pre- 
cludes it;  that  is,  unless  it  speclfles  some 
particular  part  of  the  original  act  as  the  ob- 
ject of  amendment,  as  was  done  in  the  title 
of  the  act  considered  in  Ex  parte  Hewlett, 
22  Nev.  — ,  40  Pac.  96.  But  the  title  of  the 
act  of  1895  is  not  restrictive.  It  does  not 
specify  any  particular  in  which  it  Is  proposed 
to  amend  the  old  act.  nor  does  not  limit 
the  amendment  to  any  particular  matter. 
The  whole  scope  of  legislation  Is  left  open 
to  such  matter  as  would  have  been  proper 
to  enact  by  the  former  legislature.  In  State 
V.  Ah  Sam,  15  Nev.  31,  and  in  several  other 
cases,  the  subject  of  an  act  and  the  object  of 
an  act  are  treated  as  synonymous  terms  by 
this  court,  and  they  will  be  so  regarded  in 
this  opinion.  Now,  bearing  the  foreg<dng 
rules  of  interpretation  in  mind,  let  the  vital 
questions  In  this  case  be  examined.  The 
title  of  the  old  act  Is  the  substance  of  the 
title  of  the  amendatory  act.  What,  then,  is 
the  subject  of  the  act.  or.  In  other  words, 
what  was  the  object  the  legislature  had  in 
view  In  passing  It,  and  what  object  is  indi- 
cated by  its  title,  to  wit,  "An  act  for  the  pur- 
chase and  preservation  of  public  newspa- 
pers"? What  is  a  newspaper?  "A  newspa- 
per is  a  sheet  of  pai>er  printed  and  circulat- 
ed, at  short  intervals,  for  conveying  intelli- 
gence of  passing  events;  a  public  print  that 
circulates  news,  advertisements,  proceedings 
of  legislative  bodies,  public  documents,  and 
the  like."  Webst.  Diet.  This  definition  ac- 
cords with  the  general  understanding  of  the 
public.  There  could  have  been  no  disagree- 
ment among  the  members  of  the  legislature, 
and  no  member  could  have  been  forgetful 
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as  to  what  newspapers  are  while  reading  the 
title  or  considerlnK  the  bill.  It  Is  manifest 
that  the  object  the  legislature  had  in  view 
in  passing  it  (the  original  as  well  as  the 
amendatory  act)  was  not  simply  to  preserve 
printed  sheets  of  paper,  but  to  preserve,  in 
newspaper  form,  intelligence  of  passing 
events,  for  public  use.  To  subserve  this  ob- 
ject there  could  not  have  been  any  legisla- 
tion more  appropriate  than  to  provide  for  the 
purchase  and  preservation  of  newspapers,— 
the  instruments  containing  the  Intelligence 
desired  to  be  preserved.  And  what  more  ap- 
propriate title  than  the  one  adopted— ex- 
pressive of,  and  clearly  indicating,  the  gen- 
eral object  of  the  act— could  have  been  de- 
vised? The  general  object  of  the  act  being 
clear,  and  the  title  of  the  act  clearly  indicat- 
ing the  object,  it  seems  to  me  that  no  room 
is  left  for  the  assumption  that  any  member 
of  the  legislative  body  or  any  member  of  the 
general  community  might  have  been  misled 
by  the  title.  The  general  object  of  the  act 
being  to  preserve  intelligence  of  passing 
events  in  newspaper  form,  and  the  title  of 
the  act  clearly  indicating  that  object  la 
specifically  giving  the  object  to  be  "for  the 
purchase  and  preservation  of  public  news- 
pai)ers,"— the  very  Instruments  containing 
such  Intelligence,— It  follows  that  the  provi- 
sion of  the  act  requiring  that  "all  legal  ad- 
vertising and  printing  shall  be  done"  in 
these  newspapers  is  not  legislating  upon  a 
matter  that  is  not  germane  to  and  properly 
connected  with  the  general  object  of  the  act, 
as  clearly  indicated  by  the  title.  Legal  ad- 
vertising or  printing  is  intelligence  of  one 
class  of  passing  events.  The  legislature  hav- 
ing exclusive  control  of  legal  advertising  and 
printing,  it  certainly  is  matter  properly  con- 
nected with  the  subject  or  object  above 
named  to  require  that  this  class  of  intelli- 
gence or  current  news  shall  be  preserved  in 
manner  and  form  as  the  other  classes.  This 
class  is  not  only  matter  properly  connected 
with  the  general  subject,  but  is  a  part  of  the 
general  intelligence  of  passing  events,  the 
preservation  of  which  is  the  object  of  the 
act.  If  the  object  of  the  act  and  the  object 
as  expressed  in  the  title  can  be  reasonably 
construed  in  two  ways,  one  militating 
against  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  and 
the  other  sustaining  the  law,  it  is  imperative- 
ly required  of  the  court  to  adopt  the  lat- 
ter construction. 

In  State  v.  Ah  Sam,  15  Nev.  27,  the  tlOe 
of  the  amended  act  is  "An  act  to  regulate 
the  sale  or  disposal  of  opium  and  to  prohibit 
the  kecpirg  of  places  of  resort  for  smoking 
or  otherwise  using  opium."  The  act  peo- 
hiblts  the  sale  of  opium,  unless  upon  the  pre- 
scription of  a  physician,  and  in  that  case 
only  allows  druggists  and  apothecaries  to 
sell  it.  It  prohibits  the  keeping  of  places  of 
resort  for  smoking  opium,  prohibits  the  leas- 
ing of  houses  for  such  purposes,  and  finally 
it  prohibits  all  persons  from  resorting  to 
places  kept  for  such  purposes,  and  provides 


severe  penalties  for  resorting  thereto.  It 
will  be  observed  that  the  subject  of  resorting 
to  such  places  Is  not  expressed  In  the  title 
in  terms.  Ah  Sam  was  convicted  under  this 
act,  not  for  selling  opium,  not  for  keeping  a 
place  of  resort  for  smoking  it  or  otherwise 
using  it,  but  for  simply  resorting  to  such  a 
place.  On  appeal  to  this  court  his  counsel 
claimed  and  urged  that  the  act  embraced  two 
or  more  subjects:  (1)  The  regulation  of  the 
sale  of  opium;  (2)  the  prohibition  of  keeping 
places  of  resort  for  smoking  opium;  (3)  makes 
it  criminal  for  any  one  to  resort  to  a  place 
kept  for  smoking  opium,— and  that  the  latter 
subject  is  not  embraced  in  the  title.  The 
court  held  the  act  to  be  constitutional,  and 
the  conviction  of  Ah  Sam  proper.  It  said: 
"Clearly  it  does  not  embrace  more  than  one 
subject,  and  if  its  title  had  been  'An  act  for 
the  suppression  of  opium  dens'  we  think  no 
one  could  be  found  to  question  its  constitu- 
tionality. It  is  apparent  that  the  legislature, 
in  passing  the  act  in  question,  had  but  one 
object  in  view,  viz.  the  suppression  of  places 
commonly  known  as  opium  dens,  and  noth- 
ing is  contained  In  the  law  that  is  not  con- 
ducive to  that  end."  So  it  may  be  said  with 
equal  force  in  this  case,  on  the  same  line  of 
argument,  and  by  the  same  logical  course  of 
reasoning,  that  clearly  the  act  does  not  em- 
brace more  than  one  subject,  and  If  the  title 
had  been  "an  act  to  preserve  Intelligence  of 
passing  events  or  current  news  contained  In 
newspapers"  we  think  no  one  would  have 
been  found  to  question  its  constitutionality. 
It  is  apparent  that  the  legislature  in  passing 
the  act  in  question  had  but  one  object  in 
view,  viz.  to  preserve  intelligence  of  passing 
events  or  current  news,  found  in  newspapers, 
and  nothing  is  contained  in  the  law  that  is 
not  conducive  to  that  end.  The  court  In 
that  case  further  said:  "The  title  of  the  act 
does  not  profess  in  explicit  tmus  to  aim  at 
the  suppression  of  opium  dens  by  every  legit- 
imate means,  but  merely  to  prohibit  the  keep- 
ing of  such  places,  and  upon  strict  rules  of 
interpretation  it  would  be  difficult  to  main- 
tain that  the  latter  expression  is  as  broad  as 
the  former,  or  that  it  will  cover  anything 
besides  provisions  for  punishing  the  keepers 
of  such  resorts."  That  is,  upon  strict  rules 
of  interpretation,  the  title  embraces  the  pro- 
hibition of  keeping  such  places  of  resort,  and 
the  punishment  of  the  owners  and  keepers 
thereof,  and  does  not  embrace  the  matter  of 
making  it  a  criminal  offense  for  any  one  to 
resort  to  such  places.  And  the  court  said: 
"In  dealing  with  this  particular  objection  to 
parts  of  statutes  which,  as  a  whole,  embrace 
but  one  subject  of  legislation,  the  courts  of 
the  different  states  have  adopted  an  exceed- 
ingly liberal  rule  of  construction  in  favor  of 
their  validity.  •  •  •  it  is  not  inconsistent 
with  these  provisions  [of  the  constitution]  to 
give  some  slight  enlargement  to  the  literal 
meaning  of  the  title  of  a  law."  So,  applying 
what  the  court  said  in  that  case  to  this  one. 
It  may  be  said  here  that  the  title  of  the  act 
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does  not  profess  in  explicit  terms  to  aim  at 
the  preservation  of  intelligence  of  passing 
erents  or  cnrrent  newtt  by  every  legitimate 
means,  but  merely  to  preserve  newspapers 
containing  such  intelligence  or  news,  and  it 
Is  not  Inconsistent  witb  the  provisions  of  the 
constitution  to  give  some  slight  enlargement 
to  the  literal  meaning  of  the  title  of  the  law, 
and  the  said  liberal  rules  adopted  by  the 
courts  of  the  several  states  should  be  adopt- 
ed In  this  case.  "The  constitution  does  not 
require  tliat  the  title  of  an  act  shall  be  the 
most  exact  expression  of  the  subject  which 
could  be  invented.  The  general  purpose  of 
section  17,  art  4,  of  the  constitution,  is  ac- 
complished when  the  law  has  but  one  general 
object,  which  is  fairly  Indicated  by  its  title. 
The  different  steps  by  which  the  result  is  to 
be  accomplished  are  not  diflFerent  subjects, 
hut  minor  parts  of  the  same  subject"  Klein 
T.  Kinkead,  1«  Nev.  194.  It  is  submitted 
that  in  this  case  there  is  but  one  general  ob- 
ject of  the  act,  which  has  been  pointed  out 
herein,  and  which  is  fairly  indicated  in  the 
title;  that  the  step  of  publishing  legal  ad- 
vertising and  printing  in  the  designated  pa- 
per is  a  step  by  which  the  result  is  to  be 
accomplished,  and  Is  not  a  different  subject, 
but  a  minor  part  of  the  same  subject. 

If  the  cases  of  Esser  v.  Spaulding,  17  Nev. 
289,  30  Pac.  894,  State  v.  Atherton,  19  Nev. 
332,  10  Pac.  901,  and  Ex  parte  Livingstone, 
20  Nev.  282,  21  Pac.  322,  be  examined,  and 
the  interpretations  there  given  and  the  rea- 
soning therein  contained  be  applied  in  this 
case,  the  constitutionality  of  the  act  of  1895 
will  further  clearly  appear.  The  objection 
that  the  act  regulates  legal  advertising  and 
printing  is  not  a  valid  objection  to  its  con- 
BtitutlcMiality.  This  is  simply  an  Incident 
to  and  not  the  object  of  the  act  Notice  by 
publication  Is  required  to  be  given  in  the 
following  mattens:  Delinquent  tax  suits; 
sale  of  property  for  delinquent  taxes;  notice 
to  creditors  of  deceased  persons;  notice  of 
elections;  expiration  of  time  of  registration; 
meeting  of  the  board  of  equalization;  and  in 
many  other  matters.  These  notices  are  legal 
advertisements  or  legal  printing,  and  are 
simply  Incidents  to  and  not  the  subject  of  the 
several  acts  wherein  their  publication  is  re- 
quired. The  objections  that  the  act  requires 
legal  advertising  and  printing  to  be  done  in 
these  pax>ers  without  regard  to  the  price  to 
be  charged,  and  that  no  rates  are  fixed  by 
law,  are  not  well  taken.  There  are  rates 
fixed  by  law  for  s<Hne  legal  advertisements. 
If  the  i>aper  should  refuse  to  do  any  given 
work  at  the  rate  fixed  for  similar  work,  it  cer- 
tainly would  leave  the  matter  open  for  com- 
petition, and  to  the  lowest  bidder;  for  the 
act  provides  that  legal  advertising  and  print- 
ing shall  be  done  in  the  designated  papers, 
"provided,  the  rate  for  such  work  shall  not 
exceed  the  rate  established  by  law."  If  there 
be  no  rate  established  for  the  particular 
work,  certainly  it  is  not  required  that  such 
work  shall  be  done  in  these  papers,  unless 


terms  can  be  agreed  on  by  the  officers  and 
the  proprietors  of  the  papers,  otherwise  they 
would  have  to  do  the  work  without  compen- 
sation, If  at  alL  Tbe  matter  of  rates,  in  all 
cases  where  rates  are  not  fixed  by  law,  Is 
left  exactly  where  it  was  before  the  law  was 
passed.  The  county  recorder  only  designates 
the  paper;  he  has  nothing  to  do  with  the 
rates,  nor  with  legal  advertising  and  printing, 
but  they  are  left  in  the  hands  of  the  respec- 
tive officers  as  before.  It  is  not  probable 
that  the  resp<mdents,  or  any  officer  having 
such  printing  to  be  done,  would  agree  with 
the  designated  paper  for  higher  rates  than 
those  asked  by  a  competitive  i>aper. 

From  the  foregoing  views  It  follows,  not 
only  that  the  public  lnt««8t  cannot  be  injur- 
ed by  the  law,  but  that  the  act  is  clearly  con- 
stitutional, and  upon  the  latter  ground  the 
proceedings  of  the  respondents  in  the  prem- 
ises should  be  annulled.  I  therefore  respect- 
fully dissent  from  the  Judgment  of  the  court. 


VIETTI  V.  NESBITT  et  al.    (No.  1,433.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.    July  31,  1895.) 

Hisiao  Partnership— Review  on   Appeal— Ob- 
jections TO  Evidence— MiNiso 
Ck>KTRACT8 — Interest. 

1.  The  defendants,  with  others,  were  the 
owners  of  a  mine,  which  was  being  worked  by 
the  plaintiff  under  an  agreement  that  the  ore  ex- 
tracted should  be  worked  in  a  mill  belonging 
to  defendants,  and  tde  proceeds  divided  as  fol- 
lows: The  defendants  were  to  be  paid  $25  per 
ton  for  milling;  the  plaintiff  was  then  to  be 
paid  the  expense  of  extracting  the  ore;  and 
the  l)alance  was  to  be  divided  equally  between 
him  and  the  owners  of  the  mine.  Btid,  that 
these  parties  were  simply  tenants  in  common 
of  tlie  ore  and  its  proceeds,  and  no  partnership 
existed   between  them. 

2.  Facts  fonnd  by  the  trial  court  upon  con- 
flicting evidence  are  conclusive  upon  appeal. 

3.  Where  parol  evidence  of  the  contents 
of  a  written  agreement  is  admitted  without  ol)- 
jectlon,  no  advantage  of  the  fact  of  its  incom- 
petency can  be  taken  afterwards.  Under  such 
circumstances,  the  parol  evidence  is  competent 
to  establish  what  the  terms  of  the  contract 
were. 

4.  Upon  a  qnestion  of  the  amount  of  moist- 
ure contained  in  the  ore,  evidence  of  the  amount 
found  in  other  ore  taken  from  the  same  ore 
body  and  worked  under  similar  circnmstances  is 
relevant. 

5.  Where  by  the  agreement  the  mill  men 
were  to  return  a  certain  per  cent,  of  the  "assay 
value"  of  gold  ore  worked  in  the  mill,  this 
meant  the  standard  assay  value  of  gold  as 
known  everywhere,  and  not  the  value  of  gold 
bullion  at  the  place  where  produced. 

6.  Interest,  as  such,  can  only  be  collected 
where  authoriised  by  statute.  In  an  action  up- 
on contract,  where  there  has  been  no  settle- 
ment, and  the  balance  due  upon  the  contract  is 
uncertain  and  unascertained,  interest  cannot  be 
collected. 

(Syllabus  by  Bigelow,  C.  J.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lincoln  county; 
G.  F.  Talbot,  Judge. 

Action  by  John  B.  ViettI  against  J.  Nesbitt 
&  Bros.     Judgment  for  plalntifC,  and  defend- 


ants appeaL     Modified.  ,^, 
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Geo.  S.  Sawyer  and  Richards  &  MacMillan, 
for  appellaots.  Rives  &  Osborne,  for  re- 
spondent. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.  The  Jim  Crow  mine, 
owned  by  a  number  of  persons,  was  held  by 
the  plaintiff  under  what  ttie  complaint  des- 
ignates a  lease,  and  was  producing  ore. 
While  the  lease  was  In  force,  the  defendants 
purchased  a  half  Interest  In  the  mine.  The 
defendants  were  also  the  owners  of  a  quartz 
mill.  In  October,  1893,  while  this  state  of 
facts  existed,  a  contract  or  agreement  was  en- 
tered into  by  all  the  parties  in  interest, 
whereby  the  defendants  were  to  haul  the  ore 
so  produced  to  their  mill  and  there  reduce  it 
to  bullion,  they  to  account  tor  85  per  cent,  of 
the  assay  value  of  the  ore.  Of  the  proceeds, 
the  defendants  were  first  to  be  allowed  $25 
per  ton  for  Iiauling  and  working  the  ore,  and 
then  plalntifT  was  to  be  paid  the  expense  of 
extracting  it  from  the  mine.  There  is  no 
question  upon  either  of  these  items.  Fifty 
per  cent,  of  the  balance  was  to  be  paid  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  rest  divided  among  the 
owners  of  the  mine  in  proportion  to  their  in- 
terests therein.  Except  as  to  the  percentage 
to  be  accounted  for,  there  seems  to  have 
been  no  serious  controversy  that  these  were 
the  general  terms  of  the  agreement.  The 
questions  in  the  case  are  principally  concern- 
ing matters  incidental  to  the  agreement.  Sev- 
eral of  the  co-owners  have  assigned  their 
claims  under  it  to  the  plaintiff,  and  the  ac- 
tion is  brought  to  recover  the  50  per  cent,  due 
him,  and  the  amount  due  those  co-owners 
upon  tlie  reduction  of  the  ore.  Judgment 
was  rendered  in  the  plaintiff's  favor  for  |25,- 
266.08.  and  defendants  appeal. 

They  first  contend  that  the  owners  of  the 
mine  and  the  plaintiff  were  partners,  and 
that  consequently  no  action  at  law  can  be 
maintained  by  one  against  the  others  until 
there  has  been  a  settlement  of  partnership  af- 
fairs, and  a  balance  struck.  This  contention 
is  based  upon  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint; but,  while  that  document  is  by  no 
means  a  model,  and  Is  in  some  respects  con- 
fused and  self-contradictory,  we  are  unable 
to  find  that  it  states  such  a  state  of  affairs 
as  would  constitute  a  partnership  between 
the  parties  here.  Whatever  may  have  been 
the  terms  of  the  original  lease,  which  are 
not  stated,  no  question  Is  made  but  that  the 
lights  of  the  parties  are  to  be  determined 
under  the  agreement  of  October,  1803.  The 
owners  of  the  mine  were,  as  such,  tenants  in 
common,  pure  and  simple.  They  were  not 
engaged  in  working  the  property;  so  there 
was  no  mining  partnership  between  them. 
The  mere  fact  that  they,  either  jointly  or 
severally,  made  a  lease  of  the  mine,  under 
which  each  was  to  receive  his  proiwrtional 
share,  had  certainly  no  tendency  to  estaliiish 
that  relationship.  Each  seems  to  have  acted 
for  himself,  and  defendants  were  to  account 
to  each  for  his  portion  of  the  proceeds,  indi- 
vidually.   The  plaintiff  was,  in  the  first  in- 


stance, to  mine  the  ore  at  his  own  expense, 
and  it  does  not  appear  that  the  owners  were 
to  have  anything  to  do  with  that  part  of  the 
business.  While  the  plaintiff  was  to  be  re- 
paid tliat  expense  out  of  the  proceeds,  this 
was  simply  one  of  the  terms  of  the  agree- 
ment under  which  the  ore  was  being  ex- 
tracted. If  no  ore  had  been  found,  or  it  bad 
paid  nothing  over  milling  expenses,  the  plain- 
tiff must  have  sustained  the  entire  loss. 
After  the  ore  was  mined,  the  plaintiff  and 
the  several  owners  of  the  mine  became  the 
Joint  owners  of  it,  in  accordance  with  their 
several  Interests  under  the  contract  It  be- 
came personal  property,  in  which  they  were 
tenants  in  common.  Freem.  Coten.  {{  16, 100. 
A  mere  joint  ownerslilp  in  personal  property 
does  not  constitute  the  owners  imriners. 
Quackenbush  v.  Sawyer,  54  Cal.  439.  In  Hu- 
depohl  V.  Water  Co.,  80  Cal.  553,  22  Pac.  339. 
speaking  of  a  similar  contract,  the  court 
said:  "As  we  construe  the  agreement.  It  was 
one  for  the  working  of  the  mine  on  shares, 
and  the  parties  became  tenants  in  common 
of  the  products  of  the  mine  when  taken  out. 
Such  a  contract  does  not  create  the  relation 
of  landlord  and  tenant,  but  fixes  a  rule  for 
compensation  for  servKies  rendered.  It  is,  in 
all  its  essential  features,  a  contract  for  labor 
to  be  performed,  and  to  be  paid  for  by  a 
share  of  the  profits  realized  from  such  la- 
bor." See,  also,  Stuart  t.  Adams,  88  CaL 
3G7,  20  Pac.  970.  Certainly  no  partnership 
existed  so  far.  Then,  as  to  the  hauling  and 
milling  of  the  ore.  That  was  done  the  same 
as  defendants  might  have  done  similar  work 
for  any  one  else,  and  upon  terms  the  same  as 
those  upon  which  the  owners  of  the  ore 
might  have  had  it  worked  at  any  other  milL 
The  mill  men  were  paid  a  certain  price  there- 
for, and  were  to  return  a  certain  per  cent,  of 
its  assay  value.  Whatever  profit  they  made 
upon  the  working  was  their  own,  and  any 
loss  must  have  been  sustained  by  them.  Of 
course,  under  the  terms  of  the  agreement, 
lK>th  tlie  expense  of  milling  and  the  expense 
of  mining  the  ore  would  reduce  the  net  pro- 
ceeds which  would  In  the  end  go  to  the  sev- 
eral parties,  but  it  was  the  proceeds  of  ore 
which  they  held  as  tenants  in  common,  and 
not  as  partners.  The  question  here  is  one 
of  actual  partnership  betweea  the  parties, 
and  not  as  to  what  might  render  them  liable, 
as  partners,  to  thli-d  persons.  Actual  part- 
nership depends  upon  the  intention  of  the 
parties.  "The  true  test  of  partnership,  then. 
Is  the  intention  of  the  parties.  They  have 
agreed  together  for  a  certain  purpose.  If 
the  purpose  was  the  formation  of  an  associ- 
ated body,  different  from  the  individual  par- 
ties, for  which  they  wei-e  thereafter  to  act, 
they  have  formed  a  partnership."  T.  Pars. 
Partn.  §  54.  There  need  not  necessarily  be 
a  formal  agreement  of  partnership,  but  it 
must  appear  that  the  parties  intended  to  en- 
ter into  that  relation  which  the  law  denomi- 
nates a  partnership.  Without  trying  to  de- 
fine what  would  constitute  such  a  relation,  it 
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to  Bofflclent  to  say  tbat  the  elements  of  one 
do  not  exist  here.  There  was  no  such  as- 
aodatlon  of  the  indlrldualB,  either  Intentional 
or  unintentional,  as  wonld  constitute  a  firm. 
In  fact,  there  seems  to  have  been  no  asso- 
ciation of  them,  whatever.  The  only  rela- 
tion was  the  accidental  one  that  they  owned 
undivided  portions  of  the  same  property. 
There  was  no  agreement  to  do  business  joint- 
ly, and  no  community  of  interest.  Each  rep- 
resented his  own  interest;  and  no  one  of 
them,  nor  even  a  majority,  had  any  right  to 
dispose  of  the  property,  nor  even  to  make 
any  contract  concerning  any  portion  but  his 
own.  In  Dwlnel  v.  Stone,  30  Me.  S84,  the 
court  says:  "One  essential  element  of  a  part- 
nership is  a  community  of  interest  in  the 
SDbJect-matter  of  It.  'Tenet  totnm  In  com- 
munlet  nihil  -separatim  per  se,'  has  been  the 
keystone  of  the  arch  since  the  days  of  Brac- 
ton.  From  this  arises  the  right  of  each  part- 
ner to  make  contracts,  to  incur  liabilities, 
manage  the  whole  business,  and  dispose  of 
the  whole  property  of  the  partnership,  for  its 
purposes,  in  the  same  manner,  and  with  the 
same  power,  as  all  the  partners  could  when 
acting  together."  No  such  power  over  the 
common  property  existed  here,  and  there 
was  no  mutual  agency  between  the  parties. 
It  follows  that  there  was  no  partnership. 

There  is  some  conflict  in  the  evidence  as  to 
whether  defendants  were  to  pay  plaintiff  50 
per  cent,  of  the  net  proceeds  of  the  ore. 
The  defendants  deny  that  they  so  agreed; 
but,  as  they  do  not  state  what  the  agreement 
was,  and  it  is  beyond  controversy,  upon  the 
showing  made,  that  plaintiff  had  some  in- 
terest in  the  ore,  their  testimony  is  not  very 
satisfactory.  However,  the  trial  court  hav- 
ing, upon  conflicting  evidence,  found  for  the 
plaintiff,  tbat  finding  becomes  conclusive  up- 
on app^.  The  same  must  be  said  concern- 
ing the  percentage  of  the  assay  value  for 
which  the  defendants  were  to  account  The 
evidence  was  conflicting,  and  we  are  con- 
trolled by  the  finding  that  it  was  85  per 
cent. 

The  defendants  contend  that,  as  it  appear- 
ed that  the  agreement  was  in  writing,  parol 
evidence  of  Its  contents,  which  is  all  that  was 
offered,  was  incompetent,  and  should  not  now 
be  considered.  The  ground,  however,  upon 
which  parol  evidence  of  the  contents  of  a 
writing  Is  rejected  is  that  it  is  not  the  best 
evidence.  If  the  instrument  has  been  de- 
stroyed, or  the  party  ofterlng  it  la,  under  cer- 
tain other  circumstances,  imable  to  produce 
it,  parol  evidence  of  its  terms  may  be  the 
best  and  only  evidence  obtainable,  and  then 
it  becomes  strictly  admissible.  If  the  de- 
fendants were  not  satisfied  with  the  parol 
proof,  they  should  have  objected,  and  had 
the  writing  produced  or  accounted  for.  Not 
having  done  so,  they  are  concluded  now  from 
objecting  that  the  evidence  is  incompetent 
to  establish  what  the  agreement  was.  "It 
is  settled  tbat  if  a  party  permits  his  adver- 
saiy  to  prove  his  case  by  secondary  evidence, 


he  cannot  afterwards  object  that  better  evi- 
dence should  have  t)een  produced.  The  sec- 
ondary evidence  is,  under  such  circumstan- 
ces, sufllclent"  Wright  v.  Koseberry,  81  Cal. 
87,  01.  22  Pac.  338.  "If  evidence  secondary 
or  hearsay  in  its  character  be  admitted  with- 
out objection,  no  advantage  can  be  taken  of 
that  fact  afterwards;  and  the  jury  may— - 
indeed,  should— accept  it  as  if  it  were  admis- 
sible under  the  strictest  rules  of  evidence." 
Sherwood  v.  Sissa,  5  Nev.  349,  355. 

One  Question  In  the  case  was  the  amount 
ot  moisture  which  should  be  deducted  from 
the  gross  weight  of  the  ore,  the  plaintiff  ad- 
mitting 8'  per  cent.,  and  defendants  contend- 
ing for  8  per  cent.  The  court  allowed  5 
per  cent;  and,  again  recalling  the  rule 
where  the  evidence  Is  In  conflict,  we  certainly 
cannot  say  that  any  error  was  committed. 
As  one  method  of  determining  the  amount  of 
moisture,  evidence  was  admitted,  over  de- 
fendants* objections,  as  to  the  amount  con- 
tained In  ore  taken  from  the  same  ore  body, 
and  near  where  the  ore  in  question  came 
from,  but  in  an  adjoining  mine,  and  shipped 
and  worked  under  somewhat  similar  circum- 
stances. We  think  this  was  some  evidence 
upon  the  question  In  this  case,  and,  conse- 
quently, that  it  was  admissible.  Defendants' 
criticisms  upon  it  go  more  to  its  weight  than 
to  its  relevancy.  The  same  ruling  applies 
also  to  the  evidence  concerning  the  assays 
of  the  battery  samples  taken  by  the  plain- 
tiff. His  evidence  tended  to  show  that  they 
had  been  carefully  preserved,  and  had  not 
been  tampered  with.  The  fact  that  they 
were  not  assayed  until  some  months  after 
they  were  taken  might  reflect  upon  their  re- 
liability, but,  certainly,  under  the  proofs, 
would  not  have  Justified  their  rejection. 

Apparently  as  a  part  of  the  agreement, 
or,  at  least,  with  the  consent  of  all  parties, 
the  defendants  had  converted  the  bullion, 
which  was  gold,  into  money.  They  contend 
that  the  bullion,  where  produced,  was  of 
the  value  of  only  $11)  per  ounce,  whereas 
judgment  hasbeen  rendered  against  them  up- 
on a  valuation  of  $'20.6718  i^er  ounce,  which 
we  understand  to  be  the  standard  assay 
value  of  gold.  As  defendants  do  not  claim 
tbat  they  did  not  receive  that  amount  for  It, 
and  as  they  were  allowed  the  expense  of 
marketing,  no  injustice  seems  to  have  been 
done,  and  the  valuation  appears  to  l>e  strict- 
ly In  accordance  with  the  agreement  As 
the  ore  was  gold  ore,  when  the  contract 
called  for  a  certain  i)er  cent,  of  assay  value, 
some  standard  by  which  to  estimate  the 
value  of  the  gold  must  have  been  under- 
stood, and  this  seems  to  be  the  only  stand- 
ard recognized  anywhere.  It  was  not  showc 
that  "assay  value"  is  not  the  same  in  one 
place  aa  in  another.  Or,  if  the  term  was  in- 
tended to  mean  only  the  number  of  ounces 
of  gold  found  in  the  rock,  and  the  defendants 
saw  fit  to  convert  it  into  money  Instead  of 
returning  it  in  kind.  In  the  absence  of  an 

agreement  to  the  contrary  no  reason  is  sug- 
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gested  why  tbey  should  not  return  to  Its 
owners  the  amount  of  money  rec^ved  by 
them,  less  the  expense  of  the  conversion. 

Included  in  the  Judgment  is  a  direction 
that  the  sum  for  which  it  is  rendered  shall 
draw  int^'est  from  August  1,  1S94,  to  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment,  on  March  20,  1805. 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  this  item  is  er- 
roneous. If  Interest  was  permissible  at  all, 
it  should  have  been  computed  and  Included 
in  the  Judgment  when  entered  (Bibend  t.  In- 
surance Co..  30  Gal.  79);  but,  without  stop- 
ping to  inquire  whether,  as  this  was  not 
done,  it  ever  became  a  part  of  the  Judg- 
ment, and  assuming  that  it  did,  we  think 
no  interest  should  hare  been  allowed  prior 
to  the  time  Judgment  was  rendered.  At 
common  law,  no  interest  was  allowed,  and  it 
Is  only  permiBsible  now  when  authorized  by 
statute.  11  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law.  tit. 
"Interest,"  p.  379.  Although  interest  is  fre- 
quently allowed  In  actions  involving  torts 
to  property,  it  is  simirfy  by  way  of  damages, 
and  in  actions  where  the  amount  of  damages 
Is  more  or  less  in  the  discretion  of  the  court 
or  Jury.  In  such  cases,  in  the  absence  of 
special  circumstances  of  fraud  or  oppression, 
the  legal  rate  of  Interest  from  the  time  of  the 
commission  of  the  wrong  is  a  safe  and  uni- 
form measure  of  damages.  Glass  Factory 
V.  Reid.  5  Cow.  587,  609.  But  this  Is  not 
that  kind  of  a  case,  and  Interest  was  not  in- 
cluded as  a  part  of  the  plaintiff's  damages, 
but  as  an  incident  to  the  amount  due  him 
under  the  contract,  and  allowed  as  a  matter 
of  law.  As  such,  it  does  not  come  within  the 
terms  of  our  statute  (Gen.  St.  §  4903,  as 
amended,  St  1887,  p.  82),  and  consequently 
was  improper.  But,  as  this  mistake  would 
doubtless  have  been  corrected,  upon  motion, 
in  the  court  below,  we  do  not  think  it  should 
affect  the  question  of  costs  upon  this  ap- 
peal. 

Some  other  points  are  made  by  appellants' 
counsel;  but  what  we  have  said  above  suffi- 
ciently indicates  our  views  concerning  them. 
No  error  appearing  except  that  concerning 
interest,  the  Judgment  will  be  modified  by 
striking  that  out;  and,  as  thus  modified,  it 
will  be  affirmed,  respondent  to  recover  his 
costs  of  appeal.    It  is  so  ordered. 

BONNIFIELD  and  BELKNAP.  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


RADER  v.  ALLEN  et  al. 
(Snpreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

EJECTMEJ5T— SfFFICIESCY    OF    COMPLAINT  —  T1TI.B 

u.sDEK  Patent  Certificate — Limita- 
tion OF  Action. 
1.  T^'nder  an   allegation  in  ejectment  that 
plaintiff  is  the  owner  in  fee  and  entitled  to  the  ' 
possession  of  mining  lands,  subject  only  to  the  i 
paramount  title  of  the   United   States,   it  may   | 
be  inferred  that  pInintiEE  claims  under  a  patent 
eertificnte  from  the  United  States,  after  perform- 
ing all  the  requirements  to  entitle  him  to  a  pat- 
ent to  the  mine. 


2.  Where  one  is  entitled  to  poasesslon  of  a 

mine  under  a  patent  certificate  from  the  United 
States,  he  has  an  estate  in  the  mine,  and  liis 
right  to  maintain  ejectment  therefor  is  not  sub- 
ject to  Hill's  Ann.  Laws,  {  2178,  providing  that 
one  year's  adverse  possession  of  a  mine  is  s 
bar  to  an  action  for  its  possession. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Gnmt  county; 
James  A.  Fee,  Judge. 

Action  of  ejectment  by  George  Bader 
against  Ed.  C.  Allen  and  another.  A  demur- 
rer to  the  cMnplalnt  was  sustained,  and  plain- 
tiff appeals.     Reversed. 

This  case  comes  here  on  appeal  from  the  de- 
cisions of  the  court  below  sustaining  a  demur- 
rer to  the  complaint.  The  complaint  Is  as  fol- 
lows: "(1)  That  on  February  25,  1892,  he 
[plaintiff]  was,  and  ever  since  has  been,  and 
now  Is,  the  ownor  in  fee  and  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  f<^owlng  described  mining 
property,  subject  only  to  the  paramount  title  of 
the  government  of  the  United  States,  to  wit: 
The  undivided  one-seventh  of  a  certain  placer 
mine,  known  as  the  'Dunlap  Mine,'  which  said 
mine  is  situated  on  the  west  fork  of  Bagley 
creek,  in  Fox  valley.  Grant  county,  Oregon,  to- 
gether with  the  undivided  one-seventh  of  all 
flumes,  sluice  boxes,  tools,  and  pipe  connect- 
ed therewith  and  belonging  thereto;  said  min- 
ing property  having  been  on  the  said  25th 
day  of  February,  1892,  acquired  by  this  plain- 
tiff by  purchase  from  one  James  Dunlap,  who 
was,  at  and  prior  to  said  time,  the  owner  of 
and  in  possession  thereof,  and  which  said 
Dunlap  mine  is  more  particularly  described 
as  follows,  to  wit:  Commencing  at  the  south- 
west comer  of  section  six  In  Tp.  12  S.,  R.  30 
E.  W.  M.,  running  thence  north  ten  chains, 
thence  east  twenty  chains,  thence  north  sixty 
chains,  thence  west  twenty  chains  to  town- 
ship line,  thence  south  on  township  line  fifty 
chains,  thrace  west  ten  chains,  thence  south 
twenty  chains,  thence  east  twenty  chains  to 
the  place  of  beginning,  there  being  a  post  at 
each  comer  of  the  claim,  and  the  lines  blazed 
on  the  trees  throughout  the  whole  tbH-eof. 

(2)  That,  while  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and 
In  possession,  and  entitled  to  the  possession 
of  said  premises,  to  wit,  oa  the  10th  day  of 
March,  1893.  the  said  defendants  Ed.  G.  Allen 
and  Walter  Brown  did,  without  right  or  title, 
enter  into  and  upoa  the  same,  and  oust  and 
eject .  the  plaintiff  therefrom.  And  plaintilf 
avers  that  said  defendants  are  now  in  the  ac- 
tual possession  thereof,  and  they  have,  ever 
since  said  time,  wrongfuny  withheld  the  pos- 
session of  the  same  froifa  the  plaintiff,  to  his 
damage  In  the  sum  of  one  thousand  doUara. 

(3)  That  the  value  of  the  rents.  Issues,  and 
profits  of  said  premises,  from  the  said  10th 
day  of  March,  18!)3,  and  while  the  plaintiff 
has  been  excluded  therefrom  by  the  defend- 
ints,  is  $1,000."  The  demurrer  specifies  the 
following  grounds  of  objection  to  tiie  com- 
plaint: "First,  the  action  has  not  been  com- 
menced within  the  time  limited  by  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  of  Oregon  or  by  law;  sec- 
ond, the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action;  and,  thh^  the  complaint 
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^oes  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
canse  of  action." 

Stephen   A.   Lowell,   for  appellant.    J.  J. 
Balleray,  for  respondents. 

WOLVERTON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
So  far  as  this  court  is  advised  by  the  record, 
the  plaintiflT  may  be  holding  by  mesne  con- 
Teyancea  under  a  certificate  from  the  United 
States,  issued  after  the  performance  of  all  the 
requireznents  of  the  laws  and  regulations  for 
the  acquirement  of  a  patent  to  such  mine, 
and  the  premises  upon  which  the  same  is  lo- 
cated. If  such  is  the  case,  the  iiaramount  ti- 
tle may  be  said  to  be  in  the  goTcmment  of 
the  United  States,  and  the  right  to  maintain 
the  action  rests  with  the  plaintiff  at  the  same 
time.  Aurora  Hill  Con.  Mln.  Co.  v.  85  Mln. 
Co.,  34  Fed.  515, 15  Morr.  Mines,  581;  People 
T.  Shearer,  30  Cal.  617  et  seq.;  Barney  t. 
Dolph,  97  U.  S.  652;  Wilson  v.  Fine,  38  Fed. 
780.  The  rule  Is  that,  when  the  contract  of 
purchase  is  completed  by  payment  of  the  pur- 
dia.se  money  and  the  issuance  of  the  patent 
certificate  by  the  authorized  agent  of  the  gov- 
ernment, the  purchaser  acquires  a  vested 
right  in  the  land,  of  which  he  cannot  be  sub- 
sequently deprived,  if  he  has  complied  with 
the  law  prior  to  entry.  It  then  ceases  to  be 
a  part  of  the  public  domain,  and  is  no  longer 
snbject  to  the  laws  governing  the  disposition 
of  public  lands.  Under  such  a  state  of  facts, 
the  limitations  prescribed  by  the  Justices' ' 
Code  (section  2178,  HlU's  Ann.  Laws  Or.)  i 
can  have  no  application.  Such  an  interest 
is  a  legal  estate  in  lands,  and  can  be  recov- 
ered by  an  action  of  ejectment.  With  the 
question  as  to  what  estate  in  lauds,  whether 
legal  or  otherwise,  a  jierson  may  have  who 
has  simply  located  a  mine,  or  who  has  per- 
formed acts  thereon  for  the  purpose  of  ac- 
qnirlng  title  thereto,  short  of  the  acquirement 
of  a  certificate  from  the  government,  we  have 
nothing  to  do  in  this  case,  and  therefore  do 
not  now  attempt  to  decide.  "Sufficient  unto 
the  day  Is  the  evil  thereof."  The  cause  will 
he  renoandcd.  with  directions  to  the  court  be- 
low to  ovcmile  tlie  demurrer. 


BUSH  V.  MITCHELL  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Aug.  5,  1895.) 

Appeal— Acceptance  or  Part  o»  Jcdoment — 
Waivrr. 
Whore  the  complaint,  in  an  action  on  a 
note.  allegtKl  that  a  certain  amount  was  a  rea- 
sonable attorney's  fee,  and  the  answer  put  in 
iiisue  all  the  allegations  of  the  complaint,  and 
plaintiff's  offer  to  prove  the  reasonaWeness  of 
the  fee  was  refused,  and  jadgment  was  rendered 
for  bim  for  the  amount  of  the  note  but  not  the 
fee,  by  receiving  a  payment  on  the  jntlRment 
he  waived  bis  right  to  appeal  from  the  denial  of 
the  counsel  fee. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Marion  county; 
George  H.  Burnett,  Judge 

1  Hill's  Ann.  Laws,  g  2178,  provides  that  one 
year's  adverse  ixjsseflsion  of  a  mine  is  a  bar  to 
an  action  for  its  possession. 


Actl(m  by  A.  Bush  against  S.  Z.  Mitchell 
and  others  on  a  note.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  the 
note,  but  an  attorney's  fee  claimed  by  him 
was  denied.  He  received  a  payment  on  the 
Judgment,  and  appealed  from  the  denial  of 
the  attorney's  fee,  and  defendant  moves  to 
dismiss  the  appeal.     Motion  granted. 

H.  J.  Bigger  and  Tilmon  Ford,  for  appel- 
lant.    O.  F.  Paxton,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  Is  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss an  appeal.  The  facts  are  that  on  Feb- 
ruary 24,  1894,  the  plaintiff,  having  commen- 
ced an  action  against  the  defendants,  obtain- 
ed a  Judgment  therein  for  $24,556.50,  the 
amount  due  on  a  promissory  note,  containing 
a  provision  for  reasonable  attorney's  fees  in 
case  suit  was  Instituted  for  Its  collection; 
that  the  complaint  in  said  action,  in  addition 
to  the  usual  averments,  also  alleged  that  |1,- 
200  was  a  reasonable  sum  as  attorney's  fees, 
all  of  which  having  been  put  In  Issue  by  the 
answer,  the  plaintiff  at  the  trial  offered  evi- 
dence tending  to  prove  the  said  allegation,  to 
the  introduction  of  which  the  defendants  ol>- 
jected,  and,  their  objection  having  been  sus- 
tained, an  exception  was  saved;  that,  on  May 
28,  1894,  the  judgment,  interest,  and  costs 
amounted  to  $23,318.80,  and  the  defendants, 
claiming  to  have  a  cross  demand  of  $2,938.83, 
which  they  desired  to  offset,  paid  to  the  plalnr 
tiff,  who  received  and  receipted  for  the  same, 
the  sum  of  $22,379.97  on  account  of  the  Judg- 
ment; that,  on  August  24,  1894,  the  plaintiff 
served  and  filed  a  notice  of  appeal  and  gave 
an  undertaking  therefor,  and,  the  transcript 
having  been  filed  In  this  court,  the  defendants 
move  to  dismiss  the  attempted  appeal,  and 
contend  that  the  plaintiff,  having  accepted 
a  part  of  the  Judgment,  has  waived  his  right 
of  appeal,  while  the  plaintiff  insists  that  the 
claim  for  attorney's  fees  and  the  demand  for 
the  amount  due  on  the  note  a  re  severable,  and 
that,  If  the  error  complained  of  he  manifest, 
the  Judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  trytheclalmforattomey's 
foe  only.  The  rule  Is  universal  that  a  party 
will  not,  without  the  consent  of  his  adversary, 
be  permitted  to  split  up  his  demand  and 
maintain  separate  actions  on  the  several 
parts.  Little  v.  Portland  (Or.)  37  Pae.  911. 
So,  too,  it  Is  equally  well  settled  that  a  party 
will  not  be  permitted  to  maintain  separate 
appeals  from  parts  of  a  Judgment  or  decree. 
Elliott,  App.  Proc.  I  18.  "There  Is  a  class 
of  cases,"  says  the  same  learned  author  (sec- 
tion 99),  "which  apparently  form  an  exception 
to  the  general  rule  that  an  appeal  will  not 
He  from  part  of  a  case;  but  the  cases  form- 
ing this  class  will  be  found  on  investigation 
to  be  apparent,  rather  than  actual,  excep- 
tions. The  class  to  which  we  refer  Is  com- 
posed of  cases  wherein  an  Issue,  distinct,  en- 
tire, and  complete.  Is  formed  between  some 
of  the  parties,  and  upon  which  Issue  a  final 
Judgment  Is  given  affecting  only  the  interests 

and  rights  of  the  parties  to  that  Issue."     In 
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prescribing  the  form  of  a  notice  of  appeal, 
the  statute  provides  ttiat:  "Such  notice  shall 
state  that  the  appellant  appeals  from  the 
judgment  or  decree  of  the  circuit  court,  or 
some  specified  part  thereof,  and  in  case  the 
judgment  be  one  rendered  in  an  action  at 
law,  shall  specify  the  grounds  of  error  with 
reasonable  certainty,  upon  which  the  appel- 
lant intends  to  rely  upon  the  appeal."  Hill's 
Code,  S  537,  subd.  1.  It  also  provides  that: 
''Upon  an  appeal,  the  appellate  court  may  af- 
firm, reverse,  or  modify  the  judgment  or  de- 
cree appealed  from,  in  the  respect  mentioned 
in  the  notice,  and  not  otherwise,  as  to  any  or 
all  of  the  parties  joining  in  the  appeal,  and 
may  hiclude  in  such  decision  any  or  all  of  the 
parties  not  joining  in  the  appeal,  except  a 
co-defendant  of  the  appellant  against  whom 
a  several  judgment  or  decree  might  have 
been  given  in  the  court  below;  and  may,  if 
necessary  and  proper,  order  a  new  trial."  Id. 
i  514.  The  section  of  the  statute  last  quot- 
ed, when  interpreted  by  the  apparent  excep- 
tion to  the  general  rule  applicable  to  appeals 
(Elliott,  App.  Proc.  i  99),  would  seem  to  refer 
to  some  of  the  parties  between  whom  a  dis- 
tinct issue  is  formed,  and  who  would  be  per- 
mitted to  appeal  from  so  much  of  the  judg- 
ment or  decree  given  in  the  whole  case  aa 
may  determine  such  particular  issue,— for  ex- 
ample, the  parties  to  a  foreclosure  proceeding 
who  seek  to  establish  among  themselves  a 
priority  of  lien.  From  the  example  given  it 
can  readily  be  seen  that,  under  the  statute, 
separate  appeals  may  be  maintained  from 
distinct  parts  of  a  decree  in  equity,  but  it 
may  well  be  doubted  if  such  appeals  lie  from 
juc^ments  in  actions  at  law.  Thayer,  J.,  in 
construing  these  sections  of  the  statute,  says: 
"These  two  provisions,  talcen  together,  seem 
to  restrict  the  review  to  the  part  of  the  de- 
cree specified  In  the  notice,  although  the  lat- 
ter portion  of  section  533  of  the  Code  (Hill's 
Code,  §  543)  provides  that,  upon  an  appeal 
from  a  decree  given  in  any  courts  the  suit 
shall  be  tried  anew  upon  the  transcript  and 
evidence  accompanying  it.  This  would  seem 
to  imply  that  the  wh<rfe  case  would  be  before 
the  appellate  court  for  trial  de  novo,  though 
it  might  be  sufficient  answer  to  repel  the  in- 
ference that  an  appeal  from  a  part  of  a  de- 
cree is  not  'an  appeal  from  a  decree,'  within 
the  meaning  of  the  above  provision,  that  said 
provision  was  only  Intended  to  apply  to  an 
appeal  from  an  entire  decree.  Still,  I  think 
a  more  satisfactory  construction  can  be  giv- 
en to  the  provision,  and  make  It  harmonize 
with  the  view  I  have  indicated,  by  constru- 
ing the  several  provisions  togetlier,  and  giv- 
ing effect  to  all  of  them.  Under  such  con- 
struction, the  conclusion  would  necessarily 
follow  that  the  trial  of  the  suit  anew  would 
be  confined  to  a  trial  of  the  case  affecting 
the  part  of  the  decree  specified  in  the  notice 
of  appeal."  Shook  v.  Colohan,  12  Or.  242.  6 
Pac.  503.  The  case  of  Inverarity  v.  Stowell, 
10  Or.  261,  was  a  controversy  between  a 
mortgagee   and   subsequent   lien   claimants, 


and  it  was  there  held  that  the  decree,  as  to 
the  lien  claimants,  being  severable,  the  plain- 
tiff could  appeal  from  that  part  of  it.  "The 
party  appealing,"  says  Wade,  C.  J.,  in  Bark- 
ley  v.  Logan,  2  Mont  2S)C,  in  construing  a 
similar  statute,  "must  bring  the  whole  decree 
before  the  appellate  coui-t  (otherwise  it  has 
no  jurisdiction  to  bear  the  case),  and  may 
specify  in  his  notice  of  appeal  the  portion 
of  the  decree  he  wishes  to  reverse.  He  can- 
not sever  the  decree,  and  leave  that  portion 
of  It  favorable  to  himself  in  force  in  the  dis- 
trict court,  and  appeal  from  that  portion  ad- 
verse to  him."  So,  too,  in  Construction  Co. 
T.  O'Neill.  24  Or.  58,  32  Pac.  7U,  it  was 
held  that  the  appellant  could  not  have  a  de- 
cree in  the  lower  court  for  a  given  amount 
and  here  for  an  additional  sum.  An  appeal 
from  a  part  of  a  decree  must  necessarily 
bring  to  the  appellate  court  the  whole  de- 
cree, and  while  the  part  appealed  from  may 
be  afilrmed,  modified,  or  reversed,  the  por- 
tion not  reviewed  will  be  aflirmed.  The 
whole  cause  being  tried  here  de  novo,  a  com- 
plete decree  must  be  rendered  in  this  court 
In  actions  at  law  this  court  can  review  judg- 
ments only  as  to  questions  of  law  appearing 
upon  the  record;  and,  when  error  is  discov- 
ered, the  cause  must  be  remanded  to  the  court 
below  for  further  proceedings.  The  reversal 
of  a  judgment  necessarily  opens  it;  and.  it 
opened  for  one,  it  must  be  for  all  purposes. 
Otherwise  litigation  would  be  interminable, 
and  actions  tried  and  appeals  taken  by  piece- 
meal,—a  result  which  would  be  contrary  to 
the  policy  of  the  law.  Appeals  in  actions 
at  law  must  bring  up  for  review  the  issues 
tried  in  the  court  below,  and,  the  answer  in 
the  case  at  bar  having  denied  all  the  material 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  the  judgement 
rendered  thereon  is  not  sevwable,  and  the 
plaintiff's  acceptance  of  a  part  of  its  fruits 
is  an  acquiescence  therein  which  bars  his 
right  of  appeal.  Moore  v.  Floyd,  4  Or.  2(X); 
Construction  Co.  v.  O'Keill,  24  Or.  54,  32  Pac. 
!  764;  Ehrman  v.  Railway  Co.  (Or.)  38  Pac. 
306;  Lyons  v.  Bain,  1  Wash.  T.  482;  2 
Beach,  Mod.  Eq.  Prac.  §  920;  2  End.  PI.  & 
Prac.  174,  and  notes.  It  follows  that  the  ap- 
peal must  be  dismissed,  and  it  is  so  ordei-ed. 


EDDY  v.  KINCAID.l 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Aug.  6,  1893.) 

Co!<stitutio:jal  Law — Leqislativb  Powbhs — Ap- 

POINTMBST  OF  RaILKOAD  COMMISSIONERS — 

Election  by  Legislature. 
1.  Hill's  Ann.  Laws,  $  4(XX3,  vesting  in  the 
le!;islature  the  power  to  anpoint  railroad  com- 
missionerg,  is  oonHtitutional. 
j  2.  Under  Hill's  Ann.  Laws,  !  4003,  a  rail- 

'  road  commissioner  is  entitled  to  bold  his  office 
for  two  years,  and  until  his  successor  is  "duly 
j  elected  and  qualified";    and  failure  of  the  leg- 
•  isiature  to  elect  his  successor  at  the  expiration 
of  his  term  does  not  create  a  vacancy  in  the 
office. 

3.  Where  a  railroad  commissioner  hold* 
over  because  of  the  failure  of  the  legislature  lu 
elect  his  successor,  the  fact  tliat  he  does  not  le- 

1  Rehearing  denied.    See  41  Pac. 
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Mw  his  official  bond  neither  forfeits  the  office 
nor  releases  the  sureties  on  sncb  bond. 

4.  The  Australian  ballot  law  of  1891,  sec- 
tion 1  of  which  fixes  the  date  of  the  general  elec- 
tion at  which  certain  named  officers  and  "all 
other  state,  district,  county  or  precinct  officers 
provided  by  law"  shall  be  elected,  does  not  re- 
peal by  implication  Hill's  Ann.  Laws,  {  4003, 
providing  for  the  election  of  lailroad  commis- 
Boners  by  the  legislature. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Marlon  comity; 
H.  H.  Hewitt,  Judge. 

Mandamus  by  James  B.  Eddy  against  H. 
R.  Kincaid,  secretary  of  the  state,  to  compel 
the  defendant  to  Issue  a  warrant  on  tbe  state 
treasurer  for  plaintiff's  salary  as  railroad 
commissioner.  From  a  judgment  granting 
the  writ,  defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Frank  V.  Drake,  for  appellant  J.  C.  More- 
land  and  R.  Malloiy,  for  respondent 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  Is  a  proceeding  by  man- 
damus to  compel  the  secretary  of  state  to 
draw  a  warrant  on  the  state  treasurer  for 
tbe  balance  of  salary  alleged  to  be  due  plain- 
tiff as  railroad  commissioner  for  the  quarter 
ending  March  31,  1895.  Tbe  act  creating  the 
board  of  railroad  commissioners  proTides  that 
the  persons  conBtltutlng  such  board  shall  be 
chosen  biennially  by  the  legislative  assembly, 
and  "shall  hold  their  office  for  and  during 
tbe  term  of  two  years  and  until  their  suc^ 
cesssors  are  elected  and  qualified  as  in  this 
act  provided,  and  if  a  vacancy  occurs  by  res- 
ignation, death  or  otherwise,  the  governor 
shall  appoint  a  commissioner  to  fill  such  va- 
cancy for  tbe  residue  of  the  term."  Hill's 
Ann.  Laws,  {  4003.  In  compliance  with  tbe 
provisions  of  this  statute,  tbe  legislature  of 
1893  regularly  elected  plaintiff  as  me  of  the 
commissioners,  and  he  immediately  thereaft- 
er qualified  and  entered  upon  the  discbarge 
of  his  duties,  and  has  continued  so  to  act. 
Tbe  legislature  of  1895,  although  making  the 
necessary  appropriation  to  pay  the  salary  and 
expenses  of  the  commissioners,  failed  and 
neglected  to  choose  a  successor  to  plaintiff, 
and  by  reason  thereof  and  tbe  provisions  of 
the  law  imder  which  he  was  chosen  he  now 
claims  the  right  to  hold  tbe  office,  and  receive 
Us  emoluments,  until  a  successor  shall  be  reg- 
ularly chosen  in  the  manner  provided  by  law. 
The  defendant,  the  secretary  of  state,  how- 
ever, being  in  doubt  as  to  the  plaintifTs  right 
to  the  office,  refuses  to  draw  a  warrant  In 
payment  of  his  salary  as  such  commissioner, 
and  suggests  as  reasons  for  his  refusal:  (1) 
That  so  much  of  the  act  creating  the  commis- 
sion as  provides  for  the  election  of  tbe  mem- 
bers tliereof  by  the  legislature  is  unconstltu- 
tlonal  and  void,  and  therefore  plaintiff  was 
never  legally  elected  to  such  office;  (2)  that, 
If  plaintiff  was  legally  elected  in  1893,  the 
fatltire  of  the  legislature  to  elect  his  successor 
\a  1895  created  a  vacancy  In  the  office,  which 
must  be  filled  by  appointment  by  tbe  gov- 
ernor; (3)  if  he  to  in  error  in  both  of  these 
positions  he  claims  that  the  failure  of  plaln- 
tifl   to  renew   his   official   bond   ipso   facto 


worked  a  forfeiture  of  the  office;  and  (4)  that 
so  much  of  the  act  as  provides  for  the  elec- 
tion of  railroad  commissioners  by  the  legis- 
lature is  repealed  by  Implication  by  the  act 
known  as  the  "Australian  Ballot  Law." 

It  will  be  observed  that  this  is  not  a  con- 
test between  the  plaintifF,  claiming  to  hold 
over  after  the  expiration  of  his  original  term, 
and  an  appointee  of  the  governor,  made  on 
the  assumption  that  a  vacancy  existed  in  the 
office.  Nor  does  the  case  involve  the  exist- 
ence of  the  office  Itself,  but  the  real  question 
here  is  whether  the  plaintiff  shall  hold  tbe  of- 
fice and  receive  its  emoluments  by  virtue  of 
his  election  in  1893,  or  whether  it  is  vacant, 
and  must  be  filled  by  an  appointment  by  the 
governor.  Wo  proceed  to  state  briefly  our 
views  of  the  objections  made  by  the  secretary 
Of  state  to  the  payment  of  plaintiff's  salary. 

1.  In  view  of  the  former  decisions. of  this 
court  and  the  practical  exposition  of  the  con- 
stitution from  almost  the  organization  of  the 
state  to  the  present  time  it  Is  in  our  opinion 
now  too  late  to  question  the  right  of  the  leg- 
islature to  appoint  the  class  of  public  officers 
to  which  the  plaintiff  belongs.  It  Is  admit- 
ted that  there  Is  no  direct  inhibition  in  the 
constitution  against  the  exercise  of  such  a 
power  by  the  legislature,  and  It  has  been  the 
long-continued  practice  of  that  body  to  cre- 
ate a  certain  class  of  public  offices,  and  to 
appoint  the  incumbents  thereof.  The  state 
librarian,  fish  and  pilot  commissioners,  food 
commissioner,  game  and  fish  warden,  boat- 
men at  Astoria,  and  the  railroad  commis- 
sioners have  always  been  elected  by  the  legis- 
lature in  joint  convention,  and  the  right  to  do 
xo  has  never  been  questioned,  except  in  the 
case  of  Biggs  v.  McBride,  hereafter  referred 
to.  We  have  thus  for  a  series  of  years  con- 
current legislative  exposition  of  the  constitu- 
tion to  which  the  court  ought  to  yield  unless 
satisfied  that  it  Is  repugnant  to  its  plain 
words.  Of  course,  the  plain  provisions  of 
the  constitution  cannot  be  broken  down  by 
practical  exposition;  but  when,  as  here,  such 
a  practice  Is  in  violation  of  none  of  its  ex- 
press provisions,  such  an  exposition  is  a  very 
persuasive  argument,  and  often  of  controlling 
force.  In  speaking  of  the  effect  of  practical 
exposition.  It  was  said  by  an  able  court  that 
"it  has  always  been  regarded  by  the  courts 
as  equivalent  to  a  positive  law."  Bruce  ▼. 
Schuyler,  4  Gllman,  267.  And  in  Rogers  v. 
Goodwin.  2  Mass.  477,  in  giving  a  reason  for 
adhering  to  long-continued  exposition,  it  is 
said:  "We  cannot  shake  a  principle  which 
in  practice  has  so  long  and  extensively  pre- 
vailed." Indeed,  harmony  prevails  through- 
out the  whole  scope  of  Judicial  opinion  on 
this  question.  Cline  t.  Greenwood,  10  Or. 
230;  Hovey  v.  State  (Ind.  Sup.)  21  N.  E.  890, 
and  authorities  there  cited.  Independently, 
then,  of  Judicial  authority,  we  should  hesi- 
tate to  declare  the  act  in  question  imconstltu- 
tional  because  of  tbe  practical  expusition 
given  to  the  constitution  by  the  legislature. 


and  acquiesced  in  by  the  other  departme;:ta 

"~       —  ~ uiyiLueu  uy 


;e 


158 


PACIFIC  KEPORTBR,  Y<A.  41. 


et>r. 


of  government  and  the  people.  But  we  are 
not  ■without  authority  on  the  question.  In 
Biggs  V.  McBride,  17  Or.  640,  21  Pac.  878, 
the  right  of  the  legislature  to  appoint  rail- 
road commissioners  under  the  act  now  before 
us  was  called  In  question,  and,  while  the 
case  might  hare  been  decided  on  another 
point,  it  nevertheless  received  much  consid- 
eration at  the  argument,  and  was  one  of  the 
principal  questions  discussed  by  the  court  in 
Its  opinion,  and  the  conclusion  reached  pre- 
sumably met  with  the  approval  of  the  then 
members  of  the  court.  In  that  case  it  was 
contended,  as  here,  that  the  right  to  appoint 
to  public  office  belongs  exclusively  to  the  ex- 
ecutive, and  that  the  assumption  of  the  leg- 
islature to  fill  the  office  of  railroad  commis- 
sioner by  persons  of  their  own  selection  is  a 
usurpation  by  that  department  of  government 
of  powers  that  are  vested  by  the  constitution 
In  the  executive.  Answering  this  argument, 
Mr.  Justice  Strahan  said:  "It  was  not  claim- 
ed at  the  ar^ment  that  there  Is  any  express 
provision  of  the  constitution  which  author- 
izes the  governor  in  direct  terms  to  make  the 
appointment  in  question,  but  that  It  Is  includ- 
ed in  the  grant  contained  in  section  1,  arti- 
cle 5,  of  the  constitution.  Tliat  section  de- 
clares, 'The  chief  executive  power  of  the 
state  shall  be  vested  In  a  governor."  Now, 
If  It  could  be  shown  that  the  power  to  appoint 
all  officers  which  are  not  expressly  made 
elective  by  the  people  is  a  part  of  the  chief 
executive  power  of  the  state,'  the  appellant's 
contention  would  be  sustained.  But  no  au- 
thority whatever  has  been  cited  to  sustain 
this  view,  nor  is  It  believed  that  any  exists. 
On  the  contrary,  the  provisions  of  the  fifth 
article  of  the  constitution,  which  relates  to 
the  executive  department,  all  seem  at  vari- 
ance with  this  view.  The  framers  of  this 
instrtiment  evidently  designed  that  no  pre- 
rogative powers  should  be  left  lurking  in  any 
of  its  provisions.  No  doubt  they  remem- 
bered something  of  the  history  of  the  ccmflicts 
with  prerogatives  in  that  country  from  which 
we  Inherited  the  common  law.  They  there- 
fore defined  the  powers  of  the  chief  executive 
of  the  state  so  clearly  and  distinctly  that 
thore  ought  to  be  no  controversy  concerning 
the  method  of  filling,  or,  In  some  cases,  of 
changing  the  method  of  filling,  an  existing 
office."  And,  after  referring  to  the  several 
offices  which  have  been  uniformly  filled  by 
appointment  by  the  legislature,  the  learned 
judge  continued:  "The  power  exercised  by 
the  legislature  in  the  appointment  of  some  of 
these  officers  is  almost  coeval  with  the  con- 
stitution. The  power  thus  exercised  has 
never  been  called  in  question,  but  has  ever 
been  acquiesced  in  by  every  department  of 
the  government,  and  is  In  itself  a  contempo- 
raneous construction  of  the'  constitution, 
which,  if  the  question  were  doubtful,  might 
oe  sufficient  to  turn  the  scale  in  its  favor. 
Lnder  any  view,  such  consti-uction  is  entitled 
to  great  weight,  and  could  not  be  lightly 
regarded."    And  in  State  t.  George,  22  Or. 


152,  29  Pac.  356,  which  involved  the  right  of 
the  legislature  to  appoint,  or  provide  for  the 
appointment  by  some  authority  other  than 
the  executive,  of  the  bridge  commissioners  of 
the  city  of  Portland,  Mr.  Justice  Lord  said: 
"Except  as  limited  by  constitutional  restric- 
tions, it  U  agreed  that  the  legislature  may 
exercise  all  governmental  powers.  It  Is  the 
lawmaking  power  of  the  state.  While  our 
constitution  separates  the  powers  of  govern- 
ment into  three  distinct  departments,  and 
prohibits  any  of  them  from  exercising  any 
powers  confided  to  the  other,  it  does  not  un- 
dertake to  declare  what  shall  be  considered 
legislative,  executive,  or  Judicial  acts."  And 
he  quotes  from  "Walker,  J.,  in  People  v.  Mor- 
gan, 90  111.  558,  that  such  "provision  declares 
only  In  general  terms  that  each  department 
of  the  government  shall  be  confined  to  the 
exercise  of  the  functions  of  its  own  depart- 
ment. It  does  not  undertake  to  define  in  any 
specific  manner  what  are  legislative,  execu- 
tive, or  Judicial  powers  or  acts.  Like  most 
other  provisions  of  that  instrument,  the 
terms  employed  are  of  the  most  general  and 
comprehensive  character.  •  •  •  The  exec- 
utive power  in  a  state  is  understood  to  t>e 
that  power,  wherever  lodged,  which  compels 
the  laws  to  be  enforced  and  obeyed.  And 
the  instrumentalities  employed  for  that  pur- 
pose are  officers,  elected  or  appointed,  who 
are  charged  with  the  enforcement  of  the 
laws.  But  the  power  to  appoint  is  by  no 
means  an  executive  function,  unless  made  so 
by  organic  law  or  legislative  enactment. 
And  in  this  case  it  Is  not  so  unless  the  power 
is  thus  conferred."  In  view  of  these  judicial 
expressions  by  our  predecessors,  and  the 
long-continued  practical  exposition  of  the 
constitution,  to  which  we  have  already  re- 
ferred, we  feel  constrained  to  hold  the  act  in 
question  constitutional,  although,  if  the  ques- 
tion was  one  of  first  impression,  the  court,  as 
at  present  organized,  might  probably  hold 
otherwise. 

2.  It  Is  next  contended  that  the  failure  of 
the  legislature  of  1885  to  elect  plaintiff's  suc- 
cessor operated  to  create  a  vacancy  in  the 
office,  and  that  plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to 
hold  over;  but  it  seems  to  us  this  question  is 
settled  by  the  express  declaration  of  the  con- 
stitution of  this  state  and  of  the  law  under 
which  he  was  elected.  Section  1  of  article 
15  of  the  constitution  provides  that  "all  offi- 
cers, except  members  of  the  legislative  as- 
sembly, shall  hold  their  offices  until  their  suc- 
cessors are  elected  and  qualified,"  and  the 
act  creating  the  board  of  railroad  commis- 
sioners provides  that  such  officers  "shall  hold 
their  office  for  and  during  the  term  of  two 
years  and  until  their  successors  are  elected 
and  qualified  as  in  this  act  provided."  It  is 
thus  declared  both  in  the  constitution  and  the 
act  itself  that  the  Incumbent  of  the  office 
shall  hold  until  his  successor  is  elected  and 
qualified.  The  legislature  having  failed  to 
elect  plalntifTs  successor.  It  necessarily  fol- 
lows, if  we  are  to  give  force  and  effect  to  the 
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plain  and  express  proyUons  ot  the  constlta- 
don  and  the  law,  that  be  is  entitled  to  bold 
the  office,  and  to  receive  its  emoluments,  un- 
til such  time  as  his  successor  shall  be  duly 
elected.  And  to  this  effect  are  the  authori- 
tles  under  similar  provisions  of  law.  State 
V.  Simon,  20  Or.  365,  26  Pac.  170;  Oosman  v. 
State,  100  Ind.  203,  6  N.  E.  348;  State  v.  Har- 
rison, 113  Ind.  435.  16  N.  E.  384;  State  v. 
Howe,  25  Ohio  St  588;  People  v.  Tilton,  37 
CaL  614;  Badger  v.  U.  S.,  93  V.  S.  599. 

3.  It  is  next  claimed  that  the  sureties  on 
plaintiff's  official  bond  wonld  not  be  liable  for 
any  breach  thereof  occurring  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  two-years  term  provided  by  law, 
and  that,  therefm^,  liis  failure  to  renew  the 
bond  after  the  expiration  of  such  term  of  it- 
self worked  a  forfeiture  of  the  office.  There 
is  a  line  of  authorities  which  hold  that,  where 
one  Is  elected  to  an  office  under  a  law  which 
provides  that  he  shall  hold  the  office  for  a 
ftzed  term,  and  until  liis  successor  is  elected 
and  qnalifled,  and  he  is  either  re-elected  at 
the  expiration  of  the  term,  but  fails  to  give 
a  new  bond,  or  a  successor  is  regularly  elect- 
ed, but  fails  to  qualify,  and  he  is  permitted 
to  hold  over,  the  sureties  on  his  bond  are  not 
liable  for  a  defalcation  occurring  after  the 
expiration  of  the  fixed  term.  But  these  au- 
thorities seem  to  proceed  generally  upon  the 
theory  that  his  holding  over  is  wrongful,  be- 
cause his  own  re-election,  or  that  of  his  suc- 
eeaatx,  and  a  failure  to  qualify,  terminated 
bis  right  to  the  office,  and  created  a  vacancy 
which  shotdd  have  been  flUed  by  the  proper 
appointing  power.  Scott  Co.  v.  Blng,  2i> 
Mhm.  398,  13  N.  W.  181.  But,  whatever 
may  be  the  true  rule  in  the  character  of 
cases  above  suggested,  "the  weight  of  Ameri- 
can authority  sustains  the  proposition,"  says 
Mr.  Throop,  "that  where  an  officer  holds  over 
rightfully,— that  is,  pursuant  to  a  statute  pro- 
viding that  he  shall  hold  over  until  his  suc- 
cessor shall  be  chosen,  or  shall  be  chosen  and 
sbaU  qualify,— this  constitutes  one  of  the  ex- 
ceptions to  the  rule  that  the  liability  of  the 
Boreties  in  an  official  bond  does  not  extend 
beyond  the  principal's  term,  and  that  the 
soretles  are  liable  for  his  defaults  during  the 
additional  time."  Throop,  Pub.  Off.  §  213. 
The  author  cites  in  support  of  tlils  position, 
Akers  V.  State,  8  Ind.  484;  Thompson  v. 
State,  37  Miss.  518;  State  v.  Wells,  8  Nev. 
105;  U.  S.  V.  Jameson,  3  McCrary,  020;  May- 
or, eta,  V.  Horn,  2  Har.  (Del.)  190;  to  which 
may  I3e  added  State  v.  Kurtzebom,  78  Mo.  OS; 
Chafainan  v.  Daniel,  6  J<mes  (N.  C.)  444.  It 
would  seem  from  this  rule  that,  sluc«  plain- 
tiff is  rightfully  holding  over  by  virtue  of  tlie 
express  provisions  of  the  law  creating  the 
office,  and  his  successor  has  never  been  cho- 
sen, that  the  sureties  on  his  official  bond  con- 
tinue liable,  and  no  new  bond  is  necessary. 
But,  liowever  this  may  be,  it  seems  to  us 
dear  that  the  mere  failure  by  plaintiff  to  re- 
new bis  bond,  if  it  was  necessary,  did  not  of 
itself  work  a  forfeiture  of  the  office,  but,  un- 
der any  view,  could  be  nothing  more  than  a 


ground  of  forfeiture  in  a  proper  proceeding 
for  that  purpose.  As  no  such  proceeding 
has  been  taken,  and  as  there  is  no  law  ot 
which  we  are  aware  authorizing  the  secre- 
tary of  state  to  declare  a  public  office  for- 
feited, it  follows  from  either  view  of  the 
Vjuestion  that  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  the  office 
and  its  emoluments,  notwithstanding  tlie 
fact  that  he  has  failed  to  renew  his  official 
oath  or  bond. 

4.  And,  finally,  it  is  claimed  that  so  much 
of  the  act  creating  the  board  of  railroad  com- 
missioners as  provides  for  the  election  of  such 
officers  by  the  legislative  assembly  was  re- 
pealed by  implication  by  the  act  of  1891 
Imown  as  the  "Australian  Ballot  Law,"  the 
first  section  of  wUcb  declares  "that  a  gen- 
eral election  shall  be  held  in  the  several  elec- 
tion precincts  in  this  state  on  the  first  Mon- 
day in  June,  1892,  and  biennially  thereuftei*, 
at  which  there  shall  be  chosen  so  many  of  the 
following  officers  as  are  to  be  elected  in  such 
year  [naming  several  state  officers,  the  rail- 
road commissioners,  however,  not  being 
among  the  number],  and  all  other  state,  dis- 
trict, county  or  precinct  officers  provided  by 
law."  The  contention  for  defendant  is  that, 
the  office  of  railroad  CMnmlssioner  having 
been  created  prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act, 
the  latter  clause  of  the  section  quoted  repeal- 
ed by  implication  the  then  existing  provisions 
authorizing  the  legislature  to  elect  such  com- 
missioners. But  a  sufficient  answer  to  this 
contention  is  that  the  section  of  the  Austra- 
lian ballot  law  relied  upon  by  the  defendant 
is  not  a  new  legislative  declaration,  but  is 
merely  a  re-enactment  of  the  provisions  of 
the  law  as  It  existed  long  prior  to  the  crea- 
tion of  the  board  of  railroad  commissioners, 
and  therefore  does  not  repeal  by  implication 
any  provision  of  that  act,  even  if  it  is  in  con- 
flict therewith.  Endl.  Interp.  St  S  195.  We 
conclude,  therefore,  after  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  this  case  and  all  the  questions  in- 
volved in  it  that  the  Judgment  of  the  com-t 
below  was  right,  and  must  be  affirmed. 


DEKUM  et  al.  v.  DEKUM. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Aujc.  5,  1895.) 

Allowance  to  Widow. 

1.  Under  Hill's  Code,  §  1128,  authorizing, 
where  the  propert.v  of  a  decedent  exempt  from 
execution  is  insnfUcient  to  support  the  widow  for 
one  year  after  filing  of  the  inventory,  an  allow- 
ance, provided  the  other  estate  is  sufficient  to 
pay  all  the  liabilities  of  the  estate  and  costs  of 
administration,  the  court  can,  on  a  showing  that 
testator  devised  all  hiH  property  exempt  from 
execution  to  hin  ciiildren,  and  that  the  income 
of  the  estate  exceeds  what  is  necessary  to  pay 
all  rlebts  and  the  exjionses  of  administration, 
order  a  monthly  allowance  to  the  widow. 

2.  The  fact  that  a  widow,  prior  to  the  ob- 
taining by  executors  of  an  order  of  court  for  a 
monthly  allowance,  asreed.  for  a  valuable  con- 
sideration, that  it  should  he  In  lien  of  dower, 
does  not  justify  the  exccntore  in  refusing  to 
pay   such   monthly   allowance,    unless  she   re- 
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ceipts  for  the  same  ns  in  lien  of  dower,  where 
the  order  contains  no  provision  that  it  shall  be 
•o  received. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Multnomah  coun- 
ty; E.  D.  Shattack,  Judge. 

Petition  by  Phoebe  M.  Dekum  against  Ed- 
ward Dekum  and  another,  ezecutore,  to  com- 
pel defendants  to  pay  her  the  monthly  al- 
lowance In  accordance  with  an  order  of 
court.  From  a  decree  for  petitioner,  the  ex- 
ecutors appeal.   Affirmed. 

M.  W.  Smith,  for  appellants.  Seneca 
Smith,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  This  Is  an  appeal  from  the 
decree  of  the  circuit  court  affirming  an  order 
of  the  county  court  of  Multnomah  county.  The 
facts  are:  That  on  October  10,  1894,  Frank 
Dekum  died  testate  In  said  county,  and,  his 
last  will  having  been  admitted  to  probate, 
Edward  Dekum  and  Adolph  Dekum,  who 
were  named  therein  as  executors  thereof,  duly 
qualified  as  such,  and  on  November  16th  of 
that  year  filed  in  said  county  court  their  pe- 
tition, from  which  It  appears  that  an  Inven- 
tory had  been  taken,  and  that  the  appraised 
value  of  the  estate,  over  and  above  all  proba- 
ble indebtedness,  amounted  to  ¥348,082.71; 
that  the  net  monthly  Income  therefrom  after 
paying  expenses,  taxes,  and  interest,  was 
about  $1,000;  that  the  deceased  had  devised 
and  bequeathed  all  bis  property  exempt  from 
execution  to  his  children,— and  upon  this  show- 
ing prayed  for  an  order  directing  them  to 
pay  to  Phoebe  M.  Dekum,  the  widow  of  the 
deceased,  such  sum  as  the  court  should  find 
her  entitled  to  receive  for  her  support  from 
the  estate,  pending  the  administration  thereof; 
and  on  the  27th  of  that  month  an  order  was 
made  directing  them  to  pay  her  $300  per 
month  for  that  purpose  for  the  term  of  one 
year  from  the  death  of  her  husband,  or  until 
the  further  order  of  the  court.  That  the  ex- 
ecutors paid  the  monthly  installment  which 
became  due  November  19th,  but,  havii);; 
made  default  In  the  payment  of  the  allow- 
ance for  the  following  month,  upon  the  peti- 
tion of  the  widow  they  were  cited  to  appear 
and  show  why  they  had  not  compiled  with 
the  terms  of  tlie  order,  to  which  petition  tiiey 
filed  an  answer,  alleging.  In  substance,  that 
they  were  ready  and  willing  and  offered  to  pay 
her  the  allowance  awarded  upon  receiving 
from  her  a  receipt  showing  that  she  accepted 
the  same  In  lieu  of  her  dower  Interest  in  the 
estate  for  the  month  ending  December  19. 
1S94;  that  the  petition  for  her  allowance,  and 
the  order  made  thereon,  were  prepared  and 
obtained  by  them  in  pursuance  of  an  express 
agreement  with  the  widow  tliat  the  monthly 
allowance  was  to  be  iMild  her  in  lieu  of  any 
and  all  dower  or  claim  of  dower  during  the 
continuance  of  such  allowance.  This  answer 
was,  upon  motion,  stnick  out,  and  an  order 
made  requiring  the  executors  forthwith  to 
pay  to  the  widow  the  installment  due  De- 
cember 19.  IStH.  from  which  order  the  ex- 
ecutors appealed  to  the  circuit  court  of  said 


county,  and,  being  there  affirmed,  they  ap- 
peal to  this  court. 

The  property  of  the  estate  exempt  from  ex- 
ecution having  been  devised  and  bequeathed 
by  the  testator  to  his  children,  and  the  es- 
tate being  sufficient  to  satisfy  all  the  debts 
and  liabilities  of  the  deceased,  and  pay  the 
expenses  of  the  administration,  together  with 
such  allowance,  the  right  of  the  county  court 
to  make  the  order  cannot  be  successfully 
controvM^ed.  HlU's  Code,  S  1128.  i  But  It  is 
contended  that  the  court  erred  in  striking  out 
the  executors'  answer  to  the  widow's  petition. 
The  order  requiring  the  executors  to  pay  the 
allowance  contains  no  proviso  or  condition 
that  the  amount  awarded  to  the  widow  for 
her  support  should  be  received  by  her  in  lieu 
of  dower.  If,  upon  sufficient  consideration, 
she  made  the  agreement  alleged  In  their  an- 
swer, the  proper  time  to  plead  it.  If  available 
as  a  defense,  Is  when  she  makes  a  claim  of 
dower  during  any  portion  of  the  time  em- 
braced In  the  order  making  the  allowance. 
Under  such  circumstances  the  widow  was 
entitled  to  the  monthly  Installment  upon  giv- 
ing an  ordinary  receipt  therefor,  and,  not 
having  made  any  claim  of  dower,  the  answer 
of  the  executors  to  her  petition  was  frivolous, 
and  In  striking  it  out  the  county  court  com- 
mitted no  error. 

The  decree  Is  affirmed. 


CAMERON  V.  WASCO  COUNTY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

Appeal — Sufpiciesct  op  Kotice— Coontt  Roads 

—LocATiox— Notice— Becokd — Supficibxct. 

1.  Where  the  notice  of  appeal  from  the 
judgment  of  a  circuit  court  on  review  of  proceed- 
ings for  location  of  a  road  shows  on  its  face  that 
the  jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  over  the 
proceedings  is  invoWed,  it  need  not  specify  the 
allcKod  errors  of  the  circuit  court  as  required 
by  Hill's  Code,  ii  537,  591,  in  order  to  give  the 
supreme  court  jurisdiction. 

2.  The  recital  in  the  record  of  the  county 
court  that  it  satisfactorily  appeared  that  due 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  a  proceeding  to  lo- 
cate a  road  was  given  as  required  by  law,  was 
not  a  sufficient  showing  that  the  notice  was 
posted  in  tliree  public  places  in  the  vicinity  of 
the  proposed  road,  as  required  by  Hill's  Code,  § 
4()C.'I,  in  the  absence  of  an  averment  of  that  fact 
in  the  proof  of  advertising  the  notice,  so  that 
the  county  court  failed  to  acquire  jiurisdiction 
of  the  proceeding. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Wasco  county: 
W.  L.  Bradshaw,  Judge; 

Proceeding  by  James  Cameron  against 
Wasco  county.  From  a  Judgment  for  de- 
fendant, plalntUI  ai^eals.    Reversed. 

A.  J.  Dufur,  for  appellant  W.  B.  Wlhson, 
for  respondent 

1  Hill's  Code,  f  1128,  authorises  the  court, 
when  the  pr(>|>orty  of  a  decedent  exempt  from 
execution  is  iuHuflirient  to  support  the  widow 
for  one  year  after  filinK  of  the  inventory,  to  or- 
der tile  oxeeutors  or  administrators  to  make  her 
an  allowance,  provided  the  other  estate  is  suffi- 
cient to  pa.v  all  the  liabilities  of  the  estate  and 
."(>.«ts  of  administration  in  addition  to  such  al- 
lowance. 
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MOORE,  X  This  Is  an  appeal  from  the 
Judgment  of  the  circuit  court  upon  review  of 
the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  of  Wasco 
county  In  the  location  and  establishment  of 
a  county  road  therein.  It  appears  from  the 
record  that  the  circuit  court  sustained  the  ac- 
tion of  the  county  court,  and  dismissed  the 
writ  of  rcTlew.  The  transcript  having  l>een 
filed  In  this  court,  the  respondents  move  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  fOr  the  following  reasons: 

(1)  That  the  notice  of  appeal  does  not  speci- 
fy the  errors  upon  which  the  appellant  relies; 

(2)  that  the  notice  does  not  describe  any 
Judgment  or  declslcm  with  sufficient  certain* 
ty  to  give  this  court  Jurisdiction;  and  (8j 
that  there  is  a  misdescription  of  the  judgment, 
consisting  ot  a  variance  between  the  descrip- 
tion of  the  Judgment  given  In  the  notice  and 
that  shown  In  the  transcript.  The  notice, 
so  far  as  material  here,  omitting  title.  Is  as 
follows:  "You  and  each  of  you  will  please 
take  notice  that  the  above-named  plaintUf, 
James  Cameron,  hereby  appeals  to  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  state  of  Oregon  from 
all  that  certain  decision  and  Jndgm^it 
made  and  rendered  in  the  above-entitled 
cause  by  Honorable  W.  L.  Bradshaw,  Judge 
of  the  above-named  court,  at  chambers,  at 
Dalles  City,  Wasco  county,  Oregon,  on  the 
26th  day  of  January,  1896,  and  entered  of 
record  on  page  90  and  97  of  Journal  J  of 
Becords  of  said  court,  and  to  which  record 
you  are  hereby  referred  as  the  decision  and 
Judgment  hereby  appealed  from.  Appellant 
will  In  this  appeal  rely  upon  each  and  all  of 
the  errors  committed  by  the  county  court  of 
Wasco  county  as  appears  by  the  flies  and  rec- 
ords of  said  court  In  the  matter  of  laying  out 
or  attempting  to  lay  out  the  county  road,  or 
pretended  county  road,  mentioned  and  de- 
scribed in  the  decision  and  Judgment  hereby 
appealed  from;  and  the  said  county  court 
erroneoasly  exercised  its  Judicial  functions 
and  exceeded  its  Jurisdiction  in  the  matter 
of  laying  out,  or  attempting  to  lay  out  and 
establish  said  county  road,  or  pretended 
connty  road,  and  in  the  following  particulars: 
[Here  follow  five  alleged  errors  of  the  connty 
court,  after  which  the  notice  proceeds  as  fol- 
lows]: And  said  circuit  court,  acting  by  and 
throngh  its  Jndge,  said  Honorable  W.  L. 
Bradshaw,  erred  In  deciding  and  adjudging 
that  said  county  conri:  committed  no  errors 
in  the  matter  of  Its  proceedings  relating  to 
its  attempted  location  and  establishment  of 
said  proposed  county  road,  and  In  affirming 
all  said  acts  or  any  of  said  acts  of  said  coun- 
ty court  relating  thereto,  and  in  deciding 
said  pretended  road  a  public  highway,  and  In 
dismissing  the  writ  of  review  Issued  upon 
plaintifTs  petition,  for  the  reason  that  said 
county  court  acted  without  Jurisdiction  In 
the  matter  mentioned  in  plaintiff's  petition 
and  appearing  in  the  return  of  said  writ." 
The  statute  provides  that  an  appeal  may  be 
taken  from  a  Judgment  of  the  circuit  court 
on  review  in  like  manner  and  with  like  effect 
as  from  a  Judgment  rendered  In  said  court  in 
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an  action  at  law  (Bill's  Godie,  I  591);  that 
is,  the  notice  of  appeal  in  such  cases  must 
specify  the  grounds  of  error  with  reasonable 
certainty  upon  which  the  appellant  Intends 
to  rely  upon  the  appeal  (Id.  f  587),  and,  the 
notice  In  this  case  not  having  Bx>ecifled  any 
grounds  of  error  with  reasonable  certainty, 
the  respondent  contends  that  this  court 
should  not  examine  the  record  on  appeal, 
whfle  the  appellant  insists  that  on  an  appeal 
from  a  Judgment  of  the  clrcnlt  court  on  re- 
view involving  a  question  of  the  Jurisdiction 
Of  the  county  court  no  speclflcatlon  of  the  al- 
leged errora  la  necessary  in  order  to  give  this 
court  jurisdiction  of  the  appeal.  Thayer) 
0.  J.,  in  Woodrufr  v.  Douglas  Co.,  17  Or.  314, 
21  Pac.  49,  in  commenting  upon  a  motion  to 
dismiss  an  appeal  for  the  same  reason  as  here 
assigned,  said:  "The  dismissal  of  an  appeal 
by  the  appelate  court  for  the  cause  menticm- 
ed  is  not  upcm  the  grounds  that  the  court  has 
no  Jurisdiction  of  the  appeal,  but  for  the 
reason  that  the  appellant  failed  to  Inform  the 
adverse  party  as  to  the  grounds  of  error  up- 
on which  he  Intended  to  rely  upon  the  ap- 
peal, as  the  Code  requires  him  to  do.  But 
It  does  not  fellow  that  because  the  court  may 
dismiss  the  appeal  in  such  case  it  will  do  so 
when  the  record  discloses  an  Inherent  In- 
flimity  In  the  Judgment  or  other  determina- 
tion appealed  from."  In  the  matter  of  lay- 
ing out  and  establishing  roads,  county  courts 
are  of  inferior  and  limited  jurlsdictiMi 
(Thompson  v.  Multnomah  Co.,  2  Or.  34;  Johns 
V.  Marlon  Coi,  4  Or.  46;  State  v.  Officer,  Id. 
180;  CanyonviUe  &  G.  Eoad  Co.  v.  Doug- 
las Co.,  5  Or.  284);  but  when  the  record  of 
their  proceedings  shows  that  Jurisdiction  has 
been  obtained  of  the  subject-matter  and  of 
the  parties  Interested  In  locating  and  estab- 
lishing a  county  road,  the  same  Intendments 
obtain  in  favor  of  the  regularity  of  their  pro- 
ceedings as  prevail  In  courts  of  general  Juris- 
diction (SUte  V.  Myers,  20  Or.  442,  26  Pac. 
307;  Bewley  v.  Graves,  17  Or.  274,  20  Pac. 
322).  It  would  seem  from  these  decisions 
tliat  upon  an  appeal  from  the  Judgment  of  a 
circuit  court  on  review  of  proceedings  for  the 
location  of  a  road,  when  the  question  of  a 
want  of  Jurisdiction  of  the  county  court  Is 
involved,  that  the  notice  of  appeal  need  not 
specify  the  alleged  errors  of  the  circuit  court, 
but  that  when  it  appears  that  Jurisdiction 
had  been  acquired  by  the  county  court  of  the 
subject-matter  and  persons  of  the  interested 
parties,  and  any  intermediate  orders  of  the 
county  court  were  reviewed  by  the  circuit 
court,  a  statement  of  the  alleged  errors  la 
necessary  in  the  notice  of  appeal. 

The  Jurisdiction  of  the  circuit  court  to  af- 
firm the  proceedings  of  the  county  court  de- 
pends upon  the  question  of  Jurisdiction  of 
the  latter  court;  for.  If  the  county  court  as- 
sumed to  act  without  Jurisdiction  in  the  mat- 
ter of  laying  out  a  county  road,  the  circuit 
court  is  powerless  to  affirm  its  acts.  Wood- 
ruff V.  Douglas  Co.,  supra.  And  the  notice  of 
appeal  In  the  case  at  bar  having  cliallenged 
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the  Jurisdiction  of  the  conntj  court,  and  this 
fact  being  apparent  from  an  Inspection  there- 
of, it  follows  that  this  court  acquires  Juris- 
diction of  the  cause  upon  the  record  without 
any  assignment  of  errors.  The  notice  refers 
to  the  Judgment  as  having  been  recorded  at 
certain  pages  of  the  Journal  of  the  circuit 
court  In  Neppach  v.  Jordan,  18  Or.  248,  10 
Pac.  341,  the  court,  in  discussing  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  description  of  a  Judgment  in  a 
notice  of  appeal,  said:  "That  is  certain 
which  can  be  made  certain  by  reference  to 
some  paper  in  the  case  of  which  the  court 
can  take  Judicial  notice."  But,  conceding 
that  the  description  of  the  Judgment  must 
appear  upon  the  face  of  the  notice  of  appeal 
(Luse  V.  Luse,  9  Or.  140),  it  is  manifest  that 
the  concluding  part  of  the  notice  in  question 
intelligibly  refers  to  the  action,  and  suffi- 
ciently shows  that  the  circuit  court  affirmed 
the  acts  of  the  county  court,  and  dismissed 
the  writ  of  review.  It  is  contended  that  the 
notice  shows  the  appeal  to  have  been  taken 
from  the  decision  of  the  Judge,  and  not  from 
a  Judgment  of  the  circuit  coiurt.  But  the 
concluding  part  of  the  notice  conclusively 
shows  that  It  is  the  Judgment  of  the  circuit 
court  of  which  the  appellant  complains,  and 
hence  it  follows  that  the  motion  to  dismiss' 
the  appeal  must  be  denied. 

The  record  also  shows:  That  the  proof  of 
the  posting  of  the  notices  was  made  by  the 
following  affidavit: 

"State  of  Oregon,  County  of  Wasco— as.:  I, 
O.  Segui,  being  first  duly  sworn,  on  oath 
say  that  I  posted  four  notices  (a  copy  of 
which  is  hereunto  annexed)  of  the  proposed 
road  In  the  following  places,  to  wit:  One  at 
the  beginning  of  proposed  road,  viz.  7.10  ch's 
S.  and  7.15  ch's  E.  of  N.  E.  cor.  of  Lafayette 
Colwell  D.  L.  O.  No.  38.  Not  54;  one  at 
about  midway  en  route  of  said  road,  at  a 
point  9.00  ch's  B.  and  4  ch's  N.  of  the  S.  W. 
cor.  of  the  B.  %  of  said  Lafayette  Colwdl  D. 
L.  claim;  one  at  the  terminus  of  said  road, 
viz.  a  point  3  ch's  N.  of  cor.  to  sees.  22,  23, 
20,  and  27,  T.  1  N.,  B.  12  E.;  and  one  at  the 
place  of  holding  county  court  in  Dallas  City, 
in  said  Wasco  county,  and  state  of  Oregon,— 
thirty  days  prior  to  the  presentation  of  peti- 
tion herein,  and  that  all  of  said  petitioners 
are  householders  residing  in  the  vicinity  of 
said  proposed  road,  in  said  Wasco  county, 
and  state  of  Oregon.     [Signed]     O.   Segul. 

"Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
30  day  of  December,  A.  D.  1803.  J.  B.  Cros- 
sen.  County  Clerk.  [Signed]  E.  Martin, 
Deputy." 

—That  on  Saturday,  January  6, 1894,  the  coun- 
ty court  of  Wasco  county  made  an  order  con- 
tinuing the  matter  of  the  petition  for  said 
road  until  the  March  term  thereof,  and  on 
March  10th  of  tliat  year  made  the  following 
order:  "On  this  day  comes  on  to  be  heard 
the  petition  of  Jolin  Mesplle  and  others,  pray- 
ing for  the  location  of  a  county  road,  which 
said  matter  was  continued  from  the  .January 
term  of  this  court     And  It  satisfactorily  ap- 


pearing from  the  proof  filed  herein  that  dne 
notice  of  the  pendency  of  this  proceeding  has 
been  given  as  by  law  required;  that  more 
than  twelve  of  said  petitioners  are  legal 
householders,  residing  in  the  vicinity  of  said 
proposed  road;  and  that  a  good  and  sufficient 
bond  has  been  filed;  and  there  being  no  ob- 
jections or  remonstrance  filed  at  the  time, — 
it  Is  ordered  by  the  court  that  T.  H.  Wake- 
field, George  Ruch.  and  8.  B.  Adams  be,  and 
they  are  hereby,  appointed  viewers,  and  B. 
F.  Sharp  surveyor,  to  view,  survey,  and  re- 
port upon  said  proposed  county  road,  and 
that  they  meet  at  the  commencement  thereof 
on  the  7th  day  of  April,  18^,  and  report  their 
findings  thereon  to  this  court,  in  writing,  at 
the  next  regular  teem  thereof."  Tliat  the 
said  viewers  and  surveyor  having  complied 
with  the  order  of  their  appointment  the 
county  court,  on  May  12,  1804,  made  an  or- 
der, which,  after  describing  the  proposed 
road,  contained  the  following:  "And  there 
being  no  remonstrance  filed  against  the  open- 
ing of  said  proposed  road,  and  no  claim  for 
damages,  and  the  court  being  satisfied  from 
the  report  of  the  viewers  that  said  proposed 
road  would  be  of  public  utility,  and  the  re- 
port of  the  viewers  and  surveyor  having 
been  read  in  open  court  on  two  differ^it 
days  of  this  term,  and  there  being  no  objec- 
tion. It  is  therefore  hereby  ordered  that  the 
prayer  of  the  petitioners  be  granted,  and 
that  the  report  of  the  viewers  and  surveyor 
be  recorded  in  the  road  records  of  this  coun- 
ty, and  from  thenceforth  said  road  shall  be 
considered  and  hereby  Is  declared  to  be  a 
public  highway  and  county  road,  and  the  su- 
pervisor of  road  district  No.  9  is  hereby  di- 
rected to  op^i  the  same."  The  proof  of  ad- 
v«i;lsing  the  road  notices  failing  to  sboiw 
that  they  were  posted  in  public  places,  and, 
the  record  of  the  county  court  being  silent 
on  that  subject,  the  appellant  contends  that 
the  county  court  failed  to  acquire  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  proceedings.  The  statute  (HlU'a 
Code,  f  4003)  In  substance  requires  that  when 
any  petition  shall  be  presented  to  the  county 
court  for  laying  out  a  county  road  It  shall  be 
accompanied  by  satisfactory  proof  that  no- 
tice has  been  given  by  advertisement  posted 
at  the  place  of  holding  the  county  court  and 
also  in  three  public  places  in  the  vicinity  oi 
the  proposed  road.  Had  the  Journal  oitry 
of  the  county  court  recited  that  satisfactory 
proof  had  been  given  by  advertisement  post- 
ed at  the  place  of  holding  the  county  court, 
and  also  in  three  public  places  in  the  vicinity 
of  the  proposed  road,  it  would  be  presumed 
that  Jurisdiction  had  been  acquired,  though 
the  affidavit  <^  posting  was  ambiguous  In  Its 
statement  of  facts.  Latimer  v.  Tillamook 
Co.,  22  Or.  291,  20  Pac.  734.  It  is  true  the 
Journal  entry  contains  the  following:  "And 
it  satisfactorily  appearing  from  the  proofs 
filed  herein  that  dne  notice  of  the  pendency 
of  this  proceeding  has  been  given  as  by  law 
required;"  but  this  is  not  a  recital  of  the  nec- 
essary facts  from  which  the  ultimate  fact 
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Is  establlsbed,  but  rather  the  Btatement  of  a 
legal  conclusion,  dedacible  from  the  presump- 
tive proof  of  facts  not  stated  In  the  record. 
If  the  county  court,  In  the  matter  of  locating 
rounty  roads,  was  a  court  of  general  juris- 
dirtiou,  and  entitled  to  hare  every  Intend- 
ment construed  in  Its  favor,  the  rule  might 
be  otherwise;  but,  in  view  of  its  limited  pow- 
ers, Tve  do  not  feel  lilte  extending  the  rule  be- 
yond that  announced  in  Latimer  v.  Tilla- 
mook Co.,  supra.  The  proof  shows  that  the 
notices  were  posted  in  the  vicinity  of  the  pro- 
posed road,  but  it  nowhere  appears  that  the 
places  at  which  they  were  posted  were  pub- 
lic. Such  service  is  constructive,  and  in  all 
cases  rests  upon  the  presumption  that  the 
party  affected  tliereby  has  seen  the  notice 
(Wade,  Notice,  |  1029);  but  this  presumption 
cannot  be  Invoked  unless  the  proof  shows 
that  the  notices  have  been  posted  in  public 
places,  and  In  such  manner  as  to  afford  the 
parties  affected  thereby  an  opportunity  of 
seeing  and  reading  them.  There  is  nothing 
to  show  that  these  notices  were  posted  In 
sncb  a  manner  as  to  be  seen  and  read  by  the 
pnblic,  and  thus  presumptively  bring  the 
knowledge  of  their  contents  home  to  the 
parties  affected  thereby.  So  far  as  the  proof 
is  concerned,  they  may  have  I)een,  like  the 
laws  of  Caligula,  written  in  very  small  char- 
acters, and  hung  upon  high  pillars,  the  more 
effectually  to  ensnare  the  people.  1  Bl. 
Comm.  46.  The  due  publication  of  these 
notices  was  the  only  means  by  which  the 
<-onnty  court  could  acquire  Jurisdiction  of  the 
matter,  and,  the  record  falling  to  show  that 
the  method  prescribed  by  the  statute  had 
l)oen  pursued,  it  never  acquired  jurisdiction 
to  make  the  order  declaring  the  proposed 
road  a  public  highway,  for  which  reason  the 
Judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remand- 
e<l  for  such  further  proceedings  as  may  be 
necessary,  not  inconsistent  with  this  opin- 
ion. 


SntOTORP  V.  BENTI.ET. 

^Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1805.) 

Appeal— FAiLfKE  to  Include  Testimony  or  Bill 

OP  Partktlaks  i»  the  RecoKD— Makdamus 

AOAissT  PcBLio  Opficers— Fixe— Costs. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  bill  of  exceptions  or 
testimony  in  the  record,  the  court  will  consider 
only  whether,  under  the  findings,  api>cllant  is 
entitled  to  the  relief  asked. 

2.  HiU's  Ann.  Laws,  §  603,  provides  that 
whenever  a  peremptory  mandamus  \b  directed 
to  a  public  officer,  commanding  him  to  j>erform  a 
public  duty,  if  hi.s  refusal  to  do  so  was  without 
jnst  excnse,  tibe  conrt  may  impose  a  fine.  Beld, 
tttat  where  a  trial  court,  in  gnuiting  a  manda- 
mus requiring  a  justice  of  the  i)eace  to  allow 
an  appeal  and  stay  of  proceedings,  finds  that  the 
justice's  refusal  to  allow  the  same  was  without 
excuse,  but  fails  to  impose  a  fine,  it  will  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  court  found  that  the  justice's 
conduct  was  cansed  by  ignorance  of  law.  and 
was  not  prompted  by  bad  faith  or  a  disregard  of 
dnty. 

3.  Where,  on  mandamus  to  compel  a  justice 
to  .illow  an  appeal  and  stay  of  proceedings,  de- 
fendant interposed  every  legal  obstade  and  ap- 


pealed from  the  judgment  of  the  trial  court  he 
should,  if  the  application  is  granted,  be  charged 
with  the  costs  of  both  courts. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Baker  county; 
Morton  D.  Clifford,  Judge. 

Mandamus  by  Herman  Burgtorf  to  com- 
pel W.  H.  Bentley,  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to 
allow  an  appeal  and  stay  of  proceedings. 
From  a  judgment  granting  the  application, 
with  one  dollar  damages,  both  parties  ap- 
pealed, but  defendant  abandoned  his  appeal. 
Affirmed. 

J.  Xj.  Rand,  for  appellant  T.  H.  Crawford, 
for  respondent 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  a  mandamus  proceed- 
ing instituted  for  the  purpose  of  compelling 
the  defendant,  as  justice  of  the  peace  for 
Baker  City  precinct,  in  Baker  county,  to  al- 
low an  appeal  and  stay  of  proceedings  in  a 
certain  action  tried  before  him  in  August 
1804.  An  alternative  writ  was  issued  and 
served,  and  upon  the  return  of  the  defendant 
thereto  the  cause  was  tried  by  the  court  be- 
low, without  the  Inteirention  of  a  jury,  and 
from  its  findings  the  fiu:ts  appear  to  be  that 
on  August  13,  1894,  a  judgment  was  rendered 
by  the  defendant,  as  justice  of  the  peace,  in 
an  action  of  forcible  entry  and  detainer  pend- 
ing before  him.  in  which  one  Eliza  Gelser 
was  plaintiff,  and  the  petitioner  here  defend- 
ant, in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  restitu- 
tion of  the  premises  In  controversy  and  cost 
of  action.  That  as  soon  as  the  judgment  was 
announced,  and  before  It  was  entered  in  the 
record,  an  execution  which  had  been  pre- 
viously prepared  was  signed  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  placed  in  the  hands  of  the  constable 
for  service,  although  the  petitioner  was  pres- 
ent by  bis  counsel,  protesting  and  notifying 
the  Justice  and  the  prevailing  party  tiiat  he 
desired  to  appeal  from  such  Judgment  imme- 
diately, and  would  do  so  as  Bo<m  as  the  pa- 
pers could  iKJSsibly  be  prepared.  But,  not- 
withstanding the  protest  of  the  petitioner, 
within  an  hour  after  the  judgment  was  an- 
nounced, and  before  it  was  entered  of  rec- 
ord, and  before  the  papers  for  an  appeal  could 
possibly  be  prepared,  the  constable  proceed- 
ed to  comply  with  the  commands  of  the  exe- 
cution, and  forcibly  ejected  the  petitioner 
tfom  the  premises,  and  delivered  the  i)089e8- 
sion  thereof  to  the  said  Eliza  Oeiser,  although 
the  petitioner  had  in  fact  been  In  the  quiet 
possession  for  nine  years  prior  thereto,  and 
had  set  that  fact  np  in  his  answer  to  her 
complaint.  That  while  the  constable  was 
engaged  in  the  execution  of  the  writ,  and  be- 
fore the  return  thereof,  Burgtorf  duly  per- 
fected an  appeal  by  giving  notice  and  filing 
the  necessary  undertakings  on  appeal,  and 
for  a  stay  of  execution,  required  by  law,  and 
demanded  of  the  defendant  that  he  allow  the 
appeal  and  recall  the  execution,  which,  with- 
out lawful  excnse,  he  neglected  and  refused 
to  do.  That  after  the  appeal  had  been  per- 
fected the  constable  returned  the  writ,  with 
bis   proceedings   Indorsed   thereon,    showing    ^ 
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that  he  had  ejected  the  petitioner,  and  put 
Eliza  Gelser  in  posBesslon  of  ibe  premises. 
The  court  found  that  the  petitioner  was  dam- 
a^red  by  reason  of  the  premises  In  the  sum  of 
one  dollar,  and  as  conclusions  of  law  that  he 
was  entitled  to  a  peremptory  mandamus  to 
compel  the  defendant  to  allow  the  appeal  and 
recall  the  execution  as  of  the  13th  of  Au- 
gust, 1894;  to  one  dollar  damages;  and  costs 
and  disbursements  of  the  proceedings.  A 
Judgment  to  that  eCTect  was  rendered  on  No- 
vember 27,  1894,  and  the  defendant,  without 
complying  therewith,  and  for  the  purpose  of 
staying  Its  execution,  on  the  3d  day  of  De- 
cember perfected  an  appeal  to  this  court. 
On  the  2Tth  of  AprU,  1895,  the  petitioner  also 
appealed.  The  defendant  abandoned  his  ap- 
peal by  failing  to  file  a  transcript,  but  the 
petitioner  brings  the  transcript  here,  and  now 
aslcs  this  court  to  award  him  damages,  to 
which  he  claims  to  be  entitled,  and  impose 
a  fine  upon  the  defendant  under  the  provi- 
slonsof  section  603  of  Hill's  Ann.  Laws.  This 
section  provides  that  whenever  a  peremptory 
mandamus  Is  directed  to  a  public  ofScer,  com- 
manding the  performance  of  any  public  duty 
specially  enjoined  by  law,  if  it  appears  to 
the  court  or  Judge  thereof  that  such  ofBcer 
lias,  without  Just  excuse,  refused  or  neglect- 
ed to  perform  the  duty  so  enjoined,  the  court 
may  impose  a  fine  not  exceeding  $500. 

The  proceedings  by  tlie  Justice  were  un- 
questionably In  violation  of  a  statutory  right 
of  the  petitioner,  but  If  It  be  conceded  that 
tlie  section  quoted  applies  to  a  Judicial  offi- 
cer acting  in  a  Judicial  capacity  In  determin- 
ing the  rights  of  a  private  individual,  and 
that  the  refusal  of  the  trial  court  to  enforce 
its  provisions  can  be  reviewed  on  appeal, 
there  Is  not  enough  In  this  record  to  enable 
us  to  do  so.  There  is  no  bill  of  exertions 
or  testimcmy  in  the  record,  and  the  only  ques- 
tion It  presents  is  whether,  under  the  findings 
of  the  court  below,  the  petitioner  is  entitled 
to  the  relief  be  asks  for  at  the  liands  of  this 
court.  The  amount  of  damages  sustained  by 
him  Is  conclusively  fixed  by  the  Judgment, 
and  cannot  be  Inquired  into  here. 

Upon  the  other  question  the  finding  Is  to 
the  effect  that  defendant's  refusal  to  allow 
the  appeal  and  stay  of  execution  was  with- 
out excuse,  which  finding,  in  view  of  the  ac- 
tion of  the  trial  court  in  refusing  to  impose 
a  fine  as  provided  In  the  section  referred  to, 
must  necessarily  be  understood  as  meaning 
that  be  thus  acted  without  authority  of  law, 
but  not  In  bad  faith;  and  we  must  therefore 
assume  that  this  conduct  was  either  from  ig- 
norance of  the  law  or  timidity,  and  not  from 
a  desire  to  favor  one  party  to  the  litigation, 
or  to  harass  the  other,  or  from  a  willful  or 
Intentional  disregard  of  duty.  So  that,  al- 
though the  defendant's  conduct  apparently 
merits  the  severest  condemnation,  there  is 
nothing  In  the  record  which  would  Justify  us 
In  imposing  a  fine  upon  the  defendant,  even 
If  it  be  conceded  that,  under  the  proper  cir- 
oomstancea,  we  would  have  a  right  to  do  so. 


But  having  espoused  the  catise  of  one  of  the 
parties  by  vigorously  contesting  this  case, 
and  putting  every  ixisBlble  legal  obstacle  In 
the  way  of  an  appeal  from  the  Judgment  ren- 
dered by  him,  evea.  to  the  extent  of  appeal 
from  the  Judgmoit  of  the  circuit  court  direct- 
ing the  performance  of  a  plain  duty  enjoined 
by  statute,  he  should  be  mulcted  with  the 
costs  and  expenses,  not  only  of  this  appeal, 
but  of  the  court  below.  The  Judgment  will 
therefore  be  affirmed,  and  the  costs  taxed 
against  him. 


BALFOUR  et  al.  v.  BAKER  CITY  GAS  & 

ELECTRIC  LIGHT  CO.  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

Corporations— WiTBDBAWAi,  or  Promoter — Evi 

DKSCE— Sdffic:enct. 

1.  A  promoter  of  a  corporation  cannot,  after 
the  formation  of  the  corporation,  as  contemplat- 
ed in  the  preliminary  subscription,  revoke  his 
stttecription,  aa  against  a  creditor  of  the  corpo- 
ration,  though  the  other  stockholders  coDBent. 

2.  On  an  issue  whether  defendant,  a  pro- 
moter of  a  corporation,  withdrew  his  snhecrip- 
tion  before  the  formation  of  the  corporation,  it 
appeared  that  the  articles  were  filed  in  Angust, 
and  that,  soon  afte/.  part  of  the  orli^inal  sub- 
scribers, with  the  written  consent  of  defendant, 
and  others  who  were  absent,  elected  directors, 
and  completed  the  organization.  Defendant 
claimed  that  his  original  subscription  and  his 
consent  to  the  stockholders'  meeting  were  signed 
the  previous  May,  and  that  he  withdrew  before 
the  meeting  was  held.  Others  testified  that  the 
papers  were  signed  a  few  days  l>efore  the  arti- 
cles were  filed,  and  the  records  of  the  organi- 
zation showed,  first,  a  copy  of  the  articles;  im- 
mediately following,  the  consent  to  the  stock- 
holders' meeting,  reciting  that  the  signers  were 
subscribers  to  the  capital  stock,  and  fixing  the 
exact  time  and  place  of  meeting;  and,  following 
that,  a  list  of  stockholders,  and  the  minutes  of 
the  meeting.  It  also  appeared  that  without  de- 
fendant's subscription  the  company  could  not 
have  l)een  legally  organized,  for  want  of  a  s\iffi- 
cient  subscription  to  its  capital  stock,  and  that 
defendant's  name  was  entered  on  the  stock 
books  after  the  meeting  by  those  whom  he  al- 
lege<l  consented  to  his  previoua  withdrawal. 
Held,  that  he  did  not  withdraw  before  the  cor- 
poration was  organized. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Baker  county; 
Morton  D.  Clifford,  Judge. 

Action  by  Stephen  Williamson  and  others, 
doing  business  as  Balfour,  Guthrie  &  Co.. 
against  the  Baker  City  Gas  &  Electric  Light 
Company  and  others,  to  enforce  a  stockhold- 
er's liability.  From  a  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiffs, defendant  I.  Bloch  appeals.    Affirmed. 

M.  L.  Olmsted,  for  appellant  W.  F. 
Butcher,  for  respondents. 

BEAN.  C.  J.  This  Is  a  suit  by  a  Judg- 
ment creditor  of  the  Baker  City  Gas  &  Elec- 
tric Light  Company,  a  corporation,  against 
certain  stockholders,  to  reach  their  unpaid 
subscription  to  its  capital  stock,  and  have 
the  same  applied  to  the  satisfaction  of  plain- 
tiffs' Judgment  The  only  question  here  is 
whether  the  defendant  I.  Bloch  is  liable  as 
a  stockholder  to  the  creditors  of  the  corpo- 
ration.   The  facts  are  that  prior  to  August, 
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18S8,  certain  citizens  of  Baker  City,  desiring 
to  organize  a  corporation  to  fumlBb  tbe  city 
and  Its  Inhabitants  Tritb  light,  clrcnlat«d  a 
subscription  tot  stock  in  a  corporation  there- 
after to  be  formed  for  that  purpose,  and 
Bloch  signed  the  sam^  for  20  shares  of  the 
par  valne  of  $50  each.  After  one-half  of  the 
eapital  stock  of  the  proposed  corporation  bad 
been  thns  snbscribed,  and  on  the  16th  day 
of  August,  18S8,  articles  of  incorporation 
were  regularly  executed  and  filed.  No  for- 
mal stock  books  were  ever  opened  or  stock 
«abscrlbed  other  than  as  above  mentioned, 
but  on  the  23th  of  August,  1888,  a  portion  of 
the  signers  to  the  preliminary  stock  subscrip- 
tion held  a  meeting  by  the  written  consent 
of  the  others,  and  elected  a  board  of  directors 
for  the  corporation,  and  completed  its  organl- 
tation.  Bloch  was  not  present  at  this  meeting, 
bat  was  one  of  the  consenting  parties.  Sub- 
sequently his  name  and  those  of  all  the  oth- 
er subscribers  to  the  preliminary  agreement 
were  entered  as  stockholders  upon  the  stock 
Journal  and  ledger  of  the  company  by  its  of- 
ficers, and  on  the  21st  of  Norember,  1888,  a 
certificate  of  stock  in  favor  of  Bloch  wag 
made  out  and  signed  by  the  president  and 
secretary  of  the  corporation.  If  these  were 
all  the  facts  in  the  case,  defendant's  liability 
would  be  clear,  for  It  may  now  be  accepted 
as  established  by  the  overwhelming  weight 
of  authority  that  an  unconditional  subscrip- 
tion to  the  stock  of  a  proposed  corporation 
takes  effect  and  becomes  irrevocable  upon 
the  birth  of  the  corporation,  unless  sooner 
revoked.  "Each  subscription,  when  made," 
says  Judge  Davis,  "becomes  a  conditional 
contract  with  every  other  person  who  may 
subscribe  that  the  amount  subscribed  shall, 
upon  the  formation  of  the  company,  be  paid 
in  accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  subscrip- 
tion; and  when  the  requisite  stock  ts  sub- 
scribed, and  the  company  is  duly  organized, 
it  becomes  the  otter  or  basis  of  credit  to  the 
public,  or  to  all  who  may  deal  with  it,  and 
every  subscriber  participating  in  the  organi- 
zation thereby  makes  his  subscription  abso- 
lute, and  Is  bound  to  pay  it  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  charter  and  by-laws  of  the  com- 
pany, and  be  can  discharge  his  liability  In  no 
other  way."  Foundry  Co.  v.  Kllllan  (N.  C.) 
6  S.  E.  682.  And  in  Machine  Co.  v.  Davis 
(Minn.)  41  M.  W.  1027,  it  is  held  that  a  sub- 
scription by  a  number  of  persons  to  the  stock 
of  a  corporation  thereafter  to  be  formed  by 
them  lias  in  law  a  twofold  character.  It  is 
—First,  a  contract  between  the  subscribers 
themselves  to  become  stockholders,  without 
further  act  on  their  part,  immediately  on  the 
formation  of  the  corporation;  and,  second,  it 
is  in  the  nature  of  a  continuing  offer  to  the 
proposed  corporation,  which,  upon  acceptance 
by  it  after  its  formation,  becomes,  as  to  each 
8ul>8crit>er,  a  contract  between  him  and  the 
corporation.  And  the  authorities  generally 
seem  to  be  to  the  same  effect.  1  Cook,  Stock, 
Stockh.  &  Corp.  Iaw  (3d  Ed.)  «$  72.  75;  1 
Tbonap.  Corp.  {  1170.     And  this  is  the  better 


rule,  although  the  statute  may  provi4«  for 
the  opening  of  stock  books  by  designated  pov 
sons  after  articles  are  filed.  1  Cook,  Stock, 
Stockh.  &  Corp.  Law,  5  57;  1  Thomp.  Corp. 
i  1166;  Railway  Co.  v.  Duncan,  28  Mich. 
130;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Gilford,  87  N.  T.  294. 
From  an  extended  examination  of  the  ao- 
thorltles  we  take  the  law  to  be  that  whea 
the  proposed  corporatiob  is  formed  as  coa- 
templated  in  the  preliminary  subscription, 
and  within  a  reasonable  time  thereafter,  the 
subscription,  unless  revoked  In  the  manner 
authorized  by  law,  becomes  Irrevocable;  the 
8abBcril>er  a  shareholder,  and  liable  as  such, 
without  any  further  act  on  ilia  part.  Power 
Co.  y.  Johnson  (Cal.)  29  Fac.  126;  Road  Ca 
v.  Lancaster,  79  Ky.  552;  Real-Estate  Co.  ▼. 
Tower,  156  Mass.  82,  30  N.  B.  465;  Machine 
Co.  V.  Davis  (Minn.)  41  N.  W.  1026.  But  it 
is  said  for  the  defendant  that  the  prelimi- 
nary subscription  and  his  consent  to  a  meet- 
ing of  the  stockholders  for  the  election  of  di- 
rectors were  each  signed  by  him  some  months 
before  the  articles  of  incorporation  were  exe- 
cuted or  filed,  and  that  before  the  formation 
of  the  corporation  he  notified  Messrs.  Parker 
and  Hyde,  the  promoters  thereof,  that  he 
could  and  wotdd  not  take  any  stock  in  the 
proposed  corporation.  It  seems  to  be  agreed 
that  Bloch  did  seek  to  be  relieved  from  his 
subscription  a  short  time  after  It  was  made, 
and  that  the  two  principal  promoters  of  the 
enterprise,  who  afterwards  became  president 
and  secretary  of  the  corporation,  consented 
thereto,  and  agreed  to  divide  his  stock  among 
the  other  shareholders,  and  for  that  reason 
no  call  was  ever  made  upon  him  by  the  com- 
pany for  the  paymrat  of  his  stock.  But  th» 
main  question  Is  whether  his  attempted  with- 
drawal was  before  or  after  the  organization 
of  the  corporation.  If  it  was  after  such  or- 
ganization, it  was  of  no  force  or  effect  what- 
ever as  to  the  creditors  of  the  company,  be- 
cause his  contract  or  liability  as  a  stockhold- 
er became  binding  and  irrevocable,  as  to 
them,  when  the  company  was  formed.  Nor 
could  the  agents  of  the  corporation,  by  their 
consent  to  his  withdrawal,  relieve  him  from 
such  liability.  1  Mor.  Priv.  Corp.  {  109.  In 
Hawley  v.  Upton,  1<K  U.  S.  316,  the  rale  Is 
thus  stated  by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Walter  "It 
cannot  be  doubted  that  one  who  has  become 
bound  as  a  subscriber  to  the  capital  stock  of 
a  corporation  must  pay  bis  subscription  if  re- 
quired to  meet  the  obligations  of  the  corpora- 
tion. A  certificate  in  his  favor  for  the  stock 
Is  not  necessary  to  make  him  a  subscriber. 
All  that  need  be  done,  so  far  as  creditors  are 
concerned,  Is  that  the  subscriber  shall  have 
bound  himself  to  become  a  contributor  to  the 
fund  which  the  capital  stock  of  the  corpora- 
tion represents.  If  such  an  obligation  exists 
the  courts  can  enforce  the  contribution  when 
required.  After  having  bound  himself  to  con- 
tribute, he  cannot  be  discharged  from  tlw 
obligation  he  has  assumed  until  the  conlrlbu* 
tion  has  actually  been  made,  or  the  obligatloa 
In  some  lawful  way  extinguished."    The  orig-  ', 
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Inal  stock  subscription  was  not  produced  on 
the  trial,  liavlng  been  lost  or  mislaid;  and 
hence  we  do  not  have  its  date,  if  it  was  dat- 
ed, to  aid  us  in  determining  the  time  at  which 
it  was  signed,  but  must  determine  this  ques- 
tion, as  well  as  the  time  of  Bloch's  attempted 
-withdrawal,  from  the  indefinite  and  shadowy 
Tecollection  of  witnesses,  and  the  admitted 
facts  and  probabilities  of  the  case.  The  de- 
ftodant  testifies  quite  positively  that  he  sign- 
ed both  it  and  the  consent  to  the  stockhold- 
ers' meeting  in  May  or  June  before  the  or- 
ganization of  the  corporation,  but  the  weight 
of  testimony  is  against  him  on  this  point, 
and  it  seems  to  us  his  recollection  is  at  fault 
The  great  weight  of  the  oral  testimony  is 
that  the  preliminary  subscription  was  signed 
a  few  days  before  the  articles  were  filed,  and 
in  contemplation  of  the  immediate  organiza- 
tion of  the  company;  and  we  have  no  doubt 
the  consent  to  the  stockholders'  meeting  was 
signed  by  Bloch  after  the  articles  were  filed, 
and  copied  in  the  record  of  the  company. 
The  records  of  the  organization  of  the  com- 
pany is  of  Itself  such  persuasive  evidence  on 
this  point  as  to  prevail  over  the  mere  indis- 
tinct recollection  of  witnesses  testifying  from 
memory  to  transactions  occurring  five  or  six 
years  before.  The  first  entry  in  this  record 
is  a  copy  of  the  articles  of  incorporation,  im- 
mediately following  which,  and  commencing 
at  the  top  of  the  succeeding  page,  is  the  con- 
sent to  the  stockholders'  meeting,  signed  by 
Bloch  and  others,  and  which  recites  that  the 
parties  signing  are  subscribers  to  the  capital 
stock  of  the  corporation.  Following  this  is 
a  list  of  stockholders,  and  the  minutes  of  the 
meeting  of  August  25th.  The  original  cuu- 
sent  to  the  stockholders'  meeting  being  in  the 
record  book  Immediately  following  the  copy 
of  the  articles  of  incorporation  and  preced- 
ing the  minutes  of  the  meeting,  is  almost  con- 
clusive proof  that  it  was  written  in  the  book 
and  signed  by  the  parties  after  the  articles 
of  incorporation  were  not  only  executed  and 
filed,  but  copied  in  the  record.  And,  be- 
sides, this  wi'itten  consent  is  for  a  stockhold- 
ers' meeting  to  be  held  on  the  25th  of  Au- 
gust, 1888,  and  at  a  particular  place.  If  the 
preliminary  subscription  for  stock  and  con- 
sent to  the  stockholders'  meeting  had  been 
signed  at  the  time  claimed  by  the  defendant, 
it  is  highly  improbable  that  one  would  have 
been  on  a  loose  sheet  of  paper  and  the  other 
in  a  record  book;  and  it  is  still  more  im- 
probable that  the  consent  to  the  stockholders' 
meeting  of  a  corporation  thereafter  to  be 
formed,  signed  in  May  or  June,  would  have 
fixed  the  date  of  such  meeting  on  the  25th  of 
August  following.  For  this  reason,  as  well 
as  the  place  at  which  it  appears  in  the  rec- 
ords of  the  company,  we  think  it  must  be 
taken  as  one  of  the  established  facts  in  this 
case  that  defendant  gave  bis  written  consent 
as  a  stockholder  to  the  first  meeting  of  tlie 
shareholders  of  the  company  for  the  purijuse 
of  organization,  after  the  articles  of  incorpo- 
ration were  filed,  and  that,  therefore,  he  was 


acting  as  a  shareholder,  and  to  that  extent 
X)articlpated  in  the  organization  of  the  com- 
pany. And,  besides,  without  his  subscrip- 
tion, the  company  could  not  have  been  legally 
organized,  for  want  of  a  sufficient  subscrip- 
tion to  its  capital  stock. 

The  undisputed  facts  In  the  case,  as  well 
as  the  great  preponderance  of  evidence  and 
the  general  probabilities,  clearly  indicate  to 
our  minds  that  defendant's  attempted  with- 
drawal must  have  been  after  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  corporation,  otherwise  the  com- 
pany could  not  have  been  organized,  his  sig- 
nature would  not  appear  to  the  consent  for  a 
stockholders'  meeting,  nor  U  it  likely  that 
his  name  would  have  been  entered  on  the 
books  of  the  company  as  a  stockholder  by 
one  of  the  very  parties  who  be  claims  con- 
sented to  his  release;  nor  would  a  certificate 
of  stock  have  been  made  out  in  his  name 
three  months  after  the  organization,  signed 
by  all  the  parties  whom  he  claims  consented 
to  his  withdrawal.  Assuming,  therefore, — 
but  without  deciding,— that  a  subscriber  to 
the  stock  of  a  proposed  corporation  may  with- 
draw^ his  subscription  before  the  formation  of 
the  corporation  without  the  consent  of  all  the 
other  subscribers,  we  are  clear  tliat  from  this 
record  the  facts  do  not  justify  the  applica- 
tion of  the  rule,  and  the  decree  must  be  af- 
firmed. 


BENJAMIN  V.  PUGET  SOUND  COMMER- 
CIAL CO.  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Waohington.    July  30,  18U5.) 

COMTBACT  TO  FLOAT  STKAXDED  SHIP— BbEAOH — 

Damages— FoHSiBLE  FKoriTS. 
Where  the  captains  of  two  tugs  agreed 
with  the  owner  of  a  stranded  ship  to  try,  for 
a  certain  sum.  to  float  her,  but  did  not  gii»ranty 
to  do  so.  and  they  made  an  unsuccessful  at- 
tempt, wherein  each  tug  broke  its  hawser,  and, 
before  other  tugs  could  be  secured,  a  storm  arose 
which  dro".  e  the  ship  so  far  ashore  that  it  was 
impossible  to  float  her,  they  are  not  liable  to 
the  shipowner  for  the  difference  in  value  of 
the  wreck  and  the  ship  if  floated. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  King  county; 
R.  Osliorn,  Judge. 

Action  by  A.  O.  Benjamin  against  the  Puget 
Sound  Commercial  Company  and  another  for 
damages  for  breach  of  contract.  Judgment 
was  rendered  for  defendants,  and  plaintiff 
appeals.    Affirmed. 

Greene  &  Turner,  for  appellant.  Strove, 
Allen,  Hughes  &  McMIcken,  for  respondenta 

SCOTT,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  In  July,  ISiX),  the  bark 
Savona  was  wrecked  on  Duugencss  Spit. 
About  two  weeks  after  that,  the  appellant  en- 
tered into  an  wal  contract  witli  respondents, 
each  of  whom  owned  a  tug  boat,  providing 
that  said  tugs  should,  at  a  certain  time,  pro- 
ceed to  where  said  bark  was  wrecked,  and. 
at  a  time  and  in  a  manner  spccitied,  pull  up- 
on her,  for  the  pur^^gg^^flioy^ng^J^,  4nto 
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deep  water.  The  quefltfon  to  be  determined 
is  whether  the  appellant  had  introduced  any 
testimony  entitling  him  to  recover.  The  facts 
are  substantially  as  follows:  The  bark  had 
been  condemned  as  a  wreck  by  the  nnder- 
writers,  and  sold  as  such  at  public  auction  to 
one  Bartlett,  about  a  week  prior  to  the  mak- 
ing of  the  contract  The  appellant  pnr- 
cfaaaed  the  wreck  from  Bartlett  for  $1,000, 
and  pnt  men  at  work  in  the  hcdd,  and  re- 
moved a  large  portion  of  the  ballast  This 
work,  and  all  other  done  upon  the  bark,  to 
prepare  her  for  being  pulled  out  of  her  bed 
and  put  afloat,  was  done  prior  to  the  making 
of  the  contract  In  order  to  engage  the  serv- 
ices of  the  tugs,  appellant  went  to  Port  Town- 
send,  where  he  first  approached  Captain 
Gove,  of  the  tug  Tyee.  After  talking  with 
him.  the  two  saw  Captain  Struve  of  the  tug 
WandM-er.  As  to  what  was  said  relating  to 
the  contract  appellant  testified  as  follows: 
"I  asked  Captain  Gove  if  he  would  agree  to 
pull  her  off,  provided  the  "Wanderer  would; 
if  I  could  make  a  contract  with  tbem  to  pull 
her  off  for  so  much  money,  or  in  case  they 
failed  of  course  they  got  nothing.  He  said 
they  would  not  pull  in  that  way,  but  that 
they  would  go  down  and  give  me  a  pull,  botJi 
vessels  pulling  at  the  same  time— pulling  to> 
getber— for  five  hundred  dollars,  and  if  I  was 
sure  about  taking  her  off  of  course  ttiat  was 
something  I  knew  better  about  than  they  did, 
bat  that  they  would  render  me  the  best  serv- 
ice that  they  had.  They  would  pull  their 
vary  best  in  a  good  and  aeamanlike  manner, 
for  the  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars.  It  was 
specially  agreed  that  they  were  to  be  there 
an  hour  before  the  tide  was  high."  And  on 
crosg-examinaUon  the  witness  testified  as  fol- 
lows: "He  [Gove]  stated  he  would  see  Cap- 
tain Struve,  and  see  what  he  could  do  about 
it  I  says,  'I  would  like  to  have  you  make 
the  bargain  to  have  you  pull  her  off  fcH-  so 
much.'  Q.  You  asked  him  to  name  the  fig- 
ores,  what  he  would  pull  her  off  for,— so  much 
if  be  pulled  her  off,  and  so  much  if  he  did 
not?  A.  Yes,  I  did,  in  the  course  of  the  con- 
versation, I  think,  say  that  I  would  give  them 
five  hundred  dollars  each  If  they  would  agree 
to  pull  her  off.  •  •  •  He  said  he  would  not 
agree  to  any  such  thing.  He  would  not 
agree  to  puU  her  off  there.  He  would  jigree 
to  go  tha-e  and  give  me  a  pull,  with  botb 
boats  together,  for  two  hundred  and  fifty  dol- 
lars  apiece.  Q.  Now,  Captain  Gove  declined 
to  take  a  proposition  to  go  down  there  and 
pull  and  get  imid  five  hundred  dollars  if  they 
succeeded?  A.  Captain  Gove  says,  'I  have 
got  my  hawsK'  under  the  deck.'  He  says,  'It 
is  more  bother  to  me  to  take  it  up  than  It 
would  be  worth.'  He  says,  'I  would  not  take 
it  out  for  one  himdred  dollars.'  He  says,  'We 
will  go  and  pull  for  two  hundred  and  fifty 
dollars  apiece.'  Q.  He  refused  to  accept  your 
proposition  to  go  and  pull  for  five  hundred 
dollars  if  he  succeeded?  A.  Yes.  Q.  And 
finally  he  said  be  would  go  and  pull  for  two 
hundred  and  fifty  dollars  apiece,  and  you  take 


your  chances?  A.  Tea,  sir.  Q.  Now,  In  that 
connection,  I  understood  you  when  you  teS' 
tlfled  before,  you  stated  that  he  said  he  would 
take  two  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and  both 
pull  together  on  the  vessel,  and  you  take  your 
chances  of  their  getting  it  off,  but  that  he 
would  not  go  and  pull  for  five  hundred  dollars 
contingent  upon  th^  getting  off.  Is  that 
right?  A.  He  would  not  take  any  chances  on 
pulling  It  off.  He  did'nt  know  anything 
about  it  He  says,  'You  know  all  about  it; 
yon  can  take  the  chances.'  He  says,  'We  will 
go  and  pull  upon  her  tot  two  hundred  and 
fifty  dollars  apiece,  pull  all  together,  and  give 
you  a  good  pulL'  Q.  And  yon  take  the  chan- 
ces? A.  Yes;  take  the  chances  of  being  able 
to  pull  her  off,— of  the  boats  being  able  to  pull 
her  off."  The  witness  then  testified  that  an 
arrangement  was  made  with  ttae  two  captains 
substantially  on  the  terms  above  stated;  that 
they  were  to  go  to  Dungeness  Spit  on  the  aft- 
ernoon of  that  day,  before  high  tide,  and  that 
they  were  to  attach  their  hawsers  to  said 
bark  and  pull  together  at  extreme  high  tide. 
He  testified  that  they  were  from  half  an  hour 
to  an  hour  late  In  arriving,  and  that  they  did 
not  pull  together  or  pull  properly,  and  that 
each  of  the  tugs  broke  its  hawser.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  wreck  was  lying  in  several 
feet  of  water,  upon  a  sand  and  clay  bottom, 
in  which  it  had  formed  a  bed.  The  depth 
and  character  of  this  bed  were  not  described 
by  any  of  the  witnesses,  and  it  does  not  ap- 
pear that  any  examination  was  made  with 
respect  thereto.  Appellant  further  testified 
that  if  the  tugs  had  pulled  acc(»ding  to  agree- 
ment he  thought  the  bark  could  have  been 
floated,  and  that  before  he  could  secure  the 
services  of  other  tug  boats,  the  tide,  accom- 
panied by  heavy  ground  swells,  drove  the 
bark  upon  the  shore,  with  her  stern  upon  the 
rocks,  in  such  a  manner  that  it  was  impossi- 
ble to  thereafter  float  or  save  her;  also,  that 
if  she  had  been  floated  she  would  have  been 
worth  about  $30,000,  and  that  was  the  amount 
he  sought  to  recover  in  this  action.  No  proof 
was  offered  of  any  other  element  of  damages, 
and  the  sole  questions  presented  on  this  ap- 
peal are,  were  the  damages  which  appellant 
sought  to  recovw  wlHiin  the  contemplation 
of  the  parties,  and  were  said  damages  cer- 
tain as  the  consequence  of  a  breach  of  the 
contract? 

A  great  many  cases  have  been  cited  by  ap- 
pellant to  support  his  contention  that  the  val- 
ue of  the  vessel  afloat  was  the  measure  of 
his  damages,  but  after  an  examination  there- 
of we  do  not  think  they  sustain  his  conten- 
tion. The  general  rule  is  that  the  injured 
party  is  entitled  to  recover  all  his  damages, 
including  gains  prevented  and  losses  sus- 
tained; but  the  damages  must  be  such  as 
may  fairly  be  supposed  to  have  entered  into 
the  contemplation  of  the  parties  when  they 
made  the  contract;  that  is,  must  be  such  as 
might  naturally  be  expected  to  follow  its  vio- 
lation; and  they  must  be  cei-tain  both  in 
their  nature  and  in  respect  to  the  cause  from 
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wblch  they  proceed.  Orlffin  t.  Oolver,  1ft  N. 
T.  489;  1  Suth.  Dam.  pp.  93,  94.  We  think 
tt  appears  by  the  testlmooy  of  appellant  that 
the  damages  sought  to  be  recoyered  In  this 
action  were  not  within  the  reasonable  con- 
templation of  the  contracting  parties,  as  a 
eonsequence  of  a  breach  of  the  contract,  but 
were  In  fact  expressly  excluded  therefrom.. 
His  own  testimony  shows  that  the  masters 
of  the  tug  boats  positively  refused  to  make  a 
contract  to  pull  off  the  wreck,  and  that  they 
would  not  take  any  chances  on  pulling  her  off, 
and  it  thus  appears  that  they  meant  to  ex- 
dnde  from  the  agreement  every  contingency 
respecting  the  ability  of  the  tugs  to  pull  off 
the  wreck.  They  were  not  willing  to  even 
risk  their  compensation  up<Mi  such  an  oncer- 
lain  result;  mudi  less  can  it  be  said  that 
they  intended  to  assume  a  liability  to  pay 
for  the  value  of  the  vessel  afloat,  in  case  of 
a  breach  of  the  ccmtract  on  their  part  It  la 
well  known  that  for  such  salvage  service  the 
compensation  usually  awarded  is  a  large  por- 
tion of  the  value  of  the  pr(^)erty  saved.  It  is 
unreasonable  to  suppose  that  the  respondents 
would  contract  with  reference  to  such  a  lia- 
bility, unless  they  believed  that  the  wrecked 
vessel  was  In  such  a  condition  and  so  situ- 
ated that  she  could  be  pulled  from  her  bed 
with  the  combined  power  of  the  two  tugs  ap- 
plied at  the  proper  time  and  In  the  proper 
manner.  That  they  at  least  bad  grave  doubts 
of  this  Is  apparent  from  the  language  em- 
ployed by  the  parties.  Under  the  contract  in 
question,  the  only  proximate  damages  with- 
in the  contemplation  of  the  parties  which 
could  arise  from  a  breach  of  the  contract 
would  be  the  expenses  incurred  by  the  plain- 
tifT  upon  the  faith  thereof,  and  possibly  the 
difference,  If  any.  In  the  value  of  the  wreck 
Immediately  before  and  after  the  time  fixed 
for  the  performance.  But  the  evidence  shows 
that  all  labor  and  expense  incurred  by  the 
plalntitf  was  prior  to  the  making  of  the  con- 
tract in  question,  and  that  no  further  ex- 
penses were  incurred  upon  the  faith  of  such 
contract.  Indeed,  plaintiff  does  not  seek  to 
recover  any  damages,  except  the  difference 
between  the  value  of  the  wreck  and  the  value 
of  the  vessel  afloat,  and  makes  no  contention 
that  he  has  offered  proof  to  sustain  any  other 
measure  of  damages.  The  action  upon  the 
part  of  the  appellant)  is  substantially  one  to 
recover  his  expected  profits  from  the  transac- 
tion, and  if  it  had  proven  successful  the  dif- 
ference between  the  value  of  the  vessel  afloat 
and  her  cost  as  a  wreck,  with  tiie  expense  in- 
curred for  her  removal,  would  have  represent- 
ed bis  profit.  In  certain  cases,  anticipated 
profits  may  be  recovered  in  case  of  a  breach 
of  contract,  but  we  have  not  been  able  to  find 
any  case  where  such  expected  profits  were  al- 
lowed where  they  were  as  uncertain  and  spec- 
ulative as  in  this  case.  Of  course,  the  pow- 
•r  of  the  tugs  may  be  said  to  have  been 
known  to  the  respondents,  but  It  did  not  ap- 
pear that  any  of  the  parties  knew  anything 
as  to  the  character  of  the  resistance  to  be 


orvercome.  The  depth  of  the  bed  or  cradle  la 
which  the  bark  lay  was  not  shown,  or  the 
character  of  the  earth,  or  its  lateral  thickness. 
The  law  on  this  subject  is  aptly  expressed 
by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in 
the  case  of  Howard  t.  Manufacturing  Co., 
139  U.  S.  199.  11  Sup.  Ct  500,  in  the  follow- 
ing language:  "The  grounds  upon  which  the 
general  rule  of  excluding  profits.  In  estimat- 
ing damages,  rests,  are:  (1)  That  in  the 
greats  number  of  cases  such  unexpected  prof- 
its are  too  dependent  upon  numerous,  uncer- 
tain, and  changing  contingencies  to  constitute 
a  definite  and  trustworthy  measure  of  actual 
damages;  (2)  because  sudi  loss  of  profits  is 
ordinarily  remote,  and  not,  as  a  matter  of 
course,  the  direct  and  Immediate  result  of  the 
nonfulfillment  of  the  contract;  (3)  and  be- 
cause, most  frequently,  the  engagement  to 
pay  such  loss  of  profits.  In  case  of  default  In 
the  performance,  is  not  a  part  of  the  contract 
Itself,  nor  can  it  be  implied  from  its  natui« 
and  terms."  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the 
court  rightly  held,  when  appellant  rested,  that 
there  was  no  evidence  wblch  would  warrant 
a  recovery.  Consequently  the  motion  for  a 
nonsuit  vras  well  taken.    Afilrmed. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  ANDERS  and  GORDON, 
JJ^  concur. 


SLATER  T.  STEVENS  COUNTY  BANK 
et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  30,  1895.) 

APPEALABLB  OkDEBB — AtSlONBB  FY>B  CKSDITORa— 
COMFBN8ATJON— DeDUOIION:  OV  DeBT 

TO  Assignor. 

1.  An  order  fixing  a  trustee's  compensation, 
made  In  a  suit  brought  by  him  to  determine  the 
rights  of  creditors,  is  appealable,  though  no  ap- 
peal is  taken  from  the  dedsion  in  the  main  case. 

2.  The  objection  that  respondent's  excep- 
tions to  a  referee's  report  were  not  sufBeient  to 
entitle  the  trial  court  to  pass  on  it  cannot  be 
raised  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 

3.  In  fixing  the  compensation  of  a  trustee 
for  creditors,  the  attention  which  he  gave  to 
his  duties  should  be  considered. 

4.  In  fixing  the  compensation  of  a  trustee 
of  a  bank  for  the  benefit  of  its  creditors,  it  is 
error  to  deduct  therefrom  the  amount  of  his  note 
to  the  bank  without  giving  him  a  chance  to 
prove  that  he  has  a  defense  thereto. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Stevens  coun- 
ty;  Jesse  Arthur,  Judge. 

Action  by  John  B.  Slater,  trustee,  against 
the  Stevens  County  Bank  and  others  to  deter- 
mine the  respective  rights  of  the  creditors  of 
defendant  bank.  Pending  the  suit,  plaintiff 
resigned  as  trustee,  and  from  an  order  fixing 
his  compensation  he  appeals.     Reversed. 

Turner,  Graves  &  McKinstry,  for  appel- 
lant Wm.  J.  Galbralth  and  H.  G.  Kirkimt- 
rick,  for  respondents. 

SCOTT,  J.  The  appeal  to  this  case  In- 
volves the  right  to  and  amount  of  compensa- 
tion to  the  appellant  for  his  services  as  as- 
signee of  the  Stevens  County  Bank.  The  re- 
spondents move  to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the 
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ground  that  thlB  court  has  no  Jurisdiction, 
the  matter  of  the  compensation  of  the  as- 
signee being  InTOIyed  in  and  a  part  of  the 
main  cause,  and  therefore  not  separately  ap- 
pealable. This  point  was  decided  by  the 
court  contrary  to  respondents'  contention  in 
Thompson  \.  Lumber  Co.,  5  Wash.  527,  82 
Pac.  536.     The  motion  iB  denied. 

On  the  application  of  appellant  for  compen- 
sation for  his  services,  the  court  appointed 
a  referee  to  take  testimony  and  make  find- 
ings with  reference  thereto.  A  hearing  was 
had,  and  the  referee  found  that  he  was  enti- 
tled to  $2,500  as  compensation.  An  order 
was  ntade  reopening  the  matter  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  further  testimony,  and  upon 
the  taking  of  such  testimony,  the  referee 
found  that  appellant  was  entitled  to  not  less 
than  $2,000.  Exceptions  were  taken  to  this 
report,  and  ui>on  a  hearing  before  the  court 
the  material  findings  of  the  referee  were  In 
part  reversed,  and  the  remainder  modified, 
and  the  court  fovmd  that  a  certain  note  for 
$oOO  and  interest,  executed  to  the  bank  by 
appellant  and  one  other  party,  was  sufficient 
compensation  for  his  services,  and  this  ap- 
peal was  prosecuted  from  such  decision.  It 
is  contended  by  appellant  that  there  were  no 
sufficient  exceptions  taken  by  the  respond- 
ents to  the  report  of  the  referee  to  entitle  the 
lower  court  to  pass  upon  the  same,  but  it  does 
not  appear  that  any  objection  was  made  up- 
on this  ground  at  the  hearing,  and  for  this 
reason  the  point  is  not  available  here. 

This  leaves  to  be  determined  only  a  ques- 
tion of  fact,  and  has  involved  a  consideration 
of  all  the  testimony  and  the  various  findings 
of  the  referee  and  court  thereon.  After  read- 
ing and  considering  the  same,  we  are  not 
satisfied  with  the  conclusion  reached  in  ei- 
ther instance.  A  good  deal  of  testimony  was 
Introdticed,  pro  and  con,  as  to  the  value  of 
such  services,  and  it  was  contended  on  the 
part  of  respondents  that  appellant  bad  been 
so  negligent  in  attending  to  the  duties  of  his 
trust  that  he  should  not  be  allowed  any  com- 
pensation. The  referee  found  that  he  had 
not  been  negligent  and  the  court  in  effect 
fonnd  that  he  had  been  grossly  negligent. 
We  are  Inclined  to  think  that  appellant  had 
not  given  that  attention  to  his  duties  which 
the  creditors  of  the  concern  had  a  right  to 
demand,  and  this  should  be  taken  into  con- 
sideration in  fixing  his  compensation.  It 
would  serve  no  good  purpose  to  set  forth  the 
various  contentions,  and  the  testimony  bear- 
ing thereon  necessary  to  a  complete  under- 
standing of  the  matter.  In  detail.  We  do  not 
think  it  appears  that  appellant  was  cuUmbly 
negligent  in  the  premises.  If  he  was,  of 
course,  he  should  not  be  allowed  any  compen- 
sation. We  are  also  of  the  opinion  that  $1,- 
2r>0,  one-half  of  the  original  sum  fixed  by  the 
referee,  should  be  allowed  him. 

It  is  further  claimed  by  appellant  that  he 
had  a  defense  to  the  note  in  question,  and  It 
does  not  appear  that  he  had  any  optwrtimltj' 
to  try  the  question  as  to  his  liability  thereon. 


Such  being  the  case,  the  note  should  not  be 
deducted  from  the  amount  allowed  him  wltb- 
out  a  hearing,  and  the  cause  is  remanded  for 
the  puri)ose  of  permitting  the  respective  par- 
ties to  form  an  issne  as  to  this  matter  and 
have  the  satne  tried  and  determined.  If  the 
appellant  shall  so  elect,  and  whatever  amount 
be  is  called  upon  to  pay  thereon  may  be  de- 
ducted frran  the  $1,290  allowed  him  as  com- 
penBatl(Hi,  and  payment  thereof  may  be  with- 
held imtll  the  matter  of  his  liability  on  said 
note  is  disposed  of.  Reversed  and  remanded 
accordingly. 

HOYT,   C.   J.,   and   DUNBAR,   ANDERS, 
and  GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


WILLIAMS  V.  SHOUDY,  County  Troasnrw. 
(Snin«me  Court  of  Washington.    July  20, 1895.) 

IN4UK0TIOK — PaTMBST    0»    COUNTY    W ARRESTS— 

Vaudation  by  Scbsequikt  Election. 

1.  A  decree  enjoining  the  payment  of  county 
warrants  as  issued  in  excess  of  the  authorized 
indebtedness,  without  a  vote  of  the  people,  be- 
oomes  ineffectual,  on  the  warrants  being  vali- 
dated by  a  sabsequeiit  vote. 

2.  In  an  eleotiou  to  validate  warrants  is- 
sned  by  a  county  tor  current  expenses,  the  bal- 
lots need  not  give  the  date  or  the  warrants, 
where  the  time  during  wliich  they  were  issued 
was  set  out  in  the  resolution  directing,  and  the 
notice  of,  the  election. 

3.  In  an  election  to  validate  county  indebt- 
edness, the  resolution  directing  the  election  re- 
quired the  polls  to  be  kept  open  from  9  a.  m.  t» 
7  p.  m.  The  notice  of  the  election  specified 
from  0  a.  m.  to  6  p.  m.  The  polls  were,  m  fact, 
kept  open  until  7  p.  m.  Bdd,  that  the  election 
would  not  be  deemed  Invalid,  in  the  absence  of 
a_  showing  that  the  election  would  have  been 
different  but  for  the  discrepancy  between  the 
notice  and  the  resolution. 

4.  Illegal  county  warrants,  snbseqnently 
ratified  -and  validated  by  a  vote  of  the  people, 
bear  interest  as  though  they  were  valid  at  their 
inception. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Kittitas  county; 
Carroll  B.  Graves,  Judge. 

Application  foiT  a  writ  of  mandamos  by  F. 
A.  Williams  against  Dexter  Shoudy,  treas- 
urer of  Kittitas  county.  Tliere  was  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  AjfpeailB. 
Atfirmed. 

Wager  &  Graves,  for  appellant.  Alfred  B. 
Bnell,  R.  E.  Moody,  and  Burke,  Sbepard  & 
Woods,  for  respondent. 

GORDON,  J.  The  appellant  is  treasurer  of 
Kittitas  county,  Wash.  The  respondent,  be- 
ing the  owner  and  holder  of  certain  warrants 
of  said  county,  aggregating  the  sum  of  $S75, 
drawn  on  the  general  fund  and  Issued  for 
the  ctirrput  expenses  of  the  county  during 
the  years  1890  and  1891,  all  of  which  had, 
prior  to  October  24,  1891,  been  presented  for 
payment  and  indorsed,  "not  paid  for  want  of 
funds,"  made  an  application  in  the  lower  court 
for  a  writ  of  mandate  against  the  appellant, 
requiring  him  to  jwy  said  warrants,  together 
With  interest  thereon  at  10  per  cent  irom 
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the  aeveral  dates  of  presentation  and  indorse- 
ment Hia  affidavit  in  support  of  said  appli- 
cation, In  addition  to  wliat  bas  been  already 
stated,  sets  forth  that,  at  the  time  of  the  Issu- 
ance of  said  warrants,  the  valid  indebtedness 
of  said  county  was  equal  to  1%  per  cent,  of 
the  taxable  property  therein,  as  shown  by  the 
last  assessment  for  state  and  county  pur- 
poses made  previous  to  such  assessment;  that 
the  indebtedness  for  which  said  warrants 
were  issued  was  attempted  to  be  incurred 
without  the  assent  of  three-fifths  of  the  voters 
of  said  county  voting  at  an  election  held  for 
that  purpose,  but  that  otherwise  said  war- 
rants would  be  valid  claims  against  said  coun- 
ty. The  affidavit  further  sets  out  that  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  the  county 
had  passed  a  resolution,  for  the  purpose  of 
submitting  to  the  voters  of  the  county  the 
question  of  the  ratification  of  certain  indebt- 
edness attempted  to  be  incurred  by  said  coim- 
ty  by  issuing  warrants  on  the  general  fund 
for  the  current  running  expenses,  to  the 
amount  of  $81,004.25,  between  the  24th  of 
Februaiy,  1800,  and  the  8th  of  December, 
1891,— which  resolution  of  the  board  is  set  out 
in  full  In  said  aflldavit  Said  affidavit  further 
shows  that  notice  of  the  election  was  given 
as  provided  by  law,  and  an  election  was  duly 
had,  whereat,  by  more  than  three-fifths  of  the 
votes  cast,  the  attempted  incurring  of  said 
indebtedness  by  said  county,  as  aforesaid, 
was  ratified;  and  that  respondent's  warrants 
were  among  the  number  validated  at  said 
election;  that  they  thereby  became  valid 
claims  against  the  county;  that  the  same  had 
been  presented  to  the  appellant,  as  treasurer, 
and  payment  thereof  demanded;  that,  al- 
though appellant,  at  the  time  of  such  presenta- 
tion and  demand,  had,  and  at  all  times  has 
had,  as  treasurer,  sufficient  funds  to  pay  the 
same,  applicable  to  such  payment,  appellant 
neglects  and  refuses  to  cause  the  same  to  be 
paid.  An  alternative  writ  issued  as  prayed  for. 
For  a  return,  appellant  admitted  all  of  the 
allegations  contained  in  the  affidavit  herein 
referred  to,  except  that  respondent's  warrants 
were  validated;  and  afi!irmatlyely  set  up  as 
a  reason  for  not  paying  said  warrants:  (1) 
That  his  predecessor  had  been  enjoined,  at 
the  suit  of  one  S.  T.  Pacliwood,  from  paying 
certain  warrants  issued  by  said  county, 
among  which  respondent's  warrants  were  in- 
cluded; (2)  that  the  warrants  were  Invalid 
at  the  time  of  their  issuance,  and  were  not 
validated  at  said  election,  for  the  reason  that 
the  dates  between  which  the  warrants  sought 
to  be  validated  Tvere  Issued  were  not  set  forth 
in  the  ballots  voted  at  said  election;  (3)  that 
said  warrants  were  not  validated  at  said  elec- 
tion, for  the  reason  that  the  resolution  of  the 
board  of  commissioners  providing  for  the  elec- 
tion required  that  the  polls  should  be  kept 
open  from  9  a.  m.  until  7  p.  m.,  while  the 
notice  of  election  as  published  provided  that 
the  polls  should  be  kept  open  from  9  a.  m. 
until  6  p.  m.  (appellant  admitted  in  his  re- 
tjum,  however,  that  the  polls  at  said  election 


were  actually  kept  open  until  7  p.  m.);  (4) 
that,  even  if  respondent  is  entitled  to  have 
said  warrants  paid|  he  is  entitled  only  to  tbe 
face  of  the  warrants,  and  not  to  interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  per  an- 
num from  tbe  several  dates  of  presentation 
until  paid.  The  court  below  sustained  re- 
spondent's demurrer  to  said  return,  and,  ap- 
pellant refusing  to  plead  further,  the  writ 
was  made  peremptory;  and  from  said  order 
and  Judgment  this  appeal  is  taken. 

Proceeding  to  examine  the  questions  in- 
volved, in  the  order  in  which  they  are  raised 
in  the  return,  we  will  first  consider  the  ef- 
fect of  the  order  enjoining  appellant's  prede- 
cessor from  paying  these  warrant&  It  is  in- 
corporated in  full  In  the  return,  and  appears 
to  have  been  granted  for  tbe  reason  that  the 
Indebtedness  for  which  the  warrants  were  is- 
sued had  been  attempted  to  be  incurred  at  a 
time  when  the  debt  of  the  county  had  reached 
the  VA  per  cent,  limit,  and  without  tbe  as- 
sent of  three-fifths  of  the  voters,  as  provided 
by  law.  But  we  tblnk  that  the  effect  of  the 
election  subsequently  held,  as  set  forth  In  tbe 
affidavit,  and  admitted  by  appellant,  rendered 
the  Injunction  Inoperative.  The  grounds  up- 
on and  reasons  for  which  it  issued  no  longer 
existed  after  said  warrants  were  validated, 
and  by  reason  of  the  changed  conditions  it  be- 
came ineffectual.  State  v.  Wheeling  &  B. 
Bridge  Co.,  18  How.  421;  Mowrer  v.  State, 
107  Ind.  530,  8  N.  E.  561. 

As  to  the  second  proposition  involved,  viz. 
that  the  warrants  were  not  validated  at  said 
election,  for  the  reason  that  the  dates  be- 
tween which  the  warrants  sought  to  be  vali- 
dated were  Issued  were  not  set  forth  in  the 
ballots  voted  at  said  election,  it  appears 
from  tbe  affidavit  already  referred  to,  upon 
which  the  writ  is  based,  that  both  the  reso- 
lutions of  the  board  of  commissioners  provid- 
ing for  the  election  and  the  election  notice 
specified  the  dates  between  which  the  sever- 
al Items  of  Indebtedness  were  attempted  to 
be  Incurred.  It  also  appears  that  there  was 
only  one  class  of  indebtedness  to  be  ratified, 
viz.  "current  expenses  of  the  county,"  be- 
tween said  specified  dates.  This,  we  think, 
constituted  a  compliance  with  the  require- 
ments of  section  2  of  the  act  of  March  9, 1893. 
under  which  the  election  was  held,  and  it  was 
not  necessary  that  the  ballots  should  con- 
tain the  dates  between  which  the  debt  was 
incurred.  It  is  the  resolution  and  notice  pro- 
vided for  by  the  act  which  furnish  the  in- 
formation to  the  voter,  and  we  think  the  form 
of  the  ballot  submitted  at  said  election  was 
legally  sufficient 

Third.  Does  the  Section  fall  because  tbe 
resolution  calling  the  election  specified  that 
the  hours  during  which  the  polls  should  be 
kept  opai  should  be  betwe^i  9  a.  m.  and 
7  p.  m.,  while  the  notice  of  election  as  pub- 
lished specified  from  9  a.  m.  to  6  p.  m.? 
We  think  not  This  question  received  the 
consideration  of  this  court  in  State  v.  Smith, 
4  Wash.  661,  30  Pac  1004,  in  which  it  was 
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said:  "In  all  such  cases,  there  must  appeaf 
some  Bubetantlal  reason  why  courts  should 
Interfere  to  overthrow  an  election,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  any  allegati<m  of  fraud,  to  the  ef- 
fect that,  had  there  been  a  larger  number  of 
TOtes  cast,  the  result  would  have  been  differ- 
ent." Upon  this  point,  the  present  case  is 
much  stronger  than  the  one  Just  referred  to, 
in  this:  that  here  It  is  conceded  that  the  polls 
were  actually  kept  open  until  7  o'clock,  as 
prescribed  by  the  resolution;  and  there  Is  no 
contention  that  the  resnlt  was  in  any  wise 
affected,  or  that  any  voter  was  misled  by  the 
discreiMncy  between  the  notice  and  the  res- 
olution. The  case  of  Seymour  v.  City  of 
Taeoma,  6  Wash.  427,  33  Pac.  1059,  presents 
a  question  very  similar  in  princiide  to  the  <xte 
tbat  Tve  are  now  ccmsiderin^.  In  that  case, 
tlie  ordinance  under  which  the  election  was 
held  required  the  clerk  to  publish  the  election 
notice  in  the  official  newspaper  of  the  city 
for  30  days  next  precedlne  such  election,  and 
to  post  the  same  for  the  like  period  at  all  of 
the  places  designated  as  voting  places.  It 
appeared  that  the  notices  were  posted  only 
26  days  next  preceding  the  day  of  election, 
and  the  court  said:  "Certain  rules  as  to 
notice  of  elections  have  become  well  settled, 
and  none  of  them  are  better  settled  than  that 
the  formalities  of  giving  notice,  although  pre- 
scribed by  statute,  are  directory  merely,  im- 
less  there  is  a  declaration  that  unless  the 
formalities  are  observed  the  election  shall  be 
void."  In  note  3,  i  197,  of  Dillon  on  Munic- 
ipal Corporations,  the  learned  author  says: 
"It  is  a  canon  of  election  law  that  an  election 
is  not  to  be  set  aside  for  a  mere  informality 
or  irregularity  which  cannot  be  said  in  any 
manner  to  have  affected  the  result  of  the 
election."  It  Is  very  clear,  in  this  case,  that 
the  mistake  of  the  clerk  in  the  preparation 
of  the  election  notice  did  not  operate  in  any 
way  to  prevent  a  free  and  fair  expression  of 
the  voters  of  Kittitas  county  upon  the  ques- 
tion submitted  at  said  election,  and  constitut- 
ed, at  the  most,  merely  an  irregularity  not 
affecting  the  result;   hence,  immaterial. 

Fourth.  Did  the  election  ratify  only  the 
principal  or  face  of  the  warrants,  and  not 
the  interest?  The  contention  of  the  respond- 
ent Is  that  the  ratification  in  this  case  should 
be  construed  the  same  as  the  court  would 
construe  ratification  by  any  principal  of  the 
unauthorized  act  of  his  agent.  "It  is,  there- 
fore, the  general  rule  that  one  may  ratify  the 
previous  unauthorized  doing  by  another,  in 
his  behalf,  of  any  act  which  be  might  then 
and  could  still  lawfully  do  himself."  Mech. 
Ag.  i  112.  The  indebtedness  submitted  for 
ratification  in  this  case  was  all  evidenced  by 
warrants  of  the  county  upon  its  general  fund. 
Such  warrants,  when  legally  issued,  bear  10 
per  cent,  interest  from  the  date  of  their  pres- 
entation for  payment  until  payment  is  made. 
Trust  Co.  V.  Gelbach,  8  Wash.  49T,  36  Pac. 
467.  We  think  the  legal  effect  of  the  vote 
validating  these  warrants  is  the  same  as  if 
precedent  authority  to  issue  them  had  been 


exprtely  OMOf  erred  'by  the  voters.  The  t3ght< 
of  the  holderof  a  warrant  legally  issued  to  in- 
terest (after  proper  presentment  and  indorse- 
ment made)  is  as  fixed  and  certain  in  law 
as  the  right  to  demand  payment  of  theprinci-- 
pal,  and  the  effect  of  the  ratification  extend-- 
ed  to  both  prlncix>al  and  interest,— it  went  to- 
the  whole  act  and  validated  the  entire  con- 
tract theretofore  unauthorized.  "The  ratifi- 
cation operates  upon  the  act  ratified  pre- 
cisely as  though  authority  to  do  the  act  had 
been  previously  given."  Cook  v.  Tunis,  18 
Wall.  332.  In  the  present  case,  the  voters 
of  Kittitas  county  knew  that  the  attempted 
indebtedness  submitted  for  their  ratification 
or  rejection  was  evidenced  by  warrants,  and 
that  these  warrants,  by  legal  implication, 
bore  Interest;  and,  in  contemplation  of  law, 
we  think  the  effect  of  their  vote  entitled  the 
respondent,  as  a  holder  of  some  of  the  war- 
rants thus  validated,  to  the  same  interest 
which  he  would  be  entitled  to  demand  and  re- 
ceive if  said  warrants  had  in  the  first  In- 
stance been  legally  issued,  and  does  not 
restrict  his  right  to  recrfve  interest  only  from 
the  date  of  ratification.  The  judgment  ap- 
pealed from  will  be  affirmed. 

HOYT,   C.  J.,  and  ANDERS    and  DUN- 
BAB,  JJ.,  concur. 


WEST  V.  CITY  OF  CHEHALIS  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  22, 1895.) 
Mm?icipii/  Corporations — Limit   of  Indebted- 
mess— How  Calculated— Valioatino 

Wakkakts. 
Under  Const,  art.  8,  {  6,  prohibiting  a  mu- 
nidtml  corporatioc  from  becoming  indebted  to 
an  amount  exceeding  5  per  cent  on  the  value 
of  its  taxable  property,  such  value  to  be  ascer- 
tained by  the  last  assessment,  and  also  prohib- 
iting it  from  becoming  indebted  in  an  amount 
exceeding  1^  per  cent  of  such  assessment 
without  the  assent  of  three-fifths  of  its  voters, 
where  a  citv,  without  an  election,  issued  war- 
rants which  did  not  increase  its  debt  above  5 
per  cent  on  the  amount  of  the  last  assessment 
and  an  dection  was  held  at  which  the  bonds 
were  validated,  the  fact  that  when  figured  on 
the  assessment  made  just  previous  to  the  elec- 
tion, the  warrants  would  make  the  "^ebt  exceed 
6  per  cent  thereof,  is  immaterial,  as  the  election 
related  back  to  the  time  the  warrants  were  i»- 
sued. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Lewis  county; 
W.  W.  Langhome,  Judge. 

Action  by  William  West  against  the  city 
of  Chehalis  and  others  to  restrain  the  issu- 
ing of  bonds  to  fund  dty  warrants.  Plain- 
tiff demurred  to  defendants'  answer,  and,  the 
demurrer  being  overruled.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  defendants,  and  plaintiff  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

W.  A.  Reynolds,  for  appellant  M.  Yoder, 
A.  E.  Buell,  and  Crowley,  Stillivan  &  Gross- 
cup,  for  respondents. 

GORDON,  J.  Appellant,  as  a  taxpayer  of 
the  city  of  Chehalis,  commenced  this  action> 

uigmzea  oy  -^^j  \^/ \^/^  i \^ 
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V>  the  tower  court  for  the  purpose  of  t«> 
•training  the  officers  of  said  city  from  Issuing 
lionds  to  fund  certain  warrants  theretofore 
Issued.  The  c<Hnplaint  shows  that  the  dty 
council.  Ml  August  20,  1894,  passed  an  or* 
dinance  proTldlng  for  an  election,  to  be  held 
on  October  2,  18&1,  at  which  electlMi  there 
was  submitted  to  the  roters  of  the  city  three 
propositions,— two  to  validate  certain  wap- 
lants,  and  the  third  to  issue  bonds  to  fund 
these  warrants,  if  validated;  that  at  the  said 
Section  all  the  propositions  submitted  car- 
ried, more  than  three-fifths  of  the  voters  vot- 
ing therefor.  The  complaint  further  alleges 
that  all  the  warrants  so  sought  to  be  validat- 
ed were  void,  for  the  sole  reason  that  the 
same  were  issued  when  the  valid  indebted- 
ness of  said  city  incurred  for  general  mu- 
nicipal purposes  equaled  1^  per  cent  of  the 
aESMsment  roll,  and  without  the  assent  of 
three-fiftlis  of  the  voters  of  said  city  voting 
at  an  election  held  for  that  purpose.  It  fur- 
ther alleges  that,  on  October  2,  1894,  the  date 
of  said  election,  the  assesment  roll  of  the  city 
was  $504,910,  and  the  valid  indebtedness  of 
the  city  was  110,500,  and  that  this  valid  in- 
debtedness, together  with  the  Indebtedness 
•ought  to  be  validated,  exceeded  the  consti- 
tutional limit  of  5  per  cent  The  respondents 
answered,  admitting  all  of  the  material  alle- 
gations In  the  complaint,  but  setting  up  that 
all  the  warrants  sought  to  be  validated  were 
Issued  between  June  13,  1892,  and  January 
23,  1893;  that  during  aald  period  the  assess- 
ment roll  of  said  city  was  5698,447,  and  that 
these  validated  warrants,  together  with  the 
valid  indebtedness  outstanding  during  that 
period,  did  not  exceed  5  per  cent,  of  the  as- 
sessment roll  In  force  at  that  time.  To  this 
answer  appellant  filed  a  general  demurrer, 
which  was  overruled,  and,  electing  to  stand 
thereon,  final  Judgment  was  entered  dismiss- 
ing his  complaint,  from  which  Judgment  he 
appeals.  Section  6,  art  8,  of  the  constitution 
of  Washington,  is  as  follows:  "No  county, 
city,  town,  school  district  or  other  municipal 
corporation  shall  for  any  purpose  become  In- 
debted in  any  manner  to  an  amount  exceed- 
ing one  and  one-half  per  centum  of  the  taxa- 
ble property  in  such  county,  city,  town, 
school  district  or  other  municipal  corpora- 
tion, without  the  assent  of  three-fifths  of  the 
voters  therein  voting  at  an  election  to  be  held 
for  that  purpose,  nor  in  cases  requiring  such 
assent  shall  the  total  indebtedness  at  any 
tittre  exceed  five  per  centum  on  the  value  of 
the  taxable  property  therein,  to  be  ascertain- 
ed by  the  last  assessment  for  state  and  coun- 
ty purposes  previous  to  the  incurring  of  such 
Indebtedness,  except  that  in  incorporated 
cities  the  assessment  shall  be  taken  from  the 
last  assessment  for  city  purposes;  provided, 
that  no  part  of  the  indebtedness  allowed  In 
this  section  shall  be  Incurred  for  any  pur- 
pose other  than  strictly  county,  city,  town, 
school  district  or  other  municipal  purposes; 
provided  further,  that  any  city  or  town  with 
such  assent  may  be  allowed  to  become  in- 


debted to  a  larger  amount,  but  not  exceeding 
five  per  centum  additional,  for  supplying  such 
city  or  town  with  water,  artificial  light  and 
sewers  when  the  worlis  for  supplying  such 
water,  light  and  sewers  shall  be  owned  and 
controlled  by  the  municipality."  At  the  time 
of  their  issuance,  the  warrants  which  were 
sought  to  be  validated  at  this  election,  to- 
gether with  the  valid  outstanding  Indebted- 
ness of  said  city,  did  not  exceed  5  per  cent 
of  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  in  said 
city,  as  ascertained  by  the  last  assessment 
for  state  and  county  purposes  previous  to  the 
issuing  of  said  warrants  so  sought  to  be  val- 
idated. But  It  appears  that,  at  the  date  of 
said  election,  the  amount  of  said  warrants, 
added  to  the  valid  outstanding  Indebtedness 
of  said  city,  exceeded,  in  the  aggregate,  6 
per  cent  of  the  value  of  the  taxable  property 
of  said  city,  as  ascertained  by  the  last  as- 
sessment previous  to  said  election.  It  is  con- 
ceded that,  if  the  election  is  to  be  considered 
as  relating  baclx  and  giving  force  to  the  war- 
rants as  of  the  dates  they  were  Issued,  so 
that  the  debt  can  be  said  to  have  been  in- 
curred at  such  dates,  then  the  demurrer 
was  properly  overruled,  and  the  Judgment 
must  be  afilrmed.  The  act  of  February  6, 
1893  (Laws  1893,  p.  10),  under  authority  of 
which  the  election  In  this  case  was  held,  is 
a  substantial  re-enactment  of  the  act  of 
March  7,  1891  (Laws  1891,  p.  267);  and  thU 
court  held,  in  Baker  v.  City  of  Seattle,  2 
Wash.  57C,  27  Pac.  462,  that  the  act  of  iSOl 
was  not  obnoxious  to  the  provisions  of  sec- 
tion 6,  art.  8,  of  the  constitution,  and  that 
the  assent  of  the  voters  might  be  given  to  the 
creation  of  indebtedness  after,  as  well  as  be- 
fore, the  attempted  creation  thereof.  Ui>on 
the  undisputed  facts  here.  It  is  clear  that  it 
would  have  been  competent  and  legal  for  the 
voters  of  the  city  to  have  given  their  consent 
to  the  incurring  of  the  indebtedness  for 
which  these  warrants  were  issued,  provided 
such  assent  had  preceded  the  incurring  of  the 
debt  In  other  words,  the  city  authorities, 
with  the  assent  of  the  voters,  would  have 
had  a  lawful  right  to  issue  these  warrants, 
and  In  that  event  the  warrants  would  have 
been  absolutely  legal  and  valid.  Now,  It 
seems  to  be  well-settled  law  that  subsequent 
assent  is  equivalent  to  precedent  authority, 
and  "operates  upon  the  contract  in  the  same 
manner  as  though  the  authority  to  make  the 
contract  had  existed  originally."  Zottman 
V.  San  Francisco,  20  Cal.  97;  Mochem,  Ag. 
$  112;  Cook  V.  TulIIs,  18  Wall.  332;  Engine 
Co.  V.  Davis,  9  Wash.  600,  38  Pac.  154.  This 
proposition  has  been  recently  reaffirmed  by  this 
couit  in  Williams  v.  Shoudy,  41  Pac.  169  (de- 
cided July  20,  1895);  and  the  proposition  last 
discussed  in  that  case  is  so  analogous  to  the 
sole  question  here  presented  that  we  deem 
it  unnecessary  to  extend  this  opinion  further. 
We  conclude  that  the  warrants  In  question, 
as  to  both  principal  and  interest,  were  va- 
lidated as  a  result  of  the  election  held  in 
the  city  of  Chehalia  on  October  2,  1*4^,  and 
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flie  Judgment  of  tte  superior  eoort  must  b* 
tfflnDed. 

HOXT.  O.  3»  and  ANDBRB  and  DUNBAB, 
n.,  concur. 


HA.UOH  ot  nx.  ▼,  CITY  OP  TAOOMA, 
(Supreme  Court  of  WashingtOB.   July  3S,  188S.) 

APPB4L— BniET. 

A  brief  merely  aettinK  out  propositiouR  of 
law,  with  authorities  in  support  without  show- 
ing their  applicability  to  the  errors  aBsigned, 
^1  be  stricken  out  as  in  riolatlon  of  Laws 
1893,  p.  127,  and  rule  12  (26  Pac.  tI.),  requiring 
Mefa  to  dearly  pctot  out  eiron  relied  on  for 
rereraal.  Hoyt,  O.  J.,  and  Dunbar,  J.,  dissent- 
ing. 

Appeal  from  superior  coort.  Pierce  coun- 
ty; John  C.  StaUcop.  Judge. 

Action  by  Thomas  Haugh  and  wife  against 
the  city  of  Tacoma.  There  was  a  Judgment 
for  plalntifFs,  and  defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

James  Wlckersham  and  Stacy  W.  Glbbs, 
for  appelant.  M.  L.  Clifford  and  B.  F.  Lafr 
foon,  for  respondents. 

OOBDON,  J.  Respondents  in  this  case 
bare  moved  the  court  to  dismiss  the  appeal 
and  affirm  the  Judgment  below  for  various 
reasons,  only  one  of  which  we  shall  notice. 
It  is  that  the  brief  of  appellant  does  not 
comply  Mith  the  laws  of  this  state,  oc  wltli 
the  rules  of  this  court,  in  that  it  does  not 
point  oat  the  errors  relied  upon  by  the  ap- 
pellant for  a  reversal,  nor  does  It  show  that 
any  error  was  committed  by  the  trial  court, 
nor  that  any  of  the  matters  discussed  In 
the  brief  were  ever  presented  to  the  trial 
court  toe  ruling  or  decision.'  The  act  of  1893 
requires  that  the  brief  of  appellant  "shall 
clearly  point  out  each  error  that  the  appel- 
lant relies  on  for  a  reversal,  and  shall  con- 
form to  such  regulations  of  its  contents  in 
other  respects  *  *  *  as  the  supreme  court 
by  its  rules  may  have  prescribed."  Laws 
1893,  p.  127.  Bule  12  of  this  court,  in  force 
at  the  time  this  appeal  was  taken,  provid- 
ed: "No  alleged  error  or  mistake  of  the 
superior  court  will  be  considered  by  the  su- 
preme court,  unless  the  same  shall  be  clear- 
ly pointed  out  in  the  appellant's  brief."  28 
Pac.  vi.  The  learned  counsel  for  the  appe- 
lant has  cited  many  authorities  in  his  brief, 
supporting  propositions  of  law,  which  seem 
to  be  well  grounded,  but  the  brief  fails  to 
show  wherein  these  authorities  are  appli- 
cable. So  far  as  appears  from  his  brief, 
none  of  the  propositions  of  law  to  which 
anthcwities  are  cited  are  involved  In  this  liti- 
gation, or  were  ruled  on  below,  and  the 
brief  does  not  render  any  assistance  to  the 
court  in  determlulng  what  points  are  here 
for  review.  No  errors  are  assigned  In  the 
brief,  and  it  cannot  be  determined  there- 
from that  any  of  the  matters  therein  dis- 
cussed were  ever  brought  to  the  considera- 


tion of  the  trial  Court  We  think  that  In 
the  preparation  of  the  brief  counsel  has 
wholly  disregarded  the  plain  provisions  of 
the  statute^  and  tl>«  rules  of  this  court  As 
is  said  la  RaUroad  Co.  v.  Moffltt,  75  III. 
524,  ^'counsel  operate  a  drag  net,  but  ask 
the  court  to  do  the  sorting;"  and  in  Rail- 
way Co.  v.  Van  Vleck,  40  111.  App.  387,  "We 
decline  to  enter  upon  the  consideration  of  al- 
leged errors  thus  bundled  upon  us."  In 
Brown  v.  Toltes,  7  CaL  398,  the  court  say: 
'If  a  party  complains  of  error,  and  seeks  a 
reversal,  it  is  due  to  us  that  he  should  show 
wherein  the  error  consists.  We  cannot  be 
expected  to  act  in  the  double  capacity  of 
counsel  and  Judges.  •  *  •  and  we  cannot 
•  •  •  be  expected  to  wade  through  the 
record  to  find  argument  or  invent  pretexts 
for  reversing  the  cause."  We  do  not  think 
that  the  brief  in  this  case  could  be  enter- 
tained under  any  system  ot  practice  gov- 
erning appellate  tribunals.  We  know  of 
no  practice  which  would  sanction  It.  It  is 
a  general  and  well-settled  proposition  that 
'Assignments  of  error  which  are  so  vague  and 
Indefinite  as  not  to  Indicate  the  rulings  com- 
plained of  will  be  disregarded."  Gregory  v. 
Kaar  (Neb.)  54  N.  W.  859:  Lucas  v.  Brooks. 
18  Wall.  436;  Iieatherwood  v.  Suggs  (Ala.) 
11  South.  415;  Cobb  v.  Taylor  (Ind.  Sup.) 
32  N.  £.  822;  Robinson  v.  Moore  (Tex.  Civ. 
App.)  20  S.  W.  994;  Association  v.  Oxley 
(Iowa)  68  N.  W.  1075;  Town  of  Waukon  v. 
Strouse  (Iowa)  38  N.  W.  408;  Land  Co.  v. 
Boyd  (Tex.  Civ.  App.)  22  S.  W.  240.  Not- 
withstanding he  had  ample  notice  of  this 
motion,  the  learned  counsel  for  appellant 
has  made  no  application  for  leave  to  file  a 
new  brief,  upon  terms  or  otherwise,  and  the 
brief  filed  herein  must  be  stricken,  and  the 
Judgment  below  affirmed.  We  feel  con- 
strained to  add  that  if  no  application  there- 
for had  been  made  by  the  respondents,  the 
court  would,  upon  its  own  motion,  have 
stricken  the  brief  and  reached  the  same  re- 
sult   The  respMidents  will  recover  costs. 

ANDERS  and  SCOTT,  JX,  concur. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  DUNBAR,  J.,  dissent 


NEKLEY  V.  DEMOCRATIC  PUB.  CO.  et  al. 

fSunreme  Court  of  WasbioKton.    July  25,  1895.) 
Exceptions  to  Fixdinos. 
An  exception  to  the  findings  of  the  trial 
court  as  a  whole  is  insufficient  if  any  of  the  find- 
ings are  correct 

Appeal  from  superior  coturt,  Skagit  county; 
Henry  McBride,  Judge. 

Action  by  T.  B.  Neeley  against  the  Demo- 
cratic Publishing  Company  and  others. 
There  was  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant appeUs.    Afflnned. 

George  M.  Sinclair  and  J.  J.  Gallagher,  for 
appellant  Frank  Quinby,  for  respondent 
Democratic    Publishing    Company.     B.    B<> 
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Fowle,    for '  respondent   Smith.    MlUion   & 
Houser,  tor  respondent  Pollock. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  actl<m  web  tried  by 
^he  court  without  a  Jury.  Findings  of  fact 
vera  made,  and  tbe  only  exception  taken 
thereto  wa«  at  the  conclusion  of  the  findings 
and  the  decree,  and  was  general  in  form  to 
:he  whole.  Some  of  the  findings  wem  un- 
questionably correct;  and,  there  b^ng  no 
sufficient  exception,  tbe  matters  sought  to  be 
raised  upon  this  appeal  cannot  be  considered, 
and  the  Judgment  is  affirmed. 


DILLON  T.  WHATCOM  COUNTT. 
^Supreme  Court  of  WaBhington.    July  25,  1895.) 
CooKTi   Officers  —  Extra   Compkssation— Em- 

PLOTMBST  OF  DePUTIKS. 

Gen.  St.  i  2973,  provides  that,  in  all 
cases  where  the  iuties  of  any  otScer  are  great- 
er than  can  be  performed  by  him,  he  may  em- 
ploy, "with  the  oonsent  of  the  county  commis- 
sioners," the  necessary  help,  who  shall  receive 
a  just  compensation.  Section  3003  provides 
that,  where  tbe  salary  of  any  officer  is  inade- 
quate for  the  services  required,  the  board  "may 
?llow"  such  officer  a  deputy  or  such  number  of 
ueputies  as  "in  their  judgment"  may  be  requir- 
ed, iidd,  that  the  power  to  allow  an  officer  a 
deputy  is  solely  discretionary  with  the  board  of 
oommissioners.  and,  on  their  refusal  to  allow  a 
deputy,  the  officer  cannot  employ  one  himself, 
and  recover  from  the  county  a  reasonable  com- 
pensation paid  for  his  services,  though  the  offi- 
iXT  cannot  personally  perform  all  the  duties  of 
his  office. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Whatc«m  coun- 
ty; Jesse  A.  Frye,  Judge. 

Action  by  Asahel  Dillon  against  Whatcom 
county  and  others.  From  a  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  the  county  appeals.    IteTersed. 

O.  y.  Alexander  and  J.  R.  Crites,  for  appel- 
lant Bruce,  Brown  &  Cleveland  and  Kerr  & 
McCord,  for  respondent. 

DUNBAR,  J.  Respondent  brought  this  ac- 
tion against  appellant,  the  county  of  What- 
com, to  recover  the  sum  of  $300,  alleged  to 
have  been  paid  out  by  him  for  clerk  hire  and 
salary  of  deputy  in  his  office  as  county  audi- 
■xtt  for  the  month  of  April,  1895.  He  Eilleges 
jn  his  complaint  that  he  was  compelled  to  re- 
tain in  'lis  office  three  clerks,  Dillon,  Bate- 
man,  and  Custer,  and  the  deputy,  Brand,  In 
order  to  dispatch  the  duties  of  his  said  office 
(urlng  said  month;  that  the  county  commis- 
AJoners  of  defendant  county  had  attempted  to 
discharge  all  the  clerks  in  his  office  after 
April  1,  1895,  and  had  reduced  the  salary  of 
bis  deputy  to  $5  per  month;  that  he  made 
an  agreement  with  his  said  deputy  and  clerks 
to  the  effect  that  If  the  county  refused  to  audit 
and  allow  their  salaries  he  would  pay  them 
himself;  that  the  county  did  refuse  to  pay 
said  claims  when  {absented  to  it,  and  that  he 
thereupon.  In  compliance  with  his  agreement, 
paid  his  deputy  and  clerks,  and  took  an  as- 
signment of  their  said  claims;  that  J.  J.  Bell, 
sheriff  of  Whatcom  county,  had  been  com- 


peUed,  in  wder  to  discharge  the  duties  of  bis 
office,  to  retain  in  his  employ  as  his  deputy 
one  W.  I.  Brisbin,  and  bad  made  an  agree- 
ment with  him  similar  to  the  one  made  by  the 
auditor  with  bis  employ^,  and  that  said 
claim  of  Brlsbln  and  the  sheriff  had  been  as- 
signed to  the  plaintiff.  The  said  claims  were 
duly  presented  to  the  county  commissioners, 
who  refused  to  audit  and  allow  the  same, 
ttrhereupon  an  action  for  their  recovery  was 
Commenced.  Defendants  interposed  a  demur- 
rer to  plalntifTs  complaint,  wlilch  was  over- 
ruled. Appellant  thereupon  answered,  deny- 
ing all  the  allegations  of  plalntifTs  complaint, 
except  paragraph  1,  which  was  the  allegation 
of  the  official  standing  of  the  plaintiff  and 
of  tbe  defendants,  and  set  up  affirmatively 
the  order  made  by  the  county  commissioners 
wherein  It  was  determined  by  the  commis- 
sioners that  the  clerks  hired  by  respondent 
were  not  needed  in  the  auditor's  office,  nor 
ihe  one  hired  by  tbe  sheriff  in  his  said  office, 
and  they  refused  their  consent  to  the  em- 
ployment of  any  clerks  in  said  offices  after 
the  Ist  day  of  April,  1895;  said  order  being 
also  based  upon  the  additional  ground  that 
the  defendant  county  had  reached  its  limit  of 
Indebtedness'  under  the  constitution,  and  had 
no  power  to  contract  further  indebtedness, 
particularly  for  tbe  blre  of  said  clerks.  Other 
affirmative  defenses  were  pleaded,  but,  as  we 
view  the  case,  their  discussion  will  not  be 
involved  in  this  opinion.  A  trial  was  had  by 
a  Jury,  and  Judgment  rendered,  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff,  for  the  amount  demanded. 

The  first  proposition  discussed  by  the  appel- 
lant would  go  to  the  merit  of  the  demurrer 
to  the  complaint,  and  it  is  Insisted  that  the 
rule  is  well  settled  that  where  &  public  offi- 
cer claims  a  coifipensatlon  for  official  serv- 
ices he  must  show  either  a  statute  authoriz- 
ing such  compensation,  or  a  contract  with 
some  one  who  has  autbority  to  bind  the  coun- 
ty, from  which  compensation  is  claimed;  that, 
if  he  cannot  show  a  contract  with  some  one 
authorized  to  bind  the  county,  then  he  must 
show— First,  a  statute  authorizing  him  to  re- 
ceive such  compensation  for  such  services, 
and  fixing  the  amount  thereof;  and,  second,  a 
statute  authorizing  the  county  commissioners 
to  pay  for  such  services  out  of  the  county 
treasury.  This  contention  seems  to  be  direct- 
ly sustained  in  State  v.  Roach  (Ind.  Sup.)  34 
N.  E.  106.  This  was  a  suit  Instituted  to  com- 
pel the  auditor  of  a  county  to  draw  his  war- 
rant on  the  county  treasurer  for  certain  mon- 
eys alleged  in  the  complaint  to  be  due  the 
appellant  as  surveyor  of  said  county.  The 
complaint  set  up  the  necessity  tac  the  'work 
done  by  his  deputies  and  tbe  necessity  for 
their  employment;  and  while  tbe  court  held 
in  that  case  that,  under  the  statutes,  he  was 
compelled  to  do  the  work  himself  for  the 
compensation  provided,  it  announced  the  rule 
formulated  above  as  having  been  the  rule 
uniformly  adopted  by  that  court,  and  closed 
with  tbe  statement  that  "It  is  believed  to  be 
the  universal  rul^  Utfftki  w'^®  ^^  ^^  ^^ 
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no  compensation  for  depntles,  tbey  must  be 
paid  by  the  officer  who  employs  them,  and 
not  out  of  the  public  treasury."  In  Severin 
T.  Board  (Ind.  Sup.)  4  N.  E.  680,  the  same 
rule  Is  Bubetantially  announced,  and  tiie  court, 
in  closing  the  opinion,  says:  "The  auditor 
'lad  no  right  to  proceed,  granting  the  sound- 
ness of  Ills  own  theory,  without  consultation 
with  the  oxamissioners.  It  was  not  for  him 
to  decide  for  himself  that  the  work  ought  to 
'iiare  been  done  by  hts  predecessor,  and  that 
the  county  must  pay  him  for  doing  It.  The 
itiunty  auditor's  power  is  hardly  so  autocratic 
t.a  to  permit  him  to  make  and  enforce  such  a 
(lecislon."  In  the  case  of  Board  v.  Harman, 
101  Ind.  551,  the  court  again  announced  the 
role  that  an  officer  could  not  successfully 
claim  compensation  for  services  unless  there 
was  a  statute  providing  that  he  should  re- 
ceive remuneration.  To  the  same  effect  is 
Bynnm  v.  Board,  100  Ind.  90.  Mechem  on 
Public  Officers,  in  section  855,  declares  the 
doctrine  to  be  that  the  relation  between  an 
■ifficer  and  the  public  is  not  the  creature  of 
contract,  nor  is  the  office  itself  a  contract,  so 
that  the  right  to  compensation  is  not  the  crea- 
ture of  contract ;  that  it  exists,  if  it  exists  at 
all,  as  the  creation  of  law,  and,  when  It  i^o 
exists,  it  belongs  to  the  officer,  "not  by  force 
of  any  contract,  but  because  the  law  attaches 
it  to  the  office";  and  that  the  most  that  can 
be  said  is  that  there  is  a  ctmtract  to  pay  him 
sncb  conapensation  as  from  time  to  time  may 
lie  by  law  attached  to  the  office.  And  as  a 
deduction  from  this  it  is  asserted  by  the  au- 
-hor  that  "imless,  therefore,  compensation  Is 
by  law  attached  to  the  office,  none  can  be  re- 
covered"; that  "a  i)er8on  who  accepts  an  of- 
fice to  which  no  compensation  is  attached  Is 
presumed  to  undertake  to  serve  gratultous- 
;y,"  and  that  "he  cannot  *-ecover  anything  up- 
on the  ground  of  an  implied  contract  to  pay 
what  the  service  is  worth,"— making  dlstlnc- 
jon  between  the  compensation  of  an  officei 
»nd  of  a  person  other  than  an  officer  who  un« 
lertakes  to  render  services  for  a  municipal 
corporation  as  Its  private  agent,  in  which 
case  he  can  recover  the  reasonable  value  of 
the  services.  But,  whether  or  not  the  demur- 
rer should  have  been  sustained,  we  are  satis- 
fied that  upon  the  complaint  and  answer  no 
judgment  should  have  been  granted  to  the 
plaintiff,  for  it  appears  from  the  answer  that 
the  county  commissioners  had  exercised  their 
discretion,  and  had  decided  that  the  services 
Of  these  employes  were  not  necessary. 

Before  proceeding  further  with  this  argu- 
ment. It  would  be  well,  perhaps,  to  revert 
to  the  law  governing  this  discretion,  and 
see  wherein  it  is  lodged.  Section  2973  of 
the  General  Statutes,  after  providing  for  the 
election  of  county  officers  and  establishing 
their  salaries,  provides,  further,  that,  "in 
all  cases  where  the  duties  of  any  office  are 
greater  than  can  be  performed  by  the  per- 
son elected  to  ffil  the  same,  said  officer  may 
employ,  with  the  consent  of  the  county  com- 
missioners, the  necessary;  help,  who  shall  re- 


ceive a  Just  and  reasonable  pay  for  serv- 
ices"; further  providing  that  "the  officer  ap- 
pointing such  deputies  or  clerks  shall  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  acts  of  such  appointees  up- 
on Ills  official  bond."  It  is  contended  by 
the  respondent  that  this  section  vests  the 
discretion  In  the  officer  to  appoint,  and  that 
in  fact  it  becomes  his  duty  to  appoint,  the 
permissive  language  of  the  act  under  the 
circumstances  to  be  construed  as  manda- 
a>ry.  Were  there  no  other  section  of  the 
'.aw  governing  appointments  of  deputies  and 
hiring  of  other  help,  there  might  be  some 
plausibility  In  this  contention;  but  section 
3003  seems  to  vest  the  discretion  in,  and 
throw  the  burden  of  determining  the  neces- 
sity of  such  appointments  entirely  upon,  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  for  it  pro- 
vides that  "In  case  the  salaries  herein  pro- 
vided for  are,  in  the  judgment  of  the  board 
of  county  commissioners,  Inadequate  for  the 
services  required  of  the  officers  named  here- 
in, then  the  said  board  of  county  commis- 
sioners may  allow  such  officer  a  deputy,  or 
such  number  of  deputies  as,  in  their  Judg- 
ment, may  be  required  to  do  the  business  of 
such  office  in  connection  with  the  principal, 
for  such  time  as  may  be  necessary,  and  at 
such  salary  as  they  may  designate."  It  is 
contended  by  the  respondent  that  these  two 
sections  should  be  construed  In  pari  mate- 
ria; but,  even  construing  them  thus,  it 
would  seem  that  the  statute  went  no  further 
than  to  allow  the  officer  to  name  the  em- 
ploye, when  it  had  been  determined  by  the 
board  of  commissioners  that  such  employ- 
ment was  necessary.  Inasmuch  as  the  offi- 
cer Is  responsible  on  his  bond  for  the  delin- 
quencies of  the  appointee,  this  Is  no  more 
than  a  fair  provision  of  the  law.  But  we 
think  that  it  cannot  go  beyond  this.  The 
whole  question  of  employment  outside  of 
the  person  of  the  employ^  seems  to  -oe  sub- 
mitted to  the  judgment  of  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  by  language  which  Is 
inconsistent  with  any  other  tbougbt  than 
tbat  of  direction  by  the  commissioners.  In 
the  first  place,  it  provides  that  If  the  salary, 
"in  the  judgment  of  the  board,"  Is  Inade- 
quate; and  as  indicating  the  vesting  of  dis- 
cretion no  stronger  words  could  be  used. 
Again,  "the  said  board  of  county  commis- 
sioners may  allow  such  officer  a  deputy." 
The  word  "allow"  naturally  conveys  the 
Idea  of  permission  upon  the  part  of  the  coun- 
ty commissioners;  not  of  consultation  or 
agreement  or  a  division  of  responsibility,  but 
purely  a  permission.  Agaln^  the  law  pro- 
Tides  further  that  as  to  the  number  of  these 
deputies  the  judgment  of  the  board  of  coun- 
ty commissioners  is  to  be  exercised,  and  it 
specially  provides  that  the  salary  of  such 
help  shall  be  such  a  salary  as  the  board  may 
designate.  It  would  seem  that  absolute  dis- 
cretion could  not  be  vested  in  a  tribunal  if 
it  has  not  been  vested  in  the  board  of  coun- 
ty commissioners  by  this  section,  so  far  as 
the  hiring  of  extra  help  for  county  officers  l8> 
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concerned;  utd.  ontalda  of  the  construction 
which  we  would  be  compelled  to  place  nxwn 
It  from  the  language  of  the  law  Itself,  the 
authorities,  It  seems  to  ns,  are  uniform  on 
this  proposition.  Before  proceeding  to  their 
Jnveetlgatlon,  In  view  of  some  authorities 
which  hare  been  cited  by  the  respondent.  It 
Is  well  to  notice  this  distinction,  which  we 
thlntc  is  frequently  lost  sight  of  In  the  dis- 
cussion of  such  cases,  viz.  that  the  courts 
will  Interfere  to  compel  Inferior  tribunals  to 
act  or  to  exercise  their  discretion  In  proper 
cases,  when  such  tribunals  claim  that  under 
the  law  they  hare  no  right  to  act,  the  ques- 
tion of  whether  or  not  they  have  a  right 
to  act  being  a  legal  question  which  the 
courts  will  solve  for  the  tribunals;  but  this 
must  be  distinguished  from  a  case  where 
the  legislature  has  emx>owered  the  tribunal 
with  discretion,  and  such  tribunal  has  exer- 
cised that  discretion.  In  such  a  case  the 
courts  have  no  right  to  substitute  their 
judgment  for  the  judgment  of  the  tiibanal 
In  which  the  discretion  has  been  vested; 
and  we  think  an  Investigation  of  the  au- 
thorities will  show  ttiat  in  all  weH-consld- 
ered  cases  this  distinction  has  been  steadily 
kept  in  view.  In  this  case,  this  discretion 
having  been  vested  by  the  legislature  In  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  and  the 
question  as  to  the  necessity  of  this  extra 
help  having  been  submitted  especially  to 
their  judgment,  and,  as  shown  by  the  an- 
swer, they  having  exercised  their  judgment 
and  arrived  at  a  conclusion,  such  a  conclu- 
sion is  final,  and  not  subject  to  review  by 
the  couitB.  As  was  said  by  the  court  in 
Board  V.  Barnes  (Ind.  Sup.)  24  N.  E.  137, 
"the  source  of  their  power  Is  the  statute, 
and  the  standard  by  which  It  Is  to  be  meas- 
ured Is  that  supplied  by  the  legislative 
enactments."  Measured  by  this  standard, 
it  Is  the  duty  of  the  commissioners  to  em- 
ploy extra  help  for  these  officers  when.  In 
their  judgment.  It  becomes  necessary  so  to 
do. 

The  Revised  Statutes  of  Indiana  provide 
that  when.  In  the  opinion  of  the  county  com- 
missioners, the  public  convenience  shall  re- 
quire a  bridge  over  any  water  course,  they 
shall  cause  the  same  to  be  erected;  and 
place  the  time  and  manner  of  constructing 
such  bridges  In  the  discretion  of  the  board. 
In  State  v.  Board  and.  Sup.)  25  N.  E.  286,  It 
was  held  that  the  statute  conferred  such  dis- 
cretion on  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers that  it  was  not  within  the  power  of  the 
court  to  control  the  same.  In  State  v.  Board 
of  Com'rs  (Ind.  Sup.)  21  N.  E.  1097,  It  was 
held  that  the  question  whether  to  rebuild  a 
bridge  or  to  devise  some  other  means  of 
crossing  a  stream  Is  within  the  discretion  of 
the  board,  under  a  section  of  the  statute 
which  provides  that  the  board  shall  repair 
or  build  bridges  over  any  water  course  when- 
ever, In  their  opinion,  the  public  convenience 
demands  It;  and  the  court,  In  commenting 
on  the  case,  says:   "How  can  It  be  said  that 


the  eoimty  commlssifxiem  may  only  cause  a 
bridge  to  be  repaired  In  case,  in  their  opinion, 
the  public  convenience  requires  it,  if  it  is  with- 
in the  province  of  the  courts  to  compel  them 
by  mandate  to  repair,  even  thoagb  in  their 
opinion  the  public  convMii^ice  does  not  re- 
quire it?   *    *    *   There  is  no  proposition 
more  firmly  settled  than  that,  where  official 
action  depends  upon  the  exMdse  of  the  judg- 
ment and  discretion  of  the  officer,  courts  can- 
not Interfere  to  dictate  bow  the  officer  shall 
act,  or  what  judgment  he  shall  give."    In 
Board  T.  Davis  (Ind.  Sup.)  26  N.  E.  141,  un- 
der an  act  which  fixed  the  salaries  of  the 
judges  of  the  circuit  and  superior  courts, 
providing  that  in  certain  circuits,  on  cer- 
tain   representations,    the    salary    of    the 
judge  should  be  increased  in  a  sum  specified, 
such  board  should  consider  such  petition  and 
hear  evidence  thereon,  and  that  "such  board 
'may'  allow  a  certain  sum  as  an  increase  of 
salary  of  such  judge,  and  that  any  such  al- 
lowance,  and  the  proceedings   in   relation 
thereto,  if  in  compliance  with  the  act,  shall 
be  final  and  conclusive^"  it  was  held  that 
the  power  of   the  board  to   increase  such 
salary    was   discretionary,    and   an   appeal 
would  not  lie  from  its  action.   It  is  true  that 
the  language  used  there,  "that  such   pro- 
ceedings   •    •    *    shall  be  final  and  concln- 
sive,"  does  not  appear  in  our  statute;  but 
the  language  of  our  statute,  it  seems  to  as, 
renders  the  action  as  final  and  conclusive  aa 
though  the  specific  words  were  used.    In 
City  of  Richmond  v.  Davis  (Ind.  Sup.)  3  N. 
E.  130,  it  was  held  that  a  taxpayer  could 
maintain  an  injunction  to  restrain  the  cor- 
porate officers  from  making  an  Investment 
that  would  surely  result  in  the  loss  of  the 
money  invested,  but  that  an  injunction  could 
not  lie  to  restrain  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tionary powers.    The  rule  is  thus  laid  down 
by  Mechem,  Pub.   Off.  |  968:   "The  same 
principles  apply  to  c^cial  boards  and  bodies 
as  to  individual  officers, — the  performance  of 
clear  and  definite  duties  of  a  ministerial 
nature  will  be  compelled,  but  discretion  will 
not  be  Interfered  with,  nor  will  doubtful  or 
uncertain  duties  be  required."    In  discussing 
the  question  of  vihea  the  writ  of  mandamus 
would    issue    the    author    says:    But    the 
writ  will  not  be  granted  to  control  the  law- 
ful Judgment  or  discretion  of  such  boards 
or  bodies  In  fixing  the  compensation  of  offi- 
cers, In  passing  upon  claims  against  the  po- 
litical bodies  which  they  represent,  in  pass- 
ing upon  the  sufficiency  of  bonds,  or  in  let- 
ting contracts."    The  supreme  court  of  Mlchl> 
gan,  in  the  case  of  Clcotte  v.  County   of 
Wayne,  59  Mich.  509,  26  N.  W.  686,  in  an 
opinion  rendered  by  Judge  Campbell  in  con- 
struing an  article  in  the  consUtution  sub 
stantially  like  our  statute  In  regard  to  the 
discretion  of  the  board  of  supervisors  and 
the  board  of  auditors,  held  that,  where  the 
said  board  had  exercised  their  discretion, 
such  discretion  was  conclusiva    In  the  case 
of  Jacobs  V.  Board  (CaL)  34  Pac.  630,  Um 
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cnpreme  coart  of  Oalifomla  decided  tbat 
the  proTlaloD  of  the  coootitutlaa  provld' 
ing  that  water  rates  shonld  be  fixed  an- 
noaily  by  the  board  of  superrlBon  or  other 
governing  body  of  said  city  and  Oonnty,  by 
ordinance  or  otherwise,  In  the  manaw  that 
other  ordinances  or  legisliitiTe  acta  or  reso- 
lutions are  passed  by  said  body,  "grants  to 
the  board  of  BuperTiac«a  <rf  the  city  and 
connty  of  San  Francisco  the  sole  power  to 
fix  the  water  rates  In  such  city  and  connty"; 
and  aa  the  fixing  of  water  rates  requires  the- 
exercise  of  discretion  and  Judgment,  and  as 
the  board  has  exMctsed  Its  discretion,  it  can- 
not be  compelled  to  cliange  Its  judgmeatt  or 
to  take  further  action.  In  the  case  of  Hovey 
▼.  Mayo,  43  Me.  322,  it  was  held  that  a  cor- 
poratiwt  having  power  to  deternkine  what 
repalTB  should  be  made  in  its  roads  and 
streets  may,  through  Its  officers,  acting  with- 
in the  scope  of  th^  authority,  exercise  its 
own  Judgment,  which  cannot  b«  set  aside 
by  a  Jury  In  a  suit  at  law;  and  in  Daaielly 
T.  Cabaniss,  52  Ga.  211,  tbat  "when  a  town 
conncil  is  authorized  by  law  to  do  a  par- 
ticular act  at  its  discretion,  the  courts  will 
not  control  tliis  discretion,  and  inquire  Into 
the  propriety,  economy,  and  general  wisdom 
of  the  undertaking."  And  so  in  this  case; 
while  it  might  appear  to  the  court,  as  a  mat- 
ter of  public  policy,  that  great  evil  and  In- 
convenience would  result  from  an  injudicious 
or  mean  policy  on  the  part  of  the  county 
commissioners,  yet  the  discretion  having 
been  vested  in  them,  and  the  business  inter- 
ests of  the  county,  which  also  involve  person- 
al interests,  having  been  submitted  to  them, 
by  a  vote  of  the  people  constituting  them 
their  agents  to  do  tlvis  business  for  tbem,  re- 
posing confidence  in  their  judgment  and  in- 
tegrity, the  people  must  abide  by  their  own 
action  in  selecting  these  agents,  and  th<» 
courts  are  powerless  to  relieve  them  from 
the  results  of  their  own  bad  Judgment  in 
such  selections. 

It  is  contended  by  the  respondent  that, 
these  statutes  being  enacted  tor  the  benefit 
of  the  public,  in  which  third  parties  have  an 
interest  and  the  rights  of  individuals  are  in- 
volved, the  legislature,  to  guard  tliese  Inter- 
ests, and  recognizing  or  foreseeing  the  evils 
consequent  upon  the  inability  of  the  officer 
elect  to  discharge  all  the  duties  of  the  of- 
fice, clothed  such  officer  with  the  authority 
to  employ  help,  but,  in  an  abundance  of  cau- 
tion lest  such  officer  might  be  remiss  in  that 
regard,  they  clothed  the  commissioners  with 
the  power,  if  the  officer  failed  to  exercise  it 
when  necessary,  to  employ  this  necessary 
help;  and  it  is  insisted  that  where  a  power 
is  thus  granted,  and  the  necessity  arises,  it 
must  be  exercised.  We  tliiuk  the  general 
rule  goes  to  the  extent  that  in  the  construc- 
tion of  public  statutes  the  word  "may"  Is 
to  be  construed  "must"  in  all  cases  where  the 
legislature  means  to  impose  a  positive  and 
absolute  duty,  lyid  not  merely  to  give  a  di!>- 
cretlonary  power;  and  the  iuteutiou  ,of  the 
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legiSlatnre  must  be  gathered.  Is  an  enaet< 
ment  of  this  kind,  as  in  any  other  case,  from 
the  language  used  in  the  whole  act  To  sus- 
tain tits'  contention  that  in  tills  case  the  word 
"may"  is  used  in  an  imperative  sense,  re- 
spondent cites  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  {  593. 
There  the  author  says:  "Authority  to  per- 
form acts  of  public  concern  is  often  con- 
ferred in  language  which,  in  form,  seems  to 
be  p^'missire  only,  leaving  It  to  the  option 
of  the  officer  whether  he  will  act  or  not;  and 
the  question  arises  whether  the  Imposition  of 
the  authority  creates  an  implied  duty  to  ex- 
ercise it."  And  the  rule  is  there  announced, 
am  laid  down  in  King  v.  Barlow,  2  Salk.  (i09, 
that,  "where  a  public  body  or  officer  has 
been  clothed  by  statute  with  power  to  do  an 
act  which  concerns  the  public  interest  or  the 
rights  of  third  persons,  the  ^cecution  of  the 
power  may  be  Insisted  on  as  a  duty,  though 
the  phraseology  of  the  statute  be  permlsalTe 
merely,  and  not  peremptory."  An  examina- 
tion of  the  cases  cited  by  the  author,  how- 
ever, to  sustain  the  text,  shows  conclusively 
tbat  they  do  not  apply  to  statutes  like  ours. 
Thus,  in  Mayor,  etc.,  t.  Furze,  3  Hill,  612,  the 
act  of  the  legislature  liad  made  it  lawful  for 
a  municipal  corporation  to  make  and  repair 
sewers,  and  the  corporation  had  apiiolnted 
an  officer  to  attend  to  this  matter.  A  per- 
son Injured  by  a  defective  sewer  brought  an 
action  against  the  corporation,  and  the  court 
held  tliat  the  laxtguage  used  In  the  statute 
in  that  case^liould  be  construed  to  be  im- 
perative, sad  that  the  corporation  was  not 
at  liberty  arbitrarily  to  withhold  it.  Another 
case  was  where  an  Indictment  was  found 
against  the  inhabitants  for  refusing  to  meet 
and  make  a  rate  to  pay  the  constable's  tax, 
the  statute  saying  that  th^  "may  meet," 
etc.;  and  the  case  of  King  ▼.  Bariow,  sqpra, 
where  churchwardens  were  indicted  for  not 
making  a  rate  or  assessment  under  a  statute 
where  the  language  was  that  they  shall  have 
power  and  authority  to  make  a  rate;  and 
similar  cases  where  there  was  no  fact  to  be 
ascertained,  the  ascertainment  of  which  was 
left  by  the  statute  to  the  judgment  of  the 
tribunals.  Suth.  St.  Const,  fi  4U1,  also  cited 
by  respondent,  is  to  the  same  effect  The 
author  there  cites  the  same  cases,  with 
others  of  a  like  character. 

We  think  tliat  the  ordinary  meaning  of  the 
language  must  be  presumed  to  be  Intended 
unless  such  construction  would  manifestly 
defeat  the  object  of  the  provision.  It  will  be 
conceded,  of  course,  that  the  word  "may"  is 
ordinarily  used  in  a  permissive  sense;  In  fact, 
outside  of  legal  language,  it  Is  universally 
used  in  the  potential  mood,  signifying  liberty 
or  permission;  and,  outside  of  the  fact  that 
it  is  a  most  excellent  idea  by  courts  to  give 
to  words  employed  by  the  legislature  their  or- 
dinary  lay  meaning,— for  it  is  such  meaning 
that  is  comprehended  by  and  acted  on  by 
tlie  ordinary  legislator  in  the  performance  of 
his  official  duties,— there  is  nothing  in  the 
statute  in  uuesUon  to  indicate, that  the  legis-> 
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lature  meant  to  impoge  a  poBitlve  and  abso- 
lute duty,  or  that  It  meant  to  do  anything 
more  than  to  submit  thia  question  to  the 
best  judgment  of  the  commissioners,  not  only 
by  the  permisslre  word  "may,"  but  by  the 
use  of  the  phrase  "in  their  Judgment,"  and 
other  qualifying  permissive  words  and  phra- 
ses. A  case  relied  upon  by  the  respondent, 
and  one  that  is  cited  by  Sutherland  in  tho 
section  noted  above,  is  that  of  Supervisors  v. 
U.  S.,  4  Wall.  435,  where  It  was  decided  that, 
where  power  is  given  by  statute  to  public  of- 
ilcers  in  permissive  language,— as  that  they 
may,  if  deemed  advisable,  do  a  certain  thing, 
—the  language  used  will  be  regarded  as  pw- 
emptory  where  a  public  interest  or  individual 
rights  require  that  it  should  be.  The  statute 
in  question  was  as  follows:  "The  board  of 
supervisors  under  township  organization,  in 
such  counties  as  may  be  owing  debts  which 
their  cun-ent  revenue,  under  existing  laws,  is 
not  sufficient  to  pay,  may.  If  deemed  advisa- 
ble, levy  a  special  tax  •  ♦  ♦  to  be  assessed 
and  collected,"  etc.,  and  applied  "in  liquida- 
tion of  such  indebtedness."  And  the  supreme 
court  of  the  Vnlted  States  held  that  such 
statute  was  intended  to  be  imperative.  But 
from  the  cases  cited  by  the  court,  and  refer- 
red to  by  the  attorneys  in  their  arguments 
and  briefs,  we  conclude  that  this  case  is  not 
apposed  to  the  conclusion  which  we  have 
reached.— that  in  cases  where  a  fact  is  to  be 
ascei-tained  by  the  board  the  court  will  not 
Interfere  with  its  discretion  in  the  ascertain- 
ment of  such  fact,  and  its  action  based  upon 
such  ascertainment.  The  attorney  who  was 
ui^ng  the  mandamus  in  that  case  Insisted 
that  the  argument  for  the  plaintiff  was  baaed 
on  the  mistaken  idea  of  what  discretion  was. 
"An  examination  of  antiiorities,"  said  he, 
"will  show  that  disputed  facts  are  necessary 
to  found  a  'discretion'  or  a  'deliberative 
judgment,'  "—citing  tlie  distinguishing  case 
of  People  V.  Superior  Court,  5  Wend.  114.  So 
that  this  case  waa  considered  by  the  court  in 
the  announcement  of  its  decision,  and  was 
evidently  one  of  the  cases  refen-ed  to  by  the 
court  In  its  closing  remark  that  "the  line 
which  separates  this  class  of  cases  from  those 
which  Involve  the  exercise  of  that  discretion, 
Judicial  In  its  nature,  which  courts  cannot 
control,  is  too  obvious  to  require  remark. 
This  case  clearly  does  not  fall  within  the  lat- 
ter category,"— and  the  reporter,  by  star  cita- 
tion, refers  to  People  v.  Superior  Court, 
supra;  People  v.  Sujierior  Court,  10  Wend. 
284;  People  v.  Vermllyea,  7  Cow.  393;  and 
Hull  V.  Supervisors,  19  Johns.  260.  An  in- 
vestigation of  these  cases  will  show  clearly 
that  the  United  States  supreme  court  evident- 
ly distingruished  the  case  which  they  had 
under  consideration  from  the  cases  cited  and 
from  the  case  at  bar.  In  the  case  of  People 
V.  Superior  Court,  5  Wend.  114,  it  was  decid- 
ed that  the  discretion,  the  exereise  of  which 
by  inferior  tribunals  or  oflScers  that  court 
would  not  regulate  or  coeree,  was  that  dis- 
cretion which  was  not  and  could  not  be  goT- 


emed  by  any  fixed  principles  or  rules,  viz. 
that  the  court  would  not  interfere  to  regulate 
the  question  of  compensation  of  certain  pub- 
lic officers  where  a  board  of  supervisors  was 
authorized  by  law  to  allow  such  amount  as  it 
should  judge  reasonable  (citing  many  cases); 
and  the  court  said:  "We  will  not  set  up  oor 
judgment  In  opitosition  to  the  judgment  of  a- 
board  of  supervisors  as  to  what  is  a  reason- 
able comi)en8atlon  for  services  performed  by 
a  constable  for  the  public,  no  sum  having 
been  fixed  by  law.  It  is  their  judgment  and 
discretion,  and  not  ours,  to  which  the  legis- 
lature have  left  the  decision  of  that  matter." 
It  will  be  hard  to  find  a  case  that  is  more 
clearly  in  point  than  this  particular  one. 
But,  continuing,  the  court  says:  "But  If  they 
refuse  to  allow  anything,  either  on  the  ground 
that  they  have  no  discretion  upon  the  subject 
or  that  the  officer  has  no  right  to  compensa- 
tion, then  we  will  Interfere,  and  determine 
whether  they  have  the  power  to  make  an  al- 
lowance, or  whether  the  officer  is  entitled  to 
be  paid.  The  powers  of  the  supervisors  and 
the  rights  of  the  officer  are  questions  of  law. 
They  are  legal  powers  and  rights  if  they 
exist  at  all,"— citing  Bright  t.  Supervisors,  18 
Johns.  242,  and  Hull  v.  Supervisors,  19  Johns. 
259.  This  confirms  the  rule  that  was  out- 
lined by  us  above,  that  a  distinction  must  be 
drawn  between  cases  where  officers  refuse 
to  act,  and  where  they  do  act,  but  such  action 
is  deemed  to  be  wrong.  In  Com.  v.  Connty 
Com'rs,  5  Bin.  536,  the  statute  provides  that 
the  officer  shall  make  out  a  certain  account, 
which  account  after  being  examined  or  re- 
vised, he  shall  present  to  the  county  com- 
missioners, who,  If  they  approve  thereof, 
shall  draw  their  order  on  the  county  treasur- 
er for  the  amount,  which  he  is  directed  to  jwiy 
out  of  any  moneys  In  the  treastiry;  and  the 
court  In  that  case  (a  case  against  the  com- 
missioners) said:  "The  law  has  vested  the 
commissioners  with  the  power  of  approving 
or  disapproving  of  the  account,  and  we  can- 
not take  it  away  from  them."  And  In  People 
V.  Supervisors,  12  Johns.  414,  the  statute  di- 
rected the  supervisors  to  allow  a  constable 
for  certain  services  so  much  money  as  the 
supervisors  shall  judge  he  reasonably  de- 
serves to  have.  On  motion  for  mandamus  to 
allow  a  certain  sum  claimed,  the  court  said: 
"Should  we  grant  a  temporary  mandamus, 
what  would  be  Its  command?  Certainly  not 
to  allow  any  specific  sum.  That  would  be 
taking  upon  ourselves  a  discretion  which  the 
court  had  vested  In  tlie  supervisors.  We 
could  only  command  them  to  examine  the  ap- 
plicant's accounts,  and,  in  the  words  of  the 
statute,  allow  him.  for  his  services,  such  sum 
as  they  shall  Judge  he  reasonably  deserves 
to  have;  and  this  has  been  already  done. 
Wherever  a  discretionary  power  is  vested  in 
officers,  and  they  have  exercised  that  discre- 
tion, this  court  ought  not  to  interfere,  be- 
cause they  cannot  control,  and  ought  not  to 
coeree,  that  discretion.  •  •  •  This  may 
be  a  hard  case,  and  the  jMirtv  may  be  remedi- 
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leas;  but  iiiat  oonslderatlotf  ijafnnot  indB<!ie  nd 
to  grant  an  unfit,  and,  as  I  b^eve,  a  nnga* 
tory,  remedy."  And  so  we  think,  witbont 
fnrtber  citation,  that  all  the  authorities, 
when  they  are  properly  discriminated,  will 
hold  that  where  a  question  of  fact  has  been 
submitted  to  an  inferior  tribunal,  and  that 
tribnnal  has  exercised  its  discretion  in.  deter- 
mining such  fact,  snch  determination  would 
be  held  cmclusive  by  the  courts. 

Counsel  for  the  respondent  relies  Tery 
largely  upon  the  case  of  Carr  v.  State  (de- 
cided by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  May 
23,  1887)  12  N.  B.  107.  There  it  was  held 
(under  a  section  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
Indiana  providing  that  the  clerical  duties 
of  the  bureau  of  vital  and  sanitary  statis- 
tics should  be  provided  for  by  the  secretary 
of  state,  by  the  appointment  or  employment 
of  a  suitable  clerk  for  that  purpose,  upon 
requisition  of  the  state  board  of  health,  ap- 
proved by  the  president  thereof)  that  the 
secretary  of  state  could  not  remove  an  ap- 
pointee made  by  a  previous  secretary  of 
state;  the  court  holding  that  under  the  par- 
ticular provisions  of  that  statute,  after  he 
had  been  selected,  designated,  or  named  by 
the  secretary  of  state,  he  had  no  further 
connection  with  such  secretary  In  any  way, 
was  not  subordinate  to  him.  rendered  no 
services  in  his  office,  and  was  not  depend- 
ent upon  him  for  his  salary,  wages,  or  com- 
pensation; the  statute  declaring  that  the  sec- 
retary of  the  state  board  of  health,  and  not 
the  secretary  of  state,  shonld  be  the  super- 
intendent, and  that  he  must  agree  with  the 
state  board  of  health  for  his  salary,  wages, 
or  compensation  for  his  services,  to  which 
hoard  alone  he  was  authorized  by  law  to 
look  for  his  compensation,— altogether  a  dif- 
ferent proposition  from  the  one  announced 
in  our  statute,  which  provides:  First,  that 
the  deputy  or  additional  help  shall  only  be 
employed  if,  in  the  judgment  of  the  board 
of  county  commissioners,  It  is  necessary; 
and,  second,  that  they  shall  be  paid  such 
salary  as  the  county  commissioners  may 
designate.  It  Is  contended  by  the  respond- 
ent that  in  any  event  the  (^cers  might  em- 
ploy and  recover  of  the  county,  and  that, 
when  such  employment  \«i8  made,  the  coun- 
ty was  liable  for  the  moneys  thus  expended; 
and  a  number  of  cases  are  cited  to  sustain 
this  contention.  The  first  is  Harris  v.  Chick- 
asaw Co.  (Iowa)  42  N.  W.  313.  This  is  an 
Iowa  case,  and  the  Code  of  that  state  pro- 
vides that,  when  a  county  officer  receiving 
a  salary  Is  compelled  by  the  pressure  of  the 
business  of  his  office  to  employ  a  deputy, 
the  board  of  supervisors  may  make  a  rea- 
sonable allowance  to  such  deputy.  It  was 
held  that  a  county  treasurer  may  employ 
a  clerk  to  assist  him  temporarily  withoiH 
the  authority  of  the  supervisors,  and  they 
may  be  compelled  to  make  a  reasonable  al- 
lowance for  such  clerk.  This  is  an  altogeth- 
er different  statute  from  the  one  under  con- 
sideration.  The  discretion  as  to  the  neces- 


sity for  employing  the  d^uty  seems,  by  the 
language  of  tliat  statute,  to  have  been  vest- 
ed In  the  officer,  and,  under  the  general  rule, 
no  discretion  having  been  vested  in  the  su- 
pervisors as  to  the  necessity  for  such  em- 
ployment, the  word  "may"  is  construed  to  be 
imperative.  The  case  of  Gamble  v.  Marion 
Co.  (Iowa)  62  N.  W.  056,  is  also  an  Iowa 
case,  and  the  action  arose  under  the  same 
statute,  and  was  based  upon  tlie  particular 
language  of  that  statute,  and  simply  fol- 
lows the  case  of  Harris  v.  Chickasaw  Co., 
supra.  The  spirit  of  the  decision  in  Roberts 
V.  People,  la  Pac.  (Colo.  Sup.)  630,  It  seems 
to  us,  is  rather  against  the  contention  of  the 
respondent.  There  the  question  raised  was 
whether  or  not  the  claim  constituted  a  legal 
charge  against  the  county.  The  court  said 
that  the  rule  governing  the  allowance  of 
claims  by  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers was  that  the  authority  must  be  found 
in  the  statute^  either  In  express  words  or 
by  fair  implication;  In  other  words,  In  order 
to  bind  the  county,  the  county  commission- 
ers must  act  within  the  scope  of  their  au- 
thority. In  this  case  it  was  claimed  that 
the  county  commissioners  had  exercised 
their  discretion  wrongfully  in  allowing  the 
claims  in  question,  and  the  court  said:  "But 
the  compensation  for  every  legitimate  charge 
against  a  county  is  not  fixed  by  statute,  nor 
even  expressly  provided  for.  It  is  therefore 
within  the  functions  of  the  board  of  county 
commissioners,  in  such  cases,  to  allow  rea- 
sonable compensation.  The  county  commis- 
sioners represent  the  county  and  have  charge 
of  Its  property  and  the  management  of  its 
business  concerns.  They  are  necessarily 
vested  with  reasonable  discretion  In  the  acs 
mlnistratlon  of  county  aftairs."  And  all 
that  was  really  decided  In  that  case  was 
that  the  services  upon  which  the  claim  was 
based  were  beneficial  to  the  county,  that  the 
county  commissioners  had  so  found,  and  that 
it  was  a  proper  charge  against  the  county. 
The  determination  of  the  question  wheth- 
er a  charge  is  a  proper  charge  against  the 
county  Is  a  legal  proposition,  and  that  of 
whether  the  employment  of  the  service  is 
necessary  as  a  fact  is  entirely  another  prop- 
osition. The  courts  will  determine  the  first, 
but  will  not  enter  upon  the  Investigation 
of  the  latter,  when  the  discretion  has  been 
submitted  to  another  tribunal.  This  dis- 
tinction has  been  observed  and  maintained 
by  the  courts  ever  since  the  establishment 
of  the  Judiciary,  and  was  clearly  and  dis- 
tinctly stated  by  Lord  Ellenborough  In  King 
V.  Justice  of  Kent,  14  East,  395.  There  » 
petition  was  presented  to  the  Justices  of 
Kent  at  their  general  quarter  sessions,  from 
certain  persons  stating  themselves  to  be 
millers  In  that  county,  and  within  the  de- 
scription of  millers  mentioned  in  a  statute 
which  provided  in  substance  that  the  Jus- 
tices, upon  petition,  should  regulate  their 
wages;  and  the  sessions  refused  to  act  upon 
the  petition,  not  upon  the  theory  that  these, 
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mlUen  Bhuuld  not  hiiTe  their  wages  raised 
under  the  circumstances,  but  upon  the  theory 
that  they  had  no  jurisdiction  to  interfere  In 
the  case  of  these  petitioners,  for  the  reason 
that  they  apprehended  that  the  statute  was 
confined,  not  in  the  terms  of  it,  yet  by  CMi- 
structlon  and  la  practice,  to  the  wages  of 
laborers  in  husbandry,  and  did  not  compre- 
hend millers.  Lord  Elleuborough,  in  render- 
ing the  opinion,  said  that,  if  the  Justices  had 
rejected  the  application  In  the  exercise  of 
the  discretion  vested  in  them  by  the  legis- 
lature, the  court  would  not  Interfere,  but, 
if  they  had  rejected  it  on  the  ground  stat- 
ed,—that  they  bad  no  power  to  grant  it,— 
the  court  would  Interfere  so  far  as  to  set 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  magistrates  In  mo- 
tion, by  directing  them  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine upon  the  application;  and  be  observed 
that  it  was  evident  that  the  magistrates  bad 
never  exercised  their  discretion  at  all  upon 
the  question  whether  the  application  was 
fit  to  be  granted  or  not,  but  appeared  to 
have  considered  that  they  bad  no  Jurisdic- 
tion to  hear  it.  In  conclusion,  he  said:  "We 
do  not,  however,  by  granting  this  mandamus, 
at  all  interfere  with  the  exercise  of  that 
discretion  which  the  legislature  meant  to 
confide  to  the  Justices  of  the  peace  in  ses- 
sions. We  only  say  that  they  have  a  dis- 
cretion to  exKcise,  and  therefore  they  must 
hear  the  application;  but,  having  heard  it,  it 
rests  entirely  with  them  to  act  or  not  upon 
it,  as  they  think  fit."  Now,  if  the  language  of 
our  statute  were  that  the  commissioners  may 
determine  upon  application  whether  the 
necessity  for  this  extra  employment  existed, 
and  they  should  refuse,  upon  such  applica- 
tion, to  enter  upon  an  investigation  of  that 
question,  thea  the  rule  Invoked  by  the  re- 
spondent would  be  applicable.  But  here  not 
only  such  is  not  the  statute,  but  it  affirma- 
tively appears  by  the  answer  of  the  board 
that  they  did  enter  upon  the  investigation  of 
the  question  presented,  and  affirmatively 
found  that  the  employment  was  unnecessary 
on  account  of  the  small  amount  of  business 
being  transacted  in  the  county. 

Other  questions  are  involved  in  this  an- 
swer, viz.  the  right  of  the  commissioners  to 
employ  under  any  circumstances,  on  account 
of  the  alleged  indebtedness  of  the  county  be- 
yond its  constitutional  limitation;  and,  if 
this  were  the  only  question  involved,  then, 
under  nmny  of  the  authorities  cited  by  re- 
spondent, the  findings  or  conclusions  of  the 
commissioners  might  be  reviewed  by  this 
court,  because  they  are  questions  of  law  and 
not  of  fact.  The  same  principle  was  an- 
nounced in  Hull  V.  Supervisors,  1!)  Johns.  259, 
where  it  was  held  that  the  question  of  juris- 
diction could  not  be  reviewed,  but  that  If 
subordinate  public  agents  refused  to  act  or 
entertain  the  question  for  their  discretion, 
in  cases  where  the  law  enjoined  upon  them  to 
do  the  act  required,  the  court  would  enforce 
obedience  to  the  law  by  writ  of  mandamus, 
where  no  other  legal  remedy  existed;  and 


the  distinction  laid  down  by  Lord'Xaienbor- 
ough,  In  the  case  above  cited,  was  noticed  by 
the  court  "The  queatioii,"  said  the  court, 
"now  presented.  Is  whether  the  supervlaon 
were  bound  to  audit  and  allow  the  acconnt 
as  a  county  charge.  If  it  be  a  I^ral  claim, 
then  we  have  no  doubt  of  onr  Jurisdiction  to 
Instruct  and  guide  the  sapervlsMs,  in  the 
execution  of  their  duty,  by  mandamus;  not 
to  control  their  discretion  in  Judging  what  1* 
a  reasonable  compensation  tot  such  services, 
but  to  compel  th«n  to  admit  the  claim  aa  a 
county  charge,  and  to  exercise  their  discre- 
tion as  to  the  amount;  or,  in  the  language 
of  Lord  Bllenborough,  •  «  •  <tbi8  court 
would  Interfere  so  far  as  to  set  the  inferior 
Jurisdiction  In  motion.' "  On  the  same  prin- 
ciple it  was  held  in  Bright  v.  Supervisors,  18 
Johns.  242.  that  a  mandamus  would  lie  to  the 
supervisors  of  a  county  to  compel  them  to 
allow  the  account  of  the  clerk  of  the  county 
for  advances  made  by  him  In  purchaslDg 
books  for  recording  deeds  and  mortgages, 
upon  the  same  theory  that  the  question  of 
Whether  or  not  the  price  of  these  books  was 
a  proi)er  charge  against  the  county  was  a 
question  of  law  which  the  court  bad  power 
to  review.  The  next  citation  by  the  respond- 
ent is  to  page  541,  18  Am.  &  Eng.  Bnc.  Law. 
The  author  there  simply  lays  down  the  gen- 
eral proposition  that  "public  (^cers  acting 
faithfully  and  without  fault,  and  pursuant  to 
authority,  are  entitled  to  be  reimbursed  for 
anything  reasonably  and  necessarily  dis- 
bursed by  them  in  executing  the  duties  of 
their  office,"  and  that  "the  public  or  a  public 
corporation  have  power  to  indemnify  their 
officers  and  agents  against  any  charge  or  Ua> 
blllty  they  may  Incur  in  the  bona  fide  dis- 
charge of  their  duty,  even  though  their  acts 
were  illegal."  The  first  citation  under  this 
announcement  is  a  case  we  have  Just  noticed, 
viz.  Bright  V.  Supervisors,  supra;  and  the 
cases  cited  generally  to  sustain  tliat  text  are 
in  no  way  in  conflict  with  the  doctrine  which 
we  have  announced  above,  and  none  of  them 
comprehends  a  case  where  the  officer  has  act- 
ed upon  a  question  which  has  been  submit- 
ted by  law  to  the  discretion  of  another  tri- 
bunal. AU  that  Is  decided  hi  U.  S.  v.  Flan- 
ders, 112  U.  S.  88.  5  Sup.  Ct  G7,  is  that  a 
collector  of  Internal  revenue,  in  a  suit  against 
him  on  a  bond,  brought  to  recover  pul>Uc 
mouey  collected  by  him  and  not  paid  over, 
should  be  allowed,  as  a  set-off,  money  paid  by 
him  for  publishing  advertisements  required 
to  be  made  by  certain  sections  of  the  stat^ 
utes,  if  the  amount  was  found  to  be  reasona- 
ble and  proper.  It  seems  that  the  real  ques- 
tion at  issue  in  this  case  was  not  a  question 
of  discretion,  but  whether  or  not  the  claim 
of  the  collector  was  a  proper  claim  under  the 
statute.  The  court.  In  closing  the  case,  says: 
"In  the  present  case  the  statute  required  the 
advertisements  to  be  made,  and  there  is  noth- 
ing in  It  which  implies  that  they  are  to  be 
paid  for  out  of  the  compensation  to  be  al- 
lowed, or  that  they  are  not  to  be  reimbursed 
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because  they  are  not  named  with  stadonery 
and  blank  books,  or  because  'advertising'  was 
first  inserted  in  tbe  act  of  1865."  So  tb&t  this 
case  falls  with  the  other  cases  which  we 
bare  mentioned,  where  the  courts  held  that 
they  have  a  right  to  pass  upon  the  legality 
of  a  dajm.  The  cases,  cited  by  respondent, 
of  Morris  V.  StuU,  96  Mo.  597,  U.  S.  v.  Smith, 
30  Fed.  490,  and  Dogget  T.  Fur  Co.,  99  Ind. 
334,  seem  to  be  mlscltations.  not  being  in 
the  Tolumes  cited,  and  we  hare  been  unable 
to  find  them.i  The  case  of  County  of  Schuy- 
ler V.  Bogue,  38  III.  Appk  48,  decides  what 
was  decided  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Nel- 
son V.  Troy.  39  Pac.  974,  viz.  that  a  statute 
which  fixed  tbe  compeasatlon  of  a  county 
clerk  did  not  include  within  the  compensa- 
tion the  expenses  of  the  office;  and  County 
of  Schuyler  v.  Wells,  38  111.  App.  51,  Is  de- 
cided upon  the  same  theory.  The  case  of 
AVashington  County  v.  Jones,  45  Iowa,  260, 
was  based  upon  a  statute  which  provided 
ttutt,  "when  a  county  officer  receiving  a 
salary  is  compelled  by  the  pressure  of  tbe 
boslness  of  his  office  to  employ  a  deputy,  the 
county  court  may  make  a  reasonable  allow- 
ance to  such  deputy."  This  statute  super- 
seded tbe  statute  wUch  provided  that  the 
clerk  should  furnish,  at  his  own  expense,  all 
necessary  deputies.  In  this  case  the  clerk 
was  called  upon  to  transact  probate  business, 
and  tbe  real  question  before  the  court  was 
whether  he  could  be  legally  held  to  transact 
the  additional  probate  business  under  the 
saUry  provided  by  law  for  his  services  as 
clerk;  and  tbe  court  held  that  he  could  not; 
that  they  were  additional  services  which 
were  not  contemplated  by  the  law  fixing  his 
salary;  and  that  he  was  entitled  to  them. 
Bradley  v.  Jefferson  County,  4  G.  Greene, 
30O.  does  not  disclose  the  statute  upon  which 
tbe  case  was  decided.  This  much,  however, 
is  quoted  by  the  court.  It  says:  "Section  417 
of  the  Code  contemplates  precisely  such  a 
case  as  this,  and  provides  'that  the  county 
court  may  make  a  reasonable  allowance  to 
the  deputy.'  The  court  below  probably  con- 
strued this  section  so  as  to  leave  tbe  ques- 
tion of  payment  discretionary  with  the  coun- 
ty court.  In  this  we  think  it  erred."  It  ap- 
pears from  tbe  opinion  in  this  case  that  the 
statute  provided  for  the  appointment  of  the 
deputy  outside  of  any  action  of  the  county 
court.  At  all  events,  the  opinion  is  so  brief 
that,  the  provisions  of  the  statute  not  be- 
ing disclosed,  it  cannot  be  cited  as  authority 
for  or  against  the  contention  of  the  respond- 
ent in  this  case.  A  late  case,  however,  de- 
cided by  the  supreme  court  of  Wyoming,  re- 
ported in  40  Pac.  304,  viz.  Griggs  v.  Board, 
seems  to  us  to  be  In  point  on  tbe  contention 
that  the  commissioners,  having  consented  to 
tbe  appointment  of  these  assistants,  had  no 
power  to  remove  them.    The  statute  of  Wyo- 

t  The  following  are  the  correct  cltaHons: 
Morris  T.  State,  96  Ind.  597;  TT.  S.  v.  Smith. 
35  Fed.  490:  and  Daggett  v.  Kord  Co.,  99  IlL 
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mlng  provides  that  county  clerks  In  counties 
of  the  third  class  may,  with  the  consent  of 
the  board  of  county  commissloiieiB,  appoint 
one  deputy  (it  will  be  observed  that  this  is 
substantially  the  provision  of  section  2973  of 
our  statutes  relied  upon  by  the  respondent); 
and  the  court  in  that  case  held  that,  where  the 
deputy  had  been  appointed  with  the  consent 
of  the  board,  such  consent  could  at  any  time 
be  withdrawn,  and  the  deputy  removed, 
whenever,  in  tbe  Judgmait  of  the  board,  the 
public  interest  required  It,  or  when  the  reve- 
nues of  the  county  were  insufficient  to  war- 
rant the  continuance  of  such  an  officer. 

The  conclusion  which  we  have  reached,  not 
only  from  the  authorities  investigated,  but 
from  the  plain  language  of  the  statute,  which 
it  seems  to  us  is  hardly  susceptible  of  con- 
struction, is  that  the  legislative  has  made 
provision  for  the  payment  of  the  salai-y  of 
the  auditor  and  sheriff  on  the  supposition 
that  such  salary  would  ordinarily  be  a  suf- 
ficient compensation  for  the  work  done  In 
those  departments  of  tlie  county;  but  that. 
In  case  there  should  be  a  question  as  to  the 
necessity  for  further  assistance,  that  ques- 
tion of  necessity  has  been  submitted  to  the 
discretion  of  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers; and  that  in  this  case  the  record  shows 
that  the  board  has  exercised  its  discretion, 
and  has  found,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  such 
extra  assistance  was  not  necessary  to  tbe 
carrying  on  of  the  business  of  tbe  county; 
and  that  such  finding  is  conclusive  upon  the 
courts.  If  it  eventuates  that  the  board  has 
not  exercised  its  discretion  in  a  sensible  way, 
or  in  such  a  way  as  to  subserve  the  best  in- 
terest of  the  county,  tbe  only  remedy  that 
the  people  have  is  tbe  exercise  of  an  intelli- 
gent choice  at  the  polls.  There  Is  another 
construction  of  these  statutes  which  Is  plausi- 
ble, and  that  Is  that  the  provision  of  section 
2973  applies  to  cases  where  the  duties  are 
greater  than  can  be  performed  by  the  officer, 
in  which  case  he  may  appoint  a  deputy  whose 
services  shall  be  paid  for  out  of  the  salary 
of  the  officer  appointing  him,  while  section 
3003  applies  to  a  different  character  of  caaes. 
It  is  not  required,  under  this  section,  that  tbe 
duties  of  the  office  shall  be  greater  than  can 
be  perfoimed  by  the  officer,  but  under  its 
provisions,  when,  in  the  Judgment  of  the  com- 
missioners, the  salary  is  inadequate  for  the 
serviqes  required  of  the  officer,  a  deputy  may 
be  appointed,  whose  salary  may  be  fixed  by 
the  board  and  paid  by  the  county.  In  coun- 
ties where  the  salary  of  an  officer  is  so  small 
that  he  could  not  afford  to  hire  a  deputy  it 
might  frequently  happen  that  a  rush  of  busi- 
ness would  necessitate  extra  help,  and  lu 
such  ease  the  commissioners,  under  the  pro- 
visions of  section  3003,  would  allow  for  such 
services  out  of  the  county  fund;  while,  in  a 
case  where  the  salary  fixed  by  law  is  a  larger 
one,  the  officer  might  not  be  able  to  do  the 
work,  and  yet,  in  the  Judgment  of  the  board, 
the  salary  might  be  sufficient  to  pay  for  all 
the  work  done.    But  this  consti-uctlon  would  ^^ 
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be  equally  fatal  to  lespondent's  case.  The 
Judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  dis- 
missed, at  the  respondent's  cost. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  ANDERS  and  GORDON, 
JJ.,  concur. 


STATE  ▼.  WHITE. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  20, 1895.) 

Indictmbnt— Verifioatios  bt  Drpctt  Clerk — 

Larcbnt — False  Pebsonatiok. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  deputy  clerlt  of  court 
signs  the  jurat  to  the  verification  of  an  informa- 
tion in  the  name  of  the  clerlf.  by  himself  as  dep- 
uty, does  not  render  the  information  insufficient. 

2.  A  sewing  machine  is  a  subject  of  larceny, 
under  Pen.  Code,  §  53,  malting  it  larceny  for 
one  falsely  personating  another  to  receive,  in 
such  assumed  character,  "any  money  or  other 
property  whatever,"  with  intent  to  convert  it 
to  his  own  use. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  King  county; 
T.  J.  Humes,  Judge. 

Dolveney  V.  White  was  accused,  under 
Pen.  Code,  {  53,  of  the  larceny  of  a  sewing 
machine.  The  information  was  quashed,  on 
motion,  on  the  ground  that  the  property  was 
not  a  subject  of  larceny  imder  the  section 
named,  and  the  state  appeals.     Rerersed. 

Jobn  F.  Miller,  Pros.  Atty.,  and  Daniel  W. 
Bass,  for  the  State. 

ANDERS,  J.  The  respondent,  Dolveney 
v.  White,  was  Informed  against  by  the  pros- 
ecuting attorney  of  King  county,  for  larceny, 
alleged  to  have  been  committed  in  receiving 
a  certain  sewing  machine  by  fraudulently 
representing  himself  to  be  the  agent  of  the 
owner  thereof. 

The  information,  omitting  the  caption  and 
Indorsement,  is  as  follows: 

"Dolveney  V.  White  is  accused  by  the  pros- 
ecuting attorney  of  King  county,  state  of 
Washington,  by  this  Information,  of  the  crime 
of  larceny,  committed  as  follows:  He,  the 
said  Dolveney  V.  White,  In  King  county, 
state  of  Washington,  on  the  23d  day  of 
March,  1893,  unlawfully  and  falsely  did  rep- 
resent himself  to  one  Sam  Steve,  an  Indian; 
that  he,  the  said  Dolveney  V.  White,  was 
then  and  there  a  duly-authorized  agent  of  the 
Singer  Sewlng-Machtne  Company,  the  same 
being  a  corporation  duly  organized  and  ex- 
isting nnder  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  New  .Tersey,  and  duly  and  legally 
doing  business  and  having  a  place  of  busi- 
ness In  said  King  county,  state  of  Washing- 
ton; and  the  said  Dolveney  V.  White,  not 
then  and  there  being  the  agent  of  the  said 
Singer  Sewing-Machlue  Company,  and  in  said 
assumed  character,  did  then  and  there  re- 
ceive from  the  said  Sam  Steve  one  sewing 
machine,  of  the  value  of  $70  in  lawful  mon- 
ey, the  property  of  the  said  Singer  Sewlng- 
Machlne  Company,  with  the  Intent  then  and 
there  and  thereby  to  convert  the  said  sewing 
machine  to  his  own  use,  the  said  Sam  Steve 


intending  then  and  there  to  deliver  the  said 
sewing  machine  to  the  said  Singer  Sewing- 
Machine  Company,  the  agent  of  wbmn  was 
misrepresented,  as  aforesaid,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  In  such  case  made  and 
provided,  and  against  the  peace  and  dignity 
of  the  state  of  Wadiington.  Dated  at  Seat- 
tle, in  county  and  state  aforesaid,  this  12th 
day  of  Jantiary,  1894.  John  P.  Miller,  Pros- 
ecuting Attorney.  ^ 

"State  of  Washington,  County  of  King,  m. 
John  F.  Miller,  being  first  duly  swotd,  upon 
oath  deposes  and  states  that  he  is  prosecut- 
ing attorney  for  King  county,  state  of  Wash- 
ington; that  he  has  read  th6  foregoing  in- 
formaticm,  and  knows  the  contents  thereof; 
that  the  statements  and  allegations  made 
and  contained  therein  are  true,  as  alleged. 
John  F.  Miller. 

"Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
13th  day  of  January,  1894.  T.  W..  Gordon, 
Cleric  of  the  Superior  Court  By  P.  D. 
Hughes,  Deputy." 

The  respondent,  by  his  attorneys,  moved  to 
quash  and  set  aside  the  information  on  the 
alleged  grounds:  (1)  That  it  did  not  state 
facts  and  circumstances  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute the  crime  of  larceny;  and  (2)  that  it 
was  not  properly  verified.  The  motion  was 
sustained  by  the  court,  upon  the  ground,  as 
stated  by  counsel  for  the  state,  that  a  sew- 
ing machine  was  not  a  subject  of  larceny, 
under  section  53  of  the  Penal  Code,  and  the 
defendant  was  discharged. 

That  the  Information  was  not  insufficient 
by  reason  of  the  form  or  substance  of  the 
verification  will  be  seen  by  reference  to  pre- 
vious decisions  of  this  court  See  State  v. 
Devlne,  6  Wash.  587,  34  Pac  154,  and  State  v. 
Rosener,  8  Wash.  42,  35  Pac.  357.  This  In- 
formation was  based  upon  section  53  of  the 
Penal  Code,  which  reads  as  follows:  "Every 
person  who  shall  falsely  represent  or  person- 
ate another,  and  In  such  assumed  character 
shall  receive  any  money  or  other  property 
whatever  Intended  to  be  deliyered  to  the  par- 
ty so  personated,  with  intent  to  convert  the 
same  to  his  own  use,  shall  be  deemed  guilty 
of  larceny,  and  shall,  on  conviction  thereof, 
be  Imprisoned  in  the  i)enltentlary  not  more 
than  fourteen  years  nor  less  than  one  year, 
or  imprisoned  In  the  county  jail  any  length 
of  time  not  exceeding  one  year."  It  closely 
follows  the  language  of  the  statute;  and,  if 
It  fails  to  state  facte  sufficient  to  constitute 
the  crime  of  larceny,  as  therein  defined.  It  is 
because  the  property  mentioned  is  not  des- 
ignated by  the  statute.  We  are  aware  of  no 
rule  or  principle  of  statutory  construction 
which  would  exclude  a  sewing  machine  from 
the  meaning  of  the  words  "other  property 
whatever."  All  rules  of  construction  are 
but  aids  to  determine  the  legislative  intent, 
and  the  primary  rule  Is  that  the  Intention  of 
the  legislature  is  to  be  found  in  the  ordinary 
and  usual  meaning  of  the  words  used  in  the 
stetute.  The  legislature  has  said  that:  "Ev- 
ery person  who  sIj^|n}^^JHjpgy^Simt,pr  per- 
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aonate  another  and  In  such  assumed  char- 
acter shall  receiye  any  money,  or  proper- 
ty whatever  •  •  •  shall  be  deemed  guil- 
ty of  larceny."  And,  when  It  used  the  word 
"money,"  It  not  only  designated  a  class  or 
genus  of  property,  but  Included  therein  every 
kind  or  species  of  that  class,  and  therefore 
the  words  "other  property"  cannot  be  said 
to  refer  to  property  of  the  same  class.  End. 
St  S  400.  Considering  the  mischief  to  be 
remedied,  as  well  as  the  language  used,  It 
seems  plain  that  the  legislature  intended  to 
make  It  a  crime  for  any  person  to  receive  any 
icind  or  description  of  property  of  value,  by 
the  means  specified  In  the  statute.  To  hold 
otherwise  would  be  equivalent  to  saying  that 
the  words  "other  property  whatever"  have 
no  force  or  meaning  whatever.  The  Judg- 
ment Is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  further  proceedings  In  accordance  with 
this  opinion. 

HOTT.  C.  J.,  and  DUNBAR,  SCOTT,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


STATE  ex  rel.  KING  et  al.  v.  TRIMBELL 
et  si. 

(Supreme  Conrt  of  WashitiBton.    July  28, 1895.) 

Masdamus— Second  Writ— Bommoniso  Jurt. 

1.  Where  the  alternative  writ  of  mandamus 
is  quashed,  the  issue  of  a,  second  writ,  though 
termed  an  amended  or  -lias  writ,  is  proper. 

2.  But,  if  such  jMTOcedure  is  irregular,  the 
error  is  immaterial,  as  the  only  change,  in  ease 
of  the  beeinning  of  a  complete  new  action, 
woidd  be  the  filing  of  an  affidavit  similar  to  that 
already  filed,  and  the  placing  of  a  new  number 
on  the  file  and  records  of  the  court. 

3.  Where,  in  mandamus,  defendant  de- 
mands a  jury  for  trial  of  issues  formed,  he  can- 
not c(Mnplain  that  the  jury  was  summoned  un- 
der a  special  venire. 

4.  Where  the  verdict  Is  directed  by  the 
court,  error  in  summoning  the  jury  is  immaterial. 

5.  The  canvassing  board  cannot  go  behind 
the  returns  of  the  election  ofiiccrs  to  determine 
the  result  of  an  election. 

6.  The  fact  that  the  canvassing  board  has 
improperly  issued  a  certificate  of  election  to  a 
periKiu  does  not  prevent  its  being  required  to 
maice  a  proper  canvass  and  issne  a  certificate  to 
the  person  entitled  thereto. 

7.  A  common  council,  acting  as  the  canvass- 
ing board,  may  by  mandamus  be  compelled  to 
canvass  the  returns,  and  issne  the  proper  certifi- 
cates of  election  to  the  persons  to  constitute  its 
successor,  as  the  issuance  of  such  certificates, 
which  are  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  holders' 
right  to  office,  is  necessary^  to  the  final  determi- 
nation by  the  new  council  as  to  the  qualifica- 
tion of  its  membei-s. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Whatcom  coun- 
ty; John  B.  Winn,  Judge. 

Mandamus  proceedings,  on  the  relation  of 
Joseph  King  and  another,  against  E.  Trim- 
bell  and  others,  as  composing  the  council  of 
the  town  of  Sumas.  There  was  a  judgment 
for  relators,  and  defendants  appeal.  Af- 
firmed. 

Black  &  Learning,  for  appellants.  Bruce, 
Brown  &  Cleveland  and  Newman  &  Howard, 
for  respondents. 


HOYT,  C.  J.  By  this  proceeding  it  was 
sought  to  compel  the  defendants,  the  com- 
mon council  of  the  town  of  Sumas,  to  can- 
vass the  returns  of  the  election  held  on  De- 
cember 4, 1894,  as  returned  to  them  by  the  of- 
ficers of  election,  and  from  the  face  of  such 
returns  ascertain  and  declare  the  persons 
elected,  and  issue  to  them  certlflf^ates  of  such 
election.  The  result  was  a  judgment  substan- 
tially as  prayed  for  by  the  plaintiffs,  to  re- 
verse which  the  defendants  have  prosecuted 
this  appeaL 

The  first  assignments  of  error  which  we 
shall  notice  were  founded  upon  alleged  Ir- 
regularities in  the  proceedings  which  led  up 
to  the  trial  of  the  cause  upon  the  merits. 
The  first  alternative  writ  of  mandate  was 
quashed  upon  motion  of  the  defendants,  who 
appeared  specially  for  the  purpose  of  mak- 
ing such  motion.  Thereupon,  upon  motion  of 
plaintifTs,  an  amended  or  alias  altei-native 
writ  was  issued;  and  it  is  contended  that  the 
issue  of  this  second  writ  was  unauthorized, 
for  the  reason  that  the  suit  was  terminated 
by  the  quashing  of  the  first  one.  It  is  no 
doubt  true  that  the  quashing  of  the  first 
wilt  so  far  terminated  the  proceeding  that  the 
defendants  would  not  have  been  boimd  by 
anything  further  that  might  have  been  done 
therein  without  having  been  again  served  with 
process.  But  the  service  upon  them  of  the 
amended  or  alias  writ  was  such  process,  and 
by  snch  service  they  were  brought  into  the 
case  as  fully  aa  they  woold  have  been  had 
this  second  writ  been  the  original  one.  One 
oC  the  objects  of  the  service  of  the  alternative 
writ  of  mandate  was  to  give  the  court  juris- 
diction of  the  persons  of  the  defendants,  and 
if  the  first  writ  few  any  reason  failed  to  con- 
fer such  jurisdiction,  and  was  for  that  reason 
quashed,  the  situation  of  the  parties  to  the  ac- 
tion and  of  the  court  to  the  parties  would 
be  substantially  the  same  as  though  do  alter- 
native writ  had  issued.  This  being  bo,  the 
seocMid  alternative  writ  which  was  served 
upon  the  defendants  was  of  the  same  force 
as  though  it  had  not  been  preceded  by  the 
attempted  service  of  the  first  one.  The  fact 
that  it  was  termed  an  "alias"  or  "amended" 
writ  could  in  no  manner  affect  the  rights  of 
the  defendants.  For  these  reasons,  we  hold 
!bat  the  second  writ  rightfully  issued  in  the 
original  proceeding.  But,  however  that  may 
be,  the  only  thing  that  could  have  been  re- 
quired would  have  beeU  to  have  had  an  af- 
fidavit, the  same  as  the  one  filed  in  the  orig- 
inal action,  filed  in  another  one,  to  authorize 
a  writ  which  would  have  had  the  same  ef- 
fect as  was  given  to  the  one  In  question;  and 
the  proceedings  authorized  thereunder  would 
have  been  the  same  in  all  respects,  excepting 
that  they  would  have  been  under  a  new  num- 
ber upon  the  files  and  records  of  the  sup^or 
court  The  effect  upon  the  defendants' 
rights  would  have  been  the  same,  whether 
the  writ  had  as  its  foundation  the  aflldavlt 
filed  in  the  old  case,  or  one  of  the  same  tenor 
filed  in  a  new  one.    Hence^  they  were  notJiiC 
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jured  by  the  irregularity,  If  Irregularity  it 
was. 

There  is  an  attempt  to  found  error  upon 
the  fact  that  the  alternative  writ  did  not  re- 
cite all  the  facts  relied  upon  by  the  plaintiffs; 
but,  in  our  opinion,  the  substantial  facts  were 
sufficiently  recited.  Besides,  under  our  stat- 
ute, we  doubt  whether  it  is  necessary  to  re- 
cite any  of  the  facts  in  the  writ  if  the  affi- 
davit-upon  which  It  is  founded  is  referred  to 
therein  and  served  therewith. 

Upon  the  answer  of  the  defendants  and  the 
reply  of  plaintiffs  certain  issues  of  fact  were 
presented  which  the  defendants  demanded 
should  be  submitted  to  a  jury.  In  order  to 
comply  with  this  demand,  the  court  issued 
a  special  venire  to  the  sheriff  of  the  county, 
commanding  him  to  summon  enough  persons 
qualified  to  serve  as  Jurors  to  constitute  a 
jury  for  the  trial  of  the  cause.  To  this  de- 
fendants excepted,  and  they  here  claim  that 
by  the  issue  of  such  venire  the  court  com- 
mitted Buch  error  as  should  reverse  the 
judgment.  The  iwoceeding  was  a  summary 
one,  and  the  court  was  not  required  to  await 
a  regular  panel  of  Juroi-s  before  proceeding 
with  the  trial;  and,  a  jury  trial  having  been 
demanded  by  the  defendants,  they  cannot 
complain  at  the  action  of  the  court  in  taking 
the  only  course  by  which  it  could  procure  a 
jury  within  a  reasonable  time.  But,  even  if 
the  action  of  the  court  in  calling  the  Jury 
was  erroneous,  the  judgment  should  not  be 
reversed  on  that  account.  The  verdict  fin- 
ally rendered  waa  a  directed  one,  and  for 
that  reason  the  constitution  of  the  jury  had 
no  effect  upon  the  rights  of  the  parties. 

On  the  trial  upon  the  merits,  the  facts  as 
disclosed  by  the  bill  of  exceptions  were  sub- 
stantially agreed  to.  Therefrom  it  appeared 
that  upon  the  face  of  the  returns  returned 
to  the  common  council  the  plaintiffs  were  en- 
titled to  certlflcatee  of  election,  and  that  those 
to  whom  certificates  were  given  were  not  so 
entitled;  that  in  making  the  canvass  the  com- 
mon council  went  behind  the  returns  of  the 
ele<-tion  officers,  and  from  an  inspection  of  the 
ballots  cast  by  the  electors  determined  the  re- 
sult, and  Issued  their  certificates  in  accord- 
ance with  the  result  so  found.  From  this  it 
will  appear  that  but  a  single  question  was 
presented  for  decision  upon  the  merits  of  the 
case,  and  tliat  was  as  to  wliether  or  not  the 
common  council,  as  a  board  for  the  can- 
vassing of  the  election  returns,  was  bound 
by  the  face  of  the  returns.  The  trial  court 
woM  of  the  opinion  that  it  was,  and  that  uiwu 
the  agreed  facts  the  board  had  never  made  a 
<-auvas8  of  tlie  election  returns  as  requirad 
by  law.  In  this  opinion  we  concur.  That 
tlie  duty  of  canvas-sing  boanls  is  purely  min- 
isterial, and  conflne<l  to  tabulatingi  and  as- 
certaining the  result  of  an  election  an  shown 
by  the  face  of  the  returns,  properly  made 
out  by  the  election  officers,  is  well  established 
\il)on  both  reason  and  authoritj-.  The  elec- 
tion laws  place  the  resiMinslbillty  of  determin- 
ing, the.  resuH  at  eacit  election  pi-ceiuct  upon 


the  election  officers,  and  leave  to  the  can- 
vassing board  only  the  duty  of  ascertainingr 
the  result  from  the  returns  made  by  such  of- 
ficers. An  examination  of  section  226  of  Mc- 
Crary  cm  BUectiona,  and  the  authorities  there- 
in cited,  will  be  sufficient  to  show  that  nearly 
or  quite  all  of  the  courts  have  so  heldt  Nor 
does  the  fact  tliat  upon  some  erroneous  rule 
a  certificate  of  election  had  been  issued  to 
other  than  the  persons  entitled  thereto  re- 
lieve the  canvassing  board  from  the  duty  of 
making  a  proper  canvass  and  issuing  the  nec- 
essary certificates.  See  People  v.  Billiard, 
28  III.  413. 

One  other  reason  is  suggested  why  the 
Judgment  should  be  reversed.  It  is  claimed 
that,  since  the  common  council  was  the  sole 
judge  of  the  election  and  qualification  of  its 
members,  the  court  lias  no  jurisdiction  to  con- 
trol Its  action  in  determining  the  result  of 
the  election.  The  common  council  which  as- 
siuned  to  act  as  the  board  of  canvassers  of 
the  election  was  not  the  common  council 
which  would  finally  determine  as  to  the  elec- 
tion and  qualification  of  the  members  chosen 
at  said  election.  The  new  council  to  which 
they  were  elected  was  the  one  which  would 
finally  pass  uiK>n  that  question,  and  the  fact 
that  the  result  as  certified  by  the  canvassing 
board  would  be  subject  to  revision  by  such 
common  council  could  have  no  effect  upon  the 
duty  of  the  canvassing  board  in  determining 
the  result  of  the  election.  Certificates  is- 
sued by  such  board  prima  facie  entitled  those 
to  whom  they  were  granted  to  sit  as  mem- 
bers of  the  new  council,  and  their  issuance 
was  as  necessary  to  determine  this  prima 
facie  right  as  It  would  hove  been  if  such 
rigihts  would  have  been  finally  determined  by 
such  certificates.  We  find  no  error  in  the 
record  of  which  the  appellants  can  complain, 
and  the  Judgment  will  be  affirmed. 

ANDERS,  SCOTT,  DUNBAR,  and  GOR- 
DON, JJ.,  concur. 


SMYTHE,  Treairarer,  v.  NEW  ENGLAND 
LOAN  &  TRUST  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.  July  26, 18M.) 
Application  op  Patmbnts — Seccrbd  Okbts. 
On  foreclosure  of  a  mortgane  necuring  a 
Mote,  the  interest  on  "vhich  is  guarantied  by  a 
'third  Derson.  thf  iiiortKiiRee  is  entitled  to  have 
Drooeeds  of  tlie  sale  aiiplietl  in  payment  of  the 
urincioal  of  the  notes  before  the  interest 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  Pierce  county; 
iV.  H.  Pritchard,  Judge. 

Action  by  R.  E.  Smythe,  treasurer,  aprninst 
the  New  England  Ixwn  &  Trust  Company,  to 
recover  interest  guarantied.  Prom  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Doolittle  &  Fogg,  for  appellant  Cllse  & 
King,  for  respondent 

DI'NBAR.  J.  This  suit  was  brought  by 
plaintiff  and  respondent  against   defendant 
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and  appellant  for  the  amoimt  of  Interest  al- 
leged to  be  due  on  a  certain  promlgsoiy  note 
for  $0,000,  secured  by  a  mortgage  made  by 
Dougherty  and  wife  In  favor  of  appellant,  and 
by  appellant  assigned  to  the  respondent  here- 
in for  $0,000.  The  assignment  of  the  note 
was  in  the  following  words:  "For  value  re- 
ceived, this  bond  for  $5,000,  signed  by  Thom- 
as A.  Dougherty  and  EUsa  A.  Dougherty,  his 
wife,  is  hereby  assigned  by  the  New  England 
Loan  &  Trust  Company  unto  B.  B.  Smythe. 
Treas..  or  order,  without  reconrse.  save  that 
it  guaranties— First,  the  prompt  payment  of 
interest  thereon  at  eight  per  cent,  per  annum, 
IMyable  semiannually  until  the  principal  is 
fuiiy  paid;  second,  the  payment  of  the  prin- 
cipal within  two  years  from  maturity,"  etc 
The  remaining  portion  of  the  second  provi- 
sion is  not  of  Importance  in  the  discussion  of 
tills  case.  In  the  complaint  in  this  action, 
the  respondent  alleged  that  the  interest  cou- 
pon note  due  March  22,  1893,  and  certain  otlt- 
er  coupon  notes,  were  unpaid;  that,  under 
the  terms  of  the  mortgage,  the  holder  was  | 
entitled  to  declare  the  principal  note  due  on 
the  default  of  any  Interest  coupon,  and  that, 
exercising  his  option,  he  had  Aoae  so,  duly 
serving  notice  upon  the  New  England  Loan 
&  Trust  Company,  Thomas  A.  Dougherty, 
and  Eliza  A.  Dougherty,  and  bad  demanded 
of  the  said  Thomas  A.  Dougherty  and  Eliza 
A.  Dougherty  and  the  New  England  Loan  & 
Trust  Company  the  payment  of  the  whole 
principal  sum  and  the  interest  accrued  at  the 
time  of  the  demand.  The  said  demand  not 
being  complied  with,  the  respondent  proceed- 
ed to  foreclose  said  mortgage,  and  the  mort- 
gaged property  was  duly  sold  imder  such  fore- 
closure proceedings  for  the  sum  of  $3,500, 
and  the  sum  of  $3,483.90  was  credited  on  the 
Judgment  In  said  action.  The  respondent  fur- 
ttier  alleges  that  there  was  still  due  to  him 
upon  the  said  judgment  the  sum  of  $2,405.51), 
with  Interest.  He  sued  the  appellant,  the 
New  England  Loan  &  Trust  Company,  there- 
after, as  guarantor,  for  the  amount  of  inter- 
est claimed  to  be  due.  An  answer  was  filed 
by  defendant,  placing  at  issue  the  material 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  alleging,  as  an 
affirmative  defense,  the  payment  of  certain 
insurance  money.  The  reply  was  a  denial  of 
the  affirmative  defense.  The  case  went  to 
trial  on  these  pleadings,  and  judgment  was 
rendered  in  favor  of  the  respondent  for  the 
sum  of  $435.  From  tills  judgment  an  ap- 
peal was  taken  to  this  court. 

The  only  questions  involved  in  this  case 
arise  from  tbe  law  of  the  application  of  pay- 
ments. It  is  the  contention  of  the  appellant 
that  tbe  money  made  upon  the  foreclosure 
proceedings  should  have  been  applied  first  to 
tbe  extinguishment  of  the  interest  coupon 
notes.  As  a  matter  of  fact,  it  was  applied  up- 
on the  original  notes,  and  the  judgment  in 
the  present  case  is  for  the  interest.  Many 
cases  are  cited  by  the  appellant  the  proposi- 
tions of  law  announced  in  which  cannot  be 
disputed.    It  Is  primary  law  that  the  debtor 


may  direct  tbe  appUcatton  oC  a  payment  to 
any  account  he  sees  fit;  that.  If  the  debtor 
makes  no  applicatlcm  of  the  payment,  then 
tbe  creditor  may  apply  It  to  any  liquidated 
demand  due  and  payable.  This  is  so  far  as 
voluntary  payments  are  concerned.  It  is 
equally  well-settled  that,  in  a  case  of  Involun- 
tary payment,  the  court  will  make  an  equita- 
ble application  of  the  payment;  and  It  seems 
to  be  undisputed,  as  a  general  preposition, 
that  the  law  will  impute  the  payment  to  in- 
terest before  principal.  But  the  respondent 
invokes  another  principle  in  this  case,  and 
one  that  was  acted  uiHtn  by  the  court,  viz. 
that  the  debt  having  the  more  precarious  se- 
curity will  be  extinguished  in  preference  to 
anoth».  This  principle  is  announced  In  the 
5th  volume  of  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  at  page 
200;  also,  in  Johnson's  Appeal,  37  Pa.  St. 
268;  Field  v.  Holland,  6  Cranch,  8;  Hanford 
V.  Robertson,  47  Mich.  100,  10  N.  W.  125. 
Under  the  guaranties  in  this  case,  the  prompt 
payment  of  interest  was  contracted  for,  while 
the  original  debt  was  not  to  be  paid  for  two 
years;  and  it  is  urged  by  tlie  respondent  that 
the  security  for  the  original  debt  was  not  as 
safe,  by  reason  of  the  long  lapse  of  time,  as 
the  security  for  the  interest  Wliile,  theoret- 
ically, it  might  be  hard  to  draw  this  distinc- 
tion, yet,  as  a  practical  efTect,  considering  the 
liability  of  corporations  to  dissolve  or  to  be- 
come insolvent  we  think  we  should  not  in- 
terfere with  the  discretion  of  the  court  In 
making  this  application.  But,  outside  of  this 
proposition,  it  is  doubtful  if  the  appellant 
could  raise  an  objection  to  the  application  of 
these  payments  tmder  any  circumstances.  AU 
the  cases  cited  are  with  reference  to  the  pay- 
or and  payee.  For  instance,  the  law  announ- 
cing the  fact  that  the  court  shall  make  an  eq- 
uitable application  also  announces  the  rule 
that  the  court  must  base  it,  so  far  as  possi- 
ble, upon  tbe  ascertainment  of  what  the  real 
intention  of  the  parties  was,  the  parties  be- 
ing the  parties  paying  and  receiving  the  pay- 
ment. In  this  case,  it  was  the  defendant,  in 
the  first  instance,  that  bad  a  right  to  make 
the  application  of  tills  payment,— not  the  ap- 
pellant tiere,  who  had  nothing  to  do  with  the 
payment  of  the  money.  The  appellant  was 
notified  of  the  fact  that  this  interest  was  not 
paid  at  the  time  It  became  due.  It  thereby 
violated  its  contract  by  not  paying  It,  and 
it  cannot  assume  to  control  tbe  direction  of 
Dougherty  and  wife,  who,  in  contemplation 
of  law,  made  the  payment  which  was  applied 
upon  the  principal  note  In  the  mortgage  fore- 
closure suit  It  would  have  been  competent 
for  Donglierty  and  wife,  if  they  bad  paid  that 
amount  voluntarily,  to  have  directed  the  pay- 
ment to  apply  upon  the  note,  instead  of  the 
interest  and  the  appellant  hece  could  have 
raised  no  legal  objection  to  such  application. 
It  would  even  have  been  competent,  under 
the  authorities,  in  case  no  application  had 
been  made  by  Dougherty  and  his  wife,  for  the 
respondent  to  have  made  the  application  him- 
self, and  he  may  have  even  made  it  In  prej- 

uigiiizea  oy  ■^^j  v^  vy  "i  1 1_ 


186 


PACIKC  REPORTEK,  Vol.  41. 


(Wasli. 


ndlce  of  the  rights  of  this  guarantor.  Daniel, 
Neg.  Inst.  §  1250,  and  eases  cited.  This  be- 
ing the  case,  then  the  am)ellant  in  this  case. 
It  seems  to  us,  has  no  grounds  for  complaint. 
The  judgment  will  therefore  be  affirmed. 

HOYT,  G.  J.,  and  SCOTT.  ANDERS,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


KRIESCHEL  t.  BOARD  OP  COM'RS  OP 

SNOHOMISH  COUNTY  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  26, 1895.) 
Xjjjokction— Counti-Seat   Election— P«iCD  or 

COHMfSSIONERS. 

1.  Gen.  St  tit.  38,  c.  3,  provides  that  the 
county  commissioners  shall  canvass  the  votes  at 
an  election  for  the  removal  of  a  county  seat,  as- 
certain the  results,  and  declare  that  the  req- 
uisite number  of  votes  has  been  cast;  and  the 
olace  selected  shall  be  the  county  seat  Hcid, 
that  equity  could  enjoin  the  removal  of  a  county 
seat  for  fraud  of  the  board  of  commissioners  in 
canvassing  the  votes  and  declaring  the  result  of 
the  election.  Parmeter  v.  Bourne,  35  Pac.  586, 
757,  8  Wash.  45,  distinguished. 

2.  Equity  may  enjoin  the  illegal  removal  of 
a  county  seat,  at  the  mstance  of  a  resident  tax- 
payer of  the  county. 

Dunbar,  J.,  dissenting. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Snohomish 
county;    R.  A.  Balllnger,  Judge. 

Action  by  John  Krleschel  against  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  Snoho- 
mish county  and  others,  to  enjoin  the  re- 
moval of  the  county  seat  of  said  county. 
From  a  Judgment  granting  a  temporary  in- 
junction, the  board  of  commissioners  and 
others  appeal.    Affirmed. 

P.  C.  SuUlvan,  Francis  H.  Brownell,  and 
Crowley,  Sullivan  &  Grosscup,  for  appel- 
lants. S.  H.  Piles  and  Sapp  &  Lysous,  for 
respondent 

ANDERS,  J.  In  response  to  a  petition 
purporting  to  be  signed  by  the  requisite 
number  of  qualified  electors  of  Snohomish 
county,  the  board  of  county  commissioners 
of  that  county  caused  to  be  submitted  to  the 
electors  of  the  county,  at  the  general  elec- 
tion held  in  November,  18D4,  a  proposition 
to  remove  the  county  seat  from  the  city  of 
Snohomish  to  the  city  of  Everett.  After 
the  election  had  been  held,  and  on  Decem- 
ber 18,  1894,  the  commissioners  caused  to  be 
spread  upon  their  records  a  statement,  In 
substance,  that  a  meeting  of  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  of  Snohomish  county 
was  duly  and  regularly  called  to  assemble 
at  the  courthouse  in  the  city  of  Snohomish, 
In  said  county,  on  December  16,  1804;  Umt, 
the  returns  of  the  general  election  held  in 
said  county  on  the  6th  day  of  November, 
1894,  having  been  received,  the  board  duly 
proceeded  to  canvass  and  compare  the  same, 
and  to  ascertain  the  result  of  said  election 
on  the  question  of  the  removal  of  the  county 
seat,  and  continued  in  session,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  such  canvass,  comparison,  and  as- 


certainment, continuously,  adjonmlog  from 
time  to  time  as  necessary;  that  said  board, 
having  duly  canvassed,  compared,  and  ascer- 
tained the  result  of  said  election,  as  shown 
by  the  returns  from  the  voting  precincts  of 
the  county,  upon  the  question  whether  the 
county  seat  should  be  removed  from  the 
city  of  Snohomish  to  the  city  of  Everett,  do 
Und,  as  the  result  of  said  canvass,  compari- 
son, and  ascertainment,  that  2,890  votes 
were  cast  for,  and  1,906  against,  removal, 
and  that  the  total  number  of  votes  cast  up- 
on the  proposition  was  4,796,— necessary  to 
removal,  2,878.  Their  record  further  states 
that  the  board  thereupon  declared  the  city 
of  Everett  to  be  the  county  seat  of  Snoho- 
mish county  from  and  after  January  21, 
1895;  that  notice  of  the  result  of  said  elec- 
tion be  given  by  posting  notices  thereof  In 
all  the  election  precincts  of  said  county, 
and  that  the  county  officers  whose  offices 
are  required  by  law  to  be  kept  at  the  coun- 
ty seat  remove  their  respective  offices,  files, 
records,  office  fixtures  and  furniture,  and  all 
public  property  pertaining  to  their  respec- 
tive offices  to  the  city  of  Everett,  from,  on, 
and  after  said  January  21.  1895.  It  also  ap- 
pears from  their  records  that,  after  examin- 
ing the  certificate  of  the  county  canvassing 
board,  the  county  commissioners,  by  a  ma- 
jority vote  (Mr.  Evans  voting  contra),  re- 
fused to  consider,  and  rejected,  the  returns 
from  the  precincts  of  Port  Gardner  and 
South  Snohomish,  on  the  ground  that  the 
returns  from  those  precincts  bore  evidence 
of  erasures  and  alterations  on  their  face, 
and  appeared  to  be  forgeries,  and  that  the 
returns  of  those  precincts  were  in  such  a 
condition  that  it  was  impossible  to  deter- 
mine the  correct  vote  cast  in  said  precincts 
from  said  returns.  The  respondent,  who 
became  one  of  the  commissioners  of  Snoho- 
mish county  on  or  about  January  15,  1895, 
and  who  theretofore  was,  and  still  is,  a  resi- 
dent and  taxpayer  of  said  county,  brought 
this  action  to  restrain  and  enjoin  the  de- 
fendants, who  were  county  officers,  from  re- 
moving their  respective  offices,  or  the  files, 
papers,  and  property  pertaining  thereto, 
from  the  city  of  Snohomish  to  the  city  of 
Everett,  in  pursuance  of  the  declaration  and 
order  of  the  board  of  county  commissioners. 
The  grounds  uiK>n  which  he  asked  the  in- 
ter[>osition  of  the  court  were  that  the  peti- 
tion ui)on  which  the  county  commissioners 
submitted  the  proposition  of  removal  to  the 
electors  of  the  county  was  not  signed  by 
the  requisite  number  of  the  qualified  elect- 
ors, and  was  fraudulent  and  Illegal;  that 
the  question  of  removal  was  not  properly 
submitted,  for  the  reasou  that  no  s^tarate 
ballots  or  ballot  boxes  were  prepared  for 
the  votes  upon  the  question  of  removing  the 
county  seat;  that  the  board  of  commission- 
ers never  canvassed  the  votes  cast  on  the 
question  of  removal,  and  never  ascertained 
the  result  of  the  election  on  that  question 
from  the  returns  from  the  various  election 
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precincts,  but  fraudulently,  and  In  violation 
of  law,  and  contrary  to  their  knowledge  of 
the  fact,  declared  that  more  than  three- 
flfths  of  the  votes  cast  niK>n  the  proposition 
were  In  favor  of  removing  the  county  seat 
from  Snohomish  to  Everett;  that  the  law 
concerning  the  removal  of  county  seats,  un- 
der and  by  virtue  of  which  the  commission- 
ers submitted  the  proposition  to  the  voters 
of  the  county,  Is  unconstitutional,  inopera- 
tive, and  void;  and  that  the  removal  of  the 
county  offices  to  the  city  of  Everett  will  re- 
sult In  an  unnecessary  and  Illegal  expendi- 
ture of  the  public  moneys,  and  illegally  and 
utgustly  cause  the  respondent  and  all  other 
taxpayers  of  the  county  to  pay  a  larger 
amount  of  taxes  than  they  Justly  ought  to 
pay.  Upon  the  filing  of  the  complaint  a 
temporary  restraining  order  was  Issued,  and 
thereafter  the  cause  was  set  down  for  hear- 
ing upon  plaintiff's  motion  for  a  temporary 
Injunction.  On  the  day  fixed  for  the  hear- 
ing, the  defendants  appeared  and  objected 
to  the  proceeding  oa  several  grounds,  among 
which  were  that  the  court  had  no  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  of  this  action, 
that  the  complaint  failed  to  state  sufficient 
facts  to  entitle  the  plalntiflT  to  the  relief  de- 
manded, and  that  the  pialntlfT  had  no  legal 
right  or  capacity  to  maintain  the  action. 
These  objections  were  overruled  by  the 
court,  and  the  application  for  a  preliminary 
injunction  was  heard  upon  affidavits  sub- 
mitted by  the  respective  parties.  After  ar- 
gument by  the  respective  counsel,  and  due 
consideration  by  the  court,  a  temporary  In- 
junction was  ordered,  to  reverse  whicli  or- 
der this  appeal  is  prosecuted. 

It  Is  claimed  by  the  learned  counsel  for  ap- 
pellants that,  under  the  law  of  this  state  as 
announced  In  Parmeter  v.  Bourne,  8  Wash. 
45,  35  Pae.  580,  757,  the  court  below  had  no 
Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  this  con- 
troversy, and  that  it  was  therefore  error  to 
entertain  and  consider  plaintifTs  complaint. 
The  case  of  Parmeter  v.  Bourne  involved  the 
removal  of  the  county  seat  of  Pacific  county, 
and  it  was  therein  sought  to  restrain  a  trans- 
fer of  the  county  offices  from  OysterviUe  to 
South  Bend,  on  the  alleged  ground  that  fraud 
had  been  committed  in  the  counting  of  the 
rotes  by  the  Judges  of  election,  and  in  the  is- 
suing of  returns  of  the  election  to  the  board 
of  county  commissioners.  It  was  not  claimed 
or  pretended  that  the  commissioners  them- 
selves did  not  honestly  and  faithfully  dis- 
charge the  trnst  Imposed  upon  them  by  law. 
From  the  returns  of  the  election  and  the  poll 
books  of  the  several  precincts  of  the  county 
they  ascertained  and  declared  the  result  of 
the  election  on  the  proposition  of  removal, 
and  this  court  was  constrained  to  hold,  under 
the  circumstances,  that  their  determination  of 
the  result  of  the  election  was  final,  and  could 
not  be  set  aside  by  the  courts.  The  conclu- 
sion arrived  at  In  that  case  was  the  result  of 
a  careful  consideration  of  the  authorities  ap- 
plicable to   the  questions  presented   by  the 


record,  and  we  are  not  now  disposed  to  chal- 
lenge Its  coiTectness.  But  It  must  not  be  un- 
derstood from  that  decision  that,  in  no  case, 
can  any  action  of  a  board  of  county  com- 
missioners respecting  the  removal  of  a  coun- 
ty seat  be  called  in  question,  as  might  per- 
haps be  Inferred  from  some  general  observa^ 
tlons  made  In  the  course  of  the  opinion.  If 
considered  apart  and  disconnected  from  the 
real  questions  under  consideration.  While  It 
was  said  generally  that  the  removal  of  a 
county  seat  Is  a  political  question.  It  was  not 
Intimated  that  such  removal  could  be  effected 
at  the  mere  will  or  caprice  of  the  county  com- 
missioners, regardless  of  the  law  and  the 
constitution  of  the  state.  Although  a  politi- 
cal question,  it  Is  nevertheless  one  over  which 
even  the  legislature  has  not  absolute  and  un- 
limited control,  for  Its  power  is  plainly  lim- 
ited by  our  constitution.  In  some  of  the 
states  the  legislature  seems  to  possess  prac- 
tically unrestricted  power  as  to  the  removal 
and  location  of  county  seats,  and,  under  such 
circumstances,  the  courts  hold,  and  not  with- 
out reason,  that  where  It  has  designated 
some  body  or  tribunal  to  determine  the  ques- 
tion of  removal,  the  determination  of  such 
tribunal  Is  final  and  conclusive.  But  we  have 
been  referred  to  no  ease,  and  have  found 
none,  in  which  It  has  been  held  that  a  board 
of  county  commissioners,  to  whom  the  law 
confides  the  duty  of  ascertaining  and  declar- 
ing the  result  of  an  election  upon  a  proposi- 
tion to  remove  a  county  seat,  can  finally  and 
conclusively  determine  the  question  in  a  man- 
ner contrary  to  or  different  from  that  pre- 
scribed by  law.  In  this  state,  It  Is  the  will  of 
the  qualified  electors  of  a  county,  as  ex- 
pressed by  their  ballots,  and  that  only,  which 
authorizes  the  removal  or  relocation  of  a 
county  seat.  Neither  the  legislature,  nor  the 
county  commissioners,  who  are  Its  agents, 
can  effect  a  removal  In  any  other  way  than 
by  submission  to  a  popular  vote.  The  only 
power  the  commissioners  have  with  respe<;t 
to  the  matter  is  the  power  to  submit  the  ques- 
tion to  a  vote  of  the  people,  and  to  ascertain, 
dechire,  and  publish  the  result  of  the  election 
thereon.  When  they  have  submitted  the 
proposition  to  the  electors,  and  have  ascer- 
tained from  the  returns  that  three-fifths  of 
all  the  votes  cast  upon  the  proposition  are  In 
favor  of  removal,  It  Is  their  duty  to  give  the 
proper  notice  and  declare  the  county  seat  to 
be  at  the  place  so  selected  from  and  after  a 
specified  date,  not  more  than  90  days  after 
the  election.    See  Gen.  St.,  tit  38,  c.  3. 

An  examination  of  the  law  concerning  the 
removal  of  county  seats  will  disclose  the  fact 
that  thelegislature  did  not  intend  to  clothethe 
several  boards  of  county  commissioners  in  this 
state  with  arbitrary  power  to  determine  this 
question,  for  it  provided  that,  "when  the  re- 
turns have  been  received  and  compared,  and 
the  results  ascertained  by  the  board.  If  three- 
fifths  of  the  legal  votes  cast  by  those  voting 
on  the  proposition  are  in  favor  of  any  jmv- 
tlcular  place^  the  board  must  give  notice  ot> 
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the  result  by  posting  notice  thereof  in  all  the 
election  precincts  in  the  county."  The  stat- 
ute also  provides  that  the  place  selected  to 
be  the  county  seat  of  the  county  must  be  so 
declared  in  the  notice  mentioned  In  the  sec- 
tion which  we  have  Just  quoted,  but  this  lan- 
guage evidently  does  not  mean  that  the  place 
selected  by  the  board  shall  be  the  county 
seat,  but  the  place  selected  by  the  people  of 
the  county  and  declared  so  selected  by  the 
board.  The  statute  upon  the  subject  is  In 
perfect  accord  with  the  constitution,  for  that 
instrument  declares  that  "no  county  seat  shall 
be  removed  unless  three-fifths  of  the  qualified 
electors  of  the  county  voting  on  the  proposi- 
tion at  a  general  election,  shall  vote  in  favor 
of  such  removal,  and  three-fifths  of  all  the 
votes  cast  on  the  proposition  shall  be  required 
to  relocate  a  county  seat."  Const,  art.  11,  § 
2.  While  the  removal  of  a  county  seat  neces- 
sarily involves  the  exercise  of  political  or  leg- 
islative power,  it  is  thus  seen  that  the  people, 
the  source  of  all  political  power,  have  not 
seen  fit  to  leave  the  matter  of  removal  to  the 
unrestricted  will  of  the  legislature.  And,  al- 
though the  legislature  has  delegated  certain 
powers  to  the  county  commissioners,  it  has 
talsen  care  to  designate  the  character  of  their 
duties  and  the  manner  of  discharging  them. 
What,  then,  would  be  the  consequence  should 
a  board  of  county  commissioners  in  a  given 
case  declare  a  county  seat  removed  without 
first  ascertaining  whether  or  not  the  legal  and 
constitutional  number  of  votes  had  been  cast 
in  favor  of  such  removal?  Would  such  a 
declaration  effect  a  removal  in  spite  of  the 
contrary  declaration  of  the  constitution  and 
the  law?  The  contention  of  appellants  is,  in 
effect,  that  it  would,  but  we  think  their  posi- 
tion Is  untenable.  If  the  county  commis- 
sioners can  cause  the  removal  of  a  county 
seat  by  a  mere  declaration,  unwarranted  by 
the  law  or  the  facts  of  the  case,  then  it  was 
the  extreme  of  folly  on  the  part  of  the  fram- 
ers  of  the  constitution  to  Incorporate  into  the 
fundamental  law  the  provision  above  quoted, 
and  the  legislature  did  a  vain  and  useless 
thing  when  it  enacted  a  law  for  their  guid- 
ance. If  there  is  no  legal  remedy  for  such 
a  wrong,  it  were  far  better  if  this  question 
liad  been  left  to  their  uncontrolled  discretion. 
But,  since  the  law  is  otherwise,  It  becomes 
necessary  to  determine  whethw,  upon  the 
facts  presented  by  the  record,  the  court  below 
was  warranted  in  awarding  the  preliminary 
injunction  of  which  appellants  complain.  We 
thinlc  it  may  be  stated  as  a  general  proposi- 
tion that  every  citizen  has  a  right  to  be  pro- 
tected against  the  consequences  of  the  illegal 
acts  of  all  persons.  If,  therefore,  the  board 
of  commissioners  were  not  authorized,  in  this 
instance,  by  the  facts  and  the  law,  to  declare 
that  the  city  of  Everett  had  been  selected  as 
the  county  seat  of  Snohomish  county,  we 
must  conclude  that  the  respondent  was  en- 
titled to  be  relieved,  in  some  manner  or  form 
of  action,  from  any  injurious  consequences 
which  would  i-esult  to  him  from  the  removal 


of  the  county  seat  to  that  place.  In  Rickey 
V.  Williams,  8  Wash.  479.  36  Pac.  480,  thU 
court  affirmed  the  Judgment  of  the  lower 
court  enjoining  the  removal  of  the  county 
seat  of  Stevens  county,  on  the  ground  that 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  acted  upon 
an  insufllclent  petition  In  submitting  the  ques- 
tion to  a  popular  vote,  and  it  was  also  held 
In  that  case  that  a  county  officer  whose  office 
was  required  by  law  to  be  kept  at  the  county 
seat  might  maintain  an  action  to  enjoin  an 
Illegal  removal  thereof,— that  is,  a  removal  at- 
tempted to  be  consummated  by  an  Illegal  and 
void  election.  In  this  case,  the  petition  upon 
which  the  commissioners  acted  seems  to  have 
been  sufficient.  At  least,  the  trial  court  so 
concluded,  and  we  see  nothing  in  the  record 
indicating  error  in  that  regard. 

But  it  is  alleged,  in  effect,  in  the  complaint 
and  proved  by  the  evidence,  that  the  board 
of  county  commissioners  never  received, 
compared,  or  canvassed  the  returns  of  the 
election  upon  the  question  of  the  removal  of 
the  county  seat.  The  proof  fairly  shows  that 
neither  the  returns  nor  the  poll  books  were 
ever  in  the  posseasioa  of  the  board  of  com- 
missioners. It  is  claimed,  however,  that  a 
majority  of  the  board  were  present  at  the 
canvass  of  the  Section  returns  made  by  the 
county  canvassing  board,  of  which  the  chair- 
man of  the  board  of  county  commissioners 
was,  ex  officio,  a  member,  and  by  that  means 
ascertained  the  result  of  the  election  on  the 
proposition  of  removal.  But  there  was  no 
session  of  the  board  of  commissioners  during 
the  time  the  county  canvassing  board  was  in 
session,  and  no  such  meeting  could  have  been 
held  unless  the  chairman  of  the  board  of 
commissioners  was  capable  of  acting  as  a 
member  of  two  boards  and  discharging  dis- 
tinct duties  at  one  and  the  same  time,  which 
we  hardly  think  was  possible.  Mr.  Evans, 
one  of  the  county  commissioners,  knew  noth- 
ing of  any  meeting  of  the  board  between  the 
lOtb  and  ISth  days  of  December,  and  on  the 
latter  date  the  board  were  not  in  session  to 
exceed  15  minutes.  The  orders  we  have  men- 
tioned, and  which  were  entered  upon  the 
records,  were  prepared  In  advance  of  this 
meeting  by  a  majority  of  the  board,  and  were 
adopted  as  expeditiously  as  possible,  evident- 
ly with  the  intention  that  no  one  should  in- 
terfere to  prevent  the  removal  of  the  county 
seat  to  Everett  In  the  absence  of  the  returns 
and  the  poll  books,  and  without  considering 
the  returns  from  the  precincts  of  Port  Gard- 
ner and  South  Snohomish,  the  correct  num- 
ber of  votes  In  which  precincts  they  say  they 
were  unable  to  ascertain,  two  members  of 
the  board  declared  that  the  city  of  Everett 
had  received  more  than  three-fifths  of  aU 
the  le^l  votes  cast  upon  the  question  of  re- 
moval and  thereby  became  the  county  seat  of 
Snohomish  county.  The  records  of  the  board 
itself,  as  well  as  the  evidence  adduced  at  tlie 
trial,  conclusively  show  that  the  number  of 
legal  votes  cast  upon  the  proposition  was  not 
ascertained  by  the  board  of  county  commis- 
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BioneK.  And  In  that  matter  they  were  Test- 
ed with  no  arbitrary,  or  even  diiicretionary, 
power.  They  were  commanded  by  the  law 
to  aae»taln,  from  the  retnma.  whether  a  eat- 
fldent  number  of  votes  had  been  cast  to  aor 
thoriae  the  removal  of  the  comity  scat,  and  not 
Bimiriy  to  declare  that  the  reqnbied  nmnber 
had  been  cast. 

The  result  of  the  election  not  having  be«i 
ascertained,  tjbe  pretended  canvass  and  as- 
certainment by  the  board  was  not  mecdy  Ir- 
regular, bnt  absohitdy  \olii,  and  conatitnted 
no  foondatioa  or  authority  whatever  for  the 
order  and  declaration  eaatered  upon  the  rec- 
ords. So  far  as  the  location  of  the  comity 
aeat  is  concerned,  the  effect  of  the  election 
is  neither  greater  nor  less  than  if  no  election 
wbaterer  had  been  held  npon  the  proposition; 
and  it  follows,  for  ought  that  appears  to  the 
coutrary.  that  the  citr  of  Snohomish  is  stlU 
the  county  seat  of  Snohomish  county.  And 
that  being  so,  the  question  is:  "Oan  a  county 
olllcer  and  a  taxpayer  maintain  an  action  to 
enjoin  Its  removal  and  prevent  the  conse- 
quent illegal  expenditure  of  public  money? 
That  he  may  do  so,  was  determined  by  this 
court  in  Kidiey  v.  WHliams,  supra.  In 
Crampton  v.  Zabrlskie.  101  U.  S.  601,  the 
court  said:  "Of  the  right  of  resident  taxpay- 
eis  to  Invoice  the  interposition  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  prevent  an  illegal  disposition  of  the 
moneys  of  the  county  or  the  Illegal  creation 
of  a  debt  which  they  in  common  with  othtt 
I^roperty  holders  of  a  county  may  otherwise 
be  compelled  to  pay,  there  is  at  this  day  no 
serious  question.  The  right  has  been  recog- 
nized by  the  state  courts  in  numerous  cases, 
and  from  the  nature  of  the  powers  exercised 
by  municipal  corporations,  the  great  danger 
of  their  abuse,  and  the  necessity  of  prompt  ac- 
tion to  prevent  irreniedlable  injuries,  it  would 
seem  eminently  proper  for  courts  of  equity 
to  Interfere  upon  the  application  of  the  tax- 
payers of  a  county  to  prevent  the  consumma- 
tion of  a  wrong,  when  the  officers  of  those  cor- 
porations assume,  In  excess  of  their  powers,  to 
create  burdens  upon  property  holders." 

Upon  the  authority  of  these  cases,  and 
many  others  which  might  be  cited,  as  well 
as  upon  considerations  of  right  and  Justice, 
we  conclude  that  the  court  below  properly 
interfered  to  prevent  the  consummation  of  a 
wrong  which  would  otherwise  have  resulted 
from  the  unwarranted  and  illegal  acts  of  the 
majority  of  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers. Moreover,  it  must  be  conceded  that  there 
Is  much  force  in  the  suggestion  of  counsel 
for  reqiondent  that  section  6  of  article  4  of 
the  state  constitution  conferred  Jurisdiction 
npon  the  superior  court  to  hear  and  determine 
this  action.  It  Is  th»«  provided  that  "the 
superior  court  shall  have  original  Jurisdiction 
*  *  *  of  such  special  cases  and  proceedings 
as  are  not  otherwise  provided  for."  This  pro- 
vision of  the  constitution  was  not  pressed  up- 
on tlie  attention  of  this  court  or  passed  uix>n 
in  either  of  the  county  seat  cases  above  meu- 
ti(Hted.   The  language  there  used  is  certainly 


very  broad  aad  comprehensive,  and  might 
well  be  said  to  apply  to  cases  of  this  charac- 
ter, as  they  are  "not  otherwise  provided  tor," 
and,  if  contemplated  at  all,  fall  within  the 
purview  of  this  provision.  At  all  events,  it 
is  ntanUest  that  it  was  not  the  Intention  of 
the  framers  of  this  section  6  to  eojdude  any 
sort  or  manner  of  causes  from  the  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  superior  court  As  wfaiat  we  have 
already  said  disposes  of  this  case,  it  becomes 
unnecessary  to  enter  upon  a  discussion  of 
other  points  made  in  the  briefs  of  the  learned 
counsel  for  the  respective  parties.  The  Judg- 
ment is  affirmed. 

HOYT,  O.  J.,  and  S(X)TT,  J.,  cooeur. 

DUNBAR,  J.  (dissenting).  I  am  unable  to 
distinguish  this  case  from  that  of  Farmeter 
V.  Bourne,  8  Wash.  45,  35  Pac.  586,  757,  and 
State  V.  Jones,  6  Wash.  452,  34  Pac.  201,  and 
as,  in  my  opinion,  this  com-t  in  those  cases 
decided  the  principles  Involved  in  this  case 
In  favor  of  the  appellant,  It  follows  that  the 
Judgment  should  be  reversed. 


STATB  ex  rSl.   SWERDFIGBR  v.   WHIT- 
NEY et  Bl. 
(Supreme  Court  ot  Washin^on.    July  26, 1895.) 

Removal  of  Couxtv  asAT— Casvassixo  Vote — 
Estoppel. 

1.  Gen.  St.  tit.  88,  c.  3,  providing  that  the 
county  commissioners  shall  receive  and  compare 
the  returns  on  an  elfection  for  the  removal  of 
county  seats,  was  not  repealed  by  Act  March  10, 
1888  (Laws  1893,  p.  271),  creating  a  county 
canvassing  board  of  election  returns  for  all  spe- 
cial and  general  county  and  state  elections. 

2.  A  canvassing  board  of  election  returns 
is  not  estopped,  by  having  assumed  to  canvass 
the  returns  for  vote  on  change  of  a  county  seat, 
from  subsequently  denying  that  they  had  au- 
thority to  canvass  such  returns. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  Snohomish 
county;  James  G.  McCllnton,  Judge. 

Application  on  relation  of  D.  S.  Swerd- 
flger  against  L.  C.  Whitney,  prosecuting  at- 
torney, and  others,  for  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  defendauts  to  canvass  election  re- 
turns for  change  of  a  county  seat.  From  a 
Judgment  for  issuance  of  the  writ,  defend- 
ants appeal.    Reversed. 

Crowley,  Sullivan  &  Orosscup  and  Brown 
&  Brownell,  for  appellants.  Sapp  &  Lysons 
and  S.  H.  Piles,  for  respondent. 

ANDERS,  J.  The  respmident  and  the  ap- 
pellants constituted  the  county  canvassing 
board  of  election  returns  In  and  for  Sno- 
homish county,  for  the  general  election  held 
therein  on  November  6,  1894.  At  that  elec- 
tion there  was  submitted,  among  others,  the 
question  whether  the  county  seat  of  Sno- 
homish county  shotild  be  removed  from  the 
city  of  Snohomish  to  the  city  of  Everett. 
The  board  met  and  proceeded  to  canvass  the 
returns  from  the  various  election  precincts 
of   the   county,   including   those  upon   the 
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proposition  to  remove  the  county  seat.  After 
oanvassinf;  the  returns  upon  that  proposition 
from  all  the  precincts,  except  five,  the  ap- 
pellants, who  were  a  majority  of  the  board, 
refused  to  cauTass  or  consider  the  returns 
from  South  Snohomish,  whereupon  the  re- 
spondent sued  out  an  alternative  writ  of 
mandate  to  compel  them  to  count  the  votes 
returned  from  that  precinct,  or  to  show 
cause  why  they  had  not  done  so.  The  de- 
fendants interposed  a  demurrer  to  the  writ, 
on  the  grounds  (1)  that  the  plaintiff  had  no 
capacity  to  sue;  (2)  that  the  alternative  writ 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action;  and  (3)  that  there  was  a  de- 
fect of  i>arties  defendant.  The  demurrer  was 
overruled,  and  the  defendants  excepted.  An 
answer  was  then  filed,  setting  up  several  af- 
firmative defenses,  to  which  the  plaintiff  duly 
replied.  A  trial  was  had  upon  the  Issues 
raised  by  the  pleadings,  and,  after  the  In- 
troduction of  the  evidence,  the  court  made 
and  filed  Its  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
of  law,  upon  which  a  i>eremptory  writ  of 
mandate  was  issued,  commanding  the  de- 
fendants to  canvass  and  count  the  votes  of 
the  precinct  of  South  Snohomish,  as  they  ap- 
peared uiK)n  the  face  of  the  official  returns. 
"When  the  cause  came  on  for  hearing  In  this 
court,  it  appeared  that  no  exceptions  had 
been  talcen  to  the  findings  of  fact  or  con- 
clusions of  law  made  by  the  court  below, 
and  thereupon  the  court  refused  to  consider 
any  of  the  facts  upon  which  such  findings 
were  based.  In  the  present  posture  of  the 
case,  therefore,  there  is  but  one  question 
which  It  is  necessary  to  determine,  and  that 
Is  whether  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the 
defendants'  demurrer. 

The  point  is  made  by  the  appellants  that, 
under  the  law,  they  had  no  right  or  author- 
ity, as  members  of  the  county  canvassing 
board  of  election  returns,  to  canvass  the 
votes  cast  upon  the  question  of  removing 
the  county  seat,  and  that  it  was  error  on 
the  part  of  the  court  to  undertake  to  compel 
them  to  do  so.  Their  position  is  that  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  were  alone 
charged  with  the  duty  of  ascertaining  the 
result  of  the  election  upon  the  question  of 
removal,  and  we  think  It  Is  well  taken. 
Under  the  law  concerning  the  removal  of 
county  seats,  It  is  made  the  duty  of  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  upon  the 
presentation  of  a  proi)erly  signed  petition,  to 
submit  the  question  of  removal  to  the  elec- 
tors of  the  county  at  a  general  Section  to  be 
held  therein,  and  to  receive  and  compare 
the  returns,  and  ascertain  therefrom  the  re- 
sult of  the  election,  and,  If  they  find  that 
three-fifths  of  the  legal  votes  cast  by  those 
voting  on  the  proposition  are  In  favor  of  a 
Ijarticular  place,  to  give  notice  thereof  In 
all  the  election  precincts  In  the  county.  Gen. 
St.  tit.  38.  c.  3.  At  the  time  this  law  was 
enacted  the  county  canvassing  Ijoard  con- 
sisted of  the  county  auditor  and  two  other 
county  officers,  one  of  whom  was  a  Judge  of 


probate.  Oen.  St  |  417.  On  the  taking  ef- 
fect of  the  constitution  of  the  state,  the  of- 
fice of  probate  Judge  was  abolished,  and  it 
became  necessary  to  create  a  new  board  of 
county  canvassers,  which  was  done  by  the 
act  of  March  10,  1893  (Laws  1893,  p.  271). 
By  virtue  of  that  act,  the  county  auditor,  the 
chairman  of  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers, and  the  prosecuting  attorney  now  com- 
pose the  county  canvassing  board  of  election 
returns  for  aU  special  and  general  county 
and  state  elections  in  such  county.  As  the 
duties  of  this  new  board  of  canvassers  are 
not  specifically  pointed  out  In  the  statute.  It 
would  seem  that  it  vras  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  that  it  should  simply  possess  the 
powers  and  discharge  the  duties  of  the  board 
as  formerly  constituted. 

The  law  authorizing  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  to  ascertain  the  result  of 
elections  in  reference  to  the  removal  of 
county  seats  Is  not  expressly  repealed  by  this 
late  act  creating  the  board  of  county  can- 
vassers, and  we  fall  to  perceive  any 
such  conflict  between  the  two  acts  that  both 
may  not  stand.  Nor  do  we  think  that  the 
members  of  the  county  canvassing  board 
were  estopped  from  denying  that  they  had 
authority  to  proceed  with  the  canvass  of  the 
vote  on  the  county-seat  question  by  the  fact 
that  they  had  assumed  to  act  in  that  matter. 
That  they  attempted,  either  Ignorantly  or 
knowingly,  to  exercise  a  power  not  conferred 
upon  them  by  law.  affords  no  reason  why 
they  should  be  comi>eUed  to  continue  In 
wrongdoing.  The  Judgment  Is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  with  directions  to  dis- 
miss this  proceeding. 

HOYT.  C.  J.,  and  SCOTT  DUNBAR,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


LA  WRY  T.  BOARD  OF  COM'RS  OF  SNO- 
HOMISH CO.  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    Jul.v  2C,  ISO.").) 
Appeal— Removal  op  Cocstt  Seat. 
Act  1893.  March  11  (Laws  1893.  p.  201), 
providing  that  "any  person  may  appeal  from  any 
decision  or  order  of  tlie  county  commissiouers  to 
the  suijerior  court,"  does  not  authorize  an  ap- 
peal from  an  order  directing  the  removal  of  the 
county  seat 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  Snohomish 
county;  R.  A.  Ballinger,  Judge. 

Appeal  by  Charles  L.  Lawry  from  the  or- 
der of  the  board  of  county  commissioners  of 
Snohomish  county  and  others,  directing  the 
removal  of  the  county  seat    Affirmed. 

Sapp  &  Lysons  and  S.  H.  Piles,  for  ap- 
pellant P.  C.  Sullivan  and  Francis  H. 
Brownell,  for  respondents.   . 

ANDERS,  X  As  stated  In  the  brief  of  ap- 
pellant, the  only  question  for  discussion  and 
determination  In  this  case  Is,  will  an  appeal 
lie  from  a  decislMi  or  order  of  the  board  of 
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county  eommlaslonen  with  respect  to  tbe 
remoTfil  of  the  conntj  Beat?  The  appeUaot 
IB  a  realdent  and  taxpayer  of  Snobcnniah 
county,  and,  aa  aneb,  undertook  to  pioae- 
cate  an  appeal  from  an  order  of  the  board  of 
eonnty  commlBaloners  of  that  eoimty  de- 
claring the  result  of  an  election  to  remove 
the  county  aeat,  and  from  an  order  reqoij^ 
Ing  the  removal  of  the  county  offices  to  the 
place  designated  by  the  board.  The  superior 
court  dismissed  the  appeal,  on  motion  of 
the  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  the  reso- 
Intion  and  order  complained  of  were  not  ap> 
pealable.  In  so  doing  the  appellant  contends 
the  court  erred.  He  Insists  that  he  had  an 
nnquestlonable  right  to  appeal,  under  the 
act  <rf  March  11.  1898  (Laws  18B3,  p.  291), 
which  provides  that  "any  person  may  ap- 
peal from  any  decision  or  order  of  the  coun- 
ty commissioners  to  the  superior  court  of 
the  proper  county."  This  language  is  very 
broad  and  general;  and,  if  It  must  be  lit- 
cnlly  ctHistrued,  Ids  contention  must  neces- 
earHy  prevail.  But  we  do  not  think  it  should 
be  BO  construed.  If  any  person  may  appeal 
from  any  decision  or  order,  every  person 
may  appeal,  and  we  think  there  must  be  a 
limit  s(»newhere.  In  reference  to  this  pro- 
rlsion,  it  was  said  by  this  court,  in  Morath 
T.  Gorham,  U  Wash.  — ,  40  Pac.  129,  that: 
"A  literal  construction  of  this  part  of  our 
■tatute  would  compel  us  to  hold  that  any 
man  or  woman  In  tbe  county  or  state,  or 
elsewhere,  may  appeal,  *  *  *  regardless 
of  his  or  her  relation  to  the  matter  In  con- 
troversy; and  we  do  not  think  the  legislv 
tore  intended,  for  a  moment,  to  confer  such 
an  unlimited  and  universal  right  of  appeal. 
It  is  a  generally  understood  proposition  of 
law,  and  presumably  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  legislature  when  they  enacted  this 
section,  that  no  one  but  a  party  to  an  action 
or  proceeding  can  prosecute  an  appeal  from 
a  judgment  or  decision  therein.  Haynes, 
New  Trials  &  App.  c.  81.  And  we  must  pre- 
sume that,  when  tbe  legislature  said  'any 
person  may  appeal,'  they  meant  any  person 
who  has  properly  presented  a  matter  before 
tbe  board  for  their  determination,  and  who 
l6  dissatisfied  with  their  decision."  This 
whole  statute  must  be  read  together.  In  or- 
der to  ascertain  the  legislative  Intention; 
and,  when  so  read,  it  will  be  manifest  that 
It  was  only  Intended  to  give  the  right  ot  ap- 
peal to  parties  to  ordinary  proceedings  be- 
fore the  board,  or  to  persons  directly  inter- 
ested therein.  The  words,  "party  appeal- 
big,"  are  used  several  times  In  that  portion 
of  the  act  prescribing  the  manner  of  taking 
the  appeal,  which  strongly  tends  to  show 
that  it  was  the  intention  that  the  person 
who  appeals  must  be.  In  some  way,  a  party 
to  the  matter  in  controversy.  But,  in  this 
caw,  there  are  special  reasons  for  holding 
tbat  no  appeal  will  lie  from  the  order  com- 
plained of.  By  the  statute  relating  to  the 
removal  of  county  seats,  duties  are  cast 
upon   the    board  of  county  commissioners 


which  are  separate  and  distinct  from  their 
ordinary  and  usual  duties.  In  discharging 
them,  it  acts  as  the  representative  or  agent 
of  the  legislatnnk  by  virtue  of  a  special  stat- 
ute enacted  for  the  sole  purpose  of  clothing 
it  with  special  powers,  and  which  provides 
for  no  i^ipeali  We  think  the  general  appeal 
act  refers  only  to  the  usual  proceedings  of 
the  board,  and  not  to  special  proceedings 
under  a  special  statute  for  a  special  purpose. 
The  right  of  appeal  la  a  statutory  right,  and, 
not  having  been  given  by  the  statute  in  this 
instance,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  It  was 
the  Intention  of  the  legislature  that  there 
should  be  no  i^ipeal  from  the  proceedings  of 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  in  the 
matter  of  the  removal  of  a  county  seat  And 
the  same  doctrine  has  been  announced  by 
other  courts  In  cases  like  this,  and  In  oth- 
ers involving  similar  questions.  Bosley  t. 
Ackelmlre,  39  Ind.  636;  Board  of  Com'rs  y. 
Smith,  40  Ind.  61;  Bz  parte  Towles,  48  Tex. 
413;  Bowersox  v.  Watson,  20  Ohio  St  496; 
Fnlkerson  v.  Stevens  (Kan.  Sup.)  1  Pac.  261. 
Tbe  Judgment  la  affirmed. 

HOXT,  C.  J,  and  DUNBAB,  SCOTT,  and 
GORDON,  JJ..  concur. 


(IS  Wash.  465> 

THOMAS  &  CO.  V.  CITT  OF  OLTMPIA. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  27, 1895.) 

Cm  WAitaANTs— Patmsnt  rnox  Srsoui,  Fdni* 

—Provisions  in  City  Contbaot 

— Construction. 

1.  Where  the  contnict  for  a  dty  Improve- 
ment calls  for  payment  from  a  spedal  fund,  and 
the  city  oSdala  in  good  faith  and  with  care  at- 
tempt to  create  snca  fund,  the  contractor  can- 
not compel  payment  from  the  general  fund  of 
the  city,  on  fta  failure  to  create  the  special  fond. 

2.  Where  the  contract  recites  that  In  con- 
sideration of  the  issuance  of  warrants  on  a  spe- 
cial fund,  to  be  raised  by  assessment,  the  con- 
tractor waives  bis  right  to  demand  payment 
in  any  other  way,  the  contractor  waives  his 
right  to  recover  from  the  municipality  for  the 
negligence  of  its  officers  in  failing  to  create  the 
special  fund. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Thurston  coun- 
ty; T.  M.  Reed,  Judge. 

Action  by  Thomas  &  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion, against  the  City  of  Olympla,  a  munic- 
ipal corporation.  There  was  a  Judgment  for 
defendant,  and  plaintiff  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Frank  D.  Nash,  for  appellant  A.  J.  Falk- 
nor  and  Preston  M.  Troy,  for  respondent 

HOTT,  O.  J.  The  object  of  this  action  was 
to  establish  a  liability  against  the  respondent 
for  certain  warrants  issued  to  the  contractor 
In  payment  for  work  done  npon  a  contract  for 
the  grading  of  a  street  These  warrants 
were  primarily  payable  out  of  a  special  fund 
which.  It  was  provided  by  ordinance,  should 
be  created  by  an  assessment  to  be  levied  up- 
on the  property  to  be  benefited  by  the  work, 
and  it  was  claimed  that  by  reason  of  the 
negligence  of  the  officers  of  the  city  in  failing 
to  create  such  fund,  tbe  city  had  become  11»- 
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ble  to  pay  the  warrants  out  of  its  general 
fund.  The  respondent,  after  denying-  certain 
alle^tions  in  the  complaint,  set  np,  by  way 
of  affirmatlTe  defense,  the  alleged  facts:  (1) 
That  at  the  tlmfr  the  contract  for  the  work 
was  entered  into  It  could  not  have  made  a 
legal  contract  for  the  doing  of  the  work  at  the 
expense  of  Ita  general  fund,  for  the  reason 
that  Its  Indebtedness  at  the  time  exceeded 
the  limit  of  debt  which  it  was  anthorized  to 
incur  under  the  constitution  of  the  state; 
and  (2)  that  the  assessment,  upon  the  propeiv 
ty  benefited,  of  the  cost  of  the  improvement, 
luid  been  made  with  care,  and  in  perfect 
good  faith,  and  that  the  failure  to  collect 
such  assessment  was  owing  to  a  decision  of 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state,  and  certain 
decisions  of  the  superior  court  of  Thurston 
county,  which  made  such  collection  impossi- 
ble; that  on  account  of  such  decisions  the 
city  was  proceeding  at  the  time  the  answer 
was  filed  to  make  a  new  assessment  upon  the 
property  benefited,  for  the  purpose  of  collect- 
ing money  to  be  placed  In  the  special  fund 
out  of  which  the  warrants  could  be  paid. 
To  these  aflirmatlve  defenses  the  plaintlfC  de- 
murred, and,  upon  Its  demurrer  being  over- 
ruled, elected  to  stand  thereon,  and  suffered 
Judgment  to  be  entered  against  it. 

The  sufficiency  of  these  defenses  Is  the 
principal  question  involved  In  the  appeal. 
The  facts  alleged  therein  are  so  similar  to 
those  which  we  held,  in  the  case  of  Soule  v. 
City  of  Seattle,  6  Wash.  315,  33  Pac.  384, 1080, 
to  have  been  sufficient  to  relieve  the  city  of 
llabUity,  that  we  do  not  feel  called  upon  to 
further  discuss  the  question  than  to  say  that. 
In  our  opinion.  It  comes  clearly  within  the 
principles  decided  In  that  case.  The  appel- 
lant attempts.  In  Its  brief,  to  distinguish  that 
case  from  the  one  at  bar,  but  we  are  unable 
to  see  any  substantial  difference  between  the 
facts  therein  presented  and  those  presented 
by  the  affirmative  defenses  pleaded.  It  Is 
true  that  that  was  a  suit  in  equity,  while  this 
Is  one  at  law,  but  the  character  of  the  suit 
could  have  no  Influence  In  determining  the 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  a  given  state 
of  facts  was  sufficient  to  create  a  liability 
against  a  city  for  an  alleged  failure  on  the 
part  of  its  officers  to  do  their  duty.  It  is 
claimed  by  the  appellant  that  this  court.  In 
the  case  of  Stephens  v.  City  of  Spokane 
(Wash.)  39  Pac.  266,  in  effect  qualified  the 
decision  in  the  case  of  Soule  v.  City  of  Seat- 
tle. In  our  opinion  such  is  not  the  effect  of 
that  case.  All  that  the  court  there  decided 
was  that,  under  certain  circumstances,  the 
city  would  be  liable  for  the  negligence  of  its 
officers  in  failing  to  take  any  8tei>s  towards 
the  creation  of  a  special  fund  out  of  which 
certain  warrants  wore  to  be  paid.  The  spe- 
cial facts  relied  upon  in  the  ease  of  Soule  v. 
City  of  Seattle,  and  set  up  In  the  affirmative 
defenses  in  the  case  at  bar,  were  not  before 
the  court,  and  Its  decision  could  have  no  ef- 
fect upon  a  case  In  which  such  facts  were 
made  to  api)ear. 


From  the  pleadings  In  the  ease  at  bar.  It 
appears  that  In  the  contract  for  the  doing  of 
the  work  for  which  the  warrants  in  qnestion 
were  issued  there  was  a  provision  to  the  ef- 
fect that  in  consideration  of  the  Issuing  of 
such  warrants  for  the  work  the  contractor 
agreed  that  be  would  waive  the  right  to  de- 
mand and  receive  payment  from  the  'city  in 
any  other  way;  and  It  Is  contended  on  the 
■pturt  of  the  respondent  that  plaintiff  is  bound 
by  such  waiver,  and  that  for  that  reason,  if 
for  no  other,  the  Judgment  of  the  superior 
court  was  right  With  this  contention  we 
must  agree.  If  the  city  had  a  right  to  enter 
into  a  contract  at  all,  it  had  a  right  to  enter 
into  one  with  such  limitations  as  to  its  liabili- 
ty as  the  other  i>arty  saw  fit  to  agree  to,  and. 
If  the  contractor  agreed  that  he  would  take 
his  chances  as  to  whether  or  not  the  war- 
rants would  be  paid  out  of  the  special  fund, 
there  is  no  good  reason  why  he  should  not 
be  bound  by  such  agreement.  This  provision 
in  the  contract  could  have  been  Inserted  for 
no  other  purpose  than  to  relieve  the  city  of 
the  liability  which  In  this  action  is  sought  to 
be  asserted  against  It,  and  in  the  al>senee  of 
a  showing  to  the  contrary  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  its  Insotlon  was  agreed  upon  by 
the  parties  to  the  contract,  and  If  It  was  it 
should  be  given  force.  The  Judgment  must 
be  affirmed. 

SCOTT,    ANDERS,    and    GORDON,    JJ., 

concur. 

DL'XBAR,  J.  I  concur  In  the  result  on  tbe 
last  ground  mentioned  In  the  opinion. 


GUBNEY  V.  MORRISON  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  27,  1895.) 
Pakol  Eviden-ob— Admissibilitt— To  Vart  Lia 

BILITY  OS   NOTB. 

Where  purchase-price  notes  are  given  un- 
der a  written  contract  that  the  seller  shall  de- 
liver tiie  property  to  a  corpomtion  to  be  com- 
posed of  the  makers,  parol  evidence  is  inndmia- 
sible  to  show  a  contemporaueoHS  agreement  that 
the  notes  should  not  be  binding  on  the  makers 
after  the  corporation  was  formed. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Whatcom  coun- 
ty;  John  B.  Winn,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  Theodore  Gumey  against  A. 
H.  Morrison  and  others.  There  was  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  defendants  appeal. 
Affirmed. 

Dorr,  Hadley  &  Hadley,  for  appellants.  J. 
W.  Raybum,  for  respondent. 

HOYT,  0.  J.  Respondent  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  the  amount  due  upon  Ave 
promissory  notes  alleged  to  have  been  ex- 
ecuted by  the  appellants.  The  executi<m  of 
the  notes  was  admitted  by  the  answer,  and 
by  way  of  affirmative  defense  said  answer  set 
up  the  alleged  fact  that  the  notes  were  given 
for  tbe  purchase  price  of  certain  goods,  and 
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that  thereafter,  with  the  oonaeot  of  all  par- 
tia,  the  goods  were  d^vered  to  another 
party,  to  whom  the  teapondent  agreed  to  look 
for  hla  pay.  From  the  nndiapnted  testimony 
Introdnced  at  the  trial.  It  appeared  that,  at 
the  time  the  notes  were  executed  and  deUrer- 
ed  to  the  respondent,  and  as  a  part  of  the 
■ame  transaction,  a  contract  was  entered  into 
betvreen  the  respondent  and  the  appellants 
In  vblch  it  was  agreed  that,  in  oonsldeTation 
of  the  sum  of  S1.600  in  cash  and  the  fntnre 
payment  of  the  further  sum  of  $4,800,  to  be 
Mcnred  by  the  execution  of  the  notes  In  ques- 
tion, and  other  consldeiatlona.  the  respond- 
ent agreed  to  deliver  to  the  Gurney  Cab  & 
Transfer  Company  of  Belllngbam  Bay,  com- 
posed of  the  appellants,  certain  personal  prop- 
erty described  In  said  contract.  It  further 
appeared  from  the  undisputed  proofs  that. 
In  pursuance  of  such  contract,  the  property 
therein  described  was  delivered  by  the  re- 
«p<Mident  to  said  Gurney  Cab  &  Transfer 
Company.  A  prima  facie  case  on  the  part 
of  the  respondent  against  the  appellants  was 
thus  fully  established.  This  prima  facie  case 
was  sought  to  be  overcome  by  proof  of  an  al- 
leged understanding,  at  the  time  of  the  exo- 
cation  of  the  notes  and  contract,  to  the  effect 
that  the  transaction  was  for  the  benefit  of, 
and  to  be  carried  into  effect  by,  the  Gurney 
Cab  &  Transfer  Company  of  Bellingham  Bay, 
a  corpora tl<m  to  be  thereafter  organized;  that 
the  notes  were  given  by  the  appellants  only 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  their  co-operation 
in  the  organization  of  such  corporation,  and 
were  to  have  no  binding  effect  against  them 
after  it  had  been  so  organized.  Some  testi- 
mony tending  to  establish  this  claim  was  in- 
trodnced over  the  objection  of  respondent. 
Other  testimony  offered  for  that  purpose  was 
excluded,  and  its  exclusion  is  one  of  the  er- 
rors relied  upon  by  the  appellants.  It  was 
abundantly  shown  by  the  proofs,  and  In  fact 
Is  admitted  in  the  brief  of  the  appellants, 
that  the  making  at  the  notes  and  the  cm- 
tract  above  referred  to  constituted  but  a 
single  transaction.  This  being  so,  it  must  be 
presumed  that  all  the  negotiations  between 
the  parties,  up  to  and  Including  the  making 
of  said  notes  and  of  the  entering  Into  said 
contract,  were  merged  therein,  and  proof  of 
any  oral  understanding  or  agreement  between 
the  parties  which  would  in  any  maimer  alter 
or  affect  the  force  of  such  notes  or  contract 
was,  under  well-settled  rules,  inadmissible^ 
unless  upon  the  face  of  said  papers  there 
was  some  ambiguity,  to  explain  which  it 
was  necessary  to  understand  the  state  of 
the  n^otiations  between  the  parties  at  the 
time  of  their  execution.  The  notes  were  in 
the  usual  form,  and  in  no  way  ambiguous. 
It  is  In  the  contract  that  such  ambiguity  must 
be  found.  If  found  at  all.  We  have  carefully 
examined  its  terms,  and  are  unable  to  find 
thereto  anything  in  the  least  degree  nncer^ 
tain  or  ambiguous.  By  Its  terms  it  is  agreed 
upon  the  part  of  the  respondent  that,  for 
CM  tain  considerations  therein  named,  he  will 
v.4lp.na3— 13 


assign  cwtaln  franchises  and  deliver  ctftala 
articles  of  personal  property  ther^n  fully 
de0cril>ed,  and  its  terms  are  so  direct  and 
certain  that  it  would  not  have  been  easy  to 
have  drawn  a  contract  which  would  have 
more  clearly  set  f  (Hlh  the  obllgatUms  of  th« 
respective  parties.  From  the  brief  of  appel- 
lants, it  is  not  dear  Just  what  part  of  the 
contract  Is  claimed  to  have  been  ambiguous, 
but  we  gather  therefrcan  that  such  claim 
grows  ont  of  the  fact  that  the  respondent  did 
not  agree  to  deliver  the  goods  to  tbem,  but  to 
the  Gurney  Cab  ft  Transfer  Company  of  Bel- 
lingham Bay.  It  appeared  upon  the  face  of 
the  contract  that  said  Gurney  Cab  &  Trans- 
fer Company  was  composed  of  the  defend- 
ants, and  therefore  the  agreemsit  was  to  de- 
liver the  goods  to  the  defendants  under  a  cer- 
tain partn»ahip  or  corporate  name.  But, 
even  if  the  agreement  had  been  to  deliver  the 
goods  to  a  third  party  having  no  connectioa 
whatever  with  the  defendants,  that  fact 
would  not  tend  in  any  dwree  to  make  the 
language  of  the  contract  ambiguous.  In  our 
opinion,  it  was  not  competent  for  the  appel- 
lants to  Introduce  oral  testimony  as  to  any 
understanding  or  agreement  which  would  in 
any  manner  affect  their  liability  as  the  mak- 
ers of  the  notes  in  question  or  upon  the  con- 
tract executed  between  them  and  the  re- 
spondent, before  or  at  the  time  the  notes  and 
contract  were  made  and  delivered.  For  that 
reason  the  court  rightfully  instructed  the 
Jury  to  find  a  verdict  for  the  respondent  un- 
less there  was  proof  tending  to  show  an 
agreement  between  the  respondent  and  the 
appellants,  subsequent  to  the  making  of  the 
notes,  by  which  they  were  released  there- 
from. We  have  examined  all  the  proof  con- 
tained in  tlie  record  upon  this  question,  and 
are  satisfied  that  the  trial  court  was  right 
when  it  held  that  it  was  not  sufficient  to  au- 
thorize the  question  to  be  submitted  to  the 
Jury.  The  proof  of  any  such  agre«nent,  even 
between  the  respondent  and  the  appellants, 
was  of  such  a  vague  and  uncertain  character 
that  it  might  rightfully  have  been  entirely 
disregarded.  But,  even  if  it  had  sufficiently 
established  the  fact  that  there  was  such  an 
understanding  as  between  the  respondent 
and  the  appellants,  such  agreement  or  under- 
standing would  have  been  of  no  effect  for  the 
reason  that  there  was  no  consideration  there- 
tor. 

It  la  contended  in  the  brief  of  appellants 
that  there  was  proof  tending  to  show  that 
the  corporation  known  as  the  Gurney  Cab  & 
Transfer  Company  of  Bellingham  Bay,  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  agreement,  assumed  the 
payment  of  the  notes,  and  that  such  assump- 
tion furnished  a  good  consideration  for  the 
release  of  appellants,  but  we  are  unable  to 
fijQd  anything  in  the  evidence  which  warrants 
any  such  contention.  Not  only  was  there  an 
absence  of  competent  proof  to  establish  the 
afiirmatlve  defense  set  up  in  the  answer  ot 
appellants,  but,  on  the  contrary,  all  of  the 
circumstances  surroimding  the  transaction, 
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togiether  wItB  the  testimony'  of  respondent, 
tended  directly  to  disproye  such  defense.  If 
the  security  had  been  given  only  for  the  pui^ 
pose  stated  by  appellants,  it  would  have  been 
natural  that  the  entire  amount  should  have 
t)een  put  in  one  note  due  at  a  certain  time. 
Instead  of  tJiat  we  find  several  notes,  each 
falling  due  upon  a  different  day,  which  would 
be  the  usual  course  where  part  of  the  con- 
sideration to  be  paid  for  goods  furnished  was 
to  be  In  cash  and  part  in  deferred  payments. 
In  our  opinion,  all  the  testimony  introduced 
which  in  any  degree  tended  to  show  any  oth- 
er agreement  than  that  evidenced  by  the 
notes  and  written  contract  should  have  been 
excluded.  It  follows  that  there  was  nothing 
to  go  to  the  jury  upon  the  questions  raised 
by  such  affirmative  defense.  The  respondent 
was  therefore  entitled  to  a  directed  verdict, 
and  the  judgment  rendered  thereon  must  be 
affirmed. 

SCOTT,  DUNBAR,   ANDERS,   and   GOR- 
DON, J  J.,  concur. 


STATE  ex  lel.  BARTT.ETT  v.  FORREST 
et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    July  30,  1895.) 

PoBOHASB  BY  Plat — Estoppel — Street  over  Tins 

Lands— Reooonition  by  State — Right  to  Pcr- 

CHAS£  Tide  Lands— Extension  of  Street  ov£b 

Tide  Lands. 

1.  One  who  purchases  a  lot  by  a  plat  is  es- 
topped to  claim,  as  an  upland  owner,  tide  lands 
beyond  the  lines  of  the  lot. 

2. 1  Hill's  Code,  §  746,  provides  that,  when- 
ever any  city  has  been  surveyed,  and  a  plat 
thereof  showing  streets  has  been  filed,  such 
streets  shall  be  public  highways.  Held  that, 
where  a  landowner  files  a  plat  on  which  there  is 
shown  a  street  ou  tide  lands  outside  the  limits 
of  his  donation  claim,  and  the  state  board  of  ap- 
praisers afterwards  recognizes  the  street  by  re- 
fusing to  appraise  the  same  as  tide  lands,  and 
the  leKislature  approves  the  action  of  the  ap- 
nraisers.  the  street  becomes  a  public  one. 

3. 1  Hill's  Code.  S  2172,  providing  for  the 
purchase  of  tide  lands  by  persons  who  had  made 
improvements  thereon,  confers  only  a  privilege, 
and  does  not  bind  the  state  to  sell  all  i>ortions 
of  tide  lauds  on  which  improvements  had  been 
made. 

4.  A  city  has  the  right  to  extend  a  street 
over  tide  lands.  Columbia  &  P.  S.  Ry.  Co.  v. 
Cit.v  of  Seattle,  33  Pac.  824,  34  Pac.  725,  and 
tJ  Wash.  332,  followed. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Jefferson 
county;    R.  A.  Ballinger,  Judge. 

Mandamus,  on  the  relation  of  Frank  A. 
Bartlett,  executor  of  the  estate  of  C.  C.  Bart- 
lett,  to  compel  W.  T.  Forrest  and  others  to 
sur\-ey  and  appraise  certain  tide  lands. 
From  a  Judgment  for  defendants,  relator 
appeals.    Affirmed. 

W.  F.  Rupert,  for  appellant.  Jamee  A. 
Halght,  Asst.  Atty.  Gen.,  for  respondents. 

SCOTT,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a  judg- 
ment of  the  superior  court  of  Jefferson  coun- 
ty, refusing  to  make  peremptory  an  alterna- 
tive writ  of  mandamus  directed  to  the  mem- 


bers of  the  board  of  appraisers  (then  In  ex- 
istence) of  shore  and  tide  lands  In  and  for 
Jefferson  county,  commanding  them  to  ex- 
amine, survey,  and  appraise  a  certain  tracti 
of  tide  lands  of  the  first  class  at  Port 
Townsend,  which  the  relator  claimed  the 
right  to  purchase.  It  Is  claimed,  upon  the 
part  of  the  state,  that  the  land  in  contro- 
versy lies  within  the  limits  of  a  certain 
street  known  as  Front  street,  and,  such  be- 
ing the  case,  that  It  was  not  subject  to  sale. 
The  tract  in  question  was  embraced  within 
the  original  plat  of  the  city  of  Port  Towns- 
end,  as  laid  out  by  A.  A.  Plummer,  F.  W. 
Pettlgrove,  and  L.  B.  Hastings;  said  town 
being  located  upon  their  donation  claims, 
and  the  upland  abutting  upon  the  particular 
tract  In  controversy  falling  within  Plum- 
mer's  claim.  This  plat  was  filed  for  record 
on  August  2,  1856.  Streets  and  alleys  are 
shown  thereon,  but  there  was  no  formal 
dedication  when  the  plat  was  recorded. 
The  most  southerly  named  street  was  des- 
ignated as  Water  street.  A  single  tier  of 
blocks  was  laid  out  to  the  south  of  Water 
street,  which,  either  In  whole  or  In  part,  ex- 
tended below  the  meander  line  of  the  beach. 
The  relator  claims  to  be  the  owner  of  lot  6 
and  lot  5  of  block  8,  by  direct  and  mesne 
conveyances,  respectively,  from  Plummer. 
This  was  one  of  the  blocks  lying  south  of 
Water  street,  and  all  of  said  lots  were  tide 
lands,  except  the  northerly  part  of  lot  6. 
Lot  5  was  laid  off  to  the  south  of  lot  6,  and 
south  of  the  block,  extending  along  the 
tract  dedicated  and  distant  therefrom  the 
width  of  a  street,  appears  a  line  which 
might  Indicate  an  Intention  to  dedicate  a 
street  extending  along  the  south  side  of 
said  block  and  the  plat,  although  such  street 
was  not  named  on  the  plat.  Subsequently, 
In  1881,  Bartlett  erected  a  building  on  lot  6, 
and  on  lot  5  constructed  for  the  full  width 
of  the  lot  a  wharf,  and  extended  the  same 
to  the  south  upon  the  tide  lands  and  into 
Port  Townsend  Bay,  a  distance  of  120  feet, 
and  he  erected  a  warehouse  upon  this  wharf 
which  lies  partly  upon  the  tract  claimed  as 
a  street.  Only  that  part  of  said  tract  Is  In 
controversy  which  lies  within  or  upon  the 
tract  claimed  as  a  street  In  1884  Hastings 
filed  for  record  a  plat  designated  as  "Hast- 
ings' Second  Addition  to  Port  Townsend," 
which  aUso  covered  a  portion  of  the  tide 
lands  below  the  meander  line.  Upon  this 
plat  a  street  called  Front  street  was  dctll- 
cated.  In  November,  185)0,  the  city  of  Port 
Townsend  adopted  an  ordinance  which  pur- 
ported to  establish  Front  street.  This  street 
was  wholly  upon  the  tide  lands,  and  Includ- 
ed that  part  formerly  dedicated  by  Hast- 
ings, and  extended  the  same  along  In  front 
of  block  8  so  as  to  include  the  tract  of  land 
In  controversy  by  taking  In  the  original 
street  south  of  Water  street.  If  it  was  one, 
which,  however,  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
decide.  It  is  contended  that  this  cannot  be 
considered  as  an  extension  of  a  street,  on 
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the  gronad  that  Haatinsi'  dedication  t]ier»- 
of  wa«  Invalid,  it  being  outside  the  limits  of 
Us  donation  claim,  and  that  th6  city  had  no 
power  to  lay  out  a  street  no  part  of  which 
touched  the  upland.  One  of  the  contentions 
npon  the  part  of  the  state  Is  that  that  part 
of  the  street  so  dedicated  by  Hastings  was 
a  street  by  virtue  of  section  748,  vol.  1,  of 
the  Code,i  and  also  that  tlie  whole  became 
a  lawful  street  by  the  ordinance  aforesaid. 
Including  and  eztendlng  the  same,  and  by 
the  recognition  and  adoption  of  it  as  such 
afterwards  by  the  state.  The  tide  land  ap- 
praisers refused  to  appraise  this  tract  claim- 
ed, wlilch  was  included  within  the  street, 
and  the  superior  court,  upon  the  trial  of 
said  matter,  sustained  them  therein.  Sub- 
sequent thereto,  on  March  13,  1895,  an  act 
was  passed,  which  was  approved  March  26, 
1893,  confirming  such  action.  Laws  1895, 
p.555,  S  64. 

The  rights  claimed  by  the  relator  In  this  ac- 
tl&D  are  based  npon  his  being  the  owner  of  a 
■mail  part  of  the  upland,  viz.  the  northerly  part 
of  lot  6  in  block  8,  and  by  reason  of  his  Im- 
provements as  aforesaid  he  claims  the  right  to 
purchase  the  tide  lands  lying  in  front  of  and 
adjacent  thereto.  But  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that,  having  purchased  by  the  plat,  be 
was  estopped  from  claiming  anyttiing  as  an 
upland  owner  beyond  the  lines  of  the  lots 
conveyed  to  him  In  consequence  of  such 
purchase,  and  when  he  erected  his  Improve- 
ments to  the  southward  of  lot  6,  upon  that 
part  of  the  tract  now  claimed  as  a  streest,  he 
tiad  fair  notice  that  it  was  the  intention  of 
the  parties  to  bound  said  tract  upon  the 
southerly  side  by  a  street,  whether  the  same 
was  lawfully  laid  out  and  dedicated  or  not 
See  Kenyon  v.  Knlpe,  2  Wash.  394,  27  Pac. 
227.  Furthermore,  we  are  of  the  opinion 
that,  by  the  dedication  of  that  part  of  Front 
street  within  Hastings'  Second  addition  to 
the  city  of  Port  Townsend,  and  by  virtue  of 
the  law  then  in  force  relating  thereto  (sec- 
tion 746,  supra),  and  of  the  recognition  of 
such  street  by  the  state  afterwards  in  re- 
fusing to  appraise  the  same  as  tide  lands 
and  offer  them  for  sale,  and  the  approval  of 
the  action  of  the  board  of  appraisers  by  the 
l^lslatnre,  the  same  became  a  valid  street, 
notwithstanding  no  part  of  it  touched  the 
upland.  The  ordinance  enacted  by  the  city 
was  tor  an  extension  of  this  street,  although 
It  was  widened  as  well  as  extended. 

We  are  also  of  the  c^inion  that  the  act  of 
the  legislature  relating  to  the  rights  of  va- 
rious parties  as  to  purchasing  tide  lands 
(aection  2172,  ToL  1,  of  the  Code)  *  conferred 
no  more  than  a  privilege  to  the  upland  own- 

1 1  Hill's  Code,  f  746,  provides  that  whenever 
any  dty  has  been  surveyed,  and  a  plat  thereof 
•bowing  streets  has  been  filed,  such  streets  shall 
be  public  highways. 

*  1  Hill's  Code,  {  2172,  provides  for  the  pur^ 
ihaie  of  tide  lands  by  persons  who  had  made 
improvements  thereon. 


era  and  improvers  to  purchase  such  of  the  , 
tide  lands  as  should  be  offered  for  sale>  and  , 
in  no  sense  bound  the  state  to  appraise  and 
offer  for  sale  all  portions  of  the  tide  lands  • 
upon  which  Improvements  had  theretofore 
been    erected.     No    contractual    right    was  : 
created.     Allen  v.  Forrest,  8  Wash.  700,  30 
Pac.  971. 

As  to  the  authority  or  right  of  the  city  to 
extend  the  street  in  question,  see  Columbia 
&  P.  S.  Ry.  Co.  V.  City  of  Seattle,  6  Wash. 
332,  33  Pac.  824,  and  34  Pac.  725.  WhUa 
this  case  related  to  cities  of  the  first  class. 
It  Is  conceded  that  It  would  apply,  under  the 
law  as  It  now  stands,  to  all  incorporated 
cities.    Affirmed. 

HOTT,  O.  J.,  and  ANDBRS  and  GORDON, 
JJ.,  concur. 

(12  Wash.  475) 
SOHOONOVEB  v.  CONDON  et  at  (two  cases). 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.  July  30,  1895.) 
ArpsAi.— ScrrioiBKOT  or  Kxceptios  —  Fokbolo- 


anns  or  Chattei.  Uortoaqb— Injunction 
AOAissT  Disposal  or  Profektt. 

1.  An  exception,  "To  which  findings  and 
conclusions,  and  each  of  them,  defendant  Q.  ex- 
cepts," does  not  entitle  appellant  to  have  the 
evidence  considered. 

2.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on 
a  crop  of  hay  and  potatoes,  where  plaintiff  show- 
ed that  defendant  had  fed  a  large  quantity  of 
the  hay  to  her  cattle,  and  that  the  remainder  of 
the  property  was  not  sufficient  to  pay  plaintiff's 
claim,  it  was  proper  to  enjoin  defendant  from 
disposing  of  the  property  pending  the  suit 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Jefferson  coun- 
ty; R.  A.  Balllnger,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  H.  Schoonover  against  H.  J. 
Condon  and  Kittle  Grady  to  foreclose  a  chat- 
tel mortgage.  Prom  a  Judgment  for  defend- 
ants, and  an  order  enjoining  defendants  from 
disposing  of  the  property  pending  the  suitv 
defendant  Grady  appeals.     AfBrmed. 

A.  W.  Buddress,  for  appelhint  Trumbull 
ft  TmmbuU,  for  respondent. 


SCOTT,  J.  The  respondent  instituted  this 
action  to  foreclose  a  chattel  mortgage  on  a 
certain  crop,  consisting  of  hay  and  potatoes, 
and  Joined  Grady  as  one  ctf  the  defendants 
on  the  ground  that  she  had,  or  claimed  to 
have,  some  interest  In  the  property.  Two  ap- 
peals have  been  talien  by  her,  which  were 
heard  and  submitted  at  the  same  ttraa  In 
the  main  action.  Judgment  was  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  respondent,  decreeing  a  foreclo- 
sure of  the  mortgage,  and,  preliminary  thereto, 
a  number  of  findings  of  fact  were  duly  made 
by  the  court  Some  of  the  findings  are  not 
questioned.  Appellant  excepted  to  the  whole, 
as  follows:  "To  which  findings  and  conclu- 
sions, and  each  of  them,  defendant  Kitty 
Orady  excepts."  The  only  questions  songbt 
to  be  raised  upon  this  appeal  relate  to  the  evi" 
dence,  and  respondent  contends  that  we  can- 
not consider  the  same  because  no  sufficient 
exceptions  were  tal^en  to  the  findings.    Xhis 
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ot^ectlon  to  wen  taken,  and  tbe  judgment  to 
affirmed. 

The  other  appeal  wai  from  an  Interlocn- 
tory  order  reetraining  appeUant  from  dlspoe- 
Ing  of  the  property  pending  tbe  litigation; 
and  It  iB  contended  that  the  court  bad  no  au- 
thority to  grant  the  game.  We  think,  bow- 
eyer,  that  the  showing  therefor  waa  suffl- 
dent  It  -was,  in  substance,  that  tbe  defendr 
ant  bad  already  fed  a  large  quantity  of  tbe 
hay  to  her  cattle,  and  that  the  remainder  of 
tbe  mortgaged  property  was  not  sufficient  to 
pay  plalntltrs  claim,  and  that.  If  she  contin- 
ued to  consume  and  dispose  of  the  property, 
the  plaintiff  would  suffer  irreparable  injury, 
etc.  It  Is  a  well-settled  proposition  tJiat,  pend- 
ing proceedings  to  foreclose  a  mortgage,  tbe 
court,  upon  a  proper  application  by  the  plain- 
tiff, has  authority  to  restrain  tbe  destruction 
of  tbe  property.  Otherwise,  the  results  of  the 
litigation  might  become  entirely  lost  to  tbe 
I^aintlff.    Affirmed. 

HOTT,   O.   J.,  and   DUNBAK,   GORDON, 
and  ANDERS.  JJ.,  concur. 


a  Kan.  A.  518) 

RICHARDS  T.  GRIFFITH.* 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, C  D.     Aug.  8,  1895.) 

DlBBCTINO  VbRDIOT — STATEMENT  OP  Ci.SS — StaTB 

Lands— QiiaTiNo  Title— Waivkb  or 

ErROHS— FlNDINGB  BT  COtJRT. 

1.  Where  counsel  for  plaintiff,  in  bis  open- 
ing statement  of  tht.  case  to  the  jury,  reads  tbe 
petition  and  answer  to  show  the  jury  what 
matters  are  inyolTed  in  the  issnes,  and  then 
makes  a  brief  statement  of  tbe  evidence  bj 
which  plaintiff  expects  to  establish  his  cause; 
and  the  petition  contains  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  and  the  statements 
of  counsel  that  the  proofs  will  substantially  sus- 
tain the  petition,  and  also  states  what  the  de- 
fendant claims,  and  that  in  some  mysterious 
manner  he  turned  up  with  a  patent  to  the  land 
In  dispute;  and  the  defendant  moves  the  court 
to  require  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  for  the 
defendant  on  such  statement, — ^the  motion  was 
properiy  ovemiied. 

2.  A  patent  issued  by  the  governor  of  the 
state  to  school  lands,  where  the  lands  have  pre- 
viously been  sold  to  another  party,  who  has  paid 
the  entire  purchase  price,  with  interest  and  tax- 
es thereon,  confers  no  title  to  the  patentee,  and 
is  void:  and  where  the  pnrchaser  or  his  as- 
signees have  paid  the  full  purchase  price  of  the 
lands,  with  interest  and  taxes,  and  have  in  nil 
thiuKB  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the 
law  in  relation  to  the  sale  of  school  lands,  and 
is  in  tbe  actual  peaceable  possessloQ  of  the 
same,  he  can  maintain  an  action  to  quiet  his 
title  thereto  against  the  party  claiming  title  by 
virtue  of  a  patent  issued  by  the  governor  for 
the  same  lands. 

3.  Where  a  trial  has  been  commenced  be- 
fore the  court  and  a  jury,  and  during  the  trial 
before  the  jury  exceptions  are  taken  to  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence,  and  exceptions  to  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  in  refusing  to  admit  certain 
evidence,  and  after  the  evidence  has  been  en- 
tirely concluded  on  both  sides  the  parties  then 
stipulate  in  writing  that  the  jury  shall  be  dis- 
chareed.  and  the  case  decided  by  tbe  court  with- 
:>ut  further  evidence,  the  court  to  make  separate 
iindluRs  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  thereon, 
and  the  jury  Is  accordingly  discharged,  and  the 
court  makes  separate  findings  of  fact  and  con- 


duslons  of  hiw,  Add,  that  the  parties  waive  all 
irregularities  or  errors  committed  during  the 
trial  before  tbe  jury. 

4.  Where  the  court  has  heard  all  the  evi- 
dence on  the  trial,  and  had  the  witnesses  and 
parties  hefore  it,  and  makes  special  findings  of 
fact,  and  there  is  some  evidence  tending  to  sup- 
port each  finding  of  fact,  this  court  cannot  di^ 
turb  such  findings. 

(Syllabnt  by  the  Conrt) 

Error  from  district  court,  Sumner  county; 
James  A.  Bay,  Judge. 

This  suit  was  commenced  by  J.  &  Oriffltb, 
as  plaintiff,  against  Albert  A.  Richards,  in 
the  district  court  of  Sumner  county,   Kan. 
On  the  13tb  day  of  September,  188S,  the  plain- 
tiff filed  bis  petition  to  quiet  bis  Utie  to  tbe 
E.  1^  of  tbe  N.  W.  ^,  section  86,  township  84, 
range  S,  In  Sumner  county,  Kan.,  alleging 
that  he  waa  the  owner  in  fee  simple  and  In 
the  actual  and  peaceable  possession  of  said 
land  at  the  time  of  filing  said  petition,  and 
had  been  such  owner  and  in  peaceable  i)os- 
sesslon  for  flye  years  continuously,  and  al- 
leging that  the  defendant  claimed  an  estate 
or  interest  in  said  land,  tbe  particular  nature 
and  ground  of  which  claim  were  unknown  to 
tbe  plaintiff,  except  that  he  based  his  claim 
upon  a  certain  instrument  which  purported  to 
be  a  patent  signed  by  the  goyemor  of  Kan- 
sas, but  for  tbe  Issuance  of  which  there  is 
not  and  neyer  has  been  any  power,  autbority, 
or  ground  whatever;    and  plaintiff  averred 
tliat,  at  tbe  date  of  the  pretended  patent  and 
issuance  thereof,  the  title  to  said  real  estate 
was  not  In  tbe  state  of  Kansas,  nor  in  tbe 
governor  of  tbe  state  of  ELansas,  and  said  In- 
strument always  has  been  null  and  void,  and 
asks  to  have  tbe  claim  of  the  defendant  ad- 
judged to  be  unfounded,  without  right,  and  to 
quiet  the  title  in  the  said  plaintiff.    On  tbe 
13tb  day  of  November,  1889,  the  defendant, 
Richards,  filed  an  answer  and  cross  petition 
containing  three  separate  paragraphs.     Tbe 
first  was  a  general  doiial  that  Griffith  was 
the  legal  and  equitable  owner  of  the  real 
property  In  controyersy;    the  second  para- 
graph alleges  that  Richards  is  the  legal  and 
equitable  owner  in  fee  simple  of  the  land; 
and  tbe  third  paragraph  alleges  that  Griffith 
unlawfully  keeps  him  out  of  possession   of 
all  of  said  land,  and  that  said  defendant  has 
so  unlawfully  kept  him  out  of  tbe  poesesslon 
of  said  land  ever  since  the  14tb  day  of  June, 
1889,  and  that  the  net  annual  rents  and  Is- 
sues of  the  land  haye  been  and  now  are  $200, 
which  said  Griffith  has  wrongfully  converted 
to  his  own  use   and  benefit,  and  demands 
judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for  tbe  posses- 
sion and  recoyery  of  the  real  property  In  dis- 
pute and  for  the  yalue  of  the  rents,  issues, 
and  profits  thereof.    Afterwards,  on  tbe  26tb 
of  November,  1889,  Griffith  replied  to  the  an- 
swer of  Richards,  denying  all  new  matters 
set  up  In  tbe  answer  of  the  said  Richards. 
At  the  April  term,  1890,  this  case  was  tried 
before  the  court  and  a  jtuy.   At  tbe  conclu- 
sion of  the  eyidence,  by  mutual  agreement, 
the  Jury  waa  discharged  under  atipulaUvO 
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that  the  court  make  separate  flndtngs  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  law,  and  decide  the  case. 
The  court  thereupon  made  findings  of  fact 
and  ccmciuslons  of  law.  As  conclusions  of 
tow,  the  court  held:  That  Griffith  Is  the  equi- 
table owner  of  the  land  in  controversy.  That 
be  Is  entitled  to  have  such  equitable  title  to 
said  premises  in  fee  simple  adjudged  to  be  in 
him,  and  have  the  same  qnieted  and  estab- 
lished in  him  forever  as  against  the  defend- 
ant; and  rendered  a  Judgment  forever  en- 
joining the  defendant  from  asserting  or 
ctaimlng  any  right,  title,  or  interest  in  and 
to  the  premises,  and  Judgment  against  the 
defendant  for  cost.  That  the  defendant  is 
not  the  owner  of  any  right,  title,  or  interest 
Id  or  to  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof, 
and  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  possession 
of  said  premises,  or  any  part  thereof.  Mo- 
tion for  new  trial  was  filed  by  Richards,  over- 
ruled, and  case  made,  and  comes  Into  this 
court  on  petition  in  error,  in  which  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  assigns  47  different  grounds  of 
error.    Affirmed. 

James  Lawrence  and  A.  A  Richards,  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  C.  Everest  Elliott,  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts  as 
above).  There  are  47  assignments  of  error  in 
the  petition  of  the  plaintiff,  many  of  which 
are  frivolous  and  are  unnecessary  to  be  no- 
ticed; but  we  will  proceed  to  consider  such 
of  the  assignments  of  error  as  we  deem  nec- 
essary to  a  full  determination  of  this  case. 

The  first  error  complained  of  in  brief  of 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  Is  the  refusal  of 
the  court  to  direct  the  Jury,  upon  the  state- 
ment of  counsel  for  plaintiff  below  in  mak- 
ing the  opening  statement  of  the  case  to  the 
Jury,  to  return  a  verdict  for  the  defendant 
below.  Counsel  for  the  plaintiff  below,  in  his 
statement  of  the  issues  to  be  tried  and  the 
evidence  relied  upon  to  prove  the  issues  on 
behalf  of  the  plaintiff  In  the  lower  court,  aft- 
er reading  the  petition,  answer,  and  reply, 
net  up  to  the  affirmative  part  of  this  answer 
and  cross  petition:  "The  plaintiff  flies  a  g«i- 
eral  denial.  This  presents  the  issue  that  you 
will  be  called  upon  to  try.  I  will  say  that 
there  will  be  very  little  for  you  to  decide  In 
this  case.  The  facts  of  this  case  will,  as  they 
appear  in  evidence,  be  that  in  1S70  J.  T. 
KIclunond  bought  this  property.  This  was 
school  land  belonging  to  the  state  of  Kansas 
until  1ST9,  when  J.  T.  Richmond  became  the 
purchaser  of  the  land,  and  made  the  payment 
required  by  law,  and  the  certificate  was  is- 
sued to  J.  T.  Richmond.  J.  T.  Richmond 
then  assigned  the  certificate  to  a  man  by  the 
name  of  Danford,  and  Danford  made  a  deed 
of  conveyance  to  the  land,  conveying  all  the 
title  that  he  had  in  the  land  to  S.  S.  Richmond. 
&  S.  Richmond  assigned  the  certificate  to 
Peter  W.  Arnold,  and  Peter  W.  Arnold  as- 
signed it  to  a  man  by  the  name  of  Walter 
Lee  Thompson,  and  Thompson  surrendered 


the  old  certificate,  and  took  a  new  certificate, 
and  sold  the  certificate  to  Mr.  Griffith  and  his 
partner,  Swatzel;  and  after  that  Swatzei  as- 
signed his  interest  In  the  certificate  to  Mr. 
Griffith,  who  ever  since  that  time  has  been 
the  owner  of  the  certificate.  We  expect  to 
show  that  Mr.  Griffith  has  made  his  payments 
as  the  law  requires.  We  also  exi)ect  to  show 
that  he  has  been  in  the  peaceable  possession 
of  this  property  ever  since  he  became  the 
owner  of  it,  and  now  is.  Of  course,  we  rely 
ux)on  this  certificate  and  the  payments  made 
under  it  as  the  foundation  of  our  claim  of 
title.  The  evidence  will  show  that  Mr.  Rich- 
ards, about  the  last  of  June,  1889,  in  some 
kind  of  mysterious  way,  turns  up  with  a  pat- 
ent Issued  by  the  governor  of  the  state,  de- 
scribing this  same  land,  and  that  he  makes  a 
claim  by  virtue  of  that  patent  He  claims 
that  he  is  the  owner  of  the  property.  That 
will  be  about  the  evidence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  when  we  prove  this  fact  we 
shall  ask  a  verdict,  unless  Mr.  Richards  can 
show  a  better  title."  The  claim  of  plaintiff 
is  that  the  mere  naked  fact  that  he  held  a 
patent  from  the  governor  of  Kansas  for  this 
tract  of  land  is  conclusive  of  his  title  to  the 
same.  We  do  not  think  this  position  can  be 
maintained  as  the  law.  It  was  stated  by 
counsel  for  plaintiff  below,  in  his  opening 
statement  to  the  Jury,  as  is  admitted  in  the 
claim  of  both  parties,  that  this  land  was  a 
part  of  the  lands  granted  by  the  congress  of 
the  United  States  to  the  state  of  Kansas  for 
school  purposes;  that  it  was  what  is  common- 
ly known  as  "school  lands,"  and  subject  to 
sale  by  the  state  through  the  proper  officers 
designated  by  the  law.  Gen.  St  1889,  c.  92, 
art.  14.  This  act  provides  for  the  appraise- 
ment of  lands,  and  for  the  sale  of  the  same, 
and  for  the  Issuance  of  a  certificate  to  the 
purchaser,  for  the  assignment  of  the  same, 
and  for  the  issuance  of  a  renewal  certificate, 
as  follows:  "Any  person  having  heretofore 
purchased  such  land,  and  made  partial  pay- 
ments on  the  purchase  money,  and  the  pur- 
chase money  not  being  due  on  the  same,  and 
who  has  not  made  default  in  the  payment  of 
Interest  due  upon  such  purchase  or  taxes  due 
upon  the  land,  may,  upon  surrendering  the 
certificate  of  purchase  to  the  county  clerk  in 
a  county  in  which  the  said  land  is  situate, 
take  oat  a  new  certificate  of  purchase  under 
the  provision  aforesaid,  and  upon  presenting 
a  new  bond  in  double  the  amount  of  purchase 
money  remaining  unpaid."  If  Griffith  could 
prove  all  the  facts  stated  in  his  petition,  and 
those  stated  by  counsel  in  the  opening  state- 
ment to  the  Jury,  he  certainly  would  have  es- 
tablished a  good  title  in  equity  to  the  land 
in  controversy,  and,  unless  Richards  could 
show  a  better  title,  he  onght  to  sustain  his 
action.  A  patent  to  lands,  either  from  the 
state  or  the  United  States,  is  not  always  con- 
clusive of  title  to  the  lands  described  in  the 
patent  Itself.  If  the  party  who  purchased 
this  land  at  the  sale  of  the  school  lands,  and 
his  assignees,  have  made  all  the  paym«itS/Cfr'i  C 
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quired  by  the  law,  and  done  and  performed 
all  that  was  required  of  the  purchaser  and 
his  assignees,  then  the  title  to  the  land.  In 
equity,  would  vest  In  the  assignee  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  purchase,  and  any  patent  from  the 
governor  for  the  land  would  be  null  and  void, 
and  the  title  to  the  same  would  vest  In  the 
party  who  was  entitled  to  the  patent  under 
the  law.  Patents  are  sometimes  issued  un- 
advisedly or  by  mistake,  sometimes  where 
the  officer  has  no  authority  in  law  to  issue 
them,  or  where  some  other  party  is  entitled 
to  the  land,  having  purchased  it  from  the 
proper  <^cers  and  complied  with  all  the  con- 
diti(»is  under  the  law  to  entitle  them  to  a 
deed  for  the  same.  A  patent  is  but  evidence 
of  a  grant,  and  the  officer  who  issues  it  acts 
ministerially,  and  not  judicially.  If  be  Is- 
sues a  patent  for  land  where  he  has  no  au- 
thority, the  patent  is  void.  U.  S.  v.  Stone,  2  : 
Wall.  535;  Railway  Co.  v.  Pracht,  30  Kan. 
67,  1  Pac.  319;  Stark  v.  Starr,  6  Wall.  409; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Gordon,  41  Mich.  423,  2  N. 
W.  648.  The  court  properly  overruled  the 
motion  to  require  the  Jury  to  return  a  verdict 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  below. 

The  second  error  complained  of  by  plain- 
tiff is  the  overruling  of  objections  of  the 
defendant  below  to  the  introduction  of  evi- 
dence because  the  petition  failed  to  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the 
defendant  This  action  was  brought  under 
section  504,  c.  80,  Gen.  St.  1808.  The  peti- 
tion alleges:  That  the  plaintifF  is  the  legal 
and  equitable  owner  in  fee  simple,  and  in 
the  actual  and  peaceable  possession,  of  the 
following  described  real  estate,  situated  in 
Sumner  county,  in  the  state  of  Kansas,  to 
wit,  the  E.  %  of  Uio  N.  W.  %  section  36, 
township  34,  range  3  W.  of  the  sLxtb  P.  M., 
and  that  he  has  been  such  owner  aud  in 
such  possession  for  five  years  last  past  con- 
tinuously. Defendant  claims  au  estate  and 
IntM-est  in  said  real  estate,  to  wit,  the  title 
tht^reto  in  fee  simple,  and  claims  aud  pre- 
tends that  he  is  the  owner  thereof  in  fee 
simple,  the  particular  nature  and  grounds 
of  which  said  claim  are  unknown  to  the 
plaintiff,  except  that  the  said  claim  is  based 
upon  a  certain  instrument  which  purports 
to  be  a  patent  signed  by  the  governor  of 
the  state  of  Kansas,  but  for  the  issuance 
of  which  there  was  not  and  never  has  been 
any  pi-opor  authority  or  grounds  whatever. 
And  plaintiff  avers  that  at  the  date  of  said 
pretended  patent  and  the  issuance  thereof 
the  title  to  said  real  estate  was  not  in  the 
state  of  Kansas,  nor  in  the  governor  of  the 
state,  and  that  said  instrument  Is  and  has 
always  been  utterly  null  and  void;  that  said 
claim  of  the  defendant  is  adverse  to  this 
plaintiff,  and  adverse  to  his  title;  that  the 
claim  of  the  defendant  Is  unfounded,  and 
without  right,  and  the  defendant  has  no 
right,  title,  estate,  or  interest  in  said  real 
estate,  nor  In  any  part  thereof,  and  that 
said  claim  is  a  cloud  on  plaintiff's  title;  and 


concludes  with  the  prayer  that  defendant, 
Richards,  be -required  to  set  forth  the  na- 
ture of  his  claim  to  said  premises,  and  for 
Judgment  and  decree  quieting  and  establish- 
ing in  plaintiff  his  title  to  said  premises  in 
fee  simple,  and  adjudging  his  title  and  claim 
to  be  valid  and  perfect,  and  that  defendant' .^ 
claim  is  null  and  void,  and  that  defendant 
be  forever  barred  and  enjoined  from  assert- 
ing any  claim  to  said  premises.  The  peti- 
tion states  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion in  plain  and  concise  language,  aud  the 
facts  as  thus  stated,  if  true,  entitle  him  to 
the  relief  demanded;  and  If  he  had  the  legal 
and  equitable  title  to  this  land,  and  was  in 
the  peaceable  and  quiet  possession  tber<>of, 
and  the  defendant  was  claiming  an  adverse 
estate  to  the  land  in  the  manner  stated  in 
this  petition,  the  action  was  properly  bi-ought 
under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  to  deter- 
mine the  estate  claimed  to  be  adverse  to  his 
title;  and  it  was  proper  in  the  petition  to 
set  out  Just  what  the  adverse  estate  claimed 
was,  and  to  state  wherein  it  was  adverse, 
and  why  it  was  null  and  void  as  against 
the  title  and  estate  of  the  plaintiff,  which 
is  fully  aud  plainly  stated  in  this  petition. 
The  plaintiff  is  only  required  to  state  the 
facts  that  go  to  make  up  his  cause  of  action 
and  the  relief  sought.  He  is  not  required 
to  state  the  evidence  by  which  these  facts 
are  to  be  established  on  the  trial  of  the  case. 
Counsel  for  the  plaintiff,  in  his  brief,  says: 
"The  transaction  was  between  the  state  and 
the  plaintiff,  which  has  received  its  price  for 
the  land,  and  executed  its  conveyance,  and 
no  stranger  to  this  prosecution  can  question 
its  validity,"— aud  relies  on  the  case  of  Baker 
V.  Xewland,  25  Kan.  26,  as  authority  to  es- 
tablish his  position;  but  that  is  not  a  paral- 
lel case.  In  that  case  Newland  had  forfeit- 
ed his  right  to  claim  under  his  purchase  of 
the  land.  Ue  failed  in  making  his  payments, 
aud  refused  and  neglected  to  pay  the  taxes 
assessed  against  the  land.  The  land  was 
sold  for  nonpayment  of  taxes,  and  the  cer- 
titieate  duly  transferred  to  the  purchaser  of 
the  land  for  taxes.  Baker,  being  the  pur- 
chaser of  the  land  for  taxes,  paid  the  un- 
paid installments  of  principal  aud  inteirest 
remaining  against  the  land;  aud  on  his  pre- 
senting the  certiticate  of  purchase,  and  tlie 
proper  certificate  that  he  had  paid  all  the 
installments  of  principal  and  interest,  and 
that  the  law  had  been  fully  complied  with, 
a  patent  was  issued  to  him.  Newland  made 
no  claim  to  have  complied  with  the  law  in 
the  purchase  of  the  lauds  from  the  state  as 
school  lands,  but  asserte<l  that,  under  the 
law  of  congress  and  by  the  treaties  with 
the  Osage  Indians,  the  land  was  no  part  of 
the  school  lands  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  and 
claimed  the  right  to  bold  the  laud  as  a  part 
of  the  lands  of  the  United  States,  and  claim- 
ed the  right  to  obtain  title  to  It  from  the 
United  States  land  office,  and  bad  made  two 
ineffectual  efforts  to  obtain  title  from  the 
United  States  iaj^^f^^  ^Bii^\n,^ia  case 
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Griffith  was  the  assignee  of  the  original  pur- 
chaser; was  in  the  actual  XKMsession  nnder 
said  certificate  of  purchase.  All  the  Install- 
ments of  principal  and  Interest  had  been 
fnlly  paid,  and  the  purchaser  and  his  mesne 
assignees  had  In  all  things  complied  with 
the  law,  and  had,  by  reason  of  the  purchase 
and  payment  of  the  purchase  price,  with  in- 
terest, acquired  the  legal  title  to  the  prop- 
erty, and  at  the  time  the  governor  of  the 
state  executed  the  patent  there  was  no  title 
to  the  lands  in  the  state  or  In  the  governor, 
and  hence  the  patent  wag  absolutely  void. 
While  Griffith  was  not  a  party  to  the  issu- 
ing of  the  patent,  he  was  a  party  In  Inter- 
est to  the  land  described  in  the  patent,  and 
he  had  a  right  to  bring  and  maintain  his 
action  to  determine  the  title  to  this  land. 
C.  S.  V.  Stone,  supra;  Stark  v.  Starr,  supra; 
Railway  Oo.  v.  Gordon,  supra.  Richards 
relies  on  the  mere  naked  fact  that  In  some 
mysterious  manner  he  obtained  a  patent  to 
this  land  from  the  governor  of  Kansas,  with- 
out offering  any  fact  in  explanation  as  to 
what  state  of  facta  the  same  was  founded 
on.  When  Griffith  set  up  and  established 
his  claim  of  title  to  this  land,  and  alleged 
that  be  procured  it  by  purchase,  the  assign- 
ment of  the  certificate  of  purchase,  payment 
of  the  purchase  price,  with  Interest,  and  the 
possession  thereof,  it  established  his  title 
to  the  land;  and  If  there  was  any  fact  that 
would  tend  to  defeat  his  title,  such  as  the 
nonpayment  of  taxes,  or  the  failure  to  com- 
ply with  any  other  requirements  of  the  law 
by  which  the  land  would  be  forfeited,  it 
called  upon  Richards  to  show  it,— to  set  up 
and  prove  on  what  he  based  a  right  to  the 
patent  The  law  does  not  presume  a  for- 
feiture of  estate,  but  It  must  be  established 
by  some  evidence.  If  the  purchaser  of  school 
lands  and  his  assignees  of  a  certificate  pay 
all  the  installments  of  the  purchase  price, 
and  the  interest,  according  to  law,  the  pre- 
sumption is  that  the  bolder  of  the  certifi- 
cate Is  the  owner  of  the  land,  and  entitled  to 
the  patent;  and  if  it  is  thereafter  Issued  to 
some  other  person,  who  claims  title  under 
It,  he  will  be  called  upon  to  prove  that  in 
some  way  under  the  law  he  was  entitled  to 
receive  it. 

The  assignments  of  error  in  the  brief  of 
counsel  from  3  to  10,  both  inclusive,  are  rela- 
tive to  what  are  claimed  as  errors  in  the 
admission  of  evidence  and  overruling  of  ob- 
jections to  certain  evidence,  which  are  un- 
necessary for  us  to  consider  in  the  deter- 
mination of  this  case,  for  the  reason  that 
at  the  conclusion  of  all  the  evidence  for 
both  parties,  by  mutual  agreemmt,  the  Jury 
was  discharged  under  a  stipulation  that  the 
court  should  make  special  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  law  and  decide  the  case. 
By  this  stipulation  the  parties  waived  any 
error  that  might  have  been  committed  In 
the  admission  of  evidence  on  the  trial  of 
the  ease  before  the  Jury,  and  when  the  par- 
ties stipulated  that  the  court  should  decide 


the  case  they  thereby  waived  all  errors  in 
the  proceedings  upon  the  trial  up  to  that 
time,  and  agreed  that  the  court  should  de- 
termine the  case  upon  the  evidence  that  was 
then  before  it 

The  eleventh  assignment  of  error  is  that 
the  court  erred  in  oy^rullng  the  demurrer 
to  the  plaintiffs  evidence.  The  demurrer  was 
properly  overruled.  As  the  plaintiff  proved 
the  sale  of  this  land  and  issuing  of  the  cer- 
tificate of  purchase  by  the  county  clerk,  and 
mesne  transfers  of  the  certificate  of  pur< 
chase  and  renewal  certificate,  and  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  of  the  land,  and 
the  installments  of  interest  thereon,  as  the 
same  fell  due,  and  the  actual  possession  of 
the  land,  we  think  he  had  proved  a  prima 
ta,(Ae  case:  but  If  the  court  erred  In  over- 
ruling the  demurrer  to  the  evidence  the  whole 
matter  was  waived  by  the  stipulation,  after 
the  conclusion  of  the  evidence,  to  discharge 
the  jury  and  to  submit  the  decision  of  the 
case  to  the  court. 

Complaint  Is  made  in  the  remaining  as- 
signments in  brli'  of  counsel  that  the  court 
erred  in  the  refusal  to  find  certain  facts, 
and  that  certain  facts  found  by  the  court 
were  not  In  accordance  with  the  evidence, 
and  that  they  were  not  sustained  by  the 
evidence,  and  in  overruling  the  motion  for 
judgment  on  the  pleadings  and  findings  of 
fact,  and  In  the  conclusions  of  law,  and  also 
in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
The  court  heard  all  of  the  evidence,  had  the 
witnesses  and  parties  before  it,  and  there 
was  some  evidence  on  all  of  the  facts  found 
by  the  court,  and  where  the  court  has  found 
the  facts  from  the  evidence  we  cannot  dis- 
turb its  findings  unless  there  was  a  clear 
want  of  evidence  to  support  some  of  the 
facts  so  found.  The  court  has  fully  stated 
the  facts  as  found,  and  given  his  conclusions 
of  law  (m  the  facts  as  found,  and  we  think 
the  conclusions  of  law  are  correct.  We  have 
examined  the  record  In  this  case  with  great 
care,  and  have  been  unable  to  find  any  error 
In  the  proceedings  of  the  court  on  the  trial 
of  this  case  that  was  prejudicial  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  error.  The  Judgment  of  the  district 
court  Is  affirmed,  with  costs.  All  the  judges 
concurring. 


(1  Kan. A.  3M) 

ALDRIDGE  v.  ELERICK. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment. E.  D.     Aug.  6, 1805.) 

hokteaqb  of  one  partner's  interest — fraud 
— Discretion  op  Court— Continuance. 

1.  A  mortgagee  takes  no  greater  right  or  in- 
terest than  the  mortgaKor  had,  and,  as  one  part- 
ner cannot  take  possession  of  the  partnership 
property,  neither  can  his  mortgagee  do  so. 

2.  When  the  question  of  fraud  is  fairly  con- 
tidered  by  the  jury,  under  proper  instructions 
and  with  sufficient  evidence,  their  finding  will 
not  be  disturbed  by  this  court 

3.  The  trial  court  has  large  discretion  in  the 
matter  of  grantiug  a  coiicinuance,  which  was 
not  abused  in  this  case. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 
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Error  from  district  court,  Montgomery  couti- 
ty;  J.  D.  McCne,  Judge. 

Action  by  C.  F.  BlM-lck  against  W.  M.  Ald- 
ridge.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ant brings  ern^.     A£Snned. 

About  NoTember  15,  1888,  one  Albert  Cly- 
mer  and  Lee  were  ttte  owners  of  a  stock  of 
merchandise,  and  doing  business  in  Klk  coun- 
ty, Kan.;  and  at  tbat  time  this  defendant  in 
error,  0.  F.  Elerlck,  purchased  or  traded  for 
Lee's  undivided  one-balf  Interest  in  said  stock 
of  goods,  and  lie  and  said  Clymer  entered  in- 
to a  partnership  for  the  purpose  of  carrying 
on  a  mercantile  business  in  Elk  City,  Kan. 
On  November  30,  1888,  Alt»ert  Clymer  gave 
a  note  to  Ridenour  Baker  Grocery  Company 
for  $136.10,  secured  by  a  chattel  mortgage  up- 
on a  general  stock  of  boots  and  shoes,  hats, 
caps,  clothing,  gents'  furnishing  goods,  glass- 
ware, queensware,  and  provisions,  being  the 
entire  stock  of  general  merchandise  had.  kept, 
and  possessed  by  the  mortgagor  and  one  C. 
F.  Elerick,  and  Iiad  in  a  certain  brick  building 
on  the  west  side  of  Slain  street  of  Elk  City, 
and  owned  by  Rudolph  Jleyers.  One  of  the 
stipulations  in  the  mMlgage  is  as  follows: 
"This  mortgage  Is  subject  to  two  others  to 
C.  F.  Elerick,  aggregating  about  $900,  said 
mortgagee  being  now  in  possession,  and  sell- 
ing goods  for  cash,  and  applying  the  proceeds 
to  the  payment  of  said  mortgages,  and,  as 
soon  as  they  are  paid,  the  proceeds  to  be  ap- 
plied to  this."  Shortly  afterwards.  C.  P.  El- 
crick,  this  defendant  in  error,  purchased  said 
Clymer's  interest  In  said  goods,  and  boxed 
them  up,  preparatory  to  shipping  them  to  Mc- 
Cune,  Kan.  This  plaintiff  in  error,  W.  M. 
Aldridge,  as  constable  In  and  for  the  town- 
ship of  Loulsburg,  in  Montgomery  county, 
Kan.,  seized  said  goods,  and  took  them  into 
his  possession.  Thereupon,  on  the  IStb  day 
of  March,  1889,  this  defendant)  In  error,  C.  P. 
Elerick,  brought  suit  in  the  district  court  of 
Montgomery  county,  Kan.,  against  said  Ald- 
ridge, and  alleges  in  his  petition  that  he  is 
the  owner  of  the  goods;  and  charges  the  said 
Aldridge  with  having  unlawfully  converted 
and  disposed  of  the  same  to  his  own  use  and 
benefit,  and  refuses  upon  demand  to  deliver 
up  the  same;  and  alleges  that  the  value  of 
the  goods  was  $3,175.03,  and  demanded  judg- 
ment for  that  amount.  In  his  answer,  said 
Aldridge  admits  the  taking  of  the  goods,  but 
claims  tliey  were  taken  by  virtue  of  a  chat- 
tel mortgage  executed  by  A.  Clymer  to  Rid- 
enoin-  Baker  Grocery  Comimny;  alleges  that 
he  was  duly  authorized  by  said  Ridenour  Ba- 
ker Grocery  Company,  as  tneir  agent,  to  take 
and  hold  the  said  property,  and  foreclose  the 
same.  He  also  alleges  that  he  held  said  prop- 
erty as  constable,  subject  to  the  said  mort- 
gage above  mentioned,  under  and  by  virtue 
of  four  separate  executions  issued  by  J.  P. 
Swartzel,  a  justice  of  the  peace  of  Loulsburg 
towtisliip.  Montgomery  county,  Kan.,  upon 
judgments  duly  rendered  by  said  justice,— one 
of  them  being  against  A.  Clymer  in  favor  of 
J.   W.    Brlgliam    &    Co.,   and  one  of   them 


against  A.  Clymer  and  one  Lee  In  favor  of 
Goidstelne,  Freldman  &  Co.,  and  one  against 
A.  Clymer  and  Lee  in  favor  of  the  Consolidat- 
ed Tank-Line  Company,  and  one  against  A. 

Clymer  and Lee  and Lee  in  fa- 

rae  of  M.  Wallace.  Said  Aldridge  also  al- 
leges that  the  sale  of  Lee  to  Elerick  and  of 
Clymer  to  Elerick  were  both  fraudulent,  and 
made  with  Intent  to  cheat,  defraud,  and  delay 
the  creditors  of  the  said  Clymer  and  the  Lees, 
and  that  said  goods  were  liable  for  and  sub- 
ject to  the  demand  of  the  above-mentioned 
claims.  The  mortgage  and  the  four  execu- 
tions are  in  the  case  made  as  part  of  the 
record  in  the  case.  The  execution  of  the  Con- 
solidated Tank-Line  Company,  and  of  Goid- 
stelne, Friedman  Sc  Co.,  and  of  M.  Wallace, 
were  each  of  them  returned  unsatisfied  on 
January  14,  1889.  All  of  said  goods  were 
sold  by  said  Aldridge,  and  $157.34  was  paid 
on  the  chattel  mortgage,  and  $279.36  credited 
upon  the  execution  of  J.  W.  Brigham  &  Co. 
against  Clymer.  This  is  the  account  made 
ot  the  proceeds  of  said  sale. 

Fuller  &  Randolph,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
A.  B.  Clark,  for  defendant  in  error. 

DEXNISON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
If  this  plaintiff  in  error  had  any  authority  for 
seizing  and  disposing  of  the  goods  in  contro- 
versy. It  was  by  virtue  of  the  chattel  mort- 
gage given  by  A.  Clymer  to  Ridenour  Baker 
Grocery  Company  and  the  execution  of  J.  W. 
Brigham  &  Co.  against  Clymer.  The  execu- 
tions which  were  returned  unsatisfied  on  the 
14th  day  of  January,  1889,  were  certainly  no 
defense  which  could  have  been  set  up  by  said 
Aldridge  to  a  suit  begun  on  the  18th  day  of 
March,  1889.  Therefore,  unless  said  Aldridge 
has  authority  by  virtue  of  sa  id  mortgage  and 
said  execution  of  Brigham  &  Co.,  he  had  none. 
Elerick,  this  defendant  in  error,  had  pur- 
chased Lee's  undivided  one-half  interest  in 
said  goods,  and  was  a  partner  with  said  Cly- 
mer at  the  time  Clymer  gave  said  mortgage, 
and  said  Elerick  had  purchased  Clymer's  in- 
terest in  said  goods  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
levy  of  the  execution  of  Brigham  against  Cly 
mer.  "A  mortgage  try  an  Individual  partner, 
for  his  own  purpose,  of  all  his  right,  title,  and 
interest  in  and  to  its  real  estate,  and  other 
property  of  the  firm,  Imposes  no  actual  Her. 
upon  the  property  itself,  or  upon  any  iwrt  of 
it.  The  corpus  is  joint  property.  The  in- 
terest of  an  Individual  partner  consists  only 
of  his  share  in  the  surplus  remaining  aftor 
the  payment  of  the  debts  and  settlement  of 
the  accounts  of  the  firm.  It  Is  not  until  that 
interest  is  ascertained  definitely,  and  set 
apart  as  the  share  of  the  mortgagor,  that  his 
mortgage  Is  available  against  any  specific 
property."  Jones,  Chat.  Mortg.  5  45.  A 
mortgagee  takes  no  greater  right  or.  interest 
than  the  mortgagor  had,  and,  as  one  partner 
cannot  take  possession  of  the  partnership 
property,  neither  can  his  mortgagee  do  so. 

As  to  the  rights  of  said  Aldridge  to  hold 
uigmzea  oy  ■^^j  \^^ \^7^  i \^ 
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eatd  goods,  tinder  the  execution  of  Brigham 
&  Co.,  against  Clynier.  the  court  properly  and 
folly  Instructed  the  Jury  as  to  the  question 
of  fraud  In  the  transactions  between  said  Cly- 
mer  and  said  Elerlck,  and  the  Jury  found  a 
general  verdict  In  favor  of  this  defendant  in 
error,  and  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
sustain  said  verdict.  It  Is  not  the  province 
of  this  court  to  disturb  that  finding.  But, 
<iiippose  the  jury  had  held  the  sale  from  Cly- 
mer,  as  to  his  undivided  one-half  interest, 
fraudnlent  and  the  officer  liad  a  right  to  sell 
Clymer's  one-half  interest  In  that  event,  El- 
vtick  was  entitled  to  recover,  because  Aid- 
ridge  sold  all  the  goods  Instead  of  the  one- 
balf  of  them.  "Where  the  officer  sells  the 
v^hole,  when  entitled  to  sell  only  the  interest 
of  the  execution  debtor,  the  other  owners 
may  treat  him  as  a  trespasser  ab  Initio,  and 
maintain  their  individual  action  against  him." 
Spaulding  V.  Black,  22  Kan.  55,  and  cases 
therein  cited. 

This  plaintiff  in  error  claims  that  the  trial 
court  erred  in  not  granting  a  new  trial  be- 
cause of  the  absence  of  the  witness  T.  .T. 
White.  T.  J.  White  was  served  with  a  sub- 
p<ena  duces  tecum,  to  bring  with  him  cer- 
tain papers  and  records,  and  said  White  aft- 
erwards appeared  in  court  and  testified,  and 
all  the  papers  and  records  tliat  he  was  re- 
quired to  bring,  or  which  were  desired  by  this 
plaintiff  In  error,  appeared  in  the  records  of 
this  case,  and  have  been  treated  as  though 
they  had  been  duly  offered  In  evidence. 
Therefore,  tills  plaintiff  in  errM-  has  not  been 
prejudiced  by  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  grant 
a  continuance  in  the  case,  and  the  court  did 
not  abuse  the  discretion  given  him  in  the 
matter  of  granting  a  new  trial.  No  prejudi- 
cial error  appearing  in  the  record  In  this  case, 
the  Judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be 
affirmed.    All  the  judges  concurring. 


(iK&ii.A.a) 
UNION  PAC.  RY.  CO.  v.  BARNARD  & 
LEAS  MAXUF'G  CO. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.     July  6,  1895.) 

BPECiriC  PbBFOBMAXCB  — DOWBH  — CORTBACT    OF 

Sale  op  Laxd. 
In  this  state,  a  wife,  during  the  life  of 
her  hnsband.  hag  an  inchoate  interest  in  all  the 
real  estnte  in  which  her  hnsband  has  a  le^l  or 
equitable  interest,  including  real  estate  which 
her  hiuband  holds  under  a  contract  of  sale;  and 
an  assignment  of  such  contract  by  the  husband 
alone,  when  the  wife,  at  the  time  of  such  assipn- 
ment,  is  a  resident  of  this  state,  does  not  di- 
vest her  of  such  interest;  and  the  assignee  of 
roch  contract  so  assigned  cannot  maintain  an 
action  against  the  /endor  to  compel  the  specific 
Iwrfonnance  of  snch  contract,  by  the  exeeiition 
of  a  warranty  deed  conveying  to  such  assignee 
the  absointe  fee-simple  title  to  the  land  contract- 
ed to  be  conveyed. 
(Sjilabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court.  Clay  county;  R. 
B  Spilman,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Barnard  &  Leas  Manufac- 
turing Company  against  the  Union  Pacific 


Railway  Company.     Judgment  for  plaintiff, 
and  defendant  brings  error.     Reversed. 

A.  L.  Williams  and  N.  H.  Loomis,  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Harkness  &  Godard,  for 
defendant  in  error. 

CLARK,  J.  The  record  in  this  case  dls- 
closes  that  on  December  4.  1883,  the  plaintiff 
In  error  entered  Into  a  written  contract  with 
one  Harry  E.  Jaeckel,  whereby  it  agreed  to 
cause  to  be  made  and  executed  unto  the  said 
Jaockel,  his  heirs  or  assigns,  a  deed  convey- 
ing certain  real  estate  therein  described,  with 
the  ordinary  covenants  of  warranty,  upon 
the  payment  of  the  purchase  price  thereof, 
to  wit,  the  sum  of  $8rvi,  payable,  $172.80 
cash  in  liand,  and  the  balance  in  six  equal 
annual  payments.  At  the  time  the  contract 
was  executed,  the  cash  payment  thereunder 
was  made  by  Jaeckel,  and  subsequently  all 
the  right,  title,  interest,  and  claim  in  and  to 
the  contract,  and  the  land  therein  described, 
was  successively  sold,  assigned,  and  trans- 
ferred from  Jaeckel  to  J.  L.  Brandt,  from 
Brandt  to  Christ  Kotha,  from  Kotba  to  F.  A. 
Head,  and  from  Head  to  the  Barnard  & 
Leas  Manufacturing  Company,  their  respect- 
ive heirs  and  assigns.  In  each  of  these 
transactions  the  assignment  was  in  writing. 
Indorsed  npon  the  original  contract,  duly  ac- 
knowledged, and  the  contract,  with  the  as- 
signment thereon,  delivered  to  the  assignee. 
On  or  about  the  4th  day  of  December,  1889, 
the  Barnard  &,  Leas  Manufacturing  Compa- 
ny made  the  last  payment  due  upon  the  con- 
tract, and  tendered  and  offered  to  surrender 
the  contract  to  the  railway  company,  and  de- 
manded a  conveyance  of  the  premises  to  it 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract,  but 
the  railway  company  refused  to  execute  and 
deliver  such  conveyance;  wliereupou  the  de- 
fendant in  error,  on  the  Slst  day  of  July, 
1890,  brought  this  action  In  the  district  court 
of  Clay  county,  making  the  plaintiff  in  error 
the  only  defendant,  and  asked  tlmt  the  rail- 
way company  be  decreed  to  convey  the  prem- 
ises desci-ibed  in  the  contract  to  the  plaintiff, 
by  a  good  and  sufficient  deed,  according  to 
its  terms.  A  copy  of  the  original  contract, 
with  aU  of  the  assignments  indorsed  thereon, 
was  attached  to  and  made  a  part  of  the  peti- 
tion. The  defendant  filed  its  motion  alleg- 
ing that  the  Intermediate  grantors  or  assign- 
ors, together  with  their  wives,  each  claimed 
to  have  some  title  to  or  interest  in  the  land 
mentioned  in  the  petition,  and  tliat  they  were 
necessary  parties  to  the  suit,  and  asked  the 
court  that  they  may  be  made  pai'ties  defend- 
ant in  tlie  action.  Upon  the  hearing  of  the 
motion,  the  evidence  disclosed  the  fact  tlmt 
Christ  Kotba.  one  of  the  intermediate  assign- 
ors was.  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  th« 
assignment  of  the  contract  by  him,  a  mar- 
ried man,  and  that  his  wife,  Christina,  re> 
fused  to  convey  her  contingent  interest  in 
the  real  estate  in  dispute,  without  the  pay- 
ment of  a  money  consid«>^^9|^  therefor.    ®W»^ 


202 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  Vol.  41. 


(Kan. 


the  conrt  overmled  the  motion.  The  defend- 
ant answered,  admitting  the  making  and  ex- 
ecution of  the  contract,  as  alleged  In  the  peti- 
tion, and  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
contract  as  to  the  payment  of  all  sums  of 
money  due  thereunder,  but  alleging,  among 
other  things,  tliat  the  assignment  of  the  orig- 
inal contract  by  Kotha  to  Head  was  irreg^u- 
lar,  in  tliat  the  assignment  was  not  executed 
Jointly  by  Kotha  and  his  wife,  Christina,  and 
that  she  now  claims  to  have  an  Interest  in 
said  land.  The  defendant  also  disclaimed 
having  any  right,  title,  or  interest  in  the 
land,  and  offered  to  make  a  deed  thereto  in 
accordance  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  as 
soon  as  the  proper  assignments  of  said  con- 
tract were  proven.  To  this  answer  the  plain- 
tiff filed  a  reply,  denying  each  and  every  al- 
legation therein  contained. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  court,  with 
the  consent  of  the  parties  to  the  action,  upon 
the  following  agreed  statement  of  fact:  "It 
is  agreed  by  the  parties  hereto,  as  the  facts 
in  this  cause,  for  the  purposes  of  trial,  that 
the  contract  mentioned  in  the  plalntlfiT's  peti- 
tion was  executed  as  therein  stated;  that  all 
the  assignments  of  said  contract  were  made 
Its  appears  by  the  copy  of  the  contract  at- 
tached to  plaintiff's  petition;  that,  at  the 
time  of  the  several  assignments,  the  assign- 
ors were  all  unmarried  men,  except  Christ 
Kotha,  who  was  married,  and  his  wife,  Chris- 
tina, did  not  join  In  the  execution  of  the  as- 
signment; that  said  Christina  Kotha  has  re- 
fused and  does  refuse  to  Join  in  a  quitclaim 
deed  or  other  ccmveyance  or  assignment  of 
her  right  to  the  said  land,  as  the  wife  of 
said  Christ  Kotha;  that  said  land  was  not 
the  homestead  of  any  of  the  assignors,  and 
they  had  no  other  or  further  title  thereto 
than  was  vested  in  them  by  said  contract; 
ttiat  defendant  has  offered  and  Is  willing  to 
convey  said  land  at  any  time  a  proper  assign- 
ment is  Joined  In  by  the  wife  or  wives  of 
each  of  said  assignors  in  the  contract  who 
was  married  at  the  time  of  making  the  sev- 
eral assignments  thereof."  The  court  found 
for  the  plaintiff,  and  rendered  Judgment,  de- 
creeing that  the  defendant,  within  30  days 
from  that  date,  execute  and  deliver  to  the 
plaintiff  a  good  and  sufficient  deed,  with 
covenants  of  general  warranty,  conveying 
the  premises  described  in  the  petition  to  the 
plaintiff,  in  fee  simple,  and,  in  default  there- 
of, that  the  sheriff  of  the  county  execute  such 
deed  to  the  plaintiff. 

The  defendant,  as  plaintiff  in  error,  alleges 
error  In  overruling  its  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
and  overruling  Its  motion  to  have  Mrs. 
Kotha  made  a  party  defendant,  and  alleges 
that  the  finding  and  Judgment  of  the  court 
are  contrary  to  law  and  to  the  evidence;  that 
the  finding  and  Judgment  should  have  l)een 
for  the  defendant;  and  that  various  errors 
of  law  occurreil  at  the  trial,  which  were  duly 
excepted  to  by  the  defendant,  and  these 
tiuestlons  are  properly  presented  to  this  court 
for  review.    Paragraph  2o99  of  the  General 


Statutes  of  1889  reads  as  foHows:  "One-half 
in  value  of  all  the  real  estate  in  which  the 
husband,  at  any  time  during  the  marriage, 
had  a  legal  or  equitable  Interest,  which  has 
not  been  sold  <mi  execution  or  other  Judicial 
sale,  and  not  necessary  for  the  payment  of 
debts,  and  of  which  the  wife  has  made  no 
conveyance,  shall,  under  the  direction  of  the 
probate  court,  be  set  apart  by  the  ex- 
ecutor as  her  property,  in  fee  simple,  upon 
the  death  of  the  husband,  if  she  survives 
him:  Provided,  that  the  wife  shall  not  be 
entitled  to  any  interest,  under  the  provisions 
of  this  section,  in  any  land  to  which  the  hus- 
band lias  made  a  conveyance,  when  the  wife, 
at  the  time  of  the  conveyance,  is  not  or  never 
has  been  a  resident  of  this  state."  Under  the 
statutes  above  quoted,  the  wife,  if  she  sur- 
vive her  husband,  is  entitled  to  one-half  In 
value  of  all  the  real  estate  in  which  the  hus- 
band at  any  time  during  the  marriage  bad 
a  legal  or  equitable  interest  which  luid  not 
been  sold  on  execution  or  other  Judicial  sale, 
and  not  necessary  for  the  payment  of  debts, 
and  of  which  the  wife  had  made  no  convey- 
ance. That  Christ  Kotha  had,  prior  to  the 
assignment  by  Mm,  at  least  an  equitable  in- 
terest in  the  land,  there  can  be  no  question. 
In  Commissioners  of  Douglas  Co.  v.  Union 
Pac.  Ky.  Co.,  5  Kan.  615,  it  is  stated  that 
"equity  generally  considers  that  when  land 
Is  sold  on  credit,  and  the  deed  is  to  be  made 
when  the  purchase  money  is  paid,  the  land,  at 
the  time  the  sale  is  made,  l)ecomes  the  ven- 
dee's, and  the  purchase  money  the  vendor's; 
that  the  vendor  becomes,  at  once,  the  trustee 
of  the  vendee  with  respect  to  the  land,  and 
the  vendee  the  trustee  of  the  vendor  with 
respect  to  the  purchase  money."  It  has  also 
been  held  that  a  bond  for  a  deed  of  land 
transfers  the  title  in  equity  to  the  purchaser, 
the  obligor  holding  the  legal  title  for  the  se- 
curity. Burkhart  v.  Howard  (Or.)  12  Pac. 
79;  Alpers  v.  Knight  (Cal.)  8  Pac.  446;  Tay- 
lor V.  Holmes,  14  Fed.  498.  It  was  said  iu 
Busenbark  v.  Busenbark,  33  Kan.  572,  7  Pac. 
245:  "While  the  wife's  right  and  Interest  in 
the  real  estate  of  hee  husband,  not  occupied 
by  the  family  as  a  homestead,  is  inchoate 
and  uncertain,  yet  it  possesses  the  element 
of  property  to  such  a  degree  that  she  may 
maintain  an  action  during  the  life  of  her 
husband  to  prevent  its  wrongful  alienation  or 
disposition  under  fraudulent  Judgments  pro- 
cured and  consented  to  by  the  husband,  with 
the  object  and  for  the  purpose  of  defeating 
the  wife's  right"  Our  supreme  court  has 
also  held  in  Green  v.  Qreea,  34  Kan.  740,  10 
Pac.  150,  that  deeds  executed  by  the  wife. 
Just  on  the  eve  of  her  marriage,  to  her 
daughters  by  a  former  marriage,  without  a 
valuable  consideration,  and  without  the 
knowledge  or  consent  of  her  intended  hus- 
band, were  in  fraud  of  his  rights,  and  that 
he  might  maintain  an  action  during  the  life 
of  his  wife  to  set  such  deeds  aside  and  have 
them  declared  invalid.  In  Munger  v.  Bald- 
ridge.  41  Kan.  236,J^^^|'jj<^;^(t,|8,g\(|Jhat 
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"the  interest  of  the  wife  in  the  real  estate  of 
her  husband  during  marriage  Is  a  contingent 
one,  it  is  true,  but  it  is  unquestionably  prop- 
erty, and  no  reason  has  been  advanced  why 
she  may  not  empower  the  husband  to  act  for 
her,  and  In  conjunction  with  himself,  convey 
it  away."  The  court  speaking  through  John- 
ston, J.,  says,  in  Buffington  t.  Grosvenor,  46 
Kan.  733,  27  Pac.  137:  "If  there  was  an  at- 
tempt to  convey  by  the  husband  alone,  when 
ills  wife  was  a  resident,  the  title  would  re- 
main in  her  because  the  manner  of  conveying 
land  prescribed  by  •  *  *  statute  had  not 
been  pursued;  and  if  there  was  no  judicial 
sale  of  the  land  and  It  was  not  necessary 
for  the  payment  of  debts,  a  one-half  Interest 
would  descend  to  her."  Though  the  wife  has, 
under  oar  statute,  no  actual  estate,  during 
the  life  of  her  husband,  in  real  estate  be- 
longing to  hUn,  yet  she  has  an  interest  there- 
in, and  a  right  of  wliich  she  cannot  be  divest- 
ed, except  In  the  manner  prescribed  by  the 
statute.  It  is  such  an  interest  which  the 
law  recognizes  as  the  subject  of  conveyance 
by  deed.  She  may  not  survive  her  husband, 
or  the  real  estate  may  be  sold  on  execution 
or  other  judicial  sale,  or  it  may  l>e  necessary 
for  the  payment  of  debts  (in  which  event  the 
estate  would  never  vest  in  her),  yet  this  in- 
terest is  a  valuable  one,  and  may  be  (kAA, 
conveyed,  or  released  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration, and  the  law,  treating  it  as  valuable, 
and  as  an  existing  Incumbrance  on  the  land, 
has  provided  the  manner  in  which  it  may  be 
conveyed  or  released.  Christ  Kotlia,  Iiaving 
at  least  an  equitable  interest  in  the  land  in 
controversy,  it  seems  clear,  under  our  stat- 
utes and  the  decisicms  of  our  supreme  court, 
that  an  assignment  of  the  contract  by  him 
alone  would  not  carry  with  it  the  contingent 
or  inchoate  Interest  of  his  wife  in  the  real 
estate  which  was  the  subject  of  the  contract. 
See  authorities  above  cited  and  Overman  v. 
Hathaway,  29  Kan.  434,  where  Valentine,  J., 
says:  "It  is  true  that  her  interest  in  such 
land  was  only  contingent  and  inchoate,  but 
still  it  was  an  interest  which  might  at  some 
time  become  absolute  and  complete.  Her  in- 
terest, we  think,  was  undoubtedly  sufficient 
to  oiable  her  to  sue  or  be  sued  with  reference 
thereto." 

It  appears  that  Mrs.  Eotha  ia  claiming  an 
interest  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  conth>- 
versy,  and  that  interest  was  fnlly  disclosed 
both  by  the  motion  and  answer  of  the  rail- 
way company,  and  by  the  agreed  statement 
of  facts  upon  which  this  case  was  tried  In 
the  conrt  below.  As  she  has  an  Interest 
therein  adverse  to  the  plaintiff  below,— the 
rights  of  each  growing  out  of  the  original 
contract  between  the  railway  company  and 
Jaeckd,— she  was  at  least  a  proper  if  not  a 
necessary  party  to  the  action.  There  was  but 
one  contract  entered  into  by  the  railway  com- 
pany, and  there  was  but  one  cause  of  ac- 
tion under  It.  and  the  entire  controversy 
should  have  been  settled  In  one  action,  and 
the  rights  of  all  parties  Interested  therein 


adjusted  in  the  one  proceeding.  Allison  v. 
Shilling,  27  Tex.  490;  Huffman  v.  Cartwright, 
44  Tex.  301;  Agard  v.  Valencia,  80  Cal.  292; 
Pom.  Cont.  545;  Story,  Eq.  PL  J8  72,  138, 
139,  153;  Kimball  v.  Connor.  3  Kan.  414; 
Scarborough  v.  Smith,  18  Kan.  407;  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Benton,  42  Kan.  698,  22  Pac.  698.  If 
the  plaintlfiT  below  objected  to  having  Mrs. 
Kotlia  made  a  party  defendant,  and  it  would 
have  been  satisfied  with  such  a  title  as  the 
railroad  company  could  give.  It  should  have 
been  content  with  a  decree  for  the  convey- 
ance of  the  premises  to  it  in  fee  simple  by  or 
from  the  railway  company,  with  covenants 
of  general  warranty,  subject  to  the  inchoate 
Interest  therein  of  Mrs.  Kotha,  Story,  Eq. 
PI.  i  139.  Of  such  a  decree  the  plaintiff  in 
error  could  have  no  cause  to  complain.  The 
railway  company  could  safely  make  such  a 
deed  without  being  subjected  to  the  annoy- 
ance and  expense  of  litigation,  or  the  possi- 
bility of  future  liability  under  its  covenants 
of  warranty,  leaving  the  parties  Interested  to 
litigate  th^r  respective  claims  to  the  prem- 
ises conveyed  in  some  future  action,  should 
Mrs.  Kotha  outlive  her  husband. 

Defendant  in  error  contends  that  the  rail- 
way company  did  not  claim  in  the  court  be- 
low, nor  does  it  anywhere  appear,  that  Mrs. 
Kotha  was  ever  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
Kansas,  and  that  the  railway  company  did 
not  ask  or  demand  that  the  rights  of  Mrs. 
Kotha  be  saved  by  the  decree  of  the  court. 
In  answer  to  this  contention,  it  is  only  neces- 
sary to  say  that  the  railway  company,  both 
by  motion  and  answer,  insisted  that  she  be 
brought  into  court,  in  order  that  her  rights 
might  be  ascertained,  and  the  railway  com- 
pany be  fully  protected  from  further  litiga- 
tion growing  out  of  this  contract  of  sale.  It 
did  not  devolve  upon  the  railway  company 
to  establish  the  fact  as  to  whether  or  not 
Mrs.  Kotha  was  a  resident  of  this  state  at 
the  time  of  the  assignment  of  the  contract  by 
h»  hUBl>and,  or  as  to  whether  or  not  she  had 
ever  been  a  resident  of  the  state  prior  there- 
to. The  plaintiti  below  was  demanding  all 
that  Jaeckel  would  have  been  entitled  to  had 
not  the  contract  been  assigned  by  him,  and 
he  had  complied  with  all  the  conditions  pre- 
cedent on  hia  part  Before  the  railway  com- 
pany can  be  compelled  to  execute  and  deliv- 
er to  the  defendant  in  error  a  deed,  with 
covenants  of  general  warranty,  conveying  the 
premises  in  fee  simple,  the  defendant  in  error 
must  establish  its  right  to  such  a  convey- 
ance. The  plaintlfT  below  claimed  title 
through  a  conveyance  from  Christ  Kotha, 
and  the  wife  of  the  latter  had  not  c<»tveyed 
her  interest  in  the  land,  hence,  the  plaintiff 
below  failed  in  its  proof,  and  was  not  en- 
titled to  the  decree  that  was  entered  in  this 
case.  Specific  performance  has  been  defined 
as  "an  equitable  remedy  which  compels  the 
performance  of  a  contract  in  the  precise 
terms  agreed  upon,  or  such  a  substantial  per- 
formance as  will  do  justice  between  the  par- 
ties,, under  the  circumstances  of  the  case." 

> 
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22  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  909.  Does  the  de- 
cree in  tbls  case  do  Justice  between  tlie  par- 
ties to  tliis  action?  Was  the  plaintiff  below, 
under  tlie  evidence  In  tliis  case,  entitled  to  ail 
tlje  rights  which  Jaeckei  had  under  tills  con- 
tract, notwitlistanding  the  refusal  of  Mrs. 
Kotha  to  convey  her  interest  In  the  real  estate 
In  controversy?  This  court  does  not  tblnlc 
so. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  wlU  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  fur- 
ther proceedings  In  accordance  with  the 
views  herein  expressed.  All  the  Judges  con- 
curring. 


(1  KaiLA.  61) 

GROESBECK  et  al.  v.  BARGET  et  al. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.     July  6,  1895.) 
MECHA.KICS'   Liens  —  Eicporcembnt  —  Effect  of 
Repeal  of  Statute. 

1.  The  right  to  a  mechanic's  lien  for  ma- 
terials becomes,  when  the  materials  are  furnish- 
ed, a  vested  right,  which  the  legislature  cannot 
destroy;  but  the  remedies  provided  to  preserve 
and  enforce  such  lien  may  be  changed,  if  a  sub- 
stantial and  effective  remedy  is  left  or  provided, 
and  the  change  does  not  substantially  impair  the 
value  of  the  contract  or  secarity. 

2.  The  right  to  a  mechanic's  lien  for  ma- 
terials is  determined  by  the  law  in  force  at  the 
time  the  materials  are  furnished,  but  the  lien 
must  be  preserved  and  enforced  in  accordance 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law  in  force  at  the 
time  such  proceedings  are  had.  In  every  case  a 
reasonable  time  must  be  given,  after  the  law 
making  a  change  in  the  remedy  takes  effect, 
within  which  to  comply  with  its  provisions. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  dlsti'lct  court.  Smith  county; 
Cyrus  Ueren,  .Tudge. 

Action  by  W.  F.  Groesbeck  and  anotiier 
egainst  E.  S.  Barget  and  others  to  enforce  a 
niedmuic's  lien.  From  the  Judgment  ren- 
dered, plaintiffs  bring  error.    Affirmed. 

Theo.  Laing,  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  J.  W. 
Sheafor,  J.  M.  Tyrrell,  L.  C.  Uhl,  and  D.  G. 
Sutherland,  for  defendants  in  error. 

GARVER,  J.  The  plaintiffs  In  eiTor,  W.  F. 
Groesbec-k  and  E.  A.  Beiisle,  under  a  subcon- 
tract with  the  contractors,  furnished  material 
for  the  erection  of  a  building  of  which  de- 
fendants, E.  S.  Barget  et  ai.,  were  owners. 
The  last  of  the  materials  was  fm-nisUed  Janu- 
ary 15,  1880.  On  the  20th  day  of  May,  3889, 
a  swoni  statement  of  the  lieu  elainiud  was 
made  and  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the 
district  court  of  Smith  county,  and  a  writ- 
ten notice  of  the  filing  of  such  lien  served  on 
the  owners.  This  action  was  commenced 
on  the  28th  day  of  December.  1,880.  The 
court  below  gave  Judgment  against  the  con- 
tractors for  the  amount  claimed,  but  iicld 
that  tlie  subcontractors  had  not  so  complied 
with  the  requirements  of  the  mechanic's  lien 
law  as  to  entitle  them  to  a  lien  as  against 
the  owners.  The  only  question  in  this  case 
is  as  to  the  application  of  the  several  lien 
laws  of  this  state  to  the  claimed  lien  of  plain- 


tiffs. It  Is  claimed  that  they,  as  subcon- 
tractors fumlshing  materials,  had  a  vested 
right  to  a  lien  under  the  act  of  March  2, 
1872,  and  that  that  act  governed  as  to  the 
time  within  which  the  statement  of  the  claim 
should  be  filed.  On  the  other  hand,  it  is  con- 
tended that  the  act  of  February  26,  1889, 
which  took  effect  March  1,  1889,  repealed  the 
former  act  with  reference  to  the  several  steps 
necessary  to  be  taken  to  preserve  the  lien, 
and  must  l>e  complied  with.  That  the  sub- 
contractors' right  to  a  lien  became  a  vested 
right  as  soon  as  the  materials  liad  been  fur- 
nished, wliich  It  was  not  in  the  power  of 
the  legislature  to  destroy,  must  be  conceded 
as  no  longer  open  to  argument  in  this  state. 
Weaver  v.  Sells,  10  Kan.  609.  The  right  to 
the  lien  must  therefore,  be  determined  in 
this  case  by  the  act  of  1872,  which  was  the 
law  In  force  at  the  time  the  materials  were 
furnished.  The  steps  required  to  be  taken, 
by  filing  a  verified  statement  within  60  days 
after  the  completion  of  the  building  and  serv- 
ing a  copy  on  the  owners,  were  not  required 
in  order  to  secure  the  right  to  a  lien,  but 
were  made  necessary  merely  in  order  to 
preserve  a  right  already  acquired  by  the  fur- 
nishing of  materials.  They  were  but  proceed- 
ings provided  for  preserving  and  enforcing 
the  Hen,  and  must  be  classed  as  mere  reme- 
dies, to  be  pursued  by  the  lien  claimant  for 
the  enforcement  of  the  security  given  him  by 
the  statute.  What  pertains  to  the  remedy 
merely  is  always  subject  to  legislative  change 
and  control,  subject  only  to  the  limitation 
that  there  must  be  left  or  provided,  in  place 
of  the  old  remedies,  a  substantial  and  effect- 
ive remedy,  and  the  change  must  not  have 
been  such  as  to  work  a  substantial  impair- 
ment of  the  value  of  the  contract  or  security. 
Cooley,  Ctonst  Lim.  (6th  Ed.)  347,  447;  Plow 
«o.  V.  Witham,  52  Kan.  185,  34  Pac.  751. 
This  rule  is  often  applied  to  changes  made  in 
statutes  of  limitation.  Elliott  v.  Lochnaue, 
1  Kan.  126;  Sohn  v.  Waterson,  17  Wall.  .590; 
Terry  v.  Anderaon,  95  U.  S.  628.  The  act  of 
1889  required  a  subcontractor  to  file  iiis  state- 
ment within  60  days  after  the  date  upon 
wliich  material  was  last  furnished,  and  to 
give  written  notice  of  such  flling  to  the  own- 
er, while  the  act  of  1872  provided  that  such 
statement  should  be  filed  within  60  days  aft- 
er the  completion  of  the  building,  and  that  a 
copy  of  the  statement  should  be  served  upon 
the  owner.  As  affects  this  case,  these  were 
the  only  changes  made  by  the  act  of  1889. 
They  were  changes  in  the  remedy,  which  the 
legislature  had  a  right  to  make. 

We  think  the  law  Is  well  settled  that  the 
right  to  a  mectianlc's  lien  must  be  determined 
by  the  law  in  force  at  the  time  the  right  be- 
comes vested,  but  the  lien  must  be  estab- 
lished, or  preserved  and  enforced,  by  the  law 
in  force  at  the  time  the  necessary  proceedings 
are  had  for  tliat  purpose.  Moore  v.  Mausert, 
49  X.  Y.  332:  Phillips  v.  Mason,  7  Heisk.  61; 
Tell  V.  Woodruff,  45  Minn.  10,  47  N.  W.  262; 
HiU  V.  Lovell,  47  Minn.  203,  50  N.  W.  81; 
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Goodbob  T.  Estate  of  Hornnng,  127  Ind.  181, 
26  N.  B.  770;  Templeton  v.  Home,  82  lU. 
4B1;  Barton  ▼.  Steinmitis,  37  HI.  App.  141; 
Paine  v.  Woodworth,  15  Wis.  298;  McCiea  T. 
Gralg,  28  Cal.  S22;  Forcbt  v.  Short,  45  Ma 
877;  OBbom  v.  WaU  Paper  Co.  (Ala.)  18 
South.  778.  Judged  by  these  rnlea,  the  dis- 
trict court  properly  held  that  the  statement 
filed  May  29,  134  days  after  the  date  when 
the  last  material  was  fnmisbed,  was  not  filed 
in  time,  and  that  plaintiffs  had  not  brought 
themaelYes  within  the  requirements  of  the 
ttatnte.  The  plaintiff  must,  of  course,  be  giv- 
en a  reasonable  time  after  the  new  act  took 
effect  within  which  to  comply  with  Its  pro- 
TisiMis,  but  such  reasonable  time  can  in  no 
case  be  for  a  longw  time  after  the  act  took 
effect  than  that  given  by  the  statute  after  the 
famishing  of  materials.  The  provisions  re- 
ferred to  m  the  act  of  1872,  being  expressly 
repealed  in  1889,  were  not  continued  in  force, 
88  to  plaintiffs  in  error,  by  virtue  of  para- 
gtaph  0687,  Oen.  St  1889,  which  provides 
that  the  repeal  of  a  statute  does  not  affect 
any  right  which  accrued  or  proceeding  com- 
menced under  the  statute  repealed.  The  pro- 
ceedings which  are  questioned  in  this  case 
bad  not  been  commenced  when  the  act  of 
1889  took  effect;  hence,  not  affected  by  it 
Even  if  the  act  of  1872  should  be  held  to  be  in 
force  as  to  persons  furnishing  materials  prior 
to  its  repeal  and  the  taking  effect  of  the  sub- 
sequent act,  as  claimed  by  counsel  for  plain- 
tiff in  error,  the  result  in  this  case  would  be 
the  same,  because  the  requirements  of  nei- 
ther act  have  been  complied  with.  This  be- 
ing a  right  specially  conferred  by  statute, 
any  one  daiining  the  benefit  of  the  statute 
must  bring  himself  fully  within  its  provi- 
sions. The  owners  were  not  served  with  a 
copy  of  the  statement,  as  required  by  the  law 
of  1872.  Instead,  a  simple  notice,  as  required 
by  the  law  of  1888,  was  given.  Certainly 
parts  of  each  of  such  statutes,  i>ertalnlng  to 
remedies,  cannot  apply  at  the  same  time  in 
the  same  transaction.  One  or  the  other  gov- 
erns. The  judgment  will  be  affirmed.  All 
the  judges  concurring. 


GROESBECK  et  al.  v.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK 

OF  SMITH  CENTRE  et  al. 
(Contt  of  Appeals  of  KaoBas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment. C.  D.     July  6,  1805.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Smith  county; 
Cyrus  Heren,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  F.  Groesbeck  and  another 
against  the  First  National  Bank  of  Smith 
Centre  and  oth^s  to  enforce  a  mechanic's 
lien.  From  the  judgment  rendered,  plain- 
tiffs bring  error.   Affirmed. 

Theo  Laing,  for  plaintiffs  In  error.  A.  M. 
Com  and  L.  C.  Uhl,  for  defendants  In  error. 

OARVBR,  J.  The  questions  Involved  In 
this  case  are  subatantially  the  same  as  those 
just  passed  ni>on  in  the  case  of  Groesbeck  v. 


Barget,  41  Pac.  204,  the  only  difference  being 
that  the  materials  were  furnished  between 
the  28th  day  of  January  and  the  30th  day 
of  March,  1889.  For  the  reasons  assigned  in 
the  opinion  filed  in  that  case,  the  judgment 
in  this  case  is  affirmed.  All  the  judges  con- 
cur. 

(1  Kan.A.  <S) 
KANOPOLIS  LAND  CO.  v.  MORGAN. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment C.  D.     July  6.  1895.) 
CossTRCCTios  or  Contract— Qtjbstiok  or  Fact 

— ^TlJtE  OV  FBHfOKHASCB. 

1.  What  constitntes  reading  matter,  as  dis- 
tinguished from  advertisements,  in  a  newspaper, 
is  not,  under  the  facts  of  this  case,  a  question 
of  law  to  be  determined  by  the  court  and  with- 
drawn from  the  consideration  of  the  jury. 

2.  A  contract  to  pay  a  certain  amonnt  in 
specific  services  cannot  be  converted  into  a  de- 
mand for  payment  in  money,  without  alleeiug 
and  proving  a  previous  demand  and  refusal  to 
pay  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract. 

3.  When  time  is  not  made  the  essence  of  a 
contract  for  payment  by  the  performance  of 
specific  services,  the  party  entitled  to  such  serv- 
ices does  not  absolutely  forfeit  them  by  failing 
to  reanire  them  within  the  time  named  in  the 
contract. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Ellsworth  coun- 
ty; Cyrus  Heren,  Judge. 

Action  on  a  contract  by  R.  V.  Morgan 
against  the  Kanopolis  Land  Company. 
From  the  judgment  rendered,  defendant 
brings  error.     Reversed. 

Im  B.  Lloyd,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Laf- 
ferty  &  Sternberg,  for  defendant  in  error. 

CLARK,  J.  The  defendant  In  error,  R.  V. 
Morgan,  brought  this  action  against  the 
Elanopolis  Land  Company  to  recover  on  an 
account  for  printing  of  various  kinds,  al- 
leged to  have  been  done  for  said  company 
between  January  31,  1888,  and  May  24, 1800, 
on  which  was  a  claimed  balance  due  of  $5,- 
534.62.  The  larger  part  of  the  account  was 
for  alleged  advertisements  inserted  May  24, 
i  1880,  in  a  weekly  newspaper,  called  the 
Kanopolis  Journal,  published  by  Morgan  at 
Kan<^>olls.  The  def«idant  answered  by 
denying  the  correctness  of  plaintiff's  ac- 
coimt,  and  setting  up  numerous  items  of  ac- 
count on  its  part  against  Morgan.  A  part 
of  the  Indebtedness  from  Morgan  to  the 
company  was  alleged  to  be  for  the  purchase 
price  of  the  newspaper,  printing  presses, 
and  outfit  which  said  company  sold  to  one 
S.  A.  Day  May  16,  1886,  under  a  written 
contract  which,  among  other  things,  provid- 
ed: "That  he  [Dayl  is  to  pay  said  company 
four  thousand  dollars  In  printing  at  Kanop- 
olis, for  said  company  or  Its  order,  on  rea- 
sonable terms,  for  all  job  printing,  and  all 
sample  copies  of  a  paper  not  less  than  22x30 
inches  in  size,  to  be  furnished  at  2\i  cents 
per  copy,  by  said  Day  or  assigns  in  edition 
of  not  less  than  5,000  copies;  the  Kan<^M>ll8 
Land  Company  to  furnish  wrappers  already 
directed,  and  their  clerks  to  go  to  said  prlnt- 
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tngr  office  and  wrap  or  mall  said  papers; 
satd  Day  or  assigns  to  furnish  ample  con- 
venience for  said  work  without  charge;  said 
Day  or  assigns  to  insert  any  reading  matter 
desired  by  the  Kanopolis  Land  Company, 
in  sample  copies,  in  lieu  of  other  matter, 
without  any  extra  charge,  if  said  matter  is 
standing  in  type;  but,  if  new  or  additional 
reading  matter  is  to  be  inserted,  then  the 
cost  of  composition  is  to  be  paid  for  extra 
at  the  rate  of  30  cents  per  1,000  ems,  the 
said  printing  to  be  done  at  the  rate  of  at 
least  $1,000  each  year,  and  any  printing 
done  for  said  company  by  said  Day  in  ex- 
cess of  that  sum  shall  be  at  the  rates  afore- 
said, and  paid  for  in  cash,  at  Day's  option." 
Day  sold  the  printing  presses  and  outfit,  to- 
gether with  his  newspaper,  to  Morgan,  No- 
vember 8,  1886,  Morgan  assuming  the  obli- 
gations of  the  contract  between  Day  and 
the  Kanopolis  Land  Company,  including 
the  payment  of  the  $4,000.  In  Its  answer, 
said  company  claimed,  as  still  due  and  ow- 
ing to  it  of  said  purchase  price,  the  sum  of 
$1,182.68.  The  principal  contention  be- 
tween the  parties  upon  the  trial  was  as  to 
the  meaning  of  the  words,  "reading  matter," 
in  the  part  of  the  written  contract  above 
quoted;  it  being  claimed  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  below  that  all  the  matter  Insert- 
ed in  plaintiff's  newspaper  for  which  he 
sought  to  charge  regular  advertising  rates 
was  merely  reading  matter,  as  provided  for 
by  said  contract,  and  for  which  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  compensation,  as  specially 
stipulated  therein.  This  printed  matter  was 
inserted  in  the  Kanopolis  Journal  issued 
May  24,  1890,  for  one  week  only,  and  an  or- 
der was  given  by  the  company  for  50,000 
sample  copies  of  said  Issue.  This  order  was 
given  May  6,  1800,  being  within  the  four 
years  from  and  after  May  16,  1880,  for 
which  period  of  time  it  was  agreed  that  the 
contract  entered  into  on  said  last-named 
date  should  be  in  forve,  and  said  Day  and 
his  assigns  should  publish  the  Kanopolis 
Journal.  In  his  account  attached  to  the  pe- 
tition In  this  case,  Morgan  charged  the  com- 
pany for  50,000  sample  copies  at  the  rate  of 
2%  cents  per  copy,  the  price  stipulated  in 
the  contract,  and  also  charged  advertising 
rates  for  certain  printed  matter  inserted  at 
the  request  of  said  company.  Testimony 
was  introduced  upon  the  trial  showing  the 
circumstances  surrounding  the  parties  when 
the  contract  of  May  16,  1886,  was  entered 
into,  and  various  transactions  and  dealings 
between  the  parties  from  that  date  up  to 
and  including  the  period  of  time  covered  by 
said  account.  A  copy  of  the  issue  of  the 
paper  of  May  24,  1890,  having  been  Intro- 
duced in  evidence,  the  court  assumed,  as  a 
question  of  law,  to  decide  what  parts  of  the 
paper  consisted  the  reading  matter,  and 
what  part  should  be  classed  as  advertise- 
ments, for  which  the  plaintiff  was  entitled 
to  recover  at  regular  advertising  rates.  As 
-Bt&t^  by  couQsel  for  defendant  in.  error  In 


fhelr  brief:  'The  court  withdrew  from  the 
consideration  of  the  Jury  of  the  matter 
claimed  by  the  plaintiff  to  be  advertise- 
ments 958  lines,  and  submitted  to  the  Jury 
as  advertisements  438  lines."  This  ruling 
is  complained  of  as  erroneous.  Hie  lik- 
struetion  itself  was  as  fcrflows:  "Yon  are 
instructed  that  the  articles  marked  and  des- 
ignated in  the  copy  of  the  Kanopolis  Jour- 
nal are  advertising  matter,  and  are  not  mat- 
ters included  in  the  term  'reading  matter,* 
stated  in  said  contract,  but  are  such  matters 
and  advertisements  for  which  the  plaintiff 
Is  entitled  to  recover  pay  from  defendant, 
and  for  which  plaintiff  is  allowed  to  charge 
the  usual  and  ordinary  charges  for  such  ad- 
vertising matter."  In  giving  this  instruc- 
tion, we  think  the  court  invaded  the  prov- 
ince of  the  Jury,  by  assuming  to  determine 
a  disputed  question  of  fact  What  was 
meant  by  the  parties  to  the  contract  by  the 
use  of  the  words,  "reading  matter,"  was  to 
be  determined  by  a  consideration  of  the  sit- 
uation of  the  parties,  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding them  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
made,  and  the  purposes  and  objects  they 
had  In  view  to  be  accomplished  by  the  do- 
ing of  the  things  thus  provided  for.  What 
might  be  properly  considered  "reading  mat- 
ter" under  some  circumstances,  under  oth- 
er and  different  circumstances  would  not  be 
so  classified.  No  certain  or  fixed  rule  can 
probably  be  applied  to  enable  a  court,  from 
a  mere  inspection  of  a  newspaper,  to  say  to 
what  particular  class  of  printed  matter  ev- 
ery insertion  should  belong.  To  reach  such 
determination  satisfactorily,  the  court  must 
look  beyond  the  printed  page,  and  gather 
light  from  its  associations.  When  it  does 
that,  it  enters  the  domain  of  facts,  and  finds 
no  settled  legal  rules.  Even  if  we  should 
be  of  the  opinion  that  it  was  proper  for  the 
court  to  thus  go  through  the  pages  of  the 
newspaper,  marking  that  which  was  desig- 
nated as  advertisements  as  distinguished 
from  reading  matter,  we  think  the  court 
erred  In  Its  Judgment,  and  that  some  of  the 
articles  which  the  court  marked  as  adver- 
tisements are  clearly  nothing  more  than  lo- 
cal news  items. 

Again,  we  think  the  court  erred  In  its 
views  of  the  rights  of  the  parties,  under 
the  contract,  concerning  the  payment  of  the 
$4,000  purchase  money.  As  stated  In  the 
contract,  this  $4,000  was  to  be  paid  in  print- 
ing and  sample  copies  of  the  Kanopolis 
Journal,  "at  the  rate  of  at  least  $1,000  each 
year."  The  court  held  that  this  obligated 
the  company  to  furnish  to  Morgan  at  least 
$1,000  worth  of  printing  during  each  of  the 
four  years;  and.  If  it  failed  to  do  so,  it  for- 
feited, absolutely,  all  claim  to  payment  to 
that  extent.  Tl»e  court  therefore  Instructed 
to  deduct  from  defendant's  claim,  for  any 
balance  due  on  the  $4,000  for  each  of  the 
four  years,  an  amount  equal  to  the  differ- 
ence between  the  amount  of  printing  actual- 
ly, done  tot  the  company  In  that  year  and 
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the  sum  of  91|000. '  The  teetimony-  sboyrs 
that  the  parties  raised  ao  queetlon  until  on 
the  trial  as  to  the  amount  of  printing  that 
waa  being  done  each  year;  and  there  is  no 
allegation  in  any  of  the  pleadings  suggestive 
o(  a  complaint  of  either  party  against  the 
other  for  any  failnre  to  comply  with  this 
part  of  the  contract  Being  a  contract  for 
the  payment  of  this  sum  in  specific  services, 
the  defendant  could  not  convert  it  into  a 
debt  payable  In  money,  and  recover  there- 
tor,  without  an  allegation  or  proof  that  pay- 
ment In  the  stipulated  services  had  been  de- 
manded and  refused.  There  being  no  such 
allegations  or  proof,  the  defendant  had  no 
li^l  claim  against  the  plaintia  for  any  bal- 
ance that  might  be  unpaid  of  the  $4,000.  On 
the  other  hand,  in  the  light  of  the  evidence, 
the  contract  cannot  now  be  enforced  as  an 
obligation  on  the  part  of  the  company  to 
famish  Morgan  with  printing  to  the  amount 
of  $1,000  each  year,  and,  upon  a  failure  so 
to  do  in  any  one  year,  to  require  it  to  ab- 
solutely forfdt  a  proportionate  amount  of 
the  purchase  money.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  language  of  the  contract  Indicating  that 
time  was  made  so  essential  a  part  of  it  as 
to  work  such  results;  and  the  conduct  of 
the  parties  shows  that  they  did  not  so  un- 
derstand it  Unless  it  was  so  intended  and 
understood,  the  defendant  had  a  right  to 
have  any  balance  due,  of  the  $4,000  purchase 
money,  credited  against  the  sum  it  was  ow- 
ing plaintiff  for  printing  and  sample  copies 
of  paper. 

Numerous  other  errors  are  ^mplained  of 
in  the  admission  and  rejection  of  testimony, 
but  are,  for  the  most  part,  not  of  sufficient 
importance  to  be  separately  considered. 
The  well-settled  rules  of  evidence  must  con- 
trol as  to  the  admission  of  evidence,  in  any 
inquiry  concerning  the  value  of  materials  ch: 
services.  In  some  instances,  these  rules 
were  disregarded  by  the  trial  court  In  this 
case.  It  is  also  always  competent,  for  the 
purpose  of  arriving  at  the  understanding  and 
intention  of  the  parties  to  a  contract,  to  ad- 
mit testimony  of  their  dealings  under  it  when 
the  language  of  the  contract  does  not  itself 
furnish  an  infallible  guide  to  such  meaning. 
On  another  trial,  the  minor  errors  complain- 
ed of  will  probably  not  be  repeated.  There 
are  not  sufficient  special  fludlugs  of  fact  to 
enable  the  court  to  say  in  what  manner  the 
Jury  arrived  at  its  verdict,  or  to  determine 
to  what  extent  the  errors  of  the  court  preju- 
diced the  plaintiff  in  error.  The  Judgment 
must  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  had.  All 
the  Judges  concuiring. 


(iKui.A.78) 

SURFACE  V.  DOUGLAS. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, O.  D.     July  6, 1895.) 
Trial— Arovmsnts  of  CouNSBt. 
Coansel.   in   his   arirnment  to  the  Jury, 
ahonld  confine  himself  in  hia  remarks  and  state- 


meAts  of  fact  to  the  matters  in  evidence;  and- 
if.  in  his  closing  argument,  he  travels  outside^  of . 
the  ease,  and,  over  the  objection  of  opposing 
counsel,  assert  to  be  facts  matters  not  in  evi- 
dence, which  are  prejudicial  to  the  interests  of 
the  adverse  party,  and  which  would  have  a  tend- 
ency to  divert  the  minds  of  the  jury  from  the 
real  issues  in  the  case,  and  such  statements  may 
have  been  the  controlling  influence  in  arriving 
at  the  verdict  which  was  rendered,  the  interests 
of  justice  require  that  the  verdict  returned  in 
his  client's  favor  should  be  set  aside  on  account 
thereof;  and  where  an  appellate  court  cannot 
say,  as  a  matter  of  htw,  that,  liad  the  verdict 
been  rendered  in  favor  of  the  adverse  party,  the 
judgment  should  bo  reversed,  such  fact  will  have 
ereat  weieht  in  determininR  the  effect  produced 
by  such  improper  remarks  upon  the  minds  of 
the  jury  in  arriving  at  a  verdict 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Republic  county; 
F.  W.  Sturges,  Judge. 

B.  F.  Surface,  administrator,  api^ealed  to 
the  district  court  from  an  order  of  the  pro- 
bate court  on  submission  of  final  report,  and 
brings  error  from  a  Judgment  on  tlie  appli- 
cation of  Sarah  E.  Douglas  for  trial  of  ques- 
tions of  fact  as  to  the  performance  of  the 
duties  as  administrator.    Reversed. 

Noble  &  Surface,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  W. 
T.  Dillon,  for  defendant  in  error. 

CLARK,  J.  At  the  October  term,  1890,  of 
the  probate  court  of  Republic  county,  the 
plaintiff  in  error  submitted  his  final  report, 
and  asked  for  his  discharge.  In  the  report 
submitted  by  the  administrator  he  asked 
credit  for  $563.50,  the  same  being  the  amount 
of  purchases  made  by  3.  M.  Jones  and  James 
Eyer  at  the  administrator's  sale  of  the  per- 
sonal property  belonging  to  the  estate.  The 
widow  of  the  Intestate  filed  written  objec- 
tions to  such  allowance,  and  on  the  ezam- 
limtion  that  was  had  in  the  probate  com-t 
the  court  refused  to  allow  the  credit  claimed, 
and  charged  the  administrator,  at  such  final 
settlement  with  the  amount  of  the  sale  bill, 
and  ordered  a  distribution  of  the  estate,  in- 
cluding the  amount  for  which  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror asked  credit  In  his  final  settlement  The 
statutes  of  this  state  provide  that  In  all  sales 
of  personal  property  by  an  administrator  a 
credit  may  be  given  of  not  less  than  three 
and  not  more  than  nine  months,  when  the 
amount  purchased  exceeds  five  dollars;  that 
notes  or  bonds  with  one  or  more  ai^roved 
sureties  shall,  in  all  such  cases,  be  taken  by 
the  administrator;  that  the  administrator 
shall  be  chargeable  with  the  amount  of  the 
sale  bill,  but  shall  not  be  responsible  for  any 
lose  happening  by  the  insolvency  of  any  pur- 
chaser at  the  administrator's  sale  or  his 
sureties,  if  satisfactory  evidence  is  adduced 
that  the  administrator  proceeded  with  due 
caution  in  taking  surety,  and  has  used  due 
diligence  to  collect  said  notes  and  bonds. 
Gen.  St  1888,  c.  37,  iS  72-74,  152.  From  the 
said  order  of  the  probate  court  the  plaintiff 
in  error  appealed  to  the  district  court  of  Re- 
public county,  where,  upon  the  application  of 
the  widow  and  the  minor  heirs  of  the  estate, 
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the  court  submitted  to  the  Jury  the  question 
of  fact  as  to  whether  or  not  the  administra- 
tor, the  plaintiff  in  error  In  this  case,  proceed- 
ed with  due  caution  in  taking  the  Jcmes  and 
Eyer  notes,  and  security  thereon,  and  used 
due  diligence  in  endeavoring  to  collect  the 
same.  The  Jury  returned  the  following  ver- 
dict: "We,  the  Jury  impaneled  and  sworn  In 
the  above-entitled  case,  do  upon  our  oath  find 
that  Mr.  Surface,  the  administrator,  did  not 
use  due  caution  In  taking  said  notes  with 
surety,  and  due  diligence  in  endeavoring  to 
collect  the  same."  A  motion  for  a  new  trial 
was  promptly  filed  by  the  administrator,  al- 
leging, among  other  things,  misconduct  of  the 
plaintiff  and  of  the  Jury,  by  which  the  defend- 
ant was  prevented  from  having  a  fair  trial. 
The  motion  for  a  new  trial  was  overruled, 
and  Judgment  rendered  confirming  the  order 
of  the  probate  court  The  ruling  and  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  were  excepted  to,  and  are 
assigned  as  error  in  this  court 

The  only  Issue  Involved  In  the  trial  below 
was  as  to  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror proceeded  with  due  caution  In  taking 
surety  and  used  due  diligence  to  collect  the 
Jones  and  BJyer  notes,  and  all  the  evidence 
that  was  offered  or  Introduced  at  the  trial 
bore  solely  upon  that  question.  The  evidence 
was  conflicting,  and  the  Jury  found  against 
the  administrator.  The  record  also  dlsclosen 
that  after  the  cause  was  submitted  to  the 
Jury,  and  after  the  Jury  had  retired  to  con- 
sider as  to  their  verdict,  one  of  the  Jurors 
was  observed  talking  in  a  confidential  man- 
ner with  one  Jack  Frame,  who  was  not  a 
member  of  the  Juiy;  and  none  of  the  other 
Jurors  were  present  or  In  the  room  with 
them  at  the  time  these  two  persons  were  so 
engaged.  Among  other  instructions  given  by 
the  court  was  the  following:  "Gentlemen, 
you  will  now  retire  In  charge  of  the  officer  to 
consider  of  your  verdict.  If  you  do  not  agree 
before  court  adjourns,  you  may  seal  your  ver- 
dict, and  give  it  to  your  foreman,  who  will 
hold  It  until  court  convenes,  when  he  will 
present  it  to  the  couil  in  your  presence,  that 
is,  after  you  have  agreed  on  your  verdict.  If 
you  do,  you  may  separate  until  court  again 
convenes,  which  will  be  at  8  o'clock  to-mor- 
row morning."  The  court  then  admonished 
the  Jury  as  follows:  "If  you  do  separate, 
during  the  time  you  are  separated  you  are  to 
say  nothing  about  your  verdict,  not  even  that 
you  have  agreed  ui)on  one."  About  4  o'clock 
of  the  following  morning  the  Jury  informed 
the  officer  having  them  in  charge,  that  they 
had  agreed  upon  a  verdict  and  thereujwn 
they  were  allowed  to  separate,  and  did  sepa- 
rate until  8  o'clock,  when  court  again  conven- 
ed, and  the  sealed  verdict  was  presented  by 
the  foreman,  and  read  by  the  clerk.  There- 
upon the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  in  error 
demanded  a  poll  of  the  Jury.  One  of  the 
Jurors  answered  that  the  verdict  read  was 
not  his  verdict,  and  the  court,  over  the  ob- 
jection of  the  plaintiff  In  error,  directed  the 
Jm7  to  reti7'e  until  they  could  agree  upon 


such  a  verdict  as  they  were  willing  should 
stand;  that  when  they  had  done  so  they 
might  return  Into  court  This  was  about  8:30 
a.  m.,  at  which  time  the  court  adjourned  un- 
til afternoon.  About  one  hour  and  a  half 
after  the  Jury  had  retired,  they  again  inform- 
ed the  officer  having  them  in  charge  that  they 
had  agreed  upon  a  verdict,  and  the  Jury  were 
then  allowed  by  the  officer  to  separate  until 
about  1:30  o'clock  p.  m.  of  the  same  day 
without  being  admonished  by  the  court 
When  the  court  again  convened,  the  attorney 
for  the  plaintiff  in  error  again  asked  that  the 
Jury  be  discharged  from  further  considera- 
tion of  the  cause,  and  that  no  verdict  be  re- 
ceived from  them,  alleging  their  disqualifica- 
tion on  account  of  having  been  allowed  to 
separate  without  being  admonished  by  the 
court,  and  without  any  authority  from  the 
court  or  the  counsel,  which  motion  was  over- 
ruled by  the  court,  and  the  ruling  excepted  to, 
and  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  was  presented 
and  read  in  the  Identical  language  as  at  first 
presented.  The  record  shows  that  at  each  of 
these  separations  the  Jurors  were  around  on 
the  streets  and  at  different  places  in  the 
town,  mingling  with  other  persons  while  so 
separated,  and  no  showing  was  made  or  at- 
tempted to  be  made  that  during  said  separa- 
tions nothing  occurred  to  prejudice  their 
minds  in  relation  to  the  case.  As  was  said  in 
Ehrhard  v.  McKee,  44  Kan.  71.5,  25  Pac.  193t 
"The  violation  of  the  statutoi-y  provisions, 
with  reference  to  separation  and  admonition 
gives  rise  to  a  prejudice  which  will  vitiate 
the  verdict  unless  it  affirmatively  appears 
iMt  no  prejudice  was  suffered  by  the  losing 
party."  That  "where  there  is  a  plain  viola- 
tion of  statutory  requirements  enacted  for 
the  preservation  of  the  purity  of  the  verdict, 
•  •  •  it  devolves  upon  the  prevailing  par- 
ty to  show  that  the  improper  conduct  did  not 
prejudice  the  substantial  rights  of  his  oppo- 
nent In  the  absence  of  such  a  showing  by 
the  defendant  in  error,  a  new  trial  should 
have  been  granted." 

The  record  discloses  that  the  attorney  for 
the  defendant  in  error,  In  his  closing  argu- 
ment to  the  Jury,  referred  to  the  widow  and 
children  of  the  deceased  in  the  following 
language:  "This  poor  woman  is  noW  sick, 
and  at  home,  with  her  two  helpless  children, 
and  unable  to  attend  this  trial,  and  has  her 
living  to  make,  and  her  helpless  children  to 
maintain,  and  all  this  administrator  wants 
to  return  out  of  an  estate  of  two  thousand 
dollars  is  one  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  and 
this  is  all  she  has  left  to  pay  her  mortgage 
with."  The  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  In  er- 
ror objected  to  such  language  to  the  Jury,  as 
It  was  outside  of  tlie  evidence  In  the  case. 
The  court  then  directed  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant  in  error  to  keep  within  the  record, 
to  which  the  attorney  responded:  "All  right, 
that  is  Just  what  I  am  doing."  During  the 
same  argiunent  to  the  Jury  the  attorney  for 
the  defendant  in  error  also  used  the  follow- 
ing language:    "This  poor  woman  is  sick,  and 
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has  her  children  to  maintain,  and  this  admin- 
Igtrator  has  been  wasting  this  estate.  Juat 
consider  how  you  would  like  It,  If  yon  were  to 
die,  to  have  the  property  you  have  aocnmnlat- 
ed  thus  squandered  by  an  administrator,  and 
your  hapless  family  thrown  out  npon  the 
wOTld  without  anything."  The  attorney  for 
the  plaintiff  In  error  again  Interposed  an  ob- 
jection as  follows:  "I  object  to  auch  lan- 
gnage  being  used  to  this  Jury.  It  is  outside 
of  the  evidence  of  this  case."  The  attorneys 
for  the  defendant  In  error  replied,  "Very 
well."  There  was  no  evidence  Introdnced  at 
the  trial  showing  the  value  of  the  estate, 
either  personal  or  real,  nor  the  liabilities  of 
the  estate;  neither  was  there  any  evidence 
as  to  the  existence  of  any  mortgage  on  the 
real  estate  belonging  either  to  the  estate  or 
widow,  nor  as  to  the  physical  or  financial 
condition  of  the  widow,  nor  that  the  adminis- 
trator had  been  wasting  the  estate.  Upon 
the  hearing  of  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the 
affidavits  of  two  of  the  Jurors,  including  the 
one  who  dissented  from  the  verdict  as  first 
atmonnced,  were  read,  in  which  it  was  al- 
leged that  language  similar  to  that  employed 
by  the  attorney  for  the  defendant  In  error  In 
bis  closing  argument  to  the  jury,  to  which  ob- 
jection was  made  at  the  time,  was  frequently 
used  by  dlflterent  members  of  the  Jury  in  the 
discnsslon,  during  their  deliberations,  to  in- 
Snence  the  affiants  In  favor  of  agreeing  to  a 
Terdict  for  the  defendant  In  error.  In  Winter 
T.  Sass,  19  Kan.  556,  the  couns^  for  the  plain- 
tiff, la  his  closing  argument  to  the  Jury,  stat- 
ed that  a  former  Jury  had,  on  less  evidence, 
fonnd  for  the  plaintiff,  and  when  the  other 
side  objected  to  this  statement  he  reiterated 
it.  and  said  that  the  records  of  the  court  dis- 
closed this  fact  However,  he  afterwards 
stated  that  be  recalled  the  remarks,  and  wish- 
ed the  Jury  not  to  consider  the  same,  and  the 
court  Instructed  the  jury  that  they  had  no 
business  to  consider  the  fact  what  the  Jury 
on  a  former  trial  of  the  case  did;  that  the 
case  on  trial  mast  be  determined  on  the  facts 
of  the  case  as  appear  by  the  evidence.  The 
supreme  court  affirmed  the  Judgment  of  the 
court  below,  holding,  however,  that  "when- 
ever, in  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discretion,  it 
appears  to  the  court  that  the  Jury  may  have 
been  influenced  as  to  their  verdict  by  such 
extrinsic  matters,  however  thoughtlessly  or 
innocently  uttered,  or  that  the  statements 
were  made  by  counsel  In  a  conscious  and  de- 
fiant disregard  of  his  duty,  then  the  verdict 
should  be  set  aside."  And  in  Huckeil  v.  Mc- 
Coy, 38  Kan.  33,  15  Pac.  870,  the  supreme 
court  says:  "Where  counsel  for  the  plaintiff, 
in  his  closing  argument  to  the  Jm-y,  repeated- 
ly makes  improper  remarks  prejudicial  to 
the  Interests  of  the  adverse  paity,  and  such 
fpmarks  are  permitted  to  go  to  the  jury  over 
the  ohjections  of  the  adverse  party,  and  the 
Terdk't  is  afterwards  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  may  have  been  proctired  by 
reason  of  such  remarks,  a  new  trial  should 
be  granted."  In  this  case  the  remarks  made 
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by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  In  error 
upon  which  etror  is  predicated  wore  object- 
ed to  strenuously  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
yet  they  were  not  withdrawn  from  tlie  Jury 
either  by  the  court  or  by  the  counsel.  These 
objectionable  statements  had  a  tendency  to 
divert  the  minds  of  the  jury  from  the  real 
Issues  in  the  case.  They  could  have  been 
made  for  no  other  purpose  than  to  excite  the 
passions  and  prejudices  of  the  jury  against 
the  plaintiff  In  error,  and  may  have  been  the 
controlling  Influence  in  arriving  at  the  ver- 
dict which  was  rendered.  The  court  is  of 
the  opinion  that  the  errors  complained  of  en- 
titled the  plaintiff  In  error  to  a  new  trial. 
The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  awarded.  All  the  Judges 
concurring. 


(1  Kan.A.  71) 
CHICAGO,  K.  &  W.  RT.  CO.  v.  BELL. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.     July  6,  1895.) 

IsfVRT  TO  Fassbnoik— Nboliobkcb— Froximatb 

CaUSB— INSTRUCTIONS. 

1.  The  allegations  of  the  plaintiff's  petition 
control  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  a  verdict 
and  judgment  in  his  favor  may  be  based;  and 
an  instruction  to  the  jury  by  the  conrt,  which  au- 
thorizes a  verdict  on  a  different  ground,  is  er- 
roneous. 

2.  In  an  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  a  personal  injury,  the  allegation  in  the  peti- 
tion that  the  injury  was  caused  by  the  negligent 
management  of  i  train  of  cars,  whereby  the  en- 
Kine  and  some  of  the  cars  were  violently  backed 
into  the  car  in  which  the  plaintiff  was  as  a  pas- 
senger, does  not  authorize  the  conrt  to  instruct 
the  jury  that  they  may  find  for  the  plaintiff  if 
they  believe  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  permitting  the  plaintiff  to  remain  in 
the  car  after  it  had  leached  its  destination,  re- 
gardless of  the  negligent  handling  of  the  train. 

3.  Before  an  act  of  negligence  can  be  made 
the  basis  lor  a  recovery  of  damages,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  such  act  was  the  natural  and  proxi- 
mate cause  of  the  injury,  or  directly  contributed 
thereto. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Krror  from  district  court,  Dickinson  coun- 
ty; M.  B.  Nicholson,  .Tudge. 

Action  for  personal  injuries  by  Henry  A. 
Bell  against  the  Chicago,  Kansas  &  West- 
ern Railway  Company.  Plaintiff  had  judg- 
ment, and  defendant  brings  error.    Keversed. 

Or.  R.  Peck,  A.  A.  Kurd,  and  liobt.  Dunlap, 
for  plaintiff  in  error.  Burton  &  Moore,  for 
defendant  in  error. 


GARVER,  .T.  The  defendant  in  error,  as 
plaintiff,  instituted  this  action  in  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Dickinson  county,  to  recover 
damages  for  personal  injuries  alleged  to 
have  been  sustained  by  him  while  on  the 
train  of  plaintiff  in  error,  as  a  passenger, 
through  the  negligence  of  the  agents  and 
servants  of  the  railway  company.  The  al- 
legations of  the  petition  as  to  negligence  are 
as  follows:  "That  the  said  defendant  by  its 
agents  and  sei-vants  so  carelessly,  negligent- 
ly, unskillf  ully,  and  improperly  managed  and  ,^ 
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conducted  said  train  and  care,  and  careless- 
ly, negligently,  unskillfully,  and  improperly 
backed  the  engine  of  said  train,  with  great 
violence.  Into  and  against  the  car  in  which 
your  petitioner  was  then  riding  as  a  pas- 
senger, and  carelessly,  negligently,  unskill- 
fully, and  Improperly  caused  the  engine  and 
some  of  the  care  of  said  train  to  run  with 
Kreat  violence  into  the  said  car  in  which 
your  said  petitioner  was  riding  as  a  pas- 
senger, as  aforesaid,  and  caused  said  engine 
to  jerk  said  car  with  great  violence,  and, 
without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  your  pe- 
titioner, your  said  petitioner  was  thereby  in- 
jured by  the  said  collision  and  said  Jerking 
of  the  car,  and  thrown  violently  to  the 
ground."  The  answer  was  a  general  denial. 
The  record  shows  that  the  plaintiff  below 
took  passage  on  a  freight  train,  carrying  pas- 
sengers, at  Wells,  a  station  on  defendant's 
road.  In  Ottawa  county,  for  Abilene;  that  It 
was  necessary.  In  traveling  between  salil 
points,  to  change  cars  at  Manchefster;  that 
either  through  the  failure  of  the  conductor 
to  notify  the  plaintiff  that  he  must  change 
ears  at  Manchester,  or  through  his  failure 
to  understand  such  notification,  he  remaineA 
In  the  caboose  of  the  train  on  which  he  had 
<;onie  from  Wells,  after  the  rest  of  the  train 
had  been  detached  therefrom;  that  while  so 
remaining  in  the  caboose,  without  under- 
standing that  he  should  leave  it  and  take 
another  train  for  Abilene,  an  engine  and 
care  were  backed  Into  the  caboose  with  suf- 
ficient force  to  throw  the  plaintiff,  out  of  the 
door  at  which  he  was  standing,  violently  to 
the  ground. 

On  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  below.  It  was 
claimed  on  the  trial  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany had  failed  to  notify  him  that  he  must 
leave  the  car  In  which  he  was  riding,  and 
take  another  train  In  order  to  reach  Abilene; 
as  he  had  paid  for  a  continuous  passage,  and 
was  ignorant  of  the  necessity  of  changing 
care  at  ^lanchester,  that  he  was  still  in  the 
car  as  a  passenger,  entitled  to  protection  as 
such;  and  that  the  i-ailroad  company  was 
liable  for  a  violation  of  Its  duty  to  him  as  a 
passenger  in  carelessly  and  negligently  mov- 
ing the  train  in  question  so  as  to  cause  the 
Injury  complalneil  of.  On  the  other  hand, 
the  railroad  company  insists  that  the  plaintiff 
below  was  in  the  car  by  his  own  fault  and 
negligence,  and  not  as  a  passenger,  at  the 
tlnic  of  the  Injury.  It  also  claimed,  and  In- 
troduced evidence  tending  to  prove,  that  the 
train  was  properly  handled,  and  the  Injury 
the  result  of  mere  accident 

Plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  material 
error  was  commltte<l  by  the  trial  court  In 
Its  Instructions  to  the  jury  as  to  the  ground 
upon  which  a  recovery  might  be  had.  It  Is 
urged  that  the  only  issue  made  by  the  plead- 
ings upon  the  question  of  negligence  was  as 
to  the  handling  of  the  engine  and  care  in  such 
manner  as  to  cause  a  violent  collision  with 
the  car  In  which  was  the  plaintiff;  while  the 
Issue  presented  by  the  court  to  the  jury  in 


the  Instructions,  as  a  basis  of  recovery,  was 
negligence  of  the  company  in  not  informing 
the  plaintiff  of  his  duty  to  change  cars  at 
Manchester.  The  particular  Instruction  com- 
plained of  was  as  follows:  "It  was  the  duty 
of  the  railroad  company  to  give  the  plain- 
tiff such  information  as  was  necessary  for 
his  guidance  In  order  for  him  to  get  from  one 
train  to  another,  and  If  they  failed  to  do  that, 
and  the  old  gentleman  was  misled,  and  re- 
mained In  the  caboose,  and  got  hurt  by  rea- 
son of  his  having  to  remain  there,  the  com- 
pany would  be  responsible  and  liable  to  him 
for  the  amount  of  damage  which  he  has  sus- 
tained by  reason  of  Iseing  hurt."  Every  com- 
pany operating  a  railroad  for  the  carriage  of 
passengere  owes  to  a  passenger  the  duty  of 
so  managing  and  operating  Its  trains  as  to 
avoid  any  injury  to  him  which  can  be  pre- 
vented by  the  exercise  of  proper  care.  It 
also  owes  to  a  passenger  the  duty  of  giving 
him  such  Information  and  direction  as  the 
circumstances  demand  he  should  have,  <q 
order  that  he  may  safely  and  conveniently 
reach  his  destination.  The  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  company  to  discharge  its  duty  In 
either  of  these  respects  makes  It  liable  for 
all  damages  sustained  which  are  the  natural 
and  proximate  result  of  such  n^lect.  There 
Is  a  clear  and  substantial  difference  between 
these  two  classes  of  duty.  The  mann^  In 
which  the  engine  and  care  are  moved,  and 
the  violence  with  which  they  are  caused  to 
collide  with  other  cars,  are  mattera  usually 
within  the  direct  control  of  the  engineer  aod 
fireman  of  the  train;  while  the  care  and  over- 
sight exercised  towards  the  passenger  are 
duties  discharged  through  the  conductor  and 
brakeman,  or  porter,  of  the  train.  The  al- 
legations above,  copied  from  the  petition,  as 
to  the  negligence  complained  of,  limit  the  is- 
sue to  be  tried,  in  this  particular,  to  the  In- 
quiry whether  or  not  the  employes  of  the 
railroad  company  were  guilty  of  negligence 
in  Imcklng  the  engine  and  care  Into  the 
caboose  In  which  plaintiff  below  was  riding. 
Any  Inquiry  as  to  the  conduct  of  the  em- 
ployes of  the  railroad  company  in  not  notify- 
ing this  passenger  that  he  must  change  cars 
was  pertinent  in  the  case  only  for  the  pur- 
pose of  showing  that,  at  the  time  of  the 
Injury,  be  was  still  a  passenger  on  this  car. 
The  allegations  of  the  petition  furnish  the 
Iwsls  for  recovery  and  are  controlling  on  the 
trial,  not  only  as  to  the  evidence,  but  also 
as  to  tlie  Instructions  of  the  court  Xhe 
verdict  and  findings  of  the  Jury  must  be 
within  the  issues  joined  by  the  pleadings, 
and  should  not  be  influenced  by  considera- 
tions which  are  foreign  to  such  Issues.  To 
authorize  the  Jury,  as  was  done  by  the  in- 
structions in  this  case,  to  return  a  verdict 
In  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  upon  a  ground  en- 
tirely different  from  that  laid  in  the  petition. 
Is  error.  Railway  Co.  v.  Young,  8  Kan.  443; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Dunmyer,  19  Kan.  530;  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Fudge,  39  Kan.  543,  18  Pac.  720; 

Xewby  v.  Myere,  44  Kan.  477,  24  Pac.  871; 
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Clark  ▼.  Railway  Co.,  48  Kan'.  654,  29  Pae. 
1138;  Railway  Co.  v.  Irwin,  35  Kan.  286,  10 
Pac.  820. 

The  Jnry  returned  only  a  general  verdict. 
There  is  nothing  to  Indicate  whether  the  ver- 
cUct  was  based  upon  negligence  in  causing 
the  collision,  or  upon  negligence  In  failing  to 
notify  the  plaintiff  to  change  ears.  So  far 
as  this  court  is  able  to  know,  the  verdict  may 
have  been  based  upon  the  very  Instruction 
complained  of. 

Counsel  for  defendant  in  error  contends 
that  the  evidence  as  to  the  conduct  of  the 
employes  of  the  company  in  failing  to  notify 
plaintiff  to  leave  the  train  was  introduced 
without  objection;  that  the  case  was  actual- 
ly tried  upon  the  theory  that  that  was  an  act 
of  negligence  relied  upon  for  recovery,  and 
that  the  Issues  were,  by  consent,  thus  broad- 
ened. Outside  of  the  mere  admission  of  such 
testimony,  however,  there  is  nothing  in  the 
record  to  Indicate  that  it  was  Introduced  for 
any  purpose  other  than  that  for  which  we 
have  said  it  was  competent,  viz.  to  show 
that  Bell,  at  the  time  of  the  injury,  was 
rightfully  on  the  car  as  a  passenger,  and  in 
a  position  to  demand  the  exercise  of  proper 
care  towards  him  as  such.  Exceptions  were 
properly  taken  at  the  time  by  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror to  the  instructions  of  the  court.  In  this 
condition  of  the  record,  this  court  cannot  say 
that  there  was  any  waiver  of  the  error. 

The  correctness  of  the  instructions  of  the 
conrt  might  also  be  questioned  on  another 
ground.  It  Is  not  every  act  of  negligence 
that  furnishes  a  basis  for  recovery  of  dam- 
ages for  an  injury  sustained.  Before  a  re- 
covery can  be  had  on  the  ground  of  negli- 
gence it  must  appear  that  the  Injuries  were 
the  natural  and  proximate  result  ot  the  negli- 
gent act  Railway  Co.  v.  Kellogg,  94  TJ.  S. 
468;  Scheffer  ▼.  Railroad  Co.,  105  U.  S.  249; 
Lewis  V.  Railway  Co.,  54  Mich.  55,  19  N.  W. 
744;  Daniels  v.  Ballantine,  23  Ohio  St  632; 
Henry  v.  Railway  Co.,  76  Mo.  288;  Lannen 
V.  Gas  Light  Co.,  44  N.  Y.  459.  In  these  and 
kindred  cases,  where  two  causes  contributed 
to  some  extent  in  causing  an  injury,  the 
mle  is  well  settled  that  where  there  is  an  In- 
terrenlng  and  direct  cause  a  prior  and  re- 
mote cause  cannot  be  made  a  basis  for  re- 
covery of  damages,  when  such  prior  cause 
did  no  more  than  furnish  the  condition  or  oc- 
casion by  which  the  injury  was  made  pos- 
sible. Commenting  upon  this  principle  in 
Ballway  Co.  ▼.  Kellogg,  Mr.  Justice  Strong 
said:  "But  It  is  generally  held  that  In  order 
to  warrant  a  0nding  that  negligence,  or  an 
act  not  amounting  to  wanton  wrong,  is  the 
proximate  cause  of  an  Injury,  it  must  appear 
that  the  injury  was  the  natural  and  probable 
consequence  of  the  negligence  or  wrongful 
act  and  that  It  ought  to  have  been  foreseen 
In  the  light  of  the  attending  circumstances. 
•  •  •  We  do  not  say  that  even  the  natural 
and  probable  consequences  of  a  wrongful  act 
or  omission  are  In  all  cases  to  be  charged  to 
the  mlsteasance  w  nonfeasance.    They  are 


not  when  there  is  a  sufficient  and  independ- 
ent cause  operating  between  the  wrong  and 
the  Injury.  In  such  a  case  the  resort  of  the 
sufferer  must  be  to  the  originator  of  the  in- 
termediate cause.  But  when  there  is  no 
intermediate  suflBcient  cause,  the  original 
wrong  must  be  considered  as  reaching  to  the 
effect,  and  proximate  to  It.  The  inquiry 
must  therefore,  always  be  whether  there 
was  any  intermediate  cause  disconnected 
from  the  primary  fault  and  self-operating, 
which  produced  the  Injury." 

Under  the  instructions  of  the  court  the 
jury  were  justified  in  finding  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  because  of  negligence  In  per- 
mitting him  to  remain  on  the  train,  even 
though  the  Injury  may  not  have  been  the 
natural  and  direct  result  of  such  act  The 
evidence  in  the  case  tends  to  show  that  the 
backing  of  the  train  Into  the  caboose  In 
which  the  plaintiff  was  standing  was  the 
direct  cause  of  his  fall  and  Injury.  This 
question,  with  that  of  negligence,  were,  at 
least,  matters  to  be  submitted  to,  and  found 
by,  the  jury  before  It  could  be  said  that 
the  defendant  was  liable.  For  the  reasons 
above  given  the  judgment  is  reversed,  and 
a  new  trial  ordered.  All  the  judges  con- 
curring. 


(1  Kan.A.  320) 
WHETSTONE  et  al.  v.  CRANE  BROS. 
MANUP'G  CO. 

(Conrt  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment E.  D.     Aug.  6,  1895.) 

Promotbrs   of   Corporation— Liability  for 
Goods  Solu— Fleadino. 

1.  The  petition  in  this  case  examined,  and 
held  that  said  petition  states  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action  against  the  defend- 
ants, and  states  but  one  cause  of  action. 

2.  Where  certain  persons  procure  a  charter, 
and  are  named  therein  as  the  directors  of  a  cor- 
poration for  the  first  year,  and,  ns  such  directors, 
elect  themselves  as  officers  of  such  organiza- 
tion, but  no  bona  fide  subscription  of  stock  is 
ever  made,  and  no  arrangements  made  for  the 
payment  of  debts  or  liabilities  which  may  be  in- 
curred by  such  organization,  the  organization 
cannot  be  said  to  have  such  a  corporate  exist- 
ence as  would  authorise  its  directors  to  incur 
any  liability  in  the  name  of  the  corporation,  and 
the  persons  so  engaged  in  the  enterprise  are  lia- 
ble personally,  as  promotors  thereof,  for  a  debt 
incurred  for  material  purchased  by  one  elected 
by  them  as  superintendent  and  general  manager, 
and  needed  in  carrying  on  the  business  for  which 
such  organization  was  formed. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Miami  county;  J. 
T.  Burrls,  Judge. 

This  was  an  action  brought  in  the  district 
court  of  Miami  county,  by  Crane  :&os.  Manu- 
facturing Co.,  as  plaintiff,  against  J.  H. 
Whetstone,  J.  J.  Whetstone,  W.  M.  Mills,  W. 
G.  Bryson,  J.  P.  Harris,  and  W.  T.  Pickerell 
upon  an  account  for  merchandise  sold  to  the 
Kansas  Mineral  Development  Company.  The 
petition  charges  that  the  defendants  entered 
Into  an  agreement  to  form  a  corporation 
known  as  the  "Kansas  Mineral  DevelopoieBt 
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ComiMuy,"  but  the  sold  corporation  was 
never  fully  formed;  that  a  charter  was  ob- 
tained and  an  agreement  made  by  the  defend- 
ants to  subscribe  to  the  capital  stock  of  said 
coi-poratlon,  and  that  J.  H.  Wlietstone  was 
elected  president,  J.  J.  Whetstone  secretary, 
W.  T.  Pickerell  treasurer,  J.  P.  Harris  vice 
president,  and  W.  M.  Mills  superintendent 
and  general  manager  thereof.  The  petition 
further  alleges  that  no  book  for  the  subscrip- 
tion of  capital  stock  was  ever  opened,  and  no 
bona  fide  subscription  of  stock  ever  made, 
but  that  the  defendant  W.  M.  Mills,  acting 
for  himself  and  the  ether  defendants,  purchas- 
ed the  goods  in  question  by  representations 
made  to  plaintiff  below  to  the  effect  that 
the  said  corporation  was  solvent  and  respon- 
sible, and  its  ofllcers  and  stockholders  were 
solvent  and  responsible  men;  and  the  peti- 
tion further  alleges  that  these  r^resentations 
were  not  true,  in  that  the  said  corporation 
was  never  fully  organized,  was  not  solvent, 
and  had  made  no  aiTangements  for  the  pay* 
ment  of  its  debts;  and  for  these  reasons 
asks  Judgment  against  said  defendants  per- 
sonally as  promoters  o'  the  enterprise.  There 
was  a  verdict  and  Judgment  against  all  the 
defendants  except  J.  J.  Whetstone,  and  the 
defendants  J.  H.  Whetstone,  W.  T  .  Pickerell, 
and  J.  P.  Harris  bring  the  case  here  for  re- 
view.   Affirmed. 

Mechem  &  Smart,  for  plaintiffs  In  error. 
Sperry  Baker,  for  defendant  in  error. 

COLE,  J.  The  record  in  this  case  is  quite 
peculiar,  and  presents  a  method  for  the  trial 
of  a  case  somewhat  new  to  this  court.  On  the 
15th  day  of  April,  1880,  this  cause  being  at 
issue,  the  defendants  failed  to  appear,  and 
the  plaintiff  submitted  its  case  to  the  court 
and  obtained  a  Judgment.  On  the  17th  of 
April,  1880,  the  defendants  filed  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial.  At  the  time  the  Judgment  of 
April  15th  was  rendered  there  was  an  agree- 
ment between  counsel,  which  was  afterwards 
reduced  to  writing  and  made  part  of  the  rec- 
ord, that  such  Judgment  had  been  rendered 
in  the  cau.se  without  actual  trial,  and  that  the 
issues  between  the  parties  should  be  fully 
tried  at  a  future  date,  and  that  the  Judgment 
of  April  15th  should  depend  wholly  for  its 
validity  upon  the  results  of  such  trial  upon 
the  merits;  tliat  upon  such  trial  either  party 
sliould  have  the  right  to  except  to  any  action 
or  dl^(•lslon  adverse  to  him  in  the  siuiie  man- 
ner and  with  the  same  force  and  effect  as  in 
any  other  trial.  It  was  further  agreed  that 
if  such  trial  upon  the  merits  should  result  ad- 
versely to  the  defendants,  or  either  of  them, 
the  a.ssessuient  of  damages  should  Ix  the 
amount  of  such  Judgment  with  accrrued  inter- 
est; that  the  defendants  or  either  of  them 
should  have  the  right  to  file  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  to  be  filed  and  take  effect  as  if  filed 
actually  within  three  days  after  the  rendition 
of  the  Judgment  aforesaid.  On  June  18,  1800, 
a  trial  was  had  before  the  court  and  a  Jury, 
lesultlns  in  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  and 


against  all  the  defendants  but  J.  3.  Whet- 
stone. No  farther  motions  for  a  new  trial 
were  filed  by  any  of  the  defendants,  but  ar- 
gument was  had  ui>on  the  motions  which  had 
been  filed  on  April  17, 1889,  and  the  same  were 
overruled,  ^cept  as  to  the  defendant  J.  J. 
Whetstone.  With  the  record  in  this  condi- 
tion, counsel  for  defendant  in  error  claims 
that  the  plaintiffs  In  error  cannot  be  heard  to 
complaUi  of  the  rulings  of  the  court,  on  the 
ground  that  the  verdict  rendered  in  June, 
1800,  was  not  attacked  in  the  trial  comrt,  and 
if  the  Judge  committed  any  errors  upon  the 
trial  he  was  never  called  upon  to  correct  them. 
It  seems  to  us,  however,  that,  although  the 
proceedings  were  quite  peculiar,  the  court 
and  all  the  parties  treated  the  motions  for  a 
new  trial  as  an  attack  upon  all  the  proceed- 
ings, and  it  would  seem  from  the  agreement 
that  such  was  the  Intention  at  the  time  of 
the  filing  of  said  motions.  This  is  shown  by 
the  fact  that  each  of  said  motions  attacked 
the  verdict  as  well  as  the  Judgment,  whereas 
the  first  trial  of  the  cause  was  had  to  the 
court  without  a  Jury,  and  by  the  further  fact 
that  each  of  said  motions  was  regularly  taken 
up  and  passed  upon  without  objection  after 
the  trial  of  the  cause  in  June,  IfcOO.  While  we 
cannot  commend  this  method  of  practice,  we 
feel  in  this  case  that  the  agreement  of  coun- 
sel, and  their  subsequent  action  under  such 
agreement,  compels  us  to  examine  into  the 
alleged  errors  for  which  the  plaintiff  in  error 
claims  that  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment  should 
be  had. 

The  first  assignment  of  error  Is  the  over- 
ruling of  the  demurrer  of  the  plaintiff  in  er- 
ror to  the  petition  on  the  ground  that  there 
were  several  causes  of  action  Improperly  Join- 
ed. We  think  the  demurrer  was  properly 
overruled.  The  petition  stated  but  one  cause 
of  action,  and  that  was  against  each  and  all 
of  the  defendants  as  promoters  of  the  corpo- 
ration. It  is  true  that  the  pleader  alleged 
different  acts  upon  the  part  of  each  of  the 
several  defendants,  which  acts  were  clainietf" 
by  him  as  establishing  the  liability  of  said  de- 
fendant in  conjunction  with  the  other  defend- 
ants named.  It  is  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error  that  the  petition,  besides  alleging  Joint 
liability  on  the  part  of  all  the  defendants,  seeks 
further  to  charge  the  defendant  J.  H.  Whet- 
stone alone  upon  the  promise  made  by  him  to 
bis  codef endant  Mills,  but  we  do  not  so  read  or 
understand  the  pleadings.  The  petition  re- 
cites the  fact  of  such  agreement,  but  only  as 
one  of  tlie  several  facts  relied  upon  to  establish 
the  liability  of  each  and  all  said  defendants. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  Is  that  the 
petition  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action  against  the  defendants, 
this  being  one  of  the  grounds  xurged  in  the  de- 
murrer to  the  petition.  Under  this  heading 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  argues  that, 
while  it  is  true  that  parties  who  are  promot- 
ers in  a  supposed  corporation  are  liable  for 
the  debts  contracted  by  that  corporation,  la 
cases  where  no  stodi  is  subscribed  and  ao 
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fundg  placed  In  the  treasury  for  the  purpose 
of  meetinK  Its  obligatioiis,  yet  this  petition 
dlscloBes  the  fact  that  this  corporation  was 
aolvent,  and  that  Ita  stock,  had  been  sold,  and 
this,  we  presume,  raises  the  most  important 
question  In  this  case,  which  is,  wltetber  a 
bona  fide  corporation  liad  been  fully  formed 
when  the  goods  In  question  were  purchased, 
or  whether  the  action  of  the  defendants 
(plaintiffs  in  error  here)  were  such  as  to 
lesTe  them  personally  liable  as  promoters  of 
the  enterprise,  for  the  reason  that  a  corpora- 
tion had  not  been  actually  and  legally  com- 
pleted. The  evidence  shows  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror subscribed  articles  of  incorporation  of 
the  Kansas  Mineral  DevMopment  Company, 
and  obtained  a  charter  for  such  company, 
and  that  after  obtaining  such  charter  the  di- 
rectors named  therein  met  and  elected  J.  H. 
Whetstone  president,  J.  J.  Whetstone  as  sec- 
retary, W.  T.  Flckerell  as  treasurer,  J.  P. 
Harris  as  yice  president,  and  W.  M.  Mills  as 
superintendent  and  general  manager  of  said 
corporation;  that  the  capital  stock  of  said 
company  was  placed  at  $500,000;  and  that 
the  Tarioufl  incorporators  of  said  company, 
with  the  iiossible  exception  of  J.  P.  Harris, 
agreed  that  they  would  subscribe  for  the  cap- 
ital stock  of  said  company  in  various  amounts 
from  $25,000  to  $200,000.  But  the  evidence 
further  shows  that  no  part  of  this  agreement 
for  the  subscription  of  the  stock  was  ever 
carried  out,  that  no  stock  book  was  ever 
opened,  and  no  stock  in  fact  was  subscribed, 
and  the  petiticm  alleged  all  these  facts.  The 
evidence  further  shows  that  the  plaintm  in 
error  Mills  was  given  entire  charge  of  the 
management  of  the  affairs  of  the  plaintiffs  in 
error,  in  connection  with  the  business  trans- 
acted under  the  charter  which  had  been  pro- 
cured. The  general  plan,  as  shown  by  the 
evidence,  was  that  the  Kansas  Mineral  De- 
velopment Company  should  obtain  control  of 
the  stock  of  a  corporation  known  as  the  Penn- 
sylvania (tOS  &  Mining  Company,  and  there- 
by obtain  control  of  the  tools  and  leases 
whlfh  were  owned  and  held  by  the  last- 
named  company;  and  without  waiting  to  per- 
fect arrangements,  Mills,  with  the  consent  of 
all  the  plaintiffs  in  eiTor,  proceeded  to  pros- 
pect upon  the  grounds  covered  by  the  leases 
of  the  I'ennsylvania  Gas  &  Mining  Company, 
usint:  the  tools  of  said  company.  In  the  car- 
rying out  of  these  developments  It  became 
necessary  to  purchase  a  certain  amount  of 
piping  and  similar  material,  and  this  mate- 
rial was  obtained  by  Mills  from  the  defend- 
ant in  error  upon  representations  as  to  the 
financial  standing  of  the  company  and  the 
persons  lnt(H«eted  therein.  The  evidence 
Rbows  deaily  that  no  provision  had  l)ccn 
made  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
Kansas  Mineral  Development  Company,  ex- 
cept as  the  results  of  the  work  itself  might 
pay  them.  The  promoters  of  this  enterprise 
expected  to  gain  control  of  the  leases  and 
tools  of  the  Pennsylvania  Gas  &  Mining  Com- 
pany by  the  fwecloeure  of  the  chattel  mort- 


gage which  had  been  given  by  the  Pennsyl- 
vania Gas  &  Mining  Company  to  Carter 
Bros.,  and  this  mortgage  was  obtained  by  the 
giving  of  the  notes  of  Mills  and  Bryson,  in- 
dorsed by  plaintiff  in  «rror  J.  H.  Whetstone 
In  fact,  the  full  scope  of  the  scheme  was  that 
the  Kansas  Mineral  Development  Company 
was  organized  for  the  purpose  of  buying  out 
the  Pennsylvania  Gas  &  Mining  Company 
and  taking  the  pr<^)erty  of  the  Pennsylvania 
Gas  &  Mining  Company  as  a  basis  for  the 
stock  of  the  Kansas  Mineral  Development 
Company,  and  the  only  provision  which  was 
made  for  the  payment  of  the  indebtedness 
necessarily  Incurred  for  making  the  pur- 
chase, and  for  labor  and  material  to  carry 
on  the  work,  was  the  erection  of  a  mountain 
of  delusive  hope  as  to  the  result  of  the  pros- 
pecting to  be  done.  The  plaintiff  in  error  J. 
H.  Whetstone  knew  when  the  goods  In  ques- 
tion were  purchased.  He  was  present  while 
they  were  still  upon  the  cars  at  the  point  of 
destination.  He  paid  the  freight  at  the  re- 
quest of  Mills.  He  was  present  at  various 
times  while  the  work  was  in  progress  under 
direction  of  Mills,  and  authorized  Mills  to 
procure  what  was  necessary  to  carry  on  the 
work.  The  plaintiff  in  error  Pickerell  was 
present  at  nearly  all  the  meetings  of  the  di- 
rectors, and  took  part  therein.  The  plaintiff  in 
error  Harris  subscribed  to  the  charter,  and 
permitted  bis  name  to  l>e  used  in  the  gen- 
eral scheme,  and  there  was  sulBcient  evi- 
dence to  support  the  claim  that  he  was  to 
receive  as  comp^isation  f<Mr  the  use  of  his 
name  $1,000  of  the  stock  of  said  company. 
The  plaintiff  in  error  Whetstone  procured 
letter  heads  to  be  printed  which  set  forth 
the  officers  of  the  Kansas  Mineral  Develop- 
ment Company,  and  these  were  used  by 
both  Whetstone  and  Mills,  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  Pickerell,  in  their  correspondence, 
and  were  used  by  Mills  in  corresponding 
with  the  defendant  in  error  in  regard  to 
the  goods  In  question.  And,  finally,  when 
the  promoters  of  this  enterprise  found  them- 
selves confronted  with  debts  for  material 
and  labor  which  they  were  unable  to  pay, 
a  meeting  of  the  directors  was  called,  and 
a  motion  carried  that,  of  the  5, (WO  shares  of 
capital  stock,  4,85.">i>/i2  were  to  be  issued 
to  W.  M.  Mills,  who  the  evidence  sliows 
was  Insolvent,  a  small  part  of  the  other 
shares  to  parties  who  were  in  no  way  con- 
nected with  tlie  enterprise,  and  who,  so  far 
as  the  evidence  shows,  never  agreed  to  or 
had  any  knowledge  of  the  issuance  of  such 
shares,  and  one  share  each  to  Bryson,  Pick- 
erell, Harris,  J.  H.  Whetstone,  and  J.  .T. 
Whetstone;  but  none  of  such  shares  were 
actually  issued  or  delivered  to  the  parties 
named,  and  all  of  them  remained  in  the 
stock  book,  and  under  the  charge  and  con- 
trol of  J.  H.  Whetstone,  for  the  purpose,  as 
the  evidence  discloses,  of  securing  him  for 
advances  made  in  carrj-ing  on  the  work. 
It  surely  cannot  be  held  that  this  was  a 
bona  Ude  subscription  of  stock.    In  MlnlDi 
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Co.  T.  Settle.  54  Kan.  424,  38  Pac.  483,  It 
Is  held  that,  "while  the  existence  of  a  cor- 
poration dates  from  the  time  of  filing  of 
charter,  it  cannot  be  regarded  as  a  complete 
organization,  authorized  to  transact  business, 
■when  the  subscription  tx>olc8  of  the  corpora- 
tion have  not  yet  been  opened,  and  no  stocK 
has  been  subscribed."  And  this,  we  take  it, 
means  a  Iwna  fide  subscription.  There  can 
be  but  one  conclusion  from  the  evidence  in 
this  case,  and  tliat  is,  however  honest  in 
Intention  plaintiffs  in  error  may  have  been, 
they  entered  into  a  speculation,  trusting  that 
the  profits  would  be  large  enough  to  repay 
them  for  the  chances  which  they  tooli.  They 
advertised  themselves  to  the  business  world 
and  to  the  defendant  in  error  as  being  the  re- 
sponsible parties  in  the  venture,  for  cer- 
tainly the  complete  authority  which  was 
given  to  Mills  made  his  statements  in  the 
transaction  of  the  business  in  which  they 
were  engaged  the  statements  of  each  of 
them,  and  the  plaintiffs  in  error  ought  not 
now  to  be  allowed  to  escape  liability  as 
individuals  upon  an  indebtedness  created  un- 
der such  circumstances.  In  bis  work  on  ■ 
Private  Corporations,  Mr.  Beach  makes  a 
distinction  between  a  case  where  the  plea 
of  nul  tlel  corporation  is  set  up,  in  a  suit 
between  a  corporation  am?  a  stockholder,  to 
defeat  an  alleged  liability,  and  the  case  of  a 
suit  against  individuals  who  claim  exemp- 
tion from  individual  liability  on  the  ground 
of  having  become  a  corporation  under  the 
provisions  of  a  general  statute,  and  he  there 
lays  down  this  rule:  "In  the  latter  case  a 
stricter  measure  of  compliance  with  statu- 
tory provisions  will  be  required  than  in  the 
former.  It  is  Immaterial  that  the  persons 
attempting  incorporation  have  acted  in  good 
faith,  and  have  actually  carried  on  business 
under  their  supposed  authority  to  act  as  a 
body  corporate."  Beach,  Priv.  Corp.  S  10. 
And  see,  also.  Kaiser  y.  Bank,  5C  Iowa,  104, 
8  N.  W.  772. 

The  plaintiffs  In  error  also  complain  of  the 
ruling  of  the  court  permitting  the  deposition 
of  J.  H.  Whetstone,  with  its  exhibits,  to  be 
read  as  a  written  statement  of  a  party  to 
the  suit.  The  statement  of  a  party  to  an 
action  is  always  competent  to  be  given  In 
evidence  against  him,  and  it  was  for  this 
purpose  only  that  the  deposition  was  offered 
and  admitted.  The  exhibits  were  letters 
written  by  J.  H.  Whetstone,  and  were  suf- 
ficiently identified.  The  same  objection  was 
made  to  the  introduction  of  the  deposition  of 
J.  3,  Whetstone,  and  the  same  reasoning 
applies  thereto.  It  is  true  that,  as  shown 
by  the  depositions,  the  signatures  of  J.  H. 
Whetstone  and  J.  J.  Whetstone  did  not  ap- 
pear upon  the  deposition;  but  the  record 
shows  that  this  omission  was  by  agreement 
of  counsel,  and  that  the  depositions  were 
admitted  to  be  what  they  purported  to  be. 

Further  objection  was  made  to  several  of 
the  instructions  given  by  the  court  to  the 
Jury.    We  do  not  deem  It  necessary  to  give 


these  Instructions  in  full,  bat  an  examina- 
tion of  them  convinces  us  that  they  wwe 
properly  given.  Plaintiffs  In  error  complain 
of  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  give  the  eighth 
instruction  requested  by  them.  We  think 
the  Instruction  was  properly  refused.  Per- 
ceiving no  error  in  this  case,  the  Judgment  is 
affirmed.     All  the  justices  concurring. 


(1  KaiLA.  341) 

CLARK  et  al.  v.  GOIT. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, E.  D.     Aug.  6,  1895.) 
Actios  on  Award — Defissks. 
In  defense  ot  an  action  on  an  award,  or 
for   not   performinK   an   awnrd.    the   defendant 
may  avail  himsolf  of  any  material  error  or  de- 
feet  apparent  upon  the  face  of  the  award, — snch 
as  excess  of  power  by  the  arbitrators,  or  defect 
of  execution  of  power,  as  by  omitting  to  con- 
sider the  matter  submitted. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Anderson  county; 
A.  W.  Benson,  Judge. 

Action  by  Edson  Uoit  against  Lin  J.  Clark 
and  Agnes  M.  Clark,  executrices  of  W.  P. 
Clark.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ants bring  error.     Reversed. 

J.  G.  Johnson,  for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Kirk 
&  Bowman  and  Jones  &  Mason,  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

COLE,  J.  This  was  an  action  beonght  by 
the  defendant  in  error,  Edson  Ooit,  against 
plaintiffs  in  error,  Lin  J.  Clark  and  Agnes  M. 
Clark,  execntrices  of  W.  P.  Clark,  deceased, 
in  the  district  court  of  Anderson  county,  upon 
an  award  of  arbitrators.  The  district  court 
gave  judgment  in  favor  of  Goit  for  a  portion 
of  the  award  made,  and  the  said  Lin  J.  Clark 
and  Agnes  M.  Clark,  executrices,  bring  the 
case  here  for  review.  A  number  of  errmrs  are 
alleged,  but  all  refer  practically  to  the  same 
point,  namely,  that  the  arbitration  was  void, 
for  the  reason  that  the  arbitrators  did  not 
pass  upon  the  questions  referred  to  them, 
and  for  the  further  reason  that  said  arbitra- 
tors considered  matters  which  were  not  re- 
ferred to  them;  and  the  rulings  of  the  court 
complained  of  were  adverse  to  the  plaintiffs 
in  error  at  each  successive  stage  In  the  case, 
where  they  sought  to  raise  these  questions. 
For  this  reason,  we  think  these  alleged  errors 
may  all  be  considered  together.  It  is  a  well- 
known  rule  that  arbitrations  are  favored  by 
the  courts,  and  tliat  every  intendment  will 
be  made  in  fwror  of  sustaining  an  award. 
The  very  fact,  however,  that  with  the  vast 
amount  of  litigation  of  these  latter  days  this 
rule  has  come  to  obtain  so  strongly,  should 
cause  courts  to  see  that  parties  who  do  bu1>- 
mit  their  controversies  to  a  tribunal  of  this 
character  may  feel  that  they  are  to  be  bound 
by  a  decision  of  the  question  or  questions 
submitted  to  such  tribunal,  and  no  further. 

In  tills  case,  the  submission  made  by  the 
decedent  of  plaintiffs  in  error  was  as  fol- 
lows: 
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"Exhibit  A. 
"Submission. 

"Know  all  men  tbat,  in  the  matter  of  oon- 
troTersy  between  W.  P.  Clark  and  Edson 
Golt,  concetnlnf;  the  amount  of  corn  sold  by 
Parmella  Hamilton,  by  her  attorney,  J.  R. 
Ahlfeld,  at  I«  Roy,  Kas.,  to  the  said  W.  P. 
Clait,  the  same  being  the  amount  of  com 
raised  on  the  farm  of  Edson  Golt,  in  Rich 
township,  Anderson  county,  during  the  year 
ISST,  belnj?  also  the  %  part  of  the  crop  raised 
ly  John  Shawver,  William  Bingham,  Wleland, 
WaUace,  and  Griffin,  and  more  particularly 
described  in  a  certified  copy  of  a  bill  of  sale, 
made  and  executed  on  the  11th  day  of  March, 
1887,  by  said  Edson  Golt  to  Parmella  Hamil- 
ton, hereto  attached,  marlced  'A,'  said  corn 
was  sold  by  said  Parmella  Hamilton  to  said 
Clart,  according  to  the  terms  of  a  certain 
contract,  executed  on  the  12th  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1887,  by  said  W.  P.  Clark  and  Parmella 
Hamilton,  and  hereto  attached,  marked  'B.' 
That  said  W.  P.  Clark  and  Edson  Golt  hereby 
submit  said  controversy  to  the  arbitration  of 
George  Sinclair,  J.  W.  Garrison,  and  Jonathan 
Davis.  The  said  award  shall  be  in  writing, 
nnder  the  hands  of  the  said  arbitrators,  ready 
to  be  delivered  to  said  parties  on  or  before 
the  first  day  of  April  next  And  it  is  further 
stipulated  that  the  said  parties  shall  each  pay 
his  own  witnesses,  and  that  the  mcmey  paid 
to  the  arbitrators  and  the  Justice  of  the  peace 
shall  be  equally  divided,  or  paid  by  said  W. 
P.  Clark  and  Edson  Golt,  each  one-half.  That 
aid  award  shall  In  all  things,  by  us,  and  ea£h 
of  us,  be  well  and  faithfully  kept,  observed, 
and  performed.     Edson  Golt    W.  P.  ClaiiE. 

"In  presence  of  B.  R.  Porter,  J.  P. 

"The  claims  submitted  by  the  parties  are  as 
follows— First,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  sale 
to  Parmella  Hamilton  by  Edson  Golt;  second, 
the  amount  of  corn  to  be  accounted  for  by  W. 
P.  Clailc;  third,  damages  to  the  farm  by  rea- 
son of  pasturing  on  stalk  fields.  Edson  Golt. 
W.  P.  Clark." 

And  such  part  of  Exhibit  A,  referred  to  in 
said  submission,  as  is  applicable  herein,  was 
as  follows: 

"A. 

"Know  all  men  by  these  presents  that  I, 
Edson  Goit,  of  Anderson  county,  Kansas, 
b.ive  this  day  sold,  and  by  these  presents  do 
nil  and  convey,  unto  Parmella  Hamilton,  of 
I*  Roy,  Coffey  county,  Kansas,  the  following 
personal  property,  to  wit,  one  bay  horse  (geld- 
ing), six  years  old,  about  fifteen  hands  high; 
one  bay  horse  (gelding),  eight  years  old,  about 
sixteen  hands  high ;  also  one  bay  mare,  seven 
years  old,  about  fifteen  and  a  half  hands  high; 
also  one-third  of  the  corn,  and  all  my  share 
of  the  millet,  to  be  grown  the  coming  season 
npon  the  north  half  of  section  4,  Tp.  23,  range 
-1,  in  said  Anderson  county,  Kansas,  known 
as  the  'Edson  Goit  Farm.'  The  consideration 
ot  this  transfer  being  the  sum  of  one  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars.  Now,  if  the  said  Goit  shaU 
pay,  or  catue  the  said  sum  of  one  hundred 


and  fifty  dollars  to  be  paid,  on  or  before  the 
11th  day  of  September,  1887,  and  the  interest 
thereon,  then  this  sale  shall  be  null  and  void; 
otherwise  to  be  in  full  force  and  effect  Wit- 
ness my  hand,  this  11th  day  of  March,  1888. 
Edson  Golt. 
"Witness:  J.  P.  Shlvely.  Victor  Parsley." 
Exhibit  B,  referred  to  in  said  submission, 
was  as  follows: 

"B. 

"Contract  entered  into  this  day  between  J. 
R.  Ahlfeld,  attorney  for  Mrs.  Parmella  Hamil- 
ton, of  Le  Roy,  and  W.  P.  Clark,  of  Kincaid, 
Kansas,  as  follows,  to  wit:  That  said  J.  R. 
Ahlfeld,  attorney,  has  sold  and  conveyed,  by 
bill  of  sale,  to  said  Clark  the  right,  title,  and 
interest  of  EXlson  Goit  in  the  crops  of  com 
and  millet  raised  this  year  of  1887  on  the  farm 
of  said  Goit,  in  Rich  township,  Anderson 
county,  Kansas,  said  Interest  being  the  land- 
lord's part,  or  the  one-third  part,  of  the  crops 
raised  by  Bingham,  Wallace,  Grlflln,  Shawver, 
and  Wleland,  renters  on  said  farm.  Tliat  the 
corn  shall  be  estimated  as  follows,  by  a  dlslnp- 
terested  person,  selected  by  the  parties,  to  se- 
lect shocks  of  com  in  different  parts  of  the 
field,  according  to  his  judgment;  the  com  so 
selected  to  be  husked  and  weighed,  which 
number  of  bushels  shall  be  taken  as  an  aver- 
age of  the  whole  number  of  bushels  sold  to 
said  Clark;  the  price  paid  being  25  cents  per 
busheL  The  millet  to  be  $2  per  ton  if  in 
good  condition,  the  average  to  be  made  by 
Davidson  Wood,  of  Rich  township.  The  said 
Parmella  Hamilton  guaranties  the  peaceable 
possession  of  said  crops  of  corn  and  millet  to 
said  W.  P.  Claric,  as  per  the  conditions  of  this 
contract.  The  payments  to  be  made  as  fol- 
lows: Three  hundred  and  seventy-eight  and 
*°/ioo  dollars,  cash  in  hand;  the  balance  to 
be  paid  when  estimate  Is  made;  and,  further, 
the  estimate  Is  to  be  made  on  or  before  th« 
first  day  of  December,  1887.  Parmella  Ham* 
llton  (by  ho:  attorney,  J.  R.  Ahlfeld).  W.  P. 
Clark." 

The  petition  of  plaintiff  alleged  that  the 
parties  to  such  submission  submitted  the 
dispute  therein  named  to  three  arbitrators, 
who  are  named  in  said  petition;  and  alleged 
that  an  award  was  made  in  favor  of  Goit  by 
said  arbitrators,  and  a  refusal  upon  the  part 
of  the  decedent  Clark  to  perform  such 
award;  and  prays  for  judgment  upon  such 
award.  There  was  attached  to  the  amended 
petition  upon  which  this  cause  was  tried 
copies  of  the  submission,  together  with  the 
exhibits  therein  referred  to.  and  also  copies 
of  the  bond  executed  by  the  parties  to  such 
submission,  and  of  the  award  made  by  the 
arbitrators,  which  award  was  as  follows: 

"To  whom  all  these  presents  shall  come. 
That  the  matter  In  controvwsy  existing  be- 
tween W.  P.  Clark  and  Edson  Golt,  as  by 
their  submission  In  writing,  bearing  date  of 
the  2Cth  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1888,  more  fully 
appears,  was  submitted  to  George  Sinclair, 
J.  W.  Garrison,  and  JonaJ^pij^ftyJ&>5,^,e 
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trators.  The  said  arbitrators,  being  duly 
sworn,  according  to  law,  and  having  beard 
the  proofs  and  allegations  of  the  parties, 
and  examined  the  matter  in  controversy  by 
tliera  submitted,  do  make  this,  their  award: 
First.  We  find  that  E.  Goit  sold  to  W.  P. 
Clark  all  of  his  com,  including  sod  corn  and 
corn  grown  by  renters,  grown  on  his  (Golfs) 
farm,  in  Rich  township,  Anderson  county, 
Kansas,  In  the  year  1887,  for  30  cents  per 
bushel,  except  300  bushels,  as  by  letter  of 
said  Goit  to  Clark  dated  September  5,  1887. 
We  further  find  that  said  Goit  had  3,145 
bushels  of  com,  of  which  amount  said 
Clark  accounts  for  2,831  bushels,  leaving 
314  bushels  unaccounted  for  to  Goit,  14 
bushels  of  which  is  to  be  accounted  for  at  30 
cents  per  bushel,  and  300  bushels  in  com  or 
its  equivalent,— making  in  all,  to  be  ac* 
counted  for  by  Clark  to  Goit,  2,845  bushels, 
at  30  cents  per  bushel;  amount,  $853.50.  We 
further  find  Clark  had  of  Goit  16  and  % 
tons  of  millet  hay,  valued  at  $2.50  per  ton, 
amounting  to  forty-one  and  *'/i<to  ($41.<j(>). 
Second.  We  find  due  from  Chirk  to  Goit  re- 
bate on  money  i>aid  by  said  W.  P.  Clark, 
on  order  of  said  E.  Goit,  to  Parmelia  Hamil- 
ton,—paid,  $373.45;  less  rebate,  |35.  Third. 
We  find  the  amount  had  of  Goit  by  Clark  to 
be  $930.16.  Fourth.  Paid  by  W.  P.  Clark  to 
Parmelia  Hamilton,  by  order  of  E.  Goit, 
$378.45.  Amount  paid  Roy  Sargent  by  Clark, 
en  Goit's  order,  $26.  Total  paid  Goit  by 
Clark,  $404.45—930.16,  leaving  W.  P.  Clark 
debtor  to  E.  Goit  in  the  sum  of  five  hundred 
and  twenty-five  and  ^i/ioo  dollars  ($525.71), 
and  the  above-mentioned  three  hundred  (300) 
bushels  of  com,  or  its  equivalent.  Signed, 
this  28th  day  of  March,  1888.  J.  H.  Davis, 
Chairman  Board  of  Arbitrators.  J.  W.  Gar- 
rison.   George  Sinclair." 

A  motion  to  make  such  petition  more 
definite  and  certain,  and  a  general  demur- 
rer to  said  petition,  were  successively  over- 
ruled, whereupon  an  answer  was  filed,  set- 
ting forth  in  substance  that  the  only  matters 
submitted  to  said  arbitration  were  the  dis- 
pute concerning  the  amount  of  corn  which 
had  been  sold  by  Edson  Goit  to  Parmrfia 
Hamilton,  and  then  scdd  by  Parmelia  Hamil- 
ton to  W.  P.  Clark,  and  as  to  the  damage 
done  Goit's  farm  by  reason  of  the  same 
having  been  pastured;  and  alleging  that  the 
arbitrators  appointed  by  said  submission 
wholly  disregarded  the  articles  of  submis- 
sion 80  made,  that  tlie  said  Clark  had  at  all 
times  dissented  from  the  award,  and  that 
the  said  Goit  ought  not  to  be  permitted  to 
maintain  his  action,  for  the  reason  that  the 
amended  petition  of  said  Goit  did  not  state 
facts  sulflclent  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. And,  a  reply  having  been  flie<l,  con- 
taining a  general  denial  of  tlie  allegations 
contained  in  the  answer  which  were  Incon- 
sistent with  the  allegations  in  the  petition, 
tlie  cause  came  on  for  hearing  before  the 
court,  the  parties  having  waived  a  Jury; 
whereupon    the   plaintUfs   in   error   filed    a 


motion  for  Judgment  on  the  pleadings,  which 
was  by  the  court  ovemiled,  as  well  as  an 
objection  then  made  by  said  plaintiffs  in 
error  to  the  introduction  of  any  evidence  by 
the  defendant  in  error;  and  thereupon  the 
said  Goit  introduced  his  evidence,  as  fol- 
lows: the  award,  submission,  and  bond,— and 
rested  his  case.  And,  a  demurrer  to  the 
evidence  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error  hav- 
ing t>een  overruled,  Judgment  was  rendere<1 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  in  error,  upon 
said  award,  for  the  sum  of  $484.05.  A  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  setting  forth  all  the  statu- 
tory grounds  applicable,  was  duly  filed,  and! 
upon  the  hearing  thereof  was  overruled. 

The  one  question  for  decision  is  whether 
the  trial  court  erred  in  overruling  the  sev- 
eral objections  made  to  the  award  of  the 
arbitrators;  and  the  first  point  which  claims 
our  attention  in  the  decision  of  that  qnestion 
is,  what  differences  were  submitted  to  the 
arbitrators,  as  shown  by  the  record  of  such 
submission?  It  appears,  plainly,  from  the 
submission,  that  a  controversy  existed  be- 
tween Clai^  and  Goit  concerning  the  amount 
of  com  sold  by  one  Parmelia  Hamilton  to 
said  Clark,  and  this  corn  is  particularly 
described  as  being  the  amount  of  eom  raised 
on  the  farm  of  Goit  In  Rich  township,  An- 
derson county,  in  1887,  and  further  de- 
scribed as  the  one-third  part  of  the  crop 
raised  by  certain  tenants  named  in  said 
submission  and,  more  particularly  described 
in  Exhibit  A,  attached  to  such  submission, 
as  one-third  of  the  com  grown  on  the  north 
half  of  section  4,  township  23,  range  21,  In 
Anderson  county.  So  far  as  the  record 
shows  this  com  was  transferred  by  bill  of 
sale  by  Goit  to  Parmelia  Hamilton,  to  secure 
an  indebtedness  of  $150,  and  whatever  in- 
terest Parmelia  Hamilton  had  was  after- 
wards transferred  to  Clark;  and  the  claims 
submitted  by  the  parties  to  the  arbitration 
were— First,  as  to  the  validity  of  the  sale 
to  Hamilton  by  Goit;  and,  second,  the  amount 
of  corn  to  be  accounted  for  by  Clark. 
Obviously,  this  "amount  of  corn  to  be  ac- 
counted for  by  Clark"  was  that  referred  to 
in  the  transfer  of  Goit  to  Hamilton,  ana 
Hamilton  to  Clark;  and  it  certainly  must  be 
held  that  the  two  questions  with  regard  to 
the  com  stated  at  the  close  of  the  submis- 
sion were  but  succinct  statements  of  that 
which  had  been  more  fully  set  forth  in  the 
articles  of  submission;  and,  when  the  arbl- 
I  trators  had  determined,  from  the  evidence 
j  adduced  before  them,  what  the  amount  of 
I  com  was  which  had  been  transferred  from 
'  Goit  to  Hamilton  and  from  Hamilton  to 
Clark,  their  powers  ceased  upon  that  sub- 
ject; for  that  was  the  only  dispute  concern- 
ing com  which  the  iMirtles  agreed  they 
might  settle.  Nowhere  in  the  submission 
does  it  appear  that  the  arbitrators  were 
delegated  the  power  to  compute  any  amotiut 
of  money  due  from  one  party  to  the  sub- 
mission to  the  other,  nor  to  hear  evideiic-e 
in  regard  to»  or  &^,^p^^^^<^iDte,^a  by. 
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dther  party  to  the  snbmltwloa  for  the  prop- 
erty named  ther^n;  nor  were  tbey  given 
any  permUaion  to  settle  tbe  accounts  exist- 
ing between  said  parties.  They  were  simply 
to  decide  two  questions,  bo  far  as  relates  to 
any  matter  here  In  dispute— First,  as  to  the 
validity  of  a  certain  sale;  and,  second,  the 
amount  of  com  transferred  by  such  sale, 
and  to  be  accounted  for  by  Clark.  The 
counsel  for  defendant  in  error  argues  that 
the  real  question  for  decision  'was:  "How 
much  does  Clark  owe  Golt  for  corn?"  But 
this,  we  take  It,  is  not  a  proper  deduction 
from  tho  articles  of  submission.  Price  or 
money  is  nowhere  mentioned,  and  it  Is  rea- 
sonable to  presume  that,  while  Clark  might 
have  been  perfectly  willing  for  arbitrators 
to  decide  the  one  disputed  question,  he  was 
not  willing  to  submit  all  the  existing  ac- 
counts between  himself  and  Goit  to  such  a 
tribunal;  for,  if  he  had  been,  the  articles  of 
submission  would  have  been  general,  and 
Bot  specifically  confined  to  the  one  question 
as  they  were.  It  is  plain,  from  the  record, 
that  tbe  real  question  in  dispute  between 
the  parties  was  not  passed  upon  at  all;  for 
the  award  specifically  sets  forth  that  the 
com  for  which  Goit  was  permitted  to  re- 
cover was  sold  by  G<rit  direct  to  Clark,  by 
letter  dated  September  5,  1887.  In  defense 
to  an  action  on  an  award,  or  for  not  per- 
forming an  award,  the  defendant  may  avail 
himself  of  any  material  error  or  defect  ap- 
I>arent  on  the  face  of  the  award,  such  as 
excess  of  i>ower  by  the  arbitrators,  defect 
of  execution  of  power,  as  by  omitting  to 
consider  a  matter  submitted.  2  Greenl.  Ev. 
t  78.  In  Morse,  Arb.  345,  it  is  laid  down 
that  tbe  rule  undoubtedly  is  that  the  failure 
to  pass  upon  all  the  matters  submitted  is  fatal 
to  the  whole  award,  rendering  it  void;  and 
this  doctrine  not  only  existed  in  the  earlier 
cases,  but  has  been  held  to  be  the  correct 
one  by  the  more  modern  decisions.  See 
Canfield  t.  Insurance  Co.,  53  Wis.  419,  13 
X.  W.  252;  Amos  v.  Buck,  75  Iowa,  651,  37 
K  W.  118.  It  is  further  urged  by  counsel 
for  defendant  in  error  that,  at  the  time  the 
answer  was  filed  in  the  trial  court,  it  was 
neither  the  time  nor  place  to  object  to 
an  award  on  the  grounds  that  the  arbitra- 
tors had  wholly  disregarded  the  matter  sub- 
mitted to  them  and  had  refused  to  consider 
matters  submitted  to  them  for  their  con- 
sideration; and,  in  support  of  this  position, 
counsel  cites  Anderson  v.  Beebe,  22  Kan. 
768,  and  Weir  v.  West,  27  Kan.  650,  where 
tbe  doctrine  is  laid  down  that  the  award 
stands  as  the  vwdict  of  a  Jury,  and  that,  if 
the  defeated  party  has  objections,  he  must 
file  them  as  he  would  file  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial  after  verdict.  The  opinions  In  both 
these  cases  were  written  by  Justice  Brewer, 
and  we  fully  agree  with  counsel  that  they 
were  entitled  to  much  weight  at  the  hands 
of  this  court  Both  cases  lay  down  the 
same  doctrine,  and  both  were  cases  where 
the   articles    of    submission    contained    an 


agreement  that  the  award  should  be  made 
a  rule  of  court  A  careful  examination 
clearly  convinces  us  that  the  doctrine  there 
announced  was  never  intended  to  apply  to 
a  case  like  the  one  at  bar;  for,  in  tbe  latter 
case,  after  stating  the  facts  and  announcing 
the  rule  above  quoted.  Justice  Brewer  says, 
at  page  653:  "In  this,  of  course,  we  refer 
to  these  arbitrations  in  which  It  is  express- 
ly stipulated  that  the  submission  shall  !>» 
made  a  rule  of  the  court  For  it  appears, 
from  section  1  of  said  chapter,  two  kinds  of 
arbitrations  are  provided  for,— one,  in  which 
the  submission  is  to  be  made  a  rule  of  court; 
and  the  other,  in  which  no  such  Judicial 
proceeding  is  contemplated."  And  again,  at 
page  655,  in  the  same  opinion,  the  following; 
language  is  used:  "We  desire  to  repeat,  In 
conclusion,  that  the  remarks  we  have  made 
in  reference  to  these  objections  apply  only 
to  a  case  In  which,  by  express  stipulation, 
the  submission  is  to  be  made  a  rule  of  court, 
and  in  which  the  arbitration  is  had,  the 
award  made  and  filed  in  the  court,  in  pur- 
suance to  the  stipulation,  and  in  which  one 
of  the  parties  thereto.  Instead  of  seeking  a 
direct  review  in  the  court,  seeks  to  chal- 
lenge it  in  a  collateral  way  and  have  it  de- 
clared absolutely  void.  The  proceedings* 
where  they  have  advanced  so  far  as  the 
filing  of  an  award.  In  a  court  of  general 
jurisdiction.  In  accordance  with  the  terms 
of  the  stipulation,  have  become  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  court.  The  parties,  by  sign- 
ing tlte  submission,  have  submitted  them- 
selves to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court;  and, 
if  tlie  controversy  is  one  of  which  the  court 
can  take  Jurisdiction,  it  had  Jurisdiction  both 
of  tbe  parties  and  the  subject-matter.  Then, 
notwithstanding  errors  appear  In  the  prog- 
ress of  those  proceedings,  they  cannot  lu 
any  collateral  action  be  held  absolutely 
void." 

Whatever  errors  may  have  transpired  can 
be  reviewed  and  corrected  only  by  direct 
proceedings  in  error.  In  the  case  at  bar, 
there  was  no  agreement  that  the  award 
should  be  made  a  rule  of  court,  and  there- 
fore it  was  impossible  for  tbe  court  to  obtain 
Jurisdiction,  either  of  the  persons  or  the 
subject-matter.  It  was  only  through  an  ac- 
tion brought  upon  tbe  award,  and  the  service 
of  summons  in  that  action,  that  the  court 
obtained  Jurisdiction.  It  is  plain,  from  the 
above  decisions,  that  the  rule  contended  for 
by  counsel  for  defendant  in  error  has  no 
force  in  this  case.  It  follows,  from  the 
above  reasoning,  that  the  award  made  in 
this  case  was  void,  and  that  the  district 
court  erred  in  sustaining  the  same.  The 
Judgment  of  the  trial  court  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded,  with  Instructions  to  the 
district  court  to  render  Judgment  upon  the 
lUeadings  In  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  in  error. 

DEXXISON,  J.,  concurring.  JOHN  SOX, 
P.  J.,  having  been  of  counsel,  took  no  part 
in  this  case.  ^  t 
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(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, E.  D.    Aug.  C,  1895.) 

SUFFICIENCT    or     CASE     HaDB  —  AMERCEMENT    OT 

Sheriff. 

1.  Where  a  case  made  contains  in  chrono- 
logical order  the  pleadings,  motions,  evidence, 
judgment,  and  at  the  conclusion  of  the  case  thus 
made  contains  the  following  statement:  "And 
these  are  all  the  processes,  pleadings,  motions, 
proceedings,  evidence,  rulings,  decisions,  de- 
crees, orders,  judgment,  exceptions,  journal  en- 
tries, and  constitute  and  complete  the  entire 
record,"  and  the  judge  allows,  settles,  and  signs 
the  same,  it  implies  that  all  the  statements 
therein  are  true,  and  it  presents  the  entire  pro- 
ceedings of  the  court  below,  so  that  it  is  review- 
able in  the  appellate  court. 

2.  The  provisions  of  section  472,  c.  80,  Gen. 
St.  1889,  for  amercement  of  a  sheriff  for  failure 
to  return  an  execution  within  60  days,  is  highly 
penal  in  its  character,  and  he  who  would  avail 
himself  of  the  remedy  by  amercement  must 
bring  himself  strictly  both  within  the  letter  and 
spirit  of  the  law. 

3.  The  execution  must  conform  strictly  to 
the  judgment  rendered.  When  the  execution 
commands  the  sheriff  to  collect  a  sum  in  ex- 
cess of  that  named  m  the  judgment,  the  sheriff, 
in  a  proceeding  to  amerce  him  for  a  failure  to 
return  the  same  within  60  days,  as  required  by 
Taw,  will  be  relieved  from  the  penalty  or  from  a 
judgment  of  amerc-ement. 

4.  Where  an  execution  is  directed  to  the 
sheriff  of  any  count?  in  this  state  other  than  the 
one  in  which  it  is  issued,  the  same  may  be  re- 
turned through  the  United  States  mall;  and  if 
the  sheriff,  after  having  performed  all  that  is 
required  of  him,  in  an  attempt  to  execute  the 
same  makes  out  a  certificate  of  his  doings  there- 
under, dates  the  same,  and  has  the  clerk  of  the 
district  court  of  his  county  enter  the  return 
on  his  execution  docket,  and  he  then  deposited 
the  same  in  the  United  States  post  oflice.  ad- 
dressed to  the  clerk  of  the  court  where  it  is  is- 
sued, a  sufficient  time  before  the  return  day  for 
it  to  reach  the  office  of  the  clerk  issuing  the 
same,  and  it  fails  to  reach  the  office  of  the 
clerk  who  issued  it  on  or  liefore  the  return  day 
thereof,  the  sheriff  Is  not  liable  for  amercement 
or  penalty. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Osage  county; 
William  Thompson,  Judge. 

Proceedings  by  motion  for  amercement  by 
J.  W.  Rice  against  Simon  Reese,  sheriff. 
From  a  Judgmemt  for  movant,  defendant 
brings  error.     Reversed. 

On  the  2d  day  of  December,  1889,  J.  W. 
Rice  recovered  a  judgment  In  the  district 
court  of  Osage  county,  Kan.,  against  O.  D. 
(3ouch,  F.  H.  Jenuess,  and  S.  M.  Land  for 
the  sum  of  $1,527.70  debt,  and  the  further 
sum  of  $118.63  as  costs  of  said  action;  that 
said  Judgment  of  $1,527.70  draw  interest  at 
tlie  rate  of  7  per  cent  per  annum,  from  the 
date  of  said  judgment.  On  the  7th  day  of 
April,  1890,  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of 
Osage  county  issued  an  execution  on  said 
judgment  directed  to  Simon  Reese,  the  sher- 
Ifit  of  Bourbon  county,  Kan.,  returnable  in 
60  days  from  the  date  of  Its  issue,  and  was 
received  at  the  office  of  said  clerk  of  the 
court  on  the  12th  day  of  June,  1890.  On 
the  4th  day  of  February,  1891,  J.  W.  Rice 
Sled  a  motion  In  the  office  of  the  district 
clerk  of  Osage  county,  Kan.,  to  amerce  Si- 


mon Reese,  sheriff  of  Bourbon  county,  Kan., 
and  notice  was  duly  served  on  said  Simon 
Reese  of  the  filing  of  aald  motion  and  the 
pendency  of  the  proceedings  for  his  amerce- 
ment. At  the  March  term,  1891,  said  motion 
was  heard,  and  the  motion  was  sustained, 
and  judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
sheriff  for  $1,963.24,  to  which  judgment  Si- 
mon Reese  duly  excited,  and  files  his  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  which  was  overruled, 
and  Reese  duly  ^cepted,  and  brings  the 
matter  to  this  court  for  a  review. 

C.  E.  Cory,  for  plaintiff  in  error.     Brad- 
ford &  Huron,  for  defendant  in  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
Defendant  in  error  contends  that  tbe  record 
in  this  case  does  not  contain  sufficient  facts 
for  this  court  to  review  the  proceedings  of 
the  court  below.  The  case  made  contains 
the  motion  to  amerce  the  sheriff,  the  service 
on  him  of  said  motion,  the  motion  of  the 
sheriff  and  affidavit  to  dismiss,  tbe  evidence 
on  tbe  hearing  of  the  motion,  tbe  order  of 
the  court  sustaining  the  motion  to  amerce. 
judgment  for  amercement,  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  the  order  of  the  court  overruling  the 
same,  concluding  with  the  following  state- 
ment: "These  are  all  the  processes,  plead- 
ings, motions,  proceedings,  evidence,  rulings, 
decisions,  decrees,  orders,  judgment,  excep- 
tion, journal  entries,  and  constitute  and  com- 
plete the  entire  record,"  and  the  certificate  of 
the  judge  shows  that  the  attorneys  for  both 
parties  were  present  at  the  settlement,  allow- 
ance, and  signing  of  the  case,  and  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  judge,  inter  alia,  contains  the  t(A- 
lowlng:  "The  within  and  foregoing  Is  by  me 
settled  and  allowed  and  signed  as  a  full  and 
correct  case  made  so  far  as  the  same  is  nec- 
essary to  present  the  errors  complained  of  by 
Simon  Reese,  defendant,  and  tbe  same  is  a 
true  and  correct  history  of  said  case  for  the 
purposes  aforesaid."  This  case  was  made 
within  the  time  allowed  by  the  court,  and 
served  on  the  defendant  In  error,  and  was 
settled,  allowed,  and  signed  by  the  judge  in 
the  presence  of  attorneys  for  both  parties, 
and  we  think  that  it  contains  all  that  la  nec- 
essary to  enable  this  court  to  review  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  court  below.  The  criticism 
of  counsel  is  that  the  certificate  of  the  judge 
does  not  contain  the  statement  that  the  case 
made  contains  all  tbe  evidence  and  rulings 
and  judgment  of  the  trial  court  Where  the 
case  made  contains  what  pmrports  to  be  the 
pleadings,  evidence,  and  proceedings  on  the 
trial  of  the  case,  and  at  the  conclusion  con- 
tains a  statement  that  it  does  contain  all  of 
the  evidence  and  all  other  proceedings  bad 
on  the  trial  of  the  case,  and  the  judge  set- 
tles, allows,  and  signs  tbe  same.  It  Imports 
the  truthfulness  of  the  statements  contained 
therein,  and  does  not  require  the  certificate 
of  the  judge  that  it  does  contain  the  proceed- 
ings on  the  trial.  It  Is  also  Insisted  that  the 
record  is  not  attested  by  the  clerk  of  the 
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conrt  wtth  the  seal  attached.  The  attestation 
of  the  clerk  is  as  follows:  "The  foregoing 
case  made  is  hereby  attested  and  authenti- 
cated by  the  cleric  of  said  court  under  the 
seal  thereof.  In  accordance  with  the  forego- 
ing order  of  the  Judge  of  said  court  who  tried 
said  cause.  Witness  my  hand  and  seal  of 
said  court  this  2d  day  of  June,  1891.  W.  D. 
Wdls,  Clerk  of  the  District  Court,  Osage 
County,  Kansas;"  and  the  seal  of  the  court 
is  attached  thereto.  This  is  a  sufficient  at- 
testation of  the  case.  The  particular  objec- 
tion of  the  counsel  In  bis  argument  in  the 
case  is  that  the  seal  of  the  court  is  not  at- 
tached to  the  attestation  of  the  clerk,  but 
upon  an  inspection  of  the  record  we  find 
that  the  Impression  of  the  seal  Is  plainly  yisl- 
ble  upon  the  i>aper. 

This  was  a  proceeding  in  the  court  below  to 
amerce  Simon  Reese,  sheriff  of  Bourbon  coun- 
ty, for  his  failure  to  return  an  execution  is- 
sued on  the  7th  day  of  April,  1890,  returnable 
in  60  days  from  the  date  of  its  issue.  The 
sheriff  indorsed  his  return  upon  the  execu- 
tioa  as  follows:  "Received  this  writ  this  8th 
day  of  April,  A.  D.  1890,  and  pursuant  to  the 
command  thereof  I  made  diligent  search  and 
inquiry  for  property  belonging  to  the  wlthin- 
nanied  defendants  in  ray  county,  but  did  not 
find  any  such  property  in  my  county  on  which 
to  leyj-  to  make  the  within  judgment  and 
costs.  I  therefore  return  this  execution  not 
satisfied  for  want  of  such  property  on  which 
to  levy.  Witness  my  band  this  4th  day  of 
June,  1890."  There  Is  also  Indorsed  on  the 
execution  the  following:  "Filed,  April  8th, 
ISiW.  J.  B.  Bayless,  Clerk  Bourbon  County. 
Ex.  foreign  Doc.  A.,  page  34."  "Filed  and  re- 
turned. Entered  this  4th  day  of  June.  J.  B. 
Bayless,  Clerk  Bourbon  County,  Kansas." 
Section  475,  c.  80,  Gen.  St.  18S9,  reads:  "When 
an  execution  is  Issued  to  the  sheriff  of  any 
county  other  than  that  in  whicli  Judgment 
was  rendered,  the  sheriff  after  indorsing  the 
date  of  its  receipt  thereon  shall  deliver  the 
same  to  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  his 
county,  who  shall  thereupon  enter  the  same 
In  the  execution  docket  in  the  same  manner 
as  if  it  had  issued  from  the  court  of  which  he 
is  clerk;  and  before  the  sheriff  shall  return 
any  such  writ  he  shall  cause  his  return  to 
be  entereil  in  like  manner."  Section  476: 
"When  execution  shall  be  Issued  in  any 
county  in  this  state,  and  directed  to  the 
sheriff  or  coroner  of  another  county,  it  shall 
be  lawful  for  such  sheriff  twr  coroner  hav- 
ing the  execution,  after  having  discharged 
all  the  duties  required  of  him  by  law,  to 
enclose  such  execution,  by  mail,  to  the  clerii 
of  the  court  who  issued  the  same.  On 
proof  being  made  by  such  sheriff  or  coroner, 
that  the  execution  was  mailed  soon  enough 
to  have  reached  the  office  where  It  was  is- 
nied  within  the  time  prasoribed  by  law,  the 
sheriff  or  coroner  shall  not  be  liable  for  an 
amercement  or  penalty  if  it  do  not  reach 
the  office  in  due  time."  The  return  indorsed 
on  this  writ  by  the  sheriff,  and  the  entry 


made  by  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of 
Bourbon  county,  and  the  affidavit  of  Simon 
Reese  establish  prima  facie  that  this  writ 
was  returned  within  60  days  from  Its  date, 
so  the  burden  of  showing  that  it  was  not 
returned  within  the  time  stated  in  the  writ 
was  thrown  upon  J.  W.  Rice,  and  the  only 
evidence  offered  to  prove  that  fact  was 
that  of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of 
Osage  county,  in  which  he  states  that  he 
did  not  receive  It  at  his  office  until  the 
12th  day  of  June,  but  when  It  was  received 
it  had  the  indorsement  written  thereon, 
showing  Just  what  the  sheriff  had  done  un- 
der the  execution.  Also  a  certain  envelope 
was  Introduced  in  evidence,  over  the  objec- 
tion of  the  attorney  for  Reese.  In  which  the 
execution  was  returned,  having  the  post- 
mark that  it  was  posted  In  the  United  States 
post  office  at  Ft  Scott,  Kan.,  on  the  11th 
day  of  June,  but  this  cannot  overcome  the 
return  indorsed  on  the  writ,  the  indorse- 
ment of  the  return  of  the  clerk  of  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Bourbon  county,  and  the  sworn 
statement  of  Reese  that  It  was  mailed  on  the 
same  day  that  the  return  was  indorsed  on 
the  execution,  and  that  the  return  was  made 
on  the  day  It  bears  date.  While  it  is  ordi- 
narily true  that,  where  the  trial  court  has 
found  a  matter  of  fact  from  testimony  be- 
fore it,  a  reviewing  court  will  seldom  re- 
verse the  case  where  it  depends  upon  the 
fact  found  by  the  court  on  evidence;  but 
this  pi-oceeding  Is  not  In  the  nature  of  a 
trial  in  the  court  where  the  party  is  en- 
titled to  a  trial  by  a  Jurj',  but  is  a  sum- 
mary proceeding  under  the  statute  for  an 
official  delinquency.  Section  472,  c.  80,  reads: 
"If  any  sheriff  •  •  •  shall  neglect  to  re- 
turn any  writ  of  execution  to  the  proper 
court  on  or  before  the  return  day  thereof 
•  •  •  such  sheriff  •  •  •  shall  on  mo- 
tion in  court  and  two  days  notice  thereof 
in  writing  be  amerced  in  the  amount  of  said 
debt,  damages  and  costs,  with  ten  per  cent 
thereon  to  and  for  the  use  of  the  said  plain- 
tiff or  defendant,  as  the  case  may  be." 
This  statute  is  highly  penal  in  its  provisions. 
It  Is  therefore  to  be  strictly  complied  with; 
and  it  is  incumbent  on  the  party  seeking  to 
enforce  Its  provisions  to  make  a  case  clear- 
ly within  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  stat- 
ute, which  we  do  not  think  was  done  In 
this  case.  The  only  delinquency  complained 
of  against  the  sheriff  was  a  failure  to  return 
the  execution  issued  by  the  clerk  of  the 
district  court  of  Osage  county,  Kan.,  dated 
the  7th  day  of  April,  1890,  returnable  In  CO 
days  from  Its  date.  This  execution  was  is- 
sued on  a  Judgment  rendered  by  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Osage  county  on  the  2d  day 
of  December,  1880,  in  a  case  In  which  J. 
W.  Rice  was  plaintiff  and  J.  B.  Gamble,  S. 
M.  Land,  Samuel  Embell,  L.  F.  Cochran,  F. 
H.  Jenness,  O.  D.  Couch,  O.  D.  Couch  and 
F.  H.  Jenness,  under  the  firm  name  and 
style  of  O.  D.  Couch  &  Co.,  were  defendants, 
and  Judgment  rendered  against  O.  D.  Couch, 
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F.  H.  JennesB,  and  S.  M.  Land  for  the  sum 
of  $1,527.70  and  the  costs  of  the  action, 
taxed  at  $118.63,  and  that  the  judgment  fol> 
?1,527.70  bear  Interest  from  date  at  the 
rate  of  7  per  cent,  per  annum,  the  execution 
Issued  and  placed  in  the  hands  of  Simon 
Reese  as  sheriff  to  execute  it,  as  follows: 
"Whereas,  J.  W.  Bice  on  the  2d  day  of 
December,  1889,  recovered  a  judgment  be- 
fore the  district  court  within  and  for  the 
county  of  Osage,  in  the  35th  judicial  district 
of  the  state  of  Kansas,  against  O.  D.  Couch, 
F.  H.  Jenness,  and  S.  M.  Land  in  a  certain 
cause  then  pending  in  said  court.  No.  4,180, 
■wherein  J.  W.  Rice  was  plaintiff  and  O.  D. 
Couch,  F.  H.  Jenness,  and  S.  M.  Land  were 
defendants,  for  the  sum  of  $1,527.70  debt, 
and  for  the  further  sum  of  $118.63  cost  In 
this  behalf  expended,  together  with  the  in- 
terest on  said  debt  and  cost  at  the  rate  of 
seren  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  date 
of  the  judgment  until  paid:  These  are  there- 
fore to  command  yon  that  of  the  goods  and 
chattels  of  the  said  O.  D.  Couch,  F.  H.  Jen- 
ness, and  S.  M.  Land  you  cause  to  be  made 
the  debt  and  cost  aforesaid,  together  with 
$600/,  0,  cost  accrued  In  this  behalf,  and 
for  want  of  goods  and  chattels  cause  the 
same  to  be  made  out  of  the  lands  and  ten- 
ements of  the  said  O.  D.  Couch,  F.  H.  Jen- 
ness, and  S.  M.  Land;  and  that  you  ha\re 
the  same  before  the  court  aforesaid  in  sixty 
days  from  this  date  In  said  Osage  county, 
and  state  of  Kansas,  aforesaid,  and  that  you 
then  and  there  certify  how  you  have  ex- 
ecuted this  writ.  Witness  my  hand  and  the 
seal  of  said  court,  affixed  at  my  office  in 
Lyndon,  this  7th  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1890. 
George  Weber,  Clerk  of  the  District  Court." 
To  sustain  this  execution  and  show  its  va- 
lidity the  said  J.  W.  Rice  Introduced  In  evi- 
dence page  374  of  Journal  L.,  being  a  jour- 
nal entry  In  case  No.  4,180,  entitled  "J.  W. 
Rice,  Plaintiff,  vs.  J.  B.  Gamble,  S.  M. 
Land,  Samuel  E.  Embell,  L.  F.  Cochran,  O. 
D.  Couch,  F.  H.  Jenness,  O.  D.  Couch  and 
F.  H.  Jenness,  under  the  firm  name  and 
style  of  O.  D.  Couch  &  Co.,  Defendant," 
which  reads  as  follows:  "It  is  therefore  or- 
dered and  adjudged  by  the  court  that  said 
plaintiff,  J.  W.  Rice,  do  have  and  recover  of 
and  from  the  said  defendants  O.  D.  Couch, 
F.  H.  Jenness,  and  S.  M.  Land,  the  sum  of 
$1,527.70  and  the  costs  of  this  action,  taxed 
at  $118.G3,  and  that  said  judgment  of  $1,- 
527.70  bear  Interest  at  seven  per  cent,  per 
annum."  It  Is  claimed  that  there  is  such  a 
variance  between  the  judgment  and  the  re- 
citals In  the  execution  as  were  sufficient  to 
excuse  the  sheriff  for  not  returning  the  ex- 
ecution within  the  60  days,  as  required  by 
law.  The  right  of  J.  W.  Rice  to  demand  a. 
judgment  of  amercement  in  this  case  has  no 
equitable  basis,  for  the  neglect  of  official 
duty  of  which  he  complains  has  resulted  in 
no  Injury  to  him.  The  execution  debtors  were 


absolutely  insolvent  when  the  execution  was 
issued  against  them,  and  have  continued  to 
be  so  ever  since.  His  rights,  then,  are  pure- 
ly statutory;  but,  if  he  makes  a  clear  case 
for  amercement  under  the  statute.  It  Is  no 
defense  against  his  claim  that  he  had  not 
been  Injured.  The  statute  under  which  he 
proceeds  is  a  higlily  penal  one.  It  affords 
a  summary  remedy  wittiout  trial  by  jury  for 
official  delinquency.  Such  being  the  char- 
acter of  the  statute.  It  has  been  repeatedly 
held  that  he  who  would  avail  himself  of  the 
remedy  by  amercement  must  bring  himself 
both  within  the  letter  and  spirit  of  the  law. 
The  execution  set  out  In  the  notice  and  mo- 
tion to  amerce  the  sheriff  recites:  "That 
whereas,  J.  W.  Rice,  on  the  2d  day  of  De- 
cember, 1889,  recovered  •  judgment  before 
the  district  court  within  and  for  the  county 
of  Osage  in  the  35th  judicial  district  of  the 
state  of  Kansas,  «  «  •  wherein  J.  W.  Rice 
was  plaintiff  and  O.  D.  Couch,  F.  H.  Jeu- 
ness,  and  S.  M.  Land  were  defendants,  for 
the  sum  of  •  •  •"  while  the  judgment  giv- 
en in  evidence  to  support  said  execution  was 
In  a  case  wherein  J.  W.  Rice  was  plaintiff 
and  J.  B.  Gamble,  S.  M.  Land,  Samuel  £. 
Embell,  F.  H.  Cochran,  O.  D.  Couch.  F.  H. 
Jenness,  O.  D.  Couch  and  F.  H.  Jennesn. 
under  the  firm  name  and  style  of  O.  D. 
Couch  &  Co.,  were  defendants.  We  do  not 
think  the  execution  conforms  to  the  judg- 
ment proven.  There  was  no  evidence  to 
prove  a  judgment  in  the  case  entitled  in  the 
execution  set  out  in  the  motion  and  notice. 
It  was  Incumbent  upon  the  party  seeking 
to  amerce  the  sheriff  to  show  a  valid  judg- 
ment in  which  the  execution  Issued,  and  the 
execution  should  follow  the  judgment  A 
variance  between  the  judgment  given  in  evi- 
dence and  the  execution  is  also  found  in 
the  recitals  of  the  judgment  and  the  execu- 
tion in  the  following  respect:  The  judgment 
in  the  case  of  Rice  v.  Gamble  et  al.  ad- 
judged that  the  plaintiff  recover  the  sum  of 
$1,527.70  and  costs  of  this  action,  taxed  at 
$118.63,  and  that  the  judgment  for  $1,527.70 
bear  interest  from  this  date  at  the  rate  of 
7  per  cent,  per  annum;  while  the  execution 
upon  which  the  amercement  is  sought  com- 
mands the  sheriff  to  collect  the  sum  of  $1,- 
527.70  debt,  and  for  the  further  sum  of 
$118.63  cost  In  this  behalf  expended,  to- 
gether with  Interest  on  said  debt  and  cost 
at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent  per  annum  from 
the  date  of  judgment  until  paid.  The  ex- 
ecution did  not  conform  strictly  to  the 
judgment  rendered.  It  stated  interest  on 
a  part  of  the  judgment  not  authorized 
by  the  judgment,  and  was  in  excess  at  the 
judgment.  The  judgment  of  the  district 
court  Is  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded, 
with  direction  to  the  district  tK>urt  to  ovei-- 
rule  and  deny  said  motion  to  amerce  the 
sheriff,  and  for  costs  against  J.  W.  Rice.  All 
the  judges  concurring. 
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CITI  OP  BURLINGTON  t.  gTOCB:WHIiIj.J 
(Coart  of  Appeola  of  Kansaa,  Southem  Depart- 
ment, B.  D.    Ang.  0,  1896.) 

VlOI>4TIOa  OF  OKDISAHCB— MlBDBinil.XOB. 

Hbe  Tiolation  of  a  penal  dty  ordinance 
b  Bot  a  mtsdemeanor,  a*  defined  hf  the  atatutei 
of  Kanaaa. 
(SyUaboa  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Coffey  county. 

John  Stockwell  was  convicted  of  the  vio- 
lation of  a  city  ordinance,  and  brings  error. 
Transferred  to  supreme  court. 

8.  D.  Weaver  and  B.  J.  Crego,  for  plaintiff 
In  errw.  O.  B.  Manchester,  for  defendant  in 
error. 

DENNISON,  J.  In  this  case,  the  defend- 
ant John  StockweU  was  convicted  and  ad- 
Judged  to  pay  a  fine  for  the  violation  of  a 
penal  dty  ordinance,  before  the  police  court 
of  the  city  of  Burlington,  and  appealed  to 
the  district  court  of  Coffey  county,  Kan.  He 
was  convicted  and  sentenced  in  the  district 
court,  and  appealed  the  case  to  the  supreme 
court,  and  tne  case  was  by  the  supreme  court 
certified  down  to  this  court 

Before  proceeding  to  an  examination  of 
the  merits  of  this  case,  we  must  consider  the 
question  of  Jurisdiction.  Whatever  Jurisdic- 
tion this  court  has  was  conferred  upon  it 
by  section  9  of  chapter  96  of  the  Session 
Laws  of  1895.  The  only  criminal  jurisdic- 
tion conferred  upon  this  court  by  that  section 
Is  contained  in  the  following  sentence:  "They 
shall  also  have  exclusive  Jurisdiction  as  now 
allowed  by  law  In  all  cases  of  appeal  from 
convictions  for  misdemeanor  in  the  district 
and  other  courts  of  record."  Bxcept  for  the 
peculiar  wording  of  our  statute  defining  a 
public  offense  and  a  misdemeanor,  a  violas 
tion  of  a  peaBL\  city  ordinance  would  be  a 
public  offense,  and  embraced  in  the  definition 
^  misdemeanors. 

The  General  Statutes  of  1889  define  public 
offenses  and  misdemeanors  as  follows: 

Par.  6065.  "A  public  offense  within  the 
meaning  of  tbia  or  any  other  statute^  is  an 
act  or  omission  for  which  the  laws  of  this 
state  prescribe  a  punishment." 

Far.  6066.  "Public  offenses  are  divided  into 
felonies  and  misdMneanors." 

Par.  6067.  "Felony  Is  an  offense  punishable 
Xfy  death,  or  fine  and  bard  labor  In  the  peni- 
tentiary." 

Par.  5068.  "All  other  public  offenses  are  mis- 
demeanors." 

Par.  5068.  "Any  person  charged  with  the 
eommission  of  a  public  offense  shall  be  liable 
to  be  arrested  and  proceeded  against  in  the 
nuuiner  hereinafter  provided." 

Applying  tbeae  deflnltlona  to  the  violation 
tf  a  penal  dty  ordinance,  it  seems  clear  that 
cbe  violation  is  not  a  misdemeanor.  The 
laws  of  this  state  provide  for  the  creation  of 
cities,  empower  the  authorities  to  pass  ordi- 
Buces  and  to  provide  punishment  for  their 
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violation;  but  the  laws  of  thto  state  do  not 
prasertbe  a  puniahment  for  the  Tiolation  of  a 
dty  ordinance,  and  hence  it  doea  not  come 
nnder  the  statutory  definition  of  a  public  of- 
fense. Ndther  Is  a  person,  charged  with  the 
violation  of  a  penal  city  ordinance,  liable  to 
be  arrested  and  proceeded  against,  as  pn>- 
vlded  in  paragraph  6068,  suiwa. 

ThiB  case  Is  an  appeal  from  the  district 
court  of  0(^ey  county,  Kan.,  and,  through 
the  instrumentality  of  the  su^tfana  court,  or 
the  derk  thereof,  has  been  sent  to  this  court 
for  review.  Secti<m  10  of  chapter  96  of  the 
Session  Lavra  of  1896  dlrecta  this  court,  when 
a  case  is  improperly  soit  frcMU  a  lower  court 
to  the  court  of  appeals,  to  order  the  transfer 
of  the  same  to  the  supreme  court  by  its 
clo^  "who  ahall  at  once  send  the  same  to  tb* 
deik  of  the  supreme  oourt  aconnpanied  by 
a  copy  of  said  order." 

For  the  reasons  above  stated,  tills  court 
holds  that  tlw  violation  of  a  penal  dty  ordi- 
nance is  not  a  miademeanor,  as  defined  by 
the  Btatntea  of  Kansas,  and  hence  this  court 
has  no  Jurisdiction  in  this  aK>eaI,  and,  being 
without  Jurisdiction,  must  decline  to  consider 
the  questions  raised;  and  the  derk  of  this 
court  is  boreby  ordered  to  transfer  this  caaa 
to  the  supreme  court.  All  the  judges  concur- 
ring. 


O  Kan.  A.  S3) 
LEB  V.  RTDER  et  aL 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Sonthem  Depart 
ment,  B   D.    Ang.  6,  1895.) 

CONSIDIRATION  or  NOTB  LTTD  UORTOAOB — BtlRDBM 
or  PROO^ — DORKSS. 

1.  Where  the  plaintiff  brings  an  action  on 
a  note  and  mortxage,  and  the  defendant,  in  an- 
swer thereto,  alleges  that  they  were  given  with- 
out consideration,  and  the  execution  thereof 
was  procnred  by  threats  and  Intimidation,  the 
bnrden  of  proof  to  establish  their  invalidity  is 
thrown  on  the  defendant;  and  on  the  conclusion 
of  the  evidence  for  the  defense,  when  the  d«- 
fendant  has  rested  her  defense,  it  is  error  for 
the  conrt  to  snstain  a  demnrrer  to  the  evidence, 
and  withdraw  the  case  from  the  Jury,  where 
the  evidence  tends  strongly  to  prove  the  facts 
set  up  In  the  defendant's  answer. 

2.  Where  a  note  and  mortgage  are  procured 
by  threats  and  intimidation,  uiey  are  absolnte- 
ly  void;  and  where  the  payee  named  in  the 
note,  after  having  procured  its  execution  and  de- 
livery by  means  of  threats,  without  any  valuable 
or  good  consideration,  and  then  voluntarily 
leaves  another  note  and  chattel  mortgage  in  the 
hands  of  the  party  so  executing  the  note  and 
mortgage,  as  a  pretended  consideration  there- 
for, and  the  note  and  chattel  mortgage  formed  no 
part  of  the  consideration  for  the  note  and  mort- 
gage, and  the  party  received  no  benefit  from 
said  note  and  chattel  mortgage,  and  claims  no 
right  under  them,  the  defendant  is  not  bound  to 
surrender  or  offer  to  surrender  the  note  and 
chattel  mortgage  before  she  can  maintain  her 
defease  to  the  action  on  the  note  and  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgage. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Conrt) 

Error  from  district  court,  Miami  county; 
Jolin  T.  Bnrrls,  Judge. 

Action  by  Isaac  Ryder  and  others,  partnem 
under  the  name  of  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman. 
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against    Hannii    L6e.     Plaintiffs  .had    judg- 
ment, and  defendant  brings  error.    Reversed. 

Crossan  &  I^ne,  for  plaintiff  In  error. 
Scrpggs  &  McFadden,  for  defendants  In  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
This  Is  a  suit  (m  a  note  and  mortgage.  The 
plaintiffs  below.  In  their  petition,  allege  that 
on  the  20th  day  of  January,  1890,  Hanna  Lee, 
at  Loulsburg,  Kan.,  made  her  certain  prom- 
issory note  of  that  date,  and  delivered  It  to 
Joseph  Johnson,  and  thereby  promised  to 
pay  to  the  said  Joseph  Johnson  the  sum  of 
$193.25  In  montblv  installments  of  $10  each 
month  on  the  20th  day  of  each  month,  be- 
ginning the  20th  day  of  February,  with  Inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent,  per  aimum 
until  paid,  and  for  the  purpose  of  securing 
the  payment  of  the  money  In  said  note  at 
the  times  therein  specified  executed  and  de- 
livered to  Joseph  Johnson  a  mortgage  deed 
bearing  date  January  20,  1890,  and  thereby 
granted,  conveyed,  and  mortgaged  to  said 
Johnson,  his  heirs  and  assigns,  the  undivided 
one-half  of  the  noitheast  fractional  quarter 
of  section  one,  township  sixteen,  range  twen- 
ty-four, containing  179.40  acres,  in  Miami 
county,  Kan.;  that  said  note  and  mortgage 
was  duly  indorsed  and  transferred  by  Joihn- 
son  to  said  Ryder,  Shane  &  Uyman,  before 
due,  and  was  duly  recorded  In  the  office  of 
the  register  of  deeds  of  Miami  county,  Kan. ; 
and  allege  that  there  was  jiaid  upon  said  note 
at  the  time  of  its  execution  $20,  leaving  a 
balance  due  of  the  sum  of  $173.25,  for  which 
they  ask  judgment  and  decree  of  foreclosure 
of  the  moi-tgage.  To  this  petition  the  defend- 
ant below  filed  her  answer,  setting  out  three 
separate  answers  or  defenses  to  said  action. 
The  first  was  a  general  denial  of  all  material 
allegations.  For  a  second  answer  the  defend- 
ant admitted  the  execution  of  the  note  and 
mortgage  set  out  In  plaintiffs'  petition  to  Jo- 
seph .Johnson,  and  that  Joseph  Johnson  was 
the  agent  and  attorney  for  Ryder,  Shane  & 
Hynian,  and  that  Joseph  Johnson  took  the 
note  and  mortgage  in  his  own  name  in  trust 
for  said  plaintiffs  and  as  their  agent  and  at- 
torney. That  Joseph  Johnson,  as  agent  and 
attorney  for  said  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman, 
before  and  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
note  and  mortgage  represented  to  Hanna  Lee 
that  one  George  W.  Lee,  son  of  hers,  had 
made  a  debt  with  Rydo:,  Shane  &  Hyman, 
and  had  secured  the  same  by  chattel  mort- 
gage executed  in  the  state  of  Missouri  on 
certain  household  goods  included  in  said 
mortgage,  and  had  removed  them  out  of  the 
state  of  Missouri,  and  now  refused  to  pay 
the  debt.  That  said  George  W.  Lee  had 
violated  the  criminal  laws  of  the  state  of 
Missouri  by  selling  and  removing  sold  goods, 
and  that  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman,  and  him- 
self, as  agent  and  attorney  for  them,  wwe 
now  going  to  prosecute  George  W.  Lee  for 
the  felony  committed  In  selling  and  remov- 
ing said  goods,  and  cause  the  said  George  W. 


Lee  to  be  sent  to  the  penitentiary  of  the  state 
of  Missouri,  and  by  many  like  threats  so 
worked  upon  the  fears  of  the  defendant  so 
that  she  was  Influenced  and  coerced  to  give 
said  note  and  mortgage;  and  her  actions  were 
further  influenced  by  said  Johnson  promising 
that  If  she  would  pay  or  secure  said  debt 
made  by  said  George  W.  Lee  that  then  the 
said  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman,  nor  himself, 
as  agent  and  attorney  for  them,  would  not 
prosecute  or  cause  or  permit  to  be  prosecuted 
the  said  George  W.  Lee  for  the  crime  com- 
mitted by  him  in  the  violation  of  the  laws 
of  the  state  of  Missouri;  and  the  defendant, 
Hanna  Lee,  being  greatly  moved  by  her  fears 
and  lore  for  Ge<H^e  W.  Lee,  who  was  her 
son,  executed  and  delivered  said  note  and 
mortgage  as  aforesaid.  In  order  to  keep  said 
Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman  or  said  Joseph  John- 
son, as  their  agent  and  attorney,  from  carry- 
ing out  said  menaces  and  threats,  and  for 
no  other  purpose  whatever.  That  said  note 
and  mortgage  were  given  without  any  valu- 
able or  good  consideration,  and  that  said 
Hanna  Lee  is  not  now,  and  never  has  been, 
indebted  to  the  said  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman 
in  any  sum  whatever,  and  that  she  has  not 
at  any  time  received  of  them,  or  any  <«»e 
of  them,  any  valuable  or  other  consideration 
for  the  execution  and  delivery  of  said  note 
and  mortgage.  The  third  paragraph  of  the 
answer  of  the  said  Hanna  Lee  alleges  that 
the  said  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman  are  indebt- 
ed to  her  In  the  sum  of  $20,  and  Interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  7  per  cent  per  annum 
from  the  20th  day  of  January,  1890,  formoney 
paid  and  advanced  on  the  note  described  in 
the  plaintiffs'  petition;  that  the  note  is  void, 
and  without  consideration,  having  been  ob- 
tained by  fright  and  coercion,  as  described  in 
the  second  cause  of  defense  of  her  answer; 
and  asks  judgment  against  the  plaintiffs  be- 
low for  the  sum  of  $20  and  Interest  thereon, 
and  that  said  note  and  mortgage  may  be 
held  to  be  void  and  of  no  effect,  and  for  costs 
of  her  suit.  To  this  answer  the  plaintiffs 
below  filed  a  reply,  denying  generally  each 
and  every  allegation  In  the  answer  of  the 
defendant  below.  Upon  these  issues  the  par- 
ties proceeded  to  trial  at  the  February  term. 
1891,  before  a  jury,  the  court  holding  that  the 
burden  of  the  issue  was  on  the  defendant  be- 
low, and  thereupon  she  proceeded  to  the  in- 
troduction of  testimony  in  support  of  her  de- 
fense, and,  after  the  defendant  had  intro- 
duced all  of  her  evidence,  and  rested  her  de- 
fense, the  plaintiffs  demurred  to  the  evidence 
on  the  ground  that  no  defense  to  plaintiffs' 
action  had  been  proved,  and  the  district  court 
sustained  the  demurrer,  and  took,  the  case 
from  the  jury,  and  rendered  judgment  for  the 
plaintiffs  against  the  defendant,  as  prayed 
for  in  their  t)etltion,  and  decreed  a  sale  of  the 
mortgaged  property,  and  1])e  defendant  below 
excepted,  and  brings  the  Case  Into  this  court 
for  review. 

The  defense  to  the  plaintiffs'  action  below 
was  that  the  note  and  mortgage  sued  upoa 
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were  executed  bT  Hannii  "Lee  to  Joseph 
Johnson,  who  was  the  agent  and  attorney 
for  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hyman,  and  the  note  and 
mortgage  were  Blmply  taken  in  the  name  of 
Jolmson  In  tmst  for  his  cilents,  and  that  no 
valnable  or  good  consideration  was  given  for 
the  note  and  mortgage,  and  that  the  note 
and  mortgage  were  absolutely  void.  Wheth- 
er there  was  any  consideration  for  this  note 
and  mortgage,  and  whether  the  same  were 
procured  by  fraud  and  through  fear  produced 
by  the  threats  of  Johnson,  were  the  main 
questions  to  be  tried,  and.  If  there  was  any 
evidence  tending  to  prove  these  facts,  the 
question  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
inry.  Simpson  v.  Kimberlin,  12  Kan.  579; 
Jansen  v.  City  of  Atchison,  16  Kan.  358; 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Dryden,  17  Kan.  278;  Rail- 
road Co.  T.  Couse.  Id.  571;  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Doyle,  18  Kan.  62;  Schafer  v.  Weaver,  20 
Kan.  296;  Waterson  v.  Rogers,  21  Kan. 
529;  Brown  v.  Railroad  Co.,  31  Kan.  1,  1  Pac. 
605;  Christie  v.  Barnes,  33  Kan.  317,  6  Pac. 
599;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Adams,  33  Kan.  427,  6 
Pac.  529;  Lowe  v.  Hlgglnbotham,  36  Kan. 
7K,  15  Pac.  151;  Kiff  v.  Railway  Co.,  32 
Kan.  263,  4  Pac.  401.  Therefore,  if  the  evi- 
dence on  the  part  of  Hanna  I>ee  was  prima 
facie  that  this  note  and  mortgage  was  exe- 
cnted  by  her  to  Joseph  Johnson,  and  that  he 
was  at  the  time  the  attorney  of  Ryder,  Shane 
&  Hyman,  and  the  note  was  simply  taken 
in  his  name  in  trust  for  bis  clients,  and  that 
there  was  no  valuable  consideration  moving 
from  them  to  her,  and  she  executed  the  same 
through  fear,  produced  by  threats  of  John- 
son that  if  she  did  not  give  the  mortgage  he 
would  send  her  and  her  family  to  the  peni- 
tentiary, then  the  note  and  mortgage  were 
absolutely  void.  There  were  a  number  of 
witnesses  examined  on  behalf  of  the  defend- 
ant below,  and  their  testimony  all  goes  to 
prove  that  this  note  and  mortgage  was  giv- 
en to  Joseph  Johnson,  who  was  at  tlie  time 
the  attorney  and  agent  of  the  plaintiffs  be- 
low; that  the  same  was  given  without  any 
valuable  or  good  consideration  whatever; 
that  the  execution  of  the  note  and  mortgage 
was  procured  by  threats  and  intimidation 
on  the  part  of  the  said  Johnson.  Florence  J. 
Lee,  the  daughter-in-law  of  the  defendant 
below,  testified  as  follows:  "That  on  the  20th 
day  of  January,  1800,  when  I  came  home,  I 
came  through  the  kitchen;  and  when  I 
went  in  there  they  told  me  that  the  lawyer 
was  there,  Mr.  Johnson  of  Kansas  City,  and 
I  went  to  the  door,  and  heard  him  say  to 
Mrs.  Lee,  'You  have  got  to  fix  this  up, 
either  money  or  mortgage,  or  I  will  peniten- 
tiary yon  and  yom-  whole  family.'  "  Mrs.  Ella 
Pratt,  daughter  of  the  defendani;  testified  as 
follows:  "I  heard  the  conversation  between 
Joseph  Johnson  and  defendant  on  January 
19,  1800.  He  came  down  there,  and  wante<l 
her  to  give  him  a  mortgage  on  the  farm,  and 
she  told  him  she  wasn't  able  to  do  it,  and 
told  him  to  go  away,  and  let  her  alone; 
and  he  came  up  to  her  and  shook  his  finger 


at  her,  and  said,  'You  will  settle  this;'  and 
this  is  all  I  heard  on  Sunday,  and  I  left  the 
room.  I  was  present  the  next  day,  on  Mon> 
day.  He  came  down  there,  and  mother  was 
very  sick  with  la  grippe.  He  said  he  was 
down  there  on  the  same  business  he  was 
there  on  Sunday,  and  he  said  he  had  papers 
from  the  governor  of  Kansas  to  take  her  to 
Kansas  City  if  she  didn't  settle  that  debt  by 
money  or  mortgage,  and  that  the  papers 
would  cost  her  four  hundred  dollars."  Sally 
Lee,  daughter  of  the  defendant,  testified  as 
follows:  "I  remember  Mr.  Johnson  coming 
to  mother's  on  Sunday,  the  19th  of  January, 
1890.  Didn't  hear  the  conversation  between 
them.  I  heard  the  conversation  between 
them  on  Monday,  the  20th.  He  said  be  came 
down  there  for  the  same  purpose  that  be  did 
<«i  yesterday.  He  says,  'Now  you  have  to 
settle  this  business.'  He  says,  'I  have  got 
papers  from  the  governor  to  take  you  back  to 
Kansas  City,  and  put  you  In  jail,  and  lioUl 
you  there  until  the  day  of  trial,  and  peniten- 
tiary you  and  the  whole  outfit,  if  yo«  don't 
settle  this  business.'  He  patted  his  pocket, 
and  says,  T  have  the  papers  in  my  pocket.' " 
David  Patten  testified  that  on  the  lUth  and 
20th  of  January,  1890,  he  was  boarding  at 
the  house  of  Hanna  Lee;  that  he  heard  the 
conversation  between  .Tohnson  and  Mrs.  Lee 
on  Monday,  the  20th  of  January.  "Mr.  John- 
son came  there,  and  saya,  'I  came  to  see 
you  in  regard  to  the  same  business  I  was 
here  on  yesterday.'  He  said:  'I  don't  like 
the  way  of  the  business,  and  if  you  don't 
settle  this  I  have  got  papers  from  the  govern- 
or of  the  state  of  Kansas  to  take  you  back 
to  Missouri  for  trial,'  and  he  said,  'That  will 
cost  you  four  hundred  dollars.'  He  swore 
in  the  house,  and  used  bad  language."  Hanna 
Lee  testified  in  her  own  behalf,  and  said: 
"Beside  in  Miami  county,  Kansas;  northeast 
part  of  the  county.  Have  resided  there  fif- 
teen years.  Am  a  widow,  and  have  three 
children.  I  have  a  half  interest  In  the 
farm  of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres.  Live 
on  the  farm.  Met  Mr.  Johnson  at  my  resi- 
dence on  Sunday,  the  19th  of  January,  1890. 
I  suppose  he  came  In  on  the  noon  train. 
He  stayed  there  about  one  hour  and  a  half 
or  two  hours.  I  was  very  sick  with  la  grippe. 
Had  been  in  bed  one  week  and  was  con- 
fined to  my  bed  two  weeks  afterwards.  He 
sat  down  right  by  my  bed,  and  talked  to  me. 
He  came  there,  and  introduced  himself  to 
me  as  Mr.  Johnson,  of  Kansas  City,  a  law- 
yer. He  said  he  came  down  there  to  see 
George  W.  Lee  about  some  furniture  he  got. 
I  told  him  he  wasn't  at  home,  and  he  want- 
ed to  know  if  he  didn't  have  eighty  dollars. 
I  told  him,  'No,  sir.'  He  says,  'If  he  hasn't 
got  nothing  to  pay  this.'  he  said,  'I  have.'  'I 
can't,*  I  says,  'I  cannot.  My  little  home  ha.s 
two  mortgages  on  now.'  He  says.  'I  will 
have  to  take  the  third  one;  nobody  will 
ever  know  the  difference.'  I  says,  'No,  sir; 
I  will  not,'  and  I  said,  'Go  away,  and  let  me 
alone.   I  am  a  sick  woman,'  and  bs  stood 
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there  and  shook  bli  flngw  at  me;  and  aayst , 
'If  he  hasn't  ^^ot  nothing,  you  have  got  to 
settle.'  That  was  the  conreisatlon  on  Sun- 
day. That  is  all  that  I  reccdlect  of  the  con- 
Tersatlon,  for  I  was  very  siclc  On  Monday 
he  returned.  I  suppose  he  came  on  the  noon 
train.  And  he  came  in,  and  come  In  my 
room,  and  he  says:  'Now,  madam,  I  am 
back  here  on  the  same  business  I  was  here 
on  yesterday,  and  you  have  got  to  settle.' 
I  says,  'I  will  not'  He  says,  'You  shall,' 
and  I  says,  'I  wont;'  and  he  says:  'Watch 
out,  old  lady,  how  you  talk.  I  will  show 
you.'  He  says:  'I  have  got  papers  right  h&C9 
from  the  governor  of  Kansas  to  arrest  you, 
and  hold  you  until  I  get  an  officer,  and  take 
you  back  to  Kansas  City,  and  put  you  in 
prison,  and  keep  you  there  until  the  day  of 
trial,  and  then  I  will  penitentiary  you  and 
your  whole  family;'  and  then  went  on,  and 
wanted  to  know  if  I  would  not  be  ashamed 
of  myself  and  family  to  go  to  penitentiary. 
I  said,  'George  Lee's  business  and  my  busi- 
ness Is  Just  as  separate  as  strangers.'  He 
says:  'That  don't  make  any  difference.  He 
Is  your  son,  and  you  have  got  it  to  pay.  You 
have  got  to  give  me  the  money  or  a  mortgage 
or  go  to  the  penitentiary.'  He  said  he  would 
send  the  whole  family  to  the  penitentiary. 
He  went  on  all  afternoon  with  threats,  differ- 
ent threats.  He  didn't  use  very  nice  lan- 
guage with  me.  Most  of  his  talk  was  threats. 
I  got  up  out  of  my  bed  and  went  into  the 
kitchen,  and  stayed  in  there  a  little  while, 
and  by  this  time  Mr.  Crossan  came  and  went 
to  the  room,  and  as  Mr.  Crossan  came  In 
he  met  him  at  the  door,  pulled  out  some  pa- 
pers from  his  pocket,  and  says,  'Mr.  Crossan, 
I  have  got  her  scared  up  In  a  hell  of  a  shape;' 
and  Mr.  Crossan  was  very  cold,  as  it  was 
very  cold  weather,  and  he  went  to  the  stove, 
and  warmed  himself;  and  by  this  time  sup- 
per was  ready,  and  they  went  in  to  supper, 
and  after  that  the  business  took  place,  but  I 
couldn't  state  how  it  was  done.  I  was  In  a 
very  critical  condition,  very  sick.  Then,  aft- 
er the  papers  were  fixed  up,  Mr.  Crossan 
says,  'If  you  have  any  papers  turn  them  over 
to  Mrs.  Lee.'  "  Fanny  A.  Walker  testified:  "I 
accompanied  Mr.  JohnsMi  from  Kansas  City 
to  Mrs.  Hanna  Lee's  house,  and  on  the  way 
down  he  said  if  she  didn't  pay  it  he  would 
penitentiary  her  and  the  whole  clique.  He 
said  he  had  the  power  to  take  them  right 
from  there  to  Kansas  City,  and  he  was  going 
to  take  them.  On  the  way  back  to  the  de- 
pot Mr.  Joseph  Johnson  says,  'Didn't  I  have 
tlie  old  woman  scared .''  he  says.  'I  knew  I 
would  bring  her  to  time.'  "  W.  B.  Crossan 
was  also  examined  as  a  witness,  and  in  his 
examination  it  was  developed  that  he  was 
an  attorney  acting  for  Ryder,  Shane  &  Hy- 
man,  and  had  been  to  see  George  W.  Lee 
about  the  claim  these  parties  held  against 
him.  His  testimony,  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
the  examination  there  on  the  20th  of  January, 
fully  corroborates  the  testimony  of  Mrs.  Lee. 
The  defense  proves  that  the  claim  that  John- 


son was  seeking  to  collect  'was  me  against 
George  W.  Lee,  a  married  son  of  Hanna 
Lee,  and  was  for  the  purchase  of  certain 
furniture  sold  by  Byder,  Shane  &  Hyman 
to  Greorge  W.  Lee  while  be  was  living  la 
Kansas  City.  Mo.;  that  his  mother  knew 
nothing  about  the  purchase  of  the  same,  or 
that  there  was  a  chattel  mortgage  given  by 
her  son  on  the  property,  until  Johnson  came 
to  her  bouse  on  Sunday,  the  19th  day  of 
January.  It  was  the  first  time  that  she 
bad  ever  seen  Johnson,  or  had  any  luiowl- 
edge  of  him.  He  approached  her  In  the  sick 
chamber,  introduced  himself  as  a  lawyer 
from  Kansas  City,  and  In  a  very  tough  man- 
ner demanded  of  her  a  settlement  of  the  debt 
against  her  son;  threatened.  If  she  refused 
to  settle^,  that  he  would  send  her  and  ha: 
family  to  the  penitentiary,  and,  after  mak- 
ing threats  to  her  on  Sunday,  went  away  and 
returned  again  the  next  day,  and  informed 
her  that  he  had  procured  the  necessary  pa- 
pers from  the  governor  of  Kansas  to  take 
her  to  Kansas  City,  Mo.,  and  there  Imprison 
her  until  he  could  have  a  trial,  and  then  send 
her  and  her  whole  family  to  the  penitentiary. 
And  after  sp^idlng  the  entire  afternoon  in 
terrorizing  the  woman  in  her  sick  chamber, 
and  when  Crossan,  who  wa^  the  attorney  for 
whom  he  had  sent  after  to  Paola,  arrived, 
he  informed  him  that  be  bad  her  scared  bad- 
ly, and  otter  this  the  note  and  mortgage 
were  executed,  the  same  being  acknowledged 
by  Crossan  as  notary  public.  With  all  this 
testimcmy  before  the  court,  It  was  error  to 
sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  as  a 
more  high-banded  outrage  could  scarcely  be 
conceived  than  the  evidence  shows  was  per- 
petrated on  Hanna  Lee  by  the  attorney  and 
representative  of  the  defendants  In  error. 

It  is  claimed  by  counsel  for  defendants  In 
error  that  the  note  and  chattel  mortgage  giv- 
en by  George  W.  Lee  to  them  were  delivered 
to  the  plaintiff  in  error  as  a  consideration  for 
the  note  and  mortgage,  and,  the  plaintiff  in 
error  not  having  returned  them  to  defend- 
ants, her  defense  must  fall;  that  it  was  an 
indispensable  prerequisite  to  her  defense  that 
she  surrender  them,  or  offer  to  surrender 
them;  that  the  contract  was  not  void,  bat 
voidable  only,  and  she  must  surrender  all 
benefits  she  received  under  the  voidable  con- 
tract. We  do  not  so  understand  the  law  as 
applied  to  the  facts  In  this  case.  The  evi- 
dence contained  in  the  record  shows  tliat 
there  was  nothing  said  about  the  transfer  of 
the  note  and  chattel  mortgage,  or  no  mention 
of  them  until  after  the  note  and  mortgage  of 
Hanna  Lee  had  been  procured;  and  then 
Crossan,  one  of  the  attorneys  for  Ryder. 
Shane  &  Hyman  said  to  Johnson,  the  other 
attorney  of  theirs,  that  if  be  had  papers  he 
had  better  turn  them  over  to  Mrs.  Lee.  This 
Is  the  only  thing  that  was  said  in  relation  to 
turning  over  any  papers  to  her,  and  she  sup- 
posed at  the  time  that  Crossan  referred  to 
the  papers  Johnson  had  represented  that  he 
had  procured  from  the  governor  tvr  her  ar- 
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nit  and  deportation  to  Kuuaa  Oity  for  trial 
oa  lome  criminal  charge,  aa  he  had  told  her 
that.  If  she  wonid  give  a  note  and  mortgage 
In  settlement  of  this  charge,  neither  Byder, 
Sbane  &  Hyman,  nor  himself  as  their  at- 
torney, Tiroald  prosecute  them  on  the  crim- 
inal charge,  nor  allow  the  prosecution  of  the 
lame;  and  this  representation  and  promise 
on  his  itart  was  the  consideration  for  the 
giving  of  the  note  and  mortgage,  and  Hanna 
Lee  never  received  any  benefit  from  the  note 
and  chattel  mortgage.  When  Johnson  hand- 
ed them  to  Croasan  they  were  laid  on  the 
table,  and  remained  there.  Hanna  Lee  never 
examined  the  pai>ers;  only  toolc  them  from 
the  table  after  Johnson  and  Crossan  left,  and 
stack  them  In  the  drawer,  and  afterwards 
gave  them  over  to  Crossan,  never  having  ex- 
amined them  to  see  what  they  contained; 
and  at  the  trial  it  was  shown  that  they  were 
In  the  iKMsesslon  of  Crossan.  The  defendant 
below  was  nnder  no  obligation  to  return 
these  papen,  or  account  for  their  absence,  aa 
they  w»e  voluntarily  left  («  the  tab]&  She 
had  never  agreed  to  receive  them  in  consid- 
eration of  the  note  and  mwrtgaget  and  had 
no  claim  whatever  upon  them.  The  judg- 
ment of  the  court  is  reversed,  and  the  case 
remanded  to  the  district  court  to  set  aaide 
the  Judgment  and  grant  a  new  trlaL  All  the 
jndges  concurring. 

a  Kan.  A.  S30) 
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WOOD.' 
(Coott  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Deport- 
ment, B.  D.    Aug.  6,  1895.) 
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L  A  case  made  mast  contain  a  complete  rec- 
ord, or  so  much  of  the  proceedings  on  the  trial 
of  the  case  aa  will  fully  ahow  the  errors  com- 
plaint of.  and  the  caaa  ao  made  must  show 
affirmativcay  that  all  the  prerequisites  of  the 
law  have  been  complied  with  in  the  making, 
•erring,  snggeating  amendments,  and  certificate 
thereto,  and  that  each  of  the  parties  were  either 
nreaent  at  the  signing  and  settling  of  the  case 
made.  <»  had  notice  thereof,  or  waived  notice. 
All  these  facts  must  appear  in  the  record,  and 
a  reviewing  court  cannot  consider  or  notice  any 
Blatters  which  do  not  appear  in  the  record. 

2.  Where  a  case  made  was  dnly  served  on 
the  adverse  i>arty  within  the  time  fixed  by  the 
orda  of  the  court  in  extending  time  to  malce 
and  serve  a  esse  for  a  higher  court  and  the 
lame  was  afterwards  signed  and  settled  by  the 
judge  who  tried  the  case,  in  the  absence  of  the 
adverse  party,  and  the  record  doei  not  show 
that  notice  was  given  him  of  the  time  and  place 
tiiat  such  case  wonld  be  presented  for  signing 
and  settlement,  and  no  waiver  of  notice  is 
shown,  there  is  not  a  sufficient  showing  that  the 
Mcessary  prerequisites  have  been  compiled  with 
to  make  it  a  valid  case  mads. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court.  Neosho  coonty; 
L.  Stilwell,  Judge. 

Action  by  Mary  E.  Greenwood  against  the 
Mlssoort,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Com- 
pany. Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ant brings  error.    Dismissed. 

IBehearing  denied. 
V.4lF.no.3 — 15 


Oa  the  4th  day  of  April,  18B2,  Mary  B. 

Greenwood,  as  administratrix  of  Benjamin 
L.  Greenwood,  deceased,  filed  her  petition  in 
the  district  court  of  Neoaho  county,  Kan., 
against  tlie  Missouri,  ^■''—  &  Texas  Bail- 
way  Company.  The  action  was  for  careless- 
nees  and  negligence  In  causing  the  death  of 
the  said  Boijamin  Ij.  Greenwood,  in  the 
yards  of  the  railway  company,  at  Parsona, 
Kan.,  on  the  6th  day  of  Noveml>er,  189L  On 
November  7.  1892,  the  case  was  tried  beCoce 
the  court  and  Jury,  and  the  Jury  returned  a 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  against  the 
railway  company  for  the  sum  of  $2,000,  and 
Judgment  was  thereupon  rendered  on  said 
verdict  against  the  railway  company  for  said 
sum,  and  the  railway  company  excepted 
thereto,  and  filed  its  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
which  was,  on  the  Qth  day  of  December, 
1892,  overruled.  Exceptions  were  saved 
thereto,  and  60  days'  time  was  given  the  rail- 
way company  to  make  and  serve  a  case  for 
the  supreme  court,  and  the  plaintiff  below 
was  given  20  days  thereafter  to  suggest 
amendments  thereto,  and  the  case  to  be  set- 
tled on  3  days'  notice.  The  case  was  made 
and  served  on  the  attorney  for  plaintiff  be- 
low on  the  1st  day  of  February,  1893.  On 
the  8th  day  of  February,  1883,  the  att«wney 
for  the  plaintiff  below  returned  the  case 
made  to  the  attorney  for  the  railway  c<Mn- 
I>any  without  suggesting  any  amendments 
thereto.  On  the  20th  day  of  Febmary,  1893, 
the  case  so  made  was,  by  the  attorney  tot 
the  railway  company,  presented  to  Judge 
Stlllwell,  who  tried  the  case,  for  Ids  signa' 
ture  and  settlement,  and,  owing  to  pressure 
of  other  official  duties,  tlie  Judge  was  unable 
at  that  time  to  examine  the  case,  and  de- 
ferred the  settlement  until  some  other  con- 
venient time,  and  afterwards,  on  the  25tb 
day  of  February,  he  signed  and  settled  the 
case  and  attached  the  following  certificate 
thereto: 

"The  State  of  Kansas,  County  of  Neosho 
— SB.:  And  now,  on  this  20th  day  of  Feliru- 
ary,  1893,  comes  the  defendant,  and  lUKsents 
the  above  and  foregoing  as  Its  case  made, 
and  asks  to  have  the  same  signed,  settled, 
and  allowed  as  such.  Owing  to  the  pressure 
of  other  official  duties,  I  could  not  examine 
said  case  made  on  said  20th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, and  I  therefore  deferred  the  matter  until 
a  more  convenient  time.  And  now,  on  this 
25th  day  of  February,  1898,  liaving  carefully 
examined  said  case  made,  and  it  appearing 
that  the  same  was  duly  served  on  the  attor- 
ney of  the  plaintiff  for  suggestion  of  amend- 
ment In  due  time,  and  tliat  said  attorney  re- 
turned It  without  suggesting  any  amend- 
ments, and  I  finding  ttiat  said  case  made  is 
true  and  correct,  that  it  contains  all  the 
pleadings,  evidence,  instructions  asked  and 
refused,  instructions  given  by  the  court,  all 
orders  made  by  the  court  and  all  the  pro- 
ceedings had  in  said  canse,  it  is  therefore 
considered  and  ordered  that  the  above  and 
foregoing  case  made  be,  and  the  same  hecebj; 
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Is,  settled,  allo-wed,  and  signed  by  me;  that 
the  same  be  attested  by  tbe  clerk  of  this 
court,  and  that  he  attach  thereto  the  seal  of 
the  c(mrt,  and  that  the  same  be  filed  with 
the  rapers  In  said  canse.  I  further  certify 
that  neither  the  plaintiff  nor  her  attorney 
was  present  when  said  case  made  was  pre- 
seoted  on  February  20, 1893,  nor  at  any  time 
sirx;e,  and  that  no  notice  was  given  to  either 
o/  the  settlement  of  said  case,  so  far  aa  has 
been  shown  to  me,  except  such  as  may  be 
/lathered  or  inferred  from  the  letter  of  Mr. 
Byrne,  plaintiff's  attorney,  to  me^  which  let- 
ter is  hereto  attached,  marl^ed  'A,'  and  is 
hereby  referred  to.     L.  StUlwell,  Judge. 

"Attest:    John    F.    RoWe,    Clerk    District 
Court 


"Parsons,  Kansas,  February  25th,  1893. 
Hon.  li.  Stillwell.  Erie,  Kansas— Dear  Sir: 
In  the  Greenwood  Case,  Mr.  Sedgwick  called 
upon  me  and  informed  me  that  you  wished 
me  to  write  you  in  relation  to  notice  I  may 
have  had  of  the  settling  of  the  case  made. 
The  facts  are  these:  I  received  the  case 
made  from  Mr.  Sedgwick  on  February  Ist, 
as  my  acknowledgment  thereon  shows.  I 
returned  it  to  him  on  the  9th  of  the  same 
month,  without  suggestion  of  amendments. 
Mr.  Sedgwick  then  said  that  you  were  at 
Fredonia,  and  that  he  did  not  suppose  either 
of  us  wanted  to  go  there,  and  that  he  would 
wait  until  you  returned  to  Erie,  and,  as  soon 
as  he  ascertained  that  fact,  he  would  notify 
me,  and  we  could  both  go  up  to  Erie  and 
have  the  case  made  settled.  On  Saturday, 
February  18,  about  five  minutes  before  train 
time,  Mr.  Sedgwick's  assistant,  Mr.  Scott, 
called  at  my  office,  and  Informed  me  that  he 
was  going  to  Erie  on  the  Incoming  train  to 
have  the  case  settled,  to  which  I  did  not 
agree,  and  did  not  go,  as  the  notice  was  too 
short.  On  last  Monday,  Mr.  Scott  informed 
me  that  he  had  gone  to  Erie,  but  did  not 
find  you  there,  and  had  left  the  case  made 
with  Mr.  Dennison.  On  Tuesday,  February 
21,  Mr.  Sedgwick  handed  me  an  agreement 
waiving  service  of  notice,  and  'stipulating 
that  ease  made  might  be  signed  by  you  on 
your  return  to  Neosho  county  without  notice 
to  me.'  I  took  this  agreement,  and  have  it 
now,  but  did  not  sign  It,  1  presume  it  was 
for  the  purpose  of  being  dated  back  and 
waiving  service  of  legal  notice.  I  was  under 
the  impression  that  I  had  filed  an  amended 
petition  in  this  action,  as  my  office  copy  does 
not  con-espond  with  the  one  incoi-porated  In 
the  case  made;  but  I  did  not  wish  to  make 
a  suggestion  of  an  amendment  to  that  effect, 
for  the  reason  that  the  record  would  show 
Just  what  was  filed,  and  could  be  corrected 
at  time  of  settlement.  Now,  in  relation  to 
this  matter,  I  do  not  wish  to  give  away  any 
legal  rights  I  may  have  on  the  question  of 
notice  of  time  of  settlement,  or  to  assist  the 
plaintifT  in  error  in  any  oversight  they  may 
have  madei.    I  am  of  the  opinion  that  the 


railroad  company  have  got  all,  and  in  fact 
more,  than  they  were  entitled  to,  and  are 
simply  taking  the  case  to  the  supreme  court 
for  the  purpose  of  delay  and  to  discourage 
other  litigants  in  similar  actions.  This,  In 
effect,  Mr.  Sedgwick  admitted  to  me,  and  Mr. 
Dennison  said,  lmmedlat«ly  after  the  verdict, 
that  the  railway  company  ought  to  be  satis- 
fled,  and  that  he  would  advise  them  to  pay 
It  I  write  thus  fully  in  oi-der  that  you  may 
understand  that  I  am  not  at  all  Inclined  to 
any  'sharp  practice,'  but,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  I  do  not  think  I  ought 
to  waive  any  laches  on  the  part  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  if  any  have  been  made  by  them. 
I  leave  the  matter  in  this  condition,  for  yoa 
to  act  in  the  matter,  saying,  in  advance,  that 
what  you  do  will  be  satisfactory  to  me. 
Remaining,  respectfully,  yours,  M.  Byrne." 

On  the  12th  day  of  September,  1893,  the 
railway  company  filed  Its  itetition  In  error 
with  the  case  made  attached.  In  the  supreme 
court  of  Kansas,  as  case  No.  9,298.  On  the 
5th  day  of  March,  1895,  by  order  of  the  su- 
preme court,  the  case,  with  all  papers  there- 
in, were  duly  certified  down  to  the  appellate 
court  of  the  Southern  department,  Eastern 
division,  for  decision.  On  the  5th  day  of 
April,  1805,  Mary  E.  Greenwood,  administra- 
trix of  Benjamin  L.  Greenwood,  deceased, 
filed  her  motion  to  dismiss  the  petition  in  er- 
ror, for  the  following  reasons:  (1)  That  the 
pretended  case  made  was  never  legally  pre- 
sented for  signing  and  settlement;  (2)  said 
pretended  case  made  was  never  legally  set- 
tled, nor  signed  by  the  judge  of  the  court  be- 
low; (3)  that  said  case  made  was  not  pre- 
sented for  settlement  in  due  time;  (4)  the 
certificate  of  the  Judge  to  said  case  made  Is 
Illegal  and  insufficient  In  law;  (5)  the  said 
pretended  case  made  does  not  contain  a  com- 
plete record  of  the  proceedings  in  the  court 
below,  nor  a  sufficient  part  thereof  to  present 
error. 

There  were  three  affidavits  made  and  filed 
in  this  case  relative  to  agreement  and  notice 
of  the  settlement  of  the  case,  as  follows: 

"T.  N.  Sedgwick,  of  lawful  age,  being  first 
duly  sworn,  deposes  and  says:  That  he  is  the 
general  attorney  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  & 
Te-"sas  Railway  Company  In  the  state  of 
Kansas.  That  he  had  the  active  control  and 
management  of  the  defense  of  said  company 
in  the  above-entitled  cause  In  the  district 
court  of  Neosho  county,  Kansas.  That,  after 
the  Judgment  had  been  rendered  in  said 
cause,  the  coiu-t  gave  the  plaintiff  In  error 
time  In  which  to  make  and  serve  a  case 
made,  and  also  gave  the  defendant  in  «.Tor 
time  in  which  to  suggest  amendments  there- 
to. Affiant  says  that  the  case  made  was  pre- 
pared and  served,  within  the  time  given  by 
the  court,  upon  M.  Byrne,  the  attorney  for  the 
defendant  in  en-cr.  That  the  said  M.  Byrue 
did  not  return  the  case  made  within  the  time 
given  him  by  tlie  court  to  suggest  auieiul- 
ments;  and.  when  he  did  return  It,  he  made 
no  suggestions  of  amendment  of  any  kiua 
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wbaterer.  That  this  affiant  pr^)ared  a  no- 
tice of  presentation  of  the  case  to  the  Hon. 
L.  Stillwell,  judge  of  the  district  court  of 
Neosho  county,  Kansas,  at  bis  chambers  in 
Fredouia,  Kansas,  where  he  was  then  holding 
court.  That,  after  service  of  notice  of  pres- 
entation of  said  case  to  said  Stillwell  for  al- 
lowance and  settlement,  as  a  true  and  cor- 
rect ease  made,  the  said  M.  Byrue  requested 
this  affiant  not  to  present  the  case  to  .Tudge 
Stillwell  at  Fredonla,  but  to  wait  until  said 
Stillwell  should  return  to  Erie,  stating  that 
he  had  made  no  suggestions  of  amendment; 
jet  he  did  not  believe  the  petition  incorpo- 
rated In  the  case  made  was  correct,  and  de- 
sired to  be  pi-esent  wbm  the  case  made  was 
settled  and  signed,  for  the  piurpose  of  pre- 
senting that  objection  to  Judge  Stillwell.  Af- 
fiant told  said  Byrne  he  would  do  ao,  provided 
Jadge  Stillwell  would  return  within  the  time 
the  case  was  to  be  signed  and  settled.  Mr. 
Byrne  said  he  would  waive  both  time  and 
place  if  atBant  would  wait  until  Judge  Still- 
Tell  returned  to  Erie  from  Fredonla.  stating 
that  he  was  poor,  and  did  not  have  the  neces- 
sary money  to  pay  his  expenses  to  Fredonla 
and  back,  and  that  the  railroad  company 
ought  not  to  go  there.  Affiant  told  Mr. 
Bjme  that  he  would  do  anything  In  the  world 
to  accommodate  him,  and  asked  him  to  waive 
notice  of  time  of  settlemait,  whereupon  said 
Byrne  sat  down  and  commenced  to  write  a 
walvw,  but  then  stated  that,  as  he  was  going 
to  be  present  when  the  case  was  settled  and 
signed,  there  was  no  necessity  of  any  waiver, 
as  his  presence  would  be  a  waiver,  and  that 
affiant  need  have  no  fear  of  his  attempting 
to  take  any  advantage  of  said  affiant,  be- 
cause he  was  satisfied  the  case  made  was 
correct,  except  tliat  he  thought  he  had  filed 
an  amended  petition,  and  the  one  set  out  in 
the  case  made  was  not  an  amended  petition. 
Afliant  then  informed  said  Byrne  that  he 
(affiant)  was  going  away  and  might  not  re- 
turn as  soon  as  Judge  Stillwell  retunmd,  but 
that  affiant  would  leave  the  case  made  with 
affiant's  assistant,  Mr.  Scott,  who  would  give 
Mr.  Byrne  all  the  notice  It  was  possible  to 
give  of  Judge  StlliwcU's  return.  Mr.  Byrne 
«aid  that  all  the  notice  he  required  was  sim- 
pl.v  to  be  informed  in  time  to  get  to  the  train, 
and  that  he  would  go  up  with  Mr.  Scott;  or, 
if  affiant  did  not  desire  to  send  Mr.  Scott, 
that  he  (Byrne)  would  take  the  case  made 
up  to  Erie  and  present  it  for  affiant,  as  a  mat> 
ter  of  accommodation,  provided  affiant  would 
consent  that  if  the  petition  incorporated  in 
the  case  made  was  not  correct  tliat  he 
(Bjme)  might  attach  a  correct  copy,  to  which 
affiant  consented,  and  left  the  case  with  Mr. 
Scott,  to  be  taken  to  Erie,  where  Judge  Still- 
well resides,  at  such  thme  as  Judge  Stillwell 
should  return.  As  to  what  took  place  be- 
tween Mr.  Scott  and  Mr.  Byrne,  affiant  is  not 
informed  further  than  is  set  forth  In  the  affi- 
davit of  Mr.  Scott,  on  file  in  this  matter. 
A  few  days  after  the  case  had  been  present- 
ed, affiant  received  a  letter  rrom  Judge  Stll- 


well,  asking  for  waiver  of  notice  from  Byrne. 
Affiant  prepared  a  waiver,  and  met  Mr. 
Byrne  at  Oswego,  In  attendance  upon  the  dis- 
trict court,  and  presented  him  with  waiver. 
Mr.  Byrne  said  he  would  sign  waiver,  ex- 
cept that  he  thought  the  time  tiad  expired  in 
which  to  settle  case,  and  if  it  had  he  desired 
to  take  advantage  of  it  Affiant  told  him  it 
had  not  expired,  and  requested  lilm  to  sign 
and  return  the  waiver.  Mr.  Byrne  told  affi- 
ant that  he  (Byrne)  had  a  memorandum  at 
his  office,  and  that  he  was  going  up  to  Par- 
sons at  noon  that  day  and  would  consult  his 
memorandum,  and.  If  the  time  had  not  ex- 
pired, would  sign  the  waiver,  and  forward 
It  to  Judge  Stilwell,  himself,  for  afOant. 
Affiant  says  that  he  saw  Mr.  Byrne  the  next 
day,  and  asked  him  if  he  had  sent  the  waiver 
to  Judge  StllweU,  as  he  promised.  Mr.  Byrne 
replied  that  he  had  not,  that  he  had  mislaid 
it  among  his  papers,  but  that  he  had  writ- 
ten Judge  Stilwell  a  letter,  in  which  he  had 
said  to  him  that  If  the  case  made  was  all 
right,  and  the  time  had  not  expired,  he 
(Byrne)  had  no  objections  to  his  (Judge  Stll- 
well's)  signing  the  same  at  auy  time.  Affi- 
ant Immediately  wired  to  Judge  Stilwell  to 
know  if  Mr.  Byrne  had  forwarded  a  waiver, 
or  letter  amounting  to  a  waiver,  and  re- 
ceived in  reply  the  case  made,  duly  signed, 
with  Mr.  Byrne's  letter  attached,  and  a  letter 
from  Judge  Stilwell  to  afliant,  stating  that 
he  had  received  a  letter  from  Mr.  Byrne 
which  he  regarded  and  treated  as  a  waiv- 
er. Afliant  says  that  he  is  unable  to  find 
said  letter  from  Judge  Stilwell  among  his 
papers  in  the  case,  or  among  his  letter  files, 
aud  supposes  It  has  been  lost,  as  he  did 
not  regard  it  of  any  importance  afta*  the 
case  made  had  been  sigued  and  settled,  as 
Mr.  Byrne  having  frequently  stated  that, 
as  Judge  Stilwell  had  signed  the  case,  he  did 
not  desire  to  question  It  further.  Affiant  fur- 
ther states  that  the  letter  attached  to  the 
case  made,  as  affiant  believes,  is  the  letter 
written  to  Judge  Stilwell,  In  which  said 
Byrne  claimed,  in  conversation  with  affiant, 
he  had  told  Judge  Stilwell  he  waived  notice 
of  presentation  and  signing  of  the  case.  Fur- 
ther affiant  saith  not     T.  N.  Sedgwick." 

"State  of  Kansas,  County  of  Labette— ss.: 
M.  Byrne,  being  duly  sworn,  says:  That  he 
is  the  attorney  of  record  in  the  case  of  Mary 
B.  Greenwood,  widow  of  Benjamin  L.  Green- 
wood, deceased,  plaintiff,  against  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Ck>mpany, 
defendant.  In  the  district  court  of  Neosho 
county,  Kansas,  the  same  case  in  the  supreme 
court  of  this  state  being  entitled  the  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company, 
plaintiff  in  error,  against  Mary  E.  Green- 
wood, widow  of  Benjamin  L.  Greenwood, 
defendant  in  error.  That,  in  the  pretended 
settlement  of  the  case  made  before  L.  Stil- 
well, judge  of  the  district  court  of  Neosho 
county,  Kansas,  there  was  made  a  verbal 
agreement  between  Mr.  Sedgwick,  attorney 
for  defendant  below,  and  myself,  wherebj'  ,^ 
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we  agreed  to  go  together  to  Erie,  the  county 
seat  of  Neosho  county,  which  is  some  twen- 
ty or  thirty  miles  distant  from  the  residence 
ot  Mr.  Sedgwick  and  myself,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  such  settlement  of  case  made 
within  the  time  given  for  settlement,  amend- 
ments, etc.,  by  law  and  the  court,  and  that 
Mr.  Sedgwick  would  give  me  reasonable  no- 
tice of  a  time  when  we  could  both  conven- 
iently go  to  Erie  as  aforesaid.  This  agre» 
ment  was  made  a  few  days  after  time  given 
for  making  a  case  for  the  supreme  court 
Mr.  Scott,  an  assistant  attorney  to  Mr.  Sedg- 
vrlck  in  his  office,  afterwards  called  upon 
me,  being  about  twenty  minutes  to  train 
time,  one  Saturday,  requesting  me  to  accom- 
pany him  or  Mr.  Sedgwick  to  Erie  for  the 
purpose  of  settling  the  case  made,  as  above. 
I  did  not  go,  aa  the  notice  was  not  in  accord- 
ance with  our  agreement  and  understand- 
ing, and  being  too  short  I  was,  some  time 
afterwards,  informed  by  Mr.  Sedgwick  that 
no  settlement  had  been  made  at  the  time  or 
place,  by  reason  of  the  absence  of  Judge 
Stllwell.  Meanwhile,  and  about  this  time, 
Mr.  Sedgwick,  of  his  own  motion,  attempt- 
ed to  settle  the  case  made,  without  any  fur- 
ther notice  to  me,  either  verbal  or  written. 
As  I  now  understand  it,  Judge  Stllwell  re- 
fused to  make  settlement  of  case  made  in 
the  manner  proposed  by  Mr.  Sedgwick.  He, 
Mr.  Sedgwick,  thereafter  called  upon  me, 
and  stated  that  Judge  Stllwell  desired  me 
to  write  the  letter  to  him,  which  is  appMid- 
ed  to  the  case  made,  giving  me  an  outline 
of  what  (he  said)  Judge  Stllwell  wanted  me 
to  write  and  partially  dictating  the  same. 
I  have  since  been  given  to  understand  and 
believe  that  Judge  Stllwell  did  not  request 
any  such  letter,  or,  at  least,  not  In  the  man- 
ner indicated  by  Mr.  Sedgwick.  I  desired 
and  Intended,  by  said  letter,  to  clear  myself 
with  Judge  Stllwell  of  any  Imputation  of  un- 
fairness towards  Mr.  Sedgwick  In  the  verbal 
agreement  to  go  with  him  (Mr.  Sedgwick) 
or  Mr.  Scott  to  Erie.  At  the  time  of  writ- 
ing said  letter,  my  recollection  is  that  I  was 
not  aware  that  a  settlement  had  been  at- 
tempted to  be  made  at  another  and  a  difTer- 
ent  time  and  place  than  the  one  at  Erie,  and 
without  further  notice  to  me.  No  waiver, 
other  than  as  filed  with  said  case  made,  or 
as  contained  in  the  letter  written  by  me  to 
Judge  Stllwell,  has  been  made  or  Intended 
to  be  made  by  me  of  my  rights  in  said  action, 
nor  was  any  notice  served  upon  me,  nor  ac- 
cepted, of  time  and  place  of  making  amend- 
ments, etc.,  to  case  made,  other  than  as  con- 
tained In  said  case  made;  and  at  no  time 
or  place,  and  In  no  manner,  did  I  waive  my 
right  to  suggest  amendments  to  said  case 
made  during  the  time  allowed  me  by  law  to 
make  such  amendments.  My  Impression  at 
the  time  was  that  the  copy  of  the  petition, 
as  filed  with  the  case  made,  did  not  corre- 
spond with  my  office  copy,  and  that  I  had 
amended  said  petition,  which  did  not  appear 
In  the  case  made,  for  which  reason  I  Intend- 


ed to  suggest  It,  with  other  amendmenti,  to 
the  case  made,  and  for  which  I  distinctly 
reserved  all  my  legal  rights.  I  hereby  ap- 
pend an  attempted  notice  served  on  me  at 
Oswego,  Kan.,  February  21, 1893,  at  9  o'clock 
a.  m.,  being  Tuesday,  and  which,  to  the  best 
of  my  recollection  and  belief,  I  did  not  ac- 
cept or  sign;  said  pretended  notice  being 
handed  me  by  Mr.  Scott  above  named,  and 
for  the  purposes  of  this  settlement.  M. 
Byrne." 

"State  of  Kansas,  County  of  TiSbette— fls.: 
James  R.  Scott,  being  first  duly  sworn,  de- 
poses and  says:  That  he  Is  a  resident  of 
Parsons,  Labette  county,  Kansas.  That  he 
is  employed  in  the  office  of  T.  N.  Sedgwick, 
general  attorney  for  Kansas  of  the  Missouri, 
Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company,  as  ste- 
nographer, at  Parsons,  Kansas.  That  on  the 
20th  day  of  February,  1893,  pursuant  to  bis 
Instructions,  he  went  to  the  office  of  M. 
Byrne  In  Parsons,  Kansas,  and  told  said 
Byrne  that  he  (Scott)  was  going  to  Erie, 
Kansas,  to  present  the  case  made  for  sig- 
nature and  settlement  In  the  case  of  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company, 
plaintiff  in  error,  against  Mary  E.  Green- 
wood, defendant  In  error,  to  Hon.  L.  Stll- 
well, Judge  of  the  district  court  of  Neosho 
county,  Kansas,  In  conformity  with  the  ar- 
rangement made  between  said  Byrne  and 
said  Sedgwick,  at  some  time  prior  th»eto. 
That,  at  the  time  afilant  went  to  the  office  of 
said  Byrne,  it  was  about  10  o'clock  a.  m. 
That  the  train  on  which  afiJant  proposed  to 
go  to  Erie  on  said  day  was  due  to  arrive  at 
Parsons  at  11:40,  but  did  not  do  so  until 
11 :50,  and  left  about  12,  noon,  or  soon  there- 
after. That  said  Byrne  made  no  objection 
whatever  to  the  time,  or  said  anything  fui^ 
ther  than  that  be  did  not  think  it  necessary 
for  him  (Byrne)  to  go  to  Erie,  and  that  he 
would  not  go.  Afilant  says  that  said  Byrne 
made  no  statement  or  complaint  to  him 
about  the  insufficiency  of  the  notice,  and 
said  nothing  about  his  being  unable  to  go  to 
Erie  because  thereof,  but  simply  said  that 
be  did  not  think  It  necessary  for  him  to  be 
present.  Further  affiant  saith  not  James 
a.  Scott" 

T.  N.  Sedgwick,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Welch  &  Wilson,  for  defendant  in  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  only  question  raised  by  the  motion  to 
dismiss  this  case  is  as  to  the  matter  of  no- 
tice of  the  time  and  place  of  signing  and  set- 
tling the  case  made.  The  statute  In  relation 
to  proceeding  to  review  a  Judgment  of  the 
district  court  provides:  "That  a  party  desir- 
ing to  have  any  Judgment  or  order  of  the 
district  court  or  a  Judge  thereof,  reversed 
by  the  supreme  court,  may  make  a  case,  con- 
taining a  statement  of  so  much  of  the  pro- 
ceedings and  evidence,  or  other  matters  in  the 
action,  as  may  be  necessary  to  present  the 
errors  complained  of  to  the  supreme  court, 
uigmzea  oy  ■^^j  \^/ \^7 -^  '  ^^ 
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the  case  so  made,  or  a  copy  fhereof,  shall, 
wltbin  three  days  after  the  judgment  or  or- 
der Is  entered,  be  served  npon  the  opposite 
party  or  his  attorney,  who  may  within  three 
days  thereafter  suggest  amendments  thereto 
in  writing,  and  present  the  same  to  the  party 
making  the  case,  or  his  attorney,  the  case, 
and  the  amendments,  shall  be  submitted  to 
tbe  Judge  who  shall  settle  and  sign  the  same, 
the  court  or  judge  may,  upon  good  cense 
shown,  extend  the  time  for  making  a  case 
and  the  time  within  which  the  case  may  be 
served;  and  may  also  direct  notice  to  be 
given  of  the  time  when  a  case  may  be  pre- 
sented for  settlement,  after  the  same  has 
been  made  and  served,  and  the  amendments 
suggested,  which  when  so  made  and  present- 
ed shall  be  settled,  certified  and  signed  by  the 
jndge  who  tried  the  cause;  and  the  case  so 
settled  and  made  shall  thereupon  be  filed  with 
the  papers  in  the  cause,"  It  then  becomes  the 
record  of  the  case  for  review  in  the  higher 
court,  and  the  reviewing  court  cannot  con- 
sider or  notice  any  matter  not  contained  In 
the  record,  the  case  made  should  contain  so 
much  of  the  proceedings  had  as  are  n«ct!i«ary 
to  pres«it  to  the  court  the  error  complained 
of  from  the  commencement  of  the  case  up  to 
and  including  the  signing,  settlement,  and 
certlflcate  of  the  judge.  Gen.  St.  1889,  pars. 
4648-4650.  The  case  made  In  this  case  con- 
tains a  complete  statement  of  all  the  pnK!B(>d 
Ings,  from  the  filing  of  the  petition  to  the 
presentment  of  the  case  to  the  judge,  for  sign- 
hig  and  settlement  thereof;  but  it  t&tis  to 
show  that  any  notice  was  given  to  the  plain- 
tiff below,  or  her  attorney,  of  the  time  at 
which  the  case  would  be  presented  to  the 
judge  for  signing  and  settlement;  and  the 
jodge.  In  bis  certificate,  states  that  "neither 
the  plaintiff  nor  her  attorney  was  present 
when  the  case  made  was  ptesented,  on  Feb- 
.■uary  20,  1803,  nor  at  any  time  since,  and 
that  no  notice  was  given  to  either  of  them  of 
the  settlement  of  said  case,  as  far  as  has  been 
shown  to  me,  except  such  as  may  be  gathered 
or  Inferred  from  the  letter  of  Mr.  Byrne, 
plaintiff's  attewney,  to  me,"— which  letter  the 
judge  attaches  to  his  certlflcate,  marked  "A," 
and  makes  it  a  part  of  the  case  made.  The 
qoestlon  then  arises  whether  the  letter  shows 
soch  notice  as  would  authorise  the  signing 
and  settlemoit  of  the  case  in  the  absence  of 
the  plaintiff  below  or  her  attorney.  Afta 
reciting  certain  matters,  the  letter  says: 
"Now,  in  relation  to  this  matter,  I  do  not 
wish  to  give  away  any  legal  rights  I  mcy 
have  on  the  question  of  notice  of  the  time  of 
settlement,  or  to  assist  the  plaintiff  in  error 
'n  any  oversight  they  may  have  made."  This 
18  an  express  refusal  to  waive  the  notice  of 
the  time  of  settlement.  The  letter  shows 
plainly  that  the  attorney  for  plaintiff  below 
had  been  informed  that  the  case  made  was 
In  the  hands  of  the  judge  for  signing  and 
settlement,  but  he  is  not  Informed  as  to  when 
the  matter  will  be  taken  for  disposition  by  the 
judge.    We  do  not  think  this  letter  contains 


such  statements  as  the  judge  could  infer  that 
notice  had  been  given,  such  as  would  author- 
ize the  judge  to  sign  and  settle  the  case 
made,  in  the  absence  of  the  defendant  in  er- 
ror or  her  attorney.  The  ruason  that  notice 
is  required  to  be  given  to  the  adverse  party 
Is  that  he  may  be  present,  and  have  such 
amendments  inserted  in  the  case  made  as  he 
may  have  suggested,  and  also  to  object  to  the 
signing  of  the  case  as  prepared  by  the  other 
party.  The  attorney  for  the  d<>fendant  in  er- 
ror had  been  duly  served  with  the  case  made, 
and  had  the  case  in  his  possession  for  eight 
or  nine  days,  and  returned  it  to  the  plaintiff 
in  error  without  the  suggestion  of  any  amend- 
ments thereto;  but  he  stated,  in  bis  letter  to 
the  judge,  that  he  thought  he  bad  filed  an 
amended  petition,  upon  which  the  case  was 
tried,  and  the  case  made  did  not  contain  it, 
and  he  thought  the  record  would  show  it  and 
it  could  be  inserted  when  the  case  was  set- 
tled; and  that  was  the  reason  that  he  did 
not  make  out  and  suggest  any  amendments 
in  writing.  The  attorneys  for  each  party  fil- 
ed affidavits  with  the  court,  in  relation  to 
notice  and  verbal  agreements  between  them 
in  relation  to  the  signing  and  settlement  of 
the  case  made;  but  we  cannot  consider  evi- 
dence outside  of  the  record  in  relation  to 
agreements  or  verbal  notice  of  signing  and 
settlement  of  the  case.  We  are  satisfied  that 
the  attorney  for  plaintiff  in  error  was  in  good 
fiilth  attempting  to  make  and  present  a  fair 
and  honest  case  made,  and  that  he  relied  up- 
on the  promises  and  statements  of  attorney 
for  the  defendant  In  error  that  no  advantage 
would  be  taken  in  the  matter  of  signing  and 
settlement  of  the  case,  that  all  formalities 
in  relation  thereto  would  be  waived,  that  he 
would  appear  at  any  time  and  waive  all  such 
matters  of  time  or  notice;  but  in  this  he 
seems  to  have  been  deceived.  It  may  not 
have  been  professional  courtesy  in  an  attor- 
ney to  violate  his  verbal  promises  or  agree- 
ments, and  then  take  advantage  of  the  con- 
fidence reposed  in  his  agreements;  but  then, 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  In  error  to  see 
that  his  case  was  made  in  all  respects  accord- 
ing to  the  requirements  of  the  statute,  and 
that  it  was  certified  within  the  time  allowed 
by  the  order  of  the  court;  and  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  attorney  for  defendant  in  error  to  sug- 
gest amendments  in  writing  and  serve  them 
on  the  attorney  for  plaintiff  in  error;  and, 
when  there  are  no  amendments  suggested  in 
writing,  and  the  case  is  returned  to  the  at- 
torney fotr  plaintiff  in  error,  then,  if  be  de- 
sires the  case  signed  and  settled,  it  is  his 
duty  to  see  to  it  that  the  defendant  is  noti- 
fied, or  else  procure  his  waiver  in  writing, 
so  that  the  notice  or  waiver  of  notice  may 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record.  He  should 
not  rely  upon  the  unreliable  statements  at 
his  adversary.  In  the  case  of  Weeks  v.  Med- 
ler,  18  Kan.  428,  Horton,  C.  J.,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "The  mere  signar 
ture  of  the  district  judge  to  a  paper,  a  copy 
of  which  is  presented  to  ^,|^^,a|4i,<pi  ,,J 
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made,  Is  not  a  suflScient  showing  tbat  the 
prerequisites  to  make  the  case  a  valid  one 
were  complied  with.  The  jurisdiction  of  the 
judge  to  settle  the  case  Is  a  special  and  lim- 
ited Jurisdiction,  which  only  arises  at  the 
times,  and  under  the  circumstances,  specified 
In  the  law;  and,  in  the  absence  of  any  ap- 
pearance of  the  opposite  party  or  a  waiver  of 
amendments,  it  should  appear  from  the  rec- 
ord that  the  case  had  been  duly  served,  and 
that  amendments  had  been  suggested  or 
waived,  or  such  opposing  party  had  notice 
of  the  time  and  place  of  the  settling  of  the 
case.  In  other  words,  the  record  should  show 
affirmatively  the  previous  steps  necessary  to 
the  settlement  of  the  case,  in  the  absence  of 
the  appearance  or  waiver  by  the  opposing 
party."  This  case  made  having  been  signed 
and  settled  in  the  absence  of  the  plaintiff  be- 
low, or  her  attorney,  and  no  notice  of  the 
time  and  place  of  signing  and  settling  the 
same  having  been  given  them,  the  case  will 
be  dismissed,  at  plaintiff's  cost  All  the 
Judges  concurring. 


FITZGERALD  v.  HANSON. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  29, 1895.) 

CosTHACT— Custom. 
Where  a  physician  employs  another  to  as- 
sist him  in  a  case,  evidence  is  not  admissible  of 
a  custom  prevailing  among  the  physicians  of 
the  city  and  vicinity  that,  in  the  absence  of  a 
special  agreement  to  tlie  contrary,  the  assistant 
is  to  loolt  to  the  patient  for  his  pay,  it  not  being 
shown  that  it  was  known  to  tlie  assistant,  or 
was  so  general  and  well  established  that  knowl- 
edge and  adoption  of  it  might  be  presumed. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Missoula  coun- 
ty;   F.  H.  Woody,  Judge. 

Action  by  T.  A.  Fitzgerald  against  H.  H. 
Hanson  for  services  as  a  physician.  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff.  Defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment)  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  from  an  order  denying 
defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial.  Both 
parties  are  physicians  of  the  city  of  Mis- 
soula. The  plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  fur 
services  in  assisting  defendant  in  the  prac- 
tice of  his  profession,  the  services  being  prin- 
cipally the  administering  of  an  ana»thetic, 
and  assisting  in  surgical  operations.  Plaintiff 
testified  that  he  rendered  the  services  in  as- 
sisting defendant  to  perform  various  surgical 
operations,  as  appeared  in  his  complaint  filed, 
and  that  he  rendered  the  services  at  the  in- 
stance and  request  of  the  defendant;  tbat 
defendant  sometimes  came  for  him  In  his 
buggy,  and  sometimes  called  him  through  the 
telephone;  and  that  the  charges  were  reason- 
able, and  tbat  he  charged  the  defendant  at 
the  time  of  the  rendering  of  the  services. 
This  testimony  was  not  denied  by  the  de- 
fendant in  his  examination.  Defendant  did 
state  that  the  patients  requested  him  to  call 
in  the  services  of  an  assistant,  and  that  he 
informed  the  plaintiff  of  such  request  by  the 


patients,  but  the  plaintiff  denies  tbat  he  knew 
that  any  such  request  was  made.  Upon  this 
testimony  the  verdict  was  found  in  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  for  a  portion  of  the  accounts  set 
up  In  his  complaint 

Crouch  &  Duis,  for  appellant.  Geo.  W. 
Reeves  and  Smith  &  Word,  for  respondent 

DB  WITT,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
There  is  no  question  but  the  evidence  sup- 
ports the  verdict  It  stands  imdenied  that 
the  services  were  rendered  at  the  special  in- 
stance and  request  of  the  defendant  and 
that  they  were  worth  the  amount  charged. 
The  only  point  in  the  case  is  the  exclusion 
by  the  court  of  certain  testimony  offered  by 
the  defendant  The  defendant's  counsel  of- 
fered to  prove  by  defendant  and  one  other 
physician  that  there  was  a  custom  prevailing 
among  physicians  and  surgeons  In  Missoula 
and  vicinity  that  unless  there  is  a  special 
agreement  to  the  contrary  before  the  serv- 
ices are  performed,  tor  which  an  assistant  is 
called,  such  as  plaintiff,  that  the  "assist- 
ant," so  called.  Is  to  look  to  the  patient,  and 
not  to  the  principal  physician  or  surgeon  for 
his  pay.  This  proffered  testimony  was  re- 
jected by  the  court,  and  error  in  such  action 
is  assigned.  The  contract  of  the  parties 
stands  practically  admitted  by  the  testimony 
to  be  that  the  defendant  employed  the  plain- 
tiff to  perform  the  services,  and  the  facts  in 
evidence  show  a  contract  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  Defendant  was  liable  for 
plaintiff's  services.  The  offer  was  made  to 
prove  a  custom  or  usage  to  the  effect  that  the 
defendant  was  not  liable  at  all,  either  pri- 
marily or  secondarily.  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  this  testimony  was  properly  ex- 
cluded. 

It  is  said  by  Dixon,  C.  J.,  In  Lamb  v. 
Klaus,  30  Wis.  94,  quoting  and  approving 
Foye  V.  Leigh  ton,  2  Fost.  (N.  II.)  75,  that: 
"A  usage  explains  and  ascertains  the  intent 
of  the  parties.  It  cannot  be  in  opposition  to 
nny  principle  of  general  iwlicy,  nor  Incon- 
sistent with  the  terms  of  the  agreement  be- 
I  twoen  the  parties;  for  it  Incorporates  itself 
into  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  and  be- 
comes a  part  of  it.  It  must  be  knownand  es- 
tablished. It  must  appear  to  be  so  well  set- 
tled, so  uniformly  acted  upon,  and  of  so  long 
a  continuance,  as  to  raise  a  fair  presumption 
that  it  was  known  to  both  contracting  par- 
ties, and  that  they  contracted  In  reference 
to  It  and  in  conformity  with  it."  The  su- 
preme com-t  of  Maryland  uses  the  following 
language  upon  this  subject:  "The  authori- 
ties all  hold  that  a  usage,  to  be  admissible, 
must  be  proved  to  be  known  to  the  parties, 
or  be  so  general  and  well  established  that 
knowledge  and  adoption  of  It  may  be  pre- 
sumed; and  it  must  be  certain  and  uniform. 
Foley  V.  Mason,  6  Md.  51 ;  Second  Nat.  Bank 
of  Baltimore  v.  Western  Nat  Bank  of  Balti- 
more, 51  Md.  128;  Bank  v.  Grafflin,  31  Md. 
520;  Patterson  v.  S^M^'^^Wf^^  W 
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Att  531."  Exhibition  C!o.  T.  Pickett  (Md.) 
28  AtL  270.  In  the  caae  of  Park  ▼.  Insnr- 
ance  Co.,  48  Ga.  601,  the  offer  was  to  prove 
a  certain  usage  or  custom  In  the  life  insxir- 
ance  business.  The  question  propounded  to 
witness  was:  **  'Do  you  know  of  any  usage 
or  custom  In  the  life  insurance  business  as 
to  the  commutation  of  renewals,  eta?'  The 
proper  question  would  have  been,  'What  is 
the  general  or  universal  usage  and  custom 
In  the  life  insurance  business  as  to  the  com- 
mutation of  renewals,  etc.?'  The  usage  or 
custom,  to  be  binding,  must  be  a  general  one, 
and  of  universal  practice,  as  applicable  to 
that  particular  business."  The  court  also 
said:  'The  contract  of  the  parties  In  this 
case  was  that  the  defendants  should  receive 
for  their  services  twenty  per  centum  on  ail 
sums  collected  by  them  for  first  year's  pre- 
mlnm  insurance,  and  seven  and  one-half  per 
centum  on  all  sums  received  by  them  for 
coDtlnued  renewals  of  policies.  This  contract 
Is  plain  and  explicit.  There  is  no  doubt  or 
ambiguity  as  to  the  meaning  of  it,  or  as  to 
the  intention  of  the  parties;  but  It  is  con- 
tended the  evidence  was  admissible  to  annex 
an  incident  to  the  contract  by  the  proof  of 
usage  (H*  custom.  But  in  all  cases  of  this 
sort  the  rule  for  admitting  the  evidence  of 
nsage  or  custom  must  be  taken  with  tbis 
qualification  that  the  evidence  be  not  repug- 
nant to  or  inconsistent  with  the  contract." 
We  find  the  fcUowlng  in  1  Rice,  Ev.  p.  278: 
"Custom  and  usage  are  resorted  to  only  to 
ascertain  and  explain  the  meaning  and  in- 
tention of  the  parties  to  a  contract  when  the 
same  could  not  be  ascertained  without  ex- 
trinsic evidence,  but  never  to  contravene  the 
express  stipulations;  and,  if  there  is  no  un- 
certainty as  to  the  trams  of  a  contract,  nsage 
cannot  be  proved  to  contradict  or  qualify  its 
provisions.  Barnard  v.  Kellogg,  10  WalL 
383;  Bradley  v.  Wheeler.  44  N.  Y.  495; 
Wheder  v.  New  Bould.  16  N.  Y.  392;  Walls 
T.  Bailey,  40  N.  Y.  464.  In  matters  as  to 
which  a  contract  is  silent,  custom  and  usage 
may  be  resorted  to  for  the  purpose  of  an- 
nexing incidents  to  it.  Hutton  v.  Warren, 
1  Mees.  &  W.  466;  Wigglesworth  v.  Dallison, 
1  Doug.  201.  But  the  Incident  sought  to  be 
Imported  into  the  contract  must  not  be  in- 
conslstoit  with  its  express  terms,  or  any 
necessary  Implication  from  those  terms. 
-Vote  to  Wigglesworth  v.  Dallison,  Smith, 
Lead.  Gas.  (6tb  Am.  Ed.)  677,  and  cases  cited. 
I  Rage  Is  sometimes  admissible  to  add  to  or 
explain,  but  never  to  vary  or  contradict,  el- 
tlier  expressly  or  by  implication,  the  terms 
of  a  written  instrument,  or  the  fair  and  le- 
gal import  of  a  contract  Allen  v.  Dykers, 
3  Hill,  593;  Hlnton  v.  Locke.  5  Hill,  43?; 
Magee  v.  Atkinson,  2  Mees.  &  W.  442;  Ad- 
ams V.  Wordley,  1  Mees.  &  W.  374,  and  oth- 
er eases  cited;  1  Smith,  Lead.  Cas.  6S0  et 
aeq."  "Usage  must  be  uniform.  To  permit 
nsage  to  govern  and  modify  the  law  in  rela- 
tion to  dealings  of  parties,  it  must  be  ani- 
torm,  certain,  and  sufficiently  notorious  to 


warrant  the  legal  presamptl<m  that  the  par^ 
ties  contracted  with  reference  to  it  Bank 
V.  Grafflin,  81  Md.  507;  Rapp  v.  Palmer,  3 
Watts,  ITS;  Barksdale  v.  Brown,  1  Nott  & 
McO.  619;  Harper  v.  Pound,  10  Ind.  32; 
Smltb  T.  Glbbs,  44  N.  H.  335;  Shackelford 
T.  Railroad  Co.,  87  Miss.  202.  Evidence  of 
particular  usage  to  add  to  or  in  any  manner 
affect  the  construction  of  a  written  contract 
Is  admitted  only  on  the  principle  that  the 
parties  who  made  the  contract  were  both 
cognizant  of  the  usage,  and  are  presumed 
to  have  made  the  contract  in  reference  to  it 
See  Klrchner  v.  Venus,  12  Moore,  P.  0.  361; 
Meyer  v.  Dresser,  16  O.  B.  (N.  S.)  646;  Ap- 
pleman  v.  Fisher,  34  Md.  540;  Cotton-Press 
Oo.  V.  Stanard,  44  Mo.  71."  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  under  the  circumstances  of  this 
case,  where  the  contract  between  the  par- 
ties seems  to  be  plain,  and  not  subject  to  be 
misunderstood,  the  offer  of  proof  of  the 
nsage  was  not  sufBcient  to  admit  it  in  testi- 
mony. The  usage  proposed  to  be  proved 
would  set  aside  what  appears  to  be  the  con- 
tract made  between  the  parties.  It  does  not 
appear  by  the  offer  of  proof  that  the  alleged 
usage  was  dther  known  to  the  plaintiff,  or 
that  it  was  "so  well  settled,  so  uniformly 
acted  upon,  and  of  so  long  a  continuance  as 
to  raise  a  fair  presumption  that  it  was 
known  to  both  contracting  parties,  and  that 
they  contracted  in  reference  to  it  and  in  con- 
formity with  it"  Lamb  v.  Klaus,  30  Wis. 
97.  Again  nsing  tbe  words  in  Rice  on  Evi- 
dence, it  did  not  appear  that  this  alleged 
nsage  was  "uniform,  certain,  and  sufficient- 
ly notorious  to  warrant  the  legal  presump- 
tion that  the  parties  contracted  with  refer- 
ence to  it"  It  appeared  only  that  the  usage 
prevailed.  The  usage,  as  proposed  to  be 
proven,  falls  far  short  in  its  nature  of  such 
a  one  as  could  be  considered  to  be  part  of 
such  a  contract  as  the  one  proven  and  con- 
ceded to  be  the  contract  in  this  case.  This 
seems  to  us  to  be  the  only  legal  conclusion 
of  this  case.  We  are  not  informed  by  the 
record  what  the  ethics  and  courtesy  of  the 
medical  profession  are  In  such  a  matter.  If 
plaintiff  has  transgressed  professional  amen- 
ities in  enforcing  this  demand  as  against  the 
defendant  the  amount  of  the  judgment  and 
his  loss  of  his  brethren's  esteem  may  offset 
each  other.     Afflrmed. 


P  EMBERTON,  G  J.,  and  HUNT,  J., 
cur. 


con- 


m  MODt.  472) 

MICHAUD  V.  FREISCHEIMER. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  29, 1893.) 

Nbw  Tkial— Vbhdict  aoainst  Evidesob. 

In  an  action  against  a  veudor  for  breach 

of  warranty   in  two  of  three  barrels   of  paint 

sold,  there  was  evidence  that  it  was  all  made  by 

the  same  comnany.  by  the  same  formula;    that 

the  paint  in  the  two  barrels,  but  not  that  in  the 

third,  when  pot  on  a  roof,  curled  up,  cracked, 

and  blew  off;   that  good  paint,  when  put  on  a 

roof  in  proper  condition,  will  not  do  this;   that 
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tli«  roofti  <m  whteh  tUs  rafait  wm  pnt  wer«  to 

S roper  c<»<Uti»n.   MtU  that,  on  a  Terdict  for 
efendant,  an  order  srantinf  plaintUC  a  new 
trial  waa  piroper. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Mlssonbt  comi- 
ty;  Frank  H.  Woody,  Judge. 

Action  by  Joseph  Mlcbaud  against  George 
Frelacbelmer  for  breach  of  warranty.  There 
was  a  verdict  for  defendant,  and  from  an 
order  grantins  a  new  trial  he  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Duis  &  Grouch,  for  appellant 

PEMBERTON,  0.  J.  Thla  to  an  action 
brought  by  plaintiff  to  recover  of  defendant 
the  price  paid  for  certain  paint  sold  by  de- 
fendant to  plaintiff  on  a  warranty  that  said 
paint  was  of  first-class  quality,  and  for  dam- 
ages occasioned  by  the  alleged  breach  of 
said  warranty.  The  answer  admits  the  war- 
ranty as  to  quality,  but  denies  that  the  paint 
was  worthless,  as  alleged  In  the  complaint 
The  damages  are  also  denied.  The  case 
was  tried  to  a  jury,  who  returned  a  verdict 
fo/  the  defendant  The  court,  on  motion  of 
the  plaintiff,  set  aside  the  verdict  and  grant- 
ed a  new  trlaL  Defendant  appeals  from 
this  order. 

It  appears  from  the  evidence  that  plain- 
tiff purchased  of  the  defendant  two  half  bar- 
rds  of  "slate  roof  paint  containing,  re- 
spectively, 25  and  26  gallons,  and  one  whole 
barrel  of  58  gallons,  at  the  price  of  75  cents 
per  gallon;  that  said  paint  was  warranted 
to  be  of  first-class  quality.  This  is  admitted; 
also,  that  the  price  was  paid.  The  plaintiff 
used  the  paint  In  painting  roofs.  He  com- 
menced his  painting  by  using  the  paint  in 
the  two  half  barrels  first  When  that  was 
consumed,  he  used  that  in  the  whole  barrel. 
All  the  paint  was  used  in  painting  the  same 
roofs.  The  roofs  were  part  tin  and  part 
cedar  shingles.  The  paint  contained  In  the 
two  half  barrels,  within  four  or  five  days 
after  being  put  on  the  roof,  "curled  up," 
"cracked,"  and  blew  off.  That  used  out  of 
the  whole  barrel  on  the  same  roofs  did  not 
do  so,  but  remained.  The  paint  from  the 
two  half  barrels,  used  both  on  the  tin  and 
shingle  roofs,  "curled  up,"  "cracked,"  and 
blew  off.  This  did  not  occur  when  the  paint 
In  the  whole  barrel  was  used.  All  the  paint 
on  the  roofs  used  out  of  the  two  half  bar- 
rels, up  to  the  point  where  the  use  of  the 
paint  In  the  whole  barrel  commenced, 
"curled  up,"  "cracked,"  and  blew  off,  so  that 
that  part  of  the  roofs  had  to  be  repainted. 
That  It  was  worth  $25  to  put  the  paint  al- 
leged to  be  worthless  on  the  roofs;  that  the 
roofs  were  dry  and  In  good  condition  to  re- 
ceive the  paint;  and  that  It  was  properly 
put  on.  There  was  evidence  that  all  the 
paint  was  manufactured  at  Davenport,  Io- 
wa, by  the  Steams  Paint  Manufacturing 
Company,  from  the  same  formula.  The  evi- 
dence of  the  witnesses  for  defendant  who 
were  experienced  painters,  is  to  the  effect 
n.at  good  paint  If  properly  put  on  a  roof. 


when  in  good  condition  to  receive  it  would 
not  curl  uo,  crack,  and  blow  off;  but  they 
said,  if  the  roof  was  In  good  condition,  and 
the  paint  properly  put  on,  and  did  so  curl 
up,  crack,  and  blow  a-w&y,  it  would  be  be- 
cause the  paint  was  worthless.  There  Is  no 
evidence  to  contradict  the  testimony  of  plain- 
tiff and  his  witnesses  that  the  roofs  were 
dry  and  in  good  condition  when  the  paint 
was  put  on,  or  that  the  work  was  properly 
done.  Nor  Is  there  any  reason  given  why 
the  paint  should  curl  up  and  crack  oo  the 
tin  roof,  and  blow  away.  It  was  certainly 
dry  and  In  good  condition  to  receive  the 
paint  But  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
paint  did  not  stick  to  it  any  better  than  to 
the  shingle  roof.  That  the  paint  taken  from 
the  full  barrel  did  not  curl  up,  crack,  and 
blow  awav  is  evidence  that  it  was  of  good 
quality,  and  properly  put  on.  All  the  paint 
was  put  on  by  the  same  parties.  That  out 
of  the  whole  barrel  stuck  to  the  roof;  that 
from  the  half  barrels  curled  up,  cracked,  and 
blew  off.  This  seems  to  be  very  strong 
proof  to  us,  tending  to  Impeach  the  charac- 
ter and  quality  of  the  i>alnt  contained  In  the 
two  half  barrels.  Viewing  the  evidence  in 
this  light  the  court  granted  plaintiff's  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trlaL  This  action  of  the  court 
is  assigned  as  error.  We  are  unable  to  dis- 
cover in  the  action  of  the  court  complained 
of  any  abuse  of  that  sound  Judicial  discre- 
tion which  should  gorem  in  such  proceed- 
ings.   The  order  appealed  from  Is  afflrmed. 


BUTTE,  A   &  P.   RT.  CO.  r.  MONTANA 

U.  BY.  CO.  et  al.    (No.  519.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    Jnly  29, 1895.) 

Railroad  Companies— Emisest  DoiiAi>f  —  Pub- 
po»a  or  KoAD  —  Conuemsation  of  Right  or 
Wat  of  Anothkb  Compant— Right  to  Make 

CROSSIKO — COSDITIONB    IMPOSED— DAMAGES    POR 

Crossiso  —  Rkperence    TO    Commissioners  — 
Watcehan  at  Ckossixo— Compensatios  op. 

1.  Under  Const  art  15,  i  5,  declaring  that 
all  railroads  shall  be  public  highways  and  am- 
nion carriers,  the  mere  fact  that  a  railroad  is 
built  by  a  private  corporation,  and  that  its 
branches  and  spur*  run  convenient  to  private 
mines,  and  are  largely  for  the  use  of  the  mine 
owners,  does  not  destroy  its  character  as  a  pub- 
lic use,  so  as  to  deprive  It  of  the  right  of  emi- 
nent domain. 

2.  Plaintiff  railway  company  may  condemn 
part  of  the  right  of  way  of  defendant  company, 
where  such  right  of  way  is  25  feet  on  each  side 
of  the  center  of  defendant's  tracks,  and  runs 
along  the  side  of  a  hill  in  a  mining  conntry,  and 
defendant  has  graded  only  the  space  occupied 
by  its  roadbed,  and  the  business  of  both  roads 
is  to  carry  ore  from  different  ore  houses  on  tho 
same  level,  and.  If  plaintiff  were  required  to 
build  elsewhere,  it  would  be  caused  great  ex- 
pense, and  its  rosd  would  interfere  with  the 
operation  of  mines,  and  would  cut  through  shaft 
and  other  houses,  and,  at  points  where  plaintiff's 
road  would  have  to  cross  defendant's,  plaintiff 
would  Iiave  to  build  tunnels  or  bridges. 

3.  The  mere  fact  that  a  railroad  company 
msy  in  the  future  require,  for  a  double  track,  a 
portion  of  its  right  of  way  not  occupied  by  Its 
roadbed,  will  not  preclude  the  condemnation  of 
the  unoccupied  part  by  another  company. 
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4.  Aj  Const,  art  15,  |  6,  expressly  gives  a 
rtllroad  company  the  right  to  cross  the  tracks 
of  another,  the  mere  fact  that  the  latter  may 
be  inconTenienced  by  the  crossing  in  the  opera- 
tion of  its  trains  will  not  deprive  the  other  of 
the  right  to  erosa. 

5.  Under  Code  Civ.  Prot  1887,  I  601,  pro- 
riding  that  land  appropriated  to  a  public  use 
cannot  again  be  so  appropriated  nnless  the  use 
to  which  it  is  to  be  applied  is  a  more  necessary 
pablic  use,  a  railroad  company  may  acqnire  the 
Iiart  of  a  right  of  way  of  another  company  not 
Died  for  ita  roadbed  where  such  right  of  way 
if  the  most  desirable  route  for  the  new  road, 
though  it  might  be  possible  to  build  it  without 
naing  the  right  of  way. 

6.  Comp.  St  1887,  p.  216,  I  600,  providing 
that  all  rights  of  way  shall  be  subject  to  be  con- 
Lected  with,  crossed,  or  intersected  by  any  oth- 
er right  of  way,  and  shall  also  be  subject  to  a 
limited  use  in  common  with  the  owner  thereof, 
when  necessary,  does  not  restrict  the  right  of 
one  railroad  company  to  condemn  lands  of  an- 
other to  crossings. 

7.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  1887,  I  601,  pro- 
Tiding  that  land  appropriated  to  a  public  use 
cannot  again  be  so  appropriated,  nnless  the  use 
to  which  it  is  to  be  applied  is  a  more  necessary 
pnblic  use,  the  new  use  need  not  be  a  different 
one  from  that  for  which  the  land  was  originally 
appropriated. 

8.  Where  a  spur  track  oa  the  north  side  of  a 
railroad  is  on  the  proposed  line  of  another  road, 
and  at  the  point  where  the  tracks  would  cross 
the  grades  of  the  roads  are  different,  and  it 
woald  be  more  convenient  for  the  business  for 
which  the  spur  was  built  that  it  should  be  on 
the  south  side  of  the  track,  the  conrt  will  order 
that  the  crossing  company,  at  its  own  expense, 
remove  the  spur  to  the  south  side  of  the  track 
and  provide  suitable  approaches  to  it  for  teams. 

V.  Where  a  spur  track  of  a  railroad  is  on 
the  proposed  line  of  another  road,  and  at  the 

Coint  of  crossing  the  grade  of  the  new  road  is 
igher  than  that  of  the  spur,  it  is  proper  to  or- 
der that  the  company  raise  the  grade  of  the 
•par  so  as  to  make  a  feasible  crossing,  and 
leave  the  spur  in  a  reasonable  condition  for 
use. 

la  Under  Comp.  St  p.  218,  8  607,  providing 
tfiat  courts  may  regulate  and  determine  the 
place  and  manner  of  making  crossings,  the 
court  may,  in  a  condemnation  proceeding,  refer 
to  the  commissioners  the  question  of  damages 
for  crossings. 

11.  A  railroad  company  which  is  awarded  the 
right  to  cross  the  road  of  another  company 
ihonld  be  allowed  to  select  the  watchman  at  the 
aoaing,  but  required  to  pay  hia  wages. 

Appeal  from  district  court;  Silver  Bow 
county;  J.  3.  McHatton,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific 
Hallway  Company  against  the  Montana 
Dnion  Kailway  Company  and  others  to  con- 
demn certain  lands,  and  for  leave  to  cross 
defendants'  roads.  From  a  judgment  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  plaintiff,  defendants  ap- 
peal.   Judgment  modified. 

The  plaintiff  Is  a  railroad  corporation,  duly 
incorporated  tinder  the  laws  of  Montana. 
The  defendant  the  Montana  Union  Railway 
Company  is  also  Incorporated  under  the  laws 
of  Montana.  The  other  defendants  are  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  other  states.  The 
plaintiff  alleges  that  it  Is  authorized  by  Its 
charter  to  construct,  maintain,  and  operate  a 
line  of  railway  from  the  dty  of  Butte,  Silver 
Bow  county,  Mont,  beginning  at  a  point 
near  the  terminus  or  depot  of  the  Montana 
Central  or  Great  Morthem  Ballway,  at  or 


near  the  city  of  Butte  aforesaid,  and  mil' 
ning  and  extending  thence  In  a  general 
westerly  direction,  by  way  of  tbe  towns  of 
Rocker  and  Sliver  Bow,  In  said  eonnty  at 
Silver  Bow,  and  through  Stiver  Bow  cation, 
to  a  point  near  Gregson's  Springs,  and 
thence  In  a  general  northwesterly  dlrecticw, 
skirting  tbe  westerly  foothills  of  Deer  Lodge 
valley,  to  the  city  of  Anaconda,  with  such 
connections,  branches,  and  spurs  to  mines 
and  smelting  works  and  other  industries  in 
said  counties  as  may  be  deemed  necessary 
or  proper.  That  plaintiff  is  engaged  In  tbe 
construction  of  said  main  line  of  railway 
between  the  said  cities  of  Butte  and  Ana- 
conda, and  also  tbe  branch  and  connection 
intended  to  connect  oa  tbe  east  wltb  the 
Mountain  View  spnr  and  Montana  Central 
Railway,  and  by  means  of  that  railway  with 
the  main  line  of  plaintiff,  at  or  near  the 
Great  Northern  depot  aforesaid,  and  also  to 
connect  directly  with  tbe  main  line  of  plain- 
tiff at  a  point  west  ot  Butte  City,  to  wit,  at 
or  near  Rocker,  and  to  extend  to  the  various 
mlnea^  mills,  and  other  Industries  situate 
along  said  branch.— all  of  said  branch  and 
the  points  above  mentioned  being  In  Silver 
Bow  county,  Mont  That  the  public  Interest 
requires  the  construction  of  said  railway,  and 
the  branch  thereof  above  described,  and 
that  tbe  lands  proposed  by  plaintiff  to  be 
taken  and  condemned  for  the  use  of  said 
railway  are  required  and  necessary  for  the 
construction  and  operation  thereof,  and  for 
a  right  of  way,  txacks,  side  tracks,  and  gen- 
eral railway  uses  of  plaintiff.  That  It  Is  nec- 
essary to  the  construction  and  operation  oC 
said  railway  that  the  plaintiff  should  take^ 
use,  and  enjoy,  for  the  purpose  of  a  right 
of  way  for  Its  branch  railway  above  de- 
scribed, certain  portions  of  land  in  Silver 
Bow  county,  and  all  being  within  tbe  limits 
of  the  right  of  way  claimed  by  the  defend- 
ants herein  for  a  railroad  now  being  operated 
by  the  defendant  tbe  Montana  Union  Rail- 
way Company.  Then  follows  In  tbe  com- 
plaint an  accurate  description  of  tbe  lands 
wblcb  tbe  plaintiff  wishes  to  use  for  right 
of  way  purposes.  The  description  embraces 
a  strip  of  land  across  the  Nipper  claim,  and 
within  tbe  defendants'  right  of  way;  also 
a  strip  of  land  In  the  Last  Chance  addition 
to  the  city  of  Butte,  and  a  portion  of  certain 
blocks  of  tbe  Belle  of  Butte  addition  to  the 
city  of  Butte;  also  a  strip  of  land  across  the 
Clear  Grit  mining  claim;  also  a  strip  of  land 
across  the  Banker  mining  claim;  also  a  strip 
of  land  across  the  Autocrat  claim;  also  a 
strip  across  the  Oro  Butte  claim;  also  strips 
across  the  Pacific  claim,  tbe  Poulin  claim, 
the  Humboldt  claim,  the  Buffalo  claim,  tbe 
Little  Mina  claim,  the  Blackfoot  claim,  tbe 
Alexander  claim,  the  Gambler  claim,  tbe 
Wake  Up  Jim  claim,  and  tbe  Bmma  Abbott 
claim.  Plaintiff  alleges  that  the  defendants 
claim  or  own  an  interest  or  right  to  the  prop- 
erty above  described,  and  more  particularly 
set  forth  by.  metes  and  J^^,^^|nj|J^J^vtig\  > 
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complaint,  and  that  the  Montana  Union  Bail- 
way  Company  has  no  interest  in  said  prem- 
ises, except  an  easement  for  a  right  of  way 
for  railway  purposes,  and  that  although  the 
property  is  within  the  limits  of  the  right  of 
way  claimed  by  the  Montana  Union  Railway 
Company,  it  has  nerer  been  used  by  defend- 
ants or  any  of  them  for  any  purpose,  and  is 
not  necessary  for  their  use  for  railway  pur- 
I)08es,  or  for  any  public  use,  and  that  the  use 
for  which  plaintiff  seelcs  to  condemn  said 
property,  and  to  which  said  property  is  to 
be  applied  by  plaintiff,  Is  a  more  necessary 
public  use  than  any  use  to  which  defendants 
could  put  said  lands  or  any  part  thereof. 
The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that,  in  the  con- 
struction of  its  said  branch  line,  it  is  neces- 
sary that  said  branch  line  should  cross  and 
intersect  the  Montana  Union  Railway  and 
tertain  apurs  therof.  There  are  about  12  ot 
these  crossings,— one  at  the  Modoc  mine; 
one  over  the  spur  leading  to  the  Anaconda 
ore  house,  marked  B  on  the  map;  another 
crossing  over  the  spur  leading  to  the  Ana- 
conda ore  house,  mariied  C  on  the  map;  a 
crossing  OTer  the  spur  leading  to  the  Gagnon 
mining  claim,  marked  D;  also  a  crossing 
over  the  Haggin  spur,  marked  E;  also  a 
crossing  over  the  Buffalo  spur,  marked  V; 
also  a  crossing  over  the  spur  leading  to  the 
Mountain  Consolidated  mine,  marked  G;  al- 
so a  crossing  over  the  spur  leading  to  the 
Green  Mountain  and  Wake  Up  Jim  ore 
houses,  marked  H;  also  a  crossing  over  the 
spur  leading  to  the  ore  house  of  the  High 
Ore  mine,  marked  I;  also  a  crossing  over 
the  Haggin  spur,  leading  to  the  lllgh  Ore 
Mine  ore  house,  marked  J;  also  a  crossing 
over  the  spur  leading  from  the  Haggin  spur 
to  the  boiler  house  of  the  Anaconda  mine, 
marked  K;  also  a  crossing  over  the  Haggin 
spur,  near  the  timber  shop  at  the  Anaconda 
mine,  marked  L.  It  is  alleged  by  plaintiff 
that  these  various  crossings  and  intersections 
proposed,  are  to  be  made  in  the  manner  most 
compatible  with  the  greatest  public  benefit 
and  the  least  private  injury  to  the  defendants, 
and  that,  as  proposed,  the  crossings  will  not 
in  any  way  interfere  with  the  use,  opera- 
tion, or  enjoyment  by  the  defendants  of  their 
said  railway  lines  or  the  spurs  thereof. 
Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  it  has  been  un- 
able to  agree  with  the  defendants  as  to  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid  for  the 
taking  of  the  above-descriljed  premises  and 
the  construction  of  the  crossings,  and  that 
the  interest  in  the  premises  souglit  to  be 
condemned  for  plaintiff's  use  is  only  an 
t>a.sement  for  a  right  of  way  for  the  construc- 
tion, maintenance,  and  operation  of  its  rail- 
way. The  plaintiff's  prayer  is  for  a  judg- 
ment that  the  use  for  which  plaintiff  seeks  to 
appropriate  the  premises  is  a  public  use; 
tliat  the  public  interests  require  the  construc- 
tion of  plaintiff's  railway,  and  that  the 
lands  and  the  crossings  proposed  to  be  made 
are  necessary  for  the  purpose  of  said  rail- 
way and  said  branch  railway,  and  that  the 


plaintiff  has  a  right  to  appropriate  the  prem- 
ises and  make  the  cros^ngs;  that  the  court 
ascertain  the  interest  of  said  defendants  in 
the   premises   described   and    sought   to   be 
condemned,  and  that  an  order  be  made  ap- 
pointing three  competent  and  disinterested 
persons  as  commissioners  to  assess  the  dam- 
ages by  reason  of  the  appropriation  of  the 
said  property,  and  that  on  the  coming  in  of 
the  report  of  the  commissioners,  the  court 
make  such  order  in  regard  to  the  possession 
of  said  property  sought  to  be  condemned  as 
may  be  proper;  and  tlrnt,  as  to  the  crossings, 
the  court  adjudge,  regulate,  and  determine 
the  place  and  manner  of  making  the  same. 
The  material  points  of  defendants'  answer 
are  a  denial  that  the  public  necessity  requires 
the  construction  of  plaintiff's  railway  and 
the  branch  thereof,  as  set  forth,  or  that  the 
lands  therein  proposed  to  be  taken  and  con- 
demned are  required  or   necessary  for  the 
construction  or  operation  of  plaintiff's  rail- 
way,  or  for  any  use  connected  therewith. 
Defendants  deny  that  It  is  necessary  to  the 
construction  or  operation  of  plaintiff's  rail- 
way that  it  should  take  for  right  of  way  pur- 
poses any  portions  of  the  lands  within  the 
limits  of  the  right  of  way  claimed  by  the 
defendants,  and  as  set  forth  in  plaintiff's 
complaint;   deny  that  the  property,  or  any 
part  thereof  sought  to  be  condemned,  has 
never  been  used  or  that  the  same  is  not  nec- 
essary for  railway  uses  for  defendants;  deny 
that  the  use  for  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  con- 
demn the  property  is  a  more  necessary  pub- 
lic use  than  any  use  to  which  defendants 
could  put   the  lands   or  any  part  thereof. 
They  deny  the  necessity  of  the  crossings  or 
intersections  pleaded  by  the  plaintiff,  and 
deny  that  such  crossings  are  located   in  a 
manner  most  compatible  with  the  greatest 
public  benefit  or  least  private  injury  to  the 
defendants;   deny  that  the  proposed  cross- 
ings will  not  interfere  with  the  enjoyment 
of  defendants'  railway  privileges.     The   de- 
fendants then  allege  that  the  Oregon  Short 
Line  &  Utah  Northern  Railway  Company  is 
the  owner  of  those  various  pieces  of  ground 
described  in  the  complaint  as  parts  of  the 
various  mining  claims  heretofore  referred  to, 
and  aver  that  all  of  said  ground  was  ob- 
tained by  grant,  or  by  the  exercise  of  the 
right  of  eminent  domain,  for  the  purpose  of 
the  construction  of  a  railroad  over  the  same, 
and  for  the  operation  of  the  Montana  Union 
Railway,  and  tliat  all  of  said  ground  became 
and  was,  and  now  is,  absolutely  necessary  to 
the  said  defendants  for  the  operation  of  said 
railway,  and  has  always  been  used  for  such 
purposes  by  defendants,  and  defendants  ex- 
pect to  continue  to  use  the  same,  and  that 
the  same  is  absolutely  necessary  to  defend- 
ants for  railroad  purposes.     Defendants  fur- 
ther allege  that  plaintiff  could  easily,  and  at 
a  slight  increase  of  expense,  construct    its 
railway  in  a  manner  to  avoid  any  conflict 
with  or  appropriation  of  any  of  the  parts  of 
the  right  of  way  of  these  defendants,   but 
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that  the  plaintiff  seei»  to  appropriate  a  part 
of  the  riglit  of  way  of  defendants  In  order  to 
sare  cost  of  acquiring  right  of  way  for  it- 
self, and  not  because  said  right  of  way  is  In- 
dispensable to  the  use  of  said  plaintiff.  De- 
fendants further  aver  that  if  plaintiff's  rail- 
road is  constructed  In  accordance  with  the 
plan  as  laid  out  by  plaintiff,  great  and  irrep- 
arable damaee  will  be  done  them,  and  that, 
aside  from  the  fact  of  dispossessing  the  de- 
fendants from  their  right  of  way,  plaintiff 
geeks  to  cross  the  railway  and  spurs  of  de- 
fendants at  points  that  will  interfere  greatly 
with  the  chelation  of  the  road  of  defendants, 
and  that  defendants'  road  cannot  be  economi- 
cally, profitably,  or  properly  operated,  If 
plaintiff  is  allowed  to  construct  crossings 
across  its  lines  or  spurs,  as  proposed  by  the 
plaintiff.  Defendants  further  allege  that  by 
slight  Increase  of  cost,  plaintiff  could  avoid 
aU  the  crossings,  and  that  It  is  not  necessary 
that  the  crossings  be  laid  as  plaintiff  contem- 
plates. It  is  further  alleged  that  plaintiff 
has  no  right  to  enter  upon  the  right  of  way 
or  roadbed  of  defendants,  except  for  neces- 
sary crossings  or  connections,  and  therefore 
has  no  right  of  condemnation  over  the  right 
of  way  of  these  defendants. 

The  replication  of  plaintiff  denies  that  all 
or  any  of  the  ground  became  or  was  or  la  at 
all  necessary  to  defendants  for  railway  pur- 
poses, or  that  it  has  ever  been  used  by  them 
for  such  purposes,  or  that  the  defendants  ex- 
pect to  use  the  same;  denies  that  plaintiff, 
at  slight  increase,  could  so  construct  its  rail- 
way as  to  avoid  any  conflict  with  or  appro- 
priation of  any  parts  of  defendants'  right  of 
way,  or  that  plaintiff  seeks  to  appropriate 
the  right  of  way  in  question  to  save  cost  to 
itself,  or  not  because  the  said  right  of  way 
Is  Indispensable  to  tbe  use  of  plaintiff;  de- 
nies irreparable  damage,  or  any  damage;  de- 
nies that  tbe  crossings  will  materially  inter- 
fere with  the  defendants'  operation  of  their 
railway,  or  that  plaintiff  could  easily,  or  at 
all,  avoid  socb  crossings  by  slight  increase  of 
cost  of  construction:  and  denies  that  it  is  un- 
necessary that  such  crossing  sbould  be  made 
as  proposed  by  plaintiff;  and,  finally,  denies 
that  plaintiff  has  no  right  to  enter  upon  the 
right  of  way  or  roadbed  of  these  defendants, 
accept  for  necessary  crossings  or  connec- 
tions, or  tbat  plaintiff  has  no  right  of  con- 
demnation over  tbe  right  of  way  of  these 
defendants,  or  any  of  them. 

The  cause  was  tried  before  the  court,  with- 
out a  Jury,  In  September,  1893.  The  testi- 
mony taken  before  the  court  Is  quite  vol- 
uminous, and  so  much  of  it  as  is  deemed  per- 
tinent and  necessary  to  explain  the  decision 
(tf  tbe  court  Is  embraced  within  the  opinion 
following  this  statement.  Tbe  Judgment 
and  order  of  the  court,  after  its  more  formal 
recitals,  sets  forth  that  the  Judge  of  the  dis- 
trict court,  with  a  civil  engineer  chosen  by 
each  party,  Inspected  the  premises  before 
the  submission  of  tbe  case,  and  tliereaft» 


It  was  decided  "that  the  use  for  which  the- 
property  described  in  the  complaint,  and 
hereinafter  described,  is  sought  to  be  appro- 
priated by  the  plaintiff.  Is  a  public  use,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  the  laws  of  the  United 
States  and  of  the  state  of  Montana;  that  the 
entire  quantity  sought  to  be  appropriated 
ought  so  to  be  taken;  that  the  appropriation 
thereof  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the  public 
interest  or  welfare,  and  is  required  and  nec- 
essary for  the  proper  prosecution  of  the  en- 
terprise for  which  it  Is  sought  to  be  appro-' 
priated,  and  that  the  public  Interest  requires^ 
the  prosecution  of  the  plaintiff's  said  enter- 
prise; that  the  premises  so  sought  to  be  ap- 
propriated by  the  plaintiff  are  not  necessary 
for  the  use  of  the  defendants'  railway,  nor 
for  any  public  use,  and  is  not  now  in  actual 
use  by  them,  or  any  of  them;  that  the  use 
for  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  condemn  the 
same,  and  to  which  said  property  is  to  be  ap- 
plied by  plaintiff,  is  a  more  necessary  public 
use  than  any  use  to  which  the  defendants 
have  or  could  put  said  lands,  or  any  part 
thereof.  And,  no  sufficient  caxise  having 
been  shown  why  commissioners  should  not 
be  appointed  herein,  it  is  hereby  ordered 
that  Clinton  C.  Clark,  Justin  Butler,  and  C. 
J.  Stevenson,  three  competent  and  disinter- 
ested persons,  residents  of  the  said  county  of 
Silver  Bow,  be  and  they  are  hereby  appoint- 
ed commissioners  to  ascertain  and  determine 
the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the  plaintiff  to  the 
defendants  as  compensation  for  their  dam- 
ages by  reason  of  the  appropriation  of  said 
property.  The  right  sought  to  be  obtained 
lu  this  proceeding  is  an  easement  for  rail- 
road purposes,  in  and  over  the  following  de- 
scribed tracts  and  parcels  of  land,  situate  in 
the  county  of  Silver  Bow,  state  of  Montana." 
The  order  particularly  sets  forth  the  ground 
embraced  within  the  limits  of  the  right  of 
way  of  defendants,  as  described  In  pialntifTs 
complaint,  and  sought  to  be  appropriated  by 
the  plaintiff.  It  was  further  ordered  and 
adjudged  that  the  crossings  and  intersec- 
tions described  by  plaintiffs  were  necessary 
and  proper. 

After  expressly  granting  the  right  to  cross 
over  the  defendants'  spur  known  as  the 
"Gagnon  Spur,"  on  the  Clear  Grit  claim,  the 
court  made  the  f<rflowing  proviso:  "Provid- 
ed, however,  tbe  defendants  may,  and  if 
they  do,  within  10  days  after  the  date  h««- 
of,  give  notice  In  writing  to  the  plaintiff, 
that  they  consent  to  the  plaintiff's  taking  up 
their  entire  Gagnon  spur,  aforesaid,  and  pla- 
cing and  rebuilding  the  same  on  the  south 
side  of  the  defendants'  main  track,  opposite 
or  about  c^poeite  its  present  position,  th^i, 
in  that  case,  the  plaintiff  shall,  at  Its  own 
expense,  and  within  a  reasonable  time  after 
the  giving  of  said  notice,  remove  and  place 
and  rebuild  the  said  spur  on  the  south  side 
of  the  defendants'  main  track,  opposite  or 
nearly  opposite  Its  present  position,  and 
make  the  same  convenient  to  approach  by 
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and  for  teams  and  wagons,  and  provide 
proper  approaclies  thereto;  and  prorided, 
further,  that,  if  such  consent  be  not  given 
within  the  time  and  in  the  manner  afore- 
said, then  the  plaintifT  may  and  shall  extend 
its  road  across  such  spur  at  the  present 
grade  of  the  plaintiff's  road,  and  the  plain* 
tiff  shall  not  be  obliged  to  put  in  any  cross- 
ing, and  in  such  case  the  defendants,  if  they 
desire  to  operate  said  spur  or  use  the  same, 
shall  make  the  same  conform  to  the  grade 
of  plaintiff's  road  and  track,  and  put  in  a 
crossing  at  the  grade  of  plaintiff's  track,  and 
maintain  the  same,  all  at  their  own  ex- 
pense." 

It  was  also  ordered  that  the  plaintiff  might 
cross  the  defendants'  spur  known  as  the 
"Buffalo  Spur"  at  an  angle  of  16°  48'.  In 
relation  to  this  spur  the  court  added  as  fol- 
lows: "Provided,  however,  tliat  the  defend- 
ants may,  and  if  they  do  within  10  days 
from  the  date  of  this  order,  notify  the  plain- 
tiff in  writing  that  they  consent  to  permit 
the  plaintiff  to  raise  the  entire  grade  of  the 
said  Buffalo  spur  so  that  the  plaintiff  can 
cross  the  same  at  its  own  grade,  then,  in 
that  event,  the  plaintiff  shall,  before  making 
said  crossing,  raise  the  grade  of  the  whole 
of  said  spur,  at  its  own  expense,  so  as  to 
make  a  feasible  crossing  with  its  road,  and 
leave  said  spur  in  a  reasonable  condition  for 
the  use  of  the  defendants;  and  provided, 
further,  that,  if  the  defendants  do  not  give 
such  consent  within  the  said  time  and  in  the 
said  manner,  the  plaintiff  shall  make  said 
crossing  at  its  own  grade,  in  as  reasonably 
safe  manner  as  the  same  can  be  done  with- 
out raising  the  grade  of  the  entire  Buffalo 
spur  aforesaid." 

It  was  also  ordered  by  the  court.  In  rela- 
tion to  the  watching  of  the  crossings,  as  fol- 
lows :  "That,  except  as  otherwise  hereinbefore 
provided,  all  said  crossings  shall  be  put  in  by 
the  plaintiff  at  its  own  cost  and  expense, 
and  shall  thereafter  and  forever  be  kept  up, 
watched,  and  maintained  at  the  Joint  ex- 
pense of  the  plaintiff  and  the  defendants; 
that  is  to  say,  one-half  to  l>e  paid  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  one-half  to  be  paid  by  the 
defendants,  or  the  successors  in  interest  of 
said  parties  or  either  of  them,— that  is  to 
say,  that  each  road  shall  assume  and  be 
liable  to  an  equal  obligation  in  these  re- 
spects. That  any  Imnrovements  or  repairs 
necessary  to  said  crossings,  or  expense  nec- 
essary on  account  of  maiutaiulug  the  same, 
may  be  made  or  incurred  by  one  road  at 
the  equal  expense  of  Itself  and  the  others,  if, 
after  reasonable  notice  to  such  other,  the 
latter  refuses  to  Join  in  the  same.  That  de- 
fendants shall  not  interfere  with  the  plaintiff 
while  putting  in  said  crossings,  nor  in  any 
manner  hinder  or  delay  the  same.  That  at 
the  same  time  the  plaintiff  shall  put  the  said 
crossings  In  place  in  a  manner  which  shall, 
cause  no  unreasonable  Inconvenience  or  de- 
lay to  defendants'  business.    And  it  Is  further 


ordered  and  adjudged  that  the  defendants 
siiall  be  entitled  to  compensation  from  plain- 
tiff for  the  privilege  of  making  said  crossings, 
but  that  defendants  shall  not  be  entitled,  on 
account  thereof,  to  any  compensation  or  dam- 
ages for  the  interruption  or  inconvenience 
occasioned  to  their  business  thereby.  •  •  • 
That  the  standard  of  compensation  shall  be 
the  reasonable  value  of  the  common  use  by 
plaintiff  with  defendants  of  the  portions  of 
the  defendants'  right  of  way  occupied  by 
said  crossings.  That  the  commissioners 
above  named  and  hereinbefore  appointed  are 
hereby  directed  and  authorized  to  determine 
and  assess  the  value  of  said  common  use, 
subject  to  the  restrictions  above  stated,  and 
that,  in  making  such  assessment  and  de- 
termination of  the  amount  to  be  paid  by  the 
plaintiff  to  the  defendants  on  account  of 
eaid  crossings  and  common  use,  the  said 
commissioners  shall  determine  the  amount 
to  be  paid  for  the  common  use  of  each  cross- 
ing, separately,  and  shall  in  their  report 
mention  the  same  distinctly  and  separately. 
It  is  further  ordered  that  the  crossings, 
after  being  made,  shall  remain  In  the  com- 
mon use  of  both  roads,  and  that  both  par- 
ties shall  be  required  to  observe  aU  the 
iaws  of  the  state  of  Montana  relating  to  the 
blowing  of  whistles,  ringing  of  bells,  and 
stopping  at  crossings.  That  neither  party 
shall  stop  its  engines,  cars,  or  trains  on  any 
«f  the  crossings,  or  so  near  thereto  as  to  in- 
terfere in  anv  manner  with  the  operation  of 
the  other  road.  That  neither  party  shall 
have  a  preference  or  right  of  way  over  the 
crossings,  but  that  the  party  whose  train 
first  comes  to  the  stop  necessary  to  be  made 
before  crossing  shall  have  the  right  of  way 
of  that  crossing  at  that  time.  That  in  case 
trains  on  the  different  roads  make  such 
stops  at  the  same  time,  or  at  or  near  the 
same  time,  or  within  20  seconds  of  each 
other,  the  defendants'  train  shall  have  the 
right  to  make  that  crossing  first.  That  no 
engine  or  train,  in  switching,  shall  be  en- 
titled to  pass  over  a  crossing  more  than 
once,  if  an  engine  or  train  on  the  other 
road  be  in  waiting  to  cross,  and  the  switch- 
ing engine  or  train  shall  allow  the  waiting 
train  or  engine  to  cross  before  itself  cross- 
ing again.  That  all  needful  signs  and  sig- 
nals at  and  for  crossings  shall  be  construct- 
ed, erected,  maintained,  and  operated  Joint- 
ly by  the  plaintiff  and  defendants,  and  at 
their  Joint  cost  and  expense;  provided,  how- 
ever, that  in  case  it  be  necessary  to  employ 
any  person  or  persons  expressly  for  the  op- 
eration of  such  signals,  or  any  of  them, 
plaintiff  shall  have  the  right  to  select,  hire, 
and  dlscliarge  such  person  or  persons." 

The  defendants  moved  for  a  new  trial, 
which  was  denied,  and  this  appeal  is  pros- 
ecuted both  from  the  Judgment  and  the  or- 
•Icr  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  following  Is  -  copy  of  the  plat  Intro- 
duced on  the  trial:    [See  opposite  page.1 
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Shropshire  &  Burleigh  and  Forbis  &  Forbis, 
for  appellants.  W.  W.  Dixon,  M.  Kirkpat- 
rick,  and  Wm.  Scallou,  for  respondent 

HUNT,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  By  this 
appeal  we  are  called  upon  to  decide  ques- 
tions of  importance,  not  alone  to  the  com- 
munity at  large,  but  especially  so  to  rail- 
road corporations,  possessed  of  such  powers 
as  may  be  granted  to  them  under  the  consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  state.  The  topogra- 
phy of  Montana,  as  diaracterized  by  its 
name,  renders  it  of  unusual  signiflcance  that 
the  laws  of  eminent  domain  be  correctly  ex- 
pounded at  this  comparatively  early  period 
of  the  development  of  the  state.  The  strict 
limits  of  all  delegated  authority  to  take  the 
property  of  another  must  be  cautiously  and 
accurately  guarded,  lest  private  rights  or 
those  conferred  be  nnnecesearily  Invaded. 
On  the  other  hand,  if  the  power  to  take  has 
been  delegated,  that  power  must  be  precise- 
ly defined  and  upheld  by  the  courts,  as  one 
vitally  affecting  the  material  Interests  of 
the  state.  The  ways  for  railroads  to  reach 
remote  mining  camps,  sometimes  lying  with- 
in small  areas,  upon  precipitous  mountain 
sides,  at  unusual  altitudes,  and  in  steep  and 
rocky  sections,  are  often  very  few,  and  only 
feasible  at  all  by  skillful  engineering  and 
vast  outlays  of  money.  Where,  therefore, 
two  or  more  railroads,  in  their  mountainous 
routes,  may  seek  the  same  objective  mineral 
districts,  In  view  of  their  probably  necessary 
Juxtaposition,  their  rights  must  be  carefully 
established  with  relation  to  the  law  as  ap- 
plied to  the  physical,  as  well  as  other  and 
more  general,  conditions  controlling  them  in 
their  obligations  towards  one  another  and  to 
the  public  as  welL  Two  main  propositions 
are  presented  for  review:  First.  Are  plain- 
tiff's road  and  branches  public  uses?  Sec- 
ond. Can  the  plaintiff  company  construct  its 
road  within  the  defendants'  right  of  way, 
and  Is  plaintiff's  use  of  the  ground  a  more 
necessary  use  than  that  of  the  defendant 
companies,  and  Is  the  ground  sought  to  be 
taken  necessary  to  plaintiff's  use,  and  not 
necessary  to  defendants'  use? 

It  is  well  established  that  if.  In  point  of 
law,  a  use  Is  public,  the  fact  that  not  very 
many  persons  will  enjoy  the  use  is  not  ma- 
terial. Talbot  V.  Hudson,  16  Gray,  417.  The 
character  of  a  way,  whether  it  is  public  or 
private,  is  determined  by  the  extent  of  the 
right  to  use  it,  and  not  by  the  extent  to 
which  tliat  right  Is  exercised.  If  all  the 
people  have  the  right  to  use  It,  it  is  a  public 
way,  although  the  number  who  have  occa- 
sion to  exercise  the  right  is  very  small. 
Phillips  V.  Watson,  63  Iowa.  28,  18  N.  W. 
(SO;  I^wls,  Em.  Dom.  p.  241;  Shaver  v. 
Starrett,  4  Ohio  St.  496;  Kettle  River  R.  Co. 
V.  Eastern  R.  Cto.,  41  Minn.  401,  43  N.  W.  469; 
Rand.  Em.  Dom.  f  5G.  The  circumstance 
that  the  plaintiff  road  was  built  by  a  private 
corporation,  and  that  Its  branches  run  within 
convenient  contiguity  of  private  mines   or 


ore  houses,  does  not  materially  affect  the 
road  and  give  a  private  character  to  its  nse 
or  to  the  use  of  Its  spurs.  All  termini  of 
tracks  and  switches  are  more  or  less  benefi- 
cial to  private  parties,  but  the  public  charac- 
ter of  the  use  of  the  tracks  Is  never  af- 
fected by  this.  "It  may  be  In  such  cases 
that  it  is  expected,  or  even  that  it  Is  Intend- 
ed, that  such  tracks  will  be  used  almost  en- 
tirely by  the  manufacturer;  yet,  if  there  is 
no  exclusion  of  au  equal  right  of  use  by 
others,  and  the  singleness  of  use  Is  simply 
the  result  of  locatlMi  and  convenience  of  ac- 
cess. It  cannot  affect  the  question."  Canal 
Co.  V.  Garrity,  115  111.  155.  3  N.  E.  448; 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Porter,  43  Minn.  527,  46  N. 
W.  75;  Railway  Co.  v.  Petty,  57  Ark.  .359, 
21  S.  W.  884.  The  force  of  these  observatloiis 
Is  peculiarly  apparent  In  a  new  mining  state. 
Frequently,  railroads  are  extended  by  spurs 
or  lateral  connections  of  main  lines,  or  by 
independent  lines,  into  mining  camps  where 
but  a  single  mine  is  developed  and  capable 
of  shipping  freight.  Such  roads  or  spurs 
are  not  Infrequently  built  by  the  private  en- 
terprise of  those  interested  in  the  one  mine 
to  be  benefited,  and  when  constructed  it  is 
intended  that  the  tracks  will  be  used  almost 
wholly  by  the  mining  company  which  con- 
structed the  spur.  The  supposed  barrenness 
of  the  country  contiguous  to  the  road,  or  the 
undeveloped  condition  of  the  mountain  in 
which  the  mine  Is  lying,  or,  perhaps,  the 
hitherto  unrewarded  search  of  the  pros- 
pector, has  encouraged  the  belief  that,  apart 
from  the  single  mine  owned  by  those  who 
have  built  the  railroad,  there  are  no  other 
paying  properties  upon  which  a  railroad 
might  rely  for  ores  or  supplies  to  transport. 
Such  expected  limited  uses  are  but  the  re- 
sults of  the  location  of  the  mine  and  its  In- 
acces.sibility.  They  do  not  In  any  way, 
however,  exclude  an  equal  right  of  use  by 
others,  perchance,  desiring  to  ship  freight  or 
secure  transportation  over  the  road.  To  bet- 
ter Illustrate  our  meaning,  we  have  only  to 
modify  the  instance  Just  referred  to  of  the 
railroad  lateral  built  to  a  single  mine.  Sup- 
pose that  a  pioneer  prospector  has  located 
and  represented  a  claim  contiguous  to  such 
railroad,  but  by  reason  of  the  impracticabili- 
ty or  expense  of  constructing  a  vragon  road, 
he  has  been  obliged  to  simply  keep  what  he 
believed  was  a  good  mine,  hoping  that  In  the 
future  railroad  facilities  would  afford  him 
the  opportunity  to  haul  his  ore  to  market. 
Suddenly,  by  the  enterprise  of  others,  and 
Without  any  expectation  on  their  part  of  aid- 
ing any  project  other  than  their  own,  a  rail- 
road is  built,  and  he  may  attain  the  frultlou 
of  his  hopes  if  he  can  use  the  railroad  to 
ship  his  ore.  Could  It  be  contended  with 
any  merit  that  the  railroad  company,  incor- 
porated under  the  railroad  laws  of  the  state, 
can  discriminate  against  him  by  saying,  "We 
are  a  private  enterprise,  for  private  use,  ana 
are  not  generally  open  to  the  public,  and  for 
this  reason  refuse  to  haul  your  ore,  or  to 
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bring  your  machinery  and  supplies  Into  these 
hills,  and  yon  cannot  compel  us  to  act  others 
wise"?  Or.  to  carrv  the  lUnstiation  further, 
snppose  many  mines  are  located  close  to  the 
new  line  of  road,  and  a  mining  district 
opened  of  incalculable  Interest  to  the  state, 
a  town  springs  up,  with  its  dlyersifled  trade 
lelatloBS,  and  that  thus  the  railroad  original- 
ly constructed  and  Intended  to  subserve  the 
single  mine,  with  little  or  no  thought  of 
any  greater  use,  may  become  a  measure  of 
great  utility  to  many  people;  must  this  de- 
velopment stop,  or  be  dependent  upon  the 
caprices  or  will  or  discriminatory  orders  of 
the  incorporators  or  owners,  based  upon  a 
claim  that  the  road  was  constructed  for  pri- 
vate purposes,  and  cannot  be  made  to  answer 
the  demands  of  the  public? 

We  say,  after  full  deliberation,  that  the  ex- 
press command  of  section  5  of  article  15  of 
the  constitution,  that  "all  railroads  shall  be 
public  highways,  and  all  railroads,  transpor- 
tation and  express  companies,  shall  be  com- 
mon carriers,  and  subject  to  legislative  con- 
trol," etc.,  supplemented  by  the  statute  (sec- 
tion 68a  p.  809,  div.  5,  Gomp.  St.  18ST)  au- 
thorizing the  construction  of  side  tracks, 
branches,  etc.,  has  made  them  Instruments 
of  public  service  as  well  as  private  prcAt, 
and  Is  sufficiently  comprehensive  to  include, 
not  only  the  railroad  used  to  illustrate  our 
views,  but,  by  analogy,  the  particular  rail- 
roads of  appellants  and  respondent  in  their 
main  lines,  lateral  branches,  and  spurs,  to 
partlcnar  mines  in  and  about  the  numerous 
mining  dumps,  shafts,  and  ore  bouses  de- 
scribed in  this  suit,  and  situate  upon  the  hills 
adjacent  to  the  city  of  Butte.  Getz's  Appeal, 
8  AnL  &  Eng.  R.  Cas.  186.  Furthermore, 
it  Is  expressly  provided  by  section  7,  art  15, 
of  the  constitution,  that  "all  individuals,  as- 
■ociatioDS  and  corpotatimis  shall  have  equal 
rights  to  have  persons  or  property  transport- 
ed on  and  over  any  railroad,  transportation 
or  express  route  in  this  state.  No  discrim- 
ination in  charges  or  facilities  for  transporta- 
tion of  freight  or  passengers  •  •  •  shall 
be  made  •  *  *  between  persons  or  places 
within  this  state.  *  *  *  No  railroad  or 
transportation  c<mipany  *  *  *  shall  give 
any  preference  to  any  individual,  association 
or  corporation  in  furnishing  cars  or  motive 
power,  or  for  the  transportation  of  money  or 
other  express  matter."  This  provision,  when 
considered  with  the  previous  one  quoted,  also 
demonstrates  that  the  constitution,  in  Its  let- 
ta,  its  spirit,  and  Its  policy  as  well,  classes 
all  railroads,  with  their  feeders,  such  as  re- 
spondent and  appellants  operate^  as  public 
Ughways,  subject  to  use  by  the  public  of 
right,  amenable  to  the  laws  governing  com- 
mon carriers  forever  forbidding  all  obnox- 
ious favoritlsms  between  any  who  desire  to 
tue  such  highways.  Railroad  Ck>.  v.  Petty 
<Ait.)  21  S.  W.  884.  This  stable  written  pol- 
icy Is  doubtless  the  outgrowth  of  pernicious 
systems  of  discrimination  and  preference 
.Which  railroad  coipomtions  may  have  in- 


dulged in  throughout  the  land  where  their 
powers  are  unrestrained  by  ccMistltutional  or 
other  restriction.  It  puts  them  all  on  a 
plane,  and  under  the  facts  before  us,  respond- 
ent and  appellants,  as  public  highways,  are 
alike  the  beneflclaries  of  its  liberality,  sub- 
ject, nevertheless,  to  its  restrictions  and  11a- 
bilities.  Chief  Justice  Hawley,  for  the  su- 
preme court  of  Nevada,  vigorously  discusses 
a  "public  use,"  as  meant  by  the  constitution 
of  that  state,  and  concludes  that  the  necessi- 
ties of  the  business  of  mining,  milling,  smelt- 
ing, etc.,  are  of  direct  Interest  to  the  people 
of  Nevada,  and  that  a  statute  of  that  state 
is  constitutional  which  authorizes  land  to  be 
condemned  for  the  necessities  of  such  busi- 
ness. Mining  Co.  T.  Seawell.  11  Nev.  894. 
This  decision  was  afterwards  expressly  af- 
flrmed  In  Mining  Co.  v.  Corcoran,  16  Nev. 
147,  and  again  recently  approved  by  its 
learned  author,  in  the  United  States  circuit 
court  for  Nevada,  where  the  court  upholds  a 
statute  authorizing  the  appropriation  <^  land 
for  a  mining  tunnel  as  a  piopw  exeiciae  of 
eminent  domain,  on  the  ground  of  "great 
benefit  and  advantage  to  the  mining  Indus- 
try." Douglass  V.  Byrnes,  59  Fed.  81.  The 
supreme  court  of  Georgia  held,  in  Mining 
Co.  y.  Parker,  59  Ga.  419.  that  a  section  of 
an  act  of  the  legislature  incorporating  a  gold 
placer  mining  company,  and  giving  It  power, 
under  the  constitution,  to  take  the  private 
property  of  the  complainants  for  the  use  of 
their  ditch  for  the  purpose  of  extending  the 
same  to  their  own  land,  on  payment  of  just 
compensation  therefor,  was  constitutional. 
"Gold  and  silver,"  say  the  court,  "Is  the  con- 
stitutional currency  of  the  country,  and  to 
facilitate  the  production  of  gold  from  the 
mines  in  which  It  is  imbedded,  for  the  use  of 
the  public,  is  for  the  public  good,  though 
done  through  the  medium  of  a  corporation  or 
Individual  eoterprise."  In  a  comparatively 
recent  decision  (Oury  v.  Goodwin  [Ariz.]  2ti 
Pac.  37C),  the  court  sustained  an  act  of  the 
territorial  legislature  permitting  the  condem- 
nation of  appellant's  real  estate  for  the  pur- 
pose of  an  irrigating  canal,  basing  their  opin- 
ion upon  the  principle  that  a  state  may.  In 
view  of  its  natural  advantages  and  resources 
and  necessities,  legislate  in  such  a  way,  ex- 
ercising the  power  of  eminent  domain,  that 
these  advantages  and  resources  may  receive 
the  fullest  development  for  the  general  wel- 
fare, the  laws  being  general  in  their  opera 
tlon.  The  Nevada  and  Georgia  coses  haT.c 
been  disapproved  of  by  Lewis  on  Eminent 
Domain  (section  184),  but  the  disapprobation 
Is  based  upon  the  ground  that  a  law  which 
granted  a  right  of  condemnation  for  a  pur- 
pose single  and  essentially  private  in  its 
nature  could  not  possibly  subserve  any  pub- 
lic use  or  be  of  any  public  benefit,  and  hence 
Is  an  Invalid  attempt  to  take  private  prop- 
erty for  private  use,  and  not  upon  the  sound- 
ness of  the  argument  that  the  magnitude  of 
the  interest  of  a  state  may  be  considered,  for 
Which  alone  we  cite  them.^^ 
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of  these  cases,  however  Imperfect  the  appli- 
cation to  particular  facts  may  hare  I>een,  is 
well  sustained.  Rand.  Em.  Dom.  p.  60; 
Wood,  R.  R.  p.  822;  Mills,  Em.  Dom.  {  20; 
Cooley,  Const.  Lim.  533;  Railroad  Co.  ▼. 
De  Camp,  47  N.  J.  Law.  51&  4  AtL  318;  1  Ror- 
er,  R.  R.  I  409;  Comp.  St.  Mont  1887,  <  1495 
et  seq. 

The  public  Interests  are  benefited  by  rail- 
roads, and  the  right  of  eminent  domain  may 
be  exercised  through  the  medium  of  cor- 
porate bodies.  The  public  haye  an  interest 
in  the  use  of  the  railroad,  and  the  owners 
may  be  prosecuted  for  the  damages  sustain- 
ed, if  they  should  refuse  to  transport  an  in- 
dlridual,  or  his  property,  without  any  rea- 
sonable excuse,  upon  being  paid  the  usual 
rate  of  fare.  Beekman  v.  Railroad  Co..  3 
Paige,  45;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  {  170;  Dietrich 
V.  Murdock,  42  Mo.  279.  Where  the  general 
public  advantage  is  greatly  promoted  by  the 
improvement  of  water  power  In  the  streams 
and  waters  of  a  country,  private  property 
taken  for  that  purpose  is  taken  for  a  public 
use,  within  the  meaning  of  that  term.  Ha- 
zen  V.  Essex  Co.,  12  Cush.  475.  Indeed,  in 
New  England  we  find  the  courts  very  em- 
phatic upon  the  question.  Chief  Justice  Per- 
ley,  after  speaking  of  the  Interests  that  New 
Hampshire  had  in  the  improvement  of  her 
natural  water  powers,  wrote  as  follows; 
"No  state  of  the  Union  Is  more  interested 
than  ours  in  the  improvement  of  natural  ad- 
vantages for  the  application  of  water  power 
to  manufacturing  purposes.  Nature  has  de- 
nied to  us  the  fertile  soli  and  genial  climate 
of  other  lands,  but  by  way  of  compensation 
has  endowed  us  with  unrivaled  opportuni- 
ties of  turning  our  streams  of  water  to  prac- 
tical account  The  present  prosperity  of  the 
state  is  largely  due  to  what  has  already 
l>een  done  towards  developing  these  natural 
advantages;  and  there  is  no  assignable  limit 
to  our  resources  in  this  respect,  if  extended 
and  connected  enterprises  for  the  improve- 
ment of  the  water  power  in  the  state  should 
be  successfully  prosecuted  hereafter.  In  no 
part  of  the  world  have  the  public  a  deeper 
interest  in  the  success  of  all  undertakings 
which  promise  to  assist  In  the  development 
of  these  great  natural  advantages.  Wheth- 
er, therefore,  we  look  to  the  interpretation 
which  lias  been  given  in  other  jurisdictions 
to  the  term  "public  use,'  in  reference  to  the 
right  of  taking  private  property  for  such  a 
use,  to  the  legislative  practice  under  the 
provincial  and  state  governments  before  and 
at  the  time  when  the  constitution  was  adopt- 
ed, to  the  language  of  the  constitution  Itself, 
to  the  early  and  continued  legislative  prac- 
tice under  the  constitution,  to  the  de<'lslons 
of  the  courts  in  this  state,  or  to  the  character 
of  our  business  and  the  natural  productions 
and  resources  of  the  state,  we  are  drawn  to 
the  conclusion  that  the  legislature  have  pow- 
er to  authorize  a  private  right  that  stands 
In  the  way  of  an  enterprise  set  on  foot  for 
the  Impcovement  of  the  water  power  in  a 


large  stream  like  this  river  to  be  taken  with- 
out the  owner's  consent,  if  suitable  provi- 
sion Is  made  for  his  compensation,  and  that 
the  act  of  1862  la  constitutional  and  valid." 
Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Pemald,  47  N.  H.  444; 
Olmstead  v.  Camp,  33  Conn.  532.  See,  also, 
Scudder  v.  Fails  Co.,  1  N.  J.  Bq.  695;  Mills, 
Em.  Dom.  i  183.  So  vital  to  the  develop- 
ment of  the  agricultural  interests  of  the 
state  is  water  for  irrigation  that,  as  a  part 
of  the  bill  of  rights  of  the  constitution,  It  is 
provided:  "The  use  of  all  water  now  ap- 
propriated, or  that  may  hereafter  be  appro- 
priated for  sale,  rental,  distribution  or  other 
beneficial  use,  and  the  right  of  way  ovw  the 
lands  of  others,  for  all  ditches,  drains, 
flumes,  canals  and  aqueducts,  necessarily 
used  In  connection  therewith,  as  well  as  the 
sites  for  reservoirs  necessary  for  collecting 
and  storing  the  same,  shall  be  held  to  be  a 
public  use.  Private  roads  may  be  opened 
in  a  manner  to  be  prescribed  by  law,  but  In 
every  case  the  necessity  of  the  road,  and  the 
amount  of  all  damage  to  be  sustained  by  the 
opening  thereof,  shall  be  first  determined 
by  a  jury,  and  such  amount,  together  with 
the  expenses  of  the  proceeding,  shall  be  paid 
by  the  person  to  be  benefited."  Const. 
Mont  art  3,  {  13.  The  improvement  of 
Boston  harbor  by  reclamation  of  a  large 
body  of  land  for  commercial  purposes  was 
held  to  be  of  great  public  advantage.  Moore 
V.  Sanford,  151  Mass.  286,  24  N.  B.  323. 
"The  ever-varying  condition  of  society  is  con- 
stantly presenting  new  objects  of  public  Im- 
portance and  utility,  and  what  sliall  be  con- 
sidered a  public  use  or  benefit  may  depend 
somewhat  on  the  situation  and  wants  of  the 
community  for  the  time  being."  But  the 
underlying  principle  remains,  that  there 
must  be  a  public  use  or  benefit  "But  what 
that  shall  consist  of,  or  how  extensive  it 
shall  be  to  authorize  an  appropriation  of  pri- 
vate property,  is  not  easily  reducible  to  gen- 
eral rule."  Scudder  v.  Falls  Co.,  1  N.  J.  Eq. 
095;  Talbot  v.  Hudson,  16  Gray,  417;  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Brainard,  9  N.  Y.  109. 

In  thus  ingrafting  upon  the  law  of  this  ju- 
risdiction the  doctrine  tliat  the  magnitude  of 
the  Interests  Involved  may  properly  become  a 
determining  factor  in  sustaining  the  right  of 
a  railroad  to  construct  lateral  branches, 
tracks,  and  spurs  to  mines  and  mining  works, 
as  public  uses,  by  virtue  of  the  law  of  emi- 
nent domain,  we  are  always  duly  mindful, 
not  only  of  the  constitutional  guaranty  of  the 
individual  right  of  possessing  and  protecting 
property,  but  are  equally  impressed  with  the 
declaration  that  "the  good  of  the  whole"  la 
the  very  foundation  of  the  constitution.  In- 
deed, it  may  be  said  that  upon  this  latter  ax- 
iom of  all  government  by  the  people  rests 
the  principle  itself.  The  force  of  the  princi- 
ple may  vary  In  different  communities.  What 
cogently  applies  to  Montana,  with  Its  moun- 
tains and  quartz,  would  be  an  absurd  process 
of  reasoning  to  urge  in  Louisiana,  where 
scarce  an  undulation  marks  the  surface,  w  a 

uigiiizea  oy  -v^j \^/ \^/ -^  i  \^ 


Uont) 


BUTTE,  A.  &  P.  BY.  CO.  «.  MONTANA  V.  BY.  CO. 


241 


mineral  Ues  beneath  It.  Therefore,  to  cor- 
rectly define  what  that  force  is  In  the  case 
before  us,  It  Is  eminently  reasonable  and  ap- 
propriate that  the  conditions  of  the  whole 
people  to  be  affected  should  be  considered. 
In  this  state,  where,  almost  wholly  through 
the  facilities  and  advantages  of  railroads,  the 
qnartz  mines  hare  been  developed  to  such 
an  extent  that  the  mineral  ontput  Is  only 
exceeded  by  that  of  one  or  two  older  min- 
ing states,  the  publicity  of  the  use  of  rail- 
roads into  the  camps  is  too  obvlons  to  require 
more  extended  comment  In  the  language 
of  the  eminent  connsel  who  so  lucidly  pre- 
sented respondent's  side  of  the  case:  "Again, 
in  Montana,  mining  is  the  dominant  Industry. 
Throughout  a  large  portion  of  the  state,  and 
in  the  county  of  Silver  Bow  especially,  It  is 
tbe  ail-important  pursuit,  upon  which  all  oth- 
er Industries  are  dependent.  In  the  mining, 
(melting,  and  reduction  of  ores  the  great 
mass  of  the  population  finds  employment  and 
support  The  prosperity  of  the  state  is  very 
largely  due  to  the  development  of  the  mines." 
Having  determined  that  the  respondent's 
tnilroad  and  laterals,  branches,  and  spurs  are 
all  public  highways^  within  the  legal  bounds 
of  public  uses,  it  follows  that  the  law  of  em- 
inent domain  was  available  to  them,  pro- 
dded (11  the  use  to  which  the  respondents 
bave  applied  the  ground  taken  is  a  use  au- 
thorized by  law;  (2)  that  the  taking  was  nec- 
essary to  such  use;  (3)  if  already  appro- 
priated to  some  public  use,  that  the  public 
nse  to  which  It  Is  to  be  aiipiied  Is  a  more  neces- 
sary public  use.     Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  601. 

That  a  necessity  exists  which  requires  prop- 
erty to  be  taken  is  obvious.  This  follows  as 
a  conclusion  of  the  determination  that  the 
purpose  of  the  plaintiff  is  a  public  use. 
Moore  V.  Sanford,  151  Mass.  286,  24  N.  E. 
32a  But,  Insist  the  appellants,  although  we 
grant  a  right  of  way  Is  necessary,  if  it  is 
tield  that  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  PacSflc 
Railway  is  a  public  use,  nevertheless,  at  the 
very  threshold  of  this  branch  of  the  case  we 
deny  the  necessity  of  the  particular  land  for 
the  i-allroad  uses  for  which  respondent  seeks 
to  appropriate  It  The  district  court  found 
that  the  ground  Included  within  the  defend- 
ants'  right  of  way  was  necessary  to  the 
plaintiff  for  the  proper  construction  and  main- 
tenance of  its  road,  that  such  ground  was  not 
necessary  for  the  use  of  defendants'  railway, 
and  was  not  In  actual  use  by  them  at  the 
time  of  the  order,  and  that  the  use  for  which 
tbe  plaintiff  sought  to  condemn  the  same  was 
a  more  necessary  public  use  than  any  use 
tbe  defendants  have  or  could  put  the  same  to. 
Without  more  prolixity  than  we  think  is  es- 
sential to  make  clear  our  opinion,  we  will 
state  the  concluded  facts  apparent  to  us. 
The  country  through  which  the  contending 
railroads  run  is  one  of  the  mountains  of  the 
main  Uocky  Mountain  range,  and  known  as 
the  "Butte  Hill,"  above  the  city  of  Butte. 
Tbe  railroads  about  the  hill  are  really  great 
broad-gauge  spurs  of  thehr  respective  main 
V.4lp.no.3— 16 


lines.  From  these  great  spurs  many  short 
ones  project,  running  to  ore  houses  or  mining 
shafts.  The  principal  object  of  both  railroads, 
In  their  branches  about  the  "Hill,"  Is  to  haul 
ores  from  and  supplies  to  the  several  quarts 
mines  indicated  upon  the  map,  to  wit,  the  St. 
Lawrence,  Anaconda,  Wake  Up  Jim,  Buffalo, 
Moscow,  and  others.  The  Butte,  Anaconda  & 
Pacific  (respondent)  tracks  for  the  most  part 
lie  north  of  the  Montana  Union  tracks.  The 
Montana  Union  right  of  way  was  25  feet  on 
either  side  of  the  center  of  its  tracks.  It  had, 
however,  graded  along  the  hill  only  to  an  ex- 
tent a  little  more  than  necessary  for  the  ac- 
tual space  occupied  by  its  roadbed.  In  many 
places  the  hill  is  so  very  steep,  or  so  rocky, 
or  both,  that  the  rails  must  have  laid  very 
close  to  the  bluffs  just  north  of  the  tracks. 
There  was  no  actual  use  of  such  bluffs  or 
other  ground  adjacent  to  the  Montana  Union 
tracks,  nor  could  It  actually  occupy  the 
same  without  heavy  excavation  work  on  the 
upper  side.  Commencing  at  a  point  on  the 
hill  within  the  limits  of  the  Nipper  qnarti- 
mlning  claim,  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific, 
with  its  road,  was  graded  and  excavated  on 
the  upper  side  of  appellants'  roadbed,  and 
Is  within  the  right  of  way  of  the  Montana 
Union  for  about  a  mile  and  a  half.  At  places 
the  south  rails  of  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pa- 
cific road  are  within  10  feet  of  the  northern 
rails  of  the  Montana  Union,  but  as  a  rule 
there  Is  some  17  to  22  feet  between  the  cen- 
ters,—that  Is,  from  the  center  of  the  Montana 
Union  tracks  to  the  center  of  the  Butte,  An- 
aconda &  Pacific  tracks.  Tbese  distances,  ex- 
cluding the  crossings,  are  sufficient  to  pre- 
vent any  interference  between  the  successful 
operation  of  the  two  roads.  The  strips  of 
ground  which  the  plaintiff  would  condemn 
and  appropriate  vary  in  idth,  the  variance 
being  evidently  based  upon  what  the  plain- 
tiff deems  necessary  for  the  operation  of  Its 
road,  considering  the  points  to  be  reached, 
and  tbe  distance  which  would  and  must  sep- 
arate the  two  roads  when  constructed.  Prior 
to  the  Institution  of  this  action,— that  is,  In 
1803,— various  lines  and  means  of  getting  to 
the  several  ore  houses  marked  upon  the  map 
were  projected.  All  these  ore  bouses  are  at 
the  same  level  as  to  the  grade  of  the  two 
roads;  several  of  than,  however,  being  be- 
low the  level  of  the  Montana  Union  main 
track.  By  the  abrupt  rise  in  the  hill  and  Its 
rocky  character,  and  because  of  the  necessity 
of  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  crossing  di- 
vers spurs  of  the  Montana  Union,  it  Is  nec- 
essary that  tiie  right  of  way  of  the  Butte, 
Anaconda  &  Pacific  be  laid  down  to  the  same 
level  as  the  Montana  Union.  This  necessity 
could  only  be  obviated  by  requiring  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  to  either  cross  the 
spurs  of  the  Montana  Union  at  grade,  or 
construct  Its  road  high  enough  to  go  over- 
head or  low  enouglt  to  pass  beneath  the  spurs. 
To  go  under  them  would  require  the  plain- 
tiff to  undertake  an  englncoring  task  so  far 
beyond  what  Is  deemed  practicable  or  reason- 
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able  that  ft  need  not  be  considered  at  all. 
To  build  Its  line  overhead  would  compel  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  to  construct  ita 
road  at  more  than  20  feet  above  the  cross- 
ings, so  that,  when  it  passed  the  ore  houses 
which  the  two  roads  go  to,  the  plaintiff's  road 
would  be  useless,  unless,  after  running  be- 
yond the  ore  houses,  switch  backs  were  con- 
structed down  the  hill,  by  which  they  could 
reach  the  objective  points.  To  follow  this 
plan  would  require  the  plaintiff  to  run  Into 
the  mountain  at  points  beyond  the  ore  houses, 
at  enormous  expense  of  construction,  and 
right  of  way,  probably;  and  the  road,  when 
thus  constructed,  would  be  very  impractica- 
ble to  successfully  run  or  operate.  If  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  constructed  Its  line 
above  the  Montana  Union,  It  follows  that  the 
cuts  through  which  it  would  have  to  run 
would  be  very  much  heavier  than  Its  present 
line,  and  at  their  objective  points  It  would 
stlU  be  necessary  for  the  two  roads  to  be 
within  a  few  feet  of  one  another.  Another 
objection  to  running  higher  up  the  hill  is 
that  such  a  route  would  materially  Interfere 
with  the  operation  of  the  mines  on  the  mount- 
ain. In  such  case  shaft  houses  would  be  cut 
through,  dumping  grounds  Intersected,  and 
quartz-mining  operations  seriously  interfered 
with.  The  route  chosen  was  deemed  by  far 
the  most  feasible  and  practicable  one.  Other 
routes  could  have  been  selected,  according  to 
the  engineers'  evidence,  but  any  practlcjible 
one  which  might  have  been  chosen  would 
have  crossed  the  main  line  of  the  defend- 
ants, as  well  as  many  of  their  spurs.  The 
plaintiff,  by  going  upon  the  right  of  way  of 
the  defendants,  widened  the  cuts  which  de- 
fendants had  ali-eady  made  in  many  places, 
but  when  we  consider  that  the  hill  bad  re- 
mained in  its  natural  state  until  further  ex- 
cavated by  the  plaintiff,  it  is  plain  that  no 
material  damage  was  done  to  the  defendants 
by  the  plaintiff  by  the  mere  act  of  excavat- 
ing as  It  did.  On  the  contrary,  such  excava- 
tions are  a  benefit  from  a  mere  standpoint  of 
construction.  L'pon  one  part  of  the  right  of 
way,  lying  within  the  Belle  of  Butte  addition 
to  the  city  of  Butto,  the  natural  physical  ob- 
stacles to  selecting  anotlicr  route  were  not  so 
great  as  higher  up  the  hill;  but.  In  order  to 
conform  with  the  grade  necessarily  chosen 
to  reach  the  point  higher  up  the  lilU.the  most 
practicable  route  was  that  selected  through 
the  Belle  of  Butte  addition,  particulai'ly  In 
view  of  the  fact  that,  had  they  kept  off  of 
the  right  of  way  of  the  defendants,  the 
plaintiff  would  have  been  compelled  to  pay 
for  a  number  of  dwelling  houses  and  the  lots 
which  they  were  on,  and  other  parts  of  their 
line  would  have  been  affected.  An  experi- 
enced engineer,  Mr.  N.  C.  Kay,  testified  in 
behalf  of  the  defendants  that  he  had,  at  a 
time  long  prior  to  the  Institution  of  this  suit, 
and  at  a  time  when  there  were  not  so  many 
houses  about  the  foot  of  the  hill,  and  not  so 
many  mines  developed  and  ore  houses  built 
on  the  mountain,  made  a  survey  for  another 
railroad,  with  a  view  of  finding  a  practica- 


ble route.  His  proposed  line  ran  on  the 
south  or  lower  side  of  the  present  Montana 
Union  track.  It  was  proposed  by  this  route 
to  make  most  of  the  crossings  of  the  Mon- 
tana Union  spurs  grade  crossings.  It  ap- 
peared also  that  the  Ray  route.  If  followed, 
would  necessitate  for  a  long  distance  a  re- 
taining wall  to  be  put  up  to  maintain  the 
slope  of  the  Montana  Union  roadbed,  and  to 
keep  it  from  falling  over  on  the  proposed 
roadbed.  It  would  require  very  heavy  fills  or 
trestlework ;  and,  withal,  a  scale  of  a  map  made 
when  this  projected  route  was  first  surveyed 
showed  that  there  was  not  2U0  feet  differ- 
ence in  the  longitudinal  confiict  between  the 
Ray  route  and  the  present  Butte,  Anaconda 
&  Pacific  route  and  the  Jilontana  Union  right 
of  way,  as  they  appear  on  the  maps.  The  to- 
tal length  of  the  present  lines  Is  about  three 
miles,  or  a  little  less.  From  certain  given 
points  there  was,  between  such  proposed 
route  and  the  actual  route  of  the  Bntte,  An- 
aconda &  Pacific,  a  difference  of  three-fourths 
of  a  mile,  the  greater  length  being  tlie  Hay 
route.  The  Hay  route  necessitated  five 
gr.ade  crossings  of  the  main  track  of  the 
Montana  Union,  all  of  which,  it  satisfactorily 
appears,  were  more  undesirable  than  an  equal 
number  of  crossings  would  be  over  spurs. 
Moreover,  the  Hay  line,  if  run  at  the  time 
this  litigation  first  arose,  would  have  en- 
countered buildings,  shaft  houses,  and  dwell- 
ing houses  which  were  not  In  existence  when 
the  Hue  was  first  proposed.  It  would  have 
been  vastly  more  expensive,  by  reason  of 
the  enhanced  value  of  the  right  of  way,  and 
we  tuiuk  it  only  fair  to  say  that,  as  the  con- 
ditions existed  at  the  time  that  the  testimony 
was  taken  In  this  cause,  his  route  was  Im- 
practicable. Moreover,  the  Ray  route  was 
not  projected  with  a  view  to  serving  all  of  the 
various  ore  houses  touching  plaintiff's  and  de- 
fendants' roads;  the  only  branch  appearing 
on  the  Ray  map  being  to  the  High  Ore  house, 
and  a  branch  to  the  Anaconda  and  the  Hum- 
boldt. 

One  of  the  objections  Interposed  by  the  de- 
fendants to  the  occupancy  of  their  right  of 
way  was  the  difficulty  of  throwing  out 
switches  or  side  tracks  to  the  north  of  the 
Montana  Union,  but  the  engineers  swear 
that  If  they  have  distances  to  centers  be- 
tween tracks  of  22  feet,  there  Is  room  be- 
tween the  two  tracks  for  another  track, 
and  If  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  eleva- 
tion is  so  high  that  the  Montana  Union  can- 
not get  over  by  crossing  at  right  angles,  a 
spur  can  be  run  at  any  distance  In  order  to 
attain  the  proper  elevation.  Another  objec- 
tion vigorously  urged  was  the  difflculty  of 
handling  ties  where  the  roads  were  very 
close  together.  But  it  appears  that  some 
of  the  greatest  railroads  In  the  country, 
notably  the  Pennsylvania  system,  have  three 
tracks  abreast,  with  centers  of  the  two  out- 
side tracks  'J2\i,  feet  apart.  Ties  are  suc- 
cessfully bandied  on  such  roads,  and  we 
see  no  reason  why  they  should  not  be  up- 
on  the  roads   of  the  contending   parties    at 
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bar.  Besides,  the  hill,  as  It  stood,  was  cer- 
tainly a  much  greater  obstacle  to  necessary 
conveniences  In  this  respect  than  It  Is  as  ex- 
favated  to  a  level  with  appellants'  road- 
l.fd.  It  -was  also  urged  that  the  right  of 
way  taken  by  the  defendants  was  necessary 
in  case  of  future  double  tracks  or  sidings, 
but  as  these  needs  are  mere  future  possi- 
bilities, not  based  upon  reasonably  apparent 
traffic  needs,  we  do  not  think  the  showing 
is  strong  enough  to  merit  very  serious  con- 
sideration. A  great  deal  of  testimony  was 
also  taken  uDon  the  inconvenience  to  the  de- 
fendants In  the  operation  of  their  trains  at 
various  crossings  where  the  construction  of 
plaintiff's  road  prevented  the  defendants 
from  handling  as  many  cars  at  one  time  as 
they  could  handle  If  the  plaintiff's  road  wer<» 
not  in  their  way.  Eliminating  the  consid- 
eration of  the  Gagnon,  Buffalo,  and  Uaggln 
t"pnr  crossings,  which  are  referred  to  here- 
after, we  are  constrained  to  hold  that,  as 
the  law  expressly  grlves  the  right  of  crossing 
and  totersecting  (Const,  art  15,  S  5),  the 
interference  Is  only  such  as  Is  essential  to 
any  method  of  operation  of  two  rallroada 
where  they  cross  and  Intersect  on.c  another 
on  the  side  of  a  mountain,  where  their  re- 
spective ways  are  necessarily  very  limited, 
and  where  both  may  have  lawful  rights  of 
way  to  their  respective  but  Identical  ob- 
jective points. 

It  is  wdl  to  bear  In  mind,  in  the  applica- 
tion of  the  principles  underlying  the  law  of 
eminent  domain,  that  the  state  has  an  In- 
lierent  political  right,  pertaining  to  soyer- 
eignty  and  founded  on  what  has  been  ex- 
pressed to  be  a  "common  necessity  and  in- 
terest," to  appropriate  the  property  of  In- 
dividuals to  great  necessities  of  the  whole 
fommunlty  where  suitable  provision  is  made 
for  compensation.  Raleigh  v.  Davis,  2  Dev. 
&  B.  451;  Lewis,  Em.  Dom.  8  3.  This  right, 
says  the  constitution  of  Montana  (section  9, 
art.  15),  "shall  never  be  abridged  nor  so 
construed  as  to  prevent  the  legislative  assem- 
bly from  taking  the  property  and  fran- 
cbises  of  Incorporated  companies  and  sub- 
jecting them  to  public  usee,  the  same  as 
property  of  Individuals."  The  public  wel- 
fare Is  therefore  the  particular  base  upon 
which  must  be  laid  the  correct  application 
of  the  doctrine  itself.  The  right  of  eminent 
domain  may  be  of  the  greatest  value  to  the 
respondent,  or  to  any  other  corporation 
which  may  exercise  Its  privileges,  but  that 
Is  an  incident  which  must  be  subordinated  by 
tbe  courts  to  the  question  of  public  use,  and 
to  the  consideration  of  the  benefits  to  accrue 
to  the  public  by  the  construction  of  the  con- 
templated project.  There  is,  liowever,  a  rule 
of  construction,  sustained  by  the  great 
weight  of  well-considered  authority,  to  the 
effect  that  this  power  to  take  the  property 
of  private  citizens  or  other  corporations  for 
public  use  must  be  exercised  and  can  be 
exercised  only  so  far  as  the  authority  ex- 
tends, either  in  terms  expressed  by  the  law 


itself,  or  by  implication  clear  and  satisfac- 
tory. In  re  City  of  Buffalo,  68  N.  X.  107; 
Siith.  St.  Const.  {  388;  Mills,  Em.  Dom.  § 
46.  In  our  opinion,  the  testimony  in  this 
case  shows  that  the  particular  location  of  re- 
spondent's railroad  is  by  far  the  most  prac- 
ticable which  could  have  been  found,  and, 
considering  the  fact  that  any  other  route 
would  have  impinged  upon  tbe  appellants' 
right  of  way  very  nearly  as  much  as  the 
present  route  does,  and  that  such  other 
route  would  have  affected  many  mining  it- 
erations, would  have  been  enormously  ex- 
pensive, and  much  less  convenient  or  somo- 
wltat  less  safe,  and  that  It  Is  manifestly  to 
the  best  Interests  of  the  public  generally 
that  railroads  be  constructed  throughout  the 
mountains  over  such  routes  as  will  enable  the 
public  to  receive  the  best  and  most  expe- 
ditious service  which  can  be  attained,  wff 
think  that  the  taking  of  the  portions  of  the 
right  of  way  of  appellants'  road  was  nec- 
essary to  the  use,  which  was  public,  of  the 
respondent's  railroad. 

Now,  however,  having  advanced  to  this 
point  of  the  case,  we  are  met  with  this  argu- 
ment by  the  appellants'  counsel,  namely, 
that  this  right  of  way  was  already  approprl* 
ated,  and  that  there  was  no  delegation  of 
power  to  any  corporation  under  the  eminent 
domain  laws  of  the  state  to  take  property 
already  appropriated  to  a  public  use,  unless, 
as  provided  by  tbe  last  clause  of  tbe  third 
subdivision  of  section  601,  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
1887,  "the  public  use  to  which  it  is  to  be 
applied  is  a  more  necessary  public  use." 
We  have  already  concluded  that  this  land 
was  necessary  to  respondent's  use,  and  the 
question  therefore  is,  is  respondent  pre- 
cluded from  condemning  these  necessary 
lands  t>ecause  they  have  already  been  con- 
demned for  public  use  by  the  appellants? 
If  the  question  were  limited  merely  to  this 
single  Inquiry  (unless  some  other  statute  au- 
thorized a  taking),  doubtless,  imder  rules  of 
construction,  we  should  h<dd  that  the  re- 
spondent could  not  Invade  the  right  of  way 
of  the  appellants.  But  our  legislature  has 
Imposed  upon  the  court  the  additional  re- 
sponsibility of  Judicially  determining  wheth- 
er the  use  to  which  the  appellants  did  or 
would  put  the  particular  lands  is  a  more  nec- 
essary one  to  the  public  than  that  to  which 
they  have  already  been  appropriated  by  the 
Montana  Union  Railway.  We  therefore  find 
the  whole  proposition  resolves  itself,  under 
the  facts,  to  this:  A  part  of  the  right  of 
way  of  the  Montana  Union  Railway  Compa- 
ny has  never  been  used  by  it  for  raUroad 
purposes  for  the  several  years  during  which 
the  road  has  been  constructed  and  In  oper- 
ation, and  is  not  reasonably  requisite  for 
future  uses.  The  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pa- 
cific Railway  (3ompany,  in  the  location  of  Its 
only  really  practicable  route,  desires  to  take 
parts  of  such  unused  portions  of  the  Mon- 
tana Union  right  of  way;  such  portions  be- 
ing necessary  for  their  actual  use,  and  ud- 
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necewHU7  for  ttae  actual  use  of  tbe  appel- 
lants. We  bare  used  tbe  word  "necessair"  ad- 
visedly throughout  this  opinion,  althouj^  when 
we  say  that  the  route  chosen  by  the  Butte^ 
Anaconda  A  Pacific  requires  the  taking  of 
the  lands  in  question  as  necessary  for  public 
use,  we  do  not  mean  that  there  la  an  abso- 
lute necessity  of  the  particular  locatioa  tbey 
seek.  But,  under  the  statute,  such  an  ab- 
solute necessity  Is  not  a  prerequisite  to  the 
exercise  of  the  law  of  eminent  domain.  We 
are  aware  of  the  decision  of  tbe  supreme 
court  of  Pennsylvania  (Sharon  Railway  Co.'s 
Appeal,  122  Pa.  St  at  pag»  546,  17  Aa  234), 
that  land  once  appropriated  by  a  railroad 
company  to  public  use  under  tbe  right  of  em- 
inent domain  cannot  afterwards  be  appro- 
priated by  another  company  to  tbe  same 
use,  except  In  case  of  "absolute  necessi- 
ty." There  one  road  sought  to  take  part 
of  the  yard  of  another.  The  facts  warrant- 
ed a  finding  by  the  master  that  the  lands 
sought  to  be  taken  were  convenient  and  nec- 
essary to  enable  tbe  plaintiff  company  to 
economically  and  expeditiously  carry  on  Ita 
present  and  prospective  business,  and  It 
was  upon  such  a  finding  tbat  the  coiut  held 
as  It  did.  If  tbe  learned  Judges  meant  by 
an  absolute  necessity  to  exclude  entirely 
the  element  of  reasonableness  in  the  measure 
of  their  words,  we  are  constrained  to  take 
a  different  view  of  the  law  in  interpreting 
our  statute,  and  in  so  doing  we  find  our- 
selves in  thorough  accord  with  three  of  tbe 
justices  of  the  same  court  In  their  dissent- 
ing opinion,  reported  in  Appeal  of  Pitts- 
burgh J.  R.  Co.,  122  Pa.  St  511.  6  AtL  564, 
and  decided  Just  two  years  before  the  ab- 
solute necessity  rule  was  laid  down  in  tbe 
case  hereinbefore  cited.  The  appeal  In  the 
Pittsburgh  Junction  Oa  Caae  in  its  facts 
was  much  closer  to  tbe  case  at  bar  than 
Sharon  Hallway  Ca's  Appeal,  supra.  The 
Allegheny  Volley  Railroad  Company  claimed 
to  own  certain  property  in  the  city  of  Pitts- 
burgh, extending  from  Forty-Third  street  to 
Forty-Seventh  street  and  from  an  unnamed 
street  on  the  south  to  low-water  mark  on 
tbe  Allegheny  river  on  the  north,  all  of 
which  property  It  claimed  to  have  hi  con- 
stant use  In  connection  with  the  operation 
of  its  railroad.  The  Pittsburgh  Junction 
Company  entered  up<»i  a  part  of  this  prop- 
erty, and  commenced  to  lay  ties  and  rails 
thereon,  and  to  tear  up  the  track  that  had 
been  used  by  plaintiff  for  many  years,  and 
it  was  alleged  that  if  the  defendant  was  per- 
mitted to  go  (»!,  it  would  seriously  interfere 
with  and  cripple  the  operation  of  the  plain- 
tiff's road,  and  would  ruin  its  roadbed,  and 
render  it  unable  to  perform  the  duties  im- 
posed upon  it  towards  the  public.  The  de- 
fendant contended  that  it  was  authorized  to 
locate  Its  road  between  certain  points,  and 
It  was  obliged  to  run  along  the  bank  of  the 
Allegheny  river,  and  that  It  had  a  right  to 
run  where  it  did,  and  denied  that  all  of  the 
gropwty  used  by  the  plaintiff  la  connection 


with  the  maintenance  and  operation  of  Iti 
railroad  was  used,  or  that  it  was  all  india- 
pensable  to  plalnturs  use.  The  suprema 
court  held  that  the  plaintiff  road  could  con- 
sider the  needs  of  the  future,  and  that  the 
defendant  could  not  interfere  with  the  prea- 
ent  (»:  future  use  contemplated  by  the  plain- 
tiff, and  that  no  actual  encroachments  would 
be  allowed.  Perhaps  the  decision  turned,  in 
the  <q;)inion  of  the  majority  of  tbe  court 
upon  the  ground  that  the  defendant  could 
have,  without  any  trouble  besides  expense, 
constructed  its  road  at  another  point,  as  the 
court  say:  "We  are  not  embarrassed  with 
the  questions  that  would  arise  if  tbe  de- 
fendant company  could  not  build  Its  road 
without  laying  its  track  through  tbe  plain- 
tiff's yard."  The  minority  opinion  by  Judge 
Tounkey  is  very  brief,  and  we  quote  so 
much  of  it  as  is  applicable  to  the  facts  at 
bar:  "In  this  case  ttae  testimony  clearly  shows, 
and  it  was  so  found  by  the  master,  that 
there  is  ample  room  next  the  river  where 
the  appellant  could  lay  its  tracks  without 
material  injury  to  the  property  of  the  ap- 
pellee. The  inconvenience  to  and  cost  of 
changes  by  the  appellee  could  be  compeu- 
sated  in  damages.  The  prudent  appropria- 
tion of  a  parcel  of  land  extending  from  low- 
water  mark  on  the  river  to  the  hillside  by 
the  appellant  the  whole  of  which  land  is  not 
necessary  for  the  uses  of  its  road,  ought  not 
to  bar  the  construction  of  another  railway  In 
the  valley  by  a  company  subsequently  char- 
tered." 

About  the  same  time  that  the  Pennsylvania 
rule  of  absolute  necessity  was  announced, 
the  supreme  court  of  Alabama,  in  Mobile  & 
O.  R.  Co.  V.  Alabama  M.  R.  Co.,  87  Ala.  501. 
6  South.  404.  discussed,  with  a  learning 
which  generally  characterizes  the  decisions 
of  tbat  respected  court  tbe  right  of  a  rail- 
road company  to  take  by  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings part  of  tbe  property  of  another  rail- 
road company  already  devoted  to  a  public 
use,  and  say:  "As  a  general  rule^  a  corpora- 
tion to  whom  the  right  of  eminent  domain 
Is  delegated,  having  the  right  to  locate  tbu 
line  of  its  road  l)etween  the  terminal  points, 
has  also  the  correlative  right  to  some  extent, 
to  select  the  lands  to  be  taken.  But  the  dis- 
cretion must  be  reasonably  exercised,  so  as 
to  cause  as  little  damage  as  Is  practicable; 
and  if  abuse  in  the  selection  is  made  appar- 
ent, the  court  before  whom  the  proceeding 
Is  pending  should  Interfere  to  control  the  dis- 
cretion, and  prevent  the  abuse  by  refusing 
an  order  of  condemnation.  New  York  Cent 
&  H.  R.  R.  Co.  y.  Metropolitan  Gas-LIght  Co.. 
63  N.  Y.  326;  6  Am.  A  Eng.  Bnc.  Law,  541. 
According  to  the  rule  stated  above,  the  lia- 
bility of  any  portion  of  the  right  of  way  of 
the  Mobile  &  Girard  Railroad  Comj^ny, 
though  not  in  actual  use,  to  condemnation 
for  the  use  of  the  Alabama  Midland  Rail- 
way Company,  is  subject  to  the  qualification 
of  a  necessity  therefor.  It  would  be  difficult 
to  lay,  d03«n  any,  specific  rule^  as  to  the  mea» 
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ore  of  ttie  neeewlty,  of  raffldent  iicop«  to  kit 
clnde  all  cases.  It  may  be  obflerved  general- 
ly tbat  "neceBsary,'  In  tliis  connection,  doea 
not  mean  an  abeolate  or  Indispensable  neces- 
sity, bnt  reasonable,  requlsitek  and  proper 
(or  the  accompUahment  of  the  end  In  Tlew, 
nnder  the  particular  circumstances  ol  the 
cue.  On  the  evidencev  there  is  little  room 
for  donbt  that  the  route  selected  by  the  Ala- 
bama Midland  Railway  Company  to  get  into 
the  city  of  Troy  and  out  to  the  west  is  the 
most  practlcatde,  If  not  in  its  pr(4>er  sense 
ttie  only  practicable,  route."  Annlston  &  O. 
R.  Co.  ▼.  Jacluonyille,  G.  &  A  R.  Co.,  82  Ala. 
207,  2  South.  710. 

Again,  the  absolute  necessity  rule  not  only 
will  not  consist  -with  the  express  delegated 
anthoilty  to  take  the  property  of  a  corpora- 
tion by  virtue  of  eminent  domain,  but,  if  we 
carry  it  to  its  logical  results,  it  is  this,  that 
where  one  corporation  to  which  has  been 
granted  the  right  of  talcing  property  by  em- 
inent domain  has  exercised  that  right,  it  can- 
not t>e  interfered  with,  except  for  crossings 
and  intersections.  This  is  fallacious.  In 
mining  districts  it  leads  to  exclusion.  When 
a  similar  question  arose  in  Illinois,  Judge 
Breeee,  for  the  court,  thus  tersely  disposed 
of  It:  "The  argument,  when  reduced  to  its 
proper  measure.  Is  that,  while  the  land  of  all 
other  persona  and  corporations  lying  on  the 
route  of  a  railroad  is  subject  to  the  power  of 
emlnrat  domain,  that  belonging  to  a  railroad 
company  is  not  thus  subject.  Such  land 
must  remain  intact.  We  cannot  assent  to 
this  proposition."  Peoria,  P.  &  J.  R.  Co.  v. 
Peoria  ft  a  B.  Co..  66  111.  174.  We  find  the 
federal  court  for  the  district  of  Colorado  tak- 
ing substantially  the  same  view  of  the  ne- 
cessity rule  as  the  Alabama  court  did.  Colo- 
rado E.  Ry.  Co.  T.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.,  41  Fed. 
293.  The  Colorado  Eiastem  Railway  Com- 
pany sought  to  condemn  certain  property 
within  the  limits  of  the  city  of  Denver,  claim- 
ing that  the  ground  was  necessary  for  its 
nse  (or  various  railroad  purposes.  The  de- 
fendant contended  that  the  land  was  not  of 
such  necessity  to  the  plaintiff  as  to  Justify 
the  taking  from  defendant,  and  that  the  land 
l>ad  already  been  appropriated  by  defendant 
to  its  own  use  as  a  public  railroad,  and  was 
eminently  necessary  to  its  prospective  busi- 
ness. Philips,  J.,  decided  that  the  ground 
was  necessary  to  the  petitioner,  because  it 
was  the  only  piece  of  ground  available  to 
petitioner  without  entirdy  changing  the  sur- 
vey line  and  undertaking  to  accomplish  its 
destination  by  a  circuitous  route,  and  that  it 
would  not  be  a  wise  Judicial  discretion  to 
compel  the  petitioner  to  adopt  a  road  highly 
inconvenient,  longer,  and  less  available.  It 
was  plain  in  tliat  case  ttiat  another  route 
could  liave  been  selected,  and.  aside  from 
the  matter  of  economy,  with  very  much  more 
ease  than  could  the  respondent.  In  the  case 
at  hu,  choose  another  route  for  the  Butte, 
Anaconda  &  Pacific  road;  but  the  court  evi- 
dently, refused  to  follow  the  absolute  neces- 


sity rule,  and  based  Its  decision  upon  tbs 
more  Just  doctrine  of  the  necessity  of  the 
petitioner,  founded  upon  the  practlcabiUt7« 
economy,  facilities,  and  other  considerations 
which  should  govern  the  determlnatloa  of 
what  the  necessities  may  be,  always  consid- 
ering the  rights  of  the  senior  company,  yet 
never  forgetting  tlie  benefits  to  the  public. 

The  laws  of  the  state  anthorlsed  the  ro- 
spondent  to  locate  its  railroad.  It  had  a 
right  to  select  the  most  feasible  route,  pro- 
vided in  doing  80  It  did  no  unnecessary  in- 
jury to  the  public  or  to  the  appellants.  The 
law  does  not  give  to  the  respondent  any  pre- 
dominant right  over  the  appellants,  though 
certainly  the  line  of  respondent  should  be 
so  run  as  not  to  materially  interfere  with 
the  efiidency  of  the  Montana  Union.  New 
York,  H.  &  N.  R.  Cow  V.  Boston,  H.  &  B.  R. 
Co.,  36  Conn.  196.  We  find  no  violence  done 
to  these  principles.  The  inconveniences  in- 
evitably incident  to  the  crossing  of  one  road 
by  another  are  not  violations  of  the  princi- 
ples. On  the  other  hand,  lands  bdonging 
to  the  Montana  Union  by  way  of  easement 
and  not  actually  In  nse  by  such  company, 
or  not  actually  necessary  for  the  enjoyment 
ot  their  franchise^  should  be  upon  the  same 
footing  as  the  land  of  the  Individual  citiaen. 
Peoria,  P.  &  J.  R.  Co.  t.  Peoria  &  S.  R.  Ca, 
66  111.  174.  It  was  never  contemplated  by 
the  constitution  that  competition  between 
railroads  should  not  be  sanctioned.  On  the 
contrary,  our  construction  of  the  law  Is  thaA 
it  is  the  policy  of  the  state,  voiced  in  its 
constitution  and  statutes,  to  build  up  com- 
peting  railroads,  rather  than  to  deter  them. 
If  this  were  not  so,  why  did  the  leglslattura 
expressly  Include  the  right  to  take  lands  al< 
ready  appropriated  by  <Mie  corporation  and 
devote  them  to  public  use  where  the  lattw 
use  was  a  more  beneficial  one  than  the  for- 
mer. The  mere  fact  that  the  easement  is 
held  by  a  corporation,  and  that  another  cor- 
poration takes  it  to  subserve  public  use,  can- 
not affect  the  principle  so  long  as  the  second 
taking  is  for  the  greater  public  good.  North- 
ern B.  Co.  V.  Concord  &  C  R.  Co.,  27  N.  H. 
183.  Nor  con  the  claim  of  a  superior  equity, 
of  respondent  be  urged  as  a  sound  argu- 
ment, based  upon  the  fact  that  the  appel- 
lants already  have  appropriated  the  prop- 
erty for  public  \sae>.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  B. 
Co.  V.  Town  of  Lake,  71  lU.  333.  The  Mon- 
tana Union  accepted  its  easement  with  the 
reserved  right  in  the  state  to  retake  it  when- 
ever the  public  necessity  might  require,  pro^ 
vided,  always,  Just  compensation  should  be 
made  when  it  might  be  retaken.  One  publiccor- 
poratlon  cannot  take  the  lands  or  franchises 
of  another  public  corporation  in  actual  use 
by  it  unless  expressly  authorized  to  do  so 
by  the  legislature;  But  the  lands  of  each 
a  corporation  not  in  actual  use  may  be  tak- 
en by  another  corporation,  authorized  to 
take  lands  for  its  use  in  invitum,  whenevec 
the  lands  of  an  individual  may  be  taken, 
subject  to  the  uualification  that  ther«  is  a   , 
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necesBlty  therefor.  2  Wood,  R.  R.  p.  85C. 
We  thiuk  this  to  be  the  tnie  rule,  and  that 
opposhig  corporations  may  be  limited  to  the 
enjoyment  of  that  property  in  actual  use  by 
them,  and  that  which  Is  reasonably  ueces- 
sai-y  for  the  safe,  proper,  and  convenient 
niauaKoment  of  their  business,  and  the  ac- 
conipllshnient  of  the  purposes  of  their  crea- 
tion. Mobile  &  O.  R.  Co.  V.  Alabama  SI.  R. 
Co.,  supra.  Upon  this  proposition  we  again 
n>for  to  the  opinion  of  Judge  Philips  (Colo- 
rado K.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.,  41 
Fed.  2JK{>,  where  it  was  held  "that  mere 
priority  of  acquisition,  or  even  of  wcupa- 
tlou.  gives  no  exclusive  right,  except  In  so 
far  as  the  condemnation  trenches  on  the 
prreati'r  necessities  of  the  other  franchise." 
.\s  has  been  stated  heretofore  in  this  opin- 
ion, the  right  of  way  prayed  for  by  the  re- 
K))undent  in  this  case  was  not  occupied,  and 
tlie  mere  priority  of  the  acquisition  of  the 
Montana  Union  must  give  way,  under  onr 
laws,  to  the  superior  uses  and  greater  needs 
of  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  Company, 
as  more  necessary  to  the  public. 

The  learned  counsel  for  the  appellants  have 
cited  us  to  many  cases  besides  the  Pennsyl- 
vania ones  already  referred  to.  We  will  no- 
tice one  or  two  principal  ones.  Barre  R.  Co. 
V.  Montpeller  &  W.  R.  R.  Co.  (Vt)  17  Atl.  923, 
simply  decided  that  one  railroad  company, 
to  avoid  a  sharp  curve  In  its  road,  could  not 
take  the  land  of  another  company,  as  con- 
demnation was  sought  upon  the  ground  of 
convenience  rather  than  necessity.  We  find 
nothing  In  the  case  to  the  effect  tliat  If  the 
necessity  existed  still  the  ground  could  not 
be  taken.  Boston  &  M.  R.  Co.  v.  Lowell  & 
I.  R.  Co.,  124  Mass.  368,  was  decided  upon 
the  ground  that  there  must  be  an  express  leg- 
islative grant  to  authorize  a  longitudinal  road 
to  be  built  upon  the  right  of  way  of  another 
road,  and  that  the  statutes  did  not  contem- 
plate such  a  taking,  but  the  court  recognized 
that  cases  may  arise  where  the  authority  to 
take  land  already  devoted  to  another  railroad 
may  be  Implied,  either  by  the  language  of  the 
act  or  from  the  application  of  the  act  to  the 
subject-matter,  as  where  the  railroad  could 
not  be  laid,  in  whole  or  in  part,  by  reasonable 
Intendment,  on  any  other  line.  We  are  cited 
by  the  appellants  to  the  case  of  Illinois  Cent. 
R.  Co.  V.  Chicago,  B.  &  N.  R.  Co.,  122  111.  473, 
13  N.  B.  140.  In  that  case  one  railroad 
sought  to  run  within  the  right  of  way  of  an- 
other for  a  distance  of  11  miles.  A  majority 
of  the  court  held  that  one  company  could 
not  take  any  part  of  the  right  of  way  of  an- 
other except  at  a  point  of  crossing.  Intersec- 
tion, or  union.  The  Illinois  statute  granting 
rights  of  way  to  railroad  companies  was  sub- 
stantially like  the  first  portion  of  fourth  sub- 
division of  section  600  of  the  laws  of  eminent 
domain  (Comp.  St  Mont.  1887,  p.  210),  which 
Is  as  follows:  "All  rights  of  way  for  any 
and  all  purposes  mentioned  in  section  598, 
and  any  and  all  structures  and  improvements 
thereon,  and  the  lands  held  or  used  In  con- 


nection therewith,  shall  be  snbject  to  be  con- 
nected with,  crossed  or  Intersected  by  any 
other  right  of  way,  or  Improvements  or  struc- 
tures thereon."  It  was  argued  to  the  court 
that  the  provisions  of  such  a  statute  were 
broad  enough  to  permit  the  taking  of  the 
right  of  way  of  one  company  by  another, 
but  it  was  decided  that  the  taking  contem- 
plated was  limited  to  crossings,  intersectluns, 
or  unions,  and  not  taking  for  another  road 
longitudinally.  Two  Judges  dissented  from 
that  opinion,  and  although  we  do  not  find 
it  necessary  to  approve  or  disapprove  of  the 
law  of  that  case,  we  note  that  onr  statute 
seems  to  go  further  than  the  Illinois  law,  for 
with  us  it  is  expressly  provided,  in  the  latter 
part  of  the  section  Just  quoted:  "They  shall 
also  be  subject  to  a  limited  use  in  common 
with  the  owner  thereof  when  necessary;  bot 
such  use,  crossings,  intersections  and  con- 
nections shall  be  made  in  manner  most  com- 
patible with  the  greatest  public  benefit  and 
least  private  injury."  If  the  property  to  be 
subject  to  limited  use  in  common  with  the 
owner  means,  genemlly,  rights  of  way,  longl- 
tudlnaJ  as  well  as  other,  and  the  statute  does 
not  restrict  the  appUcatl<Hi  of  the  pronoun 
"they"  to  rights  of  way  Immediately  connect- 
ed with  crossings  and  InteMections,  but  en- 
larges the  use  to  all  rights  of  way  whm  nec- 
essary, It  would  seem  by  no  means  unreason- 
able that  conditions  like  those  presented  in 
the  case  under  consideration  were  In  the 
minds  of  the  legislature  at  the  time  that  this 
section  became  a  law,  and  that  of  necessity 
all  rights  of  way  shall  be  subject  to  a  limited 
use  In  common  with  the  owner  thereof.  Pei^ 
haps  the  statute  may  have  meant,  by  using 
the  word  "owner,"  the  owner  of  the  fee,  to 
whom  all  rights  in  the  property  might  revert 
if  there  were  no  longer  any  public  use  there- 
of, or  it  may  mean  the  easement  for  use  of 
the  corporation  which  had  acquired  an  ease- 
ment over  the  property  by  virtue  of  the  law 
of  eminent  domain.  We  simply  refer  to  this 
matter  in  view  of  the  citation  made.  From 
the  decision  in  the  case  of  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Moss,  23  Cal.  323,  it  appears  the  court  did 
not  consider  the  effect  of  any  statute  similar 
to  ours  granting  the  right  to  take  land  once 
appropriated,  if  Indeed  there  was  any  such 
statute  in  existence  in  California  when  that 
decision  was  rendered  in  1863.  It  was  held 
that  there  was  no  right  to  condemn  or  appro- 
priate land  along  or  upon  a  previously  locat- 
ed line  of  another  railroad  company,  except 
for  crossing  purposes.  The  court  announced 
that,  by  its  priority  of  location  and  appropria- 
tion, &  railroad  company  acquired  a  "vested 
right  to  its  line  of  road  and  the  land  neces- 
sary for  its  constmction,  as  prescribed  by 
the  railroad  laws,  of  which  it  cannot  be  di- 
vested by  another  company  who  seek  to  ap- 
propriate the  land  for  the  same  use."  We 
must  decline  to  assent  to  this  proposition  as 
it  is  stated,  without  careful  qualification  and 
modification. 
We  cannot  agree  that  the  statute  which  au- 
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thorlaea  lands  to  be  appropriated  for  a  more 
oeceaaaiT  public  use  means  a  different  public 
use  In  all  cases.  If  the  legislature  bad  in- 
tended tbat  construction  to  be  put  upon  the 
statute,  instead  of  carefully  restricting  the 
right  to  a  more  necessary  pubUc  use,  they 
could  easily  have  said  a  different  public  use. 
Besides,  tbe  view  which  we  have  discussed  Is 
consonant  with  those  clauses  of  the  constitu- 
tion inhibiting  discriminations,  as  already 
enumerated.  If  the  appellants'  constmction 
were  adopted,  the  practical  result  would  be 
tbe  exclusion,  oltentimes,  of  more  than  one 
railroad  on  mountain  sides  or  in  moimtain 
gorges  or  precipitous  gulches,  or  routes  not 
embraced  within  the  definitions  of  canons, 
defiles,  or  jkasses,  especially  provided  for  by 
law.  Comp.  St  1887,  div.  5,  {  688,  tit  "Bail- 
road  Corporations."  Consider  a  practical  ap- 
plication. A  railroad  company  would  take  the 
maTimnm  right  of  way.  Now,  if  the  right 
of  eminent  domain  is  not  conferred  upon  the 
Junior  company  to  take  lands  for  a  public 
ose,  unless  for  a  different  use,  the  first  mil- 
road  would  be  enabled  to  prevent  any  and  all 
competition,  because,  oftentimes,  any  route  off 
the  right  of  way  of  the  first  would  be,  if  not 
■n  absolutely  impassable  one,  so  impracticable 
and  so  enormously  expensive  that  it  must  as  a 
reasonably  necessary  consequence  deter  anoth- 
er corporatl<m  from  building  at  all. 

To  conclude,  we  adopt  tbat  construction 
which  is  more  jealously  careful  of  tbe  best 
Interests  of  tbe  state,  and  say  that  where 
a  railroad  company  traversing  the  side  of 
a  monntaln  In  a  mining  section  has  within 
its  right  of  way  teacts  of  ground  not  neces- 
sary to  the  proper,  successful,  and  safe  oper- 
ation of  Its  system  of  tracks  and  spurs,  and 
not  tised  by  it  in  connection  with  any  such  oi>- 
erations,  and  In  all  reasonable  probability  not 
necessary  for  any  such  future  use,  if  another 
road  seeks  the  same  objective  points,  and  In 
doing  so  Is  obliged  to  take  part  of  such  im- 
Med  right  of  way  to  avoid  a  considerably 
more  circuitous  route,  at  a  different  grade,  of 
very  much  greater  cost  and  of  serious  dam- 
age to  many  mining  properties  In  their  sub- 
terranean and  surface  operations,  and  withal 
would  be  obliged  by  tbe  topography  of  the 
moantalns  to  parallel  the  adversary  road  a 
part  of  the  way,  under  such  conditions  the 
nse  of  the  unused  parts  of  the  right  of  way 
of  the  one  company  by  the  other  is  a  more 
necessary  pablic  use  than  that  to  which  such 
■mosed  portions  are  already  appropriated. 
Wherefore,  the  law  will  permit  the  taking, 
t^ardlng  the  Interference  as  a  "tolerable 
one,"  to  be  compensated  by  damages  to  be 
paid.  In  le  City  of  Buffalo,  68  N.  Y.  167. 
la  concluding  this  opinion  the  court  ex- 
I>Ksses  its  acknowledgment  for  tbe  argument 
and  research  of  counsel  on  ^ther  side.  By 
their  aid  we  have  been  greatly  assisted  to  de- 
termine between  the  parties  whether  plaintiff 
coold  invoke  the  law  of  eminent  domain  in 
,«M»  case,— that    power    in    the    exercise    of 


which,  a  modem  writer  (Rand(dph)  says,  la 
invariably  provoked  a  direct  issue  between 
man  and  the  state. 

Spurs  and  Grosstnga. 

Gagnon  Spur  Crossing.  The  order  of  the 
district  court  in  relation  to  the  Gagnon  spur 
is  more  fully  set  forth  in  the  statement  of 
facts  appended  to  this  opinion.  Its  use  to  the 
defendants  was  for  the  delivery  of  supplies 
and  fuel  to  the  Gagnon  mine.  It  was  on  the 
north  side  of  the  Montana  Union  track,  while 
the  mine  is  on  tbe  south  side  of  tbe  track 
and  at  such  a  distance  from  the  railroad  that 
supplies  are  hauled  by  wagon  from  tbe  spur 
to  the  mine.  Where  the  plaintiff's  track 
crosses  the  Gagnon  spur  it  is  at  tbe  same 
level  as  the  defendants'  track,  but  the  spur 
descends  from  tbe  time  it  leaves  tbe  Butte, 
Anaconda  &  Pacific  track  and  the  grade  of 
the  plaintiff's  track  at  the  point  of  crossing 
is  considerably  above  the  spur  grade.  In 
view  of  the  fact  that  it  would  be  plainly  for 
the  greater  convenience  of  the  appellant  com- 
pany to  have  the  spur  on  the  south  side  of 
their  main  track,  the  wder  of  tbe  district 
court  In  relation  to  this  spur  is  modified,  and 
unless  plaintiff  and  defendants  otherwise 
agree,  tbe  order  of  the  district  court  will  be 
that  the  Butte.  Anaconda  &  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  at  its  expense,  construct  a  spur,  or 
rebuild  the  one  already  constructed  upon  tbe 
south  side  of  the  Montana  Union  main  track; 
and,  further,  that  the  said  Butte,  Anaconda 
&  Pacific  Company  at  its  own  expense  con- 
struct and  provide  suitable  and  convenient 
approaches  to  said  spur  for  teams  and  wag- 
ons, having  due  regard  to  the  nature  and  fa- 
cilities of  transportation  between  the  GagnoB 
mine  and  the  Montana  Union  Company. 

Buffalo  Spur  Crossing.  There  Is  a  slight 
difference  of  elevation  of  grades  of  tbe  two 
roads  at  the  Buffalo  ^ur.  The  only  practi- 
cable way  of  crossing  at  tbe  iiolnt  marked 
F  on  the  map  was  to  raise  the  grade  of  the 
track  of  the  respondent  from  the  switch  of 
the  main  track  as  far  as  the  crossing  by  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific.  No  change  was 
to  be  made  on  tbe  main  line,  and  the  gnAe 
of  the  spur  is  to  be  the  same  as  formerly 
from  the  crossing  to  the  end  of  the  spur.  We 
think  that  tbe  respondent  should  construct 
this  crossing  in  the  manner  proposed,  and 
at  their  expense  entirely,  unless  it  Is  agreed 
otherwise  between  the  parties  themselves. 

Haggin  Spur  Crossing.  The  civil  engineers 
take  very  different  views  of  the  feasibility 
of  this  crossing.  A  short  distance  from  the 
crossing  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  Com- 
pany found  it  necessary  to  construct  a  re- 
verse grade  leading  to  the  Montana  Union 
track.  This  made  a  "hump,"  as  railroad  men 
call  It,— that  is,  an  uphill  and  a  downhill 
grade,— on  the  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific 
rood  a  vary  short  distance  from  the  crossing. 
This,  of  course,  was  necessary  to  enable  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  to  cross  without 
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disturbing  the  grade  of  the  Montana  Union 
traclt.  The  principal  objection  to  it  by  the 
Montana  Union  witnesses  was  that  it  was 
impracticable  and  unsafe  because  of  passing 
over  the  hump,  and,  considering  the  general 
grade  of  the  railroad,  the  Butte,  Anaconda 
&  Pacific  trains  would  breali  in  two,  and 
thus,  by  wreclcage  and  other  mishaps,  the 
Montana  Union  trades  would  be  obstructed 
and  their  traffic  materially  interfered  with. 
It  is  difficult  for  us  to  say,  in  the  radical  disa- 
greements of  skilled  engineers,  wliat  the 
probable  effect  of  this  hump  may  be,  but  It 
occurs  to  us  that,  as  Its  dangierous  tenden- 
cies are  all  primarily  towards  accident  to  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific,  and  only  indirect- 
ly to  the  Montana  Union,  the  risk,  if  any, 
and  the  scientific  error,  If  any,  will  fall  much 
more  heavily  upon  the  respondent  than  upon 
the  appellants,  and  that  therefore  it  is  proper 
for  us  to  affirm  the  order  of  the  district  court. 

We  see  no  error  in  referring  the  question 
of  damages  for  crossings  to  the  commission- 
ers, as  was  done  by  the  order  of  the  court. 
The  statute  covers  the  matter.  Comp.  St 
1887,  p.  218,  5  607.1  The  last  objection  of 
the  appellants  is  to  the  order  of  the  court  giv- 
ing the  power  and  authority  to  the  Butte, 
Anaconda  &  Paelfic  Company  alone  to  em- 
ploy and  discharge  watchmen  at  the  cross- 
ings, for  whose  wages  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendants are  Jointly  responsible.  In  view  of 
the  fact  that  Uie  respondent  company  invokes 
the  right  to  make  these  several  crossings,  it 
would  seem  quite  just  that  the  expenses  of  a 
watchman  to  guard  the  Haggin  Spur  cross- 
ing and  others,  if  any,  where  the  district 
court  ordered  watchmen,  should  be  borne  by 
the  respondent  alone.  AVe  see  no  objection  to 
permitting  the  watclmien  to  be  chosen  by  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  Company,  and  it 
will  be  directed  by  this  court  that  the  order 
of  the  district  court  shall  be  modified  so  as 
to  impose  the  expenses  of  watchmen  entirely 
upon  the  respondent  corporation. 

Let  the  Judgment  and  order  of  the  district 
fourt  be  remanded  for  modification  in  con- 
formity with  the  views  expressed  in  this  opin- 
ion, and  when  so  modified  it  will  stand  as 
ufflrmed.    Modified  and  affirmed. 

PEMBERTON.  C.  J.,  and  DB  WITT,  J., 
concur. 


BUTTE.   A.   &  P.   RT.   CO.  T.   MONTANA 
U.  RY.  CO.  et  al.    (No.  518.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  29, 1895.) 

Railroad  Compaxy — Right  to  Ckoss  Tracks  of 
Another. 
1.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  denied 
the  ri|;bt  to  crosiS  the  tracks  of  another  com- 
iinny  moreiy  because  the  crossing  will  neoessi- 
tute  the  raising  of  the  grade  of  tlie  lattcr's  road 

1  Comp.  St.  p.  218. 1  607,  provides  that  courts 
may  regulate  and  determine  the  place  and  man- 
ner of  making  crossings. 


18  inches,  where  the  new  grade  is  necessary 
because  of  another  crossing. 

2.  A  railroad  company  will  not  be  denied  the 
right  to  cross  the  tracks  of  another  merely  be-  . 
cause  the  crossing  will  somewliat  curtail  thei. 
storage  tracks  of  the  latter. 

3.  Where  plaintiff  railroad  company  sought 
to  cross  defendant's  road  at  a  point  where  the 
latter  maintained  movable  rails,  the  action  of 
the  trial  court  in  allowing  plaintiff  to  remove 
the  rails  to  land  not  owned  by  defendant,  and 
to  make  title  to  such  land  in  defendant,  will  be 
reversed,  and  plaintiff  required  to  cross  else- 
where, though  tne  change  will  compel  plaintiff  to 
make  three  crossings  over  defendant's  road. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Deer  Lodge 
county;   Theodore  Brantley,  Judge. 

Action  by  Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company  against  the  Montana  Union 
Railway  Company  and  another  for  leave  to 
construct  crossings  over  defendants'  roads. 
From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendants 
appeal.     Judgment  modified. 

The  following  is  the  plat  referred  to  in 
opinion:     [See  opposite  page.] 

Shropshire  &  Burleigh  and  Forbis  &  For- 
bis,  for  appellants.  W.  W.  Dixon,  M.  Klrk- 
patriclc,  and  Wm.  Scallon,  for  respondent. 

HUNT,  J.  Tills  case  may  be  considered 
with  reference  to  that  of  Butte,  A.  &  P. 
Ry.  Co.  V.  Montana  U.  By.  Co.,  15  Mont 
— ,  41  Pac.  232.  The  formal  averments  as  to 
the  corporate  existence  of  the  parties  are 
the  same,  and  like  questions  of  the  cliarac- 
ter  of  the  use  of  the  plaintiff's  tracks  arise. 
The  more  direct  object  of  this  suit  is  for  an 
order  permitting  plaintiff  to  construct  cer- 
tain crossings  for  its  own  railway,  switches, 
and  side  tracks,  over  the  main  line,  switches, 
side  tracks,  and  spurs  owned  and  controlled 
by  the  defendants,  in  and  about  the  various 
smeltiug  and  concentrating  works  of  the  An- 
aconda Mining  Company,  situate  north  and 
east  of  the  city  of  Anaconda.  The  Butte, 
Anaconda  &  Pacific  Railway  Company  wish- 
es to  reach  the  same  objective  iwints,  mining 
and  smelting  works,  that  the  Montana  Union 
tracks  extend  to.  To  accomplish  this,  cer- 
tain crossings  of  the  Mcmtana  Union  tracks 
must  necessarily  be  made.  The  letters  A,  B, 
C,  D,  E,  F,  G,  H,  I,  J,  K,  Ij,  and  M  show 
upon  the  map  the  points  where  plaintiff  asks 
leave  to  cross,  and  the  localities  Involved. 
That  the  switches,  side  tracks,  and  spurs  of 
defendants  and  plaintiff  are  alike  public  high- 
ways, and  that  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  cross, 
intersect,  or  connect  with  defendants'  main 
road,  spurs,  and  switches,  in  the  manner  pro- 
vided by  law,  is  decided  by  the  opinion  in 
the  former  case  cited.  It  only  remains, 
therefore,  to  inquire  into  the  facts  with  a 
view  of  determining  whether  the  crossings 
and  intersections  are  made  in  a  manner 
most  compatible  with  the  greatest  public 
benefit  and  the  least  private  injury. 

The  learned  judge  of  the  district  court,  ac- 
companied by  a  civil  engineer  representing 
each  party,  made  a  careful  personal  in.sp<K- 
tion  of  the  ground  upon  which  the  tracks  are 
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situated.  He  was  thus  enabled  to  critically 
apply  the  somewbat  technical  explanations 
of  the  witnesses  to  the  physical  objects  di- 
rectly in  front  of  him.  In  his  opinion,  made 
part  of  the  record,  the  crossings  asked  for 
were  practicable.  Certain  of  them,  O  and 
H,  were  disallowed,  because,  to  cross  at  the 
point  O  wonid  carry  with  it  the  right  to  run 
a  side  track  from  F  to  6,  longitudinally  for 
some  feet  with  defendants'  tracks,  and  up- 
oa  their  roadbed.  This  question  was  re- 
serred.  But  no  complaint  being  made  by 
the  respondent,  the  order  of  the  court  in 
this  respect  need  not  be  considered.  The 
order,  in  considerable  detail,  regulated  the 
construction  and  location  and  method  of  op- 
eration of  each  switch.  At  one  point,  D, 
the  Montana  Union  grade  waa  raised  a  foot 
and  a  half,  or  a  little  more.  It  appears  that 
the  crossing  in  this  manner  is  wholly  practi- 
cable, and  that  the  grade  Is  necessary  by  the 
distance  and  grade  betwen  the  triple  cross- 
ings at  C  and  D.  Appellants  object  to  other 
crossings,  B  and  F  especially,  because  they 
somewhat  curtail  appellants'  storage  track- 
age. But  this  was  not  so  serious  an  inconven- 
ience as  to  outweigh  the  legal  rights  of  the 
respondent 

At  the  point  J  appellants  bad  what  is  term- 
ed a  "three-throw"  switch,  made  of  movable 
rails  connectlne  the  Montana  Union  track 
going  up  the  grade  towards  mining  works 
with  three  prongs.  To  have  crossed  the 
movable  rails  would  have  been  a  great  Injury 
to  the  appellants  by  preventing  the  use  of 
their  movable  rails.  To  put  the  crossing  fur- 
ther east  plaintiff  would  have  had  to  cross 
three  tracks  of  defendants  to  reach  the  Ana- 
conda works.  The  court,  after  seeing  and 
considering  the  exact  situation,  ordered  the 
plaintiff,  at  Its  expense,  to  move  the  defend- 
ants' switch  north  so  as  to  allow  respondent 
to  cross  one  track,  and  not  three,  of  the  de- 
fendants'. The  principal  objection  to  this 
crossing  seems  to  be  the  order  of  removal  of 
appellants'  tracks  off  their  ground,  rather 
than  to  any  inconvenience  or  injury  which 
may  ensue  therefrom.  But  it  looks  to  us  as 
if  the  crossing  ordered  would  be  made  with 
less  possible  injury  to  appellants  than  else- 
where, and  as  the  plaintiff  was  ordered  to 
procure  a  good  title  to  defendants  for  the 
necessary  space  for  right  of  way  over  the 
new  ground  upon  which  it  was  permitted  to 
construct  the  Montana  Union  three-throw 
switch,  it  is  difficult  to  understand  the  real 
merit  of  appellants'  objection,  unless  it  be  in 
the  fact  that  the  proposed  change  in  the 
grade  would  slightly  increase  the  curvature 
in  one  of  appellants'  tracks.  It  would  seom, 
bowever,  that  a  reduction  of  curvature  in  an- 
other track  would  equalize  this.  Nevertheless, 
In  order  to  confine  the  plaintiff  to  changes  of 
tracks  within  the  rights  of  way  already  tak- 
en by  the  Montana  Union,  lest  an  unneces- 
sary or  unwarranted  Injury  may  be  done  by 
removing  this  switch  to  ground  outside  of 
that  now.  lawfully;  occupied,  we  have  con- 


cluded to  modify  the  order  of  the  conrt  in  re- 
lation to  this  crossing,  by  requiring  the 
Butte,  Anaconda  &  Pacific  Oompai]|y  to 
swing  its  road  further  towards  the  north, 
and,  if  necessary,  to  make  three  crossings  of 
the  defendants'  tracks  beyond  the  switch, 
and  thus  obviate  the  need  of  moving  the  ap- 
pellants' track  off  of  their  present  occupied 
right  of  way  at  alL  National  Docks,  etc., 
Ca  V.  State,  53  N.  J.  Law.  217,  21  AtL  670; 
East  St  Louis  C.  B.  Co.  t.  Bast  St  Louis  U. 
R.  Co..  108  lU.  265;  Kansas  City  S.  B.  B.  Co. 
V.  Kansas  City,  St  L.  &  G.  B.  Co..  118  Mo. 
699,  24  S.  W.  478;  Lake  Shore  &  M.  S.  B.  Ca 
V.  Chicago  &  W.  L  B.  Co.,  97  lU.  506. 

That  railroad  crossings  are  inconvenient 
particularly  where  they  are  on  grade,  and 
frequent  is  Indisputable.  But  the  law  in  re- 
garding railroads  as  public  necessities  has 
not  extended  its  generous  privileges  to  them 
altogether  without  some  possible  attending 
inconveniences.  Among  the  latter  are  law- 
ful crossings,  intersections,  and  connections 
of  a  rival  company  legally  competing  for  the 
transportation  of  freight  It  Is  therefore  or- 
dered that  that  portion  of  the  district  court's 
order  and  Judgment  which  permitted  the 
three-throw  switch  of  the  appellants  to  be 
moved  off  Its  present  right  of  way  or  road- 
bed to  the  north  of  its  location  at  the  time  of 
the  institution  of  this  proceeding,  be  set 
aside,  and  that,  unless  otherwise  agreed  be- 
tween the  parties,  in  lieu  thereof  the  plain- 
tiff is  ordered  to  move  its  track  or  tracks  to 
a  point  further  north,  with  the  right  to  cross 
the  several  tracks  of  the  defendants  at  a 
point  easterly  and  at  a  point  beyond  the 
movable  rails  of  the  defendant  company. 
The  cause  is  remanded  to  the  district  court 
for  modification  in  accordance  with  these 
views,  and  when  so  modified  the  Judgment 
and  order  appealed  from  will  be  afi&rmed. 
Modified  and  affirmed. 

PEMBBBTON,  C.  J.,  and  DB  WITT,  i^ 
concur. 


(16  Hont.  39S) 
MERCHANTS'    NAT.    BANK    T.    GREEN- 
HOOD  et  at  I 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.   July  22, 1895.) 

Revixw  om  Appbai.— Praotice — Jurisdiction  hi 
BqniTT — SsrriNO  asidb  Fbacddui:(t 

ASSIONMEKT. 

1.  A  finding  on  conflicting  evidence,  made 
the  ground  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  is 
overruled,  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal. 

2.  A  court  has  power  to  change  its  own 
calendar. 

3.  Where  a  sheriff  makes  return  on  attach- 
ment levied  in  i  suit  against  a  debtor,  com- 
menced after  an  assignment  by  snch  debtor,  to 
which  the  assignee  is  not  a  party,  of  no  prop- 
erty to  satisfy  the  attachment  except  the  prop- 
erty attached,  which  is  embraced  in  an  alleged 
assignment  and  it  appears  that  an  action  at 
law  is  pending  by  the  assignee  against  the  at- 
taching creditor  for  conversion  in  making  the 
attachment  to  which  the  debtors  are  not  pax- 

»  Rehearing  denied.    See  41  Pac.  85K^  ^-^  X  '  ^- 
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ties,  a  bill  in  equity  will  lie  to  remove  the'  as- 
signment as  an  obstruction  to  execution  on  a 
judgment  for  plaintiff  in  such  action,  on  the 
ground  that  it  is  fraudulent. 

4.  Levy  of  execution  is  not  an  abandon- 
ment of  an  attachment  levied  in  the  snit,  where 
it  is  shown  that  there  was  no  intent  to  abandon 
by  such  execution. 

5.  On  suit  in  equity  to  have  an  assignment 
declared  fraudulent  and  removed  as  an  olistruc- 
tion  to  levy  of  an  execution,  the  admission  in 
eTidcnce  of  a  conversation  between  the  plaintiff 
and  assignors,  occurring  after  the  assignment, 
to  the  effect  that  the  assignors  had  hoped  to 
make  a  settlement  with  their  creditors  by  boi> 
rowing  money,  but  were  prevented  by  plaintiff's 
action,  if  error,  is  harmless. 

6.  An  objection  to  the  admission  of  evi- 
dence cannot  be  urged  for  the  first  time  on  ap- 
peaL 

7.  A  general  assignment  for  benefit  of  cred- 
itors is  not  a  conveyance  to  a  purchaser  for  a 
valuable  consideration,  within  Comp.  St.  div,  5, 
J  232,  providing  that  statutes  making  convey- 
ances to  hinder  creditors  void  shall  not  be  held 
to  impair  the  tilJe  of  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration  without  notice  of  the  intended 
fraud,  so  that  fraud  of  the  assignors  will  render 
EDch  an  assignment  void. 

Appeal  from  district  coiart,  Lewis  and 
Clarke  comity;  WUUam  H.  Hunt  and  Horace 
R.  Buck,  Judges. 

BUI  by  the  Merchants'  National  Bank 
against  Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdinand 
Bobm,  copartners,  and  others,  to  have  an 
a.S8ignment  declared  fraudulent  and  remov- 
ed as  an  obstruction  to  an  execution.  From 
a  judgment  for  plaintiflf,  defendants  appeal. 
Affirmed. 

The  nature  of  this  action  wlU  appear  fully 
by  the  complaint  therein,  which  pleading 
we  have  deemed  It  best  to  insert  In  this 
statement  In  full.  After  the  close  of  the 
trial,  tlie  court  allowed  the  plaintiff  to  amend 
its  complaint  The  complaint,  as  finally 
amended  under  that  order,  is  as  fcdlows: 

"Sow  comes  the  plaintiff,  and  by  leave  of 
court  first  had  and  obtained,  files  this  its 
second  amende<l  complaint,  and  complains 
on  behalf  of  Itself  and  all  others,  the  Judg- 
ment creditors  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co., 
who  are  parties  to  a  certain  deed  of  assign- 
ment hereinafter  mentioned,  and  who  shall 
come  in  and  serfc  relief  by  and  contribute 
to  the  expense  of  this  action,  and  alleges 
that  the  subject  of  this  inveetigatlon  Is  of 
common  and  general  interest  to  all  of  said 
creditors  under  the  said  deed  of  assignment. 
Wherefore  the  plaintiff  sues  for  the  benefit 
of  all,  and  alleges: 

"I.  That  it  is  now,  and  was  at  all  the 
times  hereinafter  mentioned,  a  banking  cor- 
poration, organized  and  existing  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  banking  laws  of  the  United 
States,  and  doing  business  in  the  city  of 
Helena,  Montana,  and  elsewhere. 

"11.  That  the  defendants  Isaac  Greenhood 
and  Ferdinand  Bohm  are  now,  and  were  at 
all  the  times  hereinafter  mentioned,  copart- 
ners, doing  business  in  the  city  of  Helena 
and  elsewhere  under  the  firm  name  and 
style  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co. 

"HI.  (1)  That  on  the  13th  day  of  February, 
1892,  an  action  was  duly  commenced  by  said 


plaintiff  against  said  defendants  Isaac 
Greenhood  and  Ferdinand  Bohm,  the  copart- 
ners hereinabove  referred  to,  doing  business 
under  the  firm  name  and  style  of  Green- 
hood, Bohm  &  Co.,  in  the  district  court  of  the 
First  Judicial  district  of  the  state  of  Mon- 
tana, In  and  for  the  county  of  Lewis  and 
Clarke,  In  department  No.  1  of  said  court, 
by  the  filing  of  a  complaint  and  the  issu- 
ance of  a  summons,  for  the  recovery  of  a 
Judgment  for  the  sum  of  $20,000,  together 
with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  10  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  the  27th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1891,  and  for  the  sum  of  $13,500, 
with  Interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  10  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  the  19th  day  of  No- 
vember, 1891,  and  for  the  sum  of  $1,000, 
with  Interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of  10  per 
cent,  per  annum  from  the  16th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1892,  upon  certain  demand  notes  made, 
executed,  and  delivered  by  the  copartner^ 
ship  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to  this  plain- 
tiff. (2)  That  on  said  date  a  Writ  of  at- 
tachment was  duly  issued  in  due  form  in 
said  last-named  action,  after  the  Issuance 
of  the  summons  therein,  and  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  of  Lewis  and  Clarke 
county  for  execution.  (3)  That  on  the  15th 
day  of  February,  1892,  the  sheriff,  by  vir- 
tue of  the  power  and  authority  vested  in  him 
as  such  officer,  and  under  and  by  virtue  of 
said  writ  of  attachment,  did  levy  upon  and 
seize  and  take  Into  his  possession  that  cer- 
tain stock  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise, 
situate  and  being  in  that  certain  store  build- 
ing on  South  Main  street,  in  the  city  of  Hele- 
na, known  and  designated  as  No.  24,  and  by 
garnishment  levied  said  attachment  upon  all 
the  money  and  other  property  and  effects  of 
said  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  in  the  hands 
of  the  defendant  Max  Kahn,  assignee.  (4) 
That  thereafter,  on  the  8th  day  of  April, 
1892,  Judgment  was  duly  rendered  and  en- 
tered In  said  last  named  action  in  said  dis- 
trict court,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  here- 
in and  against  said  Isaac  Greenhood  and 
Ferdinand  Bohm,  copartners,  etc.,  for  the 
sum     of    $35,945.48.      (5)   That    thereafter, 

to  wit,  on  the day  of  April,  1892,  an 

execution  was  duly  issued  on  said  judg- 
ment against  the  property  of  said  defend- 
ants Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdinand  Bohm, 
copartners  as  aforesaid,  addressed  to  the 
sheriff  of  the  county  of  Lewis  and  Clarke, 
state  of  Montana,  in  which  county  said  de- 
fendants resided,  and  was  by  said  sheriff 
returned  as  follows,  to  wit:  'No  property  to 
be  found  In  my  county  to  satisfy  the  fore- 
going execution,  except  the  property  attach- 
ed herein  and  embraced  in  an  alleged  as- 
signment of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to 
Max  Kahn,  on  the  12th  day  of  February, 
1892,  and  except  the  above  garnishments, 
and  I  herewith  return  said  execution  unsat 
Isfled.' 

"IV.  That,  after  the  contracting  of  the  In- 
debtedness for  which  the  aforesaid  Judg- 
ment was  recovered,  the  said   defendants  > 
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Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdinand  Bohm  made, 
executed,  and  delivered  to  the  said  defendant, 
Max  Kahn,  a  fraudulent,  fictitious,  and  pre- 
tended assignment  for  the  benefit  of  their 
creditors  of  all  their  property,  a  c<^y  of 
which  assignment  is  hereto  attached,  and 
marked  'Exhibit  A,'  and  made  a  part  of  this 
complaint. 

"V.  That  the  said  Max  Kahn  accepted  the 
eald  pretended,  fraudulent,  and  fictitious 
trust,  and  now  claims  all  of  the  property 
of  the  said  defendants  Isaac  Greenhood  and 
Ferdinand  Bohm  under  and  by  virtue  of  said 
fraudulent,  fictitious,  and  pretended  assign- 
ment, Including  the  property  levied  upon  and 
seized  by  the  sheriff  under  said  writ  of 
attachment,  aa  aforesaid. 

"VI.  That  said  Max  Kahn  has  collected  a 
large  sum  of  money  from  the  assets  of  said 
pretended  assignors,  amounting  in  all  to 
over  the  value  of  $7,000. 

"VII.  That  the  said  pretended,  fraudulent, 
and  fictitious  assignment  so  made  and  exe- 
cuted by  the  said  Isaac  Greenhood  and  F«- 
dinand  Bohm,  copartners  under  the  firm 
name  and  style  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co., 
on  the  12th  day  of  February,  1892,  as  afore- 
said, was  made,  executed,  and  delivered  by 
the  said  defendants  Isaac  Greenhood  and 
Ferdinand  Bohm  for  the  purpose  and  with 
the  Intent  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  this 
plaintlflT  and  the  other  creditors  of  said  co- 
partnership. 

"VIII.  That  said  assignment,  and  the  said 
claim  of  the  said  defendant  Max  Kahn  to 
the  property  of  the  defendants  Isaac  Green- 
hood and  Ferdinand  Bohm  are  fraudulent,  fic- 
titious, and  pretended,  because  of  the  facts 
hereinafter  stated,  to  wit:  (1)  The  want  of 
sufficient  description  of  the  property  herein 
attempted  to  be  conveyed,  in  that  the  follow- 
ing is  the  whole  of  the  descriptive  part  of 
the  said  assignment,  to  wit:  'All  and  singu- 
lar his  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise,  bills, 
notes,  book  accounts,  claims,  demands,  ac- 
counts, cboses  in  action,  evidences  of  debts, 
stock,  and  property,  both  real  and  personal, 
of  every  name,  nature,  and  description  and 
wherever  situated,  including  the  list  of  stock 
of  boots  and  shoes,  clothing,  gent's  furnish- 
ing goods,  notions,  whisky,  and  cigars,  and 
general  merchandise,  book  accounts,  notes, 
etc.,  of  the  business  carried  on  by  them  at 
their  store  on  Main  street,  Helena,  Montana;' 
that  said  defendant  copartnership  was  the 
owner  of  real  estate  at  the  time  of  said  as- 
signment, situated  In  the  city  of  Seattle, 
state  of  Washington,  worth  about  $4,000,  and 
no  such  description  Is  made  of  such  real  es- 
tate that  the  title  to  the  same  could  pass  to 
the  assignee.  (2)  That  at  the  time  of  said 
assignment  said  defendant  copartnership  was 
Cne  owner  of  a  stock  of  goods  situated  in  No. 
11  liispenard  street,  in  the  city  of  New  York, 
state  of  New  York,  of  the  value  of  about  $4,- 
CKX),  and  no  reference  is  made  to  said  stock 
of  goods  in  the  said  assignment,  except  the 
.  general  description,   'all  property,  both  real 


and  personal,  of  every  name,  nature,  and  (de- 
scription, and  wherever  situated.'  (3)  That 
the  aforesaid  Imperfect  description  of  the 
property  owned  by  the  defendants  at  the  time 
of  the  said  assignment  was  not  aided  by  any 
schedules  of  the  property  attached  to  the 
same  at  the  time  of  the  execution  thereof  or 
since.  (4)  That  at  the  time  of  the  execution 
of  said  assignment  by  the  defendants  Green- 
hood and  Bohm,  and  long  prior  thereto,  the 
said  defendants  were  carrying  on  business  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  and  also  in  the  city 
of  Helena,  Montana,  under  the  firm  name 
and  style  of  Greenhood  &  Bohm  in  Mew 
York,  and  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  In  Hele- 
na; that  these  several  names  were  adopted 
for  convenience  In  transacting  business  in 
said  city  of  Helena,  and  said  city  of  New 
York,  but  that  it  was  one  and  the  same  co- 
partnership. (5)  That  the  laws  in  the  state  of 
Washington  in  relation  to  the  assignment  of 
property  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  provide 
as  follows,  to  wit:  Laws  18S»-«0,  p.  83,— an 
act  relating  to  estates  of  Insolvent  debt(Mi3: 
'An  act  to  secure  creditors  a  Just  division  of 
the  estates  of  debtors  who  convey  to  as- 
signees for  the  benefit  of  creditors.  Section  1. 
No  general  assignment  of  property  by  an  In- 
solvent, or  In  contemplation  of  Insolvency, 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  shall  be  valid  un- 
less it  be  made  for  the  benefit  of  all  bis 
creditors.  In  proportion  to  the  amount  of 
their  respective  claims.  And  such  assign- 
ment shall  have  the  effect  to  discharge  any 
and  all  attachments  on  which  judgment  shall 
not  have  been  taken  at  the  date  of  such  as- 
signment; and  after  payment  of  the  costs 
and  disbursements  thereof.  Including  the  at- 
torney's fee  allowed  by  law  In  case  of  judg- 
ment, out  of  the  estate  of  the  insolvent,  and 
claim  or  claims  shall  be  deemed  as  presented, 
and  shall  have  pro  rata  with  other  claims, 
as  hereinafter  provided.  •  •  •  Sec.  3.  The 
debtor  shall  annex  to  such  assignment  an  in- 
ventory, under  oath,  of  all  his  estate,  real 
and  personal,  accenting  to  the  best  of  his 
knowledge,  and  also  a  list  of  his  creditors, 
with  their  post-office  addresses,  and  a  list  of 
the  amount  of  their  respective  demands,  but 
such  inventory  shall  not  be  iconclusive  as  to 
the  amount  of  the  debtor's  estate.'  The  said 
assignment,  executed  by  said  defendants 
Greenhood  &  Bohm  to  said  defendant  Max 
Kahn,  would  not  p&bb  title,  even  if  the  de- 
scription had  been  sufficient,  to  the  said  lands 
in  Seattle,  Washington,  for  the  reason  that 
the  same  prefers  one  class  of  creditors  over 
another,  contrary  to  the  provisions  of  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Washington  touching 
such  assignment  (6)  That,  at  the  date  oi 
the  said  pretended  assignment,  the  said  de- 
fendants Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdinand 
Bohm  were,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  be- 
lieves, individually  indebted  in  large  sums  to 
divers  and  sundry  persons.  (7)  That  said 
pretended  assignment  provides  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  individual  indebtedness  of  the 
said  defendants  Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdi- 
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nand  Bofam  before  all  of  tbe  Indebtedness  of 
tbe  copartnership  of  Greenhood,  Bobm  &  Co. 
is  paid  and  satisfied. 

'TX.  And  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  said 
assignment  was  made  for  the  purpose  and 
with  the  intent  of  hindering,  delaying,  and 
defrauding  this  plaintiff  and  tbe  other  cred- 
itors of  the  said  copartnership  in  the  collec- 
tion of  their  Just  debts,  and  in  support  of 
this  allegation  plaintiff  sets  forth  and  alleges 
the  following  facts,  to  wit:  (1)  The  value  of 
the  stock  of  goods,  situated  in  Helena,  con- 
Teyed  in  said  deed  of  assignment,  together 
with  the  book  accounts  and  bills  recelTable, 
which  were  taken  possession  of  at  the  time 
of  the  said  assignment  by  the  said  defendant 
Max  Kahn,  assignee,  will  not  exceed  In  value 
the  sum  of  $75,000.  That  the  total  indebted- 
ness of  said  copartnership  exceeds  the  sum 
of  $250,000.  Of  this  there  is  placed  In  the 
preferred  class  about  the  sum  of  $140,000,  so 
that  the  amount  of  the  assets  taken  posses- 
sion of  by  the  assignee,  the  said  defendant 
Max  Kahn,  after  paying  the  expenses  of 
said  assignment  and  their  collection  and  dis- 
bursement, would  not  pay  upon  said  pre- 
ferred debts  exceeding  40  per  cent.  (2)  That 
the  said  Max  Kahn,  the  assignee  mentioned 
in  the  said  deed  of  assignment,  did  not  take 
possession  of  the  stock  of  goods  situate  in 
the  city  of  New  York,  nor  attempt  to  do  the 
same,  and  has  not  yet  taken  possession  of  the 
same,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes, 
and  did  not  intend  to  take  possession  of  the 
same,  nor  was  it  intended  by  said  Greenhood 
and  Bobm  that  he  should.  The  law  of  New 
York  upon  tbe  subject  of  taking  possession 
of  property  which  has  been  assigned,  is  as 
follows,  to  wit:  4  Rev.  St  N.  Y.  (8th  Ed.) 
tit  11,  p.  2591,  i  5:  'Everj'  sale  made  by  a 
vendor  of  goods  and  chattels  in  his  iposses- 
sion,  or  under  his  control,  and  every  assign- 
ment of  goods  and  chattels,  by  way  of  mort- 
gage or  security,  or  upon  any  condition  what- 
ever,  unless  the  same  be  accompanied  by  an 
immediate  delivery,  and  be  followed  by  an 
actual  and  continued  change  of  possession  of 
the  things  sold,  mortgaged  or  assigned,  shall 
be  presumed  to  be  fraudulent  and  void,  as 
against  the  creditors  of  the  vendor,  or  the 
creditors  of  the  persons  making  such  as- 
signment, or  subsequent  purchasers  in  good 
faith;  and  shall  be  conclusive  evidence  of 
fraud  unless  it  shall  be  made  to  appear  on 
the  part  of  the  persons  claiming  under  such 
sale  or  assignment,  that  the  same  was  made 
in  good  faith,  and  without  Intent  to  defraud 
such  creditors  or  purchasers.'  Section  6: 
The  term  "creditors,"  as  used  in  the  last 
section,  shall  be  construed  to  include  all  per- 
sons who  shall  be  creditors  of  the  vendor  or 
assignor  or  at  any  time  whilst  such  goods 
and  chattels  shall  remain  in  his  possession 
or  under  his  control.'  (3)  That  the  defend- 
ants Greenhood  and  Bohm  place  one  Caro- 
line Westhelmer  in  the  preferred  class  for 
$2,500,  when,  as  plaintiff  is  Informed  and 
believes,  said  defendants  did  not  owe  said 


Caroline  Westheimer  exceeding  the  sum  of 
$2,374.  (4)  That  one  CoL  Morse  is  made  a 
preferred  creditor  for  tbe  sum  of  $3,500, 
when  said  indebtedness  is  not  an  indebted- 
ness of  the  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bobm  &  Co., 
but  the  individual  indebtedness  of  the  de- 
fendant Isaac  Greenhood,  and  was  falsely 
and  fraudulently  placed  in  the  class  of  pre- 
ferred creditors  of  the  said  copartnership 
for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and  defeating 
the  plaintiff  and  other  creditors  of  said  co- 
jMirtnership  from  the  collection  of  their  just 
claims.  (5)  That  the  defendants  Greenhood 
and  Bohm,  as  the  plaintiff  is  informed  and 
believes,  had  in  their  possession  at  the  time 
of  said  assignment,  and  have  now,  a  large 
sum  of  money  and  a  large  quantity  of  goods, 
aggregating  many  thousands  of  dollars,  and 
other  property  which  they  did  not  surrender 
to  the  assignee,  and  which  they  are  fraud- 
ulently concealing  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding and  defeating  the  plaintiff  and  oth- 
er creditors  from  the  collection  of  their  just 
debts;  that  said  Max  Kahn,  the  alleged 
assignee  named  In  said  assignment,  one  of 
the  defendants  herein,  was  and  is  a  party  to 
said  fraudulent  concealment,  and  knew,  as 
plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes,  that  said 
goods  were  fraudulently  removed  from  tbe 
stock  of  goods  In  Helena,  Montana,  and  else- 
where, and  that  said  money  was  fraudulent- 
ly withheld  for  the  purpose  of  concealing  the 
same,  and  hindering,  delaying,  and  defraud- 
ing  the  creditors  of  the  said  defendants 
Greenhood  and  Bohm;  that,  at  the  time  of 
the  said  assignment,  said  defendant  Kahn 
was  the  assistant  bookkeeper  of  Greenhood, 
Bohm  &  Co.,  and  the  conHdential  agent  of 
the  said  Greenhood  and  Bohm,  and  was 
made  the  assignee  for  the  purpose  of  being 
used  by  the  said  Greenhood  and  Bobm  in 
the  fraudulent  concealment  of  a  portion  of 
the  assets  of  said  copartnership,  as  above 
set  forth.  (6)  That  said  defendant  Green, 
hood  conveyed  by  deed  of  mortgage  to  one 
I.  Weil  lots  2  and  3,  in  block  18,  of  the 
Story  addition  to  the  city  of  Helena,  for 
the  alleged  purpose  of  securing  a  note  of 
even  date  therewith,  for  ^!2,500,  which  note 
is  as  follows,  to  wit:  '$2500.00.  Helena, 
Montana,  February  11, 1892.  Two  years  aft- 
er date  I  promise  to  pay  to  Ignatz  Weil,  or 
order,  twenty-five  hundred  dollars,  for  value 
received,  negotiable  and  payable,  without  de- 
falcation or  discount,  at  the  Traders'  Nation- 
al Bank,  Spokane,  Washington,  with  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  six  per  cent,  per  annum 
from  date  until  paid.  [Signed]  Isaac 
Greenhood.'  That  said  mortgage  was  Hied 
for  record  in  the  recorder's  office  of  Lewis 
and  Clarke  county,  Montana,  on  the  12th 
day  of  February,  1892,  at  the  hour  of  8:50 
o'clock  p.  m.  of  said  day;  that  said  asslgn- 
jnent,  marked  'Exhibit  A'  herein,  was  filed 
for  record  in  said  office  at  9K33  o'clock  p.  m. 
of  the  12th  day  of  February,  1892;  that 
both  said  instruments  were  filed  by  the  de- 
fendant Max  Kahn,  and  at  his  request  said 
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mortgage  was  filed  before  said  asBignment; 
tbat,  as  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes, 
said  deed  was  wholly  fictitious ;  that  said 
mortgage  was  executed  for  the  purpose  of 
coreriug  up  and  concealing  a  valuable  piece 
of  real  estate  as  above  described,  and  that 
said  alleged  assignee.  Max  Kahn,  participat- 
ed in  said  fraud  with  the  said  Isaac  Green- 
hood;  tbat  the  said  Ignatz  Well  knew  noth- 
ing of  said  mortgage  having  been  executed 
until  after  the  said  assignment  had  been 
made,  and  did  sot  attempt  the  same,  and 
had  nothing  to  do  therewith,  and,  as  plain- 
tiff is  Informed  and  believes,  had  no  claim 
against  the  said  Isaac  Greenhood  for  the 
said  sum  of  $2,500,  or  any  other  sum.  (6)^ 
That  said  Isaac  Greenhood,  on  the  date  of 
the  assignment,  to  wit,  on  the  12tb  day  of 
February,  1892,  executed  to  one  H.  Barnett 
a  deed  of  two-thirds  of  an  acre  of  laud  sit- 
uate in  Lewis  and  Clarke  county,  and  fully 
described  in  said  deed,  for  the  alleged  con- 
sideration of  $750,  and  duly  acknowledged 
and  put  the  same  of  record  on  said  12tb  day 
of  February,  1892,  at  the  hour  of  8:55  p.  m.; 
that  said  H.  Barnett  knew  nothing  of  the 
execution  of  said  deed  until  after  the  said 
assignment  had  been  executed;  tbat  said 
deed  was  without  consideration;  that  the 
same  was  never  delivered  to  the  said  Bar- 
nett, and  the  execution  of  the  same  was  for 
the  purpose  of  covering  up  the  land  thereby 
conveyed,  which  was  of  the  value  of  |750, 
and  hindering  and  delaying  the  plaintiff  and 
other  creditors  in  the  collection  of  their  Just 
debts;  that  said  deed,  and  likewise  the  mort- 
gage to  I.  Well  as  hereinbefore  set  forth, 
was  not  delivered  or  put  of  record  until 
after  the  execution,  delivery,  and  acceptance, 
on  the  part  of  the  alleged  assignee,  of  said 
deed  of  assignment;  and  that  said  Max 
Kahn,  assignee,  participated  in  said  fraud- 
ulent devises.  (7)  That  in  said  alleged  as- 
signment W.  C.  Hlckey  is  made  a  preferred 
creditor  for  the  sum  of  $4,500,  and  the  same 
is  not  an  Indebtedness  of  the  copartnership, 
but.  If  an  indebtedness  at  all,  is  the  individ- 
ual Indebtedness  of  the  defendant  Isaac 
Greenhood. 

"X.  Tbat  plaintiff  is  informed  and  believes, 
and  so  alleges,  that  said  Bach,  Cory  &  Co. 
are  made  preferred  creditors  in  said  pretend- 
ed assignment  for  an  amount  largely  in  ex- 
cess of  the  amount  that  was  actually  owing 
from  said  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to  said 
Bach,  Cory  &  Co. 

"XI.  That  said  defendants  Greenhood  and 
Bohm  placed  one  E.  Rejall  in  the  preferred 
class  of  creditors  for  the  sum  of  $45,000, 
when  at  the  time  of  the  said  assignment  they 
were  indebted  to  him  only  in  the  sum  of  $42,- 
035.83. 

"XI  %.  That  on   the  day  of  , 

1890,  one  I.  Weil  became  and  was  a  copart- 
ner of  the  defendants  Greenhood  and  Bohm, 
in  their  business  then  being  carried  on  in 
Helena,  Montana,  under  the  firm  name  of 
Oreenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.,  and  in  the  city  of 


New  York  under  the  firm  name  of  Greenr 
hood  &  Bohm;  that  said  L  Weil  from  the 
date  of  said  copartnership  traveled  as  a 
salesman  for  the  said  Greenhood,  Bohm  & 
Co.,  until  the  8th  day  of  July,  1891,  when  he 
ceased  to  travel  as  such  salesman  for  said 
house,  and  vrent  to  Sand  Point,  Idabo,  where 
he  purchased  a  stock  of  goods  from  one  £. 
L.  Weeks  &  Co.  for  the  sum  of  about  $G,000, 
paying  in  cash  therefor  the  sum  of  about  $4,- 
000,  and  assuming  for  the  remainder  a  bal- 
ance of  Indebtedness  owed  by  said  Weeks  & 
Co.  to  the  Arm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  of 
Helena;  that  the  cash  payment  of  about 
$4,000  made  upon  said  stock  of  goods  was 
raised  through  the  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm 
&  Co.;  that  said  Weil  bad  but  litUe,  if  any, 
capital  of  his  own:  tbat  he  did  a  large  busi- 
ness from  the  date  of  the  opening  of  his  said 
house  in  Sand  Point,  Idaho,  on  the  1st  day  of 
August,  1891,  to  the  date  of  the  assignment 
on  the  12th  day  of  February,  1S92,  the  same 
being  about  $15,000  per  month,  aggregating 
the  sum  of  $90,000;  that,  as  plaintiff  is  hi- 
formed  and  believes,  the  said  defendants 
Greenhood  and  Bohm  were  Jointly  Interested 
in  said  mercantile  establishment  at  Sand 
Point,  Idaho;  and  that  they  sold  and  dis- 
posed of,  through  said  L  Weil  at  Sand  Point, 
and  through  said  mercantile  establishment,  a 
large  amount  of  goods,  realizing  thereon 
large  profits  in  moneys,  which,  together  with 
said  goods  on  hand,  they  failed  to  turn  over 
to  the  said  assignee,  and  that  all  the  prop- 
erty, except  the  book  accounts  and  bills  re- 
ceivable of  the  said  defendant  copartnership 
situated  in  Helena,  and  taken  possession 
of  by  the  defendant  Max  Kahn,  had  been 
seized  under  an  attachment  by  the  sheriff  of 
Lewis  and  Clarke  county,  Montana,  as  afore- 
said, and  the  same  is  now  in  his  hands;  that 
large  expense  is  being  Incurred  for  keepers 
and  otherwise,  and  that  to  sell  said  property 
at  forced  sale  under  an  execution  would  re- 
sult in  a  sacrifice  of  the  same;  that  there 
are  large  quantities  of  clothing  and  other 
goods,  which  are  liable  to  get  out  of  style  and 
otherwise  deteriorate  in  value  by  being  held; 
that  the  said  Max  Kahn  has  in  his  posses- 
sion book  accounts,  and  is  collecting  the 
same,  and  will  continue  to  do  so,  and  will 
pay  out  the  same  under  said  fraudulent  as- 
signment, and  proceed  to  carry  out  and  exe- 
cute said  pretended,  fraudulent,  and  fictitious 
trust  and  assignment,  unless  restrained  by 
the  court;  that  it  is  necessary  for  the  Inter- 
est of  all  parties  that  a  receiver  be  appointed 
to  take  charge  of  all  the  property  of  said  co- 
partnership, and  to  sell  the  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise,  and  collect  up  the  accounts, 
and  pay  them  out  under  the  orders  of  this 
court,  as  it  shall  finally  determine  the  rights 
of  the  parties  hereto  to  be. 

"Wherefore  the  plaintiff  demands  Judg- 
ment: (1)  That  the  said  assignment  and 
claims  of  said  assignee  are  fraudulent  and 
void,  as  against  the  plaintiff;  (2)  that  Max 
Kahn  account,  under  the  directions  of  tbtt 
uigiiizea  oy  "v^j  \^/ \^7^  i  \^ 


Mont) 


MERCHANTS'  NAT.  BANK  o.  GBEENHOOD. 


255 


coTirt,  for  all  of  the  property  received  by  Mm 
as  aforesaid;  (3)  that  the  defendants  be  re- 
strained by  Injunction  from  interfering  with 
the  said  property  or  its  proceeds,  except  un- 
der the  directions  of  the  court;  (4)  that  said 
defendant  Max  Kahn  be  restrained  by  tn- 
Jimetion  from  carrying  out  or  proceeding  fur- 
ther with  the  execution  of  said  fraudulent, 
fictitious,  and  pretended  assignment  and 
trust;  (a)  that  the  plaintlfC's  judgment  be 
satlslied  out  of  the  same;  (6)  that  a  receiver 
tie  appointed  to  take  charge  of  said  property, 
sell  the  same,  and  collect  the  outstanding  ac- 
counts, to  the  end  that  the  same  may  be  ap- 
plied to  the  satisfaction  of  the  plaintiff's 
judgment;  (7)  and  for  costs  of  suit,  and  such 
other  and  further  relief  as  to  the  court  shall 
seem  just  and  proper." 

To  the  complaint  was  attached  as  an  ex- 
hibit a  copy  of  the  deed  of  assignment  made 
by  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to  the  defendant 
Max  Kahn.  The  deed  of  assignment  named 
as  first  preferred  creditors  the  following  i)er- 
sons,  with  the  amounts  set  opposite  their 
names:  "Mrs.  Catherine  Westhelmer,  New 
York,  $2,500;  E.  Rejall,  New  York,  $43,000; 
the  Mercliants'  National  Bank,  Helena,  $38,- 
(100;  the  First  National  Bank,  Helena,  $17,- 
OOO;  Thomas  Cruse  Savings  Bank,  Helena, 
$7,300;  American  National  Bank,  Helena,  $4,- 
(100;  Ccnsolldated  Milwaukee  Beer  .\gency, 
$750;  Mrs.  J.  M.  Ryan,  Helena.  $2,000;  J. 
Daniothy,  $1,300;  W.  C.  Hlckey,  $4,500;  John 
SUober,  $1,000;  A.  W.  Sederburg,  $1,000;  L. 
Daniothy,  $320;  A.  M.  Dorsey  &  Co.,  $863; 
H.  Baraett,  $1,087;  Bach,  Cory  &  Co.,  $1,- 
900;  Cullen,  Sanders  &  Shelton.  $1,000;  E. 
Pode,  $1,000;  CJol.  Morse,  New  Chicago,  $3,- 
500;  Henry  Hunter,  Helena,  $010." 

It  was  provided  in  the  deed  of  assignment 
that,  if  the  assets  were  sutScient,  the  as- 
signee should  pay  these  claims  in  full,  but 
if  not  sufficient  he  should  pay  said  claims 
ratably.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  of  the  remain- 
ing pleadings  in  the  case  that  substantial 
issues  were  made  upon  practically  all  of  the 
material  matters  set  up  in  the  complaint.  A 
long,  laborious,  hotly-contested  trial  ensued, 
occupying,  we  understand,  21  days  before  the 
court  and  a  Jury.  Both  of  the  learned  judges 
of  the  district  court  of  the  First  judicial  dis- 
trict sat  in  the  trial  of  the  case.  We  are 
informed  by  the  opinion  of  the  court  below 
diat  the  jury  was  one  of  unusual  intelli- 
gence. That  jury  made  the  following  find- 
ings of  fact: 

"&)  What  money  or  property,  if  any,  did 
Ferdinand  Bohm  withhold  from  the  assignee 
of  GreenhocKl,  Bohm  &  Co.,  with  the  Intent 
to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  the  creditors 
of  siild  firm?  Answer.  He  withheld  money, 
but  we  are  unable  to  state  the  amount." 

"(3)  Did  the  defendant  Isaac  Greenhood 
retain  any  property  from  the  assignee  at  the 
time  that  the  assignment  was  made,  with 
the  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  the 
creditors  of  said  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  & 
Co.?    Answer.  \'cs." 


"(4)  Did  Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdinand 
Bohm  have  any  understanding  with  any  of 
their  creditors  that  they  should  be  preferred 
for  a  larger  amount  than  was  actually  dae 
them,  and  the  money  received  by  such  cred- 
itor or  creditors  should  be  returned  to  them? 
Answer.  No." 

"(5)  Did  the  assignors  have  any  under- 
standing with  Max  Kahn,  the  assignee,  that 
any  of  the  property  turned  over  to  him  as 
assignee,  or  any  of  the  property  of  Green- 
hood, Bohm  &  Co.,  should  be  returned  to 
them?   Answer.  No." 

"(6)  Did  said  assignors,  or  either  of  them, 
have  any  agreement  or  understanding  with 
the  said  assignee  that  he  should  administer 
the  trust  In  their  fttvor,  or  so  that  they 
would  receive  any  profits  or  advantage  there- 
by?   Answer.  No." 

"(7)  Were  any  of  the  creditors,  named  in 
the  assignment  as  preferred  for  certain  par- 
ticular amounts,  preferred  for  a  larger 
amount  than  was  due  them,  with  a  fraudu- 
lent and  dishonest  intent  on  the  part  of  the 
assignors  that  the  amount  so  named  In  ex- 
cess of  what  was  actually  due  to  such  cred- 
itor or  creditors  should  be  turned  back  to 
the  assignors,  or  either  of  them?  Answer. 
No." 

"(7%)  Is  the  amount  mentioned  in  the  as- 
signment as  due  to  Rejall  the  correct  sum 
which  was  due  him  on  February  12,  1892? 
Answer.  No." 

"(7%)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  ques- 
tion in  the  negative,  was  the  error  made  in 
good  faith,  or  was  it  purposely  done,  and 
with  the  intent  on  the  part  of  the  assignors 
to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  their  just  cred- 
itors, or  with  an  understanding  that  the  ex- 
cess. If  any,  should  be  turned  over  to  the  as- 
signors, or  either  of  them?  Answer.  In  good 
faith." 

"(8)  Did  the  assignors,  or  either  of  them, 
fraudulently  conceal  from  the  assignee  any 
of  the  property  of  the  firm  of  Greenhood, 
Bohm  &  Co.,  with  the  Intent  to  defraud  their 
creditors?    Answer.  Yes." 

"(9)  Was  the  execution  of  the  mortgage  on 
his  homestead  by  Isaac  Greenhood  to  Ignats 
Well  so  made  with  Intent  on  the  part  of 
said  Greenhood  to  fraudulently  conceal  or 
cover  up  any  of  his  assets?   Answer.  Yes." 

"(10)  Was  the  deed  made  by  the  said  Isaac 
Greenhood  to  the  property  In  Riclimond  Hill 
addition  to  H.  Barnett  made  with  the  Intent 
to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  any  of  the  cred- 
itors of  the  said  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  ft 
Co.?   Answer.  Yes." 

"(11)  Did  the  defendant  Max  Kahn,  as  as- 
signee, take  the  New  York  property  into  his 
possession  after  the  assignment,  or  make  any 
attempt  to  do  so?   Answer.  No." 

"(12)  Could  he  rea.sonably,  through  an  agent, 
have  taken  possession  of  the  said  property  so 
situated  in  the  city  of  New  York,  before  the 
attachment  of  the  same  on  the  15th  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1892?   Answer.  Yes." 

"(13)  Is  the  alleged  indebtedness  of  CoL 
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Mona  of  (3,500,  as  8«t  out  in  tbe  deed  of  aa- 
■igiunent,  tbe  ind«btedn«8B  of  tbe  firm  of 
Greenhood,  Bobm  &,  Co.,  or  tbe  personal  in- 
debtedness of  Isaac  Greenbood?  Answer. 
Firm  indebtedness." 

"(14)  Wliat  was  tbe  value  of  tbe  goods  situ- 
ated in  Helena,  togetber  witb  tbe  book  ac- 
counts and  bills  receivable,  at  the  date  of 
tbe  assignment  on  tbe  12th  day  of  February, 
1892?    Answer.  About  $75,000." 

"(15)  What  was  the  total  indebtedness  of 
Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.,  of  Helena,  and 
Greenhood  and  Bobm,  of  New  York,  on  tbe 
1st  day  of  February,  18807  Answer.  About 
$210,000." 

"(IC)  What  was  tbe  total  Indebtedness  of 
Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  and  Greenhood  and 
Bohm  on  tbe  1st  day  of  February,  1891? 
Answer.  About  $210,000." 

"(17)  What  was  tbe  total  indebtedness  of 
Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  and  Greenhood  and 
Bohm  on  tbe  1st  day  of  February,  18827 
Answer.  About  $250,000." 

"(18)  How  much  were  the  defendants 
Greenhood,  Bobm  &  C!o.  owing  Caroline  West- 
beimer  at  the  date  of  the  assignment?  An- 
swer. About  $2,436.93." 

"(19)  Was  said  Isaac  Greenhood,  at  the 
date  of  the  execution  of  tbe  mortgage  to 
WeU,  IndividuaUy  Indebted  to  said  Weil? 
Answer.  No." 

"(20)  Did  aald  I.  Weil  know  of  the  execu- 
tion of  said  mortgage  at  the  time  it  was  exe- 
cuted, or  before  tbe  execution  of  tbe  deed  of 
assignment,  on  the  12tb  of  February,  1892? 
Answer.  No." 

"(21)  Did  said  I.  Weil  know  of  tbe  execu- 
tion of  said  mortgage  and  note,  or  have  any- 
thing to  do  therewith  until  after  tbe  execu- 
tion and  delivery  of  said  deed  of  assignment? 
Answer.  No." 

"(22)  What  was  tbe  value  of  said  real  esr 
tate  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  said  deed 
of  assignment,  to  wit,  on  the  12tb  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1892,  exclusive  of  Improvements?  An- 
swer. About  $5,000." 

"(23)  What  was  the  value  of  tbe  bouse 
and  improvements  upon  said  real  estate?  An- 
swer. About  $4,000." 

"(24)  Did  H.  Barnett  know  anything  of  tbe 
execution  of  tbe  deed  to  him  until  after  the 
assignment  had  been  executed,  accepted,  and 
recorded?    Answer.  No." 

"(25)  Was  said  deed  ever  delivered  to  H. 
Barnett?    Answer.  No." 

"(26)  Was  there  any  Indebtedness  on  the 
part  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to  the  said 
Barnett  at  the  date  of  the  execution  of  the 
said  deed  on  the  12tb  day  of  February,  1892? 
Answer.  Yes." 

"(27)  What  was  the  amount  of  tbe  indebt- 
edness to  Bach,  Cory  &  Co.  from  tbe  defend- 
ants at  tbe  time  of  the  assignment,  to  wit,  on 
the  12tb  day  of  February,  1802?  Answer. 
About  $1,385." 

"(27%)  Was  the  failure  to  deduct  tbe 
amount  of  Bach,  Cory  &  (3o.'s  Indebtedness 
from  tbe  amount  due  Bach,  Cory  &  Co.  by 


Greenhood,  Bohm  &  0>.  done  by  the  assignors 
with  the  intent  to  delay,  hinder,  and  defraud 
their  creditors,  or  was  it  done  in  good  faith? 
Answer.  In  good  faith." 

"(28)  What  was  the  actual  Indebtedness  of 
the  Arm  of  Greenhood,  Bobm  &  Co.  to  E.  Re- 
jall  at  tbe  date  of  the  assignment,  to  wit,  on 
tbe  12tb  day  of  February,  1892?  Answer. 
About  $42,035.83." 

"(29)  Was  L  Well  a  copartner  in  the  firm 
of  Greenhood.  Bohm  &  Ckx  during  the  year 
18907    Answer.    Yes." 

"(30)  If  you  answer  tbe  foregoing  ques- 
tion in  the  affirmative,  state  whether  such 
copartnership  was  ever  dissolved.  Answer. 
Yes." 

"(31)  Did  said  L  Well  go  Into  the  mercan- 
tile business  at  Sand  Point,  Idaho,  on  tbe  1st 
of  Aiigust,  1891?    Answer.  Yes." 

"(32)  If  you  answer  tbe  fcnregoing  In  the 
affirmative,  state  whether  he  bought  out  the 
firm  of  B.  li.  Weeks  &  C!o.,  and  raised  the 
money  by  which  to  buy  out  said  firm  upon 
tbe  credit  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  An- 
swer. Yes." 

"(3^  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  in  tbe 
affirmative,  state  how  much  he  raised.  An- 
swer. $3,750." 

"(34)  What  was  the  volume  of  business 
done  by  I.  Weil  at  Sand  Point,  Idaho,  from 
the  1st  day  of  August,  1881,  to  tbe  12th  day 
of  February,  1892?    Answer.  About  $90,000." 

"(35)  Did  Isaac  Greenhood  raise  the  inven- 
tory of  merchandise  on  tbe  1st  of  March, 
1891,  and.  If  so,  how  much?  Answer.  Yes; 
about  20^  above  original  cost  where  p\ir- 
chased." 

"(36)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  In  the 
affirmative^  state  with  what  intent  the  in- 
ventory was  so  raised.  Answer.  To  cover 
cost  of  freight  and  exi>enses." 

"(37)  Did  Isaac  Greenhood  raise  the  In- 
ventory on  the  1st  of  March,  1890,  and.  If 
so,  how  much  did  he  raise  the  same?  An- 
swer. About  20  per  cent  above  original  cost 
wb«e  purchased." 

"(38)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  Inter- 
rogatory in  the  affirmative,  state  with  what 
intent  he  so  raised  the  inventory.  Answer. 
To  cover  cost  of  freight  and  expenses." 

"(39)  Did  Isaac  Greenhood  raise  the  inven- 
tory of  merchandise  on  the  1st  of  Marcli, 
1S89,  and,  if  so,  how  much  did  be  raise  tbe 
same?  Answer.  Yes;  about  20  per  cent. 
above  the  original  cost  where  purchased." 

"(40)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  inter- 
rogatory In  tbe  affirmative,  state  witb  what 
intent  he  raised  the  same.  Answer.  To  cov- 
er cost  of  freight  and  expenses." 

"(41)  If  you  answer  the  interrogatory  In 
relation  to  tbe  raising  of  the  inventory  of 
merchandise  of  the  Ist  of  March,  1891,  state 
whether  the  defendant  F«-dinand  Bobm 
knew  it  had  been  so  raised  shortly  after  tbe 
same  had  l)een  done.    Answer.  Yes." 

"(42)  Was  a  credit  given  to  each  of  the 
defendants,  Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdinand 
Bohm,  on  the  merchandise  account  of   tbe 
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gam  of  15,000.  on  the  30th  of  June,  1891? 
Answer.  Yes." 

"(43)  If  yon  answer  the  foregoing  la  the 
afBrmattre,  state  with  what  intent  this  was 
done.  Answer.  To  make  a  better  showing 
in  the  capital  stock  of  the  partners." 

°'(44)  What  was  the  amount  of  the  in- 
Tentory  of  merchandise  of  Greenhood,  Bohm 
&  Co.  on  the  Ist  of  Febmary,  1892?  Answer. 
J57.5&1.30." 

••(■45)  What  was  the  average  gross  profits  on 
the  sales  of  merchandise  of  the  firm  of  Green- 
hood,  Bohm  &  Co.  from  the  1st  of  March, 
1891,  to  the  1st  of  February,  189-2?  Answer. 
The  average  profit  was  about  25)<." 

••(46)  What  was  the  amount  of  merchan- 
dise on  hand  on  the  Ist  of  March,  1891,  at 
Helena?    Answer.    About  !fl39,9'29.56." 

"(47)  What  was  the  amount  of  purchases 
from  the  Ist  of  March,  1891,  to  the  1st  of 
Pebroary,  1892?  Answer.  $257,204.62,  In- 
cluding freight  on  the  same.  Freights,  915,- 
0*4.37." 

•'(48)  What  was  the  amount  of  sales  from 
the  1st  of  March,  1891,  to  the  1st  of  Feb- 
mary, 1892?    Answer.  1342,173.82." 

"(49)  What  amount  of  merchandise  should 
have  been  on  hand  on  the  1st  of  February, 
1892?  Answer.  They  should  have  had  about 
$120,000  on  band  in  merchandise." 

"(50)  Did  the  defendants  Greenhood  and 
Bohm  borrow  from  E.  Rejall  the  sum  of  $09,- 

400,  from  the day  of  June  to  the 

day  of  December,  1891?    Answer.  Yea." 

"(51)  Did  the  said  Greenhood  and  Bohm 
reduce  the  indebtedness  of  the  firm  of  Green- 
hood, Bohm  &  Co.  and  Greenhood  &  Bohm, 
during  the  years  1890  and  1891,  or  did  they 
mcrease  their  indebtedness?  and  state  how 
much  said  debts  were  increased  or  de- 
creased. Answer.  They  increased  their  in- 
debtedness about  $40,<XX)  during  the  years 
1800  and  1891." 

•'(52)  Did  the  defendants  Greenhood  and 
Bohm,  both  or  either  of  them,  make  the 
deed  of  assignment  on  the  12th  of  February, 
1802,  with  the  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  or  de- 
fraud their  creditors,  or  any  of  them,  out  of 
their  just  debts?    Answer.  Yes." 

"(53)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  in  the 
afllnuatiye,  state  whether  the  defendant  Max 
Kalrn  participated  in  such  fraudulent  in- 
tent.   Answer.  Yes." 

"(54)  Did  Greenhood.  Bohm  &  Co.  own  40 
shares  of  stock  in  the  Onsolldated  Milwau- 
kee Beer  Company  at  the  date  of  the  assign- 
ment, and.  If  so,  what  was  its  value?  An- 
8w».  Yes.    Value,  $1,350." 

"(55)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  inter- 
rogatory in  the  affirmative,  state  whether 
they  had  transferred  the  same  to  Max  Kahn 
as  collateral  or  pledge  for  indebtedness  owed 
by  the  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to  the 
said  Consolidated  Milwaukee  Beer  Company 
before  the  date  of  the  assignment.  Answer. 
Yes." 

"(36)  Has  said  stock  been  sold  since  the  as- 
signment, and  the  debt  of  the  said  Consol- 
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Idated  Milwaukee  Beer  Company  been  paid 
out  of  the  proceeds  thereof?     Answer.  Yes." 

"(57)  Did  Greenhood  and  Bohm,  both  or 
either  of  them,  appropriate  any  portion  of 
the  assets  of  the  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm 
&  Co.,  either  In  money  or  goods,  wares  and 
merchandise,  at  or  before  the  execution  of 
said  assignment,  and  did  they  have  the 
same,  or  any  itortion  thereof.  In  their  pos- 
session or  under  their  control  at  the  time  of 
the  assignment,  and  fall  or  refuse  to  turn 
the  same  over  to  the  assignee?  Answer. 
Yes;   both  of  them." 

"(58)  If  you  answer  the  foregoing  question 
In  the  affirmative,  state  whether  they  so  fail- 
ed or  refused  to  turn  the  same  over  to  the 
assignee  for  the  purpose  of  hindering,  delay- 
ing, or  defrauding  their  creditors.  Answer. 
Yes." 

"(59)  Was  the  consideration  for  which  the 
original  note,  of  which  the  present  note  held 
by  W.  C.  Hlckey  was  a  renewal,  received  by 
Isaac  Greenhood  individually,  and  used  for 
his  individual  benefit,  or  was  it  received  by 
the  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co..  and 
used  by  said  firm?  Answer.  It  Is  a  firm  obli- 
gation." 

"(60)  Was  the  Hlckey  transaction  done 
with  fraudulent  Intent?    Answer.  No." 

The  court  adopted  all  of  these  findings. 
The  court  thereupon  of  Its  own  motion  also 
made  the  following  findings: 

"(1)  That  the  Merchants'  Natfonal  Bank,  of 
Helena,  Montana,  is,  and  was  at  all  times 
mentioned  in  the  amended  complaint  filed 
in  this  action,  a  banking  corporation,  organ- 
ized and  existing  by  virtue  of  the  banking 
laws  of  the  United  States,  and  doing  busi- 
ness in  the  city  of  Helena,  Montana,  and 
elsewhere. 

"(2)  That  the  said  Isaac  Greenhood  and 
Ferdinand  Bohm  are  now,  and  were  at  all 
the  times  mmtioned  In  the  amended  com- 
plaint filed  In  this  action,  copartners  doing 
business  in  the  city  of  Helena,  and  else- 
where, under  the  firm  name  and  style  of 
Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co. 

"(3)  That  on  the  13th  day  of  February, 
1892,  an  action  was  duly  commenced  by  the 
plaintiff,  the  Merchants'  National  Banlc  of 
Helena,  Montana,  against  the  defendants 
Isaac  Greenhood  and  Ferdinand  Bohm,  co- 
partners doing  business  under  the  firm  name 
and  style  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.,  in  the 
district  court  of  the  First  judicial  district 
of  the  state  of  Montana,  In  and  for  the 
county  of  Lewis  and  Clarke,  In  department 
No.  1  of  said  court,  by  the  filing  of  a  com- 
plaint and  the  issuance  of  a  summons,  for 
the  recovery  of  a  Judgment  for  the  sum  of 
$20,000,  togeth«  with  interest  thereon  at 
the  rate  of  10  per  cent  per  annum  from  the 
27th  day  of  November,  1891,  and  for  the 
sum  of  $13,500,  with  interest  thereon  at  the 
rate  of  10  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  19th 
day  of  November,  1891,  and  for  the  sum  of 
$1,000,  with  interest  thereon  at  the  rate  of 
10  per  cent,  per  annum  from  the  16th  day 
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of  January,  1892,  upon  certain  demand  notes 
made,  executed,  and  delivered  by  the  co- 
partnership of  Greenliood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to 
Bald  plaintift. 

"(4)  That  on  said  date  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment was  duly  Issued  In  due  form,  in  said 
last-named  action,  after  the  Issuance  of  the 
summons  herein,  and  placed  In  the  hands 
of  the  sheriff  of  Lewis  and  Clarke  county, 
Montana,  for  execution. 

"(5)  That  on  February  15,  1892,  the  said 
sheriff,  by  virtue  of  the  power  and  author- 
ity rested  In  him  as  such  officer,  and  under 
and  by  virtue  of  said  writ  of  attachment,  did 
levy  upon  and  seize  and  take  into  his  posses- 
sion that  certain  stock  of  goods,  wares,  and 
merchandise,  situate  and  being  in  that  certain 
store  building  on  South  Main  street,  in  the 
city  of  Helena,  known  and  designated  as 
No.  24,  and  on  said  date  attached  by  gar- 
nishment all  the  money  and  other  property 
and  effects  of  said  defendants  Greenbood, 
Bohm  &  Co.,  in  the  hands  of  Max  Kahn,  as- 
signee. 

"(6)  That  thereafter,  on  the  8th  of  April, 
1892,  judgment  was  duly  rendered  and  en- 
tered in  said  last-named  action,  in  said 
district  court,  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  in 
said  action,  and  against  said  Isaac  Green- 
hood  and  Ferdinand  Bohm,  copartners  as 
aforesaid,  for  the  sum  of  $35,945.48,  with  In- 
terest thereon  at  the  rate  of  10  per  cent  per 
annum  from  the  date  of  said  Judgment 

"(7)  Tb&t  thereafter,  to  wit,  on  the  18th 
day  of  April,  1892,  an  execution  was  duly 
issued  on  said  judgment  against  the  prop- 
erty of  the  said  defendants  Isaac  Greenbood 
and  Ferdinand  Bohm,  copartners  as  afore- 
said, addressed  and  directed  to  the  said 
sheriff  of  Lewis  and  Clarke  county,  state  of 
Montana,  in  which  said  county  said  defend- 
ants reside,  and  was  by  said  sheriff  returned 
with  the  following  indorsement  thereon,  to 
wit:  'No  property  to  be  found  in  my  county 
to  satisfy  the  foregoing  execution,  except 
the  property  attached  herein,  and  embraced 
in  an  alleged  assignment  from  Greenbood, 
Bohm  &  Co.  to  Max  Kabn,  on  the  12th  day 
of  February,  1892,  and  except  the  above  gar- 
nishments; and  I  herewith  return  the  said 
execution  unsatisfied.'  And  the  court  fur- 
tlier  finds  from  the  said  return  that,  so  far 
as  garnishees  answered,  there  was  only  $4.42 
levied  upon  by  virtue  of  said  execution. 

"(.8)  That  the  defendants  Isaac  Greenbood 
and  Ferdinand  Bohm,  or  either  of  them, 
have  not,  and  did  not  have  at  the  time  of  the 
issuance  and  return  of  said  execution,  any 
property  in  this  state,  known  to  the  plain- 
tiff, out  of  which  said  execution  so  Issued  as 
aforesaid  could  be  satisfied  in  whole  or  tn 
part,  except  that  claimed  by  the  said  Max 
Kahn  as  assignee,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  assii;ument  sought  to  be  set  aside  in 
this  action. 

"(9)  That  the  said  defendant  in  this  action. 
Max  Kahn,  is  a  man  without  means,  and 
pecuniarily  and  wholly  irresponsive,  and  has 


not  given  any  bond  for  the  faithful  perform- 
ance of  his  duties  as  assignee." 

"(11)  That  the  said  deed  of  assignment  was 
executed  and  delivered  by  the  assignors  to 
Max  Kahn,  the  assignee,  and  acc^ted  by 
him  about  7  o'clock  p.  m.  on  the  12tta  day 
of  February,  1892." 

The  deed  of  assignment  was  recorded  by 
the  county  clerk  and  recorder,  and  the  court 
also  found  that  the  same  was  duly  acknowl- 
edged by  the  parties  executing  the  same. 
The  court  found,  as  conclusions  of  law,  as 
follows: 

"(1)  That  the  said  assignment  was  mode, 
executed,  and  delivered  with  the  intent  on 
the  part  of  the  said  assignors,  Isaac  Green- 
bood and  Ferdinand  Bohm,  with  intent  to 
hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  the  plaintiff  here- 
in, and  other  creditors  of  the  said  defend- 
ants Isaac  Greenbood  and  Ferdinand  Bohm, 
and  of  the  firm  of  Greenbood,  Bohm  & 
Co.,  and  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  to  plain- 
tiff and  the  other  creditors  not  assoiting 
thereto. 

"(2)  That  the  plaintiff,  by  its  writ  of  at- 
tachment and  judgment  in  the  said  octioa 
BO  commenced  on  the  13th  day  of  February, 
1892,  and  the  levy  so  made  under  said  writ 
of  attachment,  has  a  lien  upon  all  property 
seized  and  levied  upon  by  the  said  sheriff, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  the  said  writ  of  at- 
tachment, and  the  proceeds  thereof  in  the 
possession  and  under  the  control  of  the  re- 
ceiver appointed  in  this  action,  or  so  much 
thereof  as  may  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the 
plaintiff's  judgment,  interest,  and  costs, 
which  lien  took  effect  on  the  15th  day  of 
February,  1892,  at  the  time  of  the  said 
seizure  and  levy,  and  under  and  by  virtue  ol 
the  said  writ  of  attachment 

"(3)  That  the  plaintiff,  by  virtue  of  the 
said  judgment  and  execution  and  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  has  a  lien  upon 
all  the  property  of  every  description,  and 
the  proceeds  thereof,  in  the  possession  and 
under  the  control  of  the  receiver  appointed 
in  this  action,  or  so  much  thereof  as  may  be 
necessary  to  satisfy  plaintiff's  judgment,  in- 
terest, and  costs,  which  lien  took  effect  uxK>n 
the  21st  day  of  April,  1892,  when  the  com- 
I>1aint  herein  was  filed  and  the  summons 
herein  was  issued.  Judgment  and  decree  or- 
dered accordingly." 

The  judgment  was  in  accordance  with  the 
findings,  and  need  not  be  recited,  A  mo- 
tion for  new  trial  was  made  by  defendants 
and  denied  by  the  court,  from  which  motion, 
and  also  from  the  judgment,  the  defendants 
appeal.  The  ground  for  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  and  the  alleged  errors  relied  upon  by 
the  appellants,  are  stated  as  they  are  dis- 
cussed in  the  opinion  below. 

W.  E.  Cullen,  G.  F.  Shelton.  T.  C.  Bacb, 
Walsh  &  Newman,  H.  N.  Blake,  T.  J.  Walsh, 
and  Shober  &  Rasch,  for  appellants.  Mc- 
Connell,  Clayberg  &  Gunn  and  B.  P.  Car- 
penter, for  respondent 
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DE  WITT,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  It 
is  not  oft«i  that  as  full  and  elaborate  flnd- 
iDgs  of  fact  are  made  in  a  case  as  those 
now  before  as.  The  trial  InTolred  volumes 
of  figures  and  days  of  testimony  upon  ques- 
tions of  fact  The  findings  treated  all  these 
(juestlons  of  accounts,  and  the  Jury  gave 
mathematical  results  which  would  lead  one 
to  believe  that  they  were  found  by  a  "struck 
Jury"  of  accountants.  Since  the  case  was 
argued  in  this  court  we  have  spent  many 
(lays  In  reviewing  the  testlmonj-.  We  would 
bave  been  aided  by  specifications  of  alleged 
errors  of  a  different  character  than  those 
contained  in  the  statement  on  motion  for  a 
new  trial  tn  this  case.  We  do  not  purpose 
to  disregard  the  speclficationa,  or  to  bold 
that  they  are  insufficient.  We  express  no 
opinion  upon  that  subject.  But,  when  a 
g{)ecittcation  Is  stated  as  follows:  "There  is 
no  evidence  to  sustain  finding)  No.  2,  that,"— 
then  giving  a  statement  of  the  finding,  and 
when  every  specification  is  similar  to  this 
instance  cited,  it  Is  a  great  labor  for  a  court 
to  go  through  800  pages  of  record  to  ascer- 
tain whether  it  is  true  that  there  is  no  evi- 
dence to  sustain  any  of  the  findings.  When 
a  case  has  been  tried  for  21  days,  before  a 
court  of  general  Jurisdiction,  producing  such 
a  record  as  this  before  us,  and  findings  are 
made  and  adopted  by  the  court,  there  would 
seem  to  be  some  presumption  that  some  evi- 
dence had  been  introduced  in  the  case  tend- 
ing to  support  the  findings.  But,  notwith- 
Rtanding  the  form  of  the  specifications,  we 
bave  read  the  testimony,  and  examined  it 
with  great  diligence.  We  are  prepared  to 
say  that  there  is  evidence  to  sustain  the 
findings.  Having  satisfied  our  own  minds 
to  that  effect,  we  see  no  profit  in  giving  in 
this  opinion  a  review  of  -the  testimony.  It 
would  not  be  valuable  as  a  precedent  The 
case  was  tried  at  great  length  before  "a  Jury 
of  unusual  intelligence."  The  two  learned 
Jmlges  of  the  district  court  presided  at  the 
trial  and  adopted  the  findings.  The  testi- 
mony was  to  a  great  extent  of  a  technical 
character,  and  as  to  mercantile  accounts, 
transactions,  and  facts,  upmi  which  subjects 
a  jory  of  intelligent  business  men  are  per- 
haps as  competent  to  form  a  judgment  ui>on 
the  facts  as  is  a  court  that  has  not  heard 
the  witnesses  testify,  or  observed  their  de- 
meanor. 

The  great  issue  in  this  case  was  fraud. 
The  existence  of  fraud  was  determined  by 
an  overwhelming  line  of  findings  by  the 
Jury.  See  statement  of  the  case  preceding 
this  opinion.  Fraud  cannot  often  be  proven 
by  direct  evidence.  Fraud  conceals  itself. 
It  does  not  move  upon  the  surface  in  straight 
lines.  It  goes  in  devious  ways.  We  may 
with  difficulty  know  "whence  it  cometh  and 
whither  It  goeth."  It  "loves  darkness  rath- 
er than  light  because  its  deeds  are  evil."  It 
Is  rarely  that  we  can  lay  our  hand  upon  It 
in  Its  going.  We  are  more  likely  to  dis- 
cover It  at  its  destination,  before  we  know 


that  It  has  started  upon  Its  sinuous  course. 
When  we  so  discover  it,  the  search  light  of 
a  Judicial  investigation  goes  back  over  Its 
trail  and  lightens  It  from  beginning  to  end. 
As  the  woodsman  follows  his  game  by  slight 
indications,  as  a  broken  twig  or  a  displaced 
pebble,  so  fraud  may  become  apparent  by 
Innumerable  circumstances.  Individually  triv- 
ial, perhaps,  but  In  their  mass  "confirmation 
strong  as  proofs  of  holy  writ"  The  weight 
of  isolated  items  tending  to  show  fraud  may 
be  "as  light  as  the  shadow  of  drifting  snow," 
but  the  drifting  snow  In  time  makes  the 
drift,  the  avalanche,  the  glacier.  Fraud 
may  hang  over  the  history  of  the  acts  of  a 
man  like  the  leaden-hued  atmosphere  upon 
the  house  of  Usher,  "faintly  discernible  but 
pestilent,  an  atmosphere  which  has  no  af- 
finity with  the  air  of  Heaven."  Under  this 
atmospheric  pressure  of  fraud  the  jury  in 
this  case  lived  and  breathed  for  the  21  days 
of  the  trial.  We  have  followed  them 
through  the  history  of  those  days,  as  It  is 
transmitted  to  this  court  In  the  record.  We 
have  not  the  advantage  of  breathing  and 
seeing  and  hearing  which  they  iiad.  The 
district  court  bad  that  advantage,  and 
agreed  with  the  findings  of  the  jury.  We 
are  of  opinion  that,  under  these  circum- 
stances, the  evidence  is  not  so  insufficient 
that  we  should  disturb  the  result  In  ac- 
cordance with  our  views  as  to  the  proof  of 
fraud,  we  note  the  following  from  Bump  on 
Fraudulent  Conveyances  (page  759):  "In 
questions  of  fraud  a  wide  range  of  evidence 
is  allowed.  Fraud  assumes  many  shapes, 
disguises,  and  subterfuges,  and  is  generally 
so  secretly  hatched  that  It  can  only  be  de- 
tected by  a  consideration  of  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances which  are  not  unfrequently  triv- 
ial, remote,  and  disconnected.  To  interpret 
their  meaning,  or  the  full  meaning  of  any 
one  of  them,  it  may  be  necessary  to  bring 
them  together  and  contemplate  them  all  in 
one  view.  In  order  to  do  this  it  is  neces- 
sary to  pick  up  one  here  and  another  there 
until  the  collection  is  complete.  A  wide  lati- 
tude of  evidence  is  therefore  allowed,  in  or- 
der that  fraud  may  be  detected  and  ex- 
posed." We  will  add  here,  however,  that 
the  testimony  as  to  fraud  in  the  conveyances 
by  Greenbood  to  Bamett  and  Well,  and  the 
testimony  as  to  the  participation  in  the 
fraud  by  Kabn,  assignee,  is  not  wholly  satis- 
factory to  our  minds.  But  it  seems  to  have 
satisfied  the  Jury.  They  saw  Greenbood, 
and  Barnett,  and  Weil,  and  Kahn,  and  heard 
them  testify.  We  have  not  In  view  of  the 
whole  case,  we  do  not  feel  called  upon  to 
disturb  these  findings.  It  was  held  in  Ming 
T.  Truett,  1  Mont  322,  that  the  court  wUl 
not  reverse  a  Judgment  if  the  testimony  is 
confficting,  even  though  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence appears  to  be  against  the  findings  of 
the  court  below.  This  court  will  not  dis- 
turb the  findings  or  verdict,  if  there  is  sub- 
stantial evidence  to  support  the  same,  evm 
though  the  evidence  is  confiicting.    Llncola 
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V.  Itodgers,  Id.  217;  Travis  v.  McConnIck, 
Id.  347;  Davis  v.  Blume,  Id.  463;  Grlswold 
V.  Boley,  Id.  545;  Klnna  v.  Horn,  Id.  597; 
Toombs  T.  Hornbuckle,  Id.  286;  Klein- 
Bchmldt  V.  Dnnpby,  Id.  124;  Parchen  v. 
Peck,  2  Mont.  570;  Vantllburgh  v.  Hamll. 
ton,  Id.,413;  Orr  v.  Haskell,  Id.  225;  Knox 
T.  Gerbauser,  3  Mont  276;   Story  t.  Black, 

5  Mont  28,  1  Pac.  1;  Rallvray  Co.  v.  Wat^ 
ren,  6  Mont  275,  12  Pac.  641;   Beck  v.  Beck, 

6  Mont  285,  12  Pac.  C>46;  Ramsey  v.  Cattle 
Co.,  6  Mont  501,  13  Pac.  247;  Budd  v.  Per- 
kins, 6  Mont  226,  9  Pac.  916;  Diamond  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  6  Mont  586,  13  Pac.  367;  Ter- 
ritory V.  Reuss,  5  Mont  607,  5  Pac.  885; 
Kennon  v.  Gllmo:,  5  Mont  273,  5  Pac.  847; 
Id.,  9  Mont  110,  22  Pac.  448;  Frank  v.  Mur- 
ray, 7  Mont  4,  14  Pac.  654;  Ingalls  v.  Aus- 
tin, 8  Mont.  333,  20  Pac.  637;  Fltschen  v. 
Tbomas,  9  Mont  52,  22  Pac.  450.  These 
are  some  of  the  older  cases  decided  by  tbis 
court  under  the  territorial  government.  The 
same  rule  has  obtained  under  the  state  or- 
ganization. It  'was  said  in  the  recent  case 
of  Brownfleld  v.  Bier  (Mont.)  39  Pac.  461: 
"When  there  is  a  substantial  conflict  In  the 
evidence,  and  that  conflict  has  been  resolved 
by  the  district  court,  and  the  district  court 
has  denied  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  this 
court  will  not  disturb  the  result  This  doc- 
trine has  been  so  persistently  announced  by 
this  court  for  26  years  that  It  may  be  con- 
sidered as  the  settled  rule  In  this  Jurisdic- 
tion." The  decisions  of  this  court  from  its 
organization  to  the  present  time  are  full 
declarations  of  this  principle  of  practice. 
We  shall,  therefore,  accept  the  findings  as 
made,  and  proceed  to  the  discussion  of  the 
questions  of  law  presented  by  the  appel- 
lants. 

The  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  creditors 
was  made  February  12,  1802,  plaintiff  here 
being  the  third  preferred  creditor.  On  Feb- 
ruary 13th  this  plaintiff  commenced  an  ac- 
tion against  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  on  a 
money  demand  for  $83,500.  A  writ  of  at 
tachment  was  issued,  and  levy  made  by  the 
sheriff  February  15th.  On  April  8th  a  judg- 
ment was  rendered  for  plaintiff  in  that  case 
for  $35,945.48.  On  February  24th  Max 
Kahn,  assignee,  began  an  action  against  the 
sheriff  (Jefferis)  and  the  plaintiff  herein,  for 
the  conversion  of  the  goods  seized  under  the 
writ  issued  In  the  case  of  Merchants'  Na- 
tional Bank  v.  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co. 
The  defendants  in  that  action  of  Kahn 
against  Jefferis  and  the  bank  justified  in 
their  answer  under  the  writ  of  attachment. 
Replication  was  filed,  issue  made,  and  the 
case  was  ready  for  trial  before  the  Issues 
In  the  case  now  before  us  were  made  up. 
This  case  now  before  us  was  commenced 
April  21st.  It  and  the  case  of  Kahn  against 
Jefferis  and  the  bank  were  set  for  trial  for 
the  same  day.  In  this  case  the  issue  was 
fraud  in  the  assignment  and  all  the  par- 
ties were  before  the  court— the  bank,  the 
assignors,    and  the  assignee.    In  Kahn  v. 


Jefferis  et  al.  there  was  a  legal  cause  of 
action  and  the  equitable  defense  of  fraud  in 
the  assignment;  but  in  that  case  Greenhood 
and  Bohm  were  not  parties,  and  were  not 
before  the  court  The  court  determined  that 
the  whole  matter  could  be  more  fully  tried 
in  the  action  In  which  it  found  all  the  par- 
tiei^  For  that  reason  it  tried  this  case 
prior  to  that  of  Kahn  v.  Jefferis  et  al.  An 
elaborate  argument  was  made  in  this  court 
counsel  contending  that  this  action  of  the 
district  court  was  error.  But  we  need  not 
follow  the  counsel  into  that  argument,  for 
the  reason  that  they  have  strayed  far  from 
the  point  decided  by  the  district  court.  To 
ascertain  that  point  we  quote  as  follows 
from  the  record:  "That  thereafter,  on  the 
16th  day  of  January,  1893,  this  cause  com- 
ing on  for  trial,  the  defendants  objected  to 
said  cause  being  tried  at  said  time,  for  the 
reason  that  the  case  of  Max  Kahn  v.  C.  M. 
Jefferis  and  Merchants'  National  Bank  pre- 
ceded it  upon  the  calendar,  and  should  be 
tried  first  In  its  order."  It  thus  appears  that 
the  only  objection  which  the  defendants 
made  to  the  trial  of  this  case  prior  to  the 
case  of  Kahn  against  Jefferis  and  the  Bank 
was  that  the  Kahn  Case  preceded  this  case 
upon  the  docket  and  for  that  reason  should 
be  tried  first  The  counsel,  upon  the  argu- 
ment before  us,  stated  that  they  abandoned 
that  point,  and  conceded  that  the  court  had 
the  right  to  control  its  own  docket  and  the 
order  in  which  it  may  try  cases.  As  this 
is  the  only  point  presented  in  the  objection 
to  the  district  court  there  is  nothing  else 
for  us  to  pass  upon,  and  we  are  disappointed 
in  not  being  able  to  accompany  counsel  In 
their  diligent  and  learned  research  into  the 
questions  not  raised  by  the  record. 

Before  proceeding  to  examine  what  we 
consider  the  Important  question  of  law  In 
this  case,  there  are  a  few  small  mattei-s 
which  may  be  cleared  up  in  limine.  Two 
matters  which  were  relied  upon  In  the  com- 
plaint are  abandoned  by  the  respondent 
namely,  the  question  of  Rejall's  partnership 
in  the  firm  of  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.,  and 
also  the  question  of  the  laws  of  the  state  uf 
Washington.  The  alleged  insufficiency  in 
the  description  of  the  property  assignea  Is 
also  a  matter  which  is  not  relied  upon,  and. 
furthermore,  seems  to  be  settled  by  the  de- 
cision of  McCuUoh  V.  Price,  14  Mont  320, 
36  Pac.  194.  Again,  on  the  question  of  thoi 
preferences  to  Rejall  and  Westheimer  and 
Bach,  Cory  &  Co.  being  in  excess  of  the 
amount  actually  due  them.  It  was  found  by 
the  jury  that  they  were  in  good  faith,  and 
this  is  not  a  subject  upon  which  the  court 
below  rendered  its  judgment  These  mat- 
ters have  all,  therefore,  been  passed. 

That  which  we  consider  the  Important 
question  in  this  case  is  what  the  a^ipellants 
call  the  want  of  equity  in  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action.  The  appellants  contend  that 
facts  are  not  pleaded  or  found  which  enti- 
tle the  plaintiff  to  the  equitable  relief  de- 
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manded  In  Its  complaint  and  granted  by  the 
court.  The  plaintiff  bank  was  a  large  cred- 
itor of  Greenhood,  Bobm  &  Co.  Oreenhood, 
Bobm  &  Co.  made  the  aBSlgnment  The  (olr 
lowing  day  the  bank  brought  the  action  at 
law  hereinbefore  deacrlljed  against  Green- 
hood,  Botim  &  Co.,  and  levied  an  attachment 
upon  the  assigned  goods.  When  the  bank 
obtained  its  Judgment  in  that  cause  it  found 
this  situation:  It  had  a  large  quantity  of 
goods  attached.  These  goods  were  Included 
hi  the  assignment,  which  the  bank  claimed 
was  fraudulent.  The  assignee  was  assert- 
ing the  right  of  possession  to  the  goods,  and, 
furthermore,  had  brought  an  action  against 
the  sheriff  and  the  bank  for  the  alleged 
conversion  of  these  goods.  The  bank  in  its 
money-demand  suit  Issued  an  execution. 
The  sheriff,  with  the  execution  In  his  hands, 
found  this  condition  of  affairs  which  we 
have  detailed.  He  returned  the  execution 
in  the  following  language:  "No  property  to 
be  found  in  my  county  to  satisfy  the  fore- 
going execution,  except  the  property  at- 
tached herein,  and  embraced  In  the  alleged 
assignment  from  Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.  to 
Max  Kahn  on  the  12th  day  of  February, 
1892,  and  except  the  above  garnishments, 
and  I  herewith  return  the  said  execution 
unsatisfied."  There  is  no  point  made  as  to 
the  garnishments  mentioned  in  the  sheriff's 
return,  as  they  were  in  trifling  amounts. 
The  plaintiff  in  the  law  case,  to  wit,  the 
bank,  then  commenced  this  equity  action, 
which  resulted  in  the  findings  and  Judgment 
recited  in  the  statement  preceding  this  opin- 
ion. Does  the  plaintiff  thus  appear  to  be  en- 
titled to  equitable  relief?  This  Is  the  vital 
question  in  the  case,  and  the  one  around 
which  the  battle  has  been  waged. 

This  Is  not  the  sort  of  a  creditors'  bill 
which  seeks  the  discovery  of  assets  or  equita- 
ble inta«sts  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale.  It 
is.  on  the  other  hand,  an  action  to  set  aside 
a  fraudulent  obstruction  to  plaintiff's  realiz- 
ing fully  and  successfully  upon  its  Judg- 
ment. The  counsel  for  appellants  cite  in- 
numerable authorities  upon  the  principle 
that  the  legal  remedy  must  be  first  exhaust- 
ed, and  that  execution  must  be  returned  nul- 
la bona.  Here  the  execution  was  not  return- 
ed nnUa  bona,  but  It  returned  the  facts,  to 
wit,  the  existence  of  the  fraudulent  obstruc- 
tion to  the  execution.  We  find  that  the  au- 
thorities sustain  the  bringing  of  an  equitable 
action  under  circumstances  similar  to  those 
of  the  case  at  bar.  In  this  case,  Judgment 
was  obtained  at  law  by  the  plaintiff  before 
It  brought  this  suit.  The  plaintiff  was  there- 
fore in  a  position  of  a  Judgment  creditor 
with  a  liquidated  demand.  The  authorities 
to  the  effect  that  the  creditors*  bill  cannot  be 
brought  until  Judgment  is  obtained  are  there- 
fore not  applicable.  The  resort  to  equity  in 
this  case  was  not  a  resort  to  simply  aid  an 
attachment,  although  some  cases  hold  that 
even  a  simple  attachment  without  Judgment 
may  be  aided  by  creditors'  bill.     Pom.  Eq. 


Jur.  i  415,  note  on  page  125.  As  noted  be- 
fore, the  action  is  to  remove  a  fraudulent  ob- 
struction, and  was  brought  after  the  Judg- 
ment at  law  was  obtained.  We  are  of  the 
opinion  that  the  weight  of  the  better  au- 
thority is  in  favor  of  sustaining  such  action. 
The  contenticm  over  this  point  has  been  so 
earnest  and  persistent,  that  we  shall  proceed 
to  quote  from  the  authorities  with  some  lib- 
erality. 

We  make  the  following  quotations:  "The 
Jurisdiction  of  equity  to  entertain  suits  in 
aid  of  creditors  undoubtedly  had  its  origin 
in  the  narrowness  of  the  common-law  rem- 
edies by  writs  of  execution.  These  writs. 
Issued  by  courts  of  common  law,  besides  be- 
ing otherwise  limited  in  their  operations, 
were  of  course  confined  to  those  estates  and 
Interests  recognized  by  tlie  law,  and  did  not 
extend  to  estates  and  interests  equitable  in 
their  nature^  Creditors'  suits  were  there- 
fore permitted  to  be  brought  in  those  in- 
stances where  the  relief  by  execution  at 
common  law  was  ineffectual, — as  for  a  dis- 
covery of  assets,  to  reach  equitable  and  other 
interests  not  subject  to  levy  and  sale  at  law, 
and  to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances  and 
obstructions.  Statutes  in  England  and  in 
certain  American  states  have  greatly  extend- 
ed the  scope  of  writs  of  execution,  thereby 
providing  for  adequate  legal  relief  in  cases 
where,  formerly,  resort  to  eqnity  was  nec- 
essary, and  even  extending  the  relief  to  in- 
stances where,  perhaps,  a  creditors'  Mil 
would  not  He,  In  other  states,  statutes  have 
increased  the  efficiency  of  creditors'  suits  by 
dealing  with  the  subject  directly.  It  is  a 
necessary  result  from  the  whole  theory  of 
the  creditors'  suits  that  Jurisdiction  In  equity 
will  not  be  entertained  where  there  is  a  rem- 
edy at  law.  The  general  mle  is,  therefore, 
that  a  Judgment  must  be  obtained,  and  cer^ 
tain  steps  taken  towards  enforcing  or  per- 
fecting such  Judgment,  before  a  party  is  en- 
titled to  Institute  a  suit  of  this  character. 
In  this  there  Is  a  uniformity  of  opinion,  bnt 
the  difficulty  arises  in  determining  exactly 
how  far  a  plaintiff  should  proceed  after  be 
has  obtained  his  Judgment.  It  is,  of  course, 
necessary  for  the  creditor  to  allege  and  prove 
that  he  has  taken  the  necessary  proceedings 
at  law  before  he  can  show  a  case  requiring 
the  interposition  of  equity.  Whether  an 
equitable  suit,  analogous  to  the  creditor's 
salt,  will  be  allowed  in  aid  of  the  lien  cre- 
ated by  an  attachment  before  the  recovery 
of  Judgment,  is  a  question  to  which  the 
American  courts  have  given  directly  conflict- 
ing answers."  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  g  1415.  This 
case  at  bar  is  one  of  those  described  by  Pom- 
eroy  as  one  "to  set  aside  fraudulent  convey- 
ances and  obstructions."  See  the  authorities 
cited  to  this  text  in  note  8. 

We  find  the  following  in  2  Beach,  Mod. 
Eq.  §8  883,  885:  Section  883:  "A  court  of 
eiguity  will  aid  a  Judgment  creditor  to  reach 
the  property  of  his  debtor  by  removing 
fraudulent   Judgments    or   oomvegrancea   or 
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transfers  which  defeat  his  legal  remedy  at 
law,  and  will  also  aid  him  where  the  debtor's 
property  consists  of  choses  in  action  and 
mere  equitable  interests  not  liable  to  be  sold 
on  execution;  and  where  a  debtor  transfers 
his  property  In  fraud  of  creditors,  an  injunc- 
tion may  be  granted  as  Incidental  to  the 
relief  sought  by  the  creditors'  bill,  and  will, 
if  necessary,  grant  him  a  double  relief  un- 
der one  bill  by  removing  the  fraudulent  ob- 
struction in  the  way  of  his  execution,  and 
also  at  the  same  time  enabling  him  to  reach 
his  debtor's  equitable  assets.  If,  when  the 
bill  was  filed  and  execution  returned  unsat- 
isfied, there  was  property  within  the  cred- 
itor's knowledge  subject  to  levy  on  execution 
the  bill  cannot  be  sustained."  Section  885: 
"A  creditors'  bill  may  be  entertained  if  the 
legal  remedy  is  not  in  all  respects  as  plain 
and  satisfactory  as  that  afforded  by  equity. 
For  example,  a  bill  may  often  afford  a  bet- 
ter remedy  than  a  garnishment  against  a 
fraudulent  transferee,  because  on  recovery 
a  court  of  equity  would  be  the  more  ap- 
propriate forum  for  distributing  the  fund 
among  numerous  claimants."  Note  1:  "Thus 
in  Boyce's  Ex'rs  v.  Grundy,  3  Pet  210,  it 
was  said:  'It  is  not  enough  that  there  is 
a  remedy  at  law.  It  must  be  plain  and  ade- 
\iuate,  or,  in  other  words,  as  practical  and 
efficient  to  the  ends  of  Justice  and  its  prompt 
admluistiution  as  the  remedy  in  equity.' " 
It  seems  to  us  quite  clear  in  this  case  that 
the  remedy  at  law  was  not  at  all  as  practical 
and  eflicient  as  the  remedy  in  equity.  In 
the  money-demand  action  of  the  banlc  against 
Greenhood,  Bohm  &  Co.,  the  assignee.  Max 
Kahn,  was  not  a  party,  and  in  the  action  for 
a  conversion  by  Kahn  against  JcfCeris  and 
the  banit,  Greenhood  and  Bohm  were  not 
parties;  but  in  the  case  at  bar  everyone  was 
before  the  court,  and  the  rights  of  every 
one  could  be  finally  determined. 

We  find  the  following  pertinent  remarlis  in 
2  Freem.  Ex'ns,  I  424:  "The  objects  which 
may  be  accomplished  by  proceedings  in  e<iul- 
ty  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  a  judgment  at 
law  are  three:  (1)  A  full  and  comx^iete  dis- 
covery may  be  obtained  of  ail  the  defendant's 
assets,  and  when  discovered  they  may  be 
compelled  to  contribute  to  the  payment  of 
the  plaintiffs  judgment.  (2)  Equitable  and 
various  other  assets,  not  subject  to  levy  and 
sale  at  law,  ma.v  be  sold  under  the  direc- 
tion of  chancery,  and  tlie  proceeds  applied 
to  the  payment  of  the  plaintiff's  debt.  (3) 
Various  obstructions  may  be  removed  from 
property  liable  to  seizure  and  sale  at  law, 
and  by  their  removal  the  plaintiff's  legal 
remedy  may  be  made  far  more  certain  and 
efficient  than  it  would  otlierwise  be.  (4)  The 
complainant  may,  In  effect,  assert  for  his 
benefit  a  cause  of  action  existing  in  favor 
of  the  Judgment  debtor,  and  which  the  lat- 
ter neglects  c«:  refuses  to  assert.  Under  the 
third  subdivision  fall  that  numerous  class 
of  cases  in  which  property  has  been  made  the 
subject  of  liens  and  transfers  made  to  de- 


fraud credltor&  In  such  a  case,  the  creditors 
may  proceed  to  lev.v  and  sell  as  if  no  such 
lieu  or  transfer  existed.  Their  remedy  at 
law  is  nevertheless  seriously  obstructed,  be- 
cause few  persons  can  be  found  willing  to 
purchase  property  at  execution  sales,  and 
take  upon  themselves  the  burden  and  the 
rieik.  of  contesting  with  adverse  claimants. 
A  creditor  Is  therefore  allowed  to  go  into 
equity  to  test  the  validity  of  claims  which 
interfere  with  his  rights,  and  which  he  be- 
lieves to  be  founded  in  fraud.  Upon  a  prop- 
er showing,  equity  will  remove  a  fraudulent 
transfer,  or  mortgaee,  or  Judgment,  or  other 
lien,  or  clear  away  a  cloud  from  the  title. 
•  •  •  While  fraud  is  a  more  frequent 
ground  for  the  removal  of  obstructions  than 
any  other,  it  is  not  an  indispensable  ground. 
The  mere  fact  that  there  is  an  apparent  ob- 
struction calculated  'to  inspire  doubt  and  ap- 
prehension in  the  mind  of  purchasers,  and 
thus  prevent  them  from  bidding  upon  the 
property,'  is  generally  sufficient  to  warrant 
equity  in  decreeing  its  removal.  •  •  • 
Whatever  may  be  requisite  to  prevent  the 
plaintiff's  suit  from  proving  abortive  will 
generally  be  done,  provided  it  is  not  beyond 
the  relief  which  equity  is  competent  to  ex- 
tend. Very  frequently  the  property  sought 
to  be  reached  by  the  bill  is  taken  into  the 
possession  of  the  court,  and  a  receiver  ap- 
pointed for  its  protection  and  management. 
Usually  there  is  great  danger  that  the  proper- 
ty sought  to  be  reached  by  the  bill  will  be 
transferred  by  the  defendant  to  some  third 
person,  or  will  by  some  other  means  be 
placed  in  a  situation  where  it  will  be  either 
difficult  or  impossible  to  make  it  answer- 
able to  the  decree  which  may  ultimately  bo 
entered  in  the  case.  Hence,  it  is  usual,  at  or 
very  soon  after  the  filing  of  the  bill,  to  ob- 
tain an  injunction  to  prevent  the  defendant 
from  making  any  disposition  of  his  property 
which  would  tend  to  make  the  suit  ineffect- 
ual. While  the  necessity  of  an  injunction 
against  a  transfer  of  the  defendant's  prop- 
erty may  bo  more  frequent  and  obvious  tlian 
any  other,  yet  this  is  by  no  means  the  only 
occasion  for  the  use  of  this  preventive  relief 
in  connection  with  creditors'  suits.  Whatev- 
er may  be  the  wrong  threatened,  if  it  be  of 
such  a  character  that  Its  perpetration  will 
render  the  suit  wholly  or  partly  ineffectual, 
as  in  case  of  the  removal  or  destruction  of 
the  property,  an  injunction  will  issue.  If  a 
fraudulent  obstruction  has  been  interposed 
to  hinder  or  delay  the  plaintiff  at  law,  he 
sometimes  does  not  ask  etjulty  to  do  any- 
thing beyond  removing  such  obstruction,  for 
when  it  is  removed  the  plaintiff  may  safely 
pi-oceed  at  law  under  his  execution.  But  the 
more  usual  practice,  both  in  proceedings  to 
remove  fraudulent  obstnictlons,  and  in  pro- 
ceedings to  reach  property  not  subject  to 
execution  at  law,  is  to  obtain  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver,  and  thereby  bring  the 
property  within  the  custody  and  control  of 
the  court    If  the  property  consists. of.  real 
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estate,  the  defendants  are  reqnlred  to  ex- 
ecute a  conveyance  to  the  receiver.  If  It 
consists  of  personalty,  the  title  vests  In  him 
by  virtue  of  his  appointment.  After  he  has 
been  vested  with  the  title,  the  receiver  col- 
lects, manages,  and  dispoaes  of  the  property 
as  directed  by  the  orders  and  decrees  of  the 
court;  and  the  plalntltF,  when  entitled  there- 
to, obtains  satisfaction  out  of  the  funds  real- 
ized by  the  receiver."  The  practice  as  sug- 
gested in  Freeman  Is  that  which  was  ob- 
served In  this  case.  A  receiver  was  appoint- 
ed, who  collected  and  disposed  of  the  prop- 
erty and  retains  the  proceeds  thereof  sub- 
ject to  the  Judgment  of  the  court. 

We  note  the  following  from  Tappan  v. 
Evans,  11  N.  H.  327:  "The  general  principle, 
deduclble  from  the  authorities  applicable  to 
this  case,  is  that  where  property  is  subject 
to  execution,  and  a  creditor  seeks  to  have 
a  frauduloit  conveyance  or  obstruction  to  a 
levy  or  sale  removed,  he  may  file  a  bill  as 
soon  as  he  has  obtained  a  specific  lien  upon 
the  property,  whether  the  lien  be  obtained 
by  attachment,  judgment,  or  the  issuing  of 
an  execution.  But  If  the  property  is  not 
subject  to  levy  or  sale,  or  if  the  creditor  has 
obtained  no  lien,  he  must  show  his  remedy 
at  law  exhausted,  by  an  actual  return  upon 
his  execution  that  no  goods  or  estate  can  be 
found  (which  is  pursuing  his  remedy  at  law 
to  every  available  extent),  before  he  can 
file  a  bill  to  reach  the  equitable  property  of 
the  debtor.  McDermutt  v.  Strong,  4  Johns. 
Ch.  087;  Williams  v.  Brown,  Id.  682;  Brinck- 
erhoff  V.  Brown,  Id.  676;  Spader  v.  Davis,  3 
Johns.  Ch.  280;  Beck  v.  Burdett,  1  Paige, 
305;  Child  v.  Brace,  4  Paige,  310;  Dodge  v. 
GilBwold,  8  N.  H.  425:  Hadden  v.  Spader, 
20  Johns.  554;  Weed  v.  Pierce,  9  Cow.  722; 
McElwain  v.  Willis.  0  Wend.  548,  560,  661, 
566.  The  same  principle  seems  to  be  recog- 
nized in  North  Carolina  and  Kentucky.  See 
cases  dted  1  Ben.  &  H.  Dig.  348,  353."  In  ad- 
dition to  the  remarks  made  In  the  New 
Uimipshh-e  case  Just  cited.  It  is  always  to  be 
rememt>a*ed  that  in  the  case  at  bar,  we 
bare  not  only  the  attachment  but  the  Judg- 
ment and  the  return  of  the  execution  stat- 
ing the  facts  of  the  obstruction. 

We  find  the  following  language  In  the  case 
o<  Tuck  y.  Olds  in  the  United  States  circuit 
court  for  the  state  of  Michigan,  20  Fed.  738: 
"But  whUe  I  do  not  think  the  biU  could  be 
sustained  on  this  ground,  still  I  think  it  may 
be  as  one  filed  to  remove  an  obstruction  to 
the  execution.  •  *  •  The  principle  upon 
which  this  class  of  creditors'  bills  rests  is 
that  the  defendant,  by  some  inequitable  pro- 
ceeding, has  put  an  obstruction  in  the  way 
of  complainant's  realizing  his  just  satisfac- 
tion out  of  the  property  of  the  defendant 
levied  on.  The  obstruction  must  be  <me  cal- 
culated to  Inspire  doubt  and  apprehension 
in  the  minds  of  purchasers,  and  thus  i>re- 
vent  them  from  bidding  upon  the  property, 
whereby  the  process  is  paralyzed.  In  such  a 
case  the  complainant  has  no  adequate  reme- 


dy at  law.  Beck  t.  Burdett,  1  Paige,  305; 
Jones  V.  Green,  1  WalL  330;  Thayer  v.  Swift, 
Har.  (Mich.)  430,  433." 

In  an  <4d  case  in  New  York,  In  1829,  Chan- 
cellor Walworth  says:  'There  are  two  class- 
es of  cases  where  a  plaintiff  is  permitted  to 
come  into  this  court  for  relief,  after  he  has 
proceeded  to  judgment  and  execution  at  law 
without  obtaining  satisfaction  of  his  debt. 
In  one  case  the  issuing  of  the  execution  gives 
to  the  plaintiff  a  lien  upon  the  property,  but 
be  is  compiled  to  come  here  for  the  purpose 
of  removing  some  obstruction,  fraudulently 
or  inequitably  Interposed  to  prevent  a  sale 
on  the  execution.  In  the  other,  the  plaintiff 
comes  here  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  his  debt 
out  of  property  of  the  defendant,  which  can- 
not be  reached  by  execution  at  law.  In  the 
latter  case,  his  right  to  relief  here  depends 
upon  the  fact  of  his  having  exhausted  his 
legal  remedies,  without  being  able  to  ob- 
tain satisfaction  of  his  judgment  In  the 
first  case,  the  plaintiff  may  come  into  this 
court  for  relief,  immediately  after  he  has 
obtained  a  lien  upon  the  property  by  the  is- 
suing of  an  execution  to  the  sheriff  of  the 
county  where  the  same  is  situated;  and,  the 
obstruction  being  removed,  he  may  proceed 
to  enforce  the  execution  by  a  sale  of  the 
property,  although  an  actual  levy  is  probably 
necessary  to  enable  him  to  hold  the  proper- 
ty against  other  execution  creditors  or  bona 
fide  purchasers.  Angell  v.  Draper,  1  Vem. 
399,  and  Shirley  v.  Watts,  3  Atk.  200,  are 
cases  of  this  description.  In  the  first,  a 
fraudulent  assignment  was  interposed  to  pre- 
vent a  sale  of  the  defendant's  property  on 
execution;  and  In  the  last  case  It  became  nec- 
essary to  redeem  a  term  of  years  in  a  lease- 
hold property  from  a  lien  of  a  prior  mortgage. 
In  both  these  cases  the  plaintiffs  were  al- 
lowed to  come  into  equity  for  relief  before 
the  executions  were  returned  unsatisfied." 
Beck  V.  Burdett,  1  Paige,  305. 

In  the  United  States  circuit  court  of  Mis- 
souri, we  have  the  following:  "The  general 
rule  of  equity,  as  contended  for  by  respond- 
ents, is  that  before  the  general  creditor  can 
resort  to  a  court  of  equity  to  reach  his  debt- 
or's property  held  under  a  fraudulent  deed 
and  the  like,  he  must  reduce  his  claim  to 
judgment,  issue  execution,  and  have  a  retura 
of  nulla  bona.  In  other  words,  he  must  ex- 
haust his  legal  remedies.  The  reason  of  this 
rule,  requiring  a  judgment,  etc.,  is  that  the 
claim  must  be  rendered  certain;  otherwise, 
the  proceeding  to  vacate  the  fraudulent  trans- 
fer of  the  title,  and  to  remove  obstacles 
placed  in  the  way  of  the  successful  oi)era- 
tlon  of  the  execution,  might  be  entirely  fruit- 
less if,  after  all,  the  debtor  failed  to  obtain 
a  Judgment  on  his  claim.  •  •  •  Where 
the  reason  of  the  rule  ceases,  the  rule  itself 
ought  not  longer  to  operate.  In  this  case  the 
claim  was  not  only  certain,  but  it  had  back 
of  it  a  judgment  conclusive  and  binding, 
and,  tmdcr  the  law  of  the  forum  where  the 
attachment  suit  was  instituted,  the  complain- 
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ant  had  secured  and  fixed  his  lien  upon  the 
real  eatate.  Why  should  it,  then,  be  com- 
pelled to  proceed  to  execution,  when  all  the 
purchaser  could  obtain  by  a  sale  thereunder 
would  be  a  lawsuit,  before  he  could  get  rid 
of  the  legal  title  of  the  respondents?"  Chi- 
cago &  A.  Bridge  Co.  t.  Anglo-American 
Packing  &  Provision  Co.,  46  Fed.  584. 

We  quote  as  follows  from  the  supreme 
court  of  New  Hampshire:  "The  object  of  the 
plaintiff's  bill,  although  somewhat  inartifi- 
clally  drawn,  was  clearly  twofold:  First,  to 
remove  out  of  the  way  of  the  levy  of  the 
Waldron  execution,  belonging  to  the  plaintiff, 
all  fraudulent  mcHlgagea  and  conveyances  of 
William  H.  Sheaf e's  interest  in  the  Jacol; 
Sheaf e  farm;  and,  secondly,  to  obtain  from, 
the  court  a  decree  which  should  secure  to  the 
plaintiff  a  lien  upon  that  interest  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  sums  due  and  to  become  due  to 
her  annually  as  alimony,  under  the  decree  of 
the  superior  court,  July  term,  1852,  ordering 
said  William  H.  Sheafe  to  pay  her  the  sum 
of  $150  per  annum  for  that  purpose.  In  the 
opinion  delivered  in  this  case  at  the  adjourn- 
ed term  in  March  last,  we  recognized  the 
validity  of  plaintiff's  claim  for  relief  on  both 
these  grounds.  Upon  the  first  point  we  re- 
marked: 'The  general  principle  deducible 
from  the  authorities  seems  to  be  tliat,  where 
property  is  subject  to  execution  and  a  cred- 
itor .seeks  to  have  a  fraudulent  conveyance 
or  obstruction  to  a  levy  or  sale  set  aside  or 
removed,  he  may  file  and  maintain  a  bill  for 
that  purpose  as  soon  as  he  has  obtained  a 
spofittc  lien  upon  the  property,  whether  by 
attachment,  Judgment,  or  the  issuing  of  an 
execution.'  Tappan  v.  Evans,  11  N.  H.  327, 
and  cases  cited;  Iron  Co.  v.  Goodall,  38  N. 
H.  '223."    Sheafe  v.  Sheafe,  40  N.  H.  517. 

The  New  Jersey  court  of  chancery  expresses 
the  following  view:  "But  all  the  cases  pro- 
ceed upon  the  principle  that  the  Judgment 
creditor,  in  order  to  be  entitled  to  the  aid  of 
a  court  of  equity  in  enforcing  his  remedy  by 
removing  obstructions  from  his  path,  must 
have  acquired  title  to  or  a  lien  upon  the  spe- 
cific thing  against  which  he  seeks  to  enforce 
his  Judgment.  He  must  complete  his  title  at 
law  before  coming  into  equity.  Unless  he 
tias  established  his  title  to  or  lien  upon  the 
property  of  his  debtor,  he  has  no  right  to  in- 
terfere with  his  debtor's  disposition  of  it. 
Such  lien  the  creditor  does  acquire  under 
our  law  by  the  service  of  the  writ  of  attach- 
ment. The  law  recognizes  the  claim  of  the 
attaching  creditor  after  it  has  been  verified 
by  affidavit  as  prescribed  by  the  statute,  as 
a  subsisting  debt,  for  the  purpose  of  creating 
the  lien.  Having  that  lien  by  authority  of 
the  statute,  prior  to  the  recovery  of  Judg- 
ment, he  is  entitled  to  the  aid  of  a  court  of 
equity  to  enforce  his  legal  right.  The  stat- 
ute for  various  puiposes  recognizes  and  en- 
forces this  right,  although  it  may  be  that  the 
claim  may  eventually  prove  to  be  uufoundt-d. 
The  objection  to  the  Interference  of  a  court 
of  equity,  that  the  claim  of  the  attaching 


creditor  is  not  ascertained,  U  it  be  entitled 
to  any  consideration,  can  have  no  applica- 
tion in  the  present  case,  for  the  plalntUTs 
claims  against  the  defendant  have  in  fact 
been  established  by  Judgment."  Bobert  v. 
Hodges,  16  N.  J.  Bq.  304. 

A  decision  which  is  often  quoted  Is  that  of 
the  case  of  Case  v.  Beauregard,  101  U.  S. 
688,  in  which  the  court  says:  "It  is  no  doubt 
generally  true  that  a  creditor's  bill  to  sub- 
ject his  debtor's  Interests  in  property  to  the 
payment  of  the  debt  must  show  that  all  rem- 
edy at  law  had  been  exhausted.  And,  gen- 
erally, it  must  be  averred  that  Judgment  has 
been  recovered  for  the  debt,  that  execution 
has  been  Issued,  and  that  it  has  been  re- 
turned nulla  bona.  The  reason  is  that,  un- 
til such  a  showing  is  made,  it  does  not  ap- 
pear in  most  cases  that  resort  to  a  court  of 
equity  is  necessary,  or,  in  other  words,  that 
the  creditor  is  remediless  at  law.  In  8<Hne 
cases,  also,  such  an  averment  is  necessary  to 
show  that  the  creditor  has  a  lien  upon  the 
property  he  seeks  to  subject  to  the  payment 
of  his  demand.  The  rule  is  a  familiar  one 
that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  entertain  a 
case  for  relief  where  the  complainant  has  an 
adequate  legal  remedy.  The  complaining  par- 
ty must,  therefore,  show  that  he  has  done  all 
that  he  could  do  at  law  to  obtain  his  rights. 
But,  after  all,  the  Judgment  and  fruitless  ex- 
ecution are  only  evidence  that  his  legal  rem- 
edies have  been  exhausted,  or  that  be  Is 
without  remedy  at  law.  They  are  not  the 
only  possible  means  of  proof.  The  necessity 
of  resort  to  a  court  of  equity  may  be  made 
otherwise  to  appear.  Accordingly  tne  rule, 
though  general,  is  not  without  many  excep- 
tions. Neither  law  nor  equity  requires  a 
meaningless  form,  'Bona,  sed  Impossibilia 
non  cogit  lex.'  It  has  been  decided  that, 
where  It  appears  by  the  bill  that  the  debtor 
is  Insolvent,  and  that  the  issuing  of  an  exe- 
cution would  be  of  no  practical  utility,  the 
issue  of  an  execution  is  not  a  necessary  pre- 
requisite to  equitable  Interference.  Turner  v. 
Adams,  46  Mo.  95;  Postiewait  v.  Howes,  3 
Iowa,  865;  Tlconlc  Bank  v.  Harvey,  16  Iowa, 
141;  Botsford  v.  Beers,  11  Conn.  560;  Payne 
V.  Sheldon,  63  Barb.  168.  This  is  certainly 
true  where  the  creditor  has  a  lien  or  a  trust 
in  his  favor.  So  it  has  been  held  that  a 
creditor,  without  having  first  obtained  a  Judg- 
ment at  law,  may  come  into  a  court  of  equi- 
ty to  set  aside  fraudulent  conveyances  of  his 
debtor,  made  for  the  purpose  of  hindering 
and  delaying  creditors,  and  to  subject  the 
property  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  due  him. 
Thui-mond  v.  Reese,  3  Ga,  449;  Cornell  v.  Rad- 
way,  22  Wis.  260;  Sanderson  v.  Stockdale,  11 
Md.  563.  •  •  •  The  foundation  upon  wbich 
these  and  many  other  similar  cases  rest 
is  that  Judgments  and  fruitless  executions 
are  not  necessary  to  show  that  the  creditor 
has  no  adequate  legal  remedy.  •  •  •  But, 
without  pursuing  this  subject  further,  it  may 
be  said  tiiat,  whenever  a  creditor  has  a  trust 
in  his  favor,  or  a  lieu  upon  property'  for  the 
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debt  due  him,  he  may  go  Into  equity  wltbont 
exhausting  legal  processes  or  remedies.  Tap- 
pan  T.  Bvans,  11  N.  H.  311;  Holt  T.  Ban- 
croft, ao  Ala.  183.  Indeed,  in  those  cases  in 
which  It  has  been  held  that  obtaining  a 
Judgment  and  issnlng  an  execution  is  neces- 
sary before  a  court  of  equity  can  be  asked 
to  set  aside  fraudulent  dispositions  of  a  debt- 
or's property,  the  reason  given  is  that  a  gen- 
eral creditor  has  no  lien.  And  when  such 
bills  have  been  sustained  vlthont  a  Judgoient 
at  law,  it  has  t>een  to  enable  the  creditor  to 
obtain  a  lien,  either  by  Judgment  or  execu- 
tion. But  when  the  bill  asserts  a  lien  or  a 
trust,  and  shows  that  it  can  be  made  avail- 
able only  by  the  aid  of  a  chancellor,  it  obvi- 
ously makes  a  case  for  his  interference." 

Upon  the  argument  of  this  case  our  attri- 
tion was  called  to  an  alleged  conflict  in  the 
decisions  from  the  court  of  appeals  of  New 
Tork,  connsd  citing  Thurber  t.  Blanck,  50 
N.  Y.  80.  and  Bank  v.  Dakin,  51  N.  Y.  619; 
but  the  recent  case  of  People  v.  Van  Buren 
discusses  these  cases  and  states  the  doctrine 
as  follows:  "In  Thurber  v.  Blanck,  50  N. 
Y.  80,  it  was  held  that  an  attaching  creditor 
had  no  standing  in  court  to  reach  equitable 
assets  until  his  remedy  at  law  was  exhaust- 
ed, nor  to  attack  a  fraudulent  transfer  of  the 
property  of  his  debtor  until  after  Judgment; 
and  in  Bank  v.  Dakin,  51  N.  Y.  519,  the 
commission  of  appeals  held  that  an  attach- 
ing creditor,  aftw  the  recovery  of  judgment 
and  the  issuing  of  execution,  may  maintain 
an  equitable  action  in  his  own  name  to  set 
aside  a  fraudulent  transfer  of  the  property 
which  had  been  seized  under  the  attach- 
ment. The  impression  seems  to  have  pre- 
vailed that  there  was  an  irreconcilable  con- 
flict between  these  two  cases,  and  the  re- 
porter, in  a  footnote  in  51  N.  Y.,  says:  'This 
case,  it  wiU  be  perceived,  was  argued  prior 
to  the  decision  of  the  case  of  Thurber  T. 
Blanck,  60  N.  Y.  80,  with  which  it  is  in  con- 
flict. That  case  had  not  been  brought  to 
the  attention  of  the  commission  at  the  time 
of  the  decision  herein.'  But  we  fall  to  dis- 
cover any  real  ground  of  antagonism  be- 
tween them.  In  Thurber  v.  Blanck  the  court 
was  dealing  with  an  attempt  on  the  part  of 
an  attaching  creditor  to  reach  equitable  as- 
sets, which  it  has  been  uniformly  held  can- 
not be  done  until  Judgment  has  been  recov- 
ered, execution  Issued  and  returned  unsatis- 
fied, and  an  action  or  proceeding  in  the  na- 
ture of  a  creditors'  bill  Instituted.  The  pro- 
visions of  the  Revised  Statutes  (now  sec- 
tions 1871-1879  of  the  Code)  which  author- 
ized a  Judgment  creditors'  action,  imperative 
ly  required  the  recovery  of  a  Judgment  and 
the  issue  and  return  of  an  execution  unsat- 
isfied as  an  indispensable  condition  of  the 
creditor's  right  to  bring  the  action.  In  Bank 
T.  Dakin,  the  attaching  creditor  had,  by  the 
recovery  of  Judgment  and  the  issue  of  exe- 
cution, acquired  the  right  to  have  the  at- 
tached property  applied  to  the  satisfaction 
«t  the  execution,  but  in  the  assertion  of  this 


right  he  found  the  way  obstructed  by  the 
interposition  of  a  conveyance  of  the  prop- 
erty by  Ills  debtor,  which  was  apparently 
valid  but  which  was  in  fact  void.  In  such 
cases  it  has  always  been  held  that,  while  the 
process  for  the  collection  of  the  debt  was 
outstanding,  the  equitable  Jurisdiction  of 
the  court  could  be  invoked  to  remove  the 
fraudulent  obstruction  to  the  legal  process 
and  permit  it  to  be  effectually  enforced." 
136  N.  Y.  259,  82  N.  E.  775. 

Counsel  for  appellants  have  relied,  among 
other  cases,  upon  Buckeye  Engine  Co.  t.  Do- 
nau  Brewing  Co.,  47  Fed.  6.  That  case 
seems  to  have  decided  that  a  creditors'  bill 
cannot  be  maintained  upon  a  Judgment  on 
which  execution  was  issued  and  returned 
unsatisfied,  when  the  return  does  not  ex- 
pressly show  that  there  was  no  property 
subject  to  levy.  But  that  decision  Is  not  in 
confiict  with  the  principles  announced  in  the 
above-quoted  cases.  As  we  have  tried  to 
make  clear  throughout  this  discussion,  this 
is  not  the  sort  of  a  creditors'  action  where 
the  showing  that  there  was  no  property  sub-  j 
Ject  to  execution  was  of  great  Importance, ' 
when  the  return  In  fact  showed  the  exist- 
ence of  the  obstruction  which  the  creditors 
wished  to  have  removed.  It  is  even  held  in 
the  state  of  Washington  that  the  obtaining 
of  Judgment  is  not  a  prerequisite  to  equi- 
table interference.  Of  course,  we  are  not 
required  to  go  that  far  in  this  case^  and  we 
mention  the  Washington  case  only  to  show 
the  tendency,  perhaps,  to  extend  equitable 
aid.  The  Washington  court  uses  the  follow- 
ing language:  "The  first  question  that  pre- 
sents Itself  In  this  case  is,  is  it  necessary  to 
reduce  a  claim  to  Judgment,  issue  an  execu- 
tion, and  secure  a  return  of  nulla  bona  made 
thereon,  to  support  a  creditors'  bill,  or  is' 
an  attachment  lien  a  sufficient  basis  for 
such  an  action?  Many  cases  have  been  cit- 
ed both  by  appellant  and  respondents  on 
this  proposition,  and  from  an  Investigation; 
of  the  cases  it  must  be  conceded  that  the 
weight  of  opinion,  considering  both  the  old 
cases  and  the  new,  sustains  the  doctrine 
tliat  the  claimant  must  press  his  claim  to 
Judgment,  send  out  his  execution,  and  show 
a  fruitless  search  for  property  before  he  can 
appeal  to  a  court  of  equity  to  set  aside  a 
fraudulent  conveyance.  But  we  are  satis- 
fied that  the  trend  of  modem  decision  is  the 
other  way.  At  all  events,  the  decisions  of 
courts  are  so  conflicting  that  this  court  feels 
Justified  in  adopting  that  rule  which  seems 
to  it  best  calculated  to  protect  the  Interests 
of  bona  flde  creditors  from  fraudulent  trans- 
actions. We  think  no  good  purpose  can  be 
subserved  by  compelling  a  creditor  to  await 
his  Judgment,  but  that  the  effect  will  be  to 
aid  dishonest  debtors  in  fraudulently  dispos- 
ing of  their  property.  And,  especially  In 
view  of  the  language  used  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  territory  in  Arms  Co.  v.  Swarts, 
2  Wash.  T.  412,  7  Pac.  859,  and  Thompson 
V.  Caton,  8  Wash.  T.  31,  18  Pac,  185,  wa 
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fed  Jnstlfled  In  now  deciding  that,  wbere 
a  lien  has  been  obtained  by  attachment  on 
the  property  In  contiDversy,  and  it  appears 
by  bill  that  the  debtor  Is  insolvent,  and 
the  Issuing  of  an  execution  would  be  of  no 
practical  utility,  the  obtaining  of  the  Judg- 
ment and  the  issuance  of  an  execution  there- 
on Is  not  a  necessary  prerequisite  to  equi- 
table interference."  Benham  v.  Ham  (Wash.) 
3t  Pac.  459.  See,  also,  WiUlams  v.  Mich- 
enor,  11  N.  J.  Eq.  520. 

As  looking  In  the  direction  of  the  authori- 
ties above  quoted,  we  cite  as  follows  from 
Leopold  V.  Silverman,  7  Mont.  266,  16  Pac. 
580:  "The  most  important  one  of  the  in- 
cidental questions  presented  In  the  record  is 
this:  Should  the  Judgment  on  the  pleadings 
have  been  rendered  in  favor  of  the  defend- 
ants because  the  plaintiffs  had  a  plain, 
speedy,  and  adequate  remedy  at  law?  Let 
us  first  inquire  whether  or  not  the  plaintiffs 
had  such  a  legal  remedy.  If  both  the  first 
and  second  mortgages  are  void  on  their  face, 
as  is  alleged  in  the  plaintiffs'  pleadings, 
there  can  be  no  doubt  that  they  had  a  rem- 
edy at  law  by  an  action  of  claim  and  deliv- 
ery under  our  statute  for  the  possession  of 
the  property.  But  does  this  fact  preclude 
them  from  bringing  a  suit  in  equity  to  set 
aside  the  prior  mortgages  for  fraud,  and  to 
foreclose  the  subsequent  mortgage,  and,  inci- 
dentally, of  course,  to  have  a  receiver  to 
preserve  and  dispose  of  the  property  and  dis- 
tribute the  proceeds  under  the  direction  of 
the  court?  In  states  where  the  two  Juris- 
dictions of  law  and  chancery  are  strictly 
separated,  and  relief  is  administered  in  dif- 
ferent courts  or  by  the  same  court  sitting  In 
different  capacities,  this  question  might  be 
answered  In  the  affirmative.  But  In  the  ter- 
ritories of  the  United  States  there  is  only 
one  court  to  try  all  causes,  whether  legal 
or  equitable,  and  the  blended  system  pre- 
vails to  its  fullest  extent  as  established  by 
acts  of  congress." 

Innumerable  other  cases  might  be  cited. 
Those  from  which  we  have  quoted  seem  to" 
be  representative,  and  state  the  doctrine 
clearly  and  satisfactorily.  As  heretofore  ob- 
served, the  appellants  have  cited  many  au- 
thorities upon  the  subject  of  creditors'  bills, 
but  those  cases  treat  of  facts  different  from 
those  In  the  case  at  bar.  and  of  creditors' 
bills  of  a  nature  other  than  that  set  up  in 
tills  complaint  We  are  perfectly  satisfied 
that,  under  modem  views  of  equity  jurispru- 
dence, the  action  will  lie  to  remove  a  fraudu- 
lent obstruction  to  the  reasonable  success  of 
plaintiff  in  realizing  upon  its  attachment  lien 
when  It  has  reduced  its  claim  to  Judgment 
and  It  appears  that  the  said  obstruction  to 
the  fairly  successful  execution  of  Judgment 
exists.  We  are  of  the  opinion  that  it  would 
not  be  reasonable  or  equitable  for  a  court  of 
chancery  to  turn  away  such  a  plaintiff,  and 
require  it  to  go  to  its  remedy  at  law  and  sell 
prpperty  and  to  breed  a  swarm  of  actions, 
some  of  which  would  later  have  to  be  flnali; 


settled  In  equity,  when  this  one  action  may, 
finally  disi)oee  of  all  of  the  contenttons. 
There  may  be  cases  which  bold  riews  con- 
trary to  those  which  we  have  expressed. 
We  do  not  purpose  to  review  tbose  cases. 
We  have  satisfied  our  own  mind  upon  the 
conclusions  which  we  have  reached,  both  In 
reason  and  upon  authority. 

It  is  argued  by  appellants  that  by  issuing 
an  execution  and  its  being  returned  unsat- 
isfied, the  plaintiff  abandoned  its  attachment 
lien.  The  district  court,  upon  this  subject 
said:  "This  contention  impresses  us  as 
somewhat  frivolous.  In  the  whole  litigation 
nothing  is  clearer  than  the  fact  that  the 
plaintiff  has  clung  with  the  utmost  tenacity 
to  this  lien,  both  as  a  matter  of  intent  and 
from  a  legal  standpoint"  We,  also,  ate  of 
the  opinion  that  this  contention  of  the  ap- 
pellant is  not  substantial.  If  It  is  argued 
that  the  respondent  abandoned  its  attach- 
ment lien  as  a  matter  of  fact  this  is  not 
true.  Abandonment  is  a  question  of  intent 
Intent  Is  ordinarily  proved  by  acts.  The  acts 
of  respondent  certainly  indicate  that  It  was 
far  from  abandoning  the  attachment  lien. 
It  issued  an  execution,  which  execution  at 
once  encountered  a  fraudulent  obstruction. 
Instead  of  abandoning  the  attachment  in 
fact  the  respondent  at  once  came  Into  the 
court  of  equity  to  render  more  completdy, 
available  its  attachment  lien.  If  It  be  con- 
tended  that  the  respondent  by  Its  acts  aban- 
doned, as  a  matter  of  law,  the  attachment 
lien,  the  contention  Is  settled  by  the  views 
which  we  have  heretofore  expressed,  in  treat- 
ing of  the  subject  as  the  appellants  call  It 
of  the  alleged  want  of  equity  in  the  casa  A* 
to  the  return  of  the  execution,  it  stated  the 
exact  facts,  and  the  facts  as  we  have  deter- 
mined, upon  which  the  equity  action  may. 
rest  Upon  the  contention  that  the  attach- 
ment lien  was  abandoned,  see  the  case  ot 
People  V.  Van  Buren,  136  N.  Y.  259,  32  N.  B. 
T75,  in  which  the  court  says,  on  page  280, 
136  N.  T.,  and  page  775,  32  N.  B.:  "It  would 
seem  to  be  illogical  to  accord  to  the  plaintiff 
the  right  to  attach  property  fraudulently 
transferred,  as  he  concededly  may  under  the 
decisions  in  Hall  v.  Stryker  [27  N.  Y.  596] 
and  the  other  cases  cited  above,  and  yet  deny 
him  the  right  to  have  the  lien  preserved  until 
he  can  merge  his  claim  in  a  Judgment  and 
issue  final  process  for  its  collection.  No 
adequate  remedy  at  law  can  be  suggested  la 
such  a  case." 

Again,  the  appellants  contend  that.  If  the 
assignment  is  to  be  set  aside  in  this  action, 
the  only  Judgment  proper  to  render  would  be 
one  marshaling  the  assets  and  requiring  all 
the  creditors  to  come  in  and  prove  tbeir 
claims,  to  the  end  that  they  might  share  pro 
rata  in  the  funds,  and  that  the  plaintiff  haa 
no  lien  prior  to  any  of  the  creditors.  The 
appellants  claim  that  tiie  Judgment  should 
therefore  be  modified.  But  they  make  this 
claim  upon  the  ground  that  the  respondent 
abandoned  its  attacl^i^fjif^yU^K  ^piat  point 
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we  have  already  decided  against  tbem,  and 
with  tbat  falls  also  their  contention  that  the 
Judgment  should  be  modified.  This  is  not 
a  case  where  the  plaintiff  claims  a  priority 
because  it  first  brought  its  suit  to  discover 
assets.  We  think  that  we  have  heretofore 
made  it  plain  that  that  Is  not  the  nature  of 
the  action,  but,  on  the  other  hand,  it  Is  an 
action  to  remove  the  fraudulent  obstruction. 
The  appellants  allege  error  In  the  action  of 
the  court  in  allowing  testimony  as  to  state- 
ments made  by  the  assignors  some  days 
after  the  assignment  was  executed,  and  after 
possession  had  been  delivered  to  the  as- 
signee. We  shall  not  approve  or  disapprove 
the  ruling  of  the  court  in  this  respect.  It  is 
important  to  observe  what  was  the  charac- 
ter of  tills  testimony,  and  what  was  its 
materlalltyi  in  order  to  ascertain  whether 
this  error,  if  error  it  were,  was  sufficiently 
prejudicial  to  reverse  the  case.  L.  H.  Hersh- 
fleld,  president  of  the  plalntifC  bank,  was 
first  interrogated  as  to  conversations  pre- 
ceding the  assignment.  He  was  then  allow- 
ed to  testify  as  to  conversations  between 
Greenhood  and  Bohm  and  himself  after  the 
assignment.  His  testimony  in  this  respect 
was  as  follows:  "I  objected  to  their  as- 
signment, and  they  said  they  did  the  best 
they  could,  and  in  that  line  evidently  they 
had  no  use  for  me.  They  said  they  were 
disappointed  in  the  action  that  liad  been 
taken,  that 'they  were  in  hopes  that  they 
could  borrow  from  Rejall  $40,000  or  $50,000, 
and  make  a  settlement  with  their  creditors, 
and  that  the  course  that  we  had  pursued  had 
prevented  them  from  doing  so;  that  they 
thonght  tbey  could  settle  with  preferred 
creditors  at  50  cents  on  the  dollar  and  with 
the  otber  creditors  at  25  cents.  I  asked 
them  Tvhere  they  wanted  to  get  the  money, 
and  tbey  said  from  Rejall,— that  ReJall 
would  give  them  the  money."  This  evidence 
does  not  seem  to  ns  to  be  particularly  sub- 
stantial. It  does  not  necessarily  seem  to  be 
iDdlcative  of  fraud  that  the  assignors  hoped 
to  make  a  settlement  with  their  creditors  by 
borrowing  money  to  do  so.  There  may  have 
been  fraud  In  their  plans  in  this  respect, 
but  the  bare  fact  of  th^r  hoping  to  borrow 
money  to  make  a  settlement  we  do  not 
think,  in  Itself,  particularly  tends  to  indi- 
cate a  fraudulent  Intent  In  making  the  as- 
signment. While  this  testimony  may  be  In- 
competent and  Immaterial,  It  does  not  seem 
to  us  to  have  been  of  such  a  substantial 
character  that  the  whole  case  should  be  re- 
versed upon  this  ground.  Upon  this  point 
we  append  the  following  quotations:  "It 
then  remains  to  be  seen  whether  there  was 
any  such  error  In  the  decision  of  the  Judge 
who  tried  these  Issues,  as  to  render  It 
proper  to  grant  a  new  trial.  And  here  It 
may  be  proper  to  observe  that  the  princi- 
ples upon  which  this  court  directs  a  new 
trial  of  a  feigned  Issue  are  somewhat  dif- 
ferent from  those  which  govern  courts  of 
lav   in  granting   new   trials.    Where   this 


court  directs  an  action,  although  accompa- 
nied by  particular  directions,  the  parties  la 
other  respects  are  left  to  their  legal  rights. 
The  application  for  a  new  trial  is  In  that 
case  to  be  made  to  the  court  in  which  the 
action  la  brought,  and  Is  subject  to  the  roles 
which  govern  the  proceedings  of  tbat  court 
In  other  cases.  But  If  an  Issue  is  directed, 
it  Is  to  Inform  the  conscience  of  the  chan- 
cellor, and  the  application  for  a  new  trial 
must  be  made  here.  Carstairs  v.  Stein,  2 
Rose,  178;  Fowkes  v.  Chadd,  2  Dickens, 
576;  Bx  parte  Kensington,  Coop.  96.  In 
the  latter  case  this  court  will  not  grant  a 
new  trial  merely  on  the  ground  that  the 
Judge  received  improper  testimony  on  the 
trial  of  the  issue,  iyt  that  he  rejected  tbat 
which  was  proi)er.  If,  on  the  whole  facts 
and  circumstances,  the  chancellor  is  satis- 
fled  the  restilt  ought  not  to  have  been  dif- 
ferent If  such  testinwny  had  been  rejected 
In  the  <»ie  case  or  received  in  the  other. 
Head  v.  Head,  1  Sim.  &  S.  150;  same  case 
on  appeal.  Turn.  &  R.  142;  Barker  v.  Ray, 
2  Russ.  63;  Collins  v.  Hare,  1  Dow  &  C. 
139,  per  Lord  Lyndhurst."  Apthorp  v.  Corn- 
stock,  2  Paige,  487.  "The  lord  chancellor 
then  observed,  upon  the  doctrine  of  courts 
of  equity  as  to  new  trials,  that  If  evidence 
which  ought  to  have  been  received  has  been 
refused,  or  evidence  which  ought  to  have 
been  refused  has  been  admitted,  or  If,  In 
some  instances,  the  Judge  can  be  shown  to 
have  miscarried  In  bis  directions  to  the 
Jury,  the  court  will  not  grant  a  new  trial, 
If,  looking  at  the  whcde  evidence  before  the 
Jury  and  the  address  of  the  Judge  to  the 
Jury,  Its  own  conscience  is  satisfied."  Head 
V.  Head,  1  Turn.  &  R.  141.  "On  the  appeal 
to  the  general  term  from  the  original  Judg- 
ment, the  order  to  be  made  would  depend 
upon  the  extent  to  which,  in  the  c^lnlon  of 
the  court,  errors  bad  affected  that  Judg- 
ment. If  errors  had  been  committed  on  the 
trial  of  the  Issues  ordered  to  be  tried  by  a 
Jury,  which  so  affected  the  result  that  the 
cotirt  was  not  willing  to  proceed  to  Judgment 
thereon,  a  new  trial  would  be  necessary. 
But  we  apprehend  tbat  the  court  was  not  re- 
quired to  grant  a  new  trial  merely  because 
It  found  on  the  record  some  exceptions  which 
were  well  taken,  If  satisfied  upon  the  whole 
case  that  Justice  had  been  done.  This  case, 
on  the  part  of  the  defendant,  upon  the  for- 
mer appeal  to  the  general  term,  and  <m  the 
present  appeal,  has  been  treated  and  con- 
sidered as  though  exceptions,  if  w^I  taken, 
were  to  have  the  effect  of  reversing  the 
Judgment,  however  technical  or  unimportant 
to  the  general  result  they  may  be.  Such 
effect  was  not  given  to  mere  errors  on  the 
trial  of  a  feigned  issue  out  of  chancery,  and 
it  is  not  apparent  that  the  Code  has  Intro- 
duced a  new  rule  on  this  subject.  Forrest 
V.  Forrest,  6  Duer,  138,  139;  Barker  v.  Ray, 
2  Russ.  63;  Lyles  v.  Lyles,  1  Hill,  Eq.  82; 
Mulock  V.  Mulock,  1  Edw.  Ch.  14,  and  cases 
cited;   Apthorp  t.  Comstock,  2  Paige,  482, 
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and  cases  cited.  And  the  observation,  gath- 
ered from  these  cases,  that  the  trial  of 
issues,  and  much  more  the  proceedings  on 
reference,  being  to  inform  the  conscience  of 
the  court,  even  the  rejection  of  competent 
testimony  or  the  admission  of  incompetent 
evidence  does  not  necessarily  require  the 
court  to  set  aside  the  proceedings  or  grant  a 
new  trial,  may  properly  be  borne  In  mind 
in  considering  the  objections  heretofore  to 
be  noticed."  Forrest  v.  Forrest,  8  Bosw. 
653.  "It  was  Insisted  that  the  same  princi- 
ples upon  which  a  court  of  law  formerly 
proceeded  In  granting  or  refusing  a  new 
trial  should  be  applied  to  the  case;  and  if 
evidence  had  been  rejected  on  the  trial  of 
the  issues  that  ought  to  have  been  received, 
or  evidence  received  that  should  have  been 
rejected,  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  a 
new  trial.  This  is  hardly  the  rule  now  in 
a  court  of  law,  for,  latterly,  even  these 
courts  undertake  to  Judge  for  themselves  of 
the  materiality  of  evidence  found  to  have 
been  improperly  admitted  or  rejected,  and 
when  satisfied  that  no  Injustice  has  been 
done,  and  that  the  verdict  would  have  been 
the  same  with  or  without  such  evidence, 
they  have  refused  a  new  trial.  Doe  v.  Ty- 
ler, 6  Bing.  561.  Courts  of  equity  have, 
however,  been  governed  by  very  difCerent 
principles  from  those  of  a  court  of  law,  in 
granting  or  refusing  new  trials  of  issues  of 
fact.  Though  evidence  had  been  improper- 
ly admitted  or  rejected,  If  a  court  of  equity 
was  satlsfled  that  the  verdict  ought  not  to 
have  been  diCterent,  It  would  not  grant  a 
new  trial  merely  on  such  ground.  Barker 
V.  Bay,  2  Kuss.  C3;  Lyles  v.  Lyles,  1  HIU, 
Eq.  82.  The  object  of  a  feigned  issue  is  to  sat- 
isfy the  mind  of  the  equity  judge  upon  mat- 
ters of  fact,  and  the  object  is  attained  when 
the  conscience  of  the  judge  is  satisfied  that, 
at  the  trial,  justice  has  been  substantially 
done.  Mulock  v.  Mulock,  1  Edw.  Ch.  14; 
Apthorp  v.  Comstock,  2  Paige,  483;  Collins 
V.  Hare,  1  Dow  &  C.  130;  Id.,  2  Bllgh  (N.  S.) 
100;  Bootle  V.  Blundell,  19  Ves.  503;  Sav- 
age V.  Carroll,  2  Ball  &  B.  444."  Forrest  v. 
Forrest,  23  N.  Y.  509.  "Were  this  an  action 
at  law,  the  rulings  of  this  court  In  admitting 
evidence  would  be  subject  to  review,  but, 
this  being  a  chancery  cause,  a  different  rule 
prevails,  and  the  inquiry  here  is  whether  or 
not  the  competent  evidence  in  tlie  record, 
taken  in  connection  with  the  pleadings,  sus- 
tains the  decree  that  was  entered."  Sawyer 
V.  Campbell  (111.  Sup.)  22  N.  E.  404. 

Under  these  authorities,  we  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  unimiwrtant  and  unsubstantial 
character  of  the  evidence  submitted  is  such 
that  the  whole  case  should  not  l)e  overturned 
by  reason  therwf .  It  Is  apparent  that  the  prin- 
cipal findings  of  fraud  may  be  sustained  with- 
out this  evidence,  and  it  Is  difficult  to  under- 
stand that  this  evidence  could  have  any  sub- 
stantial bearing  upon  the  findings.  We  de- 
cline to  reverse  the  case  on  this  alleged  er- 
ror. 


What  we  have  said  in  the  last  paragraph 
as  to  the  practice  In  equity  In  not  reversing  a 
case  for  unsubstantial  errors,  where  It  la 
perfectly  clear  that  the  result  is  correct,  ap- 
plies to  several  errors  which  the  appellants 
have  urged,  and  which  we  do  not  purpose  to 
review  in  this  opinion. 

Again,  It  Is  contended  by  the  appellants 
that  It  must  be  shown  that  the  fraud  was 
participated  In  by  the  assignee  and  by  the 
creditors.  As  before  remarked,  the  participa- 
tion in  the  fraud  by  the  assignee  was  found 
by  the  jury,  and  while  the  evidence  Is  not 
wholly  satisfactory  upon  that  finding,  we 
have  felt  that  we  are  not  in  a  position  to  dis- 
turb it.  But  as  to  the  question  of  participa- 
tion by  the  assignee  and  the  creditors,  we 
note  section  229,  div.  5,  Comp.  St.  Mont, 
which  is  as  fidlows:  "Sec.  229.  Every  con- 
veyance or  assignment,  in  writing  or  other- 
wise, of  any  estate  or  Interest  In  lands  or  in 
goods  in  action,  oc  of  the  rents  or  profits 
thereof,  made  with  the  Intent  to  hinder,  de- 
lay, or  defraud  creditors  or  other  persons  of 
their  lawful  suits,  damages,  forfeitures,  debts 
or  demands,  and  any  bond  or  other  evidences 
of  debt  given,  suits  commenced,  decrees  or 
judgment  suffered,  with  the  like  intent  as 
against  the  person  hindered,  delayed,  or  de- 
frauded, shall  be  void."  In  order  to  exclude 
from  the  operation  of  this  statute  a  purchas- 
er  for  a  valuable  consideration,  section  232  is 
as  follows:  "Sec.  232.  The  provisions  of  this 
chapter  shall  not  be  construed  in  any  manner 
to  affect  or  impair  the  title  of  a  purchaser 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  unless  it  shall 
appear  that  such  purchaser  had  previous  no- 
tice of  the  fraudulent  Intent  ot  his  Immedi- 
ate grantor  or  of  the  fraud  rendering  void 
the  title  of  such  grantor."  The  statutes  of 
the  state  of  New  York  upon  this  subject  are 
almost  Identical  with  ours.  They  are  as  fol- 
lows: "Section  1.  Every  C(mveyance,  or  as- 
signment, in  writing  or  otherwise,  of  any  es- 
tate or  interest  in  lands,  or  in  goods  or  things 
in  action,  or  of  any  rents  or  profits  issuinj; 
therefrom,  and  every  charge  upon  lands, 
goods,  or  things  in  action,  or  upon  the  rents 
or  profits  thereof,  made  with  the  intent  to 
hinder,  delay  or  defraud  creditors  or  other 
persons,  of  their  lawful  suits,  damages,  for- 
feitures, debts  or  demands,  and  every  bond  or 
other  evidence  of  debt  given,  suit  commenced, 
decree  or  judgment  suffered,  with  the  like 
intent,  as  against  tho  persons  so  hindered,  de- 
layed or  defrauded,  shall  be  void."  "Sec.  5. 
The  provisions  of  this  chapter  shall  not  be 
construed,  in  any  manner,  to  affect  or  im- 
pair the  title  of  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  unless  It  shall  appear,  that 
such  purchaser  had  previous  notice  of  the 
fraudulent  Intent  of  his  Immediate  grantor, 
or  of  the  fraud  rendering  void  the  title  of 
such  grantor."  4  Rev.  St.  N.  Y.  (8th  Ed.)  pp. 
2592,  2.593.  Upon  this  statute  the  court  of  ap- 
peals of  New  York  used  the  following  lan- 
guage: "I  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  Judge 
would  have  pronotuced  the  assignment  Told 
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bat  for  the  addlttonal  fiict  tbat  there  wai  no 
fnnd  Intoided  by  the  acwlgnee.  Having 
fonnd  that  fact  also,  be  held  the  assignment 
to  be  valid.  If  the  decision  ttuned,  aa  It 
miut  have  done,  iqton  that  fact.  It  was  erro- 
neottB  In  point  at  law.  By  another  aecnon  of 
the  statote  It  la  declared  that  the  provMona 
of  this  chapter  shall  not  be  construed  in  any 
maiina:  to  affect  or  impair  the  title  of  a  pnr- 
cbaaer  for  a  valoable  consideration,  nnleas  it 
otuill  appear  ttiat  such  purchaser  had  previ- 
ous notice  of  the  frandnlent  intent  of  his  Im- 
mediate grantor  or  of  the  frand  tendering 
void  the  title  of  saeh  grantor.'  2  Rev.  St  p. 
137,  IS.  I  have  no  doubt  tliat,  imder  this 
statute,  the  grantee  in  a  conveyance  which  is 
fraudal»itoa  the  part  o<  liis  immediate  grant- 
•r  may  be  protected,  and  that  this  section 
does  not  refer  exclusively  to  derivative  and 
Bubeeqnent  conveyances  of  the  same  proper- 
ty.  But  an  assignee  in  tmst  for  tlie  benefit 
«f  creditors  is  not  'a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration,'  however  Innocent  he  may  be 
of  participation  in  the  frand  intended  by  the 
assignor.  The  uprightness  of  ills  intentions, 
therefore,  will  not  uphold  the  Instrument,  if 
it  would  otherwise  for  any  reason  t>e  adjudg- 
ed fraudulent  and  void."  Oriffln  v.  Mar- 
quardt,  17  N.  Y.  29.  See,  also,  the  foUowing 
language  from  Rathbnn  v.  Platner,  18  Barb. 
272:  "Tliis  charge  cannot  be  sustained.  The 
substance  of  ttie  charge  is  that  it  matters  not 
bow  fraudulent  may  liave  been  this  Inaolvent 
debtor's  Intent  in  malUng  this  general  as- 
sigmnent.  If  his  assignees  are  only  free  from 
all  Imputation  of  participating  in  his  fraudu- 
lent designs,  the  assignment  is  to  be  upheld. 
The  assignment  is  to  be  held  good,  notwith- 
standing this  debtor  may  have  made  it  with 
the  express  view  to  hinder,  delay,  and  de- 
fraud his  credlt(M^  If  the  Jury  are  only  sat- 
isfied that  the  trustees  whom  he  has  appoint- 
ed to  carry  out  his  fraudulent  desigos  are 
free  from  the  imputation  of  fraud  themselTes. 
The  statute  declares  tliat  every  assignment, 
in  writing  or  otlierwise,  of  any  estate  or  in- 
terest in  lands,  or  in  goods  or  things  in  ac- 
tion, etc.,  made  with  the  intent  to  hinder, 
delay,  or  defraud  creditors  or  other  persons 
of  their  lawful  suita^  damages,  forfeitures, 
iebta,  or  demands,  etc.,  sliall  be  void.  2  Rer. 
St  p.  137,  i  1.  The  statute  is  tbat  every  as- 
■IgDment '  made  with  such  Intent  sttall  be 
void.  It  was  held  by  Chancellor  Walwortli, 
in  the  case  of  Banl£  v.  Atwater,  2  Paige,  54, 
that  a  voluntary  conveyance  made  by  a  debt- 
or with  the  intention  of  defrauding  his  cred- 
itors is  void,  although  the  voluntary  grantee 
was  not  privy  to  the  fraud;  and  Assistant 
Vice  Chancellor  Sandfwd,  in  discussing  Phil- 
lips' assignment  [Mead  v.  PhllUps]  1  Sandf. 
Ch.  85,  which  was  a  general  assignment  in 
trust  for  tlie  benefit  of  creditors,  says:  'If 
Phillips  made  it  with  the  intent  to  hinder, 
delay,  or  defraud  creditors,  it  is  void,  al- 
tliough  his  assignees  were  perfectly  honest 
and  entirely  ignorant  of  his  designs.'  Inter- 
ests thus  obtained  through  the  fraud  of  the 


debtor  cannot  be  sustained  tipon  any  princi- 
ple known  to  the  law.  Haguenin  v.  Base- 
ley,  14  Ves.  289,  290;  [HUdreth  v.  Sands]  2 
Johns.  Gh.  42,  43.  Such  assignments  must 
tM  made  In  good  faith,  or  they  cannot  be 
upheld.  Russell  v.  Woodward,  10  Piclc  408; 
Burdlck  v.  Post.  12  Barb.  168,  172.  Our  stat- 
ute of  frauds  pronounces  void  all  such  as- 
signments which  are  made  with  the  intent  to 
liinder,  delay,  or  defraud  creditors,  as  we 
have  already  seen.  The  statute  regards  the 
intent  with  which  the  act  was  committed. 
[Van  Neat  v.  XoeJ  1  Sandf.  Cb.  9,  10;  [Bur- 
dick  V.  Post]  12  Barb.  172.  It  declares  void 
all  assignments  which  siiall  be  made  with 
such  fraudulent  intent  [Van  Nest  v.  Yoe]  1 
Sandf.  Ch.  10.  Our  books  are  full  of  cases 
where  sales  have  been  declared  void  under 
the  statute  l>ecanse  of  the  fraudulent  intent 
of  the  assignors  In.  making  them.  Id.  There 
are  many  cases  where  the  late  chancellor  and 
vice  chancellor  have  set  aside  assignments 
made  by  insolvent  debtors  in  trust  for  the 
ben^t  of  creditors,  when  the  assignees  tiave 
been  perfectly  free  from  the  imputation  of 
fraud;  and  it  has  been  the  settled  rule  in  all 
such  case%  when  the  assignees  have  acted  in 
good  faith,  to  protect  and  ratify  tiieir  sales 
and  acts  done  in  good  faith.  Barney  v. 
Uriffln,  4  Sandf.  Ch.  552.  It  is  claimed  and 
insisted,  however,  that  the  case  stated  in  the 
charge  of  the  Judge  is  governed  by  a  differ- 
ent principle,  inasmuch  as  the  assignees 
themselves  are  to  take  the  entire  avails  of 
the  assigned  property  to  pay  their  preferred 
debts,  and  consequently  there  will  not  in 
fact  be  any  trust  for  them  to  execute  for  the 
l>eneflt  of  the  other  creditors  provided  for  in 
the  assignment,  and  that  the  case  fails  with- 
in the  principle  and  is  governed  by  the  rule 
of  Waterbury  v.  Sturtevant,  18  Wend.  30.3, 
where  a  debtor  had  conveyed  property  di- 
rectly to  his  creditor  in  payment  and  satis- 
faction of  a  Ixma  fide  debt,  and  the  court  up- 
held the  conveyance,  notwithstanding  it  was 
conveyed  by  the  debtor  with  Intent  to  hin- 
der, delay,  and  defraud  other  creditors,  be- 
cause they  found  that  the  creditor  was  not  a 
party  to  the  fraud,  but  received  the  convey- 
ance in  good  faith,  in  payment  of  an  honest 
debt  applying  the  general  rule  which  exists 
ijetween  vendor  and  vendee,  mortgagor  and 
mortgagee,  pledgor  and  pledgee.  [Beats  v. 
Guernsey]  8  Johns.  348;  [Wlckham  v.  Miller] 
12  Johns.  320;  [Jackson  v.  TerrjJ  13  Johns. 
471;  [Jackson  v.  Myers]  18  Johns.  425;  Coote, 
Mortg.  421;  Wood  v.  Dixie,  7  Q.  B.  892; 
Plckstock  V.  Lyster,  3  Manle  &  S.  371;  Hoi- 
bird  V.  Anderson,  5. Term  R.  235.  That  rule 
has  never  been  applied  to  a  case  like  the 
present,  so  far  as  my  acquaintance  with  the 
books  has  extended,  and  I  do  not  think  that 
any  case  can  be  found  where  tills  rule  has 
been  applied  to  a  case  like  the  one  under 
consideration." 

Again,  in  the  later  case  of  Loos  v.  Wilkin- 
son (Octotier,  1888),  we  find  the  following 
language:    "If  the  assigument  itself  is  for 
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any  reason  frandtHent  and  TOid,  it  may  be 
set  aside,  and  then  all  power  of  the  assignee 
under  it  ceases.  An  Innocent  assignee  may 
not  be  permitted  to  act  under  a  fraudulent 
assignment.  The  provision  of  law  (3  Rev. 
St.,  7th  Ed.,  p.  2328)  that  every  conveyance 
or  assignment  made  with  the  intent  to  hin- 
der, delay,  or  defraud  creditors  is  void,  is 
still  in  full  force  and  operation,  notwith- 
standing the  act  of  1858  and  the  various  acts 
relating  to  voluntary  assignments  for  the 
benefit  of  creditors.  It  may  be  that  in  a 
particular  case  an  honest  assignee  may,  un- 
der the  acts  referred  to,  undo  all  the  fraudu- 
lent acts  of  the  assignor  preceding  and  at- 
tending the  assignment,  and  the  preparation 
of  the  schedules  under  it  Yet,  if  the  assign- 
ment was  made  by  the  assignor  with  the 
fraudulent  intent  condemned  by  the  statute, 
the  assignment  may  be  set  aside  at  the  suit 
of  Judgment  creditors,  and  all  powers  of  the 
assignee,  however  honest  he  may  be,  taken 
away.  In  assailing  a  voluntary  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  it  is  Important 
only  to  establish  the  fraudulent  intent  of  the 
assignor  (Starln  v.  Kelly,  88  N.  Y.  418),  and 
when  that  has  been  established  the  assign- 
ment may  be  set  aside,  and  creditors  may 
then  pursue  their  remedies  and  procure  sat- 
isfaction of  their  Judgments  as  If  the  assign- 
ment had  not  been  made."  110  N.  Y.  195,  18 
N.  E.  99.  See,  also,  Starln  v.  Kelly,  88  N. 
Y.  418.  See,  also,  the  following  remark  by 
the  supreme  court  of  California:  "It  Is  ob- 
vious, therefore,  that  the  question  upon 
which  the  case  must  turn  is  whether  the  con- 
veyance was  In  fraud  of  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  as  a  creditor.  This,  under  our  stat- 
ute. Is  a  question  of  fact  (Civ.  Code,  {  3442); 
that  is  to  say,  a  question  of  intent  And 
since  the  deed  was  without  consideration, 
the  Intent  which  la  material  is  tliat  of  the 
grantor.  It  is  immaterial  how  Innocent  the 
grantee  was.  Lee  v.  Figg,  37  Cal.  336;  Peek 
V.  Peek,  77  Cal.  Ill,  19  Pac.  227;  Swartz  v. 
Hazlett,  8  Cal.  12a"  Judson  v.  Lyford,  84 
Cal.  508,  24  Pac.  286.  We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  our  statute,  as  we  have  recited  above, 
and  the  constructions  given  to  the  same  stat- 
ute by  courts  of  the  state  of  New  York,  is 
conclusive  upon  this  subject  A  general  as- 
signment for  the  benefit  of  creditors  Is  not  a 
conveyance  to  a  purchaser  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  and  for  that  reason  the  fraud 
by  the  assignors  is  sufficient  to  avoid  the 
assignment  See  cases  last  cited;  also,  Var- 
rlngton  v.  Sexton,  43  Mich.  456,  5  N.  W.  654, 
and  Chace  v.  Cbapin,  130  Mass.  131. 

Again,  the  appellants  contend  that  the  se- 
cretion of  the  assets  by  assignors  is  the  only 
invund  of  fraud  In  this  case,  and  that  such 
/secretion  is  not  sufficient  to  avoid  the  assign- 
ment Upon  thl.s  point  they  cite  cases  hold 
Ing  that  the  application  by  the  assignors  of 
some  of  their  assets  to  debts,  which  applica- 
tion was  made  before  the  general  assignment, 
was  not  fraud  sufficient  to  avoid  the  general 
assignment    But  that  is  not  at  ail  this  case. 


The  assignment  porports  to  be  a  general  one  at 
all  the  property  of  the  assignors,  and  it  Is  f  ai 
from  the  t&ct  that  the  secretion  of  the  assets  i» 
the  only  evidence  of  fraud  relied  upon.  In 
this  case  the  secretion  of  the  assets  was 
not  wholly  for  the  purpose  of  paying  debts 
due  by  the  assignors,  but  sach  secretion  was 
part  of  the  evidence  and  findings  showing 
fraudulent  Intent  In  the  assignment. 

The  appellants  also  contend  that  there  was 
error  in  admitting  in  evidence,  upon  the  trial  of 
this  case,  the  Judgment  roll  In  the  money-de- 
mand action  of  the  bank  against  Oreenhood, 
Bohm  &  Co.  But  the  objectlim  which  tbey 
urge  In  this  court  was  not  made  In  the  court 
below,  by  reason  of  which  that  court  had  aS 
opportunity  to  pass  upon  the  matters  whidi 
are  now  urged. 

Appellants  also  contend  that  the  court  erred 
In  allowing  certain  amendments  to  the  jdaln- 
tlff's  complaint.  We  have  examined  this  mat- 
ter, and  are  satisfied  that  there  was  no  abnae 
of  discretion  In  allowing  those  amendments. 

The  appellants  have  also  called  the  attentiaB 
of  the  court  to  the  case  of  State  v.  Eighth  Judi- 
cial DIst.  Court,  14  Mont  677,  87  Pac.  969,  np- 
on  the  question  of  the  appointment  of  a  reoetv- 
er  In  the  case  at  bar.  That  case  is  wholly  dis- 
tinguished from  this  one,  as  a  reading  of  the 
decision  will  make  apparent  That  case  was  a 
simple  money-demand  action,  with  an  attach* 
ment  as  ancillary  thereto,  and  It  was  tadd 
that  the  statute  did  not  provide  for  a  receiver 
In  such  case.  The  case  at  bar  is  an  equity 
action  seeking  the  equitable  relief  of  Kttlnjp 
aside  an  assignment  alleged  to  be  (canda- 
lent 

We  have  now  reviewed  all  of  the  errors 
which  were  relied  upon  by  the  appellants, 
and  which  we  regard  as  of  sufficient  import- 
ance to  demand  a  treatment  in  this  opinion. 
We  are  satisfied  that  there  Is  nothing  in  the 
case  which  demands  its  reversal.  We  will 
refrain,  at  the  close  of  this  long  discussion, 
from  giving  a  resume  of  the  various  findings 
of  the  Jury,  upon  which  the  court  determined 
that  the  assignment  should  be  set  aside.  We 
refer  to  the  elaborate  statement  of  the  case 
preceding  this  opinion.  We  are  satisfied,  as 
was  the  district  court  that  those  findings 
are  sufficient  to  set  aside  the  assignment  and 
we  are  also  satisfied  that  the  Judgment  en- 
tered by  the  district  court  was  correct.  The 
trial  In  that  conrt  was  a  long,  patient,  and 
laborious  one.  As  shown  above,  both  of 
the  learned  judges  ot  that  court  presided, 
and,  as  they  Inform  us,  they  had  an  unusual- 
ly Intelligent  Jury.  Prom  a  perusal  of  the 
findings  of  that  Jury,  we  are  satisfied  as  to 
their  intelligence  and  good  Judgment  In- 
quiries into  alleged  fraud  are  always  diffi- 
cult and  tedious.  We  cannot  bnt  conclude^ 
npon  our  own  laborious  review  of  this  case^ 
that  the  same  was  fairly  tried  and  the  re- 
sult fairly  reached.  The  appellants  had  the 
benefit  of  an  array  of  counsel  drawn  from 
the  ranks  of  the  ablest  members  of  the  bar 
of  the  county.     They  presented  every  merit 
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and  every  technicality  of  their  case.  We 
cannot  close  this  opinion  without  expressing 
onr  appreciation  of  the  earnest  and  able  la- 
bors of  all  the  counsel  engaged  in  this  case. 
Xo  diligence  and  no  learning  has  been  spared. 
Some  of  the  questions  involved  were  first 
impressions  in  this  Jurisdiction,  and  we  liave 
felt  the  Importance  of  arriving  at  a  conclu- 
sion that  would  satisfy  ourselves.  It  is  most 
gratifying  to  have  our  labors  lightened  by 
the  high  order  of  learning  which  has  been 
exlUbited  In  the  arguments  and  briefs  of 
counsel.  We  are  satisfied  with  the  result 
which  we  have  reached,  and  therefore  order 
that  the  judgment  as  rendered  and  entered  be 
affirmed. 

PEMBERTON,  0.  J.,  concurs.  HUNT,  J., 
having  tried  the  same  as  district  Judge,  doed 
not  participate  in  the  decision. 


In  re  CONNORS'  ESTATE. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  29, 1895.) 
ExEcuTOB  —  Appointmest— Qualifications— Ap- 
peal—Remasd. 
Application  for  appointment  as  executor 
haring   been    denied,    under   Prob.    Prac.    Act, 
I  45,  declaring  incompetent  to  serve  as  executor 
one  who  is  absent  from  or  resides  out  of  the 
state,  and  this  disqualification  having  been  omit- 
ted by  Code  Civ.  Proc.  1805,  §  2401,  which  toolc 
effect  after  the  denial  of  the  application,  the 
case  will  be  remanded,  with  permission  to  make 
application  dependent  on  the  law  as  provided 
bf  the  latter  section. 

Appeal    from    district   conrt,    Yellowstone 
county;    George  R.  MUbum,  Judge. 

Amplication  by  M.   C.  Connors,  Jr.,  to  be 
appointed  executor  of  his  deceased  father's 
estate.    Application  denied  and  be  appeals., 
Case  remanded. 

Strevell  &  Porter,  for  appellant. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  Is  an  appeal  by  M. 
C.  Connors.  Jr.,  from  the  Judgment  of  the 
district  court  denying  his  application  tor  the 
issuance  of  letters  testamentary.  His  father, 
tbe  testator,  died  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
South  Dakota.  The  will  appointed  the  appli- 
cant executor.  The  decision  of  the  court 
was  made  under  the  authority  of  section  45, 
Prob.  Prac.  Act,  which  la  as  follows:  "Sec. 
45.  No  person  Is  competent  to  serve  as  execu-  , 
tor  who  at  tbe  time  the  will  is  admitted  to 
probate,  is;  First.  ♦  «  •  Second.  •  •  • 
Third.  •  •  •  or  who  is  absent  from  or  re- 
sides out  of  the  state."  The  will  was  pro- 
bated in  South  Dakota,  and  a  certified  copy 
of  the  proceedings  of  the  Dakota  court  pre- 
sented, with  the  application  for  appointment, 
in  Ouster  county,  Mont.  The  will  was  admit-, 
ted  to  probate  by  the  district  court  In  Cus- 
ter county;  but  the  appointment  of  the  appli- 
cant as  executor  was  denied.  This  Judgment 
was  made  June  4,  18J)5.  We  incline  to  the 
opinion  that  the  district  court  was  correct  In 
its  judgment.    But  we  refrain  from  a  dis- 


cussion or  a  decision  of  the  question,  for  the 
reason  that  it  appears  that  perhaps  the  ap- 
plicant has  been  placed  in  a  better  position 
by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  section  2401  of 
the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  1885,  which 
took  effect  on  July  1,  1895.  That  section 
treats  the  same  subject  as  section  45  of  the 
old  probate  practice  act,  and,  in  reciting  the 
disqualifications  of  persons  to  act  as  execu- 
tor, it  wholly  omits  the  provision  excluding 
an  applicant  "who  is  absent  from  or  resides 
out  of  the  state."  What  the  effect  of  that 
statute  may  be  we  do  not  now  decide,  as  it 
has  not  been  argued.  We  reserve  an  opinion. 
But  we  think  that  it  is  better  that  whatever 
rights  appellant  may  have  should  be  decided 
upon  a  consideration  of  said  section  2401. 
A  treatment  of  the  question  as  raised  by  the 
brief  would  be  wholly  valueless  as  a  preced- 
ent, for  the  reason  that  the  question  cannot 
arise  in  the  future.  It  would  be  valueless 
in  this  case,  for  the  reason  that  the  appli- 
cant should  be  allowed  to  make  his  applica- 
tion, and  contend  only  with  the  disabilities 
provided  In  the  Code  of  1895.  It  is  therefore 
ordered  that  this  case  be  remanded  to  the 
district  court,  with  directions  to  dismiss  the 
application  for  appointment  as  executor, 
without  prejudice  to  the  making  of  a  new  ap- 
plication, dependent  upon  the  law  as  exist- 
ing after  July  1,  1895.  The  costs  of  this 
appeal  must  be  paid  by  the  applicant.  Re- 
manded. 


WIGHT  V.  BOARD  OP  COM'RS  OP 
MEAGHER  COUNTY. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  29, 1895.) 
CocsTT  Surveyor— CoMPBNSATioK. 
Under  Comp.  St  1887,  div.  5,  i  900,  re- 
quiring the  county  surveyor  to  make  certain  sur- 
veys, and  providing  tliat  he  shall  be  paid  for 
his  services  $7  per  day  while  making  the  sur- 
vey, he  is  not  entitled  to  any  allowance  for  ex- 
penses, none  being  provided  by  the  statute,  es- 
pecially as  it  makes  provisions  for  expenses  in 
the  case  of  other  officers. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Meagher  conn- 
ty;   Prank  Henry,  Judge. 

Action  by  Richard  G.  Wight  against  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  Meagher 
county.  Judgment  for  defendant  Plaintiff 
appeals.    Affirmed. 

The  appellant  brought  this  action  against 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  of 
Meagher  county  to  recover  for  certain  ex- 
penses laid  out  by  him  while  making  a  sur- 
vey, as  county  surveyor,  upon  the  order  of 
the  county  commissioners.  The  statute  In 
force  at  that  time  was  section  900,  div.  5, 
Gen.  Laws  (Compiled  St.  1887),  as  follows: 
"Sec.  900.  It  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  county 
surveyor,  by  himself  or  one  of  his  deputies, 
to  execute  any  survey  which  may  be  re- 
quired by  any  court,  upon  the  application  of 
any  individual  or  cori>oration,  and  shall  exe- 
cute any  survey  required  by  the  board  of 
county  commissioners.    ,||f,^^^|  $?.l?9\3/^"iC 
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his  aervlcea  seven  dollars  per  day  while 
making  the  suryey,  the  amount,  In  the  first 
Instance,  to  be  paid  by  the  person  or  cor- 
poration for  whose  ben^t  the  survey  is 
made,  and  in  the  other,  by  the  county  com- 
missioners, l^  order  on  the  county  treasurer, 
against  the  proper  fund."  The  plaintiff 
was  ordered  by  the  coimty  commissioners  to 
make  a  survey.  The  commissioners  allowed 
him,  imder  this  statute,  $7  per  day.  He 
also  claimed  the  expense  for  a  team  for  five 
days  at  $2  a  day,  and  $8  board  of  team,  and 
$9.70  for  his  own  board  while  doing  the 
work.  These  items  of  expense  the  commis- 
sioners refused  to  pay.  Upon  the  trial,  the 
court  found  that  the  charges  for  expenses 
were  reasonable,  but  held  that  under  the 
law  (section  900,  supra)  there  was  no  au- 
thority for  paying  these  items.  The  plain- 
tiff appeals  from  the  Judgment 

Thompson  &  Maddox,  for  appellant.  Henri 
J.  Haskell  and  Powell  Black,  for  respond- 
ent. 

DB  WITT,  X  (after  stating  the  facts).  It 
Is  to  be  observed  in  the  text  writers  and 
the  decided  cases  that  the  courts  have  held 
very  closely  to  the  rule  that  when  a  certain 
compensation  is  allowed  by  statute  there  Is 
no  authority  for  allowing  anything  beyond 
the  provisions  of  the  statute.  It  is  said  by 
the  United  States  supreme  court,  in  the  case 
of  U.  8.  V.  Shields,  153  U.  S.  88,  14  Sup. 
Ct.  735:  "Fees  allowed  to  public  officers 
are  matters  of  strict  law,  depending  upon 
the  very  provisions  of  the  statute.  Thoy  are 
not  open  to  equitable  construction  by  the 
courts,  nor  to  any  discretionary  action  on 
the  part  of  the  offlcials,"  We  find  the  fol- 
lowing in  Mechem's  Public  Offices  and  Offi- 
cers: "Sec.  856.  No  compensation  can  be 
recovered  unless  provided  by  law.  Unless, 
therefore,  compensation  is  by  law  attached 
to  the  office,  none  can  be  recovered.  A  i>er- 
son  who  accepts  an  office  to  which  no  com- 
pensation is  attached  is  presumed  to  under- 
take to  serve  gratuitously,  and  he  cannot  re- 
cover anything  upon  the  ground  of  an  im- 
plied contract  to  pay  what  the  service  is 
worth.  The  rule  is  otherwise  where  a  per- 
son undertakes  to  render  service  for  a  mu- 
nicipal corporation,  not  as  a  pul)lic  officer, 
but  as  its  private  agent  In  such  a  case,  he 
may  recover  the  reasonable  value."  Also 
the  same  work,  see  section  862,  note  5,  as 
follows:  "It  is  a  well-settled  rule  that  a 
person  accepting  a  public  office  with  a  fixed 
salary  Is  bound  to  perform  the  duties  of  the 
office  for  the  salary.  He  cannot  legally 
claim  additional  compensation  for  ttie  dis- 
cliarge  of  these  duties,  even  though  the  sal- 
ary may  be  a  very  inadequate  remuneration 
for  the  services.  Xor  does  it  alter  the  case 
that  by  subsequent  statutes  or  ordinances 
his  duties  are  increased  and  not  his  salary. 
Ills  undertaking  is  to  perform  the  duties 
of  his  office,  whatever  they  may  be,  from 


time  to  time  during  his  continuance  in  ofHce, 
for  the  compensation  stipulated,  whether 
these  duties  be  diminished  or  increased. 
Whenever  he  considers  the  compensation  in- 
adequate, he  is  at  liberty  to  resign.  Evans 
V.  Inhabitants  of  City  of  Trenton,  24  N.  J. 
Law,  764,  citing  Andrews  t.  U.  S.,  2  Story, 
202,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  381;  People  v.  Supervi- 
sors of  City  &  County  of  New  York,  1  Hill, 
362;  Bussier  v.  Pray,  7  Serg.  &  R.  447." 
The  supreme  court  of  Wisconsin  says, 
through  Dixon,  C.  J.:  "Officers  take  their 
offices  cum  onere,  and  services  required  of 
them  by  law  for  which  they  are  not  specific- 
ally paid  must  be  considered  compensated 
by  the  fees  allowed  for  other  services.  This 
principle  is  well  settled,  as  will  be  seen  by 
examination  of  the  several  authorities  cited 
to  this  point  by  counsel  for  the  defendant. 
But  In  this  case  the  plaintiff  was  not  with- 
out specific  compensation  in  the  form  of  fees 
expressly  given  by  statute  for  the  services 
rendered  by  him,  and  for  the  performance  of 
which  he  has  charged  and  obtained  judg- 
ment against  the  county  for  several  sums 
beyond  the  statutory  allowances.  The  sums 
charged  were  for  personal  expenses,  hotel 
bills,  railroad  fare,  team  hire,  etc.,  while 
traveling  to  serve  criminal  process,  for 
which  the  statute  says  10  cents  per  mile 
shall  be  paid.  Rev.  St.  c.  133,  $  1,  subd.  27; 
2  Tayl.  St.  p.  1514,  subd.  27.  Those  charges 
were  wrong,  and  it  was  wrong  for  the  cir- 
cuit court  to  allow  them,  and  the  Judgment 
appealed  from  is  erroneous.  Where  a  stat- 
ute gives  a  fee  to  the  sheriff  or  other  officer 
for  the  service  of  process,  and  there  is  noth- 
ing in  the  same  or  some  other  statute  show- 
ing a  different  intention,  tlie  fee  so  given  is 
the  sole  compensation  to  the  officer  for  the 
I>erformance  of  the  service,  and  no  other  or 
further  can  be  charged  or  obtained.  This 
principle  has  been  directly  affirmed  by  the 
decisions  of  this  court  in  Massing  v.  State, 
14  \S"ls.  502;  Jones  v.  Supervisors,  Id.  319; 
and  Tenney  v.  State,  27  Wis.  387.  And  In 
such  case  the  board  of  sui)ervi8ors  have 
no  authority  to  make  extra  allowances  to  the 
officer,  even  though  they  should  be  of  opin- 
ion that  he  ought  to  have  them.  This  has 
been  determined  in  several  of  the  adjudged 
cases  cited  by  counsel  for  the  defendant." 
Crocker  v.  Supervisors,  35  Wis.  286.  The 
same  court,  in  a  later  case,  said:  "It  was 
held  in  Crocker  v.  Supen-isors,  35  Wis.  284, 
that  'officers  take  their  offices  cum  onere, 
and  services  required  of  them  by  law,  for 
which  they  are  not  specifically  paid,  must 
be  considered  compensated  by  the  fees  al- 
lowed for  other  services.'  That  rule  is  sus- 
tained by  several  other  adjudications  of  this 
court,  cited  in  the  opinion  in  that  case  by 
Chief  Justice  Dixon.  The  rule  is  applicable 
to  a  case  like  this,  where  the  claim  is  for  ex- 
penses incurred  by  tlic  officer  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  official  duties  instead  of  offi- 
cial services.  Indeed,  the  claim  in  Crocker 
V.  Supervisors  was  for  expenses  and   dls- 
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barsements  by  a  sheriff  In  tbe  execution  of 
process.  Hence,  the  ciaim  of  the  plaintiff 
Is  not  Talid  unless  there  is  some  statute  re- 
quiring or  authorizing  tbe  county  board  to 
rdmburse  his  expenses  for  fuel  and  station- 
ery. We  are  referred  to  no  such  statute: 
On  the  contrary,  the  statute  (Kev.  St  p.  238, 
{  009,  subsec.  7)  ccmfers  upon  the  county 
board  power  to  provide  fuel  and  stationery 
for  certain  county  o£Bcers,  necessary  for  the 
discharge  of  their  otBcial  business.  The 
county  surveyor  is  not  named  as  one  of 
these  officers.  'Expressio  unlus  est  exchisio 
alterlus."  If  there  is  any  other  provision  of 
statute  which  empowers  the  board  to  make 
such  provlstons  for  the  county  surveyor, 
there  Is  none  which  malces  it  the  duty  of  tbe 
board  to  do  so.  Tbe  fact  that  the  county 
furnished  the  plaintiff  an  office  In  the  court- 
house cannot  impose  upon  it  the  obligation 
to  provide  fuel  and  stationery  to  be  used  in 
it"  TowBley  v.  Ozaukee  Co.,  18  N.  W.  840. 
The  appellant  has  not  cited  us  to  authori- 
ties which  take  a  view  of  this  subject  differ- 
ent from  those  which  we  Iiave  above  quoted. 
He  cites  numerous  authorities  to  the  effect 
that  the  law  must  be  construed  reasonably, 
and  the  law  must  not  be  held  to  require  im- 
possibilities, and  that  the  legislature  must 
be  presumed  not  to  have  intended  that 
which  is  against  reason.  But  we  have  no 
means  of  knowing  that  the  legislature  con- 
sidered It  against  reason  that  $7  a  day 
would  compensate  a  surveyor  for  his  serv- 
ices and  pay  his  expenses.  The  legislature 
said  that  be  should  receive  $7  a  day  for  his 
services.  They  do  not  say  that  he  should 
receive  any  additional  amount  for  expenses 
in  performing  these  services.  It  is  to  be 
noted  that  there  are  very  many  provisions 
in  the  statute  allowing  county  and  state  offi- 
cers certain  items  of  expense,  and,  as  re- 
marked in  tbe  last  Wisconsin  case  cited, 
there  seems  to  be  room  for  the  application 
of  the  rule,  "Expresslo  unlus  est  exelusio  al- 
terlus." The  legislature  provide  in  detail 
for  what  they  consider  the  proper  ex- 
penses of  certain  officers,  but  in  the  case  of 
a  county  surveyor  they  give  him  simply 
a  per  diem  in  gross,  and,  for  all  that  is  be- 
fore ns,  it  was  the  opinion  of  the  legisla- 
ture that  the  surveyor  could  pay  his  ex- 
penses and  leave  a  reasonable  margin  of 
proflt  to  himself  for  his  servlcee.  It  may  be 
that  this  compensation  of  $7  is  Inadequate, 
but  we  are  of  the  opinion  that  It  is  not  for 
us  to  so  determine,  when  the  legislature 
seems  to  have  determined  otherwise.  This 
decision  is  not  important  as  a  precedent  for 
the  future,  for  the  reason  that  Pol.  Code 
1893, 1  4659,  provides  in  detail  what  fees  and 
expenses  shall  be  allowed  to  a  county  sur- 
veyor. If  the  old  law  were  such  that  It  did 
not  provide  sufficient  compensation  for  the 
services  and  expenses,  the  county  surveyor 
could  appeal  to  the  legislature,  anil  have  the 
matter  put  upon  a  f&ir  and  reasonable  basis. 
Whether  that  is  even  done  by  Pol.  Code 
v.4lP.no.3 — 18 


1895,  we  do  not  know,  as  we  are  not  the 
Judges  of  that  subject  It  is  an  extremely 
dangerous  precedent  for  a  court  to  go  out- 
side of  the  statute  on  the  question  of  fees 
and  allowances  of  officers  for  tbe  perform- 
ance of  their  duties.  While  it  may  be  that 
this  decision  is  a  hardship  upon  the  county 
surveyor,  we  l)elieve  It  Is  upon  the  safe  side 
of  construction,  and  that  the  remedy,  if  any 
there  should  be,  must  be  sought  from  the 
legislature.     The  Judgment  is  affirmed. 

PBMBERTON,  C.  J.,  and  HUNT,  J.,  con- 
cur. 


KELLEY  V.  FOURTH  OF  JULY  MIN.  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  29, 1895.) 

MiNiKO — ISJURT   TO   Emploite— Ba»b   Flacb   to 

WoBK — Promise  to  Kkmedt. 

1.  Where  a  miner  is  engaged  in  running  a 
tunnel,  drilling  and  blasting  from  its  face,  the 
employer  is  bound  to  furnish  a.  safe  place  for 
work,  by  using  proper  precautions  to  prevent 
the  falling  of  the  roof  of  that  part  of  the  tun- 
nel already  created,  and  by  keeping  the  floor 
BO  free  from  debris  as  not  to  obstruct  his  escape 
in  case  of  accident. 

2.  Where  a  miner  engaeed  in  running  a 
tunnel  calls  the  attention  of  the  employer  to  the 
accumulation  of  debris  on  the  floor  behind  him, 
and  the  master  promises  to  remove  it,  tbe  miner 
la  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  re- 
maining at  work,  notwithstanding  his  danger 
in  case  of  the  roof  falling  was  increased  by  such 
accumulation,  for  such  time  after  the  promise  as 
was  reasonable  to  allow  for  its  fulfillment;  dan- 
ger of  the  roof's  caving  not  being  obvious,  and 
the  miner  being  free  from  apprehension  by  rea- 
son of  the  assurance  of  the  employer,  who  had 
charge  of  looking  after  the  roof,  and  was  an  ex- 
perienced man  in  such  biwiness,  that  the  roof 
was  safe. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lewis  &  Clarke 
county;   W.  H.  Hunt,  Judge. 

Action  by  Charles  Kelley  against  the 
Fourth  of  July  Mining  Company  for  injuries 
received  in  defendant's  employ.  Judgment 
for  plaintiff.    Defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  for  personal 
injuries.  The  plaintiff  is  a  miner,  and  al- 
leges substantially  in  his  complaint  that  on 
the  27th  day  of  May,  1891,  he  was  actually 
engaged  and  employed  by  the  defendant, 
which  is  a  corporation,  in  mining  In  a  tunnel 
in  its  mine;  that  he  was  emplo.ved  in  drill- 
ing, blasting,  and  running  said  tunnel  in  said 
mine;  that  it  was  tbe  duty  of  said  defendant 
to  furnish  and  sufficiently  and  safely  timber 
said  tunnel,  so  as  to  properly  support  the 
roof  and  sides  thereof;  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  tbe  said  defendant,  at  tbe  same  time,  to 
keep  the  said  tunnel  free  from  all  debris, 
dirt  rock,  and  accumulation  of  material  or 
matter,  so  as  to  render  egress  and  Ingres-s 
In  and  out  of  said  tunnel  easy  and  safe,  so 
that  any  one  could  pass  without  obstruction 
from  the  iwint  where  plaintiff  was  working 
In  said  tunnel  to  the  mouth  thereof.  It  is  al- 
leged that  defendant  negligently  failed  to  so 
safely  timber  said  tunnel,  or  to  keep  the 
same  free  of  debris,  rock,  and  dirt,  and  other  > 
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matter,  which  accumulated  therein,  between 
where  plaintiff  was  worliing  and  mining  and 
the  mouth  thereof.  It  is  alleged  that  defend' 
ant  had  negligently  permitted  said  tunnel  to 
become  obstructed  with  a  large  amount  of 
roeli,  dirt,  and  matter,  at  a  point  therein  be- 
tween where  plaintiff  was  working  and  the 
mouth  thereof,  which  rendered  egress  and 
escape  therefrom  in  case  of  accident  difficult 
and  dangerous;  and  tliat  defendant  had  no- 
tice of  the  condition  of  said  tunnel.  It  is  al- 
leged that,  by  reason  of  these  wrongful  and 
negligent  acts  and  omissions  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  said  tuimel,  on  the  27th  day  of  May, 
1801,  caved  In,  and  the  roof  thereof  fell  upon 
the  plaintiff,  at  a  point  near  where  he  was 
working;  and  that,  by  reason  of  the  accu- 
mulation of  said  rock,  dirt,  and  material 
therein,  he  was  prerented  from  escaping 
therefi-om;  that  he  was  caught  and  crushed, 
while  attempting  to  escape  from  said  tunnel, 
on  the  pile  of  rock,  dirt,  debris,  and  matter 
which  defendant  bad  wrongfully  and  negli- 
gently permitted  to  accumulate  therein,  by 
the  dirt,  rock,  and  material  which  fell  up- 
on him  from  the  roof  thereof.  Plaintiff  al- 
leged that  he  was  without  fault  or  negli- 
gence In  the  premises;  that  he  was  per- 
manently injured,  and  rendered  helpless  for 
life  thereby;  and  claims  damages  In  the 
sum  of  $50,000.  The  answer  denies  the  al- 
legations of  the  complaint  as  to  negligence, 
and  alleges  that  it  was  the  duty  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  his  fellow  servants  to  properly  tim- 
ber the  tunnel,  and  that  the  tunnel  caved  In 
by  reason  of  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff 
and  his  fellow,  servants  in  timbering  the 
same,  and  that  the  plaintiff  knew  at  the  time 
of  the  accident  that  the  tunnel  was  obstruct- 
ed by  debris,  rock,  dirt,  etc.,  as  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  as  well  as  the  condition  of  the 
timbers  in  said  tunnel.  The  replication  de- 
nies the  new  matter  pleaded  in  the  answer, 
and  alleges  a  promise  on  the  part  of  the 
foreman  of  the  defendant  to  remove  the 
debris,  rock,  and  dirt  from  the  tunnel,  made 
prior  to  the  accident.  The  evidence  of  the 
plaintiff  is,  substantially,  that  be  was  em- 
ployed to  work  In  the  mine  of  the  defendant 
in  the  early  part  of  April,  1891;  that  he  con- 
tinued to  work  there  as  a  miner  until  he 
was  Injured,  on  the  27th  day  of  May;  that 
he  was  employed  in  running  the  tunnel  or 
drift  on  the  100-foot  level;  he  was  engaged 
in  drilling  and  blasting  in  the  face  of  the 
tunnel;  he  assisted  in  extending  the  tunnel 
more  than  100  feet  in  length;  that  he  threw 
the  rock  he  blasted  from  the  face  of  the 
tunnel  behind  him;  that  he  never  removed 
any  of  this  rock  from  the  tunnel;  that  he 
was  never  asked  to  take  this  rock  out  of 
the  tunnel;  his  work  was  exclusively  drill- 
ing and  blasting;  that  this  rock  blasted  from 
the  face  of  the  timnel  and  thrown  behind 
him  was  removed  by  another  man;  that,  the 
afternoon  before  the  accident,  he  called  the 
attention  of  the  foreman,  ,Tohn  Sheehan,  to 
the  accumulatirai  of  rock,  dirt,  and  debris  in 


the  tunnel;  that  he  told  the  foreman  "it  was 
getting  pretty  rocky  to  crawl  over  that  irtle 
of  rock,— that  a  man  had  to  get  down  on  his 
hands  and  knees  and  scratch  the  dirt  away 
first";  that  he  asked  the  foreman  when  he 
was  going  to  remove  it;  that  the  foreman 
said  he  would  remove  it  "the  following  morn- 
ing, as  soon  as  he  could  get  the  carman  off 
the  200-foot  level,  where  he  was  working"; 
that  the  foreman  did  not  remove  this  debris, 
aa  promised;  that,  the  day  before  the  acci- 
dent, he  had  put  a  stull  in  the  tunnel;  that 
he  put  the  stull  in  under  the  directions  of 
the  foreman;  that,  after  it  was  put  in,  the 
foreman  examined  It  with  a  two-handed 
striking  hammer;  that  the  foreman  was  in 
the  habit  of  coming  around  and  examining 
the  work  every  afternoon,  and,  if  anything 
was  wrong,  "he  would  tell  you";  that,  before 
putting  in  the  stull,  the  dirt  and  sand  were 
dropping  from  the  roof;  that  be  called  the 
attention  of  the  foreman  to  this,  and  asked 
that  it  be  timbered;  that  be  asked  the  fore- 
man if  It  was  safe;  tliat  the  foreman  said  it 
"was  ijerfectly  safe,  and  when  It  needed  tim- 
bering be  would  attend  to  it;  he  was  there, 
and  knew  his  business;  he  had  been  a  tim- 
ber man  In  the  Moulton  for  five  years";  that 
he  took  his  assurance,  and  had  no  appre- 
hension of  danger  whatever;  that  thereafter 
the  foreman  caused  two  half  sets  of  timbers 
to  be  placed  in  the  tunnel;  this  was  done 
before  the  stull  was  put  In;  that  the  fore- 
man sent  a  man  (who  was  carman,  and 
doing  whatever  they  put  him  at)  to  put  in 
these  two  half  sets,  and  directed  witness  to 
assist;  that  he  had  done  no  timbering  In  the 
mine,  himself,  prior  to  this;  that,  when  he 
went  into  the  tunnel  to  work,  on  the  morn- 
ing of  the  accident,  and  while  throw- 
ing back  the  dirt  and  rock  blasted  from  the 
face  the  afternoon  previous  thereto,  he  heard 
the  timbers  "creaking,"  and  noticed  fine  dirt 
falling  from  the  roof;  he  made  a  "Jnmp"  to 
get  out,  and  "landed"  on  this  pile  of  dirt 
behind  him.  and  was  caught  by  the  falling 
dirt  and  timbers,  and  Injured,  as  alleged  In 
the  complaint  He  testifies  that  he  was  hired 
and  paid  by  John  Sheehan,  the  foreman; 
that  Sheehan  was  the  only  person  in  contrcd 
at  the  mine;  that  Sheehan  received  orders 
from  no  person  at  the  mine;  that  he  had  full 
control  of  the  mine;  that  none  of  the  mem- 
bers of  the  defendant  corporation  were  at 
the  mine  until  after  he  was  hurt;  that  the 
entire  work  was  done  as  Sheehan  directed; 
he  hired  and  paid  off  all  the  men.  The  evi- 
dence of  John  Sheehan,  foreman  of  the 
mine,  contradicts  that  of  the  plaintiff  in 
most  particulars.  But  that  he  had  entire 
control  and  management  of  the  mine  is  not 
disputed.  The  two  half  sets  of  timbers, 
mentioned  In  plaintiff's  evidence  as  having 
been  put  In  the  tunnel,  did  not  fb.U  at  the 
time  of  the  accident  The  stull,  for  some  rea- 
son, gave  way,  and  the  roof,  which  was  sup- 
ported by  it,  fell  upon  the  plaintiff.  There 
is  evidence,  pro  andj^m,  M^^whe^p^^the 
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gtull,  if  properly  pat  in,  was  sufficient  to 
support  the  roof;  whether  the  roof  shonld 
have  been  supported  by  other  timbers;  and 
as  to  whether  it  was  properly  placed  in  the 
tunnel;  as  well  as  to  whose  duty  it  was  to 
timber  the  mine.  Any  further  statement  of 
the  evidence  necessary  to  be  made  will  be 
found  In  the  opinion.  No  question  is  raised 
as  to  the  extent  of  the  injuries  sustained  by 
plaintiff.  It  is  not  claimed  that  the  dam- 
ages awarded  by  the  Jury  are  excessive.  The 
case  was  tried  to  a  jury,  who  rendered  a  ver^ 
diet  for  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $15,600.  From 
tlie  Judgment,  and  order  denying  a  new  trial, 
defendant  appeals. 

Thos.  C.  Bach,  for  appellant.  C.  B.  No- 
lan and  T.  J.  Walsh,  for  respondent. 

PEMBEHTON,  C.  J.  (after  stating  the 
facts).  In  this  cose,  the  court  Instmcted  the 
jury  that  "it  was  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant to  adopt  all  reasonable  means  and  pre- 
cautions to  provide  a  safe  place  for  the 
plaintltr  in  which  to  prosecute  his  work." 
The  defendant  assigns  this  as  error.  Coun- 
sel for  the  defendant  contends  that,  while 
this  instruction  states  the  law  in  ordinary 
cases,  it  is  not  applicable  to  this  case.  His 
contention  is  that  the  plalntiCt  was  not  work- 
ing  in  a  place,  but  was  working  In  the 
creation  of  a  place.  The  evidence  in  this 
case  Is  that  the  plaintiff  was  employed,  at 
the  time  of  the  accident,  in  running  a  tun- 
nel in  defendant's  mine.  He  was  doing  this 
work  under  the  Immediate  supervision  and 
dtoecti<m  of  J<^n  Sheehan,  the  foreman  and 
numager  of  the  mine.  Sheehan  was  not 
working  in  the  mine  with  plaintiff.  The 
plaintiff  was  not  engaged  In  creating  a 
place,  on  bis  own  Judgment,  and  at  his  own 
risk.  He  assumed  the  risks  naturally  at- 
tendant upon  driving  the  tunnel.  It  was  the 
daty  of  defendant  to  keep  that  part  of  the 
tunnel  or  place  already  created  safe,  by 
whatever  reasonable  means  were  necessary. 
If  the  plaintiff  liad  been  injured  while  in  the 
actual  work  of  drilling  or  blasting  in  the  face 
of  the  tunnel  he  was  driving,  he  may  have 
had  no  daim  on  the  defendant  for  damages; 
for  these  were  risks  he  assumed  as  a  miner. 
But  he  did  not  assume  the  risk  of  defend- 
ant's failure  to  keep  that  part  of  the  tunnel 
or  place  already  created  reasonably  safe 
and  secure.  For  instance:  If  a  stone  or 
material  blasted  or  dug  from  the  tunnel 
by  plaintiff  should  have  been  blown  against, 
or  should  have  fallen  upon,  him,  he  would 
have  had  no  remedy  against  defendant  for  any 
injury  sustained  thereby.  This  is  a  risk 
belonging  to  his  employment,  and  which  he 
assumed.  But  he  did  not,  by  his  employ- 
ment  as  a  miner  in  driving  the  tunnel,  as- 
sume the  risk  of  the  failure  of  the  defendant 
to  take  such  reasonable  precautions  as  were 
requisite  to  prevent  the  caving  and  falling 
of  the  roof  of  that  part  of  the  tunnel  al- 
ready created,  upon  him,  while  engaged  in 


his  work.  Nor  did  he  assiime  the  risk  of 
the  failure  of  the  defendant  to  keep  the 
floor  ot  the  tunnel  so  free  from  rock  and 
debris  as  not  to  matei-ially  hinder  or  ob- 
struct his  escape  from  his  place  of  work. 
In  case  of  accident,  such  as  occurred  in 
this  case,  or  might  occur  by  premature 
or  unexpected  explosions  of  the  dangerous 
materials  he  was  using  in  his  work.  He  as- 
sumed the  risks  Incident  to  the  work  in 
front  of  him,  and  not  the  risks  of  defend- 
ant's failure  to  properly  care  for  that  part 
of  the  tunnel  or  place  behind  him,  which 
he  had  completed,  and  turned  over  to  the 
care  and  control  of  the  defendant  The  au- 
thorities cited  by  defendant's  counsel,  we 
think,  are  not  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar. 
The  conditions  and  facts  in  the  cases  cited 
are  dissimilar  from  those  of  this  case.  We 
do  not  think  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  he 
was  injured,  was  engaged  in  creating  a 
place,  or  rendering  a  dangerous  place  safe, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  cases  cited  by  de- 
fendant's counsel.  In  Railway  Co.  v.  Jarvi,  3 
C.  C.  A.  433,  53  Fed.  67,  the  court  says: 
"It  is  the  duty  of  the  employer  to  exercise 
ordinary  care  to  provide  a  reasonably  safe 
place  in  which  his  employ^  may  perform 
his  services."  This  was  a  case  in  which  a 
miner  was  suing  for  injuries  sustained  in 
a  mine  by  reason  of  a  failure  on  the  part 
of  the  employer  to  provide  a  "safe  place" 
to  work.  The  decision  is  a  late  <Hie,  having 
been  rendered  in  October,  1882.  It  collates 
a  large  number  of  authorities,  and  contains 
an  able  and  exhaustive  discussion  of  the 
law  governing  this  class  of  cases.  We  think 
it  clear,  beycmd  question,  that  it  was  tho 
duty  of  the  defendant  in  this  case  to  pro- 
vide a  reasonably  safe  place  for  the  plain- 
tiff to  work  in.  To  hold  otherwise  would  not 
be  in  accordance  with  lEiuthority,  sound  pub- 
lic policy,  or  Justice.  Cunningham  v.  Rail- 
way Co.  (Utah)  7  Pac.  795;  Beeson  v.  Min- 
ing Co.,  57  Cal.  20;  Coal  Co.  v.  Wombacher. 
134  111.  57,  24  N.  E.  627;  Coal  Co.  v.  Hood, 
77  111.  6S.  See,  also,  authorities  cited  in 
Railway  Co.  v.  Jarvi,  supra;  Mather  t. 
RUlston,  156  U.  S.  391,  15  Sup.  Ct  464.  The 
cases  cited  above  are  those  in  which  dam- 
ages were  sought  to  be  recovered  for  in- 
juries sustained  in  mines.  They  might  be 
multiplied  many  times.  They  all  hold  it  to 
be  the  duty  of  the  employer  to  provide  a 
reasonably  safe  place  In  which  the  employ6 
may  perform  his  service,  and  a  failure  to 
do  so  actionable  negligence. 

Counsel  for  defendant  contends  that  the 
evidence  shows  that  the  plaintiff  so  far  con- 
tributed, by  his  own  negligence,  to  his  in- 
juries, as  to  defeat  his  right  of  recovery  in 
this  case.  The  plaintiff  testifies  that  he  as- 
sisted in  putting  the  timbers  in  the  mine,  by 
direction  of  Sheehan;  that  he  had  not  done 
any  timbering  In  the  mine  before;  that  his 
business  was  blasting  and  drilling  in  the  face 
of  the  tunnel;  that  when  he  asked  Shee- 
han If  be  did  not  think  the  mine  needed  > 
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timbering,  Sheeban  said  he  would  attend  to 
that,  that  be  was  there  and  knew  his  busi- 
ness, having  been  timberman  in  the  Mouiton 
for  five  years.  Afterwards,  Sheeban  sent 
the  carman,  who  was  employed  at  odd  Jobs 
as  well  as  running  the  car,  to  assist  in  pat- 
ting in  the  timbers.  After  this,  plaintiff  and 
bis  partner  put  In  the  stuU.  This  was  put 
In  under  the  directions  of  Sheeban.  On  the 
part  of  defendant,  there  is  evidence  that  it 
was  part  of  plaintiff's  duty  to  timber  the 
mina  This  Is  disputed.  It  nowhere  appears 
tlrnt  plaintiff,  or  his  worlcing  partner,  or  the 
carman,  understood  timbering.  Whether  the 
StuU  was  properly  placed  In  the  mine  Is  a 
disputed  question.  Nor  Is  It  shown  that  the 
stull.  If  properly  put  in,  was  sufficient  to 
support  the  roof;  at  least.  It  is  a  disputed 
matter.  It  Is  a  mooted  question  whether 
the  mine  should  not  have  been  protected  by 
full  sets  of  timbers,  or,  at  least,  other  kind 
of  timbers,  at  the  place  where  the  accident 
occurred.  The  evidence  shows  tliat  the 
other  timbers  put  In  near  the  stuII  did  not 
fall  when  it  did.  Nor  is  it  Improbable  that 
the  stull  was  displaced  by  the  blasts  of  the 
afternoon  before  the  accident.  Plaintiff  tes- 
tifies that,  after  the  stull  was  put  in,  Shee- 
ban came  into  the  mine  and  tested  It  with  a 
two-handed  hammer.  This,  Sheeban  denies. 
Sheehan  says,  in  his  testimony,  that  he  did 
not  examine  the  timbers  or  stull  particular- 
ly; he  just  glanced  at  them  as  he  passed  by; 
that  he  just  held  up  his  candle  and  looked 
at  the  stull  as  he  went  through.  From  this 
evidence,  It  appears  that  defendant  did  not 
use  proper  care  in  procuring  competent  men 
to  timber  the  mine;  that  Sheehan,  defend- 
ant's manager,  was  guilty  of  negligence  in 
not  properly  inspecting  these  tlmiiers  after 
they  were  put  in  the  mine.  In  Railway  Co. 
V.  Jarvl,  supra,  It  is  said:  "Of  the  master 
Is  required  a  care  and  diligence  in  the  prep- 
aration and  subsequent  Inspection  of  such  a 
place  as  a  room  in  a  mine  that  is  not,  In  the 
first  instance,  demanded  of  the  servant.  The 
former  must  watch,  inspect,  and  care  for  the 
slopes  through  which  and  in  which  the  serv- 
ants work,  as  a  person  charged  with  the  duty 
of  keeping  them  reasonably  safe  would  do." 
Witness  Donan,  a  miner  of  considerable  ex- 
perience, says  that  the  tunnel,  according  to 
the  rules  of  careful  mining,  should  have  been 
timbered  every  four  feet,  with  full  sets  of 
timbers,  on  account  of  the  character  of  the 
rock  and  ground  in  the  tunnel.  This,  of 
course,  was  not  done.  He  says  the  tunnel 
was  not  sufficiently  timbered  to  hold  the 
roof.  Sheeban,  himself,  testifies  that  the 
roof  and  sides  were  "drummy,"  by  which  he 
evidently  means  not  solid  and  strong.  We 
think  the  evidence  was  sufficient  to  warrant 
the  jury  in  believing  that  the  mine  was  not 
sufficiently  timbered  to  prevent  caving,  and 
that  defendant  did  not  use  proper  care  in  s»- 
lecting  competent  timbetrmen  to  do  the  work. 
Plaintiff  testifies  that,  as  to  the  mine  being 
•afeljr   and   sufficientljr   timbered,    he  took 


Sheehan's  assurance  that  it  -waa  safe,  and 
had  no  apprehension  whatever.  As  to  the 
timbering  of  the  mine,  the  moat  that  can  be 
charged  as  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  is  that  he  did  not  properly  pat  in 
the  StuU.  But  the  evidence  is  not  conclu- 
sive, by  any  means,  tltat  the  cave  occurred 
on  account  of  the  stall  being  improperly 
placed.  It  Is  not  an  illegitimate  inference, 
from  the  evidence,  that  the  cave  would  hare 
occurred  however  well  the  stuU  might  have 
been  put  in.  It  is  a  fair  inference  from  the 
evidence  that  the  stull  was  not  sufficient  to 
support  the  roof  of  the  mine,  and  that  the 
cave  occurred  for  want  of  sufficient  timber- 
ing. And  it  may  not  be  improper,  In  this 
connection,  to  remark  that  the  evidence  dis- 
closes the  fact  that  Sheehan  stated  that  bis 
instructions  were  to  run  the  mine  with  as 
little  expense  as  possible.  Certainly,  the  evi- 
dence docs  not  disclose  any  extravagance  in 
placing  timbers  in  the  mine,  or  in  securing 
competent  men  to  do  the  work.  We  do  not 
think  the  evidence  discloses  such  contribu- 
tory negligence  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  as  to 
defeat  his  right  to  recover,  as  contended  by 
defendant. 

The  court  instructed  the  jury  as  follows: 
"If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
danger  of  the  place  In  which  the  plaintiff 
was  worldng  was  Increased  by  reason  of  the 
accumulation  of  rock  in  the  drift  b^ind 
him,  in  excess  of  what  would  ordinarily  ac- 
cumulate in  the  conduct  of  the  business 
properly  managed  (if  you  find  that  there 
was  such  accumulation  in  the  drift);  and 
you  further  find  that  he  caUed  the  attention 
of  the  foreman  to  the  amassing  of  such 
rock  and  debris,  and  requested  him  to  have 
the  same  removed,  and  the  foreman  express- 
ly promised  to  do  so,— the  plaintiff  was  Jus- 
tified in  continuing  at  work,  notwithstanding 
his  danger  was  increased  by  such  accumu- 
lation, for  such  period  of  time  after  the 
promise  as  It  would  be  reasonable  to  aUow 
for  its  performance;  and,  for  any  Injury  suf- 
fered within  any  period  which  would  not 
preclude  the  reasonable  expectation  that  the 
promise  might  be  kept,  he  may  recover." 
Counsel  for  defendant  assigns  the  giving 
of  tills  Instruction  as  error,  and  claims  that 
it  is  In  conflict  with  the  views  of  this  coui-t 
as  expressed  in  McAndrews  v.  Railway  Co. 
(Mont.)  39  Pac.  85.  The  instruction  under 
consideration  is  in  harmony  with  the  law  as 
declared  by  the  supreme  court  in  Hough  v. 
Railway  Co.,  100  U.  S.  213.  In  McAn- 
drews V.  Railway  Co.,  supra,  this  court  said: 
"But  this  rule  is  a  qualified  one.  If  th«> 
machinery  is  not  only  defective,  but  so  ob- 
viously dangerous  that  no  ordinarily  pru- 
dent man  would  assume  the  risk  of  using 
it,  and  the  employ^  does  nse  It,  knowing  its 
absolutely  and  obviously  dangerous  condi- 
tion, and  the  dangers  of  using  It,  the  master 
Is  not  liable,  notwithstanding  the  promise  to 
remedy  the  defect.  This  quaUfication  to  the 
rule  Is  w«ll  stated  in  Railway  Co.  v.  Wataon, 
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114  Ind.  20,  14  X.  E.  721,  and  15  N.  E.  824, 
lu  the  following  language:  'Where  an  em- 
plojrfi  knows  that  the  danger  is  great  and 
immediate,  such  as  a  reasonably  prudent 
nuu>  would  not  assume,  he  cannot  recover  for 
an  Injury,  even  though  he  remained  in  the 
employer's  service  In  reliance  upon  the  tat- 
ter's promise  to  remedy  the  defects  which 
produced  the  danger.' "  The  facts  of  the 
case  at  bar  widely  distinguish  it  from  the 
UcAndrews  Case.  McAndrews  was  using 
a  car  which  he  Iinew  to  be  absolutely  and 
obviously  dangerous.  He  not  only  used  it 
for  a  long  time,  knowing  its  dangerous  con- 
dition, but,  at  the  time  he  was  injured  by 
the  car,  he  was  using  It  in  a  recliless  man- 
ner. Under  such  circumstances,  we  held 
lie  could  not  rely  or  recover  upon  the  prom- 
ise of  the  foreman  to  get  a  new  car.  In  this 
case,  there  is  no  evidence  or  pretense  tlmt 
the  danger  of  the  mine  caving  at  the  time 
of  the  accident  was  obvious,  absolute,  or  Im- 
mediate, and  that  plaintiff  icnew  of  sucb 
danger,  or  that  a  reasonably  intelligent  and 
prudent  man,  under  lilie  circumstances, 
would  liave  apprehended  such  danger  to 
himself.  The  plaintiff  testifies  that  the  as- 
surances of  Sbeelian  as  to  the  safety  of  tlie 
mine  were  such  that  he  apprehended  no 
danger  whatever.  Under  such  circumstan- 
ces, by  relying  upon  the  express  promise  of 
Shee^n  to  remove  the  debris  from  the  tun- 
nel, and  continuing  at  ■work,  for  a  reasonably 
sufficient  time  for  the  performance  of  such 
promise,  he  was  not  guilty  of  such  contribu- 
tory negligence  as  to  defeat  his  right  of 
recovery.  We  do  not  think,  therefore,  that 
the  court  erred,  under  such  circumstances, 
in  instructing  the  jury  that,  "for  any  injury 
suffered  within  any  period  which  would  not 
preclude  the  reasonable  expectation  that  the 
promise  might  be  kept,  he  [plaintiff]  may  re- 
cover." In  ylew  of  the  facts,  we  think  the 
instruction  properly  declared  the  law.  In 
Railway  Co.  y.  Jarri,  supra,  it  Is  said: 
"The  degrees  of  care  required  of  the  master 
and  servant  also  differ,  because  defects  in 
a  piece  of  machinery  or  in  the  roof  of  a 
mine  that  to  the  eye  of  a  competent  in- 
spector, such  as  the  master  employs,  por- 
tend unnecessary  and  unreasonable  risks  and 
great  danger,  may  have  no  such  slguitlcance 
to  a  laliorer  or  miner  who  has  had  no  ex- 
perience in  watching  or  caring  for  mactUue- 
ry  or  roofs  or  slopes  In  a  mine;  and  the 
latter  is  not  chargeable  with  contributory 
negligence  simply  because  he  sees  or  ImowB 
the  defects,  unless  a  reasonably  Intelligent 
and  prudent  man  would,  under  like  circum- 
stances, have  Imown  or  apprehended  the 
risks  which  those  defects  Indicate.  The  dan- 
gers, and  not  the  defects  merely,  must  have 
been  so  obvious  and  threatening  that  a  rea- 
sonably prudent  man  would  liave  avoided 
tliem,  in  order  to  charge  the  servant  with 
contributory  negligence."  And  see  authori- 
ties cited  In  that  case.  Counsel  for  the  de- 
fendant insists  tliat  the  instruction  should 


have  been  in  accordance  with  the  modified 
rule  laid  down  In  the  McAndrews  Case. 
But,  as  we  have  seen,  there  was  no  evidence 
in  the  case  calling  for  this  modification.  Nor 
does  the  record  disclose  that  counsel  sought 
in  any  way  to  have  the  instruction  modified, 
in  this  respect  or  any  other,  by  the  court  We 
do  not  think  the  Instruction  could  be  held  to 
be  erroneous  because  it  did  not  state  ail  the 
law,  or  all  the  law  imder  all  circumstances 
and  every  state  of  facts,  and  because  it  was 
not  modified  bo  as  to  meet  all  circumstances 
and  questions  of  fact,  especially  where  the 
other  instructions  fully  cover  the  law  of  the 
case.  Grant  v.  Vamey,  (Colo.  Sup.)  40  Pac. 
771;  Shumward  v.  Johnson  (Tex.  Sup.)  17 
8.  W.  388;  Ell.  App.  Proc.  fi  730.  Coun- 
sel for  defendant  contends  that  by  this  in- 
struction the  court  determined,  as  a  matter 
of  law,  tliat  the  plaintiff  was  justified  in 
continuing  at  work  after  Sheehan's  promise 
to  remove  the  debris,  without  leaving  it  for 
the  jury  to  determine  whether  he  was  jus- 
tified in  so  doing,  under  ail  the  circumstan- 
ces. The  only  circumstances  and  facts  that 
would  have  rendered  it  contributory  negli- 
gence for  him  to  remain  at  work  after  this 
promise  would  have  been  the  obviously  ab- 
solutely dangerous  condition  of  the  tunnel. 
As  we  have  said  before,  there  was  no  evi- 
dence of  such  condition  to  which  the  court 
could  have  called  the  Jury's  attention,  or 
submitted  to  the  jury  for  consideration.  We 
are  tmable  on  this  account  to  discover  any 
defect  or  error  in  the  instruction.  In  other 
instructions  the  court  plainly  told  the  Jur.v 
that  plaintiff  could  not  recover  if  the  evi> 
deuce  showed  him  to  be  guilty  of  contrib- 
utory negligence.  Upon  this  question,  the 
court  instructed  the  jury  as  follows:  "A 
man  cannot  shut  his  eyes  to  a  fact,  he  can- 
not shut  his  eyes  to  a  danger,  and  then 
ask  for  damages  for  an  Injury  received  from 
that  danger."  The  substance  of  tills  in- 
struction is  repeated,  with  emphasis,  in  oth- 
er parts  of  the  charge  to  the  jury.  The  in- 
structions of  the  court,  taken  as  a  whole, 
fully  and  fairly  stated  the  law  applicable  to 
Ae  case,  to  the  Jury.  We  do  not  discover 
that  they  were  ccmflictlng  or  misleading  iu 
any  respect.  The  instructions  fully  stated 
the  law  of  negligence  to  the  Jury,  and,  we 
think,  were  remarlcably  fair,  as  a  whole,  to 
the  defendant. 

We  do  not  think  it  necessary  or  profitable 
to  consider  in  detail  the  many  technical  ob- 
jections to  the  instructions  raised  by  counsel 
for  the  defendant  Considering  the  whole 
case,  we  think  it  clearly  appears  tliat  Shee- 
han  was  the  vice  principal  of  the  defendant 
corporation.  He  employed  and  discharged 
the  employes.  He  supplied  tlie  mine  with 
materials  and  implements  for  its  develop- 
ment He  had  full  control  of  the  prop^ty, 
the  employes,  tools,  materials,  and  complete 
charge  of  the  management  and  development 
of  the  mine.  No  officer  of  the  corporation, 
or  other  person  or  agent,  had  anything  to  do  /> 
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with  It,  or  was  ever  present  at  the  mine.  Un- 
der such  circumstances,  It  cannot  be  disputed 
that  he  was  the  legal  representative  of  the 
defendant  corporation.  We  think  the  evi- 
dence shows  he  was  guilty  of  negligence  in 
not  sufficiently  timbering  the  tunnel  wber* 
plaintiff  was  working  and  received  his  in- 
juries, and  In  not  procuring  competent  tlm- 
bermen  to  do  the  work.  He  was  guilty  of 
negligence  In  not  keeping  the  floor  of  thai 
tunnel  so  free  from  debris  as  not  to  mate- 
rially delay,  hinder,  or  obstruct  escape  by 
plaintiff  from  the  place  of  his  work.  In  case 
of  accident.  Sheehan  being  the  vice  prin- 
cipal of  the  defendant,  his  negligence  was 
Its  negligence;  and  it  Is,  and  should  be, 
held  liable  for  whatever  injuries  plaintiff 
sustained  by  reason  thereof.  The  judgment 
and  order  appealed  from  are  affirmed.  Af- 
firmed. 

DeWITT,  J.,  concurs.  HUNT,  J.,  having 
tried  this  case  as  district  judge,  did  not  par- 
ticipate In  this  decision. 


RECLAMATION  DIST.  NO.  307  v.  GLIDE. 

(Sac  10.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  31,  1895.) 

ReCI^AHATION     A.gSESSMENT  —  APPOUTIONMEXT — 
COSCLI'SIVBMESS. 

In  an  action  to  collect  a  reclamation  as- 
sessment, an  order  of  the  commissioners  appor- 
tioning the  assessment  is  not  conclusive  on  the 
legality  of  the  apportionraeut.  Reclamation 
Dist  No.  531  V.  Phillips  (Cal.)  39  Pac.  (530, 
followed. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Yo- 
lo county;  W.  H.  Grant,  Judge. 

Action  by  Reclamation  District  No.  307 
against  J.  H.  Glide  to  collect  an  assessment. 
Judgment  was  rendered  for  defendant,  and 
plaintiff  appeals.     Affirmed. 

McKune  &  George,  for  appellant  Arm- 
strong &  Bruner,  for  respondent. 

TEMPLE,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to 
collect  an  assessment  In  the  plaintiff  district 
Plaintiff  appeals  from  the  judgment.  In  its 
opening  brief  It  is  said:  "Tliis  appeal  pre- 
sents for  decision  the  sole  question,  can  a 
court,  at  such  a  trial,  on  evidence  concerning 
a  matter  of  judgment  confided  by  the  statute 
to  a  board  of  commissioners,  set  aside  the 
judgment  of  such  commissioners,  and  deter- 
mine that  they  erred  In  judgment  in  appor- 
tioning the  assessment  among  the  several 
tracts  of  land  in  the  district?"  Reducing 
the  abstract  question  to  the  actual  controver- 
sy, and  applying  it  to  a  reclamation  district 
under  tlie  Code,  it  lias  been  answered  adverse- 
ly to  the  appellant  in  the  recent  case  of  Rec- 
lamation Dist  No.  531  V.  Phillips  (Cal.)  39 
Pac.  630.  The  judgment  must  therefore  be 
affirmed,  and  it  Is  so  ordered. 

"W'e  concur:  HARRISON.  J.;  GAROUT- 
TE,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J.;   McFARLAND,  J. 


STODDARD,    Collector,    r.    SUPERIOR 

COURT  OF  STANISLAUS  COUNTY 

et  ai.     (S.  F.  114.) 

(Supreme  <3ourt  of  California.    July  31,  1895.) 

Cebtioraki— Order  Granting   Injunction— 

.Appkal 

Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  SS  1086,  1103, 
providing  that  certiorari  will  lie  when  there  is 
no  appeal,  nor  any  plain,  speedy,  and  adequate 
remedy,  certiorari  will  not  lie  to  review  an 
I  order  of  the  superior  court  staying  a  sale  of 
I  land,  pending  appeal  from  a  judgment,  on  the 
ground  that  an  appeal  from  the  order  would  not 
be  a  plain,  speedy,  and  adequate  remedy. 

In  bank. 

Certiorari  by  G.  R.  Stoddard,  collector,  to 
review  an  order  of  the  superior  court  of 
Stanislaus  county  granting  a  stay  pending 
appeal.  Demurrer  to  petition  sustained,  and 
proceeding  dismissed. 

E.  S.  Butterworth,  C.  C.  Wright,  and  R. 
Percy  Wright,  for  petitioner.  C.  W.  Eastiu, 
for  respondents. 

McFARLAND,  J.  This  is  an  application  of 
petitioner,  Stoddard,  for  a  writ  of  certiorari 
to  review  and  annul  an  order  of  the  superior 
court  restraining  petitioner  from  s^lng  cer- 
tain property ;  and  it  has  been  submitted  up- 
on a  demurrer  of  the  respondents  to  the  peti- 
tion. 

The  demurrer  must  be  sustained.  The  pe- 
tition shows  these  facts:  One  Underwood 
and  others  brought  an  action  In  the  said  su- 
perior court  against  the  petitioner  here,  Stod- 
dard, as  collector  of  the  Modesto  Irrigation 
District,  for  a  perpetual  Injunction  restrain- 
ing Stoddard  from  selling  certain  land  for 
delinquent  assessments  due  said  district.  A 
temporary  restraining  order  was  granted  by 
the  court;  but,  upon  the  hearing,  a  final 
judgment  was  rendered  in  said  action  in 
favor  of  Stoddard,  defendant  therein  and  pe- 
titioner here.  The  plaintitCs  in  said  action 
took  an  appeal  from  said  judgment  to  this 
court;  but,  after  the  said  appeal  bad  been 
taken,  the  court,  upon  plaintiff's  motion,  made 
an  order  enjoining  and  restraining  Stoddard 
from  selling  the  property  described  in  the 
complaint,  during  the  pendency  of  the  appeal. 
It  Is  this  last  order  that  petitioner  Stoddard 
seeks  to  have  reviewed  and  annulled  In  this 
present  proceeding,  upon  the  ground  that  said 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  It  The  de- 
murrer is  upon  the  ground,  among  oth»«, 
that  the  said  order  Is  an  appealable  order, 
and  therefore  cannot  be  reviewed  pn  certior- 
ari. Petitioner,  in  his  brief,  does  not  contest 
the  proposition  that  the  order  Is  appealable, 
either  as  an  order  made  after  final  judgment 
or  as  an  order  granting  an  injunction.  He  di- 
rects his  argument  to  the  points  that  the 
court  had  no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order, 
and  that  an  appeal  would  not  be  a  plain, 
speedy,  and  adequate  remedy.  It  may  be 
readily  admitted  that  the  court  had  no  juris- 
diction to  make  the  order;  but,  as  the  order 
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b  appealable,  certiorari  will  not  lie,  because  It 
lies  only  where  "there  Is  do  appeal."  C!ode 
Gl7.  Pfoc.  §  1068.  In  this  respect  It  differs 
from  mandamns  and  pioblbltion,  which  lie 
"in  all  cases  where  there  Is  not  a  plain, 
speedy,  and  adequate  remedy  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  law."  Sections  1086,  1103.  With 
r^pect  to  certiorari,  the  language  of  the 
Code  Is:  "When  •  •  •  there  is  no  appeal, 
nor  in  the  Jndgment  of  the  court  any  plain, 
speedy  and  adequate  remedy."  Section  1068. 
In  Stuttmeister  v.  Superior  Ctourt,  71  Cal.  322. 
12  Pac.  270,  the  authorities  on  the  point  are 
collated;  and  It  was  there  declared  that: 
"The  writ  [certiorari]  will  not  lie  when  fbere 
is  an  appeal  from  the  action  complained  of;" 
and,  'The  writ  Is  not  given  In  lieu  of  an  ap- 
peal, but  only  to  review  errors  in  excess  of 
jurisdiction,  for  which  an  appeal  does  not 
lie."  See  cases  cited  In  opinion  of  Searls,  C; 
also,  In  re  McConnell,  74  Cal.  219,  15  Pac. 
746;  Hayne,  New  Trial  &  App.  i  307.  We 
have  been  referred  to  no  case  in  which  it  has 
been  held  that,  under  our  Code,  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari will  lie  to  reverse  an  appealable  order. 
That  the  appeal  does  not  afford  a  plain, 
8peedy,  and  adequate  remedy  malces  no  dif- 
ference. The  provision  of  the  statute  gov- 
ons.  The  demurrer  to  the  petition  Is  sus- 
tained, and  the  proceedings  dismissed. 

We  concur:  TEMPLE,  J.;  HENSHAW,  J.; 
TAN  FLEET,  J.;  GAROUTTE,  J.;  HARRI- 
SON, J. 


lOS  Cal.  Si 

DREYFUS  V.  BADGER.    (No.  19,450.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  11,  1895.) 

PaTEXTS  — CONPLICTISO    CLAIMS — ESTOPPBI,— Coi^ 

LATEKAt.  Attack. 

1.  One  who  has  taken  no  appeal  from  the 
action  of  the  United  States  land  department,  in 
canceling  his  dedaratory  statement  to  pre-empt 
land,  and  who,  after  the  land  had  been  listed  to 
tite  state,  made  no  formal  objection  to  the  is- 
suance of  a  patent  to  another  under  a  claim  that 
tlie  land  was  not  suitable  for  cultivation,  though 
lie  had  also  made  application  therefor  to  the 
state,  has  no  status  from  which  to  hold  the  pat- 
entee as  his  trustee,  on  the  ground  that  tihe 
land  was  suitable  for  cultivation,  and  that  he 
and  not  the  patentee  has  been  in  possession  as 
required  by  &w. 

2.  A  land  patent,  valid  on  its  face,  cannot 
be  collaterally  attaclced  by  one  whose  only  claim 
to  the  land  is  possession,  by  showing  that  the 
land  was  not  ot  the  character  for  which  it  was 
patented. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Santa  Barbara  county;  W.  B.  Cope,  Judge. 

Ejectment  by  Dreyfus,  as  executor, 
against  Badger.  Plaintiff  had  judgment, 
and  defendant  appeals.    A£9rmed. 

B.  T.  Thomas,  for  appellant  Richards  & 
Carrier,  for  respondent 

McFARLAND,  J.  This  was  an  action  of 
ejectment,  in  which  judgment  went  for 
plaintur.  Defendant  appeals  from  the  Judg- 
ment and  from  an  order  denying  a  new 


trial.  The  land  In  contest  was  listed  to  the 
state  in  lieu  of  certain  school  land,  and  a 
patent  thereto  was  Issued  by  the  state  to 
plaintiff's  testator  In  pursuance  of  a  certif- 
icate of  purchase  Issued  to  one  C.F.Wilson. 
Wilson  filed  his  application  for  the  land  in 
the  state  land  office  on  December  31,  1886; 
his  application  was  approved  August  30, 
1889;  a  certificate  of  purchase  was  issued  to 
bim  September  11,  1889;  he  assigned  his 
certificate  to  Isadore  Dreyfus  (respondent's 
testator)  on  October  28,  1889;  and  on  Feb- 
ruary 24, 1892,  the  state  of  CJailfornia  issued 
its  patent  for  the  land  to  said  Isadore  Drey- 
fus. On  January  27,  1887,  appellant  who 
was  a  qualified  pre-emptor  residing  on  the 
land,  filed  in  the  local  United  States  land 
office  his  declaratory  statement  of  his  Inten- 
tion to  pre-empt  said  land,  but,  prior  to  that, 
the  state  surveyor  general  had  made  appli- 
cation to  have  said  land  listed  to  the  state 
of  California  In  lieu  of  certain  other  land; 
and  on  or  about  July  8,  1880,  the  said  ap- 
plication was  approved,  and  the  said  de- 
claratory statement  of  appellant  canceled. 
Appellant  did  not  appeal  from  the  order 
canceling  said  statement,  or  take  any  other 
proceeding  In  the  United  States  land  depart- 
ment; but,  on  the  other  hand,  appellant  on 
August  15, 1889,  made  application  to  the  sur- 
veyor general  of  California  to  purchase  said 
land  as  land  belonging  to  the  state,  which 
application  was  rejected  "on  account  of  the 
said  previous  application  of  said  G.  F.  Wil- 
son," and  also  upon  the  further  ground  that 
the  surveyor  general  had  not  rec^ved  In- 
formation that  the  land  had  been  listed.  It 
may  be  noticed  here  that  appellant's  said 
application  contained  the  statement  ''that 
said  land  Is  not  suitable  for  cultivation,  ex- 
cept only  small  portimis  thereof  being  suita- 
ble for  that  purpose,"  but  he  avers  in  his 
pleadings  that  it  was  suitable  for  cultiva- 
tion. Appellant  took  no  step  In  the  state  land 
office  towards  having  a  contestover  his  right 
to  purchase  said  land.  He  resided  on  the 
land,  and  had  improvements  thereon.  He 
filed  In  this  action  an  answer  and  a  cross 
complaint,  and  In  the  latter.  In  which  he 
set  up  the  foregoing  facts,  be  prayed  that 
respondent  be  declared  to  be  a  trustee  of 
appellant  for  said  land,  and  that  he  convey 
the  same  to  appellant  A  demurrer  to  the 
cross  complaint  was  sustained.  In  his  an- 
swer. In  addition  to  a  gen«»l  denial  and  the 
averment  of  the  facts  above  stated,  appel- 
lant averred  that  the  land  was  suitable  for 
cultivation,  and  that  ndther  Wilson  nor 
Dreyfus  resided  on  the  land.  At  the  trial 
the  court  heard  some  evidence  as  to  the 
character  of  the  land,— that  is,  whether  it 
was  suitable  for  cultivation,— -and  then  In- 
structed the  jury  that,  under  the  law,  It  was 
their  duty  to  find  a  verdict  for  respondent. 
Appellant  asked  two  Instructions,— one  gen- 
erally, to  the  effect  that  If  at  the  time  of 
Wilson's  application  the  land  was  suitable 
for  cultivation,  that  Is,  If  more  than  one-  > 
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half  of  all  tlie  legal  subdlTiaions  would, 
without  artificial  Irrigation,  produce  ordi- 
nary crops,  etc.,  and  Wilson  was  not  an  ac- 
tual settler  on  the  land,  then  the  verdict 
should  be  for  appellant;  and  the  other  to 
the  effect  that  If  Wilson  made  a  false  affi- 
davit In  his  application,  as  to  the  land  being 
unsuitable  for  cultivation,  and  the  evidence 
showed  that  it  was  suitable  for  cultivation, 
and  Wilson  was  not  a  resident  on  the  land, 
but  that  appellant  was  such  resident  and 
otherwise  qualified  to  purchase,  then  the 
verdict  should  be  for  appellant  These  in- 
structions were  refused,  and  the  verdict 
was  for  respondent 

A  reversal  of  the  Judgment  could  be  based 
only  upon  these  two  propositions,  or  one  of 
them:  (1)  That  upon  the  facts  averred  In 
the  cross  complaint  appellant  can  bold  re- 
spondent as  trustee  for  him  of  the  land  In 
contest;  (2)  that,  in  defense  to  the  action  of 
ejectment,  appellant  can  attack  respond- 
ent's patent  collaterally  by  showing  the 
character  of  the  land  In  contest  A  person 
seeking  to  have  a  patentee  of  land  declared 
his  trustee,  in  the  absence  of  any  contract 
between  the  parties,  must  connect  himself 
with  the  paramount  source  of  title,  and  also 
show  that  he  has  prosecuted  his  claim  with 
diligence.  Burling  v.  Thompkins,  77  Cal. 
257,  19  Pac.  429;  Doll  t.  Meador,  16  Cal. 
295;  Damrell  v.  Meyer.  40  Cal.  166;  Kent- 
fleld  V.  Hayes,  57  Cal.  409;  Bank  v.  Hynes, 
50  Cal.  195;  O'Connor  v.  Frasher,  66  Cal. 
499;  Moore  r.  Wilkinson,  13  Cal.  478;  Chap- 
man v.  Quinn,  56  Cal.  266;  Buckley  v.  Howe, 
S6  Cal.  596.  25  Pac.  132.  Nearly  all  the 
cases  cited  by  appellant  were  cases  where 
contests  as  to  the  right  to  purchase  had 
been  referred  by  the  land  department  to  the 
superior  court  under  section  3414  of  the  Po- 
litical Code,  or  where  each  party  had  in 
some  other  way  acquired  a  status.  In  Hol- 
linshead  v.  Simms,  51  Cal.  158,  the  court  dis- 
cusses mainly  the  alleged  fraudulent  acts  of 
one  Woods,  who  was  the  agent  of  HoIUns- 
head,  and  does  not  discuss  the  status  of 
.Simms.  As  to  the  latter  it  is  merely  said, 
generally,  that  he  had  "the  right  as  against 
the  government  to  acquire  the  legal  title," 
and  that  Simms  was  not  "lacking  in  dili- 
gence In  the  assertion  of  his  rights."  If 
the  case  can  be  taken  as  having  been  de- 
cided with  the  status  of  Simms  fully  In 
view  and  thoroughly  considered,  It  is  not  In 
accord  with  the  other  decisions,  or  with  the 
case  of  Burling  v.  Thompkins,  supra,  in 
which  It  is  referred  to.  In  the  case  r.t  bar 
appellant  has  no  status  as  claimant  of  the 
land  under  the  United  States  government. 
After  his  declaratory  statement  had  been 
canceled  and  the  land  listed  to  the  state,  he 
took  no  appeal,  but  recognized  the  land  as 
state  land,  and  made  application  to  pureha.se 
it  from  the  state.  Neither  has  he  any  status 
as  claimant  of  the  premises  as  state  land. 
When  his  application  to  purchase  was  re- 
jected, he  took  no  step  to  contest  the  prior 


application  of  Wilson,  of  which  he  was  in- 
formed, bnt  slept  upon  whatever  rights  be 
may  have  had  for  some  years  until  Wilson's 
application  had  progressed,  first  into  a  cer- 
tificate of  purchase,  and  afterwards  Into  a 
patent  It  does  not  appear  that  be  was 
kept  in  Ignorance  of  his  rights  by  any  fraud 
of  respondent  or  his  predecessor.  In  Kent- 
field  V.  Hayes,  57  Cal.  409,— a  case  very  sim- 
ilar to  the  one  at  bar,— It  was  expressly  held 
that  an  application  by  defendant  to  pur- 
chase the  land  in  contest  which  had  been 
presented  to  and  rejected  by  the  state  land 
department  did  not  give  him  a  status  from 
which  to  hold  the  patentee  as  bis  trustee. 
2.  A  defendant  may  defeat  an  action  of 
ejectment  by  showing  that  plaintiff  has  no 
title.  But  where  a  patent,  regular  on  its 
face,  has  been  issued  by  the  govmiment 
(federal  or  state)  for  land  which  It  owns,  un- 
der a  law  providing  for  the  disposal  of  the 
land  patented  upon  the  ascertainment  of  cer- 
tain facts,  the  officers  of  the  land  department 
of  the  government  have  Jurisdiction  to  deter- 
mine such  facts,  and  the  Issuance  of  a  pat- 
ent is,  upon  collateral  attack,  a  conclusive 
declaration,  as  against  all  claiming  under 
said  government,  that  the  facts  have  been 
found  in  favor  of  the  patentee.  "And  this 
rule  applies  to  the  determination  of  the  par- 
ticular character  of  the  land  which  Is  the  sub- 
ject of  the  patent."  This  was  expressly  held 
In  Gale  v.  Best,  78  Cal.  235,  20  Pac.  550, 
where  we  alluded  to  the  authorities  at  some 
length,  and,  basing  our  conclusion  on  deci- 
sions of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  In  Refining  Co.  v.  Kemp,  104  U.  S. 
636,  Steel  v.  Refining  Co.,  106  U.  S.  447,  1 
Sup.  Ct  389,  and  French  v.  Pyan,  93  U.  S. 
169,  we  declared  the  law  to  be  as  above  stat- 
ed. It  would  be  useless  to  here  repeat  the 
views  there  expressed.  See,  also,  the  late 
case  of  Barden  t.  Railroad  Co.,  154  U.  S. 
288,  14  Sup.  Ct  1030,  and  Irvine  v.  Tarbat, 
105  Cal.  237,  38  Pac.  896.  These  cases  in- 
volved patents  of  the  general  government; 
but,  upon  principle,  the  rule  applies  with 
equal  force  to  a  patent  of  the  state  govern- 
ment Moreover,  it  has  been  so  expressly 
held  by  this  court  in  Doll  v.  Meador,  24  Cal. 
341,  where  it  was  decided  that  "the  patent  is 
the  record  of  the  state  that  the  land  was  sub- 
ject to  location  under  the  grant  of  the  United 
States,  and  has  been  located,"  and  In  Ah 
Yew  V.  Choate,  Id.  562,  where  it  was  held 
that  the  patent  Is  also  "a  record  of  the  Judg- 
j  ment  of  the  state,  by  Its  officers  duly  appoint- 
ed for  that  purpose,  that  the  conditions  and 
characteristics  of  the  land  were  not  such  as 
to  constitute  It  mineral  within  the  meaning 
of  the  provisions  of  the  statute,"  etc.  In  the 
case  at  bar  appellant  seeks  collaterally  to  as- 
sail respondent's  patent  by  showing  the  char- 
acter of  the  land.  The  law  provides  that  if 
the  land  be  suitable  for  cultivation,— that  is. 
If  each  40-acre  tract  will  produce  ordinary 
crops  without  artificial  Irrigation,  etc.,— then 
it  is  to  be  sold  onlyj|()t,j|jj  ^^tg^l^aeittlM-, ^  The 
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respondent's  predecessor  sought  to  parchaae 
the  land  niMn  the  theory  that  It  was  not  snit- 
able  for  cultivation,  and  made  an  affidavit 
that  it  was  not  so  suitable,  as  required  by 
statute.  Now,  the  contontion  of  nppellant  Is 
that  he  may  show  the  patent  to  be  void  by 
sbowin;?  that  said  affidavit  was  false,  be- 
cause the  land  was  suitable  for  cultivation. 
But  this  he  may  not  do,  because  the  patent  is 
conclusive  as  to  the  "conditions  and  charac- 
teristics of  the  land."  If  In  ejectment  the 
plaintiff  relies  on  a  patent.  It  is  a  defense  to 
show  that  the  patent  Is  void  on  Its  face,  or 
that  "there  Is  no  law  which  authorizes  such 
a  patent  under  any  state  of  facts";  but  if 
the  law  provides  that  those  parts  of  a  large 
body  of  lands  which  are  of  a  particular  char- 
acter shall  be  disposed  of  in  a  certain  way, 
"then  the  land  department  has  Jurisdiction 
to  detwmlne  the  character  of  any  part  there- 
of, and  a  patent  is  conclusive  evidence  that 
such  Jurisdiction  has  been  exercised."  Gale 
V.  Best,  supra.  And  so,  in  the  case  at  bar, 
the  patent  is  conclusive  to  the  point  that  the 
land  was  of  such  character  as  not  to  be  suit- 
able for  cultivation  within  the  meaning  of 
the  law,  and  therefore  patentable  to  respond- 
ent Otherwise,  the  possessor  of  a  patent 
would  have  no  muniment  of  title,  and  the 
evils  depicted  by  Mr.  Justice  Field  In  Steel 
T.  Refining  Co.,  supra,  would  ensue. 

Coonsel  for  appellant  has  cited  some  cases 
where  It  has  been  held  that  evidence  was 
prt^erly  allowed  on  the  point  whether  cer- 
tain land  was  swamp  or  overflowed  or  dry; 
but  it  Is  very  evident  that  questions  as  to 
swamp  lands  are  very  dUfereat  from  those 
arising  In  the  case  at  bar.  It  has  always 
be«i  held  that  the  act  of  congress  of  Septem- 
ber 28,  1850,  by  which  the  swamp  lands  were 
given  to  California  (and  the  other  states)  was 
a  giant  In  prsesenti,  and  at  its  date  passed 
the  title  to  the  state,  although  It  also  pro- 
vided that  it  should  be  the  duty  of  the  sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  afterwards  send  lists 
and  plats  of  such  lands  to  the  governor  of 
the  state,  and  also,  at  the  latter's  request, 
issue  patents  of  such  lands  to  the  state. 
Wright  V.  Roseberry,  121  U.  S.  488,  7  Sup. 
Ct.  985.  As  the  title  passed  by  said  act  of 
1850  to  California  to  all  the  swamp  land 
within  her  borders,  she  was  not  compelled 
to  wait  for  the  platting  and  patenting  of  the 
same  by  the  land  department  of  the  general 
government;  and,  as  the  action  of  said  de- 
partment was  tardy,  she  proceeded  herself 
to  assert  her  ownership  of  said  lands  by 
jM-ovidlng  for  their  survey  and  sale,  and  the 
issue  of  patents  to  the  purchasers.  Wright 
V.  Roseberry,  supra.  But  under  these  clr- 
cnmstances  it  happened  sometimes  that,  be- 
fore any  listing  to  the  state,  the  United 
States  and  the  state  each  issued  a  i>atent  for 
the  same  land  to  a  dlfTerent  person,— the  for- 
mer upon  the  theory  that  It  was  dry  land 
and  bad  not  passed  to  the  state,  and  the  lat- 
ter upon  the  theory  that  It  was  swamp  and 
passed  to  her  by  the  said  act  of  1850,— or  pre- 


emptors  under  the  United  States  claimed 
against  patentees  of  the  state.  Nearly  all 
the  contests  about  swamp  lands  have  arisen 
In  this  way,— that  Is,  between  those  who 
claimed  the  land  under  the  United  States  as 
dry  land,  and  those  who  claimed  It  under  the 
state  as  swamp  land;  and  in  such  cases  the 
contestants  did  not  claim  under  the  same 
source  of  title,  but  the  claim  of  each  was  hos- 
tile to  the  source  under  which  the  otner 
claimed.  If  the  land  was  swamp  the  title 
had  ijassed  to  the  state  in  1850,  and  a  patent 
for  the  same  land  afterwards  by  the  United 
States  was  as  worthless  as  a  conveyance  by 
A.  of  the  land  of  B.;  and  the  same  was  true 
of  a  patent  by  the  state  If  the  land  was  not 
swamp.  It  Is  evident,  therefore,  that  the 
principle  of  the  conclusiveness  of  a  patent 
can  have  no  application  to  such  a  case;  for 
that  principle  applies  only  to  those  claiming 
under  the  government  which  issued  the  pat- 
ent—under the  same  source  of  title.  But,  of 
course,  the  land  department  of  one  govern- 
ment cannot  conclude  those  claiming  under 
the  other  government,— under  an  Independent 
and  hostile  source  of  title.  And  In  such  a 
case  the  only  means  of  determining  the  con- 
troversy Is  an  Inquiry  into  the  character  of 
the  land.  And  that  means  was  properly  ap- 
plied in  Read  v.  Caruthers,  47  Cal.  181,  and 
in  other  cases  cited.  Where,  however,  the 
United  States,  through  proper  officials,  had 
listed  or  patmited  lands  to  the  state  as 
swamp,  then  subsequent  claimants  under  the 
United  States  were  concluded  from  showing 
that  the  land  was  not  swamp.  Frendi  v. 
Fyan,  93  U.  S.  169;  Wright  r.  Roseberry, 
siq>ra. 
The  Judgment  and  ordw  are  affirmed. 

We  concur:    HBNSHAW,  J.;  TEMPLE,  J. 


log  Cal.  8 

PEOPLE  V.  YOUNG.    (No.  21.155.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  5,  1895.) 

Ckiminal    Law  —  Csb    op    Istbrpbetsr— 
Depositions. 

1.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  1884,  providing 
that  an  interpreter  must  be  sworn  when  a  wit- 
ness does  not  understand  the  English  language, 
the  court  is  necessarily  vested  with  a  discre- 
tion which  is  not  abused  in  refusing  an  interpre- 
ter to  a  foreigner  charged  with  murder  who  ap- 
peared to  sufficiently  understand  the  language. 

2.  Defendant,  on  trial  for  murder,  asked 
for  a  commission  to  take  testimony  in  Germany, 
to  show  that  tlie  father  and  sister  of  defendant 
died  insane,  and  that  defendant  is  subject  to 
epileptic  fits,  adding  in  his  affidavit  that  he 
verily  believed  that  said  witness  will  testify 
"that  they  believe  and  are  of  the  opinion  that 
the  defendant  is  of  unsound  mind.  The  peo- 
ple stipulated  as  a  fact  that  the  father  and  sis- 
ter of  defendant  died  insane.  The  evidence 
showed  that  defendant  had  been  a  resident  of 
the  state  for  the  seven  years  preceding  the  trial, 
and  had  but  one  epileptic  fit  in  that  time.  Held, 
under  Pen.  Code,  §  1354,  providing  that  if  the 
court  is  satisfied  that  the  examination  of  an  ali- 
sent  witness  is  necessary  an  order  for  a  com- 
mission must  issue,  that  the  court  was  justifled 
in  refusing  to  order  a  commission. 

uigiiizea  oy  -v^j  x^/ \^ -<  i C 


282 


PACIFIC  BEa?ORTBH,  VoL  41. 


<Ctf4 


3.  Defendant  cannot  challenge  the  panel 
because  the  names  of  two  jurors  were  not  found 
on  the  assessment  roll  for  the  preceding  years, 
when  they  were  excused  for  cause,  and  no  possi- 
ble harm  could  have  resulted  to  defendant  from 
their  names  being  placed  in  the  list. 

4.  Defendant  cannot  challenge  the  panel 
because  no  certified  list  of  trial  jurors,  as  provid- 
ed in  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  208,  was  ever  placed  in 
the  possession  of  the  county  clerli,  it  appearing 
that  300  jurors  were  regularly  drawn,  their 
names  entered  on  paper  by  the  clerk  of  the 
board  of  supervisors,  the  paper  placed  in  the 
possession  of  the  county  derk,  and  the  names 
taken  from  this  paiier  and  placed  in  the  jury 
box,  when  the  clerk  of  the  county  and  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  was  the  same  person,  and 
offered  at  the  trial  to  attach  the  certificate. 

5.  An  elisor  may  be  appointed  when  it  ap- 
pears the  sheriff  and  coroner  are  both  disquaU- 
£ed. 

6.  It  is  not  error,  on  a  trial  for  murder,  to 
allow  a  witness  to  testify  that  defendant,  after 
his  arrest,  was  brought  in  the  presence  of  the 
wonnded  man,  who  stated  that  a  purse  found 
on  defendant  was  deceased's,  and  that  defend- 
ant neither  affirmed  nor  denied  the  statement. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Mon- 
terey county;  N.  A.  Dom,  Judge. 

William  Touii£  was  convicted  of  murder, 
and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Wallace  M.  Pence,  for  appellant  Atty. 
Gen.  ntzgerald,  for  the  People. 

GAROTJTTB,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  sentencing  the  appellant  to  suffer 
the  death  penalty,  upon  a  conviction  for  mur- 
der, and  from  an  order  denying  bis  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

1.  A  motion  was  made  to  set  aside  the  in- 
formation, upon  the  ground  that  the  defend- 
ant had  not  been  legally  committed  by  a  mag- 
istrate. In  support  of  the  motion,  the  de- 
fendant, Toung,  presented  his  affidavit  to  the 
eSect  that  he  was  a  native  of  Germany,  and 
had  a  very  limited  knowledge  of  the  Eng- 
lish language;  that  he  did  not  know  or  under- 
stand that  he  had  a  right  to  counsel  at  the 
preliminary  examination,  and  that  be  did  not 
hear  or  understand  the  magistrate  inform 
him  that  he  had  such  right.  As  opposed  to 
the  motion,  the  prosecution  introduced  a  part 
of  the  record  of  the  proceedings  of  the  pre- 
liminary examination,  from  which  It  ap- 
peared that  the  defendant  was  fully  informed 
of  his  rights,  and  thereupon  stated  to  the 
committing  magistrate  that  he  desired  no 
counsel,  and  was  then  ready  to  have  the  ex- 
amination proceed.  The  answers  of  the  de- 
lendant  to  the  interrogatories  put  to  him  at 
the  time  by  the  magistrate  indicate  a  full 
comprehension  ui>on  his  part  of  the  nature 
and  character  of  the  proceedings  that  were 
about  to  take  place,  and  a  full  understanding 
of  the  facts,  at  the  time  he  declined  the  aid 
of  counsel.  Neither  did  the  trial  court  com- 
mit an  error  in  denybig  his  application  for 
an  interpreter.  Under  section  1884  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  the  court  is  nec- 
essarily vested  with  a  discretion  in  granting 
or  refusing  sacb  an  application,  and  we  see 
no  Abuse  of  that  discretion  in  this  case. 

2.  Appellant,  upon  affidavits,  asked  for  a 


commission  to  take  testimony  of  certain  wit- 
nesses residing  In  Berlin,  Germany.  In  Bucb 
affidavits  it  was  projtosed  to  show,  by  the  tes- 
timony of  said  witnesses,  "that  the  father  of 
defendant  was  insane,  was  confined  in  an 
asylum  and  died  insane;  that  his  sister  was 
subject  to  epileptic  fits,  and  died  insane;  and 
that  the  defendant  is  subject  to  epileptic 
fits.  And  he  verily  believes  that  said  wit- 
nesses will  testify  that,  from  their  knowledge 
of  him,  his  conduct,  his  conversation  with 
them,  and  observation  of  his  ccmduct,  tbat 
they  believe  and  are  of  the  opinion  that  he, 
defendant,  is  of  unsound  mind."  As  opposed 
to  the  Issuance  of  the  commission,  the  people 
stipulated  as  a  fact  "that  the  father  of  de- 
fendant was  Insane;  was  confined  in  an  asy- 
lum and  died  Insane;  that  his  sister  wns 
subject  to  epileptic  fits,  and  died  insane." 
And  thereupon  the  court  refused  to  issue  the 
commission.  In  relation  to  the  issuance  of 
commissions,  section  1354  of  the  Penal  Code 
declares:  "If  the  court  to  whom  the  applica- 
tion is  made  Is  satisfied  of  the  truth  of  the 
facts  stated,  and  that  the  examination  of  the 
witness  is  necessary  to  the  attainment  of 
justice,  an  order  must  be  made  that  a  com- 
mission be  issued  to  take  testimony.  •  •  •" 
The  prosecution  admitted  all  that  the  ap- 
pellant deshred  to  prove  as  to  the  mental 
condition  of  his  father  and  sister.  Hence, 
we  deem  the  object  and  purpose  of  a  commis- 
sion to  take  testimony  as  to  them  was  gone; 
and,  as  to  the  balance  of  the  showing  made, 
we  are  satisfied  the  trial  court  was  Justified 
in  holding  it  insufficient  We  think  the  court 
could  well  say  that  It  was  not  convinced 
that  the  examination  of  these  witnesses  was 
necessary  to  the  attainment  of  justice.  We 
think  this  true  for  many  reasons,  for  the 
showing  was  inherently  weak.  It  appears, 
by  other  portions  of  the  record,  that  the  ap- 
pellant had  been  a  resident  of  the  state  of 
California  for  seven  years  Immediately  prior 
to  the  trial.  By  bis  own  evidence,  he  bad 
been  afflicted  with  but  one  epileptic  fit  in  this 
state.  Henoe,  the  evidence  of  these  wit- 
nesses as  to  epileptic  fits  could  only  refer  to 
a  time  many  years  ago,  when  he  was  but  a 
youth,  and  he  appears  to  have  practically 
outgirown  his  affliction  as  age  came  upon 
him.  As  to  the  remainder  of  the  showing, 
wherein  affiant  "believes  that  said  witnesses 
will  testify  that  •  •  •  be  is  of  unsound 
mind,"  we  think  the  court  was  right  in  re- 
jecting bis  belief  upon  the  matter.  Some- 
thing more  than  his  mere  belief  as  to  what 
the  witnesses  would  testify  to  was  demand- 
ed. 

3.  The  appellant  challenged  the  panel  of 
trial  jurors  upon  various  grounds.  The 
fact  that  the  names  of  two  of  the  jurors 
upon  the  panel  wore  not  foimd  upon  the  as- 
sessment roll  for  the  preceding  year  does  not 
Invalidate  the  panel.  That  fact  being  brought 
to  the  attrition  of  the  court  they  were  ex- 
cused for  cause,  and  no  possible  harm  could 
have  resulted  to  appellant  by  the  mistake  of 
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the  board  of  supervtsora  In  placing  their 
names  upon  the  list  of  Jurors  for  the  year. 
It  is  further  insisted  that  no  certified  list  of 
trial  Jurors,  as  provided  in  section  208  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  was  ever  placed 
la  the  possession  of  the  county  clerk.  It  ap- 
pears, by  the  testimony  of  the  clerk  of  the 
board  of  supervisors,  that  SOO  trial  Jurors 
were  regularly  drawn,  under  the  order  of  the 
court,  to  serve  for  the  ensuing  year;  that 
these  names  were  entered  upon  a  piece  of 
paper  by  the  clerk  of  said  board,  and  this 
paper  placed  in  the  possession  of  the  county 
clerk,  without  the  certificate  contemplated 
by  the  statute;  and  from  this  paper  the 
names  were  taken  and  placed  In  the  trial  Jury 
box.  These  matters  all  came  under  the  per- 
sonal knowledge  of  the  witness,  and  he  fur- 
ther testified  that  he  was  then  and  there 
ready  to  attach  to  the  list  the  certificate  re- 
quired. The  procedure  here  practiced  is  not 
a  commendable  (me,  and  should  never  be  re- 
sorted to.  It  might  result  in  the  total  mis- 
carriage of  Justice;  but  in  this  case  we  see 
nothing  whatever  infringing  upon  appellant's 
rights.  There  is  no  question  but  that  the 
list  of  Jurors,  as  drawn  by  the  board  of  super- 
visors, was  the  same  list  that  went  into  pos- 
session of  the  county  clerk,  and  from  which 
the  names  were  taken  and  placed  in  the  trial 
Jury  box.  If  there  was  the  slightest  doubt 
as  to  the  identity  of  the  list,  we  would  not 
hesitate  a  moment  in  ordering  the  entire 
panel  set  aside;  but  there  is  no  such  doubt 
The  county  clerk  and  the  clerk  of  the  board 
of  supervisors  are  the  same.  Hence,  these 
facts  were  essentially  within  the  knowledge 
of  the  official  having  possession  of  the  uncer- 
tified list,  and  we  see  no  reason  why  he  could 
not  now  attach  the  certificate  contemplated 
by  the  law  to  the  list  In  State  v.  Green- 
man,  23  Minn.  200,  there  appeared  to  be  a 
doubt  as  to  the  identity  of  the  list. 

4.  A  special  venire  was  challenged,  upon 
the  ground  that  it  was  summoned  by  an  eli- 
sor, to  the  exclusion  of  the  sheritC  and  coron- 
er. From  extreme  caution,  the  district  attor- 
ney made  a  showing  which,  in  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  disqualified  both  of  these  ofiJcers, 
and  for  tliat  reason  the  elisor  was  appoint- 
ed. There  is  no  error  in  this  action  of  the 
court 

5.  The  appellant,  after  his  arrest,  was 
brought  into  the  presence  of  the  wounded 
man,  and  a  conversation  then  occurred  be- 
tween the  deceased  and  a  witness,  as  to  the 
ownership  of  a  certain  purse  found  upon 
the  appellant  at  the  time  of  his  arrest.  This 
line  of  examination  is  claimed  to  be  error, 
but  we  think  It  authorized  under  the  law. 
The  appellant  was  present  at  the  time,  in  a 
position  to  hear  and  see  all  that  occurred, 
and  ndthw  affirmed  nor  denied  the  state- 
ment of  the  deceased  to  the  effect  that  the 
purse  was  his  property.  His  conduct  under 
the  circumstances,  is  a  fact  to  which  the 
Jury  were  entitled.  People  v.  Mallon,  103 
CaL  513,  37  Pac  612.     It  might  be  further 


suggested,  In  answer  to  appellant's  claims 
that  this  evidence  was  all  the  evidence  of- 
fered at  the  trial,  as  to  the  ownership  of  the 
purse,  that  appellant's  own  admissions  placed 
the  possession  of  the  purse  in  the  deceased 
at  the  time  he  was  shot. 

6.  We  see  nothing  objectionable  In  the 
character  of  the  cross-examination  of  the  ap- 
pellant, and  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  is  fully 
supported  by  the  evidence.  The  theory  of 
the  prosecution  pointed  to  a  murder  for  the 
purpose  of  robbery.  The  theory  of  the  de- 
fense outlined  an  accidental  Idlllng  by  de- 
fendant, while  under  the  Infiuence  of  liquor. 
These  two  theories  were  squarely  and  fair- 
ly presented  to  the  Jury,  and  by  the  verdict 
tile  Jurors  rejected  appellant's  defense  as 
one  not  true,  but  manufactured  for  the  oc- 
casion. This  defense  had  nothing  to  sup- 
port it  save  appellant's  own  testimony.  This 
the  Jurors  disbelieved,  and  the  credibility  of 
his  evidence  was  a  matter  essentially  rest- 
ing with  them. 

7.  We  have  carefully  examined  the  law 
given  by  the  court  to  the  Jury,  and  consider 
it  a  full  and  fair  charge,  when  considered  in 
connection  with  the  evidence.  We  see  noth- 
ing in  the  remaining  specifications  and  as- 
signments of  error  demanding  a  reversal  of 
the  Judgment  and  a  new  trial  of  the  case. 
For  the  foregoing  reasons,  it  is  ordered  that 
the  Judgment  and  order  be  aflSrmed. 

We  concur:  McFARLAND,  J.;  HEN- 
SHAW,  J.;  HARRISON,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J. 


lOS  Cat.  IM 
DIGGINS  V.  HARTSHORNE.  (No.  15,757.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  July  16,  1895.) 
EviDESCE  —  JcpiciAi,  Notice— PcBLio  Improvb- 

M8NTS— DESCBIVnON  OP  PBOFERTT. 

1.  St  1858,  p.  56,  making  the  Van  Ness 
map  the  ofiScial  map  of  Sau  Francisco;  does  not 
enable  the  court  to  take  judicial  notice  of  the 
correct  location  on  the  ground  of  the  streets 
therein  platted. 

2.  St  1871-72,  p.  804,  authorizing  the  board 
of  supervisors  to  order  the  improTcmcuts  of 
streets  of  San  Francisco  laid  down  on  the 
Brocks  and  Potter  map  "and"  the  Humphreys 
map,  does  not  require  that  the  street  to  be  im- 
proved be  laid  down  on  both  maps,  aa  the  con- 
junction "and"  will  be  constraed  as  a  disjunc- 
tive. 

3.  The  grading  of  Seventh  street  between 
B.  and  C.  streets  was  contracted  for.  On  the  offi- 
cial map  C.  street  intersected  Seventh  street  at 
right  angles.  The  true  location  of  C.  street  was 
in  dispute,  such  street  being  platted  on  some 
maps  as  though  it  intersected  Seventh  street 
diagonally.  In  fixing  the  limits  of  the  work,  C. 
street  was  considered  as  crossing  Seventh  street 
diagonally.  Bdd  that,  in  an  action  to  enforce  an 
assessment  the  defense  that  the  work  was  not 
completed  as  contracted  for  could  not  be  raised, 
as  the  acceptance  of  the  work  by  the  superin- 
tendent in  the  absence  of  an  appeal,  is  conclu- 
sive on  such  question. 

4.  Under  St  1871-72,  p.  804,  providing  that 
the  expense  of  street  improvements  shall  be  as- 
sessed against  each  lot  the  lots  fronting  thereon 
being  assessed  in  proportion  to  their  frontage, 
if  the  frontage  of  the  lot  is  correctly  given  in 
the  assessment,  the  fact  that  the  interior  lines 
ate  incorrect  is  immaterial,  as  the  owner  cannot  > 
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be  agKriered  thereby,  the  depth  of  the  lot  not 
affecting  the  assessment. 

5.  In  a  suit  to  enforce  an  assessment  against 
a  corner  lot  for  a  street  improvement,  the  loca- 
tion of  one  of  the  streets  was  in  dispute, — one 
map  giving  it  as  intersecting  at  right  angles,  the 
other  as  intersecting  diagonally.  The  complaint, 
after  describing  the  lot  by  boundaries  com- 
mencing at  the  intersection  of  the  street,  added, 
"And  is  the  same  lot  shown  as  lot  3"  on  the  as- 
sessment diagram,  which  showed  the  streets  as 
intersecting  diagonally.  Held,  that  the  judgment 
should  describe  the  property  with  reference  to 
the  diagram,  and  not  merely  as  commencing  at 
the  intersection  of  the  street,  with  the  bounda- 
ries given  in  the  complaint. 

6.  An  action  to  foreclose  an  assessment  for 
a  street  improvement  is  properly  brought  in  the 
name  of  the  person  to  whom  it  is  assigned  as 
security,  and  who  is  authorized  by  the  assign- 
ment "to  demand,  sue  for,  settle,  and  com- 
promise" the  same. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  Walter  H. 
Levy,  Judge. 

Action  by  A.  C.  Digglns  against  B.  M. 
Hartsbome  to  enforce  a  street  assessment. 
There  was  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant appeals.    Afllrmed. 

Boyd,  Fifield  &  Hoburg,  for  appellant  J. 
M.  Wood,  for  resjwndent. 

HARRISON,  J.  Action  to  foreclose  the  lien 
of  a  street  assessment  In  the  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco.  Under  proceedings  prop- 
erly taken  therefor  by  the  board  of  supervis- 
ors of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco, 
the  superintendent  of  streets  entered  Into  a 
contract,  November  28,  1879,  with  Buckman, 
the  plaintiff's  assignor,  for  grading  Seventh 
street  from  the  northerly  line  of  Berry  street 
to  Channel  street,  and.  after  the  work  had 
been  completed  to  his  satisfaction,  issuea  an 
assessment  therefor.  The  following  Is  a  copy 
of  the  diagram  which  Is  attached  to  the  as- 
sessment, so  far  as  the  present  action  is  af- 
fected: 


BERRY 


STREET. 


CHANNEL  ST. 


The  present  action  was  brought  to  foreclose 
the  Ilen  of  the  assessment  against  lot  3.  It  is 
contended  by  the  appellants  that,  upon  the 
official  map  of  San  Francisco,  Channel  street 
runs  from  Third  to  Eighth  streets  at  right 
angles  with  Seventh  street,  and  parellel  to 
and  275  feet  southerly  from  Berry  street,  and 
that  as,  by  the  above  diagram,  Channel  street 
intersects  Seventh  street  diagonally,  the  as- 
sessment shows  upon  its  face  that  the  work 
contracted  for  has  not  been  performed,  and 
that  the  expense  of  the  work  done  has  not 
been  assessed  upon  all  the  property  liable  to 
be  assessed  therefor.  This  contention  is  sup- 
ported by  the  further  contention  that  the 
court  will  take  Judicial  notice  of  the  location 
at  Channel  street  upon  the  official  map  of  the 
city  and  county.  It  was  held  In  Whiting  v. 
Quackenbush,  51  Cal.  306,  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  Van  Ness  map  had  been  made  official 
by  an  act  of  the  legislature  (St.  1858,  p.  5C), 
the  streets  designated  thereon  had  been  "es- 
tablished by  law,"  and  that  the  court  would 
take  judicial  notice  ot  them  (Code  Civ.  Proc. 
§  1875,  subd.  2) ;  and  in  Brady  v.  Page,  59  Cal. 
55,  it  was  further  held  that,  in  taking  Judicial 
notice  of  these  streets,  courts  would  take  ju- 
dicial notice  of  their  relation  to  each  other, 
and  of  the  directions  In  which  they  run.  It 
has  never  been  held,  however,  that  a  court 
would  by  its  judicial  Icnowledge  determine 
whether  the  space  set  apart  uix>n  a  map  for  a 
street  is  correctly  located  upon  the  ground, 
or,  when  the  line  of  such  street  as  a  boundary 
is  disputed,  fix  it,  without  evidence.  The 
owner  of  a  tract  of  land  in  a  city  may  offer 
to  dedicate  a  portion  thereof  for  a  street,  ei- 
ther by  throwing  the  space  open  for  use,  or 
by  an  actual  grant  to  the  public,  or  by  sell- 
ing lots  bordering  thereon,  or  he  may  record 
a  map  of  the  tract,  with  streets  delineatec 
thereon.  In  such  cases  the  question  of  dedi- 
cation may  be  disputed,  and  courts  do  not 
take  judicial  notice  of  the  existence  and  loca- 
tion of  the  streets,  but  determine  the  fact  of 
dedication  upon  the  sufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence to  establish  it.  Neither  can  courts  take 
judicial  notice  of  the  existence  of  a  street 
that  has  been  opened  or  adopted  by  a  munic- 
ipal ordinance,  without  proof  of  the  passage 
of  such  ordinance.  In  the  present  case  the 
defendants  Introduced  at  the  trial  a  witness 
from  the  office  of  the  city  and  county  sur- 
veyor, who  produced  from  the  records  of  that 
office  several  maps  upon  which  Channel  street 
was  delineated,  upon  no  two  of  which  was  it 
delineated  alike,  and  who  also  testified  that 
in  that  office  there  were  four  different  au- 
thorities for  the  lines  of  Channel  street,  ana 
four  sets  of  lines  for  the  street.  One  of  the 
maps  so  produced  was  the  alxive-named  Van 
Ness  map,  and,  although  on  this  map  there 
is  no  street  designated  by  the  name  of  Chan- 
nel street,  yet  in  the  space  to  the  east  of  Sev- 
enth street,  which  on  other  maps  is  desig- 
nated as  Channel  street,  there  are  two  paral- 
lel lines  which  are  deflected  before  reaching 
Seventh  street,  and  cross  the  block  at  ^>At 
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comer  of  Seventh  street  In  nearly  the  same 
direction  aa  upon  the  above  diagram.  Be- 
tween theae  two  deflected  lines  are  written 
tlie  words  "Proposed  Canal  Channel."  The 
Brooks  and  Potter  map,  sometimes  called  the 
"Engineer's  Map,"  which  was  adopted  as  the 
official  map  in  1866,  represents  Channel  street 
at  its  Intersection  with  Seventh  In  the  same 
fonn  in  which  It  is  represented  upon  the  afore- 
said diagram,  and  in  the  deflected  portion  of 
tbe  street  are  written  the  words  "Channel 
Street"  Upon  the  map  of  1870,  nsually  called 
"Humphreys'  Map,"  Channel  street  Is  deline- 
ated as  lying  parallel  with  Berry  street,  and 
aa  projecting  beyond  Seventh  aa  far  as  Eighth 
street;  bat,  as  it  approaches  Sevoith  street 
from  tbe  east,  it  la  driineated  with  two  lines 
which  deflect  in  the  same  manner  as  on  the 
BnxAs  and  Potter  map,  and  are  projected 
beyond  Seventh  street  in  the  line  of  tbe  de- 
ilection.  Th««  Is  no  designation  given  to  It 
aftw  it  leaves  Seventh  street.  Upon  the  as- 
aessor'B  map  the  street  Is  delineated  in  the 
same  tiMmTi4>r  as  on  the  diagram.  It  was 
shown  by  the  witness  that  upon  these  several 
maps  tbe  distance  along  the  easterly  line  of 
Seventb  street,  from  Berry  to  its  Intersection 
with  Channel  street,  was  as  follows:  On  the 
BnxdES  and  Potter  map,  181  feet;  Humph- 
reys' map,  200  feet;  block  book,  185  feet;  as- 
sessor's book,  102  feet  And  on  the  westerly 
side  of  Seventh  street  the  distances  from 
Berry  to  Its  intersection  with  Cbannel  street 
are  as  follows:  Brooks  and  Potter  map,  110 
feet;  Humphreys'  map,  138  feet;  block  book, 
114.6  feet;  assessor's  block  book,  121  feet  IV^ 
inches.  These  distances  are  not  the  result  of 
an  actual  survey  upon  the  ground,  but  are 
measurements  made  upon  the  several  maps 
with  a  scale.  It  does  not  appear  that  either 
B«Ty  or  Channel  streeb  was  ever  located  by 
monuments  upon  the  ground,  and  at  the  time 
of  the  proceedings  for  the  improvement  of 
the  street  the  whole  of  this  region  was  cover- 
ed with  water.  From  these  Items  of  evidence 
it  is  seen  that,  If  the  actual  location  of  Chan- 
nel street  as  an  official  street,  is  an  essential 
fact  In  determining  the  validity  of  the  assess- 
ment, the  conflict  of  evidence  which  was  pre- 
sented by  the  appellant  himself  is  so  great 
that  the  finding  of  the  court  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed. 

We  do  not,  however,  consider  that  the  de- 
tennlnatlan  of  this  question  is  essential  to 
the  determination  of  tdie  validity  of  the  as- 
sessment but  that  the  correctness  of  the  Judg- 
ment appealed  from  must  rest  upon  the  con- 
sideration of  other  facts  and  legal  proposi- 
tions.  SectltHi  1  of  the  act  under  which  the 
proceedings  were  had  (St  1871-72,  p.  804>  de- 
clared that  all  the  streets  laid  down  on  the 
maps  tn  the  office  of  the  city  and  county  sur- 
veyor which  are  commonly  known  as  the 
"Brooks  and  Potter  Map"  and  the  "Humph- 
reys Map"  were  public  streets  "for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  law";  and  gave  to  the  board  of 
sopervisors  Jurisdiction  to  order  the  improve- 
ment of  any  of  these  streets.     By  section  3 


of  the  same  act  the  board  of  supervisors  is 
authorized  to  order  the  grading  of  "the  whole 
or  any  portion  of  the  said  streets."  We  have 
seen  that  Channel  street,  as  laid  out  upon  the 
Brooks  and  Potter  map,  corresponds  to  the 
diagram  annexed  to  the  assessment  under 
consideration,  and  that  there  is  laid  out  upcsi 
the  Humi^ireys  map  an  open  space  corre- 
sponding to  a  portion  of  said  street  The 
terms  of  section  1  of  the  act  do  not  require 
that  the  streets  laid  down  upon  tbe  maps 
shall  have  been  actually  opened  and  dedicat- 
ed to  public  use  before  the  supervis<ws  could 
order  their  improvement  If,  in  fact,  tbe  su- 
pervisors should  attempt  the  Improvement  of 
a  street  that  had  not  been  so  (^pened  and  ded- 
icated, but  which  was  in  reality  private  pr<^- 
erty,  their  action  would  fall,  not  by  reason 
of  a  want  of  statutory  provision,  but  because 
of  the  inability  of  tbe  legislature  to  c<«fer 
authority  to  make  such  an  Improvement.  No 
question  of  this  character  Is,  however,  pre- 
sented in  the  present  case.  It  Is  cc«ceded 
that  Seventb  street  upon  which  the  grading 
was  done,  was  at  all  times  an  open  street, 
dedicated  to  public  use.  The  objection  of 
the  appellant  rests  upon  the  proposition  that 
It  appears  upon  the  face  of  the  assessment 
that  the  work  contracted  for  had  not  been 
performed  by  reaswi  of  the  fact  that  the  true 
position  of  Channd  street  is  different  from  its 
position  as  shown  by  the  diagram.  This  ob- 
jection, however,  is  obviated  when  it  is  shown 
that  the  wwk  "contracted  for"  is  not  to  be 
determined  by  the  actual  location  of  Channel 
street  upon  the  ground,  as  it  may  have  been 
originally  laid  out  and  dedicated  to  public  use, 
but  by  its  location  as  intended  by  the  board 
of  supervisors.  The  section  of  the  statute 
above  referred  to  gave  the  supervisors  au- 
thority to  ori&c  the  grading  of  "any  portiMi" 
of  Seventh  street.  While  the  declaration  in 
the  statute  that  the  streets  laid  down  upon 
the  designated  maps  are  open,  public  streets, 
"for  the  purpose  of  this  law,"  did  not  of  it- 
self make  them  in  fact  public  streets.  If  they 
were  not  so  already,  yet  these  spaces  upon 
the  maps  were  thereby  identlfled  as  objects 
of  reference  by  which  to  describe  the  limits 
of  any  improvement  which  might  be  made. 
The  "portion"  of  a  street  which  the  super- 
visors could  order  Improved  was  entirely 
within  their  discretion.  It  would  have  been 
within  their  power  to  wder  that  Seventh 
street  be  graded  for  a  distance  of  200  feet 
southerly  from  Berry  street,  or  to  a  point  200 
feet  distant  upon  the  easterly  side,  and  100 
feet  distant  upon  the  westerly  side,  of  Seventh 
street.  They  had  also  the  power  to  limit  the 
porti(m  of  the  street  to  be  graded  by  the  line 
of  Channel  street  as  laid  down  upon  these 
maps,  and  this,  it  must  be  held.  Is  what  they 
Intended  to  do.  If  the  resolution  ordering  the 
work  bad  been  in  terms  to  grade  Seventh 
street  from  the  northerly  line  of  Berry  street 
to  Channel  street,  as  said  streets  are  laid 
down  upon  the  Brooks  and  Potter  map,  re- 
ferred to  in  section  1  of  tbe  statute,  their 
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power  to  order  that  portion  of  Seventh  street 
to  be  graded  could  not  be  questioned,  and  we 
are  of  the  opinion  that  the  resolution  adopted 
by  them  should  receive  the  same  construction 
as  if  It  had  been  thus  expressed.  The  propo- 
sition of  the  appellant,  that  only  the  streets 
which  are  laid  down  upon  the  Brooks  and 
Potter  map  and  npcm  the  Humphreys  map  are 
subject  to  be  Improved  by  the  supervisors, 
cannot  be  maintained.  This  construction 
would  exclude  from  their  Jurisdiction  every 
street  that  Is  on  the  Humphreys  map  which 
had  not  been  previously  delineated  upon  the 
Brooks  and  Potter  map,  and  thereby  prevent 
the  public  Improvement  of  a  large  portion  of 
the  streets  In  the  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco.  The  word  "and"  Is,  in  this  con- 
nection, to  be  construed  as  "or."  Suth.  St 
Oonst.  S  252. 

If,  however,  the  work  ordered  by  the  Bn- 
pervlsors  and  described  In  the  contract  was 
not  thus  limited,  but  required  that  Seventh 
street  should  be  graded  to  the  line  of  Chan- 
nel street  contended  for  by  the  appellant, 
there  is  presented  the  simple  case  of  the  sa- 
perintendent  of  streets  having  accepted  the 
work  before  the  completion  of  the  contract; 
and  in  that  case  it  was  Incumbent  upon  the 
owner  to  first  appeal  to  the  supervisors,  and 
seek  from  that  body  a  correction  of  the  error, 
before  he  could  make  such  defense  to  the  en- 
forcement of  the  assessment.  It  was  for  the 
superintendent  of  streets  to  determine,  In  the 
first  Instance,  whether  the  contractor  had 
completed  his  contract,  and  this  included  the 
determination  by  him  of  the  line  of  Channel 
street  that  was  intended  by  the  board  of  su- 
pervisors In  the  description  of  the  work  or- 
dered to  be  done.  If  the  true  line  of  Chan- 
nel street  were  not  a  matter  of  dispute,  and 
the  superintendent  had  accepted  the  work  be- 
fore the  grading  had  been  completed  to  that 
point,  and  Issued  an  assessment  th««for,  un- 
der repeated  decisions  of  this  court  the  error 
would  have  been  one  which  shooid  have  been 
corrected  on  appeal.  Much  more  is  this  rule 
applicable  where  the  limit  of  the  work  Is 
susceptible  of  different  locations.  The  deter- 
mination of  this  question  called  for  the  exer- 
cise of  Judgment  by  the  superintendent,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  any  appeal  from  his  deci- 
sion, his  Judgment  thereon  must  be  accepted 
as  conclusive.  In  such  a  case  the  contractor 
may  rely  upon  bis  decision,  and  the  acqui- 
escence of  the  owners  thoreln  by  their  fail- 
ure to  appeal.  In  Warren  v.  Riddell  (Cal.) 
39  Pac.  TSl,  the  contractor  had  graded  the 
street  to  a  line  entirely  at  variance  with  the 
official  grade,  and  It  was  held  that,  unless  an 
appeal  had  been  first  taken  to  the  board  of 
supervisors,  the  owner  could  not  make  that 
defense  to  a  suit  upon  the  assessment.  When 
the  assessment  In  the  present  case  is  exam- 
ined In  connection  with  the  statute  authoriz- 
ing the  work  and  the  maps  therein  referred 
to.  It  cannot  be  said  that,  "upon  Its  face,"  the 
work  contracted  for  has  not  been  i>erformed. 
Neither  does  It  appear  upon  the  face  of  the 


assessment  that  any  property  liable  to  be  as- 
sessed for  the  expense  of  the  yrork  baa  been 
omitted.  The  appellant  does  not  contend  that 
if  Channel  street  Is  properly  located  on  the 
diagram  any  other  property  than  that  desig- 
nated therein  Is  assessable.  His  contention 
in  this  respect  Is  based  upon  his  claim  tliat 
Channel  street  Is  erroneously  located  thereon. 
The  precise  distance  from  Berry  street  at 
which  Channel  street  Is  laid  down  on  the 
maps  named  In  the  statute  has  never  been  of- 
ficially declared,  and  the  different  distances 
given  at  the  trial  were  reached  by  measure- 
ment with  a  scale.  One  of  these  distances 
was  less,  and  the  others  more,  than  is  shown 
upon  the  diagram.  These  discrepancies,  how- 
ever, do  not  of  themselves  invalidate  the  as- 
sessment They  are  ascertained  only  by  evi- 
dence outside  of  the  assessment  Itself,  and 
in  such  a  case  the  assessment  Is  not  felo  de 
se,  but,  if  defective^  Is  to  be  remedied  npon  an 
appeal. 

The  statute  does  not  specify  the  depth  to 
which  the  lands  fronting  on  the  work  shall 
be  assessed,  or  the  shape  or  boundaries  of 
such  lots;  Its  language  being  that  the  expense 
shall  be  assessed  upon  the  lots  and  lands 
fronting  thereon,  "each  lot"  being  separately 
assessed  "in  proportion  to  Its  frontage^"  The 
basis  of  the  assessment  is  tibe  frontage  upon 
the  work,  and  the  frontage  of  each  lot  deter- 
mines the  amount  of  the  assessment  against 
that  lot  irrespective  of  Its  shape,  size,  or 
depth.  There  is  no  requirement  that  the  lots 
to  be  assessed  shall  be  rectangular  with  the 
street  on  which  they  front,  nor  can  this  di- 
rection for  the  assessment  Impair  the  owner's 
right  to  dispose  of  his  lands  as  he  may  desire. 
If  the  superintendent  does  not  properly  delin- 
eate an  owner's  lot  npon  the  diagram,  or  In- 
cludes with  it  property  which  should  be  In- 
cluded In  another  lot,  his  act  can  be  correct- 
ed on  an  appeal  to  the  supervisors;  but  an 
owner  cannot  be  said  to  be  "aggrieved"  mere- 
ly because  the  superintendent  while  correct- 
ly giving  the  frontage  of  his  lot  and  assessing 
the  proper  amount  thereto,  has  incorrectly  de- 
lineated its  interior  lines,  since  the  amount 
of  the  assessment  is  In  no  wise  affected  there- 
by. 

In  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  lien 
of  a  street  assessment  the  plaintiff  must  de- 
scribe the  land  with  sufficient  deflniteness  to 
enable  the  purchaser  under  a  decree  for  its 
sale  to  obtain  possession  thereof;  and,  as  the 
description  In  the  assessment  is  by  reference 
to  the  diagram,  it  is  evident  that,  unless  the 
diagram  contains  such  a  delineation  of  the 
lot  that  a  definite  description  thereof  can  be 
embodied  In  the  complaint,  there  can  be  no 
foreclosure  of  the  Hen  of  the  assessment  It 
Is  only  the  lot  assessed  which  is  subject  to 
the  Hen,  and  the  Judgment  directing  the  sale, 
as  well  as  the  complaint  for  its  foreclosure, 
must  be  limited  to  the  description  of  the  lot 
as  found  in  the  assessment  The  complaint 
In  the  present  case  alleges  the  making  of  the 
assessment  and  diagram,  and  the  volume  and 
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patre  In  'wUch  they  are  recorded  In  the  office 
of  tbe  superintendent  ot  streets,  and  then  de- 
Kribes  tbe  lot  of  tbe  defendant  asseBsed 
therecm,  and  wblcb  be  asks  to  have  sold  in 
satisfaction  of  tbe  lien,  aa  commencing  at 
the  northeast  cwner  of  Seventh  and  Channel 
streets,  and,  after  giving  its  several  bounda- 
ries, adds,  as  a  further  description,  "and  is 
the  same  lot  shown  as  lot  No.  3  on  said  as- 
sessment and  diagram."  This  was  a  suffi- 
cient identification  of  the  lot  assessed,  and 
confines  the  particular  description  by  streets 
and  distances  to  those  which  are  delineated 
Tjpon  that  diagram,  as  folly  as  U  they  bad 
been  made  so  by  express  reference.  In  the 
lodgment,  however,  which  was  entered  in  the 
action,  the  description  of  tbe  property  which 
is  ordered  to  be  sold  In  satisfaction  of  the 
lien  Is  given  as  a  lot  commencing  at  the 
northeast  comw  of  Seventh  and  Channel 
streets,  with  the  same  boundaries  and  dis- 
tances as  are  given  in  the  complaint,  but  there 
is  no  reference  to  the  assessment  or  diagram, 
or  to  any  map  upon  which  those  streets  are 
delineated.  As  one  of  the  main  issues  in  the 
case  was  tbe  proper  location  of  Channel 
street,  and  as  there  was  evidence  before  the 
court  tending  to  show  that  Channel  street  on 
tbe  official  map  of  the  city  is  not  located  as  it 
is  delineated  upon  the  diagram,  and  as  it  was 
also  shown  that  the  land  at  the  northeast  cor- 
n»  of  Seventh  street  and  the  line  of  Chan- 
nel street,  as  contended  for  by  the  appelhint, 
is  owned  by  him,  tbe  court.  In  its  Judgment, 
should  have  given  such  a  description  of  the 
lot  to  be  sold  as  would  identify  it  with  the 
lot  assessed,  and  thus  prevent  any  controver- 
sy between  the  purchaser  under  the  Judg- 
ment and  the  appellant  regarding  the  prop- 
erty purchased. 

The  action  is  properly  brought  In  the  name 
of  &e  plaintiff.  Buckman  had  assigned  the 
assessment  to  him,  and  In  express  tei-ms  iiad 
anthorized  him  to  "demand,  sue  for,  settle, 
and  comtH-omise  tbe  same,  as  in  his  Judgment 
may  be  best."  This  authority  was  not  made 
nugatory  by  reason  of  the  assignment  having 
been  made  to  secure  an  obligation  from  Buck- 
man  to  Mrs.  Doriand.  It  was  in  the  nature 
of  a  power  of  sale  in  a  deed  of  trust,  and 
could  be  exercised  by  the  grantee  of  the  pow- 
er. See  Works  v.  Merltt  (Cal.)  38  Pac.  1109. 
Foley  v.  Bullard,  99  Cal.  516,  33  Pac.  1081. 
has  no  application.  In  that  case  Lang  and 
Buggies^  to  whom  the  ownas  of  the  assess- 
ment had  assigned  it  as  security  for  their  in- 
debtedness, bad  reassigned  it  to  one  of  the 
ownos,  and  it  was  held  that  by  this  reassign- 
ment their  lien  was  terminated. 

Otber  xwinte  presented  in  the  appellant's 
brief  do  not  require  any  special  consideration. 
The  statute  required  the  person  to  whom  the 
contract  was  awarded  to  enter  into  the  con- 
tract within  10  days  after  the  award.  The 
award  to  Buckman  was  made  November 
17th.  but,  as  the  27th  of  November  was 
Tlianksgiving  day,  he  bad  the  whole  of  the 
next  day  into  which  to  enter  into  the  con- 


tract The  requirement  that  the  superintend- 
ent shall  cause  the  contract  to  be  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  county  recorder  is  an  official 
duty  imposed  upon  that  officer,  but  his  failure 
to  perform  this  duty  does  not  impair  a  valid 
contract  previously  entered  into.  The  statute 
of  1878  (page  231)  Is  Irrelevant  to  the  proceed- 
ings for  the  improvement  of  the  street,  ex- 
cept to  deprive  tbe  owners  of  any  right  of 
protest. 

The  superior  court  Is  directed  to  modify  the 
Judgment  by  changing  the  descripticHi  of  the 
land  therein  directed  to  be  sold  in  conformity 
with  this  opinion;  and,  as  so  modified,  tbe 
Judgment  and  order  will  stand  affirmed. 

We  concur:  VAN  PLBBT,  J.;  GAEOUTTE, 
J. 


lOB  Cal.  i'"\ 
WILLIAMS  et  aL  v.  BEKGIN.  (No.  15,689.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oalifomia.    July  18,  1895.) 

Street  Impuovements — Assessments — Appeal  to 

Supervisors — Notice  op  Appbal— 

Sdppiciesci. 

1.  St.  1885,  p.  156  (street-Improvement  act), 
provides  that,  in  case  of  appeal  to  the  board  of 
supervisors  from  any  act  of  the  superintendent 
of  streets,  "notice  of  the  time  and  place  of 
hearing,  briefly  referring  to  the  *  *  •  acts, 
determinations  or  proceedings  objected  to  or 
complained  of,  shall  be  published  for  five  days." 
Meld,  that  such  notice  must  inclnde  all  persons 
affected  by  the  appeal,  and  that  a  notice  iixing 
the  time  and  place  of  hearing,  and  reciting 
only  that  "all  appellants"  are  required  to  ap- 
pear, was  insufficient  to  give  the  board  jurisdic- 
tion. 

2.  A  direction  by  the  board  of  supervisors 
that  a  resolution,  which  does  not  contain  the 
essentials  of  a  statutory  notice  of  appeal  from 
the  action  of  the  superintendent  of  streets, 
shall  be  published  "as  and  for  the  notice  re- 
qnired  by  law,"  does  not  render  it  sufficient  as 
such  statutory  notice. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  James  M. 
Troutt,  Judge. 

Action  by  one  Williams  and  others  against 
one  Bergln  to  recover  ux)on  a  street  assess- 
ment wlilch  had  been  increased  by  the  super- 
intendent of  streets,  tmder  direction  of  the 
board  of  supervisors,  upon  appeal  by  plain- 
tiffs from  the  former  assessment.  Judgment 
for  plaintiffs,  and  defendant  appeals.  Re- 
versed. 

T.  I.  Bergln,  for  appellant  J.  C.  Bates,  for 
respondents. 

HARRISON,  J.  Action  upon  a  street  as- 
sessment After  the  work  had  been  com- 
pleted to  the  satisfaction  of  the  superintend- 
ent of  streets,  that  officer  made  an  assessment 
therefor  May  6,  1892,  by  which  the  land  de- 
scril)ed  in  the  complaint  was  assessed  in  the 
sum  of  $614.30.  Within  30  days  thereafter, 
viz.  May  14tl),  the  conti'actors  to  whom  the 
assessment  was  issued,  deeming  that  they 
were  entitled  to  receive  a  larger  sum,  appeal- 
ed therefrom  by  filing  In  the  office  of  the 
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clerk  of  the  board  of  sapervisors  a  notice  of 
their  appeal,  In  which  their  objections  were 
stated  in  writing;  and  the  board  of  super- 
Tlsors  fixed  Monday  evening,  June  6th,  as  the 
time  for  bearing  the  appeal,  at  which  time 
they  passed  a  resolution  setting  aside  the  as- 
sessment, and  directing  the  superintendent  of 
streets  to  make  and  Issue  a  new  assessment 
in  accordance  with  the  claim  of  the  contract- 
ors. The  present  action  Is  brought  upon  the 
assessment  made  under  this  direction  of  the 
board  of  supervlsora. 

Section  11  of  the  street-improvement  act  (St 
1885,  p.  166),  after  providing  for  an  appeal 
from  any  act  of  the  superintendent,  declares: 
"Notice  of  the  time  and  place  of  the  hearing, 
briefly  referring  to  the  work  contracted  to  be 
done,  or  other  subject  of  appeal,  and  to  the 
acts,  determinations  or  proceedings  objected 
to  or  complained  of,  shall  be  published  for 
five  days."  In  the  present  case  the  board  of 
supervisors  fixed  the  time  and  place  for  bear- 
ing the  appeal  by  the  following  resolution: 
"Resolved,  that  Monday  evening,  June  6, 
1892,  at  8  o'clock  p.  m.,  be  fixed  as  the  time 
for  hearing  said  appeal  by  this  board.  In  their 
chamber  at  the  new  city  hall,  at  which  time 
and  place  all  appellants  are  required  to  ap- 
pear, when  they  will  be  heard  In  relation  to 
said  appeals.  And  the  clerk  is  hereby  direct- 
ed to  publish  this  resolution  In  the  San  Fran- 
cisco Daily  Report  newspaper  for  five  days, 
as  and  for  the  notice  required  by  law."  This 
resolution  was  published  as  therein  directed, 
and  was  the  only  notice  of  the  bearing  of  the 
appeal  authorized  or  given  by  the  board  of 
supervisors.  The  act  of  the  superintendent 
in  making  the  assessment  is  in  the  nature  of 
a  Judgment  by  a  tribunal  of  special  and  lim- 
ited Jurisdiction.  After  its  Judgment  has  once 
been  exercised,  its  power  is  exhausted,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  statutory  authority  for  its  re- 
vision, cannot  be  changed.  By  the  original 
assessment  the  land  of  the  owner  is  charged 
with  a  lien  of  a  specified  amount,  and,  if  the 
amount  of  this  lien  is  to  be  Increased,  it  Is  es- 
sential that  the  owner  shall  have  notice  there- 
of, and  have  an  opportunity  to  be  heard  tha:e- 
on.  This  notice  Is  in  the  nature  of  process  by 
which  the  board  of  supervisors  may  acquire 
Jurisdiction  to  act  upon  the  appeal  and 
change  the  assessment.  It  Is  the  only  means 
which  the  law  has  provided  to  warn  the  own- 
er of  the  intended  Increase  of  the  lien  upon 
bis  property,  and  must  be  followed  in  order 
to  effect  such  Increase.  Cruger  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  12  N.  y.  201;  Scammon  v.  Chicago,  40 
111.  140.  The  mode  which  the  statute  pre- 
scribes for  a  revision  of  the  assessment  is 
the  measure  of  the  power,  and,  unless  that 
mode  is  followed,  any  attempted  revision  will 
be  nugatory.  Where  a  statute  prescribes  the 
mode  of  acquiring  Jurisdiction,  the  mode  must 
be  complied  with,  or  the  proceedings  will  be 
a  nullity.  In  Durant  v.  Jersey  City,  25  N.  J. 
I^w,  309,  under  a  provision  in  the  charter  of 
Jersey  City  requiring  notice  to  be  given,  in 
terms  similar  to  those  of  the  statute  under 


consideration,  the  notice  specified  Qurt  the 
council  would  hear  any  objections  that  might 
be  presented  "in  writing."  It  was  held  that 
by  reason  of  this  departure  from  the  direction 
of  the  charter  the  council  did  not  acquire  Ju- 
risdiction to  pass  the  ordinance,  saying:  "It 
may  be  that  this  departure  from  the  direction 
of  the  charter  was  not  calculated  seriously  to 
interfere  with  the  rights  of  the  property  hold- 
ers whose  lands  were  to  be  taken;  yet,  in 
point  of  fact,  the  power  delegated  to  the  com- 
mon council  was  not  strictly  pursued  in  this 
particular,  and  their  Jurisdiction  to  pass  the 
ordinance  therefore  falls."  In  City  of  Low- 
ell V.  Went  worth,  6  Cush.  222,  the  ofllcer  was 
required,  before  making  an  assessment,  to 
give  to  each  person  liable  to  be  assessed  a 
notice  in  writing,  appointing  in  the  notice  a 
time  and  place  in  which  all  persons  interested 
might  appear  and  be  heard  in  relation  to  the 
assessment  Instead  of  so  doing,  he  notified 
some  of  the  persons  interested  to  appear  at 
one  time  and  place,  and  others  at  a  different 
time.  This  was  held  to  I>e  such  an  omissioa 
to  comply  with  the  ordinance  as  to  render  the 
assessment  void.  Notice,  when  required  by 
a  statute.  Is  not  the  equivalent  of  knowledge, 
and  the  supervisors  gain  Jurisdiction  to  act 
upon  the  appeal  only  by  giving  the  notice  that 
the  statute  requires,  and  In  the  mannar  that 
is  required,  and  not  by  the  fact  that  the  i>ar- 
ties  interested  may  have  knowledge  of  their 
intended  action.  The  term  "notice"  of  itself 
imports  that  the  information  given  thereby 
comes  from  an  authentic  source,  and  is  to  be 
directed  to  some  one  who  is  to  act  or  refrain 
from  acting  in  consequence  of  the  Information 
contained  in  the  notice.  See  Fry  ▼.  Bennett, 
7  Abb.  Prac.  355;  Minard  t.  Douglas  Co.,  9 
Or.  210.  A  notice  which,  by  its  terms,  is  di- 
rected to  A.,  is  ineffectual  as  a  notice  to  B., 
even  though  it  is  delivered  to  B.,  and  he  is 
thereby  Informed  of  its  contents. 

In  the  absence  of  any  provlslCHt  in  the  stat- 
ute for  the  mode  of  giving  the  notice.  It  would 
>e  necessary  that  every  person  who  might  be 
affected  by  the  appeal  should  receive  personal 
notice  of  the  matter  appealed  from,  as  well 
as  of  the  time  and  place  fixed  for  hearing  the 
same.  The  prorision  that  the  notice  shall  be 
given  by  publication  for  five  days  merely 
changes  the  mode  of  giving  the  notice,  but 
does  not  cliange  the  character  of  the  notice  to 
be  given.  The  publication  of  the  notice  takes 
the  place  of  personal  notice,  but  can  have  no 
greater  effect  as  a  notice  than  would  a  sim- 
ilar one  if  personally  delivered  to  him  who  is 
to  receive  it.  In  either  case  It  must  indicate 
the  person  who  is  to  be  notified,  as  well  as 
the  matter  of  which  notice  Is  given;  the  ob- 
ject of  giving  the  notice  being  to  enable  those 
to  whom  It  Is  to  be  given  to  be  heard  upon 
the  appeal.  "It  must  be  very  plain  language 
which  will  Justify  the  court  In  holding  tliat 
the  legislature  meant  to  substitute,  by  way  of 
a  published  advertisement,  anything  less  ex- 
plicit than  would  be  required  in  a  written  no- 
tice, actually  delivered  to  the  person  whose 
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property  wag  meant  to  be  affected."  Peters 
T.  City  of  Newark,  31  N.  J.  Law,  384.  The 
only  "notice"  that  was  given  In  the  present 
case  Is  that  contained  In  the  resolution  afore- 
said, and  the  only  portion  of  this  resolution 
that  has  any  of  the  qualities  of  a  notice  la 
contained  In  the  clause,  "all  appellants  are 
required  to  appear,  when  they  will  be  heard 
in  relation  to  said  appeals."  All  else  Is  only 
the  fixing  the  time  and  place  for  hearing  the 
appeal,  and  directing  the  clerk  to  publish  the 
resolution.  Although  the  statute  merely  de- 
clares the  manner  in  which  the  notice  shall 
be  given,  and  does  not  Indicate  the  persons 
who  are  to  be  notified,  yet  it  is  a  rule  of  uni- 
rersal  application.  In  all  proceedings  by  which 
a  person's  property  is  to  be  taken  or  to  be 
charged  with  a  burden,  that  he  shall  have  no- 
tice of  the  proceedings;  and  the  notice  which 
is  here  required  to  be  given  necessarily  in- 
cludes every  one  who  Is  to  be  affected  by  the 
appeal.  A  notice  which  by  Its  terms  is  limit- 
ed to  a  portion  of  those  who  may  be  so  affect- 
ed cannot  be  held  to  extend  to  others  who 
may  be  also  Interested  In  the  appeal,  and  Is 
not  a  compliance  with  the  statute.  The  di- 
rection to  the  clerk  to  publish  the  resolution 
"as  and  for  the  notice  required  by  law"  can 
have  no  effect  to  enlarge  the  notice  which 
was  actually  published,  or  to  change  its  char- 
acter from  the  terms  in  which  It  is  expressed. 
The  direction  in  this  clause  limited  the  notice 
to  the  appellants,  and  cannot  be  construed  as 
a  notice  to  all  persons  Interested  in  the  sub- 
ject-matter of  the  appeal.  It  was  an  ex- 
press notice  to  the  appellants  alone,  and  by 
Its  terms  Implied  that  they  only  would  be 
beard;  and  it  must  be  construed  as  a  notice 
only  to  them.  By  reason  of  its  limitation  to 
the  "appellants,"  it  failed  to  be  a  notice  to 
the  defendant,  and  the  supervisors  acquired 
no  Jurisdiction  to  act  upon  the  appeal.  The 
effect  of  the  appeal  was  to  suspend  all  ac- 
tion for  the  collection  of  the  assessment  until 
after  its  determination  (People  v,  O'Nell,  51 
CaL  91;  Mahoney  v.  Braverman,  64  (3al.  570); 
and  until  the  confirmation  of  the  assessment 
by  the  board  of  supervisors,  or  the  making 
of  a  new  one  under  its  direction,  the  contract- 
ors bad  no  right  of  action  against  the  owner. 
It  follows  that  the  assessment  sued  upon  was 
made  without  authority.  The  Judgment  and 
order  are  reversed. 


We  concur: 
TE,  J. 


VAN  FLEET,  J.;    GAROUT- 
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FREEMAN  et  al.  v.  BELLEGARDE  et  al. 

(No.  15,606.) 
(Supreme  0>art  of  California.  July  18,  1805.) 
BOI'SDABIKB  — Tbbead  ov  Stbkah— Sroke  Line. 
1.  A  description  in  a  mortgage  extending 
the  boundary  line  of  the  mortgaged  land  from  a 
friven  point,  by  certain  courses  and  distniices, 
"to  the  mouth  of  a  certain  creek,  and  "tlienc*; 
ascending  said  creek"  by  certain  courses  and  dis- 
tancea,  made  the  thread  of  the  creek  the  boun- 
v.41i'.no.8— 19 


dary  line,  regardless  of  the  last-named  courses 
and  distances,  even  though  the  creek  was  a  tidal 
stream,  the  grantor  having  title  to  its  bed. 

2.  A  deed  conveying  land  bordering  on  a 
stream,  and  defining  its  bonndaries  as  "com- 
mendi^  at  the  intersection"  of  a  certain  ditch 
"with  tne  shore  line,"  and  extending  by  courses 
and  distances  named  to  the  "S.  shore"  of  the 
same  stream,  "thence  along  said  shore  as  it 
winds  and  turns,  to  commencement,"  made  the 
shore  Une  the  boundary,  and  did  not  convey  the 
land  lying  between  the  low-water  mark  and  the 
thread  of  the  stream. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  C.  B.  Heb- 
bard.  Judge. 

Action  by  Freeman  and  others  against  Bel- 
legarde  and  others  to  quiet  title  to  lands  ly- 
ing between  the  shore  line  and  thread  of  a 
stream.  From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiffs,  and 
an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  defendants  ap- 
peal. Reversed  as  to  part  of  the  defendants, 
and  affirmed  as  to  others. 

Freeman  &  Bates,  for  appellants.  Warren 
Ohiey,  Harding  &  Forbes,  Grant  &  Cushing. 
and  Charles  F.  Hanlon,  for  respondents. 

HARRISON,  J.  Action  to  quiet  title  to 
certain  lands  in  San  Francisco.  The  lands 
described  In  the  complaint  are  a  portion  of 
the  Bemal  Rancho,  and  the  controverted 
question  in  the  action  is  the  title  of  the 
plaintiffs  to  that  portion  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint  which  lies  between 
the  south  shore  of  Islais  creek  and  the  thread 
of  the  stream.  Islais  creek  empties  into  the 
Bay  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  tidal  waters 
of  the  bay  ebb  and  flow  in  the  creek  for 
some  distance  above  Its  mouth.  At  the  line 
of  the  land  claimed  by  the  plaintiff  nearest 
the  bay  the  creek  is  at  ordinary  high  tides 
300  feet  wide,  and  the  ground  at  that  point 
that  is  covered  and  uncovered  by  the  ebb 
and  flow  of  the  tides  has  a  width  of  150  feet 
between  the  bank  of  the  stream  and  the  line 
of  ordinary  low-water  mark.  At  high  tide 
the  water  nearest  the  bay  is  about  3  feet 
deep,  and  at  a  point  below  the  lands  In 
controversy  there  Is  at  low  tide  no  water 
In  the  creek,  thus  rendering  the  creek  a 
mere  basin  which  is  filled  and  emptied  by 
the  ebb  and  flow  of  the  tide.  The  patent 
for  the  Bemal  Rancho  covers  the  bed  of 
Islais  creek  and  the  land  on  both  banks 
thereof,  and  includes  all  the  lands  described 
in  the  complaint  The  title  of  the  plaintiffs 
to  the  land  in  controversy  Is  derived  through 
the  foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  given  by  the 
Bemals  to  J.  Mora  Moss,  and  a  subsequent 
conveyance  from  the  grantees  of  Moss  to 
John  Hewston,  and  depends  upon  the  con- 
struction to  be  given  to  the  description  in  the 
mortgage  and  sheriff's  deed  thereunder,  and 
to  the  description  in  the  conveyance  from 
Moss'  grantees  to  Hewston.  The  plaintiffs 
had  judgment  in  the  court  below,  and  de- 
fendants have  appealed  therefrom,  and  from 
an  order  denying  a  new  trial. 

1.  The  description  of  the  property  in  the 
mortgage  to  Moss,  so  far  as  the  same  af-  , 
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fectB  the  present  abtlon.  1b  as  follows: 
"•  •  *  Thence  along  margin  of  the  bay 
(giving  four  courses  and  distances)  *  •  • 
11  chains  to  mouth  of  creek;  thence  ascend- 
ing said  creek  (giving  thirteen  courses,  with 
their  distances)  *  •  •  N.  45°,  W.  9  chains, 
50  links,  crossing  the  creek  to  the  end  of  the 
old  wall  on  N.  side  of  marsh,  •  •  »  con- 
taining area  of  1,958  acres,  more  or  less,  ac- 
cording to  a  survey  by  N.  Scholfield,  deputy 
U.  8.  surveyor  general."  This  description  In 
the  mortgage  was  carried  Into  the  sheriff's 
deed  Issued  upon  the  sale  under  the  fore- 
closure, and  the  title  to  the  land  thus  con- 
veyed afterwards  became  vested  In  Ploche 
and  Robinson.  In  Spring  v.  Hewston,  52  Cal. 
442,  the  description  In  this  mortgage  was  be- 
fore the  court,  and  It  was  held  that  the  creek, 
rather  than  the  line  determined  by  the 
courses  and  distances,  was  the  true  bound- 
ary of  the  land  embraced  in  the  mortgage. 
The  call  in  the  mortgage  "to  mouth  of  creek" 
rendered  the  thread  of  the  creek  the  boun- 
dary of  the  land  mortgaged.  In  the  absence 
of  any  qualifying  term,  the  designation  In  a 
conveyance  of  any  physical  object  or  monu- 
ment as  a  boundary  implies  the  middle  or 
central  point  of  such  boundary,  as,  for  ex- 
ample. If  the  boundary  be  a  road  or  highway 
or  a  stream,  the  thread  of  the  road  or  stream 
will  be  Intended;  if  a  rock,  a  heap  of  stones, 
or  a  tree  be  the  boundary,  the  central  point 
of  such  tree  or  rock  or  heap  of  stones  will 
be  Intended.  A  private  grant  Is  to  be  Inter- 
preted In  favor  of  the  grantee,  and.  If  the 
grantor  is  the  owner  of  the  monument  or 
boundary  designated  In  his  grant,  his  convey- 
ance will  be  held  to  extend  to  the  middle 
line  or  central  point  of  such  monument  or 
boundary.  This  rule  Is  not  changed  by  rea- 
son of  the  fact  that  a  stream  which  Is  desig- 
nated as  the  boundary  Is  a  tidal  stream,  if 
the  grantor  of  the  land  is  the  owner  of  the 
bed  of  such  stream.  "When  riparian  estates 
are  conveyed,  the  owner  may  reserve  the 
land  under  water,  but  the  general  presump- 
tion Is  that  the  purchaser's  title  extends  as 
far  as  the  grantor  owns.  In  both  tidal  and 
fresh  waters."  Gould,  Waters,  §  195.  The 
title  to  the  beds  of  tidal  streams  is  ordinarily 
vested  In  the  sovereign,  and  in  such  case  i' 
grant  from  the  sovereign  which  is  bounded 
by  tidal  waters  will  be  construed  to  extend 
only  to  high-water  mark.  Water  Co.  v.  Rich- 
ardson, 70  Cal.  206.  11  Pac.  695.  A  grant 
from  the  sovereign  is  to  be  interpreted  in 
favor  of  the  grantor,  contrary  to  the  rule 
for  Interpreting  grants  between  private  in- 
dividuals; but  if,  as  in  the  present  case,  the 
sovereign  has  parted  with  the  title  to  the 
land  beneath  the  stream,  a  grant  of  the 
riparian  tidal  lands  by  the  owner  must  re- 
ceive the  same  construction  as  a  grant  by 
him  of  any  other  riparian  lands.  It  Is  un- 
necessary to  determine  whether  the  provis- 
ions of  section  830,  Civ.  Code,  and  of  section 
2077,  Code  Civ.  Proc,  were  intended  to 
change   the  rules  of  construction  then  ex- 


isting. Inasmuch  as  the  mortgage  to  Moss, 
and  the  conveyances  by  which  the  lands  In 
question  became  vested  In  Pioche  and  Robin- 
son, were  executed  prior  to  the  enactment  of 
the  Codes.  The  further  call  In  the  mortgage 
and  subsequent  conveyances,  "thence  ascend- 
ing said  creek,"  must  prevail  over  the  courses 
and  distances.  The  creek  la  the  boundary  of 
the  land  conveyed,  and  the  courses  and  dis- 
tances, being  only  approximate  estimates  of 
the  direction  and  length  of  the  boundary, 
must  yield  to  the  actual  line  of  the  creek. 
When  a  meandering  stream  Is  a  boundary. 
It  Is  Impracticable  for  a  surveyor  to  fix  monu- 
ments in  the  channel  of  the  water,  or  to 
define  the  actual  line  of  Its  windings  and 
courses;  and  In  attempting  to  define  Its 
banks  It  would  be  impossible  for  two  sur- 
veyors to  give  the  courses  and  lengths  of 
Its  several  meanders  alike.  Yates  v.  Van  De 
Bogert,  36  N.  Y.  526;  Ang.  Water  Courses,  JS 
29,  30;  MIddleton  v.  Pritchard,  3  Scam.  510; 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Schurmelr,  7  WalL  272. 
This  construction  Is  not  overcome  by  the  fact 
that,  after  "ascending  the  creek"  for  several 
courses,  the  next  coui-se  Is  given  as  "crossing 
the  creek  to  the  end  of  the  old  wall."  This 
call  Is  not  Inconsistent  with  holding  that  the 
previous  call,  "ascending  the  creek,"  follows 
the  thread  of  the  stream,  but  merdy  shows 
that  In  going  from  that  point  the  next  course 
Is  in  a  direction  which  crosses  the  creek 
from  the  thread  of  the  stream  towards  the 
end  of  the  walL  Nor  Is  the  construction  to 
be  given  to  these  calls  In  the  mortgage  quali- 
fied by  the  subsequent  reference  therein  to 
a  survey  by  Scholfield.  The  defendants  of- 
fered In  evidence  a  plat  ot  a  survey  made  by 
Scholfield  and  approved  by  the  United  States 
surveyor  general  September  23,  1853,  and  It 
was  testified  tliat  this  was  a  preliminary 
survey  of  the  Bemal  Rancho,  made  under 
instructions  from  the  land  commission.  A 
comparison  of  this  plat  with  the  description 
In  the  mortgage  shows,  however,  that  this 
cannot  have  been  the  survey  referred  to  In 
the  mortgage.  The  plat  Is  of  the  entire 
rancho,  containing  4,341  acres,  and  has  upon 
its  face  several  subdivisions,  no  one  cf  which 
corresponds  with  the  tract  of  1,058  acres 
which  Is  described  In  the  mortgage.  The 
plat,  however,  contains  upwards  of  100 
courses,— more  than  double  the  number  In 
the  mortgage,— and  only  11  of  these  courses 
are  the  same  as  those  in  the  mortgage. 

2.  Pioche  and  Robinson  conveyed  Decem- 
ber 6,  18U6,  to  John  Hewston,  a  tract  of  land 
"commencing  at  the  Intersection  of  a  ditch 
(dividing  laud  of  Haley  and  O'Neill)  with  the 
shore  line,  and  running  thence  along  said 
ditch  •  •  •  to  E.  line  of  15th  avenue; 
thence  along  the  easterly  line  of  said  15th 
avenue,  N.  45°  15',  W.  2  chains  60  links,  to 
S.  shore  of  Islais  creek;  thence  along  said 
shore,  as  It  winds  and  turns,  to  commence- 
ment." Whatever  title  passed  by  this  deed 
was  vested  In  the  plaintiffs  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action.    By  virtue  of  conveyances 
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Bttlweqnently  executed  by  Plocbe  and  Bob- 
Inson,  tbe  defendants  Lnty  and  Thomas 
claimed  title  to  the  land,  "commencing  at  a 
point  vhere  the  northwesterly  line  of  Fourth 
avenne  intersects  the  southerly  shore  of  Islais 
creelE,  and  ronning  thence  in  a  northwesterly 
direction  along  the  northeasterly  line  of  said 
Fourth  avenue,  extended  to  the  center  of 
Islals  creek;  and  thence  ascending  said  Is- 
lals  creels  along  the  center  line  thereof 
to  the  ncH-theasterly  line  of  Fifteenth  avenue, 
if  extended  in  a  northwesterly  direction,  as 
said  av«iue  is  delineated  on  said  map;  and 
thence  In  a  southeasterly  direction,  and  along 
the  northeasterly  line  of  Fifteenth  avenue,  if 
extended  as  aforesaid  to  the  southerly  shore 
of  lalals  creek;  and  thence  in  a  northeaster- 
ly direction  along  said  southerly  shore,  as  It 
winds  and  turns,  to  the  point  of  commence- 
m^iL"  With  reference  to  their  title  to  this 
land  the  court  finds  "that  the  lands  described 
in  the  conveyance  to  Hewston  include  all  the 
property  described  In  plaintlfFs'  complaint, 
unless  such  deed  is  to  be  construed  as  includ- 
ing no  part  of  the  lands  covered  by  the  wa- 
ters of  Islais  creek.  In  which  event  the  said 
deed  includes  all  the  lands  described  In 
plaintiffs'  complaint,  except  that  lying  In 
Islais  creek";  and  "if  Floche  and  Robinson 
retained  any  title  to  any  part  of  the  lands 
described  In  plaintiffs'  complaint,  after  the 
making  of  the  conveyances  hereinbefore  set 
out,  then  such  title  thereafter,  and  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  became 
vested  in  the  defendants  Thomas  and  Luty 
as  to  the  lands  described  in  their  answer." 
The  conclusion  of  law  that  "the  plaintiffs  are 
the  owners  of  all  the  real  property  described 
in  their  complaint"  must  be  regarded  as  a 
finding  that  Ploche  and  Robinson  did  not  re- 
tain any  title  to  any  portion  of  the  lands  de- 
scribed in  the  complaint.  The  term  "shore," 
in  its  ordinary  use,  signifies  the  land  that  is 
periodically  covered  and  uncovered  by  the 
tide,  but  it  is  sometimes  applied  to  a  river 
or  pond,  as  synonymous  with  bank.  In  the 
absence  of  any  qualification,  a  grant  bound- 
ed by  the  "shore"  of  a  river,  when  the 
grantor  Is  the  owner  of  the  river,  conveys  the 
land  up  to  the  lowest  point  of  the  shore  at 
any  time.  In  order  that  the  grantee  may  at 
all  times  have  access  to  the  stream  by  which 
the  land  Is  t>ounded.  It  Is  competent,  how- 
ever, for  the  grantor  to  so  designate  the  line 
on  the  shore  which  shall  constitute  the  bound- 
ary that  there  shall  be  no  uncertainty  in  its 
location,  and  in  such  case  the  line  of  high 
or  low  water  mark  would  be  immaterial  In 
detttmlning  the  extent  of  the  grant  In  the 
present  case  the  starting  point  of  the  de- 
MripUon  in  the  grant  to  Hewston  Is  "the 
intersection  of  the  ditch  with  the  shore  line." 
This  starting  point  may  be  susceptible  of 
exact  location,  and  from  some  of  the  evi- 
dence offered  at  the  trial  It  would  appear 
capable  of  ascertainment,  although  the  court 
does  not  find  Its  location.  The  only  land  of 
which  slalntiffs  hare  title  is  that  embraced 


within  a  line  drawn  from  this  starting  point, 
around  the  various  courses,  to  the  "south 
shore  of  Islais  creek."  and  "thence  along 
said  shore,  as  It  winds  and  turns,  to  com- 
mencement." The  point  in  the  "south  shore," 
from  which  the  last  course  is  to  be  drawn, 
must  be  the  same  point  in  the  shore  as  is 
the  starting  point;  that  is,  at  whatever  point 
between  high  and  low  water  mark  was  the 
intersection  of  the  ditch  with  the  shore  line, 
there  must  be  the  point  In  the  "shore  line" 
to  which  the  course  along  the  easterly  line 
of  Fifteenth  avenue  is  to  be  extended.  The 
term  "shore"  must  be  construed  with  the 
same  meaning  wherever  It  is  used  in  the 
same  conveyance,  and  Its  definite  location 
in  the  first  course  requires  the  same  location 
In  the  last  This  is  a  fixed  boundary  or 
monument  to  which  the  distance  "two  chains, 
sixty  links,"  must  yield.  Whatever  land  lies 
between  this  boundary  and  thSe  center  of  the 
creek  is  vested  In  the  defendants  Thomas 
and  Luty,  and  the  finding  of  the  court  that 
the  plaintiffs  were  the  owners  of  this  portion 
of  the  demanded  premises  was  erroneous. 

3.  The  defendants  other  than  Thomas  and 
Luty  claim  title  under  Harvey  S.  Brown  to 
certain  lots  in  gift  map  No.  4,  upon  the  theory 
that  the  Moss  mortgage  did  not  Include  any 
part  of  the  bed  of  Islais  creek.  As  Brown 
had  conveyed  to  Moss  all  the  lands  described 
in  the  mortgage  before  be  made  the  convey- 
ance under  which  these  defendants  claim.  It 
is  evident  that  the  plaintiffs'  title,  derived 
from  Moss,  is  superior  to  theirs. 

The  Judgment  and  order  denying  a  new 
trial  are  reversed  as  to  the  appellants  Thom- 
as and  Luty.  As  to  the  other  appellants  tbcy 
are  alfirmed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTB.X;  VAN  FLEET, 
J.;   McFARLAND,  J.;   HENSHAW,  J. 
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CITT  OF  SAN  DIEGO  v.  LINDA  VISTA 

IRRIGATION  DIST.  et  al.  (No.  19,485.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  July  19,  1895.) 
Assessment  fok  Ihrioatiok  Pukposbs— Exemp- 
tion OF  City  Lands. 
An  assessment,  for  purposes  of  irrigation, 
against  the  pueblo  lands  of  a  city,  which  are 
vacant  unoccupied,  and,  when  irrigated,  sus- 
ceptible of  cultivation,  by  an  irrigation  district, 
under  Act  March  7,  1887,  an  act  providing  for 
the  organization  and  government  of  irrigation 
districts,  is  not  a  tax,  within  Const  art.  13,  §  1, 
which  exempts  property  belonging  to  municipal 
corporations  from  taxation,  and  such  an  assess- 
ment is  valid. 

.  Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; B.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  city  of  San  Diego  against 
the  Linda  Vista  Irrigation  District  and  oth- 
ers to  quiet  title.  From  a  judgment  for 
plaintiff,    defendants   appeal.    Reversed. 

Gibson  &  Titus,  for  appellants.  William 
H.  Fuller  and  Clarence  L.  Barber,  for  re- 
spondent ^^ 
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HAYNES,  C.  The  dty  of  San  DJego 
brought  this  action  against  said  Irrigation 
district,  and  Its  directors  and  i^cers,  to 
quiet  its  title  to  several  parcels  of  land,  con- 
taining in  all  nearly  3,000  acres.  The  de- 
fendants answered  the  complaint,  alleging 
Its  organization  under  the  act  of  March  7, 
1887,  "to  provide  for  the  organization  and 
government  of  Irrigation  districts,"  etc.  (St. 
1887,  p.  20),  and  the  acts  amendatory  there- 
of. The  district  was  organized  August  24, 
1891,  and  in  1892  it  made  an  assessment  upon 
all  the  lands  In  said  district,  including  those 
of  the  plaintiff,  described  In  the  complaint, 
and,  plaintiff  having  failed  to  pay  the  as- 
sessment so  made  upon  Its  said  lands,  the 
same  were  sold,  on  February  23,  1893,  to 
the  said  Irrigation  district  These  lands 
were  described  In  the  complaint  as  pueblo 
lands  of  the  said  city;  and  the  answer  al- 
leged "that  said  real  property,  consisting  of 
lands  owned  by  said  plaintiff,  was  acquired 
by  It  as  pueblo  lands,  and  held  as  such 
until  the  sale  thereof,  as  hereinafter  stated, 
and  that  said  lands  now  are,  and  at  all  the 
times  herein  referred  to  were,  dry,  vacant, 
unoccupied,  and  uncultivated  agricultural 
lands,  susceptible  to  cultivation  by  Irrigation, 
and  would  be  largely  benefited  by  Irriga- 
tion; that  they  could  not  and  cannot  oe 
profitably  cultivated  without  Irrigation,  and 
are  practically  valueless  for  any  other  uses 
than  agricultura,l  and  horticultural."  Plain- 
tiff demurred  to  defendants'  answer.  The 
demurrer  was  sustained,  and,  defendants  de- 
clining to  amend,  Judgment  went  against 
them,  and  they  appeal  therefrom. 

The  question  to  be  determined  Is  whether 
such  lands  as  are  described  above,  situated 
within  an  Irrigation  district,  are  esempt 
from  assessment  by  such  district,  because 
they  are  owned  and  held  by  a  municipal  cor- 
poration. Respondent  contends  that  said  as- 
sessment is  a  tax,  and  that  these  lands  are 
exempt  from  taxation,  under  section  1  of 
article  13  of  the  constitution,  which  reads 
as  follows:  "All  property  In  the  state, 
not  exempt  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  shall  be  taxed  In  prc^wrtlon  to  its 
value,  to  be  ascertained  as  provided  by  law. 
The  word  "property,*  as  used  In  this  article 
and  section,  Is  hereby  declared  to  Include 
moneys,  credits,  bonds,  stocks,  dues,  fran- 
chises, and  all  other  matters  and  things, 
real,  personal  and  mixed,  capable  of  private 
ownership;  provided,  that  growing  crops, 
property  used  exclusively  for  public  schools, 
and  such  as  may  belong  to  the  United  States, 
this  state,  or  to  any  county  or  municipal 
corporation  within  this  state,  shall  be  ex- 
empt from  taxation.  •  »  * "  Section  3007 
of  the  Political  Code  repeats  the  above  ex- 
emption; but  we  are  not  referred  to  any 
other  statutory  provision  exempting  prop- 
erty from  taxation.  But  the  assessment  to 
satisfy  which  the  lands  In  question  were 
sold  is  not  a  tax.  within  the  meaning  of  said 
provision  of  the  constitution.   The  act  un- 


der which  the  Linda  Vista  District  vnm  fm. 
ganlzed  authorizes  the  formation  of  districts 
where  the  lands  of  the  different  owners  are 
"susceptible  of  one  mode  of  Irrigation  from 
a  common  source,  and  by  the  same  system 
of  works."  The  district,  when  tormei.  Is  a 
local  organization,  to  secure  a  local  benefit, 
to  be  derived  from  the  Irrigation  of  lands 
from  the  same  source  of  water  supply,  and 
by  the  same  system  of  works.  It  is,  there- 
fore, a  charge  ni>on  lands  benefited,  or  ca- 
pable of  being  benefited,  by  a  single  local 
work  or  Improvement,  and  from  which  the 
state,  or  the  public  at  large,  derives  no  di- 
rect benefit,  but  only  that  reflex  benefit  which 
all  local  Improvements  confer.  In  Taylor  v. 
Palmer,  31  Cal.  241,  255,  the  court  defined 
the  term  "assessment,"  as  distinguished 
from  "taxation,"  thus:  "It  Is  not  a  power 
to  tax  all  the  property  within  the  corpora- 
tion for  general  purposes,  but  the  power 
to  tax  specific  property  for  a  specific  pur- 
pose. It  Is  not  a  power  to  tax  property  gen- 
erally, founded  upon  the  ben^ts  supposed 
to  be  derived  from  the  organization  ot  a 
government  for  the  protection  of  life,  lib- 
erty, and  property,  but  a  power  to  tax  spe- 
cific property  founded  upon  the  benefits  sup- 
posed to  be  derived  by  the  property  Itself 
from  the  expenditure  of  the  tax  in  Its  im- 
mediate vicinity."  In  Emery  t.  Gas  Co,, 
28  Cal.  346,  3C7,  the  court  spoke  of  "the  long 
and  well  established  meaning  of  the  words 
'taxes'  and  'assessments,'  as  used  in  the 
statutes  and  in  the  ordinary  language  of  the 
several  states,  to  Indicate  different  dasses  of 
public  burdens,— the  one  Imposed  for  gen- 
eral revenue  for  the  purposes  of  the  ordinary 
expenses  of  the  state,  county,  and  town  gov- 
ernments, and  the  other  to  raise  a  special 
fund  to  defray  the  expenses  of  public  im- 
provements, mainly  locally  beneficial."  See, 
also,  Doyle  v.  Austin,  47  Cal.  353,  ^8.  It 
cannot  be  doubted,  In  view  of  the  well- 
recognized  distinction  between  a  tax  and  an 
assessment,  not  only  In  common  parlance, 
but  In  repeated  decisions  of  this  court  prior 
to  the  adoption  of  the  constitution  of  1879, 
that  If  It  had  been  Intended  to  restrict  the 
power  of  the  legislature  In  regard  to  assess- 
ments for  local  purposes,  or  that  the  pro- 
viso contained  In  section  1  of  article  13 
should  extend  to  assessments  as  well  as  taxa- 
tion, apt  words  to  express  such  intention 
woidd  have  been  used.  If  this  be  true,  it 
follows  that  there  Is  at  least  no  express  ex- 
emption of  any  property  from  local  assess- 
ments, while  tiie  act  under  which  said  Irri- 
gation district  was  organized  provides  for 
an  annual  assessment  upon  the  real  proi>- 
erty  of  the  district;  "and  all  the  real  proi>- 
erty  In  the  district  shall  be  and  remain  lia- 
ble to  be  assessed  for  such  payments,  as 
hereinafter  provided."  St  1887.  p.  37,  {  17. 
In  Cooley,  Tax'n  (2d  Ed.)  p.  6.50,  In  speak- 
ing of  property  subject  to  assessment  the 
learned  author  says:  "It  has  been  shown  in 
another   place  that,   while   these  local  as- 
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sessmentB  are  laid  under  a  taxing  power, 
they  are  not  taxes  in  the  ordinary  under- 
standing of  that  term,  and  that,  consequent- 
ly, tlie  usual  exemptions  from  taxation  will 
not  preclude  the  property  exempted  being 
subjected  to  them."  And,  at  page  653,  the 
same  author  adds:  "Even  public  property 
is  often  subjected  to  these  special  assess- 
ments; there  being  no  more  reason  to  excuse 
the  public  from  paying  for  such  benefits 
than  there  would  be  to  excuse  from  payment 
when  property  is  taken  under  the  eminent 
domain."  In  Hassan  v.  City  of  Rochester, 
67  N.  Y.  528,  the  state  owned  lands  on  Oak 
street,  and  it  was  held  that  an  assessmen 
for  the  improvement  of  the  street  which 
omitted  said  state  lands  was  Invalid.  Among 
the  exemptions  from  taxation,  under  the 
statutes  of  that  state,  were  enumerated  "all 
lands  belonging  to  the  state  or  the  United 
States."  Thecourt  said:  "The  exemption  thus 
stated  evidently  relates  to  general  county  and 
state  taxes,  and  has  no  reference  to  assess- 
luentij  for  improvememts  made  under  special 
laws  and  of  a  local  character;"  citing  Mayor, 
etc.,  of  Troy  v.  Mutual  Bank.  20  N.  T.  390, 
and  People  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  Brooklyn,  4 
N.  Y.  419.  The  court  further  said:  "The 
collection  and  enforcement  of  assessments 
made  for  local  improvements  has  never 
been  the  subject  of  general  regulation  by 
statute,  and  there  is  no  provision  which  ex- 
empts the  property  of  the  state  from  liabili- 
ty for  such  assessments.  Not  being  excepted 
hy  the  statute  law  of  the  state,  It  is  left  for 
the  legislature,  which  is  vested  with  ampie 
power  for  that  purpose,  to  make  such  enact- 
ments on  the  subject  as  may  be  considered 
needful  and  proper." 

Respondent  suggests  that  to  give  the 
Wright  act,  under  which  the  Linda  Vista 
District  was  organized,  the  literal  interpreta- 
tion contended  for  by  appellants,  would 
make  state  and  United  States  lands,  if  there 
were  such  In  the  district,  liable  to  assess- 
ment, and  authorize  the  sale  of  them  If  the 
assessment  should  not  be  paid.  To  this  It 
may  be  replied  that,  as  to  state  lands,  it 
is  undoubtedly  within  the  power  of  the  legis- 
lature to  subject  them  to  any  just  liability 
of  the  character  In  question;  but  the  legisla- 
ture has  no  such  power  over  the  public  lands 
of  the  United  States. 

It  Is  also  said  that  "the  city  of  San  Diego 
is  not  engaged,  nor  can  it  engage.  In  an 
agrictiltural  enterprise."  Under  subdivision 
iSO  of  section  1  of  its  charter  (St.  1889,  p.  656), 
the  city  is  empowered  to  provide  for  the  saie 
and  conveyance,  or  lease,  of  all  Its  lands 
not  de<llcated  and  reserved  to  public  use. 
The  demurrer  admits  that  the  lands  in  t]uee- 
tion  are  pueblo  lands,  agricultural  in  char- 
acter, and  not  used  for  any  municipal  pur- 
pose. They  may  be  sold,  and  the  proceeds 
paid  into  the  city  treasury,  or  leased  and  an 
Income  derived  therefrom.  In  either  case, 
the  city  would  reap  a  benefit  at  the  expense 
of  the  other  landowners  of  the  irrigation 
Cal.Rep.  41-44  P.— 4 


district,  if  It  be  true  that  the  assessment  in 
question  cannot  be  lawfully  made  and  en- 
forced. These  lands  are  held  and  devoted 
to  the  private  uses  of  the  city,  and  are  not 
Incidental  to  the  performance  of  any  public 
or  municipal  function.  They  derive  an  equal 
benefit  with  all  other  lands  in  the  district 
from  the  expenditures  made  by  the  district, 
and  no  reason  Is  perceived  why  they  should 
be  exempt  from  Its  proportion  of  such  ex- 
penditure. As  we  have  seen,  there  is  no  ex- 
press exemption  covering  this  property,  and 
implied  exemptions  should  not  be  extended 
to  property  which  is  not  held  or  used  for 
municipal  or  governmental  purposes.  In  Es- 
sex Co.  V.  City  of  Salem,  153  Mass.  141,  26  N. 
E.  431.  it  was  said:  "We  are  of  the  opinion 
that,  in  the  absence  of  any  express  exemp- 
tion of  the  property  of  counties  from  taxa- 
tion, an  exemption  can  be  Implied  only  when 
the  property  Is  actually  appropriated  to  pub- 
lic uses."  In  Ames  v.  City  of  San  Diego, 
101  Cal.  390,  35  Pac.  1005,  it  was  held  that 
the  title  of  the  city  to  Its  pueblo  lands  which 
have  not  been  devoted  to  a  specific  public 
use,  and  which  may  be  alienated  by  the 
city,  may  be  lost  by  adverse  possession  for 
the  period  of  time  prescribed  in  the  statute 
of  limitations.  If  the  legislature  may  im- 
power  the  city  to  sell  Its  pueblo  lands,  and 
If  the  title  to  such  lands  may  be  lost  by 
adverse  possession  under  the  statute  of  limi- 
tations, no  reason  Is  perceived  why  the 
legislature  may  not  make  it  liable  for  an 
assessment  which  is  not  Imposed  as  a  bur- 
den, but  as  Its  proportion  of  the  expense  In- 
curred to  secure  a  local  benefit  which.  In 
contemplation  of  law,  equals  or  exceeds  the 
charge  imposed.  The  judgment  appealed 
from  should  be  reversed,  with  directions  to 
overrule  the  demurrer  to  defendants'  an- 
swer. 

We  concur:    SEARLS,  C;  VANCLIBF,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  appeal- 
ed from  Is  reversed,  and  the  court  directed 
to  overrule  the  demurrer  to  defendants'  an- 
swer. 


108  Cal.  197 

STEWART  V.  SEFTON.  (No.  19.470.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  July  20,  1895.) 
Rbmovai.  of  Trees — Mkisubb  of  Damaoes — Eb- 
RONEOC8  Division  Line. 
Under  Code  Civ.  Proe.  S  733,  providing 
that  one  who  removes  trees  from  land  of  anotii- 
er.  withont  lawful  authority,  is  liable  to  the 
owner  in  treUe  damages,  and  Civ.  Code,  g  3346, 
providing  that  the  measure  of  damages  for  the 
wrongful  removal  of  trees  from  land  of  anoth- 
er, except  where  the  trespass  was  committed  un- 
der the  belief  that  the  land  belonged  to  the 
trespasser,  is  three  times  the  compensation  for 
the  actual  detriment,  where  one  of  two  owners 
of  adjoining  tracts  of  land,  the  divisidn  line 
Ijetween  which  was  unascertained,  after  having 
the  line  fixed  by  a  surveyor,  held  the  Iniui  up  to  > 
the  line  adversely,  and  planted  trees  thereon,  <^ 
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with  the  acquiescence  of  the  other  owner,  and 
where,  on  having  another  suryey  made  a  year 
later,  he  learned  that  the  line  was  erroneous, 
and  that  the  trees  were  on  his  neighbor's  land, 
and  thereupon  removed  the  same,  he  was  not  lia- 
ble for  their  removal,  though  the  adjacent  own- 
er protested. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  Julia  V.  Stewart  against  J.  W. 
SeftoD  to  recover  damages  for  tbe  removal  of 
trees  from  land.  From  a  Judgment  for  de- 
fendant, and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial, 
plaintiff  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Sweet,  Sloane  &  Kirby,  for  appellant.  E. 
W.  Brltt,  for  respondent 

VANCLIEF,  C.  It  is  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  on  March  15,  1893,  the  plaintiff 
was  the  owner  and  in  possession  of  the  north- 
west quarter  of  the  southwest  qviarter  of  sec- 
tion 28,  township  16  south,  range  1  west;  on 
which  day,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  thereto, 
there  were  growing  upon  said  land  72  lemon 
trees,  the  property  of  the  plaintiff.  That  on 
said  day  "the  defendant  wrongfully  entered 
upon  said  land,  and  willfully,  knowingly,  and 
maliciously,  with  full  knowledge  of  the  own- 
ership of  said  property  by  plaintiff,  dug  up, 
removed,  carried  away,  and  converted  to  his 
own  use  the  said  lemon  trees  which  were 
then  and  there  growing  ujwn  said  land," 
whereby  plaintiff  lost  said  trees,  and  the 
said  land  was  greatly  damaged  and  lessened 
in  value  to  the  extent  of  $1,000;  "and  there- 
by the  defendant,  under  and  by  force  of  sec- 
tion 733  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  the 
state  of  California,  has  become  liable  to  pay 
the  plaintiff  treble  the  amount  of  said  dam- 
age, and  that  no  part  of  said  damages  has 
been  paid.  Wherefore,  plaintiff  prays  Judg- 
ment for  said  sum  of  one  thousand  dollars 
damages,  and  that  the  same  be  trebled  under 
and  by  virtue  of  said  section  of  the  Code,  and 
for  costs  of  suit." 

In  his  answer  the  defendant  denies  that 
plaintiff  owned  or  possessed  the  land  or  the 
trees;  denies  that  defendant  maliciously,  or 
with  knowledge  of  plaintiff's  ownership,  dug 
up  or  removed  said  trees;  and  denies  all  the 
allegations  of  damage.  During  the  trial  by 
the  court,  without  a  jury,  the  defendant,  by 
leave  of  the  court,  amended  bis  answer  by 
adding  thereto  the  following:  "For  another 
and  separate  defense  to  plaintiff's  alleged 
cause  of  action,  the  defendant  avers  that  at 
the  time  of  the  digging  up,  removal,  and  car- 
rying away  of  the  lemon  trees  mentioned  in 
the  said  complaint,  the  defendant  was,  and 
for  the  period  of  one  year  and  upwards  there- 
tofore had  been,  in  the  actual,  exclusive,  no- 
torious, and  adverse  possession  of  the  lands 
and  premises  upon  which  the  said  lemon 
trees,  and  all  of  them,  were  situated.  That 
while  the  defendant  was  so  in  such  posses- 
sion of  the  said  premises,  to  wit,  about  the 
month  of  June,  1892,  tbe  defendant  broug^ht 


upon  the  said  land,  and  there  planted  and  set, 
the  said  lemon  trees,  and  all  of  the  same,  and 
that  such  lemon  trees  were  at  the  time  and 
before  they  were  so  planted  the  property  of 
defendant  That  the  defendant  cultivated, 
irrigated,  and  cared  for  said  trees  on  the  said 
land  from  the  time  of  the  planting  thereof, 
as  aforesaid,  in  the  usual  and  customary 
manner,  until  the  same  were  removed  by 
him  on  or  about  the  15th  day  of  March,  1893. 
That  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the 
said  land  on  which  the  said  lemon  trees  were 
planted  and  grew,  and  from  which  the  same 
were  removed,  and  planted  the  said  trees 
thereon,  and  cultivated  the  same  in  good 
faith,  believing  himself  to  be  the  owner 
thereof,  and  that  the  plaintiff  well  knew  of 
the  defendant's  said  possesion  and  the  plant- 
ing of  the  said  trees  and  cultivation  of  the 
same,  and  made  no  objection  thereto,  but 
acquiesced  therein.  That  defendant  is,  and 
was  at  all  the  times  herein  mentioned,  the 
owner  of  a  tract  of  land  about  forty  acres  in 
area,  adjacent  on  the  east  to  the  land  on 
which  said  lemon  trees  were  so  planted  and 
cultivated.  That  previously  to  taking  posses- 
sion of  the  said  lands  on  which  the  said  trees 
were  planted  as  above  alleged,  defendant 
caused  a  survey  thereof,  together  with  the 
said  lands  of  defendant  adjacent  thereto  on 
the  east,  to  be  made  by  a  competent  survey- 
or, and  that  such  survey  so  made  Included 
the  said  lands  with  those  of  defendant  adja- 
cent thereto,  and  showed  the  same  to  be  part 
and  parcel  of  defendant's  lands.  That  after- 
wards, and  about  the  14th  day  of  March, 
1893,  defendant  caused  another  survey  to  be 
made  of  all  the  lands  above  described,  as  well 
as  other  lands  of  defendant  adjacent  thereto, 
and  that  in  and  by  such  last-mentioned  sur- 
vey it  appeared  that  the  said  lands  on  which 
I  the  said  lemon  trees  were  then  planted  were 
not  within  the  boundaries  of  defendant's 
land;  and  that,  In  consequence  of  such  last- 
mentioned  survey,  the  defendant  was  In 
doubt  as  to  his  ownerehlp  of  the  land  on 
which  the  said  trees  were  situated,  and  being 
so  In  doubt,  and  while  he  was  In  possession 
of  the  said  land  on  which  the  said  trees  were 
planted  and  grew  and  were  situated,  on  tbe 
said  15th  day  of  March,  1893,  as  aforesaid, 
he  removed  the  same,  and  that  such  removal 
so  made  by  the  defendant  and  none  other, 
constitutes  the  acts  of  trespa.ss  alleged  by  the 
plaintiff  in  her  complaint  That  defendant 
removed  such  trees  as  above  shown  In  good 
faith,  believing  himself  to  be  the  owner 
thereof,  and  while  in  poesesslon  of  the  same, 
and  while  in  the  actual,  adverse,  and  exclu- 
sive possession  of  the  land  on  which  the  saiuft 
stood,  and  with  no  desire  or  intention  to  in- 
jure the  plaintiff." 

The  court  found  as  facts  that  the  plaintiff 
was  the  owner  of  the  land,  as  alleged  In  the 
complaint;  but  that  on  March  15,  1893,  and 
for  the  period  of  about  one  year  prior  there- 
to, the  defendant  had  been  in  the  exclusive, 
adverse  possession  of  the  land,  claiming  title 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


'd" 


CaL) 


STEWART  0.  SEFTOif. 


295 


thereto  in  good  faith;  that  while  In  such  ad- 
verse posaession  the  defendant  had  planted 
said  lemon  trees,  and  cultivated  them  for  the 
period  of  about  nine  months  Immediately  pre- 
ceding March  15,  1893;  that  on  March  15, 
1S03,  the  defendant,  being  In  doubt  as  to 
whether  he  owned  the  land  on  whlfth  said 
trees  were  then  growing,  dug  them  up  and  re- 
moved them  to  other  land,  believing  them  to 
be  his  prox>erty;  and  that  the  land  from 
which  he  removed  them  was  not  thereby 
damaged  or  lessened  in  value;  and  further 
fonnd  substantially,  all  the  facts  alleged  In 
defendant's  amendment  to  his  answer,  as 
above  set  out;  and,  as  a  conclusion  of  law, 
found  that  the  plaintiff  should  take  nothing 
by  her  action,  and  that  defendant  recover 
ilia  costs. 

The  plaintiff  has  appealed  from  the  Judg- 
ment, and  from  an  order  denying  her  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

It  appears  by  the  findings  of  the  court, 
justified  by  the  evidence,  that  in  March,  1892, 
the  plaintiff  owned  the  40  acres  of  land  de- 
scribed in  her  complaint,  and  that  defendant 
owned  a  lot  of  40  acres  adjoining  the  same, 
but  neither  plaintiff  nor  defendant  then  knew 
or  pretended  to  know  the  location  of  the  divi- 
sion line  between  their  lots,  although  plain- 
tiff, by  her  agent,  had  pointed  out  to  defend- 
ant about  where  she  had  been  informed  and 
believed  the  line  ran.  Thereupon  defendant 
employed  a  surveyor  (Hawley)  to  survey 
both  lots,  and  to  locate  the  division  line  be- 
tween them.  Hawley  made  the  survey,  and 
located  the  division  line  as  running  to  a  cor- 
ner atx>ut  80  feet  west  of  the  true  comer,  as 
afterwards  established;  thus  adding  to  de- 
fendant's lot  the  triangular  strip  of  plaintiff's 
land  on  which  the  trees  in  question  were 
planted.  The  plaintiff  knew  of  the  survey 
by  Hawley  at  the  time  it  was  made,  and  also 
then  knew  where  Hawley  located  said  cor- 
ner and  the  division  line;  and  then,  and  dur- 
ing about  a  year  thereafter,  accepted  and 
acquiesced  tn  that  line  as  the  true  division 
line.  At  the  time  of  the  Hawley  survey,  the 
land  on  which  the  lemon  trees  in  question 
were  afterwards  planted  was  unimproved  by 
Indosure  or  otherwise.  Soon  after  that  sur- 
vey, the  defendant  cleared  It  by  grubbing  the 
growing  bushes  and  removing  the  stones 
tlierefrom;  and  during  the  months  of  April 
and  May,  1892,  plowed  and  smoothed  it,  and 
planted  thereon  said  lemon  trees.  In  August 
of  the  same  year  defendant  built  a  wire  fence 
on  a  considerable  portion  of  the  Hawley  line, 
bat  did  not  entirely  Inclose  the  land  on  which 
the  lemon  trees  were  planted.  The  plaintiff 
was  cognizant  of  all  this  work  upon  and  im- 
provement of  the  land  by  defendant,  without 
objecting  to  any  part  of  It,  and  furthermore 
affirmatively  manifested  her  acquiescence  by 
removing  and  adjusting  a  portion  of  her 
fence  to  the  Hawley  line.  Mr.  W.  B.  Pren- 
tice, plaintiff's  son-in-law  and  agent,  testi- 
fied for  plaintiff:    "I  never  suggested  to  Mr. 

Sefton  that  he  had  planted  bis  trees  too  far 


west,  for  we  knew  Mr.  Sefton  had  had  Mr. 
Hawley  survey  the  line,  and  afterwards  took 
it  for  granted  that  the  survey  was  correct, 
and  that  Mr.  Sefton  knew  what  he  was  do- 
ing; and  we  did  not  know  that  it  was  not  cor> 
rect  nntil  Mr.  Sefton  had  Harris  and  King 
make  another  survey  last  March"  (1893). 
About  March  12, 1893,  the  defendant  had  oc- 
casion to  have  all  his  land,  including  the  40- 
acre  tract  adjoining  plaintiff's  land,  resur- 
veyed,  and  employed  Messrs.  Harris  and 
King  to  make  the  survey.  By  this  resurvey 
he  first  discovered  the  error  in  the  survey  by 
Hawley,  and  immediately  thereafter  ordered 
liis  foreman  to  remove  the  lemon  trees  from 
the  land  between  the  Hawley  line  and  the 
line  run  by  Harris  and  King,  and  also  to  re- 
move the  fence  which  he  had  built  on  the 
Hawley  line.  On  the  morning  of  March  15, 
1893,  his  foreman,  with  other  servants,  com- 
menced to  take  the  trees  trom  the  ground, 
and  when  they  had  taken  up  only  seven  or 
eight  trees  they  were  ordered  by  plaintiff's 
agent  to  desist,  and  did  so  for  the  time  being, 
but  later  on  the  same  day,  in  obedience  to 
orders  from  defendant,  removed  the  remain- 
der of  the  trees,  against  the  protest  of  the 
plaintiff's  agent  On  the  same  day  (March 
15)  defendant  wrote  Mr.  Prentice,  who  was 
then  in  charge  of  plaintiff's  land,  informing 
him  of  the  survey  by  Harris  and  King,  com- 
pleted the  day  before,  and  of  defendant's  In- 
struction to  his  superintendent  to  remove  the 
lemon  trees  and  fence,  and  asking  Prentice 
to  accept  the  division  line  as  located  by  Har- 
ris and  King,  or  to  have  it  verified  by  a  sur- 
veyor of  his  own  choice;  and  it  appears  that 
plaintiff  did  procure  a  resurvey  by  a  Mr. 
Wbeaton,  which  verified  that  by  Harris  and 
King  to  her  satisfaction,  and  that  she  ac- 
cepted the  line  run  by  Harris  and  King  as  the 
true  division  line.  There  is  no  question  that 
both  plaintiff  and  defendant,  in  good  faith, 
believed  the  Hawley  line  to  be  the  true  di- 
vision line,  until  after  the  survey  by  Harris 
and  King;  nor  that  plaintiff  acquiesced  in, 
and  thereby  impliedly  consented  to  all  that 
defendant  did  upon  her  land,  except  tbe  re- 
moval of  the  lemon  trees.  Nor  is  there  any 
evidence  that  defendant  was  even  negligent 
In  selecting  Hawley  as  a  reputable  and  com- 
petent surveyor,  nor  that  Hawley  was  not 
such. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  action  is  not 
of  the  nature  of  a  common-law  action  of 
trespass,  but  is  a  special  action  founded  up- 
on section  733  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, of  which  the  following  Is  a  copy: 
"Any  person  who  cuts  down  or  carries  off 
any  wood  or  underwood,  tree  or  timber,  or 
girdles  or  otherwise  injures  any  tree  or  tim- 
ber on  the  land  of  another  person,  or  on  the 
street  or  highway  in  front  of  any  person's 
house,  village  or  city  lot.  or  cultivated 
grounds;  or  on  the  commons  or  public 
grounds  of  any  city  or  town,  or  on  the  street 
or  highway  in  front  thereof,  without  lawful 
authority,  is  liable  to  the  owner  of  such 
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land,  or  to  such  city  or  town,  for  treble  the 
amount  of  damages  which  may  be  assessed 
therefor,  In  a  clyil  action,  In  any  court  hav- 
ing Jurisdiction."  And  further  claims  that, 
if  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recoTer  any  dam- 
ages, such  damages  must  be  trebled  by  ihe 
court.  While  it  may  be  conceded  that  the 
complaint  states  a  cause  of  action  in  which 
the  alleged  damages  may  be  trebled,  it,  nev- 
ertheless, Includes  a  cause  of  action  for 
damages  which  should  not  be  trebled;  and 
whether  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  recover 
at  all  depends  upon  whether  either  of  these 
causes  of  action  was  proved.  To  entitle  the 
plaintiff  to  treble  damages  imder  section  733 
of  the  C!ode  of  Civil  Procedure  she  must 
have  proved  her  allegation  that  defendant 
willfully  or  maliciously  removed  the  trees, 
knowing  them  to  be  the  property  of  plain- 
tiff. Section  251  of  the  late  practice  act, 
which  is  substantially  the  same  as  section 
733  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  was  con- 
strued in  the  case  of  Barnes  v.  Jones,  51 
Cal.  303.  In  that  case  it  was  averred  in  the 
complaint  that  the  defendants,  "without 
leave  of  the  plaintiff,  wrongfully"  entered 
upon  plaintiff's  land,  cut  down  and  carried 
off  the  timber,  whereby  plaintiff  was  dam- 
aged in  a  specific  sum,  "contrary  to  the 
form,  force,  and  effect  of  section  251  of  the 
practice  act."  But  there  was  no  averment 
that  the  trespass  was  committed  knowingly, 
willfully,  or  maliciously;  and  for  this  rea- 
son it  was  held  that  the  complaint  failed  to 
state  a  cause  of  action  entitling  the  plaintiff 
to  treble  damages,  though  it  entitled  him  to 
actual  damage.  The  court  said:  "While  the 
statute  does  not  so  state  in  terms,  it  is  clear, 
we  think,  that  it  was  not  intended  to  apply 
to  cases  in  which  the  trespass  was  commit- 
ted through  an  innocent  mistake  as  to  the 
boundary  or  location  of  a  tract  of  laud 
claimed  by  the  defendant,"— citing  several 
cases  in  wliich  similar  statutes  of  other 
states  have  been  so  construed.  That  the 
defendant,  in  the  case  at  bar,  entered  upon 
plaintiff's  land,  planted  the  lemon  trees 
thereon,  and  cultivated  them,  until  his  sec- 
ond survey  of  the  land,  through  an  innocent 
mistake  as  to  the  true  location  of  the  divi- 
sion line  between  his  land  and  that  of  plain- 
tiff, and  that  plaintiff  acquiesced  in  all  these 
acts  of  defendant  through  a  like  mistake,  is 
clear  and  undisputed.  But  it  is  claimed  by 
appellant  that  the  act  complained  of— the 
removal  of  the  trees— was  committed  after 
defendant  discovered  the  mistake,  and, 
therefore,  was  a  willful  severance  and  re- 
moval of  the  trees  from  what  he  then  knew 
to  be  the  property  of  plaintiff,  In  the  sense 
of  section  733  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure, as  qualified  by  section  3346  of  the  Civil 
Code,  as  follows:  "For  wrongful  Injuries  to 
timber,  trees  or  underwood  upon  the  land  of 
another,  or  removal  thereof,  the  measure  of 
damages  is  three  times  such  a  sum  as 
would  compensate  for  the  actual  detriment, 
except  where  the  tresi^ass  was  casual  and 


Involuntary,  or  committed  under  the  belief 
that  the  land  bdonged  to  the  trespasser,  or 
where  the  wood  was  taken  by  the  authority 
of  highway  officers  for  the  purposes  of  a 
highway;  In  which  cases  the  damages  are 
a  sum  equal  to  the  actual  detriment." 

Conceding  that  after  plaintiff  regained 
possession  she  was  entitled  to  treat  the  de- 
fendant as  a  trespasser,  ab  Initio,  for  the 
purpose  of  recovering  ail  actual  damages 
suffered  by  her  In  consequence  of  his  entry 
and  subsequent  acts  upon  her  land,  the  im- 
portant remaining  questions  are:  (1)  Wliat 
were  the  actual  damages  so  suffered  by 
plaintiff?  (2)  If  no  actual  damage,  is  she 
entitled  to  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment,  to 
the  end  that  she  may  recover  merely  nomi- 
nal damages? 

First  No  damage  to  claimed  for  mesne 
profits;  nor  for  any  injury  to  the  substance 
of  the  estate,  unless  the  removal  of  the  lem- 
on trees  may  be  deemed  such.  And,  under 
the  facts  and  circumstances  of  this  case,  I 
think  the  plaintiff  is  estopped  from  claim- 
ing that  the  lemon  trees  ever  became  a  part 
of  her  estate  in  the  land,  and  consequently 
that  she  suffered  no  actual  damage  in  con- 
sequence of  their  removal  by  the  defendant 
While  the  adverse  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant was  not  of  sufficient  duration  to  give 
him  title  to  the  land,  and  though  there  was 
no  express  agreement  that  the  Hawley  line 
should  be  adopted  as  the  true  division  line, 
yet,  as  was  said  by  this  court  in  Helm  v. 
Wilson,  76  Cat  486,  18  Pac.  604:  "It  has 
been  held  that,  even  without  any  agreement 
more  than  is  implied  from  their  acts,  if  two 
persons  trace  their  dividing  line,  and,  both 
recognizing  it  as  such,  one  goes  forward 
with  the  knowledge  and  acqulesence  of  the 
other,  and  makes  valuable  improvements, 
so  valuable  as  to  work  great  injury  to  the 
party  making  them  If  the  line  be  disturbed, 
the  other  will  be  estopped  from  afterwards 
alleging  such  mistake  as  will  deprive  the 
builder  of  his  improvements,  and  especially 
if  the  party  seeking  to  disturb  the  line  knew 
at  the  time  the  improvements  were  made  all 
that  he  subsequently  learned,  or  If  he  had 
the  means  of  knowledge.  Dolse  v.  Vodlcka, 
49  Mo.  98;  Wait,  Act  &  Def.  718,  and  cases 
cited."  The  foregoing  quotation  is  substan- 
tially a  quotation  from  the  opinion  of  the 
court  by  Bliss,  J.,  In  the  case  cited  (Dolse  v. 
Vodicka),  wherein  the  learned  Justice  fur- 
ther said:  "The  kind  of  possession  neces- 
sary to  give  title  under  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions is  not  necessary  to  be  considered,  and 
though  the  decisions  in  regard  to  estoppel 
in  pais  in  cases  of  this  kind  are  not  entirely 
harmonious,  yet  the  doctrine  as  here  an- 
nounced is  founded  in  equity,  and  cannot  be 
controverted  In  principle."  The  action  was 
ejectment  for  a  strip  of  plaintiff's  land  on 
which  the  defendant  had  built  a  portion  of 
a  valuable  brick  house,  through  an  Inno- 
cent mistake  of  both  parties  as  to  the  true 
location  of  the  division  line  between  their 
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adjoining  lots.  Induced  by  an  erroneous  sur- 
vey by  their  common  vendor.  McKehvay 
V.  Armour,  10  N.  J.  Eq.  115,  is  a  case  In 
which  the  complainant  was  relieved  from 
the  consequence  of  a  similar  mutual  mistake 
of  the  parties.  In  that  case  "complainant 
erected  a  valuable  dwelling  house,  by  mis- 
take, on  the  land  of  the  defendant;  defend- 
ant lived  In  the  vicinity,  saw  complainant 
progressing:  from  day  to  day  with  the  Im- 
provements, and  admitted  that  he  did  not 
suspect  the  erections  to  be  on  his  lot  until 
some  time  after  their  erection,  when  by  ac- 
tual measurement,  to  his  surprise,  he  dis- 
covered the  mistake."  The  court  of  errors 
and  appeals,  by  the  chancellor,  said:  "Un- 
der such  circumstances  It  would  be  most  un- 
just to  permit  Armour  to  take  these  Im- 
provements, and  to  send  the  complainant 
away  remediless.  It  is  very  true,  as  was 
urged  upon  the  argument,  the  complainant 
is  the  most  to  blame  in  this  matter.  A  dili- 
gent examination  of  the  deed  to  Armour, 
and  an  actual  measurement  of  the  land, 
■would  have  decided  the  difficulty.  But  it 
was  a  vacant  lot  of  land,  plotted  out  upon  a 
map  only,  and  the  mistake  was  one  which 
might  occur  to  the  most  careful  and  diligent 
man.  The  fact  of  Armour's  standing  by 
and  participating  in  the  mistake  is  an  Im- 
portant feature  In  the  case."  In  Wlckllffe 
V.  Clay,  1  Dana  (Ky.)  58C,  It  was  held  by 
the  court  of  appeals  that  "where  one  in  the 
possession  of  land,  held  bona  fide  as  his 
own,  has  erected  buildings  thereon,  he  (or 
those  claiming  under  him)  may  remove 
them  without  Incurring  any  responsibility 
to  the  owner  of  the  paramount  title."  In 
that  case  the  building  erected  and  removed 
was  a  stable.  The  court,  by  Chief  Justice 
Kobertson,  said:  "There  is  no  reason  to 
doubt  that  Lytle  took  possession  of  the  lot, 
not  as  a  willful  trespasser,  but  in  good  faith 
(not  then  knowing  or  apprehending  that  it 
was  the  property  of  Philips  and  wife),  and 
that,  whilst  thus  possessed,  he  erected  the 
stable  in  equal  good  faith;  and,  therefore, 
he,  or  any  other  person  claiming  under  him, 
bad  a  perfect  right,  according  to  the  doc- 
trines of  the  civil  law,  altogether  consistent 
in  this  respect  with  the  principles  of  the 
c-ommon  law,  to  remove  the  stable,  without 
doing  any  Injury  to  the  lot  Itself,  whilst  he 
was  in  possession;  and,  consequently,  by 
such  a  removal  no  liability  was  incurred  to 
the  true  owners  of  the  lot."  As  to  estoppel 
by  tacit  acquiescence,  see,  also,  Scott  v. 
Jackson,  89  Cal.  258,  26  Pac.  898.  But,  aside 
from  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  there  are  at 
least  two  classes  of  decisions  utterly  Incon- 
sistent with  the  allegation  that  plaintiff  suf- 
fered actual  damage  In  consequence  of  the 
removal  of  the  lemon  trees;  namely,  deci- 
sions as  to  the  grounds  and  measure  of  dam- 
age suffered  by  persons  whose  lands  are 


condemned  for  public  use.  In  which  It  has 
been  held  that,  although  the  owner  is  enti- 
tled to  full  compensation  for  the  land  taken, 
and  for  all  permanent  improvements  there- 
on made  by  himself  or  by  those  from  whom 
he  derived  title,  yet  he  Is  not  entitled  to 
damages  for  Improvements  made  by  the 
party  at  whose  suit  the  land  is  afterwards 
condemned,  though  made  by  such  party 
without  authority  of  law  or  the  consent  of 
the  owner  of  the  land  (Railroad  Co.  v.  Hes- 
ser,  84  Cal.  435,  24  Pac.  288,  and  cases  there 
cited;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Taylor,  86  Cal.  246, 
24  Pac.  1027);  and  decisions  allowing  the 
value  of  permanent  Improvements  made  by 
an  adverse  possessor  in  good  faith  to  be  set 
off  against  the  actual  damages  suffered  by 
the  owner  of  the  land  (Sedgw.  Dam.  §  015 
et  seq.;  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  741).  All  the  rea- 
sons advanced  In  support  of  the  decisions  In 
these  classes  of  cases  seem  equally  applica- 
ble to  the  case  at  bar,  and  quite  suuiclent, 
without  aid  from  the  doctrine  of  estopi>el, 
to  warrant  the  conclusion  that  plaintiff  suf- 
fered no  actual  damage  In  consequence  of 
the  removal  of  the  lemon  trees.  Whatever 
might  be  the  effect  of  sustaining  the  conten- 
tion of  appellant  that  plaintiff  had  regain- 
ed possession  of  the  land  before  defendant 
removed  the  trees.  It  is  enough  to  say  the 
court  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  not  In 
possession  of  the  land  at  the  time  the  trees 
were  removed,  but  that  the  land  was  then, 
and  for  about  one  year  next  before  that  time 
had  been,  in  adverse  possession  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  that  this  finding  is  Justified  by 
the  evidence. 

Second.  In  actions  ex  delicto  nominal  dam- 
ages are  often  given,  though  no  actual  dam- 
age has  been  suffered;  but  a  Judgment  for 
such  damages  is  justified  only  on  the  ground 
that  it  conserves  some  right  of  the  plaintiff 
which  has  been  nominally  infringed,  and 
which  might  else  be  lost  by  acquiescence 
and  lapse  of  time.  Sedgw.  Dam.  i§  99,  100. 
In  this  case,  however,  no  right  or  title  of 
the  plaintiff  Is  jeopardized  by  denying  her 
nominal  damage,  since  defendant  acknowl- 
edged her  title  and  right  of  possession,  and 
voluntarily  surrendered  to  her  the  exclusive 
possession  of  the  land  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action.  Besides,  appellant 
makes  no  point  here  relating  to  nomln.il 
damages.  If  the  views  above  expressed 
are  correct,  they  obviously  answer  all  points 
made  by  appellant,  though  some  of  them 
have  not  been  expressly  noticed. 

I  think  the  order  and  judgment  should  be 
affirmed. 

We  concur:     SEARLS,  a;    HAYNES,   0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  and  judg- 
ment are  affirmed. 
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O'BRIEN  T.  NEW  ZEALAND  INS.  CO. 
(No.  18,349.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.  July  24,  1885.) 
Insurance— UiiADTaoRizBD  Costhaot. 
An  insurance  company  is  not  liable  for 
loss  on  a  building  burned  before  the  application 
for  insurance  was  mailed  to  it,  merely  because 
the  local  agent,  when  application  was  made,  told 
aijplicant  that  his  insurance  would  begin  at  the 
time;  he  having  no  actual  or  ostensible  author- 
ity to  make  a  contract,  and  the  building  being 
one  of  a  class  which  the  company  did  not  insure; 
and  it  makes  no  difference  that  at  the  time  of 
the  application  the  special  agent  of  the  com- 
pany, who  had  no  authority  to  enter  into  con- 
tracts, was  present  and  approved  of  IL 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Fresno  county;    M.  K.  Harris,  Judge. 

Action  by  Thomas  H.  O'Brien  against  the 
New  Zealand  Insurance  Company.  Judg- 
ment for  plalntur.  Defendant  appeals.  Re- 
vCTsed. 

W.  S.  Goodfellow  and  L.  L.  (Dory,  for  ap- 
pellant   J.  D.  Meux,  for  respondent 

GARODTTB,  J.  This  is  an  action  upon  a 
contract  of  fire  Insurance,  and  defendant  Is 
appellant,  as  is  usual  in  that  class  of  cases. 
One  Peters  was  defendant's  local  agent  In 
the  town  of  Reedly,  Fresno  county,  and  un- 
der his  commission  as  agenthe  hadnoauthor- 
ity  to  enter  Into  a  contract  of  Insurance.  But 
be  was  appointed  eubageut  "to  receive  pro- 
posals for  insurance,  and  fix  rates  of  pre- 
mium, and  to  receive  money  for  policies  and 
certificates  of  insurance."  Upon  July  2,  1892, 
plaintiff,  O'Brien,  made  a  written  applica- 
tion to  Peters,  upon  one  of  defendant's  blanks, 
for  Insurance  upon  his  saloon,  building  and 
fixtures.  This  application,  accompanied  by  a 
letter  from  Peters,  was  deposited  in  the  post- 
oifflce  July  5th,  addressed  to  defendant  at 
San  Francisco.  The  letter  referred  to  the  In- 
closed application,  with  the  suggestion  that 
the  company  should  place  the  insurance.  If 
it  was  deemed  advisable.  The  plaintiff's  build- 
ing was  occupied  as  a  liquor  saloon,  and  de- 
fendant did  not  take  insurance  upon  saloons, 
and  the  agent  Peters,  knew  this  fact  When 
the  application  was  made,  the  agent  inform- 
ed plaintiff  that  he  was  insured  from  that 
time.  Upon  July  4th,  which  was  between  the 
time  of  the  making  of  the  application  and 
the  time  when  the  application  was  mailed  to 
defendant,  the  property  was  destroyed  by 
fire.  It  thus  appears  that  the  building  was 
destroyed,  not  only  before  the  application  for 
Insurance  was  passed  upon  by  the  defendant 
but  before  the  application  was  ever  heard  of 
by  the  company. 

As  suggested,  the  agent,  Peters,  had  no  au- 
thority to  enter  Into  a  contract  of  Insurance 
with  plaintiff.  His  powers  did  not  go  to  that 
e^Ktent  Under  a  commission  of  authority  in 
all  material  respects  similar  to  the  authority 
possessed  by  Peters,  it  was  held  in  Stewart 
V.  Insurance  Co.,  102  Cal.  218,  36  Pac.  410, 
that  the  agent  had  no  actual  authority  to 


enter  Into  a  contract  of  insoiance.  In  that 
case  it  was  an  application  for  the  renewal  of 
a  policy,  and  the  court  said:  "The  proposal 
of  plaintiff  made  to  such  agent  for  a  re- 
newal of  said  iK)licy  was,  until  communicat- 
ed to  and  accepted  by  defendant  nothing 
more  than  a  mere  offer  upon  the  part  of 
plaintiff  to  renew  such  policy."  That  there 
was  no  actual  contract  of  Insurance  in  this 
case,  as  far  as  defendant  is  concerned.  Is 
apparent  at  a  glance,  for  the  contract  could 
only  be  made  with  the  defendant  and  the 
defendant  knew  nothing  of  It  The  defMid- 
ant  had  the  right  to  reject  the  application 
when  presented,  and  until  it  was  presented 
and  granted  no  contract  was  possible.  If 
there  was  a  contract  of  Insurance  in  force 
from  July  2d  until  the  application  reached 
the  defendant,  then  it  was  equally  In  force 
after  that  time  and  during  the  entire  pnlod 
covered  by  the  policy;  but  such  a  construc- 
tion would  deprive  the  defendant  of  tbe  right 
to  reject  unsatisfactory  applications,  and 
place  the  power  of  contracting  in  the  hands 
of  agents  like  Peters,  a  result  diametrically 
opposed  to  its  purposes  and  practices.  Pe- 
ters was  not  only  lacking  in  actual  authority 
to  enter  Into  a  contract  of  Insurance  with 
plaintiff,  but  the  evidence  falls  to  show  any 
ostensible  authority  In  him.  Ostensible  au- 
thority is  such  as  a  principal.  intentionaUy 
or  by  want  of  ordinary  care,  causes  or  al- 
lows a  third  person  to  believe  the  agent  to 
possess.  Civ.  Code,  i  2317.  Certainly  In  this 
case  the  company  did  not  intentionaUy  cause 
plaintiff  to  believe  that  Peters  had  authority 
to  make  a  contract  of  insurance,  and  there 
Is  not  a  word  in  the  evidence  to  indicate  a 
want  of  ordinary'  care  upon  defendant's  part 
which  caused  or  allowed  plaintiff  to  believe 
that  Peters  was  clothed  with  any  such  au- 
thority. It  would  seem  to  ftdlow  Inevitably 
that,  this  agent  having  neither  actual  nor 
ostensible  authority  to  make  a  contract  ot 
Insurance,  plaintiff  must  fall  of  recovery. 

The  agent,  Peters,  told  plaintiff  that  he  had 
no  power  to  write  policies,  and  that  the  appli- 
cation would  have  to  be  forwarded  to  defend- 
ant at  San  Francisco.  This  statement  would 
Indicate  that  Peters  did  not  attempt  to  enter 
Into  a  contract  of  insurance  with  plaintiff, 
and  that  plaintiff  probably  so  understood  it 
If  this  were  all  the  evidence,  there  could 
hardly  be  a  question  about  it,  but  It  appears 
that  Peters,  at  the  time  of  the  application, 
told  plaintiff  that  his  Insurance  would  begin 
at  that  time.  While  this  statement  may  have 
resulted  in  misleading  plaintiff.  It  could  have 
no  possible  binding  effect  upon  the  comx)any 
defendant  At  best  it  was  but  the  agent's 
conclusion  as  to  the  legal  effect  of  the  trans- 
action, and  any  loss  suffered  by  plaintiff  by 
reason  of  this  mistake  of  the  agent  Is  a  mat- 
ter to  be  settled  between  them.  A  reasona- 
ble view  of  the  meaning  of  the  agent's  lan- 
guage would  seem  to  be  that  the  p<^cy 
would  take  effect  as  of  the  date  of  the  appli- 
cation. If  the  application  were  accepted,  for. 
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until  action  npon  It  by  the  company,  It  was 
impossible  to  say  whether  or  not  it  ever 
would  take  effect 

It  Is  attempted  to  bring  this  case  within 
the  principle  declared  in  Harron  v.  Insurance 
Co.,  88  Cal.  16,  25  Pac.  982,  bnt  the  facts  do 
not  Justify  It.  Borchers,  the  special  agent  of 
the  comx>any,  was  not  authorized  to  enter 
Into  contracts  of  Insurance.  He  had  no  more 
authority  in  this  regard  than  the  subagent, 
Peters,  and,  not  having  power  to  enter  into 
contracts  himself,  be  necessarily  had  no  au- 
thority to  delegate  such  a  power  to  PeteiS. 
His  appearance  upon  the  scene,  pending  the 
negotiations  for  this  Insurance,  fails  to 
strengthen  the  plaintHTs  case.  Looking  at 
the  case  from  all  sides,  we  think  it  would  be 
a  manifest  injustice  to  require  defendant  to 
pay  the  loss  suffered  by  plaintiff.  This  com- 
pany did  not  insure  saloon  buildings,  and  the 
application  would  most  probably  have  been 
rejected,  as  far  as  defendant  was  concerned, 
npon  presentation.  We  conclude  the  defend- 
ant assumed  no  risk,  and  is  liable  for  no  loss. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  and 
order  are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

We  concur:  VAN  FLEET,  J.;  HARBI- 
SON, J. 


KB  Cal.   140 

RIVBB8IDE  WATER  00.  v.  GAGE.     (No. 

19,529.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  26,  1895.) 

Dei^iai.  or  New  Trial— Review   ok   Appeal— 
Flkadikgs  ai»d  Evidence — Statement  on  Ap- 
peal—Spboifioations  OF  Ekkor. 

1.  On  appeal  from  the  denial  of  a  new  trial 
in  a  case  tried  by  the  court,  the  record  being 
biought  in  a  statement  of  the  case,  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  findings  to  support  the  jadgment, 
or  whether  they  correspond  to  the  issues  pre- 
Nented  by  the  pleadings,  or  what  issues  the 
pleadinKs  present,  cannot  be  considered. 

2.  Evidence  in  a  case  cannot  be  considwed 
on  an  issue  not  presented  by  the  ideadlngs. 

3.  It  is  not  to  l>e  assumed  that,  because  the 
statement  of  a  case  on  appeal  does  not  show 
that  objection  was  made  to  evidence  therein  out- 
side the  issues  before  the  court,  it  was  received 
without  objection. 

4.  Specifications  as  to  insufficiency  of  evi- 
dence will  not  be  considered  unless  the  parts 
of  the  record  showing  It  are  pointed  out. 

Department  L  Appeal  from  superior  coart, 
San  Bernardino  coimty;  James  A.  Gibson, 
Judge. 

Action  by  the  Riverside  Water  Company 
against  Matthew  Gage.  From  an  order  deny- 
ing a  new  trial,  defendant  appeals.   Affirmed. 

Fox,  Kellogg  &  Gray  and  Byron  Waters, 
for  appellant.  R.  E.  Houghton,  for  respond- 
ent 

HARRISON,  J.  An  appeal  from  the  Judg- 
ment In  this  action  has  been  heretofore  beard 
and  determined.  89  Cal.  410,  26  Pac.  889. 
The  present  appeal  is  from  an  order  denying 
the  defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial,  made 
subsequent  to  the  affirmance  of  the  Judg- 


ment The  main  portion  of  the  argument  on 
behalf  of  the  appellant  Is  that  Inasmuch  as 
the  evidence  before  the  court  showed  that  the 
defendant  Is  the  owner  of  lands  riparian  to 
the  Santa  Ana  river  above  the  plaintiff's 
point  of  diversion,  the  plaintiff  could  not  ac- 
quire a  right  of  dlTersion  by  prescription 
against  defendant  as  such  riparian  proprie- 
tor, and  that  the  decree,  in  so  far  as  It  de- 
prives him  of  any  riparian  rights.  Is  erro- 
neous. We  are  of  the  opinion,  however,  that 
this  question  does  not  arise  upon  the  present 
appeal. 

Upon  the  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a 
new  tj^al,  when  the  cause  was  tried  by  the 
court,  and  the  record  of  Its  action  Is  brought 
here  In  a  statement  of  the  case,  the  only  ques- 
tions to  be  considered  are  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  to  Justify  the  findings  of  the 
court,  and  whether  any  errors  of  law  occur- 
red at  the  trial.  Whether  the  findings  are 
sufficient  to  support  the  judgment,  or  corres- 
pond to  the  Issues  presented  by  the  pleadings, 
as  well  as  what  issues  the  pleadings  present, 
are  questions  which  can  be  considered  only 
upon  an  appeal  from  the  judgment,  and  do 
not  arise  upon  an  appeal  from  an  order  deny- 
ing a  new  trial.  Brison  v.  Brlson,  90  Cal.  323, 
27  Pac.  180.  "A  new  trial  is  a  re-examina- 
tlon  of  an  Issue  of  fact  In  the  same  court 
after  a  trial  and  decision  by  a  jury  or  court" 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  656.  And  only  those  mat- 
ters applicable  to  the  determination  of  that 
issue  are  proper  to  be  considered  upon  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial.  If  the  finding  upon  the 
issue  is  in  accordance  with  the  evidence,  it  Is 
Irrelevant  to  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  that 
the  finding  has  not  been  given  proper  effect 
In  the  Judgment,  since  upon  another  trial  the 
same  evidence  must  result  in  the  same  find- 
ing. 

Upon  the  appeal  from  the  judgment  herein, 
one  of  the  questions  before  tho  court  was  a 
determination  of  what  Issues  were  presented 
by  the  answer  of  the  appellant,  and  whether 
his  right  as  a  riparian  owner  to  divert  any 
portion  of  the  stream  was  one  of  those  is- 
sues; and  It  was  held  that  this  issue  was  not 
presented  by  his  answer,  the  court  saying  in 
its  opinion:  "In  short,  we  think  the  answer 
insufficient  to  raise  any  issue  as  to  the  extent 
of  defendant's  right,  as  a  mere  riparian  pro- 
prietor, to  divert  and  exhaust  any  iwrtlon  of 
the  waters  of  the  stream.  *  •  •  It  was 
not  necessary,  therefore,  to  supjKJrt  the  con- 
clusions and  judgment  of  the  cotirt,  to  find 
that  the  plaintiff  had  gained  a  prescriptive 
right  or  that  the  defendant  was  barred  of  his 
riparian  right;  and,  conceding  these  findings 
to  be  as  insufficient  as  appellant  contends 
they  are,  we  think  the  other  findings  cover  all 
the  material  Issues,  and  fully  support  the 
judgment."  With  this  decision  upon  the  char- 
acter of  the  answer,  we  are  precluded  from 
considering  whether  the  evidence  shows  that 
the  defendant  was  a  riparian  proprietcH'  above 
the  point  at  which  the  plaintiff  diverts  the 
waters  of  the  stream,  or,  conceding  that  hk. 
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waa,  whether  the  plaintiff  could  acquire  a 
preecriptlTe  right  against  him  to  divert  any 
of  the  waters  of  the  stream.  It  is  urged  by 
the  appellant,  however,  that,  inasmuch  as 
some  of  the  evidence  which  he  introduced  at 
the  trial  shows  that  he  was  such  riparian  pro- 
prietcH-,  It  must  be  held  that  the  cause  was 
tried  upon  the  theory  that  this  Issue  was  be- 
fore the  court,  and  therefore  Is  proper  to  be 
reviewed  upon  this  appeal.  It  has  been  held 
that  when  an  Issue  has  been  tendered  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  evidence  upon  that  issue  has 
been  Introduced  at  the  trial  by  both  parties, 
without  objection,  upon  the  assumption  that 
an  answer,  though  defective  In  form,  raises 
the  Issue,  the  parties  would  not  be  permitted 
to  contend  for  the  first  time  upon  an  appeal 
that  such  issue  was  not  before  the  court. 
This  rule,  however,  has  no  application  to  a 
case  where,  at  the  trial,  evidence  Is  introduc- 
ed which  is  outside  of  any  Issue  presented  in 
the  pleadings;  and,  under  the  decision  of  this 
court  that  the  issue  contended  for  by  the  ap- 
pellant Is  not  presented  in  his  answer.  It  can- 
not be  held  that  this  evidence  was  received  at 
the  trial  in  support  of  such  issue.  Nor  is  it  to 
be  assumed  that,  because  the  statement  con- 
tains evidence  outside  of  the  Issues  before 
the  court,  It  was  received  without  objection. 
The  party  preparing  the  statement  Is  required 
to  place  therein  only  such  errors  as  he  desires 
to  have  reviewed,  and  any  objections  or  ex- 
ceptions to  the  Introduction  of  evidence  that 
may  have  been  made  by  the  prevailing  party 
have  no  place  In  such  statement.  In  re 
Galea,  00  Cal.  259,  27  Pac,  195;  Klauber  v. 
Car  Co.,  08  Cal.  105,  32  Pac.  876.  If  the  ap- 
pellant would  rely  upon  the  fact  that  no  ob- 
jection was  made  to  such  evidence,  he  should 
make  It  clearly  to  appear  that  such  was  the 
case.  It  Is  frequently  the  case  that  evidence 
which  Is  admissible  to  establish  one  issue 
may  tend  to  establish  another  issue  than  that 
for  which  It  Is  offered,  and  It  Is  a  rule  that 
evidence  so  introduced  is  available  to  estab- 
lish any  of  the  issues  In  the  case.  This  rule 
Is,  however,  limited  to  the  issues  which  are 
to  be  tried.  If  the  other  Issue  that  the  evi- 
dence may  tend  to  establish  Is  not  before  the 
court,  the  evidence  must  be  limited  to  the 
actual  Issue.  The  fact  of  Its  Introduction 
cannot  be  used  to  establish  an  issue  that  the 
parties  have  not  made  in  their  pleadings. 
The  court  would  not  be  authorized  to  consid- 
er it  as  establishing  an  issue  that  was  not 
before  It  for  trial.  Even  a  finding  upon  such 
evidence  would  be  disregarded  In  determin- 
ing the  correctness  of  the  Judgment.  We 
hold,  therefore,  that,  as  It  has  been  once  de- 
termined in  this  case  that  the  right  of  the  ap- 
pellant, as  a  mere  riparian  proprietor,  to  di- 
vert any  portion  of  the  waters  of  the  stream 
was  not  an  Issue  before  the  court,  any  evi- 
dence offered  at  the  trial  which  would  tend 
to  establish  such  Issue  did  not  authorize  the 
court  to  make  a  finding  upon  that  issue,  and 
Its  fullare  to  make  a  finding  thereon  was  not 
error.    As  the  issue  was  not  In  the  action, 


the  court  wa«  not  aatborlzed  to  make  a  find- 
ing thereon;  and.  If  It  had  made  such  find- 
ing. It  could  not  have  been  considered  as  • 
basis  for  the  Judgment 

In  the  statement  prepared  by  the  appellant 
he  has  specified  19  errors  of  law  as  committed 
at  the  trial,  and  22  points  In  which  the  evi- 
dence Is  Insufficient  to  sustain  the  decision  of 
the  court.  In  his  brief,  however,  he  has  re- 
ferred to  only  2  of  these  errors  of  law,  and 
has  disposed  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence as  follows:  "The  spedficatlons  of  in- 
sufficiency of  the  evidence  to  jusUfy  the  deci- 
sion are  ample  to  cover  the  discussions  above 
written.  Those  speclflcationa  are  found  on 
folios  3043  to  3972,  and  we  refer  to  numben 
1,  2,  6,  7,  15,  le,  and  17."  The  statement  of 
the  case  Is  contained  In  two  volumes  of  up- 
wards of  500  pages  each,  but,  as  counsel  has 
not  deemed  it  of  sufficient  moment  to  call  our 
attention  to  the  portions  of  the  record  which 
would  Illustrate  these  specifications,  we  can 
only  Infer  that  be  was  unable  to  do  so.  We 
have  frequently  stated  that.  If  counsel  do  not 
point  out  the  errors  Ux  the  record,  we  shall 
not  search  It  to  ascertain  If  there  are  any. 

The  errors  of  law  to  which  he  has  directed 
our  attention  do  not  require  extended  consid- 
eration. The  objection  to  the  InstnmientB  of- 
fered went  to  their  effect  as  evidence^  and 
not  to  their  admissibility.  The  order  is  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTB,  J.;  VAN 
FLEET.  J. 


(S  CaL  TInrep.  S9) 
LUDT  T.  COLUSA  COUNTY.  (No.  18.4n.'».) 
(Supreme  Court  of  Cailfomia.     July  27,  IS!)"..) 

BOAD  OVEH8EER — ACTHORITT   TO  DO  WoKK. 

1.  Under  Pol.  Code.  8  2645,  providing  that 
road  overseers,  under  the  direction  and  super- 
vision of  the  road  commiasioners,  and  pursuant 
to  orders  of  the  board  of  BuperrisorB,  must  take 
charge  of  the  highways  in  their  districts,  and 
shnll  employ  the  necessary  help  and  keep  the 
hiKhways  in  good  repair,  the  order  of  the  road 
f^mmissioner  of  a  district  is  sufficient  author- 
ity for  the  overseer  to  have  repairs  done  on  the 
road  uuii  uiatoriiils  furuished  therefor. 

2.  A  road  overseer  has  sufficient  authority 
to  make  repairs  on  roads  and  obtain  material 
therefor,  he  having  kept  within  the  directions 
of  the  road  commissioner,  who,  speaking  to  him 
in  reference  to  work  on  the  roads,  told  him  not 
to  work  in  excess  of  the  funds  of  the  district. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  Colusa  county;  E.  A.  Brldgford,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  W.  Ludy  against  the  county 
of  Colusa,  for  work  done  as  road  overseer. 
Judgment  for  defendant.  Flalntlfl  appeals. 
Reversed. 

M.  J.  Keys,  for  appellant.  Ernest  Weyand, 
for  respondent 

GAROUTTB,  3.  Plaintiff  was  road  over- 
seer of  road  district  No.  6,  Colusa  county. 
As  such  road  overseer,  during  the  fiscal  year 
1890-91,  he  Individually  performed  work  upon 
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the  roads  of  that  district  and  employed 
others  to  do  the  same,  and,  at  his  Instance 
and  request,  materials  were  furnished  to  be 
used,  and  which  were  used,  In  the  repair  of 
the  roads  of  such  district.  Claims  In  proper 
form  for  the  amounts  due  for  this  labor  and 
these  materials  were  presented  by  the  vari- 
ous parties  to  the  board  of  supervisors  of 
Colusa  county.  These  claims  were  rejected, 
and  thereafter,  being  assigned  to  this  plaln- 
tllf,  action  was  brought  to  recover  Judgment 
thereon.  Jndgm^it  went  for  defendant,  and 
this  appeal  is  from  such  Judgment  and  from 
the  order  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

Defendant,  by  its  answer,  admits  that  the 
labor  was  performed  upon  the  roads  of  road 
district  No.  6,  and  that  the  materials  were 
furnished  for  the  benefit  and  repair  of  such 
roads,  and  that  said  labor  was  done  and  ma- 
terials furnished  at  the  special  Instance  and 
request  of  plaintiff,  as  road  overseer;  but 
defendant  denies  that  this  labor  was  done 
and  materials  furnished  upon  the  order  of 
the  board  of  supervisors.  The  court  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  work  done,  money  ex- 
pended, and  materials  furnished  were  not  In 
pursuance  of  any  order  of  the  board  of  su- 
pervisors of  Colusa  county,  or  of  the  road 
commissioner  of  road  district  No.  6.  Judg- 
ment for  defendant  appears  to  have  been 
based  largely  upon  the  foregoing  finding  of 
fact,  and  we  think  the  evidence  falls  to  sup- 
port it,  for  the  reasons  hereafter  stated. 

Section  2645  of  the  Political  Code  provides: 
"Road  overseers,  under  the  direction  and 
supervision  of  the  road  commissioners,  and 
pursuant  to  orders  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors, must  take  charge  of  the  highways 
within  their  respective  districts,  and  shall 
employ  all  men,  teams,  watering  carts,  and 
aU  help  necessary  to  do  tbe  work  In  tbelr 
respective  districts,  •  •  •  keep  them  clear 
from  obstructions  and  in  good  repair."  Un- 
der this  statute,  there  is  no  question  but 
that  the  road  commissioner  of  this  district 
was  authorized  to  order  the  work  done  and 
the  materials  furnished  which  were  charged 
for  In  the  claims  presented  to  the  board  of 
supervisors,  and  which  form  the  basis  of 
this  action.  The  road  commissioner,  Herd, 
was  the  only  witness  whose  testimony  in 
any  way  bore  upon  the  finding  of  fact  here- 
tofore quoted.  He  testified,  in  effect,  that  he 
spoke  to  plaintiff  Ludy  in  reference  to  work 
upon  the  roads,  and  told  him  not  to  "do 
work  In  excess  of  the  amount  of  money  ap- 
portioned; that  is,  not  to  run  the  district  In 
debt  In  excess  of  the  funds  of  the  district." 
The  court  made  an  additional  finding  that 
"the  entire  indebtedness  incurred  against 
said  road  district  No.  6,  prior  to  the  12th 
day  of  May,  Including  the  claim  of  plaintiff. 
In  the  complaint  alleged,  for  the  fiscal  year 
ending  June  30,  1891,  did  not  equal  the  re- 
ceipts from  said  district  for  said  year";  and, 
when  we  consider  this  finding,  In  connection 
with  the  evidence  of  the  road  commissioner, 
ve  baTe  no  doabt  whatever  bat  that  Lady 


was  clothed  with  ample  authority  to  do  this 
work,  and  contract  for  this  material. 

The  question  as  to  the  transfer  of  certain 
moneys  from  the  common  fund  to  this  road- 
district  fund  during  the  previous  fiscal  year, 
and  retransfer  thereof  to  the  common  fund 
daring  the  year  when  these  liabilities  were 
created,  appears  to  be  an  rmmaterial  mat- 
ter. Neither  is  it  material  that  the  territory 
comprising  road  district  No.  6  was  subse- 
quently lost  to  Colusa  county  by  the  crea- 
tion of  Glenn  county.  The  court  made  an  ad- 
ditional finding,  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff, 
as  road  overseer,  did  not  procure  this  work 
to  be  done  or  the  materials  to  be  furnished. 
This  finding  is  in  direct  conflict  with  the  ad- 
missions of  the  pleadings,  and  this  fact,  of 
itseit,  would  appear  to  necessitate  a  new 
trial  of  the  case.  While  a  general  demurrer 
to  the  complaint  was  overruled,  we  think, 
upon  a  new  trial,  tlie  issues  would  be  more 
clearly  defined  by  an  amendment  to  the  com- 
plaint, alleging  authority  In  the  road  over- 
seer to  enter  Into  these  various  contracts; 
and  we  recommend  an  amendment  to  the 
pleadings  to  that  effect  For  the  foregoing 
reasons,  the  Judgment  and  order  are  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded. 


We     concur: 
PLBBT,  J. 


HARRISON,     X:     TAN 
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GORDON  T.  cm  OP  SAN  DIEGO.    (No. 
19,574.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  29,  1895.) 

Deed  fbom  Citt— PBE8i7in>Tios  of  Dbuvsrt— 
Adthoeitt  to  Ezboute  —  Parol  Cvioexce— 
Deed  bi  Tenant  ik  Commok  —  Fartition— 
acqcibscencb  of  cotenant. 

1.  The  presumption,  dedared  by  Civ.  Code, 
8  1055,  that  a  deed  duly  executed  was  deliv- 
ered on  the  day  of  its  erecntion,  is  not  overcome 
b^  the  fact  that  it  was  not  aclinowledged  until 
BIX  months  after  its  execution. 

2.  Where  the  records  fail  to  show  that  a 
deed  by  the  city  was  authorized  by  the  board  of 
trustees  empowered  to  sell  the  land,  a  member 
of  the  board  may  testify  to  the  genuineness 
of  the  trustees'  signatures  to  the  deed,  and  that 
whenever  a  deed  of  city  land  was  made  by  the 
trustees  it  was  by  order  of  the  board. 

3.  Where  a  city  conveyed  an  undivided  half 
of  a  lot  to  cue  person,  and  then  conveyed  the 
west  half  of  the  lot  to  another  person,  evidence 
that,  after  the  execution  of  the  second  deed,  the 
east  half  of  the  lot  was  assesaed  to  the  grantee 
in  the  first,  who  paid  the  taxes  thereon  for  sev- 
eral years,  and  that,  after  his  death,  his  admin 
istratrix  inventoried  it  as  the  property  of  the  es 
tate.  is  sufficient  to  warrant  a  finding  that  th* 
first  grantee  elected  to  treat  the  dMd  of  the 
west  half  as  a  partition  of  the  lot. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; W.  L.  Pierce,  Judge. 

Action  by  H.  C.  Gordon  against  the  city  of 
San  Diego  to  quiet  title.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  apiioala, 
Affirmed.  ^  , 
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Wm.  H.  Puller  and  Clarence  H.  Barber,  for 
appellant  Casslus  Carter  and  WlthingtOD  & 
Carter,  tot  respondent. 

HAYNES,  C.  This  la  a  second  appeal.  TJj?- 
on  the  former  appeal  the  judgment  against 
the  city  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  order- 
ed, and  upon  such  new  trial  the  plaintiff 
again  obtained  Judgment  The  action  is  to 
quiet  title  to  the  east  half  of  pueblo  lot  1215, 
containing  about  45  acres,  situate  In  said  city. 
For  a  general  statement  of  the  facts,  see  the 
opinion  rendered  upon  the  first  appeal,  report- 
ed in  101  Cal.,  at  page  522,  36  Pac.  18.  Only 
such  different  or  additional  facts  as  were  de- 
veloped upon  the  second  trial  need  be  stated 
here. 

1.  As  affecting  the  validity  of  the  deed  to 
Whaley,  it  is  now  shown  that,  though  the 
deed  bears  date  February  27,  1869,  it  was  not 
not  acimowledged  nntil  August  21,  1860;  and 
at  the  time  it  was  acknowledged  Schiller  and 
Sloane,  two  of  the  trustees  who  were  In  ofBce 
at  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  who  had  joined 
in  its  execution,  had  ceased  to  be  trustees. 
A  deed  signed  and  delivered,  except  where  a 
married  woman  is  the  grantor,  is  good,  and 
operates  to  convey  the  title,  though  not  ac- 
knowledged. The  object  of  an  acknowledg- 
ment is  twofold,— to  entitle  the  Instrument  to 
be  used  as  evidence  without  further  proof, 
and  to  enable  it  to  be  recorded.  Fogarty  v. 
Finlay,  10  Cal.  239.  Estudillo,  the  president 
of  the  board  of  trustees  at  the  date  of  the 
deed,  was  still  a  trustee  at  the  time  it  was 
acknowledged,  and  as  to  him,  at  least,  it  was 
proi»erly  acknowledged.  There  is  no  ques- 
tion in  the  case,  however,  which  makes  it 
necessary  or  important  to  determine  whether 
the  acknowledgment  by  the  trustees  whose 
term  of  office  had  expired  was  authorized  or 
not,  and  that  question  is  therefore  not  con- 
sidered. It  is  contended  by  appellant,  how- 
ever, that  the  deed  was  not  delivered  until  at 
or  atter  the  date  of  its  acknowledgment,  and 
that  as  the  resolution  of  the  trustees  adopted 
June  8,  1868,  prescribing  the  "only  way  In 
which  pueblo  lands  will  be  granted,"  was  re- 
pealed after  the  date  of  the  deed,  and  before 
the  date  of  its  acknowledgment,  and  conse- 
quently before  its  delivery,  there  was  no  pow- 
er to  deliver  the  deed;  or  that,  if  it  could 
then  have  been  proi)erly  delivered,  it  could 
only  be  done  by  the  trustees  then  in  office. 
If  the  deed  was  delivered  at  Its  date,  this  con- 
tention cannot  avail  appellant  Counsel  cite 
authorities,  however,  from  seven  or  eight 
sister  states,  to  the  proposition  that,  when 
the  date  of  acknowledgment  is  different  from 
the  date  of  the  deed,  the  court  must  presume 
that  the  deed  was  not  delivered  until  after  It 
was  acknowledged.  It  is  not  necessary  to 
review  these  cases,  or  to  question  their  cor- 
rectness In  the  several  jurisdictions  in  which 
they  were  decided.  They  merely  state  the 
presumption  there  indulged  in  the  absence  of 
proof  r  but  here  the  presumption  is  declared 
by  statute.    Section  1055  of  the  Civil  Code  is 


as  follows:  "A  grant  duly  executed  Is  pre- 
sumed to  have  been  delivered  at  its  date." 
See,  also,  Treadwell  v.  Reynolds,  47  Cal.  171, 
where  it  was  said:  "That  the  date  found  in 
the  body  of  the  deed  is  presumptively  the 
date  at  which  It  was  delivered  Is  not  ques- 
tioned. That  this  presumption,  however,  is 
not  conclusive,  but  that  the  true  date  of  de- 
livery may  be  proved  aliunde,  is  also  clear." 
In  appellant's  brief  it  is  stated:  "In  the  case 
at  bar  there  is  no  proof  of  when  the  Whaley 
deed  was  delivered,  only  that  which  arises 
from  filing  it  for  record."  There  is,  there- 
fore, nothing  to  overcome  or  affect  the  pre- 
sumption declared  by  the  statute. 

2.  Appellant  further  contends  that  upon  the 
second  trial  it  was  shown  that  the  recitals  In 
the  Whaley  deed  were  untrue,  and  that  the 
city  never  sold  any  portion  of  pueblo  lot  1213 
to  Whaley  or  to  Babcock.  This  contention  is 
based  upon  the  fact  that  the  minutes  of  the 
board  of  trustees  contain  no  record  of  the 
sale  to  Whaley,  nor  of  any  meeting  of  the 
board  held  at  the  date  of  the  deed  to  him, 
nor  of  any  resolution  or  order  directing  the 
execution  of  that  deed.  It  Is  not  disputed 
that  an  election  was  duly  held  authorizing 
the  sale  of  pueblo  lands  under  the  provisions 
of  the  statute,  and  a  resolution  passed  by  tlie 
board  of  trustees  on  June  8,  1868,  prescrib- 
ing the  way  and  terms  upon  which  pueblo 
lands  would  be  granted,  was  read  In  evi- 
dence. Beyond  this  it  does  not  appear  that 
the  statute,  or  charter  of  the  city,  prescribed 
any  special  action,  proceeding,  or  formality  to 
be  observed  In  making  sales  or  conveyances 
of  these  lands.  Of  course,  the  price  and  tlic 
particular  parcel  of  land  to  be  conveyed  were 
left  to  be  determined  whenever  any  one  ap- 
plied to  purchase,  and  these  matters  required 
official  action  by  the  board  of  trustees.  It 
was  held  upon  the  former  appeal  that  "the 
recitals  in  the  deed,  coupled  with  the  law, 
are  sufficient  evidence  to  bind  the  parties,  and 
show  that  title  passed  by  the  deed";  the  ob>- 
jection  then  being  that  there  was  no  showing 
by  the  plaintiff  that  the  city  ever  passed  a 
resolution  authorizing  the  sale  or  transfer  of 
the  property  described  in  the  deed,  appellant 
then  assuming  that  it  was  necessary  for  re- 
spondent to  assume  the  burden  of  showing 
that  such  resolution  was  passed.  Upon  the 
second  trial  it  simply  appeared  that  no  sach 
resolution  appeared  of  record.  But  parol 
evidence  is  admissible  to  prove  facts  omitted 
from  the  record,  unless  the  law  expressly  and 
Imperatively  requires  ail  matters  to  appear  of 
record,  and  makes  the  record  the  only  evi- 
dence. Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  (4th  Ed.)  8  300; 
Bank  v.  Dandridge,  12  Wheat  64.  Marcus 
Schiller,  one  of  the  trustees  who  executed  the 
deed  to  Whaley,  was  examined  as  a  witness, 
and,  while  he  had  little  or  no  recollection  of 
this  particular  matt«-,  testified  to  the  gen- 
uineness of  the  signatures  of  ail  the  trustees, 
and  that  "whenever  we  sold  a  piece  of  prop- 
erty and  made  a  deed  to  it  it  was  ordered  by 
the  board  of  trustees."    It  Is  true  be  also  tes- 
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tified  that  a  record  was  kept  of  these  things 
by  the  secretary;  bnt  such  omission,  as  we 
have  seen,  does  not  invalidate  the  action  of 
the  board.  The  court  found  "that  said  sev- 
eral deeds  and  the  execution  thereof  were  au- 
th<vized  by  the  defendant,"  and  this  finding, 
I  think,  is  fully  Juatifled  by  the  evidence. 

3.  The  deed  to  Whaley,  through  whom 
plaintiffs  claim,  was  executed  February  27, 
1869,  and  pui-ported  to  convey  "the  midi> 
vided  one-half  of  puebto  lot  No.  1215.  On 
the  next  day  after  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  said  deed  to  Whaley,  the  city,  by  the 
same  trustees,  conveyed  to  one  Babcock  "the 
weet  half  of  the  same  pueblo  lot."  Bab- 
cock's  deed  was  first  recorded.  It  is  claimed 
by  respondents,  as  it  was  upon  the  former 
appeal,  that  by  the  execution  and  delivery 
of  the  deed  to  Whaley,  he  and  the  city  be- 
came tenants  in  common  of  said  lot  1215; 
that  by  the  conveyance  to  Babcock  the  city 
In  ^ect  made  a  partition  of  said  lot,  which, 
though  not  binding  upon  him,  Whaley  was 
at  liberty  to  accept  under  or  in  analogy  to 
section  7&1  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
which  is  Quoted  in  the  former  (pinion,  101 
Cal.,  at  pase  530,  36  Pac,  at  page  21,  where 
also  several  authorities  are  cited.  Following 
these  citations  it  was  said:  "All  the  au- 
thorities are  to  the  effect  that  a  sale  by  a 
tenant  in  common  by  specific  bounds  of  a 
portion  of  the  land  in  common  is  not  bind- 
ing upon  his  cotenant  unless  ratified  by  him. 
I  fail  to  find  in  the  record  any  evidence  of 
ratiflcation  by  Whaley,  or  those  holding  un- 
der him;"  and  upon  that  ground  alone  the 
former  Judgment  was  reversed.  Upon  the 
first  trial,  the  deeds  to  Whaley  and  Babcock, 
respectively,  were  put  in  evidence,  and  it 
was  stipulated  at  the  trial  "that  the  plain- 
tiff in  this  action  succeeds  by  proper  mesne 
conveyances  to  any  title  or  interest  In  and 
to  said  pueblo  lot  No.  1215,  which  was  con- 
veyed to  Thomas  Whaley  by  the  deed  dated 
February  27.  1869."  Upon  the  second  trial, 
plaintiff  obtained  leave  to  file  a  supplemen- 
tal complaint,  in  which  it  was  alleged,  among 
other  things,  that  since  the  commencement 
of  the  action  the  plaintiff  had  obtained  from 
the  estate  of  Thomas  Whaley,  deceased,  a 
deed  dated  September  17,  1892,  conveying 
to  the  plaintiff  the  east  half  of  said  pueblo 
lot,  and  that  plaintiff  bad  subdivided  said 
east  half  into  specific  lots;  and  by  a  subse- 
quent amendment  It  was  alleged  that  the 
plaintiff,  Gordon,  had  conveyed  one  of  the 
four  lots  into  which  said  east  half  of  the  pueb- 
lo lot  had  been  subdivided  to  Flora  B. 
Young,  and  the  other  three  to  Casslus  Car- 
ter, who  were  then  the  owners  of  said  prop- 
erty, and  who  were  substituted  as  plaintiffs 
in  the  action.  The  defendant's  demurrer  to 
the  supplemental  complaint  was  properly 
overruled.  It  was  a  general  demurrer,  and 
all  the  allegations  necessary  to  be  stated  In 
a  complaint,  in  an  action  to  quiet  title,  were 
repeated  therein.  The  defendant  then  an- 
swered, and  put  in  issue,  by  specific  denials. 


each  and  every  of  the  allegations  of  the  sup- 
plemental complaint.  Instead  of  relying 
upon  the  stipulation,  which  upon  the  first 
trial  was  the  only  evidence  of  plaintiff's 
title,  and  which  showed  no  act  of  ratifica- 
tion by  Whaley  or  his  successors  In  Interest, 
in  the  partition  claimed  to  have  been  effected 
by  the  conveyance  of  the  entire  west  half 
of  the  lot  to  Babcock,  it  was  shown  upon 
the  second  trial  that  in  1886  the  taxes  on 
the  east  half  of  said  pueblo  lot  1215  were 
paid  by  T.  B.  Whaley;  in  1887  said  east  half 
was  assessed  to  Francis  E.  Whaley,  and  the 
taxes  were  paid  by  Whaley  and  Dalton;  in 
1888  the  said  east  half  was  assessed  to  T. 
F.  Whaley  and  paid;  in  1889  and  1890  it 
was  assessed  to  Thomas  Whaley  and  he  paid 
the  taxes;  and  in  1891  it  was  assessed  to 
the  estate  of  Thomas  Whaley.  All  these  as- 
sessments were  upon  the  east  half  of  said 
lot,  and  said  taxes  ware  paid  to  the  city. 
Thomas  Whaley,  the  original  grantee  of  the 
city,  died  without  having  made  any  convey- 
ance of  said  east  half,  or  of  any  interest  in 
said  pueblo  lot.  After  his  death,  his  widow 
was  api>olnted  administratrix  of  his  estate, 
and  in  the  inventory, -which  was  filed  before 
any  conveyance  to  Gordon,  the  interest  of 
the  estate  in  said  pueblo  lot  1215  was  de- 
scribed as  the  east  half  thereof;  and,  by  the 
same  description,  proceedings  were  after- 
wards taken  by  her,  la  probate,  to  sell  the 
same,  and  by  the  same  description  said 
premises  were  afterwards  sold  and  conveyed 
to  plaintiff,  Gordon,  under  said  proceedings. 
Appellant  does  not  contend  that  plaintiff  did 
not,  at  the  commencement  of  the  action,  have 
all  the  title  Whaley  ever  had,  but  contends 
that  Whaley  never  had  any  title,  for  the 
reasons  hereinbefore  stated;  or  that,  if  he 
had  any  title  or  Interest  in  the  east  half 
of  said  pueblo  lot.  It  was  only  of  the  undi- 
vided half  of  said  east  half;  and  that  the 
court  erred  in  admitting  evidence  of  facts 
transpiring  after  the  commencement  of  the 
action.  It  is  true  that,  if  there  was  no 
cause  of  action  at  the  time  the  suit  was 
comm^tced,  the  plaintiff  could  not,  under  a 
supplemental  complaint,  give  evidence  of  a 
cause  of  action  which  accrued  afterwards. 
In  Gleason  v.  Gleason,  54  Cal.  135,  it  was 
said  that,  as  a  general  rule,  the  right  to  file 
a  supplemental  complaint  can  be  exercised 
only  with  reference  to  matters  which  may 
be  consistent  with  and  in  aid  of  the  case 
made  by  the  original  complaint,  and.  it  is 
not  allowable  to  substitute  a  new  and  Inde- 
pendent cause  of  action  by  way  of  a  sup- 
plemental complaint.  See,  also,  Jacob  t. 
liOrenz,  98  Cal.  332.  337.  33  Pac.  U9. 

If  there  were  any  question  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  rulings  of  the  court  in  ad- 
mitting In  evidence  matters  occurring  after 
the  suit  was  commenced,  inasmuch  as,  for 
many  years  prior  to  the  death  of  Thomas 
Whaley,  the  east  half  of  said  pueblo  lot  was 
assessed  to  him  by  the  city,  that  he  paid 
the  taxes  thereon,  thus  assenting  to  the  con- 
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Teyance  to  Babcock  as  a  partition  of  said 
lot;  that  his  wife,  who  must  be  presumed 
to  have  been  familiar  with  the  manner  In 
which  her  husband  had  treated  the  property 
up  to  the  time  of  his  death,  described  said 
property  in  the  inventory  filed  by  her  as 
administratrix  as  the  east  half  of  said  lot, 
and  not  as  an  undivided  half  of  the  entire 
lot,— are  quite  sufficient  to  sustain  the  find- 
ings and  Judgment.  And  that  being  true, 
even  if  the  court  erred  In  admitting  the  evi- 
dence touching  occurrences  after  suit  began, 
such  error  would  be  harmless.  The  judg 
ment  and  order  appealed  from  should  be 
affirmed. 

We  concur:    SEARLS,  0.;  BELCHER,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


107  CkI.  M2 

RANKIN  T.  NEWMAN  et  al.     (No.  15.731.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  29,  1895.) 

In  bank. 

Petition  for  hearing  in  bank.   Denied. 

For  former  report,  see  40  Pac.  102-1. 

PER  CURIAM.  In  this  cause  the  petition 
for  hearing  In  bank  is  denied,  but  the  Judg- 
ment hereinbefore  entered  in  department  is 
modified  by  adding  thereto:  "The  resiwudent 
to  recover  his  costs  on  this  appeal." 


108  Cal.  2SS 

HOTCHKISS  V.  SMITH.  (No.  18.378.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  July  28,  1895.) 
Costs— Expense  op  Keeping  Attached  Pkop- 
EKTI— Faildbe  to  Inclodb  iv  Costs. 
Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  f  1033,  providing 
that  a  party  in  whose  favor  judgment  is  render- 
ed, and  who  claims  costs,  must  deliver  to  the 
clerk  and  serve  on  the  adverse  party  a  memoran- 
dum of  his  costs  and  disbursements,  sheriff's 
fees,  and  expenses  for  keeping  attached  proi)- 
erty.  not  included  in  the  memorandum,  are 
waived. 

Department  L  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Modoc  county;   G.  F.  Harris,  Judge. 

Action  by  Sarah  Hotchkiss  against  V.  L. 
Smith.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  plain- 
tiff, and  from  an  ordtf  denying  defendant's 
motion  that  it  be  satisfied,  he  appeals.  Re- 
rersed. 

Spencer  &  Raker  and  Clarence  A.  Raker, 
for  appellant.    D.  W.  Jenks,  for  respondent 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from 
an  order  denying  defendant's  motion,  made 
under  section  C75,  Code  Civ.  Proc,  to  have 
satisfaction  of  judgment  entered.  The  only 
(inestlon  involved  is  whether  plaintiff  is  en- 
titled on  execution,  as  a  part  of  her  judg- 
ment, to  be  paid  an  Item  of  sheriff's  fees  and 
expenses  for  keeping  proi)erty  held  under  a 


writ  of  attachment,  when  such  fees  and  ex 
penses  were  not  claimed  by  plaintiff  In  her 
memorandum  of  costs,  and  consequently  not 
Indaded  in  the  Judgment.  Section  1033, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  provides:  "The  party  in 
whose  favor  Judgment  is  rendered,  and  who 
claims  his  costs,  must  deliver  to  the  clerk 
and  serve  upon  the  adverse  party,  within 
five  days  after  the  verdict,  a  notice  of  the 
decision  of  the  court  or  refwee— or.  if  the 
entry  of  the  Judgment  on  the  verdict  or  de- 
cision be  stayed,  then  before  such  entry  Is 
made,— a  memorandum  of  the  items  of  his 
costs  and  necessary  disbursements  In  the  ac- 
tion," etc.  And  section  1035,  Code  Civ.  Proc., 
provides  that  the  costs  shall  be  included  in 
the  Judgment  The  effect  of  these  provi- 
sions is  that  all  costs  and  disbursements  In- 
curred in  the  action  must  in  order  to  be  re- 
covered by  the  prevailing  party,  tn  included 
In  the  memorandum  of  costs  filed  by  the 
party.  This  Includes  all  items  of  costs  or 
necessary  disbursements  incurred  up  to  the 
time  of  the  rendition  of  Judgrment,  and  a  fail- 
ure to  claim  such  costs,  or  any  item  thereof, 
in  the  manner  required  by  the  statute,  is 
deemed  to  be  a  waiver  of  such  costs,  and 
precludes  a  recovery  thereof.  Riddell  v. 
Harrell.  71  Cal.  260,  261,  12  Pac.  67;  SeiUck 
V.  De  Carlow,  95  Cal.  641,  30  Pac.  795;  Chap- 
in  V.  Brodor,  16  Cal.  403.  The  sherifTs  charge 
for  keeper's  fees  and  expenses  was  a.-part  of 
the  'necessary  disbursements  incurred  by 
plaintiff  in  the  action,  and  which  she  would 
have  been  entitled  to  recover  against  defend- 
ant, but,  being  costs  and  disbursements  in- 
curred'^^ef  ore  Judgment  it  was  incumbent 
upon  plaiiiltff  to  include  and  claim  them  in 
lier  cost  bill,  or  they  were  waived.  The  stat- 
ute makes  no  dlstrncfion  between  such  dis- 
bursements and  any  other  items  of  cost  we 
expense  Incurred  before  Judgment  The  sher- 
iff. Judging  from  his  return  on  the  execu- 
tion, seems  to  have  proceeded  ujwn  the  as- 
sumption that  the  keeper's  fees  and  expenses 
were  a  part  of  his  "aqgrulng  costs,"  under 
section  091,  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  and  so  charge- 
able against  defendant,  without  being  in- 
cluded in  the  Judgment;  and  such  would  seem 
to  be  the  theory  adopted  by  plaintiff,  so  far 
as  his  brief  tends  to  enlighten  us.  But  that 
theory  Is  entirely  erroneous.  Such  Items  are 
in  no  sense  "accruing  costs,"  as  that  term  is 
used  in  the  statute,  the  latter  being  such 
fees  and  expenses  only  as  are  Incurred  la 
executing  the  judgment  The  item  for  keei>- 
er's  fees  constituting  no  part  of  the  Judg- 
ment against  defendant,  the  sheriff  was  not 
authorized  to  charge  or  deduct  the  amount 
thereof  against  defendant  in  applying  the 
proceeds  of  sale  to  the  satisfaction  of  tbe 
judgment  It  appears  that,  exclusive  of  that 
Item,  the  property  sold  under  the  execution 
brought  more  than  enough,  when  properly 
applied,  to  satisfy  plaintiff's  Judgment,  in- 
cluding the  amount  of  costs  claimed  in  her 
cost  bill  to  which  she  was  entitled,  and  the 
accruing  cost;  and,  this  being  so,  the  de- 
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fendant  was  entitled  to  have  the  proceeds  so 
applied,  and  to  have  the  judgment  satisfied. 
The  order  is  reversed,  and  the  court  below  dl- 
I'ected  to  grant  the  motion. 

We  concur:  HAKRISON,  J.;  OABOUTTB, 


lOS  Cal.  m 

HAMILTON  T.  SAN  DIEGO  COUNTY  ot  al. 

(CORONADO  SCHOOL  DIST.,  Intei^ 

Tener).    (No.  19,543.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  CaUf(»nia.   July  29,  1895.) 

School  District— Irkeodlar  Organization— Bx- 

isTBscE  DB  Facto— FoNDs  to  Its  Credit 

—Disposal  or. 

L  Where  a  hoard  of  supervisors,  belieTing 
that  certain  territory  witiiin  the  limits  of  a  city 
is  outside  of  such  limits,  form  a  school  district 
out  of  the  same,  and  the  trustees  appointed  ez- 
eiciae  the  powers  of  school  trustees,  and  taxes 
are  levied  for  the  district,  and,  on  an  election  by 
the  voters  of  the  district,  bonds  are  issued  to  boy 
land  and  build  a  schoolhouse,  one  who  paid 
taxes  so  levied  cannot  recover  the  same  out  of 
fiindg  in  the  hands  of  the  county  treasurer  to 
the  credit  of  the  district,  on  the  ground  that  the 
board  of  supervisors  had  no  autnority  to  organ- 
ite  the  district  as  the  district  bad,  at  least,  a 
it  facto  existence. 

2.  Where  a  de  facto  school  district  issues 
bonds,  money  deposited  by  it  with  the  county 
treasurer  to  pay  the  bonds  should  be  applied  to 
the  payment  thereof,  and  not  paid  to  a  school 
diBtnct  legally  organized  in  place  of  the  old  one. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Departmoit  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; George  Puterbaugh,  Judge. 

Action  by  Charles  S.  Hamilton  against 
county  of  San  Diego  and  another  to  recover 
taxes  paid.  The  Coronado  school  district  filed 
a  complaint  as  Intervener,  and  a  demurrer 
thereto  was  sustained,  and  It  appeals.  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  for  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ants appeal.  Judgment  as  to  Intervener  af- 
firmed, and  as  to  defendants  reversed. 

M.  L.  Ward  and  Parrlsh  &  Mossholder,  for 
appellants.  B.  W.  Hendrlck  and  A.  C.  Youn- 
kin,  for  respondents. 

BSITT.  O.  CoTonado  Beach,  formerly 
known  as  the  peninsula  of  San  Diego,  was 
for  several  years  the  subject  of  dispute  as 
to  whether  It  was  within  or  without  the  ter- 
ritorial limits  of  the  city  of  San  Di^o.  A 
decision  of  the  former  district  court,  render- 
ed In  the  year  1877,  held  it  to  be  no  part  of 
sncb  city.  From  the  Judgment  in  that  case- 
not  entered  until  11  years  later— an  appeal 
vas  taken  to  this  court,  where  the  Judgment 
was  reversed,  and  It  was  determined  that 
said  peninsula  Is  "within  the  limits  of  the 
city  of  San  Diego,  and  land  situated  on  said 
penlnsnla  is  subject  to  assessment  and  taxa- 
tion for  city  purposes."  City  of  San  Diego  v. 
Grannlss,  77  Cat  511,  19  Pac.  876.  This  was 
In  December,  1888.  The  question  arose  In 
other  forms  (People  v.  San  Diego,  85  Cal. 
309.  24  Pac.  727;  Fisher  v.  Police  Court,  80 
CaL  158,  24  Pac.  1(X)0);  but  the  case  of  City 
of  San  Diego  v.  Grannlss  remained  autbor- 
v.4lP.no.3— 20 


Itative  as  to  the  legal  questions  decided,— not 
to  say  the  points  of  local  geography  involv- 
ed,—and  established  that  the  peninsula  was, 
and  had  been  since  the  passage  of  the  act 
to  reincorporate  the  city  of  San  Diego,  April 
1,  1876,  an  Integral  part  of  the  city. 

The  present  case  grew  out  of  that  contro- 
versy. In  January,  1887,  the  peninsula  be- 
ing then  regarded  as  without  the  limits  of  the 
city,  the  board  of  supervisors  of  San  Diego 
county  took  the  proper  formal  steps  for  the 
organization  of  a  school  district  comprising 
that  portion  of  the  peninsula  called  Coronado 
Beach,  South  Island,  under  the  name  of 
"Coronado  School  District  of  San  Diego 
County."  And  the  case  shows  that  from  and 
after  January  10,  1887,  during  all  the  times 
mentioned  in  the  complaint,— some  four 
years,— the  said  "so-styled  Coronado  school 
district  (although  said  Coronado  Beach,  South 
Island,  was  wholly  within  the  boundaries  of 
the  city  of  San  Diego,  in  said  county,  and 
was  part  of  the  territory  of  the  San  Diego 
school  district,  constituted  by  said  city)  as- 
sumed to  exercise  and  did  exercise  all  the 
powers  and  franchises  and  discharge  the  du- 
ties of  a  school  district  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  California,  ♦•  *  ex- 
clusive of  any  other  school  district,  and  had 
an  acting  board  of  three  persons,  who  as- 
sumed to  be  its  board  of  trustees;  tliat, 
among  other  things,  up  to  December  12, 1888, 
it  received  and  expended  apportionments  of 
state  and  county  school  moneys  on  the  same 
basis  with  other  school  districts  established 
within  said  county,  employed  teachers,  main- 
tained public  schools  out  of  said  moneys  with- 
in and  for  such  district;  and  on  November 
14,  1887,  at  an  election,  In  which  were  follow- 
ed the  forms  of  law,  the  qualified  electors 
therein  assumed  to  authorize  the  Issue  of 
bonds  of  said  district  to  the  amount  of  $40,- 
000,  for  the  purpose  of  purchasing  a  site  for 
a  school  building,  and  building  a  schoolhouse 
thereon;  that,  pursuant  to  the  result  of  said 
election,  the  board  of  supervisors  of  said 
county  Issued  the  bonds  of  said  district  to 
the  amount  of  $38,000,  and  caused  the  same 
to  be  sold  at  par;"  that  the  proceeds  were 
applied  to  the  purchase  of  land  and  the  erec- 
tion of  a  schoolhouse  thereon  within  said  as- 
sumed district,  and  such  land  was  conveyed 
by  deed  to  the  district.  And  thereafter,  in 
each  of  the  years  1888,  1SS9,  and  1890,  the 
said  board  of  supervisors,  at  the  time  of  mak- 
ing the  levy  of  taxes  for  cotmty  purposes, 
levied  a  tax  upon  the  property  within  said  so- 
styled  Coronado  school  distiict,  sufficient  to 
pay  the  interest  on  the  said  bonds  and  such 
portion  of  the  principal  of  said  bonds  as  was 
to  become  due  during  the  year  in  which  such 
levy  was  made.  Of  the  taxes  so  levied  the 
sum  of  $5,412.06  was  collected  and  paid  into 
the  county  treasury;  of  which  the  sum  of 
$700  was  paid  out  for  interest  on  said  bonds, 
and  .54,712.60  Is  yet  In  the  hands  of  the  county 
treasurer,— defendant  Long.  Plaintiff  owned 
proi)erty   within   said   Coronado  school  dis- 
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trict,  and  paid  the  taxes  for  the  years  1888 
and  1889.  levied  as  above  shown.  He  prose- 
cutes this  action  to  recover  the  sums  paid  by 
him,  and  also  the  sums  paid  for  the  same 
purposes,  and  under  the  same  circumstances, 
prior  to  December  31,  1890,  by  numerous 
other  owners  of  property  within  such  district; 
they  having  assigned  to  him  their  respective 
claims  therefor.  The  court  finds  tliat  plain- 
tiff and  his  assignors  did  not  discover  that 
said  Coronado  Beach  was  parcel  of  the  San 
Diego  school  district  until  the  month  of  Au- 
gust, 1893.  Plaintiff's  claim,  itemized  and  v»- 
Ified,  was  presented  to  the  board  of  super- 
visors of  the  county  tor  allowance  on  Septem- 
ber 30,  1893,  and  was  rejected.  The  action 
was  commenced  October  7,  18^. 

There  was  a  complaint  in  intervention  filed 
by  a  new  "Coronado  School  District,"  alleg- 
ing, among  other  matters,  that  on  October 
16,  1890,  the  territory  Included  within  said 
former  so-called  Coronado  school  district  was 
regularly  segregated  and  excluded  from  the 
city  of  San  Diego  and  from  said  San  Diego 
school  district  Tliat  thereafter  the  territory 
so  excluded  was  incorporated  into  and  named 
the  "City  of  Coronado,"  and  a  new  school  dis- 
trict was  thereby  formed,  now  known  and  de- 
scribed as  "Coronado  School  District,"— the 
Intervener.  We  may  suppose  that  the  exclu- 
sion of  such  territory  was  accomplished  in 
virtue  of  the  proceedings  required  by  the 
judgment  In  People  v.  San  Diego,  85  Cal. 
389,  24  Pac.  727.  Said  intervener  further  al- 
leged "that  said  intervening  school  district  is 
the  successor  of  said  firat-described  Coronado 
school  district,  and  as  such  la  the  owner  of 
and  is  entitled  to  the  use  of  said  money  de- 
IHMited  in  the  county  treasury";  and  prayed 
that  the  court  "decree  tliat,  since  said  money 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  purpose  for  which 
It  was  paid  in,  it  be  applied  as  nearly  as 
possible  to  such  purpose,  to  wit,  paying  for 
school  buildings  for  said  intervening  school 
district"  The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to 
the  complaint  of  the  intervener,  on  the 
grounds  that  it  had  no  interest  In  the  matt« 
in  litigation,  and  for  want  of  facts  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action  against  any  of  the 
other  parties,  and  dismissed  its  complaint. 
Plaintiff  recovered  judgment  directing  that 
the  amount  claimed  by  him— $1,269.63— and 
costs  "be  paid  out  of  the  special  so-called 
fund  known  as  the  Coronado  school  bond  and 
Interest  fund."  Defendants  appeal  from  the 
judgment  and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial; 
and  the  intervener  appeals  from  the  judg- 
ment dismissing  its  complaint 

A  school  district  is  a  corporation  organized 
for  educational  purposes  (In  re  Bulmer's  Es- 
tate, 59  Cal.  131);  and,  as  the  law  stood  in 
1887,  "each  county,  city  or  incorporated 
town,  unless  subdivided  by  the  legislative 
authority  thereof,  forms  a  school  district" 
<Pol.  Code,  1576).  By  sections  1577-1579  of 
the  same  Code  the  county  board  of  supervis- 
ors was  clothed  with  the  power  to  establish 
new  school  districts  within  the  county.   It 


is  contended  by  defendants  that  these  varlons 
sections,  construed  together,  gave  to  the 
l>oard  of  supervisors  power  which  It  regularly- 
exercised  in  the  erection  of  Coronado  Beach 
into  a  separate  school  district  by  the  proceed- 
ings taken  in  January,  1887;  that  failing  this 
proposition,  such  district  was  at  least  a  cor- 
poration de  facto,  whose  existence  cannot  be 
assailed  in  this  collateral  manner;  while.  In 
the  view  of  plaintiff,  the  only  power  to  create 
the  Coronado  school  district  in  the  year  1887 
resided,  under  said  section  1576,  in  the  munic- 
ipal governing  body  of  the  city  of  San  Diego, 
—its  city  council,— and  the  attempt  of  the 
county  board  of  supervisors  in  that  behalf 
"could  not  be  even  such  a  semblance  of  au- 
thority as  would  give  It  a  de  facto  exist- 
ence." We  shall  assume,  for  the  purposes  of 
the  decision,  that  the  power  under  the  stat- 
ute to  form  the  new  district  rested  In  the 
city  council,  and  not  In  the  board  of  super- 
visors. We  are  to  inquire  if  there  was  such 
an  attempt  to  impress  the  character  of  a  cor- 
poration upon  the  Coronado  school  district, 
followed  by  the  assumption  and  discharge  on 
its  part  of  the  duties  pertaining  to  such  dis- 
trict, as  to  bring  it  within  the  operation  of 
those  principles  of  public  policy  by  reason  of 
which  the  law  will  impute  to  it  for  some  pur- 
poses, the  status  of  a  lawful  corporation;  that 
is,  will  treat  It  as  a  corporation  de  facto. 

(1)  In  the  first  place,  although  a  |vart  of  the 
district  composed  of  the  city  of  San  Diego, 
yet  It  was  legally  capable  of  segregation  as 
an   Independent   district     Pol.    Code,   1576. 

(2)  The  board  of  supervisors  of  the  county 
was  a  t)ody  having  power  under  the  law  to 
organize  new  school  districts  in  San  Diego 
county.  The  respondent  says  the  ord«r  of 
the  board  was  of  no  more  moment  than  If 
made  by  the  czar  of  Russia;  but  the  Illus- 
tration is  not  apt  A  foreign  government 
having  no  authority  whatever  within  our 
borders  could  make  no  order  In  such  a 
matter  which  would  not  be  void  on  its  face; 
while  here,  the  order  of  the  board  of  super- 
visors—acting as  the  board  did  within  the 
lines  of  the  statute  (PoL  Code,  1577-1579)— was 
valid  on  Its  face,  and  only  invalid  because 
of  the  fact,  then  unknown,  that  the  terri- 
tory in  question  was  within  the  limits  of 
an  incorporated  city.  The  case  shows  af- 
firmatively that  It  was  believed  to  be  and 
was  dealt  with  as  if  outside  those  limits. 

(3)  The  order  purported  to  form  and  estab- 
lish into  a  school  district  the  said  territory, 
with  a  designated  name,  in  formal  compli- 
ance with  the  statute  prescribing  the  mode 
for  accomplishing  that  object  (4)  Thereaft- 
er the  district  so  organized  exercised  the 
powers  and  discharged  the  duties  of  a  school 
district  in  the  same  manner  as  If  its  organ- 
ization had  been  legally  perfect;  contracted 
debts  and  acquired  and  held  property  In  its 
corporate  name  for  the  public  purposes  it 
undertook  to  promote.  (5)  This  was  done 
to  the  exclusion  of  any  other  district;   that 

48,  no  other  district  maintained  a  school  or 
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perfonned  other  office  of  snch  a  corporation 
within  Its  conflnes,  the  district  of  San  Diego 
having  abdicated  its  functions,  at  least  not 
attempting  to  discharge  them,  within  those 
limits.  Had  both  districts  been  endeavor- 
ing to  exercise  the  same  powers  in  the  same 
territory  a  different  question  would  be  made. 
1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  §  184.  (6)  There  was  ac- 
quiescence, not  merely  by  the  San  Diego 
school  district,  but  by  the  county  and  state, 
in  the  assnmption  of  such  corporate  preroga- 
tives by  the  new  district.  The  county  offl- 
eere  levied  and  collected  taxes  in  its  behalf, 
and  there  was  apportioned  to  it,  and  it  ex- 
pended, school  moneys  of  both  the  county 
and  state  In  like  manner  as  other  school  dis- 
tricts In  the  county.  (7)  The  plaintiff  here 
ind  his  numerous  assignors,  owners  of  prop- 
erty included  within  the  district,  recognized 
its  corporate  existence  by  paying  taxes  for 
its  use  in  discharging  the  debts  it  had  In- 
curred. True  they  did  this,  as  the  court 
finds,  under  a  mistake  as  to  the  legal  crea- 
tion of  the  district,  but  that  is  immaterial; 
well-nigh  every  merely  de  facto  corporation 
is  the  result  of  the  omission  or  mistake  of 
somebody,  or  some  body  of  people.  We  are 
o(  opinion  that  the  district  had  a  de  facto 
existence.  In  the  elements  above  enumerat- 
ed we  see  nothing  wanting  to  give  the  color 
of  legality  to  Its  organization,  or  to  render 
it  impolitic  to  allow  the  collateral  impeach- 
ment of  such  existence.  The  same  rule 
which  recognizes  officers  de  facto  applies  to 
corporations  de  facto.  Clement  v.  Everest, 
29  Mich.  20.  It  Is  one  of  policy,— to  prevent 
public  confusion  and  private  injustice.  And 
it  seems  to  be  settled  that  one  assiuning  to 
act  as  a  public  officer  may  in  some  cases  be 
nich  de  facto,  although  he  has  not  color  of 
election  or  appointment  by  the  only  body 
which  has  power  to  elect  or  appoint  him,  and 
although  the  appointing  or  electing  body  un- 
der which  be  assumes  to  act  had  not  the  legal 
power.  State  v.  Carroll,  38  Conn.  449;  5  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  103.  The  order  of  the 
hoard  of  supervisors  purporting  to  create  the 
district  was  the  formal  exercise  of  legislative 
power  (Hughes  v.  Ewing,  93  Cal.  417,  28  Fac. 
1067);  and  thereunder,  everything  having 
been  done  to  constitute  the  district  a  corpora- 
tion colorably.  If  not  legally,  the  law,  as  we 
see  it,  refuses,  In  this  incidental  way,  to  de- 
clare all  Its  proceedings  void  (AttcM^ey  Gen- 
eral T.  Stevens,  1  N.  J.  Eq.  378). 

The  constitution  of  Tennessee  provided  that 
no  line  of  any  new  county  created  by  the  leg- 
islature should  approach  nearer  than  11  miles 
of  the  courthouse  of  any  existing  county.  An 
act  was  {Hissed  forming  a  new  county,  under 
which  one  of  the  lines  was  established  within 
the  prohibited  distance,  but  this  circumstance 
(lid  not  appear  on  tbe  face  of  the  act.  It 
was,  therefore,  on  its  face,  not  unconstitution- 
al The  new  county  collected  taxes  and  exer- 
cised other  jurisdictional  rights  up  to  the  line 
ao  fixed.  Held,  that  so  long  as  the  older 
county  acquiesced  In  the  boundary  which  cut 


off  part  of  Its  territory  the  right  of  the  new 
county  over  such  territoi-y  could  not  be  ques- 
tioned In  any  collateral  proceeding;  that  only 
the  older  county  could  assert  tbe  invalidity 
of  the  boundary.  Speck  v.  State,  7  Baxt. 
46.  A  somewhat  similar  case  received  like 
treatment  in  Kansas.  The  court,  citing  many 
authorities,  said:  "When  a  public  organiza- 
tion of  a  corporate  or  quasi  corporate  charac- 
ter has  an  existence  In  fact  and  Is  acting  un- 
der color  of  law,  and  its  existence  is  not 
questioned  by  the  state.  Its  existence  cannot 
be  collaterally  drawn  In  question  by  private 
parties."  In  re  Short,  47  Kan.  253,  27  Pac. 
1005.  In  Michigan  it  was  sought  to  review 
by  certiorari  the  proceedings  taken  to  form 
a  new  school  district  out  of  old  districts;  this 
was  about  15  months  after  the  proceedings 
were  had.  The  court  held  that  after  lapse  of 
such  time  It  waa  presumed  that  the  district 
had  been  organized  In  fact,  officers  elected, 
and  expenses  Incurred;  that  any  one  desiring 
to  contest  the  organization  must  proceed  by 
quo  warranto  against  the  district  or  its  offi- 
cers. Fractional  Dlst.  No.  1  v.  Joint  Board, 
etc.,  27  Mich.  3;  see  Stuart  v.  School  Dist, 
30  Mich.  74.  In  Arkansas,  by  mistake  as  to 
the  tribunal  having  authority  for  such  pur- 
poses, a  town  was  formally  organized  by  or- 
der of  the  circuit  court  of  a  certain  county, 
when  In  fact  It  had  no  jurisdiction  in  the 
matter.  Otherwise  the  organization  was  In 
accordance  with  the  general  law,  and  for  sev- 
eral years  the  town  continuously  exercised 
the  franchises  of  a  corporation.  It  was  con- 
ceded that  the  order  was  void;  yet  the  su- 
preme court  held  that  the  town  "had  been  an 
existing  de  facto  corporation  all  the  time  from 
1873  till  now;  and  many  things  had  in  good 
faith  been  done  under  It  which  It  would  be 
shocking  now  to  undo."  State  v.  Leather- 
man,  38  Ark.  81.  See,  further,  Ashley  v. 
Board,  8  O.  0.  A  455,  60  Fed.  55;  Aller  v. 
Town  of  Cameron,  3  Dill.  198,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
243;  School  Dlst.  No.  2  v.  School  Dlst.  No. 
1,  45  Kan.  648,  26  Pac.  43;  City  of  St.  Louis 
T.  Shields.  62  Mo.  247;  People  v.  Maynard,  15 
Mich.  463;  Cooley,  Const  LIm.  310.  Re- 
si)ondent  lays  much  stress  on  School  Dist  v. 
Linscott  99  Cal.  25,  33  Pac.  781;  but  that 
case  does  not  touch  the  present  question.  We 
have  assumed  the  correctness  of  the  remark 
there  (page  28,  99  Cal.,  page  781,  33  Pac.) 
that  "after  the  incorporation  of  the  city  the 
board  of  sux>ervlBors  ceased  to  have  any  pow- 
er over  the  school  districts  within  the  city." 
Since  the  Coronado  school  district  had  a  de 
facto  existence,  the  plaintiff  could  not  have 
enjoined  the  collection  of  the  taxes,  nor  have 
resisted  an  action  for  the  same,  on  the  ground 
of  illegality  of  its  organization  (Quint  v.  Hoff- 
man, 103  Cal.  506,  37  Pac.  514;  Dean  v.  Da- 
vis, 51  Cal.  406;  Reclamation  Dist  r.  Turner, 
104  Cal.  334,  37  Pac.  1038;  Land  Dlst  v.  SU- 
ver,  98  Cal.  51,  32  Pac  866);  and,  for  rea- 
sons at  least  as  strong,  should  not  recover  tbe 
money  when  paid.  It  follows  also  that  the 
Intervener  has  no  standingi^^jMi^j^^^w-,^^ 
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ey  In  dispute.  Under  section  1887,  Pol.  Code, 
the  taxes  when  collected  were  required  to  be 
"paid  into  the  county  treasury  to  the  credit  of 
such  district,  and  be  used  for  the  payment  of 
the  principal  and  interest  of  said  bonds,  and 
for  no  other  purpose";  and,  whether  the  hold- 
ers of  the  bonds  have  any  further  remedy  on 
the  same  or  not,  a  subject  on  which  we  inti- 
mate no  opinion,  it  seems  to  us  clear  that  on 
the  facts  disclosed  by  the  present  record  they 
are  entitled  to  the  fund  in  question,  to  the 
e.^cclnslon  of  both  the  plaintiff  and  the  inter- 
Tener.  The  Judgment  dismissing  the  Inter- 
vener's complaint  should  be  affirmed,  and  the 
judgment  against  the  defendants  and  the  or- 
der denying  their  motion  for  new  trial  should 
be  reversed. 

We  concur:     SRARLS,  C;   BELCHER,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  dismiss- 
ing the  intervener's  complaint  is  affirmed, 
and  the  Judgment  against  the  defendants,  and 
the  order  denying  their  motion  for  new  trial, 
are  revertsed. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Aug.  3,  1895.) 

TriaI/— Conflict  of  Evidencb— Cosvebsios  of 
BcLUON — Mkasuke  or  Damages— Spoliatou  of 
Evidence — What  Coxstitcteb— Aohkemest  to 

DEFBAI'D     COBPORATION  —  CoMPEXSATION     FOB 

WoKK  Thekeuxdek— Sekvice  ON  Foreios  Cor- 
poBATioN — Action  for  Fraud — Proof  of  Neo- 
LiOENCE  —  Liability   of  Director  fob   Fracd 

OF  OFnCKU. 

1.  On  an  issue  as  to  whether  the  amount  of 
bullion  that  should  be  extracted  from  a  quan- 
tity of  ore  should  be  estimated  by  the  car  or 
mill  sample,  witnesses  for  defendants  testified 
that  the  mill  sample  was  the  customary  stand- 
ard, and  that  the  car  sample  was  used  merely 
as  a  check.  A  witness  for  plaintiff  testified  that 
an  assay  from  a  car  sample  would  aver.TRc  $10 
per  ton  more  than  from  a  mill  sample,  but 
stated  that  if,  from  the  50,000  to  100.000  tons  of 
ore,  a  car  sample  was  taken  with  the  best 
known  methods,  it  would  approsimately  show 
the  value  of  the  ore,  but  that  for  returns  from 
the  mill,  the  mill  samples  were  relied  on,  aud 
that  the  car  samples  wore  merely  a  check.  An- 
other witness  for  plaintiff  testified  that  if  a  fair 
sample  were  Rotten  from  the  car  it  would  in- 
dicate the  value  of  the  ore.  but  the  mannor  of 
the  a.ssay  with  whicli  lie  was  familiar  was  more 
complete  than  that  with  which  the  ore  in  ques- 
tion was  treated,  and  that  he  had  had  no  ex- 
perience in  miuiug  such  ore.  A  witness  for  de- 
fendant testilied  that  car  samples  were  taken 
as  a  check,  and  that  If  the  mill  assay  did  not 
show  a  proper  percontace  of  the  value  shown 
l>y  the  car  samples,  complaint  was  made  of  the 
mill,  but  that  the  car  samples  assayed  from  $(> 
to  $10  more  than  mill  samples.  Bdd  to  show 
that  the  car  samples  exaggerated  the  value  of 
the  ore,  and  that  the  mill  samples  are  the  bet- 
ter test. 

2.  A  judgment  for  the  conversion  of  silver 
bullion  should  be  based  on  the  coin  value  of  the 
bullion,  and  not  on  the  arbitrary  standard  value. 

3.  The  doctrine  that  everything  will  be  pre- 
sumed against  a  spoliator  does  not  apply  to  an 
action  by  a  stockholder  of  a  mining  company 


against  a  milling  company  for  improperly  ex- 
tracting the  bullion,  so  as  to  leave  a  large  qnan- 
tity  in  the  ore  to  be  afterwards  worked  over  by 
defendant,  because,  in  the  process  of  milling, 
the  identity  of  the  ore  was  destroyed. 

4.  The  fact  that  a  witness  for  a  party  re- 
fused  to  produce  books  does  not  render  such 
party  a  spoliator  of  testimony,  no  demand  hav- 
ing been  made  for  the  oroduetion  of  the  books. 

5.  Where  the  records  of  a  company  engaged 
in  reducing  ore  show  the  quantity  of  ore  re- 
ceived, and  in  a  column  headed  On  account 
of,"  the  names  of  a  number  of  mining  com- 
panies appear,  the  records  do  not  show  that  the 
quantity  of  ore  opposite  the  name  of  a  mining 
company  was  produced  at  its  mine. 

6.  Where  a  corporation  for  reducing  ore 
agrees  to  pay  the  president  and  manager  of  a 
mining  company  a  percentage  on  the  profit  of 
reducing  ore  received  from  such  company,  the 
intention  being  that  the  president  should  ship 
ore  whether  or  not  it  is  sufficiently  rich  in  metal 
to  be  profitable,  the  company  will  be  allowed 
only  for  the  actual  costs  of  treating  the  ore, 
without  allowing  for  the  use  of  its  null,  though 
part  of  the  ore  shipped  was  sufficiently  ri<i»  in 
metal  to  make  the  process  profitable  to  the  min- 
ing company. 

7.  Jurisdiction  of  a  foreign  corporation  can- 
not be  acquired  by  service  on  the  superintendent 
of  one  of  its  mills  who  is  in  this  state  merely 
as  a  witness  in  the  action. 

8.  One  who  sues  another  engaged  in  the  re- 
duction of  ore  to  recover  damages  for  fraud  in 
treating  the  ore  cannot  recover  for  loss  resulting 
from  negligence. 

9.  Const  art  12,  {  3,  providing  that  the 
directors  of  corporations  shall  be  jointly  and 
severally  liable  to  the  creditors  and  stockhold- 
ers for  all  moneys  embezzled  by  the  officers, 
does  not  apply  to  all  the  directors.  wh«:e  the 
president  of  a  mining  company,  without  the 
knowledge  of  the  other  directors,  agrees  on  be- 
half of  the  company  to  pay  a  milling  company 
an  excessive  price  for  treating  its  ore  in  consid- 
eration of  payment  to  him  of  part  of  the  profits. 

10.  Objection  cannot  be  made  to  the  form  of 
a  judgment  which  follows  the  complaint,  to 
which  ho  objection  was  made. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  city 
and  county  of  San  Frandsco;  J.  C.  B.  Heb- 
bard.  Judge. 

Action  by  M.  W.  Fox  against  the  Hale 
&  Norcross  Silver  Mining  Company  and  oth- 
ers for  conspiracy.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  plaintiff,  and  defendants  appeal.  Jmlg- 
raent  affirmed  In  part,  and  reversed  In  part. 

W.  F.  Herrln,  Lloyd  &  Wood,  Mesick  & 
Waters,  Garber,  Boalt  &  Bishop,  Edward  U. 
Taylor,  and  M.  M.  Estee,  for  appoUauts. 
Wm.  T.  Baggett,  L.  D.  McKisick,  and  E.  S. 
Pillsbury,  for  respondent 

BEATTY,  C.  J.  The  Hale  &  Norcross  Sil- 
ver Mining  Company  is  a  corporation,  orRau- 
ized  under  the  laws  of  California,  with  Us 
principal  place  of  business  at  the  city  of 
San  Francisco.  It  is  the  owner  of  one  of  tlie 
mining  cUiims  on  the  Comstock  Lode,  in  the 
state  of  Nevada,  where  for  many  years  it  has 
been  engaged  in  the  business  of  mining  gold 
and  silver  bearing  ores.  The  plaintiff,  M. 
W.  Pox,  since  the  year  1887,  has  been  at  all 
times  a  stoclchoider  of  said  corporation.  lu 
August  and  September,  1890,  he  addressed 
communications  to  Its  board  of  directors,  and 
to  the  Individual  members  of  the  board, 
charging,  in  substance,  that  for  three  yeais 
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tbe  corporation  and  Its  stockholden  had  been 
gjstenmtically  plundered,  and  Ita  property 
stolen,  to  the  amount  of  more  than  $2,000,- 
000,  by  means  of  a  fraudulent  conspiracy 
aod  combination  between  said  directors  and 
tbe  owners  or  lessees  of  the  mills  employed 
In  the  reduction  of  the  ores  extracted  from 
the  company's  mine;  that  the  devices  re- 
torted to  In  furtherance  of  the  object  of 
this  conspiracy  were  the  mixture  of  worth- 
less rock  with  high-grade  ores  so  as  to  obscure 
their  value,  and  at  the  same  time  Increase 
tbe  quantity  of  material  to  be  put  through 
the  mills;  tbe  concealment  from  the  stock- 
holders of  the  average  value  of  the  ores,  as 
thus  reduced;  a  fraudulent  system  of  milling, 
by  which  only  a  small  portion  of  the  pre- 
cious metals  contained  In  the  ores  was  re- 
turned to  the  company;  and  a  disposition  of 
tbe  stolen  bullion  in  a  manner  Intended  to 
conceal  the  theft.  He  further  stated  In  his 
communication  to  the  board  that  he  was 
prepared  to  furnish  sufficient  evidence  of  tbe 
troth  of  his  charges,  and  demanded  that  the 
directors  should  Institute  an  action  In  the 
proper  court,  in  the  name  of  the  company, 
to  recover  from  the  conspirators  the  full 
amount  of  Its  losses.  Nothing  bavlng  been 
done  by  the  directors  in  response  to  this  de- 
mand, the  plaintiff  commenced  this  action, 
in  which  he  Joined  as  defendants  the  corpora- 
tion, all  the  individuals  who  had  served  as 
its  directors  from  1887  to  1890  Inclusive,  and 
the  owners  of  tbe  several  mills  in  which  its 
ores  had  been  reduced  during  the  same  peri- 
od,—these  last  being  sued  by  fictitious  names. 
Tbe  sommoDS  does  not  appear  to  have  been 
served  on  any  of  the  mill  owners,  but  the 
other  defendants  filed  their  answer  to  an 
amended  complaint,  and  on  the  Issues  so 
made  the  cause  was  brought  to  trial  No- 
vember 18,  1891.  During  the  progress  of 
the  trial  the  complaint  was  further  amended 
by  the  insertion  of  the  true  names  of  tbe 
mill  owners  sued  by  fictitious  names,  and  by 
tbe  addition  of  some  new  allegations;  and 
on  March  6,  1892,  at  the  close  of  the  trial, 
a  final  amended  complaint  was  filed,  for  the 
purpose,  as  stated,  of  conforming  the  plead- 
ings to  the  proofs.  All  the  material  allega- 
tions of  these  amended  complaints  were  ei- 
ther denied  by  the  answers  of  the  several  de- 
fendants, or  were  by  the  court  treated  as 
denied.  On  June  11,  1892,  the  sui>erior  court 
filed  its  findings  and  conclusions,  and  entered 
Its  decree  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  corporation  defendant,  and 
against  the  other  defendants  (except  Hobart, 
a  mill  owner,  who  had  died  on  June  2d,  and 
as  to  whose  estate  all  proceedings  were  con- 
tinued) severally  for  various  axons.  As 
against  Hayward  and  the  Nevada  Mill  & 
Mining  Company  (a  corporation),  mill  own- 
ers, and  Levy,  who  had  been  president  of 
tho  Hale  A  Norcross  Company  during  the 
whole  period  from  1887  to  1890,  inclusive, 
there  were  several  Judgments  for  the  en- 
tire amount  of  the  company's  losses,  esti- 
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mated  at  $1,011,835.  As  against  the  other 
defendants,  directors  of  the  corporation,  there 
were  several  Judgments  In  smaller  and  vary- 
ing amounts,  corresponding,  as  It  Is  claimed, 
to  tbe  losses  sustained  by  the  corporation 
daring  their  respective  terms  of  office  from 
overpayments  to  the  mill  owners  for  the 
crushing  and  reduction  of  ores.  Execution 
was  directed  to  Issue  upon  these  Judgments, 
but  it  was  provided  that  no  more  should  be 
collected  thereon  than  said  sum  of  $1,011,835, 
with  accruing  Interest  and  costs,  knd  a  re- 
ceiver was  appointed,  to  whom  the  amount 
so  collected  was  to  be  paid,  and  who  was 
authorized  and  directed  by  the  Judgment  to 
pay  over  to  the  attorneys  for  tbe  plaintiff,  as 
compensation  for  their  services,  25  per  cent, 
of  all  sums  collected.  In  due  time  all  of  the 
defendants  against  whom  Judgment  bad 
been  rendered  moved  for  a  new  trial  upon 
a  settled  statement  of  the  case,  and,  their 
motion  having  been  denied,  they  have  taken 
this  appeal  from  said  order  and  from  the 
Judgment. 

The  large  amount  Involved  in  the  contro- 
versy, the  difficulties  presented  by  the  sub- 
jects of  investigation,  the  great  length  of  the 
trial,  the  Immense  mass  of  evidence,  consist- 
ing largely  of  closely-printed  columns  of  fig- 
ures, and  the  ability,  industry,  and  ingenuity 
of  counsel,  have  combined  to  raise  an  un- 
usual number  of  difficult  questions  for  our 
decision.  In  the  discussion  of  which  it  Will 
be  necessary  to  state  in  considerable  detail 
many  of  the  matters  contained  in  the  record. 
It  will  be  more  convenient  to  make  a  particu- 
lar statement  of  these  matters  in  connection 
with  the  several  assignments  of  error  to 
which  they  relate,  but  it  will  facilitate  the 
discussion  to  state  at  the  outset  the  general 
nature  of  the  issues  presented  by  tbe  plead- 
ings, and  the  facts  as  found  by  tbe  superior 
court  In  his  last  amended  complaint,  filed, 
as  above  stated,  after  the  evidence  was  all  in, 
and  for  the  declared  purpose  of  conforming 
the  pleadings  to  the  proofs,  the  plaintiff  al- 
leges, among  other  things:  That  between 
the  1st  of  January,  1887,  and  the  1st  of  July, 
1S90,  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Silver  Mining 
Company  delivered  to  the  Chollar  or  Nevada 
mill,  and  to  the  Vivian  and  Mexican  mills,  at 
or  near  Virginia  City,  In  the  state  of  Nevada, 
not  less  than  80,000  tons  of  gold  and  silver 
bearing  ore,  the  property  of  said  company, 
to  be  by  said  mills  crushed  and  milled.  That 
said  ores  were  crushed  and  milled  at  said 
mills,  and  were  of  the  value  of  not  less  than 
$3,250,000.  That  said  Chollar  or  Nevada  mill 
was  the  property  of  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Min- 
ing Company,  a  Nevada  corporation,  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  that  state  for  the 
purpose  of  owning,  leasing,  and  operating 
mills  for  crushing  gold  and  silver  bearing 
ores,  and  of  which  the  defendants  Hayward 
and  Hobart  were  large  stockholders.  That 
the  said  Hayward  and  Hobart,  acting  with 
other  persons  in  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the 
Hale  &  Norcross  Silver  Mining  Company,  con- 
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trolled  and  directed  all  the  affairs  of  said  Ne- 
vada Mill  &  Mining  Company  and  of  the 
Meixlcan  mill  during  all  the  times  mentioned 
in  the  complaint,  and  that  all  the  fruits  of 
said  conspiracy  came  to  the  hands  of  said 
Hayward  and  Hobart  That  said  persons 
and  corporations,  owners,  stockholders,  and 
managers  of  mills,  ■were  at  all  times  mention- 
ed in  the  complaint  also  the  owners  of  a  large 
number  of  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
said  mining  company,  and  fraudulently  and 
unlawfully.  In  aid  of  said  conspiracy,  procured 
a  sufficient  number  of  proxies  wf  other  per- 
sons In  whose  names  stock  was  standing,  but 
who  were  not  the  real  owners  thereof,  to 
elect  all  the  directors  of  said  mining  company 
at  the  annual  elections,  held  March  9,  1887, 
March  14,  1888,  March  13,  1889,  and  March 
12,  1890.  That  said  directors,  so  chosen,  were 
at  all  times  controlled  by,  and  acted  in  sub- 
serviency to,  and  conspired  with,  said  mill 
owners  and  managers  In  all  their  official  acts 
and  proceedings,  and  In  all  matters  connect- 
ed with  the  management  and  business  of  the 
mining  corporation  and  Its  mine.  That  Im- 
mediately after  the  election  of  said  directors 
they  formed  and  organized  a  fraudulent  com- 
bination and  conspiracy  with  said  mill  owners 
for  the  purpose  of  cheating  and  defrauding 
the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company  and  its  stock- 
holders by  divers  cunning  and  unjust  prac- 
tices, among  which  were  the  following:  That 
the  mill  owners  appointed  and  selected  all 
the  agents  and  employes  about  the  mills,  and 
having,  by  means  of  said  combination  and  con- 
spiracy, the  control  of  the  mining  company, 
they  caused  all  of  the  ore  extracted  from  Its 
mine  to  be  crushed  and  milled  at  the  mills 
belonging  to  or  controlled  by  them,  and  caus- 
ed the  superintendent  of  the  mining  company 
to  suppress  or  withhold  from  its  stockholders 
any  report  of  the  assays  of  such  ores.  That 
said  superintendent  did  cause  assays  to  be 
made  of  every  car  load  of  ore  extracted  from 
the  mine,  and  reported  the  same  to  the  direct- 
ors, not,  however,  for  the  purpose  of  protect- 
ing the  stockholders,  or  as  a  check  upon  the 
mills,  but  merely  as  a  basis  for  a  division  of 
the  fraudulent  gains  of  the  combination.  That 
said  directors,  with  the  consent  and  approval 
of  the  mill  men,  caused  the  superintendent 
of  the  mine  to  extract  large  quantities  of  low- 
grade  ores  of  a  value  below  the  cost  of  min- 
ing and  reduction,  and  to  mix  these  with  the 
high-grade  ores  for  the  double  purpose  of  con- 
cealing from  the  stockholders  the  real  value 
of  such  ores,  and  of  giving  constant  employ- 
ment to  the  mills  at  an  extravagant  rate  of 
compensation.  That  the  loss  to  the  mining 
company  caused  by  the  mining,  transporta- 
tion, and  milling  of  said  low-grade  ores 
amounted  to  about  $500,000.  That  the  mill 
owners  caused  false  and  fraudulent  assays 
to  be  made  of  the  pulp  of  said  ores,  and, 
knowing  them  to  be  false,  represented  them 
to  be  true.  That  said  mill  owners,  In  fur- 
therance of  the  objects  of  the  conspiracy, 
caused  all  of  said  ores  to  be  handled  by  a 


fraudulent  system  of  imperfect  milling  and 
reduction.  Intended  to  leave  in  the  tailings, 
slimes,  and  residues  a  large  portion  of  the 
gold  and  silver  contained  therein,  which  tail- 
ings, slimes,  and  residues  were  afterwards 
worked  over  for  the  Joint  benefit  of  the  con- 
spirators, to  the  damage  of  said  mining  com- 
pany and  its  stockholders  in  the  sum  of  about 
?1,000,000.  That  said  directors.  In  further- 
ance of  the  conspiracy,  ordered  and  permit- 
ted all  of  said  ores  to  be  milled  at  said  Mexi- 
can, Vivian,  and  Chollar  or  Nevada  mills,  at 
the  exorbitant  and  excessive  rate  of  $7  per 
ton,  $3.50  per  ton  being  a  fair  and  reasonable 
price;  to  the  damage  of  said  mining  company 
and  its  stockholders  in  the  sum  of  $280,000. 
That  about  6,000  tons  of  ore  were  delivered 
to  the  Virginia  &  Truckee  Railway  Com- 
pany, to  be  transported  to  the  Chollar  mill, 
which  were  never  accounted  for,  causing  a 
further  loss  to  the  company  and  its  stock- 
holders of  $480,000.  That  the  aggregate  loss- 
es occasioned  by  these  various  acts  of  the 
conspirators  amounted  to  $2,100,000,  a  large 
portion  of  which  has  been  divided  up  and  dis- 
tributed to  the  dhrectors  of  the  mining  com- 
pany. 

The  defendants  were  not  permitted  to  file 
any  answer  to  this  last  amended  complaint, 
but  their  answers  to  the  second  amended 
complaint  were  allowed  to  stand  as  answers 
to  the  last  amended  complaint,  and,  so  far 
as  Its  allegations  were  new  or  different  from 
previous  allegations,  they  seem  to  have  been 
treated  as  if  they  were  in  issue,  and  I  shall 
assume  that  they  were  so  treated.  The  an- 
swer of  the  corporation  and  its  directors  ad- 
mits the  delivery  of  Its  ores  to  the  mills  nam- 
ed in  the  complaint,  for  the  purpose  of  milling 
and  reduction,  and  the  answers  of  the  mill 
owners  admit  the  receipt  of  said  ores,  but  it 
is  denied  that  they  were  of  the  value  alleged, 
or  of  any  greater  value  than  $1,879,094.68,  less 
the  cost  of  transportation  and  reduction.  Aside 
from  these  admissions,  it  may  be  said  with 
substantial  accuracy  tliat  every  material  alle- 
gation of  the  complaint  is  put  in  issue.  Hay- 
ward  and  Hobart  deny  that  they  were  owners 
or  lessees  of,  or  engaged  in  operating,  any 
of  the  mills  named  In  the  complaint  The 
Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Company,  of  which 
they  were  stockholders,  admits  that  it  owned 
and  operated  the  Chollar  or  Nevada  mill,  and 
received  and  worked  a  portion  of  the  Hale 
&  Norcross  ores. 

Upon  these  issues  the  findings  of  the  su- 
perior court  were  generally  In  favor  of  the 
plaintiff,  and  I  shall  merely  note  In  this  con- 
nection some  of  the  more  important  particu- 
lars in  which  they  were  otherwise.  It  was 
found  that  Hayward,  Hobart,  the  Nevada 
Mill  &  Mining  Company,  and  Levy  did,  with 
the  consent  and  appi"oval  of  the  directors  of 
the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company,  command 
the  superintendent  of  the  mine  to  extract 
large  Quantities  of  low-grade  ores,  and  mix 
them  with  high-grade  ores,  for  the  fraudulent 
purposes  charged  in  the  complaint,  and  that 
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the  cost  of  mining,  hoisting,  tmneportlng, 
and  milling  said  low-grade  ores  caused  loss 
and  damage  t»  the  mining  company;  but 
there  ia  no  finding  as  to  the  quantity  of  such 
ores  mined  and  sent  to  the  mills,  or  of  the 
amount  of  the  damage  thereby  caused.  It  is 
not  found  that  all  or  any  part  of  the  fruits 
of  the  conspiracy  came  to  the  hands  of  Hay- 
ward  or  Hobart,  otherwise  than  by  the  gen- 
eral findings  to  the  effect  that  they  were  re- 
ceived by  the  whole  body  of  the  conspira- 
tors. There  is  no  finding  as  to  what  was  the 
reasMiable  price  of  milling  Comstock  ores 
during  tho  years  1887-80.  It  is  found  that 
the  actual  cost  of  milling  the  ores  in  con- 
troversy was  $4.50  per  ton,  and  no  more,  and 
that  the  charge  made  and  allowed  of  $7  per 
ton  was  fraudulent,  exorbitant,  and  exces- 
sive to  the  extent  of  $2.50  per  ton.  But  it  is 
conceded  that  this  is  not  a  finding  of  what 
an  honest  miller,  entitled  to  a  reasonable 
compensation  for  the  use  of  his  mill,  might 
properly  have  charged.  It  is  a  finding,  only, 
of  the  actual  cost  of  reduction,  without  al- 
lowing anything  for  the  use  of  the  mills,— 
the  court  being  of  the  opinion  that  these  mill 
owners,  participants  as  they  were  found  to 
be  in  a  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  mine  owur- 
ers,  were  entitled  to  no  compensation  for  the 
use  of  their  mills.  It  is  not  found  that  any 
«es  delivered  to  the  railway  company  for 
transportation  to  the  Nevada  mill  were  unac- 
counted for,  but,  cm  the  contrary,  it  is  ex- 
pressly found  that  all  such  ores  were  ac- 
counted for.  It  is  not  found  that  the  mine 
or  car  sample  assays  were  used  by  the  de- 
fendants as  a  basis  for  the  division  of  prof- 
Its,  or  that  any  profits  were  divided,  but  in 
general  terms  it  is  found  that  all  the  de- 
fendants—-including  the  directors  of  the  Hale 
&  Norcross  Company— received  and  appropri- 
ated the  entire  amount  of  which  the  corpora- 
ticm  and  its  stockholders  were  defrauded, 
viz.  $1,011,835.  In  some  particulars  the  find- 
ings go  beyond  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint. It  is  not  alleged,  but  is  found,  that 
Hayward,  HolMirt,  and  the  other  conspirators 
controlled  and  directed  the  business  and  af- 
fairs of  the  Vivian  mill,  as  well  as  of  the  Ne- 
vada and  Mexican  mills.  It  is  not  alleged, 
but  is  found,  that  the  defendant  Levy  was 
president  of  the  board  of  directors  of  the 
Hale  &  Norcross  Company  during  the  whole 
period  from  1887  to  18aO.  inclusive.  The 
quantity  of  ore  alleged  to  have  been  deliv- 
ered at  the  mills  for  reduction  was  not  less 
tluu>  80,000  tons,  and  Its  value  is  alleged  to 
have  been  not  less  than  $3,250,000.  It  was 
found  that  88,887  tons  were  delivered,  of  the 
value  of  $3,505,361. 

The  defendants,  in  support  of  their  appeal 
from  the  judgments,  contend  that  they  are 
erroneous  in  form  and  substance;  and,  in 
support  of  th^r  appeal  from  the  order  de- 
nying a  new  trial,  contend  that  the  findings 
of  the  superior  court  are  against  the  evi- 
dence, and  are  vitiated  by  numerous  errors 
committed  in  the  course  of  the  trial  in  rul- 


ing upon  objections  to  the  evidence,  and  up- 
on other  matt^is.  The  most  important  ques- 
tions which  we  are  thus  called  upon  to  de- 
termine relate  to  certain  legal  propositions,  as 
to  which  our  decision  must  become  a  pre- 
cedent in  future  controversies;  but  the  ques- 
tions which  have  been  most  elaborately  dis- 
cussed by  counsel,  and  which  go  most  di- 
rectly to  the  merits  of  this  case,  relate  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain  the 
findings  of  the  superior  court,  and  these  I 
shall  consider  first 

It  ia  contended  that  there  is  no  evidence 
to  support  the  findings  as  to  the  alleged  ccm- 
spiracy  to  defraud  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Com- 
pany. So  far  as  the  defendants  Hayward 
and  the  other  mill  owners  are  concerned,  it 
does  not  seem  to  be  of  macn  consequence 
whether  these  findings  can  be  sustained  in 
their  full  extent  or  not  since  their  liability 
is  sufilciently  established  by  other  and  inde- 
pendent findlnga  Bat  with  resi>ect  to  the  11- 
ahlllty  of  the  directors  of  the  Hale  &  Nor- 
cross Company,  the  findings  as  to  their  ac- 
tive participation  in  the  conspiracy  are  very 
material.  The  evidence  upon  this  point 
which  most  nearly  affects  the  directors  of 
the  corporation  is  that  which  relates  to  their 
election.  It  seems  that  in  1887,  and  for 
some  time  prior  thereto,  the  bulk  of  the 
Hale  &  Norcross  stock  was  in  the  hands  and 
under  the  control  of  certain  stockbrokers  in 
San  Francisco.  On  the  books  of  the  com- 
pany it  stood  in  the  names  of  trustees  of 
these  brokers,  but  according  to  their  theory 
it  was  the  property  of  their  customers.  The 
evidence  in  this  record  as  to  the  exact  rela- 
tions between  broker  and  customer  is  not 
very  explicit,  but  what  they  really  were  is  a 
matter  of  common  knowledge,  with  wtiicb 
this  court  has  l>een  made  especially  familiar 
by  a  series  of  cases  recently  decided  here,  in- 
volving a  construction  of  the  constitutional 
provisions  against  sales  <m  margin.  Cash- 
man  V.  Root,  88  Cal.  373,  26  Pac.  883;  Wet- 
more  V.  Barrett.  103  CaL  246.  37  Pac.  140; 
Sheehy  v.  Shlnn.  103  Cal.  325.  37  Pac.  383; 
Baldwin  v.  Zadig,  104  Cal.  504  38  Pac.  863, 
722;  Kullman  v.  Simmens,  104  Cal.  585,  38 
Pac.  362.  I  c<mclude,  therefore,  that  this 
Hale  &  Norcross  stock  was  held  as  mining 
stocks  were  at  that  time  generally  held  by 
the  San  Francisco  brokers.  It  had  been  pur- 
chased on  orders  from  dealers  and  specula- 
tors upon  deposit  of  the  customary  margin, 
and  had  been  transferred  to  the  trustees  of 
the  brokers  as  security  for  their  advances. 
It  was,  in  other  words,  according  to  the  the- 
ory of  the  broker's  contract,  a  pledge,  but 
according  to  the  constitution  it  was  the  prop- 
erty of  the  broker,  and  the  subject  of  an 
unlawful  and  void  contract  of  sale.  It  is 
not  necessary,  in  my  opinion,  to  decide  who, 
under  these  circumstances,  had  the  strict,  le- 
gal right  to  vote  the  stock  so  held.  Con- 
ceding that  the  brokers  could  lawfully  vote 
It  at  the  annual  elections  of  the  directors  of 
the    corporatloo,    they    were,    nevertheless. 
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bound  to  Tote  It  In  tlie  Interest  of  those  for 
whom  they  had  purchased  It  It  seems,  how- 
erer,  from  the  evidence,  that  they  gave  prox- 
ies often  as  a  mere  matter  of  favor  or  pro- 
fessional comity,  and  occasionally  for  a  con- 
sideration, to  any  one  who  chose  to  make  a 
contest  for  the  control  of  the  board.  By 
this  means  the  defendant  Levy  carried  the 
elections  for  some  time  prior  to  1887,  and 
had  been  made  the  president  of  the  board. 
As  president  he  was  invested  by  the  by- 
laws with  the  sole  management  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  corporation,  subject  to  the  ad- 
vice of  the  board  of  directors.  When  the 
election  of  1887  was  approaching,  Hayward, 
Hobart,  and  other  stockholders  of  the  Neva- 
da Mill  &  Mining  Company,— who  were  con- 
siderable owners  of  stock  In  the  Hale  & 
Norcross  Oomi>any,— determined  to  contest 
with  Levy  for  the  control  of  the  board.  A 
compromise  was,  however,  effected,  result- 
ing in  the  election  of  a  board  acceptable  to 
both  parties,  and  the  retention  of  Levy  in 
the  office  of  president.  As  a  part  of  this  ar- 
rangement an  agreement  was  entered  into 
between  Levy  and  the  mill  owners,  by  which 
he  was  to  receive  one-eighth  of  the  profit  on 
the  crushing  of  all  Hale  &  Norcross  ores 
milled  by  them.  This  agreement  was,  of 
course,  secret,  and  there  Is  no  evidence  that 
Its  existence  was  known  to  any  member  of 
the  board  of  directors,  except  Levy  and  his 
partner,  Hoeflich.  Sell  and  Bridge,  who 
ceased  to  be  directors  In  March,  1888,  knew 
of  It  after  that  time,  but  there  Is  no  direct 
evidence  that  they  had  such  knowledge  while 
In  office.  None  of  the  directors,  however, 
had  any  substantial  Interest  in  the  corpora- 
tion. A  majority  of  them  owned  but  5  or  10 
shares,  respectively,  out  of  a  total  of  112,000 
shares,  and  these  trifling  amounts  of  stock 
had,  in  several  instances,  been  transferred  to 
them  by  Levy  or  the  mill  owners  fw  the  ex- 
press purpose  of  qualifying  them  to  serve. 
Being  chosen  in  this  way  and  receiving  no 
compensation  for  their  services,  except  $5  for 
each  meeting  of  the  board  at  which  they  at- 
tended, they  gave  to  the  affairs  of  the  com- 
pany the  amount  of  attention  that  might 
have  been  expected.  Several  of  them  seem 
to  have  known  next  to  nothing  about  the  <^- 
cratlons  at  the  mine.  While  others  took  a 
little  more  trouble  to  keep  themselves  In- 
formed In  a  general  way  about  the  mining  of 
ores  and  the  price  paid  for  reduction,  they 
seem,  one  and  all,  to  have  Intrusted  the 
management  of  the  entire  business  to  the 
president.  Levy,  and  to  the  superintendent  of 
the  mine;  and  If  these  officers,  by  abuse  of 
their  trust,  caused  the  loss  and  damage  to 
the  mining  company  which  the  court  has 
found,  the  evidence  warrants  the  conclusion 
that  the  directors  were  at  least  guilty  of 
gross  negligence.  But,  except  as  to  Levy, 
Hoofllch,  Sell,  and  Bridge,  I  do  not  think 
there  Is  any  evidence  that  the  directors  knew 
of  the  unlawful  agreement  between  Levy 
and  the  mill  owners,  or  that  they  were  ac- 


tive participants  In  the  conspiracy  and 
frauds  alleged  in  the  complaint  That  this 
was  the  view  of  the  Judge  of  the  superior 
court  seems  to  follow,  not  only  from  his  de- 
cision upon  the  separate  motion  of  the  de- 
fendant Wheeler  for  a  new  trial,  but  from 
the  amount  of  the  several  judgments  ren- 
dered against  him  and  the  other  directora 
In  denying  Wheeler's  motion,  the  Judge  de- 
clared in  effect  that  he  did  not  believe  him 
to  have  had  any  share  In  the  frauds  upon 
the  company,  but  he  was  held  responsible 
for  the  consequences  of  his  gross  negligence, 
—that  Is  to  say,  he  was  held  liable  for  the 
excessive  price  of  $2.50  per  ton  paid  for  mill- 
ing the  ore  reduced  during  the  time  he  was 
director.  The  same  Judgment  was  rendered 
against  all  the  other  directors  except  Levy, 
against  whom  there  was  a  several  Judgment 
for  the  entire  loss  found  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company. 
Hoeflich  having  died  pending  the  trial,  the 
action  was  dismissed  as  to  bim.  This  dis- 
crimination shows  that,  notwithstanding  the 
sweeping  language  of  some  of  the  findings, 
the  superior  Judge  did  not  really  Intend  to 
convict  the  other  directora  of  the  fraudulent 
conspiracy  charged;  tor.  If  he  had  found 
them  equally  guilty,  they  would  have  been 
liable  to  the  same  extent  as  Levy.  Besides, 
as  above  shown,  he  expressly  declared  that 
he  did  not  hold  Wheeler  guilty,  and  the  evi- 
dence against  Wheeler  was  substantially  the 
same  as  the  evidence  against  the  other  di- 
rectors. For  these  reasons  I  think  It  must  be 
held  that  the  finding  as  to  the  directors  oth- 
er than  Levy,  that  they  were  participants  In 
the  frauds  alleged.  Is  not  sustained,  except 
so  far  as  they  were  made  paiticipants  by  a 
culpable  negligence  which  enabled  others  to 
consummate  such  frauds.  This,  indeed, 
seems  to  be  conceded  by  counsel  for  respond- 
ent In  their  argument  upon  Mr.  Wheeler's 
appeal.  In  which  they  contend  that  the  Judg- 
ment against  him  Is  fully  sustained  by  the 
proof  of  negligence,— a  point  to  be  consid- 
ered hereafter. 

It  Is  next  contended  that  the  evidence  does 
not  sustain  the  finding  that  Levy,  with  oth- 
ers, controlled  the  Nevada  mill.  I  do  not 
think  this  point  merits  discussion,  for  the 
reason  that  the  finding  Is  immaterial.  It 
harms  no  one  else,  and  does  not  affect  the 
liability  of  Levy  one  way  or  the  other. 

The  next  finding  attacked  Is  that  In  which 
It  is  found  that  Hayward,  Hobart,  and  the 
Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Company  controlled 
and  managed  the  Mexican  mill.  The  evi- 
dence on  this  point  is  conflicting,  and  I  think 
the  fact,  clearly  proved,  that  Hayward  and 
Hobart  paid  to  Levy  his  one-eighth  share  of 
the  profits  on  the  crushing  at  the  Mexican 
mill.  In  the  same  manner  and  at  the  same 
time  that  they  paid  him  on  account  of  the 
crushing  at  the  Nevada  mill,  Is  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  finding  as  to  them.  Their  pay- 
ments, however,  are  not  evidence  against  the 
mill  company,  and  I  cannot  see  that  there  is 

uigiiizea  oy  >.j\^\^^i  i\^ 


CU.) 


FOX  «.  HALE  Sc  NOBCBOSS  SILYEB  MIN.  CO. 


819 


any  erldence  to  rastain  tbe  flndlns  as  against 
It. 

It  is  next  claimed  tbat  there  is  no  evidence 
to  sustain  the  finding  tbat  Hayward,  Ho- 
iMirt,  and  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Com- 
p(ui7  ciKitroUed  and  (^)emted  the  Vivian  mill, 
and  this  contention,  I  think,  must  be  sus- 
tained. The  position  of  respondent's  coun- 
sel with  respect  to  this  point  may  l>e  best 
shown  by  quoting  their  entire  argument. 
Th«y  say:  "The  arrangement  with  Levy 
which  was  made  before  any  of  the  ores  of 
the  Hale  &  Norcross  were  milled,  contem- 
plated that  be  should  have  one-eighth  of  the 
profits  of  milling  aU  the  ores  of  the  Hale  &, 
Noicross  mine,  without  regard  to  where  it 
was  milled.  The  entire  business  of  milling 
the  ores  was  turned  over  to  Hayward,  Ho- 
bart,  and  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Com- 
pany. They  bad  complete  control  of  the  af- 
fairs of  the  mining  company  so  far  as  the 
milling  of  its  ores  was  concerned.  It  Is  not 
claimed  that  any  one  else  ever  milled  a 
pound  of  its  ores.  The  milling  of  the  ores 
l>egan  at  the  Yivlan  mill.  Is  there  any  doubt 
but  that  the  same  parties  who  bad  the  ores 
sent  to  the  Nevada  and  Mexican  mills  had 
them  sent  to  the  Vivian?  The  ownership  of 
the  mill  is  a  matter  of  no  consequence.  Who 
controUed  and  managed  the  milling  of  the 
wes?"  It  will  be  observed  that  there  is  no 
reference  here  to  any  page  or  folio  of  the 
record,  and  I  can  only  say  that,  after  a  very 
carefol  reading  of  the  whole  of  it,  I  have 
failed  to  find  anything  to  sustain  the  asser^ 
tions  of  counsel.  The  only  arrangement  with 
Levy  of  which  there  was  any  evidence  was, 
not  that  he  should  have  a  share  of  the  profits 
of  milling  all  ores  of  the  Hale  &  Norcross 
mine,  without  regard  to  where  they  were 
milled,  but  only  that  he  should  have  one- 
eighth  ot  the  profits  on  any  ore  milled  by 
Hayward,  Hobart,  and  the  parties  represent- 
ed by  them,  including  the  Nevada  Mill  & 
Mining  Company.  There  is  no  evidence  that 
the  entire  business  of  milling  the  ores  was 
turned  over  to  Hayward,  Hobart,  and  the 
mill  company,  or  that  they  had  complete  coo- 
trol  of  the  affairs  of  the  mining  company,  so 
far  as  the  milling  of  its  ores  was  coucemed; 
and  it  is  not  only  claimed,  but  conceded,  tliat 
the  Vivian  mill,  with  which  the  defendants 
are  not  shown  to  have  had  any  connection, 
milled  nearly  6,000  tons  of  the  ore.  It  does 
appear  that,  owing  to  the  merely  passive  at- 
titude of  a  majority  of  the  board  of  directors 
of  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company,  the  actual 
control  of  all  its  affairs  was  in  the  hands  of 
Levy,  the  president  of  the  tioard,  and  it  is 
obviously  true  that  it  was  to  his  interest  to 
give  the  milling  to  those  in  whose  profits  he 
was  to  share.  But  it  does  not  follow  that 
be  could  have  given  no  milling  to  outside 
parties.  What  the  evidence  shows  is  that 
towards  the  end  of  1887,  when  the  Hale  & 
Norcross  Company  commenced  extracting 
considerable  quantities  of  ore  from  the  large 
ore  body  then  recently  developed,  the  Neva- 


da and  Mexican  mills  were  crasblng  for  oth- 
er companies,  and  neither  of  them  received 
any  Hale  &  Norcross  ore  for  several  months 
after  that  company  commenced  crushing. 
During  that  time  they  were  all  sent  to  the 
Vivian  mllL  But,  as  soon  as  the  Nevada 
and  Mexican  mills  were  ready  to  handle 
them,  the  employment  of  the  Vivian  mill 
ceased.  From  which  it  would  appear  that 
such  employment  was  only  a  temporary  ex- 
pedient for  working  such  ores  as  could  not 
be  kept  for  the  mills  in  which  Levy  was  in- 
terested, and  the  circumstances  are  entirely 
insufficient  to  warrant  an  inference  of  the 
material  fact  which  it  was  Incumbent  upon 
plaintiff  to  prove,  In  order  to  recover  from 
Hayward,  Hobart,  and  the  Nevada  Mill  & 
Mining  Company  for  losses  on  the  working 
of  ore  at  the  Vivian  mill.  Moreover,  since 
the  only  proof  that  Hayward  and  Hobart 
controlled  the  Mexican  mill  was  the  evidence 
furnished  by  their  own  books  of  account  that 
they  had  paid  Levy  one-eighth  of  the  profits 
of  the  crushing  at  that  mill,  the  absence  of 
any  evidence  that  they  had  paid  anything  on 
account  of  the  work  at  the  Vivian  mill  is 
doubly  significant  But,  besides  all  this,  the 
plaintiff  in  his  last  amended  complaint, 
which  was  expressly  designed  to  conform  the 
pleadings  to  the  proofs,  omitted,  ex  indus- 
tria,  apparently,  to  charge  that  Hayward 
and  his  associates  had  anything  to  do  with 
the  Vivian  mill,  and  the  special  finding  of 
the  superior  court  as  to  the  separate  losses 
on  the  ores  milled  at  the  Vivian  mill,  which 
was  doubtless  drawn  or  suggested  by  coun- 
sel for  plaintiff  as  the  basis  for  a  modifica- 
tion of  the  Judgment,  indicates  his  lack  of 
confidence  in  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence 
to  sustain  the  general  finding  as  to  the  losses 
at  the  Vivian  mill.  It  must  be  held,  in  my 
opinion,  tbat  this  finding  as  to  the  control  of 
the  Vivian  mill  is  contrary  to  the  evidence, 
as  it  la  unwarranted  by  the  complaint 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  finding  to  the 
effect  that  Hayward,  Hobart,  and  the  Ne- 
vada Mill  &  Mining  Company,  in  conjunction 
with  the  other  defendants,  controlled  all  the 
business  affairs  of  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Com- 
pany is  against  the  evidence.  This  finding 
la  material  only  so  far  as  It  relates  to  the 
mining  and  milling  of  the  Hale  &  Norcross 
ores,  and  as  to  those  matters  the  evidence 
fully  warrants  the  conclusion  that  a  major- 
ity of  the  directors  were,  as  above  stated, 
simply  acquiescent  or  passive,  and  that  Levy 
did  as  he  pleased.  Whatever  inference^ 
therefore,  as  to  participation  by  the  mill  own- 
ers in  the  control  of  the  mining  company, 
may  be  legitimately  drawn  from  the  exist- 
ence of  the  unlawful  contract  for  a  division 
of  the  profits  of  the  milling,  or  from  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  ore  was  milled,  or  from  any 
inadequacy  of  returns  of  bullion,  or  neglect 
of  proper  precautions  in  behalf  of  the  min- 
ing company,  is  to  be  considered  as  a  fact 
proved.  Undoubtedly,  the  existence  of  the 
contract  supplied  a  motive  to  both  parties  to 
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Increase  the  amonnt  of  milling  by  the  ex- 
traction of  low-grade  ores,  and  it  may  fairly 
be  argued  that  It  also  afforded  an  Induce^ 
ment  to  Levy  to  connive  at  a  careless  and  In- 
efficient system  of  milling,  by  -which  a  larger 
number  of  tons  would  be  milled  at  the  same 
cost,  and  consequently  at  a  larger  profit 
But  proof  of  a  motive  to  commit  a  wrong  Is 
scarcely  sufficient  by  itself  to  prove  that  the 
wrong  has  actually  been  committed,  and  It 
remains  to  be  considered  whether  there  was 
any  other  substantial  evidence  of  the  mining 
of  low-grade  ores  or  of  Imperfect  milling. 

This  brings  us  to  the  queetlons  which  have 
received  the  principal  attention  of  counsel, 
both  in  the  oral  and  printed  arguments,  a 
proper  discussion  of  which  Involves  a  pre- 
liminary statement  In  regard  to  the  custom 
prevailing  alongi  the  Comstock  Lode  In  re- 
gard to  the  mining  and  reduction  of  Its  gold 
and  silver  bearing  ores.  It  sufficiently  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence  in  this  record,  and  Is 
a  notorious  fact,  that  the  ores  extracted  from 
the  Comstock  Lode  since  1887  are  of  a  lower 
grade,  and  are  produced  In  smaller  quanti- 
ties, than  In  former  years.  Much  of  the  ore 
at  present  mined  barely  pays  the  cost  of  min- 
ing and  reduction,  and  much  Is  found  in  the 
vein,  mingled  with  ore  of  a  better  grade,  that 
falls  below  that  standard.  Since  the  ques- 
tion whether  such  low-grade  ores  are  worth 
extracting  cannot,  as  In  the  case  of  richer 
ores,  be  determined  by  inspection,  it  Is  abso- 
lutely necessary  to  have  daily  assays  of  sam- 
ples of  the  ore  from  the  different  drifts  and 
levels  In  which  the  work  Is  being  done.  In  or- 
der to  tell  what  to  take  and  what  to  leave. 
It  is  also  necessary,  as  a  check  upon  the  mil- 
lers, to  have  assays  of  the  ore  hoisted  to  the 
surface,  and  deposited  la  the  ore  bins  for 
transportation  to  the  mills.  Accordingly,  nu- 
merous assays  are  daily  made  of  specimens 
taken  from  the  various  drifts  and  levels  In 
which  work  Is  being  prosecuted,  and  in  ad- 
dition to  these  tliere  Is  an  assay  of  what  Is 
known  as  the  car  sample,  which  is  obtain- 
ed In  the  following  manner:  Each  car  load 
of  ore,  containing  about  a  ton  weight,  when 
hoisted  to  the  surface  is  pushed  by  a  carman 
alongi  the  track  to  the  ore  bins,  and,  as  it 
passes  what  Is  known  as  the  ''sample  box," 
he  takes  from  the  car  and  deposits  In  the 
box  a  handful  of  the  <M:e.  At  the  end  of  24 
hours  the  box  Is  emptied.  Its  contents  thor- 
oughly mixed,  and  about  eight  pounds  taken 
out  as  a  sample  of  the  whole.  This  sample 
Is  taken  to  the  assayer,  who  breaks  up  the 
larger  pieces  In  a  mortar,  mixes  the  whole 
as  thoroughly  as  he  can,  and  takes  out  about 
a  pound  for  assay.  Before  weighing  the  spec- 
imen or  sample  to  be  assayed,  It  is  thorough- 
ly pulverized  and  dried,  so  as  to  get  at  the 
quantity  of  gold  aad  silver  in  a  ton  of  ury 
oi'c.  The  mode  of  making  the  assay  Is  not 
described  In  the  evidence,  whether  by  flux- 
ing and  melting  In  a  crucible,  or  by  other 
means;  but  It  Is  not  questioned  tliat  the 
methods  employed  were  sulllcleut  for  the  pur- 


pose of  ascertaining  tbe  exact  quantity  of 
pure  gold  and  silver  contained  In  the  final 
sample  selected  by  the  assayer.  Besides 
these  mine  samples  and  car  samples,  as  they 
are  called,  taken  and  assayed  as  a  guide  to 
the  miners  and  a  check  upon  the  mills,  there 
are  also  taken  pulp  or  battery  samples  at  the 
mills  in  the  following  manner:  The  ores  se- 
lected for  milling  are  dumped  from  the  cars 
In  which  they  are  hoisted  to  the  snrface  Into 
large  bins  overhanging  the  railroad,  from 
which  they  are  drawn  through  apertures 
opened  and  closed  by  sliding  gates  directly 
Into  the  cars,  upon  which  they  are  transport- 
ed to  the  mills.  Here  they  are  again  dump- 
ed from  the  railway  cars  upon  an  Iron  grat- 
ing called  a  "grizzly,"  which  allows  the  finer 
portions  to  pass  through  Into  an  ore  chambo: 
adjacent  to  the  batteries,  and  the  coarser  por- 
tions, after  passing  through  the  rock  break- 
ers, fall  into  the  same  receptacle,  from  which 
the  ore  Is  fed  by  the  action  of  machinery  into 
the  batteries.  In  the  batteries,  by  tlie  tall 
of  heavy  stamps  and  the  constant  flow  of 
a  stream  of  water,  the  ore  is  reduced  to  a  thin 
pulp,  which,  by  the  action  of  the  stamps,  is 
continually  splashed  against  the  perforated 
screens  which  Inclose  them,  and  through  which 
the  water  passes,  carrying  in  suspension 
the  finely-crushed  particles  of  the  ore.  After 
leaving  the  batteries  the  pulp  flows  to  and 
through  a  series  of  tanks.  In  which  the  sand 
and  slimes  are  settled,  preparatory  to  placing 
them  in  the  amalgamating  pans.  On  the  way 
from  the  batteries  to  the  tanks  samples  of 
the  pulp  are  taken  every  hour,  by  passing  a 
dipper  under  a  spout,  through  which  all  the 
pulp  flows.  From  the  dipper  the  sample  so 
obtained  is  transferred  to  a  large  can,  con- 
veniently placed,  and  this,  at  the  end  of  24 
hours,  is  set  on  the  boilers,  for  the  purpose  of 
evaporating  the  moisture.  When  dried,  the 
whole  mass  is  thoroughly  mixed,  spread  out 
in  a  thin  layer,  divided  into  squares,  and 
three  samples  taken  and  put  in  paper  bags,— 
one  for  the  assayer  of  the  mine,  one  for  the 
assayer  of  the  mill,  and  one  sealed  up  for  fu- 
ture reference  In  case  of  discrepancy  between 
the  mine  and  mill  assays.  Hie  settlement 
between  the  miller  and  miner  Is  usually  baa- 
ed upon  the  mine  assay  of  the  mill  sample, 
the  miner  expecting  to  receive  In  bullion  a 
proper  percentage  of  the  gold  and  silver  con- 
tained In  the  ore,  as  determined  by  this  test. 
It  has  never  been  the  custom  on  the  Com- 
stock for  the  miner  to  suiiervise  the  taking  of 
the  mill  samples.  Occasionally  a  man  has 
been  employed  by  some  of  the  mining  com- 
panies to  watch  the  milling  at  custom  mlUs, 
but  usually  no  such  precaution  is  taken,  the 
car  sample  assays,  which  are  dally  compared 
with  the  pulp  assays,  being  deemed  a  suffi- 
cient check  on  any  misconduct  or  negligence 
of  the  miller,  besides  which  there  is  the  addi- 
tional security  afforded  by  the  manner  m 
which  the  ore  Is  handled  from  the  time  It 
leaves  the  mouth  of  the  shaft  until  It  leaves 
the  mill  as  tailings.     Ores  of  all  grades  are 
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dumped  promiscuously  into  the  bins.  By 
their  own  gravity  they  are  carried  from  the 
bins  to  the  railway  cars,  and  from  the  rail- 
way cara  through  the  grizzlies  and  rocic 
brealiers  to  the  ore  house,  from  which  they 
are  fed  by  machinery  to  the  batteries.  From 
the  batteries  they  pass,  in  the  form  of  a 
stream  of  muddy  water,  to  the  settling  tanks. 
In  this  process  It  seems  Impocelble  that 
there  should  be  any  sorting  of  ores  with 
a  Tiew  to  sampling.  On  the  contrary,  the 
result  must  be  a  more  and  more  thorough 
mixing.  It  seems  equally  impossible  that 
any  material  quantity  of  the  ore  could  be 
lost,  or  otherwise  diverted,  without  detec- 
tion. The  samples  taken  in  the  mill  from 
hour  to  hour  are  taken  by  the  men  employ- 
ed about  the  batteries  and  pans,  working 
on  different  shifts,  and  in  the  presence  and 
view  of  various  other  employes,  to  whose  ob- 
servation any  systematic  attempt  to  debase 
the  samples  would  necessarily  be  exposed. 

B^ore  leaving  the  subject,  it  may  be  well 
in  tills  connection  to  state  briefly  the  manner 
of  treating  the  pulp  after  it  leaves  the  iMit- 
teriea,  accMding  to  the  process  of  reduction 
commonly  employed  with  what  are  known 
as  the  free  milling  ores  of  the  Comstock 
IiOde, — the  process  actually  used  in  reducing 
the  ores  in  question  here.  The  pnip  flows 
from  the  batteries  to  and  through  a  series  of 
sand  tanks,  and  from  these  through  a  simi- 
lar series  of  slime  tanks.  In  the  sand  tanks 
the  coarser  and  heavier  of  the  solid  ma- 
terial is  settled,  but  the  evidence  shows  that 
there  is  mingled  with  the  Comstock  ores, 
and  especially  the  Hale  &  Norcross  ores,  a 
large  i)ercentage  of  sticky  clay,  which  com- 
poses that  part  of  the  pulp  known  as  slimes, 
in  contradistinction  to  the  sand  which  results 
from  the  crustting  of  tlie  quartz  rock.  These 
slimes,  it  appears,  do  not  readily  settle,  and, 
with  the  largest  number  of  slime  tanks  that 
can  be  placed  in  a  mill,  the  overflow  of  the 
last  tank  will  carry  some  solid  material,  and 
this  material  contains  some  gold  and  silver, 
the  ownership  of  which  is  one  of  the  qnes- 
tlons  in  this  case;  for  the  evidence  shows 
that,  although  the  Nevada  and  Mexican  mills 
were  provided  with  a  full  complement  of  slime 
tanks,  yet  for  every  ten  tons  of  ore  crushed 
in  the  batteries,  one  ton  of  solid  material 
passed  out  of  the  mill  into  the  slime  ponds 
or  reservoirs,  where  it  was  finally  collected 
and  claimed  as  the  property  of  the  mill  own- 
ers. Tliat  part  of  the  ptdp,  both  sand  and 
slimes,  which  settles  in  the  tanks,  is  shoveled 
out  upon  the  sand  floor,  from  which,  after 
mixing,  it  is  transferred  to  the  amalgamating 
pans.  In  the  amalgamating  pans  it  is  rap- 
idly stirred  and  ground,  and  at  the  same 
time  treated  with  certain  chemical  agents 
designed  to  free  the  gold  and  silver  from 
combinations  that  prevent  them  from  amal- 
gamating with  the  quicksilver  vrith  which 
the  pans  are  charged.  In  the  process  of 
amalgamation,  time,  as  well  as  proper  chem- 
ical treatment  and  a  proper  allowance  <tf 


quicksilver,  is  an  essential  element,— that  is 
to  say,  the  longw  the  process  is  continued 
the  Iarg»  is  the  propMtion  of  gold  and  sil- 
ver amalgamated.  But  there  is  a  practical 
limitation  to  the  time  that  can  be  economi- 
cally given  to  the  amalgamation  of  even 
high-grade  ores,  and  this  is  more  especially 
true  of  low-grade  ores;  for  the  additional 
percentage  of  the  precious  metals  saved  by 
continuing  the  process  beyond  a  cwtain  point 
amounts  to  less  than  the  cost  of  running 
the  pans,  and  this  point  is  sooner  reached 
In  working  low-grade  ores  than  in  the  case 
of  more  valuable  ores.  By  falling  to  con- 
tinue the  process  a  proper  length  of  time,— 
that  is,  to  the  point  which  is  economically 
Justified  by  the  grade  of  the  ore,— a  part  of 
its  legitimate  value  is  lost  in  the  residues  or 
tailings  of  the  mill.  After  the  pulp  has  been 
worked  in  the  amalgamating  pans  f(^  the 
time  which  the  amalgamator  deems  sufficient, 
it  is  drawn  off  into  another  set  of  pans,  call- 
ed "settlers,"  where  it  is  more  slowly  stirred 
for  a  time,  completing  the  process  of  amalga- 
mation, and  allowing  the  quicksilver,  with 
the  amalgamated  metals,  to  settle,  prepara- 
tory to  drawing  off.  This  is  done  throngh 
iron  pipes,  connected  with  the  bottom  of  the 
settlers,  through  which  the  amalgam  runs 
into  canvas  bags.  These  bags  are  provided 
with  inm  collars,  and  are  locked  to  an  iron 
framework  below  the  settlers,  in  such  man- 
ner that  their  contents  cannot  be  removed 
without  cutting  the  bag,  or  unlocking  and 
detaching  It  from  the  frame.  The  key  is 
carried  by  the  superintendent  or  foreman  of 
the  mill.  The  bulk  of  the  quicksilver  strains 
through  these  canvas  bags,  and  is  caught  and 
used  over  again  in  the  pans.  What  remains 
In  the  bags  In  combhiation  with  the  gold 
and  silver  is  removed  from  time  to  time, 
and  placed  in  an  IrcHi  box,  where  It  remains 
until  a  sufficient  quantity  is  collected  to  Jus- 
tify retorting.  It  Is  then  placed  in  a  retort, 
and  the  remaining  quicksilver  exx)eUed  by 
heat.  The  resultiag  crude  bullion  is  weigh- 
ed and  sent  to  the  mint  or  assay  office,  as 
directed  by  the  mine  owner,  to  whom  the  re- 
turns are  made  with  certificates  of  weight  and 
flneness  by  the  mint  or  assayer.  Samples  of 
the  material  remaining  in  the  settlers,  simi- 
lar to  the  battery  samples,  are  taken  every 
day,— one  for  the  mill,  and  one  for  the  mine. 
A  comparison  of  the  assay  of_the  battery 
sample  with  that  of  the  settler  sample  shows 
how  closely  the  ore  is  being  worked,  and  is 
especially  useful  to  the  amlagamator  as  an 
indication  of  any  Imperfection  of  his  process, 
and  of  the  necessity  of  changing  the  treat- 
ment in  case  of  undue  loss.  Tne  mill  process, 
howevCT,  does  not  completely  end  with  the 
settlers,  for  the  contents  of  those  pans  pass 
to  the  agitators,  where  they  are  slowly  stir- 
red, and  where  in  a  final  clean-up  some  addi- 
tional amalgam  is  collected  for  the  mine 
owner.  There  is  a  continual  discharge  of 
the  agitator  through  an  aperture  near  the 
top,  and  the  material  there  discharged  is  call- 
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ed  tailings.  Formerly  the  milling  ended  witb 
tbe  discharge  of  these  tailings  from  the  mill, 
for  they  were  allowed  to  nm  ofT  down  tbe 
ca&on,  and  were  never  reclaimed  by  miner 
or  miller.  It  was  discovered,  however,  in 
course  of  time,  that  a  portion  of  these  tailings 
could  be  saved  by  means  of  blanket  sluices, 
and  worked  over  at  a  profit  Tbe  blanket 
sluice  consists  of  a  double  line  of  flat,  wood- 
en troughs,  set  at  a  proper  grade  or  inclina- 
tion, and  lined  with  blankets,  over  which 
the  mill  taUlngs  are  allowed  to  flow,  with 
tbe  result  that  there  is  deposited  upon  the 
blankets  a  portion  of  the  quicksilver  that  Is 
always  escaping  from  the  mill,  and  a  por- 
tion of  the  ore,  known  as  "sulpburets,"  which 
Is  heavier  and  richer  tlian  tbe  rest  of  the 
tailings,  but  resists  amalgamation.  The  ma- 
terial so  caught  in  the  blanket  sluices  Is 
called  "concentrates,"  and  Is  from  time  to 
time  swept  into  tanks  where  it  Is  claimed  as 
the  property  of  tbe  mill  owner.  According 
to  tbe  most  definite  testimony  In  this  case, 
about  1  ton  of  concentrates  ought  to  result 
from  the  working  of  30  tons  of  ore,  but  the 
quantity  varies  greatly,  according  to  differ- 
ent estimates.  At  tbe  Nevada  and  Mexican 
mills  concentrates  were  collected  in  this  man- 
ner while  they  were  working  the  Hale  & 
Norcross  ores,  and  were  worked  over  in  tbe 
annex  pans  of  those  mills  for  the  benefit  of 
the  mill  owners,  defendants  herein. 

Returning  from  this  digression  to  the 
lindings  called  in  question  by  appellants,  I 
shall  first  consider  that  in  relation  to  the 
conspiracy  to  mine  and  send  to  the  mills 
ores  not  worth  tbe  cost  of  mining  and  reduc- 
tion. This  finding,  like  several  of  the  others, 
is  of  no  consequence  so  far  as  it  concerns 
the  question  of  affirming,  reversing,  or  mod- 
ifying the  Judgment  For,  as  above  stated, 
although  the  superior  court  finds  that  worth- 
less ores  were  mined  and  milled,  to  tbe  loss 
and  damage  of  the  mining  company,  the 
amount  of  such  damage  is  not  found,  and  it 
does  not  enter  into  the  Judgment  rendered 
against  any  of  the  defendants;  the  dam- 
ages awarded  by  the  several  Judgments  con- 
sisting of  but  two  items,  viz.  the  excessive 
price  paid  for  milling  all  the  ores,  rich  and 
poor,  and  the  bullion  lost  by  imperfect  mill- 
ing. But,  as  it  affects  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  and  as  indicative  of  the  views  of  the 
superior  court  as  to  some  items  of  evidence 
which  equally  afTect  other  questions,  it  is 
deserving  of  some  attention.  According  to 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Mackay,— and  there  is 
nothing  to  the  contrary,— ore  of  a  car  sample 
value  below  $14  per  ton  will  not  pay  the 
cost  of  mining  and  reduction,  by  which  I 
understand  him  to  mean  that  such  ore  will 
pay  the  bare  cost  of  mining  In  a  going  mine, 
added  to  the  bare  cost  of  milling,  without  al- 
lowing any  profit  to  the  miller,  or  compen- 
sation for  tbe  use  of  his  mill.  His  meaning, 
in  other  words,  is  that  a  mining  company 
with  its  mine  already  opened  and  in  running 
order,  and  owning  its  own  mill,  could  hoist 


and  mill  $14  ore  without  going  behind.  In 
any  other  sense  bis  testimony  on  this  point 
is  Inconsistent  with  his  testimony  as  to  the 
usual  disparity  between  the  car  sample  as- 
say and  the  battery  sample  assay,  and  the 
percentage  of  the  latter  that  ought  to  be 
obtained  by  good  milling.  In  order,  however, 
tliat  $14  ore  may  pay  exx>ensee,  it  must,  ac- 
cording to  Mr.  Mackay,  contain  about  an 
equal  value  of  gold  and  silver.  Otherwise, 
owing  to  tbe  heavy  discount  on  silver,  it  will 
not  pay.  Now,  the  evidence  in  this  case 
shows  that  the  foreman  of  tbe  Hale  &  Nor- 
cross  mine  was,  in  effect,  instructed  to  mine 
and  send  to  tbe  mill  ore  assaying  by  car 
sample  as  low  as  $12,  and  it  appears  that 
the  Hale  &  Norcross  ores  contained  a  much 
larger  percentage  of  silver  than  of  gold.  In 
view  of  these  facts,  which  show  that  the 
practice  and  the  intention  was  to  send  to  the 
mills  all  ores  assaying  by  car  sample  as 
high  as  $12  per  ton,  and  in  view  of  the  un- 
derstanding that  the  mills  were  to  receive 
not  merely  the  bare  cost  of  working  the 
ores,  but  $2.50  in  addition  to  tbe  cost  for  the 
use  of  the  mills,  it  cannot  be  said  that  the 
finding  of  a  conspiracy  to  mine  worthless 
ores  is  without  any  support  in  the  evidence;. 
I  account  for  this  finding,  and  for  the  fact 
that  no  damages  were  awarded  by  reason  of 
It,  in  this  way:  The  superior  court  held 
that,  in  view  of  tbe  contract  or  understand- 
ing that  $7  per  ton  was  to  be  paid  for  the 
milling,  and  the  actual  return  In  bullion  of 
only  about  75  per  cent,  of  the  battery  sam- 
ple assay,  the  parties  must  have  known  that 
not  only  $14  ore,  but  ore  of  even  a  higher 
grade,  was  being  mined  and  reduced  at  a 
loss.  In  determining  the  question  of  dam- 
ages, however,  all  losses  were  comprised 
under  two  heads,  viz.  excessive  price  paid  for 
milling,  and  loss  by  imperfect  milling.  In 
order  to  determine  these  amounts  the  milling 
was  reduced  to  actual  cost,  and  the  defend- 
ants were  charged  with  75  per  cent  of  the 
car-sample  assay.  This  being  done,  there  re- 
mained no  appreciable  loss  on  the  mining  of 
low-grade  ores,  except  upon  tbe  comparatively 
small  quantity  assaying  less  than  $12,  which 
the  court  was  Justified  in  finding  was  unin- 
tentionally and  unavoidably  deposited  In  the 
ore  bins  before  the  mine  assays  could  be  re- 
turned. Tbe  calculation  upon  which  I  sup- 
pose the  court  to  have  proceeded  would  be 
as  follows:  75  per  cent  of  $14  Is  $10.50,  or 
gold  $5.2o,  and  silver  $5.25,  which  at  80  per 
cent,  equals  $4.20,  making  a  net  yield  of 
$9.45,  of  which  $4.50  was  allowed  for  mill- 
ing and  $4.95  for  cost  of  mining.  I  do  not 
think  that  this  basis  of  calculation  was  en- 
tirely correct  in  view  of  other  evidence  In 
the  case,  but  it  was  the  basis  upon  which 
the  court  seems  to  have  proceeded,  and,  as- 
suming its  correctness,  the  finding  in  ques- 
tion and  the  conclusions  of  the  court  are 
rendered  perfectly  consistent.  Upon  the 
whole.  I  think  tbe  evidence  sufficient  to  aus- 
taln  this  finding. 
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The  next,  and  hj  Car  the  most  Important, 
exception  to  tbe  decision  of  the  snperlor 
court,  rdatea  to  the  vatloos  findings  to  tbe 
effect  that  Hayward,  Hobart,  Levy,  and  the 
other  defendants  worked  the  ores  of  the 
Hale  &  NoTcroBS  Company  by  a  fraudulent 
system  of  imperfect  milling,  by  which  a 
large  portion  of  their  value  was  left  in  the 
gUmes,  tailings,  and  residues  of  the  mills. 
The  substance  and  effect  of  these  findings, 
Is  that  88,887  tons  of  ore  were  worked;  that 
its  value  (meaning  the  total  amount  of  gold 
and  silver  contained  in  it)  was  $3,505,361,  as 
correctly  shown  by  the  car-sample  assays, 
and  that  if  said  ores  had  been  honestly 
crushed  and  milled,  and  the  gold  and  silver 
honestly  and  with  reasonable  care  extracted 
and  accounted  for,  the  bulllMi  yield  would 
have  been  $2,616,491,  whereas  the  actual  re- 
turn made  by  the  mills  was  only  $1,826,873, 
and  the  difference  between  these  two  sums, 
1789,618,  is  the  main  item  of  the  damages 
going  to  make  up  the  Judgment  The  prin- 
cipal and  most  direct  evidence  in  support  of 
this  finding  consists  of  the  car-sample  as- 
says, which.  It  is  contended,  is  corroborated 
and  confirmed  by  proof  of  certain  irregular 
and  suspicious  transactions  between  tbe 
managers  of  the  mills  and  the  Carson  mint, 
as  well  as  some  other  circumstances  of  like 
complexion  and  import  The  appellants  con- 
tend that,  even  taking  the  car-sample  assays 
as  a  criterion  of  the  amount  of  gold  and  sil- 
ver In  tbe  ores  mined  and  sent  to  the  mills, 
the  estimate  of  the  superior  court  Is  errone- 
ous and  excessive  to  the  octent  of  $31,427, 
and  they  sustain  their  contention  by  a  cita- 
tion of  the  pages  and  folios  of  the  record,  to 
which  counsel  for  respondent  have  made 
no  reply.  If  there  is  any  mistake  in  the 
compntations  which  apparently  demon- 
strate the  error  alleged,  it  was  the  duty  of 
counsel  to  have  pointed  It  out.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  any  attempt  to  do  so,  I  should  per^ 
hapa  have  been  Justified  in  assuming  that 
the  error  was  conceded.  I  have,  however, 
gone  over  the  figures  as  carefully  as  I  could, 
and,  while  my  computation  does  not  exactly 
agree  with  that  of  counsel  for  appellants,  it 
does  agree  substantially.  The  error  of  the 
court  amounts  to  over  $34,000,  the  larger 
portion  of  which  is  found  in  the  first  item 
of  the  account,  where  1,259  tons  and  1,590 
pounds  of  ore  delivered  at  tbe  Vivian  mill 
in  December,  1887,  of  the  car-sample  value 
of  $72.12  per  ton,  is  found  to  have  amounted 
to  $113,518.41,  when  its  real  value  was  only 
$00356.41,  an  error  of  $23,000  in  one  item. 
But  tbe  appdlants  contend  that  the  car- 
sample  assays  do  not,  as  found  by  the  court, 
correctly  show  the  true  value  of  the  ores, 
and  in  this  connection  they  call  attention  to 
what  they  say  Is  an  inconsistency  between 
the  finding  that  the  value  of  the  ore  was  $3,- 
5a5,361,  and  that  it  should  have  yielded  $2,- 
«16,491  in  bullion.  I  do  not  deem  this  an  in- 
consistency. One  SUM  stands  for  the  total 
amount  of  gold  and  silver  in  tbe  ores,  and 


tbe  other  for  the  percentage  (about  76  per 
cent.)  which.  In  tbe  opinion  of  the  court.  It 
should  have  yielded  under  proper  treatment 
This  objection  disposed  of,  I  come  to  the 
pivotal  question  in  the  case,— the  value  of  the 
car-sample  assays  as  a  criterion  of  the  value 
of  the  ore.  The  testimony  is,  without  con- 
flict, that  according  to  the  general  custom  and 
course  of  dealing  between  the  miners  on  tbe 
Gomstock  Lode  and  the  managers  and  own- 
uv  of  custom  mills,  the  battery  samples  are, 
and  tbe  car  samples  are  not  regarded  as  tbe 
true  index  of  the  value  of  the  ores;  that  all 
settlements  between  the  miner  and  the  miller 
are  based  upon  the  average  assay  of  tbe  bat- 
tery samples,  and  that  the  car-sample  assays 
are  for  the  cruidance  of  the  miners,  and  useful 
as  a  check  upon  the  mills.  There  Is,  also,  no 
conflict  In  the  evidence  that  the  car  samples 
always  run  above  the  true  value  of  the  ore. 
This  fact  was  cleariy  proved  when  the  plain- 
tiff closed  his  case  in  chief  by  the  testimony  of 
his  own  witness,  Mr.  John  W.  Mackay,  and 
It  was  much  more  fully  and  amply  proved  by 
a  number  of  witnesses  sworn  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants.  Tbe  respondent's  counsel,  of 
course,  contend  that  there  is  evidence  on  this 
point  to  sustain  the  finding  of  tbe  superior 
court  and  they  cite  certain  passages  from 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  Mackay  and  Mr.  Hidd- 
en in  suppiNi;  of  th^r  argument  which  I 
shall  proceed  to  examine.  Mr.  Mackay,  as  I 
have  stated,  was  the  plaintiff's  own  witness, 
and  being  examined  by  him  with  reference 
to  this  matter,  said:  "We  take  car-sample 
assays  at  the  mine;  that  is,  the  samples  of 
the  assays  taken  on  top.  There  is  always  a 
difference  between  the  battery  and  the  as- 
says at  the  mine,— that  is,  the  samples  of  the 
assays  taken  on  t<q;».  For  various  reasons 
there  is  a  good  deal  of  the  assay  that  comes 
out  on  top  that  Is  covered  up.  We  cannot 
get  a  sample  from  the  top  as  close  as  we  can 
In  a  500-ton  battery,  but  you  get  a  very  fair 
sample.  To  answer  your  question,  I  can  tell 
you,  If  I  examine  the  books,  what  has  been 
the  difference  between  the  mine  samples  and 
tbe  battery  samples.  W^ithout  stating  spe- 
cifically, I  should  think  about  $10  per  ton. 
The  top  or  car  samples  are  the  higher.  Gen- 
erally they  run  pretty  dose.  Sometimes 
they  run  variaUe.  It  is  a  very  difficult  mat- 
ter." Being  asked  what  the  battery  sample 
ought  to  be,  if  cor  samples  properly  taken 
showed  an  assay  of  $72.12  per  ton,  his  an- 
swer was:  "About  $62,  probably  $10  differ- 
ence." In  r^ly  to  another  question,  he 
said:  "If  the  car  sample  was  $42.62,  that 
ought  to  pulp  $32  or  $33,  or  somewhere  In 
that  neighborhood."  In  answer  to  a  ques- 
tion whether  the  difference  would  be  less 
In  ore  of  a  lower  grade,  he  said:  "Some- 
times, but  they  will  average  pretty  much 
that— about  from  $8  to  $10;  sometimes  not 
so  much,  sometimes  a  little  more."  These 
clear,  direct,  and  specific  statements,  made 
on  his  direct  examination,  were  confirmed  by 
his  cross  examination.    On  bia  redirect  ex- 
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amlnation,  when  testifying  to  the  specific 
point  that  even  battery  samples  are  not  al- 
ways correct,  owing  to  mistakes  of  the  as- 
sayers— as  Illustrated  by  the  fact  that  he 
had  frequently  obtained  from  ore  more  than 
100  per  cent,  of  the  battery  assay— he  added 
this  statement:  "If  j-ou  take  50,000  or  100,- 
000  tons  of  ore,  taken  out  In  a  year  or  two 
years,  and  a  car  sample  taken  of  all  those, 
honestly  and  fairly  taken,  with  the  best 
methods  known,  the  average  of  those  car 
samples,  some  being  too  high,  and  some  be- 
ing too  low,  would  pretty  closely  approxi- 
mate the  value  of  the  ore.  There  Is  a  differ- 
ence, of  course." 

It  Is  upon  this  passage  of  Mr.  Mackay's 
testimony,  standing  alone,  and  construed 
without  reference  to  what  he  had  previously 
stated,  and  upon  one  even  less  to  the  purpose 
from  the  evidence  of  Mr.  Holden,  that  coun- 
sel build  their  whole  argument  in  support  of 
the  pr<^>osltion  that  there  is  a  substantial 
conflict  In  the  evidence  in  regaid  to  the  dis- 
parltj  between  the  average  assay  of  the  car 
samples  and  the  real  value  of  the  ore.  The 
most  they  can  possibly  claim,  however,  is 
that  while  their  only  witness  as  to  this  mat- 
ter has,  in  explicit  terms  and  in  answer  to  di- 
rect questions  calling  his  attention  to  the  pre- 
cise point,  stated  and  illustrated  by  two  ex- 
amples the  fact  that  the  car  samples  always 
go  about  ?10  above  the  battery  samples,  he 
has,  when  testifying  with  reference  to  an- 
other point,  made  a  statement  in  more  gen- 
eral terms  which  is  entirely  Inconsistent 
For,  upon  the  construction  which  counsel  for 
respondent  insist  upon  giving  to  the  lan- 
guage last  quoted,  Mr.  Mackay's  answers  are 
necessarily  inconsistent.  They  cannot  be 
reconciled,  and  counsel  do  not  attempt  to 
reconcile  them,  upon  the  theory  that  In  Mr. 
Mackay's  opinion  the  car  samples  are  con-ect 
and  the  batterj'  samples  are  incorrect,— both 
being  fairly  and  honestly  taken,— for  he,  like 
all  the  other  witnesses,  testifies  directly  to 
the  contrary.  So  far  as  returns  of  bullion 
are  concerned,  he  relies  upon  the  battery 
sample  exclusively.  The  car  sample  is  mere- 
ly a  check.  When  the  discrepancy  between 
the  two  becomes  too  great,  It  is  an  indication 
that  something  is  wrong  in  the  working  of 
the  ore,  which  calls  for  investigation  and 
correction.  It  indicates  tliat  there  is  some 
fault  in  the  treatment;  that  there  Is  not 
enough  salt,  or  bluestone,  or  quicksilver  in 
the  pans,  or  not  enough  time  allowed  for 
amalgamation,  or  that  there  Is  some  refrac- 
tory combination  in  the  ores  which  prevents 
amalgamation.  The  whole  of  his  testimony 
from  beginning  to  end,  so  far  as  it  touches 
this  point,  teems  with  Illustrations  of  his 
opinion  that  the  battery  assay,  although  fal- 
lacious in  some  instances,  owing  to  mistakes 
of  the  assayer  or  other  causes,  is  on  an 
Average,  and  in  the  long  run,  the  only  true 
test  of  the  value  of  the  ores.  But  really  the 
testimony  of  Mr.  Mackay  does  not  require  a 
construction   which    makes   it   inconsistent 


with   itself.    In  the  passage  relied   on  by 
counsel  for  respondent,  he  was  referring  t» 
the  mistakes  of  assayers,  and  the  insufflcien- 
cy  of  a  few  samples,  even  from  the  battery, 
and  he  Intended  to  explain  that,  although 
assays  were  sometimes  too  high  and  some- 
times too  low,  these  mistakes  would  in  the 
case  of  50,000  or  100,000  tons  of  ore  taken  out 
lu  a  year  or  two  neutralize  each  other,  and 
the  average  would  afford  &  fair  Index  of  the 
value  of  the  ore;  or,  in  other  words,  would 
afford  a  basis  from  which,  with  the  proper 
deduction,  the  real  value  could  be  estimated. 
Bis  closing  words,  "There  is  a  difference;,  of 
course,"  must  refer  to  his  previous  testimony, 
in  which  be  states  precisely  what  the  dif- 
ference is.     But,  even  if  I  were  mistaken  in 
this  view  of  Mr.  Macliay's  testimony,  which 
makes  It  entirely  consistent  in  itself,  and  if 
there  were  no  escape  from  the  conclusion 
that  within  a  few  minutes  he  made  two  di- 
ametrically opposite  statements  as  to  a  point 
upon  which  all    the    other  witnesses    are 
agreed,  I  should  say  unhesitatingly  that  this 
did  not  make  a  substantial  conflict  In  the 
testimony  in  regard  to  a  matter  which,  what- 
ever the  truth  about  it  may  be,  presents  no 
opportunities  for  concealment  or  deception. 
If  it  is  not  true  that  car  samples  give  an  ex- 
aggerated value  to  the  ore,  there  must  have 
been  many  competent  and  trustworthy  wit- 
nesses to  the  real  truth,  who  could  have 
been  produced  during  the  months  that  this 
cause  was  on  trial.    No  such  witness,  how- 
ever, w-as  produced,  unless   it  be  true,   as 
claimed  by  counsel,  that  Mr.  Holden  fills  the 
gap.     Mr.  Holden  was  a  witness  called  by 
the  plaintiff  In  rebuttal  for  the  purpose  of 
proving  the  percentage  of  the  precious  met 
als  that  ought  to  be  obtained  by  a  proper 
system  of  working  ores.     As  a  general  ex- 
port upon  that  point,  he  undoubtedly   pos- 
sessed superior  qualifications.     He  is  moi-e 
than    usually   intelligent  and  exact   in    his 
statements,  and    apparently   perfectly    fair. 
But  his  testimony  was  confined  to  the  point 
stated.    He  had  no  experience  of  his  own  In 
mining  or  milling    on    the    Comstock,   and 
made  no  pretense  of  knowing  the  relative 
accuracy  of  car  and  battery  samples.    His 
opinion  was  that,  under  proper  treatment, 
the  ores  of  the  Comstock  Lode  of  the  grade 
of  those  in  question  here  should  yield  a  bul- 
lion return  of  from  SO  to  85  per  cent,  of  their 
real    value.      On   redirect    examination    he 
made  the  following  answer  to  a  question: 
"In  speaking  about  80  or  85  per  cent  retam, 
I  said  from  a  fair  sample  of  the  ore,— a  sam- 
ple of  ore  taken  in  a  correct  fair,  accurate 
manner,  at  any  stage.   I  do  not  care  whether 
it  is  taken  from  the  drift  or  any  place;    so 
long  as  you  can  get  a  fair,  accurate  sample 
of  the  ore.  It  should  not  change  in  character 
from  where  It  is  taken  from  the  mine  into 
the  pulp."     It  seems  a  waste  of  time  to  no- 
tice the  claim  that  Mr.  Holden  has  here  tes- 
tified that  car  samples  are  reliable.     All  that 
he  says  is  that,  when  you  get  a  fair  sample. 
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-a  sample  which  truly  Indicates  the  value 
of  the  ore,— It  makes  no  difference  If  It  is 
taken  from  the  drift  In  which  the  ore  la 
mined.  The  expression  he  uses  may  be  said 
to  Imply  that  ixisslbly  a  fair  sample  might 
be  obtained  In  that  way,  but  certainly  he 
does  not  say  so,  and  the  whole  tenor  of  his 
testimony,  as  well  as  of  all  the  other  wit- 
nesses, is  opposed  to  such  a  notion.  There 
are  reams  of  testimony  in  this  record  to 
the  effect  that  the  only  way  to  sample  ores 
is  to  take  them  out  and  mix  them  thorough- 
ly, and  that  the  more  thorough  the  mixture 
the  more  reliable  the  sample,— the  more  nu- 
merous and  the  larger  the  samples,  the  closer 
the  average;  and  there  is  nothing  to  the  con- 
trary. Mr.  Holden  himself,  who  is  a  large 
buyer  of  valuable  ores,  tells  us  what  his  own 
practice  is.  He  has  the  ore  spread  out  and 
thoroughly  mixed.  He  then  takes  a  large 
sample,— 5,  10,  or  20  per  cent,  of  the  whole, 
according  to  the  grade  of  the  ore,— and  has  It 
put  through  a  sampling  mill  and  tested.  His 
process  is,  in  fact,  much  more  thorough  and 
complete  than  the  battery  sample  tests.  He 
merely  states  an  obvious  truth  when  he  says 
that,  when  yon  have  got  a  fair  and  accurate 
sample.  It  makes  no  difference  where  or  how 
it  was  obtained.  The  ore  does  not  cliange 
its  character  In  being  reduced  to  pulp. 

I  should,  perhaps,  notice  in  this  connection 
a  claim  advanced  In  the  course  of  the  oral 
argument,  but  not  made  In  the  briefs,  to  the 
effect  that  Mr.  Lyman,  a  witness  tor  defend- 
ants, testified  In  favor  of  the  accuracy  of  the 
car  samples.  Mr.  Lyman  was  the  superin- 
tendent of  the  Consolidated  Virginia  and 
other  leading  mines  on  the  Comstock,  and 
testified  from  an  experience  of  30  years  In 
mining  and  milling  Comstock  ores.  Testify- 
ing as  to  his  own  practice  at  the  Consolidat- 
ed Virginia,  he  stated  that  mine  and  car 
samples  were  dally  taken  and  assayed  in  the 
manner  above  described,  and  that  samples 
were  also  taken  from  the  ore  after  it  had 
been  loaded  on  the  cars  for  transportation 
to  the  mills.  On  cross-examination  he  said: 
"Gar  object  In  taking  these  samples,  the 
mining-car  sample  and  the  railroad-car  sam- 
ple, and  having  them  assayed.  Is  to  ascertain 
as  near  as  we  can,  correctly  and  positively, 
the  value  of  the  ore  extracted  from  the  mine. 
Then  we  claim  that,  from  those  samples,  we 
can  check  the  mill;  that  Is,  if  the  mill  does 
not  make  a  return  of  a  proiwr  per  cent., — 
that  is,  such  a  percentage  as  my  experience 
would  dictate  was  proper,— I  would  make  a 
complaint  of  the  mills."  Upon  this  passage 
of  Mr.  Lyman's  testimony,  disconnected 
from  all  he  bad  testified  to  before,  and  what 
lie  said  almost  immediately  afterwards  In 
the  further  course  of  his  cross-examination, 
the  claim  is  made  that,  according  to  his  evi- 
dence, the  value  of  the  ore  may  be  correctly 
and  positively  known  from  the  car-sample 
aasay.  But  Mr.  Lyman  does  not  say  so, 
even  in  this  passage,  and  what  he  said  di- 
rectly afterwards  shows  that  be  did   not 


mean  to  be  so  understood.  To  make  this 
plain  I  quote  that  part  of  his  examination 
immediately  ensuing:  "Q.  About  what  per- 
centage,—if  you  can  now  recall.  In  your  ex- 
perience in  handling  the  Consolidated  Vir- 
ginia ores,— about  what  percentage  do  the 
mills  make  of  these  car  samples,  the  mining- 
car  or  the  railroad-car  samples;  about  what 
percentage?  A.  Well,  I  never  figured  them 
in  that  manner,  and  I  don't  know.  Q.  Well, 
I  understood  you  to  say  that  you  took  them 
as  a  check?  A.  Yes,  sir;  they  are  there  on 
file.  All  these  figures  are  on  file  in  the  of- 
fice. We  figured  on  a  basis  of  the  assay  or 
value  returned  from  the  mine  on  the  battery 
assay.  The  percentages  are  all  figured  up 
on  the  battery  assay;  that  Is  the  contract,  I 
believe.  The  assays  are  not  made  by  the 
mill.  They  are  made  by  the  mine.  It  is 
sent  to  the  mine  for  assay.  Q.  I  will  ask 
you  again  how  can  you  ascertain  whether  or 
not  your  ores  have  been  properly  worked. 
If  the  samples,  If  the  battery  samples  from 
which  samples  are  taken,  are  made  wholly 
by  the  employes  of  the  mill,  or  by  the  own- 
ers of  the  mill?  A.  I  have  answered  that 
before.  The  only  thing  that  we  have  is  this 
check  from  the  mine  of  the  assay.  Q.  The 
mine  assay?  A.  Yes,  the  mine  assay;  and 
that  mine  assay  we  take  as  a  check.  I  will 
say  right  now.  If  you  will  permit  me,  that  we 
never  figured  up  the  per  cent,  on  the  mine 
assay,  but  we  figure  it  from  the  pulp  from 
the  mill,  as  the  contract  calls  for.  Q.  Well, 
If  you  never  figured  the  percentage,  do  you 
mean  by  that  that  you  never  paid  any  atten- 
tion whatever  to  the  railroad-car  or  mining- 
car  sample  assays  when  you  come  to  Inves- 
tigate the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the 
mill  company  has  returned  you  or  made  you 
a  proper  return  for  milling  its  ores?  A.  No, 
sir;  I  don't  mean  that  at  all.  Q.  Well,  what 
do  you  mean?  A.  Well,  I  mean  this:  That 
there  is  a  difference  between  the  car  assay 
In  the  mine  and  in  the  mill.  It  varies  from 
?10  to  $6  apiece.  If  you  figure  the  10  pei- 
cent  on  the  mill  assay,  and  if  you  figure  it 
on  the  mine  assay,  it  will  be  so  much.  The 
per  cent  from  the  mine  assay  will  be  less 
than  that  from  the  mill,  because  there  is 
from  |6  to  $10  difference;  but  I  have  not 
figured  that  out,  or  worked  It  out,  down  to 
a  point  where  it  can  be  answered.  Our  books 
will  answer  whenever  they  are  called  for." 

I  have  now  quoted  all  the  testimony  cited 
by  counsel  to  sustain  the  finding  of  tiie  supe- 
rior court  that  the  value  of  the  Hale  &  Nor- 
cross  ores  Is  correctly  shown  by  the  car-sam- 
ple assays,  and  have  only  to  repeat,  what  I 
said  In  the  beginning,  that  in  my  opinion  It 
does  not  raise  a  substantial  confilct  with  the 
evidence  of  the  various  witnesses  who  tes- 
tified that  the  car-sample  assay  always  exag- 
gerates the  value  of  the  ore.  It  remains 
only  to  notice  the  legitimate  argument  of 
counsel  for  respondent  that,  if  the  fact  is  as 
these  witnesses  claim,  there  ought  to  be 
some   rational   explanation   of  It      I  quite 
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agree  with  connsel  on  this  point,  that  there 
must  be  some  cause  of  uniform  operation  to 
bring  about  the  invariable  result  that  the 
average  of  the  car-sample  assay  always  goes 
above  the  real  value  of  the  ore;  and  that,  if 
tuch  caudc  exists,  some  one  oughi  to  be  able 
to  point  It  oat.  I  think,  however,  that, 
aside  from  other  suggestions  of  witnesses 
and  counsel,  a  perfectly  rational  and  prob- 
able explanation  is  to  be  found  In  the  evi- 
dence. There  was  a  strong  preponderance 
of  evidence  to  the  effect  that,  not  only  on  the 
Comstock,  but  In  other  localities,  the  richer 
portions  of  the  ore  are  more  easily  broken, 
and  in  blasting  and  picking  commonly  break 
Into  smaller  fragments  than  the  poorer  por- 
tions of  the  lock,  and  that  the  miner  who 
takes  the  car  samples  habitually  takes  the 
smaller  particles  in  preference  to  the  larger 
ones,  not  only  because  he  is  instructed  to  do  so, 
but  because,  under  the  operation  of  a  natural 
law  of  mechanics,  the  finer  portion  of  the 
ore  is  on  the  top  and  In  the  center  of  the  car; 
that  is  to  say,  when  the  ore  is  shoveled  from 
the  floor  of  the  drift  into  the  car,  the  finer 
I>ortlons  naturally  rise  in  a  cone  in  the  center 
of  the  car,  while  the  larger  fragments  roll 
down  the  sides,  so  that,  when  the  car  Is  filled 
and  the  load  leveled  off,  the  top  is  composed 
of  the  fine  ore.  I  see  no  reason  to  doubt  the 
correctness  of  this  explanation,  and,  allow- 
ing It  to  be  true,  It  Is  easy  to  see  how  at  the 
end  of  every  24  hours  the  sample  box  would 
contain  a  lot  of  ore  of  higher  grade  than 
the  mass  of  that  which  had  been  dumped 
Into  the  ore  bins.  If  my  views  as  to  the  ef- 
fect of  the  evidence  on  this  point  are  correct. 
It  follows  that  there  Is  no  basis  left  for  the 
estimate  of  the  court  as  to  the  amount  of 
damage  sustained  by  the  Hale  &  Norcross 
Company  by  reason  of  fraudulent  or  imper- 
fect milling.  It  has  already  been  shown 
that,  even  on  the  theory  that  those  ores  ac- 
tually contained  the  amount  of  gold  and 
silver  Indicated  by  the  car-sample  assays, 
their  total  value  was  overestimated  in  the 
findings  by  more  than  $34,000.  If  this  is  de- 
ducted, and  a  further  deduction  of  $10  a  ton 
(according  to  the  estimate  of  Mr.  Mackay, 
the  plaintiff's  own  witness)  is  made  on  ac- 
count of  the  dlfCerence  between  the  car-sam- 
ple assays  and  the  actual  value  of  the  ores, 
it  reduces  the  estimate  of  the  superior  court 
over  $000,000  on  the  original  value  of  the 
ores,  and  makes  a  corresponding  reduction 
in  the  amount  of  bullion  supposed  to  have 
been  lost  or  diverted;  or,  in  other  words, 
since  the  defendants  were  held  for  about  75 
per  cent  of  the  gold  and  silver  supposed  to 
have  been  contained  in  the  ore,  the  Judg- 
ment would  require  to  be  reduced  by  nearly 
$700,000.  If,  instead  of  deducting  $10  per 
ton,  only  half  that  amount  were  taken  off, 
the  Judgment  would  be  reduced  by  over 
$350,000,  to  which  must  be  added  the  greater 
portion  of  the  loss  apportlonable  to  the  ores 
worked  at  the  Vivian  mill,  amounting,  on  the 
basis  of  the  estimate  of  the  superior  courts  to 


about  $70,000.  I  do  not  add  the  whole  of  the 
supposed  loss  at  the  Vivian  mill,  because,  as 
above  shown,  the  principal  error  in  overval- 
uation of  the  ores,  according  to  the  car  sam- 
ples, relates  to  ores  sent  to  the  Vivian  mill, 
and  the  full  deduction  on  that  account  has 
already  been  made. 

It  will  be  seen  that,  in  all  my  calculations 
and  estimates,  I  assume  that  75  per  cent  of 
the  assay  value  of  the  ores  is  a  proper  retura 
in  bullion  to  be  made  by  the  mUl.  I  would 
not  have  it  supposed  that  I  have  overlooked 
Uie  contention  of  counsel  that  there  Is  evi- 
dence to  sustain  a  finding  that  a  higher  re- 
turn should  be  made  firom  ores  properly 
worked.  But  the  obvious  answer  to  this  is 
that  the  superior  court  has  made  no  such 
findhig.  On  the  contrary.  It  Is  as  clear  as 
any  mathematical  demonstration  can  be,  that 
the  superior  court's  estimate  of  damages  rests 
upon  the  assumption  that  a  proper  return  is 
74</io  per  cent.,  a  fraction  less  than  the 
percentage  I  have  assumed.  The  evidence 
would  easily  have  supported  a  finding  In 
favor  of  a  stlU  smaller  percentage,  while  a 
finding  in  favor  of  a  higher  percentage  would 
have  had  no  substantial  support  The  evi- 
dence of  Mr.  Holden  that  a  letum  of  from 
80  to  85  per  cent  ought  to  be  made,  when 
properly  understood,  perfectly  agrees  with 
that  of  the  other  witnesses.  In  his  estimate 
he  allows  for  moisture  in  the  ore.  He  ex- 
pects a  return  of  from  80  to  85  per  cent,  but 
only  from  the  number  of  dry  tons,  and  the 
uncontradicted  evidence  in  this  case  is  that 
the  Hale  &  Norcross  ores  contain  from  8  to 
10  per  cent  of  moisture,  or.  In  other  words, 
that  in  every  100  tons  of  ore  sent  to  the  mill 
there  were  at  least  8  tons  of  water,  and, 
consequently,  not  more  than  92  tons  of  dry 
ore.  Now  SS.'^  per  cent  (the  medium  of 
Mr.  Holden's  estimate)  of  92  Is  only  738S/^,, 
per  cent,  of  100.  This  brings  his  estimate 
into  substantial  agreement  with  those  of  the 
other  witnesses.  Besides  all  this.  It  is  proper 
to  add  that  the  court  had  another  good  rea- 
son for  discounting  Mr.  Holden's  opinion  as 
to  the  ores  in  question.  He  had  had  no 
experience  in  working  the  Comstock  ores, 
and  knew  nothing  about  them,  except  from 
bis  dealing  in  those  of  a  high  grade— ores 
running  Into  hundreds  of  dollars  to  the  ton, 
such  as  would  bear  transportation  to  San 
Francisco  and  Swansea,  and  Justify  reduc- 
tion by  smelting,  leaching,  and  other  thor- 
ough and  expensive  methods  of  treatment 
The  evidence  all  goes  to  show  that  ores  of 
this  grade  can  be  economically  worked,  and 
commonly  are  worked,  to  a  higher  percentage 
than  ores  of  a  comparatively  low  grade. 
The  testimony  of  Mr.  Mackay  to  the  effect 
that,  in  the  early  history  of  mining  on  the 
Comsto<^  mill  owners  would  buy  ore  from 
miners  at  65  per  cent  of  the  car  or  wagon 
sample,  and  work  them  for  what  they  could 
get  out  of  them,  does  not  raise  a  conflict  up- 
on this  point  In  those  times  there  was  no 
discount  on  silver,  and  the  ores  mined  were 
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of  blgta  grade.  There  la  no  eTldence  tltat 
the  mode  of  eampllng  -with  a  view  to  Buch 
sales  from  the  miner  to  the  miller  vaa  the 
same  as  that  now  employed  in  taking  car 
samples,  and  it  is  not  reasonable  to  sup- 
pose tltat  the  miller  would  rely  upon  sam- 
ples taken  excluBively  by  the  miner  without 
any  participation  by  him.  No  doubt  both 
parties  took  part  In  the  selection  of  the  sam- 
ples from  the  wagons  upon  which,  in  those 
days,  the  ores  wexe  transported  from  the 
mine  to  the  mill,  and  probably  the  result  of 
the  assays  was  a  nearer  approximation  to 
the  true  ralue  of  the  ores.  But.  even  sup- 
imslng  It  was  not,  and  that  a  wagon  sample 
giving  an  assay  of  $200  to  the  ton  Indicated 
a  real  value  of  only  $190  or  $180,  the  cost 
of  a  ton  would  be  $130,  and,  if  it  was,  by  a 
more  thorough  treatment  in  the  pans,  such 
as  Its  value  would  justify,  worked  up  to  80 
per  cent,  the  yield  would  be  $144,  or,  In 
other  words,  $14  per  ton  for  milling.  In  ore 
of  greater  value  the  profit  would  have  been 
correspondingly  greater.  All  that  this  evi- 
dence of  Mr.  Mackay  proves,  then,  is  that  the 
millers  in  early  times  felt  that  they  could 
afford  to  purchase  the  class  of  ores  then  min- 
ed, upon  the  chance  of  getting  oat  80  per 
cent  of  the  precious  metals  by  careful  hand- 
ling. It  Is  tn  no  wise  inconsistent  with  his 
oirinlon  that  75  i>er  cent  of  the  battery  sam- 
ple of  the  class  of  ores  now  being  mined  is  a 
fair  return.  Mr.  Lyman's  testimony  is  that 
73  per  cent  of  the  battery  sample. of  the  Ood- 
BoUdated  Virginia  ores  is  the  return  they 
have  actually  received,  but,  in  answer  to 
questions  put  to  him  on  cross-examination, 
be  said,  in  reference  to  a  lot  of  ore  averaging 
$48.33  per  ton  by  car  sample,  that  if  he  ha<i 
owned  them  and  sent  them  to  mill,  he  should 
have  boi>ed  for  a  return  of  65  per  cent,  of 
the  car-sample  assay,  and  should  have  ex- 
pected nothing  better.  The  proper  deduction 
from  this  answer  may  be  stated  as  follows: 
Sixty-five  per  cent  of  $48.33,  the  car-sample 
assay,  is  $31.41,  and  this  is  SV/xo  per  cent 
of  $3i8.33,  the  corresponding  battery  assay. 
So  it  appears  that  Mr.  Lyman  would  hope 
to  get  81T/io  per  cent  of  the  battery  sam- 
ple. He  does  not  say  that  be  would  regard  it 
as  evidence  of  fraudulent  or  dishonest  milling 
if  he  got  only  75  per  cent,  and  according  to 
his  actual  experience  of  what  he  deems  cor- 
rect milling,  73  per  cent  of  the  battery  sam- 
ple has  been  returned.  Finally,  it  may  be 
said  that  if  the  defendants  were  held  for  the 
return  which  Mr.  Lyman  would  hope  to  get, 
1.  e.  65  per  cent,  of  the  car-sample  assay,  the 
Judgment  on  that  basis  would  be  more  than 
$330,000  less  than  that  which  was  actually 
rendered. 

It  is  claimed  that  there  is  another  serious 
error  in  the  estimate  of  losses  by  milling, 
arising  out  of  the  disregard  by  the  superior 
court  of  the  discount  on  silver  bullion.  It 
is  doubtful,  howevw,  if  the  evidence  in  re- 
lation to  this  matter  is  sufficiently  clear  to 
demonstrate  the  error  alleged.  The  claim  is 
v.4lP.no.3— 21 


that  in  all  the  car^ample  asBays  (the  basis 
upon  which  the  court  estimated  tlie  bullion 
contents  of  fhe  ores  in  question)  the  silver 
was  reckoned  at  $1.2920  per  ounce,— that  is  to 
say,  at  its  standard  value  according  to  the 
number  of  grains  of  pure  sliver  (371.25)  in  a 
coin  dollar,— and  that  in  computing  the  loss 
the  court  has  taken  fhe  same  standard  of 
value  for  the  missing  silver  bullion,  and 
awarded  a  money  judgment  for  the  resulting 
amount  when  the  actual  market  value  of 
the  bullion  was  at  least  20  per  cent  below  the 
standard  value.  If  this  is  so,  it  was  certainly 
a  very  serious  error,  amounting,  according 
to  my  estimate,  to  at  least  $100,000,  and 
probably  to  a  good  deal  more;  for  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  a  judgment  for  the  con- 
version of  silver  bullion,  payable  In  coin, 
should  be  based  upon  the  coin  or  market 
value  of  the  bullion,  and  not  upon  an  arbltra* 
ry  standard  of  value  above  its  market  value. 
I  do  not  find,  however,  any  direct  evidence 
tliat  the  car-sample  assays  were  made  upon 
the  basis  of  $1.2920  per  ounce  of  silver.  The 
evidence,  it  is  true,  does  show  that  the  bat- 
tery or  pulp  sample  assays  were  based  upon 
that  assumed  value,  and  since  the  cai^sample 
assays  were  made  by  the  same  assayer,  and 
at  the  same  time,  It  is  perhaps  a  fair  infer- 
ence that  they  were  computed  on  the  same 
basis.  But,  however  this  may  be,  a  decision 
of  the  point  is  not  necessary  here.  There 
must  be  a  new  trial  of  this  Issue  toe  oth- 
er reasons,  and  It  is  suflident  to  indicate 
our  views  as  to  the  proper  allowance  to  be 
made,  in  case  it  shall  appear  that  the  we 
assays  were  based  upon  an  assumed  value  of 
silver  bulllc»i  different  from  its  market  value. 
The  true  method  of  determining  the  loss 
sustained  by  imperfect  or  fraudulent  mill- 
ing is  to  ascertain  the  quantity  of  gold 
and  sllvOT  actually  contained  in  the  ore,  as 
nearly  as  practicable;  next,  to  ascertain  what 
percentage  of  the  bullion  contents  should  be 
returned  by  fair  and  honest  milling,  and  the 
difference  between  this  amount  and  the  ac- 
tual return  in  the  actual  damage.  To  make 
these  computations,  it  is  obvious  that  the 
standard  of  value  must  be  the  same  in  the 
assays  of  ore  and  in  the  assays  of  bullion  re- 
turned, and  it  makes  no  difference  whether 
this  is  $1.2029  or  any  other  figure,  provided 
that  it  is  the  standard  used  by  the  assayer 
of  the  ores,  and  is  imiform.  By  this  means 
alone  can  the  true  difference  between  the 
jMToper  return  and  the  actual  return  be  cor- 
rectly determined.  When  this  has  been  done, 
in  order  to  determine  the  amount  of  the  dam- 
ages for  the  purpose  of  the  judgment,  the 
money  value  of  the  difference  must  be  obtain- 
ed by  allowing  for  the  discount  on  the  silver, 
whatever  it  was.  I  find  that  roughly  speak- 
ing, the  Hale  &  Norcross  ores,  according  to 
the  car-sample  assays,  contained  about  $2 
of  silver  to  $1  in  gold.  This  is  my  own  esti- 
mate, based  upon  a  comparison  of  a  large 
number  of  assays  taken  at  random,  and  pos- 
sibly erroneous.    The  mint  returns  of  the 
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bollion  extracted  from  these  ores  show  an 
average  disparity  considerably  leas.  TUs  Is 
accounted  for  In  great  part  by  the  fact,  very 
clearly  shown  from  the  evidence,  that  the 
mint  return  was  based,  not  upon  a  valuation 
of  $1.2929  per  ounce  of  pure  silver,  but  upon 
the  price  which  the  mint  was  paying  for  sil- 
ver, which  was  considerably  below  that  rate. 
This  Indicates  that  the  amount  of  silver  bul- 
lion returned  by  the  mills  was  underestimat- 
ed, as  compared  with  the  bullion  In  the  ores, 
for  the  idlver  was  valued  at  less  per  ounce 
In  the  bullion  than  In  the  (K-es.  It  ought  to 
have  been  estimated  on  the  same  basis,  and 
the  difference,  when  ascertained,  should  have 
been  reduced  to  Its  money  value.  Since  the 
necessary  consequence  of  these  errors  in  the 
findings  Is  that  there  must  be  a  new  trial 
as  to  the  question  of  damages  from  Imperfect 
milling.  It  does  not  seem  worth  while  to  dis- 
cuss the  evidence  offered  to  corroborate  the 
general  charge  of  fraud  In  the  milling,  by 
which  I  mean  the  evidence  intended  to  show 
how  it  was  possible  to  debase  the  battery 
samples,  or  to  run  the  value  of  the  ore  into 
the  tailings  by  improper  amaigamation,  or  to 
abstract  the  amalgam,  or  purloin  the  bullion. 
All  these  things  have  their  place,  as  tending 
more  or  less  to  corroborate  other  evidence  of 
Improper  milling,  and  are  entitled  to  such 
weight  as  the  trial  judge  may  think  bdongs 
to  them,  when  considered  In  connection  with 
the  mere  direct  evidence  of  the  assay  value 
of  the  ores,  the  bullion  returns  made,  and  the 
percentage  that  ought  to  be  returned  with 
correct  milling.  There  are  one  or  two  mat- 
ters, however,  connected  with  the  milling 
that  require  to  be  noticed. 

Exception  Is  taken  to  the  finding  to  the 
effect  that  the  slimes  and  concentrates  re- 
sulting from  the  working  of  these  ores  were 
the  property  of  the  Hale  &  Korcross  Com- 
pany, on  the  ground  that  all  the  evidence 
shows  that,  according  to  the  universal  inrac- 
tice  and  understanding,  the  slimes  and  con- 
centrates become  the  property  of  a  custom 
mlU.  This  finding,  like  that  in  regard  to 
the  mining  of  worthless  ores.  Is  not  made 
the  basis  of  any  award  of  damages  and  rests 
upon  similar  grounds.  The  court,  being  of 
the  opinion  that  75  per  cent,  of  the  car- 
sample  assay  was  a  proper  return  of  bullion, 
necessarily  concluded  that  a  large  port  of 
the  value  of  these  ores  was  improperly  run 
Into  the  tailings,  and,  consequently,  that 
the  tailings  did  not  become  the  property 
of  the  mill.  And  this  was  a  correct  conclu- 
sion from  the  premises;  for  it  is  only  when 
the  milling  has  been  reasonably  efficient  that 
the  tailings  can  rightfully  be  claimed  by  the 
mill,  according  to  the  custom.  But  the  court 
gave  no  separate  or  additional  damages  on 
account  of  the  value  of  the  slimes  and  con- 
centrates, because  their  value  was  included 
in  the  75  per  cent  of  the  car-sample  assays 
with  which  the  defendants  were  charged. 

A  claim  is  made  on  behalf  of  the  respond- 
ent that  the  superior  court  was  Justified  by 


the    doctrine,    "Omnia    presumontur   contra 
spollatorem,"  In  assuming  that  the  Hale  & 
Norcross  ores  were  of  the  value  shown  by 
the  car-sample  assays,  and,   in  support  of 
this  contention,  they  cite  the  celebrated  ring 
case  of  Armory  v.  Delamirle,  1  Strange,  503. 
That  was  a  case  in  which  the  defendant,  a 
Jeweler,  had  taken  a  ring,  removed  the  Jew- 
el, and  kept  It  wrongfully  from  the  plaintiff, 
and  the  Jury  were  directed  to  make  the  value 
of  the  best  Jewel  that  would  fit  the  setting 
the  measure  of  their  verdict,  unless  the  de- 
fendant would  produce  the  Jewel  and  show 
It  to  be  of  less  value.    The  meaning  and 
the  limitations  of  the  doctrine  of  this  case 
are  stated  in  the  notes  appended  to  the  re- 
port, in  1  Smith,  Lead.  Gas.  (Hare  &  W.  Ed.) 
688:    "It  signifies  that,  if  a  man  by  ais  own 
tortious  act  withhold  the  evidence  by  which 
the  nature  of  his  case  would  be  manifested, 
every  presumption  to  his  disadvantage  will 
be  adopted.    •    *    •    When  the  nature  of  a 
wrongful  act  is  such  that  It  not  only  Inflicts 
an  injury,   but  takes  away  the  means  of 
proving  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  loss, 
the  law  will  aid  a    recovery    against    the 
wrongdoer,  and    supply    the    d^ciency  ot 
proof  caused  by  his  misconduct,  by  making 
every  reasonable  intendment  against  him, 
and  in  favor  of  the  party  injured.   A  man 
who  willfully  places  the  property  of  others 
In  a  situation  where  it  cannot  be  recovered, 
or  Its  true  amount  or  value  ascertained,  by 
mixing  it  with  his  own  or  In  any  other  man- 
ner, will  consequently  be  compiled  to  bear 
all  the  inconvenience  of  the  uncertainty  or 
confusion  which  he  has  produced,  even  to 
the  extent  of  surrendering  the  whole,  if  the 
parts  cannot  be  discriminated,  or  respond- 
ing In  damages  for  the  highest  value  at 
which  the  property  In  question  can  reason- 
ably be  estimated.    •    •    •   The    presump- 
tion,  'Contra  spollat(»%m,'  also  arises  when 
a  party  to  a  suit  or  controversy  willfully  de- 
stroys or  suppresses  by  wrongful  or  dishon- 
est means  a  deed,  will,  or  other  Instrument, 
which  belongs  to,  or  would  be  admissible  If 
called  for  by,  the  opposite  party,  and   -will 
Justify  a  court  or  Jury  In  drawing  the  most 
unfavorable  inference,  consistent  with  rea- 
son and  probability,  as  to  the  nature  and  ef- 
fect of  the  evidence  which  they  have  thus 
been  precluded  from  using  and  examining 
as  a  means  for  the  discovery  of  trutli.   •   •   • 
The   extent  and   force  of  the  presumption 
must  evidently  vary  with  the  nature  of  the 
wrong  and  the  circumstances  under  which  it 
was  committed,   and   it   will   not,   perhaps, 
even  when  most  hostile,  be  an  absolute  and 
insuperable  bar.     •     •     •     The  presumption 
arising   from   the   wrongful   destruction    or 
suppression  of  evidence  will  not,  however. 
Justify  a  Judgment  or  decree  without   evi- 
dence, nor  the  substitution  of  conjecture  or 
allegation  for  proof;   and  Its  legitimate  ef- 
fect is  confined  to  rendering  evidence  admis- 
sible which  could  not  be  received  under  or- 
dinary circumstances,  and  the  deduction  of 
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every  Inference  from  tbe  evidence  actnally 
given.  In  favor  of  the  Injured  party,  and 
acainst  the  spoliator.  •  •  •  The  better 
opinion  would  seem  to  be  that  the  mere  fact 
of  withdrawing  or  refusing  to  produce  an 
instrument  which  belongs  exclusively  to  tbe 
]iarty  by  whom  It  is  withheld  will  not  rai- 
der him  a  spoUator,  nor  give  birth  to  the  ex- 
tremely hostile  presumption  wWch  attaches 
to  the  wrongful  suppression  or  destruction 
of  the  property  of  others,  and  will  simply  au- 
thorize the  Introduction  of  secondary  evi- 
dence, which  will  be  construed  as  favorably 
as  the  circumstances  will  permit  for  the 
party  who  Is  deprived  of  the  means  of  full 
and  accurate  proof.  •  •  •  A  line  should 
obviously  be  drawn  between  those  Instru- 
ments or  means  of  evidence  In  which  the 
parties  have  a  common  Interest,  and  conse- 
quent right  to  expect  that  they  will  be  forth- 
coming when  needed,  and  those  which  are 
Intended  only  to  meet  the  eye,  or  kept  sole- 
ly for  the  benefit,  of  the  person  by  whom  they 
are  withheld;  and  the  conduct  of  a  tenant 
who  refuses  to  supply  tbe  loss  of  a  lease  by 
tbe  production  of  the  counterpart  Is  viewed 
in  a  more  unfavorable  aspect  than  that  of  a 
merchant  or  tradesman  who  withholds  pri- 
vate books  or  papers  from  a  public  examina- 
tion which  he  may  desire  to  avoid  for  rea- 
sons having  little  or  nothing  to  do  with  the 
particular  case  in  which  their  production  is 
demanded." 

Applying  the  doctrine  as  expounded  in  the 
foregoing  quotations,  it  falls  very  far  short 
of  sustaining  the  contention  of  respondent. 
In  tbe  first  place,  the  tacts  of  the  case  do 
not  make  it  applicable.  The  milling  of  the 
Hale  &  Norcross  ores  was  not  in  itself  a 
wrongful  act  The  means  by  which  the  em- 
ployment to  mm  them  was  obtained  was 
wrongful,  and  entails  the  penalties  which 
are  to  be  consId«:^  hereafter;  but  the  mill- 
ing, if  properly  conducted,  was  a  lawful,  le- 
gitimate, and  necessary  operation.  The  form 
of  the  ores  was,  of  course,  changed,  and  their 
identity  destroyed,  but  the  usual  means  and 
the  only  means  of  establishing  their  value 
were  taken,  and  the  evidence  preserved. 
There  were  the  car-sample  and  the  pulp- 
sample  and  the  settler-sample  assays,  all 
taken  according  to  the  usual  course  of  the 
business,  and  all  preserved.  They  constitute 
the  most  direct  and  trustworthy  evidence 
of  tbe  real  value  oi  tbe  ores,  while  all  other 
means  of  proof  are  Indirect  and  secondary. 
So  ta.T  as  they  are  tnd^lnlte  or  tincertain, 
the  willful  suppression  of  any  secondary 
evidence  or  corroborating  circumstances, 
which  wonld  tend  to  clear  up  such  uncer^ 
tainty,  would  justify  a  court  in  giving  to  the 
direct  evidence  the  strongest  construction  in 
taxov  of  the  other  side  that  It  would  reason- 
ably bear.  But,  as  has  been  sbown,  the  evi- 
dence In  this  case  is  all  to  tbe  effect  that  the 
car-sample  assay  is  Invariably  and  largely  in 
excess  of  the  actual  value  of  the  ore,  and  it 


is  not  reasonable  in  the  f&ce  of  such  evidence 
to  assume  tbe  car-sample  assay  as  a  basis  of 
computation.  This  is  not  holding  that  the 
respondent  is  boimd  by  the  battery  samples, 
or  that  a  deduction  from  the  car  samples  of 
?10  per  ton,  or  of  any  other  definite  sum, 
must  be  made,  but  only  that  the  trial  court 
should  give  proper  consideration  to  the  un- 
contradicted testimony  of  all  the  witnesses, 
and  make  such  deduction  as  in  its  Judgment 
is  reasonable  in  view  of  all  the  evidence. 

As  to  the  claim  that  evidence  was  sup- 
pressed by  failing  to  keep  any  record  of  the 
bullion  resulting  from  the  working  over  of 
concentrates,  and  by  the  refusal  to  produce 
the  books  of  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining 
Company,  the  record  does  not  bear  oat  the 
assertions  of  counsel.  There  was  no  record 
kept  in  the  mill  ol  the  working  of  the  con- 
centrates, or,  BO  far  as  appears,  of  any  other 
part  of  the  business.  The  books  containing 
a  record  of  the  business  of  the  mill  were 
kept  at  the  office  of  the  corporaiion,  and  the 
testimony  of  Williams,  the  superintendent  of 
the  mill,  is  that  the  account  of  the  proceeds 
of  the  concentrates  of  all  tbe  ore  worked  in 
the  Nevada  mill,  amounting  to  93,000  tons, 
inclusive  of  63,000  tons  of  Hale  &  Norcross  ore, 
was  kept  in  the  books  of  tbe  corporation,  and 
showed  a  product  of  only  about  $14,000.  Mr. 
Williams,  when  tbe  crude  buUion  was  deliver- 
ed to  him  by  the  foreman  of  the  mill  who  had 
charge  of  the  retorting,  and  who  kept  a 
memorandum  of  the  weight,  took  the  bul- 
lion to  the  assayer,  who  In  a  few  days  re- 
turned tbe  resulting  bars  with  his  certificate 
of  weight,  fineness,  value,  etc.,  to  the  o&ce; 
and  he  says  that,  in  the  meantime,  be  made 
no  written  entry  of  the  weight,  but  carried 
It  in  his  head.  This  may  be  a  loose  way  of 
conducting  business,  but  it  is  not  a  supprea- 
sion  of  evidence.  As  to  tbe  r^usal  to  pro- 
duce the  books  of  the  company,  counsel  does 
not  cite  the  evidence  in  tbe  record,  and  I 
have  been  unable  to  discover  that  any  de- 
mand for  tbe  production  or  inspection  of  the 
books  was  ever  made. 

Another  alleged  suppression  of  evidence 
was  in  the  refusal  of  the  cashier  and  clerks 
of  the  BuUion  &  Exchange  Bank  of  Oarson 
to  exhibit  the  books  of  that  concern  at  tbe 
time  of  the  taking  of  their  depositions. 
Evan  Williams  was  vice  president  and  prin- 
cipal stockholder  of  the  Bullion  &  Exchange 
Bank,  and  Hofer,  the  cashier,  and  Brown  and 
Peters,  tbe  clerks,  may  be  said  to  bare  be«i 
in  his  employ  and  under  his  controL  He 
was  also  a  stockholder  of  tbe  Nevada  Mill 
&  Mining  Company,  and  superintendent  of 
Its  mill  and  of  the  Mexican  mill.  But  he 
has  never  been  a  imrty  to  this  action,  and  at 
the  time  the  depositions  were  taken  neither 
Hayward,  Hobart,  nor  the  Nevada  Mill  & 
Mining  Company  had  been  brought  In.  No 
demand  was  then  made,  nor  has  any  demand 
been  since  made,  upon  any  party  to  this  ac- 
tion for  a  production  or  iniqtection  of  the 
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books  of  the  bank,  and  how,  under  the  cliv 
cumstances,  they  can  be  treated  as  spoliatoia 
of  testimony  Is  not  apparent. 

In  connection  with  this  subject  of  suppres- 
sion and  spoliation  of  evidence,  a  good  deal  has 
been  said  In  reference  to  the  mint  transactions, 
which  were  more  particularly  urged  in  the  ar- 
gument as  evidence  of  the  purloining  of  bul- 
lion, or  of  large  returns  secured  by  the  mill 
owners  from  the  working  oyer  of  tailings,  etc. 
As  to  the  weight  of  this  evidence  as  alfect- 
tng  the  question  of  improi)er  milling,  any 
iiscussion  In  this  opinion  in  anticipation  of  a 
new  trial  would  be  out  of  place,  and  with 
reference  to  the  doctrine  of  spoliation  little 
need  be  said.  It  Is  claimed  that  the  mint 
records  were  Improperly  kept  by  Hofer,  cash- 
ier of  the  Bullion  &  Exchange  Bank,  and  al- 
so acting  superintendent  of  the  mint;  and 
the  principal  irregularity  specified  is  that,  in 
entering  the  deposits  of  bullion,  instead  of 
giving  the  name  of  the  mine  or  locality 
where  produced,  be  would  enter  it  as  "un- 
known," contrary  to  law  and  nis  duty;  and 
the  claim  is  that  these  fraudulent  entries 
were  made  at  the  Instance  of  Williams  for 
the  purpose  of  covering  up  abstractions  of 
Hale  &  Norcross  bullion.  The  only  law  to 
which  we  have  been  cited  in  reference  to 
this  matter  is  section  3306  of  the  Bevised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States,  which  does 
not  make  it  the  duty  of  the  superintendent 
of  the  mint  to  note  the  place  of  production  of 
the  bullion.  But  there  is  probably  some  reg^ 
ulation  of  the  department,  or  perhaps  some 
later  statute,  which  does  require  something 
of  the  kind,  for  the  evidence  in  this  record 
shows  that  such  was  the  practice  at  the  Car- 
son mint.  But  it  also  shows  that,  long  be- 
fore the  reduction  of  these  ores  was  com- 
menced, there  were  frequent  deposits  of 
bullion,  the  source  of  which  was  entered  as 
unknown.  Indeed,  such  entries  were  more 
frequent  before  than  ^ce  that  time.  I  do 
not  discover  any  evidence  In  the  record  as  to 
when  Hofer  first  went  Into  the  mint,  and 
consequently  It  does  not  appear  that  any  of 
the  entries  referred  to  were  made  by  him. 
Indeed,  It  does  not  appear  that  he  was  ev^ 
the  superintendent  of  the  mint,— only  that  he 
was  acting  superintendent  In  August,  1881, 
a  year  after  these  transactions  were  closed. 
But,  if  it  is  true,  as  stated  by  counsel  on  the 
argument,  that  he  first  went  Into  the  mint 
subsequent  to  March  4,  18S9,  then  much  the 
larger  proportion  of  the  entries  of  unknown 
bullion  were  made  before  his  advent,  and  in 
making  the  compartively  small  number  of 
similar  entries,  assuming  that  he  did  make 
them,  he  was  following  the  established  prac- 
tice. I  can  only  infer  from  the  evidence 
that  parties  sometimes  deposited  purchased 
bullion,  the  origin  of  which  they  did  not 
know.  I  should  add  that,  notwithstanding 
the  effort  I  have  made  to  comprehend  the  ev- 
idence relating  to  these  matters,  I  discuss  it 
with  some  diffidence.    It  Is  extremely  volu- 


minous, and  consists  largely  of  tables  of  fig- 
ures. It  does  not  am>ear  to  have  been  in- 
troduced at  the  trial,  w  printed  in  the  rec- 
ord with  any  regard  to  chronological  order, 
or  any  other  system  of  arrangement.  Very 
few  exact  references  are  made  by  counsel  to 
the  particular  folios,  and  I  am  far  from  sure 
tliat  I  have  examined  with  due  attenti<Ni  the 
portions  upon  which  they  particularly  rely. 
I  have,  however,  carefully  examined  the 
pages  cited  by  counsel  for  respondent  on  the 
oral  argument,  as  an  illustration  of  the  sus- 
picious practice  of  the  mint  officials  In  en- 
tering bullion  as  unknown.  The  pages  re- 
ferred to  are  1334  to  1380,  Inclusive.  The 
list  contained  on  these  pages  seems  to  have 
been  completely  misunderstood  by  conns^. 
It  does  not,  from  beginning  to  end,  mention 
the  place  of  production  of  a  single  lot  of 
bullion.  It  gives  the  name  of  the  depositor, 
the  name  of  the  person  on  whose  account  the 
deposit  is  made,  the  name  of  the  person  re- 
ceipting for  It.  a  description  of  the  deposit, 
whether  bars  or  amalgam,  the  weight,  the 
value  and  mode  of  payment  That  is  abso- 
lutely all.  Under  the  heading  "On  Account 
of"  appear  the  names  of  many  different  min- 
ing companies,  and  it  may  be  surmised  that 
their  mines  produced  the  bullion,  but  their 
names  are  mentioned  as  owners,  not  as  pro- 
ducers; and  In  the  same  column  appear  the 
names  of  other  corporations  and  persons  be- 
sides the  Bullion  &  Exchange  Bank,  and  In 
no  case  Is  It  stated  where  the  bullion  was 
produced.  Evidently,  the  list  was  not  In- 
tended to  show  the  place  of  production,  and 
the  word  "Unknown"  does  not  occur  In  it. 
This  being  the  particular  part  of  the  evi- 
dence selected  by  counsel  to  illustrate  their 
point,  I  am  convinced  they  have  overrated  Its 
force. 

It  does  not  seem  necessary  to  further  ex- 
tend this  discussion  of  the  evidence  relating 
to  the  value  of  the  ores,  and  the  losses  caused 
by  fraudulent  and  Imperfect  milling.  As  to 
the  other  element  or  Item  of  damage, — ex- 
orbitant charges  fOT  milling,— the  evidence 
and  findings  are  so  clear  that  nothini;  is  left 
for  decision,  except  a  pure  question  of  law. 
The  finding  of  the  superior  court  that  the 
cost  of  milling  did  not  exceed  f4.EiO  per  ton 
is  fully  sustained  by  the  evidence;  and  It  Is 
equally  clear  that  $4.50  was  not  a  fair  price- 
for  milling  as  between  a  miner  and  miller 
dealing  on  equal  terms,  and  under  circum- 
stances entitling  the  miller  to  a  fair  compen- 
sation for  the  use  of  his  mill.  The  question, 
theretore,  is  whether,  in  view  of  the  manner 
in  which  the  contract  to  mill  these  ores  was 
obtained  and  executed,  the  mill  owners  are 
entitled  to  receive  anything  for  the  use  of 
their  mills?  If  they  are,  there  must  be  a 
new  trial  of  this  part  of  the  case;  If  th<'y 
are  not,  then,  so  far  at  least  as  Levy  and  the 
mill  owners  are  concerned,  there  Is  no  neod 
of  a  new  trial.  As  to  the  other  directors 
against  whom  there  are  several  Judgments, 
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the  case  may  be  to  some  extent  dlfCerent. 
Were  tbe  mill  owners  in  this  case  entitled  to 
retain,  out  of  the  moneys  paid  them  for  mill- 
ing, the  ordinary  and  reasonable  price  of  mill- 
ing. Including  a  fair  return  on  the  capital  in- 
vested in  the  mills?   The  authorities  to  which 
we  have  been  cited,  including  the  case  so 
much  relied  ca  by  counsel  for  respondent 
(DistUIing  Co.  V.  Pratt,  45  Minn.  216,  47  N. 
W.  780),  are  all  consistent  with,  and  sevraral 
of  them  directly  sustain,  the  prt^wsltlon  that 
a  trustee  who  lias  contracted  with  lilmself  on 
behalf  of  his  cestui  que  trust,  and  has  re- 
ceived the  stipulated  price  of  his  goods  or 
services,  although  he  cannot,  when  called  up- 
on to  account,  retain  the  whole  sum  so  re- 
ceived, nsay  l)e,  and  in  equity  ought  to  be, 
allowed  to  retain  what  is  equivalent  to  fbe 
benefits  and  advantages  actually  received  by 
his  cestui  que  trust;  or,  in  other  words,  that 
be  is  entitled  to  the  reasonable  value  of  his 
goods  or  services,  measured  by  their  current 
market  price.    According  to  this  doctrine  the 
appellants  ocmtend  that  the  mill  owners  in 
this  case  must  he  allowed  the  ordinary  mar- 
ket price  of  milling  Comstock  ores,  which 
trag  $7  per  ton.    But  I  do  not  think  this  case 
can  l>e  determined  by  the  rule  applied  to 
cases  which  involved  no  element  of  miscon- 
duct, except  an  express  agreement  of  a  trus- 
tee to  pay  himself  more  than  reasonable  val- 
ue.   Here,  as  has  been  shown,  was  a  con- 
tract which  made  It  to  the  interest  of  the  ac- 
tual manager  of  the  mining  company  to  sac- 
riflce  the  interests  of  the  stockholders  by 
mining  and  milling  ores  which  would  not  pay 
the  cost  of  mining  added  to  the  current  price 
of  milling.    The  court  has  found,  and  the 
evidence  is  sufficient  to  sustain  the  finding, 
that  such  low-grade  ores  were  intentionally 
mined  and  sent  to  the  mills,  involving  certain 
loss  to  the  stockholders  if  the  current  price 
were  allowed,  but  involving  no  loss  if  the 
millers  were  limited  to  the  actnal  cost  of  mill- 
ing.   Under  these  circumstances,  it  was  not 
ineqtiitable  to  allow  only  the  actual  cost  of 
milling.    It  Is  true  that  a  large  proportion  of 
the  ores  were  of  sufficient  value  to  pay  a 
profit  on  the  mining  and  milling  at  current 
rates,  with  a  return  of  76  per  cent,  of  the  pulp 
assay,  and  it  may  I>e  argued  tttat,  as  to  such 
otes,  the  market  price  of  milling  should  be 
allowed.    But  in  cases  of  this  kind  the  courts 
cannot  I>e  expected  to  go  into  very  nice  calcu- 
laticms  and  estimates  to  save  parties  from 
the  consequences  of  wrongdoing;  and  where 
it  appears  that  the  intention  was  to  mine  and 
mill  ores  that  would  barely  pay  the  cost  of 
landllng,  and  where  this  intention  was  in 
tact  carried  out,  a  court  of  equity  is  Justified 
in   applying  to  the  whole  transaction  one 
measure  of  compensation,  and  that  measure 
must  be  actual  cost    My  conclusion  is  that 
the  superior  court  did  not  err  in  requiring  the 
mill  owners  to  account  for  $2.50  per  ton  for 
all  the  ores  milled  by  them;  and  this  part  of 
the  judgment,  which  is  erroneous  only  so  far 
as  it  includes  the  ores  worked  at  the  Vivian 
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min,  may  be  modified  upon  the  findings  con- 
tained iu  the  record,  riie  proper  sum  is 
(2.50  per  ton  on  84,079  tons,  the  quantity  of 
ore  sent  to  the  Nevada  and  Mexican  xoUls, 
amounting  to  $210,197.50.  To  this  extent  the 
Judgment  against  Hayward  and  Levy  is  fully 
warranted  by  the  findings  and  evidence. 

As  to  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Company, 
It  would  be  necessary  to  reduce  this  part  of 
the  Judgment  still  further  on  account  of  the 
fact  tliat  it  liad  nothing  to  do  with  the  ores 
reduced  at  the  Mexican  mill,  but  this  and  all 
other  errors  in  the  proceedings  affecting  that 
corporation  become  immaterial  in  view  of  my 
conclusion  that  it  was  never  brought  under 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  superior  court  It  is  a 
Nevada  corporation,  and  the  only  service  of 
summons  was  made  on  Evan  Williams,  the 
superintendent  of  its  mill,  at  Virginia  City, 
who  was  at  the  time  of  service  in  attendance 
upon  the  trial  of  this  cause,  but  not  engaged 
in  attending  to  any  business  of  the  corpora- 
tion in  this  state.  Such  service  was  wholly 
insufficient  to  confer  any  Jurisdiction  over  the 
company,  and  the  Judgment  as  to  it  is  errone- 
ous in  toto. 

As  to  the  directors  of  the  Hale  &  Norcross 
Company,  other  than  Levy,  it  is  not  seriously 
contended  that  they  are  liable,  except  on  the 
ground  of  negligence,  and  it  is  clear  that 
such  was  the  opinion  of  the  superior  court. 
But  they  were  not  charged  with  negligence 
in  the  complaint,  but  only  with  fraud. 
Fraud  and  negligence,  however  culpable,  are 
not  the  same  thing.  It  is  true  that,  when 
negligence  causes  an  injury  of  the  same 
character  as  would  be  occasioned  by  an  in- 
tentional fraud,  it  is  visited  with  the  same 
consequences,  so  far  as  compensation  to  the 
injured  party  Is  concerned,  but  the  plaintUt 
has  no  right  to  demand  a  conviction  of  fraud 
when  no  fraud  has  been  committed.  When 
he  relies  on  fraud  he  ought  to  plead  fraud, 
and  when  he  relies  on  negligence  he  ought  to 
plead  negligence,  not  <miy  because  the  de- 
fendant has  a  right  to  know  what  the  charge 
is  which  he  is  called  upon  to  meet,  but  be- 
cause the  defenses  are  different.  An  action 
for  relief  on  the  ground  of  negligence  is  ordi- 
narily barred  by  the  statute  in  a  shorter 'time 
than  an  action  tor  relief  on  the  ground  of 
fraud.  In  this  case,  however.  It  is  contend- 
ed that  the  action  against  the  directors  is 
founded  upon  a  liability  created  by  statute, 
and,  consequently,  that  the  same  limitation 
of  the  right  to  maintain  the  action  applies 
as  in  cases  of  fraud.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  338. 
The  statute  referred  to  is  section  8,  art  12, 
of  the  constitution,  which  contains  the  fol- 
lowing provision:  "The  directors  or  trustees 
of  corporations  and  Joint-stock  associations 
shall  be  Jointly  and  severally  liable  to  the 
creditors  and  stockholders  for  all  moneys 
embezzled  or  misappropriated  by  the  officers 
of  such  corporation  or  joint-stock  association 
during  the  term  of  office  of  such  director  or 
trustee."  This  clause  of  the  constitution  has 
never  been  construed,  ^ifmg  Aks  I  caa^^dtei^ 
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cover.  According  to  Its  literal  terms,  every 
director  of  a  corporation  la  severally  liable 
for  the  full  amount  of  any  misappropriation 
of  Its  funds  dttring  his  term  of  office,  -svlthout 
respect  to  any  question  as  to  his  own  culpa- 
bility, and  the  argument  of  counsel  is  that 
it  must  be  enforced  according  to  its  letter, — 
"Ita  lex  Bcripta  est,"— and  hence  a  director, 
no  matter  bow  Innocent  he  may  be,  and  no 
matter  how  hard  the  case  may  be,  must  be 
adjudged  to  pay,  at  the  suit  of  any  stock- 
holder, the  whole  of  any  misappropriation  of 
corporate  funds  occurring  during  hJs  term  of 
office.  And  therefore,  according  to  the  con- 
tention of  counsel,  if  some  large  stockholder 
of  the  Hale  &  Norcroes  ComxMny,  with  the 
sole  purpose  of  protecting  hla  own  interests 
and  the  interests  of  the  other  stockholders, 
had,  by  cumulating  his  stock,  secured  an 
election  to  the  board  of  directors,  and  as  a 
member  of  the  l)oard  had  exposed  the  mill- 
ing of  low-grade  ores,  or  the  payment  of 
more  than  $4.50  per  ton  for  milling,  and  had 
to  the  utmost  of  his  ability  guarded  the  in- 
terests of  the  company  In  every  direction,  he 
could,  nevertheless,  have  been  singled  out  by 
any  stockholder  and  compelled  to  make  good 
the  entire  loss  caused  by  the  willful  and  cor- 
rupt misconduct  of  a  hostile  board.  If  this 
construction  must  obtain,  it  seems  very  clear 
that  no  man  with  any  property  or  character 
to  lose  will  be  willing  to  serve  as  director  of 
a  California  corporation  after  It  becomes 
known  that  the  constitution  contains  such  a 
provision.  I  do  not  think,  however,  that  the 
construction  contended  for  can  be  allowed. 
It  does  seem  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
framers  of  the  constitution  to  make  each  di- 
rector of  a  corporation  severally  liable, 
whether  Individually  culpable  or  not,  for  cer- 
tain kinds  of  losses  to  the  corporation  occurs 
ring  during  his  term  of  office;  that  is  to  say, 
he  is  made  liable  for  embezzlement  or  misap- 
propriation of  corporate  funds  by  officers  of 
the  corporation.  But  in  my  opinion  the 
word  "misappropriation"  is  to  be  construed 
by  the  maxim,  "Noscltur  a  soclls."  It  means 
something  like  embezzlement,  or,  in  other 
words,  it  means  the  misapplication  of  funds 
Intrusted  to  an  officer  for  a  particular  pur- 
pose, by  devoting  them  to  some  unauthorized 
purpose,  and  does  not  apply  to  the  payment 
of  an  extravagant  price  for  services  or  ma- 
terials properly  appertaining  to  the  business 
of  the  corporation,— which  is  this  case.  For 
losses  occasioned  by  such  means  the  law  af- 
fords an  ample  remedy,  without  the  need  of 
resorting  to  the  constitution,  against  those 
who  are  Justly  responsible,  whether  by  rea- 
son of  fraud  or  negligence;  but  the  law  does 
not  in  such  cases  visit  upon  the  innocent  the 
sins  of  the  guilty,  and  if  the  liability  arises 
from  negligence,  the  action  must  be  com- 
menced in  two  years  after  it  accrues,  where- 
as, if  it  arises  out  of  fraud,  it  may  be  com- 
menced at  any  time  within  three  years  after 
the  discovery  of  the  facts.  In  this  case,  if 
the  directors  had  been  sued  for  negligence 


only  In  paying  too  mncb  for  milling  the 
ores,  the  statute  of  limitations  would  have 
been  a  complete  defense  as  to  some  of  tbem, 
and  a  partial  defense  as  to  others.  For  these 
reasons  I  think  the  directors  other  than  Levy 
are  entitled  to  a  new  trliU  of  the  whole  is- 
sue. 

Objection  is  made  to  the  right  of  the  plain- 
tiff. Fox,  to  maintain  the  action,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  findings  and  evidence  show 
that  be  made  himself  a  stockholder  after  the 
occurrence  of  the  injuries  complained  of,  for 
the  express  purpose  of  bringing  this  action, 
that  he  acquired  but  a  small  amount  of  stock 
at  that  time,  and  that  he  never  had  any  sub- 
stantial interest  in  the  corporation  at  any 
time.  The  finding  of  the  court  Is,  however, 
that  he  was  at  all  times  a  stockholder,  and 
as  tills  finding  is  not  attacked  in  the  specifi- 
cations of  grounds  in  the  statement  oa  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  we  cannot  look  at  the 
eividence;  and  in  construing  the  finding  we 
must  hold  timt  it  means  that  he  was  a  stock- 
holder In  a  substantial  sense. 

Objection  is  made  to  the  form  of  the  Jadg- 
ment  or  Judgments  upon  various  grounds, 
but  these  are  objections  which  should  have 
been  made  to  the  complaint  Having  waived 
any  objection  to  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
of  misjoinder,  etc.,  I  think  the  objection  to 
the  several  Judgments  on  account  of  their 
mere  form  comes  too  late.  In  form  they  fol- 
low the  complaint,  and,  if  the  several  Judg- 
ments had  been  for  the  respective  amounts 
for  which  the  defendants  were  liable,  the 
form  in  which  they  were  entered  would  have 
afforded  no  substantial  ground  of  complaint. 
In  view  of  these  conclusions  upon  the  main 
points  In  controversy,  most  of  the  other  as- 
signments of  error  become  Immaterial,  and, 
so  far  as  the  points  not  herein  particularly 
discussed  seem  likely  to  arise  upon  a  new 
trial,  I  see  no  substantial  error  calling  for 
particular  discussion. 

To  summarize  the  above  views,  my  conclu- 
sion Is  that  the  record  sustains,  or  falls  to 
sustain,  the  findings  and  conclusions  of  the 
superior  court  In  the  following  partlcidars: 

1.  That  the  defendants  Hay  ward,  Hobart, 
and  liCvy  formed  a  fraudulent  combination 
and  agrc-ement  for  mining  and  milling  the 
ores  of  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Silver  Mining 
Company,  but  that  the  other  directors  of  the 
mining  company  were  not  parties  to  this 
agreement,  but  were  merely  negligent  in  the 
performance  of  their  duties,  and  are  there- 
fore chargeable  only  with  such  negligence, 
and  are  not  chargeable  with  any  actual 
fraud. 

2.  That  the  Mexican  and  Nevada  mills 
were  under  the  contrtJ  of  Hay  ward,  Hobart, 
and  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Company,  but 
that  it  Is  not  shown  that  the  Vivian  mill  was 
under  their  control. 

3.  That  Hayward,  Hobart,  and  Levy,  with 
the  acquiescence  and  consent  of  the  officers 
of  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company,  controlled 
the  affairs  of  that  company. 
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4.  Tliat  HayTWird,  Hobart,  and  Levy,  hi 
pnrsiianoe  of  their  agreement  aforesaid, 
ranaed  a  quantity  of  Inferior  and  worttalesB 
ores  to  be  extracted  from  the  mine  and  to 
be  milled,  after  being  mixed  with  ores  of  a 
Ugher  grade. 

&  That  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company  paid 
$7  per  ton  for  mUUng  said  ores;  that  the  ac- 
tual cost  of  milling  the  same  vras  bnt  |4.G0 
per  ton;  that  by  reason  of  their  fraud,  as 
aforesaid,  the  said  defendants  vrere  entitled 
to  recdye  only  the  actual  cost  of  milling  said 
ores;  that  by  reason  of  baring  been  requir- 
ed to  pay  $7  per  ton  for  milling  Bald  ores, 
the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company  had  stiBtaln- 
ed  damage  In  the  amount  of  $210,197.60. 

6.  That  the  evidence  Is  Inauffldent  to  sus- 
tain the  finding  of  the  court  that  the  Hale  & 
Norcross  Company  sostalned  damage  by  rea- 
son of  the  Imperfect  milling  of  the  ores  In  the 
amount  of  $788,618,  and  that  the  actual 
amount  of  damage  sustained  thereby  cannot 
be  determined  from  the  findings  of  the  court. 

7.  That  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Com- 
pany, not  having  been  served  with  process, 
was  not  before  the  court  as  a  defendant 

The  cause  is  therefore  remanded  to  the  su- 
perior court  with  the  following  directions, 
Tls.:  The  Judgment  appealed  from  Is  set 
aside,  and  the  superior  court  Is  directed  to 
enter  a  Judgment,  as  of  the  date  of  Its  for- 
mer judgment,  against  Alvinza  Hayward  and 
H.  M.  Lery  for  the  sum  of  $210,197.50,  with 
Interest  from  that  date,  upon  the  issue  pre- 
sented by  the  claim  for  having  paid  an  ex- 
cessive price  for  milling  the  ore  In  the  Mex- 
ican and  Nevada  mills,  and  upon  that  issue 
the  order  denying  a  new  trial  as  to  these  ap- 
pellants is  affirmed.  As  to  the  other  appel- 
lants, except  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Com- 
pany, tue  order  denying  a  new  trial  as  to 
this  Issue  is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  there- 
on ordered.  Upon  the  issue  presented  by  the 
claim  for  damages  sustained  by  reason  of  the 
Imperfect  and  fraudulent  milling,  the  order 
denying  a  new  trial  is  set  aside  as  to  all  the 
appellants,  and  the  court  Is  directed  upon 
the  evidence  already  taken  In  the  cose,  and 
such  other  evidence  as  may  be  presented  by 
either  party,  to  moke  findings  in  accordance 
with  the  views  hereinbefore  expressed.  Up- 
on the  amount,  if  any,  of  such  damage  sus- 
tained by  the  Hale  &  Norcross  Company,  in 
addition  to  finding  the  value  of  the  ore  deliv 
ered  to  the  mills,  the  court  Is  directed  to  find 
the  amount  and  value  of  the  bullion  that 
should  have  been  returned  therefor.  The 
court  should  also  find  what  amount  of  this 
value  of  the  ore  delivered  to  the  mills  was 
necessarily  lost  in  working,  or  would  not  un- 
der fair  milling  be  separated  from  the  baser 
matter,  and  also  the  amount  of  money,  U 
any,  received  by  the  mills  from  the  work- 
ing or  sale  of  the  tailings  or  residue  of  the 
ores.  Until  the  Nevada  Mill  &  Mining  Com- 
pany has  been  brought  before  the  court,  the 
court  will  make  no  trial  of  the  Issues  against 
that  company. 


We  concur:  HARRISON,  X;  VAN  FLEET, 
J.;  HENSHAW,  J.;  TEMPLE,  J.;  McFAR- 
LAND,  J. 

GAROUTTE,  J.  (concurring).  I  concur  In 
that  portion  of  the  Judgment  which  is  af- 
firmed, but  dissent  from  the  opinion  of  the 
court  wherein  it  is  held  that  the  evidence  is 
Insufficient  to  support  the  finding  of  fact  to 
the  effect  that  74.6  per  cent  of  the  car-sam- 
ple assay  is  a  fair  return  to  the  Hale  &  Nor- 
cross Company.  The  actual  return  to  this 
mining  company  by  the  milling  company 
was  but  52  per  cent  of  the  car-sample  as- 
say. This  was  not  enough.  No  argument 
or  citation  of  facts  is  necessary  to  prove  it. 
Everybody  knows  It  But  the  all-Important 
question  Is,  how  much  bullion  in  excess  of 
this  62  per  cent  should  have  been  returned 
to  the  mining  company  under  the  evidence 
found  In  this  record?  There  Is  the  rub.  Mr. 
Lyman,  superintendent  of  the  Consolidated 
Virginia  mine,  and  one  of  the  principal  wit- 
nesses for  the  defense,  stated  that  he  would 
hope  to  get  a  return  of  65  per  cent  of  the 
car-sample  assay.  And,  if  I  had  been  the 
trial  Judge,  upon  this  and  other  evidence  In- 
troduced, I  should  have  recognized  the  Jus- 
tice of  a  return  to  the  mining  company  to 
that  amount  at  least  But  the  true  rule  to 
be  Invoked  by  a  Justice  of  this  court,  in  de- 
termining the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to 
support  a  finding  of  fact  made  by  a  trial 
court,  Is  not  what  such  Justice  would  have 
done  upon  the  evidence.  If  sitting  as  a  trial 
Judge,  but,  rather.  Is  there  a  substantial  con- 
flict In  the  evidence?  And  the  question  of 
the  presence  of  a  substantial  conflict  Is  In 
no  way  dependent  upon  the  great  number  of 
witnesses  upon  the  one  side,  and  the  limited 
number  upon  the  other;  for  It  Is  often  the  case 
that  one  shall  prevail  against  the  many.  For 
the  foregoing  reasons,  and  many  others  un- 
necessary to  detail,  in  a  case  like  this  the 
flndhig  of  a  t&ct  by  a  trial  court  should 
not  be  set  aside  without  the  soundest  and 
most  convincing  reasons.  The  opposite  con- 
clusion should  be  so  plain  that  a  mere  state- 
ment of  the  evidence  would  Indicate  It  It 
should  not  be  necessary  to  resort  to  an  elab- 
orate and  complex  analysis  of  the  evidence 
In  detail  to  prove  It  The  witness  Hold^i 
testifies  that  the  mining  company  should 
have  had  a  return  of  85  per  cent  upon  the 
basis  of  the  p\ilp-sample  assay.  If  we  allow 
a  variation  of  10  per  cent,  between  the  car- 
sample  assay  and  the  pulp-sample  assay, 
then  under  this  testimony  there  should  have 
been  a  return  to  the  mining  company  of 
about  76.5  per  cent  of  the  car-sample  assay. 
It  is  attempted  to  reduce  this  percentage  by 
a  claim  of  allowance  or  discount  for  mois- 
ture and  evaporation.  There  appears  to  have 
been  but  little  importance  attached  to  this 
question  of  moisture  during  the  progress  of 
the  trial,  and  all  indications  point  to  It  as 
somewhat  of  an  afterthought  But,  however 
that  may  be,  I  think  a  slight  reduction  would 
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mOatj  Ita  dalms;  and,  In  view  of  tUs  testi- 
mony, taken  In  connection  wltb  that  of  lir. 
Mackajr  and  others,  I  think  there  Is  Boffi- 
dent  evidence  in  the  record  to  support  the 
finding  -which  the  majority  of  the  court  bold 
to  b«  without  support. 


lOg  Cal.  475 
FOX  T.  HALE  ft  NORCROSS  SILVER  MIN. 

CO.  et  al.    (No.  15,414.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Aug.  6,  1895.) 

Action  fok  Benefit  op  Corpobatios— Cokspir- 
AOT  of  Officers— Receives  to 
Collect  Jcdqment. 
Where,  in  an  action  by   a  stockholder 
against  the  president  of  the  company  and  others 
for  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  company,  judg- 
ment Is  rendered  for  plaintiff,  it  Is  proper  to  ap- 
point a  receiver  to  collect  the  judgment  and  dis- 
tribute the  proceeds  in  conformity  with  its  terms. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  C.  B.  Heb- 
bard.  Judge. 

Action  by  M.  W.  Fox  against  Hale  & 
Norcross  Sliver  Mining  Company  and  others 
for  conspiracy.  Judgment  was  rendered  in 
favor  of  plaintitr,  and  from  an  order  appoint- 
ing a  receiver  to  collect  It,  defendants  appeal. 
Affirmed. 

W.  F.  Herrin,  Lloyd  &  Wood,  Meslck  & 
Waters,  Garber,  Boalt  &  Bishc^,  Edward  B. 
Taylor,  and  M.  M.  Estee,  for  appellants. 
Wm.  T.  Baggett,  L.  D.  McKlslck,  and  E.  S. 
PUlsbury,  for  respondent. 

BEATT7,  C.  J.  The  facts  of  this  case  and 
the  material  parts  of  the  judgment  of  the  su- 
perior court  are  fully  set  forth  in  the  opinion 
just  filed  in  case  No.  15,301.  41  Fac.  308. 
This  is  a  separate  appeal  by  the  Hale  & 
Norcross  Silver  Mining  Company  from  that 
part  of  the  judgment  appointing  a  receiver  of 
the  moneys  collected  on  the  execution,  and 
directing  him  to  pay  to  the  piaintlfC's  attor- 
neys, as  compensation  for  their  services,  25 
per  cent  of  all  moneys  so  collected.  Since 
the  appeal  was  taken  It  has  been  voluntarily 
dismissed  by  the  appellant,  so  far  as  the 
amount  of  the  allowance  to  attorneys  is  con- 
cerned, BO  that  It  now  stands  as  an  appeal 
from  that  part  of  the  decree  appointing  a  re- 
ceiver, and  involves  only  the  question  of  the 
power  of  the  court  to  make  such  appointment. 
There  Is  no  doubt,  we  think,  that  the  case 
was  one  In  which  the  court  had  power  to  ap- 
point a  receiver  to  carry  Its  judgment  into 
effect.  The  action  was  not  prosecuted  by  the 
plaintiff  in  his  own  right,  or  for  his  own  ex- 
clusive benefit  He  sued  In  belialf  of  the 
corporation  to  recover  a  fund  In  which  others 
were  equally  Interested,  and  the  judgment 
In  his  favor  was  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
corporation.  He  was,  therefore^  not  entitled 
to  receive  the  amount  of  the  judgment  him- 
self, but  clearly  was  entitled  to  an  allowance, 
out  of  the  moneys  collected,  of  his  reasonable 
expenses,  Including  counsel  fees.    This  right 


to  tab  ecpeDBca  was  snffidently  shown  by  the 
allegatioDS  of  the  complaint,  and  the  prayer 
tar  general  relief  anthnrlzed  the  court  to 
make  proper  provision  for  their  payment 
The  appointment  of  a  receiver  to  apportion 
the  fund  and  pay  it  over  to  the  parties,  ac- 
cording to  their  respective  rights  and  subject 
to  the  dlrectlcn  of  the  coort,  was  a  pn^ier 
provision.  The  fvant  of  findings  to  anpport 
the  allowance  of  attorneys'  fees  becomes  im- 
material in  view  of  the  dismissal  of  the  ap- 
peal from  that  part  of  the  decree.  The  order 
appointing  the  receiver  la  affirmed. 

Weconcnr:  McPARLAND,J.;  VANFLEBT, 
J.;  GABOUTTE,  J.;  HENSHAW,  J.;  HAR- 
BISON, J.;   TEMPLE,  J. 


lOS  Cal.  478 
FOX  T.  HALE  &  NOBCBOSS  SILVBB  MIN. 

CO.  et  al.    (No.  15,612.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Aug.  6,  1895.) 

Death  of  Pabtt  Pesdiso  Suit— Filiso  Fisd- 
iNos  Ncso  pro  Tusc— Estkt  of  Jcdomext 

— HAINTEMAyCB  A0AIX3T  EXECCTOR. 

1.  Code  C5v.  Ppoc.  {  669,  ppsviding  that  if 
a  party  die  after  decision  and  oefore  judgment 
the  court  may  render  judgment  on  the  decision, 
does  not  deprive  courts  of  authority,  when  a 
party  dies  after  the  submission  of  a  case  bat 
before  its  decision,  to  order  the  findings  to  be 
filed  nunc  pro  tunc  as  of  the  date  of  snbmissioii. 

2.  Where,  in  an  action  by  a  stockholdtf 
for  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  company,  one  of 
the  defendants  dies  after  the  case  is  submitted 
but  before  its  decision,  the  court  should  not  or- 
der that  judgment  l>e  entered  against  liim  nunc 
pro  tunc  as  of  the  date  of  Bubmission,  but  should 
direct  that  it  l>e  entered  at  the  same  time  as 
that  against  his  codefendants. 

3.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  g  1584,  providing 
that  an  action  may  be  maintained  against  an 
executor  of  a  testator  who,  in  his  lifetime,  has 
wasted,  destroyed,  or  converted  to  his  own  use 
goods  or  chattels,  where  deceased  died  pending 
an  action  by  a  stockholder  against  him  and  the 
president  of  the  company  for  conspiracy  to  de- 
fraud the  company,  the  action  can  be  main- 
tained against  his  executor. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  C.  B.  Heb- 
bard.  Judge. 

Action  by  M.  W.  Fox  against  Hale  &  Nor- 
cross Silver  Mining  Company  and  others  for 
damages  for  conspiracy.  Defendant  Hobart 
died  after  the  case  was  submitted,  but  before 
its  decision,  and  from  an  order  that  the  find- 
ings be  filed,  and  Judgment  against  him  be 
entered  nunc  pro  tunc,  his  executors  appeal. 
Order  modified. 

W.  F.  Herrin,  Lloyd  ft  Wood,  Meslck  ft 
Waters,  Garber,  Boalt  ft  Bishop,  Edward  B. 
Taylor,  and  M.  M.  Estee,  for  appellants. 
Wm.  T.  Baggett,  L.  D.  McEisick,  and  E.  S. 
Pill£bury,  tor  respondent 

HABRISON,  J.  This  appeal  Is  taken  by 
the  executors  of  W.  S.  Hobart,  deceased,  and 
Involves  the  same  questions  which  were  pre- 
sented upon  the  appeal  of  Hayward  et  al.  in 
the  same  action.  No.  15,301,  recently  decided. 
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41  Pac.  308.  The  cause  was  tried  and  finally 
submitted  to  the  court  for  its  decision  May 
3.  1892,  and  on  the  26tli  of  May  the  court 
filed  a  written  opinion  announcing  Its  con- 
clusions, and  directing  counsel  to  prepare 
findings  and  a  decree  in  accordance  with  said 
opinion.  Hobart  died  June  2,  1892,  and  upon 
proper  proceedings  therefor  the  appellants, 
Cross  and  Bridge,  who  had  been  appointed 
the  executors  of  his  last  will  and  testament, 
were  made  parties  defendant  in  the  idace 
and  stead  of  Hobart,  and  thereafter,  upon 
proijer  notice  to  them,  the  court,  on  motion 
of  the  plaintiff,  ordered  its  findings  and  a 
judgment  thereon  to  be  entered  against  Ho- 
bart nunc  pro  tunc,  as  of  the  20th  day  of 
May,  1892.  From  the  Judgment  thus  ent^ed, 
the  executors  have  appealed,  and  urge  in  sup- 
port of  their  appeal  that,  inasmuch  as  the 
court  bad  not  made  its  decision  prior  to  his 
death,  the  action  against  him  bad  abated,  and 
the  court  was  not  authorized  to  enter  a  Judg- 
ment nunc  pro  tunc,  as  of  a  date  anterior  to 
his  death. 

The  authority  of  a  court  to  order  its  Judg- 
ment to  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc  is  inher- 
ent In  tbe  court,  and  is  to  be  exercised  for 
the  purpose  of  doing  justice  between  the  par- 
ties. A  court  will  always  exercise  tMs  au- 
thority when  It  is  apparent  that  the  delay 
In  rendering  the  judgment,  or  a  failure  to 
enter  It  after  Its  rendition,  is  the  result  of 
some  act  or  dday  of  the  court,  and  is  not  ow- 
ing to  any  fault  of  tbe  party  making  the  ap- 
plication. One  class  of  the  cases  in  which 
tills  authority  may  be  exercised,  says  Air. 
Freeman,  com^M^ses  those  "actions  in  which 
no  judgments  hare  ever  been  rendered,  but 
which  are,  so  far  as  the  suitors  can  make 
them.  In  condition  for  the  rendition  of  final 
judgments."  Freem.  Judgm.  i  57.  "The  rule 
established  by  the  general  concurrence  of  the 
American  and  English  courts  is  that,  where 
the  d^y  in  rendering  a  Judgment  or  a  de- 
cree arises  from  the  act  of  the  court,— that 
is,  where  the  delay  has  been  caused  either 
for  its  Mmvenience,  or  by  the  multiplicity 
or  press  of  business,  through  the  intricacy 
of  the  questions  InTolved,  or  of  any  oth» 
cause  not  attributable  to  the  laches  of  the 
parties,— the  judgment  or  the  decree  may  be 
entered  retrospectively,  as  of  a  time  when  it 
should  or  might  have  been  entered  up.  In 
such  cases,  upon  the  maxim,  '  actus  curise 
neminem  gravabit,'— which  haa  been  well 
said  to  be  founded  in  right  and  good  sense, 
and  to  afford  a  safe  and  certain  guide  for  the 
administration  ot  Justice,— it  is  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  see  that  the  party  ehall  not  suf- 
fer by  the  delay.  A  nunc  pro  tunc  ord» 
shoold  be  granted  or  refused  as  justice  may 
require,  in  view  of  the  circumstances  of  the 
particular  case."  Mitchell  v.  Overman,  103 
U.  S.  62.  See,  also,  Blalsdell  v.  Harris,  52 
X.  H.  191.  Whether  the  decision  of  the 
court  is  to  be  expressed  in  the  form  of  find- 
ings of  fact,  or  in  the  form  of  a  Judgment, 


or  both.  Is  Immaterial.  The  principle  upon 
which  its  action  is  to  be  sustained  is  that 
Justice  may  be  done  between  the  parties.  If 
the  cause  has  been  tried  and  finally  submit- 
ted to  tbe  court  for  its  Judgment,  the  rights 
of  the  parties  are  to  be  determined  as  they 
existed  at  the  time  of  such  submission,  and 
neither  party  is  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  de- 
lay of  the  court  in  rendering  its  judgment 
In  Campbell  v.  Mesier.  4  Johns.  Ch.  342,  the 
cause  had  been  submitted  to  the  chan<^or 
upon  proofs  taken  befwe  the  master,  and  aft- 
er argument  but  before  decision  one  of  tbe 
defendants  died.  The  chancellor  ordered  the 
decree  to  hare  relation  back,  and  to  be  en- 
tered as  of  the  date  when  the  cause  was 
finally  heaid. 

If,  as  Is  provided  by  sections  632  and  6S3, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  the  making  and  filing  of 
findings  of  fact  is  essential  to  its  decision, 
the  court  hOiS  tbe  same  authority  to  order 
these  findings  to  be  filed  nunc  pro  tune  as  It 
lias  to  order  the  judgment  thereon  to  be  so 
entered.  These  various  acts— the  making,  as 
well  as  the  filing  of  findings,  and  the  entry 
of  Judgment— are  only  parts  of  the  decision 
which  the  court  has  been  Invoked  to  make 
upon  the  enbmission  of  the  cause,  and  togeth- 
er constitute  the  final  determination  of  the 
rights  of  the  parties.  The  decision  which 
the  parties  have  Invoked  the  court  to  make 
is  not  necessarily  the  statutory  and  teclmical 
"decision"  referred  to  in  section  633,  Code 
Civ.  Proc.,  but  is  the  final  detenninatl<«  of 
the  rights  of  the  parties,  and  indodes  ev- 
ery step  or  act  of  the  court  which  is  requisite 
to  a  final  Judgment  upon  their  rights.  The 
rights  of  the  parties  are  not  to  be  prejudiced 
by  the  delay  of  the  court  in  respect  to  any 
of  these  acts  or  proceedings,  and  the  court 
is  authorized  to  direct  the  making  or  filing 
of  its  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law, 
as  well  as  the  eatry  of  a  Judgment  thereon, 
nunc  pro  tunc  ais  of  such  date  as  will  pre- 
serve these  rights. 

As  the  rule  has  its  origin  in  a  purpose  to 
prevent  a  failure  of  justice,  it  is  necessary 
to  invoke  it  only  to  the  extent  that  is  req- 
uisite in  effecting  this  purpose.  If  the  Code 
were  silent  regarding  the  procedure  In  cahe 
of  the  death  of  a  party  pending  iltigatlMi, 
the  court  would  be  authorized  to  make  its 
decision  as  complete  as  if  it  had  becrane 
final  prior  to  his  death.  Section  069,  Code 
Civ.  Proc.,  however,  provides:  "If  a  party 
die  after  a  verdict  or  decision  upon  any  iasne 
of  fact,  and  before  Judgment,  the  court  may 
nevertheless  render  judgment  theretm.  Such 
Judgment  is  not  a  lien  on  the  real  property 
of  the  deceased  party,  but  is  payable  in 
course  of  administration  on  bis  estate."  The 
effect  of  this  section,  in  providing  for  the 
entry  of  a  judgment  which  is  payaWe  out 
of  the  estate  of  the  decedent,  affords  a  statu- 
tory procedure  which  was  unknown  to  the 
common  law,  and  to  that  extent  removes  the 
necessity  of  directing  the  Judgment  to  tie 
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entered  upon  the  decision  as  of  a  date  ante- 
rior to  hla  death.  It  does  not,  however,  do 
away  with  the  rule  that  authorizes  the  court 
to  direct  that  Its  decision,  so  far  as  the  same 
shall  be  necessary  to  protect  the  rights  of  the 
parties,  shall  be  entered  nunc  pro  tunc,  as  of 
a  day  anterior  to  the  death  of  the  party.  In 
Re  Page's  Estate,  50  Cal.  40,  It  was  held  that 
the  effect  of  entering  a  Judgment  under  the 
provisions  of  section  202  of  the  practice  act, 
which  corresponds  to  section  6G9,  Code  Civ. 
Proc.,  was  the  same  as  If  It  had  been  order- 
ed as  of  a  date  anterlcH-  to  his  decease,  exc^t 
that  It  could  not  be  made  to  charge  the  estate 
with  a  lien  which  should  have  priority,  and 
that  It  was  payble  only  In  due  coorae  of  ad- 
mlnlstiation,  and  that  the  proper  practice  was 
to  enter  the  Judgment  against  the  deceased 
by  name. 

In  the  present  case,  therefore.  It  was  jHroper 
for  the  court  to  direct  that  its  findings  of 
fact  and  conclusions  of  law  thereon  should 
be  filed  as  of  a  date  ant^ior  to  the  death  of 
Hobart  By  bo  doing  the  decision  became  in 
all  respects  as  effective  as  if  actually  made 
before  his  death,  and  by  the  provisions  of 
section  6G9  the  Judgment  thereon  could  be 
entered  after  his  death.  In  view  of  this 
provision,  and  considering  the  nature  of  the 
action  itself,  we  think  that  the  preferable 
course  would  have  been  to  direct  the  Judg- 
ment to  be  entered  as  of  the  date  of  the  Judg- 
ment against  the  codef  endants  of  Hobart 

The  right  of  the  plalnUff  to  "maintain"  the 
action  against  the  executors  of  Hobart  is  fully 
authorized  by  section  1584,  Code  Civ.  Proc.i 
See,  also,  Coleman  v.  Woodworth,  28  Cal. 
567.  It  falls  within  the  rule  given  by  Lord 
Mansfldd  in  Hambly  v.  Trott,  Cowp.  371: 
"Where  property  is  acquired  which  benefits 
the  testator,  there  an  action  for  the  value 
of  the  property  sball  turvive  against  the  ex- 
ecutor." 

The  Judgment  is  therefore  set  aside,  and 
the  court  Is  directed  to  eat&e  Judgment 
against  the  defendant  Hobart  for  the  sum 
of  $210,197.50,  as  of  the  same  date  that  it 
shall  entw  Judgment  against  the  defendants 
Hayward  and  Levy,  with  the  directions  that 
the  said  Judgment  against  Hobart  be  pay- 
able In  the  course  of  administration  on  his 
estate,  and  to  talce  such  further  proceedings 
in  the  action  against  the  appellants  herein 
as  were  directed  in  the  appeal  of  Hayward 
et  al.,  80  far  as  the  same  may  be  appropri- 
ate under  the  proofs  tliat  may  be  made  be- 
fore it 

We  concur:  TEMPLE,  J.;  McFARLAND, 
J.;  HBNSHAW,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J.;  GA- 
ROUTTE,  J.;  BEATTY,  C.  J. 


1  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  1584,  provides  tliat  an  ac- 
tion m&y  be  maintained  against  an  executor  of 
a  testator  who  in  liis  lifetime  has  wasted,  de- 
stroyed, or  converted  to  his  own  use  goods  or 
chattels. 


108  Cal.  38 
HOSTETTER  v.   LOS  ANGELES  TERMI- 
NAL RT.  CO.    (No.  19,521.) 

(Sui»eme  Court  of  Califomia.    July  9,  1895.) 

Boundaries— Distances— Fbactionai,  Lot — Nat- 
ural Objects. 

1.  Wheie  three  sides  and ,  the  number  of 
acres  are  known,  and  it  is  disputed  whether  the 
fourth  side  is  a  straight  or  meandering  line,  the 
straight  line  will  be  adopted,  when  the  tract 
thus  indosed  contains  the  number  of  acres 
called  for,  and  when  the  acreage  would  be  large- 
ly increased  if  the  meandering  line  were  adopted. 

2.  Where  a  fractional  lot  is  conveyed,  the 
grantee  is  bound  by  the  distances  given,  even 
if  reference  is  made  to  an  official  map. 

3.  Where  land  conveyed  forms  a  triangle, 
and  two  sides  and  the  acreage  are  given,  a 
straight  line  from  point  to  point  wili  be  adopt- 
ed as  the  third  side,  when  the  boundary  thus 
formed  will  inclose  the  number  of  acres  called 
for. 

4.  A  river  will  not  control  metes  and 
bounds,  when  it  is  not  clear  that  such  was  the 
intention,  when  another  natural  monument 
could  more  properly  be  adopted  as  a  boundary, 
and  when  the  identity  of  the  land  can  be  suffi- 
ciently established  from  the  distances  given  in 
connection  with  the  acreage. 

Department  L  Appeal  from  superior  court 
Los  Angeles  county;  Lucien  Shaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  D.  Herbert  Hostetter  against  the 
Los  Angeles  Terminal  Railway  Company  to 
recover  possession  of  land.  From  a  Judg- 
ment for  defendant  plaintiff  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Galbreth  &  Morrison,  for  appellant  T.  E. 
Gibbon,  for  respondent. 

GAROUTTE,  J.  This  is  an  action  In  the 
nature  of  ejectment  to  recover  the  possession 
of  a  certain  tract  of  land,  100  feet  in  width 
and  1,936  feet  in  length,  situated  within  the 
boundary  lines  of  the  city  ot  Los  Angeles. 
It  is  conceded  that  in  the  year  1868,  tbe  city 
of  Los  Angeles  had  the  title  to  the  realty;  and 
plaintiff  claims  title  as  successor  in  interest 
of  the  grantees  of  the  city.  The  city  con- 
veyed certain  lands  to  plaintlfTs  predecessors 
in  interest,  and  he  now  claims  that  those 
deeds  carried  the  city's  title  to  the  property 
Involved  in  this  litigation;  and  it  is  upon 
the  construction  of  those  deeds  that  the 
merits  of  the  present  case  depend. 

The  first  deed  "grants,  conveys,  and  quit- 
claims unto  Thomas  Rowan  that  certain  piece 
or  parcel  of  land  situated,  lying,  and  being 
in  the  city  and  county  of  Los  Angeles,  and 
known  on  the  ofilclal  map  of  said  city  as 
fractional  lot  No.  6  (six),  in  block  No.  57  (fif- 
ty-seven), of  Hancock  survey  of  said  city,  con- 
taining 7.25  (seven  and  twenty-five  one-hun- 
dredths)  acres  of  land."  The  second  deed 
"grants,  conveys,  and  quitclaims  unto  Prudent 
Beaudry  that  certain  piece  or  parcel  of  land 
situate,  lying,  and  l>eing  in  the  city  and  coun- 
ty of  Los  Angeles,  and  known  <n  the  official 
map  of  said  city  as  lot  No.  1  (one),  in  block 
No.  57  (fifty-seven),  containing  24.77  (twenty- 
four  and  seventy-seven  one  hundredths) 
acres."    That  portion  of  the  official  map  of 
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the  city  of  Lob  Angeles  rdatlng  to  the  lots  In 
dispate  may  be  fairly  Illustrated  by  the  fol- 
lowing diagram: 
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This  land  lies  upon  the  east  aide  of  the  Los 
Angeles  river,  and  the  river  at  high  water  la 
confined  upon  the  east  side  by  a  precipitous 
banl:  of  some  two  hundred  feet  In  height. 
The  river  here  in  flood  time  is  wide  In  extent, 
and  lessens  as  summer  advances;  and  the 
width  of  the  river  bed  or  bottom  varies  with 
the  seasons  and  the  amoont  of  rainfall.  At 
the  date  of  the  city's  deeds,  the  otBclal  width 
of  the  river  bed  had  been  established,  and  by 
those  lines  the  strip  of  land  here  involved  lay 
between  the  high  bank  or  bluff  and  the  east 
line  of  the  official  bed.  In  other  words,  this 
land  forms  that  part  of  the  actual  river  bed 
cr  bottom  lying  east  of  its  official  bed.  Plain- 
tiff now  dalms  that  the  city,  by  these  deeds, 
sold  the  land  to  the  east  line  of  the  official 
bed.  The  defendant  claims  that  It  only  sold 
the  land  to  the  high  bluff  or  bank.  The  de- 
scription contained  In  the  deeds  from  the  city 
Is  made  by  reference,  by  block  and  number, 
to  the  official  map;  but,  upon  an  inspection 
of  that  map,  it  Is  not  at  all  plain  and  ap- 
parent as  to  the  eccact  boundary  lines  of  the 
respective  tracts  conveyed.  What  Is  to  estab- 
lish the  shape  and  acreage  of  the  tract  of 
land  described  as  "lot  1,  block  67,  as  shown 
by  the  official  map"?  This  interrogatory  must 
be  answered  by  a  location  of  the  western 
boundary  line  ot  that  lot.  From  the  face  of 
the  map  we  have  the  respective  distances  of 
three  sides  given;  and  possibly  we  would 
have  the  right  to  presume,  in  the  absence  of 
anything  to  the  contrary,  that  the  line  maldng 
the  fourth  aide  was  a  straight  line  from  one 
point  to  the  otbar.    But,  be  that  as  it  may. 


we  have  the  acreage  of  the  tract  given,  and, 
by  calculation,  ascertain  that  a  tract  so  locat- 
ed contahis  the  exact  number  of  acres  credit- 
ed to  lot  1  upon  the  offlcial  map.  This  would 
seem  to  be  conclusive  as  to  the  location  of 
the  west  line  of  the  tract.  While  a  state- 
ment in  a  deed  or  uxKtn  a  map  as  to  the  acre- 
age of  a  certain  tract  of  land  Is  not  at  all  con- 
clusive or  controlling  as  to  the  quantum  of 
land  in  the  tract,  and  while,  as  a  matter  of 
description,  it  must  go  down,  when  coming 
in  conflict  with  metes,  bounds,  and  monu- 
ments, yet  cases  are  presented  where  a  state- 
ment of  acreage  renders  most  valuable  aid  in 
fixing  boundary  lines.  If  the  description  of 
tracts  of  land  by  monuments,  distances,  or 
otherwise  Is  vague  and  indefinite,  by  reason 
of  conflicting  lines,  or  by  the  omission  of  a 
line,  or  from  any  other  cause,  then  a  state- 
ment of  the  acreage  sheds  valuable  light  up- 
on the  Issue,  and  often  serves  as  the  acting, 
moving  cause  for  the  conclusion  reached. 
Such  was  the  result  In  Hicks  v.  Coleman,  23 
Cal.  142;  and.  In  Hall  v,  Shotwell,  C6  Cal. 
381,  5  Pac.  683,  it  is  said:  "Now,  It  U  well 
settled,  where  there  is  not  a  sufficient  cer- 
tainty and  demonstration  of  the  land  granted 
expressed  in  the  other  terms  of  its  descrip- 
tion, the  number  of  acres  is  an  essential 
part  of  the  description."  In  the  present  case, 
we  see  nothing  upon  the  face  of  the  map  to 
indicate  that  a  portion  of  the  river  bed  is  in- 
cluded in  lot  1.  Full  lots,  under  the  Hancock 
survey,  as  shown  ux>on  the  official  map,  are 
square  in  form,  each  side  being  18.32  chains 
In  length,  and  containing  35  acres;  and  It  is 
conceded  that  this  lot  is  a  fractional  lot,  and 
does  not  extend  across  the  river.  Hence^  it 
becomes  unnecessary  to  refer  to  the  lines 
inadvertently  shown  upon  the  opposite  side 
of  the  stream;  but,  the  lot  being  fractional, 
plaintiff  is  absolutely  bound  by  the  distances 
given.  His  belongings  go  that  far,  and  no 
further.  The  testimony  of  the  witnesses 
and  the  findings  of  the  court  declare  that 
the  north  and  south  lines,  running  west  the 
distance  called  for  upon  the  map,  terminate 
upon  the  bluff.  They  therefore  necessarily 
fall  to  touch  the  river  bed,  and  the  land  here 
involved  could  only  be  brought  within  lot  1, 
as  so  described,  by  making  the  western  line 
of  the  tract  a  meandering  line;  and  for  this 
we  see  no  authority  whatever  upon  the  face 
of  the  map.  And,  in  addition  thereto,  such 
a  construction  would  Increase  the  acreage  of 
the  tract  more  than  four  acres,  and  thus 
directly  contradict  the  statement  of  its  acre- 
age, as  disclosed  by  the  face  of  the  map. 
All  that  we  have  said  applies  with  equal 
force  to  fractional  lot  6,  of  the  same  block. 
It  appears  to  form  a  triangle,  the  length  of 
two  sides  being  given,  and  the  acreage.  By 
calculation,  we  find  that  a  straight  line  upon 
the  third  side  from  point  to  point  will  In- 
close a  tract  of  land  filling  the  acreage  de- 
manded. Such  fact  authorizes  us  to  so  de- 
clare the  third  boundary  line. 
Appellant  contends  that  the  river  Is  a  nat* 
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oral  monnment,  marking  tbe  west  line  of  tbe 
tract,  and,  as  such  monument,  overthrowi 
the  calls  for  distance  fotmd  upon  tbe  nortb 
lines  of  tbe  respective  lota.  There  Is  some 
reason  In  this  contention.  Natural  momu- 
ments  are  aU-controIllng,  and  the  river  here, 
as  a  monument.  If  it  was  plainly  apparent 
from  tbe  map  that  It  was  so  intended,  would 
force  other  descriptions  to  give  way.  But 
It  Is  not  at  all  dear  that  sucb  was  the  Inten- 
tion; for  the  line  does  not  stop  at  the  river. 
It  crosses  over,  and  goes  away  beyond. 
From  the  map,  it  may  as  well  be  urged  that 
tbe  north  line  of  these  respective  tracts 
crosses  the  river,  and  stops  at  the  west  bank. 
Again,  tbe  nortb  line  going  west  strikes  a 
natural  monument  before  it  reaches  the  river; 
and  it  may,  with  much  more  plausibility,  be 
urged  that  this  monument  marks  tbe  ter- 
mination of  tbe  line;  for,  by  reference  to  the 
scale  upon  which  tbe  map  is  made,  It  Is 
apparent  that  It  most  nearly  coincides  with 
the  distance  calls  of  the  north  line  of  the 
respective  lots.  This  monument  Is  plainly 
observable  upon  the  face  of  the  map;  and, 
while  It  Is  not  designated  as  a  bank  or  bluff, 
that  fact  Is  Immaterial;  for  that  a  natural 
monument  of  some  character  is  there  located 
cannot  be  questioned.  Even  If  the  map  does 
Dot  speak  for  itself  as  to  tbe  character  of 
tbe  monument,  we  still  have  the  evidence  of 
tbe  surveyor  as  to  what  tbe  marks  there 
delineated  upon  the  map  represent,  and  there 
ts  no  question  whatever  as  to  the  actual  fact, 
tt  Is  thus  apparent  that  we  are  led  Into  In- 
extricable confusion  when  It  Is  attempted  to 
locate  this  land  from  the  natural  monuments 
appearing  upon  tbe  map;  and  no  resort  Is 
left  us  but  to  bold  the  distances  given  con- 
trolling; and,  taking  all  the  distances  given. 
In  conjunction  with  tbe  acreage  of  the  re- 
spective tracts,  we  deem  their  identity  suffl- 
piently  established.  Especially  are  we  con- 
fident of  tbe  soundness  of  this  conclusion 
when  we  call  to  Its  support  the  principle  of 
law  that  grants  of  land  by  public  bodies,  as 
such,  to  private  parties,  are  to  be  interpreted 
In  favor  of  the  grantor.    Civ.  Code,  §  1009. 

Owing  to  the  conclusions  reached,  we  do 
not  deem  It  necessary  to  review  the  oral  evi- 
dence offered  at  the  trial.  Neither  do  we 
discern  any  error  of  the  court,  In  the  admis- 
sion or  rejection  of  evidence,  of  sufficient 
lmix)rtance  to  demand  a  retrial  of  the  case. 
For  the  foregoing  reasons,  tbe  judgment  and 
order  are  affirmed. 

We  concur:  HARRISON,  J.;  VAN  FLEET, 
J. 


t  Cal.  Unrep.  105 
HOWLAND  T.  KRETER.     (No.  19,478.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  3,  1895.) 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2.  Ap- 
peal from  superior  conrt,  Los  Angeles  county; 
Walter  Van  Dyke,  Jndffe. 

Action  by  George  D.  Rowland  against  Leon- 
ard Kreter.  Judgment  for  defendant,  riain- 
tiff  appeals.     Affirmed. 


Q.  D.  Howland,  for  am>ellant.  James  Bur- 
dette,  for  respondent 

BELCHER,  0.  This  is  an  action  for  unlaw- 
ful detainer,  and  the  facts  which  need  be  noticed 
are  as  follows:  On  March  23.  1883,  plaintiff 
leased  to  defendant  15  acres  of  land  for  a  term 
commencing  at  the  date  of  the  lease  and  ending 
January  1,  1891.  Coverinft  about  one-half  of 
the  leased  land  was  an  orchard  of  orange  and 
other  fruit  trees.  The  lease  contained  a  cove- 
nant on  the  part  of  defendant  "to  keep  the  or- 
chard entirely  free  from  weeds,"  and  to  plant 
nothing  in  tbe  orange  orchard,  and  to  allow  noth- 
ing to  grow  within  four  feet  of  the  other  trees  of 
the  place,"  and  that  plaintiff  might  re-enter  for 
default  in  any  of  the  covenants.  The  rent  to 
be  paid  by  defendant  foi  the  whole  term  was 
$350.  and  the  last  installment  thereof-450  in 
amount — was  paid  by  him  to  plaintiff  on  Aagust 
30,  1803.  On  tbe  next  day,  August  Slst,  plain- 
tiff served  notice  on  defendant  that  he  must 
perform  the  covenants  of  his  lease,  and  that  he 
was  "required  to  free  the  orchard  entirely  from 
weeds,  and  to  stop  the  growing  of  anything  that 
is  now  growing  within  four  feet  of  the  trees  of 
the  place,  or  deliver  np  possession  of  the  said 
premises  and  appurtenances"  to  him.  On  Sep- 
tember 6,  1803,  plaintiff  commenced  this  action, 
alleging,  among  other  things,  "that  defendant 
has  faued  and  neglected  to  keep  the  orchard  on 
said  premises  free  from  weeds,  but  has  allowed 
said  orchard  to  become  overrun  with  weeds,  and 
the  said  orchard  now  la  and  at  all  times  herein- 
after mentioned  was  (rrown  np  to  and  overrun 
with  weeds";  and  "that  defendant  has  failed 
and  neglected  to  allow  nothing  to  grow  witibin 
four  feet  of  the  trees  of  the  place,  bnt  did  so 
plant  squash  seeds  that  the  vines  growing  from 
said  seeds  have  climbed  to  and  are  now  growing 
in  the  tops  of  some  of  said  trees,  and  at  all  times 
hereinafter  mentioned  were  climbing  upon  and 
growing  in  said  trees."  And  the  prayer  was  for 
judgment  declaring  the  lease  forfeited,  and 
awarding  the  plaintiff  restitution  and  possession 
of  the  premises,  with  damages,  etc.  The  an- 
swer denied  sll  of  the  material  averments  of  the 
complaint  The  case  was  tried  before  a  jury, 
and  a  verdict  was  returned  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant on  which  judgment  was  entered.  TTie 
plaintiff  appeals  from  the  judgment  and  from 
an  order  denying  a  new  trial. 

The  appellant  contends  that  the  verdict  was 
not  justified  by  the  evidenec,  and  that  errors  in 
law  were  committed  by  the  conrt  in  its  rulings 
upon  the  admission  of  evidence,  and  In  its  in- 
structions to  the  jury.  It  would  subserve  no 
useful  purpose  to  state  the  numerous  points 
made,  or  to  enter  into  any  lengthy  discussion  of 
them.  The  questions  presented  are  of  easy  so- 
Intion,  and,  in  onr  opinion,  it  is  enough  to  say 
that  the  evidence  introduced  by  defendant  was 
amply  sufficient  to  justify  the  verdict;  that  the 
rulinjcs  upon  the  aamission  of  the  evidence  ob- 
jected to  wore  proper;  and  that  the  instructions 
given  to  the  jury  stated  the  law  aitplicabie  to 
the  case  correctly.  The  record  discloses  no  prej- 
udicial error,  and  the  judiimont  and  order  ap- 
pealed from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:   VANCLIEP,  0.;  HAYNES,  a 

PER  CTTRIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  and  order 
appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


t  Cal.  Unrw.  it; 
HUNTER  T.  MILAM.     (No.  19.555.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  3,  1896.) 
Marriage— AUTBORITT    to   Perform— License— 

BVIDINCE. 

1.  The  fact  that  the  person  performing  a 
marriage  ceremony  in  California  in  1858  was  not 
authorized  to  perform  such  ceremonies  would 
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not  inTalidate  the  uarriaKe,  if  fcsaented  to  by 
the  parties  and  consnmmated  by  cohabitation  as 
husband  and  wife. 

2.  Prior  to  Act  April  9,  1868,  a  llcenM  was 
not  ■  prerequisite  to  manriaee. 

3.  Under  8t  ISSOl  p.  4ai,  maUng  14  yean 
the  age  of  consent,  and  declaring  guilty  of  a  mis- 
demeanor one  who  Joins  in  marriage  a  female 
under  18  years  of  see  without  consent  of  her 
parent,  the  marriage  is  not  void,  though  consent 
of  the  parent  is  not  obtained,  xho  female  being 
over  14  years  old. 

4.  A  sworn  complaint  by  a  female  for  di- 
rorce  from  M..  filed  after  her  marriage  to  H., 
alleging  her  marriage  to  M.,  imor  to  the  time  of 
her  marriage  to  H.,  and  that  she  and  H.  "ever 
since  haye  been  and  now  are  husband  and  wife." 
is,  in  the  absence  of  explanation,  conclusive,  in 
an  action  against  her  by  H.  to  annul  his  mar- 
riage with  her,  that  she  and  M.  were  married  in 
due  form  at  the  time  alleged,  and  that  M.  was 
liTinir,  and  was  her  lawful  husband,  when  she 
married  H. 

Ck>minl8^oners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  J.  W.  McKinley,  Judge. 

Action  by  Jesse  Hunter  against  Jane  Eliza- 
beth Milam,  sometimes  known  aa  Jane  Eliza- 
beth Hunter.  Judgment  for  defendant. 
Plaintiff  appeals.    Reversed. 

Knight,  Simpson  &  Knight  and  Simpson  & 
Harphan,  for  appellant.  S.  A.  W.  Carrer, 
for  respondent. 

SEABIiS,  O.  Jease  Hunter,  the  appellant, 
brings  this  action  to  annul  a  marriage  en- 
tered into  with  the  defendant  at  Los  Angeles, 
Oal..  on  the  8d  day  of  July,  1862,  upon  the 
ground  that  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  mar- 
riage of  plaintiff  and  defendant  the  latter 
bad  another  husband  living,  viz.  one  Joseph 
Hilam,  from  whom  she  was  not  divorced, 
and  wbich  said  marriage  between  said  de- 
fendant and  the  said  Joseph  Milam  bad  not 
been  annulled.  The  amended  complaint  avers 
that  prior  to  the  marriage  of  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  v\z.  in  the  month  of  February, 
l^iS,  at  the  county  of  San  Bernardino,  state 
of  California,  defendant  Intermarried  with 
<me  Joseph  Milam,  who  was  still  living,  and 
from  whom  she  was  not  divorced,  but  which 
marriage  was  still  in  force  and  effect  at  the 
time  of  ber  marriage  with  plaintiff;  that 
plaintiff  and  defendant  lived  together  as  hus- 
band and  wife  until  1884,  when  he  learned 
that  Joseph  Hilam,  the  defendant's  former 
husband,  was  still  living,  whereupon  he  sev- 
ered his  connection  with  defendant;  and 
that  thereupon  defendant  brought  an  action 
to  obtain  a  divorce  from  said  Milam,  and  that 
on  the  28th  day  of  March,  1S84,  a  decree  was 
duly  made  and  ^tered  in  the  superior  court 
in  and  for  the  county  of  Los  Angeles,  dis- 
Kivlng  the  bonds  of  matrimony  between  said 
defendant  and  said  Milan.  The  answer  ad- 
mits tliat  in  the  mcmth  of  February,  1858, 
a  marriage  ceremony  was  performed  be* 
tween  her  and  the  said  Joseph  Milam,  but 
avers,  on  information  and  belief,  that  the 
person  who  performed  said  ceremony  had  no 
right  or  authority  so  to  do.  She  further  al- 
leges that  she  was  at  the  time  but  15  years 


of  age;  that  h^  father  and  mother,  with 
whom  she  was  living,  did  not  consent  to  her 
marriage  with  said  Milam,  and  that  within 
10  days  after  said  purported  marriage  she 
left  said  Milam,  and  returned  to  her  parents, 
and  that  Milam  departed  from  the  county  of 
San  Bernardino,  since  which  time  she  has 
heard  nothing  of  him,  or  whether  he  is  iiv* 
ing  or  dead.  The  answer  further  avers 
knowledge  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  of  the 
marriage  of  defendant  previously  to  his  mar- 
riage to  her,  and  avers  cohabitation  with  her 
until  May,  1884,  etc.  An  am«idment  to  the 
answer  sets  up  the  statute  of  limitations  as 
a  bar  to  the  action.  The  cause  was  tried 
by  the  court,  written  findings  made  and  flled, 
upon  which  judgment  was  entered  June  14, 
1898.  The  appeal  is  from  the  Judgment  and 
from  an  order  denying  plaintiff's  motion  for 
a  new  trial.  The  notice  of  appeal  was  served 
and  filed  August  14,  1894,  more  than  one 
year  after  the  entry  of  Judgment,  and  cannot 
therefore  be  considered,  so  far  as  it  applies 
to  the  Judgment  Counsel  for  defendant 
moved  in  the  court  below  to  strike  out  the 
statement  of  plaintiff  upon  the  ground  that 
no  notice  of  Intention  to  move  for  a  new 
trial  was  served  or  flled  within  the  time  re- 
quired by  law,  or  within  10  days  after  notice 
of  the  decision.  The  affidavits  and  teeti- 
mony  upon  the  motion  pro  and  con  are  liulte 
voluminous,  and  present  a  sharp  conflict 
Under  these  circumstances,  it  can  serve  no 
useful  purpose  to  discuss  it  at  length,  and  it 
matters  not  what  our  views  might  be  were 
the  question  presented  to  us  as  an  original 
proposition,  as  it  involves  an  issue  of  fact 
which  was  passed  upon  by  the  court  below 
and  determined  against  the  contention  of  the 
defendant  and,  in  consonance  with  an  oft- 
repeated  rule,  this  court  will  not  reverse  the 
conclusion  reached  by  the  court  below  upon 
questions  of  fact  depending  tot  their  solution 
upon  conflicting  evidence.  The  motion  for  a 
new  trial  must  therefore  be  determined  upon 
its  merits. 

The  court  below,  after  finding  that  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  were  duly  married  in 
1862,  proceeded  to  find  that  in  February, 
1858,  a  marriage  ceremony  was  performed  be- 
tween Joseph  Milam  and  defendant  (defend- 
ant being  then  15  years  of  age),  by  a  x>cr8on 
unauthorized  to  perform  marriage  ceremo- 
nies; that  no  license  was  procured  therefor, 
and  that  defendant  was  at  that  time  living 
with  her  parents,  who  did  not  consent  there- 
to or  know  thereof,  and  that  thereafter  the 
said  defendant  lived  with  said  Milam  as  his 
wife  for  about  10  days,  when  her  parents 
comp^ed  her  to  leave  Milam  and  return 
home;  that  Milam  then  left  the  county  of 
San  Bernardino,  and  defendant  has  not  seen 
or  heard  from  him  since;  that  the  said  Milam 
was  not  living  at  the  time  <^  the  said  mar- 
riage of  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  the  mar- 
riage between  defendant  and  Milam  was  not 
in  force  or  effect  at  the  time  of  the  marriage 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant,  and  there 
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was  no  impediment  to  their  marriage  on 
July  3,  1862.  These  findings,  except  that  In 
which  It  Is  found  that  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant were  married  In  1862,  are  assailed  by  ap- 
pellant as  being  unsupported  by  the  evidence 
or  as  contrary  thereto.  The  conclusion  of 
law  drawn  from  these  facts  is  "that  plaintiff 
and  defendant  were  lawfully  married  on  the 
3d  day  of  July,  1862,  and  ever  since  that 
time  have  been  and  now  are  husband  and 
wife;  that  plaintiff  should  take  nothing  by 
his  action";  and  that  defendant  have  judg- 
ment for  $500  counsel  fees.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion the  findings  assailed  cannot  be  upheld. 

1.  There  Is  not  a  particle  of  evidence  In 
the  record  that  the  marriage  ceremony  be- 
tween Joseph  Milam  and  defendant  was  per- 
formed by  "a  person  unauthorized  to  per- 
form marriage  ceremonies,"  as  found  by  the 
court  There  was  no  evidence  as  to  the  per- 
son by  whom  the  ceremony  was  performed, 
or  as  to  his  official  character. 

2.  The  fact  that  a  marriage  ceremony  was 
performed  in  this  state  in  ISoS,  by  a  person 
not  authorized,  would  not  in  itself  invalidate 
the  marriage,  if  assented  to  by  the  parties 
and  consummated  by  cohabitation  of  the  par- 
ties as  husband  and  wife. 

3.  No  license  was  required  as  a  prereq- 
uisite to  marriage  In  this  state  in  1858,  or 
prior  to  April  9,  1863.  2  Hltt  Qen.  Laws, 
art  4466;   St  1863,  p.  244. 

4.  Fourteen  years  was  the  age  of  legal  con- 
sent in  1858  (St  1851,  p.  186),  and  defendant 
according  to  her  own  testimony,  was  over  15 
years  of  age  when  married  to  Milam. 

6.  By  the  marriage  act  of  1850,  any  per- 
son Joining  In  marriage  any  male  nnder  the 
age  of  21  years,  or  female  under  the  age  of 
18  years,  without  the  consent  of  the  parent 
or  guardian  of  such  minor,  was  deemed 
guilty  of  a  misdemeanor  and  subject  to  a 
fine.  St  1850,  p.  424.  But  the  marriage  was 
not  void,  or  even  voidable^  except  in  cases 
where  the  female  was  under  the  age  of  14 
years,  and  was  not  ratified  on  her  part  after 
reaching  the  age  of  14  years.  St  1851,  p. 
168. 

6.  The  evidence  that  defoidant  was  mar- 
ried to  Joseph  Milam  in  February,  1858,  and 
that  he  was  living  In  July,  1802,  when  she 
intermarried  with  the  plaintiff,  is  to  be 
found:  (a)  In  her  testimony  at  the  trial, 
where  she  says  that  she  was  living  in  San 
Bernardino  when  she  married  Milam  against 
her  father's  wishes;  that  her  parents  were 
Mormons,  and  were  about  to  go  to  Salt  Lake, 
and  take  her  and  her  sister  with  them,  and 
that  she  feared  she  would  be  sealed  to  some 
old  man,  and  they  both  ran  away,  and  she 
married  Milam,  with  whom  she  lived  10 
days,  when  her  mother  took  her  home,  and 
in  a  few  days  she  went  to  Salt  Lake.  She 
further  testified  that  she  beard  from  her 
nephew  that  MUam  was  living  in  Walla 
Walla,  and  that  then,  by  advice  of  her  hus- 
band, she  consulted  counsel,  and  was  advised 
to  apply  for  a  divorce  from  liim.  This  was  in 


1883.  (b)  In  December,  1883,  defendant  fil- 
ed her  sworn  complaint  against  Joseph  Mi- 
lam, in  the  superior  court  in  and  for  the 
county  of  Los  Angeles,  in  which  she  alleged 
that  she  and  Milam  Intermarried  in  the 
county  of  San  Bernardino,  state  of  Califor- 
nia, in  February,  1858,  "and  ever  since  hare 
been  and  now  are  husband  and  wife";  that 
defendant  resides  out  of  the  state  of  Cali- 
fornia, and  his  residence  is  unknown;  that 
about  March,  1858,  defendant  therein  will- 
fully deserted  her,  etc.,— whereupon  she  pray- 
ed that  the  marriage  between  herself  and 
the  defendant  be  dissolved,  etc.  On  the  24th 
day  of  December,  1883,  the  plaintiff  in  said 
cause  filed  an  affidavit  for  the  publication  of 
summons  against  said  defendant,  MUam,  In 
which,  after  stating  the  nature  and  object  of 
the  action,  she  alleged  that  defendant  could 
not,  after  due  diligence,  be  found  In  Cali- 
fornia, and  that,  "to  the  best  of  her  knowl- 
edge, information,  and  belief,  he  resides  at 
Walla  Walla,  Washington  territory."  On 
the  29th  day  of  March,  1884,  the  cause  was- 
tried  by  the  court,  and  written  findings  filed, 
in  which  the  court  found  that  this  defendant 
and  said  Milam  intermarried  in  the  county 
of  San  Bernardino  in  February,  1858,  and 
ever  since  have  been  and  now  are  husband 
and  wife;  that  defendant  resided  out  of  the 
state;  that  said  defendant  willfully  and 
without  cause  deserted  the  plaintiff  therein 
in  March,  1858;  that  defendant  had  been 
regularly  served  with  process,  liad  failed  to- 
appear  and  answer,  and  that  his  default  had 
been  regularly  entered,  etc.,— whereupon  a 
decree  was  duly  entered  whereby  it  was  de- 
creed "that  the  marriage  existing  between 
the  plaintiff  and  defendant  [therein]  be,  and 
the  same  is  hereby,  dissolved,  and  that  plain- 
tiff be  and  she  is  hereby  freed  and  absolute- 
ly released  from  the  bonds  of  matrimony,"' 
etc.  (c)  On  the  16th  day  of  February,  1892, 
the  defendant  herein  filed  her  bw<mii  com- 
plaint In  the  superior  court  In  and  for  the 
county  of  Los  Angles,  against  the  plaintiflr 
herein,  to  procure  the  annulment  of  the  mar- 
riage existing  between  them,  in  which  com- 
plaint she  averred:  (2)  Their  marriage  la 
1862.  (3)  Her  prior  marriage  in  1858  to 
Joseph  Milam,  and  his  desertion  of  her,  and 
her  ignorance  of  his  whereabouts  until  after 
her  marriage  to  the  present  plaintiff.  (4)  Her 
cohabitation  with  the  plaintiff  herein  until 

1884,  when  she  discovered  that  her  former 
husband,  Joseph  Milam,  was  still  living;  the 
institution  of  an  action,  and  the  decree  of 
divorce  against  said  Milam.  (5)  That  this 
plaintiff  and  defendant  h^sin  have  not  lived 
together  as  husband  and  wife^  or  at  all,  since 
the  decree  of  divorce  against  Milam.  (6> 
That  there  was  no  issue  of  either  marriage, 
etc. 

The  foregoing  testimony,  which  is  without 
substantial  conflict,  would  seem  to  call  for 
but  little  comment  The  record  In  the  di- 
vorce case  of  Defendant  v.  Joseph  Milam 
was  in  the  nature  of  a  proceeding  in  rem, 
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and  therefore  blndlofr  upon,  not  only  the 
defendant,  bat  all  the  world.  2  Smith,  Lead. 
Cas.  (6th  Am.  Ed.)  670,  and  cases  there  dted. 
Goncedln^r,  howeirer,  that  this  record  la  not 
absolutely  conclusive  of  the  facts  therein 
enunciated,  and  which  were  necessary  to 
confer  Jurisdiction  upon  the  court  In  the 
given  case,  viz.  that  the  plaintiff  and  defend- 
ant In  that  case  were  husband  and  wife, 
that  defendant  therein  was  living,  and  that 
the  court  had  acquired  jurisdiction  of  the 
case  by  such  service  as  the  law  requires, 
still  the  admissions  in  the  sworn  complaint 
in  that  case,  and  In  the  action  brought  by  the 
defendant  against  her  husband,  the  plaintifC 
here,  were  not  only  sufficient,  but,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  explanation,  conclusive  of  the  facts 
that  defendant  and  Joseph  Milam  were  mar- 
ried In  due  form  in  1858,  and  that  said  Jos- 
eph Mllam  was  living,  and  the  lawful  hus- 
band of  the  defendant,  at  the  date  of  her 
marriage  to  this  plaintier  in  1862.  The  tes- 
timony of  the  defendant,  tending  Indirectly 
to  show  that  the  plaintiff  knew  as  well  as 
slie  did  of  her  former  marriage,  and  of  the 
existence  of  her  husband  under  such  mar- 
riage, and  that  he  cohabited  with  her  after 
her  divorce  from  such  former  husband,  can 
only  be  upheld  upon  the  theory  that  she  had 
deliberately  committed  willful  perjury  in 
her  frnmer  sworn  statements.  The  order  de- 
nying a  new  trial  should  be  reversed,  and  a 
new  trial  ordered. 

We  concur:   HATNES,  C;  BELCHER,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  denying  a 
new  trial  Is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  ord»- 
ed. 
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LOWER  KING'S  RIVER  RECLAMATION 

DIST.,  NO.  531,  v.  PHILLIPS  et  aU 

(No.  18,341.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  31,  1895.) 

RECI.AMAT10!t  OV  BWAMP  LANDS— CoKCLUSIVSXESS 

OF  Assessment. 
In  an  action  by  a  reclamation  district  to 
recover  an   assessment,   defendant  may   show 
tliat  his  land  was  not  benefited  by  the  reclama- 
tion works,  and  that  it  was  excessively  assessed. 

In  bank. 

On  rehearing.  For  former  report,  see  89 
Pac.  630. 

Daggett  &  Adams,  for  appellants.  Denson 
&  De  Haven,  for  respondent. 

TEMPLE,  3.  After  a  careful  examina- 
tion of  the  original  arguments  of  counsel  and 
of  the  petition  for  a  rehearing,  and  also  the 
loriefs  In  Reclamation  Dist.  No.  307  v.  Glide, 
41  Pac.  278,  one  of  which  contains  an  elabo- 
rate review  of  the  opinion  rendered  In  depart- 
ment, I  am  ccnvlnced  that  the  Judgment  or- 
dered and  the  opinion  rendered  should  stand. 


The  point  upon  which  the  rehearing  was  ask- 
ed was  that  the  conclusion  in  department, 
that  "the  court  erred  In  excluding  the  evi- 
dence tending  to  prove  that  defendants'  land 
was  not  benefited  by  the  reclamation  works, 
and  was  arbitrarily  and  excessively  assess- 
ed, without  regard  to  proportionate  benefits," 
was  unwarranted.  Naturally,  to  this  point 
our  attention  has  been  mainly  directed,  and, 
while  the  matter  is  fully  and  satisfactorily 
discussed  in  the  opinion,  I  will  notice  some  of 
the  objections  urged. 

It  is  contended  ihat  the  opinion  overrules 
several  decisions  of  this  court,  and  that  nei- 
ther the  case  of  Reclamation  Dist  No.  108 
T.  Evans,  61  CaL  104,  nor  the  other  cases 
dted  in  support  of  the  conclusion  reached  in 
department,  sanction  that  conclusion.  In 
People  V.  Hagar,  52  CJaL  171,  it  was  said: 
"The  statute  confides  to  the  commlsMoners 
the  duty  of  ascertaining  the  benefits  to  each 
parcel  of  land  severally.  They  must  exer- 
cise their  judgment  and  discretion,  and,  in 
the  absence  of  fraud,  their  action  in  this  re- 
spect cannot  be  attacked  and  shown  to  be  ^- 
roneous  In  a  collateral  proceeding."  This 
case,  and  those  In  which  the  decision  has 
been  followed  or  approved,  constitute,  in  the 
main,  the  authorities  which  It  is  (daimed  are 
in  conflict  with  the  opinion  rendered  in  de- 
partment. They  are  cited  in  that  opinion. 
The  attention  of  the  court  in  the  case  of 
Pe<9le  V.  Hagar  was  not  called  to  the  propo- 
sition that  the  taxi>ayer  had  been  afforded 
DO  oppwtunity  to  be  heard,  and  that  with- 
out such  opportunity  the  assessment  could 
not  bec(»ue  a  fixed  and  final  charge;  and. 
further,  unless  such  opportunity  was  afforded 
by  the  statute,  it  was  void,  and  the  assess- 
ment invalid. 

In  the  subsequent  case  of  Reclamation  Dist. 
No.  108  T.  Evans,  61  Cal.  104,  the  counsel  for 
the  appellants,  both  of  whom  had  appeared 
as  counsel  in  the  case  of  People  v.  Hagar. 
52  Cal.  171,  say  In  their  brief:  "The  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  a  given  assessment  la  In 
proportion  to  benefits  Is  a  question  of  fact 
which  must  be  determined  favorably  or  un- 
favorably to  a  party  by  the  commissioners 
whose  duty  it  is  to  make  the  assessment. 
No  other  board  or  officer  has  i>ower  to  re- 
view their  decision,  and  no  means  are  pro- 
vided by  which  a  party  can  be  heard  before 
them,  or  by  which  their  decision  can  be  re- 
viewed. This  court  has  hdd  that  their  de- 
termination upon  this  question  is  final  and 
conclusive,  and  hence  their  determination  is 
a  judgment  in  the  strict  sense."  Id.  187. 
The  constitutional  provision  was  cited,  and 
it  was  insisted  that  no  hearing  was  provided 
for  in  the  statute;  In  view  of  a  further 
point,  to  be  noticed  hereafter,  it  should  be 
noted  that  the  matter  upon  which  counsel 
contended  that  a  hearing  ought  to  have  been 
provided  was  in  regard  to  the  judgment  of 
the  commissioners  as  to  whether  a  given 
assessment  was  in  proportion  to  benefits. 
The  court  stated  the  claim  of  appellant  as, 
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follows:  "They  [the  proTlsions  of  the  Code] 
are  said  to  be  unconstitutional  because  they 
do  not  provide  for  any  mode  by  which  a  par- 
ty assessed  should  have  notice  of  the  pro- 
ceeding and  an  opportunity  to  object  to  the 
amount  charged  against  bis  land."  The  first 
question  which  the  court  had  to  decide  in 
that  case  was  whether  the  statute  did  pro- 
Tide  the  taxpayer  with  the  opportunity  to 
be  heard  as  to  the  amount  of  his  assessment 
before  the  tax  became  a  final  and  fixed 
charge  against  his  land,  and  whether  the  op- 
portunity afforded  constituted  due  process. 
It  was  held  that  such  opportunity  was  af- 
forded, because  the  tax  could  only  be  col- 
lected by  a  suit  in  which  the  defenses  were 
not  limited,  and  that  in  such  action  "the  ap- 
pellant here  could  hare  shown  that  the  sums 
assessed  against  his  prc^perty  were  not  'pro- 
portl(Hiate  to  the  benefits'  resulting  from  the 
work  of  reclamation."  It  was  further  said 
that  appellant  could  not  complain  because  the 
court  on  such  hearing  had  no  power  to 
change  the  assessment,  since  the  court  had 
the  power  to  declare  the  assessment  Invalid 
so  far  as  It  purported  to  create  a  charge 
against  his  land.  The  point  was  necessarily 
involved  in  that  case.  The  court  could  not 
have  avoided  deciding  it  unless  it  was  pre- 
Itared  to  hold  that  an  assessment  not  made 
in  accordance  with  an  arbitrary  standard 
laid  down  by  the  legislature,  but  by  some 
rule  which  required  the  use  of  Judgment  and 
discretion,  could  be  made  a  final  charge 
against  property  whoi  the  taxpayer  has  had 
no  opportunity  to  be  heard.  The  court  was 
not  prepared  to  sanction  this  last  proposition, 
and  therefore  the  cHily  alternative  was  to 
find  that  the  law  did  afford  an  opportunity  to 
be  heard  as  to  the  amount  of  the  assessment, 
or  that  the  statute  was  void  and  the  tax 
Invalid.  The  same  view  was  taken  in  Recla- 
mation Dlst  T.  Goldman,  65  Cal.  637,  4  Pac. 
676,  and  in  Swamp-Land  Dlst  v.  Gwynn, 
70  Cal.  566,  12  Pac.  462. 

Hutson  v.  Protection  Dlst.,  79  Cal.  00,  16 
Pac.  549,  and  21  Pac.  435,  arose  under  an 
act  entitled  "An  act  to  provide  for  the  protec- 
tion of  lands  from  overflow,  other  than  lands 
recognized  as  swamp  lands."  Laws  1880,  p. 
65.  Under  this  law,  districts  were  formed 
and  trustees  elected,  who  ivovided  plans  for 
protecting  the  district  and  made  the  assess- 
ment No  bearing  was  provided  for,  and  the 
tax  was  collected  by  a  sale  of  the  lands, 
and  without  suit.  This  court  held  the  act 
nncMistitutional,  saying:  "No  provision  is 
made  anywhere  In  the  statute  for  a  hear- 
ing by  the  landowner  whose  land  is  to  be 
charged.  No  notice  Is  to  be  given  him  when 
the  board  of  trustees  is  to  levy  the  assess- 
ment, and,  if  he  appears  when  such  assess- 
ment is  to  be  levied  by  the  board  of  trus- 
tees, no  hearing  by  the  board  is  provided  for 
in  the  act  The  assessment  Is  by  the  terms 
of  the  act  made  an  absolute  Hen  on  his  prop- 
erty, without  any  provision  or  opportunity 
allowed  him  to  show  its  lll^iality  or  un- 


constitutionality.'' This  la  tlie  conclusion 
which  woold  inevitably  have  been  readied  in 
the  Evans  Case  if  the  court  bad  not  found  in 
the  law  an  opportunity  for  the  landowner  to 
be  heard  as  to  the  amount  of  his  tax. 

With  these  views  the  case  of  People  v.  Ha- 
gar  is  in  evident  conflict.     If  the  Evans  Case 
was  correctiy  decided,  the  attack  on  the  as- 
sessment is  not  collateral:    (1)  For  the  rea* 
son,  given  in  the  opinion,  that  a  collateral 
attack  Implies  a  judicial  determination  in 
which  the  parties  have  been  heard,  and  the 
determination  has  therefore  I>ecome  final;  (2) 
also,  because,  if  it  can  be  said  to  be  an  at- 
tack upon  a  final  determination.  It  is  one 
provided  by  law,  and  therefore  cannot  be  col- 
lateral.     "Any  proceeding  provided  by  law 
for  the  purxMse  of  avoiding  or  correcting  a 
judgment  is  a  direct  attack,  which  will  be 
successful  upon  showing  error;  while  an  at- 
tempt to  do  the  same  thing  in  any  other 
proceeding  is  a  collateral  attack,  which  will 
be  successful  only  upon  showing  want  of 
power."   Van  Fleet  Coll.  Attack,  p.  6.    But, 
in  my  Judgment  a  defense  of  this  character 
cannot  properly  be  called  an  attack  on  a 
final  determination,  either  direct  or  collat- 
eral.    The  suit  is  itself  a  step  in  a  proceed- 
ing to  subject  the  property  of  a  taxpayer  to 
the  burden  of  the  tax,  and  the  charge  does 
not  become  final  until  the  suit  is  determined 
against  the  property  owner.    Otherwise  it 
would  be  a  proceeding  in  which  one  might 
be  deprived  of  his  property  without  due  pro- 
cess of  law.    Counsel  say  that  it  was  not  in- 
tended in  the  Evans  Case  to  hold  that,  in  de- 
fense of  an  action  to  collect  the  tax,  the  de- 
fendant could  call  In  question  the  judgment 
of  the  commission's  in  estimating  the  pro- 
portionate benefits.     He  could  plead  as  a  de- 
fense that  the  commissioners  acted  arbitra- 
rily, and  did  not  use  any  judgment  at  all 
upon  the  subject,  or  pursued  an  erroneous 
method;  but  he  cannot  turn  the  court  into  a 
board  of  equalization.     Certainly  the  court 
did  mean  to  say  that  such  an  opportuni- 
ty was  afforded   as  would   constitute  due 
process.    Whether  the  limited  hearing  coun- 
sel is  willing  to  concede  would  satisfy  the 
constitutional  requirement  counsel  have  neg- 
lected to  discuss.     I  think  it  is  just  upon  the 
question  of  the  correctness  of  the  estimate  of 
proportionate  benefits  that  the  landowner  is 
entitled  to  be  heard,  and  probably  the  legis- 
lature could  deny  him  a  hearing  on  any  other 
question  without  rendering  the  law  uncon- 
stituticmal.     Common  sense  would  seem  to 
teach  that  a  hearing  would  be  of  little  value 
except  as  to  the  points  on  which  the  com- 
missioners had  some  discretion,  and  might  be 
lawfully  Influenced  by  evidence  or  argument. 
True,  he  may  say  that  the  law  has  not  been 
followed,  or  that  the  act  is  unconstitutional. 
But  he  does  not  lose  these  defenses  altogeth- 
er, for  an  assessment  under  an  unconstitu* 
tlonal  law  is  invalid,  and  so  Is  an  assess- 
ment not  made  substantially  as  directed  by 
law;  but,  because  he  cannot  call  in  question 
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tbe  jadcment  of  tbe  aaaa—or  after  the  cbaive 
haa  lieen  fixed  and  final,  be  ought  to  be 
heard  before  it  haa  become  ao.  And.  again, 
where  an  arbitrary  standard  for  ascertaining 
the  burden  la  fixed  by  the  law,— that  ia, 
where  the  legislature  has  Itself  apportioned 
the  tax,— no  notice  or  hearing  la  required. 
Hagar  ▼.  Beclamatlon  DUt.  Ill  U.  B.  701,  4 
Sup.  Ct  663;  Spencw  t.  Merchant,  125  U. 
S.  345,  8  Sup.  Ct.  821.  In  such  case  a  heai^ 
log  would  be  usrieea.  In  other  cases.  If  It 
were  conceded  that  the  commissioners  had 
In  all  cases  pursued  tbe  law,  still  the  tax- 
payer would  be  entitled  to  his  hearing.  To 
Bay  that  he  can  only  object  that  the  law  had 
not  been  followed  would  be  to  hold  that  a 
bearing  on  the  assessment  may  be  denied  al> 
togetber. 

Counsel  have  cited  a  great  many  cases  in 
which  It  has  been  held  that  the  valuation 
made  upon  land  by  the  assessor  cannot  be 
called  In  question  In  actions  to  collect  tbe 
tax,  unless  the  right  to  do  so  U  provided  by 
law.  We  are  not  called  upon  to  dispute  that 
propoBitl(»i  here.  If  an  assessment  has  been 
made  aa  the  law  provides,  and  that  law 
does  not  violate  tbe  constitutional  InbibltioQ 
alluded  to,  the  tax  has  become  a  final  charge, 
—If  tbe  law  BO  provides,— and  cannot  be  call- 
ed In  question  because  the  valuations  were 
erroneous.  But  these  cases  have  no  applies- 
tlon  here.  Here  the  question  is,  did  the 
charge  become  final  until  the  determination 
of  the  suit  for  its  collection?  Tbe  courts 
have  held  that  It  had  not  become  a  final 
charge,  and  If  It  was  held  that  it  had  be- 
come final  It  would  be  necessary  to  hold  the 
law  Invalid.  Tbe  Evans  Case  is  plain  enough 
np<»i  this  propositlMi.  The  very  question 
was  wbether  the  judgm^it  of  tbe  commis- 
sion's could  be  called  In  question  In  the  ac- 
tion for  the  collection  of  the  tax.  It  was 
held  that  It  could  be.  In  the  case  of  Patten 
V.  Green,  13  Gal.  325,  the  board  of  equaliza- 
tion raised  the  assessment  without  notice.  If 
the  taxpayer  had  been  afforded  a  hearing,  it 
would  only  have  been  as  to  the  valuation. 
As  he  was  not  allowed  such  bearing,  the  or- 
der made  by  tbe  board  was  set  aside.  In 
Lent  T.  Tillson,  72  Cal.  404,  14  Pac.  71,  it 
was  held  tbe  constitutional  requirement  was 
complied  with  If  the  taxpayer  could  be  heard 
as  to  the  amount  of  the  tax 

I  do  not  agree  with  counsel  on  tbe  proposi- 
tion that  the  excluded  evidence  consisted 
solely  of  the  oplnlms  of  witnesses  to  be  set 
against  tbe  opinions  of  the  commissioners. 
There  was  evidence  other  than  the  opinions 
of  witnesses  on  the  direct  point  of  propor- 
tionate benefits,  which,  If  true,  showed  gross 
inequality. 

For  these  reasons,  and  those  stated  In  the 
opinion  rendered  in  department,  the  Judg- 
ment and  order  are  reversed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTB,  J.;  HARRI- 
BON.  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J.;  McPARLAND, 
».;  HENSHAW,J. 
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LOWER  KING'S  RIVER  RECLAMATION 
DIST.,  NO.  881,  T.  WOOD.    (No.  18,843.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  (California.    July  81,  1895.) 

In  bank. 

On  rehearing.  For  former  report,  see  39  Pac. 
634. 

Daegett  &  Adams,  for  appellant  Denson  & 
De  Haven,  for  respondent. 

PER  CURIAM.  On  the  anthoritv  of  Lower 
King's  River  Reclamation  Dist.  v.  Pnillipi  (No. 
18,341,  this  day  decided)  41  Pac.  335,  tbe  judg- 
ment and  order  appealed  from  are  reversed. 


LOWER  KING'S  RIVER  RECLAMATION 

DIST.,  NO.  681,   V.   PHILLIPS  et  al. 

(No.  18,844.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Galifomia.    July  81,  1895.) 


In  bank. 
On  rehearing. 
Pac.  634. 


For  former  opinion,  see  39 


Daggett  ft  Adams,  for  appellant.  Denson  ft 
De  Haven,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  On  the  authority  of  Lower 
King's  River  Reclamation  Dist  v.  Phillips  (No. 
18,841,  this  day  decided)  41  Pac.  835,  tbe  judg- 
ment and  order  appealed  from  are  reversed. 


O08  OaJ.  164) 
SAMONSBT  T.  MBSNAGER  et  at    (No.  19,- 

440.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  (California.     Aug.  8,  1895.) 

QSATniTODB    AOKST— LlABILITT    VOR    NlOLIOBSCB 

— FiNDiHos — Pboop  OP  Lost  Lbttsr. 

1.  Where  facts  are  found  aa  alleged  in  a 
verified  answer,  defendant  cannot  question  the 
correctness  of  the  finding. 

2.  One  who  receives  money,  and  agrees  to 
loan  it  without  any  charge,  and  to  collect  the 
interest  and  principal,  ia  liable  for  its  loss  by 
reason  of  his  negligence,  where  he  loans  it  with- 
out secnrity  to  one  to  whom  he  personally  fur- 
nishes goods  to  enable  him  to  start  in  business, 
and  does  not  collect  principal  or  interest  when 
dne  for  fear  the  borrower  wonld  become  crip- 
pled, and  unable  to  pay  what  he  owed  him  per- 
sonally. 

3.  Testimony  of  the  recipient  of  a  letter 
that  he  had  lost  it,  that  he  had  looked  for  It  a 
great  deal,  that  be  thought  at  one  time  be  had 
left  it  at  the  ofiice  of  his  buyer,  bnt  had  looked 
for  it  there,  and  been  unable  to  find  it,  is  su£B>- 
dent  to  allow  proof  of  the  contents. 

Commissioners'  decision.  'Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  W.  H.  Clark,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  Samonset  against  George  L. 
Mesmiger  and  Pierre  Darancette.  Judgment 
for  plaintiff.  Defendant  Darancette  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

Horace  Bell,  for  appellant  H.  H.  Appel, 
E.  A.  Rizon,  and  J.  McKlnley,  for  respond- 
ent 

BELCHER,  C.  This  is  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  sum  of  |500,  with  interest  thereon. 
The  court  below  found  tbe  facts  and  render- 
ed judgment  In  favor  of  tbe  plaintiff,  froa 
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which,  and  from  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial,  the  defendant  Darancette  appeala 

The  facts,  as  disclosed  by  the  record,  are, 
in  substance,  as  follows:  In  1886  respondent, 
being  about  to  leave  the  city  of  Los  Angeles 
and  go  to  France,  left  with  appellant  the 
sum  of  $500,  to  be  loaned  out  by  him  at  in- 
terest for  the  use  and  benefit  of  respondent 
Appellant  received  the  money,  and  agreed  to 
loan  the  same,  without  any  charge  or  com- 
pensation for  so  doing,  and  to  collect  the 
principal  and  interest,  and,  when  collected, 
to  remit  the  same  to  respondent.  In  Prance. 
About  October  1,  1886,  respondent  departed 
from  Los  Angeles,  and  went  to  France,  where 
he  has  ever  since  resided.  Within  a  few  days 
after  his  departure,  appellant  loaned  the  said 
$500  to  one  Couture,  and  took  his  promissory 
note  therefor,  payable  in  one  year,  with  in- 
terest at  the  rate  of  12  per  cent,  per  aimum, 
but  took  no  security  for  its  payment.  The 
loan  to  Couture  was  made  to  enable  him  to 
commence  and  carry  on  business  in  selling 
groceries  and  liquors,  and  appellant  furnish- 
ed him  goods  from  a  store  in  Los  Angeles, 
then  owned  and  conducted  by  a  firm  of  which 
he  was  a  member.  After  the  note  became 
due,  appellant  took  no  steps  to  collect  It, 
except  he  asked  Couture  several  times  for 
the  money,  and  was  told  by  him  not  to  be 
afraid,  that  the  note  was  good  for  a  consid- 
erable time,  and  that  he  had  not  the  money 
then,  but  would  get  it,  and  pay  all  that  be 
owed.  Couture  closed  out  his  business,  and 
In  January,  1888,  went  to  France,  where  he 
remained  till  the  latter  end  of  that  year, 
and  then  returned.  On  his  return  he  again 
went  Into  business  In  East  Los  Angeles,  and 
was  furnished  with  goods  and  merchandise  by 
appellant's  firm.  He  thereafter  continued  in 
his  said  business  until  April,  1881,  when  be 
became  absolutely  bankrupt,  and  unable  to 
pay  the  said  $500  so  loaned  him,  or  the  in- 
terest thereon,  and  has  so  continued  ever 
since.  Some  time  in  1890,  appellant  took  a 
new  note  from  Couture  for  the  amount  due 
respondent,  and  again,  on  April  21,  1891,  he 
took  another  new  note  from  him.  The  first 
two  notes  were  made  payable  to  appellant, 
and  the  last  was  payable  to  appellant  and 
respondent  two  years  after  date,  and  was 
for  ?2,000,  bearing  Interest  at  the  rate  of  10 
per  cent,  per  annum,  which  sum  included  the 
amount  due  respondent,  $789.36,  and  the  bal- 
ance of  an  indebtedness  due  appellant  When 
Couture  returned  from  France  he  had  $3,500 
in  money,  $2,000  being  on  deposit  in  a  bank 
in  Los  Angeles;  and  he  says  appellant  never 
asked  him  to  pay  the  $500  due  respondent, 
and  that,  if  he  had,  he  could  and  would  have 
paid  it  During  all  the  times  mentioned, 
appellant  "failed  and  neglected  to  collect  the 
said  sum  of  five  hundred  dollars  from  said 
Couture,  or  the  interest  thereon,  and  used  no 
diligence  or  reasonable  means,  or  any  means 
at  all,  to  collect  said  sum  of  money,"  and,  as 
an  excuse  thwefor,  he  says:  "I  didn't  wish 
to  bring  suit  against  Mr.  Couture,  who  owed 


this  five  hundred  doHars,  because  Mr.  Cou- 
ture owed  me  and  Mr.  Mesnager  also;  and, 
if  I  should  attach  his  business,  he  would  have 
been  crippled  so  that  he  could  not  pay  me 
and  my  partner  what  he  owed  our  firm." 
Appellant  failed  to  inform  respondent  in  re- 
gard to  the  said  loan,  and  of  the  fact  that 
he  had  not  required  or  obtained  security 
therefor;  and  at  no  time  did  re^Kindent 
know  that  the  loan  had  been  made  to  Cou- 
ture without  security,  and  the  money  lost, 
until  a  short  time  before  this  action  was 
commenced,  when,  by  his  agent,  he  demand- 
ed of  appellant  the  repayment  of  the  money, 
and  "he  refused  to  pay  it,  and  said:  'I  don't 
want  to  be  molested.  Neither  you  or  he  can 
collect  that  money,  because  the  time  lias 
gone  by.' "  Upon  these  facts,  the  question  is, 
was  appellant  guilty  of  such  negligence  as 
rendered  him  personally  liable  to  respondent? 

It  is  claimed  for  appellant  that  some  of 
the  findings  were  not  Justified  by  the  evi- 
dence, and  the  first  point  made  under  this 
head  is  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  sup- 
port the  finding  that  respondent  left  the 
money  In  question  with  api)ellant  about  the 
time  of  his  departure  from  Los  Angeles,  and 
that,  within  a  few  days  after  his  departure, 
appellant  loaned  the  money  to  Couture;  and 
it  is  said  that  the  evidence  of  appellant 
shows,  beyond  question,  that  the  money  was 
loaned  on  August  21,  1886.  A  sufiicient  an- 
swer to  this  point  is  that  the  finding  Is  in 
almost  the  exact  language  of  appellant's  veri- 
fied answer,  and  its  correctness  cannot,  there- 
fore, be  questioned  by  him.  The  other  find- 
ings objected  to  are  not  without  support  in 
the  pleadings  and  evidence;  and  the  Judg- 
ment cannot,  therefore,  be  reversed  on  the 
first  ground  urged. 

It  Is  further  claimed  for  appellant  that  his 
agency  was  merely  gratuitous,  and  that  a 
gratuitous  agent  can  only  be  held  liable  for 
gross  negligence.  But  such  an  agait  is  bound 
to  exercise  good  faith  and  ordinary  diligence. 
As  was  said  in  Herrlck  v.  Hodges.  13  Cal. 
434:  "If  defendant  had  undertaken  this 
agency,  he  would  be  bound,  though  It  were 
gratuitously  undertaken,  to  good  faith  and 
ordinary  diligence  in  executing  what  he  pre- 
tended to  do."  And  the  general  rule  is  that 
trustees,  having  trust  money  to  invest,  must 
act  in  good  faith,  and  with  a  sound  discre- 
tion. In  Investing  it,  and  that  it  la  not  a  sound 
discretion  to  invest  in  mere  personal  securi- 
ties. Perry,  Trusts,  §§  459,  453.  Here  it 
appears,  from  appellant's  own  testimony,  giv- 
en on  cross-examination,  that  he  did  not 
know  what  Mr.  Couture's  circumstances  were 
when  he  loaned  him  the  money;  that  Couture 
worked  as  a  barkeeper  for  his  firm  In  1886 
or  1887,  but  how  long  he  could  not  say;  that 
he  never  knew  what  wages  he  wEis  getting; 
that  he  took  no  security  for  the  loan;  that  he 
did  not  ascertain  whether  Couture  purchased 
any  property  or  not;  that  he  loaned  the  mon- 
ey for  (Hie  year,  and,  when  the  debt  became 
due,  did  not  collect  It,  and  did  not  know 
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what  Contnre  wm  doing  at  that  time;  that 
with  the  money,  and  with  goods  and  mer- 
chandise, he  helped  Contnre  to  start  In  bnsl- 
mes;  that  when  he  received  the  money  from 
respondent  he  agreed  to  collect  It  and  remit 
it;  that  he  aUowed  the  time  to  go  by  with- 
out payment  of  principal  or  Interest  nntU 
1891,  when  Contnre  became  baaknipt,  be- 
canse  he  was  afraid,  If  he  brought  salt  that 
Couture  would  be  criKiled,  and  unable  to 
pay  what  he  owed  him  and  his  partner.  This 
testimony  was,  of  itaeit,  quite  sufficient  to 
show  that  appellant  did  not  exercise  ordinary 
diligence,  or  a  sound  discretion,  In  the  man- 
agement of  the  money  Intrusted  to  him,  bat 
was  e;ullty  of  gross  negligence. 

The  point  that  reepcmdent  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence,  and  therefore  not  en- 
titled to  recover,  cannot  be  sustained.  He 
was  In  France  during  all  the  times  named, 
and  had  no  knowledge  of  the  mismanagement 
of  his  money  by  appellant  until  a  short  time 
bef«%  this  action  was  commenced. 

So  the  point  that  the  comrt  erred  In  ad- 
mitting In  evidence  proof  of  the  contents  of 
a  lost  letter  from  respondent  to  his  brother 
here  is  also  untenable.  The  letter  directed 
the  brothes'  to  go  to  appellant  and  demand 
the  payment  of  the  said  $500,  and,  unless 
paid,  to  commence  an  action  to  recover  the 
same;  and  the  recipient  of  the  letter  testified 
that  he  had  lost  it;  that  he  had  looked  for 
It  a  great  deal,  and  that  he  thought  at  one 
time  be  might  have  left  It  at  the  office  Of  his 
attorney,  bat  he  had  looked  for  It  there,  and 
had  been  unable  to  find  It  This  testimony 
was  Bofildent  to  Justify  the  rnling  complain- 
ed of.  The  judgment  and  order  nppealeA 
from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    BRITT,  C;  HAYNBS,  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  and  or> 
dtf  appealed  from  are  aflirmed. 


o  Ota.  1st) 

WASS  V.  TBNNENT-STRIBLING  SHOS 
CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1806.) 
Appeal — Pktitioh   sot  Objected  to    Below— 

CoSSTBUOTIOIf— FlJTDISOS — ScrWOlSKOT 

ow  Evidence. 

1.  ▲  petition  attacked  for  the  first  time  la 
the  supreme  court  for  the  reason  that  It  does 
Dot  Mtate  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action  will  be  liberally  construed,  in  order 
to  uphold  the  jadgment  rendered  la  the  trial 
court. 

2.  When,  upon  an  examination  of  the  entire 
record,  it  appears  that  there  is  sufficient  evi- 
dence to  justify  the  trial  conrt  in  making  certain 
ftadings  of  fact,  kdd,  that  this  court  will  not 
reverse  a  judgment  based  upon  such  findings. 

3.  A  party  offering  a  witness  should  not 
be  permitted  to  discredit  his  testimony.  But 
witnesses  frequently  draw  conclusions  not  war- 
ranted by  the  facts  to  which  they  testify,  atd  it 
is  the  doty  of  a  court  to  say,  under  the  law, 
what  facts  are  established  by  the  testimony. 

(Syllabns  by  tiie  Court.) 


Appeal  from  district  court,  Canadian  coon- ' 
ty. 

Action  by  Tennent-Stribllng  Shoe  Company 
against  N.  B.  Was*  and  another  to  set  aside 
a  conveyance.  From  a  judgment  for  plain- 
tiffs, defendants  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Dllle  &  Schmook,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  For- 
rest &  Gunn  and  Blake  &  Blake,  for  defend- 
ants In  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  March  20,  1890,  the  Tennent- 
Strlbllng  Shoe  Company  filed  in  the  district 
court  of  Canadian  county  an  action  against 
N.  B.  Wass  and  Lydia  A.  Waas,  to  subject 
their  property  to  an  execution,  which  plain- 
tlft  below  had  previously  obtained  against 
said  defendants;  and  In  such  petition  asked 
the  court  to  decree  that  a  certain  transfer  of 
real  estate  by  the  defendant  N.  B.  Wass  to 
the  said  Lydia  A.  Wass  be  declared  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  and  that  such  transfer  be  va- 
cated and  set  aside,  and  that  the  real  estate^ 
or  so  mucii  thereof  as  might  be  necessary  to 
satisfy  the  execution  described  in  the  peti- 
tion, be  subjected  to  levy,  and  sold  under 
said  execution.  The  defendants  answered 
by  general  denial.  The  case  was  tried  at 
the  June  term,  1894.  of  said  court,  without 
the  Intervention  of  a  jury,  and  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff.  N.  B.  Wass  and 
Lydia  A  Wass  bring  the  case  here  for  re- 
view. 

The  facts,  as  we  gather  them  from  the 
pleadings,  the  record,  and  the  transcript  of 
testimony  before  us,  are  that  N.  B.  Wass 
was,  in  the  fall  and  winter  of  1893  and  1884, 
engaged  in  business  at  Bl  Reno,  carrying 
on  a  dry-goods  8t<Hre;  that.  In  addition  to 
the  general  stock  which  he  carried  in  that 
store,  he  was  the  owner  of  56  lota,  in  the 
city  of  Bl  Reno,  and  a  homestead  of  40  acres, 
adjoining  the  city  on  the  south;  that,  on  the 
18th  day  of  December,  1883,  said  Wass  ex- 
ecuted and  delivered  his  deed  of  trust,  con- 
veying the  title  to  66  lots  in  the  city  of  Bl 
Reno,  to  one  W.  N.  Hubbell,  to  be  by  said 
Hubbell  transferred,  by  deed  of  conveyance, 
to  Lydia  A  Wass,  wife  of  N.  B.  Wass;  that, 
at  the  time  sach  deed  of  conveyance  was  so 
made,  the  said  N.  R  Wass  was  indebted,  in 
the  sum  of  about  93.000,  to  different  per- 
sons, a  portion  of  such  indebtedness  being 
for  goods  thm  In  the  store  of  said  Wass, 
which  goods  had  been  purchased  from  differ- 
ent wholesale  firms.  In  the  regular  course  of 
business  and  trade;  that  he  was  owing  one 
of  the  banks  at  Bl  Reno  the  sum  of  about 
$1,050,  and  another  bank  at  the  same  place 
the  sum  ot  $284;  that  he  was  surety  upon  a 
note  In  the  sxmi  of  $500,  and  that  he  claimed 
to  be  indebted  to  his  wife  In  the  sum  of 
$3,376,  for  the  payment  of  which  hut  sum 
of  money  the  transfer  of  the  56  lots  was 
made.  Prior  to  the  time  of  the  conveyance 
of  the  lota  to  his  wife  he  claimed  to  be  the 
owner  of  property  of  the  value  of  $9,576, 
with  liabilities  of  $6,830;  but,  from  the  evi- 
dence In  this  case.  It  would  appear  that  ha 
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had  orereatlmated  bis  aasets  to  tbe  extent 
of  about  $2,000,  and  that  his  real  assets,  out- 
side of  his  homestead,  which  Is  estimated 
to  be  worth  from  six  to  eight  thousand  dol- 
lars, were,  in  fact  about  $7,500,  with  lia- 
bilities of  about  $7,000.  It  appears  from  the 
record  in  this  case  that,  shortly  after  he 
conveyed  to  his  wife  the  lots  in  controversy, 
he  was  unable  to  meet  his  obligations,  and 
his  stock  of  goods  was  seized  by  his  cred- 
itors, and  sold,  and  all  of  his  assets,  not  ex- 
empt by  law,  were  subjected  to  the  payment 
of  his  debts;  and  this  suit  was  instituted,  for 
the  purpose  of  subjecting  to  the  payment  of 
his  debt  to  plaintiff  below  the  property  deed- 
ed to  his  wife.  At  the  trial  of  tbe  case  In 
the  court  below,  the  court  made  certain 
findings  of  fact,  among  which  were  the  fol- 
lowing: "First  That  the  plaintiff  above 
named  is  tbe  Judgment  creditor  of  said  N.  B. 
Wass.  Second.  That  tbe  Indebtedness  on 
which  such  Judgment  was  found  was  creat- 
ed prior  to  the  18th  day  of  December,  1893. 
Third.  That  tbe  said  transfer  of  the  said  real 
estate  by  the  said  N.  B.  Wass  to  the  said 
Lydla  A.  Wass  was  made  to  hinder  and  de- 
lay tbe  creditors  of  the  said  N.  B.  Wass,  and 
was  made  without  a  valuable  consideration, 
fourth.  That  the  contention  of  the  defend- 
ants that  said  transfer  was  made  in  good 
faith,  to  settle,  and  in  payment  of,  a  prior 
existing  debt  is  not  established  by  the  evi- 
dence; nor  does  the  evidence  establish  that 
the  relations  of  debtor  and  creditor  existed 
between  the  said  N.  B.  Wass  and  Lydla  A. 
Wass  at  the  time  of  said  conveyance.  Fifth. 
That  the  execution  issued  on  said  Judgment 
was  returned  unsatisfied,  and  that  said  N.  B. 
Wass  has  no  personal  property,  and  no  real 
property  except  that  above  described,  out  of 
which  said  Judgment  could  be  satisfled."  The 
court  then  proceeded  to  give  Judgment,  as 
prayed  for  In  the  petition;  and  it  is  to  reverse 
the  Judgment  of  the  court  below  that  this  cause 
is  brought  here  on  appeal.  There  are  two 
propositions  Involved  in  this  case,  and  upon 
which  the  plaintiffs  in  error  rely  for  a  re- 
versal: First  That  the  petition  In  said  cause 
docs  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action  against  the  defendants,  or 
either  of  them.  Second.  That  the  decision 
of  the  court  below  was  not  warranted  by  the 
evidence. 

1.  We  hare  no  difficulty  in  determining  the 
first  contention  raised  by  appellant  The 
plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  the  petition 
does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  for  the  reason  that  it  must 
be  alleged  in  a  creditors'  bill  of  this  kind  that 
an  execution  has  been  Issued  and  returned 
unsatisfied.  Conceding  that  such  allegation 
must  appear  in  the  petition,  we  think  that  the 
second  and  third  tutragraphs  In  the  petition 
sufficiently  show  the  fact  that  an  execution 
had  previously  been  issued  and  returned  sat- 
isfied only  in  part,— the  petition  alleging: 
"That  the  execution  was  duly  issued  by  the 
Judge  of  said  court  upon  said  Judgment  <u>d 


placed  la  the  bands  of  the  sheriff  of  Mid 
county;  that  a  cotaia  attachment  was  Issued 
out  of  the  probate  court,  prior  to  the  Judg- 
ment therein,  and  the  same  was  levied  upon 
certain  personal  property  of  the  said  N.  B. 
Wass,  subsequent  to  Judgment;  the  proceeds 
of  the  property  so  attached  have  been  applied 
on  said  Judgment;  but  there  still  remains  un- 
paid upon  the  aforesaid  Judgment  the  sum  of 
$119.35,  and  the  defendant  Is  wholly  without 
personal  property  upon  which  said  execution 
may  be  levied,  and  said  Judgment  satisfied 
therefrom."  We  think  that  a  lil>eral  con- 
struction of  the  allegations  above  quoted  are 
sufficient  to  inform  the  court  that  an  execu- 
tion had.  prior  to  the  time  of  the  institution 
of  tbe  suit  been  issued  and  returned  satisfied 
in  part  only.  No  objection  was  made  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  petition  in  the  court  below, 
either  by  motion  or  demurrer.  A  petition  at- 
tacked for  the  first  time  in  the  supreme  court 
for  the  reason  that  it  does  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  will  be 
liberally  construed,  in  order  to  uphold  the 
Judgment  rendered  in  the  trial  court  Rail- 
road Co.  y.  Morrow,  36  Kan.  495, 13  Pac.  789. 
2.  The  second  contention  of  appellants,  to 
the  effect  that  no  evidence  was  before  tbe 
court  upon  which  the  court  was  warranted  In 
finding  the  facts  tm  heretofore  set  forth,  is 
one  worthy  of  grave  consideration  in  this 
case.  The  only  persons  relied  upon  to  estab- 
lish the  fraud,  as  claimed  in  the  petition  of 
the  plaintiffs  below,  were  the  defendants  N. 
B.  Wass  and  Lydla  A.  Wass.  These  parties 
were  both  placed  npon  the  witness  stand  by 
the  plaintiff,  and  examined  at  great  lengtli. 
If  the  evidence  in  the  case  warranted  the 
trial  court  In  its  findings  of  fact  the  decision 
rendered  was  correct  We  have  carefully  ex- 
amined the  record  before  us,  with  a  view  to 
determining  upon  what  evidence  the  findings 
of  the  lower  court  were  based.  It  clearly  ap- 
pears that  the  husband  obtained  about  $2,500 
from  his  wife  in  the  year  1888;  that  the  mon- 
ey was  the  wife's  share  of  an  estate  Inherited 
from  her  mother;  that  the  wife  was  appoint- 
ed administratrix  of  the  estate;  and  that  X. 
B.  Wass  acted  as  the  agent  of  his  wife,  the 
administratrix,  in  settling  such  estate,  and 
dividing  the  proceeds  among  the  heirs.  Be- 
longing to  the  estate  were  notes  and  mort- 
gages, which  were,  for  the  most  part  retain- 
ed by  Wass,  as  the  share  of  his  wife.  These 
securities  were  converted  into  money,  and 
the  proceeds,  to  the  amount  of  $2,300,  kept 
by  Wass,  under  what  he  claims  was  an  ar- 
rangement between  his  wife  and  himself 
that  he  was  to  use  the  money,  and  return  the 
same  to  his  wife  as  he  became  able,  or  as  he 
might  find  it  convenient  The  testimony  of 
Mrs.  Wass  was  to  the  same  effect  Neither 
party  claimed  that  there  was  any  definite 
time  fixed  when  the  money  was  to  be  return- 
ed, or  that  any  stipulated  amount  of  interest 
was  to  be  paid  for  the  use  of  the  money.  The 
evidence  shows  that,  at  the  time  Wass  trans- 
ferred the  real  estate  to  his  wife,  in  Decem- 
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ber,  1883,  no  prerlotiB  agreement  waa  had 
between  the  parties  that  the  debt  should  be 
Htlsfled  In  this  way,  and  no  demand  upon  the 
part  of  the  wife  for  a  settlement  at  that  par- 
ticular time  was  made;  that,  at  the  time  of 
snch  transfer,  N.  B.  Wass  must  baye  known 
that  he  had  obUtrations  to  meet  which  he 
could  not  In  the  ordinary  course  of  erenta, 
liquidate  as  they  matured.  Under  these  con- 
ditions, was  the  finding  of  the  lower  court  to 
the  effect  that  the  transfer  was  made  to  hin- 
der and  delay  creditors  wholly  unsupported 
by  the  evidence?  We  think  not  The  trans- 
fer wa>  made  under  an  Impending  belief  of 
Insolvency,  and  It  was  found  to  operate  to 
hinder  the  creditors  In  securing  payment  of 
their  claims.  True,  Mr.  Wass  tesUfies  that 
he  bad  more  than  enough  outside  of  his  debts 
to  satisfy  his  creditors;  but  the  result  of  the 
liquidation  demonstrated  that  he  had  not. 

It  is  contended,  also,  that.  If  Mr.  Wass  did 
convey  the  property  with  the  fraudulent  in- 
tent to  hinder  and  delay  his  creditors,  the 
record  nowhere  shows,  even  inferentlally, 
that  bis  wife  knew  of  this  intention,  or  was 
a  party  to  it  in  any  manner;  that  this  being 
a  conveyance  to  secure  an  honest  debt,  the 
knowledge  of  an  intention  to  defraud  must  be 
brought  home  to  Mrs.  Wass.  We  think  that 
if  the  record  clearly  showed  the  existence  of 
a  debt  which  the  husband  was  bound  to  pay, 
the  fact  that  payment  of  such  debt  to  Mrs. 
Wass  would  or  would  not  hinder  or  delay 
creditors,  or  that  Mrs.  Wass  did  or  did  not 
know  that  such  payment  would  so  operate,  is 
wholly  immaterial.  If  Wass  owed  his  wife 
a  debt,  she  has  a  right  to  payment  the  same 
88  any  other  creditor;  and  the  law  Is  well  set- 
tled that  a  creditor  may  secure  his  entire 
debt  even  if  In  so  doing  he  thereby  hinders 
and  delays  other  creditors.  And  this  brings 
US  to  the  question  which  we  deem  of  vital 
Importance  in  this  case.  Was  or  was  not  the 
hnsband  indebted  to  the  wife?  Does  the  rec- 
ord warrant  the  finding  of  the  trial  court 
that  the  evidence  does  not  establish  the  fact 
that  the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  exist- 
ed I>et^een  the  husband  and  wife  at  the  time 
of  the  conveyance  of  the  property  in  Decem- 
ber, 1893? 

The  testimony,  as  before  stated,  shows  that 
the  husband  received  the$2,500from  the  wife; 
but  this  fact  alone  is  not  sufficient  to  justify 
a  court  in  saying  that  the  money  went  to  the 
hnsband  as  a  loan.  In  fact  in  the  absence  of 
proof,  it  might  rather  be  presumed  that  mon- 
ey from  the  wife  to  the  hnsband,  or  vice 
versa,  should  be  considered  as  a  gift;  as  the 
relation  of  man  and  wife  Is  such  that  gener- 
ally speaking,  each  party  to  the  marriage 
contract  uses  the  property  ot  the  other  with 
as  much  freedom  as  if  it  were  his  separate 
portion.  And  especially  Is  this  true  in  rela- 
tion to  the  money  of  the  wife.  With  rare  ex- 
ceptions, the  husband  assumes  the  right  to 
control,  use,  and  invest  the  money  of  the  wife 
*s  fre^  as  If  it  were  bis  own;  and  it  is  sel- 


dom that  the  wife  objects.  Under  the  evi- 
dence contained  in  the  record  of  this  case, 
we  think  it  clearly  appears  that  when  the 
wife  came  into  her  inheritance,  she  turned 
the  same  over  to  her  husband,  possibly  with 
a  vague  Idea  that  he  would  return  It  to  her  at 
some  future  time,  but  with  no  definite  idea 
other  than  that  generally  in  mind  by  a  wife 
when  her  husband  takes  possession  of  prop- 
erty belonging  to  her  separately;  that  is,  she 
believes  he  can  better  manage  it  tlian  can 
she,  that  it  will  be  saf^  with  him  than  with 
her,— in  short  that  the  Interests  of  the  family 
will  be  better  conserved  if  he  shall  take 
charge  of  the  money.  These  facts  might  rea- 
sonably be  gathered  from  the  record.  It  is 
true  he  testifies  that  he  told  her  that  he  would 
pay  the  money  back,  and  that  she  testifies 
that  she  let  him  have  the  money  with  that 
expectation;  but  notwithstanding  this  direct 
testimony,  we  think  that  the  entire  record 
would  Justify  a  finding  that  the  relation  of 
debtor  and  creditor  did  not  exist  at  the  time 
of  the  conveyance  of  the  property  in  question 
In  this  case;  and  we  think  that  It  might  prop- 
erly be  found  that  the  act  of  the  husband  in 
making  the  conveyance  was  a  voluntary  act 
upon  his  part  to  reimburse  his  wife  for  a 
favor  received,  rather  than  a  settlement  of  a 
debt  growing  out  of  a  contract  The  author- 
ities are  uniform  that,  as  against  creditors, 
such  a  conveyance  will  not  stand.  Hunt  v. 
Spencer,  20  Kan.  130;  C!oale  v.  Plow  Co.  (111.) 
25  N.  B.  1016;  Porter  v.  Goble  (Iowa)  55  N. 
W.  530. 

3.  Indeed,  counsel  for  appellants.  In  very 
able  and  exhaustive  briefs,  concede  that  if 
the  evidence  warranted  the  court  below  in  its 
findings  of  facts  upon  this  proposition,  then 
the  conclusion  we  here  announce  is  correct; 
but  contend  that  inasmuch  as  the  only  wit- 
nesses relied  upon  by  plaintlfT  below  were 
Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wass,  and  as  both  of  such  wit- 
nesses testified  that  the  sum  named  as  con- 
sideration for  the  transfer  was  a  loan,  such 
testimony  must  be  accepted  as  conclusively 
proving  the  character  of  the  transaction.  We 
concede  the  general  proposition  that  no  per- 
son should  be  permitted  to  question  the  truth- 
fulness of  his  own  witnesses.  But  witnesses 
frequently  testify  to  facta  which  do  not 
warrant  the  conclusions  which  the  witnesses 
place  upon  such  facts.  The  court  was  bound 
to  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  whether  or  not,  In 
view  of  all  the  testimony  and  circumstances 
surrounding  the  transaction,  admitting  that 
the  testimony  of  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Wass  was 
true,  did  or  did  not  such  transaction  create 
the  relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  between 
the  parties?  We  can  readily  see  how,  under 
the  evidence,  the  court  could  arrive  at  either 
conclusion,  and  therefore  will  not  disturb  the 
Judgment 

BURFORD,  J.,  having  presided  at  the  trial 
In  the  court  below,  not  sitting;  the  other  Jus- 
tices concurring. 
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ABEL  T.  BLAIR. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1893.) 

Appeal — Record— Case   Made  —  Contradictioks 

—Failure  to  Serve  in  Time— Effect. 

1.  The  records  of  the  court,  incorporated  in- 
to a  case  made,  cannot  be  contradicted  by  other 
statements  contained  in  the  case  made. 

2.  Where  the  extensions  of  time  granted  by 
the  district  court,  or  judge  thereof,  have  once 
expired,  the  district  court,  or  the  judge  there- 
of, has  no  power  then  to  extend  the  time  for 
serving  a  case  made,  and  a  case  made,  served, 
signed,  and  settled  after  tlie  expiration  of  time 
is  void. 

3.  Where  a  case  made  has  been  held  void 
because  it  was  not  served  in  time,  and  where 
the  clerk  of  a  district  court  has  not  certifie<l  that 
the  copies  of  the  plea'dings,  findings,  and  con- 
clusions of  the  court,  as  contained  in  the  case 
made,  are  true  and  correct  copies  of  the  same 
as  shown  by  the  records  of  the  district  court, 
Hucli  record  cannot  be  considered  as  a  transcript 
of  the  record  of  the  court  below  upon  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  Judge  of  the  district  court,  at- 
tested by  the  derk,  that  the  pleadings,  orders, 
and  process  are  true  and  correct  copies  of  the 
originals. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county;  be- 
fore Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  W.  J.  Blair  against  Dick  Abel. 
There  was  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant brought  error.  The  case  was  dis- 
missed for  failure  to  serve  tbe  case  made  in 
time,  and  plaintiff  In  error  moves  that  the 
case  made  be  considered  as  a  transcript. 
Motion  denied. 

Wlsby  &  Homer,  for  appellant.  Huston 
&  Huston  and  J.  E.  Pld^ard,  for  appellee 

BIERER,  J.  To  the  petition  In  error  in 
this  case  Is  attached  the  original  case  made 
filed  In  the  court  below.  Upon  the  motion  of 
the  defendant  In  errw,  the  cause  was  dis- 
missed In  this  court  because  the  ca^ie  made 
was  not  served  in  time.  The  case  made, 
against  which  this  objection  was  offered, 
shows  that  the  judgment  of  the  court  below 
was  rendered  May  14,  1884,  and  that  motions 
for  a  new  trial  and  In  arrest  of  judgment 
were  made  and  overruled  the  same  day,  and 
the  defendant  allowed  60  days  In  which  to 
make  and  serve  a  case  made  for  the  supreme 
court;  that  on  July  3,  1894,  for  good  cause 
shown,  an  extension  of  the  original  time 
for  making  case  made  was  granted,  giving 
(K)  days'  time  from  tbe  date  thereof,  that  is, 
from  July  3,  1894,  In  which  to  make  a  case 
made  for  the  supreme  court  On  the  5th  day 
of  September,  1894,  the  judge  of  the  district 
court,  on  application  of  plaintiff  In  errw, 
again  extended  the  time  for  30  days  to  make 
and  serve  a  case  made,  and  the  case  made 
was  served  on  the  4th  day  of  October,  1894. 
Plaintiff  In  error  claims  that,  when  the  ex- 
tension of  time  to  make  a  case  was  made  by 
the  court  aa  July  3,  1894,  it  was  for  60  days' 
additional  time.  The  statement  In  the  case 
made  is  that  60  days'  additional  time  was 
given,  but  the  statement  also  Is  that  the  order 
of  the  court  making  such  extension  Is  shown 


by  the  journal  entry,  which  Is  set  out  In 
words  and  figures  following  the  statement  in 
the  case,  and  this  journal  entry  shows  that 
"it  Is  ordered  by  the  court  that  defendant 
have  an  extension  of  the  original  time  here- 
tofore granted  of  60  days  from  this  date  to 
make  a  case  made  for  the  supreme  court" 
The  statement  In  the  case  made,  that  60 
days'  additional  time  is  granted,  is  qualified 
by  the  further  statement  that  the  order  for 
the  same  la  therein  set  out  In  words  and 
figures,  and  this  wder  shows  that  tliis  60 
days  was  granted,  not  in  addition  to  the  time 
theretofore  granted,  but  that  the  time  was 
extended  (SO  days  from  the  3d  day  of  July, 
1894;  and  this  journal  entry,  taken  as  a  reo- 
ord  from  the  entries  of  the  orders  of  the 
court  not  only  shows  within  itself  that  the 
extension  of  time  granted  was  not  to  be  an 
additional  GO  days  from  the  3d  day  of  July, 
18&4,  but  only  60  days  from  that  date,  but  it 
also  is  a  record  of  the  court  that  cannot  be 
contradicted  by  any  statement  in  the  case 
made.  Territory  v.  Day  (Okl.)  37  Pac.  806. 
This  grant  of  additional  time,  made  cm 
July  3,  1894,  for  60  days,  expired  on  tlie  1st 
day  of  September,  1894,  and  the  judge  of  tbe 
district  court  had  no  power  on  September 
5,  1894,  to  grant  any  additional  time,  and  the 
service  of  the  case  made  and  the  settlement 
of  tbe  case  made,  served  after  the  time  for 
making  and  serving  same  bad  elapsed,  were 
void.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Koons,  26  Elan.  215; 
IngersoU  v.  Yates,  21  Kan.  90. 

To  this  case  made,  which  we  have  held 
void.  Is  attached  the  pleadings,  tbe  special 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law,  and 
exceptions  thereto  in  the  court  below,  and 
plaintiff  In  error  asks  that  the  errors  as- 
signed be  considered  up<m  this  record  by 
treating  it  as  a  transcript  instead  of  as  a 
case  made.  This  might  be  done  If  tbe 
copies,  or  purported  copies,  of  these  plead- 
ings, findings,  and  conclusi(»s  were  certified 
by  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  as  b^ng 
true  and  correct  copies  of  the  originals. 
Lauer  ▼.  Livings,  24  Kan.  273.  But  there  is 
nowhere  In  the  record  any  certificate  of  the 
clerk  of  the  district  court  that  they  are  true 
and  correct  copies.  There  la  attached  to 
this  record  the  certificate  of  the  judge  of  the 
district  court,  who  settled  the  case  made, 
"that  the  same,  as  above  set  forth,  and  as 
corrected  by  me,  is  true  and  correct,  and 
contains  a  true  and  correct  statement  of  all 
the  pleadings,  motions,  ord«s,  evidence,  find- 
ings, proceedings,  and  judgment  had  In  said 
cause,"  and  this  is  attested  by  the  cleric. 
This  attestation  of  the  clerk,  however,  does 
not  make  these  copies  a  transcript  The 
clerk  has  not  certified  that  they  axe  true 
and  correct  copies  of  the  original  pleadings, 
findings,  and  conclusions,  as  show^n  by  the 
record  in  the  court  below.  All  that  the  clerk 
has  done  in  this  case,  and  all  that  he  is  re- 
quired to  do  under  the  law,  Ig  to  attest  the 
case  made.  This  attestation  Is  not  a  certifi- 
cate that  the  things  therein  contained   are 
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trae  and  correct,  or  that  anything  that  may  be 
contained  in  the  case  made  is  true  and  cor- 
rect. All  that  the  cleric  does  Is  to  attest  the 
signature  of  the  Judge.  It  is  not  the  busi- 
ness of  the  clerk  to  examine  the  case  made 
to  see  whether  It  Is  correct  or  not,  and  even 
should  be  do  so,  and  find  that  it  was  incor- 
rect, what  power  would  he  have  to  so  certi- 
fy? The  law  gives  him  none.  He  would 
have  no  right  to  certify  that  the  facts,  which 
the  Judge  had  stated  were  true,  were  not 
correct,  as  shown  by  the  record.  His  only 
duty  Is  to  attest.— that  is,  to  witness,— the 
siirnature  of  the  Judge  who  settled  and  sign- 
ed the  case.  When  this  Is  done.  It  authenti- 
cates the  signature  of  the  Judge  to  the  cer- 
tificate to  the  case  made,  but  that  does  not 
make  the  Judge's  certificate  sufficient  to  treat 
the  record.  If  void  as  a  case  made,  as  a  tran- 
script of  the  record  in  the  court  below.  In 
the  case  of  Whitney  v.  Harris.  21  Kan.  96, 
tlie  case  was  taken  to  the  supreme  court  on 
a  bill  of  exceptions.  This  bill  of  exceptions 
was  held  to  be  Insufficient  as  such,  because  it 
did  not  contain  all  of  the  record  and  pro- 
ceedings of  the  court  below,  and  plaintiff  in 
error  then  asked  that  the  record  be  considered 
as  a  transcript,  but  the  supreme  court  denied 
this  request  upon  the  ground  that  the  certifi- 
cate of  the  clerk  to  the  bill  of  ezceptlona  did 
not  state  that  the  copies  contained  in  the  rec- 
ord were  true  and  correct  copies  of  the  original 
pleadings  and  proceedings  of  thecourt,  and  that 
the  certificate  of  the  judge  to  the  bill  of  excep- 
tions was  not  sufficient  to  entitle  the  record  to 
be  used  as  a  transcript.  The  court  in  this  case 
•aid:  "Besides,  the  Judge  does  not  have  author- 
ity to  certify  to  the  correctness  of  copies  of  the 
record,  or  copies  of  any  of  the  proceedings 
which  are  already  of  record.  It  Is  the  duty 
of  the  judge  only  to  see  that  the  original  rec- 
ord Is  made  up  properly,  and  that  it  speaks 
the  truth,  and  the  clerk  then  certifies  to  the 
correctness  of  copies  thereof,  or  to  copies  of 
portions  thereof.  But  the  clerk  does  not, 
and  has  not  In  this  case,  certified  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  copies  of  the  pleadings  copied 
into  this  bill  of  exceptions.  That  is,  while 
the  clerk  certifies  that  the  copy  of  the  bill 
of  exceptions  brought  to  this  court  Is  a  cor- 
rect copy  of  the  original  bill  of  exceptions, 
yet  he  does  not  certify  that  the  original  plead- 
ings or  proceedings,  or  any  of  them,  were 
correctly  copied  into  the  original  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, and  he  does  not  certify  that  the 
copies  of  pleadings  and  proceedings  found 
in  the  copy  of  the  bill  of  exceptions  brought 
to  this  court  are  true  copies  of  the  original 
pleadings  and  proceedings."  We  consider 
this  case  cited  squarely  in  point  with  the 
case  under  consideration,  and  it  compels  us 
to  deny  the  request  of  plaintiff  in  error  that 
this  record,  now  held  to  be  void  as  a  case 
made,  be  ccmsidered  as  a  transcript.  ▲  case 
made  simply  performs  the  office  of  bringing 
into  the  record  matters  not  otherwise  a  part 
of  the  record,  and  which  were  formerly 
brought  into  it  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  If 


a  case  made  is  not  served  In  time,  so  as  to 
make  It  valid,the  certificate  of  the  Judge  to 
the  case  made  cannot  be  held  sufficient  to 
bring  the  record  of  the  court  below  here  as  a 
transcript  The  motion  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  to  so  consider  the  record  is  denied,  and 
the  appeal  dismissed.  All  the  justices  con- 
curring, except  DALE,  J.,  nxit  sitting. 


CITY  OF  ODTHBIB  t.  NIX  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 
Actios  fok  Neoliqencb — Freedom  fbom  Coir- 

TKIBUTOKT     NEOLiaEMCB  —  FAII.UUB     TO     PLEAD 

— Aider  Br  Vebuict— Appeal — Onections  kot 
Kaised  Below. 

1.  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  adopt- 
ed from  the  state  of  Indiana,  and  in  force  in 
this  territory  under  the  Statutes  of  1890,  the 
rules  of  interpretation  and  construction  applied 
to  that  Code  by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana 
prior  to  its  adoption  here,  when  recognized  by 
it  as  settled  rules  of  interpretation  and  con- 
struction, will  be  applied  to  this  court;  and  un- 
der this  ruling  a  plaintiff  seeking  damages  for 
nef^Iigence  must  amrmatively  allege  in  hia  com- 
plaint that  he  did  not  contribute  to  the  injury 
complained  of  by  any  negligence  of  his  own. 

2.  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  adopt- 
ed from  the  state  of  Indiana,  and  in  force  in 
this  territory  under  the  Statutes  of  1890,  if  a 
material  avarment  be  (Knitted  from  the  com- 
plaint, the  complaint  may  he  questioned  for  the 
first  time  by  an  assignment  of  error  in  the  su- 
preme court,  upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, although  the  objection  naay  not  have  been 
raised  by  demurrer  in  the  court  below. 

3.  Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  here 
interpreted,  when  an  averment  material  to  the 
cause  of  action  has  been  imperfectly  op  de- 
fectively stated  in  the  pleadings,  but  yet  so 
that  proof  may  be  admitted  under  such  avei^ 
ment,  the  defect  will  be  cured  by  verdict,  but 
the  total  omission  of  a  material  averment  will 
not  be  cured  by  verdict. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

,   Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county. 

Action  by  Nix,  Halsell  &  Co.  against  fbe 
city  of  Guthrie  to  recover  damages  resulting 
from  a  defective  drain.  There  was  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiffs,  and  an  order  denying  « 
new  trial,  and  defendant  brings  error.  Re- 
versed. 

B.  T.  Halner  and  Morgan,  Pancoast  &  Bak- 
er, for  plaintiff  in  error.  Wlsby  &  Horner, 
for  defendants  in  error, 

McATBB,  J.  The  petition  In  this  case, 
filed  by  the  defendants  In  error,  plaintiffs  be- 
low, alleges  that  they  were  carrying  on  the 
wholesale  grocery  business  as  partners  in 
the  city  of  Guthrie  in  June,  1892,  and  prior 
thereto,  in  a  building,  including  Its  base- 
ment, on  lot  23  in  block  49  of  that  city;  that 
the  basement  was  accessible  from  above  by 
a  stairway  leading  from  the  sidewalk  In 
front  of  the  building,  and  that  the  building 
and  sidewalk  are  on  the  grade  of  Oklahoma 
avenue,  as  it  h^d  been  established  by  that 
city;  that  they  had  at  that  time  a  large 
amount  of  goods  and  merchandise  of  great 
value  stored  in  the  basement;  that  prior  to 
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the  brlnglngr  to  grade  of  Oklahoma  avenue, 
of  that  city,  the  land  lying  adjacent  to  block 
41),  on  which  the  building  waa  situated, 
drained  naturally  In  a  southerly  direction  by 
reason  of  the  slope  and  fall  of  the  ground 
to-wards  the  south;  that  the  rain  and  surface 
■water  which  fell  and  found  Its  way  to.  In. 
and  about  the  locality  of  said  block  49  found 
its  way  by  a  natural  flow  into  a  swale  or 
draw  which  then  Intersected  said  Oklahoma 
avenue  near  where  lot  23  Is  located,  and  then, 
by  way  of  said  swale  or  draw,  to  the  south; 
that  In  the  year  1891  the  city  of  Guthrie,  by 
Its  street  commissioners  and  other  officers 
and  agents,  brought  Oklahoma  avenue  to 
grade;  that  In  bringing  the  avenue  to  grade 
the  swale  or  draw  was  filled  at  the  point 
where  the  avenue  crosses  the  same  to  a 
height  of  about  eight  feet,  so  as  to  form  a 
dam  or  obstruction  across  the  swale  suffi- 
cient to  shut  off  and  prevent  the  natural  flow 
of  water  down  the  draw;  that.  In  order  to 
provide  a  way  of  egress  for  the  water  that 
would  accumulate  behind  said  embankment 
or  culvert,  a  drain  was  constructed  therein, 
which  was  entirely  inadequate  to  carry  ott 
the  water  of  usual  hard  rains,  and  that  after 
such  rains  water  accumulated  behind  the 
embankment,  and  that  there  was  no  ade- 
quate means  provided  for  the  water  to  pass 
off;  that  In  bringing  the  avenue  to  grade, 
the  grading  was  so  done  as  to  throw  the 
rain  which  might  fall  or  might  otherwise 
find  its  way  into  said  street  Into  shallow 
gutters  at  the  sides  thereof;  that  the  grad- 
ing of  the  avenue  was  such  at  and  near  said 
lot  23  as  to  cause  the  water  for  eight  blocks 
on  the  east  and  three  blocks  on  the  west 
thereof  to  flow  by  gravitation  to  a  common 
point  on  said  avenue,— that  is,  to  where  the 
said  swale  or  draw  formerly  intersected  said 
avenue,  the  intersection  of  Oklahoma  avenue 
and  Vine  street;  that  by  reason  of  the  col- 
lection of  a  large  amount  of  water,  and  the 
drainage  of  a  large  space  of  ground,  and  In 
the  inadequate  arrangement  of  culverts  and 
sewers,  the  water  of  common  and  usual  hard 
rains  was  caused  to  rise  and  stand  around, 
over,  and  above  the  said  swale  or  opening, 
and  to  flow  and  set  back  therefrom,  so  that 
at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  petition  and 
at  the  time  of  a  usual  hard  rain  the  water 
rose  and  flowed  back  over  Oklahoma  avenue 
so  as  to  flood  the  street  and  overflow  the  side- 
walk In  front  of  said  lot  23,  which  sidewalk 
had  been  built  In  a  substantial  and  work- 
manlike manner  upon  the  grade  established 
by  the  defendant  city,  and  that  the  water 
overflowed  the  sidewalk,  fell  and  flowed 
down  the  stairway  aforesaid,  and  ran  thence 
Into  the  basement  of  tlie  plaintiCTs'  premises, 
and  soaked  and  saturated  their  goods,  to  the 
damage  of  plaintiffs  in  the  sum  of  $1,000. 
The  petition  alleged  that  the  Injury  and  dam- 
age were  caused  by  the  wrongful  and  unlaw- 
ful actH  of  the  city,  and  by  the  negligence, 
carelessness,  and  unsklUfulnesa  of  the  city, 
its  officers  and  agents,  in  interfering  with  the 


natural  condition  of  the  land  about  the  prem- 
ises described,  so  as  to  produce  a  flow  and 
accumulation  of  water  at  the  place  mention- 
ed, without  providing  adequate  means  to  car- 
ry It  off  and  away.  The  complaint  did  not 
contain  any  averment  that  the  plaintiffs  were 
themselves  without  fault,  or  that  they  did 
not,  by  their  own  act,  contribute  to  the  in- 
jury. The  defendant  did  not  demur  to  the 
complaint,  but  answered  by  a  general  denial, 
and  by  an  averment  that  long  prior  to  the 
time  of  the  acts  complained  of  in  plaintiffs' 
petition,  and  when  the  building  was  con- 
structed which  the  plaintiffs  occupied  as  ten- 
ants, it  was  so  negligently  and  unskillfully 
constructed  that  the  whole  space  of  the  street 
In  front  of  the  building  was  used  as  a  side- 
walk, without  authority  from  the  city  of 
Guthrie,  and  that  the  sidewalk  had  been  ex- 
cavated to  the  full  depth  of  the  basement  of 
the  building,  which  was  9  or  10  feet  below 
the  grade  of  Oklahoma  avenue,  and  below 
the  surface  of  the  adjoining  property,  and 
that  It  was  by  reason  of  this  wrongful  exca- 
vation in  front  of  the  building  and  under  tlie 
sidewalk  which  caused  the  water  to  flow  into 
the  basement  of  the  building  occupied  by  the 
plaintiffs  that  the  loss  complained  of  was 
caused;  and  the  loss  complained  of  in  the 
petition.  If  any,  was  not  by  reason  of  the 
negligent  and  unskillful  manner  In  which  the 
sewer  was  constructed;  that  during  the 
time  that  plaintiffs  occupied  the  building 
they  had  full  knowledge  of  the  excavation 
under  the  sidewalk  in  front  of  the  building, 
and  that  the  excavation  and  drains  were 
wrongfully  and  negligently  allowed  to  re- 
main in  that  condition.  To  this  answer  the 
plaintiffs  filed  a  reply  containing  a  general 
denial.  The  case  was  tried  by  a  jury,  and 
a  verdict  returned  In  favor  of  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  sum  of  $500.  Motion  for  a  new  trial 
was  made,  and  overruled  by  the  court  below. 
Various  assignments  of  error  are  made  by 
the  plaintiffs  In  error,  one  of  which  alleged 
that  the  court  erred  in  overruling  plaintiffs 
in  error's  demurrer  to  the  petition  of  defend- 
ant in  error,  for  the  reason  that  the  same  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  action,  which  was  duly  excepted  to, 
and  now  assigned  as  error.  While  it  does 
not  appear  from  the  record  that  the  plaintiffs 
in  error,  before  answering,  or  otherwise  than 
by  this  assignment  of  error,  objected  to  the 
petition  for  insufficiency,  we  consider  this  as 
a  sufficient  assignment  of  error  upon  the 
point  contained  therein  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  the  question  to  the  attention  of  this 
court  And  under  this  assignment  of  error 
It  Is  argued  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that  the 
complaint  for  injury  done  to  the  property  by 
the  negligence  of  another  must  aver  that  Uie 
plaintiff  was  himself  without  fault.  The  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  contained  in  the  Statutes 
of  1S;)0  was  in  force  at  the  time  the  cause  of 
action  accruLii  in  this  case,  and  at  the  time 
suit  waa  brought.     This  Code  was  adoiJteJ 
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roles  ot  Interpretatloa  and  oonstrucdon  ap- 
plied to  It  by  the  supreme  court  of  that 
Btate  are  adc^ted  and  applied  as  the  prop- 
er tnlee  of  interpretation  and  constroctlon 
In  the  courts  of  the  territory.  It  has  been 
there  held  by  a  long  line  of  dedsions  ex- 
tending from  the  case  of  Town  of  Mt  Ver^ 
non  T.  DuBouchett,  2  Ind.  686,  down  to  the 
present  time,  that,  in  order  to  recover  f<Mr 
an  Injury  caused  by  the  negligence  or  care- 
lessness of  another,  Qie  complaint  must  show 
that  the  plaintifC  claiming  to  be  Injured  was 
himself  guilty  of  no  negligence  which  con- 
tributed to  the  Injury.  It  is  not  necessary, 
and  can  serve  no  good  purpose,  to  discuss  the 
correctness  of  the  reasoning  upon  which  this 
rule  is  foimded.  It  Is  based  upon  the  rule 
that  the  absence  of  contributory  negligence 
Is  a  part  of  the  plalntltTs  case,  and  not  a 
matter  of  defense.  This  does  nut  seem  to  us 
to  be  the  logical  view,  nor  has  it  been  the 
view  which  has  been  adopted  in  the  majority 
of  states,  nor  do  we  understand  that  the  view 
now  taken  is  that  Which  would  be  applied 
under  the  Code  of  ^irll  Procedure  now  in 
force.  But  it  is  cleaily  the  view  which  has 
been  adopted  in  the  state  of  Indiana,  and,  if 
so,  must  be  accepted  as  the  law  governing  the 
solution  in  this  case,  and  will  be  applied  ac- 
cordingly. It  was  said  in  Stevens  v.  Road 
Co.,  99  Ind.  393,  that:  "The  complaint  seeks 
to  recover  damages  for  negligence.  The  al- 
legation Is  that  the  defendant  'placed  barbed- 
wire  strands  along  his  fence  In  such  a  negli- 
gent and  careless  manner  that,'  etc.,  and 
there  Is  no  allegation  that  Injury  was  sus- 
tained without  the  fault  of  plaintiff,  and 
there  are  no  facts  averred  from  which  it 
may  be  inferred  that  the  plaintifl  was  with- 
out fault  Such  allegations  In  such  cases 
were  not  formerly  required.  They  are  not 
foimd  In  the  precedents  In  Chitty's  Pleading. 
But  ever  since  the  case  of  Town  of  Mt  Ver- 
non T.  Dusonchett  2  Ind.  686,  It  has  been  in- 
variably held  In  Indiana  that  a  complainant, 
seeking  damages  for  negligence,  most  show 
that  no  fault  of  the  plaintiff  contributed  to 
the  injury."  Pennsylvania  Co.  v.  Gallentlne, 
77  Ind.  322;  Mitchell  v.  Robinson,  80  Ind. 
281;  City  of  Bloomlngton  v.  Rogers,  83  Ind. 
261;  Town  of  RushvlUe  v.  Poe,  86  Ind.  83; 
Manufacturing  Co.  v.  MlUican,  87  Ind.  87; 
Gheens  v.  Golden,  90  Ind.  427;  Railroad  Co. 
T.  Lockridge,  93  Ind.  191;  Board  v.  Legg,  Id. 
623.  As  it  is  said  In  Railroad  Co.  v.  Pe- 
ters. 80  Ind.  171.  172:  "There  is  a  more 
foimldable  objection  to  the  paragraph.  It 
In  no  way  rebuts  contributory  negligence  in 
the  plaintiff.  It  nowhere  alleges  that  he  was 
without  fault  or  negligence;  nor  do  we  think 
the  facts  stated  snfflciently  show  that  he  was 
without  fault  or  negligence.  *  *  *  And  If 
there  Is  no  averment  In  the  complaint  of  that 
kind,  and  the  facts  stated  do  not  clearly  show 
tliat  the  plaintifl  was  witliout  fault  or  negli- 


gence, a  demurrer  will  also  Im  sastalned  to 
the  complaint;"  citing  Railroad  Oa  v.  Dexter, 
24  Ind.  411.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Indiana  that  the  com- 
plaint may  be  questioned  for  the  first  time 
by  an  assignment  of  error  in  the  supreme 
court  upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion, although  the  objection  may  not  have 
been  raised  by  demurrer  In  the  court  below. 
Beltman  v.  Schnek,  40  Ind.  93;  Bolster  v. 
Gatterlln,  10  Ind.  117;  Blacklege  v.  Bene- 
dick, 12  Ind.  369;  Bills  v.  MUler,  9  Ind.  210; 
Eayworth  v.  Junction  R.  Co.,  13  Ind.  348; 
Halderman  v.  Birdsall,  14  Ind.  804;  East^- 
day  V.  JToy,  Id.  871;  Strader  v.  ManviUe,  33 
Ind.  Ill;  Ford  v.  Booker,  63  Ind.  395;  Town 
of  Brazil  v.  Kress,  65  Ind.  14.  And  under  re- 
peated and  c(mstant  holdings  of  that  court 
as  set  forth  In  numerous  cases,  the  fact  that 
the  plaintiff  himself  exercised  ordinary  care, 
and  was  without  fault  is  a  fact  material  to 
the  recovery,  which  it  is  necessary  that  the 
plaintiff  should  allege  in  actions  of  this  char- 
acter, in  order  to  a  complete  statement  of  his 
cause  of  action. 

It  is  argued  by  the  defendant  In  error  that 
the  defect  if  one  existed,  was  cured  by  the 
verdict  The  case  of  Alford  v.  Baker,  53  Ind. 
279,  Is  cited  In  supjMrt  of  this  proposition. 
But  we  do  not  consider  that  this  contention 
can  be  sustained.  The  case  of  Alford  v. 
Baker  simply  sustains  the  general  proposi- 
tion that  where  an  averment  material  to  the 
cause  of  action  has  been  defectively  or  imper- 
fectly stated  In  the  pleadings,  but  yet  so  that 
proof  may  be  admitted  of  the  matter  so  stat- 
ed in  the  defective  allegation,  the  defect  will 
be  cured  by  the  verdict  It  Is  not  held  In 
that  case  that  the  total  omission  of  a  mate- 
rial averment  will  be  cured  by  verdict  which 
would  be  necessary  to  support  the  view  here 
contended  for.  We  find  the  rule,  as  stated 
herein,  to  have  been  one  generally  adopted 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Indiana;  and  while 
we  might  think  it  better  otherwise,  the  rule 
has  been  so  uniformly  laid  down  and  settled 
in  that  state  that  we  cannot  do  otherwise 
than  adopt  it  here  in  consonance  with  the 
rule  by  which  we  have  uniformly  accepted 
the  Interpretation  and  oonstractlon  placed 
upon  its  own  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Indiana.  But  since  the 
defect  was  not  called  to  the  attention  of  the 
trial  court  by  demurrer  before  answer,  we  do 
not  think  that  the  case  should  be  dismissed, 
and  the  order  will  be  that  the  case  be  re- 
manded, with  leave  to  the  defendants  to 
amend  tiielr  complaint  If  they  see  fit  to  do  so, 
and  make  the  necessary  averment  by  which 
they  may  affirmatively  allege  and  prove,  if 
they  can,  that  they  did  not  contribute  to  the 
cause  of  injury.  Other  assignments  of  error 
are  made^  but  It  is  not  necessaix  to  eonsldec 
them. 
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SHARPE,  Coonty  Treasurer,  et  al.  t.  ENGLE 
«t  al. 

(Snpreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    June  18,  18&i.) 
On  rehearing.     Denied. 
For  former  opinion,  see  39  Pac.  384. 

McATEE,  J.  (dissenting).  This  was  an  ac- 
tion In  the  district  court  of  Canadian  connty 
by  the  defendants  In  error  against  the  plain- 
tiffs In  error,  defendants  below,  in  which 
the  defendants  in  error  procured  a  restrain- 
ing order  from  the  district  court,  and  applied 
for  an  injunction  permanently  restraining 
the  collection  of  territorial  and  county  taxes. 
The  facts  upon  which  relief  was  sought  by 
the  defendants  in  error,  as  set  forth  in  the 
opinion  of  the  court  delivered  at  the  last 
term,  are  that  the  petitioners  were  the  "own- 
ers of  real  estate  and  personal  property  In 
Canadian  county  which  has  been,  by  the 
aRsessors,  listed  for  taxation  for  the  year 
1893,  and  that  on  the  3d  day  of  August,  1893, 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  of  said 
county  attempted  to  levy  taxes  for  the  var 
rlous  funds  In  said  county,  and  that  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  has  not  at 
any  time  made  a  levy  for  territorial  taxes, 
nor  a  levy  for  any  other  purpose  for  said 
year,  except  at  the  time  set  forth;  that  the 
defendant  Ernest  Sharpe  is  the  treasurer  of 
Canadian  county;  that  the  county  clerk  of 
said  county,  after  such  levy,  made  the  tax 
list  and  delivered  the  same  to  the  county 
treasurer  for  collection,  and  that  the  tax,  as 
levied  by  the  commissioners,  together  with 
an  additional  sum  of  four  mills  on  the  dol- 
lar for  territorial  purposes,  is  now  on  the 
books  of  the  treasurer  for  collection,  and  Is 
a  cloud  upon  the  title  of  the  plaintiffs'  prop- 
erty, and  that  the  treasurer  is  threatening 
to,  and  will,  unless  restrained,  issue  war- 
rants for  the  collection  of  the  same,  and 
cause  the  same  to  be  levied  upon  plaintiffs* 
property,  and  will  advertise  and  sell  plain- 
tiffs' real  estate,  to  their  Irreparable  dam- 
age." To  this  petition  the  defendants  Qled 
a  demurrer,  on  the  ground  that  the  court 
had  no  Jurisdiction  of  tlie  persons  of  the  de- 
fendants or  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  ac- 
tion, and  that  the  petition  did  not  set  forth 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. The  court  overrule<l  the  demurrer,  and 
rendered  Judgment  upon  the  petition,  enjoin- 
ing the  collection  of  taxes.  From  this  Judg- 
ment appeal  Is  taken. 

The  provisions  of  the  statute  under  which 
tlic  levy  of  taxes  In  question  was  made,  and 
from  wlilch  the  authority  to  levy  such  taxes  is 
derived,  if  It  exist  at  all,  from  sections  5027, 
.'>«>28,  art.  8,  p.  1046.  "Rate  of  Taxation  and 
I.evy,"  St.  Okl.  1893.  These  articles  read 
as  follows:  "Sec.  3.  On  the  third  Monday 
of  July  in  each  year  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  must  meet  In  the  county  seat 
to  levy  the  necessary  taxes  for  the  current 
fiscal  year,  and  they  may  levy  the  taxes  at 
any  time  after  the  said  third  Monday  of 


July  if  the  statement  from  the  territorial 
board  of  equalization  has  not  then  been  re- 
ceived, but  such  levy  must  not  be  postponed 
for  more  than  ten  days,  and  they  shall  levy 
the  taxed  as  herein  directed.  Sec.  4.  The 
rate  of  general  territorial  tax  sliall  be  as  di- 
rected by  the  territorial  board  of  equaliza- 
tion or  by  the  territorial  auditor;  but  if  such 
statement  or  levy  of  such  taxes,  as  herein- 
before directed,  has  not  been  received  by 
the  county  clerks  within  t^i  days  after  said 
third  Monday  of  July,  then  the  said  board  of 
county  commissioners  shall  levy  the  general 
territorial  taxes  at  the  rate  of  three  mills 
on  the  dollar  of  valuation." 

The  defendants  brought  the  case  here  up- 
on error.  It  was  presented  at  the  last  term 
of  court,  and  passed  upon,  the  Judgment  hav- 
ing been  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  to  sustain  the  demurrer  tn 
the  petition,  and  render  Judgment  for  the 
defendants,  in  which  all  the  Justices  concur- 
red, except  Burford,  J.,  not  sitting,  having 
presided  in  the  cause  below.  The  cause  is 
again  brought  to  this  term  upon  petition  for 
rehearing,  which  has  been  by  the  court  re- 
fused, and  the  application  dismissed,  to 
which  refusal  and  dismissal  I  now,  after  a 
fuller  consideration,  dissent. 

The  validity  of  the  levy  made  by  the  board 
of  county  commissioners  Is  the  point  at  is- 
sue. Had  the  county  commlssioDers  lawful 
authority  to  levy  the  tax  after  the  expira- 
tion of  the  time  provided  by  the  statute  for 
making  it?  The  determination  of  the  ques- 
tion depends  upon  whether  the  provision  of 
the  statute  fixing  the  time  was  directory  or 
mandatory;  that  is,  whether  it  was  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature,  by  fixing  the  limit 
of  time  within  which  it  was  provided  tliat 
the  levy  should  be  made,  merely  to  provide 
for  a  regular  and  orderly  procedure  on  the 
part  of  the  territorial  board  of  equalization 
and  the  board  of  county  commissioners,  or 
whether  it  was  mandatory,  limited  the  au- 
thority of  the  board  of  county  commisBloners 
Intended,  and  that  the  exercise  of  the  au- 
thority therein  provided  should  be  exercised 
within  the  time  prescribed,  or  not  at  all.  If 
the  provision  was  directory,  the  territorial 
board  of  equalization  having  failed  to  dis- 
charge its  duty  within  the  specified  time, 
and  the  duty  having,  by  express  provision, 
devolved  upon  the  board  of  county  commis- 
sioners, and  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers having  failed  to  discharge  the  duty  com- 
mitted to  it  within  the  time  specified,  that 
yet,  the  provisions  having  been  inserted  in 
the  statute  for  the  direction  and  conven- 
ience of  these  bodies,  and  for  the  sole  pur- 
pose of  promoting  their  regular  and  orderly 
procedure,  that  the  observance  of  the  limit 
of  time  is  not  material,  may  be  disregarded, 
that  the  statute  Is  merely  permissive  or  dis- 
cretionary, and  the  duty  committed  to  the 
boards  may  be  dlsclmrged  thereafter,  and 
be  authorized,  legal,  and  binding  upon  the 
taxpayer,  to  the  same  extent  as  if  the  power 
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bad  been  exercised  within  the  time  specified. 
If,  on  the  contrary,  the  statnte  Is  mandatory, 
the  anthority  provided  for  by  It  must  be  ex- 
ercised in  the  terms  and  within  the  time 
stated.  The  authority  is,  under  this  inter- 
pretation, limited  to  the  time  prescribed 
in  the  statute,  fails  If  not  exercised  prior  to 
the  expiration  of  the  time  speciflsd,  and  the 
provisions  are  imperative,  and  must  be 
strictly  obeyed.  If  the  latter  is  the  correct 
construction  of  the  statute,  the  exercise  of 
the  authority  after  the  time  specified  was 
without  authority,  and  the  levy  made  in 
this  case  is  void.  I  do  not  understand  that 
there  la  any  middle  ground.  The  limit  of 
time  is  compulsory,  mandatory,  and  essen- 
tial to  be  observed  In  order  to  the  lawful 
exercise  of  the  authority,  or  It  is  not.  It 
cannot  be  both  mandatory  and  directory. 
Several  principles  of  Interpretation  are  ap- 
plied to  the  solution  of  the  question.  In  the 
result  of  their  application,  I  am  unable  to 
agree  with  the  court 

By  chapter  70,  art  7,  "Territorial  Boards 
of  BquaUzation"  (section  5624)  §  1,  St  Okl. 
1893,  it  is  provided  that  "the  governor,  terri- 
torial auditor  and  secretary,  shall  constitute 
the  territorial  board  of  equalization,  and  said 
board  of  equalization  shall  hold  a  session  at 
the  capital  of  the  territory,  commencing  on 
the  first  Monday  of  July  of  each  year,  and  it 
shall  be  the  duty  of  said  board  to  examine 
the  various  county  assessments  and  to  equal- 
ize the  same,  and  decide  upon  the  rate  of  ter- 
ritorial tax  to  be  levied  for  the  current  year, 
tosetber  with  any  other  general  or  special 
terriiorlal  taxes  required  by  law  to  be  levied, 
and  to  equalize  the  levy  of  such  taxes 
throughout  the  territory.  And  shall  there- 
from find  the  percentage  that  must  be  added 
to  or  deducted  from  the  assessed  value  of 
each  county,  and  shall  then  order  the  per- 
centage so  found  to  be  added  to  or  subtract- 
ed from  the  assessed  values  of  each  of  the 
various  counties  of  the  territory,  and  shall 
notify  the  various  county  clerics  of  the  per- 
centage so  ordered  to  be  added  to  or  sub- 
tracted from  the  valuation  of  property  in 
their  respective  counties.  It  shall  then  be 
the  duty  of  the  various  county  clerks  to  add 
to  or  deduct  from  the  total  value  of  the  proj)- 
erty  assessed  to  each  party  the  percentage  so 
ordered  and  collect  the  taxes  accordingly. 
•  •  •"  This  section,  together  with  those 
sections  hereinbefore  recited,  provides  (1)  for 
the  creation  of  a  territorial  board  of  equaliza- 
tion, which  shall  examine  the  various  county 
assessments  and  "equalize  the  same,"  and 
"equalize  the  levy  of  snch  taxes  throughout 
the  territory";  and  (2)  that  "it  shall  then  be 
the  duty  of  the  various  county  clerks  to  add 
to  or  subtract  from  the  total  value  of  the 
proi>erty  assessed  to  each  party  the  percent- 
age so  ordered  and  to  collect  the  taxes  ac- 
cordingly"; and  (3)  "If  the  territorial  board 
of  equalization  or  the  auditor  fail  to  notify 
the  county  clerks  of  the  levy  of  such  taxes  as 
hereinbefore  directed  within  ten  days  after 


the  said  third  Monday  of  July,  that  then  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  shall  levy  the 
general  terrltcwlal  taxes  at  the  rate  of  three 
mills  on  the  dollar  of  valuation";  and  (4)  that 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  (a)  "must 
meet  in  the  county  seat  on  the  third  Monday 
of  July,"  and  (b)  "snch  levy  mnst  not  be  post- 
poned for  more  than  ten  days,"  and  (c)  "they 
shall  levy  the  taxes  as  hereinbefore  direct- 
ed"; and  (5)  by  necessary  inference,  as  well 
as  by  article  6,  p.  1014,  of  the  Statutes,  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  is  constituted 
a  board  of  equalization  for  the  county,  with 
the  power  to  assess  each  taxpayer  the  per- 
centage to  be  collected  from  him,  and  to  or- 
der the  collection  of  the  taxes  accordingly. 
For  the  discharge  of  the  duties  here  enjoined, 
these  boards  are  to  equalize  the  taxes,  and 
they  are  commanded  in  language,  the  imp«'- 
ative  character  of  which  Is  not  doubtful,  that 
(1)  "they  must  meet  in  the  coimty  seat  to 
levy  the  necessary  taxes  for  the  current  fiscal 
year  on  the  third  Monday  of  July";  and  (2) 
"that  such  levy  must  not  be  postponed  for 
more  than  ten  dajrs";  and  (3)  that  "they  shall 
levy  the  taxes  as  herein  directed." 

The  principles  which  distinguish  and  deter- 
mine, in  most  instances,  when  a  statute  Is 
simply  directory,  and  when  the  legislature 
means  that  it  shall  be  mandatory,  in  matters 
relating)  to  taxation,  were  declared  by  Chief 
Justice  Shaw  in  the  early  case  of  Torrey  v. 
Millbury,  21  Pick.  67,  as  follows:  "In  con- 
sidering the  various  statutes  regulating  the 
assessment  of  taxes,  and  the  measures  pre- 
liminary thereto,  it  is  not  always  easy  to  dis- 
tinguish which  are  the  conditions  precedent 
to  the  legality  and  validity  of  the  tax,  and 
which  are  directory  merely,  and  do  not  con- 
stitute conditions.  One  rule  is  very  plain  and 
well  settled,— that  all  those  measures  which 
are  intended  for  the  security  of  the  citizen, 
for  insuring  an  equality  of  taxation,  and  to 
enable  every  one  to  know,  with  reasonable 
certainty,  for  what  polls  and  for  what  real 
estate  he  is  taxed,  and  for  what  all  those 
who  are  liable  with  him  are  taxed,  are  con- 
ditions precedent,  and  If  they  are  not  observ- 
ed he  is  not  legally  taxed,  and  he  may  resist 
It  in  any  of  the  modes  authorized  by  law  for 
contesting  the  validity  of  the  tax.  But  many 
regulations  are  made  by  statute  designed  for 
the  information  of  assetisors  and  officers,  and 
intended  to  promote  method,  system,  and  uni- 
formity in  the  modes  of  proceeding,  the  com- 
pliance or  noncompliance  with  which  does  in 
no  respect  affect  the  rights  of  taxpaylng  citi- 
zens. These  may  be  considered  directory. 
OflScers  may  be  liable  to  legal  animadver- 
sion, perhaps  to  punishment,  for  not  observ- 
ing them,  but  yet  their  observance  is  not  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  validity  of  the 
tax."  The  distinction  here  made  has,  so  far 
as  it  goes,  been  followed  in  subsequent  cases 
by  most  of  the  courts.  It  was  declared  by 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in 
French  v.  Edwards,  13  Wall.  511  (Field,  J.), 
that  "there  are  undoubtedly  many  statutory^ 
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requlsitlona  Intended  for  the  guide  of  officers 
In  the  conduct  of  buslneas  deyolyed  upon 
them  which  do  not  limit  their  power,  or  ren- 
der Its  exerdse  In  diaregard  of  the  requisi- 
tions Ineffectual.  Such,  gienerally,  are  regu- 
lations designed  to  secure  order,  system,  and 
dispatch  in  proceedings,  and  by  disregard  of 
which  the  rights  of  parties  Interested  cannot 
be  injuriously  affected.  Provisions  of  this 
character  are  not  usually  regarded  as  man- 
datory unless  accompanied  by  negative 
words  Importing  that  the  act  required  shall 
not  be  done  In  any  other  manner  or  time  than 
that  designated.  But  when  the  requialtions 
prescribed  are  iutonded  for  the  protection  of 
the  dtlzen,  and  to  prevent  a  sacriilce  of  his 
property,  and  by  disregard  of  which  his 
rlj^ts  might  be,  and  generally  would  be,  In- 
juriously affected,  they  are  not  directory,  but 
mandatory.  They  must  be  foiiowed,  or  the 
acts  done  will  lie  Invalid.  The  power  of  the 
officer  In  all  such  cajses  Is  limited  by  the 
measure  and  conditions  prescribed  for  its  ex- 
ercise." It  Is  stated  by  Judge  Cooley,  In  his 
work  on  Taxation  (page  283),  that  "the 
phraseology  of  the  statute  may  sometimes 
aetUe  this  question  vary  conclusively.  If  by 
the  use  of  negative  words  it  requires  a  par- 
ticular proceeding  to  be  taken  in  a  particular 
time  or  manner,  and  makes  it  void  If  not  so 
done,  or  gives  It  effect  provided  it  is  so  done, 
or  declares  that  unless  It  Is  taken  subsequent 
proceedings  shall  not  be  had,  or  iHrohibits  Its 
being  done  except  at  the  time  the  statute  pre- 
scribes, or  if  any  terms  plainly  Imperative 
are  employed,  the  Intent  is  clear,  and  no  dis- 
cretion can  be  permitted  In  construction." 
The  statemoit  of  the  law  here  extracted  from 
the  work  of  Judge  Cooley,  and  the  opinion  of 
Judge  Field,  are  those  which  are  adopted  as 
authorities  and  quoted  into  the  opinion  of  the 
court  In  this  case  as  authoritative  expositions 
of  the  law.  They  appear  to  follow  In  their 
language,  but  with  added  distinctions,  the 
opinion  of  Chief  Justice  Shaw.  I  do  not  draw 
from  them  the  conclusions  which  are  adopted 
as  the  views  of  the  court  herein.  It  Is  here 
declared  by  Judge  Field  that,  even  In  the 
case  of  "statutory  requisitions  intended  for 
the  guide  of  officers  In  the  conduct  of  busi- 
ness, and  which  do  not  limit  their  power,  and 
which  are  regulations  deslgne<l  to  secure  or- 
der, system,  and  dispatch  In  proceedings, 
and  by  disregard  of  which  the  rights  of  par- 
ties interested  cannot  be  injuriously  affect- 
ed," they  "are  directory,"  and,  furtba-,  that 
"provisions  of  this  character  are  not  usually 
regarded  as  mandatory  unless  accompanied 
by  negative  words  Importing  that  the  act  re- 
quired shall  not  be  done  in  any  other  manner 
or  time  than  that  designated."  Since  the  stat- 
ute under  consideration  provides  that  "such 
levy  must  not  be  postponed  for  more  than 
ten  days,"  It  appears  plainly  to  provide  by 
"negative  words  importing  that  the  act  re- 
quired [the  levy  of  the  taxes]  shall  not  be 
done  In  any  other  •  •  •  time  than  that 
designated,"  and  appears,  to  my  Judgment, 


In  the  language  of  Judge  CSooIey,  to  "pro- 
hibit Its  being  done  accept  at  the  time  the 
statute  prescribes,  •  •  •  and  that  by  the 
use  of  negative  words  it  requires  a  particular 
proceeding  to  be  taken  in  a  particular  time, 
and  makes  It  void  If  not  so  dona"  And  when 
the  territorial  board  of  equalization  has  fail- 
ed to  discharge  its  duty  of  equalization,  and 
the  duty  has  devolved  upon  the  board  of 
county  commissioners,  and  that  board  pro- 
ceeds to  levy  the  taxes,  territorial  and  county. 
Involving  the  function  of  equalization  of  the 
taxes,  it  appears,  in  my  Judgment,  to  fall 
within  the  prohibition  set  forth  In  the  opinion 
of  Judge  Shaw  that  "one  rule  is  very  plain 
and  well  settled,— that  all  those  measures 
which  are  Intended  for  the  security  of  the 
citizen,  for  Insuring  the  equality  of  taxatl<»i, 
•  •  •  are  conditions  precedent,  and  if  they 
are  not  observed  he  Is  not  legally  taxed,  and 
he  may  resist  It  in  any  of  the  modes  authorlssed 
by  law  for  contesting  the  validity  of  the  tax," 
—and  to  fall  under  the  prohibition,  as  ex- 
pressed by  Judge  Field,  that  "when  the  requi- 
sitions prescribed  are  intended  for  the  protec- 
tion of  the  citizen,  and  to  prevent  a  sacrifice 
of  his  property,  and  by  disregard  of  which  bis 
rights  might  be,  and  generally  would  be.  In- 
juriously affected,  they  are  not  directory,  but 
mandatory.  They  must  be  followed,  or  the 
acts  done  will  be  invalid."  And  when  tbe 
statute  declares,  with  its  "must,"  that  tbe 
board  of  county  commissioners  "must  meet" 
at  the  time  specified,  for  the  purimse  of  a 
"levy  of  necessary  taxes,"  and  that  "sucb 
levy  must  not  be  postponed  for  more  tban 
ten  days,"  and  that  "they  shall  levy  the  taxes 
as  herein  directed."  the  language  is  man- 
datory, and  that  Just  such  language  vcas 
meant,  upon  the  authority  of  Judge  Cooley, 
by  his  statement  of  the  law  that,  "if  any 
terms  plainly  imperative  are  employed,  the 
Intent  Is  clear,  and  no  discretion  can  be  per- 
mitted In  construction." 

The  authorities  cited  in  the  learned  opin- 
Ion  of  the  court,  and  adopted  by  the  court, 
seem  themselves  to  establish  the  fact  that 
the  statute  is  mandatory,  and  that  the  time 
limited  In  the  statute,  in  the  terms  of  which 
it  Is  set  forth,  clearly  indicate  that  the  levy 
of  the  tax  within  the  time  specified  was  a 
condition  precedent,  and  that  the  condition 
not  having  been  fuUtlled  within  the  time 
limited,  the  authority  of  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  ceased,  in  the  first  place,  be- 
cause the  provision  was  a  measure  wblcb 
was  "Intended  for  insuring  an  equality  oC 
taxation";  in  the  second  place,  because  It 
was  "Intended  for  the  security  and  protec- 
tion of  the  citizen  upon  whom  the  taxes  are 
sought  to  be  Imposed";  In  the  third  place, 
because  Its  "terms  are  plainly  imperative, 
and  the  intent  clear,"  and  that,  with  these 
conditions  "no  discretion  can  be  permitted 
in  construction."  There  Is  no  diversity  of 
opinion  upon  the  points  enunciated  by  tbe 
above  authorities,  but,  in  tbe  fourth  place, 
the  authorities  are  uniform  and  to  the  point 
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that  when  negatiye  vorda  are  nsed  In  a 
•tatute,  restricting  the  mode  of  procedure 
iM  to  public  officers,  relating  to  time  and 
jianner,  the  direction  as  to  time,  as  well  as 
manner,  is  mandatory,  and  learea  the  pub- 
lic officer  so  directed  without  discretion.  He 
mtiat  exercise  the  authority  given  within  the 
time  prescribed,  and  if  it  Is  not  exercised 
until  after  the  time  prescribed  the  act  is 
"Old.  It  is  said  in  Anderson's  Law  Diction- 
ary that  "provisions  (rf  this  character  are 
not  mandatory  unless  accompanied  by  nega- 
tive words  Importing  that  the  act  shall  not 
be  done  In  any  other  manner  than  that  des- 
ignated." In  d^verlng  the  opinion  of  the 
court  In  Bladen  v.  Philadelphia,  60  Pa.  St 
400,  Judge  Sharswood  expresses  the  doctrine 
In  the  following  manner:  "It  would  not, 
perhaps,  be  easy  to  lay  down  any  general 
rale  as  to  when  the  provisions  of  a  statute 
are  merely  directory  and  whMi  mandatory 
or  imperative.  "When  the  words  are  afBrma- 
tlve,  and  relate  to  the  manner  In  which  pow- 
«r  or  Jurisdiction  vested  in  a  public  officer 
<.r  body  is  exercised,  and  not  to  the  limits 
ct  the  power  or  Jurisdiction  Itself,  they  may 
te,  and  often  have  been,  construed  to  be 
directory;  but  negative  words,  which  go  to 
the  power  or  jurisdiction  Itself,  have  never, 
that  I  am  aware  of,  been  brought  within 
that  category.  'A  clause  is  directory,'  says 
Taunton,  J.,  'when  the  provisions  contain 
mere  matter  of  direction,  and  no  more,  but 
■301  so  when  they  are  followed  by  words 
of  positive  prohibition.' "  And  it  is  held  in 
Pishon  V.  Smith,  10  Iowa,  218,  that  "It  is 
a  general  rule  of  law  that  statutes  directing 
the  mode  of  procedure  of  public  officers,  re- 
lating to  time  and  manner,  are  directory; 
but  this  proposition  is  not  applicable  when 
the  statute  uses  negative  words  restricting 
the  action,  or  when  there  is  something  plain- 
ly showing  a  different  intent."  And  Judge 
Cooley,  in  his  work  on  Constitutional  Limita- 
tions (6tb  Ed.,  p.  92),  cited  above,  had  de- 
clared the  doctrine  as  it  is  here  understood 
to  be:  "And  if  the  act  is  performed,  not  in 
the  time  or  In  the  precise  mode  indicated,  it 
may  still  bo  sufficient.  If  that  which  is  done 
accomplishes  the  substantial  purpose  of  the 
statute.  But  this  rule  presupposes  that  no 
ne^tive  words  are  employed  in  the  stat- 
ute which  expressly  or  by  necessary  implica- 
tion forbid  the  doing  of  the  act.  at  any 
other  time  or  In  any  other  manner  than  us 
directed.  Even  as  thus  laid  down  and  re- 
stricted, the  doctrine  Is  one  to  be  applied 
with  much  circumspection;  for  it  Is  not  to 
be  denied  that  the  courts  tiave  Bometlmes,  in 
their  anxiety  to  sustain  proceedings  of  care- 
less or  Incompetent  officers,  gone  very  far 
In  substituting  a  Judicial  view  of  what  was 
eraential  for  that  declared  by  the  legisla- 
ture." It  is,  however,  argued,  in  behalf  of 
the  view  taken  by  the  court,  that  the  stat- 
ute is  directory  and  not  mandatory,  inas- 
much as.  If  the  county  commissioners  faile<l, 
declined,  or  refused  to  make  the  levy  at  the 


time  at  which  they  were  directed  to  do  en 
by  the  statute,  they  might  thereafter  be 
compelled  to  do  so  by  a  writ  of  mandamus, 
upon  application  of  any  person  being  a  cred- 
itor of  the  county  or  territory,  and  entitled 
to  be  paid  out  of  the  taxes  which  should  have 
been  properly  levied  at  that  time.  The  ar- 
gument is,  as  I  think,  erroneous,  in  this: 
that,  if  the  statute  is  mandatory,  when  the 
time  expired  within  which  the  levy  should 
have  been  made  the  lawful  authority  of  the 
county  commissionerB  was  gone,  and  no  Ju- 
dicial action  or  authority  could  revive  or  ex- 
tend the  expired  Jurisdiction.  The  argu- 
ment proceeds  upon  the  assumption  that  the 
authority  to  levy  taxes  would  still  exist  in 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  after  the 
expiration  of  the  time  prescribed  for  the 
levying  of  the  taxes,  and  that  the  statute  is 
directory,  which  is  the  thing  to  be  proved. 
I  understand  that  upon  the  expiration  of 
the  time  specified  the  power  of  levying  the 
tax  is  gone.  Mandamus  wfll  not  Issue  to 
c(.mpel  the  exercise  of  an  authority  which 
does  not  exist. 

It  is  said  in  the  case  of  Bohler  v.  Yerdery 
(Ga.)  19  S.  E.  36,  that,  "by  section  839  of 
the  Code,  the  tax  receiver,  when  dissatisfied 
with  a  return  to  him  on  oath,  is  required  to 
assess  the  property  within  thirty  days  after 
the  return  is  made.  If  for  any  cause  he 
omits  to  do  this,  he  cannot  do  it  afterwards, 
nor  can  any  court,  for  any  reason,  confer 
that  power  upon  him.  •  •  »  The  courts 
cannot  enlarge  or  extend  the  scope  of  the 
statute  by  granting  further  time.  If  the  tax 
receiver  fails  to  act  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed." And  In  Wells  v.  Commissioners 
(Md.)  26  Ati.  358,  that,  "the  time  fixed  by 
statute  for  levying  a  tax  having  expired,  the 
authority  for  making  the  tax  is  ended,  and 
therefore  mandamus  will  not  issue  to  compel 
It."  And  In  Martin  v.  McDlarmld  (Ark.)  17 
S.  W.  877.  that  "where  the  statute  of  a 
state  prescribes  a  certain  time  for  the  levy- 
ing court  to  convene  and  levy  taxes,  a  levy 
by  It  at  any  other  time  Is  Invalid,  though  It 
may  have  convened  and  made  the  levy  at 
such  time,  under  a  mandamus  from  a  federal 
court."  The  power  to  take  the  property  of 
the  people— to  make  an  appropriation  of  pri- 
vate property  for  public  uses  by  taxation— is 
a  statutory  provision,  and  must  be  strictly 
construed.  Without  the  provision  of  the 
statute  it  does  not  exist  It  exists.  If  at  all, 
only  as  it  Is  expressed  in  plain  terms  in 
those  provisions.  If  the  right  to  exercise  pow- 
er given  by  the  statute  In  a  particular  way 
be  doubtful,  It  does  not  exist.  In  the  stat- 
ute now  before  the  court  for  construction,  it 
having  been  provided  that  "the  board  of  coun- 
ty commissioners  must  meet"  at  a  certain 
time  to  make  the  levy  of  taxes,  and  "such 
levy  must  not  be  postponed  for  more  than 
ten  days,"  and  it  haying  also  been  provided 
that  "they  shall  levy  the  taxes  as  herein  di- 
rected," the  authority  to  make  the  levy  de- 
pends upon  Its  provisions,  and  out  of  them 
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It  mnst  come,  if  at  all.  And,  applying  the 
principles  which  have  been  above  cited,  how 
can  the  statute  be  Interpreted  to  be  directo- 
ry only,  be  Interpreted  to  authorize  the  ex- 
ercise of  an  authority  at  a  time  other  than 
that  specified  for  the  discharge  of  the  duty, 
which  expressly  prohibits  its  postponement, 
which  relates  to  the  equalization  of  taxes, 
and  therefore  to  the  levy  of  taxes  upon  the 
property  of  the  taxpayer,  in  violation  of  the 
settled  rule  of  law,  to  which  I  find  no  ex- 
ception, that,  when  negative  terms  are  used, 
no  statutory  authority  to  tax  has  ever  been 
found  to  be  directory  only,  In  which  the 
power  Is  limited  by  a  prohibition  expressed 
In  negative  terms.  Judge  Cooley  says  that 
"executive  and  ministerial  ofiScers  enforce 
the  tax  laws;  but,  in  doing  so,  they  must 
keep  strictly  within  the  authority  those  laws 
confer,  and  they  cannot  add  to,  or  vary  In 
the  slightest  degree,  any  tax  lawfully  levied. 
They  neither  have  nor  can  have  any  'roving 
commission  to  levy  and  collect  taxes  from 
the  people  without  authority  of  law,  but 
[they]  can  onlv  do  bo  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  law,  which  should  be  the  gov- 
erning rule  for  their  conduct  in  levying  taxes 
In  all  cases.'  "  Cooley,  Tax'n  (2d  Ed.)  p.  42; 
Barlow  v.  Ordinary,  47  Ga.  639-C42;  Vail  v. 
Bentlej-,  23  N.  J.  Law,  532;  Stetson  v. 
Kempton,  13  Mass.  272;  Webster  v.  People, 
08  111.  343.  "The  right  to  take  private  prop- 
erty in  any  form  without  the  consent  of  the 
owner  is  a  high  prerogative  of  sovereignty, 
and  must  be  strictly  construed.  •  •  •  The 
power  cannot  be  made  by  doubtful  inference. 
•  *  •  Nothing  short  of  express  words  or 
necessary  implication  will  answer  the  pur- 
posa  •  *  •  Municipal,  like  private,  cor- 
I>orations,  must  act  within  the  limitations  pre- 
scribed by  the  sovereign  power;  and  they 
cannot  impose  a  charge  upon  the  person  or 
property  of  individuals  without  proceeding 
In  the  manner  prescribed  by  law."  Sharp 
V.  Spelr,  4  IIIU,  81.  "The  courts  have  no 
rightful  authority,  by  mere  construction,  to 
aid  the  defective  execution  of  a  power  given 
or  created  exclusively  by  statute,  nor  to  dis- 
pense with  those  formalities  which  the  leg- 
islature has  seen  fit  to  provide  for  its  due 
execution."    Best  v.  Gholson,  89  111.  405. 

It  will  not  be  questioned  that  tliese  are 
correct  statements  of  principles  of  statutory 
construction.  The  time  specified  in  the  stat- 
ute having  expired,  the  authority  vested  in 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  to  levy 
the  taxes  is  gone,  unless  it  is  continued  by 
express  words  or  necessary  implication. 
There  are  no  express  words  in  the  statute 
extending  the  authority.  Is  it  by  neces- 
sary implication  that  the  authority  contin- 
ues? According  to  my  view,  the  judgment 
of  the  court  In  declaring  the  authority  still 
existed  after  the  expiration  of  the  time  spec- 
ified in  the  statute  is  doing  so  through  doubt- 
ful Inference,  and,  If  this  is  correct,  is  aid- 
ing the  defective  execution  of  a  power  cre- 
ated exclusively  by  statute,  and  is  dispensing 


with  the  formalities  wblcb  the  legislature 
has  seen  fit  to  provide  for  its  due  execution, 
and,  in  doing  so,  is  sustaining  the  proceed- 
ings of  careless  or  incompetent  officers,  and 
is  thus  substituting  a  Judicial  view  for  that 
which  was  declared  by  the  legislature,  and 
is  authorizing  the  taking  of  private  prop- 
erty of  the  defendants  without  their  consent, 
and  outside  of  any  authority  contained  in 
the  statute.  The  case  of  Mills  y.  Johnson, 
17  Wis.  617,  relied  upon  in  the  opinion  of 
the  court  as  a  sure  guide  to  the  construction 
of  this  statute,  states:  "On  the  first  Monday 
of  July,  or  within  ten  days  thereafter,  the 
common  council  should  determine  the  amount 
of  taxes  and  levy  the  same;  and  that  the 
return  of  the  assessment  rolls  in  the  month 
of  August,  and  the  levying  of  the  taxes  on 
the  2Uth  of  July,  did  not  invalidate  the  taxes 
or  render  the  proceedings  void,"— and  does 
not  Justify  the  conclusion  drawn  from  it, 
that  our  statute  is  directory  as  to  time.  The 
opiuion  of  the  court  construes  a  statute  dis- 
similar in  its  terms  to  that  in  question 
here,  and  affords  no  safe  support  to  the  con- 
clusion drawn  In  this  case.  The  Wisconsin 
statute  Is  not  imperative  In  Its  terms,  nor 
does  it  provide  by  a  negative  prohibition 
that  the  proceeding  shall  not  be  postponed  to 
a  later  day,— terms  of  such  a  character  as 
that.  In  the  language  of  Judge  Cooley,  "no 
discretion  can  be  permitted  in  construction." 
In  the  case  of  WIngate  v.  Ketner  (Wash.) 
35  Pac.  502,  the  court  found  the  fact  to  be 
that  "the  ordinance  in  question  fairly  ap- 
pears to  have  been  passed  within  the  thirty 
days  provided  by  the  statute."  The  expres- 
sions of  opinion  in  that  case  were  therefore 
obiter  dicta,  not  binding  upon  the  courts  of 
that  state,  nor  instructive  as  a  guide  to 
the  courts  of  any  other.  It  is  my  convic- 
tion, in  making  a  decision  which  will  author- 
ize the  board  of  county  commissioners  to 
disrcgai'd  the  imperative  commands  of  tlie 
statute,  limiting  the  authority  of  the  boards 
by  the  negative  prohibitions  In  the  matter 
in  which  the  equalization  of  ta.xes  of  the 
territory  and  county  are  involved,  and  the 
security  and  protection  of  the  citizen  are  at 
stake,  that  an  authority  is  conferred  by  the 
court  not  provided  for  by  the  legislature  in 
the  statute.  I  think  that  the  Judgment  of 
the  lower  court  was  correct,  and  should  be 
affirmed. 


GOIiDEN  et  al.  v.  CITY  OF  GUTHEIE  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    March  5,  1895.) 
iMJCNCTtox— Restraining  Enfokcbmekt   of  Or- 
DiSASCE— Remedy  at  Law. 
1.  Injnnotion  will  not  lie  to  restrain  a  city 
and  its  proper  authorities  from  proceeding  to  en- 
force and  punish,  by  fine  aod  imprisonment,  the 
violation  of  an  ordinance  which  provides  that, 
before  any  persons  shnll  conduct  a  private  or 
public  anction,  or  conduct  the  business  of  sell- 
ing bankrupt  or  other  stock  of  goods  at  public 
or  private  auction,  such  persons  shall  pay  the 
sum  of  five  dollars  per  day  to  the  city  treasurer 
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for  each  day  mA  basinesa  is  carried  on,  and 
that  the  Tiolation  thereof  shall  be  considered  a 
misdemeanor,  and  shall  be  punished  by  fine  and 
imprisonment. 

2.  Such  proceeding  is  quasi  criminal  in  its 
character,  and  for  this  reason  the  equitable  ju- 
risdiction will  not  be  exercised  by  injunction; 
and.  in  the  second  place,  its  validity  may  be 
tested  by  a  direct  appeal  from  the  decision  of 
the  police  court.  If  the  ordinance  is  invalid,  it 
will  constitute  no  defense  in  an  action  for  dam- 
ages. The  plaintiff  in  error  has  a  plain,  ade- 
quate, and  complete  remedy  at  law,  and  there 
is  no  ground  for  the  interference  of  equity. 
(SyUabns  by  the  Court.) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  M.  Golden  and  3.  W.  MillCT, 
partners  as  M.  Golden  &  Co.,  against  the 
city  of  Guthrie  and  others.  Demurrer  to  the 
petition  sustained,  and  plaintiffs  bring  er- 
ror.   Affirmed. 

Harper  S.  Cunningham,  for  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror. B.  T.  Hainer  and  Green  &  Strang,  for 
defendants  in  error. 

McATEE,  J.  This  action  was  begun  by  the 
plaintiff  company  (plaintiffs  in  error  here) 
to  enjoin  the  city  of  Guthrie  and  others.  Its 
officers,  the  defendants  iu  error,  from  enfor- 
cing a  city  ordinance  providing  for  the  pay- 
ment of  occupation  taxes  upon  auctioueere 
and  merchants  who  engage  in  the  sale  of 
merchandise  at  public  auction.  The  case  was 
tried  In  the  court  below  on  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition,  upon  the  ground  that  the  petition 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a 
cause  of  acti<m.  The  court  sustained  the 
demurrer,  and  the  plaintiff  in  error  assigns 
error  In  such  ruling.  The  petition  alleges  the 
copartnership  of  the  plaintiffs,  describing 
tlieir  business  as  that  of  retail  dealers  in 
merchandise,  doing  business  In  the  city  of 
Gatlirie;  that,  as  such  retail  dealers,  the 
city  of  Guthrie  exacted  from  them,  and 
they  paid  to  it,  a  license  tax  of  $2o  for  car- 
rying oa  their  business  for  the  month  of 
February,  1805;  and,  while  the  plaintiff  firm 
held  such  license  from  the  city,  and  expect- 
ing to  be  allowed  to  use  the  same,  they  made 
large  purchases  of  goods,  wares,  and  mer- 
chandise to  replenish  their  former  stock  ot 
merchandise,  and,  at  the  times  therein  men- 
tioned, had  on  hand  a  large  stock  of  goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  for  sale  at  their 
place  of  business;  that,  on  tlie  7th  day  of 
February,  1895,  the  city  of  Guthrie,  by  Its 
mayor  and  council,  by  resolution  revoked 
the  said  license-tax  certificate  so  Issued  to 
plaintiffs  for  the  month  of  February,  without 
notice  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  without  cause  or 
excuse  therefor,  and  thereupon  passed  an  or- 
dinance taxing  the  business  of  plaintiffs  at 
the  rate  of  $1,800  per  annum,  and  providing 
severe  penalties  for  a  violation  thereof,  and 
immediately  thereafter  arresttnl  and  fine<l 
the  plaintiffs  for  carrying  on  their  business 
in  Tiolation  of  the  terms  thereof,  which  cases 
the  plaintiffs  duly  appealed  to  the  district 
court;    that,  as  soon  as  the  city  ordinance 


went  into  effect,  the  plaintiffs  duly  made 
their  application  thereunder,  and  as  required 
by  sections  2  and  3  of  said  ordinance,  and 
were  informed  that  they  would  be  required 
to  pay  a  license  tax  of  $420  for  the  balance 
of  the  current  year,  ending  April  30,  1883, 
and  that  the  license  would  not  be  issued  tor 
a  less  sum  for  said  time;  that  plaintiffs  ten- 
dered to  said  city  government  the  sum  of 
9G,  as  merchants,  and  $15,  as  auctioneers, 
as  license  tax  for  their  said  business  for  said 
tmexplred  year,  which  sums  were  the  full 
amount  of  license  exacted  from  any  mer- 
diant  or  auctioneer  doing  business  in  said 
city;  that  said  sums  were  by  the  said  city 
government  rejected  and  refused;  and  tliat 
said  ordinance  had  been  passed  at  the  insti- 
gation, and  upon  the  petition,  of  the  com- 
petitors in  the  business  of  plaintiffs,  and  for 
the  express  purpose  of  closing  up  and  forcing 
them  to  go  out  of  th^r  business  as  retail 
dealers;  that  the  business  engaged  in  by  the 
plaintiffs  was  an  honest  business,  and  was 
BO  recognized  by  all  men,  and  that  the  exac- 
tion by  said  city  of  Guthrie  of  a  license  tax 
of  more  than  $1,800  per  annum  would  ef- 
fectually prohibit  and  close  up  their  busi- 
ness; that  said  business  was  a  permanent 
business,  and  was  organized  for  the  pur- 
pose of  carrying  on  a  permanent  auction 
store;  that  said  tax  was  oppressive  and  un- 
just, and  many  times  greater  than  that  re- 
quired to  be  paid  by  any  other  business;  that 
plaintiffs  had  no  adequate  remedy  at  law; 
wherefore  they  prayed  for  a  temporary  in- 
junction. The  authority  of  the  city  govern- 
ment of  the  city  of  Guthrie  to  Impose  the 
license  tax  referred  to  arises  under  section. 
0  of  the  organic  act  of  the  territory  of  Okla- 
homa (page  41,  St  Okl.  18'J3),  which  provides 
as  follows:  "The  legislative  power  of  the  ter- 
ritory shall  extend  to  all  rightful  subjects  of 
legislation,  not  inconsistent  with  the  consti- 
tution and  laws  of  the  United  States,  •  •  • 
provided,  that  nothing  herein  shall  be  held 
to  prohibit  the  levying  and  collecting  license 
or  special  taxes  in  the  territory,  from  persons 
engaged  In  any  business  therein,  if  the  leg- 
islative power  shall  consider  such  taxes  nec- 
essary." The  authority  here  given  to  the  leg- 
islature was,  by  page  169,  c.  14,  art.  3,  § 
19,  St.  OkL  1893,  deputed  to  cities  of  the  first 
class,  as  follows:  "The  city  council  shall 
have  authority  to  levy  and  collect  a  license 
tax  on  auctioneers,  »  •  •  merchants  of 
all  kinds.  •  •  •"  And,  by  section  20,  tliat: 
"All  license  taxes  shall  be  regulated  by  or- 
dinance. •  •  •  No  license  shall  bo  issued 
until  the  amount  prescribed  therefor  shall  be 
paid  to  the  city  treasurer." 

The  ordinance  referred  to  was  enacted  by 
the  city  council  of  Guthrie  on  the  7th  day  of 
February,  1895,  which  provides  that: 

"Section  1.  Before  any  person  or  persons, 
firm  or  corporation  shall  sell,  or  exi)osc  for 
sale,  at  public  or  private  auction  in  the  city 
of  Guthrie,  any  bankrupt  or  other  stock  of 
goods,  wares  or  merchandise;    and  before 
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amy  merchandise  of  any  character  whatever 
shall  t)e  exposed  for  sale  at  public  or  private 
auction  by  any  person  or  persons,  firm  or 
corporatlMi  In  said  city,  the  owner  ae  owners . 
thereof  shall  first  obtain  and  take  out  a 
license  for  the  sale  of  such  goods,  wares  or 
merchandise  at  public  or  private  auction, 
and  shall  pay  for  said  license  the  sum  of 
five  dollars  per  day,  for  each  day  of  con- 
tinuance of  such  auction  or  sale. 

"Sec.  2.  Any  persMi  or  persons,  firm  or 
corp«*tIon  desiring  to  conduct  the  business 
of  selling  bankrupt  or  other  stock  of  goods, 
wares  or  merchandise  within  the  corporate 
limits  of  the  city  of  Guthrie,  at  public  or 
private  auction,  shall  first  pay  to  the  city 
treasurer  of  said  city  the  sum  of  five  dollars 
for  each  day  said  business  shall  be  carried 
on." 

"Sec.  e.  Any  person  or  persons,  firm  or  cor- 
poration vl(^ating  any  of  the  provisions  of 
this  ordinance  shall  be  deemed  guilty  of  a 
misdemeanor,  and  upon  conviction  thereof  In 
the  police  court  shall  be  fined  not  less  than 
twenty-five  dollars  and  not  more  than  one 
hundred  dollars  and  by  imprisonment  in  the 
city  Jail  not  exceeding  ninety  days  at  the 
discretion  of  the  court  for  each  offense." 

It  is  argued  by  defendants  in  error  that 
the  trial  court  was  without  Jurisdiction  to  re- 
strain the  defendants  in  ^ror,  by  injunction, 
from  the  enforcement  of  the  municipal  ordi- 
nance, by  arresting  and  fining  the  plaintiffs 
for  carrying  on  their  business  in  vicHation  of 
the  terms  of  the  ordinance. 

The  plaintiffs  in  error  appear  to  have  dis- 
regarded the  ordinance,  for,  as  stated  In 
their  petition,  they  were  Immediately  "arrest- 
ed and  fined  for  carrying  on  their  said  busi- 
ness in  violation  of  the  terms  of  the  ordi- 
nance, which  cases  the  plaintiffs  duly  ap- 
pealed to  the  district  court"  Upon  this  ap- 
peal, the  plaintiffs  in  error  have  a  right  to 
draw  into  question  the  authority  of  the  mu- 
nicipality of  the  city  of  Guthrie  to  pass  the 
ordinance  here  in  question,  and  they  may 
have  the  validity  of  the  ordinance  passed 
upon.  If  the  ordinance  is  Invalid,  they  are 
also  entitled  to  their  action  for  damages  at 
law,  against  those  responsible  for  the  Impo- 
sition of  the  fine,  for  the  prosecution,  for 
the  delay  and  damage  to  their  business,  and 
for  such  other  injuries  as  have  been  inflicted 
upon  them  by  such  prosecution;  and,  if  in- 
valid, It  will  furnish  no  defense  to  the  de- 
fendants in  error,  either  in  the  appeal  to  the 
district  court,  or  in  such  action  for  damages 
as  the  plaintiffs  in  error  may  be  entitled  to, 
if  it  should,  in  such  appeal  and  action  for 
damages,  appear  that  the  Imposition  of  the 
license  tax  and  the  arrests  were  without  au- 
thority of  law,  and  that  there  was  no  war- 
rant or  Justification  for  such  prosecution. 
The  validity  or  invalidity  of  the  ordinance  is 
a  question  of  law  which  the  court,  sitting 
to  pass  upon  the  appeal  from  the  i)olice 
court,  is  fully  comi)etent  to  decide.  In  an 
action  for  damages,  if  the  plaintiffs  in  error 


have  been  wronged  by  having  their  busi- 
ness broken  up,  or  by  reason  of  personal  in- 
convenience or  injury  from  the  actions,  they 
may  have  an  adequate  remedy  for  damages, 
which  they  cannot  have  in  such  a  case  as 
the  present,  and  under  the  eqaitable  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  court  To  havt  the  determina- 
tion of  the  present  prosecution  in  the  dis- 
trict court,  where  It  is  now  appealed,  to- 
gether with  their  action  for  damages,  would 
seem  to  constitute  a  plain,  adequate,  and 
complete  remedy  at  law.  The  existence  of 
such  a  remedy  has  always  precluded  the  ex- 
ercise of  the  equitable  Jurisdiction.  It  is  un- 
necessary to  cite  authorities  upon  this  propo- 
sition. It  was  enacted  into  positive  law  by 
the  congress  of  the  United  States,  In  the 
Judiciary  act,  as  long  ago  as  1793,  and  it  has 
been  Incorporated  in  the  Revised  Statutes  of 
the  United  States  in  section  T23,  In  a  declara- 
tion that:  "Suits  in  equity  shall  not  be  sus- 
tained in  either  of  the  courts  of  the  United 
States  in  any  case  where  a  plain,  adequate 
remedy  may  be  had  at  law,"— as  is  Illustrat- 
ed by  the  declaration  of  the  plaintiffs'  peti- 
tion that  they  have  "no  adequate  remedy  at 
law."  Neither  can  the  equitable  Jurisdiction 
be  invoked  to  restrain  any  criminal  or  quasi 
criminal  proceeding,  or  take  Jurisdiction  of 
any  case  or  matter  not  strictly  of  a  civil 
character.  It  Is  said  by  Judge  Story,  in  bis 
Equity  Jurisprudence  (section  893),  that: 
"The  courts  of  equity  will  not  Interfere  to 
stay  proceedings  in  any  criminal  matters,  or 
In  any  cases  not  strictly  of  a  civil  nature." 
There  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  character  of 
relief  sought  in  this  case.  Having  been  ar- 
rested and  fined  imder  the  ordinance  provid- 
ing severe  penalties  for  the  violation  therectf, 
the  plaintiffs  In  error  seek  a  restraining  or- 
der against  the  defendants  in  error,  asking 
that  they  be  prohibited  from  interfering  with 
the  plaintiffs  in  carrying  on  their  business. 
The  relief  sought  Is  against  proceedings 
which  are  of  a  quasi  criminal  character.  If 
the  authorities  of  the  city  of  Guthrie  be  re- 
strained from  prosecuting  an  ordinance 
which  provides  for  its  enforcement  by  fine, 
or  fine  and  Imprisonment,  it  would  lie  within 
the  power  of  this  court,  by  the  exercise  of 
orders  of  Injunction,  to  restrain  the  enforce- 
ment of  any  or  all  of  the  ordinances  of  the 
city,  upon  the  application  of  persons  inter- 
ested in  the  violation  of  such  ordinances,  and 
who  may  have  become  subject,  like  the  plain- 
tiffs in  error,  to  the  imposition  of  to*  pen- 
alties as  may  be  provided  in  them.  In  the 
language  of  Chancellor  Walworth,  in  West 
V.  Mayor,  etc.,  10  Paige,  530,  such  an  inter- 
ference would  be  a  "usurpation  of  Jurisdic- 
tion by  this  court,  If  it  should  draw  to  itself 
the  settlement  of  such  questions  when  their 
decision  was  not  necessary  in  the  discharge 
of  tlie  legitimate  duties  of  the  court."  Their 
effort  to  discharge  their  duty  to  the  public 
would  be  rendered  unavailing,  and  the  com- 
munity left  at  the  mercy  of  the  lawless  and 
vicious  elements  of  society  until  such  time 
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aa  tbe  qiiesUon  eovld  be  Mttlad  tn  th«  ooorta 
of  equity,  U  It  ihonld  at  ]aat  be  deter- 
Dilned  tbat  tbe  ordinance  waa  valid,  then 
tbe  ooart  wotild  be  powerleaa  to  enfotce  Ita 
proylalona,  or  Impose  tbe  penaltlea  denounced 
agalnat  its  violation,  but  muat  remit  tbe 
caaea  to  tbe  ooorta  of  law,  vbldi,  before 
tbe  aasumptlon  of  jurisdiction  by  tbe  ooorta 
of  equity,  bad  tbe  rlgbt  to  determine  every 
question  aobmltted  to  and  determined  In  tbe 
eqolty  JurisdlcUoD.  It  ia  aald  in  2  Hlgb, 
InJ.  1 1244,  p.  saO:  '^or  wlU  an  action  for  an 
Injanctlon  be  entertained  to  teat  tbe  authori- 
ty of  tbe  mayor  of  a  city  to  arrest  and  fine 
complainants  for  carrying  on  a  boslneas  in 
oontraventloo  of  tbe  city  ordinancea,  and  to 
teat  tbe  legality  of  aucb  ordinancea,  the  prop- 
er remedy  being  by  appeal  from  tbe  judg- 
ments Imposing  tbe  penaltlea  prescribed  by 
tbe  ordinance.  And  an  Injunction  will  not 
be  granted  to  restrain  the  prosecution  of 
snita  before  jnatlces  of  tbe  peace  for  vlola^ 
tiona  of  dty  ordinancea,  wbMi  complainant 
can  test  the  legality  and  validity  of  tbe  w- 
Mnmrwam  by  a  direct  appeal  from  tbe  decir 
■ton  of  tbe  josticea.  •  •  •  And  In  aocb 
ease  tbe  relief  Is  properly  refused  opon  tbe 
ground  tbat  tbe  act  la  onconstitutional,  and 
confers  no  poww  to  malie  tbe  arrest;  or, 
if  tbe  arrest  under  tbe  statute  is  itself  on- 
Jostiflabie  or  onlawfnl,  tbe  remedy  at  law 
by  an  action  for  damages  is  the  appropriate 
means  of  relief,  and  there  is,  therefore,  no 
ground  for  tbe  Interference  of  equity  by  in- 
junction." West  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  10  Faige^ 
538;  Colian  v.  OMnmlasloners,  7T  N.  O.  2; 
Burnett  v.  Oralg,  80  Ala.  1S5;  Devron  v. 
First  Mmrtelpallty.  4  l4k  Ann.  11;  Levy  v. 
City  of  Sbreveport,  27  La.  Ann.  820;  Oart- 
side  T.  City  of  East  St.  L«uls,  43  111.  47; 
Davis  V.  Society,  6  Daly,  81;  In  re  Sawyer, 
124  n.  &  220,  8  Sup.  Ct  482;  Eldrldge  v. 
Hill.  2  Johns.  Cb.  281;  Soess  v.  Noble,  SI 
Fed.  856;  Stosrt  v.  Board,  S3  lU.  341;  Tyler 
T.  Hamersley,  44  Conn.  419,  422;  Bagg  v. 
City  of  Detroit,  6  Mlcb.  336;  Brewer  v.  City 
of  Springfield,  97  Mass.  152. 
Tbe  court  below  bad  no  jurisdiction  of  this 
and  its  decision  will  be  affirmed. 


e  ofci.  tn 

HEAVES  et  aL  v.  OLIVER, 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Jnne  22,  1895.) 
Public   LAJtos  —  Hommtbad   Claimants— Riobt 

«0    POSSBSSIOM— COUBtS  — JVBISDICTION— MaM- 
SATOST     INJDXOTIOM— ASUSa  or    DlSOKBTIOM — 

Lakd  Defaktuent. 

1.  Conrta  hare  the  power  to  deal  with  po«- 
Sesaion  of  land  prior  to  the  issue  of  patent, 
and  will  protect  the  possessor;  rights  of  those 
entitled  to  the  same  under  the  laws  relating  to 
public  lands. 

2.  Mandatory  injunction  is  a  proper  remedy 
to  protect  the  possession  of  one  haTing  a  valid 
homestead  entiy  on  public  land  against  persons 
wbo  are  trespassing  on  tbe  land. 

3.  One  who  prosecutes  a  contest  against  a 
homestead  entry  for  fraud,  under  the  act  of 
May  14, 1880,  and  secures  the  cancellation  of  the 
•■try,  thereby  acquires  a  preference  right  of 
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entry  for  80  daja  from  notlee  «f  the  eancdlS" 
tion  of  said  entry,  and  when  he  maltea  a  home- 
stead entry  of  the  lands  within  that  time  his 
right  relates  back  to  the  date  of  the  inltlatioD 
of  his  contest:  and  a  settlement  made  upon  the 
land,  while  his  contest  Is  pMiding,  by  another 
adverse  claimant,  gives  sncn  daimant  no  rights 
as  a  settler,  and  such  homestead  entryman  may 
have  him  restrained  from  interfering  with  the 
occupancy  and  possession  of  said  land. 

4.  The  land  officers,  in  allowing  a  homestead 
entry,  are  required  to  pass  upon  the  qnalifica- 
tions  of  the  entryman,  and  the  courts  will  not  In- 
ouire  into  or  pass  upon  any  question  of  fact 
properly  belonging  to  the  department,  while  sadi 
matters  are  pending  before  tbe  land  depart- 
ment. 

6.  Courts  may  inquire  into  die  status  of 
the  claimants  before  the  land  department  snffl- 
ciently  to  determine  who  has  the  better  right 
to  possession  under  the  lawa  of  tbe  United 
States. 

6.  One  contesting  for  a  preference  right  has 
no  right  to  the  possession  of  the  land  pending 
the  litigation  as  against  tlie  homestead  entry- 
man. 

7.  The  granting  of  temporary  injunctions 
pendente  lite  are  largely  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  appellate  courts  will  not  vacate  such 
orders  on  appeal,  unless  there  has  been  dear 
abuse  of  discretion,  or  the  same  is  granted  with- 
out authority. 

(SylUbus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  James  E.  Oliver  against  Robert 
S.  Reaves  and  others  for  Injunction.  From 
a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendants  appeaL 
Affirmed. 

J.  A.  Baker  and  F.  M.  Blklns,  for  appel- 
lants.    Keaton  &  Cotteral,  for  appellee. 

BURFORD,  J.  Tbls  is  an  appeal  from  an 
order  of  tlia  district  cotirt  of  liOgan  county 
granting  a  tonporaiy  ordor  of  mandatory  In- 
junction. Tbe  defendant  In  error  filed  bla 
petition  In  tbe  district  court.  In  which  It  Is 
aUeged  tbat  on  tbe  23d  day  of  April,  1888,  one 
Albert  G.  Jones  made  homestead  entry  No.  0, 
at  tbe  Guthrie  land  office^  for  tbe  S.  W.  )4 
section  6,  township  IS  N.,  range  2  W.,  and 
that,  on  tbe  Ist  day  of  August,  1889,  tbe  peti- 
tioner, Oliver,  filed  a  contest  In  said  office 
against  tbe  homestead  entry  of  Jones,  and 
applied  to  enter  the  land;  tbat  be  alleged  in 
bis  contest  affidavit  tbat  Jones  was  not  quali- 
fied to  alter  said  land,  by  reason  of  having 
entered  tbe  Oklahoma  country  during  the 
proliibited  period  prior  to  tbe  oi>enlng  of  said 
lands  to  settlement;  tbat  other  persons,  to 
wit,  Dennis  Nagle,  Temp  Elliot,  and  ISdward 
S.  Quarles,  also  filed  contests  against  said  en- 
try of  Jones,  and  alleged  prior  settlement  on 
the  land;  tbat  a  bearing  was  ordered  and 
had  as  to  all  said  parties,  and  such  proceed- 
ings had  tbat  finally,  on  tbe  16tb  day  of  June, 
1883,  tbe  assistant  secretary  of  tbe  Interior 
dismissed  tbe  contests  of  Nagle,  BUlot,  and 
Quarles,  held  tbe  entry  of  Jones  for  cancella- 
tion, and  awarded  tbe  preference  right  of  ax- 
try  to  tbe  petitioner,  Oliver;  that  afterwards 
a  petition  for  review  was  overruled  by  tbe 
Honorable  Hoke  Smith,  secretary  of  tbe  inte- 
rior, and  all  tbe  papera  returned  to  tbe  com- 
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lulssloner  of  the  general  land  ofllce,  with  in- 
structions to  carry  Into  effect  the  decision  of 
that  office;  that  on  the  1st  day  of  March, 
1894,  the  homestead  entry  of  Jones  was  can- 
celed by  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land 
office,  and  on  the  27th  day  of  March,  1804, 
the  petitioner,  Oliver,  was  notified  of  said 
cancellation,  and  of  his  preference  right  to 
make  homestead  entry  of  said  tract,  awarded 
him  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  May  14,  1880;  that  on  the  29th  day 
of  March,  1894,  Oliver  filed  his  application 
to  make  homestead  entry  of  said  tract  in  the 
United  States  land  office  at  Guthrie,  and  paid 
the  fees  therefor,  but  action  on  the  same  was 
at  that  time  suspended  for  the  reason  that 
the  office  of  register  was  vacant;  that  after- 
wards, on  June  1,  1891,  and  as  soon  as  said 
office  of  register  was  filled,  his  said  applica- 
tion was  allowed  and  homestead  receivers' 
duplicate  receipt  No.  12,258,  issued  to  him 
for  said  tract.  The  petitioner  further  alleges 
that  he  has  been  a  bona  fide  resident  and 
occupant  of  said  land  since  June  1,  1894,  and 
has  a  dwelling  house  thereon,  and  other  valu- 
able improvements;  tliat  pending  his  pro- 
ceedings in  the  land  office  to  secure  his  pref- 
erence right  of  entry,  the  defendant  Robert  S. 
Reaves,  with  full  knowledge  of  his  rights  and 
all  the  proceedings,  moved  upon  the  land  in 
dispute,  established  his  residence  thereon,  and 
was  attempting  to  enter  said  land  for  a  home- 
stead; and  also,  to  contest  bis  preference 
right,  that  he  had  demanded  of  Reaves  that 
he  surrender  possession  and  cease  to  prevent 
him  from  cultivating  and  occupying  the  land, 
and  Reaves  had  refused  to  vacate,  and  was 
using,  occupying,  and  cultivating  said  land, 
and  preventing  him  from  enjoying  the  bene- 
fits of  his  homestead  rights.  It  is  further  al- 
leged that  the  other  defendants,  Jones,  Close, 
and  William  Reaves,  were  each  residing  up- 
on the  land,  or  occupying,  using,  or  cultivat- 
ing portions  of  the  same,  and  ail  had  refused 
to  vacate  after  proper  demand.  Each  de- 
fendant demurred  to  the  petition,  and  after- 
wards filed  answers.  Close  set  up  that  he 
was  a  tenant  of  Robert  8.  Reaves,  and  de- 
nied further  knowledge  of  the  facts.  William 
Reaves  denied  any  knowledge  of  the  facts 
alleged  in  the  petition.  Robert  S.  Reaves  an- 
swered, admitting  all  the  allegations  as  to 
the  entry  of  Jones,  the  several  contests,  the 
cancellation  of  Jones'  entry,  the  award  of 
the  preference  right  to  Oliver,  and  his  sub- 
sequent homestead  entry;  also,  that  he  and 
the  other  defendants  were  occupying  and  us- 
ing said  land  as  alleged,  that  demand  for 
possession  bad  been  made  and  refused,  etc. 
But  he  further  alleges  that  on  July  5,  1893, 
he  filed  a  contest  in  the  United  States  land 
office  at  Uuthrie  against  the  homestead  entry 
of  Jones,  and  the  contest  of  Oliver,  in  which 
be  alleged  the  disqualification  of  Jones,  and 
that  the  contest  of  Oliver  was  collusive  and 
fraudulent,  which  contest  was  rejected,  from 
which  he  appealed,  and  the  commissioner  of 
the  general  land  office,  on  appeal,  held  that 


his  contest  was  properly  rejected,  and  gave 
him  the  right  to  contest  Oliver's  right  to 
make  homestead  entry,  when  he  should  at- 
tempt to  exercise  that  right  That  he  settled 
upon  the  land  on  the  21st  day  of  August, 
1803,  and  has  made  valuable  improvements 
thereon,  and  has  continuously  resided  theve- 
on  ever  since,  in  good  faith,  with  the  purpose 
of  making  a  homestead  entry  thereon.  That 
he  protested  against  the  entry  of  Oliver,  and 
after  the  same  was  allowed  he  filed  contest 
to  secure  the  cancellation  of  said  entry,  in 
which  he  alleged  that  the  entry  of  Oliver 
was  not  made  in  good  faith,  but  was  collu- 
sive and  speculative;  that  Oliver  had  entered 
into  conti-acts  and  written  agreements  to 
transfer  portions  of  said  land  to  other  par- 
ties as  soon  as  he  should  acquire  title  there- 
to; and  also  that  he  was  a  prior  settler  on 
the  land.  The  pleadings  were  all  properly 
verified  by  affidavit.  The  cause  was  submit- 
ted to  the  court  on  the  pleading,  and  a  tem- 
porary injunction  granted  pendente  lite, 
which  ordered  the  defendants  to,  within  10 
days,  cease  from  preventing  the  plaintiff 
from  occupying  ail  of  said  tract,  and  to  cease 
from  in  any  manner  interfering  with  his 
peaceable  possession  of  the  entire  tract.  The 
defendants  were  permitted  to  remove  all 
their  buildings  and  crops,  and  time  was  giv- 
en in  which  this  might  be  done.  To  this 
order  the  defendants  excepted,  and  now  bring 
the  cose  here  for  review. 

It  is  contended  on  one  side,  and  controvert- 
ed on  the  other,  that  this  ease  comes  within 
the  principle  enunciated  in  the  case  of  Sproat 
v.  Durland  (decided  by  this  court  at  the  last 
term)  35  Pac.  682.  We  are  not  able  to  dis- 
tinguish any  material  difference  between  the 
facts  in  this  case  and  the  facts  in  the  Sproat- 
Durlnud  Case,  and  we  think  the  same  princi- 
ple applicable.  The  title  is  yet  in  the  United 
States,  and  the  questions  affecting  the  rights 
of  tlie  several  imrtles  to  acquire  title  Is  for 
the  officers  of  the  land  department  to  deal 
with.  The  courts  will  not  interfere  with,  or 
attempt  to  determine,  any  question  inv<rfvecl 
before  the  land  department,  while  the  title  is 
yet  in  the  United  States.  The  courts  will  only 
deal  with  the  question  of  possession,  and  In 
order  fo  do  this  will  look  into  the  record  suf- 
ficiently to  advise  itself  as  to  the  true  status 
of  the  parties  in  tliat  dC'partment.  Whenev- 
er the  facts  are  undisputed,  the  courts  will 
apply  the  law  to  the  status  of  the  parties,  as 
justice  may  require.  In  this  case  Oliver  has 
the  homestead  entry  \vpon  the  land.  This  of 
itself  entitles  him  to  the  iwsscsslon  of  the 
land  as  against  any  one  who  cannot  show 
such  a  standing  in  the  land  department  as 
will  entitle  him  to  an  equal  right  A  con- 
testant for  a  preference  right  has  no  right, 
under  the  law,  to  occupy  the  land,  as  against 
the  entryman;  but  when  the  entry  is  c-an- 
celed  as  the  result  of  his  contest  and  the 
preference  right  is  awarded  undw  the  act  of 
congress  of  May  14,  1880,  his  rights  relate 
back  to  the  iDltiation  of  his  contest  and  no 
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settlemetat  niKdft  on  thA  land  or  contest  InN 
tiated  subsequent  to  tbe  initiation  of  hlB  con- 
test can  defeat  bis  right  to  enter  the  land,  or 
take  from  him  the  right  to  posseeslon  If  he 
follows  up  his  right  and  makes  the  home- 
stead entry  within  the  time  allowed  by  law. 
This  Is  the  principle  enunciated  In  the 
Sproat-Durland  Case  and  clearly  applicable 
in  this  case. 

Reaves  settled  on  the  land  and  began  his 
contest  after  Olirer  bad  Initiated  a  con- 
test against  Jones  to  secure  a  preference 
right.  Oliver  followed  up  that  contest  suc- 
cessfully, secured  the  cancellation  of  Jones' 
entry,  earned  bis  preference  right,  and  took 
the  benefit  of  It  by  making  homestead  entry 
so  soon  as  he  could  legally  do  so  after  no- 
tice. When  he  did  make  the  homestead  en- 
try, bis  rights  related  back  to  the  date  he 
b^an  his  contest,  and  Reaves  could  neither 
by  his  settlement  during  that  time,  his  pro- 
test, nor  contest,  acquire  any  right  to  occupy 
the  land,  as  against  Oliver,  until  he  should 
have  finally  succeeded  In  canceling  the  entry 
of  OUt«-.  Poasesaion  gained  In  the  manner 
that  Reaves  acqnlred  It  In  this  case  Is  not  to 
be  encouraged.  Tbe  entry  of  Jones  was  can- 
celed on  March  1,  18&4.  Reaves  settled  on 
the  land  in  Angnst,  1S93.  At  the  time  he  set- 
tled tbe  land  was  neither  subject  to  entry 
nor  settlement,  and  be  could  acquire  no 
rights  as  a  trespasser.  His  so-called  settle- 
ment, his  protest,  and  his  contest  were  all 
subject  to  tbe  rights  of  Oliver. 

The  contention  that  Oliver  has  not  taken 
tbe  land  In  good  faith  is  not  one  that  tbe 
court  can  entertain.  The  land  department 
muet  try  and  determine  that  question.  Tbe 
land  officers  have  passed  upon  the  qualifica- 
tions of  Oliver,  and  awarded  him  the  entry  of 
the  land,  and  Issued  him  a  proper  homestead 
certificate,  which  entitles  him  to  the  peace- 
able possession  of  tbe  land  embraced  in  his 
entry.  Tbe  courts  have  the  jwwer,  and  It  Is 
their  duty  when  called  upon,  to  protect  him 
in  these  rights  until  an  equal  or  superior 
right  is  shown.  Mr.  Justice  MUler  in  Mar- 
quez  T.  Prisble,  101  U.  8.  473,  said:  "We  do 
not  deny  tbe  right  of  the  courts  to  deal  with 
the  possession  of  the  land  prior  to  the  issue 
of  patent,  or  to  enforce  contracts  between 
the  parties  concerning  the  land."  For  fur- 
ther authority  in  support  of  the  doctrine  of 
this  case  see  cases  decided  this  term. 

We  find  no  rule  of  law  or  principle  In  equi- 
ty that  was  violated  by  tbe  district  court  in 
this  ca«e.  The  granting  of  temporary  in- 
junctions is  largely  discretlpnary,  and  when 
the  parties  are  all  before  the  court,  and  there 
is  sulBclent  authority  for  such  an  order,  and 
the  pleadings  are  sufficient  to  sustain  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court,  an  appelate  court  should 
not  lDt«*fere^  unless  tbe  order  Is  clearly  erro- 
neous. We  find  no  error  in  the  record.  The 
Judgment  of  tbe  district  court  is  affirmed. 

BIERBR,  J.,  having  been  of  counsel  in  coo- 
test  case  Involving  same  tract  of  land,  took 
no  part  in  tbis  dedslon. 


(8  Oa.  2S8) 

ORIMBS  et  a),  v.  OULLISON. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  180S.) 
Plbadiho — MoTiOK  TO  Makb  Mobs  Dbfinits 
—Exhibits. 
1.  Where  a  motion  to  make  a  petition  more 
definite  and  certain  is  filed,  and  such  motion 
fails  in  any  manner  to  point  out  wherein  the 
petition  is  indefinite  and  uncertain,  it  is  not  er- 
ror to  overrule  such  motion. 

Z  Where  the  instrument  which  is  the  basis 
of  tbe  action  is  attached  by  copy  to  the  petition 
and  made  a  part  thereof,  such  copy  should  be 
considered  as  a  part  of  the  petition  when  con- 
struing the  allegations  thereof 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  probate  court,  Oklahoma 
county. 

J.  C.  Cullison  brought  an  action  in  the 
court  l>^ow  against  L.  C.  Grimes,  A.  Sleek- 
er, W.  T.  Hale,  and  0.  A.  Towler,  upon  an 
attachment  undertaking,  to  recover  the  sum 
of  $203,  damages  claimed  for  a  violation  of 
the  bond.  Judgment  was  entered  for  the 
plaintiff  below.  Tbe  defendants  appeal.  Af- 
firmed. 

Wilaon  A  Atcliliison,  Cor  appellants.  J. 
Milton,  for  appellea 

DALE,  C.  J.  October  23,  1894,  J.  a  Culli- 
son brought  an  action  in  tbe  probate  court 
of  Oklahoma  county  against  L.  C.  Grimes  et 
al.  upon  an  undertaking  bond  in  an  attach- 
ment proceeding.  In  his  petition  be  alleg- 
ed, in  substance,  that  tbe  defendants,  on  the 
28tb  day  of  August,  1893,  undertook,  by 
their  certain  obllgattMi,  to  pay  to  the  plain- 
titr  the  sum  of  $206,  If  the  certain  attach- 
ment suit  then  filed  should  prove  to  be  ob- 
tained unlawfully  and  wrcMigfully,  a  copy 
of  which  undertaking  is  attached  to  the  pe- 
tition and  made  a  part  thereof.  He  alleged, 
further,  in  the  petition  that  the  case  came  on 
for  hearing  on  the  motion  to  discharge  the 
attachment,  which  motion  was  by  the  court 
sustained,  and  he  attached  to  the  petition  a 
copy  of  the  Judgment  dissolving  the  attach- 
ment, and  made  the  same  a  part  of  his  pe- 
tition. He  also  alleged  that  he  sustained 
damages  in  the  sum  of  $205,  and  attached  to 
the  petition  a  verified  account,  and  made 
such  account  a  part  of  bis  petition,  and  upon 
such  petition  asked  a  Judgment  To  this  pe- 
tition the  defendants  first  filed  a  motion  to 
make  tbe  same  more  definite  and  certain, 
which  was,  by  the  probate  Judge,  overruled. 
Defendants  below  then  ffied  a  demurrer,  up- 
on the  ground  that  tbe  petition  failed  to 
state  facts  sufflcimt  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  which  demurrer  was  also  overruled. 
The  defendants  thm  answered,  setting  up 
a  counterclaim,  set-off,  etc.  A  trial  was 
bad  to  a  Jury,  and  a  Judgment  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  below  in  the  sum  of 
$3.37  and  costs.  The  defendant  brings  the 
case  here  upon  a  case  made,  which  contains 
simply  the  pleadings,  motions,  and  demuiv 
rers,  verdict  and  Judgment  upon  the  ver- 
dict, and  motion  for  a  new  trial.    In  the  rec- 
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ord  before  ns  there  are  only  two  qnesttona 
raised:  First  Brror  la  the  court  below  in 
falling  to  Boataln  the  motion  to  ooake  mon 
definite  and  certain.  Second.  Error  In  over- 
ruling the  demurrer  to  the  petition. 

1.  Upon  the  first  proposition  It  appears 
from  the  record  that.  In  the  motion  to  make 
more  definite  and  certain,  the  defendants  be- 
low failed  to  point  out  wherein  the  petition 
was  Indefinite  and  uncertain,  and  we  do  not 
think.  In  the  absence  of  such  matter  In  a 
motion,  the  court  below  committed  any  er- 
ror In  oTerrullng  the  sam&  If  the  petition 
be  Indefinite  or  uncertain,  It  Is  the  duty  of 
counsel.  In  moving  to  have  the  same  made 
more  definite  and  certain,  to  specifically  set 
out  wherein  they  desire  relief  at  the  hands 
of  the  court  If  they  fall  to  so  set  out  In 
their  motion.  It  Is  not  error  to  overrule  the 
same. 

2.  The  question  Involved  in  the  ruling  of 
the  court  below  upon  the  demurrer  to  the 
petition  would  be  by  this  court,  perhaps, 
favorably  considered.  If  the  same  proposi- 
tions involved  had  not  received  a  settled 
construction  by  the  courts  of  Kansas  from 
whence  our  Practice  Code  was  adopted.  The 
petition  filed  In  this  case  In  the  court  be- 
low, without  the  exhibits,  would  not  be  a 
good  petition.  With  the  exhibits,  giving  to 
such  exhibits  all  of  the  force  and  effect 
which  they  would  have  if  they  were  set  out 
In  full  in  the  petition,  the  petition  states  a 
cause  of  action.  While  we  are  not  prepared 
to  fully  assent  to  the  proposition  that  It  is 
good  practice  to  permit  pleadings  to  be 
drawn  as  they  are  In  this  case^  making  It 
necessary,  In  order  to  sustain  the  petition, 
to  go  to  the  exhibits  and  Include  them  in 
their  entirety  In  the  petition,  yet,  irasmuch 
as  this  queeticn  has  been  settled  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  the 
legislature  of  this  territory  adopted  the  civil 
procedure  of  that  state,  with  such  construc- 
tion placed  thereon,  we  feel  bound  to  affirm 
the  decision  of  the  lower  court  For  a  dis- 
cussion of  the  propositions  Involved  in  this 
question  upon  the  demurrer,  see  Budd  v. 
Kramer.  14  Kan.  101:  State  v.  School  Dlst, 
84  Kan.  237,  8  Pac.  208;  Ward  v.  Clay  (CaL) 
23  Pac.  227. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  is  afilrm- 
cd.   All  the  Judges  concurring. 


(t  Okt.  11) 

CARTER  et  al.  ▼.  MISSOURI  MINING  & 

LUMBER  CO. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

JOSOMEKT  ON  VBRDICT— ObIECTIONS  TO    InSTBCO- 

T10W8— Waiver— Appbal. 

1.  Where  the  verdict  of  the  jury  is  one 
which  can  properly  be  returned  under  ue  plead- 
ings. It  was  not  error  for  the  court  to  render 
Judgment  thereon,  in  the  absence  of  a  motion 
for  judgment  upon  the  special  findings  of  fact 
returned  by  the  jury. 

2.  At  the  trial  of  a  cause,  the  instructions 
went  to  the  jury  without  objection,  no  excep- 
tions having  been  taken  to  them,  either  sepa- 


cately  or  as  a  whole.   Bid  a  waiver  of  all  cr- 
toot  contained  tttereiii. 

8.  Where  counsel  fall  to  point  out  in  thdr 
briefs  in  what  manner  they  have  been  prejudiced 
by  the  overruling  of  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
this  court  will  not  consider  an  assignment  of  er- 
ror based  upon  snch  ground. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court.  Grant  county;  be- 
fore Justice  Bierer. 

Action  brought  by  W.  T.  (barter  and  B.  A, 
CJarter,  partners  as  W.  T.  Carter  &  Bro., 
plaintiffs,  agahist  the  Missouri  Mining  &  Lum- 
ber Company  in  the  probate  court  of  Grant 
county  to  recover  a  certain  lot  of  lumber.  De- 
cision by  the  probate  court  in  favor  of  the 
philntlffs,  from  which  Judgment  the  defend- 
ant therein  appealed  to  the  district  court 
Case  tried  in  district  court,  and  Judgment  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  for  the  recov- 
ery of  a  part  of  the  lumber  and  In  favor  of  the 
defendant  for  the  remainder  thereof.  The 
Iilalntlffs  bring  error.    Affirmed. 

Bnrwdl  &  Burwell,  Asher  &  Asher,  and  Q. 
O.  Clegg,  for  plalntUBi  in  error.  Chaiies  B. 
Dalley  and  Budmer,  Bird  A  Lake,  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

DALE,  O.  T.  On  the  25th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1803,  plaintiffs  in  error  brought  an  action 
in  replevin  in  the  probate  court  of  Grant  coun- 
ty to  recover  four  car  loads  of  lumber.  The 
action  was  brought  against  R.  H.  Hager,  as 
defendant  Hager  answered— First  by  a  gen- 
eral denial;  second,  that  he  had  no  Interest 
in  the  subject-matter  as  an  Individual;  and, 
farther  denying,  said  that  be  did  not  detain 
or  wrongfully  withhold  the  lumber  for  which 
the  action  was  brought  Afterwards,  on  the 
8th  day  of  February,  1894,  the  Missouri  Min- 
ing &  Lumber  (Company,  by  motion,  was  sub- 
stituted for  the  defendant  Hager,  and  In  their 
answer- First,  deny  generally  all  of  the  alle- 
gations contained  in  the  petition  of  the  plain- 
tiffs; and  further  allege  that  they  are  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  property  because  they 
are  the  plaintifCs  in  a  certahi  Judgment  against 
one  J.  J.  Ellis,  rendered  in  the  probate  court 
of  Grant  county,  that  the  property  in  question 
was  taken  by  the  sheriff  of  said  county  by  vir- 
tue of  an  execution  issued  upon  the  Judgment, 
that  the  property  was  levied  upon  as  the  prop- 
erty of  J,  J.  Ellis,  to  whom  the  lumber  was 
sold  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  to  whom  the  same 
was  shipped,  and  that  the  goods  were  seized 
prior  to  any  notice  of  any  lien  on  the  part  of 
the  plaintiffs  in  the  action,  and  that,  before  re- 
ceiving the  property,  it  was  necessary  to  pay 
the  railway  company  the  amount  of  their  lien 
for  freight  and  carriage.  In  the  sum  of  (497.50; 
and  alleged  that  the  plaintiffs  have  never  paid 
or  offered  to  pay  the  defendant  the  money  thus 
advanced,  to  which  the  defoidant  is  enti- 
tled. On  the  8th  day  of  February  tlie  case 
was  heard  In  the  probate  court  and  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  afterwards,  to  wit  April  14,  1884,  the 
case  was  tried  to  a  Jury  in  the  district  oourti 
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At  tbe  time  the  case  was  so  BUbmltted  to  the 
Jury,  plaintiffs  submitted  a  number  of  special 
findings,  to  be  answered  by  the  Jnry  along  with 
their  general  verdict  In  their  general  ver- 
dict the  Jury  found  for  the  defendant  for  the 
recovery  of  the  lumber  In  two  of  the  cars,  and 
assessed  the  value  of  the  same  at  $451,  and 
found  for  the  plaintiffs  on  the  Issues  as  to 
the  lumber  in  the  other  two  cars.  The  plain- 
tiff below  appeal  the  case  to  this  court  and 
assign  error  as  follows:  First.  Error  in  giv- 
ing Judgment  for  appellee.  Second.  Error  in 
not  giving  Judgment  for  appellants  upon  the 
special  findings  of  fact  returned  by  the  Jtiry. 
Third.  Error  in  not  sustaining  appellants'  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial.  Tills  case  la  here  by 
"case  made,"  duly  signed  and  settled,  and  the 
record  contains  only  the  pleadings,  instructions 
to  the  Jury,  special  findings  on  the  questions  of 
(act  submitted  to  the  Jury  by  the  plaintiffs 
l)eIow,  the  general  verdict  by  the  Jnry,  niotion 
for  a  new  trial,  and  Judgment  of  the  court 
upon  the  verdict  of  the  Jury. 

1.  A  careful  examination  of  the  record  be- 
fore us  bas  i>eeii  made  in  order  to  determine 
whether  or  not  appellants  have  preserved,  by 
exceptions  taken  at  the  trial  of  the  cauae,  tbe 
questions  which  they  present  to  us  for  con- 
sideration. The  first  and  second  aeslgnments 
of  error  will  be  considered  together.  Not  liav- 
ing  the  evidence  before  us,  we  can  only  con- 
sider tbe  pleadings  and  verdict  in  determining 
whether  or  not  the  trial  court  erred  in  render- 
ing a  Jadgment  npon  the  verdict  Under  the 
pleadings  filed  we  can  perceive  no  error  in  ren- 
dering such  Judgment  Tbe  plaintiffs  below 
instituted  the  action  to  recover  four  car  loads 
of  lumber,  of  the  aggregate  value  of  $S00.  To 
tbe  petition  and  afiidavit  of  said  plaintiffs  the 
defendant  filed  his  answer.  Joining  issue  with 
plaintiffs  npon  the  question  of  the  right  of 
plaintiffs,  and  in  their  verdict  the  Jury  find  for 
the  defendant  as  to  the  lumber  in  two  of  the 
»rs,  and  In  favor  of  the  plaintiffs  as  to  the 
lumber  in  the  other  two  cars.  Tbe  verdict  was 
tnstlfled  by  the  pleadings  in  the  case.  Coun- 
sel tor  appellants  urge  that  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  court  below  to  have  rendered  a  Judgment 
In  tbelr  favor  upon  the  special  findings  of  fact 
as  returned  by  the  Jury.  It  may  be  possible 
that,  if  counsel  had  moved  for  such  Judgment, 
the  court  would  liave  granted  the  same,  but  an 
examination  of  the  record  nowhere  shows  tliat 
the  plaintiffs  moved  for  a  Judgment  upon  the 
special  findings  of  the  Jury,  and  in  the  ab- 
sence of  such  motion  we  cannot  now  consider 
tbe  question.  All  that  Is  before  us  npon  tills 
proposition  Is  the  pleadings  and  the  general 
verdict  of  the  Jury,  and  such  verdict  being  one 
whlcb  the  Jury  might  properly  have  returned 
nnder  the  pleadings,  we  think  the  first  and 
second  alleged  grounds  of  error  must  be  de- 
cided against  appellants. 

•Z.  Tbe  third  proposition  Involved  Is  the  al- 
leged error  of  the  court  below  in  giving  in- 
Eu-Dctions  numbered  trom  6  to  19,  inclusive. 
Counsel  for  appellants  are  mistaken  in  sup- 
poaing  that  the  record  will  Justify  this  court 


In  the  CMudderatlon  of  this  objection.  The 
record  shows  that  no  exception  was  taken  to 
the  instructions,  either  separately  or  as  a. 
whole.  Section  288,  art  15,  c.  66,  of  our  Cods 
of  Civil  Procedure  provides  how  exceptions  to 
instructions  may  be  preserved  for  review  by 
the  supreme  court.  Where  a  party  fails  to 
object  to  instructions  at  the  trial  of  the  causey 
he  thereby  waives  all  errors  contained  therein. 

3.  The  last  assignment  of  error  is  based  upon 
the  refusal  of  the  court  below  to  sustain  tbe 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  an  exception  to 
the  ruling  of  the  court  is  shown,  and  we  will 
consldo'  the  same  with  reference  to  the  record 
before  us.  There  are  but  two  grounds  set 
forth  in  the  motion— First,  that  the  verdict  of 
the  Jury  is  contrary  to  law;  and,  second,  for 
errors  of  law  occurring  at  the  trial  and  ex- 
cepted to  by  the  party  making  the  application. 
When  we  consider  the  record  for  the  purpose 
of  determining  Just  what  was  presented  to  the 
trial  court  upon  this  motion,  we  are  unalile  to 
see  how  the  court  below  erred  in  overruling 
the  same.  No  affidavits  were  filed  in  support 
of  the  motion,  and  nothing  appears  in  the  rec- 
ord which  in  any  way  tends  <to  enlighten  this 
court  upon  tliis  question.  We  have  no  record 
before  us  to  examine  for  errors  in  the  admis- 
sion or  exclusion  of  evidence.  Counsel  in  their 
hrleta  fail  to  point  out  wherein  the  court  be- 
low erred  In  the  action  taken.  Therefore  ap- 
pellants' contention  cannot  be  favorably  con- 
sidered on  the  record  before  us. 

Judgment  of  the  lower  court  is  affirmed. 

BIERER,  X,  having  presided  at  the  trial 
in  the  court  below,  not  sitting;  the  other  Jus- 
tices concurring. 


WOODRUFF  V.  WALLACB. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    Jaly  27,  1895.) 

Public  Lands— Advbrsb  Claimants- Right  o» 
PossBSSios  —  Ikjunctios  —  District  Cookt — 
Jurisdiction  —  HuMssTSAn  FiLiNO  —  Colok  or 

TiTLB— OCCUPYINO  CLAIMANT'S  AOT— CONSTBDO- 
«10N. 

1.  District  courts  of  this  territory  have  Ju- 
risdiction to  inquire  into  the  right  of  possession 
as  l)etween  settlers  upon  public  land;  and, 
where  it  appears  that  the  rights  of  adverse  claim- 
ants have  been  adjudicated  by  the  land  depart- 
ment.  and  the  homestead  entry  of  one  of  the 
parties  has  been  canceled,  hdd,  that  the  district 
court  may,  by  injunction,  give  exclusive  posses- 
sion to  the  person  who  was  successfoi  in  the  c<hi- 
test  proceedings. 

2.  The  forcible  entry  and  detainer  act  of  this 
territory  does  not  provide  an  adequate  and 
speedy  remedy  to  a  person  who  is  entitled  to 
the  exclusive  and  immediate  possession  of  land 
covered  by  his  homestead  entry. 

3.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  courts,  when  called 
npon,  to  issue  an  injunction,  mandatory  and 
prohibitory,  to  restrain  a  person  whose  home- 
stead entry  bas,  by  the  land  department,  been 
canceled— First,  to  compel  such  party  to  yield 
up  and  surrender  possession  of  land;  and,  sec- 
ond, to  prohibit  him  from  interfering  with  the 
possession  of  the  person  who  has  the  homestead 
filing  for  such  land. 

4.  The  occupying  claimant's  act,  passed  by 
congress  June  1,  1874,  has  no  application  to 
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land  until  the  title  to  the  same  passes  from  the 
government  of  the  United  States. 

5.  A  homestead  filing  does  not  convey  "color 
of  title,"  within  the  meaning  of  the  act  of 
congress  of  June  1.  1874. 

6.  A  person  whose  homestead  entry  has 
been  canceled  for  fraud  in  its  inception  cannot 
avail  himself  of  the  benefits  of  the  occupying 
claimant's  act. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Gonrt) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Oklahoma  coun- 
ty. 

Action  by  Willie  A.  Wallace  against  Ly- 
man C.  Woodruff  for  injunction.  Prom  a 
judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  appeals. 
Aflrmed. 

Grant  Stanley,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  J.  H. 
Everest,  for  defendant  In  irror. 

DALE,  C.  jr.  This  is  a  case  upon  appeal 
from  the  district  court  of  Olclahoma  county, 
and  from  the  pleadings  it  appears  tliat  Wil- 
lie A.  Wallace,  plaintiff  below,  filed  In  the 
district  court  bis  petition  for  an  injunction, 
wherein  he  alleged,  in  substance,  that  he  is 
the  homestead  entryman  for  the  southeast 
quarter  of  section  34,  township  12  N.,  range 
3  W.,  in  Oklahoma  county,  having  made 
homestead  entry  thereon  February,  13,  1895; 
that  Lyman  C.  Woodruff,  defendant  below, 
formerly  had  a  homestead  entry  on  the  tract 
of  land,  and  that  said  Woodruff  is  continu- 
ing to  reside  upon,  use,  and  occupy  the  en- 
tire tract,  to  the  exclusion  of  said  Wallace; 
that  the  homestead  Mitry  of  said  Woodruff 
was,  prior  to  the  Institution  of  suit,  cancel- 
ed by  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land 
office,  under  the  authority  and  direction  of 
the  secretary  of  tlie  interior,  on  the  9th  day 
of  February,  1895;  that  such  cancellation 
was  the  result  of  a  contest  instituted  by  said 
Wallace  against  said  Woodruff;  that  in  the 
contest  affidavit,  filed  as  a  basis  for  said 
contest.  It  was  alleged  that  said  Woodruff 
violated  the  act  of  congress  approved  March 
2,  1889,  and  the  president's  proclamation  of 
March  23,  1889,  relative  to  the  Oklahoma 
lands,  of  which  the  tract  In  question  is  a 
part,  by  entering  upon  said  lands  prior  to 
noon  of  April  22,  1889.  And  it  is  further  al- 
leged that,  after  the  entry  of  Woodruff  was 
canceled,  and  the  entry  of  Wallace  was 
made  upon  the  land,  Woodnjff  refused  to  va- 
cate the  premises,  and  refused  to  permit 
Wallace  to  use  or  occupy  any  portion  of  the 
land  so  filed  upon  by  said  Wallace.  Wallace 
also  alleged  that  he  had  no  adequate  remedy 
at  law  whereby  he  could  obtain  possession 
of  the  tract  of  land  in  controversy;  and  fur- 
ther alleged  that,  under  the  laws  of  con- 
gress, it  was  incumbent  upon  him  to  reside 
upon  and  improve  the  tract  of  land  in  order 
to  maintain  the  validity  of  Us  homestead 
entry.  In  the  petition  Wallace  asked  that  a 
mandatory  injunction  be  issued,  compelling 
Woodruff  to  vacate  the  premises,  and  re- 
straining him  from  further  trespassing  upon 
the  land  in  controversy.  Attached  to  the  pe- 
tition appear  copies  of  the  decisions  of  the 


commissioner  of  the  general  land  office  and 
the  secretary  of  the  interior,  which  decisions 
fully  state  the  Issues  tried  in  the  contest 
proceeding  before  the  land  department, 
showing  that  the  entry  of  Woodruff  was 
canceled  by  reason  of  the  contest  proceeil- 
Ings  instituted  by  Wallace,  and  that  Wal- 
lace had  been  awarded  the  preference  right 
of  entry  to  the  tract  of  land;  also  appears, 
as  an  exhibit,  a  copy  of  the  receiver's  dupli- 
cate receipt,  showing  that  Wallace  had  filed 
his  homestead  entry  in  the  Oklahoma  City 
land  office  for  the  tract  In  questiou.  To 
such  petition,  Woodruff  first  filed  a  demur- 
rer. The  record  does  not  disclose  what  ac- 
tion was  taken  by  the  court  upon  the  de- 
murrer. The  record  further  shows  that 
Woodruff  filed  bis  answer,  wherein  he  de- 
nied that  he  entered  upon  and  occupied  a 
portion  of  Oklahoma  lands  prior  to  the  hour 
of  12  o'clock  noon  of  April  22,  1889,  con- 
trary to  law;  also  denied  that  his  entry  was 
ever  canceled  by  any  court  of  comi>eteat  Ju- 
risdiction; also  denied  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  adequate  remedy  at  law;  and,  as  an  ad- 
ditional and  further  defense,  alleged  that  he 
settled  upon  the  land  aiter  noon  of  April  22, 
1889,  and,  on  the  2oth  day  of  April,  1889, 
filed  in  the  United  States  land  office  his 
homestead  entry  for  such  tract  of  land,  and 
received  the  receiver's  duplicate  receipt 
therefor;  and  further  alleged  that  he  had  re- 
sided upon  and  improved  the  tract  of  land 
from  the  time  of  his  settlement  until  the 
date  of  the  institution  of  this  suit  in  the 
court  below;  that,  during  such  time,  he  had 
broken  a  portion  of  said  land,  and  cultivato<l 
the  same,  erected  a  house  and  barn  and  oth- 
er Improvements  thereon,  and  that  the  value 
of  said  Iniprovemonts  was  of  the  sum  of 
$1,000;  and  that,  by  reason  of  such  filing, 
entry,  and  improvements,  he  acquired  an 
equitable  title  in  the  tract  of  laud;  and, 
under  color  of  such  title,  alleged  that  he  was 
entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  occupying 
claimant's  act;  and  also  alleged  that  the 
cancellation  of  his  entry  was  procured  by 
fraud  and  perjury,  and  that  such  cancella- 
tion was  Illegal  and  void,  and  that  he  Is  in 
no  manner  divested  of  his  rights  and  equi- 
ties in  the  said  tract  of  land  by  reason  of  the 
pretended  and  fraudulent  cancellation  of  his 
entry;  and  that  he  is  entitled  to  be  reimburs- 
ed by  the  plaintiff  for  the  money  expended 
by  him  in  placing  a  bouse  and  making  the 
impi-ovemeuts  upon  the  land  aforesaid.  A 
demurrer  was  filed  to  the  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant, and  was  by  the  court  below  sus- 
tained, and  the  inJuncUonal  ord^  issued  re- 
straining the  defendant  below  from  trespass- 
ing upon  or  Interfering  with  Wallace  in 
the  use  or  occupancy  of  any  portion  of  the 
tract  of  land,  and  requiring  Woodruff  to  re- 
move entirely  froim  the  tract  of  land  within 
60  days  from  the  date  of  the  order,  and  per- 
mitting Woodruff,  within  said  60  days,  to 
remove  from  the  land  all  of  his  buildings, 
fences,  and  portable  personal  property.  From 
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such  order  the  defendant  below  appealed  to 
this  court;  aud,  by  his  assignments  of  er- 
ror, and  under  the  pleadings  In  this  case, 
there  is  fairly  raised  for  our  consideration 
three  propositions:  First,  It  Is  contended 
that  the  le^nil  title  to  the  land  being  in  the 
I'ntted  States,  the  court  below  had  no  Ju- 
risdiction over  the  subject-matter;  second, 
that  the  plaintiff  below  had  an  adequate  rem- 
edy at  law,  and  the  mandatory  injunction 
ought  not  to  have  been  issued;  third,  that 
the  act  of  congress  of  June  1,  1874,  put  Into 
effect  the  territorial  oci-upylng  claimant's 
law,  and  the  court  below  had  no  power  to 
dispossess  the  plaintiff  In  error  until  the 
Talue  of  his  improvements  had  been  deter- 
mined and  paid  for. 

The  first  contention  raised  by  plaintiff  In 
error  has  been  heretofore  passed  upon  by 
this  court  In  Sproat  v.  Durland,  35  Pac.  682, 
and  In  Feckham  v.  Faught,  37  Pac.  1085, 
wherein  It  was  held  that:  "The  courts  of 
this  territory  have  Jurisdiction  in  matters  re- 
lating to  the  possession  of  lands  covered  by 
homestead  entries  when  the  title  to  the  same 
remains  In  the  United  States.  That  It  Is  the 
duty  of  the  cotu-ts  to  inquire  into  the  status 
of  parties  claiming  the  right  to  reside  upon 
public  lands  far  enough  to  determine  whether 
or  not  such  parties  are  there  in  pursuance 
of  some  law  of  congress,  giving  such  right; 
and.  If  It  be  found  that,  under  the  laws  of 
congress  relating  to  the  disposition  of  public 
lands,  there  are  parties  upon  lands,  claiming 
adversely,  one  of  whom  may  have  the  right 
of  occupancy  and  possession  and  the  otlier 
have  no  such  right,  then  it  Is  the  plain  duty 
of  the  courts  to  award  possession  and  occu- 
pancy to  the  one  whom  congress  Intended 
should  have  such  right."  We  thought  we 
were  sufficiently  explicit  In  laying  down  the 
rule  within  which  a  court  may  act;  but,  in- 
asmuch as  the  question  is  still  in  dispute, 
we  will  again  discuss  the  matter.  In  the 
case  under  consideration,  it  appears  that 
Woodruff,  on  AprU  22,  1880,  settled  upon  the 
tract  of  land  In  controversy,  and,  on  the  25th 
of  said  month,  filed  his  homestead  entry 
therefor;  that  Wallace  Instituted  a  contest 
against  the  entry  of  Woodruff,  alleging  that 
said  Woodruff  was  disqualified  to  enter  the 
land  by  reason  of  having  entered  upon  and 
occupied  the  land  described  in  the  act  of 
congress  approved  March  2,  1889,  and  opened 
by  the  proclamation  of  the  president  dated 
March  23d  following,  prior  to  12  o'clock  noou 
of  April  22,  1889,  and  that  such  entry  was 
contrary  to  law  and  the  terms  and  provisions 
of  the  president's  proclamation  aforesaid. 
The  contest  proceeding  so  Instituted  resulted 
favorably  to  Wallace,  and  the  entry  of  Wood- 
ruff was  by  the  land  department  canceled, 
and  Wallace  filed  his  homestead  entry  there- 
for; and,  at  the  time  these  proceedings  were 
begun  In  the  court  below,  all  matters,  so  far 
as  affecting  the  status  of  the  parties  in  the 
land  department  of  the  United  States,  were 
les  adjudicata.    We  presume  it  will  not  be 


qnestloned  that  congress,  at  the  time  It  pass- 
ed the  law  opening  these  lands  to  settlement, 
had  the  right  to  prescribe  the  rules  and  regu- 
lations under  which  the  same  might  be  law- 
fully entered  by  homestead  claimants.  That 
question  has  been  finally  put  at  rest  by  the 
deci^on  of  the  United  States  supreme  court 
in  the  case  of  Smith  v.  Townsend,  148  U.  S. 
490,  13  Sup.  Ct.  634;  and  if,  as  alleged  in  the 
contest  affidavit  of  Wallace,  Woodruff  vio- 
lated the  act  of  congress  opening  these  lands 
to  settlement,  then  the  decision  of  the  land 
department  canceling  his  entry  was  a  proper 
decision,  and  entirely  within  the  Jurisdiction 
vested  In  the  land  department  by  congress. 
Congress  has  also  provided  the  manner  of  de- 
termining the  rights  of  persons  where  more 
than  one  party  claims  the  same  tract;  and 
such  determination  is  had  by  contest  proceed- 
ings, instituted  in  the  local  land  office,  with 
the  right  of  appeal  from  such  tribunal,  first 
to  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land  of- 
fice, and  from  such  officer  to  the  secretary  of 
the  Interior.  The  facts  as  ascertained  by  the 
land  department  are  binding  upon  the  courts 
everywhere.  Johnson  v.  Towsley,  13  Wall. 
72;  Marqueze  v.  Frlsbie,  101  U.  S.  473;  Lee 
V.  Johnson,  U6  U.  S.  48,  6  Sup.  Ct  249;  and 
the  numerous  cases  cited  In  such  decisions. 
The  land  department,  therefore,  having  held 
that  Woodruff  has  no  rights  In  the  land  in 
dispute,  by  reason  of  the  disqualification  ot 
said  Woodruff  to  acquire  any  right  or  title 
in  said  land,  it  then  becomes  the  duty  of  the 
courts  to  give  effect  to  such  decision,  unless 
the  land  department  has  misapplied  the  law. 
Let  us  see  if  we  may  not  be  able,  with  some 
degree  of  accuracy,  to  determine  the  relative 
rights  to  the  possession  of  the  tract  of  land 
In  dispute  between  Wallace  and  Woodi-uff. 
Now,  what  right,  by  virtue  of  his  homestead 
filing,  had  Wallace?  It  has  been  repeatedly 
held  that  a  homestead  entry  segregates  the 
land;  and,  such  being  true,  it  must  follow 
that  the  government  parted  with  something 
at  the  time  of  the  entry.  If,  before  the  en- 
try, the  land  was  public  domain,  after  the 
entry  it  ceased  to  have  that  character.  To 
what  extent  did  the  government  part  with  its 
interest?  Before  entry,  the  entire  title,  both 
in  the  land  and  in  the  possession,  was  in  the 
United  States;  after  the  entry,  one  of  the 
elements  of  title,  to  wit,  possession,  had  been 
parted  with,  so  long  as  such  entry  remained 
of  record.  Did  the  government  reserve  to 
Itself  any  part  of  the  possession?  Clearly 
not;  because,  upon  the  filing  of  the  home- 
stead entry,  a  contract  was  entered  into,  bind- 
ing upon  the  government,  to  the  effect  that, 
presuming  the  eutryman  was  one  of  the  par- 
ties designated  as  qualified  to  homestead  land, 
the  government  agreed  to  convey,  by  patent, 
if  the  party  filing  the  entry  should,  for  a 
period  of  five  years,  reside  upon  and  cultivate 
the  land.  Thus  it  must  appear  as  an  irre- 
sistible conclusion  that,  conceding  the  quali- 
fication of  a  homestead  entrymau,  all  right  of 
postiessiou  passes  from  the  government  when 
uigmzea  oy  ■> — ■\^/\^/^i^ 
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the  filing  Is  made,  and  that  such  rlgbt  does  | 
not  again  inhere  when,  by  reason  of  fraud  In 
making  the  filing  or  the  establishment  of  a 
superior  right  In  another,  the  entry  is  can- 
celed. 

We  think,  perhaps,  much  of  the  uncertainty 
tnd  doubt  which  surrounds  this  question 
grows  out  of  the  inaccurate  use  of  terms. 
We  are  wont  lio  speak  of  the  United  States 
as  holding  the  title,  and  of  the  settler  being 
In  the  attitude  of  having  an  Inchoate  title, 
equitable  Interest,  or  possessory  title  or  right 
in  the  land.  It  may  aid  us  some  to  notice 
this  subject  more  closely,  and  determine,  if 
we  can,  the  degree  of  title  which  a  homestead 
filing  confers.  Blackstone  (Bl.  Comm.  bk.  2, 
c.  13),  in  defining  title,  says:  "It  Is  the 
means  whereby  the  owner  of  lands  hath  the 
Just  possession  of  his  property."  And,  fol- 
lowing, in  an  analysis  of  title,  which  seems 
to  hare  been  universally  accepted  as  correct, 
further  states:  "There  are  several  stages  or 
degrees  requisite  to  form  a  complete  title  to 
lands  and  tenements:  (1)  The  lowest  and 
most  Imperfect  degree  of  title  consists  in 
mere  naked  possession,  or  actual  occupation 
of  the  estate,  without  any  apparent  right  or 
any  shadow  or  pretense  of  right,  to  hold  and 
continue  such  possession.  •  •  •  And,  un- 
til some  act  be  done  by  the  rightful  owner 
to  divest  this  possession  and  assert  his  title, 
such  actual  possession  is  prima  facie  evidence 
of  legal  title  in  the  possessor.  (2)  The  next 
step  to  a  good  and  perfect  title  is  the  right  of 
possession,  which  may  reside  in  one  man, 
while  the  actual  possession  Is  not  in  himself, 
trat  in  another.  (3)  The  mere  right  of  prop- 
erty, the  Jus  proprletatls,  without  either  pos- 
session or  even  the  right  of  possession.  •  •  * 
(4)  A  complete  title  to  lands;  for  it  is  an 
ancient  maxim  of  law  that  no  title  is  com- 
pletely good  unless  the  right  of  possession  be 
Joined  with  the  right  of  property.  •  •  • 
And,  when  to  this  double  right  the  actual 
possession  is  also  united,  •  •  •  then,  and 
then  only,  is  the  title  completely  legal."  Un- 
der these  definitions,  may  we  not  accurately 
determine  the  title  with  which  a  person  holds 
a  contract  of  land  where  it  is  covered  by  his 
homestead  entry?  The  United  States  retains 
the  mere  right  of  property,  the  Jus  proprle- 
tatls, without  possession  or  the  right  of  pos- 
session. This  must  be  true,— as  the  United 
States  could  not,  if  the  homestead  entryman 
be  qualified,  dlHi)osscss  such  entryman,  as  he 
is  In  no  sense  a  trespasser;  and,  tmder  the 
provisions  of  the  homestead  law,  the  United 
States  has  stipulated  with  him  that  he  may 
maintain  his  possession;  and.  If  he  shall  so 
maintain  It  for  five  years,  it  Is  fuxtlier  stipu- 
lated that  he  shall  receive  a  patent  It  seems 
clear,  then,  that  a  pei-son  holding  an  uncan- 
celed homestead  entry  ni)on  land  has  a  good 
and  loj^ai  title  In  the  possosslou,  and  a  con- 
tingent title  in  the  patent. 

The  next  question  which  we  naturally 
come  to  in  a  discussion  of  this  f(>atnre  of  the 
case^  is,  how  may  a  iKn-sou  holding  a  houic- 


Btead  entry  lose  this  right  of  poaaesslonT 
This  question  la  easily  detennined.    At  the 
time  a  claimant  presents  his  application  to 
enter  a  tract  of  land,  he  is  required  to  ac 
company  the  same  with  an  affidavit,  wher^n 
be  undertakes  to  the  United  States  to  the  ef- 
fect that  he  has  certain  qualifications,  and 
which  qualifications  must  exist  as  a  condi- 
tion precedent  before  he  can,  under  the  laws 
of  congress,  acquire  as  a  homestead  any  of 
the  public  domain.     If  he  is  possessed  of 
these  qualifications,  he  is  permitted  to  file  his 
entry  upon  any  land  which  appears,  upon 
the  record  of  the  local  land  office,  to  be  un- 
appropriated.    As  before  shown,  this  filing 
carries  with  it,  as  against  the  United  States, 
and  against  all   persons,  prima  facie,  the 
right  of  possession,  and  the  contingent  right 
to  patent    But  these  conditions  may  be  over- 
come by  either  fraud  In  making  the  entry, 
or  by  the  showing  of  an  adverse  party  claim- 
ing under  the  settlement  act  of  May  14,  1880. 
Under  the  charge  of  fraud,  the  government  or 
a  private  individual  may  allege  that  the  en- 
tryman did  not  possess  the  prerequisite  qual- 
ifications to  enter  the  land;   and  if  such  fact 
be  established,  the  entry  Is  canceled.    Under 
the  settlement  act  a  party  may  allege  a 
right  to  the  land  which  existed  prior  to  the 
time  of  the  filing  of  the  entry;  and.  If  such 
fact  be  proved,  the  entry  is  canceled.     The 
result  of  the  cancellation  upon  either  charge 
is  the  same.    The  conti-act  with  the  govern- 
ment is  at  an  end.     The  moment  the  entry  is 
canceled,  the  land  reverts  to  the  government 
as  completely  as  if  no  entry  had  ever  been 
made.     No  more  rights  remain  In  the  Indi- 
vidual whose  entry  has  been  canceled  than 
would   exist   If   his   entry   had   never   been 
made.     He  stands  In  the  same  relation  to- 
wards the  land  as  he  would  in  any  other  mat- 
ter wherein  he  had  contracted  and  such  con- 
tract had  been  revoked  or  completely   re- 
scinded.    In  this  case  Woodruff  lost,  not  on- 
ly his  possessory  right  to  the  land,  but  his 
contingMit  interest  in  the  patent,  at  the  time 
his  entry  was  canceled.    As  we  have  sought 
to  show,  a  valid  homestead  entry  carries  with 
it  the  right  of  possession  as  against  other  In- 
dividual claimants,  and  as  against  the  govern- 
ment    It  must  follow,  then,  that  the  courts 
have  Jurisdiction  to  the  extent  to  which  the 
government  has  parted  with  its  title.     For,  if 
the  homestead  entryman,  having  a  valid  en- 
try, shall  comply  with  the  law  relative  to 
i-esidcnce  and  cultivation  for  the  prescribed 
period,  and  the  government  should  refuse  to 
execute  to  him  its  patent  the  courts  would, 
upon  application,  make  the  contingent  title 
which  he  holds  under  his  filing  absolute,  by 
compelling  the  government  to  cmnply  with 
Its  contract  entered  into  at  the  time  of  filing 
the  homestead  entry.    Thus  It  Is  seen  that 
what  the  government  parts  with— that  Is,  the 
possession  and  contingent  interest  In  the  pat- 
ent—the courts  at  once  acquire  Jurisdiction 
over.    The  distinction  we  have  made  is  not 
entirely  new  and  wholly  without  authority. 
One  of  the  leading  cases  cited  as  against  this 
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doctrine  Is  Marqiieze  v.  Trisble,  101  U.  S.  473. 
In  tliat  cas«,  tbe  right  of  title  only  was  in- 
volved. All  the  cases  theretofore  decided  by 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  rela- 
tive to  the  right  of  a  court  of  equity  to  deal 
with  the  question  of  title  to  public  land  prior 
to  tbe  time  the  United  States  had  parted  with 
its  title,  were  considered,  and  a  conclusion 
reached  that,  in  a  suit  to  declare  a  person 
who  has  been  awarded  the  right  to  enter 
laud  a  trustee  tor  tbe  benefit  of  one  claiming 
by  a  superior  equitable  title  therein,  the 
court  will  not  act,  unless  tbe  legal  title  has 
passed  from  the  goyemment  This  is  the  lan- 
guage of  the  court  In  that  case:  "It  plainly 
appears  from  this— First,  that  defendant  has 
not  legal  title;  second,  that  it  was  in  the 
United  States;  and,  third,  that  tbe  matt(v 
was  still  in  fieri,  and  under  control  of  tbe 
land  oflScers.  •  ♦  •  We  have  repeatedly 
held  that  the  courts  will  not  Interfere  with 
the  officers  of  the  government  in  their  duties 
In  disposing  of  tbe  public  lands,  either  by  in- 
junction or  mandamus."  Speaking  further, 
tlie  same  opinion  says  that  it  would  be  equal- 
ly as  objectionable  to  permit  a  state  court  to 
so  act  The  opinion  here  quoted  from,  and 
others  of  like  Import,  are  cited  and  relied 
upon  to  support  the  view  of  appeUaut.  A 
careful  reading  of  each  case  will  show  that 
the  questlMi  of  the  right  of  possesion  was 
not  considered,  but  only  the  subject-matter 
of  the  title.  And,  If  any  further  evidence  of 
that  fact  was  needed,  tbe  case  of  Marqueze 
V.  Frisble,  supra,  furnishes  the  proof.  After 
citing  authorities  supiwrtlng  the  principle  an- 
nounced in  that  case,  we  find  the  following 
^language  used:  "We  did  not  deny  the  rights 
of  tbe  courts  to  deal  with  the  possession  of 
the  land  prior  to  the  Issue  of  the  patent,  or  to 
enforce  contracts  between  the  parties  con- 
cerning the  land.  But  it  is  impossible  thus 
to  transfer  a  title  which  is  yet  in  the  United 
States."  Clearly,  this  opinion,  so  largely  re- 
lict! upon,  cannot  be  ti'«ated  as  Bupi>orting 
the  doctrine  contended  for.  In  the  very  na- 
ture of  things  the  courts  must  bare  the  pow- 
er to  deal  with  the  questions  of  possession  as 
between  homestead  claimants.  Congress  has 
In  no  way  reserved  such  question,  and  all 
matters  of  dispute  or  litigation  must  abide  In 
some  coittt  having  the  power  to  deal  with  the 
subject.  It  has  been  repeatedly  held  that 
where  one  enters  by  force  upon  tie  posses- 
sion of  another,  claiming  under  either  a  home- 
stead or  pre-emption  filing,  the  courts  will,  up- 
on application,  restrain  such  party  from  such 
interference.  This  was  the  rule  laid  down  in 
Atherton  v.  Fowler,  96  U.  S.  515.  And,  as 
bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  duty  of  the 
courts  to  take  Jurisdiction  as  to  the  question 
of  possession,  between  claimants  of  public 
land,  we  call  attention  to  U.  S.  v.  Cleveland  & 
C.  Cattle  Co.,  63  Fed.  323;  V.  8.  r.  Brighton 
Ranch  Co.,  25  Fed.  465,  26  Fed.  218;  Web- 
ster r.  Cooke,  23  Kan.  637;  Downing  v. 
Reeves,  24  Kan.  167;  French  v.  Cresswell 
(Or.)  11  Pae.  62;  Lyman  v.  Todd  (Kan.  Snp.) 
22  Pac.  103;   Raih-oad  Co.  t.  Johnson  (Kan. 


Sup.)  16  Pac.  125;   Bardan  y.  Bailrbad  Co., 
140  U.  S.  635,  12  Sup.  Ct.  856. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  brings  into 
discussion  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
an  adequate  remedy  at  law  is  provided, 
whereby  the  relief  may  be  had.  The  order 
of  injunction  Issued  in  this  case  is  in  its 
nature  prohibitory,  as  well  as  mandatory. 
It  operates  to  restrain  appellant  from  a  fur- 
ther interference  with  appellee  in  the  use 
and  possession  of  the  land,  and  also  directs 
him  to  remove  from  the  land  and  surrender 
possession,  only  permitting  him  to  go  upon 
the  tract  for  the  purpose  of  removing  such 
improvements  as  might  be  taken  ott  the 
land  without  injury  thereto.  It  is  contended 
that  the  order  was  Improvldently  issued,  be- 
cause the  party  seeking  the  same  had  an 
adequate  remedy  at  law  by  the  forcible  en- 
try and  detainer  act;  and,  second,  that  no 
authority  in  law  exists  for  a  mandatory  in- 
junction in  this  character  of  proceedings.  It 
will  at  once  appear  that  the  contention  that 
an  action  by  forcible  entry  and  detainer  will 
lie  is  consistent  with  the  argument  that  the 
courts  have  no  Jurisdiction  in  this  case.  l%e 
right  to  proceed  by  forcible  entry  and  de- 
tainer is  predicated  wholly  upon  the  theory 
that  the  question  of  possession  is  one  with 
which  the  courts  of  the  teiTltory  may  deal. 
The  law  was  passed  by  the  territorial  legis- 
lature, and  is  based  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  jurisdictional  powM*  is  in  our  local 
courts.  But,  however  that  may  be,  conced- 
ing that  an  action  under  the  forcible  entry 
and  detainer  act  will  lie.  Is  such  a  remedy 
adequate  to  afford  proper  relief?  Under  the 
homestead  law,  Wallace  was  granted  the  im- 
mediate right  to  the  eieluslve  possession  of 
the  land  from  the  time  his  filing  was  placed 
of  record  in  the  local  land  office.  As  we  have 
before  stated,  such  right  Inhered  in  him  by 
virtue  of  his  filing.  In  order  to  comply  with 
the  requirements  of  the  homestead  law,  it 
became  necessary  to  reside  upon  and  culti- 
vate the  land.  A  failure  so  to  do  would  for- 
feit his  right,  secured  by  his  filing,  and  might 
result  In  a  loss  to  him  of  the  land.  A  suit 
instituted  under  the  forcible  entry  and  de- 
tainer act  must  be  instituted  before  a  Justice 
of  the  peace,  and  a  Judgment  favorable  in 
such  tribunal  may  be  appealed  from;  and  a 
defendant  in  such  action,  upon  giving  bond, 
may  still  retain  exclusive  possession  until  the 
matter  can  be  heard  in  the  district  court; 
and  a  Judgment  grranted  in  the  district  court 
may  also  be  stayed  pending  an  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court.  And,  during  all  this  time,  a 
party  who,  under  the  laws  of  congress,  Is 
clearly  entitled  to  possession,  is  kept  from 
exercising  such  right  by  a  person  who,  un- 
der such  laws,  and  as  disclosed  by  the  plead- 
ings, has  no  right  whatever  in  the  land.  Pos- 
sibly the  bonds  given  to  stay  the  Judgments 
of  the  Justice  of  the  peace  and  the  district 
coitrt  may  compensate  him  pecuniarily;  but, 
even  then,  it  would  require  numerous  suits, 
and  would  be  a  very  slo^  y^medy  to  obtaittA»^ 
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riffbt  whtcb  cannot  be  serionsly  dictated. 
But,  U  we  concede  tbat  he  may  obtain  po8- 
•ession  of  the  land,  aa  anggeated  by  coonsel 
for  appellant,  there  yet  remains  a  Berloua 
objection  against  resorting  to  such  remedy 
In  this  character  of  case.  Under  the  law  of 
congress  (section  2297,  Rev.  St  U.  S.),  erery 
person  who  files  a  homestead  entry  Is  com- 
pelled to  begin  a  residence  upon  and  cultiva- 
tion of  the  land  within  six  months  from  the 
date  of  hlB  filing.  A  failure  in  this  respect 
subjects  the  filing  to  a  contest.  In  this  ter- 
ritory, by  the  orders  of  the  supreme  court, 
but  two  terms  of  court  are  held  in  each  coun- 
ty in  each  year,  and  but  two  sessions  of  the 
supreme  court  are  held  in  the  same  length 
of  time.  To  say  that  an  adequate  remedy  at 
law  exists,  under  such  conditions,  as  will  af- 
ford proper  relief  in  this  character  of  case,  is 
absurd.  Injunction  Is  the  only  process  that 
wlU  afford  relief;  and  even  such  remedy  Is 
not  entirely  adequate,  because,  under  our 
statute,  an  appeal  will  He  from  an  interlocu- 
tory order.  But  it  is  the  best  and  speediest 
remedy  which  may  be  had;  and  because  it 
may  not  afford  all  the  relief  a  party  seeking 
its  aid  may  be  entitled  to  is  no  reason  for 
withCoIdlng  the  remedy.  All  authorities 
bold  to  the  yiew  that  courts  should  In  all 
cases  grant  relief  by  injunctions,  where  the 
remedy  at  law  is  either  Insufilclent,  or  Is  not 
speedy  enough  to  afford  proper  protection. 
High,  InJ.  IS  12,  80;  Tied.  Eq.  Jur.  U  478- 
480,  483;  Spel.  Extr.  Bel.  t  13;  Walker  t. 
Armstrong,  2  Kan.  108;  Webster  ▼.  Cooke, 
23  Kan.  637;  Downing  ▼.  Reeves,  24  Kan. 
167;   Long  V.  Kasebeer,  28  Kan.  226. 

It  is  also  earnestly  contended  tbat  In  no 
event  will  a  mandatory  Injunction  lie  in  a 
case  of  this  character.  In  Sproat  y.  Dur- 
land,  supra,  this  court  discussed,  to  some  ex- 
tent, the  question  of  a  mandatory  Injunction, 
and  held  to  the  view  that.  Injunction  being 
a  proper  remedy,  the  remedy  should  extend 
aa  far  as  the  necessities  of  the  case  demand- 
ed. The  authorities  since  examined  confirm 
the  doctrine  then  announced.  High  on  In- 
junction (section  300)  lays  down  this  rule. 
And,  in  a  note  to  such  section,  will  be  found 
the  following  by  Hanson,  Chancellor:  "An  in- 
junction for  possession  Is  not  a  new  thing  in 
a  court  of  equity.  It  has  long  been  used  in 
England.  It  is  directed  In  certain  cases  by 
the  aforesaid  act  of  assembly;  and  it  would 
disgrace  our  laws  and  administration  of  jus- 
tice If,  after  title  to  land  has  been  establish- 
ed by  the  adjudication  of  a  court,  there  could 
be  no  way  of  obtaining  possession  but  after 
obtaining  Judgment  in  ejectment."  And, 
speaking  further,  in  the  note,  the  following 
authority  is  cited:  "And  it  is  said  by  an 
eminent  Jurist  that  courts  of  equity  also  in- 
terfere and  effectuate  their  own  decrees  in 
many  cases  by  Injunctions,  in  the  nature  of 
a  Judicial  writ  or  execution  for  the  possession 
of  the  pr<^erty  in  controversy,— as,  for  ex- 
ample, by  injunctions  to  yield  up,  deliver, 
.quiet,  or  continue  the  possession.    Indeed, 


they  bave  been  distinctly  traced  back  to  tbe 
relgna  of  Elizabeth  and  Edward  the  Sixth, 
and  even  to  Henry  the  Eighth.  In  some  re- 
spects they  bear  an  analogy  to  sequestrv 
tlona.  •  •  •  2  Story,  Elq.  Jur.  i  969."  In 
U.  S.  T.  Brixton  Bandi  Co.,  supra,  the  Unit- 
ed States  sought  to  compel  parties  to  remove 
a  fence  which  inclosed  public  lands,  and 
which  also  indaded  within  their  boondary 
lines  lands  covered  by  homestead,  pre-emp- 
tions, and  tlmber-cnltnre  entries.  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Miller  awarded  a  mandatory  injunction, 
and  compelled  a  removal  of  the  fences,  and 
prohibited  the  building  of  fences  m  the  fu- 
ture. Tbe  same  conclusion  was  reached  by 
Mr.  Justice  Brewer  in  a  case  involving  tbe 
same  parties  and  subject-matter.  26  Fed. 
218,  supra.  Again,  in  Wilson  v.  Rockwell, 
29  Fed.  074,  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  announces 
as  a  correct  principle  that:  "A  party  show- 
ing an  equitable  title  to  realty  will  be  pro- 
tected by  injunction  against  trespassers, 
though  the  legal  title  has  not  been  finally  de- 
termined." And,  in  Jackson  v.  Jackson,  19 
Pac.  817,  the  supreme  court  of  Oregon  held 
that:  "Injunction  will  lie  to  give  a  person 
holding  a  pre-emption  declaratory  statement 
possession,  as  against  a  trespasser."  It  may, 
we  think,  be  safely  asserted  that  a  court 
should  In  all  instances,  where  no  adequate 
remedy  at  law  exists,  afford  relief  by  injunc- 
tion. It  is  a  remedy  which  will  readily 
adapt  Itself  to  meet  any  exigency  which  may 
arise  between  parties  who  are  in  litigation. 
The  only  Inquiry  which  a  court  need  make  is, 
has  the  court  jurisdiction  of  tbe  parties  and 
subject-matter  of  litigation,  and  is  there  a 
speedy  and  adequate  remedy  at  law?  If  the 
jurisdiction  obtains,  and  tbe  law  has  not  pro- 
vided a  proper  remedy,  the  court  should  un- 
hesitatingly act,  by  Injunction,  to  the  full  ex- 
tent necessary  for  the  protection  of  tbe  par- 
ties. 

The  last  qneetion  for  consideration  la  this 
case  grows  out  of  the  contention  of  plain- 
tiff that  the  court  below  erred  In  attempting 
to  divest  appellant  of  the  land  in  controversy 
without  giving  to  him  the  benefit  of  a  trial 
under  the  occupying  claimant's  act  It  is 
urged  that  the  act  of  congress  of  June  1, 
1874,  operates  to  give  to  a  person  who  has 
made  Improvements  on  land  covered  by  his 
homestead  entry  the  status  of  an  occupying 
claimant,  under  the  laws  of  tbe  territory. 
Tbe  act  of  congress  referred  to  is  as  fol- 
lows: "That  when  an  occupant  of  land, 
having  color  of  titles  In  good  faith  has  made 
valuable  improvements  thereon,  and  Is,  In 
the  proper  action,  found  not  to  be  the  right- 
ful owner  thereof,  such  occupant  shall  be  en- 
titled in  the  federal  courts  to  all  the  rights 
and  remedies,  and,  upon  instituting  the  prop- 
er proceedings,  such  relief  as  may  be  given 
or  secured  to  him  by  the  statutes  of  the  state 
or  territory  where  the  land  lies,  although  the 
title  of  the  plaintiff  In  the  action  may  have 
been  granted  by  tbe  United  States  after  said 
improvemeati  were  ao  mada"   The  statutes 
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of  tbis  territory  have  an  occupying  claim- 
ant's act  (see  St.  Okl.  p.  805)  which,  In  effect, 
provides  for  an  adjudication  of  the  right  to 
'ompensatioD  for  Improvements  made  by  an 
occupying  claimant  The  first  section  of  the 
act  Is  sufficient  to  show  its  purpose,  and 
reads  as  follows:  "(449S)  {  620.  In  all  cases 
any  occupying  claimant  being  in  quiet  pos- 
session of  any  lands  or  tenements  for  which 
8uch  person  can  show  a  plain  and  connected 
title  In  law  or  equity,  derived  from  the  rec- 
ords of  some  public  office,  or  being  in  quiet 
possession  of  and  holding  the  same  by  deed, 
devise,  descent,  contract,  bond  or  agreement 
from  and  under  any  person  claiming  title  as 
aforesaid,  derived  from  the  records  of  Bome> 
public  office,  or  by  deed,  duly  authenticated 
and  recorded,  or  being  in  quiet  possession  of, 
and  holding  the  same  under  sale  on  execu- 
tion or  order  of  sale  against  any  person 
claiming  title  as  aforesaid,  derived  from  the 
records  of  some  public  office,  or  by  deed; 
duly  authenticated  and  recorded,  or  being  in 
possession  of  and  holding  any  land  under 
any  sale  for  taxes  authorized  by  the  laws  of 
this  territory,  or  any  person  or  persons  who 
have  made  a  bona  fide  settlement  and  Im- 
provement which  he,  she  or  they  still  occupy 
upon  any  of  the  Indian  lands  lying  in  this 
territory,  or  any  lands  held  in  trust  for  the 
benefit  of  any  Indian  tribe  at  the  date  of 
such  settlement,  or  which  may  have  here- 
tofore been  Indian  lands,  and  which  were 
vacant  and  unoccupied  at  the  date  of  such 
settlMuent,  and  where  the  records  oC  the 
county  show  no  title  or  claim  of  any  person 
or  persons  to  said  lands  at  the  time  of  such 
settlement ;  or  any  person  in  quiet  posses- 
sion of  any  land  Claiming  title  thereto,  and 
holding  the  same  under  a  sale  or  conveyance 
made  by  executors,  administrators  or  guard- 
ians, or  by  any  other  person  or  persons.  In 
pursuance  of  any  order  of  court  or  decree  In 
chancery,  where  lands  are  or  have  been  di- 
rected to  be  sold  and  tbe  purchasers  thereof 
have  obtained  title  to  and  iwsseesion  of  tbe 
same  without  any  fraud  or  collusion  on  bis, 
her  or  their  part,  shall  not  be  evicted  or 
thrown  out  of  possession  by  any  person  or 
persons  who  shall  set  up  and  prove  an  ad- 
verse and  better  title  to  said  lands  until  said 
occupying  claimant,  his,  her  or  their  heirs, 
shall  be  paid  the  full  value  of  all  lasting  and 
valuable  improvements  made  on  said  lands 
by  such  occupying  claimant,  or  by  the  per- 
son or  persons  under  whom  he,  she  or  thej 
may  hold  the  same  previous  to  receiving  ac- 
tual notice  by  the  commencement  of  suit  on 
such  adverse  claim,  by  which  eviction  may 
be  effected."  Subsequent  sections  provide 
for  tbe  calling  of  a  Jury  to  assess  separately 
the  value  of  the  land  and  improTpments,  the 
damages  by  reason  of  waste,  and  the  value 
of  the  rents  and  profits  which  the  occupying 
claimant  may  have  received;  and  further 
provides  for  the  payment  of  the  award  to 
the  occupying  claimant,  or.  In  case  the  true 
owner  of  the  land  does  not  desire  to  pay  tbe 


sum  so  awarded,  be  may  tender  a  deed  to 
the  land,  and  the  occupying  claimant  may 
pay  to  such  owner  the  sum  assessed  as  the 
value  of  the  land,  without  the  improvements, 
and  thereby  obtain  title  to  the  land.  No 
eviction  is  allowed,  as  against  an  occupying 
claimant,  until  he  has  been  paid  f<Mr  bis  im- 
provements, provided  he  makes  his  applica- 
tion for  such  pay,  until  all  the  provisions  of 
the  act  have  been  complied  with.  It  will 
appear  at  once  that  an  attempt  to  enforce 
the  occupying  claimant's  act  of  this  terri- 
tory wlU  meet  with  the  veiy  objection  that 
has  been  so  strenuously  urged  by  appellant, 
to  the  effect  that  the  courts  have  no  power 
to  dispose  of  or  molest  the  title  to  the  land 
so  long  as  the  same  remains  In  the  United 
States.  The  occupying  claimant's  act  of  this 
territory  Is  predicated  upon  the  fact  of  title 
to  the  land  being  In  one  of  the  parties  to  the 
litigation.  The  supreme  court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  has  held  repeatedly  that  a  home- 
stead filing  does  not  convey  title,  but  only 
passes  an  interest  in  the  land  which  may 
ultimately  ripen  Into  one.  To  say  that  the 
courts  of  a  state  or  territory  may  proceed 
to  sell  or  dispose  of  land  belonging  to  the 
United  States  is  to  state  a  proposition  which 
cannot  be  maintained.  Neither  can  land  ac- 
quired under  the  provisions  of  the  home- 
stead act  be  liable  to  the  satisfaction  of  any 
debt  c<mtracted  prior  to  the  Issuing  of  the 
patent  therefor.  Rev.  St  U.  S.  §  2296.  In 
abort,  It  was  tbe  intention  of  congress  to 
give  to  any  qualified  person  a  homestead, 
free  of  all  Incumbrances  of  any  kind  what- 
ever, and  which  could  not  be  sold  for  any 
debt  which  existed  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
issuance  of  the  i>atent  Neither  state  nor  ter- 
ritorial legislatures  are  permitted  to  pass 
laws  Interfering  with  the  primary  disposal 
of  the  soil.  That  eight  has  remained  in  the 
congress  of  the  United  States.  Did  congress 
Intend  to  change  the  rule  in  this  respect  by 
tbe  passage  of  the  law  of  June  1,  1874,  su- 
pra? When  we  examine  closely  that  act,  it 
clearly  appears  that  such  was  not  the  inten- 
tion. The  language  used,  "that  an  occupant 
of  land,  having  color  of  titles  in  good  faith," 
etc.,  does  not  change  the  rule  rdating  to  the 
disposition  of  land  under  the  homestead 
law.  The  party  claiming  the  right  to  Invoke 
the  benefits  of  tbe  occupying  claimant's  act 
must  have,  as  a  condition  precedent  "color 
of  title."  By  color  of  title  is  not  meant  a 
homestead  filing;  because  such  filing  does 
not  rise  to  the  dignity  of  color  of  title.  It 
is  a  certificate  which,  upon  its  face,  does  not 
purport  to  give  title,  but  is  an  instrument 
given  to  designate  the  person  who  has  claim* 
ed,  and  who  is  granted  the  right  to  the  use 
and  occupancy  of  a  tract  of  public  land. 
The  government  merely  parts  with  the  pos- 
session of  the  land,  and  not  the  title.  This 
instrument  does  not  convey  color  of  title, 
and  was  not  so  intended.  One  of  tbe  best 
definitions  of  the  phrase,  "color  of  title,"  is 
found  in  Brooks  v.  Bru^^^,^  J^I^J^^,,e 


864 


PAOIFIO  BBPOBTEB,  YoL  41. 


lOU. 


as  defined  by  tbat  court,  la:  "Any  Instrament 
having  a  grantor  and  grantee,  and  contain- 
ing a  description  of  the  lands  intended  to  be 
conveyed,  and  apt  words  for  their  convey- 
ance, gives  color  of  title  to  the  lands  de- 
scribed. Such  an  instrument  purports  to  be 
a  conveyance  of  title;  and,  because  it  does 
not,  for  some  reason,  liave  the  effect,  it 
passes  only  color,  m'  the  semblance,  of  title, 
it  makes  no  difference  whether  the  instru- 
ment falls  to  pass  an  absolute  title  because 
the  grantor  had  none  to  convey,  or  had  no 
authority  in  law  or  in  fact  to  convey  one;  or 
whether  such  want  of  authority  appears  on 
the  face  of  the  instrument,  or  aliunde.  The 
instrument  fails  to  pass  an  absolute  title,  for 
the  reason  that  the  grantor  was  not  possess- 
ed of  some  one  or  more  of  these  requisites, 
and  therefore  gives  the  semblance  or  color 
only  of  what  its  effect  would  be  if  they  w«e 
not  wanting."  And,  in  Wright  v.  Mattison. 
18  How.  66,  the  supreme  court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  says:  "The  courts  have  concurred. 
It  is  believed  without  an  exceptlMi,  in  de- 
llnlrig  color  of  title  to  be  that  which  in  ap- 
pearance is  title,  but  which  in  reality  is  no 
title."  It  Is  useless  to  quote  further  upon 
this  subject,  as  all  the  cases  and  text-books 
seem  to  coincide  upon  the  question  that  no 
person  having  a  deed  or  Instrument  from  a 
grantor  can  claim  color  of  title,  except  he 
has  what  purports,  upon  its  face,  to  be  an 
Instrument  convoying  title.  Measured  by 
tills  rule,  It  Is  readily  seen  that  a  homestead 
flllng  dws  not  give  color  of  title.  Again,  it 
will  lK»  seen,  upon  an  examination  of  our 
torrltorlnl  act  relating  to  occupying  claim- 
ants, supra,  that  it  nowhere  provides  for  an 
n(IJn<ll<;,ntton  of  rlRhts  between  claimants  oc- 
<Mip.vliiif  land  the  title  to  which  is  still  in  the 
llnlU'd  Stntos.  Had  our  legislature  attempt- 
ed HO  to  do,  It  would  have  contravened  the 
••xprfHH  Inhibition  contained  in  our  organic 
act,  round  In  se<-tlon  6,  which  reads  as  fol- 
1««'h:  "'riiat  the  lojtUlntlve  power  of  the 
ti'irllory  shall  extond  to  all  rightful  subjects 
of  IcKJHlatlou,  not  Inconsistent  with  the  con- 
Hlliuilon  and  laws  of  the  United  States;  but 
no  law  Kimll  1k>  paKStHl  InterferiiiK  with  the 
pHiiiiiiy  (lUpoHftl  of  the  soil."  Counsel  for 
itlipi'lliiiit  <-ltP,  In  support  of  their  conten- 
(Ion,  Kfirditifk  V.  llnwke,  Itr.  U.  S.  392,  6 
H»|i.  CI.  1>.^;  Kturr  v,  l»wk,  a;«  U.  S.  541,  10 
Hull.  CI.  .'t."!*!!  Kniuso  V.  Moans,  12  Kan.  330. 
'1  licKo  <'iiH(>M  do  not  support  the  claim  of 
(•(miiii'l.  In  IK-n't'linck  v.  llawke,  it  appears 
tliiil  mil'  c.r  the  piirtlcs  was  a  settler  and  oc- 
iiiiuiiit  of  a  louu  hHc  at  Doadwood,  S.  D.; 
thill,  NiiliHi'iiufiil  lo  his  flctllenieut,  an  entry 
iiK  II  iiiliiiTiil  <lnlm  was  souRht  to  be  made 
for  11  iioiiloii  oC  Nucli  town  site.  The  probate 
Jiiil«o  for  llio  iM.unly  wherein  the  town  site 
»vii«  wliiiitlctl  rtlloinptpd  to  enter  the  land  for 
lowii  fliK  iiiirpoHi'N.  A  contest  was  Instltut- 
Kil,  jiiitl  till'  liiiitl  di'partiucnt  found  that  the 
liHwl  wuN  A  iiiliicral  bearing  tract  of  a  char- 
aii«r  wliU-li  <-ould  not  be  entered  under  the 
iowusltu  lAWf,  and  awarded  to  the  party 


claiming  for  mineral  purposes  the  land  locat- 
ed by  him.    Afterwards,  suit  was  institnted 
in  the  courts  to  eject  the  party  claiming  as 
an  occupant  under  the  town-site  laws.    As  a 
defense,  it  was  claimed  that  the  land  depart- 
ment has   misconstrued   the  law,   and   the 
court  was  asked  to  declare  the  plaintiff  s 
trustee  for  the  benefit  of  defendant.    As  an 
additional  defense,  it  was  asserted  that  the 
person  claiming  under  the  town-site  act  had 
made  improvements  upon  the  land,  of  the 
value  of  $1,200,  and  that,  outside  of  the  im- 
provements, the  land  was  worth  but  ^00; 
and  relief  was  asked  under  the  occupying 
claimant's  act  of  Dakota,  in  the  event  the 
court  found  tbat  the  decision  of  the  land  de- 
partment was  correct  in  giving  a  patent  to 
the  adverse  party.    This  suit  was  instituted 
after  the  act  of  congress  of  June  1,  1874,  su- 
pra; and  the  opinion  of  the  court  was  de- 
livered by  Mr.  Justice  Field,  and,  upon  that 
feature  of  the  case,  the  learned  Justice  said: 
"It  Is  asserted,  under  a  statute  of  the  ter- 
ritory which  provides  that  'In  an  action  for 
the  recoverj-  of  real  property,  upon  which 
permanent  improvements  have  been    uade 
by  a  defendant,  or  those  under  whom   he 
claims,  holding  color  of  title,  adversely  to 
the  claim  of  the  plaintiff,  in  good  faith,  the 
value  of  such  improvements  must  l>e  allow- 
ed  as   a  counterclaim  by   such   defendant.' 
The  case  presented  by  the  plaintiff  is  not 
covered  by  the  provision  of  ttiis  law.   Tbere 
can  be  no  color  of  title  in  an  occupant  who 
does  not  hold  under  any  Instrument,  pro- 
ceeding,  or   law  purporting  to  transfer   to 
him  the  title  or  to  give  to  him  the  right  of 
possession.    And  there  can  be  no  such  thing 
as  good  faith  in  an  adverse  holding,  where 
the  party  knows  that  he  has  no  title,  and 
that  under  the  law,  which  he  Is  presumed  to 
know,  he  can  acquire  none  by  his  occupa- 
tion."   In    Sturr   v.   Beck,    supra,   the   case 
turned  upon  the  proposition  that  a   home- 
stead filing  which  ultimately  ripened  Into  a 
patent  carried  with  it,  from  its  inception,  the 
entire  use  and  occupancy  of  the  land,  and  ex- 
cluded a  right  to  divert  water,  which  right 
was  sought  to  be  initiated  subsequent  to  the 
filing  and  prior  to  final  proof.    In  Krause  v. 
Means,  supra,  we  will  give  the  language  of 
Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  who  wrote  the  oplaion, 
relative  to  the  character  of  the  action.    "The 
title  to  this  land  passed  from  the  govern- 
ment to  Julia  GoodelL    She  conveyed  by  a 
deed  regular  in  form,  and  apparently  valid; 
and  from  her  grantee  Krause  obtained  his 
tltla    The  defect  in  the  title  does  not  appear 
on  the  records  or  conveyances,  but  arises 
from  a  disability  to  convey  in  Mrs.  GoodelL 
It  seems  to  us  this  is  a  plam  and  connected 
title  derived  from  the  records  of  some  public 
office,  and  therefore  brings  Krause  wiUiin 
the  first  clause  of  the  statute.    Of  course,  the 
words  'plain  and  connected  title,'  as  used 
here,  do  not  import  a  perfect  title;   for  he 
who  holds  by  such  has  no  need  of  the  oc- 
cupying claimant's  act    It  implies  a  defect- 
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iTe  title,  and  refen  only  to  th«  appeanuce 
of  tbe  record.  It  applies  to  a  case  like  the 
one  at  bar,  when,  though  there  be  a  regular 
Buccessloa  of  coaveyancea,  there  la  a  dis- 
ability In  aome  grantor  which  prerents  the 
title  from  actually  passing."  It  afterwards 
transpired  that  Mrs.  Goodell  bad  no  power 
to  convey  under  the  treaty  which  assigned 
to  ber  the  land,  and  that,  after  the  disablt 
ity  was  remored,  she  again  conveyed  the 
land  to  one  Means,  who  Instituted  suit  In 
ejectment;  and,  as  against  Meana,  tbe  court 
very  properly  held  that  Krause  was  entitled 
to  the  beneflta  of  the  occupying  claimant's 
act,  Mrs.  Goodell  having  parted  with  her  en- 
tire Interest  The  state  courts  having  jurisdic- 
dlction,  tbe  laws  of  the  state  relative  to  occu- 
pying claimants  would  attach.  But  counsel 
for  Means  strongly  contended  that  to  allow 
Kiause  the  beneflts  of  tbe  occupying  claim- 
ant's act  would.  In  effect,  defeat  tbe  act  of 
congress,  which  conveyed  to  Mrs.  Goodell. 
And  in  speaking  to  that  question,  tbe  learn- 
ed Justice  said:  "It  may  be  conceded  tliat 
neither  tbe  title  nor  possession  of  the  In- 
dian owner,  secured  by  treaty  with  the 
United  States  government,  can  be  disturbed 
by  state  legislation;  and.  If  Mrs.  GoodeU 
were  plaintifC  In  tbe  action,  seeking  to  re- 
cover possession.  It  is  probable  she  would  be 
entitled  to  both  loud  and  Improvements 
(though,  as  that  question  is  not  before  us, 
we  do  not  decide  it)."  The  language  is  sig- 
nificant, as  showing  that  whatever  disposi- 
tion tbe  government  seeks  to  make  of  its 
lands  the  courts  must  uphold;  and  that,  too, 
no  matter  what  the  conditions  of  tbe  grant 
may  be.  But  there  Is  another  feature  of  this 
case,  which,  in  our  Judgment,  effectually  dis- 
poses of  the  claim  of  defendant  Under  tbe 
act  of  congress  opening  these  lands  to  settle- 
ment, approved  March  2,  1889,  there  Is  a 
provision  which  reads  as  follows:  "But  un- 
til said  lands  are  opened  for  settlement  by 
proclamation  of  the  president,  no  person 
shall  be  permitted  to  enter  upon  and  occupy 
the  same,  and  no  person  violating  this  pro- 
vision shall  ever  be  permitted  to  enter  any 
of  said  lands  or  acquire  any  right  thereto." 
See  St  Okl.  p.  32,  S  5a  This  act  has  re- 
ceived Judicial  construction  in  this  terri- 
tory (Smith  V.  Townsend,  1  Okl.  117,  29  Pac. 
80)  and  by  tbe  supreme  court  of  tbe  United 
States  (Id.,  148  U.  S.  490,  13  Sup.  Ct  634); 
and  it  Is  now  well  settled  that  persons  with- 
in the  boundaries  of  this  territory  at  tbe 
time  the  same  was  opened  to  settlement  can 
acquire  no  rights  whatever  in  land  from  the 
United  States.  As  exhibits,  attached  to  the 
petition  filed  In  the  case  In  the  court  below, 
and  now  part  of  the  record  before  us,  we 
find  that.  In  the  contest  proceedings  insti- 
tuted by  plaintiff  below  In  the  local  land  of- 
fice, appellant  was  charged  with  being  dis- 
qualified to  enter  lands  In  Oklahoma,  by  rea- 
son of  the  fact  that  he  entered  and  occupied 
the  land  prior  to  the  time  fixed  in  the  proc- 
lamation of  tbe  president  for  the  settlement 


of  these  laada.  We  also  note  that  the  land 
department  has  found  such  charge  to  be 
true,  and  upon  such  finding  canceled  appri- 
lant's  homestead  filing.  Such  a  finding  ia 
binding  upon  the  courts.  Johnson  v.  Towa- 
ley,  13  Wall.  72;  Marqueze  v.  Friable,  supra. 
We  are,  In  the  face  of  this  fact,  so  found, 
precluded  from  holding  that  the  appellant 
In  good  faith  made  improvements  upon  this 
land,— and  how  pertinent  to  this  case  is  the 
language  of  Mr.  Justice  Field,  In  Deffeback 
v.  Hawke,  supra,  In  speaking  of  a  person 
claiming  to  have,  In  good  faith,  made  Im- 
provements upon  public  land:  "And  there 
can  be  no  such  thing  as  good  faith,  in  an 
adverse  holding,  where  the  party  knows  that 
he  has  no  title,  and  that,  under  the  law, 
which  he  ia  presumed  to  know,  be  can  ac- 
quire none  by  his  occupation." 

It  seems  unnecessary  to  carry  this  discus- 
sion any  further.  We  are  of  the  opinion 
that  the  appellant  cannot  obtain  the  benefits 
of  the  occupying  claimant's  act,  and  that  the 
court  below  committed  no  error  in  this  case. 
The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  ia  affirmed. 

SCOTT,  J.,  having  heard  the  case  at  the 
trial  below,  not  sitting. 

BUBFORD,  J.  I  concur  In  all  the  conclu- 
sions reached  In  this  cose,  but  some  of  the 
reasonings  do  not  meet  my  entire  approvaL 

BIERER,  J.  (dissenting).  In  my  view  of 
tbe  law,  this  is  another  extension  by  this 
court  of  ti»e  proceeding  by  injunction  to  a 
class  of  cases  in  which  neither  the  law  nor 
equity  ever  contemplated  It  should  be  in- 
voked; and,  as  each  encroachment  Is  made 
by  this  so-called  equity  Jurisdiction  upon  le- 
gal remedies,  I  feel  It  my  duty  to  dissent 
from  the  action  taken.  I  am  not  convinced, 
either  by  the  argument  made  or  tbe  autbori* 
ties  cited  by  the  court,  that  tojunctlon  Is  a 
proper  remedy  by  which  to  dispossess  one 
who  is  in  the  peaceable,  and  hitherto  rlghtfd; 
possession  of  land.  I  have  never  questitned 
the  right  of  one  homestead  occupant  to  em- 
ploy the  remedy  by  injunction  to  restrain  any 
Interference  with  his  possession,  either  on 
the  part  of  another  claimant  or  any  other 
person;  but  I  have  denied  that  the  home- 
stead entry  vested  in  the  entryman  the  right 
to  enjoin  from  the  land  covered  thereby  one 
who,  by  any  form  of  ciMitest,  was  claiming 
the  better  right  to  acquire  the  government 
title  to  the  land;  and  particularly  did  I  den* 
this  In  a  case  where  the  contestant  was  claim- 
ing settlement  prior  to  the  contested  entry, 
and  where  he  had  also  alleged,  by  affidavit 
duly  corroborated,  that  the  entryman  had 
committed  a  violation  of  the  law,  the  penal- 
ty for  which  was  prescribed  to  be  that  no 
violator  thereof  "shall  be  permitted  to  enter 
npon  and  occupy  the  same,  and  no  penaa 
violating  this  provision  shall  be  permitted 
to  enter  any  of  6aid  lands,  or  acquire  any 
right  thereto"  (Sproat  t.  Dnrland  [OkL]  85 
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Pac.  886);  and  I  now  deny  tbat  a  homestead 
entry,  or  any  other  form  or  degree  of  claim 
to  land,  either  Inchoate,  legal,  or  -equitable, 
entitles  the  holder  to  supersede  the  dear  le- 
gal remedies,  and  convert  the  order  of  In- 
junction into  a  writ  of  ouster,  by  which  a 
person  theretofore  In  the  peaceable  and  right- 
ful possession  of  land  may  be  ejected  from 
the  same,  without  any  other  form  of  trial 
than  an  address  to  the  broad  discretionary 
power  of  a  Judge  of  a  court  of  equity.  The 
right  of  Willie  A.  Wallace  to  Invoke  the  aid 
of  the  strong  arm  of  a  court  of  equity  to  pre- 
vent Lyman  C.  Woodruff  from  interfering 
with  him  in  his  right  to  peaceably  settle  on, 
reside  upon,  and  cultivate  the  land  covered 
by  his  homestead  entry  (Peckham  v.  Faught 
[Okl.]  37  Pac.  1085)  does  not  give  him  the 
right  to  use  the  same  strong  arm  to  throw 
Woodruff  from  his  home,  eject  him  from  his 
cultivation,  and  tear  down  his  Improvements. 
Before  this  latter  relief  can  be  had,  Wood- 
rufC  Is  entitled  to  a  trial  In  a  legal  proceed- 
ing, and  before  a  Jury  of  his  couuti7men; 
and  this  right  Is  not  taken  away  by  any  ad- 
judication of  any  land  tribunal.  It  existed 
before  land  tribunals  were  heard  of,  and  will 
likely  exist  after  they  are  forgotten;  and  I 
am  opposed  to  this  court  being  the  first  to 
take  It  away.  Possession  and  right  of  pos- 
session are  not  synonymous,  either  in  lan- 
guage or  law;  and  it  is  a  mistaken  under- 
standing of  OUT  procedure  to  hold  that  ther 
remedy  for  the  protection  of  the  former 
against  Intrusion  Is  the  appropriate  relief 
for  the  enforcement  of  the  latter,  against  one 
In  actual  possession.  In  the  cases  cited,  not 
only  had  the  parties  restrained  not  been  In 
the  prior  rightful  possession  of  the  premises 
(as  WoodrufC  Is  admitted  to  have  been),  but 
In  none  of  these  cases  were  the  i)artles  en- 
Joined  from  their  actual  possession  of  the 
land,  consisting  either  of  residence  ot  cultiva- 
tion; but  the  restraint  was  made  against  acts 
which  Interfered  with  the  occupancy  of  the 
complainant,  and  did  not  disturb  the  actual 
possession  of  the  person  enjoined;  and  the 
paragraphs  quoted  from  the  text  writers  are 
concerning  entirely  different  principles  than 
those  which  must  govern  a  case  like  the  one 
at  bar.  Consequently,  I  cannot  regard  the 
authorities  referred  to  as  giving  any  weight 
to  the  decision  of  the  court.  If  any  one  of 
the  Kansas  decisions  cited  by  the  court  was 
in  point,  or  Justified  the  conclusion  reached, 
I  would  be  willlug  to  admit  that  the  proce- 
dure had  the  Code  to  support  it,  as  our  leg- 
islature has  adopted  the  Kansas  practice  as 
an  entirety,  both  for  the  district  and  Justice 
courts,  and  I  am  a  firm  adherent  to  the  doc- 
trine that  the  construction  given  before  Its 
adoption  to  an  adopted  statute  Is  as  much 
a  part  of  the  law  as  If  It  were  written  In 
the  sections.  Cathcart  v.  Bobinson,  5  Pet. 
2G4;  and,  If  any  of  the  Kansas  decisions  ap- 
proved the  procedure  of  ejecting  a  man  from 
his  home  and  his  fields  because  he  had  lost 
his  proiKrty  therein,  by  an  Injuuctlonal  order. 


I  would  concede  that  Wallace  had  adopted 
his  proper  remedy,  under  the  language  ot 
the  statute,  but  I  would  still  doubt  the  con- 
stitutional power  of  the  legislature  to  enact 
such  a  law.  A  brief  examination  of  the 
Kansas  cases  cited  will,  I  think,  disclose  the 
correctness  of  my  statement  that  they  are 
no  authority  whatever  for  the  conclusion  of 
the  court  In  this  case.  The  case  of  Walker 
V.  Armstrong,  2  Kan.  198,  was  a  proceeding 
brought  to  restrain  the  defendants  from  en- 
croaching upon  a  ferry  franchise  claimed  by 
the  plaintift  under  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  the  territory  of  Kansas,  and  the  court,  by 
Mr.  Chief  Justice  Cobb,  said:  "An  Injunction 
Is  the  appropriate  remedy  to  protect  a  party 
In  the  enjoyment  of  a  ferry  franchise  against 
continuous  encroachments.  Such  continuoiu 
encroachments  constitute  a  private  nuisance, 
which  cotirts  of  equity  will  abate  by  Injunc- 
tlm."  That  Injimctlon  Is  an  appropriate 
remedy  to  abate  a  nuisance  has  long  been 
the  undisputed  law;  but  this  is  the  first 
time  tuat  I  have  ever  heard  It  claimed  that 
an  authority  which  authorized  an  Injunctlonal 
proceeding  to  abate  a  private  nuisance  could 
be  held  to  sustain  a  proceeding  to  eject  a 
man  from  the  possession  of  real  estate,  and 
which  possession  had,  prior  thereto,  been 
rightful.  If  the  remedy  by  Injunction  must 
be  made  rightful  by  analogy  from  such  a 
case  as  this.  It  certainly  has  little  to  support 
it  as  authority.  Webster  v.  Cooke,  23  Kan. 
637,  Is  a  case  where  the  plaintiff  was  in  the 
lawful  possession  of  certain  Indian  lands, 
to  whldi  he  was  making  an  effort  to  acquire 
title.  The  defendant  took  forcible  posses- 
sion of  plaintiff's  house,  and  was  preventing 
plaintiff  from  pasturing  his  sheep  upon  the 
land,— was  driving  them  and  dogging  them 
therefrom,— and  the  plaintiff  showed  that 
great  injury  would  result  to  his  fiock  if  they 
were  not  i>ermitted  to  graze  upon  the  land, 
and  he  asked  an  injunction  to  prevent  the 
defendant  from  driving  plaintiff's  sheep  from 
the  land.  The  plaintiff  did  not  ask  to  have 
the  defendant  ejected  from  the  house,  admit- 
ting tliat,  even  though  the  defendant  was  a 
trespasser,  and  had  never  had  any  lawful 
possession  of  any  part  of  the  premises,  but 
had  taken  possession  of  the  house  through 
force,  the  plaintiff  could  not  recover  his  actu- 
al possession  in  this  way,  nor  eject  the  de- 
fendant from  the  actual  possession.  The  gist 
of  the  case  is  reposed  In  one  sentence  of  the 
opinion:  "The  lawful  possession  of  George 
Webster  gave  to  the  plaintiff,  under  the  ar- 
rangement pleaded,  the  right  to  graze  his 
flocks  on  the  land,  and  defendant  had  no  au- 
thority to  interfere."  The  case  of  Down- 
ing V.  Reeves,  24  Kan.  167,  la  one  where 
both  parties  each  had  partial  possession  of 
certain  Improvements  upon  a  tract  of  Kaw 
Indian  trust  lands,  and  the  order  of  the  Judge 
was  that  "each  party  should  be  enjoined  from 
interfering  with  the  Improvements  made  by 
the  other."  This  doctrine  has  so  long  been 
the  recognized  law  of  the  entire  country  that 
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It  is  maxdfeatly  antbority  upon  the  question 
whicl]  It  decides;  but  it  gives  no  color  of  ap- 
proval for  tbe  case  at  bar.  The  case  of  Long 
T.  Kasebeer,  28  Kan.  226,  discloses  a  trans- 
action wbere  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and 
in  the  actual  possession  of  a  quarter  section 
of  land,  and  he  brought  his  proceeding  by  In- 
Junctlcm  to  restrain  the  defendant  from  en- 
tering np<Hi  the  premises  and  erecting  build- 
ings thereon,  and  from  carrying  out  his  ef- 
forts to  deprive  the  plaintiff,  who  was  the 
owner,  of  the  possession  of  the  land.  Only 
a  brief  citation  from  the  decision  of  Chief 
Justice  Horton  in  the  case  Is  necessary  to 
show  Its  dissimilarity  with  the  one  at  bar. 
"We  do  not  understand  from  the  petition  that 
the  defendant  has  actually  turned  the  plain- 
tiff out  of  possession  and  taken  full  and  ab- 
solute possession,  but  only  that  he  has  en- 
tered upon  the  land  under  some  pretended 
claim  of  title,  and  that  he  is  seeking  to  oust 
the 'plaintiff  of  all  possession,  and  to  assume 
the  management  and  control  of  the  land,  at 
the  time  of  the  application  for  the  temporary 
order  of  injunction." 

These  are  all  of  the  Kansas  decisions  which 
are  cited  by  the  court  as  authority  for  this 
proceeding  by  injunction;  and,  as  it  waa 
their  citation,  and  not  their  contents,  that 
made  them  a  formidable  objection  to  my  dis- 
sent, I  have  taken  the  pains  to  thus  briefly 
review  them  in  order  that  It  may  be  seen 
Uiat  they  are  not  authority  for  this  case. 
There  Is,  however,  a  Kansas  case  that  is  in 
point  np<m  the  question  here  under  consider- 
ation; but  It  Is  squarely  against  tbe  conclu- 
sion reached  by  the  court  It  is  the  case  of 
Bodwell  V.  Crawford,  26  Kan.  293,  wherein 
the  defendant  had  entered  Into  tbe  posses- 
sion of  idalntUTs  building  under  an  unau- 
thorized lease,  and  was  seeliing  to  convert 
the  building  into  a  place  of  amusement,  in- 
clnding  theatrical  performances.  Concerning 
the  wrongfulness  of  defendant's  possession, 
and  plaintiff's  appropriate  remedy,  the  opin- 
ion, which  Is  in  tbe  clear  language  of  Mr. 
Justice  Brewer,  says:  "It  is  clear  that  the 
plaintiff,  having  never  leased  the  lot  or  au- 
thorized its  lease,  is  entitled  to  his  legal  ac- 
tion to  recover  possession.  The  defendant 
has  taken  possession  without  authority  from 
the  owner,  and  he  has  no  ri!u;ht  to  such  pos- 
session. In  all  such  cases  of  the  unauthor- 
ized taking  possession  of  real  estate,  the  or- 
dinary remedy  is  an  action  at  law  for  the  re- 
covery of  possession.  Under  some  circum- 
stances, the  owner  may  maintain  forcible  en- 
try and  detainer,  and  In  all  he  may  maintain 
ejectment.  Both  are  actions  at  law.  Has  he 
the  further  remedy  of  Injunction?  •  •  • 
The  unauthorized  possession  by  defendant  is 
of  course  an  injury  to  plaintiff's  rights,  and 
entitles  him  to  relief;  but  no  one  will  con- 
tend that  a  mere  unlawful  possession  gives 
occasion  for  the  interference  of  a  court  of 
equity.  The  reasons  for  this  are  familiar  to 
every  lawyer.  In  equity,  neither  party  is  of 
right  entitled  to  a  JIU7;  but  the  constitution 


presMTes  inviolate  the  right  ot  trial  by  jury, 
as  it  exists  at  the  common  law,  and  an  action 
for  the  recovery  of  real  estate  is  one  in 
which,  at  common  law,  parties  are  entitled  to 
a  trial  by  Jury.  They  have  a  rigiht  to  the 
verdict  of  a  Jury  upon  the  questions  whether 
plaintiff  was  owner,  whether  the  defendant 
was  in  possession,  and  whether,  if  so,  the 
possession  was  unlawful."  On  the  subject 
of  the  right  to  the  remedy  by  injunction  to 
recover  the  possession  of  premises  held  with- 
out authority,  it  is  said  by  the  court  in  this 
case,  in  the  following  clear  language:  "Where 
a  party  enters  into  the  possession  ot  premises 
without  any  authority  from  tbe  owner,  and 
under  pretense  of  a  lease  made  by  an  unau- 
thorized agent,  and  puts  said  premises  to  a 
use  which  is  not  forbidden  by  the  law,  the 
owner's  remedy  Is  an  action  at  law  to  recover 
the  possession,  and  he  may  not  resort  to  eq- 
uity, and  obtain  an  injuuctlon,  and  thus  take 
away  the  constitutional  right  of  a  trial  by 
Jury,  on  the  ground  that  such  use  is  in  his 
Judgment  immoral  and  mischievous  in  its 
tendencies,  and  one  calculated  to  injure  his 
reputation  in  the  community."  Now,  in  that 
case,  the  plaintiff  was  the  absolute  owner  of 
tbe  prc^erty  in  fee  simple,  and  tbe  defendant 
had  no  right,  and  never  had  had  any  right, 
to  possession  of  the  premises;  yet  the  court 
held  that  the  procedure  to  oust  him  from 
such  possession  could  not  be  by  injunction. 
Surely,  Wallace,  with  simply  a  homestead 
eutrj'  upon  the  land,  with  no  title,  and  with 
no  equity  therein  (as  all  the  courts  of  last  re- 
surt,  except  this  one,  have  h^d),  could  not 
have  a  greater  right  to  choose  his  remedy  by 
injunction  to  dispossess  Woodruff  than  one 
who  was  not  simply  possessed  of  an  incho- 
ate right,  but  possessed  of  an  absolute  title, 
and  an  absolute  and  unqualified  right  to  pos- 
session. The  argument  resorted  to  by  the 
court  to  uphold  this  proceeding  by  injunction, 
if  It  carried  any  logical  sequence,  would  en- 
tirely wipe  away  the  legal  proceedings  by 
ejectment  and  forcible  entrj-  and  detainer 
whenever  the  complainant  chooses  to  submit 
his  controversy  to  the  court  rather  than  to  a 
jury.  The  same  argument  of  lack  of  speedi- 
uess  in  legal  proceedings  would  apply  to  all 
cases  where  the  owner  of  the  land,  or  a  per- 
son entitled  to  the  possession  thereof,  had  a 
right  of  action.  If  forcible  entry  and  detain- 
er and  ejectment  are  not  speetly  enough  rem- 
edies to  give  the  entire  iMSsessioa  of  a  tract 
of  land  to  one  who  has  an  inchoate  right  of 
a  homestead  entry  therein,  how  can  they  be 
speedy  enough  as  remedies  of  relief  to  one 
who  is  the  absolute  owner  of  the  land'/  If 
they  are  not  speedy  enough  remedies  in  this 
case  to  afford  Wallace  relief  In  putting  Wood- 
ruff out  of  his  house,  and  off  of  the  70  acres 
which  he  has  in  cultivation,  and  of  which  he 
had  before  that  time  had  the  rightful  posses- 
sion, but  which  he  had  lost  by  virtue  of  the 
decision  upon  Wallace's  contest,  how  can 
they  be  speedy  enough  remedies  to  give  pos- 
session to  real  estate  as  against  a  tenant, 
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WdUbag  ant  after  his  teim,  ot  when  one  has 
■old  tha  land  to  another  penon,  or  who,  by 
fcaaoB  of  any  lack  of  il^t,  and  therefore 
wrongfully,  iHrfda  poaseealon  of  land  against 
another?  The  oondnslons  of  the  court  that 
"^  person  holding  an  nncancded  homeeteed 
enti7  upon  land  has  a  good  and  legal  title  in 
the  iKMBcaslon,  and  a  contingent  title  in  the 
patent";  and  '^  stands  In  the  same  relation 
towards  the  land  as  he  would  in  any  other 
matter  wherein  he  had  contracted,  and  such 
contmct  had  been  revoked,  or  completely  re- 
scinded"; and  that  he  has  a  "contingent  In- 
terest in  the  patent" ;  and  that  he  has  a  "con- 
tingent title,  which  he  holds  under  his  fil- 
ing,"—are  not  supported  by  any  authority; 
and  I  dissent  particularly,  also,  to  such  con- 
clusions. If  this  conclusicm  of  the  court, 
however,  were  true,— that  the  entryman  had 
any  such  Interest  or  title  In  the  land,— then 
It  would,  of  itself,  absolutely  negative  the 
right  of  Wallace  to  resort  to  a  proceeding  by 
Injunction  to  dispossess  Woodruff;  for  one 
who  has  such  an  Interest  in  land  as  to  give 
htm  an  absolute  right  of  possession  is  enti- 
tled, under  the  Oodes,  which  give  the  right  to 
a  remedy  by  ejectment  to  recover  posses- 
sion upon  an  equitable  or  possessory  interest, 
to  proceed  by  the  action  of  ejectment  Tbls, 
It  Is  true,  would  overrule  Adams  v.  Coucb,  1 
Okl.  17,  20  Pac.  1000;  but  the  supreme  court 
has  heretofore,  as  I  view  It,  done  that,  in 
Hproat  V.  Durland  (Okl.)  86  Pac.  GS2,  and 
now  hold  that  a  homestead  entry  gives  to  a 
party  on  entirely  different  rigibt  and  title 
than  is  consistent  with  the  views  of  the  court 
In  Adams  r.  Ooncb.  It  would  only  be  nat- 
ural that  the  case  should  be  overruled  in  this 
phase  of  It,  also. 

I  have  contented  myself  with  a  review  of 
the  Kansas  decisions  cited  as  authority  for 
the  rlKht  of  plaintiff  below  to  proceed  by  In- 
junctUm  to  dispossess  Wallace,  because  such 
declMlons,  If  they  supported  the  citation, 
would  bo  manifestly  the  strongest  that  could 
be  relliHl  upon.  If  they  were  authority  for 
such  action,  It  would  be  manifestly  unnec- 
essary to  go  any  further;  and  on  the  other 
baud,  as  they  do  not,  and  as  what  I  claim 
to  be  the  Kansas  authority  is  the  other  way, 
it  is  unnecessary  to  consume  further  time 
and  space  In  reviewing  the  authorities  cited. 
A  casual  examination  of  the  other  cases  and 
the  authorities  referred  to  will  make  it  ap- 
parent that  they  give  no  countenance  for  the 
ejectment  of  a  person  from  the  actual  and 
peaceable  possession  of  land  by  an  order  of 
Injunction  Issued  In  the  only  action  ever 
brought  to  determine  the  legality  or  Illegality 
of  such  possession.  The  most  appropriate 
language  I  can  now  refer  to  In  support  of 
my  view  that  the  court  ought  not  to  dispos- 
sess Woodruff  from  this  land,  through  this 
proceeding  by  injunction.  Is  that  written  by 
Mr.  Justice  Brewer  In  Bodwell  v.  Crawford, 
supra,  hi  which  the  court  denied  the  right 
to  the  exercise  of  the  remedy  by  injunction  in 
a  case  in  which,  as  we  have  seen,  the  party 


aggrieved  had  certainly  as  moch  right  to  it 
as  the  plaintiff  below  has  in  this  case,  as  a 
means  of  dispossessing  Woodmff  from  this 
land,  and  said:  "TX  Is  the  duty  of  the  courts 
to  stand  I^  the  ancient  IwndmsrlrB,  to  walk 
super  antlqnas  vlaa  Additional  r»nedies 
must  be  established  by  OQua  bodies,  and  In 
otha  ways." 

I  am  authorized  to  state  that  Mr.  Justice 
McATEB  joins  with  me  in  this  dlaseat 


O  Okl.  SOS) 
COUCH  V.  OBNB. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.   Jaly  27,  189S.) 
Bbvibw  on  Appbai.— OsAirmfa  TsMPoaAaT 

Injun  ones. 

1.  When  a  jndge  of  a  district  oonrt  bsnes 
a  temporary  lojanctional  order,  without  notice 
to  the  defendant  in  the  case,  after  the  answer  of 
defendant  was  on  file,  htid,  that  the  supreme 
court  will  not  consider  an  assignment  of  error 
predicated  upon  auch  alleged  erroneous  action, 
until  after  tne  matter  has  been  presented  for 
correction  to  the  judge  making  the  order. 

2.  In  an  action  pending  in  the  district  court, 
wherein  the  pleadings  disdose  that  an  injnnc- 
tional  order  will  prevent  irreparable  Injury  to 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  litigation,  the  granting 
of  such  order  is  entirely  within  the  discretioa  «rf 
the  court. 

(Syllabus  Iv  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  ooart;  Oklahoma 
county. 

Bill  by  Edward  Ome  against  Meshack 
Couch  for  an  Injunction.  Vvoia  an  order 
granting  the  same^  defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Amos  Oreen  St  Son  and  B.  B.  Oreen,  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  3.  H.  Everest  and  W.  S. 
Field,  for  defendant  In  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  On  February  8,  1894,  Ed- 
ward Orne  filed  In  the  district  court  of  Okla- 
homa county  a  petition  for  Injunctlcm,  for  the 
possession  of  a  certain  tract  of  land  located 
In  Oklahoma  county,  and  which  said  tract 
had  previously  been  In  contest  between  Ome 
and  one  Meshack  Couch.  From  the  plead- 
ings It  appears  that  the  contest  proceeding 
was  instituted  in  18S9,  In  the  local  land  office, 
by  Edward  Ome  against  Meshack  Couch,  and 
that  the  land  department,  after  having  the 
same  under  consideration,  rendered  Its  final 
decision  In  the  contest  case,  awarding  the 
land  to  Ome;  that  the  original  homestead 
entry  was  placed  upon  the  land  by  Couch; 
that  such  entry  was  canceled  and  Ome  per- 
mitted to  file  his  homestead  entry  for  the 
tract  of  land  In  dispute;  and  Ome  brought 
the  action  in  the  lower  court  for  the  purpose 
of  obtaining  a  mandatory  and  prohibitory  m- 
Junctlon  against  Ck>uch,  requiring  Couch  to 
remove  from  the  land,  and  to  cease  further 
trespassing  or  interfering  with  Ome's  posses- 
sion and  use  thereof.  The  court  bdow  is- 
sued a  temporary  Injunction,  which  gave  to 
Orne  the  use  and  occupancy  of  all  the  trax!t 
of  land,  except  a  portion  upon  which  Couch 
had   his   buildings  and  Improvements  ai>d 
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some  growing  wheal  The  defendant  an- 
swered to  the  petition  gmeraUy,  denying  the 
right  of  Orne  to  the  Injunctional  order;  and, 
while  the  matter  was  in  that  condition,  Orne 
made  a  farther  showing  that  the  wheat 
Btandlns  and  growing  upon  the  land  at  the 
time  the  first  injunctlonal  order  was  isBued 
bad  been  harvested;  and  the  court  thereup- 
on Issued  a  supplemental  order  of  injunc- 
tion, without  notice  to  Couch,  granting  to 
Orne  the  use  of  the  entire  tract,  except  that 
portion  heretofm^  mentioned  upon  which  the 
buildings  of  Ck)uch  were  located.  Couch 
brings  tills  case  here,  and  assigns  as  error: 
First.  That  said  court  and  Judge  erred  in 
granting:  the  mandatory  injunction  on  the  pe- 
tition and  exhibits  filed  in  the  cause  in  the 
court  below,  the  statements  of  said  petition 
not  being  suffldent  In  law  to  authorize  the 
granting  of  such  injunction  before  the  final 
hearing  and  trial  of  said  cause.  8econd. 
The  coTurt  ored  in  granting  a  mandatory  In- 
jnnctlMi  Ml  the  pleadings  in  said  cause,  for 
the  reason  that  the  plaintiff  in  said  suit  had 
an  adequate  remedy  at  law.  Third.  The 
modified  or  supplemental  order  of  lnjuncti<m 
made  by  said  court  below  is  illegal  and  void, 
by  reason  of  the  fact,  as  shown  by  the  rec- 
ord, that  it  was  made  ex  parte,  and  without 
notice  to  the  defendant  or  the  filing  of  a  pe- 
tition and  issuing  of  a  summons,  as  provided 
by  statute.  Fourth.  The  fourth  and  fifth  as- 
signments of  error  may  l>e  properly  joined,  and 
stated  as  follows:  That  the  facts  stated  In 
the  pleadings  did  not  Justify  the  court,  or  au- 
thorize the  granting  of  an  Injunction  in  the 
cause.  Fifth.  The  cotut  erred  in  granting 
said  injunction  l)ef<w«  the  Issues  J(^ed  in  the 
cause  were  tried  and  determined.  Vpon  the 
facts,  as  they  appecu*  in  the  pleadings  and 
record  befwe  us,  it  will  be  unnecessary  to 
discuss  any  of  the  errors  complained  of  by 
appellant,  except  those  contained  in  the  third 
and  fifth  assignments.  The  other  proposi- 
tions involved  have^  we  think,  t>een  sufilcient- 
ly  noticed  in  Woodruff  v.  Wallace  (decided  at 
this  sitting  of  the  court)  41  Fac.  357. 

1.  In  the  third  assignment  of  error  It  ia 
claimed  that  the  court  below  erred  in  issu- 
ing the  modified  or  supplemental  injunctlonal 
order,  for  the  reason  that  the  same  was  so 
issned  without  notice  to  the  defendant  be- 
low, and  was  in  the  nature  of  an  ex  parte  or- 
der, made  after  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
below  was  filed.  It  appears  from  the  record 
that  on  August  0,  18i>4.  the  Judge,  upon  mo- 
tioD  and  at&davlts,  and  without  notice  to  the 
defendant,  made  an  order  which  extended 
the  scope  of  the  former  restraining  orders, 
which  had  been  Issued  when  the  matter  was 
before  the  court  for  a  temporary  injunction. 
The  last  Mder  was  issued  without  notice  to 
the  defendant,  and  at  a  time  subsequent  to 
the  date  of  the  defendant's  answer.  From 
the  record  before  us,  we  do  not  find  that  the 
defendant  presented  a  motion  tot  a  new  trial, 
or  in  any  manner  ever  called  the  attention 
of  the  Judge  to  the  matter,  or  asked  the 

v.4lP.no.3— 24 


Judge  granting  the  order  to  set  the  same 
aside.  The  probabilities  are  that  the  Judge 
granting  the  order  would  not  have  readily  va- 
cated the  same,  if  his  attention  had  been  di- 
rected to  the  fact  that  the  same  was  issued 
without  notice  to  the  defendant,  after  his  an- 
swer was  on  file.  In  Healy  v.  Jjoofbourrow, 
37  Pac.  823,  this  court  held  that,  "as  a  gen- 
eral rule,  the  supreme  court  of  this  territory 
will  not  consider  for  the  first  time,  on  ap- 
peal, questions  not  presented  in  the  case  In 
the  court  below."  The  doctrine  there  an- 
nounced is  applicable  to  the  question  under 
consideration.  The  district  Judge  should 
have  been  permitted  to  correct  the  error  com- 
plained of  before  this  court  is  asked  to  in- 
terfere. 

2.  The  fifth  assignment  of  error  is  not  well 
taken;  because,  in  cases  pending  in  a  dis- 
trict coiu-t  wherein  it  appears  from  the  plead- 
ings on  file  that  an  injunctlonal  order  will, 
during  the  pendency  of  the  suit,  prevent  ir- 
reparable injury  to  either  party,  it  is  within 
the  discretion  of  the  district  Judge  to  grant 
such  order,  and  his  action  will  not  be  dis- 
turbed unless  an  abuse  of  such  discretion  is 
shown.  That  has  always  been  the  rule,  and 
no  error  can  be  predicated  upon  such  action. 
Mead  V.  Anderson,  40  JECan.  203,  19  Pac.  708. 
Holding  to  the  view  that  the  third  and  fifth 
assignments  of  error  are  not  matters  suffi- 
cient, either  in  law  or  equity,  to  Justify  this 
court  in  reversing  the  court  below,  and  hav- 
ing, in  Woodruff  v.  Wallace,  decided  the  oth- 
er questions  involved  in  this  case  adversely 
to  the  appellant,  the  Judgment  of  the  lower 
court  is  affirmed. 

SCOTT,  J.,  trial  Judge  in  the  court  below, 
not  sitting.    The  other  Justices  concurring. 


IRWIN  V.  IRWIN. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Tbhritorial  Leoisliltcris— Powbrs— Divobob— 

Probate  Courts— Jurisdiction. 

1.  The  power  to  regulate  matters  of  divorce 
is  a  legislative  one,  and  the  conferring  of  juris- 
diction UDon  probate  courts  to  grant  divorces 
is  not  a  wrongful  exercise  of  the  right  granted 
by  the  organic  act  to  the  legislature  of  this  ter- 
ritory to  pass  enactments  upon  rightful  sub- 
iects  of  leciflation;  and  thp  act  of  the  legis- 
lature of  this  territory  of  1890,  giving  probate 
courts  juriadictian  to  entertain  actions  of  di- 
vorce, needed  no  ratification  by  congress,  and 
the  act  of  congress  subsequently  pussod  approv- 
ing the  torritorial  leRisIative  enactments  grant- 
ing jurisdiction  to  probate  courts  did  not  take 
away  the  riglit  of  the  Icijislature  to  still  further 
make  regulations  respecting  divorce  proceedings, 
nor  the  right  to  repeal  its  own  onactiuonts  grant- 
ing to  probate  courts  jurisdiction  in  divorce 
cases.  The  former  conclusion  of  the  court  in 
this  case  on  the  question  of  tlie  general  jurisdic- 
tion of  probate  courts  to  grant  divorces  ap- 
proved, but  the  reason  for  the  holding  changed. 

2.  The  juri.sdiction  of  probate  courts  to 
grant  divorce  under  section  41MJ()  of  the  Oklaho- 
n.a  Statutis  of  ISOO  must  be  exercised  in  th« 
mode  and  mnnncr  pros«rilM-d  in  the  swtion 
granting  the  jnrLidiction,     It  is  therefore  held 
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that  probate  coorta,  noder  the  itatnte  of  1890, 
only  iiad  jurisdiction  to  grant  divorces  where  the 

Eetilion  and  affidavit  showed  that  the  plaintiff 
ad  been  a  resident  of  the  territory  for  two 
years  and  of  the  county  for  six  months  next  pre- 
ceding the  date  of  filing  of  the  petition. 
(Syllabna  by  the  Conrt) 

On  rehearing.    Former  Judgment  modified. 
For  former  opinion,  see  37  Pac.  548. 

BIERER,  J.  This  case  was  decided,  and 
the  Judgment  of  the  court  below  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  new  trial,  at  the 
June,  1884,  term  of  this  court  (Irwin  y.  Irwin, 
37  Pac.  548),  and  the  plaintiff  In  error  has 
filed  bis  petition  for  rehearing,  which  has 
been  granted  upon  the  question  of  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  probate  court  In  the  cause.  In 
the  decision  In  this  case  this  court  held  that, 
by  section  4966  of  the  Laws  of  Oklahoma  of 
1890,  and  by  the  subsequent  congressional 
ratification  of  this  provision  of  the  territorial 
legislative  enactments.  Jurisdiction  to  try  and 
determine  divorce  cases  had  been  conferred 
upon  the  probate  courts  In  this  territory,  and 
that,  by  the  repeal  of  the  same  by  the  legis- 
lature of  1893,  such  power  had  been  taken 
away  from  the  probate  courts,  but  that  tbe 
Jurisdiction  In  this  case  was  still  vested  in  the 
probate  court  by  reason  of  tbe  saving  clause 
of  the  repeal  statute.  Applying  tbe  law  to 
the  petition  of  the  plaintiff,  it  was  held  that 
the  petition  stated  a  cause  of  action  under 
our  statutes  with  reference  to  divorce,  and 
within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  probate  court 
Tte  Judgment  was  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  because  the  probate  conrt  liad  ren- 
dered Its  Judgment  after  an  adjournment  of 
the  said  term  sine  die. 

The  plaintiff  In  error  claims  that  the  pro- 
bate courts  in  this  territory  never  had  Juris- 
diction to  grant  divorces  for  our  statutory 
causes,  and  also^  if  they  did  have  such  Juris- 
diction, then  It  was  only  a  limited  and  special 
Jurisdiction,  under  the  terms  of  section  49U6 
of  the  Statutes  of  1890,  and  that  the  petition 
in  tills  case  does  not  contain  a  necessary 
statement  of  the  Jurisdictional  facts,  and  that 
there  is  no  affidavit  which  the  statute  re- 
quires to  give  the  court  Jurisdiction.  The 
question  as  to  what  was  the  Jurisdiction  of  tita 
probate  courts  in  divorce  cases  under  tbe 
Statutes  of  1890  must  be  determined  by  an 
examination  of  tbe  statutes  passed  by  tliat 
session  of  tbe  legislature  with  reference  to 
the  subject  of  divorce.  St  1890,  {  3376,  pro- 
vided: "Marriage  is  dissolved  only:  First 
by  the  death  of  one  of  the  parties;  or,  sec- 
ond, by  tbe  Judgment  of  a  court  of  competent 
Jurisdiction  decreeing  a  divorce  to  tbe  parties. 
The  effect  of  a  Judgment  decreeing  a  divorce 
Is  to  restore  the  parties  to  the  state  of  un- 
married persons.  The  district  court  in  each 
county  or  subdivision  has  such  Jurisdictlou 
in  an  action  as  is  provided  In  civil  procedure." 
Section  3396,  on  the  same  subject-matter, 
provided:  "A  divorce  must  not  t>e  granted 
unless  the  plaintiff  has,  in  good  faith  been  a 
resident  of  the  territory  ninety  days  next  pre- 


ceding the  commencement  of  tbe  aetton." 
Section  4966,  pertaining  to  divorces  under  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  provided:  "Divorce 
may  be  decreed  by  the  district  and  probata 
courts  of  this  territory,  on  petition  filed  by 
any  person  wbo,  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of 
such  petition,  is  and  shall  have  been  a  bona 
fide  resident  of  the  territory  for  tbe  last  two 
years  previous  to  the  filing  oC  the  same,  and 
a  bona  fide  resident  of  tbe  county  at  the  time 
of  and  for  at  least  six  months  immediately 
preceding  the  filing  of  such  petition,  which 
bona  fide  residence  sliall  be  duly  proven  by 
such  petitioner  to  the  satisfaction  of  tlie 
court  trying  the  same,  by  at  least  two  wit- 
nesses wbo  are  resident  freehcdders  and 
booseholders  of  the  territory.  And  the  pbiln- 
tiff  shall,  with  his  petition,  file  with  the  clerk 
of  the  court  an  affidavit  subscribed  and  sworn 
to  by  himself,  in  whl<^  he  shall  state  the 
length  of  time  he  has  been  a  resident  of  th* 
territory,  and  stating  particularly  the  place, 
town,  city  or  township  In  which  he  has  resid- 
ed for  the  last  two  years  past  &nd  stating 
his  occupation,  which  shall  be  sworn  to  be- 
fore the  clerk  of  tbe  court  in  which  said  com- 
plaint is  filed."  These  secUona  (3396  and 
4966)  are  the  sections  which  were  repealed 
by  tbe  Laws  of  1883. 

Section  4966  is  tbe  only  one  of  tbe  Twrl- 
torlal  Statutes  of  1890  which  in  any  way  con- 
fers Jurisdiction  in  divorce  cases  upon  pro- 
bate courts;  and  by  the  terms  of  that  sec- 
tion it  will  be  seen  that  tbe  Jorisdlction  was 
conferred  upon  probate  courts  to  grant  df- 
▼orces  upon  petition  filed  showing  that  the 
person  asidng  tbe  same  had  been  a  resident 
of  tbe  territory  for  two  yean  and  of  tbe 
county  wherein  the  action  is  brotigbt  for  six 
months  Immediately  preceding  the  filing  of 
such  petition,  and  where  an  affidavit  U  filed 
showing  this  residence  to  exist  and  stating 
the  particular  facta  relating  to  such  resi- 
dence. The  petition  in  this  case,  wtilch  is 
sworn  to,  contains  only  this  allegation  witli 
reference  to  residence:  "That  the  plaintiff  is 
now,  and  has  been  for  more  than  two  years 
last  past,  a  bona  fide  resident  of  the  territory 
of  Oklahoma,  and  is  now  a  bona  fide  resident 
of  Payne  county."  Under  this  section  of  the 
statute  (section  4966),  it  wlU  be  seen  that  the 
petition  is  lacking  in  tbe  necessaiy  allegation 
of  a  Elx-months  residence  In  the  county  Im- 
mediately preceding  the  filing  of  the  same, 
and  that  should  the  petition  be  treated  as  an 
affidavit  It  being  sworn  to.  It  is  deficient  In 
that  It  falls  to  state  the  time,  place,  and  cir- 
cumstances of  such  residence,  as  tbe  affida- 
vit should.  These  are  mandatory  provisions, 
and  must  have  been  shown  to  the  probate 
court  in  order  to  confer  upon  it  Jurisdiction 
to  grant  a  divorce,  if  its  Jurisdiction  dei>end- 
ed  upon  this  section.  In  tbe  case  of  Elastes 
V.  Bastes,  79  Ind.  363,  the  supreme  court  of 
that  state.  In  construing  this  very  section  of 
the  statute,  said:  "It  Is  claimed  by  counsel 
that  these  very  provisions  of  tbe  statute  ax« 
mandatory,  and  we  are  of  tbe  opinion  that 
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they  are  so  far  Imperative  as  that  there 
Bhoold  be,  in  every  case,  a  sabstantlal  com- 
pliance livith  their  requirements.  Manifestly, 
the  legislative  Intent  in  the  enactment  of 
these  provisions  was  to  limit  the  operation  of 
the  statute  to  bona  flde  residents  of  the  state, 
and  to  restrain  and  prevent  the  procurement 
of  divorces  by  nonresidents,  through  fraud 
or  Imposition  i>racticed  on  the  courts.  Such 
substantial  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the 
statute  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry  out  and 
accomplish  the  purpose  and  Intention  of  the 
legislature,  the  courts  should  encourage  and 
require."  So  It  will  be  seen  that,  If  the 
power  of  the  probate  court  to  grant  these 
divorces  depended  entirely  upon  section  4966, 
the  petition  was  defective,  and  the  affidavit 
equally  ao,  if  not  wholly  wanting. 

But  It  Is  contended  that  section  3396,  su- 
pra, gave  Jurisdiction  to  grant  divorces 
where  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  resident  of 
the  territory  for  90  days,  and  to  that  extent 
modified  section  4966.  We  cannot  support 
this  contention.  There  is  nothing  In  any  lan- 
guage given  UB  by  the  legislature  upon  which 
such  a  construction  can  be  placed.  This  sec- 
tion (3306)  Is  contained  In  the  same  chapter 
of  the  statutes  relating  to  marriage  contracts 
which  specifically  confers  the  jurisdiction  to 
grant  divorces,  under  that  chapter,  upon  the 
district  court.  There  Is  nothing  in  the  Juris- 
dictional features  of  that  chapter  which  In 
any  way  refers  to  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
probate  courts.  The  Jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
bate courts  under  the  Statutes  of  1890  was 
a  definite  and  specific  Jurisdiction,  and  it 
was  to  be  exercised,  under  its  terms,  only 
when  a  petition  and  affidavit  were  filed  ai- 
ling certain  things.  The  probate  court  did 
not  have  Jurisdiction,  except  by  virtue  of  the 
provisions  of  this  statute;  and  It  Is  a  well- 
nnderstood  principle  of  law  that,  where  a 
right  is  granted  which  did  not  exist  at  com- 
mon law  and  without  such  statute,  and 
where  it  Is  given  upon  pursuing  a  certain 
procedure,  the  procedure  defined  is  a  part  of 
the  right,  and  the  right  can  only  be  had  by 
following  the  procedure,  and  that  mode,  and 
that  alone,  must  be  pursued.  Conrad  v. 
Starr,  50  Iowa,  470;  Cole  v.  City  of  Musca- 
tine, 14  Iowa,  296. 

It  is  contended  that  section  4966  is  also  a 
part  of  the  procedure  providing  for  the  exer- 
cise of  the  Jurisdiction  In  divorce  cases  by 
the  district  courts,  and,  if  the  probate  court 
was  limited  to  the  exercise  of  such  Jurisdic- 
tion in  accordance  with  the  specific  terms 
of  this  section,  the  district  court  is  equally  so 
limited.  But  that  feature  of  the  contention  Is 
not  now  before  the  court,  and  it  will  be  time 
enough  to  pass  upon  that  question  when  it 
is  before  us. 

It  is  further  contended  by  plaintiff  In  er- 
ror that  the  article  on  divorce  in  the  civil 
procedure  act  of  1890,  of  which  section  4966 
is  a  part,  grants  the  right  to  probate  courts 
to  decree  a  divorce  only  In  cases  of  voidable 
marriages.    Section  1  of  this  article  declares 


that  marriages  which  are  prohibited  by  law 
on  account  of  consanguinity,  affinity,  dif- 
ference of  color,  or  where  either  party  to 
the  marriage  contract  had  a  former  husband 
or  wife,  shall  be  void  without  any  legal  pro- 
ceedings; and  section  2  of  the  same  article 
provides  that  when  either  of  the  parties  to 
a  marriage  contract  is  incapable  of  making 
such  contract  by  reason  of  age  or  under- 
standing, the  same  shall  be  declared  void  on 
such  incompetent  party  making  application, 
but  that  the  Issue,  if  any,  of  such  marriage 
shall  be  legitimate.  These  are  the  only  sec- 
tions of  this  article  referring  to  the  legality 
of  the  marriage  relation;  the  other  sections 
are  all  purely  provisions  of  procedure. 
These  two  sections  do  not  pretend  to  state 
the  causes  for  which  divorce  may  be  declar- 
ed. The  grounds  of  divorce  (which  are  al- 
ways statutory  provisions)  are  contained  un- 
der the  chapter  with  reference  to  marriage 
contracts.  The  legislature,  when  it  enacted 
the  provisions  with  reference  to  divorce  in 
the  Civil  Code,  evidently  had  no  thought  in 
mind  as  to  the  grounds  upon  which  divorce 
should  be  decreed.  They  were  already  pro- 
vided for  in  a  former  chapter  of  the  statute, 
and  when  the  Jurisdiction  to  grant  divorces 
was  conferred  upon  probate  courts  by  sec- 
tion 4966  it  was  evidently  Intended  that  sucn 
courts  should  exercise  the  same  when  the 
grounds  for  the  dissolution  of  the  marriage 
contract  were  shown,  as  provided  in  the 
chapter  on  dissolution  of  marriage  contracts. 
One  of  thoee  provisions  allows  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  extreme  cruelty,  and,  that  being 
shown  in  the  petition,  the  probate  court  In 
that  respect  was  authorized  to  act 

It  is  claimed  that  the  probate  court  was 
wholly  without  Jurisdiction  In  this  case  be- 
cause the  affidavit  provided  by  statute  was 
not  filed  with  the  petition.  As  we  have  seen, 
this  was  one  of  the  mandatory  provisions  of 
the  Indiana  Code.  Ejastes  v.  Eastee,  supra. 
In  the  case  of  E^stes  t.  Eastes,  supra,  the 
case  was  commenced  on  the  14th  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1879,  and  the  affidavit  as  to  residence, 
etc.,  was  sworn  to  on  the  2Tth  day  of  April, 
1879,  nearly  six  months  before  filing  the  peti- 
tion. The  defendant  filed  his  motion  to  set 
aside  the  summons  because  the  affidavit  as 
to  residence  was  not  made  In  accordance 
with  the  provisions  of  the  statute.  The 
plaintiff  asked  leave,  pending  the  motion,  to 
file  a  substituted  affidavit,  which  leave  was 
.  granted,  and  on  api>eal  the  supreme  court,  in 
allowing  the  substitution,  said:  "But  we  fall 
to  see  that  any  good  result  would  or  could 
be  accomplished  by  giving  these  statutory 
provisions  the  literal  or  rigid  construction 
which  the  appellant's  counsel  Insists  should 
be  placed  upon  them."  With  this  construc- 
tion placed  upon  this  statute,  which  we  think 
should  follow,  we  can  see  no  reason  why  the 
probate  court  was  entirely  without  Jurisdic- 
tion, and  why  leave  to  amend  should  not  be 
given.  If  the  plaintiff  might  amend  an  affi- 
davit sworn  to  almost  six  months  before  4VC 
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ing  the  petition,  and  -which  therefore  could 
In  no  way  declare  the  plaJntUI's  residence 
during  such  period  of  nearly  six  months,  and 
-which  by  the  terms  of  the  Indiana  statute 
must  be  sho-wn  to  have  been  In  the  county 
in  which  the  action  was  brought,  why  might 
not  an  affidavit  and  a  i>etltloa  which  showed 
two  years'  residence  In  the  territory  and  a 
residence  then  in  the  county,  but  entirely 
failed  to  state  bow  long  It  had  been  in  the 
county,  be  amended  by  Inserting  proper  al- 
legations, If  the  facta  warranted  the  same? 
We  can  see  no  reason  why  the  rule  of 
amendment  should  not  t>e  equally  as  applica- 
ble In  one  case  as  In  the  other.  The  petition 
was  sworn  to,  and  was  evidently  Intended 
by  the  plaintiff,  and  so  understood  by  the 
probate  court,  to  be  used  both  as  a  petition 
and  as  an  affidavit  The  petition  under  the 
Indiana  Code,  and  under  our  Code  of  1890, 
fvas  not  required  to  be  s-woni  to.  Being 
sworn  to,  therefore,  and  the  verification  be- 
ing by  the  court  accepted  as  the  statutory 
affidavit,  it  would  be  at  least  sufficient  as  a 
basis  for  proper  amendment.  Under  the 
Kansas  Code  an  application  for  a  temporary 
injunction  must  be  supported  by  affidavit, 
and  In  the  case  of  City  of  Atchison  v.  Bar- 
tholow,  4  Kan.  124,  It  was  held  (page  139): 
"The  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  neces- 
sary facts  will,  under  this  provision,  be  suffi- 
cient, and  the  petition  may  be  used  as  an 
affidavit."  Under  the  Indiana  Code,  alsov 
there  was  provision  for  an  attachment  being 
liad  upon  affidavit  stating  the  statutory 
grounds  therefor,  and  under  such  Code  it  has 
been  held  that  the  grounds  of  attachment 
may  be  set  out  and  sworn  to  in  the  petition, 
and  the  same  used  as  a  statutory  affidavit. 
Dunn  V.  Crocker,  22  Ind.  324.  It  Is  there- 
fore our  opinion  that  the  probate  court  had 
jurisdiction  of  the  action  with  the  sworn  pe- 
tition ille<l,  but,  when  the  motion  of  plaintiff 
in  error  was  made  to  dismiss  the  action  In 
the  coiu't  below  because  the  court  had  no 
jurisUi(>tlon,  the  court  siiould  either  have  re- 
(luired  the  plaintiff  to  have  amended  his  peti- 
tion and  affidavit,  so  ns  to  conform  strictly 
to  the  statute,  or  should  have  sustained  the 
motion.  The  court  hnviu^  failed  to  do  Its 
duty  In  this  respect  does  not  render  Its  pro- 
ceedings void,  but  the  deft'udaut  In  error 
should  stUi  hnvc  an  oijportuuity  to  comply 
■with  the  statute. 

We  desire  now  to  more  correctly  state  the 
views  of  this  court  upon  the  question  of  the 
jurisdiction  of  prol>ate  courts  in  divorce 
cases.  We  still  adhere  to  the  conclusion  of 
the  court,  in  the  foruicr  opinion  in  this  case, 
tliat  probate  courts,  since  the  act  of  the  leg- 
islature which  took  effect  August  14,  1803, 
repealing  the  statute  of  this  territory  giviug 
such  courts  Jurisdiction  In  divorce  cases, 
have  no  jurisdiction  to  entertain  such  pro- 
ceedings, but  are  not  satisllod  with  the  rea- 
sons given  In  our  former  opmton  for  such 
conclusion.  The  former  opinion  In  this  case 
upon  this  question  la  based  upon  the  theory 


that  the  probate  courts  of  this  territory  have 
had  no  JurisdlctlMi  in  divorce  cases  except 
by  the  congressional  ratification  of  our  leg- 
islative enactments,  and  that,  this  necessary, 
congressional  ratification  being  of  and  con> 
cernlng  an  act  of  the  legislature,  this  action 
of  congress  did  not  take  away  from  the  leg- 
islature the  right  to  repeal  its  own  enact- 
ment giving  to  the  probate  courts  this  im- 
portant Jurisdiction.  The  majority  of  this 
court  do  not  believe  this  position  sound.  If 
the  conclusion  is  once  reached  that  the  pro- 
bate courts  could  not  have  exercised  this  Ju- 
risdiction excepting  by  act  of  congress  by 
ratiflcatory  enactment,  then  we  are  free  to 
say  that  our  conclusions  as  to  the  present  Ju- 
risdiction of  probate  courts  might  be  differ- 
ent, but  we  do  not  believe  that  it  was  neces- 
sary for  congress  to  ratify  this  act  of  the 
legislature  giving  probate  courts  Jurisdiction 
in  such  cases.  We  believe  that  the  question 
of  marriage  and  divorce,  of  the  marriage  re- 
lation and  the  dissolution  thweof.  Is  entirely 
a  legislative  question,  and  one  which  should 
and  must  be  controlled  by  legislative  enact- 
ment Bxcept  for  the  act  of  congress  pro- 
hibiting local  and  special  legislative  acts,  the 
legislature  might  either  grant  divorces  It- 
self, or  it  might  confer  upon  some  other 
body,  not  necessarily  a  Judicial  tribunal,  tha 
power  to  grant  the  same.  The  right  to  grant 
divorces  never  was  inherent  In  either  courts 
of  chancery  or  common  law,  and  the  inher- 
ent powers  of  the  district  and  supreme 
courts  of  tills  territory  are  those  possessed 
by  chancery  and  common-law  courts  under 
the  grant  of  the  organic  act,  which  is:  "And 
said  supreme  court  and  district  courts,  re- 
spectively, shall  possess  chancery  as  well 
as  common-law  Jurisdiction."  26  Stat  81. 
So  long,  then,  as  an  act  of  the  legislature 
does  not  infringe  on  any  of  the  common-law 
or  equity  jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  the 
territory,  as  defined  by  act  of  congress,  and 
the  act  is  within  the  grant  of  legislative 
power  extended  to  the  legislature  of  this 
territory,  we  can  see  no  reason  why  it  iR  not 
valid.  We  know  of  no  reason  why  it  can- 
not, on  the  one  hand,  enact  and  no  reason 
why  It  cannot  repeal,  the  same.  The  act  of 
congress  ratifying  this  law  giving  Jurisdic- 
tion to  the  probate  courts  does  not  prevent 
the  legislature  from  repealing  the  same. 
There  is  nothing  in  the  act  of  congress  mak- 
ing the  ratification  which  Indicates  that 
congress  meant  to  repeal  any  of  the  provl- 
sions  of  ou"  organic  act.  Congress  had  dele- 
gated to  the  territorial  legislature  the  po-wer 
to  legislate  upon  "all  rightful  subjects  o£ 
legislation  not  inconsistent  with  the  con- 
stitution or  law^s  of  the  United  States"  (20 
Stat  84),  and  not  prohibited  by  the  other 
terms  of  the  organic  act  a.nd  there  is  ho  pro- 
vision against  its  legislating  by  general 
enactment  on  the  question  of  divorce.  The 
same  legislature  of  1S90  passed  various 
enactments  relating  to  probate  courts.  It 
passed  an  act  gi,y^g^,,^5oV?$!^iW'*  **» 
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Jurisdiction  of  Justices  of  tbe  peace;  also 
tbe  Jurisdiction  to  try  and  determine  causes 
when  tbe  same  were  for  the  recovery  of 
money  or  personal  property  and  the  amount 
or  Talne  thereof  did  not  exceed  the  sum  of 
$1,000.  co-ordinate  with  the  district  court 
It  also  enacted  a  chapter  of  73  pages  de- 
fining the  Jurisdiction  and  procedure  of  pro- 
bate courts  with  r^erence  to  the  estates 
of  decedents  and  tbe  appointment  of  guard- 
ians for  and  the  control  of  the  estates  of 
Insane  and  otherwise  incompetent  persons.  It 
also  granted  such  courts  tbe  power  to  take  tes- 
timony In  certain  instances  In  laqd-contest 
cases.  Will  It  be  contended  that  tbe  legisla- 
ture might  not  repeal  the  provisions  of  such 
of  these  enactments  as  were  valid  without 
any  ratifying  act  of  congress?  Did  tbe  legis- 
lature lose  Its  right  to  repeal  or  amend  the 
extensive  chapter  defining  the  Jurisdiction 
and  procedure  of  the  probate  courts  in  the 
matter  of  the  estates  of  deceased  persons 
and  tbe  guardianship  of  minors  and  of  the 
Insane  merely  because  the  general  ratifica- 
tion of  these  laws  relating  to  probate  courts 
also  included  this  chapter?  Did  congress,  In 
the  ratifying  act,  mean  to  give  life  and  valid- 
ity to  those  of  these  acts  which  were  void 
without  such  ratification,  and  also  to  take 
away  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  repeal 
such  valid  enactments  as  were  valid  without 
congressional  ratification?  We  think  not 
If  tbe  power  of  the  legislature  to  withdraw 
from  probate  courts  the  Jurisdiction  confer- 
red in  divcHTe  cases  did  not  exist  because  of 
the  congressional  ratification,  then  It  Is 
equally  true  that  the  power  did  not  exist  to 
repeal  these  other  laws,  which  had  been 
passed  within  the  rightful  grant  of  legisla- 
tive power,  but  which  had  been  ratified  by 
act  of  congress.  We  think  tbe  ratifying  act 
of  congress  was  only  Intended  to  give  Ufe 
and  validity  to  such  acts  as  would  not  be 
valid  without  congressional  ratification,  and 
did  not  intend,  in  addition  thereto,  to  In  any 
way  affect  the  acts  of  the  territorial  legis- 
lature relating  to  probate  courts,  which  it 
might  have  passed  without  authority  of  con- 
gress. It  did  not  mean  to  take  away  any 
of  tbe  power  granted  by  the  organic  act  to 
legislate  upon  "all  rightful  subjects  of  leg- 
islation." This  act  of  congress  was  a  grant 
of  validity  to,  and  not  a  restraint  upon,  tbe 
power  and  exercise  of  power  by  tbe  legisla- 
ture, and  the  words  used  being  words  of  ap- 
proval and  not  of  restraint,  and  there  being 
several  enactments  to  which  it  might  by  its 
general  terms  have  applied,  part  of  them  re- 
quiring an  act  of  congress  to  give  life  to  the 
same  because  of  the  legislative  inability  to 
enact  such  provisions  without  such  ratifica- 
tion, and  part  of  them  requiring  no  act  of 
congress  to  make  them  valid,  it  cannot  be 
presumed  or  held  that  such  words  of  ap- 
proval could  have  meant  to  apply  to  any 
otber  of  tbe  legislative  provisions  than  those 
which  required  ratification,  and  cannot  be 
construed  to   limit  a   broad   congressional 


grant  of  legislative  power  which  had  been 
In  no  way  exceeded.  If  the  legislature  had 
a  right  to  legislate  with  reference  to  the 
granting  of  divorce  before  this  approving  act 
of  congress,  it  still  possessed  it  afterwards, 
and  if  It  bad  a  right  to  grant  to  the  probate 
courts  power  to  grant  divorces  for  statutory 
causes,  it  still  possessed  tbe  right,  after  this 
congressional  enactment,  to  take  It  away; 
and  having  by  its  own  provisions  taken  away 
the  power  prior  to  that  granted  by  it  to  the 
probate  courts,  of  course  the  probate  courts 
do  not  now  possess  the  power  conferred  upon 
them  to  grant  divorces.  The  latter  part  of 
article  16,  c  19,  St  1890,  which  is  the  arUcle 
extending  to  probate  courts  tbe  power  to  bear 
and  determine  actions  for  the  recovery  of 
money  or  personal  property  where  the  value 
thereof  does  not  exceed  the  sum  of  1 1,000, 
in  the  same  manner  and  under  the  same 
procedure  as  provided  for  tbe  Justice  and 
district  courts,  by  its  very  provisions  rec- 
ognizes tbe  fact  that  It  could  not  be  en- 
forced until  ratified  by  act  of  congress,  for 
it  says:  "This  act  shall  be  in  force  and  take 
effect  from  and  after  Its  adoption  and  le- 
galization by  act  of  congress;"  and  it  is  but 
fair  to  presume  that  tbe  attention  of  con- 
gress, as  exhibited  by  the  act  of  ratification 
in  question,  was  called  to  Oklahoma  affairs 
by  this  expression  of  the  Oklahoma  legisla- 
ture, and  It  wished  to  give  effect  to  Its  enact- 
ments rather  than  to  circumscribe  any  of  its 
powers.  The  placing  of  the  divorce  laws  of 
Nebraska  In  force  In  this  territory  was  not 
a  perpetual  grant  of  Jurisdiction  to  the  dis- 
trict courts  of  this  territory  to  grant  divor- 
ces, for  this  very  act  of  congress  provided 
that  this  very  divorce  law  and  the  other 
laws  referred  to  in  the  same  section  "are 
hereby  extended  to  and  put  in  force  In  the 
territory  of  Oklahoma  until  after  the  ad- 
journment of  the  first  session  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  said  territory."  26  Stat  87.  This  di- 
vorce law  of  Nebraska  was  not  only  not  put 
In  force  as  a  permanent  enactment,  but  this 
very  congressional  action  recognizes  the 
principle  that  divorces  are  a  proper  subject 
of  the  exercise  of  legislative  power;  other- 
wise, congress  would  certainly  have  made 
not  a  temporary,  but  a  permanent,  statute  on 
this  subject.  The  power  given  by  section  11 
of  the  organic  act,  by  which  the  Nebraska 
statutes  were  put  In  force  In  this  territory, 
to  the  courts  of  this  territory  to  enforce  such 
laws,  has  already  been  held  by  this  court  to 
exist  only  so  long  as  the  Nebraska  statutes 
existed  In  this  territory,  and  not  to  mean 
that  such  enactments  or  such  jurisdiction  as 
given  by  the  Nebraska  statutes  were  to  be 
permanent  in  their  euforcemoit  Collier  v. 
Territory  (Okl.)  37  Pac.  819. 

Our  conclusion  that  the  regulation  and 
granting  of  divorce  are  rightful  subjects  of 
legislation  Is  amply  supported  by  authority. 
Tbe  subject  is  very  ably  considered  and  re- 
viewed In  the  supreme  court  of  Utah  by  Em- 
erson, J.,  in  tbe  case  of  Whitmora  v.  Hardin^ 
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3  Utah,  121, 1  Pac.  465,  where  the  former  opin- 
ion of  that  court  In  the  case  of  Kenyon  v. 
Kenyon,  24  Pac.  829,  not  officially  reported, 
was  approved,  and  the  case  of  Cast  v.  Cast,  1 
Utah,  112,  overruled,  and  where  the  court 
held  that  an  act  of  the  legislature  which  grant- 
ed to  probate  courts  In  that  territory  power  to 
hear  and  determine  causes  for  divorce  was 
valid.  In  the  case  of  Haynard  t.  Hill,  125 
U.  S.  190,  8  Sup.  Ct.  723,  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  had  occasion  to  consider 
this  question,  and  In  a  very  able  opinion,  by 
Mr.  Justice  Field,  It  appears  that  on  Decem- 
ber 22,  1852,  the  legislature  of  the  territory 
of  Oregon,  under  a  grant  of  legislative  power 
identical  in  substance  with  that  granted  by 
congress  to  the  legislature  of  this  territory, 
granted  a  divorce  to  D.  S.  Maynard  from 
Lydla  A.  Maynard,  his  wife,  and  this  act  of  the 
legislature  was  held  valid,  and  as  being  only 
a  proper  exercise  of  the  grant  of  power  given 
to  the  legislature  to  legislate  upon  "all  right- 
ful subjects  of  legislation."  In  the  oplni<m 
the  learned  Judge  says;  "When  this  cotmtry 
was  settled,  the  power  to  grant  a  divorce 
from  the  bonds  of  matrimony  was  exercised 
by  the  parliament  of  England.  The  ecclesi- 
astical courts  of  that  coimtry  were  limited  to 
the  granting  of  divorces  from  bed  and  board. 
Naturally,  the  legislative  assemblies  of  the 
colonies  followed  the  example  of  parliament, 
and  treated  the  subject  as  one  witliin  their 
province.  And  imtil  a  recent  period  legisla- 
tive divorces  have  been  granted,  with  few  ex- 
ceptions. In  all  the  states.  Says  Bishop  in 
his  treatise  on  Marriage  and  Divorce:  'The 
fact  that,  at  the  time  of  the  settlement  of 
this  country,  legidatlve  divorces  were  com- 
mon, competent,  and  valid  In  England,  wh»ice 
our  Jurisprudence  was  derived,  makes  them 
conclusively  so  here,  except  where  an  invalid- 
ity is  directly  or  indirectly  created  by  a  writ- 
ten constitution  binding  the  legislative  pow- 
er.' Section  064.  Says  Oooley,  In  his  trea- 
tise on  Constitutional  Limitations:  'The  grant- 
ing of  divorces  from  the  bonds  of  matrimony 
was  not  confided  to  the  courts  of  England, 
and  from  the  earliest  days  the  colonial  and 
state  legislatures  In  this  country  have  assum- 
ed to  possess  the  same  power  over  the  sub- 
ject which  was  possessed  by  the  parliament, 
and  from  time  to  time  they  have  passed  spe- 
cial laws  declaring  a  dissolution  of  the  bonds 
of  matrimony  in  special  cases.'  Page  110. 
Saya  Kent  in  his  Commentaries:  'During  the 
period  of  our  colonial  government,  for  more 
than  100  years  preceding  the  Revolution,  no 
divorce  took  place  In  the  colony  of  New  York, 
and  for  many  years  after  New  York  became 
an  independent  state  there  was  not  any  law- 
ful mode  of  dissolving  a  marriage  In  the  life- 
time of  the  parties  but  by  a  special  act  of  the 
legislature.'  2  Kent,  Comm.  97."  The  learn- 
ed Judge  then  proceeds  in  the  opinion  to  re- 
view the  decisions  of  the  supreme  courts  of 
the  states  of  Pennsylvania,  Maryland,  and 
Connecticut  supporting  the  holdings  of  the 
court,  and  also  the  decisions  of  the  supreme 


court  of  Massachusetts  expressing  contrary 
views,  and  then  says:  "The  weight  of  author- 
ity, however,  is  decidedly  In  favor  of  the  po- 
sition that,  In  the  absence  of  direct  prohibi- 
tion, the  power  over  divorce  remains  with  the 
legislature.  We  are,  therefore.  Justified  In 
holding— more,  we  are  compelled  to  hold— that 
the  granting  of  divorces  was  a  rightful  sub- 
ject of  legislation,  according  to  the  prevailing 
Judicial  opinion  of  the  country,  and  the  un- 
derstanding of  the  profession,  at  the  time  the 
organic  act  of  Oregon  was  passed  by  con- 
gress, when  either  of  the  parties  divorced  was 
at  the  time  a  resident  within  the  territorial 
Jurisdiction  of  the  legislature."  These  deci- 
sions hy  Justice  Field  and  by  Justice  Emw- 
son  are  so  full,  complete,  and  exhaustive  as 
to  leave  but  little  more  to  be  said,  and  no 
room  for  argument,  on  this  question,  and  the 
views  therein  expressed  meet  our  entire  ap- 
proval. 

Upon  the  general  proposition  that  the  pow- 
er to  gmnt  divorces  does  not  pertain  to  ei- 
ther a  court  of  law  or  of  equity,  without  a 
statute  giving  power  to  such  courts,  we  cite 
the  case  of  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  39  Wis.  167, 
which  was  decided  before  and  not  referred 
to  in  either  of  the  above  cases.  In  this  case 
the  court  said:  "It  is  a  general  principle  of 
the  law  of  divorce  of  this  country  that  the 
courts,  either  of  law  or  equity,  possess  no 
powers  except  such  as  are  conferred  by  stat- 
ute; and  therefore  authority  for  the  action  of 
the  court  In  that  class  of  cases  must  be  found 
In  the  statute,  and  cannot  be  looked  for  eb^e- 
where."  The  decision  of  the  case  of  Ferris 
V.  Higley,  20  Wall.  375,  is  not  opposed  to  the 
view  of  the  question  as  taken  in  Whitmore  v. 
Hai-dln  or  Maynai-d  v.  Hill.  In  this  case  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  held  that 
an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  territory  of 
Utah,  which  granted  original  jurisdiction  to 
the  probate  courts  both  In  civil  and  criminal 
actions,  and  as  well  in  chancery  as  at  com- 
mon law,  was  In  violation  of  the  delegation 
of  legislative  authority  given  to  the  legisla- 
ture of  the  territory  of  Utah,  and  was  an 
infringement  upon  the  power  expressly  given 
by  the  organic  act  to  the  district  and  su- 
preme courts  of  Utah,  and  was  therefore 
void.  In  the  case  the  court  said:  "The  com- 
mon-law and  chancery  Jurisdiction  here  con- 
ferred on  the  district  and  supreme  courts  is 
a  Jurisdiction  very  ample  and  very  well  un- 
derstood. It  Includes  almost  every  matter, 
whether  of  civil  or  criminal  cognizance, 
which  can  be  litigated  In  a  court  of  Justice." 
The  learned  judge  then  proceeds  to  trace. 
In  a  brief  but  comprehensive  manner,  the  his- 
tory of  probate  courts,  and  the  usual  scope 
of  their  authority,  and  concludes:  "They 
were  not  in  England  considered,  originally, 
as  courts  of  record,  and  have  never,  in  ei- 
ther that  country  or  this,  been  made  courts 
of  general  Jurisdiction,  unless  the  attempt 
to  do  so  in  this  case  be  successful."  But  the 
court  nowhere  In  that  case  holds  that  the 
legislature  had  not  the  right  to  Impose  upon 
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probate  courts  additional  duties,  burdens, 
and  Jurisdictions  Trlilcli  did  not  Infringe  In 
any  way  upon  the  grant  of  Judicial  authority 
given  to  the  other  courts  of  the  territory.  On 
the  contrary,  it  Is  expressly  stated:  "There 
may  be  cases  when  that  legislature,  confer- 
ring new  rights  or  new  remedies,  or  estab- 
lishing ancHualous  rules  of  proceedings  with- 
in their  legislative  power,  may  direct  In 
what  court  they  shall  be  had.  Nor  are  we 
called  upon  to  deny  that  the  functions  and 
powers  of  the  probate  courts  may  be  more 
specifically  defined  by  territorial  statutes 
within  the  limit  of  the  general  idea  of  the 
nature  of  probate  courts,  or  that  certain  du- 
ties not  strictly  of  that  character  may  be 
Imijosed  on  them  by  that  legislation."  This 
language  or  holding  is  in  no  way  disapprov- 
ed of  In  the  subsequent  case  of  Miiynard  v. 
HIU.  In  fact,  in  this  latter  case  It  is  not 
even  referred  to  as  being  opposed  to  the  po- 
sition there  taken.  The  supreme  court  of 
Utah,  when  passing  upon  this  question,  evi- 
dently had  this  case  of  Ferris  v.  Uiglcy  be- 
fore it  when  conBidering  this  subject,  for  the 
opinion  in  Whitmore  v.  Hardin  says:  "It 
was  within  the  legislative  power  of  the  terri- 
torial legislature,  not  only  to  declare  what 
should  be  grounds  for  a  divorce,  but  to  name 
the  probate  courts  as  the  proper  courts  in 
whicli  proceedings  should  be  taken  to  pro- 
cure one.  The  right  of  these  to  exercise  this 
Jurisdiction  is  not  denied  by  either  the  lan- 
guage or  reasoning  of  Ferris  t.  Ulgley,  20 
Wall.  375." 

Congress  as  late  as  July  30,  1886,  by  an  act 
of  that  date  contained  In  1  Supp.  Kev.  St 
U.  S.  p.  503,  expressly  recognizes  this  doc- 
trine, that  the  granting  of  divorces  is  a  right- 
ful subject  of  legislation  for  territorial  leg- 
islatures; for  an  act  of  congress  that  day 
passed  recognizes  not  only  the  fact  that  ter- 
ritorial legislatures  possessed  the  right  to 
grant  divorces,  but  that  they  ixmsessed  it 
to  an  extent  of  its  most  vicious  exercise, — 
that  Is,  to  grant  divorces  In  Individual  cases; 
to  grant  them  by  a  local,  special,  or  individ- 
ual act,  such  as  bad  been  done  in  the  May- 
nard  Case.  The  first  part  of  the  first  section 
of  this  act  provides:  "That  the  legislatures 
of  the  territories  of  the  United  States,  now  or 
hereafter  to  be  organized,  shall  not  pass  lo- 
cal or  special  laws  in  any  of  the  following 
enumerated  cases,  that  is  to  say:  granting  di- 
vorces. *  •  •"  This  is  a  statutory  prohibi- 
tion tlint  congress  would  undoubtedly  not  have 
passed  without  a  clear  understanding  that  the 
legislatures  of  the  territories  did  possess  the 
power  to  grant  divorces,  and  did  that  only 
to  probibit  the  legislature  from  granting  them 
by  local  and  special  enactment,  leaving  still 
reposed  In  the  legislature  the  right  to  grant 
them  by  an  act  not  prohibited  by  this  stat- 
ute,— tlmt  is,  by  a  general  and  uniform  law. 
It  Is  worthy  of  note  that  the  case  of  May- 
nard  t.  HUl  was  decided  by  the  supreme 
court  In  March,  1888,  less  than  two  years 
after   tbls  act  of  congress  referred  to  was 


XMSsed,  and  that  this  legislative  construction 
by  the  supreme  lawmaking  power  of  the  land 
was  expressly  approved  by  the  supreme  Ju- 
dicial tribunal  of  the  country  within  two  years 
after  it  was  made.  This  case  was  decided, 
and  the  Judgment  which  the  supreme  court 
affirmed  was  filed  In  the  supreme  court  of 
Washington  territory,  at  the  July  term,  1884 
(see  5  Pac.  717),  and  was  no  doubt  pending 
in  the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States 
when  this  act  of  congress  of  July  30,  1886, 
was  passed;  and  it  would  not,  therefore,  be 
resorting  to  Imagination  to  Infer  that  con- 
gressional attention  was  called  to  the  matter 
by  this  very  case,  in  which  such  an  unnatural 
advantage  bad  been  taken  of  the  absent  wife 
by  the  husband. 

The  position  taken  by  a  majority  of  this 
court  is  that,  under  the  acts  of  the  legislature 
of  this  territory  of  1800,  the  probate  courts 
had  Jurisdiction  to  grant  divorces  by  proceed- 
ings had  under  section  4066  of  the  Statutes  of 
Oklahoma  of  181)0,  but  that,  subsequent  to  Au- 
gust 14,  1SS)3,  such  Jurisdiction  has  not  ex- 
isted, because  this  Jurisdiction,  so  given  to  the 
probate  courts,  was  repealed  by  the  provisions 
of  the  Civil  Code,  which  took  effect  that  day. 
The  decision  of  the  court  heretofore  rendered 
Is  therefore  modified  in  accordance  with  these 
views,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to  the  court  below  to  sustain  the  motion 
of  the  defendant  to  dismiss  the  action  unless 
proper  amendments  are  made  to  the  petition 
and  the  affidavit  within  a  reasonable  time. 
The  other  questions  raised  against  the  validi- 
ty of  the  orders  of  the  court  below  it  is  not 
necessary  for  us  now  to  examine,  as  our 
holding  is  a  reversal  of  all  of  the  final  deter- 
minations made  in  the  action  in  the  court  be- 
low. 

BURFORO  and  McATEE,  JX,  concur. 

DAI^E,  O.  J.  I  agree  with  the  conclusions 
arrived  at  in  this  opinion,  but  do  not  agree 
with  the  reasons  stated  for  them,  but  adhere 
to  the  decision  heretofore  rendered  by  this 
court  In  Irwin  v.  Irwin.  37  Pac.  548. 


BATTICE  V.  BATTICE. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1895.) 
Divoh<;e — Puobate  Coubts — Jurisdiction. 
Since  August  14,  1893,  probate  courts  in 
this  territory  have  bad  no  jurisdiction  to  hear 
and  determine  divorce  proceedings. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  probate  court,  Lincoln  county. 

Action  by  Walter  Battice  against  Rosa  Bat- 
tlce  for  divorce.  There  was  a  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  and  defendant  appeals.     Reversed. 

L.  E.  Payne  and  H.  R.  Thurston,  for  appel- 
lant.    H.  U.  Stewart,  tot  appellee. 

BIERER,  J.  On  the  17th  day  of  March, 
1894,  the  defendant  In  error  brought  his  ac- 
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tlon  In  the  probate  court  of  Uncola  county 
for  a  divorce  against  plaintiff  in  error,  and 
after  issues  were  made  in  tlie  case  a  trial 
was  had  on  tl>e  18th  day  of  April,  1894,  and 
a  decree  of  divorce  was  granted  defendant  in 
error,  from  which  decree  plaintiff  in  error  ap- 
peals. Only  one  question  is  necessary  for 
our  consideration,  and  that  is  as  to  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  probate  court  in  such  cases. 
In  the  case  of  Irwin  v.  Irwin  (Okl.)  37  Pac 
548,  and  in  the  opinion  upon  the  rehearing  of 
that  case  (41  Pac.  369),  it  is  held  by  this  court 
that  in  this  territory,  since  August  14,  1803, 
the  probate  courts  have  no  Jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  determine  causes  for  divorce.  This 
action  having  t>een  brought  in  the  probate 
court  since  August  14,  1893,  the  court  below 
tras  entirely  without  jurisdiction,  and  the 
Judgment  of  the  probate  court  is  reversed, 
with  dhrections  to  dismiss  the  cause  of  the 
defendant  in  error  there.  All  the  Justices 
concurring. 


UHIi  V.  IRWIN  et  al. 

(Supreme  Conrt  of  Olilahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Divorce — Jcrisdiotios  of  Probate  Coort— Suf- 

FiciBNCT  OF  Complaint— iNJUNCTios — 

Collateral  Attack— Alimost. 

1.  The  same  complaint  is  before  the  court 
in  this  case  which  was  before  the  court  for  con- 
sideration in  the  case  of  Irwin  v.  Irwin  (Old.)  37 
Pac.  548,  and,  on  reheariiiK,  41  Pac.  309;  and  the 
conclusions  there  reached  are  followed  in  this 
case,  and  it  is  held:  First,  that  on  January  14, 
1893,  probate  courts  had  jurisdiction  to  hear 
and  determine  actions  for  divorce;  second,  that 
the  complaint  for  a  divorce  in  a  probate  court 
must  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  resident 
of  the  territory  for  two  years,  and  of  the  coun- 
ty six  months,  next  preceding  the  date  of  the 
filing  of  the  complaint,  but,  if  the  complaint 
stated  that  the  plaintiff  had  been  a  resident  of 
tlie  territory  six  months,  and  was  then  a  resi- 
dent of  the  county,  the  plaintiff  might  amend 
her  complaint,  and  the  defect  in  the  complaint 
would  not  entirely  deprive  the  probate  court  of 
jurisdiction  of  the  cause;  third,  that  a  complaint 
for  divorce  which  charged  that  the  defendant 
had  been  guilty  of  cruel  and  inhuman  treat- 
ment towards  the  plaintiff,  and  alleged  facts 
showing  that  the  defendant  had  slapped  the 
plaintiff,  and  had  violently  cursed  and  abused 
her,  and  that  he  had  failed  and  refused  to  pro- 
vide for  plaintiff  and  her  children,  was  sufficient 
to  give  the  probate  court  jurisdiction  to  hoar 
her  cause  for  divorce,  upon  the  statutory  ground 
of  extreme  cruelty. 

2.  It  is  not  necessary  that  the  complaint  in 
divorce  proceedings  under  the  Code  of  1890 
should  allege  the  facts  entitling  plaintiff  to  a 
restraining  order,  or  pray  for  a  restraining  or- 
der against  the  defendant  to  prevent  the  dispo- 
sition of  his  property  in  fraud  of  the  plaintiff's 
riiihts;  but  those  facts  may  be  set  up  in  the 
affidavit  asking  this  auxiliary  relief,  without 
being  stated  in  the  complaint. 

S.  'Where,  in  a  divorce  proceeding,  a  re- 
straining order  has  been  properly  granted,  com- 
manding the  defendant  not  to  dispose  of  his 
property  ponding  the  action  for  divorce,  such 
order  is  operative  upon  all  persons  having  notice 
of  the  granting  of  such  order,  although  the  order 
and  the  return  of  service  may  be  lost  or  re- 
moved from  the  files  of  the  court. 

4.  A  restraining  order,  which  has  been 
granted  without  notice  to  the  defendant,  in  a  di- 
vorce proceeding,  is  not  void,  and  may  not  be  at- 


tacked collaterally,  upon  the  gronnd  that  th« 
emergency  therefor  was  not  sufficiently  shown. 
5.  While  the  decree  for  alimony  under  the 
statute  of  1890  should  have  lM>en  made  for  a 
sum  of  money  in  gross,  and  not  for  specific 
property,  yet  such  a,  decree  was  not  void  as 
against  the  collateral  attack  of  one  claiming 
a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  property  which  was 
the  subject  of  the  decree,  and  which  chattel 
mortgage  had  been  taken  prior  to  the  decree  of 
divorce,  and  in  violation  of  the  restraining  or- 
der against  the  defendant's  malting  a  disposi- 
tion of  his  property. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Payne  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  in  replevin  by  George  P.  Uhl  against 
Eliza  Jane  Irwin,  W.  B.  Williams,  and  Rob- 
ert A.  Lowery.  There  was  Judgment  for  de- 
fendants, and  plaintiff  appeals.   Affirmed. 

Greorge  P.  Uhl,  in  pro.  i>er. 

BIERER,  J.  George  P.  Uhl,  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  brought  his  action  in  replevin  in  tlie 
district  court  of  Payne  county,  on  the  2oth 
day  of  Febniary,  1893,  to  recover  six  head  of 
horses.  It  appears  that,  on  the  14th  day  of 
January,  1893,  Eliza  Jane  Irwin  brought  an 
action  for  divorce  In  the  probate  court 
against  her  husband  Elorerizo  (Lorenzo)  Ir- 
win. In  her  petition  she  also  prayed  for  a 
Judgment  for  alimony.  On  the  same  day, 
she  filed  in  the  probate  court  her  affidavit, 
setting  up,  among  other  things,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  threatening  to  convey  away  his 
property,  for  the  purpose  of  preventing  her 
from  collecting  any  Judgment  for  alimony 
that  she  might  procure  in  said  action,  and 
asked  the  probate  court  for  an  order  restrain- 
ing the  defendant  in  that  action  from  dis- 
posing of  his  property,  which  order  was  duly 
made  and  served  upon  the  defendant.  George 
P.  Uhl,  plaintiff  in  error,  was  employed  by 
the  defendant  in  this  divorce  proceeding  as 
his  counsel;  and,  on  Febniary  14,  1S93,  Lo- 
renzo Irwin  gave  to  Uhl  two  promissory 
notes,  one  in  the  sum  of  $25,  and  one  in  the 
sum  of  $100,  the  ?100  note  being  for  a  fee 
in  the  divorce  case,  and  the  ?25  note  being 
for  certain  expenses  incurred  by  Uhl  while 
representing  Irwin  in  the  divorce  case,  and, 
to  secure  the  payment  of  these  notes,  have  a 
chattel  mortgage  on  the  property  for  which 
Uhl  brought  this  suit.  Upon  the  trial  of  the 
action  for  divorce,  a  decree  was  rendered  In 
favor  of  Eliza  Jane  Irwin  for  divorce,  and,  as 
alimony,  she  was  given  the  specific  personal 
property  in  controversy  here.  On  the  trial  in 
the  district  court.  Judgment  was  rendered 
denying  Uhl  the  right  to  recover  possession 
of  this  property.  He  appeals  to  this  court, 
and  urges  several  objections  to  the  validity  of 
the  Judgment.  He  contends  that  the  order  of 
the  probate  court  of  January  14,  1803,  re- 
straining Lorenzo  Irwin  from  disposing  of 
his  property,  was  void,  and  therefore  could, 
in  no  way,  prevent  Irwin  from  giving,  and 
the  plaintiff  from  taking,  this  chattel  mort- 
gage, because  the  probate  court  had  no  Juris- 
diction to  entertain  the  divorce  proceeding  of 
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Elba  Jane  Irwin  against  bet  hnaband.  This 
conteatkni  is  based  upon  three  speciflc  objec- 
tions: First,  because  it  was  a  proceeding  for 
diyorce,  and  the  probate  court  b&d  no  JuriS" 
diction  to  entertain  such  a  proceeding;  sec- 
ond, because  tlte  pleadings  in  the  case  fail  to 
show  a  cause  of  action;  third,  because  tlie 
divorce  was  granted  upon  the  allegation  of 
cm^  and  Inhuman  treatment,  and  tills  was 
not  a  grronnd  for  divorce  under  the  Oldahoma 
statutes. 

This  contention  of  plalntUF  in  error  cannot 
be  sustained  upon  any  of  the  particular 
grounds  urged.  These  questions  have  all 
been  passed  upon  In  the  case  of  Irwin  t. 
Irwin  in  the  original  opinion  (37  Fac.  548), 
and  the  decision  In  that  case  on  rehearing 
handed  down  at  this  term  of  the  court  (41 
Paa  369).  The  pleadhigs  and  proceedings  In 
that  case  were  the  same  to  which  the  plaln- 
tUF in  error  again  urges  these  objections,  and 
it  is  onnecessary  to  enter  into  a  further  dis- 
cussion of  them.  The  conclusions  arrived  at 
in  that  case  are  followed  here. 

Plaintiff  in  error,  however.  Insists  that, 
even  if  the  probate  court  may  have  had  Juris- 
diction to  entertain  an  action  for  divorce,  and 
the  proceedings  in  the  case  of  Irwin  v.  Ir- 
win may  have  been  sufficient  to  give  the 
court  Jurisdiction  of  that  action  as  a  divorce 
proceeding,  the  restraining  order  made 
against  Lorenzo  Irwin  making  any  disposi- 
tion of  his  property  pending  the  divorce  pro- 
ceeding is  void,  because  no  facts  were  set  up 
In  the  complaint  for  divorce  which  would  au- 
thorize such  restraining  order,  and,  unless  the 
complaint  In  the  case  did  set  up  grounds  for 
the  Issuance  of  the  restraining  order,  it  could 
not  be  issued  upon  the  affidavit  of  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  case,  and  the  affidavit  which  was 
filed  could  only  be  nsed  in  support  of  the 
proper  allegations  made  In  tiie  complaint. 
Plaintiff  in  error  cites  numerous  Indiana  de- 
cisions upon  this  question,  the  last  of  which 
is  Koad  Co.  V.  Moss,  77  Ind.  139.  In  this 
case  it  is  held  that,  generally,  it  is  erroneous 
to  grant  a  temporary  injunction  without  the 
complaint  having  a  prayer  for  this  relief; 
but  in  this  case  it  is  also  stated  that  there  is 
a  speciflc  excepti(Hi  to  tMs  rule,  and  that  is 
where  the  defendant  threatens  or  is  about  to 
remove  or  dispose  of  his  property.  This  ex- 
ception is  specifically  provided  for  in  the  In- 
diana statute  relating  to  injunction  proceed- 
ings. Now,  the  divorce  procedure  under  the 
Indiana  statute  (our  statute  of  1890)  provides 
that:  "Pending  a  petition  for  divorce,  the 
court,  or  Judge  thereof  in  vacation,  shall 
make,  and  by  attachment  enforce  such  or- 
ders for  the  disposition  of  the  persons,  prop- 
erty and  children  of  the  parties  as  may  be 
deemed  right  and  proper.  •  •  •  Provided, 
that  such  orders  sliali  t>e  made  under  the 
same  rules  and  regulations,  and  upon  such 
notice  as  restraining  orders  and  Injunctions 
are  granted  in  other  civil  actions,  except  that 
no  bond  shall  be  required  of  either  party." 
Section  4976.     Now,  if  a  restraining  order 


ntay  be  granted  in  an  ordinary  action  of  In- 
junction, when  It  is  shown  by  affidavit,  with 
no  mention  of  tlils  cause  for  relief  being  made 
or  prayed  for  in  the  complaint,  that  the  de- 
fendant is  threatening  to  or  Is  about  to  dis- 
pose of  his  property  to  defeat  creditors,  the 
relief  being  asked  for  on  a  similar  ground  la 
a  divorce  case,  we  see  no  reason  why  the 
court  could  not  grant  it  upon  the  same  kind 
of  an  application  therefor.  Besides  this,  the 
power  given  by  tills  divcMx:e  procedure,  pend- 
ing the  action,  to  make  and  enforce  proper  or- 
ders, the  extent  of  which  iK>wer  is  limited 
only  by  the  discretion  of  the  court,  piopeily 
exercised,  is  most  comprehensive  in  its  terms, 
and  there  is  no  requirement  here  that  this 
relief  should  be  asked  for  in  the  complaint,— 
and,  in  fact,  it  would  seem  to  be  Intended, 
and  it  certainly  was  so  intended,  that  it 
should  not  be  necessary  to  ask  the  relief  in 
the  complaint  The  court  is  to  make  the  or- 
der pending  the  proceedings,  presumably  up- 
on some  showing  made  by  the  parties  that 
such  relief  ought  to  be  had.  It  should  only 
be  made  when  the  exigency  therefor  la  made 
apparent;  and  it  very  often  occurs  that  no 
necessity  for  such  an  ordw  is  made  to  appear 
at  the  time  the  complaint  or  petition  for  di- 
vorce is  filed,  but  the  defendant  in  the  case 
afterwards  does  something  Indicating  his  de- 
sire to  place  the  property  beyond  the  reach  of 
the  decree  for  alimony  which  may  be  made 
in  the  case.  It  certainly  would  be  unreason- 
able to  hold  that,  under  such  a  statute  as 
this,  it  would  become  necessary  for  a  party  to 
amend  his  or  her  petition  in  order  to  entitle 
him  or  her  to  this  auxiliary  relief.  The  affi- 
davit is  all  that  is  required  to  give  the  court 
Jurisdiction  to  make  the  order. 

Plaintiff  in  error  also  contends  that  this  or- 
der restraining  Lorenzo  Irwin  from  disposing 
of  ills  property  could  not  prevent  him  from 
taking  this  chattel  mortgage,  because,  when 
he  procured  a  certified  copy  of  the  proceed- 
ings in  the  probate  court,  (m  February  14, 
1898,  there  was  no  order  among  the  papers, 
and  nothing  to  show  that  the  order  had  tieen 
served  upon  the  defendant  in  that  case. 
There  Is  nothing  in  this  contention.  He  ad- 
mitted, on  ills  own  cross-examination,  that  he 
knew  the  restraining  order  had  been  made, 
and  the  evidence  clearly  shows  that  it  had 
been  personally  served  on  Lorenzo  Irwin,  by 
reading  the  same  to  him  and  delivering  him  a 
copy  thereof,  before  the  chattel  mortgage 
was  given.  Its  temporary  removal  from  the 
files  could  be  no  Justification  or  excuse  for 
its  violation,  either  by  Irwin  himself  or  any 
other  person.  The  order  and  the  return  of 
service  being  lost,  it  was  proper  to  prove 
both  of  these  by  the  parol  evidence  of  the 
deputy  sheriff  who  served  the  order.  The 
fact,  also,  that  tioreuzo  Irwin  was  called  in 
the  divorce  proceedings  "Alonzo"  and  "Elo- 
renzo"  Irwin  could  not  affect  this  restraining 
order.  Mr.  Uhl  knew  tliat  the  person  referred 
to  was  Lorenzo  Irwin.  The  action  had  been 
brought  by  Bllza  Jane  Irwin,  his  wlfe^  and 
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Lorenzo  Irwin's  father  had  employed  Mr. 
Uhl  to  appear  and  defend  him  in  tills  very 
proceeding;  and  Mr.  Ulil  does  not  eren  pre- 
tend tliat  he  did  not  Icnow  at  the  time  of  the 
taking  of  tlie  chattel  mortgage  that  iliorenzo 
Irwin,  of  whom  he  took  the  cliattei  mortgage, 
was  the  person  who  bad  been  restrained  from 
making  a  dlapoaition  of  his  property.  Tbe 
court  could  not  permit  a  suspension  of  the 
operation  of  a  restraining  order  upon  such  a 
quibble  as  this.  Besides  this,  if  objection 
liad  been  made  to  the  order  on  tliis  account, 
the  defect  might  have  l)een  cured  by  amend- 
ment, and  such  a  mistake  could  not  in  any 
way  affect  the  validity  of  the  proceedings. 

Mr.  Uhl  further  objects  to  the  validity  of 
this  restraining  order,  because  it  was  granted 
without  notice.  We  might  concede  that,  up- 
on the  showing  made  for  a  restraining  order. 
It  should  not  liave  been  granted  without  no- 
tice, and  that  the  probate  court  should  have 
required  notice  before  issuing  the  order.  The 
statute,  however,  does  not  make  notice  a  pre- 
requisite to  the  granting  of  a  restraining  or- 
der. The  statute  permitted  the  court  to  Issue 
a  restraining  order  without  notice  upon  an 
emergency  being  shown,  and  if  the  emer- 
gency was  not  sufflclenUy  shown  to  entitle 
the  plaintiff  to  an  order  without  notice,  the 
question  should  have  been  raised  by  proper 
application  to  vacate  the  order.  There  being 
a  reason  shown  for  granting  the  order,  tlie 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  it  should  ae 
should  not  have  been  granted  without  notice 
upon  the  emergency  shown  could  not  be 
raised  in  a  collateral  proceeding. 

Plaintiff  in  oror  further  objects  to  the  va- 
lidity of  the  Judgment  against  him,  because 
the  decree  rendered  in  the  probate  court  in 
the  divorce  proceeding  grants  Eliza  J.  Irwin 
alimony  by  decreeing  her  specific  personal 
property.  The  decree  of  the  probate  court 
was  erroneous  in  this  respect  The  decree 
should  bave  granted  alimony  in  a  gross  sum 
of  money,  and  not  in  specific  property.  Bice 
T.  Rice,  6  Ind.  100;  Green  v.  Green,  7  Ind. 
113.  In  both  of  these  cases  it  is  held  that  a 
decree  of  specific  property  for  alimony  is  er- 
roneous under  the  Indiana  divorce  law,  but 
in  neither  of  them  is  it  held  that  such  a  de- 
cree is  void;  nor  are  we  cited  to  any  cases 
which  so  hold.  In  the  case  of  Rice  v.  Rice, 
supra,  the  supreme  court,  while  reversing  the 
case,  took  into  consideration  the  evidence  up- 
on which  the  court  below  bad  decreed  to  the 
wife  one-third  of  the  defendant's  land,  and 
upon  that  evidence  ordered  the  court  below 
to  give  a  Judgment  for  alimony  to  the  wife 
in  a  gross  sum,  which  was  one-third  of  the 
value  of  the  land  and  the  money  judgment 
which  the  court  below  liad  made,  and  ordered 
that  this  Judgment  should  be  held  a  lien  upon 
defendant's  real  estate.  Although  the  decree 
of  the  probate  court  was  erroneous,  we  liardly 
think  tliat  It  was  void.  While,  had  the  de- 
fendant in  that  case  saved  the  proper  excep- 
tions, he  could  have  procured  a  reversal  of 
the  Judgment  on  that  question  on  appeal,  Mr. 


Uhl  cannot  attack  It  coUaterally;  and  par- 
ticularly should  this  be  true  when  he  is  at- 
tempting to  assert  a  prior  claim  to  the  prop- 
erty which  was  the  subject  of  this  decree  by 
a  chattel  mortgage  taken  in  violation  of  the 
restraining  order  of  the  court,  wlilch  was  In 
full  force  and  effect  when  the  mortgage  was 
given.  The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  is 
affirmed,  wltli  costs.  All  the  Justices  oon- 
curring,  except  DALE,  J.,  not  sitting. 


(t  ou.  «> 
RICHARDSON  v.  SHELBY. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

TbIAL    Br    CODBT— FlNDISOS  — MOTIOS    TO    Sbt 

Aside— Djsobbtion  of  Trial.  Ck)DBi— Confuot 
OF  Laws  — Chattbl  Mobtoaobs  —  Rbsbwjx— 
Validiti — Reo  istbation. 

1.  Under  the  Indiana  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure, in  force  at  the  time  of  the  trial  of  this 
cause,  when  a  jury  is  waived,  and  trial  by 
court,  and  the  court  required  to  make  findings 
of  fact  and  condusions  of  law,  a  motion  '*that 
the  court  set  aside  the  findings  and  grant  a 
new  trial,  for  the  reason  that  each  of  said  find- 
ings are  contrary  to  law,"  raises  the  question 
whether  the  facts,  as  found,  are  supported  by 
the  evidence;  and,  the  evidence  not  having  been 
brought  up  with  the  record,  the  motion  must  be 
overruled.  The  examination  of  the  evidence  re- 
quired by  the  motion  is  impossible.  The  tK«- 
sumption  la  that  the  trial  court  found  the  facts 
truly. 

2.  Chattel  mortgages  were  executed  in  Kan- 
sas upon  property  located,  and  by  persons  re- 
siding, there,  who  afterwards  removed  to  this 
territory,  bringing  the  property  with  them.  The 
law  is  tiiat  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  such 
dbattel-mortgage  contracts  are  to  be  determin- 
ed by  tile  law  as  it  exists  in  the  state  or  coun- 
try where  they  were  made  and  are  to  be  per- 
formed. 

3.  The  Kansas  statute  here  being  construed, 
which  provides  that  every  mortgage  of  chattels 
shall  be  void  against  creditors  of  the  person 
making  the  same,  unless,  within  30  days  next 
preceding  the  expiration  of  one  year  from  the 
time  it  was  filed,  an  affidavit  exhibiting  the  in- 
terest of  the  morteagee  be  made,  as  required  by 
the  statute,  to  preserve  the  rights  of  the  mort- 
gagee as  against  execution  creditors,  and  after 
the  lapse  of  one  year  from  the  time  of  filing, 
the  fact  that  such  affidavit  has  been  made  must 
affirmatively  appear  in  behalf  of  the  mortgagee; 
otherwise  the  conclusion  must  be  that  no  such 
affidavit  was  made. 

4.  The  statute  is  peremptory  that  the  mort- 
gage so  filed  shall  be  void  as  against  the  cred- 
itors of  the  person  making  the  same,  unless 
tlie  renewal  affidavit  be  filed  as  provided  by  it; 
and,,  in  case  of  a  failure  to  so  file  it,  the  mort- 
gage will  be  rendered  void  as  to  creditors,  not- 
withstanding the  refiling,  and  renewal  may  have 
been  rendered  impossible  by  the  removal  of  the 
mortgagors  from  the  state. 

5.  The  statutes  of  Nebraska,  in  force  In  this 
territory  at  the  time,  declared  chatty  mortgages 
to  be  "absolutely  void  as  against  a  creditor  of 
the  mortgagor,  unless  the  mortgage  or  a  true 
copy  thereof  shall  be  filed  in  the  office  of  county 
clerk  of  the  county  where  the  mortgagor  re- 
sides." Under  thie  statute,  in  the  absence  of 
the  filing  of  the  original  mortgage,  a  copy  of  It, 
property  authenticated  as  a  "true  copy,"  must  be 
placed  on  file  as  here  provided.  Such  anthenti- 
cation,  under  the  Statutes  of  1890,  in  force  at 
the  time,  must  have  been  "by  an  attestation 
made  by  the  keeper  of  the  same  that  the  same 
was  a  true  and  complete  copy  of  the  orig^, 
nal  in  his  custody,  and  the  seal  of  the  office  otf 
said  keeper  thereto  annexed,  or  by  the  certificats'' 
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of  the  derk  and  tbe  spal  of  the  district  or  pro- 
hate  court  of  the  proper  county  where  the  keep- 
er resideB.  that  such  attestation  is  made  by  the 
proper  officer."  And  a  certificate  made  by  the 
register  of  deeds  of  Oklahoma  county,  where 
an  instrument  was  filed,  which  "purported  to  be 
a  copy  of  such  chatty  mort«;age,"  that  a  copy 
of  such  copy  was  "a  true  copy  of  the  original 
mortgage  on  file  in  ''his  office,  la  not  such  au- 
thentication, and  ib  plainly  erroneous  and  mis- 
leading. 

6.  In  wder  to  hare  the  effect  of  notice  to 
creditors,  a  chattel  mortgage,  or  copy  of  it, 
must  be  such  as  is  by  the  statute  declared  to  be 
sufficient  and  eftective  for  that  purpose,  and  the 
rejristry  must  have  been  made  in  compliance 
with  the  law:  otherwise  the  registry  will  be 
treated  as  a  mere  nullity. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Ck>art.) 

Error  to  district  court,  Canadian  county. 

Replevin  by  George  O.  Richardson  against 
Ort-Ille  Shelby.  There  was  a  Judgment  for 
defendant  and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial. 
Plaintiff  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Blake  &  Blake,  for  plalntlfl  In  error.  Hu- 
ger  Wilkinson  and  Green  &  Strang,  for  de- 
fendant In  error. 

McATEE,  J.  The  plaintiff  below,  plaintiff 
In  error  here,  filed  his  complaint  In  replevin 
In  the  district  court  tor  Canadian  county,  set- 
ting forth  that  he  was  the  owner,  and  le- 
gally entitled  to  the  iMissesslon,  of  certain 
personal  property,  consisting  of  one  Ma.ssll- 
lon  separator,  truck,  and  stacker,  and  other 
personal  property,  by  virtue  of  two  chattel 
mortgages,  and  a  release  from  the  mortgagor 
to  him  of  all  interest  and  rights  in  ttie  prop- 
erty. The  defendant  filed  his  general  de- 
murrer to  the  cMnplaint,  which  was  over- 
ruled. The  defendant  thereupon  filed  bis  an- 
swer, in  fotir  separate  counts,  to  which  the 
pkilntiff  demurred.  The  fovurth  paragraph 
of  the  answer  consisted  of  a  counterclaim. 
The  plaintiff's  demurrer  was  heard  by  the 
court,  and  sustained.  Thereupon,  the  de- 
fendant elected  to  stand  upon  the  first  three 
paragraphs  of  his  answer,  which  consisted 
of  general  denials,  expressed  in  various 
forms,  of  the  matter  contained  in  the  peti- 
tion. Trial  was  then  had  before  the  court, 
and,  at  the  request  of  the  defendant,  the 
court  made  sei>arate  findings  of  fact  and  con- 
clu8i<»)s  of  law. 

It  was  found  by  the  court  that,  on  the  15th 
day  of  November,  1889,  James  Hafer  pur- 
chased of  George  O.  Richardson,  of  St.  Jo- 
seph, Mo.,  the  pr(H>orty  mentioned  In  the 
complaint,  and  executed  to  the  said  George 
O.  Richardson  a  chattel  mortgage  on  said 
property,  and  that  the  chattel  mortgage  bore 
the  following  Indorsement: 

"Territory  of  Oklahoma,  Oklahoma  County 
— ss. :  I,  B.  H.  Mansur,  recorder  of  Oklahoma 
county,  hereby  certify  that  the  foregoing  is 
a  true  copy  of  the  cvlginal  mortgage  on  file 
in  this  ofllce.  Witness  my  hand  and  seal 
this  2d  of  May,  1892.  R.  H.  Mansur,  Regis- 
ter of  Deeds.    By  J.  0.  Willhims,  Deputy." 

That,  on  the  2d  day  of  February,  1800, 
James  Hafer  and  Alice  Hafer,  his  wife,  ex- 


ecuted a  chattel  mortgage  upon  the  said  prop- 
erty to  Ben  Hafer  of  Holton,  Kan.,  to  se- 
cure the  payment  of  two  certain  promissory 
notes,  each  dated  November  16,  1889,  and 
due,  respectively,  January  16,  1891,  and  Jan- 
nary  IC,  1892,  which  mortgage  was  signed 
and  sealed  on  the  15th  day  of  February,  1890. 
This  mortgage  was  Indorsed  as  follows: 

"Filed  on  the  10th  day  of  October,  1800. 
John  ^Martin,  County  Cleric,  Oklahoma  Covm- 
ty,  Oklahoma  Territory."  . 

The  finding  further  states  that,  "at  the 
time  said  mortgages  were  filed  with  the  reg- 
ister of  deeds  of  Oklahoma  county,  said  prop- 
erty was  situated  in  Oklalioma  cotmty,  Okla- 
homa territory,  and  the  mortgagees  were 
residents  of  said  county";  that,  on  the  7th 
day  of  December,  1891,  in  the  probate  cotn-t 
of  Oklahoma  county,  in  the  case  of  Ford  and 
Ree<l,  Plaintiffs  v.  James  Hafer,  Defendant, 
tile  plaintiffs  recovered  a  Judgment  against  tiie 
said  defendant  In  the  sum  of  $365.25,  and 
that  on  the  11th  day  of  January,  1892,  ex- 
ecution was  duly  Issued  on  said  Judgment  to 
the  sheriff  of  Canadian  county,  Okl.  T.,  and 
was  delivered  to  the  said  sheriff  on  the  same 
day,  and  was,  on  the  27th  day  of  .Tanuary, 
1892,  by  the  said  sheriff,  levied  upon  the 
property  described  in  the  complaint,  in  Ca- 
nadian county;  that,  at  the  time  the  execu- 
tion was  issued,  James  Hafer  was  residing 
In  Canadian  county,  and  the  proiserty  in  con- 
trovers>'  was  in  f3anadian  county;  that  the 
chattel  mortgage  executed  by  James  Hafov 
to  Benjamin  Hafer  was  transferred  and  as- 
signed to  George  O.  Richardson,  for  a  valu- 
able consideration,  prior  to  the  10th  day  of 
August.  1892,  and  that  there  was  due  to  sp.id 
George  O.  Ricliardson  from  said  James  Ha- 
fer upon  said  notes  and  mortgages  the  sum 
of  $1,000.  Thereafter,  on  the  11th  day  of 
March,  1892,  James  Hafer  delivered  to 
George  O.  Richardson  a  written  instrument, 
by  which.  In  consideration  of  one  dollar,  he 
agreed  to  "release"  to  George  O.  Richardson 
all  of  his  right  and  Interest  in  the  property 
described  in  the  mortgage  of  November  13. 
1889,  and  granted  to  liim  the  right  to  take 
the  property  out  of  the  territory  and  sell 
it.  Richardson  accepted  the  relinquishment 
thus  executed  to  him  by  Hafer  on  the  11th 
day  of  March,  1892,  and  upon  that  day 
agreed  to  accept  the  property  in  full  payment 
of  the  indebtedness  to  him,  and  to  release 
the  notes  and  mortgage.  Upon  attempting  to 
take  possession  of  the  property.  Immediately 
after  the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  last- 
named  paper,  Richardson  found  It  hi  posses- 
sion of  the  defendant  in  error,  who  claimed 
It  under  an  execution  issued  from  the  pro- 
bate court  of  Oklahoma  county  on  the  Judg- 
ment In  favor  of  Ford  and  Reed,  The  find- 
ings state  that  George  O.  Richardson  has 
obtained  possession  of  said  property,  and  sold 
the  same,  and  appropriated  the  proceeds 
thereof;  that  the  instrument  filed  for  record 
in  the  register's  and  clerk's  offices  of  Okla- 
homa county  were  not  the  original  mortgages 
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executed  by  Hafer,  imt  were  ■what  putporced 
to  be  "copies  of  said  Instrument."  It  was 
also  found  by  the  court  that,  at  the  time  tbe 
mortgages  wtfe  executed,  the  mcHitgagors  re- 
sided In  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  that  the 
properly  mortgaged  'wfls  also  In  that  state. 
The  court  found,  as  conclusions  of  law,  that 
"(1)  The  lien  of  the  execution  In  the  hands  of 
Shelby,  as  sheriff,  in  favor  of  Ford  and  Reed, 
against  Hafer,  for  the  sum  of  two  hundred 
and  8ia;ty-flTe  dollars  ($265.00)  and  costs,  tax- 
ed at  the  sum  of  forty  dollars  and  twenty-flve 
cents  ($40.25),  and  Interest  thereon.  Is  para- 
mount and  superior  to  the  Hen  of  the  mort- 
gages held  by  the  plaintiff,  George  O.  Rich- 
ardson. (2)  That,  at  the  time  of  bringing  this 
action,  the  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  the 
possession  of  the  property  mentioned  In  the 
mortgage,  until  they  had  satisfied  the  Hen  of 
the  execution  In  favor  of  Ford  and  Reed,  then 
In  the  hands  of  Shelby,  sheriff.  (3)  That  the 
defendant  la  entitled  to  a  return  of  the  prop- 
erty, or,  in  lieu  thereof,  payment  of  a  sufficient 
sum  of  money  to  satisfy  said  execution,  costs, 
and  Ihtetest  U»  favor  of  Reed  and  Ford,"— "to 
which  conclusions,  and  each  of  them,  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  excepted."  Thereupon, 
the  plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  "set  aside 
the  findings  and  grant  a  new  trial  herein,  fo: 
the  reason  that  each  of  said  findings  is  con- 
trary to  law."  Judgment  was  entered  up 
In  accordance  with  the  conclusions  of  law,  tp 
all  of  which  Judgment  the  plaintiff  excepted. 
Motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  by  the 
plaintiff,  and  overruled,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff also  excepted. 

Plaintiff  made  assignment  of  error,  as  fol- 
lows: "(1)  That  the  district  court  erred  in 
overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  answer  of 
defendant,  filed  on  the  4th  day  of  April,  1893. 
(2)  That  the  said  court  erred  In  overruling 
plaintiff's  motion  for  a  new  trial.  (3)  The 
Mtld  court  erred  In  its  conclusions  of  law, 
(4)  The  court  erred  In  rendering  Judgment 
for  the  defendant  that,  upon  failure  of  plain- 
tiff to  return  the  chattels  therein  described, 
defendant  recover  of  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
three  hundred  and  five  dollars,  with  Inter- 
est a*  the  rate  of  7  per  cent,  per  annum 
from  the  7th  day  of  December,  1891." 

Upon  the  first  assignment  of  error,  the  rec- 
ord does  not  show  that  the  court  overruled 
the  demurrer  to  the  answer  of  defendant 
filed  on  the  4th  day  of  April,  1893.  The 
statement  made  In  the  record  Is  that:  "Plain- 
tiff and  defendant  argued  the  demurrer  to 
the  answer  and  cross  complaint  herein,  and 
the  court  sustains  said  doiuurrer,  and  the  de- 
fendant excepts."  No  statement  of  any  kind 
appctirs  In  the  reconl  from  which  it  can  be 
Inferred  that  plaintiff's  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled, 

Tlie  relief  sought  for  under  the  second  as- 
signment of  error  Is  that  the  court  refused  to 
"set  aside  the  findings,  and  grant  a  new  trial 
herein,  for  tlio  reason  that  each  of  said  find- 
ings is  conti-nry  to  law."  This  case  wag 
tried  under  the  Oklahoma  Statutes  of  1S90, 


including  the  Ihdlana  Code  of  Civil  Proce- 
dure, and  under  which  the  rules  of  interpre- 
tation and  conBtmctlon  adopted  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  Indiana  were,  at  the  time,  in 
force  here.  The  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
made  In  this  form,  Is  ihe  remedy,  when  it 
is  sought  by  the  assignment  of  error  to  con- 
test the  question  whether  the  flicts  as  foond 
by  the  court  are  supported  by  the  evidence. 
The  evidence  produced  at  the  trial  of  this 
case  is  not  furnished  in  the  case.  The  as- 
signment of  error  has  beoi  made  npon  the 
record,  unaccompanied  by  evidence,  other 
than  that  which  is  contains  In  the  flndlngfi 
of  fact  made  by  the  court  itself.  It  would 
not,  therefore,  be  possible  to  make  the  In- 
vestigation required  by  the  motion;  and  It 
will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence  of  the  tes- 
timony, that  the  findings  made  by  the  trial 
court,  so  far  as  they  were  made  by  it,  were 
within  the  issues,  and,  relative  to  them,  were 
full  and  correct.  There  is  no  ground  for  re- 
lief under  this  asi^lgnment  of  error,  unless 
pertinent  and  material  facts  were  proven  at 
the  trial,  and  that  the  court  did  not  Und 
upon  them.  No  omission  of  testimony  is  ap- 
parent <ya  the  record,  nor  has  any  been  point- 
ed out  in  argument,  which  can  possibly  be 
material,  and  upon  which  the  plaintiff  in 
error  would  be  entitled  to  a  reversal  of  the 
Judgment  of  the  cause,  or  a  venire  de  novo. 
Graham  v.  State,  68  Ind.  386;  Martin  v. 
Cauble,  72  Ind.  67;  Vannoy  v.  Duprez,  72 
Ind.  26;  Stropes  v.  Board,  72  Ind.  43;  Ex 
parte  Walls,  73  Ind.  110. 

By  the  third  assignment  of  error  It  is  de- 
clared that  the  court  erred  In  Its  conclusions 
of  law.  Assuming,  for  the  present,  that  tha 
mortgages  under  which  the  plaintiff  claims 
the  property  In  controversy  were  entitled  to 
record,  so  as  to  constitute  notice  of  the  Hen 
described  In  them.  It  Is  found  by  the  coort 
that  "at  the  time  the  mortgages  were  exe- 
cuted the  mortgagors  resided  in  the  state  of 
Kansas,  and  that  the  mortgaged  property 
was  also  in  that  state."  It  Is  contended  by 
plaintiff  in  error,  upon  this  finding  of  fact, 
that.  Inasmuch  as  the  Hafers  moved  th« 
mortgaged  property  to  Oklahoma  county,  and 
there  established  their  residence,  the  validity 
of  the  mortgages,  as  to  execution  creditors, 
is  controlled  entirely  by  the  laws  of  Okla- 
homa in  force  at  the  time  the  mortgages 
were  filed  in  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  Okla- 
homa county.  We  do  not  find  that  this  con- 
tention should  be  supported.  The  law  is 
that  the  rights  of  the  parties  to  a  contract 
are  to  be  determined  by  the  law  as  it  exists 
In  the  state  or  country  where  the  contract  Is 
to  be  performed.  The  mortgagor  having  re- 
sided In  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  the  prop- 
erty mortgaged  being  there  at  the  time,  it  is 
evident  that  the  contracts  were  made  with 
reference  to  the  laws  of  that  state;  and  thoee 
laws  will  therefore  be  applied  to  them  here, 
and  will  determine  their  validity  or  InvaHd- 
tty,  and  receive  the  same  interpretation  and 
constructlwa  which  they  would  receive  In  tha 
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coarts  of  KaneaB..  Martin  t.  HUI,  12  Barb. 
637;  Tyler  v.  Strang,  21  Barb.  198;  liang- 
worthy  v.  UtUe,  12  Cosh.  109;  Arnold  v.  Pot- 
ter, 22  Icwa,  194;  Smltb  v.  McLean,  24  Iowa, 
322;  Edgeriy  ▼.  Bnab,  81  N.  Y.  190;  Iron 
Works  T.  Warren,  76  Ind.  512;  Feurt  v.  Row- 
^  62  Mo.  524;  Kanaga  y.  Taylor,  7  Ohio 
St.  134;  Jeter  v.  FeUowea,  32  Pa.  St  485; 
Jonea,  Chat.  Mortg.  f  249. 

It  Is  provided  by  the  statntes  of  the  Btate 
of  Kansas  In  force  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  these  mortgages  that: 

"Par.  3903.  Every  mortgage  or  conveyance 
Intended  to  operate  as  a  mortgage  of  per- 
sonal proi>erty  which  shall  not  be  accompan- 
ied by  an  Immediate  delivery  and  be  follow- 
ed by  an  actual  and  continued  change  of  tbe 
po6se8Sl<m  of  the  things  mortgaged  shall  be 
absolutely  void  as  against  the  creditors  of 
the  mortgagor  and  as  against  subsequent  pur- 
chasers and  m<Hrtgageea  in  good  faith,  unless 
the  m<»^gage  or  a  true  copy  thereof  shall  be 
forthwith  deposited  in  the  office  of  the  regis- 
ter of  deeds  In  the  county  where  the  property 
shall  be  then  situated,  or,  If  the  mortgagor  be 
a  resident  of  this  state,  then  the  county  of 
which  he  shall  at  the  time  be  a  resident. 

"Par.  3904.  'Endorsed  and  Filed:'  Upon 
the  receipt  of  any  such  Instrummt  the  regis- 
ter shall  endorse  on  the  back  thereof  the 
rime  of  receiving  It  and  shall  file  the  same  In 
his  office  to  be  kept  there  for  the  inspection 
of  all  persons  Interested. 

•Par  3905.  'Void  One  Year  After:'  Every 
mortgage  so  filed  shall  be  void  as  against 
the  creditors  of  the  person  making  the  same 
or  against  subsequent  purchasers  or  mMt- 
gagees  in  good  faith  after  the  expiration  of 
one  year  after  the  filing  thereof,  unless,  with- 
in thirty  days  next  preceding  the  expiratlmi 
of  tbe  term  of  one  year  from  such  filing,  and 
each  year  thereafter,  tbe  mortgagee,  his  at- 
torney or  agent,  shall  make  an  affidavit  ex- 
hibiting the  interest  of  such  mortgagee  In  the 
property  at  tbe  time  last  aforesaid  claim- 
ed by  virtue  of  such  mortgage,  and  If  such 
mortgage  is  to  secure  the  payment  of  money, 
tbe  amotmt  yet  due  and  unpaid.  Such  affi- 
davit shall  be  attached  and  filed  with  the  in- 
strument or  copy  on  file  to  which  It  relates." 

The  first  of  tbe  mortgages  was  executed  on 
the  15th  day  of  November,  1889,  and  the  sec- 
ond upon  the  12th  day  of  February,  1890, 
and  upon  the  former  the  entry  Is  made: 

"Territory  of  Oklahoma,  Oklahoma  county 
— «s.:  L  B.  H.  Mansur,  recorder  of  Oklahoma 
county,  hereby  certify  that  the  foreg<dng  is  a 
tme  copy  of  tbe  original  mortgage  on  file  in 
this  office.  Witness  my  hand  and  seal  this 
•2a  day  of  May,  1802." 

Upon  tbe  latter  appears  tbe  Indorsement: 
"FUed  this  lOtb  day  of  October,  1890.    John 
Martin,   County    Clerk,    Oklahoma   County, 
Oklahoma  Twritory." 

There  Is  no  Indorsement  upon  either  of 
them  by  which  it  may  appear  that  the  "m«t- 
gage  or  a  true  copy  thereof"  was  ever  "de- 
posited in  tbe  oSlee  of  register  of  deeds  in 


the  county  wfaere  the  propwty  was  then  sit- 
uated, or  of  tbe  coiuty  of  which  tbe  mort- 
gagor was  at  the  time  a  resident"  Nor  is 
any  finding  made  in  the  record  that  any  such 
deposit  was  ever  made,  as  against  tbe  credit- 
ors of  the  mortgagors,  dealing  with  tbe  cred- 
itor in  good  faith.  These  mMrtgagiee  were 
therefore  absolutely  void  as  against  credit- 
ors. There  is  no  statement  contained  in  tbe 
findings  of  tbe  court  whereby  it  can  be  ascer- 
tained at  what  time  tbe  first  of  these  two 
mortgages  was  filed  in  tbe  office  of  register 
of  deeds  of  Oklahoma  cotmty.  Tbe  Kansas 
statute,  which  is  cited,  declares  that  every 
mortgage  of  chattels,  even  if  so  filed,  "shall 
be  void  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  person 
making  tbe  same,  unless  within  thirty  days 
next  preceding  the  expiration  of  tbe  term  of 
one  year  from  such  filing,  and  eacb  year 
thereafter,  the  mortgagee,  bis  attorney  or 
agent  shall  make  an  affidavit  exhibiting  tbe 
interest  of  the  mortgagee,"  etc.  The  record 
does  not  show  that  any  such  affidavit  was 
filed.  After  tbe  expiration  of  a  year,  tbe 
mortgage  will  be  void  as  against  tbe  credit- 
ors, unless  tbe  renewal  affidavit  is  filed  as 
provided  by  tbe  statutes;  and,  tb«  year  hav- 
ing elapsed  from  the  time  of  its  execution,  it 
must  affirmatively  appear,  in  behalf  of  tbe 
mortgagee,  that  the  renewal  affidavit  was 
made  as  required.  No  such  showing  appears 
in  tbe  findings  of  fact,  and  tbe  conclusloa 
must  be  that  no  such  affidavit  was  made, 
and  that  the  mortgages  are  void,  as  against 
creditors,  under  tbe  law  of  that  state,  which 
determines  their  validity  and  effect  Swig- 
get  V.  DodscHi,  88  Kan.  713, 17  Pac.  594;  New- 
ell V.  Warren.  44  N.  Y.  244;  Seaman  v.  Ea- 
ger, 16  Ohio  St  219;  Day  v.  Munson,  14 
Ohio  St  488;  Brigga  t.  Mette,  42  Mich.  12, 
8  N.  W.  231. 

Nor  does  the  fact  of  the  removal  of  tbe 
mortgagor  from  the  state  make  any  differ, 
ence.  The  statute  is  peremptory  that  the 
mortgage  so  filed  shall  be  void,  as  against 
tbe  creditors  of  the  person  making  the  same, 
unless  tbe  renewal  affidavit  be  filed,  as  pro- 
Tided  by  it;  and,  in  the  case  of  tbe  failure 
to  BO  file  it,  tbe  mortgages  will  be  rendered 
void  as  to  such  creditors,  notwithstanding 
tbe  refiling  and  renewal  may  have  been  ren- 
dered impossible  by  the  removal  of  the  mort- 
gages from  the  state.  DiUlngbam  v.  Bott  S7 
N.  Y.  196.  But  tbe  statute  of  the  state  of 
Nebraska  upon  chattel  mortgages  was  in 
force  at  the  time  as  a  part  of  the  statutes  of 
Oklahoma,  which  required  that  a  chattel 
mortgage  should  be  "absolutely  void  as 
against  a  creditor  of  tbe  mortgagor,  unless 
the  mortgage  or  a  true  copy  thereof  shall  be 
filed  in  the  <^ce  of  coun^  clerk  of  tbe 
county  where  the  mortgagor  executing  the 
same  resides."  The  court  makes  no  such 
finding  of  fact.  Indeed,  it  could  not  do  so. 
While  upon  the  first  mortgage  the  certificate 
of  "R.  H.  Mansur,  Recorder  of  Oklahoma 
County,"  appears,  certifying  that  "the  fore- 
going is  a  true  copy  of  tbe  original  mortgage 
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on  file  in  this  office,"  that  l8  not  a  proper  au- 
thentication. Authentication  must  come  from 
the  county  and  from  the  office  (being  the 
proper  office)  In  the  state  of  Kansas  where 
the  mortgage  -was  originally,  If  ever,  record- 
ed. It  was  provided  by  sectlmi  11,  art  15, 
"Written  Evidence,"  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure of  1890  (page  831),  under  which  the 
case  was  tried  below,  that:  "Exemplifica- 
tions or  copies  of  records,  and  records  of 
deeds  and  other  Instruments,  •  •  *  shall 
be  proved  or  admitted  as  legal  evidence  In 
any  court  •  *  •  In  this  territory,  by  the 
attestation  of  the  said  records,  •  •  • 
deeds  or  other  instruments,  •  •  •  that  the 
same  are  true  and  complete  copies  of  the  rec- 
ords, •  •  •  Instruments,  or  books,  or  parts 
thereof  In  his  custody,  and  the  seal  of  office 
of  said  keeper  thereto  annexed.  If  there  be  a 
seal,  and  If  there  be  no  seal,  there  shall  be 
attached  to  such  attestation,  the  certificate  of 
the  clerk,  and  the  seal  of  the  district  or  pro- 
bate court  of  the  proper  county  where  the 
keeper  resides,  that  such  attestation  is  made 
by  the  proper  officer."  No  such  exemplifica- 
tion api)ears  in  the  record  or  among  the  find- 
ings of  fact;  and  the  court,  therefore,  prop- 
erly found,  not  that  the  mortgages  were  the 
original  mortgages,  or  were  "trae  copies,"  as 
would  Iiave  been  requisite  to  their  validity 
or  effect  under  the  statute  of  Nebraska  then 
in  f<Mrce,  but  that  the  instruments  filed  for  rec- 
ord in  the  register  of  deeds  and  clerk's  office 
of  Oklahoma  county  were  wtiat  "purported  to 
be  copies  of  said  instruments."  In  order  to 
liave  had  the  effect  of  giving  notice,  the 
mortgages  must  be  such  as  are  authorized  to 
be  recorded,  and  the  registry  must  have  been 
in  compliance  with  the  law,  otherwise  the 
registry  will  l>e  treated  as  a  mere  nullity. 
Astor  v.  Wells,  4  Wheat.  466;  Brown  v.  Glr- 
ard,  1  Bin.  40;  Frost  v.  Beekman,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  300;  1  Story,  Eq.  Jnr.  H  403,  404;  Bul- 
lard  V.  Hinckley,  5  Me.  272.  It  is  not  claim- 
ed that  the  mortgages  under  and  by  virtue 
of  which  the  property  is  claimed  by  plaintiff 
were  the  originals,  and  it  cannot  be  claimed 
that  they  were  properly  authenticated  as 
"true"  copies,  entitled  to  be  recorded  and  to 
liave  the  force  of  a  notice  to  the  world  of  the 
lien.  The  Instruments  were  of  no  force  or 
effect  as  mortgages  or  liens  upon  tlie  prop- 
erty; and  the  conclusion  of  law  by  the  court 
tliat  the  lien  of  the  execution  was  para- 
mount, and  that  the  mortgages  were  void  as 
against  the  lien  of  the  execution  herein,  and 
that  the  defendant  was  entitled  to  the  return 
of  the  property,  was  correct  The  Judgment 
of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 


MpMEACHAN  v.  CHRISTY. 
(Siiprome  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Affial  —  Record  —  Bill  op  Bxceptioss— Cabb 
Made— Transcbift. 
Under  the  Code  of  1893,  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss an  appeal  from  the  probate  court  to  the  dis- 


trict court,  and  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  the 
evidence  taken  on  the  trial  in  the  district  court, 
and  the  exceptions  made  to  the  various  rulings 
of  the  district  court  upon  these  matters,  are  not 
a  part  of  the  record  without  a  case  made  or  bill 
of  exceptions,  and  a  transcript  of  the  record  of 
the  district  court  presents  no  questions  in  thiii 
court  for  a  review  of  the  actions  of  the  district 
court  in  its  rulings  upon  such  motions. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Kingfisher  coun- 
ty;  before  Justice  John  H.  Burford. 

Action  by  T.  P.  Christy  against  T.  F.  Mc- 
Meachan.  There  was  a  Judgment  for  plain- 
tilf  on  appeal  to  the  district  court,  and  or- 
ders denying  a  previous  motion  to  dismiss  the 
appeal,  and  a  subsequent  motion  for  new  tri- 
al, and  defendant  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Hobbs  &  Kane,  for  plaintiflr  in  error.  T.  G. 
Cutlip,  for  defendant  in  error. 

BIERER,  J.     To  the  petition  in  error  in 
this  case  is  attached  a  transcript  of  the  rec- 
ord of  the  court  below,  duly  certified  by  the 
clerk  of  the  district   court     The  errors  as- 
signed in  the  petition  are  to  matters  which  oc- 
curred upon  the  trial,  and  to  the  overruling  of 
the  motion  of  plaintiff  in  error  for  a  new  trial, 
and  to  the  overruling  of  the  motion  of  plain- 
tiff in  error,  made  in  the  district  court,  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  taken  to  that  court  from 
the    Judgment    of    the    probate    court.     This 
transcript  purports  to  contain  all  of  the  origi- 
nal pleadings  fiied  In  the  probate  court  and 
which  were  used  upon  the  trial  in  the  dis- 
trict court;   the  motion  made  by  plaintiff  in 
wror  in  the  district  court  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peal taken  by  defendant  in  error  from   the 
(probate  to  the  district  court;   the  evidence  of- 
fered In  the  case,  with  the  rulings  thereon; 
the  verdict  of  the  Jury;   the  motion  for  a  new 
trial;   the  Judgment  of  the  court  overruling 
the  same,  with  the  exceptions  thereto;    and  a 
statement  that  90  days'  time  was  given  de- 
fendant below,  plaintiff  in  error  here,  to  pre- 
pare a  bill  of  exceptions.     There  is.  however, 
no  certificate  showing  that  the  Judge  of  tlu' 
district  court  ever  signed  the  record  as  a  bill 
of  excentlons,  or  settled  it  as  a  case  uuide. 
There  Is  nothing  attached  to  this  record  but 
the   certificate   of   the   clerk   of   the   district 
court.     This  lieing  the  case,  there  is  nothing 
presented  to  this  court  for  review.     None  of 
the  errors  assigned  arise  upon  the  transcript 
of  the  record.    The  particular  matter  urged 
in  this  court  by  plaintiff  in  error,  and  oppo»«ed 
by  defendant  in  error,  is  upon  the  action  of  the 
court  below  in  overruling  plaintiff  in  error's 
motion  to  dismiss  the  appeal  from  the  probate 
court    Tbis  matter,  however,  cannot  be  re- 
viewed upon  the  recoi-d  before  us,  for  such  a 
motion,  without  a  bill  of  exceptions  or  case 
made.  Is  not  a  part  of  the  record  which   can 
be  brought  to  this  court  by  a  transcript.    This 
case  was  brought  under  the  Code  of  "1890,  but 
was  tried  after  the  taking  effect  of  the  Code 
of  1803,  and  by  the  latter  Code  its  provisions 
were  to  apply  after  Judgment.     Section  4(i33. 
Code  1893.     Sections  4306  and  4307  of    the 
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Code  of  1893  require  fhe  derk  to  make  a  eom- 
plete  record  of  every  caiue  as  Boon  aa  It  is 
finally  determined,  and  prorldea  tot  the  algn- 
ing  thereof  by  the  Judge  of  the  court  Section 
4308  of  the  same  Code  provldea:  "The  rec- 
ord shall  be  made  np  from  the  petition,  the 
process,  return,  the  pleadings  subsequent 
thereto,  repnta,  yerdlcts,  orders,  Judgments, 
and  all  material  acts  and  proceedings  of  the 
court  •  •  ••»  Section  8964  of  the  same 
Code  pioTides:  'The  cnly  pleadings  allowed 
are:  First,  the  petition  by  the  plaintiff.  Sec- 
ond, the  answer  or  demnrrer  by  the  defend- 
ant ndrd,  the  demurrer  or  reply  by  the 
plaintiff.  Fourth,  the  demurrer  by  the  de- 
fendant to  the  reply  of  the  plaintiff."  From 
these  sections  it  will  be  percelyed  that  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  an  appeal,  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  the  evidence  used  on  the  trial,  and  the 
ndlnga  of  the  court  and  exceptions  thereto  are 
not  a  part  of  the  record.  Other  ptstlons  of 
the  Code  provide  for  bringing  into  the  record 
by  case  made  all  such  matters  which  are  not 
otherwise  a  part  of  the  record,  and  further 
provide  for  the  bringing  of  the  cause  to  this 
court  upon  a  transcript  or  on  a  case  made.  Up- 
on a  transcript  of  the  record  no  questions  can 
be  considered  except  those  which  appear  from 
a  consideration  at  the  record  as  made  in  the 
court  below,  and  the  errors  assigned  not  be- 
ing presoited  upon  the  transcript,  and  no  bill 
of  exceptions  or  case  made  having  ever  been 
filed  In  the  court  below,  nothing  is  presented 
for  our  consideration  hi  this  case,  and  the 
Judgment  below  is  affirmed,  with  costs  against 
plaintiff  In  error.  AH  the  Justices  concurring, 
except  BUBFOBO,  J.,  not  sitting. 


(3  OkL  i») 

IBWIN  T.  IBWIN. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oldaboma.    July  27,  1895.) 

JUBT — Challssob  pob  Cadse— ORouims. 

Under  the  statute  of  1890  it  was  not  a 

KTonnd  for  a  cliaUenge  for  cause  to  a  juror  that 

he  bad  already  served  as  talesm&a  upon  the 

trial  of  a  cause  during  the  same  term  of  court. 

(SjlIabQS  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Psyne  county;  be- 
fbre  Justice  Dale. 

Beplevlo  by  Nelson  Irwin  sgalnst  Eliza 
Jane  Irwln.  There  was  a  Judgment  for  de- 
fendant and  plaintiff  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

George  P.  Uhl,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

BIBBEB,  J.  Error  Is  assigned  because  the 
court  below  overruled  the  plaintiff  In  error's 
challenges  for  cause  preferred  to  the  three 
jorots  Ed.  Strange,  O.  E.  Merman,  and  John 
Barnes.  The  record  shows  that  these  Jurors 
were  called  by  the  sheriff  as  talesmen,  and 
that  upon  their  examination  they  answered 
that  they  had  already  served  as  talesmen  up- 
on the  trial  of  a  cause  at  the  same  term  of 
the  court  at  which  this  action  was  tried.  The 
coart  overruled  the  challenges  to  these  Jurors, 
and  It  is  claimed  by  plaintiff  In  error  that 


this  action  was  erroneoaa,  because  section  4160 
of  the  Laws  ot  1S93  makes  it  a  good  cause 
for  a  challenge  to  a  Juror  that  he  has  "served 
once  already  on  a  Jury  as  a  talesman  on  the 
trial  of  any  cause,  in  the  same  court,  during 
the  term."  The  objection  to  the  Jurors  would 
have  been  good  if  the  cause  had  been  tried 
under  the  1893  Code,  but  this  action  was 
brought  <m  the  22d  day  of  February,  1893, 
and  therefore  was  properly  tried  under  the 
statute  of  1890,  and  that  statute  does  not  give 
a  challenge  for  cause  on  account  of  a  juror 
having  already  served  as  talesnoan  on  the 
trial  of  a  cause  during  the  same  term  of  court 
The  challenge  was,  therefore,  properly  over- 
ruled. The  plaintiff  in  error  makes,  in  a  gen- 
eral way,  several  other  objections  to  the  trial 
in  the  court  below,  such  as  the  excluding  of 
proper  evidence,  the  admitting  of  improper 
evidence,  and  that  plaintiff  in  error  was  not 
allowed  to  prove  all  the  taicta  of  his  case,  and 
that  the  Instructions  were  misleading.  These 
matters  are  not  q>eclfically  i>ointed  out,  ex- 
cepting to  suggest  that  they  appear  on  vari- 
ous pages  of  the  record,  given  by  number. 
We  have  examined  the  entire  record,  and  do 
not  observe  any  error  of  the  court  below  In 
the  respects  suggested.  There  being  no  er- 
ror in  the  record,  the  Judgment  of  the  court 
below  Is  affirmed,  with  costs  to  the  plaintiff 
in  error.  All  the  Justices  concurring,  except 
DALE,  J.,  not  BitUng. 


(3  Okl.  2«> 
STILES,  Treasurer,  et  al.  v.  CITI  OF  GUTH- 
RIE et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

BtATOTKS— CONSTRl'OTIOir  — CODHTT     COHMISSION- 
BK8 — POWBES— ROID  AND  BRIDOB  TaZ  —  In- 

JUNonON— Fartibb— Qbnbral  Dshurrbr. 

1.  The  Intention  of  the  legislature  govems 
the  construction  of  a  statute,  and,  if  that  re- 

Suires  a  change  in  the  punctuation,  or  even  in 
18  wording,  of  the  statute,  such  change  must 
be  made. 

2.  The  board  of  county  oommisaioners,  un- 
der the  Laws  of  1893,  had  no  authority  to  levy 
any  tax  for  road  and  bridge  purposes,  nnles^ 
they  were  first  authorized  to  do  so  by  a  ma- 
jority vote  of  the  people,  upon  the  Question  be  - 
ing  submitted  at  a  general  or  special  election. 

3.  A  miajolnder  of  parties  both  plaintiff  and 
defendant  is  no  ground  for  a  demurrer  to  the 
petition  under  our  Cknie. 

4.  Several  persons,  whose  property  is  affect- 
ed in  the  same  manner  by  the  same  illegal  tax, 
may,  under  our  statute,  join  in  an  action  to  re- 
strain the  collection  of  such  tax. 

5.  Under  our  Code  injunction  is  a  proper 
and  legal  remedy  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
illegal  taxes. 

6.  Where  a  demurrer  is  Joined  in  by  several 
persons,  on  the  ground  that  me  petition  does  not 
state  a  cause  of  action,  there  la  no  error  in  over- 
ruling the  demurrer  as  to  all  of  the  defendants 
if  a  cause  of  action  is  stated  against  any  of 
tiiem,  although  no  cause  of  action  whatever  may 
be  stated  against  a  part  of  them. 

7.  One  or  more  taxpayers  whose  property  is 
attempted  to  be  subjected  to  an  illpf^al  tax  can- 
not maintain  an  action  enjoining  the  collection 
of  the  tax  as  against  the  property  of  other  tax- 
payers similarly  situated,  under  the  provisions 
of  the  Code,  which  is  that  "when  the  question 

is  one  of  common  or  general  interest  in  many      > 
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peraons,  or  when  the  partie«  are  very  namerona, 
and  it  may  be  impracticable  to  bring  them  all 
before  the  court,  one  or  more  may  aue  or  defend 
for  the  benefit  of  all." 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  the  city  of  Guthrie  and  others 
against  Joseph  Stiles,  treasurer,  and  others, 
for  injunction.  From  a  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiffs, defendants  appeal.     Modliled. 

A.  H.  Huston  and  Buclcner  &  Son,  for- 
plaintiffs  In  error.  Bayard  T.  Bainer,  tor 
defendants  in  error. 

BIQRER,  J.  The  city  of  Guthrie,  a  city  of 
the  first  class,  and  G.  H.  Lynds  and  J.  W. 
Snyder,  residents  and  taxpayers  of  said  city, 
brought  this  action  in  the  court  below 
against  Joseph  Stiles,  treasurer  of  Logan 
county,  Richard  Smith,  J.  J.  Sampson,  and 
S.  P.  Atherton,  county  commissioners  of  Lo- 
gan county,  to  enjoin  the  collection  of  five 
mills  of  tax,  which  had  been  levied  by  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  as  a  road  and 
bridge  tax  for  the  year  1803.  A  demurrer 
to  the  petition  of  the  plaintiffs  below  was 
presented  by  defendants,  oTemiled,  and  ex- 
cepted to,  and  Judgment  rendered  in  favor  of 
plaintiffs  and  against  defendants,  enjoining 
the  collection  of  these  taxes.  Two  days  aft- 
erwards, upon  application  ot  plaintiffs,  the 
court  permitted  an  amendment  to  be  made 
to  the  petition,  showing  that  this  levy  of  tax 
was  made  against  all  of  the  property  of  all 
citizens  and  taxpayers  of  Logan  county  in- 
side as  well  as  outside  of  the  city  of  Guth- 
rie, where  Lynds  and  Snyder  resided,  and 
asked  that  the  defendants  be  enjoined  from 
the  collection  of  any  of  these  taxes  against 
any  and  all  of  the  taxpayers  of  the  county. 
Upon  this  amended  petition  the  court  ren- 
dered Judgment  enjoining  the  entire  collec- 
tion of  this  tax  against  any  and  all  taxpay- 
ers of  the  county.  Exceptions  were  duly 
saved  to  all  of  the  rulings  of  the  court,  and 
en  appeal  is  brought  here  for  a  review  of 
this  Judgment. 

There  are  several  important  questions  of 
practice  and  procedure  urged  for  our  con- 
sideration by  plaintiffs  in  error,  and  which 
would  ordinarily  be  considered  before  the 
principal  qiiestion  of  substantive  law  in- 
volved in  the  controversy,  but,  as  a  disposi- 
tion of  these  former  questions,  as  involved 
in  this  case,  will  depend  somewhat  upon 
what  conclusion  we  arrive  at  on  the  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  the  plaintiffs  below,  or 
any  of  them,  had  any  cause  of  complaint 
In  any  form  of  procedure  against  the  defend- 
ants, or  any  of  them,  we  will  consider  first 
the  principal  question  involved  in  the  con- 
troversy, and  that  is  as  to  whether  or  not, 
Barter  the  statutes  of  this  territory  of  1893, 
the  county  commissioners  had  any  authority 
to  mnkc  a  general  levy  of  a  road  and  bridge 
tJix  throughout  the  county,  without  first  be- 
ing authorized  so  to  do  by  a  vote  of  the 


qualified  voters  of  tbe  county.  The  petitioa 
alleges  that  the  commlssioBers  bad  noautbor'- 
Ity  to  levy  a  tax,  and  the  case  Is  briefed 
by  counsel  on  both  sides  without  any  con- 
tention but  what  the  petition  is  sufficient  in 
this  respect  to  show  that  the  commissl<Miers 
bad  no  authority  to  levy  the  tax,  unless  they 
had  it  without  the  question  being  submitted 
to  the  taxpayers,  and  under  general  authori- 
ty given  under  the  revenue  law.  Counsel 
for  the  commissioners  base  their  contentioa 
that  they  had  the  authority  to  levy  this  tax 
entirely  under  the  provisions  of  section  5625 
of  the  Statutes  of  1893,  which  section  is  sec- 
tion 1  of  an  article  entitled  "Rate  of  Taxa- 
tion and  Levy,"  and  contains  the  marginal 
note,  "Limitation  of  Taxes."  The  section 
reads  as  follows:  "The  rate  of  the  general 
territorial  tax  shall  not  be  less  than  one-half 
mill  nor  more  than  three  mills  on  the  dollar 
valuation,  and  one-half  mill  each  year  for 
the  erection  and  support  of  a  territorial  nor- 
mal school,  and  one-iialf  mill  each  year  for 
the  erection  and  support  of  a  territorial  uni- 
versity, the  rate  for  ordinary  county  reve- 
nue, including  the  support  of  the  poor,  not 
more  than  six  mills  on  the  dollar;  a  road 
and  bridge  tax  not  to  exceed  five  mills  on  the 
dollar,  to  be  paid  in  money  for  the  county 
sinking  fund,  such  rate  as  in  the  estimation 
of  the  county  lK>ard  will  pay  one  year's  in- 
terest on  all  the  outstanding  debt  of  the 
county,  with  ten  per  cent  on  the  principal, 
and  such  other  taxes  as  may  be  authorized 
by  law."  The  clause  from  this  section  re- 
ferring to  the  road  and  bridge  tax  and  to  the 
levy  for  a  sinking  fund  is  evidently  Improper- 
ly punctuated,  and,  being  punctuated  as  the 
legislature  evidently  intended  it  to  be,  would 
read  thus:  "A  road  and  bridge  tax  not  to  ex- 
ceed five  mills  on  the  d(dlar;  to  be  paid  in 
money  for  the  county  sinking  fund,  such 
rate  as  In  the  estimation  of  the  county  board 
will  pay  one  year's  interest  on  all  of  the 
outstanding  debt  of  the  county,  with  ten 
per  cent  on  the  principal,  and  such  other 
taxes  as  may  be  authorized  by  law."  It  will 
be  observed  that  this  reading  of  the  statute 
changes  no  word,  but  only  substitutes  a  semi- 
colon for  the  comma  after  the  word  "fund," 
and  makes  the  clause  "to  be  paid  in  money 
for  tlie  county  sinking  fund"  relate  entirely 
to  the  provision  for  the  payment  of  the  out- 
standing debt  of  the  county  with  the  interest 
thereon,  and  not  so  that  it  may  be  applied, 
according  to  the  fancy  or  interest  of  the 
reader,  to  a  road  and  bridge  tax  or  a  county 
debt  fund.  This  reading  Is,  to  a  disinterest- 
ed person,  manifestly  what  was  intended  by 
the  legislature,  for  the  legislature  certainly 
never  intended  that  taxes  should  be  levied 
for  road  and  bridge  purposes,  and  that  the 
payment  of  such  levy  should  be  .made  In 
money  for  the  county  sinking  fund.  Sndt 
a  reading  would  be  absurd  on  its  face,  and 
we  cannot  let  an  absurdity  supersede  the  in- 
tention of  the  legislature  In  construing  the 
law.    We  must  construe  the  law  as  the  leg- 
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Islature  Intended  It,  and,  if  that  requires  a 
change  In  the  punctuation,  or  even  In  the 
wording  of  the  statute,  such  change  must 
be  made.   Territory  t.  Clark  (Old.)  35  Pac. 

es2. 

Having  ascertained  now  what  the  language 
and  connection  of  the  different  matters  re- 
ferred to  in  this  section  are,  does  it  give  any 
authority  to  the  county  commissioners  to 
levy  a  road  and  bridge  tax?  We  observe 
nothing  of  tliat  kind  In  the  section.  There 
is  notliing  In  the  section  which  directs  any 
particular  body,  tribunal,  or  ofllcer  to  make 
a  levy  of  the  tax,  nor  is  there  anything  in 
or  about  the  section  that  purports  to  do  such 
a  thing.  It  only  fixes  the  rate,  or  rather  it 
only  fixes  the  limitation  upon  certain  taxes 
which  may  be  levied  for  certain  purposes  In 
tills  territory,  and  does  not  say,  or  pretend 
to  say,  what  officer  or  hoAy  shall  make  the 
levy.  It  leaves  the  question  as  to  who  or 
what  officer  ot  tribunal  shall  make  the  levy 
to  other  provl8l<«is  of  the  statute.  The  very 
next  section  following  this  one  provides  that 
the  territorial  board  of  equalization  shall  fix 
the  rate  of  taxation  for  a  territorial  tax,  and 
that  the  auditor  shall  certify  the  same  to  the 
county  clerks  of  the  counties.  The  section 
following  this  latter  one  provides  the  time 
when  the  county  commissioners  shall  meet 
and  levy  the  taxes  in  the  counties.  Upon  a 
consideration  of  these  three  sections,  it 
would  be  as  fair  to  hold  that  the  county 
commissioners  were  the  lx)dy  to  flx  the 
amount  which  should  be  levied  for  territo- 
rial taxes  as  that  they  should  make  a  levy 
of  taxes  for  road  and  bridge  purx>08e8,  and 
this  conclusion  can  certainly  not  be  reached. 
But  there  are  other  sections  of  the  statute 
which  make  it  very  clear  as  to  whose  duty 
it  is  to  levy  taxes  for  road  and  bridge  pur- 
poses in  cities,  and  when,  if  ever,  the  county 
commissioners  can  levy  any  such  taxes.  Sec- 
tion 5729  of  the  same  statutes,  provides: 
"The  county  commissioners  of  each  county 
by  and  with  the  consent  of  the  respective 
township  trustees,  may  at  the  time  prescrib- 
ed by  law  for  levying  county  taxes,  levy  a 
road  tax  of  not  more  than  five  mills  on  the 
dollar  on  all  taxable  property  in  their  re- 
spective townships  except  the  real  estate  in 
Incorporated  city  [meaning  cities]  of  over 
two  thousand  inhabitants,  and  the  said  tax 
may  be  i>ald  in  latmr  under  the  direction  of 
the  over-seer  of  the  district  in  which  the 
property  Is  situated,  by  any  able  bodied  man 
at  the  rate  of  one  dollar  per  day  and  the 
same  amount  shall  be  allowed  for  horse-team 
and  wagon,  or  team  and  plow."  This  sec- 
tion i>ertalns  only  to  the  levying  of  a  road 
tax  In  the  townships,  and  there  the  county 
commissioners  can  levy  such  a  tax  only  with 
the  consent  of  the  township  trustees.  It  ex- 
pressly excepts  the  real  estate  in  Incorporat- 
ed cities  of  over  2,000  inhabitants,  but  it  does 
not  evince  any  intention,  because  the  excep- 
tion is  not  made  to  apply  also  to  personal 
property,  to  give  the  county  commissioners 
v.4lF.no.3— 25 


power  to  levy  a  tax  for  toad  puqtoses,  even 
upon  personal  property  in  incorporated  cities, 
for  the  section  pertains  simply  to  townships, 
and  to  the  levying  of  this  tax  with  the  con- 
sent of  the  township  trustees,  and  cities 
have  no  township  trustees  who  could  consent 
to  the  levy  of  any  kind  of  tax  whatever. 
This  is  the  only  section  we  have  heen  able 
to  find,  or  have  been  referred  to  In  the  briefs 
of  counsel,  under  ttie  provisions  of  the  law 
relating  to  revenue  and  to  roads  and  high- 
ways, which  gives  the  county  commissioners 
any  general  authority,  acting  with  other  of- 
ficers, to  levy  any  tax  for  road  purposes;  and 
the  part  rdating  to  this  questlcm  discloses  no 
provi8i<m  whatever  regulating  the  levy  of 
taxes  in  cities  of  the  first  class,  of  which  the 
city  of  Guthrie  is,  in  the  petition,  alleged  to 
be  one.  The  law  governing  cities  of  the  first 
class,  however,  makes  it  very  clear  as  to  who 
has  the  authority  to  levy  such  taxes.  One 
of  the  subdivisions  of  section  561,  under  the 
laws  relating  to  "Cities  of  the  First  Class," 
and  which  defines  a  part  of  the  authority  of 
cities,  is  as  follows:  "The  cities  coming  un- 
der the  provisions  of  this  act,  in  their  corpo- 
rate capacities,  are  authorized  and  empower- 
ed to  enact  ordinances  for  the  following  pur- 
poses, in  addition  to  the  other  powers  grant- 
ed by  law:  •  •  •  rirst  For  opening,  wid- 
ening and  bringing  to  grade  all  streets,  ave- 
nues and  alleys,  and  for  building  bridges,  cul- 
verts and  sewers,  and  for  foot-walks  across 
streets,  avenues  and  all^s,  the  assessment 
shall  be  made  on  all  the  taxable  property 
within  the  limits  of  the  city,  not  exceeding 
five  mills  on  the  dollar  for  these  purposes  in 
any  one  year."  Section  566  gives  the  city 
council  power  to  appropriate  money  and  to 
provide  for  the  payment  of  the  debts  and  ex- 
penses of  the  city.  Section  568  is  very  spe- 
cific as  to  who  has  the  authority  to  levy 
taxes  in  a  city;  not  only  who  has  authority, 
but  who  is  required  to  do  so.  It  provides: 
"The  city  council  is  authorized,  and  required, 
to  levy  annually,  taxes  on  all  taxable  prop- 
erty within  the  city,  in  addition  to  other 
taxes,  and  in  sufficient  amount  for  the  pur- 
poses of  paying  the  int«*est  and  coupons,  as 
they  become  due.  on  all  bonds  of  the  city, 
now  issued,  or  hereafter  to  be  issued  by  the 
city,  which  taxes  shall  be  payable  only  In 
cash."  Section  569  provides  that  "at  no 
time  shall  the  levy  of  all  city  taxes,  of  the 
current  year  for  general  purposes,  exclusive 
of  school  taxes,  exceed  four  per  cent,  of  the 
taxable  property  of  the  city,  as  shown  by  the 
assessment  book  of  the  preceding  year." 
Section  573  provides:  "All  taxes  and  assess- 
ments shall  be  certified  to  the  county  clerk 
of  the  proper  county,  to  be  placed  on  the 
tax  roll  for  collection,  subject  to  the  same 
penalties,  and  collected  in  like  manner  as 
other  taxes  are  by  law  collected."  From 
these  sections  It  Is  very  apparent  that  in 
cities,  city  as  well  as  road  and  bridge  taxes 
must  be  levied  by  the  city,  and  must  be  cer- 
tified to  the  county  clerk,  to  be  there  placed 
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on  the  tax  roll  for  collectloit.  Section  5625 
not  only  does  not  conflict  -with  these  provi- 
sions of  the  law  relating  to  cities  of  the  first 
class,  but  is  generally  upon  an  entirely  dif- 
ferent subject-matter.  It  is  upon  the  ques- 
tion of  the  rate  of  taxation,  and  not  upon 
the  question  as  to  who  shall  make  the  levy; 
and,  in  so  far  as  it  contains  anything  which 
is  kindred  to  the  piovisions  of  the  law  under 
the  chapter  relating  to  cities,  it  is  Identical 
with  that  law.  because  it  fixes  the  rate  of 
limitation  on  road  and  bridge  taxes  at  ex- 
actly the  same  amount  which  is  fixed  under 
the  chapter  relating  to  cities.  It  seems  to 
us  that  the  matter  Is  so  clear  that  there  nev- 
er ought  to  have  been  any  contention  on  the 
part  of  the  county  commissioners  that  they 
had  any  authority  to  levy  any  tax  for  road 
and  bridge  purposes  upon  property  in  cities 
of  the  first  class  unless  they  had  been  given 
specific  authority  to  do  so  by  vote  of  the  peo- 
ple of  the  county,  under  section  1788  of  the 
Laws  of  1893,  which  is  as  follows:  "They 
[referring  to  county  commissioners]  shall 
submit  to  the  people  of  the  county  at  any 
regular  or  special  election  any  question  in- 
volving any  extraordinary  outlay  of  money 
by  the  county  or  any  expenditure  greater  in 
amount  than  can  be  provided  for  by  the  an- 
nual tax,  or  whether  the  county  will  con- 
struct any  court  bouse,  jail  or  other  public 
buildings,  or  aid,  or  construct  any  road  or 
bridge,  and  may  aid  any  enterprise  designed 
for  the  county,  whenever  a  majority  of  the 
pe<H>le  thereof  shall  authorize  the  same  as 
hereinafter  provided."  It  is  under  this  sec- 
tion, and  this  section  alone,  that  the  board 
of  county  commissioners  could,  under  any 
circumstances,  levy  any  tax  for  road  and 
bridge  purposes  within  a  city;  and  by  the 
plain  terms  of  its  provision  they  could  make 
such  levy  only  when  authorized  to  do  so  by 
a  majority  of  the  people  at  an  election  when 
this  question  was  submitted  for  public  deter- 
mination. Having  been  given  no  such  au- 
thority, the  levy  was  clearly  Illegal. 

The  defendants  demurred  to  the  petition  of 
the  plaiutitTs,  and  urge  that  it  should  have 
been  sustained  upon  several  grounds.  The 
demuiTer  is  a  general  one,  two  of  the  groimds 
of  which  were  that  there  was  a  misjoinder 
of  parties  both  plaintiff  and  defendant.  That 
there  was  a  misjoinder  of  parties  both  plain- 
tiff and  defendant,  we  have  no  doubt  The 
city  of  Guthrie  had  no  Interest  whatever  in 
the  subject-matter  of  this  action.  There  Is 
no  allegation  that  It  had  any  property  which 
was  sul>Jected  to  this  illegal  tax,  or  against 
which  it  Is  claimed  that  the  illegal  tax  w^as  a 
lien,  and  was  attemx)ted  to  be  enforced;  nor 
do  we  know  of  any  law  in  this  territory  un- 
der which  this  tax  could  be  a  Hen  against 
the  property  of  a  public  corporation,  such  as 
a  city  devoted  to  public  use.  It  Is  true,  it 
is  one  of  tlie  duties  of  a  city  to  look  after 
the  tiiianclal  Interests  and  general  concerns 
of  the  city,  but  this  means  corporate  in- 
terests of  the  city  as  a  political  entity,  and 


not  as  a  protectorate  of  the  private  Inter- 
ests or  property  concerns  of  its  inhabitants. 
The  city  of  Guthrie  has  no  more  Interest 
in  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  a 
property  owner  shall  pay  an  Illegal  county 
tax  than  some  other  city  in  the  territory,  or 
any  of  the  states,  would  have.  The  property 
owner  may,  in  fact,  be  a  resident  and  citizen 
of  one  of  these  other  cities,  and  the  city  is 
under  no  moral  or  legal  obligation  to  look  aft- 
er his  private  interests.  So,  too,  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  were  neither  necessary 
nor  proper  parties  to  this  proceeding.  They 
had  done  all  the  damage  they  could  do  in  the 
premise  of  this  illegal  tax.  They  had  levied 
it,  had  had  it  placed  up<»  the  tax  rolls,  and 
these  tax  rolls  were  in  the  possession  and 
under  the  control  of  the  county  treasurer; 
and  it  was  he,  and  he  alone,  who  had  any- 
thing to  do  with  their  collection.  There  was, 
however,  no  error  committed  in  overruling 
the  demurrer  upon  the  ground  of  this  mis- 
joinder, for  our  statute  does  not  make  mis- 
joinder of  parties  either  plaintiff  or  defend- 
ant a  ground  of  demurrer,  and,  although  it 
may  plainly  appear  on  the  face  of  the  peti- 
tion that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  in 
one  or  both  of  these  respects,  it  is  not  a  de- 
fect In  a  petition  for  which  a  demurrer  lies. 
Winfield  Town  Co.  v.  Maris,  11  Kan.  12S; 
McKee  v.  Eaton,  26  Kan.  226;  White  v.  Scott, 
Id.  476;  Hurd  v.  Simpson,  47  Kan.  372,  27 
Pac.  901.  There  is  no  misjoinder  from  the 
fact  that  both  Lynds  and  Snyder  joined  In 
the  same  petition  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
this  Illegal  tax,  and  the  contention  of  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error  In  this  respect  is  entirely 
untenable.  Under  the  express  provisions  of 
section  4143  of  our  Statutes  any  numl>er  of 
persons  whose  property  is  affected  by  the 
same  illegal  tax  can  join  In  an  action  to  re- 
strain its  collection.  This  is  a  plain  provi- 
sion of  the  statute,  and  would  not  need  any 
authority  In  Its  support.  However,  the  su- 
preme court  of  Kansas  have  several  times  de- 
cided the  question  upon  this  section  squarely 
against  the  contention  of  the  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror. Parker  v.  Winsor,  5  Kan.  3C2;  Wyan- 
dotte &  K.  C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Board  of  Com'rs 
of  Wyandotte  Co.,  10  Kan.  326;  GUmore  v. 
Norton,  Id.  491. 

Plaintiffs  In  error  also  demurred  on  the 
ground  that  the  plaintiffs  had  an  adequate 
remedy  at  law.  Under  our  statute,  sueU  a 
charge,  as  directed  to  this  section.  Is  really 
a  misnomer.  It  raises  no  question  whatever. 
The  plaintiffs  had  an  adequate  remedy  at  law, 
and  that  adequate  remedy  was  being  pursued 
by  them  in  this  proceeding.  The  remedy  pur- 
sued was  a  legal  remedy,  because  it  \va8 
given  by  law.  The  same  section  just  referred 
to  (section  4143)  expressly  gives  to  a  litigant 
the  right  to  proceed  by  injunction  to  enjoin 
the  levy  of  an  illegal  tax.  It  says:  "An  in- 
junction may  be  granted  to  enjoin  the  ille- 
gal levy  of  any  tax,  charge  or  assessment,  or 
the  collection  of  any  Illegal  tax,  charge  or  as- 
sessment, or  any  proceeding  to  enforce  tli« 
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same."  And  proceedings  br  Injunction  to  re- 
strain the  collection  of  illegal  taxes  have,  un- 
der this  section,  so  often  been  resorted  to  as 
to  place  its  appropriateness  l>eyond  all  ques- 
tion. Parlier  v.  Wlnsor,  5  Kan.  302;  GU- 
more  v.  Norton,  10  Kan.  491;  Hudson  t.  Com- 
missioners, 12  Kan.  140;  Center  Tp.  t.  Hunt, 
Hi  Kan.  430. 

The  defendants  also  demurred  to  the  peti- 
tion on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The 
demurrer  was  a  general  one.  Joined  in  by  all 
of  the  defendants;  and  as  such  a  demuirer 
there  was  no  error  committed  in  oveiTuiing 
it  A  demurrer  to  a  petition,  which  is  Joined 
in  by  all  of  the  defendants,  cannot  be  sustain- 
ed if  a  cause  of  action  is  stated  agniust  any 
of  the  defendants,  although  none  whatever 
may  be  stated  against  a  part  of  them.  If 
the  demurrer  is  general,  and  the  petition 
states  any  cause  of  action,  the  demurrer  must 
be  overruled.  We  have  already  held  that  a 
demurrer  filed  to  a  pleading  as  an  entirety, 
the  pleading  containing  several  paragraphs, 
must  be  overruled  if  there  Is  one  good  para- 
graph in  the  pleading.  Hurst  v.  Sawyer 
lOkl.)  37  Pac.  817.  For  authorities  upon  the 
propriety  of  overruling  a  general  demurrer 
where  any  cause  of  action  or  defense  is  stat- 
ed, see  Munn  v.  Taulman,  1  Kan.  254;  Pflster 
V.  Wade  (Cal.)  10  Pac.  369;  Flint  v.  Dulany 
(Kan.  Sup.)  15  Pac.  208;  Moyle  v.  lenders 
iCal.)  21  Pac.  1133;  O'Callaghan  v.  Bode 
(Cal.)  24  Pac.  2(»;  Chevret  v.  Lumlier  Co. 
(Wash.)  31  Pac.  24.  This  last  case  is  in  point, 
not  only  in  principle,  but  In  the  cl»racter  of 
the  question  raised.  There,  under  a  provi- 
sion of  the  Code  of  Washington  permitting 
such  Joinder,  similar  in  this  respect  to  our 
provision  which  permits  several  taxpayers  to 
Join  in  an  action  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
the  same  illegal  tax,  several  parties  Joined 
to  foreclose  laborers*  liens,  and,  although  the 
petition  was  defective  as  to  the  causes  of  ac- 
tion of  a  part  of  the  parties,  it  was  held  that 
the  demurrer,  being  general  only,  did  not 
reach  the  defect.  The  facts  are  sulflcient  in 
this  petition  to  give  a  good  cause  of  action 
on  the  part  of  Lynds  and  Snyder,  and  the 
demurrer  was  properly  overruled. 

There  was,  however,  one  material  error 
committed  by  the  court  below  in  this  case, 
and  that  was  in  rendering  Judgment  upon 
the  plaintiffs'  amended  petition  enjoining  the 
defendants  from  the  collection  of  any  of  this 
illegal  tax  from  any  of  the  taxpayers 
throughout  the  county.  The  collection  of  the 
tax  was  properly  enjoined  so  far  as  It  re- 
lated to  the  property  of  Lynds  and  Snyder, 
but  these  parties  had  no  authority  or  power 
whatever  to  ask  for  an  injunction  against  the 
collection  of  this  tax  from  any  other  taxpay- 
er or  any  other  taxpaj-er's  property.  They 
were  simply  private  individuals,  and  as  sucli 
they  had  the  right  to  complain  of  the  wrong 
which  was  being  committed  against  their 
interests  and  against  their  property  rights; 
but  they  had  no  right  to  a  Judgment  pre- 


venting this  wrong  from  being  inflicted  np<« 
the  property  of  others.  The  other  taxpay- 
ers could  pay  the  tax,  or  prevent  the  collec- 
tion of  the  same,  as  they  chose.  Lynds  and 
Snyder  could  not  prevent  either  the  othw 
taxpayers  paying  the  tax  or  the  county  treas- 
urer from  collecting  it.  The  authorities  are 
very  clear  upon  this  proposition.  W^e  cite  a 
number  of  them  in  support  of  it,  and  the 
brief  of  counsel  contains  no  cases  which  are 
against  it  In  the  case  of  Wyandotte  &  K. 
C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Board  at  Com'rs  of  Wyan- 
dotte Co.,  10  Kan.  326,  the  supreme  court  of 
that  state  said:  "It  is  true,  under  the  stat- 
ute, tliat  any  number  of  persons  whose  prop- 
erty is  affected  by  a  supposed  illegal  tax  may 
unite  in  an  action  to  restrain  its  collection; 
but  the  court  adjudicates  upon  the  rights  of 
those  only  who  do  so  unite,  or  who  appear  as 
parties  before  it  And  the  court  cannot  re- 
strain the  collection  of  any  tax  upon  any 
property  belonging  to  any  person  who  is  not 
a  party  to  the  suit,  or  who  does  not  ask  that 
the  collection  thereof  shall  be  restrained.  In 
this  action  the  Wyandotte  and  Kansas  City 
Bridge  Company  is  the  sole  plaintiff,  and  it 
has  no  right  to  ask  for  an  injunction  to  re- 
strain the  levying  of  any  tax  except  a  tax 
against  itself,  and  upon  its  own  property. 
It  has  no  right  to  assume  to  be  the  champion 
of  all  of  the  other  taxpayers  of  the  county, 
and  ask  ttmt  no  tax  shall  be  levied  againsc 
them.  The  other  taxpayers  may  be  willing:? 
to  pay  any  tax  that  may  be  levied  against 
them  to  build  a  free  bridge,  whether  they  are 
bound  by  law  to  do  so  or  not."  In  the  case  of 
Center  Tp.  v.  Hunt,  16  Kan.  430,  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Valentine,  who  also  wrote  the  decision 
Just  quoted  from,  speaking  again  for  the 
court,  said:  "One  taximyer  cannot  enjoin  a 
tax  levied  against  another  taxpayer.  Each 
taxiiayer  must  sue  for  himself,  either  in  an 
action  brought  by  himself  alone,  or  In  an 
action  brought  by  himself  and  others  with 
like  Interests.  •  ♦  •  Hudson  v.  Coniniis- 
sloners,  12  Kan.  140-140  et  seq."  Again,  in 
this  case  the  learned  Judge  said:  "Nor  can 
private  individuals  sue  merely  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  rights  of  the  public.  Craft  v. 
Commissioners,  5  Kan.  .518;  Bobbctt  v.  State, 
10  Kan.  9;  Turner  v.  Commissioners,  Id.  1(5; 
W^yandotte  &  K.  C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Board  ot 
Com'rs  of  Wyandotte  Co.,  Id.  326;  Miller  y. 
Town  of  Palermo,  12  Kan.  14.  Public  rights 
and  private  rights,  public  actions  and  private 
actions,  are  kept  separate;  and  no  action  can 
be  brought  except  by  the  party  having  a  spe- 
cial interest  in  the  result  (Crowell  v.  Ward, 
16  Kan.  00);  that  Is,  the  public  must  sue  to 
protect  public  interests,  and  private  individu- 
als must  sue  to  protect  their  own  interests; 
and  each  must  sue  in  his  or  its  own  name." 
Notwithstanding  the  uniform  huldings  of  the 
supreme  court  of  Kansas  in  an  unwavering 
line  of  decisions  squarely  against  the  claim  of 
counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error  that  Lynds  and 
Snyder  have  the  right  to  sue  for  themselves 
and  on  behalf  of  all  the  other  taxpayers  of  the  > 
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eotmtj  to  enjoin  the  conectlon  ct  this  lUegal 
tax,  they  still  claim  the  right  to  maintain  the 
action  In  this  form,  and  to  this  extent;  onder 
flection  3910  of  oar  Statntes.  Hla  hope  of 
winning  a  favorable  decision  upon  this  prop- 
osition in  the  face  of  the  long  line  of  Kansan 
decisions  must  lie  in  tlie  fact  that  the  legal 
history  of  similar  injunction  cases,  in  which 
the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  has  held  direct- 
ly against  his  position,  seems  not  to  disclose 
the  fact  that  this  statutory  provision,  wliich  is 
identical  with  section  38  of  the  ECansas  proce- 
dure act,  has  ever  been  considered  by  the 
supreme  court  of  that  state  in  reviewing  the 
question  as  it  arose  in  cases  Identical  with 
this.  It  appears  to  us,  however,  that  only 
a  mistaken  comfort  could  be  drawn  from  the 
f^t  that  in  the  ample  and  numerous  consid- 
erations of  the  question  by  the  supreme  court 
of  that  state  the  learned  counsel  contending 
for  this  position  In  the  various  cases  deter- 
mined there,  in  their  desperate  effort  to  get 
the  supreme  court  to  change  its  former  rul- 
ings, could  never  feel  bold  enough  to  claim 
that  this  section  could  aid  them.  When  eoa- 
sidering  this  question,  however,  as  applied  to 
the  right  of  a  private  dtlzen  to  maintain  an 
action  where  his  own  separate  and  distinctive- 
ly private  Interests  are  not  involved,  the 
supreme  court  of  Kansas  has  uniformly  held, 
under  our  Code,  that  a  private  person  can- 
not, by  virtue  of  being  a  citizen  and  a  tax- 
payer, maintain  an  action  against  public  of- 
ficers, where  the  act  complained  of  affects 
only  the  interests  of  the  public  In  general, 
and  not  those  of  a  private  i>erson  in  particu- 
lar. Nixon  T.  School  Dist,  32  Kan.  610,  4 
Pac.  1017;  Craft  v.  Commlssicmers,  5  Kan. 
518;  Bobbett  v.  State,  10  Kan.  9;  Turner 
T.  Commissioners,  Id.  16;  Wyandotte  &  K. 
C.  Bridge  Co.  v.  Board  of  C<»n'r8  of  Wyan- 
dotte Co.,  Id.  326,  331;  State  T.  Commis- 
sioners of  Jetteraon  Co.,  11  Kan.  66;  Miller 
T.  Town  of  Palermo,  12  Kan.  14;  Atchison, 
T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co.  v.  State,  22  Kan.  1-13. 
And  we  do  not  now  perceive  bow  the  fact 
that  the  wrong  complained  of  involved  such 
an  injury  as  would  entitle  a  private  party 
to  enjoin  the  public  of&cen  would  permit 
him,  because  he  did  have  that  particular  in- 
terest which  would  enable  him  to  sue  the 
jHiblic  officers,  to  extend  his  right  of  action 
beyond  the  scope  of  that  which  he  must  pos- 
sess In  order  to  be  enabled  to  sue  at  all.  A 
party  may  have  an  action  to  redress  his  own 
wrongs,  but,  unless  the  right  be  specifically 
given  by  statute  to  him  so  to  do,  he  may 
not  call  a  public  officer,  or  even  a  private 
citizen,  into  a  Judidal  contest  to  redress  the 
wrongs  of  other  parsons.  The  statute  In 
question  does  not  change  the  rule  to  the  ex- 
tent claimed  for  it  by  counsel  for  defendants 
in  error.  It  is  not  an  abstract,  common,  or 
general  interest  of  many  persons,  which  the 
qui!MtloD  must  involve  in  order  to  entitle  a 
liurty  to  sue  on  behalf  of  himself  and  other 
IM<rNrins.  In  the  language  of  Mr.  Justice  Val- 
•iiUue,  wImu  considering  the  cases  in  which 


parties  may  Join  In  an  Injunction  proceeding 
even  mider  the  liberal  terms  of  our  section 
4143,  "the  Joint  or  common  interest  of  the 
plaintiffs  necessary  to  mable  them  to  sne 
Jointly  must  be  in  the  subject-matter  of  the 
action,  and  not  merely  in  the  legal  questions 
involved  In  their  separate  causes  of  action." 
Hudson  V.  Commissioners,  supra.  There  the 
question  was  as  to  whether  the  parties  could 
join  at  all  or  not,  and  it  was  held  that,  al- 
though the  statute  gave  a  number  of  per- 
sons whose  property  was  affected  by  an  Il- 
legal tax  the  right  to  Join  in  the  same  action, 
a  Joint  or  common  interest  must  exist  in  the 
subject-matter  of  the  action,  and  not  simply 
in  the  legal  questions  involved.  So,  tooy  in 
tklB  case,  the  question  of  common  or  general 
nterest  in  many  persons,  which  will  entitle 
one  or  more  persons  to  sue  on  behalf  of  all 
when  the  parties  are  very  numerous,  must 
be  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  action,  and 
not  in  the  question  as  an  abstract  legal  prop- 
osition, as  is  the  case  when  applied  to  prop- 
erty in  which  the  iierson  bringing  the  action 
has  no  personal  interest,  but  is  concerned 
from  a  philanthropic  impulse,  or  as  the  case 
may  be  a  precedent  for  his  individual  litiga- 
tion. A  mafi  who  has  property  sought  to  be 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  an  illegal  tax  is, 
from  a  legal  standpoint,  no  more  interested 
In  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not  prop- 
erty wholly  belonging  to  other  persons  sliall 
be  subjected  to  the  burden  of  the  same  Il- 
legal tax,  than  if  he  had  no  property  affected 
by  such  tax  at  all;  and  surely,  if  he  has  no 
property  affected  by  the  tax,  he  cannot  in- 
volve Us  neighbor,  or  public  officers,  in  lit- 
igation for  the  mere  mental  satisfaction  of 
settling  a  legal  question,  however  common 
or  gMieral  it  might  be.  This  section  of  the 
statute  makes  provision  whereby,  in  a  case 
where  a  large  number  of  persons  are  in- 
volved in  a  controversy  over  property  in 
which  all  have  some,  an  equal,  or  a  general 
interest,  one  person,  or  a  few  of  the  persons; 
may  litigate  the  question,  and  thus  dlsincum- 
ber  the  proceedings  from  the  useless  burden 
of  many  parties,  and  enable  all  of  those  in- 
terested in  the  action  to  obtain  the  same  re- 
lief as  If  they  had  Joined  In  the  proceeding. 
The  part  of  the  Judgment  which  enjoined 
the  collection  of  this  tax  from  the  property 
of  Lynds  and  Snyder  was  proper;  the  part 
which  ordered  a  general  injunction  in  behalf 
of  all  other  taxpayers  was  erroneous.  The 
Judgment  of  the  court  below  is  modified  ac- 
cordingly, and  the  costs  divided.  All  the 
justices  concurring,  except  DATjE,  J.,  not 
sittinc. 


(8  OkL  tsn 

BALDWIN  V.  MASON, 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1885.) 

Pdblio    Lands  —  Co.ntebtasts    for    Town-Siti 

Lots— NEOKSsrrT  pob  Dbposit— IirmMCTios. 

1.  The  rale  of  the  land  department  require 

ing  a  deposit  of  $32  from  contestants  for  lots 

before  a  town-site  board  is  a  legal  requirement, 
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and  one  which  must  be  complied  witb.  The  pov- 
erty of  a  ulaimant  is  a  condition  which  does 
not  constitute  a  defense  against  the  rule,  or 
against  the  action  of  the  town-site  board,  and 
will  not  constitute  a  sufficient  excuse  to  entitle 
a  claimant  to  the  intervention  of  a  court  of  eq- 
uity. 

2.  In  a  case  in  which  the  complainant  seeks 
an  injunction  to  restrain  an  adverse  claimant, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  complainant  had  failed, 
by  reason  of  poverty,  to  malie  the  deposit  for 
expenses  of  contest,  required  by  the  rules  of  the 
secretary  of  the  interior  and  land  department, 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  a  demurrer 
to  such  compUiint  should  be  sustained. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  connty. 

Actioa  by  Jobn  Mason  against  Alva  G. 
Baldwin  for  Injunction  There  was  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  brings  er- 
ror.   Reversed. 

Keaton  &  Cotteral,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  H. 
B.  Thurston,  for  defendant  in  error. 

McATEE,  J.  The  amended  complaint  up- 
on which  this  cause  was  tried  was  filed  by 
the  plaintiff,  the  defendant  in  error  here,  June 
28,  1893,  In  the  district  court  of  Logan  conn- 
ty, and  sought  relief  by  Injuncticm.  The 
plaintiff  alleged  that  he  was  a  qualified  en- 
tryman  under  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
on  the  2Sth  day  of  June,  1881,  and  at  that 
time  selected  and  staked  lots  Noe.  23  and 
24,  in  block  No.  08,  in  Capitol  Hill,  In  the  city 
of  Guthrie,  and  proceeded  shortly  thereafter 
to  make  his  settlement  thereon,  and  that  he 
had  never  selected  any  other  lots  except 
those  mentioned;  that  he  was  living  upon, 
cultivating,  and  using  the  same  for  a  home 
at  the  time  that  the  town-site  trustees  en- 
tered the  tract  Including  them,  for  the  benefit 
of  the  occupants  thereon,  to  wit,  December 
14,  1891;  that  the  defendant,  Baldwin,  had 
never  been  In  possession  of  the  said  lots,  nor 
was  he  in  possession  at  the  date  of  the  tai- 
try  made  by  the  town-site  trustees  tot  the 
benefit  of  the  occupants  thereof,  but  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  settlement  made  by  the  plain- 
tiff, the  lots  were  vacant  and  unoccupied  for 
any  purpose  whatever;  that  his  occupation 
and  settlement  were  peaceable,  and  that  be 
had  remained  on  the  lots  from  that  time  un- 
til the  present  time  in  the  undisturbed  i>08- 
sessioo;  that,  on  the  20th  day  of  December, 
1891,  he  filed  his  application  before  the  town- 
site  board,  at  which  time  the  defendant, 
Baldwin,  also  filed  his  application.  The  cony- 
plaint  alleged  that,  at  the  time  the  case  was 
set  down  for  hearing  before  the  town-site 
board,  he  was  unable,  owing  to  his  poverty, 
to  make  the  deposit  of  $32  required  under 
the  rule  promulgated  by  the  secretary  of 
the  interior,  but  that,  notwithstanding  this 
rule  and  requirement,  he  was  the  first  legal 
settler  upon  said  lots,  and  that  the  Improve- 
ments placed  there  by  his  labor,  which  were 
all  the  improvements  on  the  lots,  were  of  a 
permanent  character.  He  further  offered  to 
pay  all  assessments  and  necessary  expenses 
for  the  purpose  of  refunding  the  amounts  in 


full  expended  by  the  defendant,  and  to  pay 
all  assessments  that  had  been  legally  a»< 
sessed  against  the  lots;  and  charged  that 
the  defendant,  Baldwin,  was  threatening, 
and  was  about  to,  dispossess  plaintiff  and  re- 
move plaintiff's  improvements.  Upon  this 
showing  of  facts,  the  plaintiff  asked  for  a  re- 
straining order,  and,  upon  final  hearing,  a 
perpetual  injunction  was  asked  for,  to  re- 
strain the  defendant  from  interfering  with 
his  possession  in  any  manner  whatever.  To 
this  comidaint  the  defendant  demurred— 
First,  that  the  court  had  no  Jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter  of  the  action;  and,  sec- 
ond, that  the  complaint  did  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action. 
The  demurrer  was  by  the  court  overruled, 
whereupon  a  hearing  was  had  before  the 
court,  and  a  finding  made,  by  which  the  lots 
in  controversy  were  awarded  to  the  plaintiff. 
To  the  overruling  of  defendant's  demurm', 
as  also  to  the  conclusion  of  law  and  order  of 
the  court  made  upon  the  final  hearing,  the 
defendant  duly  excepted,  and  brings  the  case 
here  upon  error. 

Upon  a  similar  state  of  facts,  this  court  has 
passed  heretofore  In  the  case  of  Twine  v. 
Carey  (OkL)  37  Pac.  1096,  to  which  ruling 
the  court  now  adheres.  The  rule  established 
by  the  interior  department  requiring  a  de- 
posit for  costs  has  been  by  the  court  found 
reasonable  and  proper,  and  constituted  no  de- 
fense to  the  action  of  the  town-site  board  In 
awarding  the  lots  to  the  defendant,  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  here.  While  the  plea  of  poverty 
In  this  case  is  a  strong  appeal,  and  cannot 
but  command  the  respect  and  sympathy  of 
fair  and  Just  men,  It  is  too  liable  to  abuse  to 
be  accepted  aa  a  defense  In  a  matter  of  this 
character.  The  land  department  is  author- 
ized to  provide  rules,  which  must  be  com- 
plied with  In  seeking  to  secure  title  to  land 
<Mr  town  lots  from  the  United  States.  The 
ruling  heretofore  made  in  the  case  of  Twine 
v.  Carey  will  now  be  made  In  this  case,  and 
the  Judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  re- 
versed, with  directions  to  enter  Judgment  for 
the  defendant  below,  the  plaintiff  In  error 
here,  and  for  such  further  proceedings  as 
may  be  required  to  confirm  the  title  to  the 
said  lots  In  him,  as  against  the  defendant  In 
error. 


COYLE  et  al.  v.  BAUM. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

SiXE— I.MPLIBD  Warranty — Action  for  Breach 

— Measure  of  Damages— Rescission— Question 

for   Jcri  —  Actions  — JoixDEK    op    Causes  — 

Election— Opinion  Evidbncb— Expbbt  Tbsti- 

MONT. 

1.  Baum  purchased  from  Coyle  &  Smith 
oats  to  be  fed  to  his  livery  horses,  paid  the  pur- 
chase price,  and  received  the  oats.  This  con- 
stituted an  executed  contract,  and  the  owner- 
ship of  the  oats  passed.  After  using  a  portion  of 
the  oats,  Baum  discovered  that  they  were  un- 
fit for  feed  by  reason  of  having  castor  beans 
intermingled  with  them,  and  notified  the  ven- 
dors of  such  fact    By  agreement,  he  retai^^ 
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the  nnnsod  portion  of  the  oats,  and  was  paid 
for  R<U'h  unnspd  portion  the  name  rate  per 
biiHht'l  118  the  original  purchase  price.  Brid,  that 
this  did  not  constitute  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract, but  was  a  new  agreement,  by  which  a  re- 
sale was  made,  and  the  question  as  to  whether 
the  new  aKreement  amounted  to  a  compromise, 
or  acc-ord  and  satisfaction,  of  the  damages  occa- 
sioned by  bleach  of  the  implied  warranty  of 
Duality,  was  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined 
rom  the  agreement  itself,  and  the  intention  of 
the  parties  at  the  time. 

2.  When  a  dealer  in  feed  sells  oats  to  a  liv- 
ery man.  for  the  purpose  of  being  fed  to  his  liv- 
ery horses,  and  such  purpose  is  Isnown  to  the 
seller  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the  vendee 
do<>8  not  examine  or  inspect  the  oats,  there  is  an 
implied  warranty  that  the  oats  are  reasonably 
fit  for  the  purpose  for  which  they  are  intended; 
ami  if  such  oats  contain  castor  iH^ans.  a  poison- 
ous substance  when  fed  to  horses,  this  consti- 
tutes a  brwich  of  Uie  warranty,  for  which  an  ac- 
tion will  lie. 

3.  When  a  cause  of  action  in  tort  and  one 
ex  contractu  are  improperly  blended  in  the 
same  petition,  and  no  objection  is  made  to  the 
same  until  after  plaintiff's  proof  is  intro<luce<l, 
and  it  appears  from  the  8|)ecial  findings  of  fact 
liy  the  jury,  the  instructions  of  the  court,  and 
the  whole  record,  that  the  case  was  determined 
uiH)n  the  theory  of  a  breach  of  contract,  and 
the  elcMieiita  of  tort  did  not  enter  into  the  final 
rcHults,  error  of  the  trial  court  in  overruling  a 
motion  by  defendant  to  requiri*  the  plaintiff  to 
elect  on  which  theory  he  will  stand,  is  harm- 
h'HM,  and  a  cause  will  not  be  reversed  for  such 
ruling. 

4.  The  nu'osure  of  damages  in  an  action  for 
hreiich  of  warranty  of  qiuility  of  oats  sold  for 
feeil  for  horses,  where  the  oats  contained  snb- 
Htnn<H>H  which  l(ilU><l  a  portion  of  the  horses, 
nitiile  some  sick,  and  penuanently  injurtnl  oth- 
erH,  In  the  value  of  the  horses  killed,  the  dif- 
ference in  value  of  the  injunnl  horses  before 
and  after  the  injury,  the  U»s8  of  the  use  of  the 
horHcM  while  sick,  the  exi>en«e  of  uuHlical  treat- 
ment and  medicine,  and  such  other  dantages 
HN  are  the  natural  ami  direct  consequences  of 
inch  breach  of  warranty. 

.I.  Where  a  witness  testifies  that  he  is  ac- 
quainted with  the  values  of  livery  hor»(>a  gen- 
iTiilly,  ami  Ihiit  he  knew  the  horses  in  question, 
and  tcMlltiiil  as  to  their  value,  it  will  lie  as- 
tiiiined  (hat  the  market  value  is  ineiint.  unless 
I'niin  the  testimony  of  the  witness  it  apiiears 
tijiit  he  llxes  his  values  on  some  other  Iwsis. 

(I.  When  a  veterimiry  surginui  has  treat»»<i 
(vrtain  horses  for  disease  caused  by  eating  cas- 
tor beaiiN,  and  gives  the  effe<-l  of  the  poison  on 
the  Nlomach  and  iligestion  of  the  horses,  and  is 
»i'i|iiiilnled  with  the  general  effects  of  such  pol- 
Non  on  horses,  he  may  give  his  opinion  as  to  the 
pei'iiianency  of  the  Injury,  and,  wher>>  he  is  ac- 
qiialnled  with  the  general  values  of  such  horses, 
may  lesllfy  ns  to  the  damages  occasioiUHl  by 
onrh  jlijurli-s. 
(KyllabitN  by  the  Court.) 

A|)|>eiil  from  district  court.  Tjognn  county; 
liefore  .IllMlIco  Dnle. 

Action  by  .I(m>  Hauiu  ngiiliist  W.  II.  Coyle 
fiiiil  iiiuitlier,  iiartiiei-M  ns  Co.vlc  &  Smith. 
There  wmh  n  Jtidgiiient  for  plaintiff,  and  or- 
<lm'  (l<>iiyltiK  n  new  trlul,  and  defendants  ap- 
pall,    Alllniii>(l. 

Asp,  Kliiirlell  St  t'ottlliglmm,  for  appellants. 
Keiiion  &  Colleriil,  for  uiuH'llee. 


1)1  Itl'OIII),  .T.  This  was  an  action  brought 
1>y  .loo  Itniiin  ugnliist  ('oyle  &  Smith  to  re- 
cover iliiiiiiiBeH  iillege<l  to  liave  resulted  to 
plaiutlfi!'*  ItorscH  by  feedluj;  oats  containiDg 


castor  beans,  which  he  had  purchased  from 
the  defendants.  There  was  a  trial  by  Jury, 
and  verdict  for  plaintiff  for  ?570.  The  jury 
also  returned  special  findings  of  fact.  Mo- 
tion for  new  trial  w^as  made  and  overruletl, 
and  Judgment  rendered  on  the  verdict  The 
defendants  bring  the  case  here  upon  a  peti- 
tion in  error.  The  amended  petition  Is  as 
follows: 

"Joe  Baum.  Plaintiff,  ts.  W.  H.  Coyle  and 
H.  S.  Smith,  Partners  as  Coyle  &  Smith,  De- 
fendants. Comes  now  the  plaintiff.  Joe 
Baum,  In  the  above-entitled  cause,  and  for 
his  amende<l  complaint  In  this  cause  against 
the  defendants,  W.  H.  Coyle  and  H.  S.  Smith, 
filed  by  leave  of  the  court  first  had,  says  that 
the  said  defendants  are,  and  have  been  for 
more  than  one  year  last  past  before  the  filing 
of  this  action  on  November  5,  1801,  partners 
doing  business  at  Guthrie,  Oklahoma  Terri- 
tory, under  the  firm  name  of  Coyle  &  Smith. 
That  the  said  defendants  have  been  during 
said  time,  and  were  on  the day  of  Sep- 
tember, A.  D.  1801,  In  the  retail  grocery  and 
feed  business,  and  engaged  In  the  furnishiog 
of  groceries  and  ptvvlsious  for  domestic  con- 
sumption, and  In  the  sale  and  funilsblng  of 
hay,  oats,  coin,  chop,  and  other  provisions 
for  the  feed  of  horses,  cattle,  and  other  ani- 
mals. The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  ever 
since  the  22d  day  of  April,  1880,  he  has  been, 

and  on  the day  of  September,  1801,  he 

was,  engaged  in  the  livery  business  In  the 
city  of  Guthrie,  Oklahoma  Territory,  Logan 
county,  and  in  the  business  of  letting  horses, 
teams,  and  buggies  for  hire,  and  for  board- 
Lug  and  keeping  the  boi-ses  of  any  person 
who  might  apply,  for  pay.  The  defendants, 
Coyle  &  Smith,  at  all  times  herein  alleged, 
well  knew  that  the  plaintiff  was  engaged  in 
said  business,  that  the  plaintiff  had,  at  di- 
vers and  sundry  times,  and  fre<iuentlj'  dur- 
ing all  times,  purchased  of  said  dcfeudaut 
fee<l,  hay,  corn,  and  oats  for  the  teed  of  his 
horses  and  his  boarding  horses  In  his  said 

business.     That  on  the day  of  Septem- 

l>er.  18t>l,  the  plaintiff  purchaseu  of  fne  said 
defendants  20  bushels  of  oats  at  the  agreed 
price  of  35  cents  per  bushel,  for  which  the 
plaintiff  made  payment  to  the  said  defend- 
ants, and  the  said  defendants  agreed  to  fur- 
nish for  said  money  so  paid  by  said  plaintiff 
the  said  20  bushels  of  oats,  the  said  defend- 
ants at  the  time  well  knowing  that  the  same 
was  for  the  feed  of  plaintiff's  horses,  and 
other  horses  in  his  said  livery  business,  and 
the  defendants  were  Imund  to  furnish  to  the 
plaintiff  good  and  wholesome  oats  for  his 
said  feed.  Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  the 
said  defendants,  instead  of  furnishing  to  the 
plaintiff  the  said  20  bushels  of  good  and 
wholesome  oats,  furnished  to  the  plaintiff  2A 
bushels  of  oats  in  which  castor  beans  bad 
been  spilled  In  and  among  the  said  oats, 
through  and  by  the  carelessness  and  neglei-t 
of  the  said  defendants  and  their  employ<^  In 
the  handling  of  said  oats  and  castor  beans 
la  their  place  of  btislness;  that  the  said  de- 
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fendants  and  their  employes,  at  the  time 
they  were  sold  and  delivered  to  this  plaintiff, 
well  knew  that  the  said  oats  and  the  said 
castor  beans  had  been  so  placed  together  and 
Intermingled  in  their  said  business  that  the 
said  castor  beans  were  liable  to  be  in  and 
were  in  the  said  oats,  and  that  they  sold 
said  oats  to  the  plaintUT,  as  aforesaid,  wlth- 
ont  apprising  the  plaintiff  of  the  fact  that 
said  castor  beans  had  been  so  handled  In 
said  business  as  that  the  said  beans  were  in 
and  would  be  in  said  oats.  The  plaintiff  fur- 
ther alleged  that  he  had  no  knowledge  what- 
ever, at  the  time  of  the  furnishing  of  the 
said  oats  by  the  said  defendants  to  the  plain- 
tiff, that  the  said  beans  were  In  the  said 
oats,  and  that  he  relied  upon  the  said  defend- 
ants, as  he  had  often  done,  and  as  defendants 
well  knew  he  was  doing,  to  furnish  to  the 
said  plaintiff  the  said  oats  In  a  good  and 
wholesome  condition,  and  suitable  for  feed 
to  his  said  horses,  and  other  horses  in  his 
said  business.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges 
that  the  castor  beans  in  said  oats  were  a  de- 
leterious and  poisonous  vegetable  substance, 
and  were  so  scattered  through  the  said  oats 
that  the  same  were  not  discovered  by  the 
plaintiff  at  the  time  of  the  purchase  of  the 
same,  and  could  not  be  discovered  without 
knowledge  that  the  same  were  in  said  oats, 
and  without  making  an  unusual  examination 
of  the  same.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges 
that  in  the  due  course  of  bis  said  business 
he,  without  knowing  that  said  castor  beans 
were  In  said  oats,  fed  said  oats  to  his  and 
other  horses,  in  the  course  of  his  business, 
and  that  thereby  his  boarding  horses  were 
seriously  poisoned;  and  one  of  his  boarding 
botses  died  from  said  poison,  and  three  of 
plaintlflrs  horses  died  from  said  poison. 
That  by  reason  of  negligence  of  said  defend- 
ants and  their  servants  and  employes  as 
af(H«8aid,  and  by  reason  of  the  said  castor 
beans  being  in  said  oats  as  aforesaid,  and 
the  facts  therein  stated  as  aforesaid,  the 
plaintiff  has  been  by  the  said  defendants 
greatly  damaged,  in  the  sum  of  $961,  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit: 

Boarding  horse  of  Moses  Weinberger 
which  died  from  being  poisoned  by 
castor  beans,  and  which  was  of  the 
value  of  f  150  00 

Three  horses  of  the  plaintiff  which 
died  from  beinK  poisoned  by  said  cas- 
tor beans,  and  which  were  of  the 
vaine  of,  each 75  00 

Ten  horses  of  the  plaintiff  which  were 
damaged  in  the  sum  of  $30  each, 
total   300  00 

Doctor's  bill  and  medioine 39  00 

Damage  to  the  bnsiness  of  pl.iintiff  by 
his  being  deprived  of  the  use  of  his 
livery  horses  for  two  weelcs,  being  so 
Doisoned   250  00 

$964  00 
"The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that  he  was 
not  guilty  of  any  contributory  negligence  in 
said  cause  or  matter,  and  that  he  did  every- 
thing in  his  power  to  care  for,  doctor,  and 
treat    said    animals,    and    prevent   damage 


thereto.  The  plaintiff  further  alleges  that 
he  had  demanded  of  the  said  defendants  pay- 
ment of  the  said  sum  of  money  as  afore- 
said due  the  plaintiff,  and  which  payment 
the  said  defendants  refused  to  make.  Where- 
fore the  plaintiff  prays  Judgment  against  the 
said  defendants  in  the  sum  of  $964,  with  le- 
gal rate  of  interest  from  the  date  of  the  filing 
of  their  original  complaint,  and  costs  of  this 
action,  and  all  other  proper  relief.  Blerer 
&  Ootteral,  Attorneys  for  Plaintiff." 

The  defendants  answered  said  complaint: 
First,  by  general  denial.  Second,  admitting 
that  ttiey  were  partners,  and  that  they  sold 
the  oats  to  plaintiff  as  alleged  In  the  com- 
plaint, but  that  he  purchased  the  same  upon 
his  own  Judgment,  and  on  his  own  view  and 
inspection  thereof  at  the  time  of  said  pur- 
chase; that  the  purpose  of  said  purchase 
was  unknown  to  the  defendants,  and  that 
they  had  no  knowledge  of  castor  beans  be- 
ing in  said  oats,  and  deny  that  there  were 
any  beans  in  said  oats;  and  that  they  did 
not  sell  said  oats  to  the  plaintiff  tmder  any 
promise,  express  or  implied,  that  they  would 
furnish  oats  of  any  kind  or  character,  but 
that  he  bought  the  same  upon  his  own  Judg- 
ment Third.  That,  if  said  oats  did  contain 
any  i>oisonous  substance,  it  was  placed 
therein  after  the  oats  left  the  custody  and 
control  of  the  defendants,  and  had  been 
placed  therein  by  the  plaintiff  or  his  servants 
In  and  about  his  livery  bam.  To  these  an- 
swers plaintiff  flies  a  general  denial. 

The  uncontrovertcd  facts  were  that  the 
plaintiff  purchased  from  the  defendants  20 
bushels  of  oats,  for  which  he  paid  35  cents 
per  bushel,  at  the  time  of  the  purchase;  that 
the  defendants  were  at  that  time  engaged  In 
the  feed  business  in  Guthrie,  in  connection 
with  the  grocery  business,  and  that  plaintiff 
was,  and  for  a  long  time  had  been,  engaged  in 
the  livery  business;  that  the  oats  were  de- 
livered him  by  the  defendants  on  the  day  of 
the  purchase,  and  placed  In  his  livery  bam; 
that  his  horses  were  fed  from  said  cabs  that 
evening,  three  feeds  the  following  day,  and 
one  feed  on  the  following  morning  of  the  sec- 
ond day;  that  during  the  next  day  after  the 
purchase  of  the  oats  some  of  his  horses  be- 
came sick;  that  he  sent  for  a  veterinary  sur- 
geon, who  examined  the  horses,  and  found 
them  suffering  from  poison.  An  examination 
was  made  of  the  oats  the  following  morning, 
and  they  were  found  to  contain  considerable 
quantities  of  castor  beans  Intermixed  with 
said  oats;  that  the  plaintiff,  on  being  inform- 
ed of  the  fact  that  the  beans  were  in  the  oats, 
went  to  the  defendants'  plac(^  of  business  and 
informed  them  that  the  oats  which  he  had 
purchased  from  them  had  castor  beans  in 
them,  and  were  unfit  to  feed  his  horses. 
They  informed  him  that  If  he  did  not  want 
the  oats  to  bring  them  back,  and  they  would 
pay  him  his  money  back.  The  unused  por- 
tion of  the  oats  were  returned  to  C!oyle  Sc 
Smith's  place  of  business,  and  they  weighed 
them  out  and  paid  the  plaintiff  35  cents  per 
uigiiizea  oy  ■^^j  \^/ \^/ -v  i  v. 
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bushel  for  the  portion  returned.  Nothing  was 
said  at  the  time  about  the  oats  which  had 
been  used,  aot  was  any  express  agieemeut 
made  that  the  return  of  the  oats  and  repay- 
ment of  the  purchase  money  should  be  in  sat- 
isfaction of  any  damages  resulting  from  the 
use  of  the  oats  which  had  been  fed. 

In  addition  to  the  general  verdict,  the  Jury 
retiimed  the  following  special  findings  of 
fact: 

"(a)  Are  castor  beans  a  poisonous  substance 
when  fed  to  horses?  Yes.  (b)  Were  castor 
-eans  so  handled  in  the  business  of  Coyle  & 
Smith,  the  defendants,  as  tliat  they  were  lia- 
l>le  to  be  and  were  mixed  into  the  oats  there 
kept  for  sale  for  feed?  Yes.  (c)  Did  tbe 
defendants,  or  their  agents,  notify  the  plain- 
tiff at  tbe  time  he  made  the  purcliase  of  the 
oats,  or  at  any  time  prior  to  that  time,  tlia 
the  defendants  were  handling  castor  beans 
and  oats  in  such  a  manner  that  the  castor 
beans  were  liable  to  be  In  the  oats  sold  plain- 
tiff?   No.    O.  M.  Weils,  Foreman." 

"(1)  Did  the  defendants,  on  or  about  the  28tb 
day  of  September,  1891,  sell  the  plaintiff  20 
bushels  of  oats  at  and  for  the  agreed  price  of 
35  cents  per  bushel?  Yes.  (2)  Was  it  a  part 
of  tbe  agreement  between  the  plaintiff  and 
defendants,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  of  such 
oats,  that  said  oats  were  being  sold  to  tbe 
plaintiff  for  tbe  purpose  of  being  fed  to  bis 
llTei7  horses?  Yes.  (3)  Did  tbe  oats  sold 
by  tbe  defendants  to  plaintiff  contain,  min- 
gled therewith,  castor  beans?  Yes.  (4)  Were 
the  defendants,  or  either  of  them,  at  the  time 
of  this  sale  of  such  oats  to  the  plaintiff,  actu- 
ally aware  of  tbe  presence  of  the  castor  beans 
in  said  oats?  Unable  to  answer.  (5)  Were 
such  castor  beans  in  such  oats  at  the  time  of 
such  sale?  Yes.  (6)  Did  the  plaintiff  see  and 
Inspect  the  oats  purchased  of  the  defendants 
prior  to  his  purchase?  No.  (T)  Did  the  plain- 
tiff Inform  the  defendants  at  the  time  of  such 
purchase  that  he  was  buying  such  oats  for 
the  puriwse  of  feeding  bis  horses  with  tbe 
same?  Unable  to  answer.  (8)  How  much 
damage,  If  any,  do  you  allow  tbe  plaintiff, 
for  the  loss  of  horses  belonging  to  him.  $180. 
(9)  How  much  damage  do  you  allow  tbe 
plaintiff  for  the  injury  of  horses  belonging 
to  plaintiff?  $205.  (10)  How  much  damage 
do  you  allow  the  plaintiff  for  doctor's  bills 
and  medicine?  $35.  (11)  How  much  dam- 
age do  you  allow  the  plaintiff  for  Injury  to 
his  business  by  being  deprived  of  the  use  of 
bis  horses.  $150.  (12)  Did  the  plaintiff  go 
Into  tbe  bin  containing  the  oats  before  bis 
purchase  and  look  at  tbe  oots?  No.  (13) 
Did  he  go  into  the  bin  with  the  clerk  of  the 
defendants  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  and 
look  at  the  oats?  No.  (14)  Did  tbe  defend- 
ants warrant  the  oats  to  plaintiff  to  be  good, 
wholesome  oats,  or  did  the  plaintiff  rely  upon 
Ills  own  Judgment?  The  oats  were  warrant- 
ed to  the  plaintiff.    O.  M.  Wells,  Foreman." 

The  petition  in  error  contains  eight  specific 
aHHlgnmpnts  of  error,  all  of  which  are  em- 
braced in  the  seventh,  to  wit,  "error  of  the 


trial  court  in  OTerroIlng  defendants'  motion 
for  new  triaL"  Tbe  motion  for  new  trial 
presented  to  tbe  court  below  for  review  all 
tbe  rulings  complained  of.  PlaintlffB  in  ei^ 
ror  waive  several  <^  tbe  alleged  eimra  by 
failing  to  argue  tbem  In  tbelr  brief. 

The  first  ruling  complained  of  Is  the  action 
of  the  trial  court  in  refusing  to  give  instruc- 
tion numbered  4,  requested  by  tbe  defend- 
ants. Tbe  instruction  is  as  follows:  "Tbe 
buyer  of  an  article  upon  an  implied  warranty 
of  quality  or  fitness  has  two  remedies  upon 
the  discovery  of  the  breach  thereof.  He  may 
either  return  the  goods  purchased,  and  de- 
mand the  purcliase  money  to  be  returned  to 
blm,  or  he  may  retain  the  goods  and  sue  for 
his  damages.  The  one  remedy  la  exclusive 
,  of  tbe  other,  and  If  you  find  from  tbe  evi- 
dence that  the  oats  were  sold  by  tbe  defend- 
ants to  the  plaintiff  upon  tbe  agreement  or 
understanding  that  they  were  to  be  fed  to 
the  horses  of  tbe  plaintiff,  and  that  such  oats 
contained  castor  beans,  and  that  tbe  plaintiff, 
after  the  discovery  of  that  fact,  returned 
said  oats  and  received  a  return  from  tbe  de- 
fendants of  his  purchase  price,  after  knowing 
the  dangerous  consequences  of  their  use,  tbe 
plaintiff's  election  to  receive  a  return  of  the 
purchase  money  for  his  oats  would  constitute 
a  waiver  of  any  right  to  prosecute  this  action 
for  damages,  and  if  you  find  such  to  be  tbe 
fact,  it  will  be  your  duty  to  return  a  verdict 
for  tbe  defendants."  This  instruction  does 
not  contain  a  correct  exposition  of  the  law, 
as  applicable  to  tbe  case  at  bar.  Tbe  ques- 
tion as  to  whether  or  not  tbe  return  of  the 
unused  portion  of  the  oats  and  a  repayment 
of  the  purchase  price  for  them  was  a  satis- 
faction of  the  entire  claim  of  Baum  was  a 
question  for  tbe  Jury  to  determine  from  all 
tbe  facts  and  tbe  intention  of  the  parties. 
If  all  tbe  oats  bad  been  returned,  and  the 
entire  purchase  price  repaid,  it  would  have 
presented  a  different  question.  Tbe  sale,  as 
to  the  portion  of  tbe  oats  used,  was  not  re- 
scinded, and  could  not  have  l>een.  Tbe  dam- 
age was  done  by  tbe  portion  used,  and  not  by 
the  portion  returned.  It  was  a  new  and  in- 
dependent agreement  to  take  back  tbe  oata 
not  used,  and  r^ay  the  consideration,  and 
could  only  be  a  repudiation  of  the  former 
agreement  to  that  extent;  and  in  tbe  ab- 
sence of  an  agreement  to  settle  the  damages 
occasioned  by  tbe  breach  of  the  warranty  as 
to  tbe  used  portion,  and  as  to  which  the  sale 
had  become  absolute,  the  right  of  action 
would  still  exist  Tbe  authorities  cited  by 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  do  not  support 
their  position. 

The  case  of  Alden  t.  Tburber,  149  Mass. 
271,  21  N.  E.  312,  is  relied  <m  by  plaintiff  In 
error.  In  that  case,  Tburber  &  Co.  agreed 
to  sell  Alden  about  10,000  pounds  of  raspber- 
ry Jam.  They  sent  the  Jam  to  Alden  at  Bos- 
ton, and  be  remitted  to  them$l,000  in  part  pay- 
ment of  the  agreed  price.  After  the  receipt  of 
tbe  Jam,  Alden  claimed  that  it  was  not  pure 
raspberry  Jam,  as  bis  conti-act  called  for,  and 
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wrote  Thurbep  &  C!o.  to  that  effect  Thurber 
&  Co.  insisted  that  the  Jam  was  the  kind  they 
had  agreed  to  furnish,  but  wrote  to  Alden 
that,  notwithstanding  that  fact,  as  they  still 
desired  to  retain  his  trade,  they  were  willing 
to  receive  the  whole  lot  back,  and  credit  it 
up  to  him,  together  with  the  freight  charges, 
and  In  this  way  settle  the  matter.  Upon  re- 
ceipt of  this  letter  Alden  sent  back  all  the 
jam,  exc^t  one  keg  that  he  had  sold,  and 
requested  Thurber  &  Co.  to  remit  his  money 
at  once.  Thereupon  Thurbo:  &  Co.  credited 
Alden  with  the  jam  returned,  and  the  ex- 
pense of  freight  and  cartage,  and  remitted 
him  the  balance  of  the  $1,000.  The  court 
said:  "This  was  a  mutual  rescission  of  the 
contract  The  letter  of  the  defendants  was 
an  ofFer  to  settle  and  compromise  the  con- 
troversy between  the  parties.  The  acts  and 
conduct  of  the  plaintiff  was  an  adequate  ac- 
ceptance of  that  offer.  This  was  a  waiver 
of  the  right  to  sue  for  any  preceding  breach 
of  the  contract  The  performance  by  the  de- 
fendants of  the  new  agreement  operated  as 
an  accord  and  satisfaction  for  any  breach, 
and  discharged  the  old  contract.  Such  was 
clearly  the  intention  of  the  defendants,  and 
the  plaintiff  accepted  thrfr  offer  uncondition- 
ally, and  this  induced  them  to  perform  it" 
The  court  bases  its  conclusion  in  the  above 
case  upon  the  ground  that  by  the  agreement 
of  the  parties,  the  new  contract  was  to  be  an 
entire  settlement  of  the  matters  between 
them,  and  amounted  to  an  accord  and  satis- 
faction,—a  compromise. 

There  are  ncme  ot  the  elements  of  a  com- 
promise in  the  case  at  l>ar,  nor  does  the  evi- 
dence present  any  of  the  elements  of  an  ac- 
cord and  satisfaction.  There  was  no  agree- 
ment to  settle  anything.  Coyle  &  Smith  pro- 
]>oeed  to  repurchase  the  unuued  oats,  they 
were  returned,  and  they  weighed  them  out 
and  paid  for  them  at  tlie  original  price. 
Nothing  was  compromised,  and  there  was 
nothing  else  surrendered  on  eltlier  side. 
Coyle  &  Smith  got  back  the  same  oats  they 
sold,  at  the  same  price  per  bushel,  except  the 
Iiortion  which  had  done  the  damage,  and 
nothing  was  said  as  to  this  portion,  or  as  to 
a  settlement  or  compromise  of  anything. 
The  i>ayment  of  a  portion  of  an  undisputed 
debt  although  accepted  In  full  satisfaction, 
and  a  receipt  in  full  is  given,  is  not  a  satis- 
faction of  the  balance,  and  will  not  where 
there  Is  no  new  consideration,  estop  the  cred- 
itor from  recovering  the  remainder  of  such 
debt  Kailroad  Co.  v.  Davis  (Kan.  Sup.)  11 
Pac.  421.  In  the  case  at  bar  there  was  no 
new  consideration  passed.  The  oats  were 
presumably  worth  as  much  when  returned  as 
when  originally  purchased,  and  they  were 
retaken  at  the  orignal  purchase  price,  and 
the  exact  amount  returned,  and  no  more  paid 
for.  Neither  party  mentioned  the  claim  for 
damage  occasioned  by  the  portion  not  return- 
ed, and  nothing  was  said  as  to  a  compro- 
mise, or  a  final  or  full  settlement  To  con- 
stitute accord  and  satisfaction,  that  which  is 


received  by  the  creditor  must  be  accepted  by 
him  in  satlBfaction,  and  whether  thwe  was 
such  an  acceptance  Is  a  question  for  the  Ju- 
ry. Frlck  V.  Algeler,  87  Ind.  25G;  Hardman 
V.  Bellhouse,  9  Mees.  &  W.  59C;  Henrn  v. 
Klehl,  38  Pa.  St.  147;  Telegraph  Co.  v.  Bu- 
cluinan,  35  Ind.  429.  The  refused  Instruction 
states,  as  a  proposition  of  law,  that  If  Baum 
returned  the  oats,  and  received  pay  for  same, 
such  return  and  repayment  was  a  bar  to  a 
recovery  for  damages.  It  did  not  submit  the 
question  to  the  jury,  to  he  determined  as  a 
fact,  whether  or  not  there  had  been  a  com- 
promise, or  accord  and  satisfaction,  and  the 
court  correctly  refused  to  give  It  Rogers  v. 
Rogers,  139  Mass.  440.  1  N.  E.  122,  cited  by 
plaintiff  In  error,  fully  supports  this  doc- 
trine. In  that  case  the  court  says:  "Wheth- 
er the  new  agreement  was  substituted  for 
the  old,  and  thus  operated  as  a  rescission  or 
discharge  of  it,  must  be  determined  by  the 
intention  of  the  parties  to  be  ascertained 
from  their  correspondence  and  conduct."  See, 
also,  as  supporting  this  position.  Peck  v.  Re- 
qua,  13  Gray,  407;  Munroe  v.  Perkins,  9 
Pick.  298;  Hohnes  v.  Doane,  9  Ouah.  135; 
Cooke  V.  Murphy,  70  111.  96;  Moore  v.  Ivoco- 
motive  Works,  14  Mich.  200. 

In  the  case  of  Thornton  v.  Wynn,  12 
Wheat  193,  the  question  before  the  court 
was  "not  whether  the  purchaser  of  a  horse 
which  is  w^arranted  sound  has  a  remedy  over 
against  the  vendor  upon  the  warranty.  In 
case  it  be  broken,  but  whether,  in  an  action 
against  him  for  the  purchase  money,  he  can 
be  permitted  to  defend  himself  by  proving  a 
breach  of  warranty."  And  on  this  question 
the  court  held  to  the  ancient  but  now  obso- 
lete rule  that  the  vendee  must  pay  the  pm^ 
chase  money,  and  was  put  to  his  separate 
action  upon  the  warranty  for  his  damages, 
unless  It  was  shown  that  the  vendor  knew  of 
the  unsoundness?  of  the  horse,  and  the  vendee 
tendered  a  return  of  it  within  a  reasonable 
time.  There  are  some  dicta  In  the  discussion 
of  the  case  tliat  would  seem  to  support  coun- 
sel's position,  but  the  law  of  the  case  Is  not 
in  conflict  with  the  views  we  have  expressed 
In  the  case  under  consideration. 

In  Chapman  v.  Searie,  8  Pick.  38,  after 
there  had  been  a  sale  and  delivery  of  goods, 
there  was  an  agi-cement  to  take  the  goods 
back  and  return  the  consideration.  This 
agreement  was  never  consummated.  It  was 
contended  that  this  agreement  was  a  rescis- 
sion of  the  contract  of  purchase.  The  court 
said:  "It  was  contended  on  the  part  of  the 
defendant  that  the  contract  was  rescinded  by 
the  original  parties  before  the  plaintiff's  ti- 
tle accrued.  If  our  view  of  the  case  Is  cor- 
rect, the  contract  was  executed,  and  was  not 
merely  executory,  and  so  It  could  not  be  con- 
sidered as  rescinded,  which  must  be  under^ 
stood  as  discharging  or  canceling  it  while  it 
remained  to  be  performed.  Finally,  it  was 
contended  for  the  defendant  that  there  was 
a  resale  of  the  property  by  Ludlow  to  Whit- 
ing before  the  plaintiff's  title  accrued.    But> 
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uptm  a  careful  review  of  the  evidence,  we 
can  perceive  only  an  agreement  to  reconvey 
at  some  future  time,  and  upon  certain  condi- 
tions, which  were  never  complied  with  he- 
fore  Ludlow  was  obliged  to  assign  all  his 
property  to  the  plaintiffs."  We  find  nothing 
In  the  ease  last  cited  to  support  the  conten- 
tion of  counsel  for  plaintiff  In  error.  Upon 
the  contrary,  it  supports  the  theory  that  the 
sale  of  the  oats  was  an  executed  contract; 
and,  tliere  being  nothing  further  to  be  done 
under  the  contract  of  sale,  it  could  not  be  re- 
scinded, and  that  the  agreement  by  which  a 
portion  of  the  oats  were  returned  was  a  re- 
sale or  new  agi-eement  The  warranty  found 
to  have  been  made  at  the  time  of  tlie  sale  of 
the  oats  is  a  collateral  agreement,  and  not  a 
condition  of  the  sale,  and  tnis  action  Is  for 
a  broach  of  the  warranty,  and  not  an  action 
to  enforce  the  contract. 

In  Prescott  v.  Wright,  4  Gray,  461,  an  ac- 
tion of  tort  was  brought  for  breal^ing  and  en- 
tering the  plaintiff's  close  in  Groton,  and  cut- 
ting and  carrying  away  wood  and  timber. 
The  defendant  answered,  setting  up  a  license 
to  enter,  and  a  purchase  of  the  wood  and 
timber.  The  sale  of  the  wood  and  timber 
was  not  denied,  but  the  plaintiff  offered  to 
prove  that,  before  the  bringing  of  his  action, 
he  discovered  tliat  the  defendants  had  made 
false  representations  and  concealed  the  truth 
from  him,  whereby  he  was  Induced  by  fraud 
to  enter  into  the  contract  of  sale,  and  that  he 
had  seasonably  tendered  back  the  purchase 
money  and  a  note  executed  in  part  payment 
for  the  wood  and  timber.  The  trial  court 
held  that  the  plaintiff,  having  made  a  sale 
of  the  timber,  could  not  maintain  his  action, 
and  tools  the  case  from  the  jury,  and  ren- 
dered Judgment  for  the  defendants.  The  on- 
ly question  before  the  supreme  court  was  as 
to  the  correctness  of  this  ruling,  and  the 
court  held  that  the  question  of  the  fraud  and 
rescission  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
jury. 

Park  V.  Richardson  &  Boynron  Co.,  81  Wis. 
399,  51  N.  W.  572,  is  a  case  relied  upon  by 
plaintiffs  in  error.  This  was  an  action  by 
Park  et  al.  v.  Richardson  &  Boynton  Co.,  to 
recover  damages  for  alleged  defects  in  a  fur- 
nace sold  to  plaintiffs,  and  placed  in  their 
storehouse  for  heating  purposes.  Under  the 
contract  of  sale  there  was  an  express  agree- 
ment that  if  the  furnace  failed  to  work  sat- 
isfactorily the  vendors  would  substitute  a 
different  size,  or  remove  the  furnace  and  re- 
fund the  amount  paid  for  same,  at  the  elec- 
tion of  the  vendees.  The  furnace  failed  to 
work  as  agreed.  The  plaintiffs,  in  their  pe- 
tition, blended  two  causes  of  action,  one  for 
return  of  purchase  money  and  the  other  for 
breach  of  wairanty.  The  court  held,  on  ap- 
peal, that  the  plaintiffs  could  not  rely  upon 
both  remedies  In  one  action;  that  they  might 
rely  upon  their  contract  and  return  the  prop- 
erty and  recover  their  purchase  money,  or 
they  could  keep  the  property  and  sue  for 
breach  of  warranty;   that  the  two  remedies 


were  alternative  under  the  terms  of  his 
agreement.  The  court  further  held  that 
keeping  and  paying  for  the  property  was  no 
waiver  of  the  right  to  sue  for  damages  for  a 
breach  of  warranty.  We  find  nothing  in  this 
case  to  confilct  with  our  view  of  the  case  at 
bar.  The  keeping  and  paying  tor  the  oats 
tiiat  had  been  fed  before  the  discovery  of 
their  quality  was  not  a  waiver  of  any  right 
to  recover  for  damages  occasioned  by  their 
use,  and  the  resale  of  the  unused  portion  to 
the  original  vendor,  without  any  agreement 
or  Intimation  by  either  party  that  such  resale 
should  be  In  satisfaction  or  settlement  of 
such  damages.  Is  no  bar  to  a  recovery  for 
breach  of  warranty.  Every  breach  of  war- 
ranty occasioning  any  damage  or  detriment 
gives  a  right  of  action  to  the  party  damaged, 
and  such  right  of  action  cmtinues  in  his  fa- 
vor until  the  same  is  satisfied,  waived,  or 
barred  in  some  manner.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  case  at  bar  that  shows  any  intent  or  pur- 
pose on  the  part  of  the  parties  to  satisfy  or 
waive  this  right,  and  we  find  nothing  In  the 
law  or  the  acts  of  Baum  that  will  bar  such 
right. 

Philadelphia  Whiting  Co.  v.  Detroit  White 
Lead  Works  (illch )  24  K  W.  881,  is  another 
case  relied  upon  by  counsel  for  plaintiffs  iu 
error.  We  find  nothing  in  the  case  to  sup- 
port their  contention.  The  Philadelphia 
Whiting  Company  sold  to  the  white  lead 
works  300  barrels  of  the  best  commercial 
whiting,  to  be  used  in  manufacturing  putty. 
After  using  several  barrels  of  the  whiting  in 
■fihe  manufacture  of  putty  for  their  trade. 
they  found  it  of  an  Inferior  quality,  and  so 
notified  the  vendors,  and  stored  the  remain- 
der for  the  use  of  the  vendors,  and  refused 
to  pay  for  same.  The  vendors  sued  for  the 
purchase  price.  The  vendees  set  up  the 
breach  of  contract  and  damages;  and  they  re- 
covered judgment  against  the  vendors  for 
$509.20.  The  vendors  appealed.  The  only 
questions  determined  by  the  appellate  court 
were:  (1)  Where  the  contract  for  sale  of 
goods  is  made  by  letter,  such  letter  or  letters 
are  the  only  evidence  that  can  properly  be 
introduced  to  show  what  the  contract  be- 
tween the  parties  was.  (2)  Where  the  char- 
acter of  the  goods  purchased  is  such  that 
their  quality  cannot  be  determined  by  look- 
ing at  and  examining  them,  but  by  actual 
use  only,  the  purchaser  will  be  entitled  to  a 
reasonable  time  In  which  to  test  the  goods 
and  ascertain  whether  they  are  the  kind  or- 
dered, and,  until  this  question  Is  determined, 
the  retention  of  the  goods  does  not  amount 
to  an  acceptance  thereof.  Evidently  the 
foregoing  case  treated  of  a  conditional  sale, 
where  the  ownership  of  the  property  never 
passed  to  the  vendees,  and  on  the  discovery 
of  the  Inferior  quality  of  the  goods  they  had 
a  right  to  reject  the  goods  and  refuse  pay- 
ment. It  was  not  a  rescission  of  the  con- 
tract, but  a  refusal  to  consummate  a  con- 
tract. In  said  case  it  was  contended,  on  ap- 
peal, that  the  trial  court  should  have  allow- 
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ed  the  plaintiffs  to  recoTer  for  the  value  of 
the  42  barrels  vised  by  the  vendees  In  testing 
the  whiting,  before  they  found  out  its  in- 
feriority. On  this  question  the  supreme 
court  of  Michigan  said:  "Had  this  iMsen  done, 
simple  Justice  would  have  required  the  al- 
lowance to  the  defendant  of  the  damages  it 
sustained  in  the  use  it  made  of  the  plain- 
tifTs  goods  in  testing  the  quality,  and  this, 
according  to  the  undisputed  testimony,  was 
at  least  $t,000.  So  that  it  clearly  appears 
the  plaintiff  has  not  been  Injured  by  the 
action  of  the  court  on  this  point  Certainly 
the  defendant  derived  no  benefit  from  the 
amount  used."  The  principle  announced 
above  is  applicable  to  the  case  at  bar.  Coyle 
&  Smith  received  and  retained  pay  for  the 
portion  of  the  oats  that  were  used  before 
their  poisonous  quality  was  discovered,  and 
simple  Justice  would  require  the  allowance 
to  Baum  of  the  damages  he  sustained  in  the 
use  he  made  of  the  oats  that  were  fed  to  his 
horses. 

We  have  reviewed  or  examined  all  the 
other  authorities  cited  by  counsel  for  plaln- 
tifFs  in  error,  so  far  as  the  same  are  at  our 
command,  and  fail  to  find  any  case  an- 
nouncing a  doctrine  or  rule  which,  in  oiu- 
view  of  the  case  at  bar,  renders  the  action 
of  the  trial  court  erroneous  in  refusing  the 
instruction  requested  by  plaintiffs  in  error. 
The  rule  embodied  in  the  refused  instruction 
Is  the  law  as  applicable  to  a  certain  class 
of  cases,  but  would  be  misleading  in  the 
case  at  bar. 

The  next  contention  of  plaintlflCs  In  error 
is  that  the  court  erred  in  overruling  their  mo- 
tion to  require  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  be- 
low to  elect  whether  he  would  proceed  upon 
the  ground  of  tort  or  of  contract.  The  peti- 
tion sets  out  a  state  of  facts  which  might 
sustain  an  action  for  deceit,  or  one  for  breach 
of  warranty.  An  action  to  recover  damages 
for  deceit  is  an  action  in  tort,  while  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  for  breach  of  warranty,  ex- 
press or  implied,  is  an  action  ex  contractu. 
A  motion  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  separate- 
ly state  and  number  his  causes  of  action 
'would  have  been  the  proper  practice,  but  it 
does  not  appear  that  any  objection  was  made 
to  the  petition  for  this  cause.  If  the  plain- 
tiflT  relied  upon  his  allegations  that  the  de- 
fendants, by  their  negligence  and  careless- 
ness, permitted  castor  beans  to  become  in- 
termixed with  the  oats  being  kept  for  feed 
of  stock,  and  that  he  had  no  knowledge  of 
such  acts,  or  the  condition  of  such  oats,  and 
that  the  defendant,  knowing  the  condition 
and  quality  of  the  oats,  and  the  poisonous 
quality  of  the  beans,  sold  same  to  plaintiff, 
representing  them  to  be  good  and  fit  for  his 
horses  to  eat,  then  he  should  have  brought 
bis  action  for  deceit,  and  it  was  immaterial 
about  any  warranty;  or,  on  the  other  hand, 
If  he  Intended  to  rely  upon  the  implied  war- 
ranty from  the  fact  that  he  purchased  and 
imid  for  oats,  to  be  used  for  feeding  his 
horses,  which  was  known  to  defendants  at 


the  time  of  sale,  then  It  was  Immaterial 
whether  the  defendants  knew  of  the  beans 
being  in  the  oats  or  not.  It  appears  from 
the  record,  though,  that  this  was  tried  in  the 
court  below  upon  the  theory  that  it  was  an 
action  to  recover  damages  for  a  breach  of  Im- 
plied warranty.  The  testimony  was  intro- 
duced on  this  theory.  The  court  instructed 
the  Jury  on  such  theory.  The  ivory  were  re- 
quested to  find  specially  on  the  question  of 
waiTanty  and  did  so  find.  It  is  a  familiar 
rule  of  practice  that  parties  must  present 
and  try  their  case  upon  some  definite  and 
settled  theory,  and  an  appellate  court  will 
look  to  that  theory  of  the  case  to  determine 
the  question  of  whether  error  was  commit- 
ted. It  is  correct,  as  contended  by  counsel 
for  plaintiffs  in  error,  that  it  is  not  proper 
pleading  or  practice  to  blend  tort  and  breach 
of  contract  in  the  same  pleading,  and  if  it 
appears  that  plaintiffs  in  error  were  preju- 
diced by  this  course  the  cause  should  be  re- 
verseil.  But  in  the  special  findings  of  fact 
the  Jury  found  In  favor  of  the  defendants 
on  the  question  of  negligence.  The  burden 
was  on  the  plaintiff  to  prove  this  allegation, 
and  a  failure  of  the  Jury  to  find  affirmative- 
ly In  his  favor  on  the  question  is  equivalent 
to  a  finding  for  the  defendants.  The  Jury 
further  found  that  there  was  a  sale  of  the 
oats  as  claimed;  that  they  were  sold  with  a 
warranty;  and  they  base  the  amount  of  dam- 
ages upon  the  consequences  of  the  breach, 
and  make  no  finding  of  fraud  or  deceit. 
Hence,  we  think  the  defendants  were  not 
prejudiced  or  injured  by  the  failure  of  the 
court  to  require  the  plaintiff  to  elect  upon 
what  theory  he  would  proceed,  and  If  error 
was  committed  it  was  harmless  error.  If 
there  had  been  no  special  findings,  and  we 
were  compelled  to  look  solely  to  the  general 
verdict  for  light,  we  might  be  warranted  in 
concluding  that  the  Jury  took  the  question 
of  negligence  into  consideration  in  fixing  the 
amount  of  the  damages  to  be  assessed,  but 
the  answers  to  the  special  findings  exclude 
any  such  Inference.  We  agree  with  counsel 
for  plaintiffs  In  error  In  their  argument  that 
If  there  was  a  warranty  either  express  or 
Implied  the  plaintiff  would  have  a  right  of 
action  on  the  breach  of  same,  whether  the 
vendors  were  negligent  or  otherwise,  and  the 
measure  of  damages  would  be  the  same  in 
either  case,  and  the  question  of  negligence 
or  fraud  should  have  been  eliminated  from 
the  case;  but,  unless  it  appears  that  the 
vendors  were  injured  thereby,  they  are  in 
no  position  to  complain. 

The  next  contention  is  that  the  court  erred 
In  the  instruction  to  the  Jury  as  to  what  con- 
stitutes a  warranty.  The  Jury  found  In  an- 
swer to  the  special  Interrogatories  that  the 
defendants  warranted  the  oats  to  the  plain- 
tiff to  be  good,  wholesome  oats.  We  must 
look  to  the  evidence  In  the  case  and  the  In- 
structions of  the  court  to  determine  upon 
what  this  finding  was  based,  or  upon  what 
theory  of  the  law  and  facts  the  Jury  arrived 
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at  this  conelufllon.  The  Jury  found  specially 
that  the  defendants  sold  to  plaintiff  20  busb- 
eiB  of  oats  at  the  price  of  35  cents  per  bush- 
el; that  it  was  a  part  of  the  agreement  at 
the  time  of  the  sale  that  said  oats  were  be- 
ing sold  for  the  purpose  of  being  fed  to 
plalntlfTs  livery  horses,  and  that  said  oats 
contained  castor  beans  at  the  time  they  were 
so  sold;  that  the  plaintiff  did  not  see  or  in- 
spect the  oats  at  or  prior  to  the  purchase, 
nor  did  he  go  into  the  bin  where  the  oats 
were,  and  look  at  them,  prior  to  the  pur- 
chase. They  further  found  that  the  defend- 
ants were  handling  castor  beans  as  a  part  of 
their  business,  and  they  did  not  inform 
plaintiff  of  such  fact.  The  general  verdict 
was  for  the  plaintiff,  assessing  his  damages 
at  $180  for  loss  of  horses  by  death;  $205 
for  injury  to  his  other  horses;  $35  for  doe- 
tor  bills  and  medicine;  $150  for  injury  and 
loss  to  his  business  by  being  deprived  of  the 
use  of  his  horses,  occasioned  by  their  sick- 
ness. There  is  no  evidence  of  an  express 
warranty  at  the  time  of  the  sale,  and  hence 
the  Jury  must  have  found  the  warranty  im- 
plied from  the  sale  Itself,  and  the  law  as  giv- 
en by  the  court.  The  court  on  this  question 
Instructed  the  jury  as  follows:  "(6)  The 
court  instructs  the  Jury  that,  where  goods 
are  purchased  from  merchants  In  the  usual 
course  of  business,  said  merchants  warrant 
by  sale  thereof  to  one  that  buys  for  his  own 
actual  use,  and  not  for  the  purpose  of  sale, 
that  such  goods  are  sound  and  wholesome 
for  the  use  and  purposes  to  which  such  goods 
are  ordinarily  put.  If  the  Jury  find  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence  that  the  plain- 
tiff herein  was  engaged  in  the  livery  busi- 
ness, and  that  such  fact  was  known  to  the 
lirm  of  Coyle  &  Smith,  or  their  agents  and 
employ(?s,  and  if  you  further  find  that  the 
plaintiff  in  this  ease  purchased  of  the  de- 
fendants the  oats  alleged  to  have  contained 
a  mixture  of  castor  beans,  and  that  said  de- 
fendants, knowing  that  the  plaintiff  intend- 
ed to  use  such  oats  for  the  purpose  of  feed- 
ing his  horses,  sold  the  plaintiff  oats  con- 
taining a  mixture  of  castor  beans,  and  said 
plaintiff  fed  the  same  to  his  horses,  and 
could  not,  by  the  use  of  ordlnarj  oare,  have 
discovered  that  the  oats  contained  the  mix- 
ture of  castor  beans,  and  If  the  jury  further 
find  that  such  castor  beans  were  Interming- 
led with  the  oats  at  the  time  the  same  were 
sold  to  said  plaintiff,  then  the  court  instructs 
the  jury  that  the  defendants  In  this  case  are 
liable  In  damages  to  the  extent  of  the  Injury 
suffered  by  plaintiff  by  reason  of  the  fact 
that  the  oats  so  purchased  were  by  the 
plaintiff  fed  to  the  stock  of  plaintiff."  The 
first  general  proposition  embraced  in  the 
foregoing  instruction  Is  subject  to  some  ex- 
ceptions, and  might  be  objectionable  were  it 
not  followed  by  the  portion  applicable  to  the 
facts  In  this  case,  in  which  the  Jury  are  spe- 
cliically  directed  as  to  their  duty  In  case 
they  find  certain  facts  from  the  evidence. 
We  think  this  instruction  embodies  the  law 


as  supported  by  the  greater  weight  of  mod- 
em authority,  regardless  of  any  statute  on 
the  question.  The  findings  of  fact  in  this 
case  show  that  the  oats  were  sold  by  the 
vendors  to  the  vendee  without  his  inspection, 
for  the  particular  purpose  of  being  fed  to 
his  livery  horses.  The  general  rule  in  such 
cases,  as  supported  by  a  respectable  weight 
of  authority,  is  that  in  sales  ot  goods  or 
chattels  by  description,  when  the  buyer  has 
not  inspected  the  goods,  there  is  an  im- 
plied warranty  that  they  shaU  be  fit  for  the 
particular  purpose  to  which  they  are  to  be 
applied,  when  that  purpose  is  known  to  the 
vendor.  Morse  v.  Stock-Yard  Co.  (Or.)  28 
Pac.  2;  Beet  v.  Flint,  58  Vt  543,  5  Atl.  192; 
Jones  v.  Bright,  5  Bing.  533;  Gerst  v.  Jones, 
34  Am.  Bep.  773;  Divine  v.  McCormick,  M 
Barb.  116;  Canning  Co.  v.  Metzger  (N.  Y. 
App.)  23  N.  E.  372;  Hoover  v.  Peters,  18 
Mich.  51;  Sinclair  v.  Hathaway,  57  Mich.  60, 
23  N.  W.  450;  Shaw  v.  Smith  (Kan.  Sup.)  25 
Pac.  886;  Gammell  v.  Gunby,  52  Ga.  504; 
French  v.  Vlnlng,  102  Mass.  132;  Poland  v. 
Miller,  95  Ind.  387;  Rice  v.  Forsyth,  41 
Md.  389;  Howard  v.  Hoey,  23  Wend.  350; 
Van  Wyck  v.  Alien,  60  N.  Y.  61;  White  v. 
Miller,  71  N.  Y.  131.  And  the  rule  is  with- 
out exception  that  when  goods  are  sold  for 
a  particular  purpose,  and  the  buyer  has  no 
opportunity  to  inspect  them,  there  is  an  im- 
plied warranty  that  such  goods  shall  be  suit- 
able for  the  particular  purpose  for  which 
they  are  sold.  We  think  the  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror have  no  room  to  complain  of  the  Instruc- 
tion given. 

It  is  next  contended  that  the  court  erred 
in  admitting  proof  and  giving  instructions  as 
to  the  measure  of  damages.  The  court  in- 
structed the  jury  that  if  they  found  for  the 
plaintiff  the  measure  of  his  recovery  would 
be:  (1)  The  value  of  the  horses  which  died 
from  the  effects  of  the  poisonous  substance 
in  the  oats.  (2)  Damages  resulting  from  a 
permanent  injury  to  the  living  horses,  oc- 
casioned by  eating  the  oats  and  beans.  (3) 
The  loss  to  plaintiff's  business,  for  use  of 
his  horses  during  the  time  they  were  sick. 
(4)  The  amount  of  money  expended  by  plain- 
tiff in  the  proper  treatment  of  the  sick  ani- 
mals. This  Instruction  is  as  favorable  to 
the  defendants  as  they  could  expect.  AU 
the  elements  of  damage  embraced  in  the  in- 
struction are  traceable  directly  to  the  use  of 
the  castor  beans,  and  are  the  actual  and  nec- 
essary results  of  feeding  the  horses  the  iKtis- 
oned  oats.  The  instruction  is  within  the 
rule  laid  down  by  Sutherland  on  Damages 
(volume  1,  p.  56).  '"There  must  not  only  be  a 
legal  connection  between  the  injury  and  the 
act  complained  of,  but  such  nearness  In  the 
order  of  events,  and  closeness  in  the  rela- 
tion of  cause  and  effect,  that  the  Influence 
of  the  injurious  act  may  predominate  over 
ttiat  of  other  causes,  and  concur  to  produce  the 
consequence,  or  be  traced  to  those  causes." 
The  measure  of  damages  In  ordinary  cases 
of  Injury  of  personal  property,  where    the 
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property  Is  not  entirely  loot  or  destroyed,  or 
substantially  so,  but  Is  only  impaired  in 
value  or  partially  destroyed,  Is  the  difference 
between  tbe  value  before  the  injury  and  Im- 
mediately thereafter,  and  reasonable  expense 
Incurred,  or  value  of  time  spent  in  reason- 
able endeavors  to  preserve  or  restore  the 
property  Injured.  Field,  Dam.  621;  Eastman 
V.  Sanborn,  3  Allen,  694;  Harrison  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  8S  Mo.  625.  And  in  case  of  injury, 
in  addition  to  the  above,  the  temporary  loss 
of  its  use,  and  Interest  from  date  of  action. 
Ballroad  Co.  v.  Hudson,  62  Ga.  679;  Jack- 
son V.  Kallroad  Co.,  74  Mo.  526;  Meyers  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  64  Mo.  542;  Railway  Co.  v. 
Johnston,  74  SI.  83.  It  is  the  duty  of  a  party 
to  protect  himself  from  the  injurious  conse- 
quences of  the  wrongful  act  of  another,  if 
he  can  do  so  by  ordinary  care  and  effort,  and 
at  moderate  and  reasonable  expense;  and  for 
such  reasonable  exertion  and  expense  in  that 
behalf  the  wrongdoer  Is  liable.  3  Pars.  Cont 
178.  "Expenses  incurred  In  good  faith,  in  at- 
tempting a  cure,  may  be  recovered,  In  addi- 
tion to  the  actual  value  of  the  animal  at  the 
time  the  injury  occurred,  in  a  suit  for  dam- 
ages for  an  injury  to  an  animal  by  which  it 
was  rendered  entirely  worthless;  although 
the  defendant  was  not  consulted  In  relation 
to  the  matter  of  the  attempted  cure."  Ellis 
T.  Hilton  (Mich.)  43  N.  W.  1048;  Watson  v. 
Lisl)On  Bridge,  14  Me.  201;  Murphy  v.  Mc- 
Graw  (Mich.)  41  N.  W.  917;  Long  v.  Clapp, 
15  Neb.  417,  19  N.  W.  467.  "The  damage  to 
be  recovered  must  always  be  the  natural  and 
approximate  consequence  of  the  act  complain- 
ed of,"  says  Mr.  Greenleaf,  and  those  results 
are  proximate  which  the  wrongdoer,  from  hk 
position,  must  have  contemplated  as  the 
probable  consequence  of  his  fraud  or  breach 
of  contract.  Smith  v.  Holies,  132  U.  S.  12.5, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  39.  We  find  no  objection  to  the 
Instruction  on  the  measure  of  damages,  and, 
as  the  proof  was  limited  to  the  character  of 
damages  embraced  In  the  instructions,  there 
was  no  error  on  this  question. 

It  is  next  contended  by  plaintiffs  in  error 
that  the  court  erred  In  admitting  evidence  of 
actual  values,  without  showing  there  was  no 
market  value  for  the  kind  of  horses  alleged 
to  have  died.  The  evidence  Is  confusing  on 
this  question,  but,  on  an  examination  as  a 
whole,  we  do  not  think  the  evidence  sus- 
ceptible of  the  construction  and  open  to  the 
objection  urged.  The  witnesses  testified  as 
to  their  general  knowledge  of  the  horses  In 
question;  of  their  knowledge  generally  of 
the  prices  and  values  of  livery  stock  at  that 
time;  that  these  horses  were  average  livery 
horses;  and  that  such  horses  were  of  such 
and  such  values.  We  think  this  fairly  im- 
plies the  market  value  at  that  time.  The 
witnesses  fixed  no  other  basis  of  knowledge, 
and  when  one  speaks  generally  of  the  values 
of  cliattels  It  means  their  value  in  the  mar- 
ket. This  Is  Inferred  unless  a  different  basis 
ot  value  Is  fixed  by  the  witness,  or  it  Is  ap- 
parent that  the  witness  bases  his  value  on  a 


different  foundation.  As  to  the  Injury  to 
the  horses  that  were  sick,  the  veterinary  in 
charge  testifies  as  to  the  value  of  the  horses 
before  they  were  sick.  He  also  testified  as 
to  the  effect  of  castor  beans  upon  the  diges- 
tion and  stomach  of  the  horses,  and  the  per- 
manency or  general  effect  of  the  injury  on 
the  particular  horses  that  he  treated,  and 
then  gave  his  opinion  or  judgment  as  to  the 
damage  done.  This  was  in  the  nature  of  ex- 
pert testimony,  and  he  had  a  right  to  express 
his  opinion.  The  rule  that  the  damage  is 
determined  by  the  difference  in  value  of  the 
horses  before  and  after  the  Injury  was  not 
violated  In  his  testimony,  but  was  differently 
applied.  He  gave  the  value  before  using, 
and  the  damage  done.  The  result  was  the 
same  as  If  he  had  given  the  value  before  and 
the  value  afterwards.  It  was  a  matter  of  cal- 
culation as  to  the  amount  from  either  basis, 
and  the  result  would  not  be  different. 

There  are  some  of  the  proceedings  that 
are  properly  subject  to  criticism,  but,  upon 
the  whole,  we  think  the  verdict  and  find- 
ings reached  were  correct,  under  the  plead- 
ings and  evidence,  and  that  a  correct  conclu- 
sion was  reached  under  the  law;  and  al- 
though there  may  be  errors,  unless  they 
Iiave  resulted  In  substantial  Injury  or  in- 
justice to  the  complaining  party,  the  Judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed.  We  find  no  error  in 
the  record  that  will  Justify  a  reversal  of  the 
Judgment.  The  Judgment  of  the  district 
court  Is  affirmed,  at  the  costs  of  plaintiffs  In 
error. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  having  tried  the  case  below, 
and  BIERER,  J.,  having  formerly  been  of 
counsel  In  the  case,  not  sitting. 


PAPPE  V.  TROUT  et  al. 

(Suimme  Coort  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Pleadixos  — Ejectment  — Estoppel  op  Tenjlnt 
TO  QoESTiov  Landlord's  Title. 

1.  Where  a  complaint  sets  forth  two  canses 
of  action,  and  a  plea  of  abatement  is  filed  which 
is  good  as  to  one  cause,  and  not  {;ood  as  to  the 
otlier,  a  demurrer  to  the  plea  should  be  sus- 
tained. 

2.  Under  article  32,  c.  70,  Cod©  1890.  eject- 
ment w'ili  lie  by  a  landlord  to  obtain  poaseaaiou 
of  property  for  the  nonpayment  of  rent. 

3.  Where  it  is  shown  that  a  tenant  is  in 
possession  of  property  under  a  written  lease  and 
permission  of  his  lajiidlord,  held,  that  he  is  es- 
topped from  sottiuK  up  an  adverse  claim  of 
title  in  himself  in  the  property  while  he  holds 
under  such  condition. 

4.  Where  a  lease  is  entered  into  for  a  pe- 
riod of  six  months,  and  a  provision  is  inserted  ts 
the  effect  that  after  the  expiration  of  such  pe- 
riod, if  the  tenancy  continues,  it  shall  be  deemed 
a  tenancy  from  month  to  month,  held,  that 
after  a  tenant  has  continued  to  occupy  the  prem- 
ises leased  after  the  expiration  of  the  six 
months,  and  paid  rent  as  agreed  in  the  lease, 
he  will  not  be  permitted  to  deny  its  validity. 

5.  A  tenancy  from  month  to  month  is 
created  where  parties  enter  into  a  lease  which 
nrorided  that  after  a  certain  period  the  lease 
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shall  be  so  considered,  and  the  tenant  continues 
to  occupy  under  such  lease. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Kingfisher  county. 

Action  in  ejectment  by  L.  L.  Trout  and 
M.  J.  Kane  against  R.  Pappe.  Plaintiffs 
bad  Judgment,  and  defendant  brings  er- 
ror.   Modified. 

James  A.  Morris,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  W. 
W.  Noffslnger,  for  defendants  In  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  1.  October  2':  1S92,  J.  L. 
Trout  and  M.  J.  Kane  instituted  a  suit  In 
ejectment  in  the  district  court  of  Kingfisher 
county,  and  In  their  complaint  alleged  that 
they  were  the  owners  In  fee  simple  and  en- 
titled to  the  Immediate  possession  of  cer- 
tain real  estate,  situated  In  Kingfisher  city. 
They  further  allege  In  their  petition  that  on 
the  Ist  day  of  September,  1880,  they  leased  the 
premises  to  R.  Pappe,  the  defendant  below, 
and  that  the  condition  of  the  lease  bad  been 
broken  by  said  Pappe,  In  that  he  had  re- 
fused to  pay  the  rent  as  prescribed  In  the 
lease,  and  refused  to  deliver  the  possession 
of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiffs  upon  plain- 
tiffs' request;  that  the  defendant  had  notice 
to  quit  the  same.  As  exhibits  attached  to 
the  petition  are  copies  of  the  lease  and  the 
notice  to  quit.  Pappe  answered  by  filing  a 
plea  In  abatement,  wherein  he  alleged,  in 
substance,  that  the  land  described  In  the 
petition  of  plaintiffs  belonged  to  the  United 
States;  that  the  same  was  settled  upon  as  a 
town  site;  and  that  he  (Pappe)  claimed  and 
occupied  the  same  under  the  town-site  laws 
from  the  1st  of  March,  1890,  and  has  con- 
tinued ever  since  said  date  to  so  claim  and 
occupy  the  property  sued  for  as  described 
In  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiffs.  He  fur- 
ther alleges  that  he  made  his  application  to 
the  board  of  town-site  trustees  for  the  tract 
in  question,  and,  after  the  hearing  and  award 
by  the  town-site  board,  he  appealed  the  case, 
and  the  same  was  then  pending  on  appeal  be- 
fore the  commissioner  of  the  general  land 
office.  To  this  plea  in  abatement  the  plain- 
tiffs filed  a  demurrer  because  said  plea  did 
not  state  facts  sufilcleut  to  constitute  a  de- 
fense to  plaintiffs'  cause  of  action,  which 
demurrer  was  sustained  by  the  court.  Aft- 
erwards, by  leave,  the  defendant  filed  a 
counterclaim  as  occupying  claimant.  In 
which  he  alleged,  in  substance,  that  he  set- 
tled upon  the  tract  of  land  under  the  town- 
site  laws  of  the  United  States  on  the  1st  day 
of  March,  1890,  at  a  time  when  the  same  was 
a  part  of  the  public  domain  of  the  United 
States,  and  made  valuable  Improvements 
thereon,  under  such  circumstances  as  to  give 
him  good  reason  to  believe,  and  in  fact  he 
did  believe,  that  he  had  a  right  to  claim.  Im- 
prove, and  occupy  the  lot  under  the  laws  of 
the  United  States;  that  he  had  filed  his  ap- 
plication with  the  board  of  town-site  tnisteos 
for  a  deed  to  the  lot,  and  that  a  hearing  was 


had  by  said  board,  in  which  hearing  the  plain- 
tiffs below  and  he  (Pappe)  were  adverse  par- 
ties; that  he  had  improvements  to  the  value 
of  $800  upon  the  lot,  which  Improvements 
were  placed  there  by  himself  in  good  faith; 
and  that  the  value  of  the  lot,  apart  from  the 
improvements,  was  $1,(X)0;  and  he  asked  that 
his  rights  as  an  occupying  claimant  on  said 
lot  be  adjudicated  by  the  court  according  to 
law.  To  this  the  plaintiffs  below  filed  a  de- 
murrer on  the  ground  that  the  facts  set  forth 
were  Insufficient  to  constitute  a  defense  to 
plaintiff's  complaint,  which  demurrer  was 
by  the  court  sustained.  And  thereupon,  the 
defendant  falling  to  plead  further,  a  hearing 
was  had  upon  the  complaint  of  the  plaintiffs, 
and  upon  the  evidence  Introduced  in  support 
thereof.  As  a  part  of  the  proof  appears  the 
notice  to  quit,  heretofore  referred  to,  which 
was  served  on  Pappe  August  13,  1891. 
Among  other  things,  the  notice  stated  tliat 
if  he  (Pappe)  should  continue  to  hold  pos- 
session after  the  31st  day  of  August,  1891, 
he  would  be  required  to  pay  f40  per  montb 
from  the  1st  day  of  September,  1891,  until 
he  vacated  and  gave  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises. Also  proof  of  the  service  of  the  notice, 
and  evidence  show^lng  that  Pappe  had  been 
In  possession  of  the  property  since  the  1st 
day  of  September,  1891,  had  paid  rent  there- 
on until  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1892,  and  had 
failed  to  pay  rent  after  said  date.  The 
court  rendered  Judgment  upon  the  complaint 
and  the  evidence  offered  In  support  thereof, 
wherein  he  adjudged  that  the  plaintiffs  be- 
low were  the  owners  In  fee  simple  and  en- 
titled to  the  possession  of  the  real  estate  de- 
scribed In  the  complaint,  and  that  defendant 
unlawfully  held  possession  thereof,  and  that 
plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  recover,  as  set 
forth  in  their  complaint,  the  sum  of  $230  as 
rent. 

There  are  three  questions  Involved  in  this 
case:  First.  The  sufficiency  of  the  plea.  In 
abatement  as  against  the  demurrer.  Second. 
Was  it  error  to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the 
answer  and  counterclaim  as  occupying  claim- 
ant? Third.  Were  the  damages  as  rent  prop- 
erly assessed? 

1.  The  complaint  states  two  causes  of  ac- 
tion. This  case  was  commenced  under  ar- 
ticle 32,  c.  70,  Code  1890.  This  law  provides 
for  ejectment  on  the  title  and  ejectment  for 
nonpayment  of  rent.  Viewed  as  an  action  by 
a  landlord  for  failure  to  pay  rent,  the  com- 
plaint stated  a  good  cause  of  action.  Huff- 
man V.  Starks,  31  Ind.  474;  Nelson  v.  Davis. 
35  Ind.  474;  Bethell  v.  McCool,  46  Ind.  303; 
Frakes  v.  Elliott,  102  Ind.  47,  1  N.  B.  105. 
And  It  was  no  defense  to  this  character  of  an 
action  to  enter  a  plea  In  abatement,  which 
runs  only  to  the  question  of  title.  Such  plea 
being  insufficient  as  a  defense,  the  court  com- 
mitted no  error  in  sustaining  the  demurrer. 
The  pi-oper  practice  for  defendant  below  to 
have  followetl  was,  first,  by  motion  to  sepa- 
rately state  and  number  the  causes  of  action. 

This  being  done,  a  plea  in  abatement  to  the 
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cause  of  action  upon  the  title  may  have  been 
sustained. 

2.  The  occupying  claimants'  act,  under  the 
Code  of  1890,  can  have  no  application.  Un- 
der the  pleadings  in  this  case  Pappe  went 
Into  possession  of  the  lot  In  controversy  un- 
der a  written  lease.  At  no  time  is  it  shown 
that  he  surrendered  possession  to  his  land- 
lord, or  held  by  an  adverse  title;  and  where 
a  tenant,  under  such  circumstances,  at- 
tempts to  assert  title  to  a  tract  of  land,  the 
doctrine  of  estoppel  applies.  Bigelow,  Estop. 
(4th  Ed.)  452.  And,  iu  so  far  as  it  relates  to 
the  question  of  possession,  the  courts  will 
enforce  contracts  between  individuals  with 
reference  thereto.  The  jurisdiction  of  courts 
over  the  subject-matter  of  possession  ob- 
tains while  the  title  to  the  land  yet  remains 
in  the  United  States.  In  holding  to  the  view 
that  the  courts  of  the  territory  may  deal  with 
the  question  of  itossessiou  as  between  claim- 
ants uix>n  the  public  lands,  we  follow  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  in  Marquez  v.  FrUble,  101  U.  S.  473. 
In  discussing  the  principle  here  announced, 
after  a  discussion  of  the  conditions  under 
which  the  court  would  not  act  while  the  title 
to  land  remains  in  the  United  States,  we 
find  the  following:  "We  did  not  deny  the 
right  of  the  courts  to  deal  with  the  possession 
of  the  land  prior  to  the  time  of  the  issue  of 
patent,  or  to  enforce  contracts  between  the 
parties  concerning  the  land."  In  this  case  it 
Is  not  necessary  for  us  to  determine  whether 
or  not  the  occupying  claimants'  act,  approved 
June  1,  1874,  and  that  of  the  Statutes  of  Okla- 
homa of  1890,  are  applicable  to  lands  while 
the  title  to  the  same  yet  remains  in  the  Unit- 
ed States.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  Pappe, 
belD^  a  tenant  of  the  plaintitts  l>elow,  was, 
by  operation  of  law,  thereby  prevente<l  from 
assei-ting  in  the  courts  a  claim  of  title  in  the' 
land  while  holding  under  his  lease. 

3.  The  lease  was  entered  into  September 
1.  1888,  and  among  other  recitals  is  the  fol- 
lowing: "It  is  hereby  agreed  that  the  party 
of  the  second  part  may  *  •  ♦  occupy  and 
have  the  use  of  said  part  of  said  lot  and 
buildings  for  the  period  of  six  months  from 
this  date  at  the  monthly  rental  of  fifteen  dol- 
lars j>er  month,  to  be  paid  each  month  in 
advance;  and  it  is  farther  agreed  by  and  be- 
tween the  parties  to  this  lease  tliat  at  the 
termination  of  this  lease  that  the  same  may 
be  extended  from  month  to  month  thereafter, 
in  the  consideration  of  payment  of  twenty 
dollars  per  month,  in  advance;  provided, 
however,  that  the  lease  may  terminate  at 
the  expiration  of  six  montlis  on  notice  being 
fciven  by  either  party  to  this  lease  30  days 
in  advance  of  such  termination.  •  •  *" 
August  13, 1891,  the  plaintiffs  below  served  a 
notice  upon  Pappe,  which  is  as  follows: 
"Notice  to  R.  Pappe.  Kingfisher,  Aug.  13, 
ISitl.  Notice  Is  hereby  given  you  to  quit,  va- 
cates and  j^ve  peaceable  possession  of  lot 
six  in  block  eight  in  the  village  of  King- 
fisher City  on  or  before  the  first  day  of  Sept., 


1881.  If  you  continue  to  hold  possession 
after  the  31st  day  of  Aug.,  1891,  you  will  be 
requU^  to  pay  forty  dollars  per  month,  in 
advance,  from  the  Ist  day  of  Sept.,  1891, 
until  you  vacate  and  give  possession  of  said 
premises.  The  terms,  rent,  and  conditions 
specified  in  this  notice,  if  you  continue  to 
hold  over,  shall  operate  and  be  effectual  to 
create  and  establish  a  part  of  the  lease  under 
which  you  now  hold.  [Signed]  J.  L.  Trout 
and  M.  J.  Kane."  Under  these  leases,  as  ap- 
pears from  the  evidence,  Pappe  paid  rent 
from  September  1,  1889,  to  April  1,  1892. 
The  court  Ijeiow  rendered  Judgment  against 
Pappe  for  rent  at  the  rate  of  $40  per  month 
from  April  1st,  the  date  he  ceased  paying 
rent,  to  October  25th,  the  time  when  the 
suit  was  instituted;  a  total  sum  of  $230. 

It  Is  contended,  first,  that  the  court  should 
have  rendered  a  Judgment  for  $15  per  month 
only,  as  that  was  the  sum  as  specified  in  the 
original  lease;  that  the  clause,  as  appears 
in  such  lease,  "may  be  extended  from  month 
to  month  thereafter  at  $20.00  per  month," 
Is  not.  within  itself,  a  contract  leasing  the 
premises  after  the  expiration  of  six  months 
from  the  date  of  the  lease,  but  would  require 
anotlier  contract  to  carry  it  Into  effect.  Pos- 
sibly counsel  is  right  In  his  contention,  but 
we  have  not  that  question  to  decide.  An- 
other contract  was  entered  into  when  Pappe 
continued  to  hold  bej'ond  the  six  months, 
and  to  pay  the  rent.  Haying  gone  ahead,  and 
complied  with  the  contract,  he  cannot  now 
complain  that  he  did  not  agree  to  its  terms. 
The  second  ground  which  counsel  advances 
as  a  reason  why  the  Judgment  for  rent  is 
erroneous  is  based  upon  the  theory  that  no 
tenancy  existed,  and  therefore  the  burden 
imposed  under  the  statutes  against  a  tenant 
holding  over  should  not  be  Imposed.  Our 
statute  (section  7,  art.  5,  c.  (Sd)  Is  as  follows: 
"In  all  leases  of  lands  or  tenements,  or  of 
any  interest  therein  from  month  to  month, 
the  landlord  may,  upon  giving  notice  In 
writing,  at  least  fifteen  days  before  the  ex- 
piration of  the  month,  change  the  terms  of 
the  lease  to  take  effect  at  the  expiration  of 
the  month.  The  notice  when  served  upon 
the  tenant  shall  of  Itself  operate  and  be  ef- 
fectual to  create  and  establish  a  part  of  the 
lease,  the  terms,  rent  and  conditions  specified 
in  the  notice,  if  the  tenant  shall  continue  to 
hold  the  premises  after  the  expiration  of  the 
month."  No  exception  Is  taken  to  the  suffi- 
ciency or  legal  effect  of  the  notice,  but  it  is 
claimed  that  it  did  not  become  operative,  be- 
cause Pappe  was  not  a  tenant  from  month  to 
month.  Going  back  to  the  original  lease,  we 
find  therein  an  agreement  to  the  effect  that 
after  the  expiration  of  six  months  from  the 
date  of  the  lease.  If  Pappe  continued,  he 
should  thereafter  be  deemed  a  tenant  from 
month  to  month.  He  held  then  under  an 
express  agreement  that  he  was  a  tenant  from 
month  to  month.  Having  accepted  the  con- 
tract, he  will  not  now  be  heard  to  complain 
of  its  terms.  (> 
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The  Judgment  rendered  In  this  cam  wbicb 
gtves  to  the  plaintiffs  below  the  posoesslon 
of  the  premises,  with  a  judgment  for  (230 
rental  for  the  use  of  snch  property,  la  ap- 
proTed.  But  we  think  the  conrt  bdow,  In 
rendering  Judgment  In  this  case  to  the  ef- 
feet  that  the  plaintiffs  below  were  the  own- 
ers in  fee  simple  of  the  property,  went  be- 
yond Its  jurisdiction.  The  title  to  this  prop- 
erty is  In  the  United  States.  The  courts  have 
no  jurisdiction  over  the  Question  of  title  un- 
til the  goTemment  parts  with  the  same.  Con- 
gress has  created  a  tribunal  for  the  imrpose 
of  determining  to  whom  title  in  these  lots 
should  be  awarded.  Until  such  tribunal  haa 
finally  adjudicated  the  question,  the  courts 
are  not  at  liberty  to  take  jurisdiction  of  or 
dispose  of  the  title  to  town  lots  or  other 
lands  in  Oklahoma.  To  the  extent  to  which 
the  court  has  rendered  a  judgment  awarding 
the  title  In  the  land,  the  decision  of  the  court 
below  Is  modified,  and  set  aside,  but  con- 
firmed in  so  far  as  it  awards  the  possession 
of  the  premises  to  the  plaintiffs  below,  and 
giyes  to  said  plaintiffs  judgment  in  the  sum 
of  $23a 

BURFORD,  J.,  having  presided  at  the 
trial  of  the  cause  below,  not  sitting;  the 
other  justices  concurring. 

(S  Okl.  MM) 

BOHULTZ  T.  JONES. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

PuBUO  Lands— Rights  o»  Town-Site  Cliiuan^— 

FLBiDiNoa— Effect  or  Oubctiosi 

TO  EVIDBNCC 

L  A  claimant  for  town  lota,  by  reaaon  of 

lettlement  and  occupancy  under  Act  May  14, 
1800  (20  Stat  109),  must  comply  with  the  lawa 
of  the  United  States  and  all  reasonable  rules 
and  reeulationa  of  the  secretary  of  the  Interior 
in  relation  thereto,  in  order  to  acquire  title,  and 
inability  to  procure  funds  is  no  legal  excuse  for 
faiiiuK  to  make  the  deposit  for  expenses  of  con- 
test required  by  rule  of  the  department 

2.  On  the  trial  of  the  cause,  when  the 
plaintiff  offered  his  first  testimony,  the  defend- 
ant objected  to  the  introduction  of  any  testimo- 
ny on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  reason  that 
the  petition  failed  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  and  for  the  reason 
that  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction  to  hear 
the  matter  in  controversy.  Bdd,  that  such  ob- 
jection was  equivalent  to  a  demurrer  to  the  pe- 
tition, and  should  have  the  same  effect 

8.  A  petition  in  equity,  to  have  the  header 
of  the  legal  title  to  town  lots  declared  a  trustee 
for  one  who  claims  as  a  settler  or  occupant, 
nnd  to  compel  a  conveyance,  is  insufficient  which 
discloses  on  its  face  that  the  petitioner  had 
failed  to  make  the  deposit  required  by  the  rules 
of  the  secretary  of  the  interior  to  cover  the  ex- 
pense of  trial  of  contest  and  a  general  demur- 
rer should  be  sustained  to  such  petition.  Twine 
V.  Carey  (Okl.)  37  Pac.  1096,  followed. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  Alexander  F.  Jones  agahtst  John 
F.  Schultz.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  de- 
fendant brings  error.     Reversed. 

Keaton  &  Cotteral,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
H.  B.  Thurston,  for  defendant  in  error. 


BUBFORD,  J.  The  defendant  !n  error,  Al- 
exander Jones,  filed  his  petition  In  the  district 
court  of  Logan  county  in  which  be  alleged: 
That  he  was  a  resident  of  Logan  county  and 
territory  of  Oklahoma,  and  a  dtisen  of  tbe 
United  States,  and  that  be  did  not  enter  the 
territory  of  Oklahoma  and  the  lands  opened 
to  8ettl«nent  by  act  of  congress  of  March  22, 
1889,  and  the  president's  proclamation  there- 
under, prior  to  12  o'clock  noon  of  the  22d  day 
of  April,  1889;  that  he  was  qualified  and  enti- 
tled to  settle  upon,  occupy,  and  acquire  title  to 
lots  in  the  town  site  of  West  Guthrie,  which 
town  site  was  located  upon  public  lands  of  tbe 
United  States;  that  on  the  4th  day  of  August, 
1891,  he  purchased  from  one  John  H.  Palmo: 
lots  23  and  24,  In  block  10,  of  said  town  site, 
said  lots  being  at  that  time  inclosed  with  a 
good  and  substantial  fence,  and  In  a  good  state 
of  cultivation;  that,  immediate  after  his 
purchase  of  said  lota,  he  took  possession  of 
them  as  a  town-site  settler,  and  commenced 
to  improve  said  lots  by  causing  to  be  placed 
thereon  a  small  house,  and  making  other  valu- 
able Improvements  thereon;  that  he  haa  occu- 
pied and  lived  upon  said  lots  with  his  family 
to  the  time  of  bringing  this  action;  that  on 
the  Ist  day  of  August,  1802,  he  filed  his  appli- 
cation, with  the  town-site  board  appointed  and 
assigned  to  said  town  by  the  honorable  secre- 
taiy  of  the  biterior,  for  said  lots,  according  to 
the  rules  prescribed  by  said  board,  but  at  that 
time,  and  at  the  time  his  cause  was  assigned 
for  trial,  he  was  unable  to  make  the  deposit  of 
(25,  required  under  the  rules  promulgated  by 
the  secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  that  he  made 
affidavit  to  such  fact  before  such  board,  and, 
notwithstanding  this  fact,  the  lots  in  contro- 
versy were  by  said  board  awarded  to  the  plain- 
tiff in  error,  Schultz.  He  offered.  In  his  com- 
plaint, to  pay  the  costs  and  assessments,  and 
prayed  that  the  defendant  in  said  action  be  de- 
clared a  trustee  for  him,  and  that  he  be  ordered 
to  convey  said  lots  to  him  by  a  proper  deed  of 
conveyance.  The  defendant,  Schultz,  answered 
by  general  denial,  and  alao  by  an  affirmative 
answer,  In  which  he  alleged  that  he  purchased 
the  lots  in  controversy  from  one  Patterson  on 
the  13th  day  of  September,  1889;  that  at  the 
time  of  said  purchase  Patterson  was  living  In 
a  tent  on  said  lots,  and  that  defendant  knew 
of  no  adverse  claimant;  that  at  that  time  Pat- 
terson had  a  fence  around  said  lots,  consisting 
of  two  wires  stretched  npon  posts;  that  Pat- 
terson held  the  certificate  of  settlement  and 
residence  from  the  dty  of  West  Guthrie,  which 
certificate  he  purchased,  and  they  were  trans- 
ferred to  him;  that  In  the  fall  of  1889  he 
placed  lumber  npon  said  lots,  and  began  tbe 
erection  of  a  building  thereon,  whl<jh  said  lum- 
ber was  stolen  and  carried  away  by  some  one 
unknown  to  the  defendant;  that  In  the  string 
of  1890  he  again  refenced  said  lots,  and  plowed 
and  planted  said  lots  In  potatoes,  and  set  shade 
trees  around  said  lots;  that  he  made  appllca- 
tioB  before  the  town-site  board  for  said  lots, 
and  that  the  same  were  awarded  to  him,  and 
he  paid  alt  assessments  thereon,  and  procured 
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a  deed  for  same  from  said  tcwn-site  board. 
To  this  answer  a  general  denial  was  filed  by 
way  of  reply.  The  cause  was  regularly  tried 
to  the  coiut,  and  judgment  rendered  for  the 
plalntifT  In  aceordance  with  the  prayer  of  his 
petition,  to  which  Judgment  the  defendant  ex- 
cepted, and  filed  his  motion  for  new  trial, 
which  was  overruled. 

There  are  several  assignments  of  error,  but 
one  of  which  it  Is  Important  to  consider.     On 
the  trial  of  said  cause,  and  before  the  introdnc- 
tion  of  any  material  testimony,  the  defendant, 
Schultz,  "objected  to  the  introduction  of  any 
evidence  in  the  cause  for  the  reason  that  the 
complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufllclent  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action,  and  that  the  court  has 
no  Jarisdlction  of  the  subject-matter."    This 
objection  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  ex- 
ceptions saved  by  the  defendant,  Schultz.   This 
motion  was,  as  a  matter  of  practice,  equivalent 
to  a  demurrer  to  the  petition,  and  should  have 
been  sustained.   We  held,  in  the  case  of  Twine 
V.  Carey  (Okl.)  37  Pac.  1096,  that:    "A  rule  of 
the  secretary  of  the  interior,  requiring  a  con- 
testant before  town-site  trustees,  appointed 
under  the  act  of  May  14, 1890,  to  make  a  rea- 
sonable  deposit  with  the  treasurer  of  the 
board  before  a  cause  would  be  heard,  is  a  rea- 
sonable rule,  authorized  by  law,  and  that  a 
contestant  or  claimant  falling  to  comply  with 
such  a  rule  cannot  invoke  the  aid  of  a  court 
of  equity."    It  was  further  held  In  that  case: 
"A  court  of  equity  has  no  jurisdiction  when  It 
is  apparent  from  the  petition  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  remedy  at  law,  and  failed  to  avail 
himself  of  It,  and  shows  no  good  excuse  for 
such  failure."   The  petition  in  the  case  under 
consideration  discloses  the  fact  that  the  plain- 
tiff failed  to  make  the  deposit  required  by  the 
rules  of  the  board,  and  the  only  excuse  given 
for  his  failure  was  that,  by  reason  of  his  pov- 
erty, he  was  unable  to  procure  the  funds  to 
make  such  deposit.    This  excuse  is  not  suffl- 
dent.    When  one  takes  public  land  by  settle- 
ment or  occupancy,  and  attempts  to  acquire 
title  thereto,  he  must  do  so  with  full  knowl- 
edge of  the  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the 
regulations  of  the  departments  under  which 
he  attempts  to  acquire  title.   He  must  pay  the 
required  price  for  the  lands,  the  lawful  foes 
and  costs  for  making  his  entry  and  proof,  and 
must  comply  with  all  reasonable  rules  of  the 
department.    A  failure  to  comply  with  any  of 
the  ppovtelMis  of  the  law  or  to  make  the  re- 
quired payments  will  forfeit  any  rights  which 
he  may  have  acquired,  as  against  an  adverse 
claimant.    An  Inability  to  procure  the  funds 
to  make  the  required  deposit  or  payment  is 
no  excuse  in  law,  and  can  only  be  relieved 
against  by  a  repeal  or  modification  of  the  law 
or  rule  under  which  such  deposits  or  pay- 
ments are  required.    Maddox  v.  Bumhara, 
156  U.  S.  544,  15  Sup.  Ct  448.     This  case 
comea  within  the  rule  announced  In  the  case 
of  Twine  t.  Carey,  supra,  and  on  the  author- 
ity of  that  case  must  be  reversed. 
The  judgment  of  the  district  court  of  Logan 
v.4lP.no.4— 2G 


county  Is  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with 
Instructions  to  proceed  in  accordance  with 
the  views  expressed  In  this  (pinion. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  having  decided  the  case  be- 
low, not  sitting. 


PEOPLE  V.  COBLER.     (No.  21,199.) 

(Supreme  Coart  of  California.     Aug.  21,  1885.) 

Embezzlement  —  Bufpiciency  op  Indict-mext  — 

BcFFiciESCT   OP  Evidence  —  Proof  op  Other 

Embezzlements  —  Cbabos  —  Weight  of  Evi- 

DBKCE— Intent— Kbasokablk  Doubt. 

1.  Under  Pen.  Code,  i  96T,  providing  that, 
in  an  indictment  for  embezzlement  of  money, 
the  coin,  number,  denomination,  or  kind  there- 
of need  not  be  alleged,  an  indictment  which  al- 
leges that  defendant  embezzled  "the  Bum  of 
$12,  lawful  money  of  the  United  States,"  suffi- 
ciently describes  the  money. 

2.  An  indictment  for  embezzlement  which 
alleges  that  defendant,  while  deputy  aasessor  of 
a  certain  county,  and  as  such  deputy,  had  in 
his  possession  and  under  his  control,  by  virtue 
of  his  trust  as  such  deputy,  a  certain  sum,  pub- 
lic funds  of  said  county,  which  said  money  he 
had  received  as  such  depnty  for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  said  county,  sufficiently  shows  the 
manner  in  which  defendant  received  the  money, 
and  the  purpose  for  which  he  held  it. 

3.  A  deputy  county  asaeesor  charged  with 
embezzlement  cannot  set  up  as  a  defense  that 
the  assessor  who  appointed  him  never  filed  his 
oflSdal  oath  or  bond  as  required  by  statute,  it 
appearing  that  when  the  crime  was  committed 
the  assessor  was  in  the  discharge  ot  the  duties 
of  his  office. 

4.  On  trial  of  a  deputy  county  assessor  for 
embezzlement,  proof  that  defendant  was  en- 
gaged outside  taking  statements  and  collecting 
personal  taxes,  and  that  he  received  from  a  firm 
their  statement  and  collected  from  them  taxes 
thereon  (the  moneys  charged  to  have  been  em- 
bezzled), is  sufficient  to  show  that  the  moneys 
received  were  public  funds,  though  he  did  not 
return  the  statements  to  the  assessor's  office, 
and  no  entry  was  made  on  the  assessment  books, 
it  being  his  duty  to  return  the  statements  and 
money  to  the  aasesson, 

o.  Such  evidence  sufficiently  showed  that 
he  converted  the  money  to  his  own  use. 

6.  On  trial  of  a  deputy  county  assessor  for 
embezzlement,  evidence  that  he  collected  other 
taxes  and  failed  to  pay  them  over  is  admissible 
to  show  guilty  intent  in  appropriating  the  mon- 
ey alleged  to  have  been  embezzled. 

7.  On  trial  of  an  indictment  under  Pen. 
Code,  i  504,  providmg  that  any  officer  who  fraud- 
ulently appropriates  to  any  purpose  not  in  the 
lawful  execution  of  his  trust  any  property  which 
he  has  in  possession  by  virtue  of  his  trust  is 
guilty  of  embezzlement,  a  charge  that  if  the  jury 
believe  "beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  that  defend- 
ant was  a  deputy  county  assessor,  and  that,  as 
such,  he  collected  from  fi.  !f  12  for  personal  prop- 
erty tax,  and  that  he  did  not  pay  over  said  mon- 
ey to  the  assessor  of  said  county,  nor  account  for 
the  same,  but  that  he  fraudulently  appropriated 
the  same  or  any  part  thereof  to  his  own  use,  then 
yon  should  find  the  defendant  guilty,"  is  not  ob- 
jectionable as  passing  on  the  weight  of  evi- 
dence. 

8.  Nor  because  it  fails  to  state  that  the  coa- 
version  must  be  made  with  intent  to  steal  the 
money. 

9.  The  instruction  sufficiently  charges  that 
the  jiuy  must  find  all  the  facts  stated  therein 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  B.  X.  Smith,  Judge. 
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Al  Cobler  was  convicted  of  embezzlement, 
and  appeals.     Afflnned. 

McKeebe  &  Appel,  for  appellant.  Atty. 
Gen.  Fitzgerald,  for  the  People. 

BELCHER,  C.  The  defendant  was  con- 
victed of  the  crime  of  embezzlement,  under 
section  504  of  the  Penal  Code,  and  sentenced 
to  Imprisonment  In  the  state  prison  for  the 
term  of  five  years.  He  appeals  from  the 
judgment  and  an  order  denying  his  motion 
for  a  new  trial.  The  Indictment  charges  that 
In  the  month  of  March,  1S93,  the  defendant 
was  a  duly  qualified  and  acting  deputy  coun- 
ty assessor  In  and  for  the  county  of  Los 
Angeles,  under  F.  E.  Gray,  who  was  then 
and  there  the  duly  elected,  qualified,  and  act- 
ing assessor  of  said  county,  and  as  such 
deputy  county  assessor  defendant  then  and 
there  had  In  his  possession  and  under  his 
<-<introl,  by  virtue  of  his  trust  and  as  such 
deputy,  "the  sum  of  twelve  dollars,  lawful 
money  of  the  United  States,  public  funds  of 
the  said  county  of  Los  Angeles,"  which  said 
money  he  had  received  as  such  deputy  for 
the  use  and  benefit  of  said  county,  and  did 
fraudulently  appropriate  to  his  own  use,  etc. 
The  defendant  demurred  to  the  indictment 
upon  the  grounds,  among  others,  that  It  fall- 
e<l  to  state  the  kind  of  money,  or  specifically 
dcHcrlbe  the  mone.v,  alleged  to  have  been  eni- 
boTizled,  and  also  failed  to  state  m  what  man- 
ner or  for  what  purpose  defendant  received 
tlie  i-ald  money,  or  how  or  in  what  manner 
the  rame  waa  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
«ald  county.  The  court  overruled  the  demur- 
rer, and  this  ruling  Is  assigned  as  error. 

There  waa  no  error  In  the  ruling  complaln- 
<'il  of.  Under  our  statute  It  is  not  necessary 
to  cpwlfy  In  an  Indictment  or  Information 
for  the  embezzlement  of  money,  or  prove  at 
the  trial,  the  coin,  number,  denomination,  or 
kind  of  money  embezzle<l.  Pen.  Code,  M 
1MJ7,  1131;  Pwple  T.  Treadwell,  GO  Cal.  237, 
10  Tac.  502.  Here  the  Indictment  sufficient- 
ly dcHcrllHMl  the  money  (see  People  v.  Mahl- 
ninii,  82  Cal.  r»8r).  23  Pac.  1-15,  where  the 
Muni  <it  money  appropriated  was  described 
<mly  an  "lawftil  money  of  the  United  States"), 
niid  nlHo  suftlolently  stated  the  manner  In 
wlilch  dofendnnt  rocolve<l  the  same,  and  the 
um>  niid  purpose  for  which  he  held  It. 

It  is  contended  that  the  verdict  was  not 
JiiHt  1(1(1(1  by  the  evidence:  First,  because 
(licid  w»iM  no  sulHcicnt  showing  that  Gray 
wiiN  (li(t  couniy  asscHsor,  or  that  defendant 
uiiM  IiIh  (l(>pu(y;  second,  because  there  was 
iKi  »<ii(tl(lciit  Mliowing  that  the  moneys  re- 
ceived by  defendant  were  public  funds; 
(lilril,  bucHiinc  (lioro  was  no  suffleient  show- 
tnu  lliiK  IliK  mone.vs  received  were  converted 
tty  <liri<iiiliui(  to  hlH  own  use. 

|,'iii(<ic  (lilt  llrHt  of  those  objections  It  Is 
ul|||'|^  dial  tlio  (ttatuto  required  an  assessor 
tn  iilii  nil  (iiiili  of  oltlce  and  a  bond  for  the 
(Killifiil  dlKiliiiriK'  of  his  duties,  and  that  the 
(CI  Hid  millrely  rails  to  show  that  Mr.  Gray 
uvm'  ni«(l  MUi'lt  outh  or  bond,  or  was  an  as- 


sessor of  the  county  of  Los  Angeles,  or  had 
authority  to  appoint  a  deputy.  And  It  is  said: 
"In  order  to  show  the  relation  existing  be- 
tween the  defendant  and  the  county,  it  be- 
came necessary  to  prove  that  he  was  acting 
by  and  through  the  authority  of  a  legal  ap- 
pointment made  as  required  by  law,  by  an 
officer  authorized  to  make  appointmenL  And 
in  cases  of  embezzlement  this  relation  of 
trust  must  be  clearly  shown  to  exist,  or  no 
conviction  can  be  had."  It  is  further  urged 
that,  while  It  appears  from  the  record  that 
some  papers  were  Introduced  in  evidence 
showing  the  appointment  of  defendant  to  the 
office  of  deputy  assessor,  still  it  was  not 
shown  that  he  filed  any  oath  of  office  or  bond 
as  required  of  a  deputy.  The  Judgment  can- 
not, in  our  opinion,  be  reversed  on  this 
ground.  It  was  clearly  shown  that  Mr.  Gray 
was  acting  as  assessor  of  the  county  of  Los 
Angeles  during  the  year  1893,  and  the  de- 
fendant was  acting  as  his  deputy.  The  law 
presumes  "that  a  person  acting  In  a  public 
office  was  regularly  appointed  to  It,"  and 
"that  official  duty  lias  been  regularly  per- 
formed." Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  19(53,  subsecs. 
14,  15.  If,  therefore,  the  defendant,  while 
acting  as  deputy  assessor,  received,  as  such 
officer,  moneys  belonging  to  the  county,  and 
fraudulently  appropriated  them  to  his  own 
use,  he  was  guilty  of  embezzlement,  under 
the  provision  of  section  501  of  the  Penal 
Code. 

In  answer  to  the  second  objection  above 
noted,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  it  was  clearly 
proved  that  defendant  was  a  "field  deputy 
outside,  taking  statements  and  collecting  per- 
sonal property  taxes,"  and  that  he  received 
from  the  firm  of  Blum  &  Lubln  a  statement 
of  their  taxable  personal  property,  the  as- 
sessed value  of  which  was  fixed  at  $1,000, 
and  collected  from  them  the  tax  due  thereon, 
which  amounted  to  $12,  and  la  the  money  al- 
leged to  have  been  embezzled.  He  did  not 
return  the  statement  so  received  to  the  as- 
sessor's office,  and,  so  far  as  appears,  no  en- 
try of  the  assessment  was  made  on  the  as- 
sessor's books.  But  that  does  not  show  or 
tend  to  show  that  the  money  collected  did  not 
constitute  a  part  of  the  public  funds  of  the 
county.  On  the  contrary,  the  facts  proved 
clearly  show  that  It  was  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendant to  return  both  the  statement  and  the 
money  to  the  assessor,  and  that  if  he  failed 
to  do  so  and  fraudulently  appropriated  the 
money  to  his  own  use  he  was  guilty  of  a 
crime. 

As  to  the  third  objection,  that  there  was 
no  suffli^ent  evidence  of  the  conversion  of 
the  money  by  defendant.  It  need  only  be 
said  that  It  was  proved,  without  contradic- 
tion, that  neither  the  statement  nor  the  mon- 
ey was  returned  to  the  assessor's  office;  and. 
If  so,  the  Jury  was  Justified  in  finding  that 
the  money  was  converted  by  him  to  his  own 
use  as  charged. 

Evidence  was  admitted  showing  that  de- 
fendant   collected   personal   property    taxes 
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from  other  parties,  and  failed  to  pay  orer  or 
account  for  the  money  bo  collected.  This 
evidence  was  admissible  for  the  purpose  of 
showing  guilty  luiowledee  and  intent  in  the 
appropriation  of  the  moneys  alleged  to  have 
been  embezzled  here.  People  v.  Gray,  66  Cal. 
271,  5  Pac.  240;  People  T.  Neyce,  86  Cal.  393, 
24  Pac.  1091. 

Numerous  objections  were  taken  to  the  ad- 
mission of  evidence,  but  we  see  no  material 
error  In  any  of  the  rulings  complained  of. 
And,  as  It  would  subserve  no  useful  purpose 
to  sta  te  the  objections  and  rulings  at  length, 
we  pass  them  by  without  further  notice. 

The  court  gave  to  the  Jury,  among  others, 
an  instruction  reading  as  follows:  "If  you 
believe  from  the  evidence,  beyond  a  reason- 
able doubt,  that,  at  the  time  and  place  al- 
leged in  the  indictment,  the  defendant  was  a 
deputy  county  assessor,  as  alleged  in  the  in- 
dictment, and  that  as  such  deputy  county  as- 
sessor he  collected  from  Julius  Blum  and 
Willa  Lubin,  copartners,  doing  business  un- 
der the  firm  name  of  Blum  &  Lubin,  the  sum 
of  twelve  dollars  for  jjcrsonal  property  tax, 
as  tb^eln  alleged,  and  that  he  did  not  pay 
over  said  money  to  the  assessor  of  said  coun- 
ty, nor  account  for  the  same,  but  that  he 
fraudulently  appropriated  the  same  or  any 
part  to  his  own  use,  then  you  should  find  the 
defendant  guilty  as  charged."  It  Is  claimed 
that  this  Instruction  was  erroneous  for  three 
reasons:  First,  because  it  tells  the  Jury  that 
If  they  find  certain  probative  facts,  then 
they  may  find  the  greater  fact  of  guilt  from 
these  probative  facts,  and  therefore  passes 
upon  the  weight  which  should  be  given  to  the 
evidence,  and  invades  the  province  of  the 
Jury  (citing  People  v.  Carrillo,  54  Cal.  63); 
second,  because  the  Instruction  omits  to  state 
the  Intent  with  which  the  conversion  of  the 
money  should  be  made,  that  is,  that  the  con- 
version must  be  made  with  the  intent  to  steal 
the  money;  and,  third,  because  the  instruc- 
tion omits  to  state  that  these  facts  must  be 
found  by  the  Jury  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
In  People  v.  Carrillo,  supra,  the  court,  after 
setting  out  the  instruction  there  complained 
of,  said:  "This  Instruction  is  clearly  errone- 
ous. In  that  the  Jury  are  told  that  the  failure 
of  the  prisoner  to  pay  over  the  money,  if  un- 
explained, raises  a  presumption  of  a  felonious 
appropriation  which  will  authorize  a  verdict 
of  guilty."  The  instruction  here  complained 
of  Is  not  obnoxious  to  any  such  criticism.  It 
does  not  invade  the  province  of  the  Jury,  but 
simply  tells  them  that  if  they  find  from  the 
evidence  all  the  facts  stated,  and  among  oth- 
ers that  defendant  fraudulently  appropriated 
the  money  to  his  own  use,  then  they  should 
find  him  guilty.  Section  503  of  the  Penal 
Code  declares  that  "embezzlement  is  the 
fraudulent  appropriation  of  property  by  a  per- 
son to  whom  it  has  been  Intrusted."  And  sec- 
tion 504  declares  that  "every  oflBcer  •  •  • 
and  every  deputy,  clerk  or  servant  of  any 
such  offlctf  *  •  •  who  fraudulently  appro- 
priates to  any  use  m  purpose,  not  In  the  due 


and  lawful  execution  of  his  trust,  any  prop- 
erty which  he  has  in  his  possession  or  under 
his  control  by  virtue  of  his  trust,  or  secretes 
it  with  a  fraudulent  intent  to  appropriate  It 
to  such  use  or  purpose,  is  guilty  of  embezzle- 
ment." It  was  not  error,  therefore,  for  the 
court  to  tell  the  Jury  that,  if  they  found  from 
the  evidence  all  the  facts  constituting  the  of- 
fense charged,  they  should  return  a  verdict 
of  guilty.  Embezzlement  la  a  statutory  of- 
fense, and  it  was  not  necessary  for  the  court 
to  go  beyond  the  statute,  and  tell  the  Jury  that 
the  apprt^rlation  or  conversion  must  be  made 
with  intent  to  steal  the  money.  The  instruc- 
tion does  not  omit  to  state  that  the  facts  must 
be  found  by  the  Jury  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  On  the  contrary,  it  starts  out  with 
the  statement  that,  "if  you  believe  from  the 
evidence,  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,"  etc. 
And  In  other  Instructions  given  at  the  re- 
quest of  the  prosecution  and  defendant  the 
Jury  were  several  times  told,  in  effect,  that 
before  they  could  find  the  defendant  guilty 
they  must  find  from  a  full  and  fair  considera- 
tion of  all  the  evidence,  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  that  he  committed  the  offense  charged. 
The  record  discloses  no  prejudicial  error, 
and  the  Judgment  and  order  appealed  from 
should  be  afilrmed. 

We  concur:    VANCLIBF,  C;   SBAKLS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


108  Cal.  sot 

OLASSBIiL  et  aL  v.  VERDUGO  et  aL 

(SCHERER  et  al..  Interveners. 

No.  19,508). 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  9,  1895.) 

Fartition  ov  Watbr  Rights— Effect  of  Decres 
— Injdnotioii— Enjoining  Innocent  Parties. 

1.  Where  a  decree  in  partition  adjudged 
that  certain  parties  should  hare  the  use  of  the 
waters  of  a  stream,  the  source  of  which  is  on  the 
land  of  another  party,  the  fact  that,  after  the  de- 
cree was  made,  the  volume  of  water  at  the 
source  of  the  stream  increased,  does  not  entitle 
the  owner  of  the  land  to  appropriate  the  in- 
crease, there  being  no  evidence  of  its  cause. 

2.  In  an  action  to  enjoin  the  pollution  of  a 
stream,  defendants,  who  deny  that  they  polluted 
or  intended  to  pollute  it,  are  not  prejudiced  by  a 
decree  enjoining  them  from  doing  so. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Los  Angeles  county;  Walter  Van  Dyke,  Judge. 

Action  by  Andrew  Glassell  and  others  against 
Theodoro  Verdugo  and  others  to  enjoin  the  ob- 
struction and  pollution  of  a  stream.  J.  C. 
Scherer  and  others  intervened.  Judgment  was 
rend^ed  for  plaintiffs  and  interveners,  and 
defendants  appeal.     Affirmed. 

Houghton,  Silent  &  Campbell,  for  appellants. 
N.  O.  Bnrch  and  Albert  M.  Stephens,  for  re- 
spondents. 

TEMPLE,  3.  The  plalntlCTs  and  the  Inter- 
veners claim  the  ownership  of  certain  waters 
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in  Terdogo  c&fion,  In  the  county  of  Los  Ange- 
les, and  complain  that  defendants  are  obstruct- 
ing their  use  of  the  same  and  polluting  the 
stream.  The  defendant,  Theodora  Verdugo, 
owns  the  land  upon  which  the  water  rises. 
The  other  defendants  claim  under  him.  All 
deny  obstructing  the  flow  of  any  water  to 
which  plaintllla  or  interveners  are  entitled,  or 
that  they  are  polluting  the  stream.  Judgment 
was  against  the  defendants  upon  all  points, 
and  they  appeal  from  the  judgment  and  from 
a  refusal  of  a  new  triaL 

All  the  parties  own,  or  claim  imder  those 
wlio  own,  in  seyeralty,  various  tracts  of  land, 
parts  of  the  Rancho  San  Bafael.  The  lands 
included  In  the  rancho  were  partitioned  by  a. 
decree  of  the  district  court  on  the  29tb  day  nt 
November,  A.  D.  1871.  By  this  decree  the 
waters  on  the  ranch  were  divided  and  assigned 
to  the  several  parcels  of  land.  The  following 
extract  from  the  statement  found  in  the  record 
allows  all  that  is  necessary  to  know  in  regard 
to  said  partition: 

"That  said  referees  in  said  partition  suit 
made  a  report  to  the  court  of  their  proceedings 
as  such  rcfereei<,  which  was  filed  on  the  21st 
day  of  November,  1871.  That  said  referees  in 
their  said  rei>ort  set  forth  and  described  the  va- 
rious allotments  made  by  them,  and  set  on  in 
severalty  to  the  various  parties  in  whom  inter- 
ests in  said  land  had  been  found,  as  set  forth 
in  the  report  of  said  referee  James  H.  Lander, 
heretofore  referred  to.  That  the  tract  re- 
ferred to  in  the  complaint  as  containing  2,- 
C20.01  acres  of  the  Rancho  San  Rafael  was  al- 
lotted to  Teodoro  Verdugo,  and  Is  the  same 
land  shown  upon  the  map  attached  to  and  re- 
ferred to  in  the  final  decree  of  partition,  and 
is  the  same  land  upon  the  map  attached  and 
referred  to  in  the  final  decree  of  partition,  and 
as  shown  upon  the  plaintifFs'  Exhibit  A,  here- 
inafter referred  to.  Paragraph  numbered  fif- 
teenth of  said  last-named  report  contains  the 
entire  report  made  by  said  referees  in  partition 
relating  to  the  apportionment  of  water  on 
Rancho  San  Rafael,  and  is  as  follows,  to  wit: 
'Fifteenth.  Your  referees  have  carefully  con- 
sidered the  questions  in  regard  to  water,  deem- 
ing them  of  the  most  vital  Importnuce  to  the 
parties  interested  in  the  rancho;  and,  in  grant- 
ing lands,  the  practicability  of  Irrigation  has 
entered  largely  Into  the  value  of  those  tracts 
most  accessible  to  the  sources  of  water  sup- 
ply. And  In  order  that  as  much  of  tlio  lands 
as  possible  may  be  supplied,  your  referees  have 
endoavorcd  to  so  adjust  the  rights  and  propor- 
tions of  the  several  parties  owning  the  vari- 
ouH  tracts,  as  that,  when  one  party  is  equally 
able  to  draw  his  supply  from  either  one  or  an- 
other of  the  various  sources,  and  the  same  can 
bo  used  by  him  to  greater  advantage  than  by 
the  other  parties,  they  have  considered  it  best 
and  most  e<iultable  to  confine  such  party  to 
that  stream  which  cannot  be  used  by  the  other 
parties  so  advantageously  as  by  him,  and  to 
restrict  his  enjoyment  of  the  water  in  the  oth- 
er courses.  Kxcluding  those  springs  which 
can  be  naturally  made  available  for  irrigat- 


Ing  the  tract  iqpon  whlcb  fiiey  rise,  the  local- 
ities from  which  water  may  be  obtained,  with- 
out the  employment  of  artificial  means  to  raise 
It  to  the  surface  of  the  earth,  may  be  set  down 
as  five  in  number.  (1)  The  first  is  the  stream 
that  rises  In  the  Verdugo  cailon  upon  the 
tract  of  land  assigned  to  Teodoro  and  Cata- 
lina  Verdugo,  as  tenants  in  common,  near  the 
foot  of  a  spin:  running  down  from  the  Cu- 
chilla  of  Francisco  Maria,  east  of  and  near 
to  both  the  road  that  runs  through  the  cafion 
and  the  house  or  "jacal,"  In  which  at  present 
reside  a  family  of  Mexicans  l)earing  the  name 
of  "Paco."  (2)  The  second  are  the  streams 
that  rise  west  of  the  said  road  within  the  in- 
closure  of  the  said  Teodoro,  and  east  of  his 
house.  These  constitute  and  form  by  far  the 
largest  body  of  flowing  water  upon  the 
ranches,  excepting  the  Los  Angeles  river,  whlcb 
forms  one  of  the  boundaries.  (3)  The  third  is 
a  stream  that  rises  near  the  south  boundary  of 
the  1,702 'Vioo-acre  tract  assigned  to  P.  Beau- 
dry,  near  the  Arroyo  Seco,  and  within  a  short 
distance  from  the  ruins  of  the  old  adobe  bouse 
wherein  one  Joaquin  Chabulla  formerly  resid- 
ed.  This  stream  flows  naturally  In  a  souther- 
ly direction.  (4)  The  fourth  is  the  Arroyo 
Seco.  The  supply  from  this,  though  at  pres- 
ent only  an  undefined  interest,  may  in  the  fu- 
ture be  so  develoi)ed  and  established  as  to  be 
worthy  of  their  notice.  The  probability  of 
obtaining  water  from  the  Arroyo  Seco  did  not 
affect  the  grades  as  established  by  us  of  those 
lands  lying  along  It  (5)  The  fifth  is  the  Los 
Angeles  river,  from  which,  by  means  of  canals 
and  ditches,  it  is  the  opinion  of  your  referees 
that  water  can  be  conducted  upon  a  large  body 
of  the  lands  lying  along  its  east  bank.  Your 
referees  therefore  reconunend,  as  the  most 
economical,  as  well  as  Just  and  equitable,  dis- 
position of  the  waters  of  these  five  sources, 
that  the  following  be  adopted  by  the  court: 
That  the  said  Teodoro  Verdugo  and  Catallna 
Verdugo,  so  far  as  her  Interest  is  in  common 
with  the  said  Teodoro,  be  decreed  to  have, 
so  far  as  their  necessities  require,  the  exclu- 
sive use  and  benefit  of  the  first  above  mention- 
ed stream  of  water;  the  surplus  thereof  to  be 
turned  into  and  to  be  permitted  to  flow  into 
tlie  second  above  mentioned  stream  or  streams. 
That  the  waters  forming  the  second,  together 
with  the  surplus  from  the  first,  as  above  pro- 
vided, belong  to  the  several  parties,  Rafaela 
Verdugo  de  Sepulveda,  Julio  Verdugo,  O.  W. 
Cbilds,  C.  E.  Thom,  Maria  Antonio  Verdugo  de 
CliabuUa,  Crlsostomo  Verdugo,  Fernando  Ver- 
dugo, Pedro  Verdugo,  Jose  Maria  Verdugo, 
Qulruio  Verdugo,  Rafael  Verdugo,  GuUlermo 
Verdugo,  Vlttorio  Verdugo,  Benjamin  Dreyfus, 
Catallna  Verdugo,  Maria  Sepulveda  de  Sanchez, 
Andrew  Glassell,  A.  B.  Chapman  and  P.  Beau- 
dry,  and  that  these  several  parties  be  decreed 
to  be  entitled  to  use  and  enjoy  said  streams 
referred  to  as  the  second,  and  the  surplus  wa- 
ter from  the  first  in  the  following  proportions, 
which  proportions  have  been  calculated  by 
your  referees  ui)on  the  basis  of  the  number  at 
Irrigable  land  assigned  t9  them,  in  this  partl- 
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tlon,  to  wit'  CRie  report  hen  irooeeds  vltb 
the  allotment  made  by  the  referees,  of  tbe 
waters  from  the  Verdngo  cafion,  to  tbe  Tsri- 
ous  parties  otber  tban  Teodoro  Yerduso  and 
Catallna  Verdugo,  to  whom  lands  were  allot- 
ted in  severally  In  said  Rancbo  San  Rafael,  as 
stated  In  the  complaint  of  plaintlffB  in  this 
snit.)  That  there  was  attached  to  said  report 
of  said  referees  a  map  showing  the  lands  and 
waters  parceled  between  the  parties  in  said 
action,  and  made  a  part  of  the  referees'  report; 
which  map  was  introdnced  in  erldence  by  plain- 
tiffs, and  which  said  map  is  hereto  attached,  as 
plaintiffs'  Exhibit  iu  That  the  final  decree  in 
said  partition  suit  was  made  and  filed  by  said 
district  court  on  the  29th  day  of  November, 
1S71,  and  set  forth  the  allotment  of  the  lands 
of  tbe  said  Rancho  San  Rafael  in  severalty  to 
tbe  parties  to  whom  the  same  were  allotted 
In  and  by  the  report  of  said  referees  in  said 
partition,  and  allots  to  the  said  Teodoro  and 
Catallna  Verdugo  the  said  tract  of  2,629.01 
acres,  and  which  tract  is  designated  by  tbe 
said  figures  Inscribed  thereon  on  the  map  re- 
ferred to  In  the  decree  of  final  partition.  That 
said  decree  of  partition  contains  the  following 
clause  with  reference  to  the  water  rising  upon 
the  tract  set  off  and  allotted  as  aforesaid  to 
Eald  Teodoro  and  Catallna  Verdugo,  shown 
upon  said  partition  map:  'It  Is  further  ordered, 
adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  defendants, 
Teodoro  Verdugo  and  Maria  Catallna  Verdugo, 
80  far  as  the  interest  of  the  said  Catallna  is 
In  common  with  the  said  Teodoro,  their  heirs 
and  assigns,  do  henceforth  forever  have,  hold, 
and  enjoy  as  an  appurtenance  connected  with, 
aDd  attached  to,  the  said  tract  of  two  thousand 
sir  hundred  and  twenty-nine  and  1-100  acres, 
and  so  far  as  the  same  is  necessary  to  supply 
their  necessities  for  water,  tor  domestic  and 
Irrigating  puri>oses  and  the  demands  of  their 
stock  and  cattle,  the  sole  and  exclusive  right 
to  tbe  springs  of  water  that  rise  near  the  foot 
of  a  spur  rmmlng  from  the  Cuchllla  Francisco 
Maria,  east  of  the  road  that  passes  up  the 
cafion,  and  near  to  tbe  bouse  wherein  now  a 
&mlly  of  Mexicans  of  the  name  of  Paco  reside; 
provided,  that  all  the  surplus  water  of  said 
springs,  over  and  above  that  reasonably  re- 
quired by  the  said  Teodoro  and  Catallna,  their 
heirs  and  assigns,  shall  be  permitted  by  them 
to  flow,  or  be  turned  into  tbe  channel  of  those 
wrings  which  rise  within  tbe  Inclosed  field  of 
tbe  said  Teodoro  and  Catallna.  west  of  the 
said  road,  and  to  be  used  by  the  other  parties 
as  hereinafter  next  provided.  And  it  is  fur- 
ther ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed,  that  the 
waters  rising  within  the  said  Inclosed  field  of 
the  said  Teodoro  and  Catallna  Verdugo,  west 
of  tbe  said  road  and  the  west  side  of  the  Ver- 
dugo caiion,  together  with  the  surplus  from 
the  spring  or  springs  of  Catallna  and  Teodoro 
as  aforesaid,  belong  to,  and  shall  be  held  and 
enjoyed  as  an  appurtenance  attached  to  and 
running  with,  their  respective  tracts,  Irriga- 
ble thei'efrom  by  the  several  parties  herein- 
after named,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  forever, 
in  tbe  following  proportions,  to  wit'    (Then 


follows  tn  said  decree  the  allotment  of  said 
waters  to  the  persons  and  in  tbe  propcvtions 
as  described  in  the  complaint  in  this  suit) 
That  said  final  decree  has  never  been  modi- 
fied or  reversed,  and  is  the  final  decree  In  the 
said  x>artltion  suit  Said  map  so  filed  and  re- 
ferred to  by  said  referees  In  partition  was  re- 
ferred to  by  the  court  in  Its  final  decree,  and 
confirmed  and  made  a  part  of  said  decree,  and 
reference  made  thereto  for  descriptions  of  land 
and  water." 

Tbe  court  in  such  an  action  is  not  required 
to  adopt  tbe  report  of  the  referees  as  a  whole, 
or  reject  It,  but  may  modify  and  change  the 
division  recommended.  So  far  as  concerns 
the  division  of  tbe  water  in  question  here, 
however,  it  is  evident,  notwithstanding  the 
use  of  different  descriptive  terms,  that  the 
court  did  adopt  the  division  recommended, 
and  endeavored  to  effectuate  it  in  tbe  find- 
ings and  decree.  Since  the  partition,  defend- 
ant Theodoio  Verdugo  has  acquired  tbe  in- 
terest in  the  tract  of  land,  awarded  to  tbe 
two  in  common,  of  Catallna  Verdugo.  Tbe 
water  assigned  to  the  use  of  that  tract  in 
the  decree  is  the  water  first  described  In  tbe 
report  of  tbe  referees.  Concerning  it  there 
is  no  dispute.  It  ran  southerly  along  east  of 
tbe  road  in  Verdugo  cafion.  Verdugo  lived 
on  some  high  mesa  land  to  the  west  of  the 
cafion.  He  had  an  inclosed  field  to  the  south 
of  a  road  called  the  "Cross  Road,"  lead- 
ing from  the  cafion  to  his  house,  and  a  field 
partly  Inclosed  to  the  north  of  this  road. 
Plaintiffs  contend  that  both  fields  make  one 
field,  and  constituted  the  Inclosed  field  men- 
tioned in  tbe  decree  of  partition,  while  the 
defendants  claim  that  tbe  lower  field,  which 
they  call  the  parallelogram  field,  was  the 
only  inclosed  field  then  on  the  land.  The 
water  west  of  the  cafion  road,  which  by  the 
decree  is  given  to  the  plaintiffs  and  inter- 
veners, flows  in  a  gulch  which  opens  into  the 
cafion  a  mile  or  more  below  Verdugo's  house. 
This  gulch  extends  into  Verdugo's  mesa  land 
from  the  south,  passing  along  the  lower  field 
where  It  branches.  In  tbe  easterly  branch 
is  the  largest  body  of  water.  Both  branches 
extend  north  of  tbe  cross  road  into  the  upper 
or  northerly  field.  They  are  so  delineated 
on  the  partition  map.  The  partition  map 
also  shows  the  fields  to  the  north  of  the  cross 
road  and  that  to  the  south  as  one  field  or  In- 
closure,  and  this  was  the  finding  of  the  court. 
I  think  this  must  be  held  conclusive  on  this 
appeal. 

The  question  is  not  whether  there  was  a 
substantial  Inclosure,  such  as  would  consti- 
tute adverse  possession,  but  simply  what  is 
the  Inclosed  field  referred  to  in  tbe  decree. 
The  springs  or  water  referred  to  were  on 
the  west  of  said  road  and  west  of  the  cafion, 
and  the  decree— construing  It,  in  this  respect, 
as  a  confirmation  of  the  report— assumes  to 
dispose  of  all  the  waters  on  the  ranch,  "ex- 
cluding those  springs  which  can  be  naturally 
made  available  for  Irrigating  the  tract  upon 
which  they  rise."    It  was  certainly  Intended 
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to  give  to  plaintiffs  the  water  running  in 
these  gulchea.  But  the  defendants  contend 
that,  even  If  the  court  finds  that  the  In- 
closure  mentioned  In  the  decree  Includes  the 
field  northeast  of  Verdugo's  house,  stlU  the 
plaintiffs  cannot  recover.  They  claim  that  the 
water  In  controversy  was  not  there  at  the 
time  of  the  partition,  but  had  appeared  since. 
It  seems  that  there  are  now  two  swamps  or 
marshes  in  this  northerly  field.  They  are  di- 
vided from  each  other  by  a  narrow  ridge. 
The  westerly  one  counsel  call  cienaga  A,  and 
the  easterly  cienaga  L.  A  contains  almost. 
15  acres;  the  other  is  larger.  These  cien- 
agas,  it  is  said,  are  fed  by  percolating  water, 
and  made  their  first  appearance  there  not 
earlier  than  1884.  They  are  now  found  Just 
north  of  the  termination  of  the  two  branches 
of  the  streams  as  they  are  marked  on  the 
partition  map.  Dams  have  been  erected  just 
above  the  heads  of  the  two  streams  and  be- 
low the  swamps  or  denagas,  and  the  water 
diverted  for  use  on  defendants'  land.  But 
for  this  obstruction  and  diversion,  the  water 
from  the  denagas  would  flow  into  the  chan- 
nels of  the  streams  as  designated  on  the  par- 
tition map.  From  the  testimony  of  the  wit- 
nesses it  seems  pretty  certain  that  there  is 
more  water  in  the  upper  field  tlian  there  was 
at  the  time  of  the  partition.  A  mere  in- 
crease, however,  would  not  Justify  the  de- 
fendants in  appropriating  the  excess.  The 
evidence  does  not  show  in  what  mode  the 
water  rises  la  these  denagas,— whether  by 
percolation  over  the  whole  surface,  or  In  one 
place,— end  It  Is  claimed  that  but  for  Ihe 
dams  there  would  be  no  marsh  there.  To 
sustain  the  contention  of  the  defendants 
would  be  to  establish  a  very  dangerous  doc- 
trine. The  memory  of  witnesses  is  little  to 
be  trusted  on  such  subjects,  and  the  owner 
of  the  land  from  which  the  water  rises  has  a 
great  advantage  In  that  matter.  Such  in- 
crease is  a  very  unusual  occurrence,  and  the 
fact  should  be  established  very  satisfactorily 
before  the  court  would  be  Justified  in  deter- 
mining that  there  had  been  such  Increase. 
The  cienagas  are  probably  fed  from  the 
same  source  as  the  streams  which  were  al- 
lotted to  the  plaintiffs.  In  fact,  as  defend- 
ants' counsel  says,  the  decree  designates  the 
source  of  the  water  given  plaintiffs  as  springs. 
There  was  evidence,  aside  from  the  map, 
that  the  water  flowed  from  the  upper  fleld. 
Eaton,  one  of  the  referees  who  made  the  par- 
tition, is  very  positive  about  It,  and  thinks 
there  was  a  swamp  at  the  head  of  the  east- 
erly branch.  Thorn  says  there  was  some 
swampy  ground  in  the  north  fleld.  Andrew 
OlasHoII  testifies  to  the  existence  of  swamps 
there  two  or  three  years  after  the  partition, 
and  Hnee  that  they  were  there  in  1877.  It 
iiiuirt  be  remembered  that  this  Is  not  a  con- 
trovf'rsy  between  an  approprlator  and  a  ri- 
parian owner.  By  the  decree  it  was  com- 
pft«'nt  for  the  court  to  dispose  even  of  per- 
<-(ilatlng  water.  Several  witnesses  testify 
tlmt  the  lands  of  the  upper  fleld,  or  portions 


of  it,  were  springy,  moist,  simngy,  or  boggy 
prior  to  1884.  Considering  the  difllculty  of 
proof  in  such  a  case,  and  that  such  occur- 
rences as  that  claimed  for  defendants  are 
quite  unusual,  I  cannot  think  the  conclusion 
reached  by  the  trial  court  unreasonable.  The 
court  found  the  facts  against  the  defendants, 
and  there  was  certainly  evidence  to  sustain 
the  decision.  Notwithstanding  the  Implica- 
tion, In  the  report  of  the  referees,  that  the  de- 
scription of  the  various  sources  of  water  ex- 
cluded such  springs  as  could  be  made  avail- 
able to  irrigate  the  lands  upon  which  they 
rise,  such  springs.  If  clearly  Included  in  the 
allotment  in  the  decree,  passed  to  the  parties 
to  whom  they  were  given. 

The  answer  admits  obstructing  some  of  the 
waters  claimed  by  the  plaintiffs  and  inter- 
veners, and  the  fact  was  also  proven.  If 
some  defendants  have  not  polluted  and  do 
not  propose  to  pollute  the  water,  the  fact 
that  In  this  resi>ect  the  injunction  does  not 
discriminate  between  them  and  the  China- 
men who  are  doing  so  will  do  no  harm.  The 
order  and  Judgment  are  affirmed. 


We    concur: 
LAND,  J. 


HARRISON,     J.;   McPAR- 


COCKINS  V.  COOK. 


<  Cal.   Unrep.    lOS 
(No.  19,515.) 


(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  31,  1895.) 
Plbadiso— Vabiance. 
Undei  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  469,  providing 
that  no  variance  between  the  allegation  in  a 

pleading  and  the  proof  is  to  be  deemed  material 
unless  it  has  misled  the  adverse  party,  where 
a  complaint  by  a  jadgment  creditor  of  a  cor- 
poration against  a  stocliholder  alleges  that  the 
debt  was  contracted  on  June  1st,  proof  that  it 
was  contracted  on  Aug.  20th  is  not  a  fatal  vari- 
ance. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angles 
county;  Walter  Van  Dyke,  Judge. 

Action  by  William  W.  Cockins  against  Jo- 
seph A.  Cook  to  recover  from  defendant  the 
proportion  of  a  Judgment  against  a  ctxpora- 
tlon  due  from  defendant  as  a  stockholder 
thereof.  Judgment  was  rendered  for  plain- 
tiff, and  defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Cole  &  Cede,  for  appellant  White  &  Mon- 
roe, for  respondent 

BELCHER,  0.  The  Artesian  Land  &  Wa- 
ter Company,  a  corporation,  Issued  20  bonds 
for  $1,000  each,  dated  June  1,  1888,  and  se- 
cured by  a  mortgage  on  its  corporate  prop- 
erty. The  defendant,  Cook,  became  the  own- 
er of  270  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  said 
company  on  the  20th  day  of  June,  1888,  and 
he  continued  to  be  the  owner  thereof  until 
the  20th  day  of  November,  1888.  The  said 
mortgage  was  subsequently  foreclosed  by 
plaintiff,  and  under  the  decree  rendered  the 
mortgaged  premises  were  sold.  The  sum  re- 
alized from  the  sale  was  not  enough  to  sat- 
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\sty  the  amonnt  found  doe  the  plaintlfl  on 
the  bonds,  and  thereupon  a  judgment  against 
the  said  company  for  the  deficiency  was 
docketed  ta  his  favor.  The  plaintiff  com- 
menced this  action  to  recover  from  the  de- 
fendant his  proportionate  share  of  the  said 
deficiency  Judgment,  under  section  322  of 
the  Civil  Code.  The  complaint  alleges, 
among  other  things,  tliat  the  bonds  were 
"made,  executed,  and  Issued"  on  the  Ist  day 
of  June,  1888,  and  that  "at  ail  of  said  dates 
and  during  all  of  said  times,  and  during  and 
at  the  time  and  respective  times  when  said 
debt  was  incurred  •  •  •  and  the  said 
bonds  and  mortgage  were  made,  executed, 
and  delivered  by  said  corporation  aforesaid 
to  this  plaintlfF,  the  said  defendant,  Joseph 
A.  Cook,  was  a  stockholder,"  etc.  The  an- 
swer alleges  that  although  said  bonds  bear 
date  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  1888,  "yet  the 
same  were  not  made,  executed,  and  Is- 
sued, or  made,  executed,  or  Issued,  at  the 
date  herein  last  mentioned,  nor  were  said 
bonds  sold  and  negotiated,  or  sold  or  ne- 
gotiated," prior  to  the  month  of  October, 
1889;  and  denies  that  def«idant  "was  at  the 
time  of  the  craumencement  of  this  action,  or 
at  any  time  subsequent  to  the  month  of  Oc- 
tober, 1889,  an  owner  and  holder,  or  owner 
or  holder,  as  original  subscriber  or  other- 
wise," of  any  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of 
said  corporatlcm.  At  the  trial  it  was  proved 
that  the  bonds  "were  not  issued  by  the  com- 
pany CHT  delivered  to  anyl>ody,  and  no  Indebt- 
edness was  Incurred  upon  them  by  the  com- 
pany until  the  20th  day  of  August,  1888,  or 
a  day  or  two  thereafter,  when  they  were 
delivered  by  the  company,"  etc.  And  the 
court  found  that  the  bonds  were  delivered 
by  the  company  on  or  about  the  20th  day 
of  August,  18S8,  "and  at  that  date  the  said 
company  Incurred  an  indebtedness  on  said 
bonds."  Judgment  was  accordingly  entered 
against  the  defendant  for  his  proportion  of 
the  deficiency  Judgment,  from  which,  and 
from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  he  ap- 
peals. 

The  appellant  contends  that  there  was  a 
fatal  variance  between  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  and  tbe  proofs  as  to  the  time  when 
the  Indebtedness  was  incurred;  and  this  Is 
the  only  point  made  for  a  reversal.  "We  do 
not  think  this  point  can  be  sustained.  The 
general  rule  invoked  that  the  allegata  and 
probata  should  correspond  Is  undoubtedly 
correct,  but  it  does  not  apply  here.  The  Code 
provides:  "No  variance  between  the  allega- 
tion In  a  pleading  and  the  proof  is  to  be 
deemed  material,  unless  It  has  actually  mis- 
led the  adverse  party  to  his  prejudice  in 
maintaining  his  action  or  defense  upon  the 
merits."  Code  Civ.  Proc.  }  469.  The  main 
Issue  at  the  trial  was  as  to  whether  defend- 
ant was  or  was  not  a  stockholder  at  the  time 
the  Indebtedness  was  Incurred,  and  it  seems 
ImiKWSible  that  he  could  have  been  misled  to 
his  prejudice  by  the  averment  lu  the  com- 
plaint that  the  bonds  were  "made,  executed. 


and  Issued"  on  the  1st  day  of  June,  1888. 
The  judgment  and  order  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:     SEARLS.  C:   VANCLIEF,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der are  affirmed. 


108  Cat.  300 
PHILP  V.  DURKEB.  (No.  19,458.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  July  31,  1895.) 
Complaint— Sl'ffioibnct. 
The  complaint  of  one  suing  as  assignee  of 
P.,  averring  tha^  F.  contracted  with  defendant 
to  manufacture  and  erect  certain  iron  gates  for 
which  defendant  agreed  to  pay  F,.  $430;  that  F. 
manufactured  the  pates,  and  ever  since  has  been 
able,  ready,  and  willing  to  erect  them  in  accord- 
ance with  the  contract;  that  the  gates  were  spe- 
cially adapted  to  the  places  for  which  they  were 
made,  and  cannot  be  sold  elsewhere  without 
enormous  loss,  amounting  to  almost  the  entire 
contract  price;  and  that  at  divers  times  F.  re- 
quested defendant  to  accept  the  gates,  and  per- 
mit him  to  erect  them,  and  to  pay  him  therefor 
$430,  but  defendant  without  cause  refused;  and 
that  plaintiff,  bj  reason  of  the  premises,  hag 
suffered  damages  in  the  sum  of  $430, — is  iuauffi- 
cient;  as,  treated  as  a  complaint  in  an  action 
for  the  price  of  goods,  there  is  no  averment  of 
delivery,  or  offer  to  deliver,  sufficient  to  pass 
title  to  defendant,  and,  considered  as  a  com- 
plaint in  an  action  for  damages,  it  is  uncertain 
as  to  what  the  damages  consisted  of,  or  as  to 
the  extent  thereof. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
I/>s  Angeles  county;  Walter  Van  Dyke, 
Judge. 

Action  by  Harry  Phllp  against  J.  B.  Dur- 
kee.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Defendant  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

Chapman  &  Uendrl(^,  for  appellant.  Hough- 
ton, SUent  &  Campbell,  for  respondent. 

TEMPLE,  J.  Defendant  appeals  from  the 
Judgment  and  from  an  order  refusing  a  new 
trial.  The  complaint  was  demurred  to,  and 
the  demurrer  Is  Insisted  upon  here.  Plaintiff 
sues  as  assignee  of  Fruhling  Broa,  and  avers 
In  his  complaint  that:  Fruhling  Bros,  contract- 
ed with  Durkee  to  manufacture,  out  of  ma- 
terials to  be  furnished  by  them,  and  to  erect 
upon  foundations  to  be  prepared  and  desig- 
nated by  Durkee,  certain  iron  gates  and 
lamps,  for  which  Durkee  agreed  to  pay  Fruh- 
ling Bros.  $430.  Also  that  Fruhling  Bros,  did 
construct  and  manufacture  said  gates  and 
lamps,  and  the  work  of  manufacture  was 
completed  about  October  1,  1891,  "and  they 
have  ever  since  been  able,  ready,  and  willing 
to  erect  the  same  in  accordance  with  said 
contract"  Further,  the  gates  are  specially 
adapted  to  the  places  for  which  they  were 
made,  and  cannot  be  sold  elsewhere  without 
"enormous  loss,  amounting  to  almost  the  en- 
tire contract  price."  And  that  at  divers 
times  before  the  20th  day  of  April,  1892, 
Fruhling  Bros,  requested  said  Durkee  to  ac- 
cept said  gates  and  lamps,  and  to  permit 
said  Fruhling  Bros,  to  erect  them  upon  said  > 
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premises,  and  to  pay  them  therefor  the  smn 
of  $4!i0,  but  said  defendant,  without  any 
<;auae  therefor,  refused  to  accept  said  gates 
and  lamps,  or  any  of  them,  or  to  permit  the 
same  to  be  erected,  or  to  pay  for  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof.  The  assignment  was  made 
to  plaintiff  April  20,  1892.  It  is  averred  that 
plaintiff,  by  reason  of  the  premises,  has  suf- 
fered damages  in  the  sum  of  $430,  with  inter- 
est from  the  1st  day  of  October,  1891.  The 
demurrer  was  not  only  upon  the  general 
ground  of  insufficiency  of  facts,  but  also  for 
uncertainty;  charging  that  it  is  uncertain 
upon  what  grounds  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover 
in  this  action,  and  in  what  the  alleged  dam- 
ages consist  of,  or  in  what  manner  plaintiff 
has  been  damaged,  or  as  to  what  Is  the  value 
of  said  gates,  lamps,  and  materiaL 

The  complaint,  treated  as  in  an  action  for 
the  price  of  the  goods,  is  insufflcient,  because 
there  is  no  averment  of  delivery,  or  offer  to 
deliver,  sufficient  to  pass  the  title  to  Durkee. 
Considered  as  an  action  for  damages  for  a 
breach  of  the  contract,  it  does  state  a  cause 
of  action,  but  as  such  it  is  obnoxious  to  the 
objections  raised  by  the  special  demurrer.  It 
Is  uncertain  as  to  what  the  damage  consisted 
of,  or  as  to  the  extent  of  the  damage.  It 
may  be  construed  as  asserting  that  the  loss 
of  Fruhling  Bros,  is  enormous,  and  amount- 
ing to  almost  the  entire  contract  price,  be- 
cause the  goods  would  not  be  valuable  for 
any  otlier  purpose.  IIow  much  they  are  in- 
jured by  the  refusal  of  Durkee  to  permit 
them  to  complete  the  contract  is  nowhere 
stated,  even  in  general  terms.  The  final  alle- 
gation that  plaintiff  has  been  damaged  in  the 
sum  of  $430  is  not  material.  Defendant  did 
not  contract  with  him. 

It  has  been  often  held  that  there  is  nothing 
In  the  proposition  that  the  court  overruled 
the  demurrer  because  the  defendant  failed 
to  appear  and  present  it.  A  demurrer  raises 
an  issue  of  law.  To  overrule  the  demurrer 
is  to  decide  that  issue.  On  appeal,  If  there 
was  prejudicial  error  in  the  ruling,  the  case 
may  be  reversed  for  that  reason.  Even  a 
rule  of  the  superior  court  that  a  demurrer 
would  be  overruled  for  want  of  presentation 
would  make  no  difference.  The  Code  allows 
such  issue  to  be  made,  and,  unless  the  de- 
murrer is  waived,  or  gotten  rid  of  in  some 
lawful  mode,  the  court  must  decide  the  ques- 
tions raised.  The  demurrer  itself  presents 
the  points.  The  Judgment  and  order  are  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to  the  trial  court  to  sustain  the  demur 
rer. 


We    concur: 
LAND,  J. 


HEXSIIAW,    J.;     McFAR- 
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GOULD  T.  ADAMS  et  al.     (So.  10,572.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  3,  1895.) 

MOKTOAORS— PmOKITIKS— Dki.iveht. 

1.  Defendant  agreed  with   A.  to  sell  him 
certain  land,  part  cash,  and  balauce  secured  by 


mortgage.  Defendant  went  with  A.  to  a  no- 
tary's office,  where  a  deed  was  executed.  While 
the  mortgage  was  being  prepared,  A.  said,  "Let 
me  see  that  deed,"  and  took  it  from  the  table, 
and  went,  without  defendant's  knowledge,  to 
plaintiff,  from  whom  be  negotiated  a  loan.  A. 
then  returned  to  defendant,  paid  him  the  money, 
and  executed  the  mortgage,  which  defendant  at 
unce  recorded.  Prior  to  this  time,  plaintiff  had 
the  deed  and  A. 'a  mortgage  to  her  recorded. 
Held,  that  defendant's  mortgage  was  entitled  to 
priority,  as  there  had  been  no  delivery  of  the 
deed  to  A.  at  the  time  he  negotiated  the  loan 
from  plaintiff.     32  Pac.  5TC,  affirmed. 

2.  Defendant's  legligence  in  allowing  the 
deed  to  be  removed  from  the  room  was  not  such 
as  would  justify  an  estoppel  against  a  plea  of 
nondelivery  of  the  deed.     32  Pac.  576,  affirmed. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  Walter  Van  Dyke,  Judge. 

Action  by  Frederick  Gould,  executor  of  the 
will  of  Julia  F.  Gould,  against  Asa  Adams, 
John  Wise,  and  another,  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage. From  a  judgment  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant Wise,  plaintiff  appeals.     Affirmed. 

For  former  reports,  see  32  Pac.  570,  and  33 
Pac.  323. 

Richards  &  Carrier  and  Geo.  H.  Gould,  for 
appellant.  H.  H.  Appel,  F.  R.  W^lllls,  and 
Houghton,  Silent  &  Campbell,  for  respond- 
ents. 

VANCLIEF,  C.  Action  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage executed  by  defendant  Adams  to  plain- 
tiff's testatrix,  in  which  John  Wise  was  made 
a  party  defendant  on  the  ground  tliat  he  had 
a  mortgage  on  the  same  land,  alleged  to  l>e 
subsequent  and  subject  to  that  of  plaintiff. 
Wise  answered,  and  also  filed  a  cross  com- 
plaint claiming  that  his  mortgage  was  prior 
and  superior  to  that  of  plaintiff,  and  pray- 
ing that  it  be  foreclosed  as  such.  On  the 
first  trial  of  the  cause  the  plaintiff  prevailed, 
and  the  defendant  appealed.  This  court  re- 
versed the  judgment,  and  remanded  the 
cause  for  a  new  trial.  Gould  v.  Wise,  97 
Cal.  532,  32  Pac.  570,  and  33  Pac.  323.  Upon 
the  new  trial  the  mortgage  of  defendant 
Wise  was  adjudged  to  be  prior  and  superior 
to  that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  ordered  to  be  first 
satisfied  from  the  proceeds  of  the  foreclosure 
sale.  From  this  judgment  the  plaintiff 
brings  this  appeal  on  the  judgment  roll,  con- 
taining a  bill  of  exceptions  as  to  matters  of 
both  law  and  fact 

On  the  former  appeal  the  judgment  was  re- 
versed on  a  state  of  facts  fully  set  fortli  in 
the  (pinion  of  the  court  by  Mr.  Justice  Ga- 
routte.  On  the  new  trial  the  lower  court 
again  found  the  same  facts,  and  nothing  in- 
consistent with  nor  In  avoidance  of  tbem. 
If  these  findings  of  fact  on  the  new  trial  are 
justified  by  the  evidence,  as  I  think  they  are, 
it  follows  that  the  former  decision  Is  the  law 
of  the  case. 

Appellant  complains  that  the  court  failed 
to  find  upon  certain  specified  issues  of  fact, 
but,  in  view  of  the  facts  found,  those  issues 
were  immaterial.  A  finding  on  each  of  them 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  oe- 
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ceflsltated  any  change  In  the  Jndsment  Ten- 
dered. 

It  Is  further  contended  that  the  court  erred 
In  denying  plaintiff's  motion  to  strike  out  de- 
fendant's answer  on  the  alleged  ground  that 
the  amended  answer  Is  Inconsistent  with  the 
original  answer,  In  that  the  latter  avers,  and 
the  former  denies,  that  the  deed  ftom  Wise 
to  Adams  was  ddirered.  But  there  Is  no 
such  Inconsistency.  The  amended  answer 
does  not  deny  the  delivery  of  the  deed  from 
Wise  to  Adams,  but  merely  denies  that  It 
was  delivered  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage  from  Adams  to  plaintiff's  testa- 
trix; and  this  was  the  effect  of  the  original 
answer  and  cross  complaint,  as  construed  on 
the  former  appeal.  The  principal  ground 
upon  which  the  first  Judgment  was  reversed 
was  that  the  deed  from  Wise  to  Adams  had 
not  been  delivered  at  the  time  the  mortgage 
from  Adams  to  Julia  F.  Gould  was  executed. 
On  the  law  of  the  case,  as  determined  on  the 
former  appeal,  the  Judgment  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:    SEABLS,  C;   HAYNBS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


108  Cal.  US 

SEABBIDGB  v.  McADAM  et  al.    (No.  19.582.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Ang.  3,  1895.) 

Kaucious  Pbossoutios — AnvioB  or  Couksel— 
Probabli  Causb. 

1.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution  of 
plaintiff  for  willfuDy  tearing  down  a  fence  to 
make  a  passage  through  an  inclosare,  it  appeared 
tliat  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  land  under  a 
lease  providing  that,  if  the  lessor  sold  any  part  of 
the  land  on  whicli  tliere  was  a  crop,  such  portion 
would  be  released  by  paying  plaintiff  a  reason- 
able compensation  for  his  labor  on  the  crop. 
Defendant  lioagbt  the  land  while  there  was  a 
crop  on  it,  and  plaintiff  refused  to  surrender 
poesession  till  paid  for  his  labor.  Defendant 
nailed  up  the  fence  to  a  field  at  a  place  where 
plaintiff  used  to  enter  it,  and  told  plaintiff,  if  he 
wanted  law,  he  would  give  it  to  him.  Plaintiff 
pried  off  tlie  boards  nailed  up  by  defendant. 
The  attorney  who  advised  the  prosecution  of 
plaintiff  testified  that  defendant  told  him  that 
plaintiff  had  broken  through  the  fence,  and  that 
ne  knew  there  was  a  dispute  between  plaintiff 
and  defendant  as  to  plaintiff's  right  to  enter  the 
field,  but  did  not  testify  as  to  any  other  facts 
on  which  his  advice  was  given.  He  stated  that 
on  the  trial  of  plaintiff  no  facts  were  bronght 
«nt  of  which  he  was  ignorant.  BM,  that  the 
eviden<;e  is  insufficient  to  show  probable  cause. 

2.  In  an  action  for  malicious  prosecution, 
where  the  facts  are  admitted,  the  question  of 
probable  cause  ib  one  of  biw. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Los  Angeles  county;  Lncien  Shaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  Lee  Seabridge  against  Robert 
McAdam  and  another  for  malicious  prosecu- 
tion. A  yerdlct  was  directed  for  defendants, 
and  from  an  order  granting  a  new  trial  they 
appeaL    Affirmed. 


A.  R.  Metcalfe  and  J.  H.  Uerriam,  for  ap- 
pellanta    Edwin  Baxter,  for  req>ondent 

TEMPLE,  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover 
damages  for  malicious  prosecution  of  a  crim- 
inal action  against  plaintiff  upon  a  charge 
that  plaintiff  did  maliciously  and  willfully 
tear  down  fences  to  make  a  passage  through 
an  Incloeure,  under  Act  March  16, 1871-72,  p. 
384.  At  the  close  of  the  trial  in  the  present 
action  the  court  instructed  the  Jury  to  find 
for  defendants,  on  the  ground  that  the  evi- 
dence showed,  without  contradiction,  that 
there  was  probable  cause  for  the  criminal 
prosecution,  because  defendants  acted  In 
good  f&Uh.  under  the  advice  of  counsel,  giv- 
en upon  a  consideration  of  all  the  facts  in 
the  case.  Verdict  was  accordingly  rendered 
for  defendants,  and,  upon  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  was  set  aside  by  the  judge,  presumably 
because  he  was  convinced  that  he  had  erred 
in  giving  the  instruction.  This  appeal  is  tak- 
en from  the  order  granting  a  new  trial. 

It  seems  that  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of 
a  certain  tract  of  land  under  a  lease  from 
an  administrator.  In  the  lease  it  was  stipu- 
lated: "In  case  of  sale  by  the  party  of  the 
first  pert  of  any  portion  of  said  land  before 
the  same  shall  be  in  crop  or  use,  such  por- 
tion thereof  shall  be  excepted  from  this  lease, 
provided  that  ail  pasture  land  shall  pay  rent 
until  so  sold.  In  case  of  such  sale  of  any 
portion  of  said  land  before  the  first  day  of 
July,  1890,  with  the  crop  thereon,  to  any  per- 
son other  than  to  said  party  of  the  second 
Iiart,  said  portion  shall  be  released  by  payment 
to  said  lessee  of  a  reasonable  compensation 
for  his  labor  and  expenditure  in  putting  in  of 
such  crop  and  caring  for  the  same  until  such 
sale."  Plaintiff  was  a  subtenant  of  a  portion 
of  the  demised  premises,  and  had  corn  grow- 
ing upon  the  land  on  the  31st  of  May,  1893, 
when  McAdam  became  the  owner  of  the  land 
through  a  sale  by  the  administrator.  There 
was  evidence  that  tended  to  show  that  Mc- 
Adam knew  of  plaintiff's  rights  before  be 
purchased  the  land,  and  on  the  day  of  the 
confirmation  of  the  sale  lie  was  shown  a 
writing  wliich  contained  the  terms  of  the 
lease,  and  that  he  also  knew  of  plaintiff's 
possession  and  rights.  When  he  had  receiv- 
ed his  deed  he  claimed  that  plaUitiff  must  de- 
liver to  him  the  land,  and  look  to  the  admin- 
istrate for  i>ayment  for  his  ialKtr  and  ex- 
penditures. Seabridge  merely  persisted  in 
holding  on  until  he  was  paid.  He  was  not 
paid  the  cost  of  putting  In  and  caring  for  the 
crop,  nor  was  anything  ever  tendered  to  him 
in  payment.  After  several  interviews  be- 
tween the  parties  and  between  McAdam  and 
the  administrator  upon  the  subject,  McAdam 
finally  nailed  up  the  fence  where  plaintiff 
liad  been  in  the  habit  of  going  into  bis  field, 
and  forbade  plaintiff  going  into  the  field; 
and  whoi  plaintiff  said  he  would  do  so  as  he 
owned  the  crop  and  had  a  right  so  to  do,  Mc- 
Adam said:  "If  It's  law  you  want,  I  will 
give  yon  ail  you  want,  and  stay  with  it  as 
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long  as  yon  can."  Plaintiff,  bavlng  occasion 
to  go  to  his  field,  pried  off  the  boards  which 
had  been  nailed  on  by  McAdam,  and  went  in. 
For  this  he  was  arrested,  as  stated. 

The  evidence  produced  by  plaintiff  made 
an  undoubted  case  against  defendant  There 
was  no  defense,  except  tliat  defendants  had 
acted  upon  the  adylce  of  counsel.  In  his 
testimony,  McAdam  made  no  attempt  to  state 
wliat  he  had  told  his  counsel,  or  what  his 
counsel  knew  about  the  facta.  The  attorney 
was  a  witness,  and  did  not  state  upon  what 
ttLCta  his  adTlce  was  based.  He  merely  stat- 
ed that  he  bad  been  the  attorney  for  defend- 
ant McAdam;  tliat  he  was  Informed  that 
plaintiff  liad  broken  through  the  fence;  that 
he  knew  there  was  a  dispute  between  the 
parties,  and  that  plaintiff  claimed  the  right 
to  go  through  the  fence  to  the  field;  and, 
further,  that  he  attended  the  trial  of  the  case 
against  plaintiff,  and  no  facts  were  brought 
out  at  the  trial  of  which  he  was  ignorant 
when  he  gave  the  advice.  He  testified  fur- 
ther that  he  had  heard  that  plaintiff  had 
made  certain  threats  against  McAdam,  but 
had  not  heard,  and  did  not  know,  that  Mc- 
Adam was  aware  of  the  fact,  at  the  time  of 
the  confirmation  of  the  sale,  that  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  the  crop.  This  testimony  was 
entirely  insufficient  to  show  probable  cause, 
or  to  Justify  the  Instruction.  It  was  not  denied 
that  plaintiff  broke  through  the  fence.  The 
only  Question,  then,  was  whether  he  did  so 
In  good  faith,  under  a  reasonable  belief  that 
be  had  a  legal  right  so  to  do.  If  the  facts 
had  all  been  stated,  no  reputable  attorney 
could  have  doubted  that  plaintiff  acted  under 
such  belief.  The  facts  detailed  to  the  at- 
torney, or  the  information  which  he  had, 
should  have  been  proven.  It  was  then  a 
question  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the' 
Jury,  and  not  by  the  court,  whether  the  de- 
fendants had  made  a  fair  and  full  statement 
of  the  facts  which  were  known  to  them. 
And  even  if,  upon  such  a  statement  of  facta^ 
such  advice  was  given.  It  was  still  to  be 
determined  by  the  Jury  whether  defendants 
acted  upon  it  In  good  faith,  believing  that 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  the  offense  charged. 
And  I  think  the  Jury  would  have  been  Jus- 
tified, In  this  case,  in  determining  that  they 
did  not.  If  the  facta  were  aa  shown  by  plaln- 
tltTa  witnesses.  Could  even  an  intelligent 
layman  believe,  under  the  advice  of  counsel, 
that  plaintiff,  under  the  circumstances  relat- 
ed, was  not  acting  under  a  reasonable  b^ief 
that  be  had  a  right  to  go  through  the  fence? 
If  so.  It  would  not  require  a  lawyer  to  deter- 
mine that  the  act  could  not  be  malicious. 
Of  course,  I  assume  the  facta  to  be  as  the 
plaintiff's  testimony  tended  to  prove  th«n 
to  be.  This  must  be  assumed  in  favor  of 
the  decision.  They  may  not  be  as  testified, 
and,  of  course,  the  attorney  who  gave  the  ad- 
vice did  not  base  hla  opinion  upon  such  facts. 
There  was  evidence,  however,  which  t^ided 
lo  prove  that  McAdam  knew  of  them.  Of 
ouurso.  If  the  facts  are  all  admitted,  the 


question  whether  there  waa  proMUe  eanae 
is  a  question  of  law,  for  the  court  The  role 
In  such  casea  is  fully  and  correctly  stated  In 
BaU  T.  Rawles.  93  CaL  222,  28  Pac  937. 
The  order  is  a£anned. 


We   coocor: 
LAND,  J. 


HENSHAW,    J.;     UcFAB- 


a08  CsL  2M) 
0IT7  OF  SANTA  BARBARA  ▼.  ELDRED. 

<No^  19.567.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oalifomia.    Joly  81,  1885.) 

CoMFLAiHT— Orounds  OF  Oimau.  Dbmurksb— 
AssassHBNT  —  Dbscription  o*  Lakd — Snrn- 
oiawcT  — Nbw  Tkiau— Appau,— Rbvibw— Butt 
voB  Tazbs— FAOiUaa  to  Pdblibb  DBUsquBxr 
List. 

1.  That  a  complaint  is  amblguoos  is  not  a 
ground  of  general  demurrer. 

2.  That  a  complaint  makes  the  essential 
facts  appear  only  inferentially  or  as  condusions 
of  law  is  not  a  ground  of  general  demurrer. 

3.  An  assessment  record,  in  which  the  ficst 
column  la  headed  "Description  of  Property  Ac- 
cording to  Map  Book  of  the  City  of  S.,"  the 
second  column  "Lot,"  and  the  third  "Block," 
and  which,  in  the  respective  columns,  describes 
the  property  as  "City  Lot"  "2,"  "110,"  shows 
that  it  u  in  S. 

4.  A  dty  assessment  need  not  state  that  the 
taxpayer  owned  the  property  on  the  first  Mon- 
day of  March. 

5.  Nor  need  it  state  tliat  the  dty  had  a  map 
book. 

6.  A  dty  aasesament  is  not  invalidated  by 
slovenly  entries  thereof  by  the  tax  collector. 

7.  Where  the  statement  on  motion  'for  a 
new  trial  does  not  allege  that  the  evidence  la 
insuffident  to  sapport  a  finding,  a  new  trial  will 
not  be  granted  on  that  ground. 

8.  Where  defendant  spedfies  in  his  state- 
ment  on  motion  for  a  new  trial  that  the  evi- 
dence does  not  justify  a  finding  that  Interest 
was  due,  and  nothing  araears  in  the  statement  t» 
Justify  the  allowance  oi  interest  the  judgment 
will,  on  appeal,  be  modified  by  striking  out  the 
Interest 

9.  In  an  action  to  recover  a  tax,  defendant 
cannot  object  that  the  delinqnent  list  was  not 
published  as  required  by  law. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  Santa  Barbara  county;  W.  B.  Oope^ 
Judge. 

Action  by  the  city  of  Santa  Barbara 
against  A.  Eldred  to  recover  a  tax.  Jadg- 
meut  was  rendered  for  plaintiff,  and  de> 
fendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

B.  F.  Thomas,  for  appellant  Thos.  Uo> 
Nulta,  for  respondent 

TEMPLE,  3.  This  is  the  second  appeal 
in  this  case  (aee  96  Cal.  378,  30  Pac.  562), 
and  Is  taken  from  the  Judgment  and  from  a 
refusal  of  a  new  trial.  The  action  -was 
brought  to  collect  a  municipal  tax,  and  to 
the  complaint  a  general  demurrer  was  In* 
terposed.  It  was  overruled,  and  defendant 
answered.  He  now  specifies  a  great  many 
alleged  defects  in  the  complaint  Many  of 
them  are,  in  effect  that  the  complaint  Is 
ambignoua  or  uncertain.  Such  objections 
cannot  be  reached  on  general  demurrer. 
Nor  can  the  other  objections— which  mereljj 
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amount  to  criticisms  upon  the  snfficiency  of 
the  statement,  as  that  the  essential  fftcts  ap- 
pear only  iuferentlally,  or  as  conclusions  of 
law,  or  by  way  of  recitals— prerall  on  snch 
demurrer.  There  mast  be  a  total  absence 
of  some  mat«1al  fact,  to  Justify  us  in  sus- 
taining a  demurrer  of  this  character. 

The  only  points  which  I  think  worthy  of 
notice  on  the  demarrer  are  the  objections  to 
the  assessment  It  is  claimed  that  it  is  in- 
valid, because: 

1.  It  does  not  show  that  the  real  estate  is 
situated  within  the  city  of  Santa  Barbara. 
The  first  column  after  taxpayers'  names  is 
headed  "Description  of  Property  According 
to  Map  Book  of  the  City  of  Santa  Barbara." 
The  next  column  is  headed  "Lot,"  and  the 
next  "Block."  In  the  first  of  these  columns 
are  the  words  "City  Lot";  In  the  second, 
"2";  In  the  third,  "110."  I  think  this  suffi- 
cient to  show  that  the  property  Is  in  Santa 
Barbara. 

2.  It  is  not  essential  to  the  assessment  that 
it  should  state  that  the  taxpayer  owned  the 
property  assessed  on  the  first  Monday  of 
March,  or  that  the  city  had  a  map  book. 

3.  The  sloyenly  entries  by  the  tax  collect- 
or. Intended  to  show  that  a  portion  of  the 
tax  bad  been  paid,  do  no  injury.  Interpreted 
as  claimed  by  appellant,  they  are  meaning- 
less, and  would  do  no  barm. 

4.  There  is  no  uncertainty  In  the  figures 
which  Bbow  the  total  value  of  all  property 
after  equalization.  Ordinance  113,  which 
provides  for  the  levy  and  collection  of  the 
tax,  ought  to  have  been  more  fully  set  out, 
at  least  in  effect  The  allegations  are^  how- 
ever, sufficient  to  support  a  Judgment,  and, 
as  no  special  demurrer  was  interposed,  they 
are  sufilclent  on  this  appeal. 

The  delinquent  list  as  published  stated 
that  the  tax  and  costs  amounted  to  $246.91, 
when,  as  it  is  contended,  the  correct  amount 
was  $245.91;  Just  one  dollar  too  much.  The 
common  council  of  the  city  of  Santa  Bar^ 
bara,  as  they  were  authorized  to  do  under 
the  ordinance,  which  provided  for  the  levy 
and  collection  of  taxes,  passed  a  resolution 
to  the  eCtect  as  to  all  assessments  upon 
which  taxes  amounted  to  less  than  ?300, 
that  where  the  property  has  been  offered  for 
sale  at  least  once,  and  there  is  no  purchaser 
in  good  faith,  the  tax  collector  shall  pro- 
ceed to  collect  the  same  by  civil  action  in 
the  name  of  the  city.  The  complaint  recites 
that  all  this  has  been  done,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  tax  collector  brings  this  suit  In 
the  name  of  the  city  of  Santa  Barbara.  In 
his  statement  on  motion  for  a  new  trial  the 
defendant  has  not  charged  that  the  evidence 
is  insufficient  to  support  this  finding.  We 
cannot,  therefore,  grant  a  new  trial  upon 
that  ground. 

A  recovery  was  had  of  the  sum  of  $81.05 
for  interest  No  interest  is  claimed  in  the 
complaint,  and  there  Is  no  allegation  un- 
der wbicb  interest  could  be  allowed.  Fur- 
thermore, the  defendant  has  specified  In  bis 


statement  on  motl<m  for  a  new  trial  that 
the  evidence  does  not  Justify  the  finding 
that  interest  was  due.  If,  therefore,  there 
was  anything  in  the  ordinance  to  Justify  the 
finding,  the  city  attorney  should  have  seen 
that  it  was  In  the  statement  The  objec- 
ticMt  to  the  allowance  of  interest  must  there- 
fore be  sustained.  A  new  trial  will  not  be 
necessitated  thereby,  for  the  Judgment  can 
easily  be  modified  by  striking  oat  the  al- 
lowance of  interest 

The  defendant  cannot  object  that  the  re^ 
qulrements  of  the  statute  were  not  pursued 
in  the  contract  for  publishing  the  delinquent 
list  His  liability  is  created  by  a  valid  as- 
sessment and,  If  that  was  made,  no  Irregu- 
larity in  the  attempt  to  collect  the  tax  will 
disctiarge  him  from  the  liability.  The  pub- 
lication was  for  the  proper  period. 

I  think  there  was  no  error  in  admitting  the 
block  books,  and  the  remark  of  the  witness 
Gutierrez,  that  it  appeared  from  them  that 
Alice  Eldred  owned  lot  3,  Is  of  no  moment 

The  defendant  admitted,  by  not  denying, 
that  he  owned  the  property.  Besides,  the 
assessment  put  the  burden  upon  him.  PoL 
Code,  i  3900. 

The  case  is  remanded,  with  directions  to 
the  trial  court  to  modify  the  Judgment  by 
deducting  the  Interest  allowed.  In  aU  oth- 
er respects  the  Judgment  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:  McFARLAND,  J.;  HBN- 
SHAW,  J. 


106  Cal.  326 
Ex  parte  LACEY.    (Cr.  33.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Aug.  1,  1895.) 
Health  Obdinances— Validity. 
An   orrlinance  prohibiting   the   establish- 
mpnt  or  eondnttiii)?  of  any  steam  shoddy  or  car- 
IH-t-hoating  machine  within  100  feet  of  a  church, 
achoolhoiise.  or  residence,  passed  under  Const 
art.  11,  §  11,  authorizing  any  city  to  make  and 
enforce  all  such  police  and  sanitary  regulations 
as  are  not  In  conflict  with  (rcneral  laws,  is  not 
unreasonable,    nnd    does   not   deprive   any   one 
of  property  without  due  process. 

In  bank. 

Petition  of  James  Lacey  for  writ  of  habeas 
corpus.     Denied. 

D.  p.  Hatch  and  R.  B.  Treat,  for  petitioner. 
O.  McFarland,  for  respondent 

GAROUTTE,  J.  The  petitioner  has  been 
convicted  and  Imprisoned  for  violating  a  city 
ordinance  of  the  city  of  Los  Angeles  which 
provides:  "No  person  or  persons  shall  estab- 
lish or  conduct  any  steam  shoddy  machine, 
or  steam  carpet-beating  machine,  within  one 
hundred  feet  of  any  church,  schoolhouse.  res- 
idence or  dwelling-house."  He  now  alleges 
the  Judgment  void,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
ordinance  is  void,  and  seeks  his  release  by 
writ  of  habeas  corpus.  He  claims  the  ordi- 
nance void  upon  the  ground  that  It  interferes 
with  certain  of  his  inalienable  rights  vouch- 
safed to  him  by  the  constitution.     Upon  the 
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part  of  the  city,  It  Is  claimed  that  the  pas- 
sage and  enforcement  of  the  ordinance  Is  but 
the  exercise  of  a  police  power  granted  to  It 
In  terms,  by  the  constitution  of  the  state. 
The  constitution  of  the  state  of  California 
(article  11,  {  11)  provides:  "Any  county, 
city,  town  or  township  may  make  and  en- 
force, within  its  limits,  all  such  local,  police, 
sanitary  and  other  regulations  as  are  not  in 
conflict  with  general  laws."  It  will  thxis  be 
observed  that  Los  Angeles  city  is  vested 
with  certain  powers  by  direct  grant  from  the 
constitution,  and  that  grant  of  power  Is  not 
confined  within  narrow  limits,  but  is  broad 
and  fttr-reachlng  in  Its  scope  and  effect.  Un- 
der this  giant  of  power  the  city  had  the  light 
to  pass  this  ordinance,  unless  it  is  in  con- 
flict with  general  laws;  and  we  know  of  no 
general  laws  which  conflict  with  It,  unless  it 
can  be  said  to  be  violative  of  those  general 
principles  of  constitutional  liberty  which  form 
the  very  foundation  of  both  the  state  and 
federal  conatitutlcms.  We  see  nothing  in  the 
language  of  this  ordinance  contrary  to  these 
great  principles  of  our  government.  We  see 
ootbing  there  depriving  petitioner  of  any 
fundamental  right.  In  the  exercise  of  its 
police  and  sanitary  power,  the  city  has  at- 
tempted to  regulate  the  business  of  beating 
carpets  by  steam  power.  Under  Its  constitu- 
tional grant,  it  bad  the  right  to  regulate  this 
business.  The  use  of  steam  power,  of  Itself, 
within  municipal  territory,  has  always  been 
recognized  as  a  proper  subject  of  regulation; 
and,  in  addition,  here  it  may  well  be  as- 
sumed that  the  dust  and  other  disagreeable 
and  unhealthy  matters  arising  in  such  quan- 
tities from  the  beating  of  carpets,  as  would 
naturally  be  Indicated  by  the  use  of  steam 
power,  are  a  constant  source  of  danger  and 
menace  to  the  good  health  and  general  wel- 
fare of  the  neighborhood  where  located. 

Conceding  the  business  covered  by  the  pro- 
visions of  this  ordinance  not  to  constitute  a 
nuisance  per  se,  and  to  stand  upon  different 
grounds  from  powder  factories,  street  ob- 
structions, and  the  like,  still  the  case  is  made 
no  better  for  petitioner.  This  Is  not  a  ques- 
tion of  nuisance  per  se,  and  the  i>ower  to 
regulate  is  In  no  way  dependent  upon  such 
conditions.  Indeed,  as  to  nuisances  per  se, 
the  general  laws  of  the  state  are  ample  to 
deal  with  them.  But  the  business  here  In- 
volved may  properly  be  classed  with  livery 
stables,  laundries,  soap  and  glue  factories, 
etc.,— a  class  of  business  undertakings.  In 
the  conduct  of  which,  police  and  sanitary 
regulations  are  made  to  a  greater  or  less  de- 
gree by  every  city  In  the  country.  And  in 
this  class  of  cases  It  Is  no  defense  to  the  va- 
lidity of  regulation  ordinances  to  say,  "I  am 
committing  no  nuisance,  and  I  Insist  upon 
being  heard  before  a  court  or  Jury  upon  that 
question  of  fact."  In  this  class  of  cnsos  a 
defendant  has  no  such  right.  To  the  extent 
that  It  was  material  in  creating  a  valid  ordi- 
nance, we  must  assume  that  such  question 
waa  decided  by  the  municipal  authorities, 


and  decided  against  petitioner  and  all  others 
similarly  situated.  This  court  said  in  Ks 
parte  Shrader  83  Cal.  284:  "The  legislature 
can  add  to  the  mala  in  se  of  the  common  law 
the  mala  prohiblta,  of  its  own  behest  *  •  * 
The  power  to  regulate  or  prohibit,  conferred 
upon  the  board  of  supervisors,  not  only  in- 
cludes nuisances,  but  extends  to  everything 
expedient  for  the  preservation  of  the  public 
health  and  the  prevention  of  contagions  dis- 
eases. Now,  there  are  many  things  not  com- 
ing up  to  the  full  measure  of  a  common-law 
or  statute  nuisance  that  might,  both  in  the 
light  of  sclentlflc  tests  and  of  general  experi- 
ence, pave  the  way  for  the  introduction  of 
contagion,  and  Its  uncontrollable  spread 
thereafter.  Slaughterhouses,  as  ordinarily, 
and  perhaps  invariably,  conducted  In  this 
country,  might,  within  the  limits  of  reason- 
able probability,  be  attended  with  these  con- 
sequences. A  competent  legislative  body  has 
passed  upon  the  question  of  fact  Involved, 
and  we  cannot  go  behind  the  finding.  So  far 
as  we  can  know  by  this  record,  the  power 
conferred  has  been  exercised  intelligently, 
and  In  good  faith."  It  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  court  was  not  discussing  this 
question  from  the  standpoint  that  the  con- 
duct of  a  slaughterhouse  within  municipal 
territory  constituted  a  nuisance  per  se.  In 
the  case  of  Johnson  v.  Simonton,  43  Cal.  219, 
which  Involved  the  constitutionality  of  an 
ordinance  of  the  board  of  supervisors  of  San 
Francisco  prohibiting  the  feeding  of  still 
slops  to  milch  cows,  the  court  says:  "If,  in- 
deed. It  be  a  fact  that  the  milk  of  cows  fed 
In  whole  or  in  part  upon  still  slop  Is  un- 
wholesome as  human  food,  there  can  be  no 
doubt  of  either  the  authority  or  the  duty  of 
the  board  to  enact  the  ordinance  in  question, 
and  the  scientific  correctness  of  the  deter- 
mination by  the  board  of  the  matter  of  fa«.-t 
Involved  is  not  open  to  Inquiry  here."  In  the 
case  of  In  re  Jacobs,  98  N.  Y.  98,  the  court 
declares  the  following  rule  for  testing  the 
validity  of  ordinances  enacted  under  the  po- 
lice power  of  a  municipality:  "When  a 
health  law  is  challenged  In  the  courts  as  un- 
constitutional on  the  ground  that  it  arbi- 
trarily Interferes  with  personal  liberty  and 
private  property,  without  due  process  of  law, 
the  courts  must  be  able  to  see  that  it  has  at 
least,  in  fact,  some  relation  to  the  public 
health;  that  the  public  health  Is  the  end  nat- 
urally aimed  at;  and  that  It  is  appropriate 
and  adapted  to  that  end."  Tried  by  this  rule, 
the  ordinance  In  question  fairly  and  fully 
fills  the  requirements  of  the  law.  It  cannot 
be  urged  that  petitioner  is  deprived  of  his 
property  without  due  process  of  law,  for,  as  Is 
said  by  Judge  Dlllion  In  his  work  upon  Mu- 
nicipal Corporations  (section  141),  In  speak- 
ing of  police  and  sanitary  regulations:  "It 
Is  well  settled  that  laws  and  regulations  of 
this  character,  though  they  may  disturb  the 
enjoyment  of  Individual  rights,  are  not  un- 
constitutional, though  no  provision  is  made 
for    compensation    for    such    disturbances. 
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TTiey  do  not  appropriate  private  property  for 
public  nse,  but  simply  regulate  its  use  and 
enjoyment  by  the  owner.  If  he  Buffers  in- 
jury, it  is  either  damnum  absque  injnria,  or, 
In  the  theory  of  the  law,  he  is  compensated  for 
It  by  sharing  in  the  general  benefits  which 
the  regulations  are  intended  and  calculated 
to  secure."  This  ordinance  is  not  unreason- 
able nor  arbitrary  nor  discriminating.  It 
treats  all  persons  alike  who  are  engaged  in 
the  business  named  therein.  All  have  the 
same  rights,  and  all  are  subject  to  the  same 
burdens.  It  is  not  unreasonable  In  the  lim- 
its of  distance  fixed.  As  to  the  location  of 
the  exact  spot  distant  from  a  church  or  a 
Bchoolhoose  or  a  dwelllnghouse,  where  an 
ordinance  would  cease  to  be  reasonable,  It  is 
not  for  this  court  now  to  say.  The  limits 
here  prescribed  are  those  with  which  we  are 
to  deal,  and  those  limitations  of  distance 
may  well  be  said  to  be  reasonable.  We  see 
no  substantial  objection  that  can  be  made  to 
the  validity  of  this  ordinance.  Upon  the 
contrary,  the  subject-matter  covered  by  it 
Is  clearly  one  with  which  the  city  had  the 
constitutional  right  to  deal,  and  the  business- 
es there  enumerated  are  unmistakably  those 
whicli  the  municipal  authorities  had  the 
light  to  regulate,  in  the  intorest  of  the  com- 
fort and  good  health  of  the  people  ctf  the  city. 
The  power  is  vested  in  the  city,  by  direct 
grant  from  the  constitution,  to  control  and 
regulate  business  undertakings  of  the  char- 
acter here  involved,  and  petitioner's  consti- 
tntional  rights  have  in  no  way  been  tres- 
passed upon.  It  is  therefore  ordered  that  pe- 
titioner be  remanded. 

We  concur:     McFARIiAND,  J.;   HARRI- 
SON, J.;   VAN  FLEET,  J.;  TEMPLE,  J. 


108  Cat.  135 

GAROUTTE  v.  WIIJLIAMSON.    (No. 

15.955.) 

(Supreme  Court  ot  California.      Aug.  14,  1805.) 
On  i)etltion  for  rehearing.     Denied. 
For  former  opinion,  see  41  Pac.  35. 

BEATTY,  C.  J.  I  dissent  from  the  order 
denying  a  rehearing  of  this  cause.  Not  be- 
cause I  think  the  plaintiff  failed  to  prove 
facts  entitling  him  to  a  Judgment,  but  be- 
cause. In  my  opinion,  the  cause  was  tried  in 
the  superior  court,  and  has  been  decided  here, 
upon  an  erroneous  view  of  the  law. 

The  Issues  of  fact  were  submitted  to  the 
Jury  under  instructions  to  the  effect  that  if 
the  bank  held  the  warehouse  receipt,  prop- 
erly indorsed  by  plaintiff's  assignors,  as  se- 
curity for  a  loan,  at  the  time  defendants 
purchased  and  took  possession  of  the  wheat, 
the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  the  action. 
It  Is  conceded  In  the  opinion  of  the  court 
that  this  theory  was  correct,  but  the  Judg- 
ment Is  affirmed  on  the  ground  that  the  de- 
fendants failed  to  prove  the  existence  of  the 
bailment  at  the  date  of  the  conversion.    In 


my  opinion,  the  existence  of  such  a  bailment 
at  the  date  of  the  conversion  was  no  defense 
to  an  action  to  recover  compensation  for  an 
Injury  to  the  reversionary  Interest  of  the 
pledgors  commenced  after  payment  of  the 
debt  and  return  of  the  pledge,  and,  therefore, 
I  am  satisfied  that  the  actual  result  of  the 
litigation  Is  Just.  But  I  cannot  assent  to 
the  grounds  upon  which  the  decision  of  this 
court  is  placed.  If  the  theory  of  the  defense 
was  a  sound  one.  It  is  clear  to  my  mind  that 
the  facts  were  fully  proved. 

TEJIPLE,  J.  I  dissent  from  the  order  re- 
fusing a  rehearing,  because  I  am  convinced 
that  under  the  instructions  the  verdict  Is  not 
warranted  by  the  evidence.  1  agree  with 
the  chief  Justice  as  to  the  law  which  ought 
to  have  governed  at  the  trial. 


g  Cal.  Unrep.  lit 
DOWLING  T.  ADAMS  et  al.  (No.  15,913.) 
^Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  21,  1895.) 

CeKTIVICATS  of  SDRVBYOB— ADTHOBITT  O*  CI.BIIK 

TO  Biex. 
Where  a  city  surveyor  Is  required  to  sign 
a  certificate  ns  to  a  public  improvement,  it  can- 
not lie  signed  by  his  clerk,  who  had  no  specific 
directions  from  him  to  sign  it.  Rauer  v.  Lowe 
(Cal.)  40  Pac.  337,  followed. 

Department  1,  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J. 
M.  Troutt,  Judge. 

Action  by  one  Dowling  against  one  Adams 
and  others.  Judgment  was  rendered  for 
plaintiff,  and  defendants  appeal.    Reversed. 

Horace  W.  Phllbrook,  for  appellants.  J. 
C.  Bates,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  Action  upon  a  street  as- 
sessment. The  testimony  on  behalf  of  the 
defendants  showed  that  the  certificate  of 
the  city  and  county  surveyor,  which  was 
recorded  in  the  office  of  the  superintendent 
of  streets,  was  not  made  by  that  officer,  but 
that  his  name  was  signed  thereto  by  a  clerk 
in  his  employ,  without  any  specific  direc- 
tions therefor.  The  testimony  upon  this 
point  is  almost  Identical  with  that  given  In 
Rauer  v.  Lowe  (Cal.)  40  Pac.  337.  Upon  the 
authority  of  that  case,  the  Judgment  i»  re- 
versed. ^ 


108  Cal.  ;?5 

LEWIS  y.  CHAMBERIiAIN  et  al.      (No.  10,- 
541J 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  21,  1895.) 

ScrPLEMEKTABT    Froceedinos  —  Ordbr  roB  Ex- 
AHI!>AT10N  OF  THIRD  PERSON — DB- 

KiAT.  OP  Indebtedness. 
Code  Civ.  Proe.  f  720,  provides  that  if,  in 
proceedings  supplemental  to  execution,  a  person 
alleged  to  have  property  of  the  judgment  debt- 
or claims  an  interest  therein  adverse  to  liim,  the 
judKe  may  authorize  the  jndgment  creditors  to 
institute  an  action  against  such  person  for  the 
recovery  of  such  interest  or  debt.  Section  719 
provides  that  the  judge  may  order  any  property 
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of  a  judj^ent  debtor  in  the  hands  of  any  other 
person  to  be  ai^lied  towards  the  satisfaction  of 
the  judgment.  Meld  that,  where  an  aflSdavit 
for  the  examination  of  the  judgment  debtor's 
wife  alleged  tlint  she  lield  property  belonging  to 
the  jndgment  debtor  which  was  conveyed  to  her 
to  shield  it  from  the  judcment,  and  she  filed  a 
verified  answer  denying  tliat  she  held  any  prop- 
erty belonging  to  the  judgment  debtor,  or  that 
any  property  was  conveyed  to  her  for  the  pur- 
pose stated  in  the  affidavit,  the  judge  could  only 
authorize  that  suit  be  brounht  against  her  to  re- 
cover the  property  claimed,  and  could  not  fur- 
ther proceed  with  her  examination. 

ConuulBSIoners'  decision.  Department  1.  Ap- 
peal from  superior  court,  San  Diego  county; 

B.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  William  Frlsble  Lewis  against  B. 
W.  Morse  and  another.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered for  plaintiff,  and  he  obtained  an  order 
for  the  examination  in  supplementary  proceed- 
ings of  Myra  I.  Conklln  and  others.  From  an 
order  dismissing  the  proceeding,  plaintlCF  ap- 
peals.    Affirmed. 

Works  &  Works,  for  appellant.  M.  A.  Luce 
and  Conklln  &  Hughes,  for  respondents. 

HAYNES,  G.  Appeal  from  an  order  dis- 
missing proceedings  supplementary  to  execu- 
tion. Lewis  obtained  judgment  In  the  sui)e- 
rlor  court  of  San  Diego  county  against  B.  W. 
Morse  and  N.  H.  Conklln  for  a  large  sum  of 
money,  upon  which  execution  was  issued,  and 
returned  nulla  bona.  He  afterwards  filed  in 
said  court  an  affidavit,  entitled  In  said  cause, 
alleging  the  foregoing  facts,  and  further  alleg- 
ing, on  Information  and  belief,  that  defendant 
Conklln,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  payment 
of  said  judgment,  conveyed  a  large  amount  of 
property  owned  by  him  to  Myra  I.  Conklln,  his 
wife,  and  to  Ralph  L.  Conklln,  his  son,  who 
bold  said  property  in  their  own  names,  and 
are  thereby  aiding  and  assisting  him  to  shield 
It  from  sale  to  satisfy  plaintiff's  said  judg- 
ment. Like  allegations  were  made  of  con- 
veyances by  defendant  Morse  to  his  wife,  Mary 

C.  Morse,  and  that  she  had  conveyed  part 
thereof  to  one  Daniel  Schuyler.  And  upon 
this  affidavit  be  asked  that  an  order  be  issued, 
requiring  the  said  judgment  debtors  and  Mary 
C.  Morse,  Myra  I.  Conklln,  Balph  L.  Conklln, 
and  Daniel  Schuyler  "to  appear  and  be  ex- 
amined as  to  the  prpperty  of  said  Morse  and 
Conklln,  and  for  such  other  relief  as  is  pro- 
vided by  law."  Mrs.  Conklln  filed  a  written 
and  verified  answer  to  plaintiff's  affidavit,  spe- 
cifically denying  that  she  held  any  property 
belonging  to  her  husband  In  her  name  or  pos- 
session or  control,  and  alleged  "that  she  In 
good  faith  claims  and  owns  in  her  own  right 
all  property  now  in  her  name  or  possession,  or 
under  her  control,  or  that  was  In  her  possession 
or  name  or  control  when  any  of  the  papers  In 
this  cause  were  served  upon  her."  She  further 
denied  that  her  husband  had  conveyed  to  her 
any  property  for  the  purpose  charged  in  plain- 
tiff's affidavit,  and  alleged  that  she  then  was, 
and  since  1867  had  been,  the  wife  of  said  N. 
H.  Couklln,  and  prayed  that  she  be  no  further 
examined  therein,  and  that  she  be  discharged 


with  her  costs.  Mrs.  Morse  filed  a  similar 
verified  answer.  Upon  the  bearing,  Mrs. 
Conklln  was  called  by  the  plaintiff,  and  after 
testifying  to  her  residence,  that  she  was  the 
wife  of  N.  H.  Conklin,  and  after  giving  the 
date  and  place  of  her  marriage,  was  asked  the 
following  question:  "What  property.  If  any, 
did  you  have  at  that  time?"  Whereupon  her 
counsel  interposed  the  following  objections: 
"(1)  Tliat  Mrs.  Conklin  cannot  be  examined 
under  the  statute  In  this  proceeding,  because 
she  Is  the  wife  of  the  defendant  Conklin,  and 
be  objects  to  her  being  examined.  (2)  That 
—and,  of  course,  we  shall  have  to  prove  this 
by  laying  a  predicate— that  she  claims  all  the 
property  In  her  own  right,  and  it  is  In  her 
possession;  and  when  she  claims  it  the  court 
cannot  make  examination  in  this  proceeding, 
but  suit  can  be  Instituted  against  her  by  phihi- 
tiff  for  the  recovery  of  the  property."  The 
objections  were  sustained,  and  plaintiff  except- 
ed. The  same  objections  were  made  to  the 
examination  of  Mrs.  Morse,  the  same  ruling 
had,  and  exception  taken.  Defendants  then 
consented  that  an  order  be  made  authorizing 
plaintiff  to  institute  suit  to  recover  said  pr<^ 
»ty,  to  which  counsel  for  plaintiff  replied 
that  "he  wanted  the  property  ttu*ned  over." 
Some  other  testimony  was  heard,  and,  the  evi- 
dence being  concluded,  the  court  dismissed  the 
proceeding;  and  this  appeal  is  from  the  judg- 
ment of  dismissal,  the  proceedings  being  em- 
bodied m  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

Two  questions  are  discussed  by  counsel  for 
appellant:  (1)  Whether  the  wife  was  a  com- 
petent witness,  the  husband  objecting;  and 
(2)  whether  any  order  could  have  been  legally 
made  by  the  court  against  Mrs.  Conklln  or 
Mrs.  Morse  other  than  one  authorizing  the 
plaintiff  to  bring  an  action  against  them  for 
the  recovery  of  the  property  alleged  to  have 
been  conveyed  to  them  by  the  judgment  debt- 
ors, as  provided  in  section  720  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure,  they  havhig,  by  theh*  answers 
under  oath,  claimed  ownership  in  good  ftltb 
of  the  property  conveyed  to  them  respectively. 
The  first  of  these  questions  need  not  be  con- 
sidered, as  the  judgment  or  order  dismissing 
the  proceeding  must  be  affirmed  under  the 
second  objection  made  by  counsel  for  Mrs. 
Conklin  and  Mrs.  Morse,  plaintiff  having  de- 
clined to  accept  an  order  granting  leave  to 
bring  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  the  prop- 
erty. 

This  proceeding  was  brought  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  entitled 
"Proceedings  Supplementary  to  the  Execu- 
tion," of  which  sections  717  and  720  are  as 
follows: 

"717.  After  the  issuing  or  return  of  an  exe- 
cution against  property  of  the  judgment  debt- 
or, or  of  any  one  of  several  debtors  In  the 
same  judgment,  or  upon  proof  by  affidavit  or 
otherwise,  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  judge, 
that  any  person  or  corporation  has  property 
of  such  judgment  debtor,  or  Is  Indebted  to  bins 
in  an  amount  exceeding  fifty  dollars,  the  judge 
may,  by  an  order,  require  such  person  or  coi- 
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poratlon,  or  any  ofBcer  or  member  thereof,  to 
appear  at  a  specified  time  and  place  before 
blm,  or  a  referee  appointed  by  bim,  and  an- 
swer concerning  the  same." 

"720.  If  It  appear  that  a  person  or  corpora- 
tion, alleged  to  have  property  of  the  judgment 
debtor,  or  to  be  Indebted  to  him,  claims  an  in- 
terest In  the  property  adverse  to  him,  or  denies 
the  debt,  the  comt  or  Judge  may  authorize,  by 
an  order  made  to  that  efTect,  the  Judgment 
creditor  to  institute  an  action  against  such 
person  or  corporation  for  the  recovery  of  such 
Interest  or  debt;  and  the  court  or  Judge  may, 
by  order,  forbid  a  transfer  or  other  disposition 
of  such  interest  or  debt,  imtll  an  action  can 
be  commenced  and  prosecuted  to  Judgment. 
Such  order  may  be  modified  or  vacated  by  the 
Judge  granting  the  same,  or  the  court  In  which 
the  action  Is  brought,  at  any  time,  upon  such 
terms  as  may  be  Just." 

Section  718  provides  for  the  examination  of 
witnesses  "in  the  same  manner  as  upon  the 
trial  of  an  issue";  and  section  719  provides 
that  "the  Judge  or  referee  may  order  any 
property  of  a  Judgment  debtor  ♦  ♦  ♦  in 
the  hands  of  such  debtor  or  any  other  person 
•  •  •  to  be  applied  towards  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  Judgment." 

I  think  it  entirely  clear,  upon  the  face  of 
the  statute,  that  no  order  could  be  legally 
made  requiring  Mrs.  Morse  or  Mrs.  Conklln 
to  surrender  the  property  mentioned  in  the 
affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  and  Its  application 
in  satisfaction  of  his  Judgment,  otherwise 
than  upon  their  admission  that  It  was  the 
proi)erty  of  the  Judgment  debtor.  To  make 
such  order  In  relation  to  property  which  they 
claimed  to  own  In  their  own  right,  if  it  could 
have  any  effect  or  operation,  would  be  to  de- 
prive tliem  of  their  property  uiton  a  sum- 
mary proceeding,  and  without  due  process  of 
law.  If  the  plaintiff  claims  or  believes  their 
title  tinder  the  conveyances  mentioned  in  his 
affidavit  to  be  Invalid,  an  issue  as  to  such 
ownership  and  title  should  be  properly  made 
and  tried  in  an  appropriate  action,  in  which 
the  verdict  of  a  Jury  or  the  findings  of  a 
court  may  be  regularly  had  determining 
those  questions,  and  upon  which  a  Judgment 
could  be  regularly  entered  by  which  the  par- 
ties would  be  conclusively  bound.  But  this 
precise  question  has  been  decided  by  tuls 
court  in  McDowell  v.  Bell,  8C  Cal.  C15,  25 
Pac.  128,  where,  under  facts  similar  to  those 
Invdved  in  this  case,  the  court  below  granted 
the  order  subjecting  the  proi>erty  to  the  sat- 
isfaction of  the  Judgment,  and  this  court 
held  that  in  granting  such  order  the  court  be- 
low exceeded  Its  Jurisdiction;  that  "his  only 
iwwer  In  the  premises  was  to  make  an  order 
authorizing  the  Judgment  creditor  to  institute 
an  action  in  the  proper  court"  for  the  recov- 
ery of  the  property,— and  granted  a  writ  of 
probibitlon  restraining  the  enforcement  of 
the  order.  Counsel  for  appellant  cite  Herr- 
Uch  T.  Kauf  mann,  99  Cal.  271,  33  Pac.  857.  to 
the  eCTect  tliat  the  Code  provisions  for  sup- 
plementary proceedings  are  a  substitute  for 


a  creditor's  bill,  and  say:  "To  hold  tliat  be- 
cause the  party  brought  In  to  answer  says, 
1  claim  this  property  in  my  own  right,'  he 
cannot  be  required  to  answer  at  all,  and  the 
court  can  only  order  that  a  suit  be  brought, 
would  make  the  proceeding  a  mere  farce,  in- 
stead of  a  substitute  for  a  creditor's  bill."  It 
is  quite  evident,  however,  that  the  Code  pro- 
visions relating  to  proceedings  supplemen- 
tary to  execution,  without  the  provisions  con- 
tained In  section  720,  could  not  take  the  place 
of  a  creditor's  bill,  where,  as  here,  the  Judg- 
ment debtor  had  "conveyed"  the  property  to 
a  third  person,  who  claimed  title  under  such 
conveyance.  The  order  dismissing  the  pro- 
ceeding should  be  afiOrmed. 

We  concur:   8BARLS,  C;  VANCLIBF,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  appealed 
from  is  afSrmed. 


108  Cal.  513 
BANK  OF  LASSEN  COUNTY  v.  SHEREB. 

(No.  18,394.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  9,  1895.) 

NoTB— Execution— Thansfer—Jcbt  Feb. 

1.  There  is  no  error  in  requiring  a  party,  in 
accordance  with  a  rule  of  court,  to  deposit  jury 
fees  as  a  condition  to  having  a  jury. 

2.  Validity  of  a  note  made  payable  to  the  or- 
der of  the  maker,  and  indorsed  by  him  with 
proper  spelling  of  his  name,  is  not  affected  by 
the  fact  that  in  signing  the  note  the  "s"  was 
omitted  from  his  given  name,  "Josiah." 

3.  A  note  made  payable  to  the  order  of  the 
maker,  and  delivered  by  him  indorsed,  is  there- 
after transferable  by  delivery,  like  a  note  pay- 
able to  bearer,  without  further  indorsement. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Lassen  county;  W.  T.  Masteu,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Bank  of  iJissen  County 
against  Josiah  Sherer.  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff.   Defendant  appeals.    Afllrmed. 

Spencer  &  Raker  and  F.  C.  Spencer,  for  ap- 
pellant. Goodwin  &  Goodwin,  for  respond- 
ent 

McFARLAND,  J,  This  action  is  upon  three 
promissory  notes  made  by  defendant,  Sherer, 
and  Judgment  was  rendered  against  him  for 
the  amount  of  the  three  notes.  He  appeals 
from  the  Judgment  and  from  an  order  deny- 
ing a  new  trial. 

The  contest  is  only  over  the  note  for  ?2G0.- 
50,  mentioned  in  the  first  count  of  the  com- 
plaint, except  so  far  as  certain  general  ob- 
jections hereinafter  stated,  to  the  validity 
of  the  judgment,  cover  the  whole  case.  We 
will  briefly  notice  the  main  points  made  for 
reversal. 

1.  As  to  the  alleged  disqualification  of  the 
Judge  who  tried  the  case,  It  is  suftlclent  to 
say  that  the  transcript  does  not  show  that 
either  he  or  his  uncle,  J.  T.  Masten,  owned 
any  stock  of  the  corporation  plaintiff  at  the 
time  of  the  trial  and  decision  of  this  case; 
while  the  afildavits  filed  at  the  hearing  in  this 
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court— in  response  to  affldaylt  filed  by  appel- 
lant—show alUrmatirely  that  the  Judge  a&v&e 
owned  any  of  said  stock,  and  that  the  uncle, 
who  at  one  time  bad  owned  two  shares  of 
said  stock,  had  sold  It  before  the  commence- 
ment of  this  action. 

2.  The  judgment  cannot  be  reversed  on  ac- 
comit  of  contradictory  findings.  It  was  aver- 
red In  the  complaint  that  the  plaintiff  is  a 
corporation,  and  the  appellant,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  a  defense  which  was  not  tenable,  also 
averred  In  the  answer  that  the  plaintiff  Is  a 
corporation;  and,  as  the  court  found  that  all 
the  averments  of  the  complaint  are  true,  and 
all  the  averments  of  the  answer  are  untrue. 
It  is  contended  by  appellant  that  the  findings 
are  contradictory,  because  they  are  to  the 
effect  that  respondent  is  and  is  not  a  corpora- 
tion. There  is,  perhaps,  a  possibility  of  this 
point  being  somewtiat  ingenious,  but  fljidings 
have  no  office  to  perform  concerning  a  matter 
about  which  there  is  no  issue. 

3.  The  court  did  not  err  In  requiring  ap- 
pellant, upon  his  demand  for  a  Jury,  to  de- 
posit $24,  as  required  by  a  rule  of  the  court. 
This  was  held  in  Conneau  v.  Gels,  73  Cal. 
178,  14  Pac.  580,  and  we  see  no  good  reason 
for  departing  from  the  conclusion  reached 
in  that  case.  In  the  case  at  bar  there  is  no 
doubt  that  the  $24  required  by  the  rule  to  be 
deposited  is  for  Jury  fees;  and  no  suggestion 
was  made  by  counsel  for  appellant,  when  he 
demanded  a  Jury,  that  said  money  was  for 
any  other  purpose. 

4.  The  evidence  supports  the  findings.  Tho 
note  was  made  by  the  appellant,  Josiah  Sher- 
er,  payable  "to  the  order  of  myself,"  and  was 
indorsed  by  him  in  blank;  and  the  fact  that 
In  signing  the  note  at  the  bottom  he  left  the 
letter  "s"  out  of  the  word  "Josiah"  makes  no 
difference.  In  the  indorsement  the  name  was 
properly  spelled.  The  proof  that  he  made 
the  note  was  entirely  sufiicient  to  support  the 
finding  on  that  point  Appellant  delivered 
the  note,  indorsed  as  aforesaid,  to  one  Puller. 
It  was  delivered  by  Puller  to  one  Hawes, 
who  was  the  manager  of  the  company  for 
which  Fuller  was  acting,  aud  by  Hawes  to 
respondent.  Kespondent  became  thus  the  le- 
gal holder  of  the  note,  with  the  right  to 
bring  an  action  thereon.  It  was  like  a  note 
payable  to  bearer.  Curtis  v.  Sprague,  51  Cal. 
230.  The  evidence  shows,  we  think,  that  re- 
spondent obtained  the  note  before  Its  maturi- 
ty, but  there  was  ample  proof  of  considera- 
tion. There  are  no  other  points  necessary  to 
be  noticed.  Judgment  and  order  appealed 
from  affirmed. 

We  concur:     HBNSHAW,  J.;  TEMPLE,  J. 
108  Cal.  523 

HYDE  V.  BUCKNER.  Sheriff,  et  al.     (Sac.  4.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  19,  1805.) 

Witness  —  Impeachment  —  Titlb  or  Grantee  — 
Declarations  of  Okantob. 
1.  On  an  issue  between  a  grantee  and  a 
creditor  of  the  grantor  as  to  whether  the  deed 


was  given  aa  secority,  where  the  creditor  called 
the  grantor,  who  testified  that  the  sale  was  ab- 
solute, it  was  error  to  allow  another  witness  for 
the  creditor  to  testify  that  the  grantor  told  him 
he  conveyed  the  land  as  security. 

2.  The  title  of  the  grantee  cannot  be  Im- 
ppached  by  evidence  of  dedarations  of  the  gran- 
tor made  many  years  after  the  conveyance. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  coar^ 
Kings  county;   Justin  Jacobs,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  D.  Hyde  against  W.  V.  Buck- 
ner,  sheriff,  and  others,  to  restrain  the  sale 
of  land  under  execution.  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  defendants,  and  plaintiff  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

E.  O.  Larklns,  W.  B.  Wallace,  ajid  TJ.  T. 
Clothfelter,  for  appellant  Horace  L.  Smith 
and  Bradley  &  Farnsworth,  for  respondents. 

TEMPLE,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to 
restrain  the  sale,  under  execution  against  the 
property  of  Peter  Van  Valer,  of  certain  lands 
conveyed  by  Van  Valer  to  plaintiff  In  Octo- 
ber, 1884.  The  question  iB  whether  that 
deed  was  Intended  to  secure  an  indebtedness, 
and  was,  therefore,  a  mortgage.  That  It  was 
given  as  security  is  affirmed  by  the  Judgment 
creditor  and  denied  by  the  plaintiff.  Defend- 
ant recovered  Judgment,  and  this  appeal  was 
taken  by  plaintiff  from  the  Judgment  and 
from  a  refusal  of  a  new  trial. 

The  main  contention  here  is  that  the  evi- 
dence does  not  sustain  the  finding  of  the 
court  upon  the  issue  above  stated.  After  a 
careful  consideration  of  the  evidence,  as 
shown  in  the  record,  I  do  not  think  the  con- 
clusion reached  upon  that  Issue  can  be  dis- 
turbed here.  The  evidence  is  voluminous, 
and  discussion  of  it  would  not  be  useful. 

I  think,  however,  the  court  erred  in  permit- 
ting defendants  to  prove  by  the  witness 
Mannheim  statements  made  by  Van  Valer, 
nine  years  after  the  execution  of  the  deed. 
Impeaching  the  title  conveyed  thereby  to 
plaintiff,  by  showing  that  It  was  given  as  se- 
curity for  a  loan.  Van  Valer  had  been  call- 
ed by  defendants,  and,  as  their  witness,  had 
testified,  In  substance,  that  the  transaction 
was  a  sale,  and  that  the  relation  of  debtor 
and  creditor  did  not  continue  between  him- 
self and  Hyde  after  the  execution  of  the 
deed;  and,  further,  that  there  was  no  under- 
standing, express  or  otherwise,  that  Van  Val- 
er could  repurchase  for  at  least  three  months 
after  the  execution  of  the  deed.  Defendants 
then  called  Mannheim,  and  asked  htm  to  tell 
what  Van  Valer  had  said  to  him  about  the 
transaction  In  August,  1893.  This  was  ob- 
jected to  as  Incompetent  The  objection  was 
overruled,  the  court  saying:  **I  think  the 
evidence  is  competent  for  the  purpose  of  as- 
certaining what  the  Intention  of  the  parties 
was."  The  witness  then  proceeded  to  testify 
that  Van  Valer  stated  that  he  had  conveyed 
the  land  to  Hyde  simply  as  security  lor  a 
loan.  This  evidence  was  clearly  incompe- 
tent to  disprove  or  Impeach  the  title  which 
Hyde  claimed  to  have  acquired  from  Van 
Valer.    It  was  admissible  only  to  show  why 
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the  defendants  had  called  a  witness  who  was 
adverse  to  them,  and  not  then,  unless  they 
were  snrprised  by  his  testimony.  Bej^ond 
this  it  was  entitled  to  no  weight  whatever. 
It  coald  have  no  force  in  making  an  afflrm- 
ative  case  for  the  defendants.  Hall  ▼.  The 
Kmily  Banning,  33  Cal.  522;  In  re  Kennedy's 
Estate,  104  Cal.  429.  38  Pac.  88.  In  view  of 
the  reason  given  by  the  judge  for  the  mlli^, 
we  cannot  presume  that  the  evidence  had  no 
weight  in  the  determination  of  the  principal 
Issue. 

The  judgment  and  order  are  therefore  re- 
versed and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

We     concur:      MeFARr.A.NI>,     J.;   HEN- 
BHAW,  J.;  HARRISON,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J. 


mCal.  S3S 

•WARREN  et  a!,  v.  FERGUSON,     (No. 
15,941.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  21,  1895.) 

Appeal — Skrticb  or  Notiok  ox  CooErguDAST— 

CBRTIPIC4TB  OF   CiTT    EXOINEER — AD- 

THOuiTT  or  Assistant  to  Make. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  against  several  par- 
ties to  establisli  a  lien  on  land,  judgment  is  ren- 
dered against  defendants,  and  tlie  effect  of  an 
appeal  by  one  defendant  is  to  establish  that 
there  was  no  lien  on  which  the  judgment  could 
be  rendered,  the  appeal  will  not  be  dismissed  for 
failure  to  serve  notice  thereof  on  the  other  de- 
fendants. Insurance  Co.  v.  Fisher  (()al.)  39 
Pac.  761,  followed. 

2.  A  certificate  as  to  the  regolarity  of  as- 
sessment proceedings  signed  by  an  assistant  in 
the  city  engineer's  office  by  verbal  appointment 
is  not  sntBcicnt,  under  St.  1889,  p.  168,  making 
snch  a  certificate  by  the  engineer  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  regularity  of  the  assessment. 
Eauer  v.  Lowe  (Cal)  40  Pac  337,  foUowed. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  M. 
Troutt,  Judge. 

Action  by  Warren  and  others  against  Fer- 
guson on  a  street  assessment  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  pUintiffs,  and  defendant  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

T.  Z.  Blakeman  and  Benj.  Healey,  for  ap- 
pellant.   J.  C.  Bates,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  Action  upon  a  street  as- 
Bessment.  The  resx>ondents  have  moved  to 
dismiss  the  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  a 
codefendant  with  the  api>ellant  was  not  serv- 
ed with  the  notice  of  appeal.  It  was  held  in 
Insurance  Co.  v.  Fisher  (Cal.)  39  Pac.  761, 
that  when,  in  an  action  to  enforce  a  Hen  up- 
on a  piece  of  real  estate,  judgment  has  been 
rend^^d  against  several  defendants,  if  the 
effect  of  an  appeal  from  that  judgment  is  to 
establish  that  thete  was,  iu  fact,  no  lien  upon 
which  the  judgment  could  be  rendered,  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment  will  not  injuriously 
affect  the  other  defendants,  and.  therefore, 
that  the  appeal  will  not  be  dismissed  for  a 
failure  to  serve  them  with  the  notice  of  ap- 
peal. The  engineer's  certificate,  which  the 
plaintiff  offered  in  evidence,  in  connection 
with  the  warrant,  assessment,  and  diagram, 
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was  signed  "Wm.  W.  Fttshugh,  City  Engi- 
neer. Holcomb;"  and  the  defendant  objected 
to  its  introduction  upon  the  ground  that  it 
did  not  purport  to  be  signed  by  the  city  engi- 
neer, but  by  one  Holcomb.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  Introduced  evidence  substantially 
the  same  as  that  presented  in  Rauer  v.  Iiowe 
(Cal.)  40  Pac.  337.  from  which  it  appeared 
that  the  certificate  had  never  been  signed  by 
the  city  engineer  or  by  any  deputy  of  his, 
but  that  his  name  had  becm  signed  by  Hol- 
comb, who  was  merely  an  assistant  in  bis 
office  by  virtue  of  a  verbal  employment  The 
defendant  thereupon  renewed  his  objections, 
but  the  court  overruled  them,  and  allowed 
the  certificate  to  be  read,  and  rendered  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  Under  the 
principles  given  in  Rauer  v.  Lowe,  supra, 
this  was  error.  The  rule  in  respect  to  the 
acts  of  an  officer  de  facto,  suggested  by  the 
respondent,  has  no  application.  The  statute 
has  declared  that  certain  documents,  one  of 
which  Is  the  certificate  of  the  engineer,  shall 
be  "prima  facie  evidence  of  the  regularity 
and  correctness  of  the  assessment,  and  of  the 
prior  proceedings  and  acts  of  the  superin- 
tendent of  streets  and  city  council  upon 
which  said  warrant,  assessment,  and  dia- 
gram are  based,  and  like  evidence  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  to  recover  in  the  ac- 
tion." St  1889,  p.  16&  But  for  this  provi- 
sion of  the  statute.  It  would  have  been  In- 
cumbent upon  the  plaintiff  to  establish  every 
act  of  the  municipality  and  its  officers  which 
is  required  in  order  to  create  the  lien  of  the 
assessment.  If,  Instead  of  so  doing,  the 
plaintiff  would  avail  himself  of  the  statutory 
privilege  to  establish  his  right  of  recovery 
by  the  prima  facie  evidence,  he  must  offer 
competent  evidence  of  every  portion  of  the 
substituted  proofs.  In  the  present  case  It 
was  essential  tliat  the  plaintiff  should  pro- 
duce a  certificate  of  the  city  engineer  as  a 
part  of  the  evidence  which  the  statute  has 
made  a  jmrtion  of  the  prima  facie  evidence 
necessary  to  establish  his  right  of  action. 
Upon  his  failure  to  do  so,  the  court  should 
have  disregarded  the  evidence  offered,  and 
rendered  judgment  for  the  defendant  The 
judgment  is  reversed. 


WILLIAMS  V.  CUNEO.     (No.  15,747.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  21,  1895.) 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  James  M. 
Troutt,  Judge. 

Action  by  one  Williams  against  one  Cuneo  on 
a  street  assessment.  .Tudgment  was  rendered 
for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  appeals.     AfiSrmed. 

Horace  W.  Philbrook,  for  appellant  J.  0. 
Bates,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  Action  upon  a  street  assess- 
ment The  case  of  Rauer  v.  Lowe  (Cal.)  40 
Pac.  337,  invoked  on  behalf  of  tho  appellant,  has 
no  application  to  the  present  case.  The  provi- 
sion making  the  certificate  of  the  city  engineer 
a  portion  of  the  proof  for  establishing  prima  fa- 
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de  evidence  of  the  regularltr  and  correctness  of 
the  assessment  and  prior  proceedings  was  first 
incorporated  into  the  statutes  by  the  act  of 
March  14,  1889  (St  1889,  p.  157),  and  the  thirty- 
seventh  section  of  that  act  provides:  "Any 
work  or  proceedings  commenced  nnder  the  act 
of  which  this  is  amendatory  shall  in  no  wise  be 
affected  thereby,  but  shnll  m  all  respects  be  fin- 
ished and  completed  thereunder,  and  this  act 
shall  In  no  wise  affect  said  work  or  proceedings." 
The  proceedings  for  the  improvement  for  which 
the  assessment  herein  was  made  were  com- 
menced October  2li,  1888,  and  the  sufficiency  of 
the  evidence  is  to  be  determined  by  the  statutes 
then  in  force.  The  other  points  urged  in  sup- 
port of  the  appeal  have  been  determined  adverse- 
ly to  the  appellant  in  the  cases  of  Fletcher  v. 
Prather,  102  Col.  413,  36  Pac.  658;  White  t. 
Harris,  103  Cal.  528,  37  Pac.  602;  Byrne  v. 
Luning  Co.  (Cal.)  38  Pac.  454;  and  Rauer  v. 
Lowe,  supra.  The  judgment  and  order  are  af- 
firmed. 


(lOS  Otl.  4M) 

WALSH  V.  COSUMNES  TRIBE,  NO.  14,  IM- 
PERIAL ORDER  RED  MEN. 
(No.  18.377.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  9,  1895.) 

BsxariciAL  Societies— Sick  Benefits — Fdbxish- 

INO  Statement— Insanity  as  an 

Excuse— Waiveu. 

1.  Under  the  provisions  of  the  by-laws  of  a 
beneficial  society  that  no  sick  benefits  shall  be 
granted  to  "resident  brothers"  for  more  than  a 
week  prior  to  application  therefor,  and  an  "alt- 
sent  brother"  claiming  benefits  must  send  a 
statement  of  his  case,  attested  by  the  sachem  of 
a  tribe  near  the  place  where  he  may  be,  one  out 
of  the  jurisdiction  of  the  tribe  or  lodge  to  which 
he  belongs,  is  an  "alment  brother,"  without  re- 
gard to  the  place  of  his  legal  residence. 

2.  Compliance  with  the  requirement  of  the 
by-law  of  a  beneficial  society  that  a  member 
claiming  sick  l>enefits  must  furnish  a  statement 
of  bis  case  is  not  excused  by  his  insanity. 

3.  Evidence  that,  on  application  to  a  bene- 
ficial society  for  sick  l>enefit8,  a  p<Mnt  was  raised 
that  the  member  was  not  entitled  to  benefits, 
because  be  had  brought  on  his  sickness  by  drink- 
ing, and  that  the  sachem  of  the  tribe  was  ap- 
pointed a  committee  to  explain  this  to  the  mem- 
ber's wife,  and  that  he  did  this,  does  not  show 
that  refusal  of  benefits  was  put  on  this  ground 
alone,  and  that  failure  to  comply  with  the  so- 
ciety's by-laws  requiring  a  statement  of  the 
member's  case  was  thus  waived. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  covirt, 
Sacramento  county;  Matt.  T.  Johnson,  Judge. 

Action  by  Jane  S.  Walsh,  administratrix  of 
J.  M.  Walsh,  deceased,  against  Coeumnos 
Tribe,  No.  14,  Imperial  Order  Red  Men. 
Judgment  for  defendant  Plaintiff  appeala 
Affirmed. 

C.  W.  Baker  and  McKune  &  George,  for  ap- 
pellant   Johnson  &  Johnson,  for  respondent. 


VAN  FLEET,  J.  Action  to  recover  sick 
benefits  alleged  to  have  accrued  to  plaintiefs 
intestate  In  his  lifetime  from  defendant,  and 
remaining  unpaid  at  hia  death.  The  by-laws 
of  the  defendant  proviUed:  "Sec.  3.  No 
benefits  shall  be  granted  to  sick  resident 
brothers  for  more  tnan  one  week  prior  to  ap- 
plication for  same  being  received  by  this  tribe 
or  its  officers,  and  only  after  a  recommenda- 
tion of  at  least  a  majority  of  the  visiting  and 


relief  committee.  Sec.  4.  An  absent  brother, 
claiming  benefits  nnder  this  article,  must  send 
to  the  sachem  a  true  statement  of  bis  case, 
attested  by  the  sachem  under  the  seal  of  a 
tribe  near  the  place  wher^  he  may  be.  If  no 
tribe  be  near,  then  his  case,  complaint,  and 
its  cause,  shall  be  stated  in  writing  by  a  reg- 
ular physician,  and  attested  by  two  respecta- 
ble witnesses."  The  court  found  that  when 
Walsh  became  a  member  of  the  defend<int 
order  he  resided  In  Sacramento  county,  and 
continued  there  to  reside  until  his  death; 
that  on  July  23,  18S1,  be  was,  by  the  supe- 
rior conrt  of  said  county,  declared  insane, 
and  was  regularly  committed  to  the  asy- 
lum for  the  insane  at  Napa,  where  he  re- 
mained until  be  died;  that  during  all  the 
years  from  July  23,  1881,  up  to  bis  death,  on 
February  17,  1893,  he  was  sick,  and  unable 
to  attend  to  his  business;  and  that  the  de- 
fendant did  not,  during  that  time,  pay  blm 
any  sick  benefits.  Ttie  court  further  found, 
however,  "tbat  said  J.  M.  Walsh,  nor  any 
one  in  his  behalf,  did  not  at  any  time  send 
to  the  sachem  of  defendant  a  true  or  any 
statement  of  his  case,  attested  by  the  sachem, 
under  the  seal  of  a  tribe  near  said  Napa,  or 
any  statement  at  all,  nor  did  he,  In  writing, 
send  to  defendant  any  statement  of  a  regular 
physician  concerning  bis  complaint  or  case 
at  any  time."  From  these  facts  the  court 
concluded,  as  a  matter  of  law,  "that  plaintiff 
is  not  entitled  to  recover  any  sick  benefits 
for  the  illness  of  the  said  J.  M.  Walsh  during 
the  time  he  was  in  the  insane  asylum  at 
Napa,  because  be  was  an  absent  brother, 
within  the  meaning  of  section  4  of  article  5 
of  the  by-laws  of  defendant";  and,  upon  this 
ground,  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  benefits 
was  denied. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  findings  do  not 
warrant  the  conclusion  and  judgment  The 
argument  of  appellant  is  that,  Walsh  having 
been  a  resident  within  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
defendant  tribe  at  the  time  be  became  Insane, 
his  commitment  and  removal  to  a  public  asy- 
lum did  not  affect  his  legal  status  in  this  re- 
spect, and  that,  therefore,  he  continued  to  be 
a  "resident  brother,"  within  the  meanhig  of 
section  5  of  the  by-laws  above  quoted.  This 
argument  assumes  that  the  term  "resident" 
as  there  used,  has  reference  to  the  legal  resi- 
dence of  a  member.  We  do  not  so  construe 
the  provision.  The  by-laws  in  question  were 
designed  to  provide  a  Just  and  convenient 
method  of  establishing,  as  between  the  tribe 
and  its  members,  the  rights  of  brothers  claim- 
ing benefits;  and  having  in  view  the  contin- 
gency of  brothers  becoming  sick  or  disabled 
while  without  the  jurisdiction  of  the  tribe, 
and  the  impracticability  of  having  its  relief 
committee  visit  such  cases,  it  became  neces- 
sary to  provide  some  substitute  means  by 
which  the  genuineness  and  propriety  or  such 
claims  could  be  shown.  For  this  purpose  the 
members  are  divided  into  two  classes,  "resi- 
dent brothers"  and  "absent  brothers,"  and 
.appropriate  methods  providt.<d  for  establisi). 
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Ing  tbe  claims  of  each  class.  It  Is  wltb  ref- 
erence to  this  purpose  alone  that  the  terms 
employed  are  used.  The  term  "resident  broth- 
w"  is  simply  Intended  to  designate  one  who, 
at  tbe  time  of  his  claiming  benefits,  is  with- 
in the  Jurisdiction  of  the  trllje.  An  "absent 
brother"  is  one  wlio  happens  at  the  time  to 
be  either  permanently  or  temporarily  without 
the  Jurisdiction.  The  language  is  employed 
solely  in  this  sense,  and  does  not  involTe  in 
any  way  the  question  of  the  legal  residence 
of  a  member.  When,  therefore,  plaintiffs 
intestate  was  removed  from  the  Jurisdiction 
of  his  tribe  to  the  insane  asylum,  he  became 
an  "absent  brother,"  within  the  Intent  and 
meaning  of  the  by-iaws,  notwithstanding  his 
legal  status  as  a  resident  of  Sacramento  re- 
mained unaffected.  But  appellant  would  seem 
to  contoid  that  the  insanity  of  Walsh  in  some 
way  operated  to  exempt  him  from  the  necessi- 
ty of  complying  with  the  provision  in  ques- 
tion. We  find  no  such  exception  or  exemp- 
tion In  the  constitution  or  by-laws  of  defend- 
ant, and  we  are  not  referred  to  any  principle 
or  authority  whlcli,  In  the  absence  of  such 
exception,  makes  the  insanity  of  a  member 
an  excuse  for  noncompliance  with  the  re- 
qntrement.  The  requirement  is  a  reasonable 
and  proper  one,  and  Intended  for  the  mutual 
protection  of  the  tribe  and  its  memtiers.  It 
forms  a  part  of  the  contract  between  the 
tribe  and  its  members,  by  which  they  are 
eqiially  bound,  and  we  perceive  no  good  rea- 
son 'Why  it  should  not  be  held  binding  in  this 
instance.  The  insanity  of  Walsh  did  not 
prevent  a  compliance.  The  act  required  was 
one  that  could  l>e  performed  by  a  third  party 
In  tils  behalf,  and,  in  fact,  even  in  any  ordi- 
nary Illness  not  involving  mental  incapacity, 
would  usually  be  so  performed.  The  act 
would  not,  In  its  nature,  be  essentially  differ- 
ent from  the  payment  of  an  assessment  or 
dues;  and  it  lias  been  repeatedly  held  that 
Insanity  or  other  disability  does  not  excuse 
a  member  from  the  necessity  of  keeping  up 
dues  and  assessments,  for  the  reason  that 
they  may  be  paid  for  him  by  another.  "\Vhere 
there  Is  no  provision  of  the  contract  of  in- 
surance wliich  declares,  either  expressly  or 
by  necessary  implication,  that  sickness,  in- 
sanity, or  similar  incapacity  shall  excuse  the 
nonpasrment  of  an  assessment  on  the  day  it 
Is  due,  the  courts  cannot  grant  relief  against 
such  contingencies."  Nibl.  Mut  Ben.  Soc.  i 
295,  and  cases  there  cited;  Bac.  Ben.  Soc. 
S  '3Si.  Such  requirements  do  not  call  for  the 
personal  act  of  the  member,  unless  specially 
so  provided  in  the  contract  (Nibl.  Mut  Ben. 
Soc  8  272),  but  may  be  done  on  his  behalf, 
and  even  though  he  knew  nothing  about  it,  or 
be  incapable  of  knowing  (Id.  {  295).  In  this 
Instance  there  is  no  hardship  in  holding  a 
compliance  with  the  by-laws  necessary.  It 
appears  that  tbe  Intestate  had  a  guardian, 
regularly  appointed,  for  his  person  and  es- 
tate. It  was  the  duty  of  such  guardian  to 
look  after  the  intestate's  interests  in  the 
premises,  and  it  was  undoubtedly  within  the 


scope  of  his  authority  to  furnish  to  the  de- 
fendant tribe  tbe  certificate  required. 

Appellant  farther  contends,  however,  that 
defendant  is  estopped  from  relying  on  a  want 
of  compliance  with  the  by-laws  in  question 
as  a  defense,  for  the  reason,  as  she  claims, 
that  when  application  was  made  to  the  de- 
fendant for  the  allowance  of  benefits  to 
plaintiff's  intestate,  after  bis  commitment  to 
the  asylum,  the  defendant  denied  such  appli- 
cation upon  the  sole  ground  that  said  intes- 
tate tiad  caused  his  illness  and  insanity  by 
his  own  immoral  conduct,  and  that,  having 
placed  its  refusal  upon  that  ground,  defend- 
ant is  deemed  to  have  waived  all  others. 
There  is  some  considerable  conflict  in  the 
authorities  as  to  how  far  the  principles  of 
estoppel  and  waiver,  as  applied  to  regular 
life  insurance  companies,  are  applicable  to 
beneficial  societies  of  the  character  of  the 
defendant,  for  a  discussion  of  which  subject, 
see  Bac.  Ben.  Soc.  a  13.  But,  whatever  the 
correct  doctrine  may  be,  it  is  not  strictly  per- 
tinent to  inquire,  since  In  no  event,  in  our 
Judgment,  do  the  facts  upon  wlilch  plaintiff 
relies  bring  defendant  within  the  rule  invok- 
ed. The  facts  relied  upon  as  the  basis  for 
the  alleged  estoppel  is  the  following  entry, 
appearing  In  the  minutes  of  the  defendant 
tribe,  under  date  of  August  21,  18S1:  "A 
statement  was  made  that,  Bro.  J.  M.  Walsh 
being  now  an  inmate  of  the  Napa  Insane  Asy- 
lum, his  wife  thought  him  entitled  to  sick 
benefits.  A  point  was  raised  that,  Bro.  J.  M. 
Walsh  having  brought  on  his  sickness  by  an 
overindulgence  in  alcoholic  beverages,  under 
the  law  be  was  not  entitled  to  sick  benefits. 
Upon  motion  duly  made  and  carried,  the  act- 
ing sachem  is  appointed  a  committee  of  one 
to  call  upon  Mrs.  J.  M.  Walsh,  and  explain  to 
her  the  situation  and  law  as  to  Bro.  J.  31. 
Walsh's  eligibility  to  receive  sick  benefits." 
And  the  further  entry  in  said  minutes,  under 
date  of  September  1,  ISSl,  as  follows:  "The 
special  committee  previously  appointed  to  in- 
terview Mrs.  J.  M.  Walsh  reported  having 
discharged  the  duty  imposed,  and  having  ex- 
plained to  her  the  law  and  status  of  Bro.  J. 
M.  Walsh  hi  the  tribe."  In  the  first  place,  it 
is  doubtful  if  these  entries  show  the  making 
of  any  formal  application  for  benefits  on  be- 
half of  the  intestate,  or  more  than  a  mere 
suggestion  looking  to  such  application;  but, 
assuming  them  to  be  sufficient  in  that  regard, 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  application  was 
denied  on  the  ground  cont^ided  for,  or  de- 
nied at  all.  It  appears  "a  point  was  raised" 
that  the  brother  had  brought  on  his  infirmity 
"by  an  overindulgence  in  alcoholic  bever- 
ages," and  on  that  ground  was  not  entitled  to 
sick  benefits,  but  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
tribe  adopted  this  view.  The  sachem  was 
appointed  a  committee  to  call  on  Mrs.  Walsh, 
and  "explain  to  her  the  situation  and  law" 
as  to  her  husband's  eligibility  to  receive  sick 
benefits,  which  he  did.  It  was  the  law  that 
he  could  not  be  allowed  benefits  without  fur- 
nishing the  certificate  required  by  the  by- 
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law,  and  non  constat  that  the  sachem  did 
not  so  Inform  her.  These  facts  wholly  faU 
to  sustain  the  construction  put  upon  them 
by  appellant,  and  do  not  tend  to  estop  de- 
fendant from  now  making  the  defense  relied 
upon. 

In  Tiew  of  this  conclusion,  the  various  oth- 
er points  discussed  become  immaterial.  The 
judgment  is  affirmed. 

Weconcur:  HARRISON, J.;  GAROUTTE, J. 


lOS  Cal.  E» 

McCULLOUGH  et  al.  y.  OLDS  et  al.     (No. 
19,418.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  21,  1895.) 

Dbbo— SurFiciEXCT  OF  Descbiftiox — Refebexcb 

TO  Map— Idextitt  of  Map. 

1.  A  deed  of  two  lots  did  not  mention  the 
state,  coun^,  or  city  in  which  they  were  located, 
but  described  them  as  lots  3  and  4.  and  as  con- 
taining 10  acres  each,  in  R.'s  (tlie  Rrnntor's) 
sobdiTision  of  lot  1,103,  said  subdivision  being 
recorded  in  a  certain  book  and  page  in  the  rec- 
ords of  S.  county.  In  the  book  mentioned,  at 
the  page  stated,  was  a  map  indorsed  "Plan  of 
lots  in  M.  valley  belonging  to  R.  The  forego- 
ing survey  of  lots  is  a  subdivision  of  160  acres 
situated  in  M.  valley,  and  being  1,103  on  the  of- 
ficial map  of  S."  Lots  3  and  4  on  the  map  were 
shown  to  be  10  acres  each.  BHd,  that  the  de- 
scription in  the  deed  was  sufficient. 

2.  The  mere  fact  that  at  the  comer  of  a 
map  was  written  a  statement  that  one  lot  was 
"surveyed  for  J."  at  a  date  later  than  that  at 
which  the  map  was  received  for  record,  and  sign- 
ed by  "P.,  County  Surveyor,"  does  not  show 
that  the  entire  map  was  a  surrey  by  P. 

3.  Where  a  deed  describes  the  land  accord- 
ing to  a  map  "recorded"  in  Book  1,  page  184, 
of  the  county  recoi-ds,  proof  of  a  map  "pasted 
on  the  page  mentioned  sufficiently  identifies  the 
map  referred  to. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; John  R.  Aitken,  Judge. 

Action  by  D.  S.  McCulIough  and  others 
against  L.  E.  Olds  and  others  to  quiet  title  to 
land.  Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of 
defendant  Olds,  and  from  an  order  granting 
a  new  trial  he  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Works  &  Works,  for  appellant.  Hunsaker 
&  Britt  and  W.  J.  Hunsaker.  for  respond- 
ents. 

BELCHER,  O.  This  is  an  action  to  quiet 
the  plaintiffs'  title  to  two  lots  of  land  in  the 
city  of  San  Diego,  described  in  the  complaint 
as  "Lots  three  and  four,  containing  each  ten 
acres  of  land,  being  a  portion  of  pueblo  lot 
1,103,  according  to  the  official  map  of  the 
pueblo  lands  of  the  city  of  San  Diego  made 
by  Charles  H.  Poole,  and  also  described  as 
lots  three  and  four,  being  in  the  ten-acre  lot 
range  of  lot  1,103,  according  to  the  subdi- 
vision thereof,  a  plat  of  which  is  recorded  in 
the  office  of  the  county  recorder  of  San  Diego 
county,  in  Book  number  one  of  Deeds,  at 
page  184."  All  of  the  defendants  except  the 
appellant  disclaimed  any  Interest  In  the  said 
lots.  The  appellant  answered,  denying  the 
plaintlCfs*  ownership  "of  the  real  estate  de- 


scribed In  plalntlffk*  complaint  or  any  part 
thereof,"  and  admitting  that  she  claimed 
an  Interest  "In  the  said  real  property  ad- 
verse to  the  plaintitrs."  The  case  was  tried, 
and  the  findings  and  Judgment  were  In  fa- 
vor of  appellant  The  plaintiffs  moved  for 
a  new  trial,  and  the  motion  was  heard  by 
the  successor  of  the  Judge  who  tried  the 
case,  and  granted.  From  that  order  this  ap- 
peal Is  prosecuted. 

At  the  trial,  plaintiffs  Introduced  in  evi- 
dence a  patent  from  the  United  States, 
which  bore  date  April  10,  1874,  and  conveyed 
to  the  president  and  trustees  of  the  city  <tf 
San  Diego  certain  lands  which  formerly  con- 
stituted the  Mexican  pueblo  of  San  Diego, 
and  included  the  land  in  controversy.  Plain- 
tiffs  next  Introduced  in  evidence  a  deed  tiom 
the  trustees  of  the  dty  of  San  Diego  to  Jo- 
seph Reiner,  which  bore  date  July  25,  1853, 
and  conveyed  to  the  grantee  that  certain 
property  lying  and  being  situated  within  the 
limits  of  the  city  of  San  Diego,  and  known 
and  described  as  lot  7  in  the  Mission  valley, 
containing  160  acres,  as  indicated  upon  the 
map  of  the  <dty  made  by  Clayton  &  Hesse, 
civil  engineers,  In  1851.  And  thereupon  It 
was  admitted  by  appellant  that  lot  No.  7  in 
Mission  valley,  containing  100  acres,  accord- 
ing to  the  map  made  by  Clayton  &  Hesse  in 
1851,  was  identical  with  pueblo  lot  num- 
bered 1,103,  according  to  the  official  map  of 
the  pueblo  lands  of  San  Diego  made  by 
Charles  H.  Poole.  Plaintiffs  next  produced 
from  the  county  recorder's  office  Book  1  of 
Deeds,  and  offered  in  evidence  the  map  and 
entries  found  on  page  184  thereof.  The  map 
was  pasted  on  the  page,  and  the  entries  or 
indorsements  were  as  follows:  "Original  de- 
livered to  James  Reiner  February  4,  1853. 
Flan  of  lots  in  Mission  valley  belonging  to 
James  Reiner,  Esq.  County  surveyor's  <^ce, 
San  Diego,  January  12,  1856.  Wm.  H.  Leigh- 
ton,  deputy  county  surveyor.  The  foregoing 
subdivision  or  survey  of  lots  is  a  subdivision 
of  one  hundred  and  sixty  acres  situated  in 
Mission  valley,  and  being  numbered  one 
thousand  one  hundred  and  three  on  the  offi- 
cial map  of  San  Diego,  Joseph  Reiner.  Re- 
ceived for  record  January  28,  1858,  at  10 
o'clock  a.  m.,  and  recorded  February  4,  1858, 
at  4  o'clock  p.  m.,  at  request  of  Joseph  Rei- 
ner. Geo.  A.  Pendleton,  Recorder."  Across 
the  map  were  lines  dividing  it  into  blocks 
or  lots,  four  of  which,  extending  through  the 
center  from  left  to  right  were  marked  as 
660  feet  square,  and  numbered:  "1,  10 
acres,"  "2,"  "3,"  and  "4."  At  the  upper  left- 
hand  comer  was  a  lot  marked  "A,  10  acres," 
on  which  was  written:  "Surveyed  for  Josh- 
ua Sloane,  June  15,  1868.  James  Pascoe, 
C!ounty  Surveyor."  Plaintiff  next  offered  in 
evidence  a  deed  from  Joseph  Reiner  to  Cave 
J.  Couts,  dated  February  10,  1858,  and  re- 
corded April  15,  1858.  By  this  deed  the 
grantor  remised,  released,  and  quitclaimed  to 
the  grantee  "lots  number  three  (3)  and  four 
(4),  containing  ten  acres  eacli,  In  Reiner's 
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mbdlTlslon  of  lot  1,108,  •  •  •  said  miMI- 
Ttalon  recordcsd  In  book  one  <1),  pa<e  184, 
records  of  San  Diego  connty."  Plaintiff  also 
offered  other  deeds  from  Gouts  and  his  gran- 
tee, through  and  under  which  they  claimed 
title  to  the  lota  In  question. 

Ai>peUant  objected  to  the  Reiner  deed  and 
the  other  subsequent  deeds  upon  the  grounds: 
(1)  "That  the  deed  from  Reiner  to  Gouts  does 
not  sufficiently  describe  the  property  or  any 
property,  and  that  it  does  not  state  the  state, 
county,  or  city  in  which  the  property  Is  situ- 
ated." (2)  "That  the  map  offered  In  connec- 
tton  with  the  deeds  does  not  appear  to  be 
the  map  referred  to  In  the  deeds."  (3)  "That 
the  deeds  refer  to  a  map  recorded  In  Book 
1  of  the  Records  of  San  Diego,  page  184, 
while  the  map  offered  in  evidence  is  not  re- 
corded, but  simply  pasted  In  the  book,  and 
that  no  map  Is  recorded  In  the  book  offered 
at  page  184,  or  elsewher&"  (4)  "That  the 
deed  and  map,  taken  together,  do  not  snffi- 
dently  describe  the  property,  or  any  proi>- 
erty,  and  that  they  do  not  show  the  county, 
state,  or  city."  (5)  "That  said  map  does  not 
punK>rt  to  be  map  of  1,103,  but  a  map  of  a 
surrey  made  for  Joshua  Sloane  June  15, 
1858."  The  court  sustained  the  objection 
and  refused  to  admit  the  said  deeds  in  evi- 
dence, and  thereupon,  the  case  being  submit- 
ted wlthont  further  evidence,  rendered  Its 
decision  and  judgment  in  favor  of  appellant 
The  new  trial  was  evidently  granted  upon 
the  theory  that  the  trial  court  erred  in  ex- 
cluding the  offered  deeds;  and  the  only  ques- 
tion presented  here  for  consideration  is,  did 
the  Reiner  deed  contain  a  description  of  the 
premises  in  controversy  sufficient  to  pass  the 
title  thereto  to  Gouts,  or  was  it  void  for  un- 
certainty? 

It  is  a  general  and  well-settled  rule  of  law 
that  "a  deed,  for  a  description  of  the  land 
conveyed,  may  refer  to  another  deed  or  to  a 
map,  and  the  deed  or  map  to  which  refer- 
ence Is  thus  made  Is  considered  as  incorpo- 
rated In  the  deed  itself."  Devi.  Deeds,  I 
1020,  and  cases  dted.  So,  also,  it  Is  a  fa- 
miliar rule  that  when  a  tract  of  land  has 
been  subdivided  Into  blocks  or  lots,  and  a 
map  thereof  made  on  which  the  blocks  or  lot» 
are  designated  by  numbers,  a  deecriptirai  of 
the  blocks  or  lots  in  a  deed  by  the  numbers 
so  designated  is  sufficient,  provided  the  map 
can  be  produced  and  identified.  Of  course 
the  description  of  the  premises  In  the  deed 
must  be  sufficiently  definite  and  certain  to  en- 
able the  land  to  be  Identified,  or  It  will  be 
void  for  uncertainty.  But  "if  a  surveyor,  by 
applying  the  rules  of  surveying,  can  locate 
the  land,  the  description  is  sufficient.  And 
generally  the  rule  may  be  stated  to  be  that 
the  deed  will  be  sustained  If  it  Is  possible 
trom  the  whole  description  to  ascertain  and 
identify  the  land  intended  to  be  conveyed." 
DevL  Deeds,  |  lOlZ  And  see  6  Lawson, 
Bights,  Rem.  &  Ptac.  |  2285,  where  it  is  said, 
dting  numerous  authorities,  that  "if,  not- 
wlthstandlng  an  uncertain  description,  the  in- 


tention oC  the  parties  can  be  gathered  froBS 
the  deed,  or  from  oral  ^oof,  the  grant  Is  not 
Told." 

The  objection  that  the  description  In  th* 
deed  to  Gouts  was  void  for  uncertainty,  be- 
cause it  did  not  state  the  state,  county,  or 
city  In  which  the  property  is  situated,  is  not 
tenable.  Such  a  statement  was  not  neces- 
sary, if  without  it  the  property  could  still  be 
located  and  identified.  Heal  v.  Blair,  33r 
Iowa,  318;  Kykendall  v.  Clinton,  8  Kan.  85| 
Atwater  v.  Schenck,  9  Wis.  IGO;  Kile  t.  Yei- 
lowhead,  80  IlL  208;  Smith  v.  Grawford,  81 
lU.  296;  Devlne  v.  Burleson,  S5  Neb.  238,  53 
N.  W.  1112.  The  deed  in  question  described 
the  lota  by  numbers,  and  as  containing  10 
acres  each  In  Reiner's  subdivision  of  lot  1,- 
103,  said  subdivision  being  recorded  In  Book 
1,  page  184,  records  of  San  Diego  county. 
There  was  record  evidence  that  Reiner  own- 
ed lot  7  in  Mission  valley,  and  it  was  agreed 
that  that  lot  was  the  same  as  lot  1,103.  It 
seems  clear,  therefore,  that  Relmer  In  mak- 
ing his  deed  to  Gouts  had  in  mind  and  re- 
ferred to  the  lot  which  he  owned  and  had 
had  subdivided  and  iriatted.  Under  these 
circumstances  we  do  not  think  it  can  be  said, 
as  matter  of  law,  that  the  description  was  so 
defective  as  to  be  void  for  uncertainty. 

The  objection  that  the  map  offered  in  con- 
nection with  the  deeds  does  not  appear  to 
be  the  one  referred  to  in  the  deeds,  but  the 
map  of  a  survey  made  for  Joshua  Sloane  in 
June,  186S,  is  based  on  the  indorsement  found 
on  the  upper  left-hand  comer  of  the  mapt 
But  that  Indorsement  cannot  bare  the  effe<^ 
claimed  for  it  At  most  it  would  seem  m 
Indicate  only  that  in  Jnne,  1868,  Fascoe,  as 
county  Bxarveiyor',  made  a  survey  for  Sloane 
of  the  10-acre  lot  "A,"  and  then  made  the  In- 
dorsement as  a  certificate  of  such  survey. 

The  objection  that  the  map,  having  been 
only  pasted  in  the  deed  book  and  not  record- 
ed, could  not  be  used  to  help  ont  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  deed,  is  rested  upon  the  author- 
ity of  CaldweU  v.  Center,  30  Cal.  540,  and 
Oadwalder  v.  Nash,  73  GeL  48,  14  Pac.  385. 
In  the  case  first  cited  the  plaintiff  produced 
a  map  from  the  recorder's  office,  and  the  d^ 
fendants  objected  to  it  on  the  ground  that  *it 
was  made  with  pencil  and  not  with  ink,"  and 
that  "it  is  pasted  in  between  the  leaves  of  the 
book,  but  not  recorded."  This  court,  after 
conceding  that  the  parties  to  a  deed.  Instead 
of  setting  out  in  full  the  metes  and  bounds  ur 
other  complete  designation  of  the  tract  in- 
tended to  be  conveyed,  may  describe  it  in 
whole  or  In  part  by  reference  to  some  instru- 
ment as  a  deed,  map,  etc.,  which  contains  or 
furnishes  such  a  description  of  the  land  that 
it  when  read  in  connection  with  the  deed  will 
completely  identify  the  land,  said:  "The  ob- 
jection should  have  been  sustained.  Had  the 
deed  referred  to  a  map  to  be  found  in  that 
place  and  condition.  It  would  have  been  ad- 
missible in  evidence,  for  it  would  have  con- 
stituted in  effect  a  part  of  the  deed  as  much 
as  if  it  bad  beoi  copiea  into  it   But  the  dead 
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cans  for  a  map  duly  recorded  in  the  record- 
er'B  office,  and  by  the  utmost  stretch  ot  lib- 
erality the  one  produced  cannot  be  regarded 
as  recorded.  The  act  concerning  county  re- 
corders provides  that  the  seTeral  Instruments 
entitled  to  record  shall  be  recorded  In  large 
and  strons  bound  books,  and  In  a  fair,  large 
and  legible  liand.'  The  necessary  Implica- 
tion from  this  provision  is  that  the  instru- 
ment must  be  copied  into  the  proper  book 
of  record;  and  in  view  of  the  purpose  to  be 
subserved  by  the  recording  of  the  several 
classes  of  Instruments  mentioned  in  the  act 
—the  making  and  preservation  of  accurate 
and  durable  official  copies  of  such  instru- 
ments—a copy  made  In  pencil  or  other  ma- 
terials that  would  not  permanently  remain 
would  not  be  within  the  spirit  of  the  act. 
The  map  should  for  these  reasons  have  been 
excluded."  In  the  second  case  cited  the  deed 
was  held  void  for  uncertainty,  because  it  ap- 
peared that  the  reference  to  the  map  therein 
was  equally  applicable  to  two  different  maps, 
and  it  was  decided  that,  in  such  case,  parol 
evidence  was  inadmissible  to  identify  the 
one  referred  to.  Without  commenting  on  the 
cases  cited,  it  is  enough  to  say  that  there  was 
no  statute  in  1858,  and  is  none  now,  so  far  as 
we  are  advised,  providing  for  the  recording 
of  maps.  It  is,  however,  a  matter  of  com- 
mon knowledge  that  it  has  been  customary 
to  deposit  maps  In  the  office  of  the  county 
recorder,  and  to  refer  to  them  as  "recorded," 
or  "of  record,"  in  that  office.  And,  when 
such  a  map  is  thus  referred  to,  it  may  be 
identified  by  extrinsic  evidence,  and  the  fac€ 
that  it  is  not  recorded  or  of  record,  within 
the  ordinary  meaning  of  those  words,  is 
wholly  immaterial.  In  the  case  of  Saunders 
V.  Schmaelzle,  49  Cal.  59,  the  deed,  for  a  de- 
scription of  the  property  to  be  conveyed,  re- 
ferred to  another  deed  "recorded  In  Sacra- 
mento"; and  It  was  held  that  the  descrip- 
tion in  the  deed  given  was  not  vitiated  by  the 
fact  that  the  deed  referred  to  was  falsely 
stated  to  be  recorded  in  the  county  where 
the  property  was  situated.  And  in  Water 
Co.  v.  Swartz,  99  Cal.  278,  33  Pac.  878,  a  sher- 
iff's deed  described  the  property  conveyed  as 
the  north  half  of  block  86,  Colton  addition,  a 
plat  or  nup  of  which  addition  "Is  of  record 
in  the  office  of  the  coimty  recorder  of  San 
Bernardino  county,  state  of  California."  The 
map  offered  in  evidence  was  found  in  a  book 
of  maps  kept  in  the  recorder's  office,  and  it 
was  objected  that  it  was  not  admissible,  as 
it  was  not  acknowledged  so  as  to  entitle  It 
to  record.  It  was  held  that  "a  map  thus  de- 
posited within  the  recorder's  office  Is  prop- 
erly referred  to  in  an  Instrument  of  convey- 
ance as  being  *of  record'  therein,  and  may  be 
received  In  evidence,  even  though  it  be  not 
acknowledged."  The  map  offered  In  evi- 
dence In  this  case  was  not  objected  to;  but, 
if  it  had  been,  we  think  it  admissible,  not- 
withstanding the  deed  referred  to  It  as  "re- 
corded In  Book  one,  page  181,  records  of  San 
Diego  county." 


The  otho-  points  discussed  by  counsel  do 
not  require  special  notice.  The  order  ap- 
pealed from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:   VANCHBP,  C;  HAYNES,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  appealed 
from  Is  affirmed. 


OM  CaL  517) 
JOSEPH  T.  ACER.     (No.  1S,33G.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  14,  1895.) 
Ibkioatiod  Ditcb— Rioht  to  Maintain— QoBSTro5 

FOK  JOBT. 

In  an  action  to  enjoin  interference  witli 
an  Irrigation  ditcli,  it  appeared  that  plaintiff 
and  his  predecessors  had  for  many  years  main- 
tained a  ditch  on  defendant's  land  to  carry  wa- 
ter from  a  creelt.  During  a  freshet  the  cours<> 
of  the  creek  was  ao  changed  that  to  conncrt 
plaintiff's  ditch  with  it  required  the  conslniction 
of  700  feet  of  new  ditch,  which  plaintiff  made 
against  defendant's  protest,  though  defendant 
offered  to  allow  him  to  connect  his  ditch  at  .t 
point  where  little  damage  would  be  done,  and 
where  the  cost  to  plaintiff  would  hare  b«eu  less 
than  that  of  the  ditch  he  constructed.  As  cuii- 
Btructed,  the  ditch  damaged  defendant  $1.0(A). 
and  defendant  filled  up  part  of  it.  Hrtil,  tliat 
the  right  of  plaintiff  to  maintain  the  ditch  as 
constructed  was  a  question  of  fact,  and  that  a 
verdict  for  defendant  would  not  be  disturbed. 

Department  2.  Appeal  fnHU  superior  court. 
Siskiyou  county;  Edwin  Shearer,  Judge. 

Action  by  Antone  Joseph  against  Jerome  B. 
Ager  to  enjoin  interference  with  a  ditch,  and 
for  damages.  Judgment  was  rendered  for 
defendant,  and  from  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial  plaintiff  appeals.    Affirmed. 

James  F.  Farraher,  for  appellant  H.  B. 
Warren  and  Gillis  &  Tapscott,  for  respond- 
ent. 

McPARLAND,  J.  This  action  was  for  an 
injunction  to  restrain  defendant  from  Inter- 
fering with  a  certain  ditch  dug  by  plaintiff 
on  the  land  of  defendant,  and  for  damages  al- 
leged to  have  been  caused  by  the  filling  up  of 
part  of  said  ditch  by  defendant  The  verdict 
and  judKment  were  for  defendant;  and  plain- 
tiff appeals  from  an  order  denying  his  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

The  appellant  owns  land  on  a  natural  wa- 
tercourse called  "Willow  Creek,"  and  respond- 
ent owns  land  on  said  cre^  adjohiing,  and 
immediately  above,  said  land  of  appellant; 
and  for  many  years  appellant  and  his  prede- 
cessors have  exercised  the  right  of  maintain- 
ing a  ditch  up  through  a  part  of  respondent's 
land.  In  which  they  have  carried  water  from 
the  north  side  of  said  cre^  down  to  their 
said  land.  As,  owing  to  the  nature  of  the 
creek.  It  was  difficult  to  keep  the  head  of  the 
ditch  always  at  the  same  place,  they,  during 
the  years  prior  to  1880,  several  times  extend- 
ed the  ditch  somewhat  further  up  the  cre^, 
but  always  keeping  on  the  north  side.  But 
from  the  effect  of  a  freshet  in  1890  the  crc^ 
Changed  Its  course^  leaving  Its  ancient  Channel 
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at  a  point  above  tlie  land  of  respondent,  and 
raantaxg  through  the  latter's  land  In  a  channel 
■ereral  hnndred  yards  south  of  its  old  dian- 
nel,  and  sonth  of  some  land  called  the  "It- 
land,"  and  beyond  the  x«adi  of  ^j^tdlanf  s 
ditcb.  There«^n,  the  appellant,  notwith- 
standing the  objection  and  protest  of  respond- 
ent, constructed  a  new  piece  of  ditch  frtm  a 
point  nearly  600  feet  below  the  head  at 
the  old  ditch,  acroos  respondent's  land,  to  the 
new  <diannel  of  said  creek.  This  new  piece 
of  ditch  Is  aboot  700  feet  long;  and  after  It 
had  been  dng,  against  reepondenf  s  objection, 
as  aforesaid,  respondent  filled  up  a  part  of  It, 
which  act  Is  the  basis  of  this  action.  The 
evidence  warranted  the  Jniy  in  finding  that 
this  new  ditch,  if  maintained,  wonid  be  a  dam- 
age to  respondent  of  at  least  $1,000;  that  re- 
spondent offered  to  allow  appellant  to  make 
a  oonnectkm  between  his  cAA  ditch  and  the 
new  channel  by  means  of  a  new  piece  of  ditch 
at  otber  points  on  respondent's  land,  where 
bnt  little  damage  would  be  done  respondent 
by  snch  connection;  and  that,  by  accepting 
respondent's  offer,  appellant  conld  have  re- 
established his  dttch  and  water  right,  and  en- 
Joyed  the  nse  thereof  as  tarmerls,  at  less  ex- 
pense than  he  Incurred  by  digging  the  said 
new  ditch.  The  question  whether  or  not  the 
connection  of  appellant's  old  ditch  with  the 
new  channel  of  the  creA  wonld  be  a  substan- 
tial change  of  the  servitude  (Allen  ▼.  Water 
Co.,  92  Cal.  138,  28  Pac.  215).  and  therefore 
not  maintainable,  does  not  arise,  because  re- 
spondent did  not  make  that  point.  The  gen- 
eral law  applicable  to  this  case  is  therefore 
well  settled.  The  right  to  take  water  from 
the  land  of  another  for  use  on  the  premises  of 
the  person  taking  It  is  an  casement  founded 
on  a  grant,  or  on  a  prescription  which  sup- 
poses a  grant  Such  an  easement  does  not 
give  its  owner  the  right  to  commit  a  trespass 
npon  the  serrlent  tenement,  or  to  exercise  the 
easement  after  any  manner  which  happens  to 
suit  his  pleasure.  His  right  is  measured  by 
the  terms  of  his  grant;  or,  where  the  sup- 
posed original  grant  does  not  appear,  by  the 
I)TescrIptiT9  use  This,  however,  Includes 
what  are  called  "secondary  easements,"  such 
as  the  right  to  enter  upon  the  servient  tene- 
ment and  moke  repairs,  and  to  do  such  things 
as  are  necessary  for  the  full  exercise  of  the 
right.  Bnt  these  secondary  easements  must 
be  exercised  only  when  necessary,  and  In  such 
a  reasonable  manner  as  not  to  needlessly  In- 
crease the  burden  ui)on  the  servient  tene- 
ment. Hargrave  v.  Cook  (Cal.)  41  Pac.  18; 
Gale,  Kasem.  p.  235  et  seq.,  and  notea 
"As  every  easement  Is  a  restriction  upon  the 
right  of  property  of  the  owner  of  the  servi- 
ent tenement,  no  alteration  can  be  made  In 
the  mode  of  enjoyment  by  the  owner  of  the 
dominant  heritage,  the  effect  of  which  will  b« 
to  Increase  such  restriction.  Supposing  no 
express  grant  to  exist,  the  right  must  be  lim- 
ited by  the  amount  of  enjoyment  proved  to 
have  been  had."  Id.  p.  237.  And  the  au- 
thors, OB  page  246,  further  say:  "The  servi- 


ent owner  haa  likewise  his  ilghtsL  The  dom- 
inant ownei's  cncroachmenta  can  be  Justified 
only  to  the  extent  of  hla  easement.  As  to 
all  beyond  that,  his  acts  constitute  a  private 
nuisance,  for  which  an  action  may  be  main- 
tained. With  regard,  theref(M«,  to  all  arti- 
ficial easements,  he  la  bound  to  keep  bis 
works  in  such  a  state  that  they  will  cause  no 
incumbrance  to  his  neighbor  beyond  that 
warranted  by  the  easement;  and  if  he  neg- 
lects this  he  brings  himself  within  the  ordi- 
nary case  of  a  violation  of  the  rule,  'Sic  utere 
tuo  nt  alienum  non  laedas,'  and  is,  of  course^ 
liable  to  an  action.  The  swrlent  owner  haa 
In  this,  as  in  other  cases  of  nuisance,  the 
privilege  of  taking  the  remedy  Into  his  own 
bands."  In  Ware  v.  Walker,  70  Oal.  691,  12 
Pac.  475)  dted  by  the  appelant,  the  conrt 
■ay  that  the  plaintiff  therein  exercised  his 
right  "in  a  reasonable  and  proper  manner, 
and,  as  found  by  the  court,  without  damage 
to  the  defendant" 

The  court,  we  think,  fairly  gave  the  case 
to  the  Jury,  in  view  of  the  principles  above 
stated,  and  we  see  no  prejudicial  error  com- 
mitted In  Its  rulings.  The  case  therefore  r» 
solves  Itself  into  questions  of  facts  property 
submitted  to  the  Jury,  and,  as  there  was  evi- 
dence amply  sufficient  to  sustain  their  ver- 
dict, there  is  no  reason  for  disturbing  it. 
The  order  denying  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:   TBMPLB,  J.',  HBNSHAW,  J. 


au  c«i.  n4) 
PACIFIC  MDT.  LIPB  INS.  CO.  v.  SAN  DIB- 

GO  OOUNTT.     (No,  18,407.)» 
(Supreme  Conrt  of  California.    Ang.  21,  189S.) 

Taxis — Pathbrt  ckdkb  Pbotsbt — Sun  to 
Rbcoveb. 
Pol.  Code,  I  8819,  as  amended  by  8t 
1883,  p.  32,  providing  for  actions  against  conn- 
ties  to  recover  illegal  taxes  paid  under  protest, 
does  not  authorize  an  action  against  a  county 
for  taxes  collected  by  It  for  the  use  of  a  schoM 
district  within  the  county. 

Oommisslonera'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  conn- 
ty;   E.  S.  Torrance,  Judg& 

Action  by  the  Pacific  Mutual  Life  Insur- 
ance Company  against  the  county  of  San 
Diego  to  recover  taxes  paid  under  protest  A 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  overruled, 
and  from  Judgment  sustaining  a  demurrer  to 
its  answer  defendant  appeals.    Beversed. 

M.  L.  Ward,  DIst.  Atty.,  and  Parrlsh  &  Moss- 
holder,  amlcl  curiae,  for  appelltmt.  C.  H.  Rip- 
pey  and  Rlppey  &  Nutt,  for  respondent 

BRITT,  C.  Action  brought  professedly  un- 
der section  S819,  added  to  the  Political  Code 
in  1803  (St.  1893,  p.  32).  for  the  recovery  of 
alleged  illegal  taxes  paid  by  plaintiff,  under 
protest  to  the  tax  collector  of  the  defendant 
county.  It  is  stated  in  the  complaint  that 
the  taxes  complained  of  were  levied  by  the 
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booid  of  mipenlson  of  tbe  eomitjr  "am  and 
for  a  ■pedal  aebool  lax  for  the  dtjr  of  Saa 
Diego  Bcbool  dlatrict"  Tbe  illegaUty  alleged 
k  that  the  Question  whether  auch  tax  should 
be  raised  vmn  not  submitted  to  a  vote  of  the 
electors  <a  the  diatrlct,  as  required  by  sec- 
tlons  1830-1836,  PoL  Oodei  Defendant  de- 
murred to  the  complaint  upon  the  special 
(round,  among  others,  that  the  taxes  paid  by 
plaintiff  "are  neither  county  nor  state  taxea^ 
nor  any  taxes  under  the  control  of  the  de- 
fendant" The  court  overruled  the  demur' 
rer,  and  defendant  answered,  alleging,  with 
other  matters,  that  the  levy  was  made  pursu- 
ant to  a  certain  judgment  obtained  by  said 
school  district  which  became  final  on  appeal 
to  this  court  San  Diego  School  Diat  T. 
Board  of  Sup'rs,  97  OaL  438,  82  Fac.  517. 
The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to  tbe  an- 
swer, and  rendered  Judgment  for  plalntUt. 
We  need  not  Inquire  whether  the  answer 
stated  a  defense. 

The  funds  of  tbe  school  district  are  not 
subject  to  the  control  of  the  county  so  as 
to  allow  a  reimbursement  of  the  county  for 
the  amount  of  the  Judgment  If  it  should  be 
paid  (Const  CaL  art  U,  I  16;  Pol.  Code,  I 
1837);  and  if  said  section  8819,  Pol.  Code, 
admits  of  a  c<mstruction  which  would  up- 
bold  an  action  of  this  character.  Its  consti- 
tutionality In  that  particular  would  admit  of 
debate,  for  the  credit  of  a  county  cannot  be 
pledged  for  the  payment  of  the  liabilities  of 
municipal  or  other  corporations.  Clonst  CaL 
art  4,  I  SL  But  it  was  held  in  Elberg  y. 
San  Luis  Obispo  Ck>.  (decided  in  department 
2  of  this  court  August  8,  1895)  41  Pac.  475, 
that  said  section  3819,  PoL  Code,  was  not  de- 
signed to  authorize  the  recovery  from  a  coun- 
ty of  Ulegal  taxes  collected  for  the  use  and 
disposition  of  a  high  school  district  within 
the  county.  This  case  dlfters  from  that  In 
no  particular  favorable  to  plaintiff.  Bee, 
also,  School  Dist.  No.  1  t.  Town  of  Bridport 
63  Vt  383,  21  Atl.  670;  Stone  v.  Woodbury 
Co.,  61  Iowa,  622,  1  N.  W.  745;  Taylor  v. 
Avon  Tp.,  73  Mich.  604,  41  N.  W.  703.  The 
Judgment  should  be  reversed,  and  the  court 
below  directed  to  sustain  tbe  demurrer  to  tbe 
complaint 

We  concur:    VANCLIEF,  O.;  8EARLES,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  tbe  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  tbe  Judgment  Is  re- 
versed, and  the  court  below  directed  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer  to  the  complaint 


(27  Or.  260) 

JOSEPHI  V.  FURNISH. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

ATTACBHEXT — DiSSOLCTION    BT    ASSIONHBNT    FOB 

Cbeditors — Claim  to  Pkopkkti  bt  Third  Pkb- 

80N— Estoppel  —  Impeachment  of   Witness — 

Rbplevim— Fraudulent  Sale— Proot  of  Value. 

1.  Where  goods  are  attached,  one  seelcln^  to 

replevin  them  as  owner  cannot  claim  that  by 

reason  of  an  assigumeut  by  defendant  iu  at- 


taduient  for  the  benefit  »t  Um  oedlton^  the  at- 
tadunent  was  dissolved. 

2.  Where,  in  replevin  for  goods  seiaed  in  at- 
tachment  the  attachment  defendant  testifies 
that  his  sale  to  plaintiff  was  bona  fide,  and  Is 
asked  on  cross-examination  whether  he  did  not 
state  to  a  person.  In  defendant's  absence,  that 
the  sale  was  only  made  to  avert  a  blackmailinc 
anit  and  that  the  goods  were  still  his,  to  whi£ 
he  anaweta  "No,"^  the  person  named  may  be 
asked,  for  purposes  of  impeachment  whether 
the  witness  made  the  statement 

8.  A  witness  for  defendant  should  not  be 
allowed  to  give  a  conversation  held  12  feet  from 
plaintiff,  who  was  on  the  other  side  of  a  vanlt 
It  not  bMng  shown  that  p'"<''tiT  heard  the  con- 
versation. 

4.  In  replevin  for  goods  seized  under  atta«l^ 
ment  and  claimed  by  plaintiff  under  a  sale  by 
defendant  In  attachment  which  it  Is  daimed 
was  fraudulent  defendant  may,  in  order  to  rebut 
plaintiff's  testimony  as  to  the  reasonable  value 
of  the  goods,  show  that  they  were  worth  more 
than  the  sum  named  in  the  complaint  though 
tlie  answer  admits  their  value  as  aU^ed. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court  UmatlUa  county; 
Morton  D.  Clifford,  Judge. 

Action  of  replevin  by  D.  B.  Josephl  against 
W.  J.  Furnish.  Judgment  was  rendered  for 
defendant  and  plaintiff  appeals.    Revnaed. 

R.  Mallory,  for  appellant  Balletsy  ft  Car- 
Ur,  for  respondent 

WOLVERTON,  J.  Tills  is  an  action  to  re- 
cover the  possession  of  a  certain  stock  of 
Jewelry  seized  on  legal  process  as  the  prop- 
erty of  one  William  Wilkinson,  of  Pendleton, 
Or.  The  defendant  Justifies  the  taking,  as 
sheriff  of  Umatilla  county,  under  several  val- 
id writs  of  attachment  duly  Issued  about  No- 
vember 7,  1893,  in  causes  pending  against 
Wilkinson,  and  alleges  that  Wilkinson  was 
the  owner  of  the  property  when  It  was  at- 
tached. As  a  further  defense  he  alleges  that 
on  or  about  the  15th  day  of  March,  1893,  Wil- 
kinson made  a  pretended  sale  of  said  stock 
to  the  plaintiff,  tar  tbe  purpose  of  hindering, 
delaying,  and  defrauding  creditors,  setting 
forth  facts  attending  the  alleged  pretended 
sale,  and  averring  that  It  was  and  is  fraudu- 
lent and  void  as  against  the  creditors  of 
Wilkinson.  These  allegations  are  denied  by 
plaintiff,  and,  for  the  purpose  of  showing 
a  dissolution  of  the  attachments,  he  alleges 
in  his  reply  that  on  January  — ,  1894,  and 
prior  to  tbe  entry  of  Judgment  in  any  of  said 
causes,  Wilkinson  made  a  general  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  all  bis  creditors.  Upon  the 
trial  the  verdict  was  for  the  defendant  and 
from  the  judgment  rendered  thereon  plain- 
tiff appeals,  and  contends: 

1.  That  the  assignment  by  Wilkinson  for 
the  benefit  of  his  creditors,  prior  to  the  entry 
of  Judgments  against  blm  in  said  actions, 
dissolved  the  attachments  proprlo  vigore,  and 
the  sheriff  could  no  longer  hold  the  property 
thereunder.  To  state  the  point  briefly,  sup- 
pose A.  attaches  the  goods  of  B.,  B.  assigns 
to  D.,  and  0.,  claiming  under  B.,  brings  re- 
plevin against  A.  Now,  A.  justifies  under  the 
attachment,  and  C,  to  defeat  the  Justification, 
pleads  the  assignment,  claiming  that  there- 
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by  the  attachment  Is  dissolved  and  the  goods 
discharged  from  the  lien  thereof.  Can  such 
a  plea  avail  C?  We  think  not.  The  plea 
of  assignment  does  not  go  far  enough.  The 
plaintiff  should  have  pleaded  that  the  prop- 
erty in  dispute  went  with  the  assignment, 
and  tha^  the  assignee  was  the  owner;  but 
this  wodld  defeat  his  own  action,  hence  it 
was  not  intended  that  It  should  be  so  stated. 
Yet  the  court  Is  aslced  to  give  this  effect  to 
the  assignment  tor  the  purpose  of  destroy- 
ing the  basis  upon  which  the  defense  is 
founded.  The  proposition  proves  too  much. 
And  if  it  were  tenable,  every  transfer  of 
personal  property  In  fraud  of  creditors  would 
find  ample  support  in  the  act  of  the  debtor, 
against  which  there  could  be  no  reUef.  Un- 
less the  assignment  carried  the  property  with 
it,  we  are  unable  to  see  how  It  could  affect 
the  attachment,  which  gives  a  special  proper- 
ty In  the  thing  attached  sufficient  to  main- 
tain its  possession  against  every  person  ex- 
cept the  assignee  and  those  claiming  under 
him.  If  he  or  any  of  those  so  claiming  was 
pursuing  the  property,  then  the  assignment 
would  become  relevant;  otherwise  not,  un- 
less for  the  puriwse  of  showing  property  In 
a  thli-d  person.  See  Tichenor  v.  Coggins,  8 
Or.  270. 

2.  At  the  trial  evidence  was  offered  tend- 
ing to  show  that  on  March  6,  1893,  the  plain- 
tiff purchased  of  Wlllclnson  the  stoclc  of  Jew- 
elry, together  with  the  notes  and  accounts 
connected  with  the  business,  and  liSU  acres  of 
land,  for  H,SO0,  and  placed  Wilkinson's 
watchmaker,  one  H.  L.  Hasbrouclc,  in  charge 
thereof,  who  remained  in  possession  for  scmie 
two  months,  when  Wilkinson  was  restored 
to  and  remained  in  possession  from  May  un- 
til September,  at  which  latter  date  Has- 
brouck  again  resumed  and  was  in  possession 
at  the  date  of  the  attachments. 

William  Wilkinson,  being  called  as  a  wit- 
ness for  the  plaintiff,  gave  testimony,  as  to 
the  terms  and  circumstances  attending  the 
alleged  sale  by  him  to  the  plaintiff,  tending 
to  show  that  it  was  fair  and  bona  fide,  and 
for  an  adequate  consideration.  Upon  croes- 
exanainatlon  he  was  asked  "whether  or  not 
he  <m  the  evening  of  March  6,  18U3,  being 
the  day  of  the  alleged  sale  to  Joseph!,  about 
five  o'clock  in  the  evening,  at  Watson  & 
Luhrs'  planing  mill.  In  the  county  of  Umatil- 
la and  state  of  Oregon,  didn't  tell  Mr.  W.  M. 
Brown  that  he  had  had  Joseph!  come  here, 
and  he  had  given  him  a  bill  of  sale  to  stop 
a  blackmailing  suit,  and  that  Messrs.  Liens- 
nre  &■  Stillman  were  to  sue  him  for  Mrs. 
Xale,  and  that  he  only  put  the  property  out 
of  bis  hands  to  stop  that  blackmailing  suit, 
and  that  the  property  was  his  Just  the  same, 
or  words  to  that  effect."  To  which  the  wlt- 
nesH  answered:  "No.  I  showed  Brown  the 
receipt  from  Mrs.  Xale.  The  consideration 
of  the  receipt  was  fifty  dollars.  I  showed 
him  the  receipt  in  the  store.  I  think  we  were 
standing  near  the  stove.  No  one  else  was 
present    It  is  not  a  fact  that  at  the  time 


and  place  I  told  Mr.  Brown,  and  said  to  him 
that  the  store  was  mine  again,  the  same  as 
before,  or  words  to  that  effect."  Whereupon 
the  question  put  to  Wilkinson  was  repeated 
to  the  said  W.  M.  Brown,  who  was  called 
for  defendant,  and  he  was  asked  whether  or 
not  Wilkinson  made  the  statements  therein 
contained,  to  which  he  answered,  "Yes,  sir." 
Witness  was  further  asked:  "Did  he  say 
anything  else  about  this  transaction  with 
himself  and  Joseph!  at  that  time?"  A.  "Yes, 
sir.  I  asked  him  if  he  owed  that  firm  any 
money,  and  he  said  'No.'  He  said  the  stock 
was  clear,  and  it  was  his."  And,  again: 
"Did  you  ever  have  any  other  conversation 
with  William  Wilkinson  on  or  about  the 
transfer  of  the  stock?"  A.  "Yes.  sir.  Later 
on.  In  April.  He  showed  me  a  receipt  where 
he  had  settled  up  with  Mrs.  Nale  for  the 
blackmailing  suit  for  the  sum  of  flftv  dol- 
lars, and  said  that  the  store  was  his  again." 
All  these  questions  were  objected  to  as  ir- 
relevant and  Incompetent  for  the  reason  that 
the  declarations  of  Wilkinson  made  after  the 
sale  could  not  bind  Josephl.  The  further  ob- 
jection was  made  to  the  first  question  that  If 
It  was  asked  for  the  pturpose  of  impeachment 
it  was  touching  an  immaterial  matter,  and 
therefore  Incompetent  The  overruling  of 
these  objections  Is  assigned  as  error.  It  is 
undoubtedly  true  that  a  witness,  not  a  party 
to  the  record,  cannot  be  Impeached  by  show- 
ing that  he  has  made  contradictory  state- 
ments concerning  matters  immaterial  or  ir- 
relevant to  the  issues  In  the  case.  As  put  by 
Wharton,  "the  statement  which  It  is  intoid- 
ed  to  c<»itradict  must  involve  facts  in  evi- 
dence." 1  Whart.  Kv.  S  551.  It  Is  also  well 
settled  that  the  declaraticms  of  a  vendor  of 
goods  and  chattels  after  he  has  parted  with 
all  Interest  and  possession  are  inadmissible, 
in  the  absence  of  fraud  and  collusion,  to  im- 
peach or  overthrow  the  title  of  the  vendee. 
Krewson  v.  Purdom,  11  Or.  206,  3  Pac.  822; 
Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Johnson,  50  Iowa,  142; 
Hlrschfeld  v.  WUlIamson  (Nev.)  1  Pac.  201; 
Turner  v.  Hardin  (Iowa)  45  N.  W.  758.  It 
is  contended  here  that  as  the  question  put 
to  Wilkinson  touching  what  he  said  to  Brown 
'  at  Watson  &  Luhrs'  planing  mUl  called  for 
I  evidence  which  was  incompetent  to  impeach 
I  the  plaintiff's  title.  It  could  not  form  the 
I  basis  even  for  the  impeachment  of  the  wit- 
i  ness,  and  that  defendant  was  bound  by  his 
I  answer.  This  is  stating  the  rule  too  broadly, 
although  there  is  some  authority  for  the  con- 
tention. When  some  matto*  that  is  immate- 
rial or  wholly  Irrelevant  to  the  issue  is  elicit- 
ed from  tlie  witness.  It  concludes  the  party 
examining  him,  and  his  credibility  cannot  be 
Impeached  by  showing  that  he  has  at  oth^: 
times  made  contradictory  statements  touch- 
ing the  same  matter.  We  do  not  understand 
the  rule  to  extend  to  matter  that  is  incom- 
petent merely  because  it  is  so,  unless  it  may 
be  said  at  the  some  time  to  be  immaterial 
or  irrelevant.  Testimony  may  be  Incompetent 
because  from  its  nature  parties  ought  not  to 
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be  bound  by  It,  yet,  if  It  was  admissible,  it 
would  not  be  wholly  irreleTant,  for  It  would 
tend  to  establish  some  fact  or  facts  under  the 
issues.  Immaterial  and  Irrelevant  testimony 
establishes  nothing  pertaining  to  the  Issues. 
Foot  V.  Hunkins,  98  Mass.  523,  526.  "It  is  not 
irrelevant  to  Inquire  of  the  witness  whether 
he  has  not  on  some  former  occasion  given  a 
different  account  of  the  matter  of  fact  to 
which  he  has  already  testified.  In  order  to  lay 
a  foundation  for  impeaching  his  testimony." 
1  GreenL  Ev.  i  449.  Now  the  matter  of  fact 
about  which  WlUilnson  had  given  an  account 
In  his  examination  in  chief  was  the  alleged 
sale  to  plaintiff.  He  stated  the  terms  as  be 
understood  them,  and  related  the  attending 
circumstances.  On  cross-examination  he  was 
asked  if  he  had  not  subsequently  made  con- 
tradictory statements  to  Brown  touching  the 
same  transacti<m.  The  contradictory  state- 
ments called  for  were  incompetent  to  Impeach 
plaintiff's  title,  because  made  subsequent  to 
a  transfer  of  the  witness*  Interest  and  sur- 
render of  possession;  but  It  was  Irrelevant 
to  the  issue,  and  if  he  had  made  contradictory 
statements  touching  the  relevant  matter 
about  which  he  has  testified  It  Is  well  cal- 
culated to  affect  his  credibility,  and  has  an 
important  bearing  upon  the  establishment  of 
a  material  fact  in  the  case.  The  question  so 
repeated  to  Brown  was  legally  appropriate, 
and  the  court  properly  allowed  him  to  answer 
it  The  court  should,  however,  have  Instruct- 
ed the  jury  that  the  testimony  was  only  per- 
tinent to  Impeach  the  credibility  of  witness 
Wilkinson,  and  should  be  considered  by  them 
for  that  purpose  only.  Trapnell  v.  Conklyn 
(W.  Va.)  16  S.  B.  570;  Manufacturing  Co.  v. 
Creary,  116  U.  S.  166,  6  Sup.  Ct  369;  Turner 
v.  Hardin,  supra;  State  v.  Fitzhugh,  2  Or. 
234.  When  the  impeaching  witness  has  an- 
swered the  question  put  for  the  purpose  of 
contradicting  the  witness  whose  credibility 
is  In  the  balance,  that  is  the  end  of  his  ex- 
amination upon  that  subject,  and  It  Is  in- 
admissible to  allow  the  examination  to  pro- 
ceed further,  to  the  end  that  other  state- 
ments, whether  contradictory  or  not,  may  be 
elicited.  Underh.  Ev.  509;  Pence  v.  Waugh 
(Ind.  Sup.)  34  N.  E.  860. 

The  subsequent  questions  herein  noted  as 
put  to  the  witness  Brown,  and  his  answers 
thereto,  were,  therefore,  Incompetent,  and 
ought  not  to  have  been  admitted,  and  like- 
wise other  questions  and  answers  of  the  same 
nature.  The  same  obseiTation  will  apply  to 
the  like  character  of  testimony  elicited  from 
the  witnesses  Park  and  Carter.  The  conver- 
sation which  Park  relates  that  he  had  with 
Wilkinson  took  place  within  12  feet  of  the 
plaintiff,  but  around  the  comer  of  a  vault, 
and  out  of  his  sight,  and  Park  could  not 
swear  that  he  did  or  could  have  heard  the 
conversation.  Hence  plaintiff  could  not  be 
bound  by  Wilkinson's  admissions,  unless  It 
was  shown  that  he  heard  them,  and  had  an 
opportunity  of  correcting  any  statement  in- 
consistent with  the  facts  as  they  existed. 


3.  The  complaint  alleges  the  value  of  the 
property  sued  for  to  be  ^,000,  and  the  an- 
swer admits  It  On  tbe  trial  testimony  was 
<^ered  by  defendant  and  admitted  ov^  the 
objections  of  plaintiff,  showing  tbe  value  of 
the  stock  of  Jewelry  contained  In  tJie  store 
about  the  time  or  subsequent  to  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  to  be  from  seven 
to  ten  thousand  dollars,  and  this  Is  assigned 
as  error.  The  bill  of  exceptions  shows  "the 
testimony  of  the  witnesses  on  part  of  plain- 
tiff tended  to  prove  that  on  the  6th  day  of 
March,  1893,  plaintiff,  D.  B.  Josephl,  pur- 
chased of  witness  William  Wilkinson  a  stock 
of  jewelry  then  being  contained  In  what  Is 
known  as  the  'Wilkinson  Jewelry  Store'  in 
the  city  of  Pendleton,  Umatilla  county,  Ore- 
gon, tending  to  prove  that  the  consideration 
for  such  purchase  was  $4,500;  that  in  said  pur- 
chase, and  covered  by  the  same  considera- 
tion, was  a  tract  of  land  located  in  Union 
county,  Oregon,  valued  at  $100,  and  the  ac- 
counts and  notes  connected  with  said  Jewelry 
business,  of  the  face  value  of  $1,500,  but  real- 
ly of  nominal  value;  and  tending  to  prove 
that  said  $4,500  was  a  reasonable  value  for 
the  property  purchased."  We  think  this  ev- 
dence  was  admissible.  If  for  no  other  pur- 
pose, to  rebut  tbe  testimony  of  plaintiff  as 
to  the  reasonable  value  of  the  iiroperty  at 
the  time  of  the  sale,  and  the  court  committed 
no  error  in  allowing  it  to  go  to  the  Jury. 
The  further  and  separate  defense  setting  up 
that  the  sale  was  pretended  only  and  In  fraud 
of  the  creditors,  when  construed  as  a  whole 
and  in  the  light  of  all  the  allegations  therein 
contained.  Is  deemed  sufficient,  especially  as 
It  is  not  tested  by  demurrer  or  motion. 

In  view  of  the  foregoing  considerations,  the 
Judgment  must  be  reversed,  the  cause  re- 
tponded,  and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


(1  Kan.A.  370) 
ROUSE  V.  YOUARD. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, B.  D.     Aug.  16,  1895.) 

ReVIBWINO    EvidENCB  OS   APPEAI, — IXCOXSISTBNT 
FiNDISOS  AND  VeBDICT— LaYMAS  AS  AS  EXPEKT 

Witness— CABitiERS—LiABiLiTr  roti  Handliko 
DiMBASBD  Animals — Constitctionai.  Law. 

1.  Where  there  is  evidence  tending  to  prove 
each  fact  necessary  to  support  the  verdict  ot 
the  jury,  and  the  jury  have  rendered  tlieir  ver- 
dict on  such  evidence,  this  court  cannot  disturb 
the  verdict,  althouRh  the  court  miRlit  have  couie 
to  a  different  conclusion  on  the  whole  evidence. 

2.  Wlien  the  sjicciai  iindinga  of  fact  rotum- 
ed  by  the  jury  are  inconsistent  with  the  goncral 
verdict,  the  special  finding  of  fact  are  control- 
ling, and  the  court  should  either  render  a  judg- 
ment in  accordance  with  the  special  findings,  or 
set  the  findings  and  verdict  aside  and  grant  a 
new  trial. 

3.  Where  a  person  has  been  educated  in 
a  particular  profession  or  trade,  as  a  physician, 
surgeon,  veterinarian,  or  engineer,  or  the  like, 
he  is  presumed  to  understand  thoroughly  the 
questions  pertaining  to  his  profession  or  trade, 
he  is  termed  an  expert,  and  is  qualified  to  give 
opinions  on  subjects  coming  within  the  scope  of 
his  profession  or  trade;  but  a  wituess  who  is 
not  educated  in  any   particular  profession   or 
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trade  is  not  competent  to  give  an  opinion  in  any 
matter  that  requires  science  or  skill  to  deter- 
mine, although  he  may  have  frequently  seen  the 
treatment  of  diseases  by  physicians,  or  opera- 
tions made  by  surgeons,  and  have  assisted  vet- 
erinarians in  the  treatment  of  stoclc  for  diseases, 
and  have  read  extensively  from  books  and  pa- 
pers treating  on  diseases  of  stock. 

4.  Common  carriers  in  the  transportation  or 
hendling  of  articles  that  are  dangerous  to  health 
or  property  of  others,  where  they  have  a  Icnowl- 
e<Iee  of  such  dangerous  character,  or,  by  the  use 
of  due  care,  should  have  knowledge  thereof,  will 
not  be  relieved  of  the  liability  for  damage  dona 
in  consequence,  or  injury  to  others,  by  the  trans- 
l>ortation  or  handling  of  such  dangerous  arti- 
cles. 

5.  The  provisions  of  chapter  161,  T^aws 
1S81.  as  amended  by  chapter  191,  Laws  1885t 
are  not  an  intrusion  on  the  interstate  commerce 
clause  of  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
but  a  leeitimate  exercise  of  the  police  power 
of  the  state  which  extends  to  the  protection  of 
life,  limb,  health,  comfort,  and  quiet  of  all  per- 
sons, and  the  protection  of  all  property,  within 
the  state;  following  the  decisions  in  the  cases 
of  Patee  v.  Adams.  14  Pac.  505,  37  Kan.  136, 
and  Railway  Co.  v.  Finley,  16  Pac.  951,  38  Kan. 
554. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Labette  county; 
J.  D.  McCne,  Judge. 

Action  by  Anna  Youard  against  Henry  C. 
Boose,  receiver.  PlalntUt  bad  Judgment,  and 
defendant  brings  errw.    Reversed. 

On  tbe  13th  day  of  January,  1890,  Anna 
Youard  filed  a  bill  of  particulars  before  J. 
D.  Scott,  justice  of  the  peace  in  and  for  the 
city  of  Parsons,  in  Labette  county,  Kan.,  In 
which  she  stated  as  her  cause  of  action  that 
George  A.  Eddy  and  H.  C.  Cross  were  the 
duly  appointed,  qualified,  and  acting  recelT- 
eT8  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Rail- 
way Company,  and  as  such  are,  and  at  the 
times  hereinafter  mentioned  were,  in  posses- 
sion and  ccmtpol  of,  and  engaged  in  operat- 
ing, the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texaa  Railroad; 
that,  in  the  month  of  July,  1889,  they  unlaw- 
fully and  negligently  transported  to,  and  un- 
loaded, drove,  fed,  and  Uttered  at,  their  stoclc 
yards  near  Parsons,  in  Labette  county,  Kan., 
cattle  afflicted  with  Texas  splenic  or  Spanish 
fever,  a  large  number  of  which  died  at  said 
stock  yards  of  said  disease;  that  said  defend- 
ants negligently  drove  said  cattle  Into  said 
stock  yards,  in  said  county,  and  negligently 
allowed  the  same  to  remain  and  die  In  said 
stock  yards  of  said  contagions  disease,  and 
tbo-eafter  negligently  gathered  up  the  Utter 
In  said  stock  yards,  infected  by  said  cattle 
with  said  disease,  and  placed  the  same  upon 
and  near  the  pasture  of  plaintiff,  in  which 
her  cattle  were  feeding,  by  reason  whereof 
four  cows  owned  by  the  plaintiff,  without 
any  negUgence  mi  h«r  pert,  became  infected 
with  sold  disease,  and  died,  to  her  damage 
of  $200;  and  her  pasture  became  dangerous 
and  unfit  for  use  for  the  pasturage  of  cattle, 
and  she  was  deprived  of  the  use  thereof,  to 
ho-  damage  of  925;  and  prays  Judgment  for 
the  sum  of  $2^,  her  damages,  and  $50,  as  at- 
torney's fees  for  prosecuting  her  action.  De- 
fendants were  duly  notified  of  the  filing  of 


said  biU  of  particulars  and  tbe  pendency  of 
said  action,  by  service  of  summons,  and  said 
cause  was  tried  before  said  Justice  of  tbe 
I>eace,  and  resulted  in  a  Judgment  in  favor 
of  tbe  plaintiff  below;  and  the  case  was  tak- 
en to  the  district  court  of  Labette  county,  on 
appeal,  and  was  tried  in  the  district  court  by 
a  Jury.  The  Jury  returned  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff  below,  and  made  and  return- 
ed, with  theb:  general  verdict,  special  find- 
ings of  fact  Motion  was  made  by  defend- 
ants below  for  Judgment  against  the  plaintiff 
cm  the  special  findings  of  fact,  notwithstand- 
ing the  general  verdict  Motion  was  overrul- 
ed, and  excepted  to.  Motion  for  new  trial 
was  filed,  and  overraled,  and  excepted  to. 
Judgment  for  plaintiff  below  on  verdict  of 
the  Jury,  and  excepted  to^  and  the  case  filed 
in  the  supreme  court  for  review.  Since  the 
rendition  of  the  Judgment  in  the  district 
court,  and  the  filing  of  the  case  in  the  su- 
preme court,  tbe  said  George  A.  Eddy  and 
H.  C.  Cit>8e,  receivers,  have  both  died,  and 
Heniy  C.  Rouse  has  hem  duly  appointed  by 
the  United  States  circuit  court  receiver  de 
bonis  non  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas 
Railway  Company,  and  the  action  revived  in 
the  name  of  said  Henry  C.  Rouse,  receiver 
de  bonis  non.  The  case  was  duly  certified 
by  tbe  supreme  court  down  to  this  court  for 
review,  and  both  parties  have  appeared  in 
this  court  and  filed  briefs,  and  argued  said 
case  before  the  court 

T.  N.  Sedgwick,  for  plalntlfr  in  error.  Kim- 
ball &  Osgood,  for  defendant  in  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  first  error  complained  of,  in  the  brief  of 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error,  is  that  tbe  evi- 
dence on  the  trial  was  wholly  insuflicient  to 
sustain  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  or  the  Judg- 
ment In  favor  of  Aima  Youard  against  the 
receivers  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas 
Railway  Company.  This  court  cannot  dis- 
turb the  verdict  of  the  Jury,  or  the  Judgment 
of  the  court  founded  thereon,  unless  tliere 
was  an  entire  want  of  evidence  to  prove 
some  material  fact  necessary  to  entitle  tbe 
plaintiff  below  to  recover.  To  do  so  would 
be  to  entirely  disregard  tbe  right  of  trial  by 
Jury.  Tbe  Jury  bad  the  witnesses  before 
them,  had  an  opportunity  to  hear  their  tes- 
timony as  it  was  delivered,  and  observe  the 
demeanor  oC  each  witness  on  the  stand  and 
the  manner  of  giving  bis  testimony,  and,  in 
fact,  had  an  opportunity  to  see  and  deter- 
mine whether  his  entire  conduct  and  man- 
ner of  giivlng  his  evidence  was  such  as  to  im- 
press an  impartial  trior  with  the  truthful- 
ness of  his  statements.  It  is  the  province  of 
the  Jury  to  determine  the  credibility  of  each 
witness,  and  to  weigh  and  determine  what 
the  evidence  proves  on  the  trial  of  the  case; 
and,  where  there  is  evidence  tending  to  prove 
each  material  fact  necessary  to  the  findings 
of  the  Jury,  and  the  Jury  have  rendered  their 
findings  thereon,  this  court  cannot  disturb^ 
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the  verdict,  altbongh  this  court  might  have 
come  to  an  entirely  different  conclusion  upon 
the  whole  evidence.  We  have  examined  the 
evidence  contained  In  the  record,  and  find 
that  there  was  some  evidence  tending  to 
prove  each  material  mattM*  neceesary  to  en- 
title the  plaintiff  below  to  a  recovery;  and 
the  trial  court  having  sustained  the  verdict 
this  court  cannot  say  that  there  was  such 
lack  of  evidence  to  support  the  verdict  as  will 
authorize  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment  for  that 
reason. 

The  second  error  complained  of  by  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error,  In  his  brief.  Is  that, 
the  jury  having  returned  a  general  verdict 
and  made  special  findings  of  fact,  the  find- 
ings of  fact  are  so  Inconsistent  with  the  gen- 
eral verdict  that  the  court  should  have  set 
the  verdict  aside.  The  two  findings  of  fact 
that  are  alleged  to  be  Inconsistent  with  the 
general  verdict  are  as  follows:  "No.  9.  Did 
any  of  the  plalntifTs  cattle  come  In  contact 
with  any  of  the  cattle  shipped  by  tlie  de- 
fendants to  the  stock  yards  at  Parsons?  A. 
No  evidence.  No.  10.  How  close  did  plaln- 
tifTs  cattle  come  to  the  litter  which  she 
claims  the  employes  dumped  on  her  land? 
A.  Evidence  does  not  prove."  These  two 
facts  were  material  to  the  right  of  plaintiff 
lielQw  to  recovw.  Her  action  was  based  on 
the  fact  that  defendants  had  negligently 
transported  to,  and  unloaded,  drove,  fed,  and 
littered  at,  the  stock  yards  In  Parsons,  cat- 
tle afflicted  with  Texas  splenic  or  Spanish 
fever,  a  large  number  of  which  died  at  said 
stock  yards  of  said  disease;  that  defendants 
negligently  drove  said  cattle  Into  said  stock 
yards,  and  negligently  allowed  the  same  to 
remain  and  die  in  the  said  stock  yards,  of 
said  contagious  disease,  and  thereafter  neg- 
ligently gathered  up  the  litter  In  said  stock 
yards,  Infected  by  said  cattle  with  said  dis- 
ease, placed  the  same  upon  and  near  the  pas- 
ture of  plaintiff,  in  which  her  cattle  were 
feeding,  by  reason  whereof  her  cows  became 
Infected  with  said  disease  and  died,  to  her 
damage.  In  order  to  entitle  her  to  recover, 
it  was  necessary  for  her  to  prove  and  satisfy 
the  Jury  that  her  cows  became  Infected  with 
the  Texas  splenic  or  Spanish  fever,  by  being 
communicated  to  them  by  either  coming  into 
contact  with  the  diseased  cattle  or  with  the 
litter  carelessly  and  unlawfully  placed  near 
her  pasture.  The  charges  were  that  all  these 
things  were  done  by  the  receivers  of  the 
railway  company  carelessly,  and,  by  reason 
of  the  wrongful  and  careless  acts  of  the  re- 
ceivers, the  contagious  Ulseuse  was  com- 
municated to  her  cows;  consequently  tUey 
died,  and  she  was  damaged  thereby;  but, 
however  unlawful  and  negligent  the  act  of 
the  receivers  and  their  servants  may  have 
been,  the  plaintiff  would  have  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  them  unless  their  negligent  and 
wrongful  acts  resulted  in  the  communication 
of  the  contagion  to  her  cows,  and  thereby  re- 
sulted in  their  death  and  consequent  loss  to 
ber.    The  mere  fact  that  the  cows  of  plain- 


tiff below  died  from  ttie  same  kind  of  iis- 
ease  that  killed  the  cattle  in  the  stock  yanls 
of  the  receivers  would  not  give  the  plaintiff 
below  a  right  of  action,  unless  in  some  man- 
ner that  disease  was  communicated  to  her 
cows  from  the  diseased  cattle  in  the  stock 
^ards,  or  by  the  litter  placed  by  them  near 
her  pasture.  It  was  the  right  of  the  re- 
ceivers to  have  the  Jury,  when  they  returned 
a  general  verdict,  make  special  findings  of 
fact;  and,  if  the  special  facts  as  found  by 
the  Jury  were  Inconsistent  with  their  gen- 
wal  verdict,  they  were  controlling,  and  Judg- 
ment should  have  either  been  rendered  in 
accordance  with  the  special  fkcts  as  found, 
or  the  verdict  should  have  been  set  aside. 
Gen.  St.  1889,  c.  80,  §  287.  The  Jury  de- 
termine what  facts  are  proven  by  the  evi- 
dence. Where  the  evidence  is  somewhat  con- 
flicting in  regard  to  a  question,  the  findings 
of  the  Jury  thereon  are  conclusive. 

The  third  error  complained  of  by  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error,  in  his  brief.  Is  that 
the  court  erred  in  permitting  witnesses,  over 
the  objection  of  the  defendant  below,  to 
give  their  opinions  as  to  what  disease  the 
cows  of  plaintiff  below  died  with,  for  the 
reason  that  such  witnesses  were  not  shown  to 
be  what  is  termed  "experts";  that  they  were 
not  persons  educated  or  skilled  as  veterinary 
surgeons,  who  had  made  diseases  of  cattle  a 
study,  and  could  point  out  and  describe  the 
chief  characteristics  or  symptoms  that  would 
distinguish  the  disease  of  Texas  splenic  or 
Spanish  fever  from  murrain  or  any  other  dis- 
ease. The  witnesses  Ed.  Schelnbuer  and  Al- 
fred Yesley  were  called,  and  each  was  per- 
mitted, over  the  objection  of  the  receivers, 
to  give  his  opinion  as  to  what  disease  the 
cows  of  plaintiff  below  died  of,  and  also  to 
give  his  opinion  as  to  the  disease  of  the  cat- 
tle in  the  stock  yards.  These  witnesses  were 
neither  of  them  veterinary  surgeons,  and  nei- 
ther was  shown  to  possess  the  legal  qualifica- 
tions of  an  expert.  The  opinions  of  witnesses 
are,  in  general,  not  evidence.  Yet,  on  certain 
subjects,  some  classes  of  witnesses  may  give 
their  own  (pinions;  and  on  certain  other  sub- 
jects any  competent  witness  may  express  his 
opinion.  On  the  questions  of  science,  skill,  or 
trade,  persons  of  skill  or  science,  commonly 
called  "experts,"  may  not  only  testify  tofactSi 
but  are  permitted  to  give  their  opinions  in 
evidence.  A  medical  man  may  give  his  opinion 
as  to  the  cause  of  disease  or  death.  So  a  vet- 
erinary surgeon  may  give  bis  opinion  as  to 
what  cause  produced  diseases  in  animals,  and 
whether  tlie  disease  ia  contagious,  and  how 
the  disease  may  become  communicated  to 
other  animals,  and  also  as  to  what  disease 
an  animal  dies  of,  and  may  found  his  opin- 
ion on  his  own  observation,  or  on  the  symp- 
toms described  by  other  witnesses.  As  a 
physician,  surgeon,  or  veterinarian  is  pre- 
sumed to  understand  thoroughly  the  questions 
pertaining  to  his  profession,  he  is  allowed 
to  give  his  opinion  respecting  any  subject 
that  comes  within  his  profession.    But  a  per- 
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son  not  acqnalntea  with  the  sdenoe  of  med- 
icine, surgery,  or  veterinary,  who  may  have 
had  some  experience  In  otoservlntf  the  treat- 
ment of  dleeasefl  by  phyaicJanB,  or  opera- 
tions performed  by  a  surgeon,  or  In  the  hand- 
ling of  stock,  and  to  reading  accounts  of  dif- 
ferent diseases  among  animals,  Is  not  sup- 
posed to  be  possessed  of  the  necessary  qual- 
IflcatlMis  of  an  expert;  and  it  was  error  to 
pennit  these  witnesses  to  give  In  evidence 
their  opinions  as  to  the  disease  the  cattle 
were  afflicted  with,  and  from  whidj  they 
died.  It  was  competent  for  these  witnesses 
to  state  the  symptoms  that  they  noticed  in 
the  cattle,  the  conduct  of  the  animals,  and 
aU  the  conditions  that  were  observable  when 
they  first  discovered  the  cattle  were  sick,  the 
appearance  of  the  animal,  and  length  of  time 
occurring  before  death,  and  the  appearance 
on  the  post  mortem.  It  Is  claimed  by  conn- 
■el  toe  the  receivers  that  there  is  no  evidence 
that  any  of  the  agents  or  servants  of  the  receiv- 
ers, or  the  receivers  themselves,  had  any  knowl- 
edge that  any  of  the  cattle  shipped  or  trans- 
ported and  unloaded  into  the  stock  yards  at 
Parsons  were  infected  with  the  disease  known 
as  Texas  splenic  or  Spanish  fever,  or  were 
capable  of  communicating  the  disease  to  native 
cattle.  We  think  the  evidence  shows  such 
condition  of  the  cattle  that  it  was  sufficient 
to  Impart  notice  to  the  agents  and  servants 
of  the  receivers.  The  evidence  shows  that 
the  cattle  were  generally  wild  and  undomes- 
ticated,  and  that  they  were  shipped  by  the 
receivers  from  Southern  Texas,  a  region  of 
country  where  it  is  declared  to  be  prima 
fade  evidence  tiiat  the  cattle  are  diseased 
and  capable  of  imparting  it  to  the  native 
cattle.  All  cattle  coming  from  the  low  lands 
In  the  Southwest  near  the  Gulf,  bring  with 
them  a  contagions  disease,  ccmimonly  known 
as  Texas  splenic  or  Spanish  fever.  It  was 
also  shown  in  the  evidence  that  a  large  num- 
ber of  these  cattle  were  diseased,  and  died 
In  the  stock  yards  at  Parsons,  and  that,  while 
said  cattle  were  sick  and  dying  from  the  dis- 
ease in  the  stock  yards,  the  agents  and  serv- 
ants of  the  receivers,  with  wagons  and  teams, 
were  engaged  in  taking  up  the  litter  that  the 
diseased  cattle  had  Infected  with  the  disease, 
and  were  placing  it  In  and  near  the  pasture  of 
the  plaintiff  below,  and  also  placing  it  in  the 
stream  of  water  which  ran  through  her  pas- 
ture, so  as  to  communicate  the  disease  to  her 
cattle.  The  action  was  prosecuted  by  plain- 
tiff, not  for  the  mere  fact  that  the  receivers 
shipped  diseased  cattle  td  their  stock  yards 
at  Parsons,  but  for  the  negligent  handling 
of  the  stock  infected,  and  carelessness  about 
the  stock  yards. 

It  is  also  contended  that  there  was  no  ef- 
fort made,  on  the  trial  of  the  case,  to  show 
that  the  receivers  had  violated  either  the  in- 
terstate commerce  law  or  the  law  providing 
for  a  bureau  of  animal  industry  and  regular 
tlon  of  the  transportation  of  cattle  through 
that  portion  of  the  South  known  as  the  in- 
fected area.    We  do  not  think  It  was  neces- 


sary to  a  recovery  hi  this  ease  to  prove  the 
violation  of  either  the  interstate  commerce 
law  or  the  law  providing  for  a  bureau  ot 
animal  industry.  If  the  agents  and  serv- 
ants of  the  receivers  were  guilty  of  the  neg- 
ligence complained  of  in  the  bin  of  particu- 
lars of  the  plaintiff  below,  she  was  entitled 
to  recover.  If  the  agents  and  servants  neg- 
ligently and  carelessly  took  the  litter  from 
the  stock  yards  and  placed  it  in  such  proxim- 
ity to  the  pasture  where  her  cows  were  kept, 
and  her  cows  became  diseased  thereby,  and 
were  lost  to  her,  in  consequence  of  the  wrong- 
ful and  negligent  act  of  the  receivers  or 
their  agents  and  servants,  then  she  was  en- 
titled to  recover  the  full  amount  of  dam- 
ages sustained  by  her.  A  common  carrier 
cannot  be  relieved  of  his  liability  for  his  neg- 
ligence in  exposing  dangerous  articles  where 
they  are  known  to  be  dangerous,  or,  by  the 
exercise  of  due  care,  he  ought  to  have  known 
the  dangerous  character  thereof. 

The  final  contention  of  counsel  for  the  re- 
ceiver is  that  chapter  161,  Laws  1881,  as 
amended  by  cfaaptw  191,  Laws  1885,  is  in 
conflict  with  the  clause  In  the  constitution  of 
the  United  States  which  provides:  "Con- 
gress shall  have  power  to  regulate  commerce 
with  foreign  nations  and  among  the  several 
states;"  that  the  cattle  shipped  in  the  yards 
at  Parsons  by  the  receivers  were  interstate 
shipments,  and  were  not  destined  to  points 
In  the  state  of  Kansas.  The  plaintiff  below 
did  not  base  her  action  exclusively  upon  the 
statute,  but  upon  the  negligence  of  the  re- 
ceivers In  the  handling  of  diseased  cattle 
while  in  the  stock  yards  at  Parsons,  and  the 
wrongfully  and  negligently  taking  the  litter 
that  was  Infected  by  the  cattle  with  the  dis- 
ease of  Texas  splenic  or  Spanish  fever,  and 
carelessly  and  wrongfully  placing  It  In  and 
near  the  pasture  where  she  was  keeping  her 
cattle,  and  in  the  stream  of  water  running 
through  her  pasture.  If  she  proved  the  al- 
legation in  her  bill  of  particulars,  she  was 
entitled  to  recover  under  the  common  law, 
regardless  of  the  statute.  Her  suit  was 
based  on  the  negligent  and  wrongful  conduct 
of  the  receivers;  but.  If  this  were  not  so,  we 
think  she  could  still  recover  under  the  stat- 
ute. If  she  could  prove  the  necessary  facts. 
The  supreme  court  of  Kansas  has  held  that 
this  statute  is  not  in  conflict  with  the  clause 
commonly  referred  to  as  the  interstate  com- 
merce clause  of  the  constitution.  Patee  v. 
Adams,  37  Kan.  1S6,  14  Pac.  505;  Railway 
Co.  V.  Plnley,  38  Kan.  554,  16  Pac.  951. 
These  acts  were  for  the  -protection  of  cattle 
against  contagious  diseases.  'The  act  of 
1881,  by  the  first  section,  provided  against 
the  bringing  into  this  state  any  cattle  dis- 
eased with  the  disease  known  as  the  Tex- 
as splenic  or  Spanish  fever,  and  makes  the 
driving  of  them  Into  the  state,  or  into  any 
county  In  the  state,  a  misdemeanor,  and  pro- 
vides that  any  person,  on  conviction  there- 
of, shall  be  fined  and  imprisoned.  The  act 
also  provides:    "Any  person  driving  or  caua- 
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Ins  to  be  driven  any  cattle  mentioned  In 
ttie  fliBt  section  of  tbe  act  In  Tlolatlon  of 
the  act  to  be  liable  to  any  party  injured 
for  all  damages  that  may  arise  from  tbe 
commimication  of  tbe  disease  from  tbe  cat- 
tle so  driveo,  to  be  recovered  In  a  civil  ac- 
tion." This  act  was  amended  In  1885  by 
chapter  191,  which  reads  as  follows:  "No 
person  shall  between  tbe  first  day  of  Marcb 
and  the  first  day  of  December  in  any  year, 
drive  or  cause  to  be  driven  Into  or  tbrongh 
any  county  or  part  thereof  In  this  state,  or 
turn  upon  or  cause  to  be  turned  or  kept  up- 
on any  highway,  range,  common  or  unlndaeed 
pasture  within  this  state,  any  cattle  capable 
of  communicating  or  liable  to  Impart  what 
is  known  as  Texas  splenic  or  Spanish  fever. 
Any  person  violating  any  of  tbe  provisions 
of  this  act  shall  upon  conviction  thereof  be 
adjudged  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  shall 
for  each  ofTense  be  fined  not  less  than  one 
hundred  dollars  and  not  more  than  two 
thousand  dollars  or  be  Imprisoned  In  the 
county  jail  not  less  than  thirty  days  and  not 
more  than  one  year,  or  by  both  such  fine  and 
imprisonment."  "Sec.  S.  In  tbe  trial  of  any 
person  charged  with  the  violation  cft  any  of 
the  provisions  of  this  act,  and  in  the  trial  of 
any  civil  action  brought  to  recover  damages 
for  the  communication  ot  Texas  splenic  or 
Spanish  fever,  proof  that  the  cattle  which 
such  person  is  charged  with  driving  or  keep- 
ing In  violation  of  tbe  law,  or  which  are 
claimed  to  have  communicated  said  disease, 
were  brought  Into  this  state  between  tbe 
Urst  day  of  March  and  the  first  day  of  De- 
cember of  tbe  year  In  which  the  offense  was 
committed  or  such  cause  of  action  arose, 
from  south  of  the  37tb  parallel  of  north  lati- 
tude, shall  t>e  taken  as  prima  facie  evidence 
that  said  cattle  were  capable  of  communicat- 
ing and  liable  to  impart  Texas  splenic  or 
Spanish  fever,  within  tbe  meaning  of  this 
act,  and  that  the  owner  or  owners,  or  person 
in  charge  of  such  cattle,  bad  full  knowledge 
and  notice  thereof  at  the  time  of  the  com- 
mission of  tbe  alleged  offense."  These  stat- 
utes are  not  an  interference  with  the  trans- 
portation laws  of  congress,  known  as  the  In- 
terstate commerce  regulations,  which  are 
given  exclusively  to  congress  by  the  consti- 
tution. Tbey  are  not  intended  to  prohibit 
the  transportation  of  all  cattle  coming  from 
tbe  region  of  country  south  of  the  37th  de- 
gree of  north  latitude,  but  only  such  as  are 
diseased  and  capable  of  communicating  dis- 
aaae  to  tbe  native  cattle  of  Kansas.  It  Is 
only  tbe  rightful  exercise  of  police  regula- 
tion, for  the  protection  of  the  native  cattle 
of  this  state  against  a  dangerous  and  deadly 
disease  tbat,  if  not  regulated,  will  result  in 
great  loss  to  tbe  cattle  owners  of  this  state. 
Justice  Strong,  in  delivering  the  opinion  of 
the  court  in  tbe  case  of  Railroad  Co.  v.  Hn- 
■en.  90  U.  S.  470,  says:  "We  admit  tliat  tbe 
deposit  in  congress  of  tbe  power  to  regulate 
forMgn  commerce  and  commerce  among  tbe 
States  was  not  a  surrender  of  that  which 


may  prt^erly  be  denominated  police  power. 
Wliat  that  power  is  it  is  difficult  to  define 
with  sharp  precision.  It  is  generally  said 
to  extend  to  making  regulations  promotive 
of  domestic  order,  morals,  health,  and  safety. 
As  was  said  in  Thorpe  v.  Railway  Co.,  27  Vt 
149:  'It  extends  to  the  protection  of  tbe  lives, 
limbs,  health,  comfort,  and  quiet  of  all  per- 
sons, and  tbe  iHntection  of  all  property  witli- 
in  the  state.'  •  •  •  The  same  principle,  it  may 
also  be  conceded,  would  Justify  the  exclusion 
of  property  dangerous  to  tbe  property  of 
citizens  at  the  state;  for  example,  sninMls 
having  contagious  or  Infections  diseases.  All 
these  exertions  of  x>ower  are  in  immediate 
connection  with  tbe  protection  of  persons 
and  property  *  *  *  as  is  injurious  to 
the  property  of  others.  Tbey  are  self-de- 
fensive." The  police  power  is  commensurate 
with  the  sovereignty  of  tbe  state,  and  Is 
of  necessity  despotic;  and  individual  rights 
of  property  beyond  express  constitutional  re- 
straint must  yield  to  its  force.  Under  it, 
every  one  having  property  holds  it  under 
the  implied  liability  that  Its  use  diall  not 
be  injurious  to  the  equal  enjoyment  of  oth- 
ers having  an  equal  right  of  the  communi- 
ty. 2  Kent,  Comm.  338;  Potter,  Dwar.  St 
p  444.  In  the  case  of  Railway  Co.  v.  Fbi- 
ley,  supra,  an  action  to  recover  damages 
against  the  railway  company  under  the  sta^ 
ute  of  Kansas  for  the  protection  of  cattle 
against  contagious  diseases,  Chief  Justice 
Horton,  delivering  the  opinion  of  tbe  court 
(after  commenting  on  the  decision  of  tbe  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
of  Railroad  Co.  v.  Husen,  which  held  tbat 
the  statute  of  Missouri  was  void,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  same  tends  to  place  an  embargo 
upon  Interstate  commerce,  and  pointing  out 
the  difference  between  the  provisions  of  the 
statute  of  Missouri  and  the  statute  of  Kan- 
sas, and  quoting  from  tbe  opinion  of  tbe  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States  in  the  case 
of  Mugler  v.  State,  123  U.  S.  623,  8  Sup.  Gt 
273,  wherein  the  court  says:  "Ppop«ty,  un- 
der our  form  of  government.  Is  subject  to 
tbe  obligation  that  It  shall  not  be  used  so  as 
to  injuriously  affect  the  rights  of  tbe  com- 
munity. *  *  *  It  belongs  to  the  legislative 
branch  of  tbe  government  to  exert  what  are 
known  as  pc^ce  powers  of  tbe  state,  and  to 
determine  primarily  what  measures  are  I4>> 
pllcable  or  needful  for  the  protection  of  tbe 
public  morals,  the  public  health,  or  tbe  pub- 
lic safety"),  says:  "Tbe  de<^ion  is  only  the 
recognition  of  the  doctrine  that  tbe  police 
power  of  the  state  extends  to  the  protection 
of  the  lives,  limbs,  health,  and  morality  and 
quiet  of  all  persons,  and  the  protection  of  all 
proi>erty  within  the  stata  We  have  con- 
strued the  acts  upon  which  the  alleged  Ilabll* 
ity  is  founded  in  this  case  so  tbat  no  re- 
covery can  be  had  against  any  person  or  ow- 
poratlon  acting  in  good  faith,  unless  tmA 
facts  existed  as  to  make  tbe  person  or  corpo- 
ration chargeable  with  knowledge  that  the 
cattle  driven  or  transported  into  tbe  state 
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were  diseased,  at  were  of  a  kind  liable  to 
communicate  disease  to  domestic  cattle  of 
the  state.  Patee  v.  Adams,  37  Kan.  133,  14 
Pac.  505.  As  thus  construed,  we  do  not 
think  the  statute  of  Kansas  an  intrusion  up- 
on the  exclusire  domain  of  congress;  and 
we  think  that  the  statute,  aided  by  the  tes- 
timony  of  the  nature  of  Texas  splenic  or 
Spanish  fever,  and  the  pecnliarities  of  Texas 
or  Sonthem  cattle  so  diseased,  against  which 
this  legislation  is  directed,  has  for  its  sub- 
stantial object  the  protection  of  the  property 
of  the  citizens  of  the  state,  and  theref(»« 
ought  to  be  sustained.  Clearly,  the  object 
of  this  statute  is  not  to  obstruct  interstate 
commerce,  but  solely  to  exclude  from  the 
state  cattle  liaring  contagious  or  infectious 
diseases,  and  therefore  wholly  for  the  imme- 
diate protection  of  the  property  of  this  state 
against  the  noxious  acts  of  other  persons,  or 
such  a  use  of  their  property  as  is  dangerous 
and  injurious  to  the  cattle  interest  of  the 
state.  If  this  is  not  constitutional,  and  with- 
in the  police  power  of  the  state,  then  the 
state  is  absolutely  powerless  to  protect  the 
property  of  the  citizens.  If  this  and  similar 
statates  are  in  conflict  with  the  constitution 
of  the  United  States,  the  state  is  wholly  dis- 
armed and  defenseless  to  exclude  property 
from  the  state  tliat  Is  dangerous  and  injuri- 
ous to  the  property  of  its  citizens.  We  think 
the  statute  can  be  fully  justiHed  as  the  legi- 
timate exercise  of  the  police  power  of  the 
state,  and  it  is  not  usurpation  of  the  power 
Tested  exclustrely  In  congress.  It  Is  found- 
ed apon  the  law  of  self  defense."  The  con- 
stitutionality of  this  law  being  fully  sustain- 
ed by  former  decisions  of  this  court,  it  is  un- 
necessary to  state  anything  further  in  rela- 
tion to  this  subject.  For  the  errors  pointed 
out  In  this  opinion,  the  judgment  of  the  court 
win  be  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  to 
the  district  court,  with  direction  to  set  aside 
the  verdict  and  special  findings  of  fact  by  the 
Jury,  and  grant  a  new  triaL  All  the  Judges 
concurring. 


KING  v.  MILES  CITY  IRRIGATING 

DITCH  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    July  29, 180.5.) 

IbKIOATIOX    COMPANIBS— CoNBrRCCTION  OF  DlTCB 

— Neolioexce. 
An  instruction,  in  an  action  for  dam- 
aees  from  the  breaking  of  an  irrigation  ditch, 
that  it  is  inctimbent  on  an  irrigation  company 
to  construct  its  flumes  and  ditches  in  such  a 
rennonable  and  prudent  manner  that  no  damage 
shall  result  to  the  person  whose  lands  are 
crossed,  is  erroneous,  as  making  it  an  insurer. 

ApiKsal  from  district  court,  Custer  county; 
George  R.  Mllbum,  Judge. 

Action  by  Louis  King  against  the  Miles 
City  Irrigating  Ditch  Company.  From  an 
order  granting  a  new  trial,  plaintiff  appeals. 
AiBnned. 

Mlddleton  &  Light,  for  appellant  Strevell 
&  Porter,  for  respondent. 


DE  WITT,  3.  This  action  was  brought  by 
the  plaintiff  to  recover  damages  caused  to 
his  ranch  by  the  breaking  of  the  defendant's 
irrigating  ditch.  The  cause  of  action,  as  al- 
leged, and  sought  to  be  proved,  was  the  neg- 
ligence of  defendant  in  the  construction  and 
operation  of  its  ditch,  by  reason  of  which 
the  same  broke  and  damaged  the  plaintiff. 
On  a  trial  to  a  jury  a  verdict  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff.  This  verdict  was  by  the 
court  set  aside,  on  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
From  this  order  tiie  plaintiff  appeals.  The 
motion  was  made  upon  two  grounds:  First, 
the  insutficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sustain 
the  verdict;  and,  second,  errors  of  law.  It 
does  not  appear  upon  which  ground,  or 
whether  npon  both,  the  motion  was  granted. 

The  principal  error  of  law  complained  of 
was  that  the  court  Instucted  the  Jury,  among 
other  things,  as  follows:  "In  this  connection 
the  court  further  instructs  the  jury  that  It  is 
incumbent  upon  the  defendant  company  to 
construct  its  flumes  and  ditches  in  such  a 
reasonable  and  prudent  manner  as  that  no 
damage  shall  result  to  the  person  whose  lands 
are  crossed  by  the  ditch."  This  instruction 
was  clearly  erroneous.  The  court  undertook  to 
lay  down  the  measure  of  reasonable  and  pru- 
dent conduct  on  the  part  of  the  defendant. 
The  court  did  not  Instruct  that  the  care  by  the 
defendant  should  be  either  ordinary  or  extra- 
ordinary, but,  on  the  other  hand.  Instructed 
the  Jury  that  the  degree  of  care  should  be 
such  that  no  damage  should  result.  The  de- 
fendant was  thus  held,  not  only  to  the  high- 
est and  most  extraordinary  degree  of  care,  but 
was  held  to  exercise  such  care  that  the  plain- 
tiff would  not  suffer  any  damage.  In  other 
words,  the  instruction  made  the  defendant  ab- 
solutely an  insurer  against  ail  damages.  It 
removed  the  question  of  negligence  from  the 
Jury  altogether,  and  practically  instructed 
them  that,  if  the  damage  occurred,  the  de- 
fendant was  liable,  without  regard  to  its  neg- 
ligence. This,  of  course,  was  error,  which 
error  the  district  court  properly  corrected  in 
granting  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  on 
this  ground  the  order  granting  the  new  trial 
must  be  affirmed.  Hopkins  ▼.  Commercial 
Co.,  13  Mont.  223,  33  Pac.  817. 

On  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  court  also 
had  before  it  the  question  of  Insufllciency  of 
the  evidence  to  sustain  the  verdict.  Upon  a 
reading  of  the  testimony  in  the  case,  we  are 
not  prepared  to  say  tljat  the  court  abused  Its 
discretion  if  it  granted  the  new  trial  on  this 
ground.  We  are  not  prepared  to  go  further, 
however,  and  to  say,  from  our  point  of  view, 
that  there  was  absolutely  no  showing  of  neg- 
ligence which  should  have  gone  to  the  jury. 
There  seem  to  be  a  few  Items  of  evidence 
tending  to  show  negligence.  Whether  these 
were  sufficient  to  justify  the  verdict  is  more 
properly  a  question  in  the  soimd  discreticA  of 
the  district  court,  who  saw  the  witnesses  and 
heard  them  testify.  As  remarked,  we  cannot 
find  any  abnse  of  discretion  in  granting  the 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  insufficiency  of, 
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the  evidence.  Any  further  ylews  upon  this 
subject  we  do  not  deem  appropriate,  from 
our  point  of  view,  to  express.  The  order 
granting  the  motion  for  new  trial  Is  aflinned. 


MATTHEWS  v.  YOUNG. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1805.) 

TowN-SiTK  Lots  —  Contest — Fxilube  to  Makb 

Deposit. 

1.  It  is  error  to  oTermIe  a  demurrer  to  a 
petition  for  want  of  sufficient  facts  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action,  which  petition  seelis  to 
have  the  holder  of  the  legai  title  to  town  lots 
declared  a  trustee  for,  and  a  conveyance  de- 
creed to,  an  adverse  claimant  by  reason  of  set- 
tlement and  occupancy,  and  which  petition  de- 
clares the  fact  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed,  by 
reason  of  poverty,  to  make  the  deposit  for  ex- 
oense  of  contest  required  by  the  rules  of  the 
secretary  of  the  interior. 

2.  The  financial  condition  of  the  claimant 
is  sometliing  over  which  the  trustees  or  ad- 
verse party  could  exercise  no  couti'ol,  and  hi« 
inability  to  comply  with  the  rule  requiring  a  rea-. 
sonable  deposit  to  meet  the  expense  of  a  hear- 
ing is  not  a  sufficient  excuse  to  entitle  him  to 
the  intervention  of  a  court  of  equity. 

(SyUabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Action  by  Francis  H.  Young  against  X  Ij. 
Matthews.  Judgment  for  plalntiH,  and  de- 
fendant brings  error.    Reversed. 

Keaton  &  Cotteral,  for  appellant  H.  B. 
Thurston,  for  appellee 

BURFORD,  J.  Francis  M.  Young  filed  bis 
petition  In  the  district  court  of  Logan  county, 
in  which  he  alleged  that  he  was  a  citizen  of 
the  United  States,  and  qualified  under  the 
laws  of  the  United  States  to  acquire  title  to 
lots  in  the  town  site  of  Capitol  Uill;  that  In 
June,  1890,  be  selected  and  settled  upon  lots 
13,  14,  17,  and  18,  In  block  65,  In  Capitol 
IIlll;  that  he  erected  a  house  upon  said  lots, 
and  used  the  same  for  his  home;  that  in 
1892  he  filed  his  application  before  the  board 
of  town-site  trustees,  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  rules  of  said  board.  He 
further  alleges  that  at  the  time  his  cise 
was  set  for  hearing  before  said  town-site 
board,  owing  to  his  poverty,  he  was  unable 
to  make  the  ^2  deposit  required  by  the 
rules  promulgated  by  the  secretary  of  the 
interior,  and  that  by  reason  of  his  said  fail- 
ure the  town-site  trustees  awarded  said  lots 
to  the  defendant,  J.  L.  Matthews,  and  con- 
veyed the  same  to  him  by  deed;  and  he  asks 
that  said  Matthews  be  declared  to  hold  the 
title  to  said  lots  in  trust  for  him,  and  that  a 
commissioner  be  appointed  to  convey  the 
legal  title  to  him.  To  this  complaint  the  de- 
fendant, Matthews,  demurred  upon  the 
ground  that  the  compkiint  failed  to  state 
facts  sufflcient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion. The  demurrer  was  overruled  by  the 
court,  and  exceptions  saved.  Afterwards  an 
answer  was  filed,  trial  had  by  the  court,  and 
Judgment  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  as  pi-ay- 


ed  In  his  petition.    From  this  judgment  the 
plaintifT  In  error  appeals. 

The  trial  comrt  erred  In  overruling  the  de- 
murrer to  the  petition.  The  petition  dis- 
closed upon  its  face  that  the  petitioner  had 
failed  to  comply  with  one  ot  the  rules  pro- 
mulgated by  the  secretary  of  the  Interior, 
which  rule  required  the  adverse  claimants 
to  lots  upon  said  town  site,  on  or  before  the 
day  set  for  hearing  of  such  adverse  claims, 
to  make  a  deposit  of  a  sufflcient  sum  to  cover 
the  expense  of  one  day's  trial  before  said 
board.  This  was  a  reasonable  and  proper 
rule,  and  one  which  the  petitioner  was  bound 
to  comply  with,  unless  prevented  by  some 
action  of  the  adverse  party  or  by  the  action 
of  the  trustees.  He  seeks  to  excuse  himself 
from  a  compliance  with  said  rule  by  alleging 
that,  owing  to  his  poverty,  he  was  unable 
to  make  said  deposit  Poverty  Is  not  recog- 
nized by  law  as  an  excuse  for  a  failure  to 
comply  with  the  laws  and  regulations  neces- 
sary to  the  acquirement  ot  title  to  public 
lands  or  lots,  and,  as  the  petition  falls  to 
show  a  proper  excuse  or  Justification  for  the 
failure  on  the  part  of  the  petitioner  to  com- 
ply with  the  rules  of  the  department,  it 
failed  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
intervention  of  a  court  of  equity.  Maddox 
y.  Bumham  (Sup.  Ct  U.  S.  March  4,  1895), 
15  Sup.  Ct.  448.  The  facts  in  this  case  are 
similar  to  those  in  the  case  of  Twine  t. 
Carey,  37  Pac.  1098,  decided  by  this  court, 
and  we  adhere  to  the  ruling  announced  in 
that  case.  The  Judgment  of  the  district 
court  is  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with 
instructions  to  sustain  the  demnrrer  to  the 
petition,  and  for  such  further  proceedings 
as  may  be  In  harmony  with  this  <9inion. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  not  sitting. 


DOYB  V.  CARET. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1895.) 

Vendor  and  PoBcnASER  —  Protection  from 

Secret  Equities. 

1.  An  innocent  purchaser  ot  real  estate  for 
value  is  protected  against  outstanding  equities 
and  secret  trusts. 

2.  One  who  loans  money  to  the  holder  of 
the  legal  title  of  real  estate,  and  takes  a  mort- 
eaxe  upon  such  real  estate  to  secure  the  same, 
is.  to  the  extent  of  his  daim,  a  purchaser  of 
the  land,  and  is  entitled  to  the  same  protection 
from  all  secret  equities  of  which  he  had  no 
notice,  at  the  time  of  taking  the  mortgage,  as 
any  other  bona  fide  pnrchaser. 

(SyUabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county;  be- 
fore Justice  Dale. 

Action  by  Peter  Doye  against  Mollie  Caivy 
and  William  H.  Twine.  Judgment  by  de- 
fault against  Twine  and  in  favor  of  Carey. 
Plaintiff  brings  error.    Reversed. 

WIsby  &  Homer,  for  plaintiff  In  error. 
Green  &  Strang,  for  defendant  In  error. 

BURPORD,  J.  The  plaintiff  hi  error 
brought  his  action  in  the  district  court  o£ 

uigiiizea  oy  ^ — ■\^/\^7'v  i\^ 


Kan.) 


BOUSE  V.  BEDIXGEB. 


483 


Logan  county  to  obtain  judgment  upon  a 
promissory  note,  and  for  the  foreclosure  of 
a  mortgage  upon  certain  real  estate  in  the 
city  of  Guthrie.  The  note  and  mortgage  were 
executed  by  one  W.  H.  Twine,  who  held  the 
legal  title  to  the  real  estate  at  the  time  the 
nuxtgage  was  executed,  and  who  was  a  party 
defendant  in  the  cause.  It  is  alleged  in  the 
jpetltlon  that  the  defendant  in  error,  MuUie 
Carey,  claims  some  interest  in  the  real  estate 
Junior  to  the  mortgage  lien,  and  she  was 
made  a  party  defendant  to  answer  as  to  such 
interest.  The  defendant  Twin«  made  de- 
fault, and  Judgment  was  rendered  against 
him  for  the  amount  found  to  be  due  upon  the 
note  and  mortgage.  Mollle  Carey  filed  her 
answer,  in  which  she  alleged  that  she  settled 
upon  the  lots  in  controversy  as  a  settler  and 
occupant  under  the  town-site  laws  of  the 
United  States,  and  was  residing  upon  and 
claiming  same  at  the  date  of  the  entry  of 
the  tract  embracing  said  lots  by  the  town-site 
trustees;  that  she  had  brought  a  suit  to  have 
Twine  declared  a  trustee  for  her,  and  said 
cause  was  theu  pending;  all  of  which  was 
known  to  Doye  at  the  time  his  mortgage  was 
executed.  A  reply  was  filed  to  this  answer, 
deryiuj;  all  the  material  allegations.  Trial 
was  bad  by  the  court,  and  Judgment  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  Mollle  Carey,  and 
a  decree  entered  canceling  plaintiff's  mort- 
gage Hen  upon  said  real  estate.  From  this 
Judgment  Doye  appeals  to  this  court 

Several  errors  are  assigned,  but  we  need 
notice  but  one.  The  evidence  Is  in  the  record, 
and  discloses  the  fact  that  there  was  abso- 
lutely no  evidence  or  circumstances  tending 
to  sbow  that  Doye  had  any  notice  or  knowl- 
edge tbat  the  defendant  in  error  had  or 
claimed  any  Interest  in  said  lots  at  tbe  time 
be  loaned  the  money  and  took  his  mortgage. 
The  mortgagee  testified  that  before  he  made 
the  loan  he  required  an  abstract  of  title  from 
Twine,  which  showed  a  deed  from  the  town- 
site  trustees  to  one  Hubbell,  and  a  deed  from 
Hubt>ell  to  Twhie,  who  held  the  legal  title  at 
tbe  time  his  mortgage  was  executed;  that  he 
went  and  looked  at  the  lots,  and  did  not  see 
tbe  defendant  in  error,  and  did  not  know  that 
any  person  other  than  Twine  claimed  any  In- 
terest In  the  lots;  otherwise  he  would  not 
have  made  the  loan.  This  testimony  is  not 
contradicted,  and  must  be  taken  as  conclu- 
slre.  The  evidence  further  shows  that  at  the 
time  Doye  took  his  mortgage  there  were  no 
proceedings  pending  affecting  the  title.  Doye 
was  an  Innocent  purchaser  for  value  to  the 
extent  of  his  mortgage  debt,  and  was  entitled 
to  a.  foreclosure  of  his  mortgage  as  against 
any  equitable  interest  of  Carey,  of  which  he 
bad  DO  notice  at  time  mortgage  was  executed. 
It  is  a  settled  principle  that  a  mortgagee  in 
good  faith  for  value  is  entitled  to  protection 
against  outstanding  equities  and  trusts  of 
wbicb  be  bad  no  notice  at  the  time  of  tak- 
ing mortgage.  Jones,  Mortg.  §§  458,  710; 
Am.  &  £ng.  Knc.  Law,  p.  833.  The  learned 
Judge  who  tried  the  case  below  was  evidently 
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misled  by  admitting  In  evidence  a  judgment 
and  decree  in  another  cause  between  Mollle 
Carey  and  W.  H.  Twine,  awarding  her  the 
title  to  said  lots,  to  which  proceeding  Doye 
was  not  a  party,  and  could  not  be  bound 
thereby.  This  Judgment  was  subsequently  re- 
versed by  this  court  Twine  v.  Carey,  37  Pac. 
1096.  The  Judgment  of  the  district  court  is 
reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with  directions 
to  proceed  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 

DALE,  0.  J.,  not  sitting,  having  tried  the 
case  below.  BIERER,  J.,  having  previously 
been  of  counsel  for  Twine,  not  sitting. 


(1  Ksn.A.  3S5) 
ROUSES  T.  REDINGBR. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Sonthem  Depart- 
ment, E.  D.     Sept  6,  1805.) 
Rbceivebs  or  Railkoadb  —  Liabilitt  vor  Stock 
Killed. 
The  act  entitled  "An  act  relating  to  the 
killing  or  wounding  of  stock  by  railroads,"  be- 
ing chapter  94,  Laws  1874,  applies  to  receivers 
operating  a  railway  under  an  appointment  of  a 
court  of  competent  jurisdiction;   and  the  same 
liability  attaches  to  such  receivers  for  the  kill- 
inp  or  wounding  of  stock  in  tbe  operation  of  the 
railway  as  does  to  the  company  or  corporation, 
the  assignee  or  leasee  of  such  railway  company 
or  corporation.     Rouse  t.  Harry  (Kan.)  40  Fac. 
1007. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Bourbon  county; 
S.  H.  Allen,  Judge. 

Action  by  Peter  Redlnger  against  Henry  O. 
Rouse,  receiver  of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  & 
Texas  Railway  Company.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  and  defendant  brings  error.  Af- 
firmed. 

This  action  was  commenced  originally  be- 
fore William  Margrave,  a  Justioe  of  the  peace 
In  the  city  of  Ft.  Scott,  Bourbon  county,  Kan. 
The  bill  of  particulars  alleges  tbat  George  A. 
Eddy  and  H.  C.  Cross  had  been  appointed 
by  the  United  States  circuit  court  as  receiv- 
ers of  the  Missouri,  Kansas  &  Texas  Railway 
Company,  and  tbat  tbe  railway  company 
owned  the  railroad  running  through  Bourbon 
county,  Kun.,  and  mi  or  about  the  29th  day 
of  August  1889,  the  plaintiff,  Peter  Redlnger, 
was  the  owner  of  a  red  roan  cow,  of  the 
value  of  $75,  and  about  tbat  date  the  receiv- 
ers, without  any  fault  on  the  part  of  tbe 
plaintiff,  ran  over,  against  and  Idlled  said 
cow,  with  their  engine  and  cars,  in  op^tit- 
ing  said  railroad,  and  at  a  place  near  Ft. 
Scott  in  said  county,  on  said  railroad,  where 
the  raib'oad  was  not  fenced,  and  where  it  was 
the  duty  of  tlie  defendants  that  said  railroad 
should  have  been  fenced;  that  more  than  30 
days  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  bill  of  particulars 
the  plaintiff,  Redlnger,  notified  the  said  de- 
fendants of  the  killing  of  the  cow,  and  made 
demand  for  the  payment  therefor,  which 
payment  the  receivers  failed  and  refused  to 
make,— and  alleges  that  it  was  necessary  for 
the  plaintiff  to  employ  attoruey.s  to  prose- 
cute bis  suit  at  an  expense  of  $75,  and  that 
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the  attorneys'  services  were  reasonably 
worth  that  sum,  and  demands  Judgment 
against  the  receivers  of  said  railway  com- 
pany for  the  sum  of  |150,  with  interest  at  6 
per  cent,  from  August  20,  1889.  Service 
■was  made  on  the  agent  in  charge  of  the  rail- 
way company's  depot  at  Ft.  Scott,  Kan.,  In 
accordance  with  an  order  made  by  Judge 
Foster,  of  the  United  States  district  court 
for  the  district  of  Kansas.  Trial  was  had 
before  the  Justice  of  the  peace,  and  Judg- 
ment rendered  for  the  plaintiff  below.  The 
ca«e  was  talcen  to  the  district  court  on  ap- 
peal, and  there  tried  on  an  agreed  statement 
of  facts  in  words  and  flgiures  as  follows:  "It 
is  hereby  agreed  and  stipulated  that  this  case 
shall  be  tried  upon  the  following  facts,  which 
are  all  of  the  facts  in  the  case:  (1)  That  the 
Missom'i,  I^ansas  &  Texas  Railway  Company 
is  a  corpoi-ation.  and  legally  organized  and 
incorporated  under  and  by  virtue  of  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  and  has  been 
such  corporation  for  more  than  fifteen  years 
last  past.  (2)  That  the  said  Missouri,  Kan- 
sas &  Texas  Railway  Company  now  is,  and 
for  more  than  fifteen  yeare  last  jxast  lias  been, 
the  owner  of  a  line  of  i-aiiroad  running  into 
and  through  Boui'bon  county,  Kansas,  and 
during  a  litrge  portion  of  said  time  said  rail- 
road company  has  been  in  active  control 
and  operation  of  said  railroad  line  through 
said  BourlM>n  county,  Kansas.  (3)  That 
prior  to  November  1,  1888,  in  a  certain  action 
pending  in  tbe  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Kansas,  wherein 
the  Mercantile  Trust  Comiiany  of  New  Yorlt 
was  plaintiff,  and  the  said  Missouri,  Kansas 
&  Texas  Railway  Company  et  al.  were  de- 
fendants, a  suit  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
theretofore  executed  by  said  company,  which 
mortgage  covered  all  of  the  property,  rights, 
and  franchises  of  said  company,  the  defend- 
ants herein,  Geo.  A.  Eddy  and  H.  C.  Cross 
were  by  Hon.  David  J.  Brewer,  the  presid- 
ing Judge  of  said  court,  duly  appointed  the 
receivers  of  the  said  Missouri,  Kansas  & 
Texas  Railway  Company.  (4)  That  on  No- 
vember 1,  1888,  the  said  Geo.  A.  Eddy  and 
H.  C.  Cross,  having  been  duly  qualified  as 
such  receivers,  took  full  and  complete  uos- 
session  of  the  said  Mi.ssonri,  Knu.sas  Sr.  Texas 
Railway  Company,  its  pniperty  and  fran- 
chises, including  track,  rolling  stock,  »  •  • 
engines,  cars,  etc.  (5)  That  from  and  after 
Novemi)er  1,  1888,  the  said  Geo.  A.  Eddy  and 
H.  C.  Cross,  as  such  roceIver.s.  have  been  in 
the  full  and  complete  contr<}l  and  operation 
of  said  railway,  its  property,  franchises,  etc., 
nnd  during  ail  of  said  time  have  been  operat- 
ing said  railway,  for  the  carriage  of  freight 
and  passengers,  under  the  control  of  said  cir- 
cuit court  of  the  United  States  for  the  dis- 
trict of  Kansas,  and  were  so  operating  said 
i-allway  at  the  time  of  the  Injuries  com- 
plained of  by  the  plaintiff.  (6)  That  on  or 
about  August  29,  1889,  the  employes  of  the 
receivers,  while  in  the  management  and  con- 
trol of  one  of  the  trains,  consisting  of  an 


engine  and  passenger  cars,  on  the  said  Mis- 
souri, Kansas  &  Texas  Railway,  and  near 
the  city  of  Ft  Scott,  in  Bourbon  county, 
Kansas,  and  while  in  the  operation  of  the 
same,  run  said  engine  and  train  of  cars 
against  and  over  one  red  cow,  the  property 
of  the  plaintiff  herein,  and  thereby  killed  and 
destroyed  said  cow.  (7)  That  said  cow  was 
of  the  value  of  seventy  dollars,  and  was  a 
total  loss  to  said  plaintiff.  (8)  That  at  the 
point  where  said  cow  was  kUled,  and  at  the 
point  where  she  got  on  the  said  right  of  way, 
said  railroad  track  was  not  fenced  with  any 
fence  whatever,  but  should  have  been  fencetl 
as  required  by  chapter  94  of  the  Laws  of 
1874.  (9)  That  more  than  thirty  days  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  plain- 
tiff demanded  of  B.  N.  Gilbert,  the  ticket 
and  station  agent  of  the  receivers  at  the  city 
of  Ft.  Scott,  in  said  Bourbon  county,  Kan-  • 
sas,  the  full  value  of  said  cow,  but  that  pay- 
ment of  the  same  was  refused  by  said  Gil- 
bert (10)  That  prior  to  the  commencement 
of  this  action  the  plaintiff  applied  to  the  Unit- 
ed States  circuit  court  for  the  district  of 
Kansas,  and  obtained  the  permissdon  of  said 
court  to  sue  said  receivers  in  the  state  court 
in  this  cause.  (11)  That  in  the  pi'osecution  of 
this  action  the  plaintiff  has  been  compelled  to 
employ  an  attorney.  (12)  That  the  sum  of 
sixty  dollars  is  a  reasonable  attw^ey's  fee 
for  the  prosecution  of  this  action,  if  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  any  Judgment  therefor  In 
this  cause.  (13)  That  the  employes  of  the 
receivere  were  not  guilty  of  any  negligence 
whatever  in  the  operation  of  the  train  by 
the  operation  of  which  plaintiff's  cow  Avas 
killed.  (14)  That,  in  the  estimate  of  attor^ 
ney's  fees  in  fact  No.  12,  ten  dollars  is  esti- 
mated for  the  services  in  the  United  States 
cli-cuit  court.  In  obtaining  Its  permission  to 
sue  the  receivers  in  the  state  court  in  this 
cause.  (15)  That  the  receivers,  personally, 
were  not  guilty  of  any  negligence  whatever 
in  the  killing  of  the  plaintiff's  cow."  Judg- 
ment was  thereupon  rendered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  in  the  district  court  for  the  sum  of 
$13(3.60.  Exceptions  were  taken  by  the  de- 
fendants, and  they  filed  their  bill  of  excep- 
tions, and  bring  the  case  into  this  court. 
Since  the  trial  of  the  case  in  the  district  court 
the  receivers  George  A.  Eddy  and  H.  C. 
Cross  have  both  departed  this  life,  and  Henry 

C.  Rouse  was  duly  appointed  receiver  de 
Iwnis  non  by  the  United  States  circuit  court, 
and  said  action  has  been  revived  in  the  name 
of  said  receiver  de  bonis  non. 

T.  N.  Sedgwick,  for  plaintiff  In  error.    J. 

D.  McCleverty,  for  defendant  In  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
This  action  is  brought  under  the  statutes  of 
Kansas  at  1874,  entitled  "An  act  relatlner  to 
the  killing  or  wounding  of  stock  by  rail- 
roads" (chapter  94,  p.  143,  Laws  1874): 

"Section  1.  Every  railway  company  or  cor- 
];K>ration  in  this  state  and  every  assignee  or 
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lessee  of  snch  company  or  corporation,  shall 
be  liable  to  pay  the  owner  the  full  ralue  of 
(and)  every  animal  killed,  and  all  damages 
to  each  and  every  animal  wounded  by  the 
engine  or  cars  of  such  railway,  or  in  any 
other  manner  whatever  in  operating  such 
railway,  irreepective  of  the  fact  as  to  whether 
snch  killing  or  wounding  was  caused  by  the 
negligence  of  such  railway  company  or  cor- 
poration, (XT  the  assignee  or  lessee  thereof,  or 
not. 

"Sec.  2.  In  case  such  railway  company  or 
corporation,  or  the  assignee  or  lessee  thereof, 
shaU  fall  for  thirty  days  after  demand  made 
therefor  by  the  owner  of  such  animal,  or  his 
agent  or  attorney,  to  pay  such  owner,  <«r  his 
agent  or  attorney,  the  full  value  of  such  ani- 
mal If  killed,  or  damages  thereto  If  wound- 
ed, such  owner  may  sue  and  recover  from 
such  railway  company  or  c(wporation,  or  the 
assignee  or  lessee  thereof,  the  full  value  of 
such  animal  or  damages  thereto,  together 
with  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  for  the  prose- 
cution of  the  suit,  and  all  costs  In  any  court 
of  competent  jurisdiction  in  the  county  In 
which  such  animal  was  killed  or  wounded. 

"Sec.  3.  The  demand  mentioned  In  section 
two  of  this  act  may  be  made  of  any  ticket 
agent  or  station  agent  of  such  railway  com- 
pany or  corporation,  or  the  assignee  or  lessee 
thereof. 

"Sec.  4.  In  all  actions  prosecuted  under  this 
act,  it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the  court,  if  tried 
by  the  court,  or  Jury  If  tried  by  a  Jury,  If 
the  judgrment  or  verdict  be  for  the  plaintiff 
to  find  in  addition  to  their  general  findings 
for  plaintiff  the  amount  if  anything  allowed 
for  attorney's  fee  in  the  case. 

"Sec.  5.  This  act  shall  not  apply  to  any 
rail-way  company  or  corporation,  or  the  as- 
signee or  lessee  thereof,  whose  road  Is  in- 
closed with  a  good  and  lawful  fence,  to  pre- 
vent such  animals  from  being  on  such  road." 

The  only  question  involved  in  this  case  Is, 
does  this  act  apply  to  receivers  who  are 
operating  a  railroad  in  the  state  of  Kansas 
under  the  orders  and  directions  of  a  court 
of  comi>etent  jurisdiction?  It  is  claimed  by 
counsel  for  the  plaintiff  In  error  that  this 
act  does  not  apply  to  receivers  operating  a 
railway  under  an  appointment  by  a  court 
of  competent  Jurisdiction.  The  language  is 
specific,  and  nothing  Is  left  to  ambiguity  or 
uncertainty.  The  statute.  In  terms,  makes 
"every  railway  company  or  corporation  in 
thlB  state  and  every  assignee  or  lessee  of 
sncli  company  or  corporation"  liable,  but 
does  not  extend  the  statute  to  receivers  or  in- 
dividuals, unless  such  individual  should  be 
an  assignee  or  lessee  of  a  railway  company 
dr  corporation.  However  much  force  there 
may  be  In  the  argument  of  counsel,  the  su- 
preme court  of  Kansas  has  fully  decided  this 
question.  In  a  decision  made  on  the  Gth  day 
of  July,  the  present  year,  In  the  case  of 
Rouse  T.  Harry  (Kan.)  40  Pac.  1007,  in 
construing  a  statute  of  this  state  using  the 
same  language  In  relation  to  the  liability  of 


a  railway  company  for  negligence  of  Its  em- 
ployes, and  the  liability  of  a  receiver  under 
the  statute;  and,  for  the  purpose  of  this  opin- 
ion. It  is  only  necessary  to  give  the  reason 
of  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Rouse 
V.  Harry,  which,  we  think,  is  decisive  of 
this  case.  Mr.  Justice  Allen,  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "We  now  pro- 
ceed to  consider  the  most  important  question 
presented  by  the  record  in  this  case,  namely, 
whether  paragraph  12.51  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes of  1889  applies  as  well  to  receivers 
operating  railroads  as  to  railroad  companies. 
The  section  reads:  'Every  railroad  company 
organized  or  doing  business  in  the  state  shall 
be  liable  for  all  damages  done  to  any  em- 
ploys of  such  company,  in  consequence  of 
any  negligence  of  its  agents,  or  by  any  mis- 
management of  its  engineers,  or  other  em- 
ployes, to  any  person  sustaining  such  dam- 
age." The  trial  court  charged  the  Jury  that 
this  section  did  apply  in  this  case.  It  is  con- 
tended with  great  earnestness,  on  behalf  of 
the  plaintiff  In  error,  that  this  section  of  the 
statute  does  not,  in  terms,  apply  to  receivers; 
that  it  gives  a  cause  of  action  where  none 
existed  at  common  law;  that  it  cannot  be  ex- 
tended to  embrace  parties  not  Included  with- 
in its  terms;  that  receivers  are  not  railroad 
companies,  but  officers  of  the  court,  and  can- 
not be  held  liable  for  injuries  received  by 
one  employe  through  the  negligence  of  an- 
other. The  argument  in  support  of  this  con- 
tention by  the  learned  counsel  for  plaintiff 
in  error  is  clear  and  forcible,  and  presents  in 
all  Its  strength,  as  It  appears  to  us,  that  side 
of  the  question,  and  his  position  is  sustained 
by  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  Georgia 
and  Texas  under  very  similar  statutes.  It 
is  contended  that  to  include  receivers  Is  to 
interpolate,  by  Judicial  legislation,  that  which 
the  legislature  has  omitted  from  the  stat- 
ute. Many  authorities  are  cited  denying  to 
the  court  any  such  power.  It  is  also  urged 
that  this  court,  in  the  case  of  Beeson  v. 
Busenbark,  44  Kan.  670,  25  Pac.  48,  has  prac- 
tically decided  this  question  In  accordance 
with  that  view.  That  was  an  action  against 
Beeson  &  Sheldon,  who  were  contractors  en- 
gaged  in  the  construction  of  a  railroad.  They 
used  engines  and  cars  for  the  transportation 
of  materials,  and  other  purposes  connected 
with  the  construction  of  the  road,  and  the 
plaintiff  in  that  case  was  Injured  while  em- 
ployed In  cleaning  the  ash  box  of  an  engine. 
The  defendants  were  not  a  corporation,  but 
a  firm  composed  of  private  persons,  and  were 
not  engaged  in  the  operation  of  a  railroad  as 
common  carriers,  and  It  was  held  that  they 
did  not  fall  within  the  statute.  We  are  en- 
tirely satisfied  of  the  correctness  of  the  deci- 
sion in  tliat  case.  The  distinction  between 
contractors  employed  in  the  construction  of 
a  railroad,  or  of  some  portion  of  a  road,  and 
a  railroad  company  operating  under  a  cliar- 
ter  from  the  state,  as  common  carriers  of 
freight  and  passengers,  is  broad  and  well 
marked.    The  position  of  a  receiver,  how-> 
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ever,  Is,  In  many  respects,  anomalous.  He 
Is  not  in  any  just  sense  the  owner  of  the 
proi)erty,  nor  Is  he  personally  interested,  ex- 
cept in  the  compensation  he  receives  for  his 
services.  On  the  one  liand,  he  represents 
the  court  by  which  he  was  appointed,  and 
the  property  In  his  charge  is,  in  some  sense, 
at  least,  in  the  custody  of  the  law.  On  the 
other  hand,  he  represents  the  interest  of  the 
corporation  and  also  of  its  creditors.  The 
business  which  be  carries  on  is  public,  so 
far  as  railways  are  highways  open  to  the 
public;  It  is  private,  so  far  as  the  profits 
derived  from  it  are  concerned.  It  Is  some- 
what anomalous  for  courts,  through  the  in- 
strumentality of  receivers,  to  conduct  pri- 
vate business  for  profit;  yet  the  public  ex- 
igencies and  necessities  for  the  continued 
operation  of  the  great  public  thoroughfares 
of  the  country,  no  matter  what  the  conflict- 
ing rights  and  interests  of  stockholders  and 
creditors  may  be,  have  been  regarded  as  of 
such  force  as  to  require  the  continued  opaa.- 
tion  of  railroads,  through  the  instrumentality 
of  receivers,  while  the  rights  of  parties  liti- 
gant are  being  adjusted  through  the  medium 
of  the  courts.  There  is  no  transfer  of  in- 
terest from  the  corporation  to  the  receiver, 
but  only  a  transfer  of  management  The 
business  is  carried  on,  so  far  as  owners  and 
creditors  are  concerned,  for  the  purpose  of 
securing  a  profit.  This  profit  goes  Into  the 
hands  of  tlie  receivers,  to  be  applied  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  principles  of  law,  and  paid 
to  the  parties  Justly  entitled  to  it.  The  sur- 
plus, if  any,  over  operating  expenses,  goes 
exactly  where  it  would  go  if  the  business 
of  the  company  was  honestly  conducted  by 
its  officers.  There  is  still  the  same  neces- 
sity for  a  multitude  of  employes  to  keep  its 
properties  in  repair  and  working  order,  to 
operate  its  train  service,  to  collect  and  dis- 
burse its  revenues,  to  keep  Its  accounts,  and 
to  protect  Its  interests.  Receivers  must,  in 
the  first  instance,  always  assume  control  and 
generalship  over  the  army  of  workers  they 
find  in  the  employ  of  the  company.  While 
they  have  the  power  to  employ  and  dis- 
charge, the  general  rule  is  that  the  force 
they  find  already  organized  Is  retained  and 
used,  except  where  found  Incompetent  and 
inefficient.  The  receiver  becomes,  in  effect, 
the  general  manager,  charged  with  the  general 
supervision  of  the  Interests  of  the  company, 
not  through  election  by  the  stockliolders  or 
board  of  directors,  but  by  appointment  of  the 
court.  He  stands  charged  with  the  perform- 
ance, then,  of  the  corporate  functions  of  the 
railroad  company.  He  causes  trains  to  be 
run,  and  freight  and  passengers,  malls  and 
express  matter,  to  be  transported,  for  hire. 
He  collects  all  the  revenues  derived  from  the 
service.  From  them  he  pays  all  the  em- 
ploye's for  their  services,  and  discharges  all 
( tlier  operating  expenses.  In  substance, 
then,  the  business  of  a  railroad  corporation 
In  the  bands  of  a  receiver  moves  on  as 
though  under  the  direction  of  a  general  man- 


ager, to  accomplish  the  same  public  purposes, 
to  perform  the  same  services  for  Its  patrons, 
to  obtain  for  its  bondholders  and  stockhold- 
ers the  same  revenues,  as  befor&  The  re> 
ceiver,  when  acting  in  pursuance  of  and  in 
obedience  to  the  orders  of  the  court  Incurs 
no  personal  liability,  and  has  no  personal  In- 
terest In  the  profits  or  losses  of  the  busi- 
ness. The  substance,  then,  of  the  whole 
matter,  Is  that  the  railroad  corporation  is 
neither  dead  nor  dormant.  It  is.  In  fact, 
alive,  active,  and  performing  Its  proper  func- 
tions, as  much  as  before.  Its  properties  are 
in  existence,  and  utilized  for  the  same  pur- 
poses as  ever.  Does,  then,  the  mere  shadow 
of  a  receivership  operate  to  completely  trans- 
form the  relations  Its  employes  sustain  to 
each  other  and  to  the  assets  of  the  company? 
For  the  life  and  body  of  a  corporation  are  its 
franchises,  its  business,  and  its  property.  It 
Is  not  a  sentient  being,  and  has  no  tangible 
or  personal  existence.  Suit  against  a  re- 
ceiver is,  in  form,  against  an  individual;  but 
in  substance  it  is  against  the  corporate  prop- 
erty in  his  charge.  It  Is,  In  all  essential 
particulars.  In  substance,  against  the  corpo- 
ration itself.  We  think  this  is  the  view  best 
sustained  by  the  authorities,  and  most  In 
consonance  with  reason  and  sound  principles. 
'It  is  not  the  words  of  the  law,  but  the  in- 
ternal sense  of  it  that  makes  the  law;  and 
our  law,  like  all  others,  consists  of  two  parts, 
viz.  of  body  and  soul.  The  letter  of  the  law 
is  the  body  of  the  law,  and  the  sense  and 
reason  of  the  law  are  the  soul  of  the  law. 
Quia  ratio  legis  est  anima  legls.'  Intoxi- 
cating Liquor  Cases,  25  Kan.  7(S3,  citing 
Eyston  v.  Studd.  2  Plow.  465.  The  case  of 
Trust  Co.  T.  Thomason.  25  Kan.  t.  was  an 
action  against  the  trust  company,  by  an  em- 
ploy6,  to  recover  damages  under  the  same 
section  of  the  statute  now  under  considera- 
tion; and,  although  the  question  as  to  the 
applicability  of  the  statute  to  the  case  of  a 
trustee  operating  the  road  is  not  much  dis- 
cussed in  the  opinion,  the  principle  on  which 
a  liability  was  sustained  in  that  case  is  very 
similar  to  that  under  consideration  in  this. 
The  Union  Trust  Company  was  not  a  rail- 
way company,  and  therefore  not  wltliin  the 
letter  of  the  statute;  but  it  was  operating 
a  railroad,  and  the  liability,  which  could 
arise  only  by  force  of  the  statute,  was  main- 
tained in  that  case.  In  the  case  of  Horns- 
by  V.  Eddy,  5  C.  C.  A.  5(50.  56  Fed.  461,  the 
identical  question  now  before  us  was  passed 
on  by  the  United  States  circuit  court  of  ap- 
peals for  the  Eighth  circuit.  The  statute 
was  held  to  apply,  notwithstanding  the  Geor- 
gia and  Texas  cases,  which  are  cited  in  the 
opinion.  The  case  of  Trust  Co.  t.  Thomason 
was  regarded  as.  In  effect,  a  construction  of 
the  statute  in  favor  of  the  liability  of  a.  re- 
ceiver. This  decision  was  on  a  demurrer  to 
the  petition.  The  case  was  afterwards  tried, 
and  a  verdict  and  Judgment  rendered  against 
the  receivers  for  $15,000,  the  case  again 
taken  to  the  court  of  appeals  (Rouse  v.  Homs- 
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by,  14  C.  C.  A.  377,  67  Fed.  219),  and  the 
Judgment  a£Elnned.  Judge  Caldwell,  In  de- 
llTerlng  the  opinion,  says:  'An  elaborate  brief 
is  filed  by  the  plaintiffs  in  error  in  support 
of  the  contention  that  the  section  of  the 
Kansas  statute  referred  to  does  not  apply 
to  receivers  operating  a  railroad,  and  that, 
as  to  them,  the  fellow-servant  rule  as  to  the 
common  law  still  obtains.  This  question 
was  carefully  considered  when  the  case  was 
first  here.  We  are  entirely  satisfied  with  the 
result  then  reached.'  Although  the  con- 
struction placed  on  the  statute  of  this  state 
by  the  federal  court  is  not  binding  on  us, 
the  views  of  a  court  of  such  high  character 
are  entitled  to  most  respectful  consideration. 
The  Iowa  statute,  which,  in  terms,  applies 
not  cmly  to  the  corporation,  but  to  lessees 
and  other  persons  owning  or  operating  rail- 
roads, was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  that 
state,  in  the  case  of  Sloan  v.  Railway  Co., 
62  Iowa.  728,  16  N.  W.  331.  to  Include  re- 
ceivers. In  the  case  of  Railway  Co.  v.  Cox, 
12  Sup.  Ct  905,  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  held  that,  as  the  statutes  of 
Louisiana  authorized  an  action  against  the 
receivers  of  a  railway  company  for  wrong- 
fully causing  the  death  of  a  brakeman,  an 
action  might  be  maintained  in  Texas  against 
the  receivers  for  acts  done  in  Louisiana,  not- 
withstanding the  decision  of  the  supreme 
coTirt  of  Texas  in  the  case  of  Turner  v. 
Cross,  18  S.  W.  578.  For  other  cases  bear- 
ing more  or  less  directly  on  this  question, 
see  Little  v.  Dusenbeny,  46  N.  J.  Law,  614; 
Farrell  v.  Trust  Co.,  77  Mo.  477;  Klein  v. 
Jewett,  26  N.  3.  Eq.  476;  Murphy  v.  Hol- 
btwok,  20  Ohio  St.  137."  The  Judgment  of 
the  district  court  Is  affirmed.  All  of  the 
judges  concurring. 


(1  KU1.A.  874) 

ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  v.  O'MELIA. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, B.  D.     Sept  6,  1895.) 
CosTiSFAKCE— Absence  op  Wttsess  —  Cosfliot- 
IKO  Evidence — Question  fob  Jcky 
— Ikjuky  to  Passengers. 

1.  When  a  party  in  good  faith  complies  with 
the  provisions  of  paragraph  4412,  Gen.  St.  1889, 
and  has  used  due  diligence  to  procure  the  testi- 
mony of  au  absent  witness  whose  evidence  is 
material,  a  coutinuance  should  ordinarily  be 
granted;  but  the  matter  of  continuance  on  ac- 
count of  the  absence  of  a  witness  whose  testi- 
mony is  material  is  within  the  sound  discretion 
of  the  trial  court,  and  a  reversal  of  a  judgment 
will  not  be  cranted  for  a  refusal  to  continue  on 
acconnt  of  the  absence  of  a  witness  unless  there 
has  been  a  clear  abuse  of  discretion.  We  can- 
not say  that  there  has  been  such  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion in  the  denial  of  the  motion  for  a  con- 
tinuance in  this  case  as  will  call  for  a  reversal 
of  the  judgment. 

2.  When  there  la  some  evidence  on  each 
material  fact  tending  to  prove  the  claim  of  plain- 
tiff for  damages,  and  where  there  is  great  con- 
flict in  the  evidence,  the  trial  judge  should  sul)- 
mit  the  facts  to  the  jury  for  their  verdict,  un- 
der proper  instructions. 

3.  The  cause  of  action  in  this  case  and  the 
canae  of  action  in  the  case  of  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Hughes  (decided  by  the  supreme  court  on  July 


6,  1896)  40  Pac.  919,  both  originated  at  the  same 
time,  and  both  out  of  the  same  failure  of  the 
train  on  which  the  parties  were  passengers  to 
stop  at  its  station  at  Peterton.  Each  party- 
leaped  from  the  moving  train.  Hughes  was  Icill- 
ed,  and  suit  was  brought  by  his  widow  for  the 
recovery  of  damages  for  wrongfully  and  negli- 
gently causing  his  death.  O'Melia  was  injured, 
but  survived.  The  cases  were  both  tried  in  the 
same  court,  before  the  same  judge,  one  on  the 
13th  day  of  NoTeml>er  and  the  other  on  the  14th 
of  November,  The  same  instructions  were  giv- 
en in  both  cases  in  relation  to  the  question  of 
negligence.  Hughes  recovered  judgment  for  over 
$2,000,  and  the  case  wa:i  decided  1^  the  supreme 
court  O'Melia  recovered  less  than  $2,000.  and 
this  case  was  duly  certified  down  by  the  supreme 
court  to  the  appellate  court  for  its  decision. 
The  construction  put  upon  the  instruction  of  the 
trial  court  by  the  supreme  court  fc^lowed. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court;  Osage  county; 
William  Thomson,  Judge. 

Action  by  James  O'Melia  against  the  At- 
chison, Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Com- 
pany. Judgment  for  defendant,  and  plain- 
tiff brings  error.    Affirmed. 

This  was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for 
personal  injury  alleged  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  James  O'Melia,  while  a  passenger 
on  one  of  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6 
passenger  trains,  while  being  conveyed  from 
Scranton,  Kan.,  to  Peterton,  on  the  20th  day 
of  March,  1890,  at  about  2  o'clock  a.  m. 

April  6,  1890,  plaintiff  filed  his  petition  In 
the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
of  Osage  county,  Kan.,  to  which  petition  the 
defendant  'nterposed  a  demurrer,  and  at 
the  November  term,  1890,  the  demurrer  was 
sustained,  and  the  plaintiff  was  given  leave 
to  file  an  amended  petition.  Plaintiff,  for 
his  amended  petition,  alleges  the  following 
facts  as  his  cause  of  action:  "(1)  The  Atchi- 
son, Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railway  Company 
is  a  corporation  duly  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas.  That  the  plain- 
tiff is  sixty  years  of  age;  a  coal  miner  and 
laborer  by  occupation.  Had  always  enjoyed 
the  best  of  health,  and  was  well  and  stout, 
and  had  been  ail  his  life  until  he  received 
the  Injuries  complained  of  In  his  petition. 
That  he  could  always  do  a  good  day's  work 
before  he  received  the  Injuries  complained 
of.  That  he  had  been  engaged  as  a  coal 
miner  for  several  years  in  the  coal  mines  in 
Usage  county,  Kansas,  and  he  was  so  en- 
gaged at  the  time  he  received  the  injuries. 
He  further  says:  That  he  was  In  the  town 
of  Scranton,  Osage  county,  Kansas,  on  the 
19th  day  of  March,  1890,  and  he,  with  others, 
desired  to  go  by  rail  from  Scranton  to  Peter- 
ton, and  that  on  said  day  he  purchased  one 
first-class  passenger  ticket  of  defendant's 
ticket  agent  at  Scranton,  Kansas,  and  on  the 
morning  of  the  20th  of  March,  1890,  at  one 
o'clock  a.  m.,  he  boarded  the  defendant's 
regular  west-bound  passenger  train  west- 
ward to  the  town  of  Peterton,  arriving  at 
Peterton  at  about  two  o'clock  a.  m.  That  at 
the  time  when  the  train  arrived  at  the  stat- 
tion  In  Peterton  there  was  no  light  In  the 
ticket  office,  nor  elsewhere  about  the  station. 

uigiiizea  oy  -v^j  \^/ \^/ ^^  i \_ 


438 


PACIFIC  REPORTKU.  Vol.  41. 


(Kan. 


Tbat  tbe  plaintiff  was  in  company  with  sey- 
eral  otbers,  who  also  had  ticliets  from  Scran- 
ton  to  Peterton  on  the  same  train.  That 
the  conductor  took  up  ticket  of  plaintiff,  as 
well  as  tickets  of  his  companions  who  were 
with  him  on  the  train.  When  the  train 
came  near  the  station  of  Peterton,  the  same 
being  a  regular  station  on  defendant's  line 
of  road,  the  conductor  in  charge  of  said 
train  gave  said  plaintiff,  James  O'Meiia,  and 
his  companions  who  were  with  him,  to  un- 
derstand and  be  informed  tbat  said  train 
woud  not  stop  still  at  the  station,  or  else- 
where In  Peterton,  but  would  slacken  its 
speed,  so  that  plaintiff  could  safely  alight 
from  and  leave  said  train  at  the  said  sta- 
tion of  Peterton;  this  being  a  train  adver- 
tised and  scheduled  to  stop  at  said  station, 
and  accustomed  so  to  stop.  That  the  con- 
ductor came  to  the  plaintiff,  and  requested 
him  and  commanded  him  to  be  quick,  as  be, 
the  plaintiff,  must  get  off;  and  requested 
and  made  the  plaintiff  hurry,  and  invited, 
requested,  and  commanded  him  to  get  off. 
That  the  train  was  not  stopped  at  tbe  sta- 
tion of  Peterton.  Tbat  the  train  was  slowed 
up,  and  just  as  the  plaintiff  was  in  the  act 
of  leaving  tbe  train  tbe  conductor  gave  tbe 
signal  with  bis  lantern,  and  the  speed  of 
the  train  was  greatly  increased,  and  the 
plaintiff,  as  he  left  tbe  train,  was  thrown 
down  and  hurt  That  at  the  time  of  tbe 
plaintiff's  leaving  tbe  train,  before  the  sud- 
den start  was  given  it,  tbe  speed  of  tbe  train 
was  not  apparently  or  obviously  unsafe  to 
the  plaintiff;  and,  the  plaintiff  at  the  time 
believing  from  the  assurances.  Invitations, 
and  commands  of  the  conductor  that  tbe 
same  was  safe  for  him  to  alight,  in  com- 
pliance with  the  order,  command,  solicita- 
tion,  and  request  of  said  conductor,  this 
plaintiff  and  all  his  said  companions  did 
leave  said  train  at  Peterton,  as  commanded 
and  instructed  so  to  do  by  said  conductor, 
who  was  in  charge  of  said  train  as  afore- 
said. And  this  plaintiff  says  that  be  bad 
bad  little  or  no  experience  in  traveling  on 
railroad  cars,  and  had  had  no  experience 
whatsoever  in  alighting  from  a  moving 
train,  and,  in  consequence  of  said  want  of 
knowledge  and  experience  on  his  part,  be 
depended  and  relied  wholly  on  tbe  command 
and  direction  to  him  by  tbe  conductor  to  get 
off  of  said  train,  and  at  tbe  time  be  did  leave 
and  get  off  of  said  train  said  conductor  then 
and  there  assured  him  that  he  could  do  It  in 
perfect  safety;  that  said  statements  were 
made  to  said  plaintiff  by  said  conductor,  and 
were  made  to  bis  companions,  in  his  pres- 
ence and  hearing.  And  this  plaintiff  further 
says  that  his  eyesight  and  hearing  is  and 
was  somewhat  Impaired  on  account  of  age, 
which  was  also  known  at  that  time  to  said 
conductor,  and  that  said  plaintiff  says  that 
the  said  conductor  well  knew  tbat  the  plain- 
tiff and  bis  companions  were  desirous  to  and 
intending  to  get  off  said  train  at  tbe  station 
of  Peterton,  and  were  alighting  from  and 


getting  off  said  train;  that  said  train  was 
running  at  an  unsafe  and  dangerous  rate 
of  speed  for  passengers,  and  especially  of 
the  age  of  this  plaintiff,  to  alight  and  get 
safely  off  said  train,  when  plaintiff  and  his 
companions  were  alighting  and  did  alight 
from  said  train,  but  tbe  speed  of  said  train 
was  unknown  to  said  plaintiff,  but  was  well 
known  to  said  conductor;  that  said  plaintiff 
and  his  companions  got  off  said  train  on 
the  depot  platform  at  the  station  of  Peterton 
at  two  o'clock  a.  m.  on  the  20th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1890,  and  it  was  very  dark  at  tbat 
time  in  the  depot  at  Peterton,  and  also  on 
the  platform  of  said  depot;  that  said  plain- 
tiff was  commanded  and  solicited  to  get  off 
said  train  at  the  time  be  did  by  the  conduct- 
or in  charge  of  said  train,  and  that  in  get- 
ting off  said  train  tills  plaintiff  used  due 
care  and  diligence  in  all  respects,  but,  on  the 
contrary,  the  defendant  was  grossly  negli- 
gent in  not  stopping  its  train  at  tbe  plat- 
form, or  elsewhere,  in  Peterton,  and  in  not 
having  any  lights  lit  in  the  depot  or  else- 
where, or  on  said  platform,  and  was  further 
negligent  by  said  conductor  commanding, 
soliciting,  and  requesting  this  plaintiff  to 
get  off  said  train  when  tbe  same  was  in 
motion,  and  that  said  defendant  company 
was  further  grossly  negligent  by  reason  of 
said  conductor  telling  this  plaintiff  that  tbe 
plaintiff  could  alight  from  said  moving  train 
In  safety,  which  statement  so  made  by  said 
conductor  was  believed  by  tills  plaintiff,  and 
relied  on  and  acted  on  by  him;  that  when 
said  plaintiff  alighted  on  said  platform  he 
was  thrown  down  on  said  platform,  and  was 
permanently  Injured  in  bis  arm,  legs,  and 
spine,  and  head;  tbat  be  has  suffered  great 
bodily  Injury,  and  has  suffered  great  pain, 
and  that  said  injuries  are  permanent,  in- 
curable, and  lasting,  to  the  plaintiff's  dam- 
age in  the  sum  of  $10,000,  and  prays  dam- 
ages for  that  sum."  To  this  amended  peti- 
tion the  defendant  railroad  company  filed  its 
answer  in  the  following  words:  "Comes  now 
the  defendant  in  the  above-entitled  cause, 
and  for  answer  to  plaintiff's  amended  peti- 
tion filed  in  said  cause  says  that  it  denies 
each  and  every,  ail  and  singular,  the  allega- 
tions in  said  amended  petition  contained." 

Upon  these  issues  the  parties  proceeded  to 
the  trial  of  said  cause  before  a  jury,  and  dur- 
ing the  trial  there  were  several  objections 
and  exceptions  taken  to  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  the  admission  of  testimony  and  in 
the  refusing  to  permit  certain  other  testimony 
to  be  given.  After  the  evidence  had  ail  been 
concluded,  and  at  4:30  p.  m.,  the  defendant 
asked  that  the  case  be  continued  until  the 
next  morning  at  8-.30  a.  m.,  and  filed  its  ath- 
davit  showing  that  It  was  taken  by  surprise 
by  the  absence  of  William  W.  Hopkins,  a 
competent  witness  for  the  defendant,  and  to 
enable  the  defendant  to  procure  tbe  perscmal 
presence  and  attendance  of  said  Hopkins  as  a 
witness  for  defendant;  and  In  support  of  said 
motion  defendant  filed  an  affidavit  In  which 
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It  set  ont  that  the  witness  Hopkins  resided  at 
Osage  City,  in  Osage  comity,  and  about  eight 
miles  distant  from  where  the  court  was  being 
held;  that  the  defendant  had  only  learned,  the 
day  previous  that  the  said  Hopkins  would  be 
a  material  witness  on  the  trial  of  said  cause, 
and  that  as  soon  as  it  was  learned  ttiat  Hop- 
kins would  be  a  material  witness  the  attorney 
representing  the  defendant  railroad  company 
filed  its  prsecipe  and  caused  a  subpcena  to  be 
Issued  for  said  witness,  and  placed  in  the 
hands  of  the  sheriff  to  be  served;  that  the  at- 
torney representing  the  defendant  on  the 
next  day  saw  the  sheriff,  and  was  informed 
that  the  subpoena  had  been  served,  and  was 
also  Informed  by  persons  who  were  acquaint- 
ed with  the  witness  Hopkins  that  tbey  had 
seen  Hopkins  in  the  town  of  Lyndon,  the 
county  seat  of  Osage  county,  during  the  day 
on  which  the  case  was  being  heard,  but  when 
the  time  came  to  call  the  said  Hopkins  be  was 
not  to  be  found,  and  not  until  after  the  evi- 
dence was  closed  did  the  counsel  for  the  rail- 
road company  discover  that  Hopkins  was  not 
present  in  town  in  obedience  to  the  subpoena; 
ttiat  Hopkins  was  in  town,  and  had  been  there 
on  business;  that  the  service  of  the  subpoena 
had  been  by  leaving  a  copy  at  his  residence 
at  Osa^e  dty  after  Hopkins  had  departed 
from  his  home,  and  Hopkins  knew  nothing  of 
the  fact  that  be  had  been  served  as  a  witness 
until  he  returned  home,  in  the  evening  after 
the  trial  was  over.  The  affidavit  sets  forth 
oucb  state  of  facts  that  shows  that  Hopkins' 
testimony  would  have  been  material  on  the 
trial  of  the  cause,  but  the  court  overruled  the 
motion  to  continue  the  case  untU  the  next 
morning,  to  enable  counsel  to  procure  the 
presence  of  the  said  witness,  and  required 
counsel  to  proceed  with  the  argument  of  said 
case,  commencing  at  7  o'clock  in  the  evening 
and  completing  the  argument  during  the 
night.  To  the  action  of  the  court  in  refusing 
to  continue  the  case  nntU  the  next  morning, 
attorney  for  the  raihroad  company  duly  ex- 
cepted. After  the  testimony  was  closed,  and 
the  court  had  denied  the  motion  of  the  rail- 
road company  to  continue,  the  court  proceed- 
ed to  Instruct  the  Jury,  In  writing,  on  the  law 
in  relation  to  said  case,  stating  to  the  jury 
generally  the  issues  presented  to  them  for 
trial,  cm  whom  rests  the  burden  of  proof,  giv- 
ing to  the  jury,  also,  the  definition  of  the 
phrases  "ordinary  care,"  "slight  negligence," 
and  "gross  negligence."  The  third  paragraph 
<tf  the  instructions  of  the  court  to  the  jury 
is  as  follows:  "The  court  instructs  the  jury 
that,  while  a  person  is  bound  to  use  reasona- 
ble care  to  avoid  an  injury,  yet  he  is  not  held 
to  the  highest  degree  of  care  and  prudence  of 
which  the  human  mind  is  capable;  and  to 
authorize  a  recovery  for  an  injury  he  need  not 
be  wholly  free  from  negligence,  provided  his 
negligence  is  edight,  and  the  other  party  be 
guilty  of  gross  negligence  in  comparison 
therewith,  as  defined  in  this  instruction."  (4) 
"The  court  further  instructs  the  jury  that  if 
tbey  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  plain- 


tiff was  exercising  ordinary  care  and  pru- 
dence at  the  time  in  question,  and  was  guilty 
of  only  slight  negligence  which  contributed  to 
the  Injury,  and  that  the  conductor  of  the 
train,  being  a  servant  of  the  defendant,  was 
wanting  In  the  care  and  prudence  which  a 
very  careless  man  would  oi-dinarily  exercise 
under  the  same  circumstances,  then  the  de- 
fendant was  guilty  of  gi-oss  negligence;  and 
if  the  jury  further  believe  from  the  evidence 
that  such  gross  negligence  was  the  cause  of 
the  Injury  in  question,  as  cliarged  in  the  pe- 
tition, and  that  the  negligence  of  the  plaintiff 
was  but  slight  when  compared  with  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  defendant,  then  they  should  find 
for  the  plaintiff."  (5)  "You  are  instructed 
that  in  determining  the  question  of  negligence 
in  this  case  you  should  take  into  consideration 
the  situation  and  conduct  of  both  parties  at 
the  time  of  the  alleged  Injury,  as  disclosed 
by  the  evidence,  and  if  you  believe  from  the 
evidence  that  the  injury  complained  of  was 
caused  by  the  negligence  of  defendant's 
servants,  as  charged  in  the  petition,  and  with- 
out any  greater  want  of  care  and  prudence 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff  than  was  reasona- 
bly to  be  exiiected  from  a  person  of  ordinary 
care  and  prudence  in  the  situation  in  which 
he  found  himself  placed,  then  the  plaintiff  is 
entitled  to  recover."  (7)  "You  are  instructed 
that,  in  determining  the  question  of  negli- 
gence in  this  case,  you  should  take  into  con- 
sideration the  conduct  of  both  parties  at  the 
time  of  the  alleged  Injury,  as  disclosed  by  the 
evidence,  and  if  you  believe  that  the  injury 
complained  of  was  caused  by  the  negligence 
of  the  defendant's  servants,  as  charged  in  the 
petition,  and  without  any  greater  want  of 
care  and  prudence  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff 
than  reasonably  to  be  expected  from  a  person 
of  ordlnaiy  care  and  prudence  in  the  situation 
in  which  he  found  himself  placed,  then  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover."  (8)  "The 
court  Instructs  the  jury  that  though  they  be- 
lieve from  the  evidence  that  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  negligence  upon  the  occasion 
in  question,  and  that  negligence  contributed 
to  the  Injury  complained  of,  yet  if  the  Jury 
further  believes  from  the  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  was  also  guilty  of  an  equal  or  nearly 
equal  degree  of  negligence,  directly  contribut- 
ing to  the  injury,  and  without  wiilch  it  could 
not  have  occurred,  then  the  Jury  should  find 
for  the  defendant."  (9)  "In  this  case,  if  you 
believe  from  the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff 
and  the  agents  and  servants  of  the  railway 
company  were  guilty  of  gross  negligence,  con- 
tributing to  the  injury  conplahied  of  in  this 
action,  then  you  should  find  in  favor  of  the 
defendant."  Tlie  defendant  requested  the 
court  to  give  the  following  instructions  to 
the  jury:  "I  charge  you  tliat  if  the  plaintiff 
was  guilty  of  any  want  of  ordinary  care  and 
diligence,  however  dight,  which  contributed 
directly  to  produce  the  injury  of  which  he 
complains,  then  he  cannot  recover  in  this  case, 
and  your  verdict  should  be  for  the  defendant." 
The  court  refused  to  glpe^vlS«Jin*5t5p*iJ 


440 


PACITIO  KBPORTER,  Vol.  41. 


(Kan. 


and  the  def«iclant  duly  excepted.    After  the 
case  had  heen  argued  the  jury  returned  into 
court  with  their  verdict  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff for  $650,  and  made  the  following  special 
findings:    "Q.  1.  Is  It  not  a  fact  that  on  the 
morning  of  the  20th  of  March,  1890,  the  Atch- 
ison, Topd^  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  passenger 
train  on  which  plaintiff  was  being  carried, 
and  which  said  plaintiff  had  boarded  at  Scran- 
ton,  in  Osage  county,  Kansas,  did  come  to  a 
full  stop  at  Peterton  station  on  said  road,  In 
said  county?    A.  No.     Q.  2.  Was  not  said 
plaintiff  at  Mrs.  Gibson's,  In  Scranton,  a  place 
where  intoxicating  liquors  were  kept,  f  m  some 
hours  before  he  boarded  the  passenger  train 
of   defendant  at   Scranton?    A.  No.     Q.   3. 
Was  not  Alex  O'Melia,  James  Hughes,  grand- 
son of  plaintiff,  John  Hughes,  and  plaintiff  all 
at  Mrs.  Gibson's  place  in  Scranton  for  some 
hours  before  they  boarded  the  train  of  defend- 
ant at  Scranton  for  the  purpose  of  going  to 
Peterton?    A.  No.     Q.  4.  If  you  find  that  the 
defendant  or  the  employes  of  defendant  com- 
pany were  negligent,  and  that  the  iqjury  of 
the  plaintiff  was  caused  by  the  negligence  of 
defendant  or  Its  employes,  please  state  what 
sadi  acts  of  negligence  were.     A.  (1)  Neglect 
to  stop  the  train;   (2)  neglect  to  attend  pas- 
sengers who  arrive  at  their  destination  in  the 
dark  hours,  and  light  the  same  until  their  em- 
barkation is  safely  consummated.    Q.  5.  State 
in  what  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  or 
defendant's  employes  consisted,  if  you  find 
that  the  injury  ot  plaintiff  was  caused  by  fault 
of  defendant  or  defendant's  employes.     A. 
(1)  Neglect  to  stop  the  trahi;   (2)  neglect  on 
part  of  the  defendant  to  attend  plaintiff  with 
light  In  his  departure  from  the  train.     Q.  6. 
Were  the  mental  faculties  of  plaintiff  free 
from  the  influence  and  effect  of  alcoholic  liq- 
uors at  the  time  he  was  injured  at  Peterton 
on  the  morning  of  March  20,  1890?     A.  Yes. 
Q.  7.  Was  not  plaintiff  under  the  influence  of 
intoxicating  liquors  at  the  time  of  his  Injuries 
at   Peterton  on  the  morning  of  March  20, 
1800?     A.  The  testimony  does  not  establish 
the  fact  of  said  Influence.     No."    Defendant 
filed  motion  for  new  trial,  setting  forth  11  of 
the  statutory  grounds  for  new  trial.     The 
motion  was  overruled,  and  Judgment  render- 
ed, according  to  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  for 
$650.     The  railroad  company  makes  a  case 
for  the  supreme  court,  and  brings  the  case 
here  for  review,  and  alleges  various  errors  on 
the  part  of  the  court. 

A.  A.  Hurd,  George  R.  Peck,  Robert  Dun- 
lap,  W.  Ltttlefield,  and  O.  J.  Woods,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error.  Henry  B.  Hugbbanks,  Joseph 
G.  Waters,  and  Frank  A.  Hay,  for  defendant 
in  error. 

JOHNSON.  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  first  error  complalue<l  of  was  the  over- 
ruling of  the  motion  of  tlie  railroad  company 
for  a  continuance  of  the  case  from  4:30  p>. 
m.  until  the  convening  of  the  court  the  next 
morning,  to  enable  the  defendant  below  to 


procure  the  evidence  of  W.  W.  Hopkins,  who 
resided  in  the  coimty,  within  eight  miles  of 
where  the  court  was  being  held.  The  affida- 
vit of  the  attorney  for  the  railroad  company 
seta  out  fully  all  the  facts  in  relation  to  the 
efforts  made  to  procure  the  presence  of  the 
witness  and  the  materiality  of  his  testimony, 
and  that  he  would  be  able  to  procure  the  at- 
tendance of  the  witness  at  the  convening  of 
the  court  the  next  morning.  Where  a  party 
in  good  faith  complies  with  the  requirements 
of  paragraph  4412,  Gen.  St  1889,  and  has 
used  due  diligence  to  procure  the  testimony 
of  an  absent  witness  whose  evidence  Is  ma- 
terial, a  continuance  should  ordinarily  be 
granted;  but  the  matter  of  continuance  on 
account  of  the  absence  of  a  witness  whove 
testimony  is  material  is  within  the  Round 
discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  a  re- 
versal of  a  judgment  will  not  be  granted 
for  the  refusal  to  continue  on  account  of  the 
absence  of  witnesses  unless  there  has  been 
a  clear  abuse  of  such  discretion.  We  cannot 
say  that  there  has  been  such  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion in  the  denial  of  the  motion  for  a  con- 
tinuance In  this  case  as  will  call  for  a  re- 
versal of  the  case.  This  motion,  coming  as 
it  did  near  the  usual  hour  for  adjournment  of 
the  court  for  the  day,  and  the  party  only  de- 
siring until  the  convening  of  the  court  next 
morning,  ouKht  to  have  appealed  strongly 
to  the  court  In  granting!  the  short  time  asked 
to  secure  witness. 

The  second  error  complained  of  in  the  brief 
of  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  in  error  Is  that  the 
judgment  was  rendered  for  O'MeUa  when, 
under  tlie  evidence  and  the  law,  the  verdict 
and  judgment  should  have  been  for  the  rail- 
road company.  We  liave  examined  the  evi- 
dence in  this  case  very  carefully,  and  are 
unable  to  say  as  a  matter  of  law,  under  all 
the  evidence,  that  the  court  should  have  di- 
rected the  jury  to  return  a  verdict  in  favor 
of  the  railroad  company.  There  is  great  con- 
flict in  the  evidence,  which  it  is  unnecessary 
for  us  to  point  out  or  discuss  in  this  opinion, 
but  it  was  a  question  of  fact  as  to  whether 
the  railroad  company  was  liable  for  the  in- 
jury sustained  by  O'Melia.  There  was  some 
evidence  on  each  material  fact  tending  to 
prove  the  plaintiff's  claim  for  damages,  and 
it  was  the  duty  of  the  trial  judge  to  submit 
the  facts  to  the  jury  under  proper  instruc- 
tions. 

The  third  error  complained  of  by  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  is  in  the  instructions  given  by 
the  court  to  the  jury.  The  charge  of  the 
court  is  quite  full,  and  contains  19  separate 
paragraphs.  The  particular  instructions 
claimed  to  be  erroneous  are  found  in  the  third, 
fourth,  eighth,  and  thirteenth  parajji-aphs.  It 
is  insisted  by  counsel  that  these  Instructions 
lay  down  the  doctrine  of  comparative  negli- 
gence, and  ignore  entirely  the  rule  of  con- 
tributoiy  negjlgence.  The  writer  of  this 
opinion  Is  disposed  to  agree  with  counsel  of 
the  plaintiff  In  error,  and  Is  of  the  opinion 

that  these  instructions  are  on  tlie  border  line 
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of  oomparatiTe  negligence,  and  that  they 
seem  to  Ignore  the  rule  of  contributory  negli- 
gence. The  doctrine  of  comparative  negli- 
gence has  been  repudiated  by  the  supreme 
court  of  this  stata  Railroad  Co.  v.  Peavey, 
29  Kan.  180;  Howard  v.  BaUway  Co.,  41 
Kan.  408,  21  Pac.  267;  Railway  Co.  ▼.  Morgan, 
31  Kan.  T7,  1  Pac.  298.  Beach,  In  bis  work 
on  Contributory  Negligence  (section  26), 
says:  'The  doctrine  of  comparative  negli- 
gence, being  so  entirely  at  variance  with  the 
accepted  rule  of  law  concerning  contributory 
negligence,  has  very  naturally  provoked 
much  sharp  criticism,  and  the  courts  of  other 
states  repudiate  It  with  emphasis."  In  the 
case  of  O'Keefe  v.  Railway  Co.,  32  Iowa. 
467,  Cole,  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  says:  "The  well-estaWtehed  law  of 
this  state  Is  that  In  an  action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  negligent  act  of  the  defendant 
the  plaintiff  will  not  be  entitled  to  recover  if 
his  own  negligence  contributed  directly  to 
the  injury.  In  other  words,  this  cowt  recog- 
nizes and  applies  the  doctrine  of  contribu- 
tory negligence,  and  not  the  doctrine  of  com- 
paiatlve  negligence.  The  latter  doctrine  ob- 
tains only  in  Illinois  and  Georgia,  while  the 
former  obtains  in  the  other  states."  In  the  case 
of  Railway  Co.  ▼.  Jones,  95  U.  S.  442,  Justice 
Swayne.  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
says:  "One  who  by  his  own  negligence  has 
brought  the  injury  upon  himself  cannot  re- 
cover damages  for  it  Such  Is  the  rule  of  the 
civil  and  common  law.  The  plaintiff  In  such 
cases  Is  entitled  to  no  relief;  but  where  the 
defendant  has  been  guilty  of  negligence  also 
In  the  same  connection  the  result  dei>ends 
upon  the  facts.  The  question  in  such  case  (a 
(1)  whether  the  damage  was  occasioned  en- 
tirely by  the  negligence  or  lmpr(^er  conduct 
of  the  defendant;  or  (2)  whether  the  plaintiff 
himself  so  far  contributed  to  the  misfortune, 
by  his  own  negligence  or  want  of  ordinary 
care  and  caution,  that  but  for  such  negli- 
gence or  want  of  care  and  caution  on  his  part 
the  misfortune  would  not  have  happened." 
We  are  met  in  this  case  with  the  approval 
of  these  instructions  by  the  supreme  court 
in  tbe  case  of  Railway  Co.  v.  Hughes  (decided 
by  the  supreme  court  of  Kansas  on  July  6, 
1895)  40  Pac.  919.  The  cause  of  action  in 
both  of  these  cases  originated  at  the  same 
time,  and  each  happened  on  account  of  the 
failure  of  the  railroad  company  to  stop  Its 
train  at  the  station  of  Peterton,  and  each  of 
the  parties  leaped  from  the  moving  train. 
Hu^rhes  was  killed,  and  suit  was  brought  by 
his  widow  to  recover  damages  on  account 
of  the  wrongful  and  negligent  act  causing  his 
death.  O'Melia  was  injured  and  survived, 
and  brought  this  action  for  the  injuries  sus- 
tained. Both  cases  were  tried  in  the  same 
court,  before  the  same  Judge.  This  case  was 
tried  on  the  13th  day  of  November,  1890, 
and  the  Hughes  Case  on  the  14th  day  of 
November,  and  the  same  instructions  were 
given  in  each  case,  so  far  as  they  related 
to   the  question  of  negligence.    Hughes  re- 


ceived over  12,000  damages,  and  his  case  was 
retained  in  the  supreme  court.  In  the  case 
of  O'Meiia  the  Judgment  was  for  less  than 
$2,000,  and  vras  duly  certified  by  the  supreme 
court  down  to  this  court  for  its  decision, 
and  we  feel  bound  to  adopt  the  construction 
put  upon  the  charge  of  the  court  by  the 
supreme  coiot.  Johnston,  J.,  delivering  the 
opinlMi  of  the  court,  says:  "It  is  next  in- 
sisted that  the  court  erred  in  Its  instructions 
to  the  Jury  by  requiring  the  application  of 
the  rule  of  comparative  negligence,  in  its 
instruction  In  regard  to  gross  negligence, 
and  in  other  respects  in  the  giving  and  re- 
fusing of  Instructions.  The  court  in  Its 
charge  stated  the  rules  which  govern 
where  there  is  mutual  or  concurring  negli- 
gence. It  also  recognized  different  degrees 
of  negligence,  and,  in  doing  so,  to  some 
extent  seemed  to  place  the  gross  negligence 
of  the  company  against  the  slight  negligence 
of  the  deceased.  Evidently,  the  trial  court 
had  In  mind  some  of  the  decisions  of  this 
court  where  it  is  held  that  a  slight  inatten- 
tion to  duty,  which  la  not  the  proximate, 
cause  of  the  injury,  does  not  bar  a  recovery 
for  injury  resulting  from  the  negligence  of 
another.  Although  some  of  the  language 
employed  was  objectionable,  it  is  clear  that 
the  court  did  not  Indorse  the  doctrine  of  com- 
parative negligence,  nor  give  the  Jury  to  un- 
derstand that,  if  Hughes  was  guilty  of  or- 
dinary negligence  contributing  to  his  death, 
there  might  be  a  recovery,  because  the  com- 
pany was  guilty  of  greater  negligence.  The 
passenger  Is  required  to  exercise  ordinary 
care,  and  his  failure  to  exercise  the  highest 
or  extiuordinary  care  will  not  preclude  a 
recovery  for  an  Injury  caused  by  the  gross 
or  ordinary  negligence  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany. It  is  conceded  that  extraordinary 
care  is  not  required  of  a  plaintiff  who 
brings  an  action  of  negligence,  and  that 
sllgiit  negligence  on  his  part  will  not  defeat 
a  recovery.  In  the  case  of  Railway  Go.  v. 
Peavey,  29  Kan.  180,  cited  by  plaintiff  lu 
error,  it  is  said  that:  'It  is  settled  in  this 
state  that  a  party  may  recover  for  Injuries 
done  to  him  or  his  property  caused  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  another,  even  If  his  negligence  Is 
slight'  While  this  view  was  adopted,  and 
degrees  of  negligence  were  recognized,  at  the 
same  time  the  couit  plainly  Instructed  the 
Jury,  and  kept  It  before  them  throughout  the 
charge,  that.  If  Hughes  failed  to  exercise  or- 
dinary care  and  prudence  In  Jumping  from 
or  leaving  the  train,  there  could  be  no  recov- 
ery for  his  deatlt.  Taking  all  the  Instruc- 
tions together,  we  think  the  Jury  was  not  mis- 
led by  the  language  of  the  court  which  is 
complained  of,  and  that,  under  the  decisions, 
It  cannot  be  held  that  prejudicial  error  was 
committed  In  charging  the  Jury  as  to  the  care 
required  of  the  company  and  of  the  deceased. 
Railway  Co.  v.  Rollins.  5  Kan.  107;  Sawyer 
V.  Saner,  10  Kan.  466;  Railway  Co.  v. 
Pointer,  14  KaiL  37;  Railway  Co.  v.  Young, 
19  Kaa  488;  Railway  Co.  y.  Richardson,  26 
uigmzea  oy  ^ — ix^/x^z-^i^^ 


442 


PACIFIC  REPOBTEK,  Vol.  4L 


(Wash. 


EJBn.  301;  Railway  Co.  t.  Peavey,  29  Kan. 
170;  Railway  Co.  t.  Henry,  36  Kan.  505,  14 
Pae.  1.  The  testimony  which  was  Intro 
dnced  warranted  the  court  in  stating  the  rule 
of  gross  negligence  to  the  Jury,  and,  after  an 
eixaminaUon  of  the  entire  charge,  we  are  sat- 
isfied that  the  remaining  objections  to  the 
rulings  upon  the  instructions  given  and  re- 
fused are  not  substantial,  nor  can  error  be 
predicated  on  them." 

Plaintiff  In  error  insists  that,  under  the 
special  findings  of  facts  of  the  Jury,  It  ap- 
pears that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the 
part  of  the  railroad  company  and  its  em- 
ployes in  charge  of  the  train.  Substantially 
the  same  findings  of  facts  were  made  in  the 
Hughes  Case,  Just  reterreH  to,  and  the  su- 
preme court  sustained  the  judgment  of  the 
district  court  over  these  objections.  The 
court.  In  relation  to  the  special  findings,  says: 
"Some  objections  are  made  to  the  answer 
given  by  the  jury  to  the  special  question 
submitted,  but  we  find  nothing  substantial 
In  them."  "We  think  there  was  testimony  to 
sustain  the  findings  that  were  made,  and  we 
can  see  no  such  Inconsistency  in  the  findings 
as  will  justify  a  reversal.  Tlie  judgment  of 
the  district  court  is  affirmed.  All  the  judges 
concurring. 

(4  Ariz.  326) 

TERRITORY  v.  BLEVINS. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Arizona.  April  30,  1885.) 
Bkandino  Animals  op  Another — Indictment — 
Sufficiency. 
An  indictment  ander  Pen.  Code,  par.  969, 
making  it  unlawful  for  any  person  to  mark  with 
his  brand  any  animal  belonging  to  another,  with 
intent  to  convert  the  same  to  his  own  use, 
which  fails  to  allege  defendant's  intent  to  con- 
vert the  animal,  is  demurrable. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Gila  county; 
before  Justice  Owen  T.  Rouse. 

Henry  Blevlus  was  convicted  of  placing 
his  brand  on  the  calf  of  another,  and  appeals. 
Reversed. 

Kibbey  &  Israel,  for  appellant.  E.  J.  Ed- 
wards, for  appellee. 

BBTHUNE,  J.  On  the  28th  day  of  Oc- 
tober, 1891,  defendant  and  appellant  was  ac- 
cused of  a  felony  under  an  indictment,  the 
charging  part  of  which  is  as  follows:  "Hen- 
iT  Blevins  Is  accused  by  the  grand  Jury  of 
the  county  of  Gila,  territory  of  Arizona,  duly 
impaneled  and  sworn,  by  this  indictment, 
found  this  28th  day  of  October,  1S94,  of  the 
crime  of  felony,  committed  as  follows:  The 
said  Henry  Blevins,  on  or  about  the  1st  day 
of  August,  1894,  and  before  the  finding  of 
this  Indictment,  at  the  county  of  Gila,  ter- 
ritory of  Arizona,  did  willfully  and  unlaw- 
fully and  feloniously  one  certain  red  and 
white  bull  calf,  an  animal  of  the  value  of 
live  dollars,  and  the  property  of  Nick  Egan, 
brand  with  a  certain  LL  brand,  such  LL 
brand  being  then  and  there  the  brand  of 
him,  the  said  Henry  Blevins,  and  not  the 
recorded  brand  of  him,  the  said  Nick  Egan, 


the  owner  of  said  bull  calf."  Defendant  de- 
murred to  this  Indictment  on  the  grounds 
that  It  does  not  state  facts  sufiicient  to  con- 
stitute a  crime  against  the  laws  of  the  terri- 
tory, and  that  it  does  not  comply  with  par- 
agraph 969  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
Penal  Code  of  Arizona,  and  It  is  therefore 
Insutilcient  In  law.  Paragraph  969  of  the 
Penal  Code  of  this  territory,  under  which 
this  prosecution  was  brought,  is  as  follows: 
"Any  person  who  shall  brand  or  mark,  or 
cause  to  be  branded  or  marked,  with  his 
brand  or  any  other  brand  not  the  recorded 
brand  of  the  owner,  any  animal  being  the 
property  of  another,  or  who  shaU  efface, 
deface  or  obliterate  any  brand  or  iiiark  up- 
on any  animal  with  Intent  to  feloniously  con- 
vert the  same  to  his  own  use  is  punishable 
in  the  territorial  prison  not  less  than  one 
year  nor  more  than  ten  years,  and  shall  also 
be  liable  to  the  owner  of  such  animal  for 
three  times  the  value  thereof:  and  in  no 
case  shall  the  payment  of  the  penalty  herein 
mentioned  entitle  the  person  so  branding, 
defacing  or  obliterating  a  brand  to  the  prop- 
erty In  the  animal  so  branded,  or  upon 
which  the  brand  was  effaced,  defaced  or  ob- 
literated; but  such  animal  shall  be  sur- 
rendered to  the  proper  owner."  The  de- 
murrer of  defendant  was  overruled,  and  he 
was  convicted,  and  appealed  to  this  court. 
The  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained, 
as  the  indictment  failed  to  state  one  of  the 
essential  elements  of  the  offense  to  punish 
which  section  969,  Pen.  Code,  was  enacted, 
to  wit,  the  Intention  of  defendant  to  con- 
vert the  animal  branded  to  his  own  use. 
Judgment  reversed  and  cause  remamlcHl. 
with  instructions  to  the  lower  court  to  sus- 
tain the  demurrer  to  the  indictment 

BAKER,  C.  J.,  and  HAWKINS,  J.,  concur. 


STATE  V.  WHITE. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    Jan.  14,  1895.) 
Homicide— Misconduct  of  Court— Ixstkcctioss. 

1.  The  court  sustained  an  objection  to  a 
question  put  to  a  witness  b.v  counsel  fur  the  de- 
fense in  a  murder  trial,  without  waiting  for  the 
counsel  to  support  it;  and  thereuiion  words 
passed  between  the  court  and  counsel,  resulting 
in  the  court  ordering  counsel  to  be  Kii«hI,  and 
stand  committed  to  jail  till  the  fine  was  paid. 
Held  not  sufficient  ground  for  a  new  trial.  Per 
Hoyt  and  Scott.  JJ.,  dissentinR. 

2.  Where  the  evidence  showed  that  one 
charged  with  murder  did  not  do  the  killing,  but 
abetted  it,  it  was  not  error  to  charge  that,  if  the 
killing  was  shown  to  have  been  the  act  of  de- 
fendant, then  such  killing  was  murder,  unless 
circumstances  were  shown  justifjiug  it,  witliout 
a  qualification  that  the  kind  of  murder  i)rcsuuietl 
from  the  mere  fact  of  homicide  with  a  deiullj- 
weapon  is  murder  in  the  second  degree.  Per 
Hoyt  and  Scott,  JJ.,  dissenting. 

Dissenting  opinion.  For  majority  opinion, 
see  39  Pac.  160. 

HOYT,  J.  (dissenting).  I  am  unable  to 
agree  with  the  concluiMons  of  the  majority  of 
the  court,  as  stated  in  the  foregoing  opinion. 
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There  are  only  two  of  the  reasons  for  reversal 
that  I  think  of  sufladent  importance  to  require 
attention.  One  of  these  Is  the  action  of  the 
oonrt  In  Imposing  a  fine  upon  counsel  for  de- 
fendant during  the  progress  of  the  trial.  I 
agree  with  what  Is  said  by  the  majority  as  to 
the  Impropriety  of  the  proceeding.  There  Is 
nothing  disclosed  by  the  record  sufficient  to 
justify  the  court's  action  In  that  respect  On 
the  contrary,  If  the  facts  stated  therein  were 
all  that  Induced  such  action,  It  was  entirely 
unwarranted.  It  does  not  follow,  however, 
that  the  people  of  the  state  should  be  put  to 
the  expense  of  a  retrial  of  the  cause.  It  does 
not  sufficiently  appear  that  It  was  prejudicial 
to  the  defendant  to  warrant  a  reversal.  In 
my  opinion  such  action,  Instead  of  Injuring 
the  canse  of  the  defendant  with  the  jury, 
would  have  a  tendency  to  excite  their  sym- 
pathy in  his  behalf. 

The  other  alleged  error  as  to  which  I  desire 
to  say  a  word  Is  the  one  founded  upon  in- 
struction No.  10.  In  my  opinion  this  Instruc- 
tion stated  the  law.  An  Instruction  similar 
to  this,  only  that  it  stated  that  the  presump- 
tion would  be  that  It  was  murder  in  the  "sec- 
ond degree,"  was  sustained  by  this  coiut  In 
the  case  of  State  v.  Payne,  cited  In  the  fore- 
going opinion.  If  It  was  "murder  in  the  sec- 
ond d^ree"  It  was  "murder,"  and  the  Instruc- 
tion stated  only  a  fact  deducibie  from  our 
former  decision.  It  is  claimed,  however,  that 
the  jury  might  have  assumed  that  the  facts 
stated  would  warrant  the  presumption  that 
murder  In  the  first  degree  had  been  commit- 
ted. If  the  Instruction  stood  alone  it  might 
have  been  so  construed,  but  taken  In  connec- 
tion with  the  other  instructions  It  could  not 
Such  other  histructlons  clearly  defined  mur- 
der In  the  first  degree,  and  such  definition, 
compared  with  what  was  said  In  the  instruc- 
tion under  consideration,  so  limited  and  Quali- 
fied It  that  it  was  not  possible  that  the  jury 
could  have  been  misled  thereby.  An  instruc- 
tion Identical  with  this  one  was  sustained  by 
the  supreme  court  of  the  state  of  Mlssouii 
In  State  v.  Evans,  65  Mo.  574,  and  I  am  con- 
tent to  follow  the  authority  of  that  learned 
court  especially  when,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, I  am  satisfied  the  defendant  could 
not  have  been  Injured  by  the  Instruction. 
The  evidence  Introduced  upon  the  trial  satis- 
fies me  that  no  other  verdict  could  have  been 
rightfully  rendered.  Such  being  the  fact,  the 
judgment  should  not  be  reversed  unless  It  ap- 
peared from  the  record  that  error  had  been 
committed  of  such  a  nature  as  to  have  proba- 
bly tended  to  the  Injury  of  the  defendant 

SCOTT,  J.,  concurs. 


FABWBLL,  OZMUN,  KIRK  &  CO.  v.  CASH- 
MAN  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.   July  22, 1895.) 
Fartsekship— Betirino  Mbmbbs— Notice. 
In  order  to  exempt  a  retiring  member  of 
a  firm  from  liability  for  sabsequent  dealings 


of  the  firm  with  those  who  dealt  with  \t,  prior 
to  his  withdrawal,  with  knowledge  of  his  mem- 
bership, notice,  actual  or  constructive,  of  his 
withdrawal  must  be  brought  home  to  such  per- 
sona. 

Appeal  from  district  court  Cascade  county; 
C.  H.  Benton,  Judge. 

Action  by  Farwell,  Ozmun,  Kirk  &  Ca 
against  J.  K  Cashman  and  others.  There 
was  a  verdict  for  defendants,  and  from  an 
order  granting  a  new  trial  defendant  Tal- 
bott  appeals.    Affirmed. 

M.  M.  Lyter,  for  appellant  Samuel  Ste- 
phenscm,  for  req;)ondent 

FEB  CURIAM.  Action  for  goods  sold  and 
delivered  by  plaintiff  to  defendants  between 
December  9,  1891,  and  January  12,  1892. 
The  defendant  Talbott  answered  for  himself 
alone,  denying  that  the  defendants  were  co- 
partners, and  denying  that  he  was  indebted 
to  plaintiff  in  the  sum  alleged  or  at  all. 
The  caae  was  tried  to  a  jury.  The  testimony 
of  plaintiff  was  that  the  goods  had  been  sold 
and  delivered  to  defendants  In  December, 
1891,  and  January,  1892,  as  alleged;  that  the 
defendant  Talbott  was  a  member  of  the  firm 
of  J.  E.  Cashman  &  Co.,  and  formally  with- 
drew therefnwQ  by  an  Instmment  In  writing, 
whereby  be  sold  his  Interest  to  Cashman, 
on  November  23,  1891;  that  the  plaintiff  sold 
the  goods  sued  for  to  the  firm  upon  the 
strength  of  the  fact  that  Talbott  was  a  mem- 
ber of  the  firm;  that  plaintiff  had  had  other 
previous  dealings  with  said  firm  while  de- 
fendant Talbott  was  a  member  thereof.  In 
September,  1891,  the  firm  of  J.  E.  Cashman 
&  Co.  notified  plaintiff  that  It  was  made  up 
of  J.  E.  Cashman,  G.  W.  Talbott  and  S.  Al- 
len, and  stated  to  plaintiff  that  the  assets  of 
the  firm  amounted  to  over  $10,000,  with  lia- 
bilities not  to  exceed  $1,000.  Plaintiff  never 
had  any  knowledge  of  any  kind  brought  to  It 
of  the  dissolution  of  the  firm  until  long  there- 
after. There  was  no  denial  by  the  defend- 
ant of  the  fact  that  he  had  not  notified  the 
plaintiff  of  the  dissolution  of  the  firm.  The 
court  Instructed  the  jury.  In  part,  as  fol- 
lows: "AVheie  a  person  has  had  dealings  with 
a  firm  (former  dealings),  it  is  the  business  of 
the  party  who  retires  to  bring  notice  to  the 
parties  with  whom  he  has  dealt  and  In  such 
a  case  the  notice  must  be  brought  home  to 
the  dealer  directly,  or  it  mtist  appear  that 
facts  came  to  the  knowledge  of  the  dealer 
in  such  a  way  as  to  advise  him,  or  give  him 
reason  to  believe,  that  the  dissolution  had 
taken  place,  and  that  the  party  had  retired 
from  the  firm."  The  jurj*  rendered  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants.  On  motion  of  plaintiff, 
the  court  granted  a  new  trial.  From  this  w- 
der  the  defendant  Talbott  appeals. 

The  district  court  granted  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial  upon  the  ground  that  there  was  no 
evidence  upon  the  part  of  the  defendants 
showing  that  the  notice  was  ever  brought 
home  to  the  plaintiff  In  this  case  of  the  fact 
of  the  dissolution  of  the  firm  of  J.  E.  Casb- 
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man  A  Co.,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  testl- 
niony  showed  that  plaintiff  had  never  re- 
ceived any  notice  of  the  dissolution  thereof. 
There  Is  no  complaint  by  the  appellant  that 
the  law  as  to  notification  by  a  retiring  part- 
ner wa«  Incorrectly  stated.  Onr  examina- 
tion of  the  ease  Is  therefore  limited  to  the 
sole  question  of  whether,  under  the  testi- 
mony, the  plaintiff  did  have  any  knowledge 
of  the  dissolution  of  the  firm,  and  of  Tal- 
bott's  withdrawal.  We  can  come  to  no  con- 
clusion other  than  that  reached  by  the  dis- 
trict Judge,  namely,  that  It  positively  ap- 
pears that  they  did  not  have  any  such  knowl- 
edge. The  order  of  the  district  court  is 
affirmed. 


PEOPLE  V.  EVANS.     (Cr.  1.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  29,  1895.) 

fiOMICIDB  —  Vkhdict  —  Whbn  Distubbrd  —  Bvi- 

DBSOB— Appeal— Objectioss  Waived 

—Harmless  Ekbor. 

1.  Where,  in  a  murder  case,  the  only  dis- 
pute is  as  to  the  identity  of  the  murderer,  and 
there  is  a  sharp  conflict  in  the  evidence,  the  su- 
preme court  will  not  disturb  the  verdict  be- 
cause not  entirely  satisfactory. 

2.  A  verdict  of  guilty  will  not  be  set  aside 
because  of  the  erroneous  admission  of  evidence 
which  is  not  injurious  to  defendant. 

3.  On  trial  for  the  murder  of  T.,  it  was  not 
error  to  admit  evidence  that,  some  time  before 
the  murder,  defendant,  referring  to  the  killing 
of  a  certain  girl,  said  that  the  man  who  killed 
her  did  not  intend  to  kill  her;  that  he  was  very 
soro'  for  killing  the  girl;  that  he  meant  to  kill 
T.,  and  he  would  have  him  yet  before  he  stop- 
ped. 

4.  Where  it  appears  deceased  was  shot,  and 
there  la  evidence  that  defendant,  when  arrested, 
said  he  could  not  shoot  a  rifle,  or  had  not  shot 
a  gun  for  a  long  time,  it  is  proper  to  admit  evi- 
dence that  he  is  an  expert  with  the  rifle. 

5.  The  people  and  defendant  consented  that 
the  preliminary  evidence  as  to  the  admissibil- 
ity of  an  alleged  written  confession  by  defend- 
ant and  a  fellow  prisoner,  and  the  argument  on 
defendant's  objections,  should  be  heard  in  the 
absence  of  the  jury.  Hdd,  that  the  action  of 
the  court  in  proceecling  in  accordance  with  such 
arrangement  would  not  be  reviewed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  objection  and  exception  in  the  trial 
court. 

6.  Where  the  defense  is  alibi,  it  U  not  error 
to  allow  the  people,  in  rebuttal,  to  contradict 
the  witnesses  who  testified  to  the  alibi,  by  dis- 
proving the  collatei-al  facts  testified  to  by  them 
on  their  direct  examination  as  a  means  of  fix- 
ing the  time  when  tliey  saw  defendant  at  the 
place  distant  from  the  scene  of  the  crime. 

7.  It  is  not  error  to  permit  the  people  to  re- 
but the  circumstances  called  out  on  cross-exam- 
ination of  the  witnesses  to  an  alibi,  though  no 
foundation  is  laid  for  contradiction,  where  no 
objection  is  made  on  such  ground. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Amador  county;   John  F.  Davis,  Judge. 

William  Evans,  convicted  of  murder,  ap- 
peals from  the  judgment  and  from  an  order 
denying  a  new  trial.    Atfirmed. 

F.  E.  Duulap,  D.  B.  Spagnoll,  and  J.  G. 
Swlnnerton,  for  appellant.  Atty.  Gen.  Fitz- 
gerald, for  the  People 

BEATTY,  C.  J.  The  defendant  was  con- 
victed of  murder,  and  appeals  from  the  judg- 


ment and  an  order  denying  him  a  new  trlaL 
It  was  clearly  proved  that  on  June  15, 
1!J9B,  Michael  Tovey,  a  messenger  (or  Wells, 
Fargo  &  Co.,  while  seated  by  the  side  of 
the  driver  on  a  stage  going  from  Itme  to 
Jackson,  In  Amador  county,  was  shot  and 
killed  by  a  man  who  stood  behind  and  was 
partly  concealed  by  a  buckeye  tree  growing 
within  10  or  12  feet  of  the  roadside.  The 
circumstances  leave  no  doubt  that  the  kill- 
ing was  premeditated,  and  that  the  crime 
was  murder  of  the  first  degree;  the  only  dis- 
pute being  as  to  the  Identity  of  the  slayer. 
He  was  distinctly  seen,  at  a  distance  of  not 
more  than  20  feet,  by  the  driver  of  the 
stage,  and  by  a  passenger  who  sat  behind 
the  driver  on  top  of  the  stage;  but  bis  face 
Was  blackened  with  charcoal,  and  the  lower 
part  of  It  concealed  by  the  foliage  of  the 
tree  behind  which  he  stood,  and,  while  the 
stage  driver  testified  positively  that  the  de- 
fendant was  the  man,  the  passenger  was 
equally  positive  that  he  was  not.  To  cor- 
roborate the  driver,  the  prosecution  intro- 
duced evidence  of  remarks  In  the  nature  of 
threats  by  the  defendant  against  the  de- 
ceased, made  prior  to  the  killing;  evidence 
that  the  defendant,  after  the  killing,  spoke 
of  It  with  apparent  pleasure;  evidence  of 
similarity  of  the  clothes  worn  by  the  de- 
fendant and  the  man  who  fired  the  fatal 
shot;  evidence  of  similarity  of  walk  (a  sort 
of  limp)  and  of  general  appearance;  and 
evidence  of  statements  and  admissions  by 
the  defendant  Implying  his  guilt,  besides 
other  circumstances  having  some  slight  tend- 
ency, perhaps,  to  connect  him  with  the  kill- 
ing. On  the  part  of  the  defense,  evidence 
was  Introduced  to  explain  or  contradict  most 
of  the  evidence  for  the  people,  and,  in  addi- 
tion,  there  was  very  strong  and  positive  tes- 
timony of  a  number  of  witnesses  to  the  effect 
that  at  the  time  of  the  killing  the  defendant 
was  at  a  farm  many  miles  distant  from  the 
scene.  As  to  the  alleged  statements  and  ad- 
missions of  the  defendant,  they  rested  upon 
the  uncorroborated  testimony  of  a  man  who 
was  confined  in  jail  with  blm,  and  there  was 
evidence  that  he  and  the  officers  In  charge 
had  conspired,  by  the  administration  of 
whisky  and  opium,  to  induce  the  defendant 
to  sign  a  written  confession  under  circum- 
stances so  questionable  that  the  court  would 
not  admit  it  in  evidence.  In  rebuttal,  the 
people  offered  evidence  contradictory  of  the 
witnesses  who  had  been  called  to  prove  the 
alibi.  And  the  result  was  a  case  presenting 
a  sharp  conflict  of  evidence  on  every  mate- 
rial point,  except  the  mere  corpus  delicti, 
which  was  fully  proved.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, we  cannot  assume  to  overrule 
the  verdict  of  the  jurors,  who  saw  and  heard 
the  witnesses,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
proofs  do  not  seem  to  be  entirely  satisfactory 
to  us. 

During  the  trial  many  exceptions  were  re- 
served to  rulings  of  the  court  upon  objec- 
tions to  testimony,  but,  if  any  of  the  rulings 
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complained  of  were  technically  erroneoua, 
they  were  clearly  not  inJurioiiB  to  the  de- 
fondant.  The  stage  driver,  for  )nBtaiwe» 
while  testifying  for  the  people,  waa  aaked 
the  question,  "Has  your  stage  ever  been 
robbed,  Mr.  RaddUTe?"  to  which  the  defend- 
ant interposed  the  usual  formal  and  general 
objection  that  It  was  incompetent,  irrelevant, 
and  immaterial.  The  objection  being  over- 
mled,  the  witness  answered,  "Yes,  sir." 
This  is  all  that  the  bill  of  exceptions  shows 
in  regard  to  this  matter;  and,  while  it  does 
appear  that  the  evidence  was  irrelevant,  it 
is  equally  apparent  that  it  was  of  no  coo- 
sequence. 

Mrs.  McNeU,  a  witness  for  the  people,  was 
allowed  to  testify,  over  the  same  general 
objection  by  defendant,  that,  some  time 
previous  to  the  killing  of  Tovey,  the  defend- 
ant, referring  to  the  killing  of  the  Rudoeini 
girl,  had  said  that  the  man  who  killed  her 
did  not  Intend  to  kill  her;  that  he  was  very 
sorry  for  killing  the  girl;  that  he  meant  to 
kill  Tovey,  and  be  would  have  him  yet  be- 
fore he  stopped.  The  court  did  not  err  in 
overmling  the  objection  to  this  testimony. 
If  true,  it  proved  a  claim  on  the  part  of  de- 
fendant to  an  intimate  knowledge  of  the 
feelings,  motives,  and  intentions  of  the  slay- 
er of  the  Kudoslnl  girl,  and  might  Justify 
the  inference  that  be  was  himself  the  person 
who  bad  slain  her,  in  an  attempt  to  kill 
Tovey,  and  that  he  was  the  person  who  In- 
tended "to  have  him  before  he  stopped." 
In  short,  it  was  a  threat  which  Indicated  a 
ntotive  for  the  commission  of  the  crimei. 

When  the  defendant  was  arrested,  he  stat- 
ed—at least  it  was  testified  that  he  stated— 
that  he  could  not  shoot  a  rifle,  or  that  he 
Itad  not  shot  a  gun  for  a  long  time.  It  was 
not  error  to  allow  proof  that  he  was  an  ex- 
pert with  the  rifle. 

When  the  people  offered  in  evidence  the 
written  confession  which  the  defendant  was 
alleged  to  have  made,  and  the  admissions 
and  statements  testified  to  by  his  fellow 
prisoner,  the  people  and  the  defendant  l)oth 
consented  that  the  preUminary  evidence  and 
the  argument  upon  the  defendant's  objec- 
tions to  the  offered  evidence  should  be  taken 
and  heard  in  tlie  absence  and  without  the 
bearing  of  the  Jury.  It  is  now  claimed  that 
the  order  and  action  of  the  court,  taken  in 
conformity  with  this  consent,  was  error,  and 
bighly  injurious  to  the  defendant.  It  Is  not 
necessary  to  consider  whether  the  action  of 
the  court  in  this  matter  would  have  been 
proper  if  objected  to.  It  was  not  objected 
to  at  the  time,  there  was  no  exception  taken 
at  the  time,  and  there  is  nothing  to  review. 

It  was  not  error  to  allow  the  people  in  re- 
buttal to  contradict  the  witnesses  who  had 
testUied  to  the  alibi  by  disproving  the  col- 
lateral facts  testified  to  by  them  on  their  di- 
rect examination  as  a  means  of  fixing  the 
time  when  they  saw  the  defendant  at  a 
place  distant  from  the  scene  of  the  homicide. 
Tliese  circumstances  were  an  essential  part 


of  their  testimony,  and  highly  material. 
The  same  is  true  of  the  circumstances  called 
out  on  the  cross-examination.  As  to  some 
of  these  matters,  it  may  be  true  that  no  suf- 
ficient foundation  was  laid  for  contradiction, 
but  no  objection  was  made  on  that  ground 
in  the  one  or  two  instances  in  which  it 
should  have  been  sustained;  as,  for  instance, 
in  the  testimony  of  Wenzelberger  In  contra- 
diction of  Lucas. 

The  instruction  complained  of  (No.  5  given 
by  the  court)  is  free  from  error.  If  the  de- 
fendant desired  a  fuller  instruction,  he 
should  have  requested  it 

There  are  other  exceptions  specified  in  the 
record,  but  the  foregoing  aro  all  that  were 
mentioned  or  referred  to  in  the  argument, 
and  all  that  call  for  special  notice.  The 
Judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:  McPARLAND,  J.;  TEMPLE, 
J.;  HARRISON,  J.;  GAROUTTE,  J.;  HEN- 
SHAW,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J. 
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BAN  LUIS  OBISPO  COUNTY  v.  FARNUM 

•t  al.  (No.  19,488.) 
(Snpteme  Court  of  California.  Ang.  27,  1885.) 
Bond  of  Codntt  Auditob— Brsacb. 
Where  a  county  auditor's  bond  was  con- 
ditioned that  he  should  "well  and  faithfully  per- 
form all  ofScial  duties  required  of  him  by  law," 
and  another  oflBcer  paid  over  to  the  auditor  cer- 
tain moneys  collected  for  licenses,  wbidi  the 
law  requirod  to  be  paid  directly  to  the  coun- 
ty treasurer,  the  sureties  on  said  bond  are  not 
liable  for  the  auditor's  default,  though  he  him- 
self is. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Luis  Obispo 
county;  V.  A.  Gregg,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  cotmty  of  San  Luis  Obispo 
against  O.  A.  Famum  and  others  on  a  bond. 
Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  defendants  ap- 
peal. Affirmed  as  to  Famum,  and  reversed 
as  to  the  others. 

Graves  &  Graves  and  Wilcoxon  &  Bouldin, 
for  appellanta    F.  A.  Dom,  for  respondent 

HAYNES,  C.  This  action  is  upon  the  offi- 
cial bond  of  C.  A.  Famum  as  county  auditor 
of  said  county.  The  other  defendants  are  R. 
E.  Jack  and  J.  P.  Andrews,  the  sureties  of 
Famum  upon  said  bond.  The  complaint  al- 
leges that  Famum,  as  such  auditor,  at  divers 
times  between  January  2,  1891,  and  January 
3,  1893,  received  from  the  license-tax  collector 
of  said  county  divers  sums  of  money  collected 
for  license  taxes  due  said  county,  the  sum  of 
?1,218.16  of  which  he,  said  Famum,  had  failed 
and  refused  to  pay  to  the  county;  alleged  the 
making  and  approval  of  the  bond;  and  attach- 
ed a  copy  of  the  bond  to  the  complaint.  The 
bond  is  in  the  statutory  form,  conditioned 
that  he  should  "well  and  faithfully  perform 
all  official  duties  now  required  of  him  by  law, 
and  shall  well  and  faithfully  execute  and 
perform  all  duties  of  such  oiUce  of  auditor  of 


uigmzea  oy  ■v — iv^vy 


^., 


446 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  Vol.  41. 


(CaL 


San  Luis  Obispo  county  required  by  any  law 
to  be  enacted,"  etc.  A  general  demurrer  was 
Interposed  by  the  defendants,  which  was  over- 
ruled, and  the  defendants  answered.  The 
cause  was  tried  by  the  court,  and  a  finding 
that  all  of  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
were  true  (except  that  the  amount  was  re- 
duced to  $1,187.06)  was  filed,  and  Judgm^it 
entered  against  all  the  defendants  therefor; 
and  from  this  judgment  all  appeal  upon  the 
judgment  roll. 

The  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained 
as  to  the  sureties,  and  the  Judgment  must  be 
reversed  as  to  them,  because  no  cause  of  ac- 
tion is  stated  against  them,  nor  are  any  facts 
found  which  support  the  judgment.  A  cause 
of  action  la  stated  against  Famum,  Independ- 
ently of  the  allegations  relating  to  the  bond, 
which  may  be  treated  as  surplusage.  That 
the  money  In  question,  having  been  collected 
by  the  tax  collector  for  licenses,  belonged  to 
the  county,  Is  not  questioned;  but  that  It 
came  to  the  hands  of  defoidant  Famum  as 
auditor  Is  a  conclusion  of  law  wholly  vmsup- 
ported  by  the  facts  found.  There  Is  no  pro- 
vision of  law  authorizing  the  auditor  to  re- 
ceive it,  nor  any  authorizing  the  tax  collector 
to  pay  over  such  moneys  to  him,  or  to  any 
one  except  the  county  treasurer.  Having  re- 
ceived the  money,  it  was  Famum'a  duty  to 
I)ay  it  over  to  the  treasurer;  but  such  duty 
did  not  arise  out  of  his  office,  nor  was  It  at 
all  different  from  the  duty  which  would  have 
rested  upon  him  to  pay  It  over  had  he  been  a 
plain  citizen,  not  holding  any  county  office. 
Famum  did  not  even  receive  the  money  colore 
officii,  for  under  no  circumstances  was  he  au- 
thorized or  required  by  law  to  receive  It  The 
condition  of  the  bond  sued  upon  Is  not  that 
Parnum  should  be  personally  honest,  or  pay 
his  personal  debts,  or  discharge  those  private 
duties  and  obligations  which  he  may  have  as- 
sumed; but  the  condition  Is  that  he  "shall 
well  and  faithfully  perform  all  official  duties 
required  of  him  by  law."  The  "official  du- 
ties" here  specified  are  the  duties  required  by 
law  of  the  county  auditor,  and  none  other.  "A 
surety  cannot  be  held  beyond  the  express 
terms  of  his  contract.  •  *  *"  Civ.  Code,  § 
2836.  In  the  conclusions  of  law  filed  by  the 
court  below  there  Is  copied  section  16  of  ar- 
ticle 11  of  the  constitution  of  this  state,  to  the 
effect  that  all  moneys  belonging  to  or  collect- 
ed for  the  use  of  the  county  coming  into  the 
hands  of  any  officer  thereof  shall  be  immedi- 
ately deposited  with  the  treasurer;  and  ap- 
parently the  court  concluded  that  because  It 
was  county  money,  and  because  Farnum  was 
a  county  officer,  a  failure  to  pay  It  over  was 
a  breach  of  official  duty,  for  which  his  sure- 
ties were  liable.  But  the  constitutional  pro- 
vision only  relates  to  those  officers  who  right- 
fully or  officially  receive  money  for  the  coun- 
ty. Under  this  provision  of  the  constitution, 
as  well  as  under  the  provisions  of  the  Political 
Code  relating  to  licenses,  It  was  the  official 
duty  of  the  tax  collector  to  pay  the  money 
over  to  the  treasurer,  and  his  payment  of  it 


to  the  auditor  was  unauthorized,  and  a  breach 
of  official  duty  for  which  he  and  his  sureties 
were  liable  on  his  bond;  but  the  sureties  of 
Famum  surely  never  contemplated  that  the 
tax  collector  would  pay  money  to  the  auditor 
in  violation  of  law,  and  never  undertook  to  be 
liable  therefor. 

The  case  of  Best  v.  Johnson,  78  Gal.  217,  20 
Pac.  415,  Is  conclusive  of  the  question  here. 
We  may  properly  add,  however,  an  extract 
from  People  v.  Pennock,  60  N.  Y.  421,  426. 
That  was  a  suit  upon  the  bond  of  a  town  su- 
pervisor. The  supervisor  was  authorized  to 
receive  and  disburse  certain  of  the  town's 
money.  Certain  other  funds  for  the  tempo- 
rary relief  of  the  poor,  for  which  there  was  a 
special  tax  levy,  were  required  to  be  paid  by 
the  tax  collector  to  another  officer.  In  this 
instance,  however,  the  warrant  for  the  col- 
lection of  the  taxes  directed  the  tax  collector 
to  pay  It  to  the  supervisor,  and  that  was 
done;  and  the  action  upon  the  bond  was  for 
the  recoveiy  of  that  money,  the  supervisor 
having  failed  to  account  for  it  and  pay  it  over 
to  the  proper  officer.  The  condition  of  the 
bond  was  for  the  faithful  discharge  of  his 
official  duties  as  supervisor,  and  that  he  would 
account  for  and  pay  over  "all  moneys  briong- 
Ing  to  his  town  and  coming  Into  his  hands  as 
such  supervisor."  The  court  said:  "The  con- 
dition of  the  bond  must  be  construed,  and  the 
liability  of  the  sureties  limited,  In  reference 
to  the  statutes  making  the  supervisor  a  cus- 
todian of  public  moneys.  The  statutes  make 
a  part  of  the  contract  of  the  surety.  When 
he  underbx^  that  his  principal  should  ac- 
count for  and  pay  over  all  moneys  that  should 
come  to  his  hands  as  supervisor,  the  intend- 
ment is  that  such  moneys  as  should,  pursuant 
to  law,  be  received  by  him  In  his  official  ca- 
pacity, and  In  virtue  of  his  office,  were  referred 
to,  and  not  such  as  he  might  receive  by  c<rfor 
of  office,  or  because  he  was  supervisor,  but 
without  right,  and  of  which  some  other  offi- 
cial was  the  legal  recipient  and  disbursing 
agent,  having  tlie  right  to  receive  them  direct- 
ly from  the  collector.  The  principal  of  the 
appellant  was  an  Intruder  In  respect  to  the 
moneys  collected  for  the  support  of  the  poor, 
and  of  roads  and  bridges,  and  acted,  In  taking 
them  Into  his  hands,  officiously,  and  not  offi- 
cially. Liabilities  of  sureties  are  strlctlssiml 
juris,  and  cannot  be  extended  by  construction 
or  enlarged  by  the  acts  of  others."  There  Is 
nothing  In  San  Lute  Obispo  Co.  v.  Pettlt  (Cal.) 
34  Pac.  1082,  cited  by  counsel  for  respondent. 
Inconsistent  with  tiie  views  we  have  ex- 
pressed. The  judgment  should  be  reversed 
as  to  the  defendants  Jack  and  Andrews,  with 
directions  to  dismiss  the  action  as  to  them, 
and  as  to  defendant  Farnum  the  judgment 
should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:     VAXCLIEF,  C;  BRITT,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  te  revers- 
ed as  to  the  defendants  Jack  and  Andrews, 
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with  directions  to  dismiss  the  action  as  to 
them,  and  as  to  defendant  Famnm  tbe  judg- 
ment Is  aitlrmed. 


SAN  LUIS  OBISPO  COUNTT  r.  FARNUM 

et  al.     (No.  19,490.) 
(Snnreme  Cocrt  of  California.     Aug.  27,  1895.) 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Luis  Obispo  county;  V.  A.  Gregg,  Judge. 

Action  by  ttie  connty  of  San  Luis  Obispo 
against  G.  A  Famam  and  others  on  a  bond. 
Plaintiff  bad  judgment,  and  defendants  appeal. 
Affirmed  as  to  Farnum,  and  reversed  as  to  the 
others. 

Gravee  &  Graves  and  Wilcoxon  As  Bouldin, 
for  appellants     F.  A.  Dom,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  This  is  an  action  upon  the 
official  bond  of  O.  A.  Famum  as  county  auditor, 
the  other  defendants  being  bis  sureties  on  said 
bond.  The  breach  alleged  is  tbe  failure  to  pay 
over  to  the  county  treasurer  certain  moneys  said 
Fammn  rectived  from  tbe  tax  collector,  which 
said  last-named  officer  had  received  for  county 
licenses.  The  only  distinction  between  this  case 
and  No.  19,488  (Same  Plaintiff  v.  Farnum  [this 
day  decided]  41  Pac  445),  is  that  the  moneys 
were  received  In  a  subsequent  term  of  office 
of  said  Famum  as  auditor,  for  which  tbe  bond 
in  suit  in  this  action  was  given.  The  same  find- 
ings and  judgment  were  made  and  entered  as  in 
the  former  case,  except  as  to  amount  and  names 
of  the  sureties,  and  it  is  submitted  on  tbe  same 
briefs.  Upon  the  authority  of  San  Luis  Obispo 
County  V.  Famum  (this  day  filed)  41  Pac.  445, 
it  is  ordered  that  the  judgment  appealed  from 
be  affirmed  as  to  tbe  defendant  Famum.  and  as 
to  all  the  other  defendants  it  be  reversed,  with 
directions  to  dismiss  the  action  as  to  them. 
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SAN  LUIS  OBISPO  COUNTY  v.  FARNUM 

et  al.  (No.  19,491.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  Aug.  27,  1895.) 
Limitations  —  Acrioss  fob  Monrt  Received  bt 
Officeks  without  Authority. 
Where  money  belonging  to  the  connty  is 
received  by  the  county  auditor,  his  liability 
therefor  being  not  on  bis  bond,  but  for  money 
had  and  received,  action  against  him  is  barred  in 
two  years,  under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  S  339,  subd.  1, 
prescribing  the  limitation  of  an  action  on  a  lia- 
bility not  founded  on  a  writing. 

GommissionerB'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Luis  Obispo 
connty;  V.  A.  Gregg,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  county  of  San  Lois  Obispo 
against  O.  A  Famum  and  others.  Judgment 
for  plaintiff.    Defendants  appeal.    Reversed. 

Graves  &  Graves  and  Wilcoxon  &  BouIdln, 
for  appellants.    F.  A.  Dom,  for  respondent 

HATNES,  C.  This  is  an  action  upon  the 
bond  of  C.  A.  Famum,  as  county  auditor  of 
tbe  county  of  San  Luis  Obispo,  to  recover 
tbe  sum  of  $896.10,  alleged  to  have  been  re- 
ceived by  him,  as  auditor,  from  the  license- 
tax  collector  of  said  county,  the  same  being 
moneys  collected  for  license  taxes  due  the 
county  from  various  Individuals,  and  which 
Famum  had  failed  to  pay  over  to  the  county 
treasurer;  the  other  defendants  and  appel- 
lants, B.  Jack  and  I.  (Joldtree,  being  the  sure- 
ties upon  said  bond.    The  complaint  alleges 


that  said  monejrs  were  received  by  Farnum 
at  divers  times,  unknown  to  plaintiff,  between 
January  2,  1889,  and  January  3,  1891,  which 
dates  cover  and  include  the  entire  term  fw 
which  said  bond  was  given.  This  action  was 
commenced  May  29,  1803.  The  defendants 
demurred  to  the  complaint:  (1)  That  tbe 
facts  stated  do  not  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion; and  (2)  that  the  cause  of  action  stated 
is  barred  by  the  provisions  of  section  337, 
and  Bubdlvisioa  1  of  section  338,  and  subdi- 
vision 1  of  section  339,  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure.  The  demurrer  was  overruled,  the 
defendants  answered,  denying  all  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  and  alleging  that  tbe 
cause  of  action  Is  barred  by  tbe  provisions 
of  the  Code  above  mentioned.  The  court 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  entered  judgment 
against  all  the  defendants  for  the  sum  of 
$739.80.  This  appeal  Is  by  all  the  defendants 
from  said  judgment  upon  the  judgment  roll. 
As  to  the  liability  of  appellants  Jack  and 
Goldtree  as  sureties  upon  tbe  bond  of  Far- 
num, as  auditor,  this  case  cannot  be  distin- 
guished from  the  caso  of  San  Luis  Obispo 
County  V.  Famum  (No.  19,488;  this  day  filed) 
41  Pac.  445,  and  upon  tbe  authority  of  that 
case  this  judgment  must  be  rev««ed  as  to 
the  sureties  upon  said  bond.  In  that  case  it 
was  held,  however,  that,  treating  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint  In  relation  to  the  bond 
as  surplusage,  there  was,  nevertheless,  a  cause 
of  action  stated  against  Famum;  and  that, 
though  he  did  not  receive  the  money  in  his 
official  capacity  as  auditor.  It  was  money  be- 
Iong;ing  to  the  county  which  he  bad  no  right 
to  retain,  and  therefore  affirmed  the  judgment 
as  to  him.  In  that  case,  however,  there  was 
no  question  made  upon  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations, while  here  It  Is  directly  pleaded.  The 
court  below  could  not  have  found  the  sure- 
ties liable  unless  he  concluded  that  Famum 
was  liable  up<m  his  bond,  and,  if  so,  the  lim- 
itation of  four  years  under  section  337,  Code 
Civ.  Proc,  applied.  But  the  money  having 
been  received  by  Famum  without  authority 
of  law,  and  not  officially,  no  liability  upon  his 
bond  was  created.  If  he  were  liable  upon  tbe 
bond,  bis  sureties  must  have  been  liable  also. 
But  it  was  money  belonging  to  the  county 
which  he  had  no  right  to  receive,  but,  having 
received  it,  he  was  liable  personally  In  an 
action  f<H:  money  had  and  received,  and  that 
action  was  barred  in  two  years,  imder  sub- 
division 1  of  section  339,  Id.  Assuming,  there- 
fore, that  the  money  was  received  on  the  last 
day  of  his  term  of  office,  January  3,  1891, 
the  action  was  not  brought  within  two  years, 
and  tbe  demurrer  should  have  been  sustained 
upon  that  ground  as  well  as  upon  the  first 
The  judgment  should,  therefore,  be  reversed 
as  to  all  the  defendants. 

We  concur:    VANCUEF,  C;   BRITT,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
tbe  foregoing  oi^nlon,  the  Judgment  appeal- 
ed from  is  reversed. 
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SCHWBRDTLB  t.  PLAOER  COUNTY  et  al. 

(No.  18,436.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Aug.  27,  1895.) 

Dedication  or  Hiohwat— Adtekse  Uses— A.BAir- 

DOKUEKT — Judicial  Notice. 

1.  Adrerse  user  of  land  as  a  highway  by 
the  pnblic  for  30  yeara  establishes  the  presump- 
tion of  a  dedication. 

2.  Where  the  public  have  acquired  an  ease- 
ment in  land  for  a  nighway  by  adverse  user,  the 
taxation  and  payment  of  taxes  on  the  same  will 
not  constitute  an  abandonment. 

3.  Placing  gates,  with  consent  of  a  member 
of  the  board  of  supervisors,  across  a  highway, 
and  maintaining  the  same  for  the  statutory  pe- 
riod of  limitations,  docs  not  establish  an  aban- 
donment of  the  easement  by  the  public. 

4.  Judicial  notice  cannot  be  taken  that  title 
to  land  is  in  the  public. 

5.  Judicial  notice  is  taken  by  courts  of  the 
statutes  of  their  own  state  and  of  the  United 
States. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court. 
Placer  county;  Matt.  F.  Johnson,  Judge. 

Action  by  Dorothea  Schwerdtlc  against  the 
county  of  Placer  and  another.  From  a  Judg- 
ment for  defendants,  plaintiff  appeals.  Af- 
flrmed. 

Isaac  Joseph  and  D.  B.  Alexander,  for  ap- 
pellant A.  K.  Robinson,  L.  L.  Chamberlain, 
and  F.  P.  Tuttle,  for  respondents. 

HENSHAW,  J.  Appeal  from  the  Judgment 
alone.  Action  to  quiet  title  to  a  strip  of  land, 
and  to  restrain  defendant  Ollnes  from  com- 
mitting threatened  acts  of  trespass  upon 
the  property. 

'  The  land  In  dispute  is  claimed  by  the  coun- 
ty as  a  public  highway,  and  GUnes  is  one  of 
its  road  overseers.  The  defendant  county 
pleaded  "that  for  more  than  twenty  years 
last  past  prior  to  the  filing  of  the  complaint 
tliat  certain  piece  of  road  •  •  •  known 
as  the  'Dotan's  Bar  and  Carrolton  Road,'  as 
it  tan  through  and  across  the  lands  described 
in  plaintiff's  complaint,  was,  and  is  now,  a 
public  highway,  Imowu,  recognized,  and 
treated  as  such  by  the  road  officers  of  Placer 
county,  and  duly  constituted  such  in  the  man- 
ner required  by  law."  Upon  tiUs  somewhat 
vague  averment  trial  was  had,  and  the  court 
found:  "That  the  plaintiff  is  the  owner  in 
fee,  and  as  such  owner  was  in  the  po6se»- 
slon,  of  said  real  property,  for  more  than  five 
(5)  years  continuously  prior  to  the  commence- 
ment of  this  suit  That  during  said  five  years 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  suit  state 
and  county  taxes  were  regularly  levied  upon 
all  of  said  real  property;  all  taxes  have  been 
paid  by  pitiintlff  within  said  five  years;  and 
during  all  of  said  time  said  real  property 
was  and  now  is  inclosed  by  substantial 
fences.  That  prior  to  the  erection  of  said 
fences  by  plaintiff  the  country  In  the  neigh- 
borhood of  said  real  property  was  an  c^en 
country,  and  that  persons  that  travded  over 
it  could  travel  in  any  direction,  and  cattle 
could  roam  over  the  entire  country  at  will. 
That  across  said  property  there  passes  a 
road  Jmown  aa  tlie  'Dotan's  Bar  and  Can-(d- 


ton  Road.'  That  from  flie  year  1850  down 
to  about  the  year  1887  the  said  road  was  con- 
tinuously open,  and  notoriously  used  by  the 
public  in  general,  adversely  to  the  i^aintiff, 
without  let  or  hindrance,  as  a  puUic  high- 
way for  all  purposes,  and  was  daring  all  of 
said  times  entirely  open  and  unobstructed. 
That  in  the  year  1887  plaintiff  asked  permis- 
aion  of  one  of  the  members  of  the  board  of 
supervisors  to  place  gates  across  the  road  at 
the  inlet  and  outlet  ot  the  same,  wUcta  said 
permission  was  granted  by  said  member, 
without  authority  of  the  board.  That  there 
after,  and  for  a  period  of  about  five  years, 
the  public  in  general  continued  to  use  said 
road  openly  and  notoriously,  and  without 
let  or  hindrance,  other  tlian  the  opening  and 
the  closing  of  said  gates.  That  the  said  road, 
from  alKmt  the  year  1855  to  1887,  was  the 
common  travded  road  in  going  from  Sacra- 
mento and  Folsom  to  Dotan's  Bar;  that  in 
the  early  days  stages  carrying  the  United 
States  mail  constantly  traveled  said  road, 
and  at  intervals  during  said  time  the  road 
master  of  the  road  district  in  which  said  rood 
is  situated  performed  work  and  labor  upon 
the  same  where  the  same  crosses  the  prop- 
erty of  plaintiff.  That  plaintiff  and  her 
grantors,  for  a  period  of  about  twenty  years 
prior  to  the  dosing  of  said  gates,  as  herein- 
after found,  were  in  possession  and  occu- 
pancy of  said  land,  and  had  full  luiowledge 
of  the  use  of  said  road  by  the  public  as  a 
highway  for  all  purposes,  and  up  to  the  time 
of  the  said  closing  of  said  gates  offered  do 
let  or  hindrance  to  the  use  of  said  road  br 
the  public  as  a  highway,  and  in  no  way,  man- 
ner, or  shape,  or  form  objected  to  the  same." 
The  court  concluded  as  matter  of  law  that 
the  road  was  a  public  highway,  and  Judgment 
passed  accordingly.  The  answer  is  objection- 
able in  averring  as  a  conclusion  of  law  that 
the  land  in  controversy  Is  a  public  highway. 
No  facts  are  pleaded,  and  It  cannot  be  de- 
termined whether  the  defense  rested  its  claim 
upon  dedication  and  acceptance,  or  upon 
rights  acquired  by  user  under  the  rules  of 
prescription. 

From  the  opinion  of  the  trial  Judge,  un- 
bodied in  the  brief  of  respondents,  it  appears 
that  he  based  bis  decision  upon  the  facts 
thai  the  land  until  after  the  year  1870  was 
part  of  the  public  domain,  and  had  been  con- 
tinuously used  as  a  highway  since  1850;  that 
In  1866  the  United  States  granted  rights  to 
lay  out  public  high  ways  over  its  lands  (Rev. 
St  U.  S.  9  2477);  that  in  1870  the  legislature 
of  the  state,  by  an  act  especially  apfdlcat^e 
to  Placer  county,  accepted  this  right  by  de- 
claring all  roads  in  tliat  county  which  had 
been  used  as  public  highways  for  two  years 
or  more  before  the  passage  of  the  act  to  be 
public  highways  (St.  1870,  p.  457);  that  this 
act,  operating  with  the  statute  of  the  United 
States,  amounted  to  an  acceptance  of  the 
grant  or  offer  of  dedication  of  the  latter, 
and  established  the  status  of  the  land  in 
controversy,  then  public  land,  as  a  Mghwaf, 

uigiiizea  oy  ■^^j  \^/ \^/ -^  i  \^ 


CaL) 


SCHWEUDTLE  v.  PLACEB  COtJNTT. 


449 


■o  that  when  It  passed  Into  private  owner- 
ship It  was  taken  subject  to  the  easement 

Under  the  facta  above  redted,  the  reason- 
ing and  conchjBlon  at  the  court  are  perfectly 
soond.  McBose  y.  Bottyer,  81  Cal.  125,  22 
Pac  393.  The  difficulty  of  adc^tlng  them  Is 
that  we  have  not  the  same  facts  before  us. 
They  are  not  set  forth  In  the  findings,  and 
the  <^Inlon  of  the  learned  judge  forms  no 
part  of  the  record.  We  take  judicial  notice 
of  the  statutes  above  adverted  to,  but  can- 
not judicially  know,  and  the  findings  do  nob 
disclose,  that  the  land  in  controrersy  was  a 
part  of  the  public  domain  until  1870.  It  is, 
however,  found  that  the  public,  from  the  year 
1830  to  the  year  1887,  used  the  road  openly, 
notoriously,  and  continuously,  and  adversely 
to  plaintiff.  In  the  absMice  of  any  statute^ 
the  common-law  rule  as  to  the  presumption 
of  dedication  by  adverse  user  will  apply  In 
tills  state.  Pol.  Code,  i  44»8.  The  time  of 
user  at  common  law  was  not  a  fixed  period. 
Five  years,  six  years,  and  twenty  years,  de- 
pending on  the  varying  clrcimnstances,  have 
been  severally  held  snfficient.  Elliott,  Eoads 
&  S.  p.  134.  "A  dedication  may  be  made  by 
deed  or  other  overt  act,  or  may  be  presumed 
from  the  lapse  of  time  or  acquiescence  of  the 
party.  There  is  no  precise  limit  of  Ume 
from  which  dedication  may  be  presumed.  In 
some  cases  it  has  been  decided  that  twenty 
years  were  necessary  to  raise  the  presump- 
tion of  dedication,  while  In  others  It  has  been 
held  that  a  much  shorter  period  was  suffi- 
cteat."  City  of  San  Francisco  v.  Scott,  4 
CaL  114.  The  language  of  Hope  v.  Bamett, 
78  Cal.  9,  20  Pac.  245,  cannot  be  construed 
as  conflicting  with  this  universally  accepted 
lole  of  the  common  law.  This  court  there 
says:  "Where  the  dedication  Is  sought  to  be 
established  by  user  as  a  highway,  it  must 
appear  that  such  user  was  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  owner,  with  his  consent,  or  with- 
out objection  on  his  part."  In  that  case  the 
findings  showed  a  use  for  only  eighteen 
months  or  two  years.  If  a  dedication  is 
sought  to  be  established  by  a  use  which  has 
continued  a  short  time,— not  long  enough  to 
perfect  the  rights  of  the  public  under  the 
rules  of  prescription,— then,  truly,  the  actual 
consent  or  acqtilescenoe  of  the  owner  Is  an 
essential  matter,  since  without  It  no  dedica- 
tion could  be  proved,  and  none  would  be 
presumed;  but  where  this  actual  consent  and 
acquiescence  can  be  proved,  then  the  length 
of  time  of  the  public  use  ceases  to  be  of  any 
Importance,  because,  the  offer  to  dedicate  and 
the  acceptance  by  use  both  being  shown,  the 
Tlehts  of  the  public  have  immediately  vested. 
Bat  where  the  claim  of  the  public  rests  upon 
long-continued  adverse  use,  that  use  estab- 
lishes against  the  owner  the  conclusive  pre- 
sumption of  consent,  and  so  of  dedication. 
It  affords  the  conclusive  and  indisputable 
presumption  of  knowledge  and  acquiescence, 
while  at  the  same  time  it  negatives  the  idea 
of  a  mere  license.  Indeed,  some  of  the  courts 
have  insisted  that  the  role  is  broader  even 
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than  as  above  stated,  while  no  court  or  text 
writer  has  confined  it  to  narrower  limits. 
Thus,  In  New  York,  under  a  statute  declaring 
that  all  roads  which  have  been  used  as  pub- 
lic highways  for  20  years  or  more  shall  be 
deemed  public  highways  (1  Kev.  St  N.  T. 
p.  521,  S  100),  it  has  been  held  that  the  inten- 
tion of  the  owner  Is  not  material,  and  that 
such  a  user  makes  It  a  public  highway, 
though  the  owner  be  a  lunatic,  an  infant,  or 
married  woman,  and  has  no  knowledge  there- 
of during  the  entire  time.  Deveopeck  v. 
Lambert  44  Barb.  599.  And  the  soundness 
of  this  view  of  the  law  is  not  only  stoutly 
supported  by  the  authors  of  Flllott  Roads 
&  S.  (page  123  et  seq.)  but  has  received  some 
approval  from  this  court  in  the  cases  of  Bol- 
ger  V.  Foss,  63  Cal.  250.  3  Pac.  871,  and 
Freshour  v.  Hlhn,  99  Cal.  443,  34  Pac.  87. 

These  cases,  however,  were  decided,  the 
first  imder  section  2619  of  the  Political  Code, 
since  repealed,  and  the  second  under  a  stat- 
ute exclusively  applicable  to  Santa  Cruz 
county.  Their  law  is  not  pertinent  to  this 
case,  nor  do  we  by  this  affirm  the  rule  there 
laid  down.  It  is  sufilclent  here  to  empha- 
size the  fact  that  no  declaration  In  Hope  v. 
Bamett  was  meant  or  can  properly  be  con- 
strued to  declare  a  different  rule  from  the 
one  which  is  above  set  forth,  and  which  finds 
abundant,  and.  Indeed,  universal,  recogni- 
tion from  the  authorities.  Thus,  Washb. 
Kasem.  (4th  Ed.)  p.  199,  §  5:  "If  the  user 
is  permissive  or  by  license,  it  will  not  ripen 
into  a  prescription."  "The  use  of  a  way  by 
the  public  for  twenty  years  gives  a  pre- 
scriptive right  of  a  public  as  well  as  a  sim- 
ilar user  does  of  a  private  way,  and  this 
right,  when  once  established,  continues  until 
it  is  clearly  and  unmistakably  abandoned. 
•  •  •  And  if  the  only  evidence  of  a  dedi- 
cation be  a  public  user,  with  the  acquiescence 
of  the  owner,  a  user  of  the  term  of  twenty 
years  must  bie  proved,  or  a  time  correspond- 
ing to  the  period  of  limitations  in  the  state 
In  which  the  land  lies."  Beall  v.  Clore,  6 
Bush  (Ky.)  680.  In  Com.  v.  Coupe,  128  Mass. 
63,  it  is  said:  "Ways  by  prescription  and 
ways  by  dedication  rest  upon  entirely  differ- 
ent principles.  The  first  is  established  upon 
evidence  of  user  by  the  public,  adverse  and 
continuous,  for  a  period  of  twenty  years  or 
more,  from  which  use  arises  a  presumption 
of  a  reservation  or  grant  and  the  acceptance 
thereof."  Jennings  v.  Tisbury,  5  Gray,  73. 
And  in  Dili.  Mun.  Corp.  (4th  Ed.)  p.  753,  { 
637:  "Such  intent  [to  de<licate]  will  be  pre- 
sumed against  the  owner  where  It  appears 
that  the  easement  In  the  street  or  property 
has  been  used  and  enjoyed  by  the  public  for 
a  period  corresponding  with  the  statutory 
limitation  of  real  actions.  But  where  there 
Is  no  other  evidence  against  the  owner  to 
support  the  dedication  but  the  mere  fact  of 
such  user,  so  that  the  right  claimed  by  the 
public  is  purely  prescriptive,  it  is  essential 
to  maintain  It  that  the  user  or  enjoyment 
should  be  adverse."    Says  Thomp.  Hlghw. 
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p.  48:  "Where  the  acts  of  the  owner  are 
not  so  specific  In  their  nature  as  clearly 
to  prove  his  intention  tliat  the  public  should 
acquire  a  right  of  way,  they  are  frequently 
aided  by  collateral  evidence,  and  the  circum- 
stance of  most  common  occurrence  which  Is 
considered  sulHclent  to  support  the  claim  of 
the  public  is  the  length  of  time  during  which 
they  bare  had  the  uninterrupted  use  and 
•njoyment  of  the  privilege."  So  Elliott, 
Ho&Oa  &  S.  p.  123:  "What  the  original  In- 
tention of  the  owner  was  ceases  to  be  of  Im- 
Oortance  after  the  lapse  of  the  limitation 
prescribed  by  the  statute.  Twenty  years' 
use  by  the  public,  under  claim  of  right  evi- 
denced by  use,  will  give  a  right  to  the  road 
or  street,  *  •  •  no  matter  what  may 
have  been  the  owner's  Intention."  And  Ang. 
Uighw.  i  131,  quotes  the  language  of  Shaw, 
O.  J.,  In  Reed  v.  Northfleld,  13  Pick.  94:  "We 
think  It  clear  upon  principle  tliat  public 
easements,  as  well  as  others,  may  be  shown 
by  long  and  uninterrupted  use  and  enjoy- 
ment, upon  the  conclusive  legal  presumptiixi 
that  they  were  at  some  anterior  period  laid 
out  and  established  by  competent  authority." 
says  Kent  (3  Kent,  Comm.  p.  •451):  "If 
there  be  no  other  evidence  of  a  grant  or 
dedication  than  the  presumption  arising 
from  the  fact  of  acquiescence  In  the  free  use 
and  enjoyment  of  the  way  as  a  public  road, 
the  period  of  twenty  years  applied  to  incor- 
poreal rights  would  be  required,  as  being  the 
usual  and  analogous  period  of  limitation." 
In  this  enunciation  of  the  rule,  framed 
with  his  wonted  wisdom  and  conservatism, 
the  learned  chancellor  was  dealing  with  the 
common-law  period  for  the  acquirement  of 
prescriptive  rights.  Under  our  law  the  stat- 
ute of  limitations  for  the  commencemont  of 
actions  aCTecting  title  to  realty,  and  the  pe- 
riod of  time  for  the  acquisition  of  title  there- 
to by  adverse  possession,  or  of  acquiring  a 
prescriptive  right  to  an  easement,  has  been 
shortened  to  five  years,  which  period  would, 
by  analogy,  be  made  the  time  requisite  for 
the  acquirement  by  the  public  of  such  right 
The  rule  thus  being  that  the  adverse  user 
conclusively  establishes  the  presumption  of 
dedication  to  the  public,— as,  in  the  case  of 
the  individual,  the  prescriptive  right  estab- 
lishes the  presumption  of  a  grant,— the  find- 
ing of  such  adveree  user  for  over  30  years 
Is  more  tlian  sufficient  for  this  purpose,  un- 
less, as  contended,  the  other  findings  are 
contradictory,  or  sliow  an  abandonment. 
Pol.  Code,  §S  2619,  2C31;  Civ.  Code,  S  806; 
McKose  v.  Bottyer,  81  Cal.  122,  22  Pac.  393. 
The  finding  in  this  case  differs  from  that 
discussed  in  Cooper  v.  Monterey  Co.,  104 
Cal.  43S,  38  Pac.  106.  Here  the  adverse 
user  Is  expressly  set  out  There,  as  was 
said,  the  language  of  the  finding  did  not 
negative  the  idea  that  the  use  might  have 
been  under  mere  license.  The  placing  of  the 
gates  In  1887  was  rather  an  acknowledgment 
than  a  denial  of  the  public  right,  since  per- 
mission to  erect  them  was  first  asked  of  a 


member  of  the  board  of  supervisors.  The 
payment  of  taxes  was  upon  the  whole  tract 
which  Included  the  strip  in  dispute,  and  is 
thus  within  the  rule  of  Smith  v.  City  of  San 
L,uls  Ubispo,  95  Cal.  463,  30  Pac.  591.  See. 
also,  San  Lieandro  v.  Le  Breton,  72  Cal.  170. 
177,  13  Pac.  405.  The  Judgment  is  therefore 
affirmed. 

We  concur:    TEMPLE,  J.;   McFARLAND. 
J. 


108  Cal.  M« 

WEAVER  V.  McKAT  et  al.     (No.  18,445.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  24,  1895.) 

8ax,e  of  Mortoaoed  Premises  —  Asscmptios  or 
Debt— EviDENCK. 

1.  Where  the  grantee  of  mortgaged  premises 
accepted  the  conveyance  providing  for  nis  pay- 
ment of  the  "mortgaged  debt,"  he  cannot  avoid 
a  deficiency  judgment  against  him  on  foreclosure 
by  showing  that  tlie  contract  for  tlie  purchase 
provided  for  a  conveyance  merely  subject  to  the 
"mortgage."  in  the  absence  of  fraud  by  the  gran- 
tor in  making  the  ccaveyance. 

2.  That  the  contract  of  purchase  of  mort- 
gage premises  provided  merely  that  the  convey- 
ance should  be  subject  to  the  "mortgage"  is  not 
evidence  of  fraud  by  the  grantor  in  inserting  in 
the  deed  an  agreement  by  the  grantee  to  pay  the 
"mortgage  debt" 

3.  A  certified  copy  of  the  record  of  a  deed 
containing  a  recital  that  it  was  made  subject  to 
a  mortgage  debt  on  the  land  conveyed  is  admis- 
sible to  prove  the  assumption  of  the  mortgage 
debt  by  the  grantee. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Fresno  county;  M.  K.  Harris,  Judge. 

Actlcm  by  N.  M.  Weaver  against  McKay, 
HcCann,  and  others,  to  foreclose  a  mortgage. 
From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  some  of  the 
defendants  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Milton  E.  Babb,  for  appellants.  3.  H.  Mc- 
GofCey  and  E.  W.  Bisley,  for  respondeat 

TEMPLE,  J.  This  action  was  brought  to 
foreclose  a  mortgage  executed  by  Margaret 
Grifiith  and  R.  B.  Johnson  to  secure  the  pay- 
ment of  their  note  for  $4,000  to  plalntifC. 
After  the  mortgage  was  executed  and  record- 
ed, appellants  purchased  the  premises,  and 
took  a  deed  from  R.  B.  Johnson,  who  had  be- 
come the  sole  owner,  In  which  was  contained 
the  following:  "This  conveyance  is  made 
subject  to  that  certain  mortgage  made  by 
Margaret  M.  Griffith,  a  married  woman,  and 
R.  B.  Johnson,  to  N.  M.  Weaver,  dated  Feb- 
ruary 10.  1891,  for  the  sum  of  $4,500,  and 
recorded  In  volume  79  of  Mortgages,  at  page 
433,  records  of  Fresno  Co..  Cal..  which  said 
mortgage,  and  the  note  secured  thereby,  and 
the  Interest  due  and  to  grow  due  thereon, 
the  grantees  herein  hereby  assume,  and 
agree  to  pay,  discharge,  and  satisfy,  and  to 
hold  grantees  [grantors]  herein  harmless 
therefrom,  as  a  part  of  the  consideration  of 
this  conveyance."  The  deed  was  executed 
January  17,  1893.  and  was  In  performance  of 
an  agreement  between  Johnson  and  appel- 
lants made  December  20,  1S02.  In  that 
agreement  It  was  stipulated  that  Johnson 
should  receive  from  appellants  a  described 
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tract  of  land,  !n  consideration  of  which,  and 
of  $1,000  cash,  he  -would  convey  to  appellants 
various  tracts,  and  among  them  the  mortgag- 
ed premises.  Some  of  the  other  tracts  were 
also  incumbered.  As  to  one,  it  was  stipulat- 
ed that  It  should  be  conveyed  subject  to  a 
mortgage  of  $1,850;  as  to  the  mortgaged 
premises  in  question  here,  that  it  should  be 
conveyed  "subject  to  the  indebtedness  there- 
on." 

It  Is  contended  that  the  deed  does  not  ac- 
cord with  the  agreement.  In  this:  that,  by 
the  agreement,  appellants  were  to  take  the 
land  subject  to  the  mortgage,  whereas  by 
the  deed  they  are  made  to  assume  the  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  debt,  and  thereby  to 
become  liable  to  pay  a  Judgment  for  defi- 
ciency, If  the  land  does  not  sell  for  enough 
to  pay  the  debt  They  aver  in  their  answer 
that  they  were  induced  to  accept  the  deed 
containing  this  stipulation  by  the  fraudulent 
assurance  of  Johnson  that  it  was  exactly 
like  the  other  deed,  which  was  only  subject 
to  the  mortgage.  Upon  this  issue  the  court 
found  for  the  plaintiff,  and  the  finding  Is 
abundantly  sustained  by  the  evidence. 

Appellants'  counsel  contends,  however,  that 
because  the  agreement  is  set  out  in  the  an- 
swer in  heec  verba,  and  its  genuineness  Is 
not  denied.  It  overcomes  all  other  testimony 
upon  the  subject  If  it  be  conceded  that  the 
stipulation  contained  in  the  agreement  did 
not  require  that  appellants  should  assume 
the  payment  of  the  mortgage  debt  still,  If 
they  knowingly  accepted  as  performance 
such  a  deed,  It  was  no  fraud  upon  them,  and 
they  have  no  claim  for  relief.  Upon  the  is- 
sue as  to  whether  they  were  induced  to  ac- 
cept the  deed  by  fraud,  the  written  agree- 
ment is  not  evidence.  I  cannot  understand 
the  claim  that  setting  out  the  contract  in  the 
answer  tendered  or  made  a  distinct  issue  up- 
on which  there  should  have  been  a  finding. 
It  is  set  out  as  a  part  of  the  charge  of  fraud, 
and  upon  that  Issue  there  is  a  finding. 

Exception  was  taken  to  the  offer  of  the 
deed  in  evidence  to  prove  the  assumption  of 
the  mortgage  debt  by  appellants,  on  the 
ground  that  such  portion  of  the  deed  was  no 
part  of  the  conveyance,  and  did  not  need  to 
be  recorded,  and  therefore  a  certified  copy 
of  the  record  is  not  evidence.  The  construc- 
tion contended  for  is  too  narrow,  but.  even 
liad  the  stipulation  been  contained  in  a  sepa- 
rate instrument  it  would  be  entitled  to  rec- 
ord under  section  1158,  Civ.  Code.  The  Judg- 
ment and  order  are  affirmed. 


We    concur: 
IxAND.  J. 


HENSHAW,    J.;     McrAR- 
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PEOPLE  V.  RYAN.    (Cr.  No.  10.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  27,  1895.) 

JOBT — Bias  or  Suhmonino  Officbb— Homicide — 
Evidence. 
L  Pen.   Code,   g   1064,   provides   for  chal- 
lenging a  panel  formed  from  persons  drawn  on  a 
Cal-Rep.  41-44  P.— 9 


special  venire  on  account  of  bias  of  the  officer 
who  summoned  them.  Jldd,  that  a  deputy  sher- 
iff who  admitted  that  he  once  had  an  opinion  as 
to  the  guilt  of  defendant,  but  that  his  opiuion 
had  since  been  dispelled,  is  not  disqualified  by 
bias. 

2.  Where  a  deputy  sheriff  who  has  sum- 
moned jurors  on  a  special  venire  is  challenged 
for  bias  under  Pen.  Code,  §  1064,  he  may  be 
asked  by  the  court  whether,  if  he  were  sworn  as 
a  luror,  he  could  and  would  give  defendant  a 
fair  trial. 

3.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  evidence  that  a 
witness  for  the  state  employed  counsel  to  de- 
fend himself  on  a  previous  trial  for  killing  de- 
fendant's father  In  the  affray  wherein  defendant 
kiled  deceased  was  irrelevant  and  inadmissible. 

4.  On  a  trial  tor  murder,  a  witness  for  the 
state  was  asked,  without  objection,  whether  he 
was  acquainted  with  defendant's  reputation  for 
"truth,  nonestr,  or  integrity."  "The  witness  wag 
then  asked  whether  it  was  good  or  bad,  which 
question  was  objected  to  generally.  Beld  that, 
as  the  court's  attention  was  not  properly  called 
to  the  form  of  the  first  question,  and  as  defend- 
ant had  opportunity  on  cross-examination  to 
find  what  qualitiea  the  witness  was  testifying 
about,  there  was  no  error  in  overruling  the  ol> 
jection. 

5.  An  attorney  for  the  people  should  not  ask 
inadmissible  questions  for  the  purpose  of  excit- 
ing suspicions  in  the  minds  of  the  jurors  prejudi- 
cial to  defendant;  nor  repeat  a  question  to 
which  an  objection  has  been  sustained;  nor, 
during  the  progress  of  the  trial,  make  remarks 
unjustly  injurious  to  defendant. 

6.  Where  defendant  and  his  father,  on  one 
side,  and  the  deceased  and  others,  on  tlie  other, 
engaged  in  an  altercaticm,  and  in  the  midst  of 
the  quarrel  defendant  went  out  and  got  a  pistol, 
but  the  testimony  was  conflicting  as  to  wheth- 
ed  defendant  from  the  outside  or  the  others  from 
the  inside  fired  the  first  shots,  and  as  to  wheth- 
er defendant's  father  had  been  shot  before  de- 
fendant first  fired,  the  conclusions  of  the  jury 
thereon  will  not  be  disturbed  on  appeal,  thoneh 
the  evidence  be  susceptible  of  doubt  as  to  the 
guilt  of  defendant. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Kings  county;  Austin  Jacobs,  Judge. 

William  Ryan  was  convicted  of  murder  in 
ttie  second  degree,  and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Maurice  E.  Power  and  Rowen  Irwin,  for 
appellant.  Atty.  CJen.  Fitzgerald  and  C.  H. 
Jackson,  for  the  People. 


McPARL.4ND,  J.  Appellant  was  accused 
by  information  of  the  murder  of  one  James 
McCaffcry,  and  was  convicted  of  murder  in 
the  second  degree.  He  appeals  from  the 
Judgment  and  from  an  order  denying  his 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

1.  The  first  alleged  error  relied  on  for  a  re- 
versal is  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  allow  the 
challenge  of  appellant  to  the  panel  of  Jurors 
summoned  on  a  special  venire,  upon  the 
ground  that  the  deputy  sheriff  who  summon- 
ed Huid  Jurors  was  disqualified  under  section 
1064  of  the  I'enal  Code.  Under  the  circum- 
stances shown  by  the  testimony  on  this 
point,  it  would  have  been,  perhaps,  more  be- 
coming In  the  sheriff  to  have  selected  some 
person  other  than  the  deputy  In  question  to 
summon  said  Jurors;  but  we  cannot  say  that 
the  court  erroneously  decided,  on  the  evi- 
dence,  that  the  said  deputy  was  not  dlsquall- 
fled  by  bias.    It  is  tn^  JbO^  IP  ose  partt^C 
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the  testimony  of  the  depnty  when  on  the  wlt- 
nesB  stand,  he  did  glTe  an  afflrmatlTe  answer 
to  the  question  whether  or  not  he  had  an 
opinion  as  to  the  gnllt  or  innocence  of  the 
appellant;  but  he  afterwards  said:  "I  hare 
not  formed  or  expressed  any  opinion  as  to 
the  guilt  or  innocence  of  this  defendant.  I 
have  no  bias  or  prejudice  against  him.  *  •  * 
I  say  that  I  had  some  sort  of  an  opinion,  but 
it  has  since  been  dispelled.  *  *  *  I  simply 
had  an  opinion  that  McCaffery  had  been 
killed.  As  to  whether  or  not  he  had  been 
killed  In  a  Justifiable  manner,  or  whether  the 
party  who  took  his  life  was  Justifiable  or  not, 
I  had  no  opinion,  and  never  have  had.  I 
have  no  opinion  now."  In  answer  to  the 
question,  "Have  you  any  opinion  now,  of 
any  kind  or  character,  or  have  you  had  since 
the  next  day  after  the  trouble,  as  to  the  guilt 
or  innocence  of  this  defendant?"  he  answer- 
ed, "No,  sir."  He  also  said:  "I  mean  that  I 
had  an  opinion  that  he  [defendant]  was  the 
man  that  shot  McCaffery.  Whether  he  was 
Justified  in  It  or  not  I  don't  know."  (There 
was  no  real  contention  In  the  case  that  ap- 
pellant did  not  kill  McCaffery;  but  he  was 
killed  by  a  shot  aimed  by  appellant  at  one 
George  McCord,  which  shot  appellant  claims 
he  was  Justifiable  in  firing.)  Looking  at  all 
the  evidence,  we  cannot  see  that  the  denial 
of  the  challenge  was  erroneous.  As  the  wit- 
ness did  not  base  whatever  opinion  he  may 
at  one  time  have  had  upon  public  rumor  or 
newspaper  statements,  as  mentioned  in  sec- 
tion 1076,  Pen.  Code,  It  is  contended  by  ap- 
pellant that  the  court  erred  in  asking  him 
this  question:  "If  you  were  Impaneled  and 
sworn  as  a  Juror  to  try  this  cause,  could  you 
and  would  you  give  the  defendant  a  fair 
and  Impartial  trial?  But  the  provisions  of 
section  107G  do  not  make  it  Improper  to  ask 
that  question  in  any  case  when  the  court  is 
endeavoring  to  find  out  the  real  state  of  the 
juror's  mind. 

2.  On  the  occasion  at  which  the  appellant 
killed  McCaffery,  the  appellant's  father, 
James  O.  Ryan,  was  killed  by  one  of  the 
party  called  by  some  of  the  witnesses  the 
"McCord  faction";  and,  when  George  B.  Mc- 
Cord was  a  witness  for  the  prosecution,  ap- 
pellant's counsel,  on  cross-examination,  ask- 
ed him  this  question:  "Did  you  employ  an 
attorney  to  defend  you  with  reference  to  the 
action  that  you  took  in  the  killing  of  James 
O.  Ryan?"  An  objection  by  the  prosecution 
to  this  question  was  sustained,  and  this  Is 
claimed  by  appellant  to  have  been  error.  We 
do  not  think  that  this  ruling  was  erroneous. 
If  he  had  been  asked,  "Did  you  employ  coun- 
sel to  prosecute  the  defendant?"  the  ques- 
tion would  have  been  proper,  as  showing  his 
feeling  as  a  witness;  but  employing  counsel 
to  defend  himself  on  another  charge  would 
be  an  act  not  relevant  to  the  case  on  trial. 

3.  The  prosecution  called  several  witnesses 
to  impeach  the  appellant  and  one  of  his  wit- 
nesses; and  each  of  them  was  asked  thin 
laestion:  "Are  you  acquainted  with  bis  gen- 


eral reputation  In  the  commtmtty  where  he 
lives  for  truth,  honesty,  or  Integrity?"  No 
objection  was  made  to  this  question;  but,  the 
witness  having  answered  in  the  afilrmatlve, 
he  was  then  asked,  "What  is  it,  good  or  bad?" 
and  to  this  second  question  appellant  object- 
ed, and  his  objection  was  overruled.  Appel- 
lant's contention  here  is  that  the  second 
question  was  improperly  allowed  because  the 
said  .Irst  question  was  in  the  disjunctive; 
the  word  "or"  having  been  used  between 
"honesty"  and  "integrity."  It  does  not  ap- 
pear that  the  attention  of  the  court  below 
was  called  to  the  form  of  the  first  question; 
the  objection  to  the  second  question  being 
merely  that  it  was  "Irrelevant,  Immaterial, 
and  incompetent,  and  that  no  proper  founda- 
tion was  laid  therefor."  If,  when  the  second 
question  w.ts  asked,  the  attention  of  the  court 
had  beon  cal'ed  to  the  fact  that  the  first  ques- 
tion was  in  the  disjunctive,  the  attorney  for 
the  prosecution  would  probably  have  been  re- 
quired to  state  which,  or  how  many,  of  the 
characteristics  mentioned  in  the  fiist  ques- 
tion he  was  inquiring  about  Moreover,  ap> 
pellant  could  not  have  been  prejudiced  by 
the  mere  form  of  the  question,  for  he  had 
ample  opportunity  upon  cross-examination  to 
find  out  what  qualities  or  characteristics  the 
witnessfco  were  testifying  about;  and  the 
whole  matter  is  too  unimportant  to  warrant 
a  reversal  of  the  Judgment. 

4.  Appellant  contends  for  a  reversal  on  ac- 
count of  misconduct  of  counsel  for  the  pros- 
ecution. This  contention  of  appellant  is  cer- 
tainly not  frivolous;  for  the  conduct  of  coun- 
sel for  the  people.  In  some  of  the  instances 
pointed  out  by  appellant,  is,  at  least,  censur- 
able. An  attorney  for  the  people  should  not 
ask  inadmissible  questions  for  the  purpose  of 
exciting  suspicions  In  the  minds  of  the  jurors 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant;  nor  repeat  a 
question  to  which  an  objection  has  been  sus- 
tained; nor,  during  the  progress  of  the  trial, 
make  remarks  unjustly  injurious  to  the  de- 
fendant. Such  conduct  prevents  a  defendant 
from  having  that  fair  trial  to  which,  whether 
really  Innocent  or  guilty,  he  is  entitled.  More- 
over, It  may  defeat  the  punlsh:^ent  of  crime 
by  Jeopardizing  a  conviction  when  the  de- 
fendant is  clearly  guilty.  Some  allowance, 
however,  must  be  made  for  the  infirmity  of 
human  nature  as  exhibited  by  counsel  in  the 
heat  of  a  trial;  and  In  the  case  at  bar,  while, 
as  before  stated,  the  conduct  of  counsel  was 
not  free  from  blame,  yet  we  do  not  think 
that  It  was  of  such  gravity  and  importance 
as  to  warrant  a  new  trial.  The  facts  are  not 
nearly  on  a  level  with  those  upon  which  the 
judgment  was  reversed  In  People  v.  Wells, 
100  Cal.  459,  34  Pac  1078,  or  in  the  other 
cases  referred  to  in  the  opinion  in  that  case. 

6.  The  gravest  question  in  this  case  is 
whether  the  evidence  warranted  a  conviction 
of  murder.  The  homicide  occurred  at  a  pri- 
mary election  held  in  a  schoolhouse.  Appel- 
lant's father,  J.  O.  Ryan,  who  was  a  small 
man,  over  50  years  old,  and  a  permanent  crip- 
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pie,  v»s  one  of  the  offlcera  of  tbe  election. 
The  appellant,  'who  was  between  21  and  22 
years  old,  and  at  the  time  also  a  cripple,  <»i 
cratches,  was  the  second  person  offering  to 
vote.  There  were  present  three  of  the  Mc- 
Cord  family,  and  McCaSery,  who  was  a  som- 
In-law  ot  one  of  them.  We  infer  from  the 
evidence,  although  it  does  not  expressly  ap- 
pear, that  there  was  something  of  a  fend  be- 
tween the  McCords  and  McCaffery  <m  the  one 
side  and  the  two  Ryans  on  the  other.  When 
appellant  offered  to  vote,  one  of  the  HcCoids 
challenged  his  vote  upon  the  ground  that  he 
bad  sworn  some  time  before^  at  an  election  in 
the  city  of  Hanford,  that  he  pssided  there, 
and  demanded  that  he  be  sworn.  His  father 
directed  him  to  swear  his  vote  in,  and  he  said 
he  would  do  so.  At  that  junction  the  Mc- 
Owds  charged  appellant  with  perjury.  As  to 
the  exact  language  used,  and  as  to  how  many 
joined  in  the  charge,  the  testimony  Is  con- 
flicting. George  McCordtestifled  that  he  him- 
self said:  "Yes,  I  don't  think  you  have  any 
regard  for  yoiu:  oath,  and  I  believe  that  you 
would  swear  to  anything."  Other  witnesses 
swore  to  much  rougher  language.  In  reply 
to  the  remark  of  George,  the  appellant  called 
him  a  liar,  there  also  being  a  conflict  as  to 
the  exact  language  used  by  him.  George  then 
advanced  towards  appellant,  who,  George 
says,  had  raised  his  crutch  above  his  head, 
and  had  advanced  as  If  he  intended  to  Btrik& 
This  the  appellant  denies.  Before  George 
had  advanced  more  than  a  step  or  two,  he 
was  caught  by  a  man  named  Beckerlie,  and 
for  a  few  moments  George  and  Beckerlie 
engaged  in  a  tussle  which  resulted  in  both 
falling  on  the  floor  among  the  school  desks. 
In  the  meantime  another  of  the  McCord  party 
had  struck  appellant  over  the  head  with  one 
of  his  crutches  with  such  force  as  to  break 
the  crutch,  and  another  had  knocked  the 
father,  J.  O.  Ryan,  down,  for  the  alleged  rea- 
son that  he  had  put  his  hand  towards  his  hip 
pocket,  and  it  was  supposed  that  he  was  about 
to  draw  a  pistol.  J.  O.  Ryan  was  struck  and 
kicked  several  times,  and  was  Yery  roughly 
bandied.  The  appellant,  after  quite  a  fight 
with  others  of  the  party,  finally  got  out  of 
the  schoolhouse,  having  freed  himself  from 
McCaffery,  who  was  on  his  back,  by  rubbing 
against  the  casing  of  the  door.  When  appel- 
lant grot  out  of  the  house,  he  went  to  his 
wagon,  which  stood  a  short  distance  away, 
and,  getting  a  pistol  from  under  the  cushion, 
returned  to  the  frcmt  of  the  house.  At  this 
time  J.  O.  Ryan  was  outside  of  the  house. 
Appellant  testified  that,  as  he  opproachea  the 
house  from  the  wagon,  a  shot  was  fired  from 
the  bouse,  and  that  bis  father  told  him  that 
be  was  shot,  and  that  George  McCord  had 
shot  him,  and  for  him  (appellant)  to  shoot, 
and  "pop  it"  to  George  McCord.  Several 
shots  were  then  Interchanged  between  appel- 
lant from  the  outside  of  the  house  and  George 
McCord  from  the  inside,  or  at  the  door.    One 


of  appellant's  shots  penetrated  some  part  of 
the  woodwork  of  the  building  and  killed  Mc- 
Caffery. One  of  George  McCord's  shots  bit 
X  O.  Ryan,  making  a  wound  which  caused 
his  death  a  day  or  two  afterwards.  There  is 
a  great  conflict  of  testimony  as  to  whether  the 
first  shot  was  fired  from  the  house,  by  Mc- 
Cord, or  at  the  house,  by  appellant  George 
McCord  testified  that  he  heard  shots  before 
he  got  loose  from  Beckerlie;  that  he  heard 
McCaffery  say  that  he  was  shot  before  he 
went  to  the  door;  that  he  went  to  the  door 
after  three  shots  had  been  fired  from  the  out- 
side, and  saw  appellant  raising  his  pistol  to 
fire  again;  that  he  (George),  after  getting  to 
the  door,  fired  his  first  shot  at  appellant;  that 
he  then  saw  3.  0.  Ryan  with  a  pistol  in  his 
hand,  and  heard  him  telling  appellant  to  fire; 
and  that  he  (George)  then  fired  at  X  O.  Ryan. 
Soon  afterwards  appellant  and  J.  O.  Ryan 
went  away.  There  is  a  conflict  of  evidence 
as  to  whether  or  not  J.  O.  Ryan  had  a  pistol 
at  any  time  during  the  mdSe. 

The  foregoing  is  a  mere  skeleton  statement 
of  the  affray.  The  fllling  up  would  be  an 
Immense  quantity  of  conflicting  testimony  on 
many  material  points.  An  examination  of 
the  mere  cold,  lifeless  transcript  tends  to 
leave  a  doubt  In  the  mind  as  to  whether  or 
not  appellant  was  properly  convicted,  or 
whether,  at  the  most,  he  was  guilty  of  any 
crime  higher  than  manslaughto:.  If,  as  he 
returned  from  the  wagon,— knowing  how  his 
father  had  been  treated  in  the  house,— a  shot 
was  fired  from  the  house,  and  he  was  told  by 
his  father  that  he  was  shot,  he  had  reasona- 
ble grounds  for  believing  that  the  lUe  of  his 
father  and  hlmsdf  was  in  danger,  and  he  had 
the  right  to  defend  either.  If,  however, 
when  he  returned  from  the  wagon,  the  affray 
was  over;  If  no  shot  was  fired  from  the 
house  until  after  he  had  himself  shot;  and 
if  his  father  and  himself  could  have  walked 
away  without  farther  danger,  and  he  shot 
out  of  revenge,— then  he  was  guilty.  The 
determination  of  these  questions  depended 
upon  a  variety  of  abscHutely  contradictory 
evidence  given  by  numerous  witnesses;  and 
in  such  a  case  the  conclusions  of  the  jury, 
and  of  the  judge  who  refused  a  new  trial, 
must  be  taken  as  final.  They  not  only  had 
better  opportunities  than  we  have  to  pass 
up<m  the  credibility  of  witnesses,  and  to 
weigh  the  evidence,  bat  it  Is  their  ezdnslve 
province  to  do  so,  under  the  law,  when  there 
Is  a  mass  of  evidence  to  both  sides  of  an 
issue.  We  could  not  rightfully  set  aside  a 
verdict  merely  on  account  ot  a  doubt  which 
we  might  have  of  its  correctness.  We  could 
set  it  aside  only  when  it  clearly  appeared  to 
us  to  be  wrong;  and  this  we  cannot  say  ot 
the  verdict  in  the  case  at  bar.  Judgment  and 
order  affirmed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTE,  J.;  HARRISON, 
J,;  TEMPLE,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  J. 
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TEBBB  T.  SMITH.     (Sac.  19.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  12,  18^.) 

Blbction  Contest — Evidence — Intbodoctiosj  of 

Ballots— Markino  Ballots— Conduct 

OP  Election. 

1.  Where  a  statute  prescribes  a  mode  of 
preservation  of  ballots,  on  proof  by  a  contestant 
of  a  substantial  compliance  therewith,  the  bal- 
lots are  admissible  to  overcome  the  prima  fade 
correctnoss  of  the  official  canvass. 

2.  Where,  in  a  contested  election  case,  the 
ballots  are  admitted  in  evidence  on  proof  by  the 
contestant  of  a  substantial  compliance  with  the 
statute  prescribinR  the  mode  of  preservation, 
the  burden  is  on  the  contestee  to  snow  that  the 
ballots  have  in  fact  beea  tampered  with,  or  have 
been  exposed  so  that  they  mieht  have  been  tam- 
pered with,  and  a  naked  showing  that  it  was 
possible  for  one  to  have  molested  them  is  not 
sufficient. 

3.  Where,  in  a  contested  election  case,  the 
ballots  are  introduced  in  evidence,  the  question 
whether  they  have  been  tampered  with  is  one  of 
fact,  for  the  jury. 

4.  Pol.  Code,  i  1197,  provides  for  a  margin 
on  ballots  one-half  inch  wide,  at  the  right  hand 
of  the  names,  so  that  the  voter  may  clearly  indi- 
cate, in  a  manner  afterwards  provided,  the  can- 
didate for  whom  he  votes,  and  directs  the  clerk 
to  have  printed  on  it,  "To  vote  for  a  person, 
stamp  a  cross  (x)  in  the  square  at  the  right  of 
the  name."  Section  1211  provides  that  any  bal- 
lot not  made  as  provided  in  the  act  shall  be  void, 
and  shall  not  be  counted.  Section  1205  pro- 
vides that  the  voter  shall  jwepere  his  ballot  by 
making  a  cross  after  the  name  of  the  person  for 
whom  he  intends  to  vote.  Section  1215  pro- 
vides that  no  voter  shall  place  any  mark  upon 
his  ballot  by  which  It  may  be  afterwards  iden- 
tified as  the  one  voted  by  him.  Jldd,  that  bal- 
lots with  crosses  placed  opposite  the  candidate's 
name,  but  without  the  square,  should  be  count- 
ed as  votes  for  the  candidate  opposite  whose 
name  the  mark  is  placed. 

5.  Under  Pol.  Code,  §  1215,  providing  that 
no  voter  shall  place  any  mark  upon  his  ballot 
by  which  it  may  afterwards  be  identified  as  the 
one  voted  by  him,  a  ballot  with  the  letter  "J" 
written  in  pencil  in  the  blank  space  left  for  the 
insertion  of  the  name  for  justice  of  the  peace  is 
void,  and  should  not  be  counted. 

6.  Pol.  Code,  §S  1160,  1162,  provide  that  the 
polls  must  be  opened  at  sunrise,  and  kept  open 
until  5  p.  m.,  and  that  a  ballot  box  must  not  be 
removed  from  the  polls,  or  the  presence  of  by- 
standers. Beld,  that  the  votes  cast  at  a  precinct 
where  the  polls  were  not  opened  till  10  a.  m., 
and  the  ballot  box  was  taken  by  the  election  offi- 
cers with  them  to  dinner,  are  void,  and  should 
not  be  counted. 

7.  On  all  the  ballots  cast  at  a  certain  elec- 
tion there  appeared,  written  on  the  blank  space 
undsr  the  office  of  justice  of  the  peace,  "G.  G. 
Brown  —  Republican."  The  evidence  showed 
that  the  writing  was  all  done  by  the  same  pep- 
son,  but  did  not  show  who  did  the  writing,  nor 
whether  it  was  upon  the  tickets  when  they  were 
put  in  tlie  voters'  hands,  and  that  there  was 
but  one  person  in  the  precinct  lawfully  assisted 
in  marking  his  ballot.  Held,  that  under  Pol. 
Code.  S  1211,  providing  that  any  ballot  which 
is  not  made  as  provided  in  this  act  shall  be  void, 
and  shall  not  be  counted,  all  the  ballots,  except 
the  one  of  the  voter  lawfully  asaisted,  should  be 
rejected. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  conit,  Sis- 
kiyou county:  J.  F.  Ellison,  Judge. 

Action  by  George  A.  Tebbe  against  Clar- 
ence S.  Smith,  contesting  defendant's  elec- 
tion to  the  office  of  county  superintendent  of 
schools.  From  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  de- 
fendant appeals.     Reversed. 


Warren  &  Taylor  and  L.  F.  Cobum,  for  ap- 
pellant, cited  the  following  authorities:  Mc- 
Crary,  Elect.  291-293;  Coglan  v.  Beard,  67 
CaL  303,  7  Pafi.  738;  Kreitz  v.  Behrensmeyer 
(lU.  Sup.)  17  N.  E.  242;  Fenton  v.  Scott  (Or.) 

20  Pac.  98;  Albert  v.  Twohig  (Neb.)  53  X. 
W.  583;  PoweU  v.  Holman  (Ark.)  6  S.  W. 
505;  Bechtel  t.  Albln  (Ind.  Sup.)  33  N. 
E.  970;  Kirk  t.  Rhoads,  46  Cal.  398;  Whlt- 
tam  V.  Zahorik  aowa)  59  N.  W.  61;  In 
re  East  Coventry  Election  (Pa.  Quart  Sess.) 
3  Pa,  Dlat  R.  377;  Louck'a  Case,  Id.  127; 
Sego  V.  Stoddard  and.  Sup.)  38  N.  B.  20i- 
208;  Taylor  v.  Bleakley  (Kan.  Sup.)  39  Pac. 
1045;  Richardson  v.  Jamison,  Id.  1050;  State 
V.  Walsh  (Conn.)  25  Atl.  1;  Keams  t.  Ed- 
wards (N.  J.  Sup.)  28  AtL  723;  Spurgin  v. 
Thompson  (Neb.)  55  N.  W.  299;  People  v. 
Seale,  52  Cal.  71,  621;  Russ^l  T.  McDowell, 
83  Cal.  70,  23  Pac.  183;  Attorney  General 
v.  McQuade  (Mich.)  53  N.  W.  944;  People 
T.  Boaitl  of  County  Canvassers  of  Onondaga 
Co.,  129  N.  Y.  395.  29  N.  E.  327. 

Glllis  &  Tapscott  and  James  F.  Farraher, 
for  respondent,  cited  the  following  authori- 
ties: Hartman  v.  Young  (Or.)  20  Pac.  17; 
People  v.  Livingston,  79  N.  Y.  288;  O'Gor- 
man  v.  Rlchter  (Minn.)  16  N.  W.  416;  8  Am. 
&  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  425;  People  T.  Holdai, 
28  Cal.  133;  Dwey  v.  Lynn  (Kan.  Sup.)  3 
Pac.  558;  Coglan  v.  Beard.  67  Cal.  306,  7 
Pac.  738;  Blankenship  v.  Israel  (111.  Sup.) 
24  N.  E.  615;  McCrary,  Elect.  291-293;  Peo- 
ple V.  Burden,  45  Cal.  241;  Coglan  v.  Beard, 
65  Cal.  58,  2  Pac.  737;  Kreitz  v.  Behrens- 
meyer (111.  Sup.)  17  N.  E.  235,  242;  Fenton 
v.  Scott  (Or.)  20  Pac.  98;  Albert  v.  Twohig 
(Neb.)  53  N.  W.  583;  Powell  v.  Herman 
(Ark.)  6  S.  W.  503;  Bowers  v.  Smith  (Mo. 
Sup.)  20  S.  W.  101;  In  re  Vote  Marks  (R.  I.) 

21  Atl.  962:  In  re  Sharon  Hill  ElecUon  (Pa. 
Com.  PI.)  3  Lack.  Jur.  286;  Lay  t.  Parsons 
(Cal.)  38  Pac.  447;  Spurgln  v.  Th<Mnpson 
(Neb.)  55  N.  W.  299:  State  v.  Russell  (Neb.) 
51  N.  W.  463:  Sego  v.  Stoddard  (Ind.  Sup.) 
30  N.  E.  204;  Parvin  T.  Wlmberg  and.  Sup.) 
30  N.  E.  790;  Inglls  v.  Shepherd,  67  Cal. 
469,  8  Pac.  5;  Louck's  Case  (Pa,  Quart.  Sess.) 
3  Pa.  Dist  R.  127;  C!offey  v.  Lyman,  92  Cal. 
137,  28  Pac.  91;  CofCey  v.  Edmonds,  58  CaL 
521;  Wyman  t.  Lemon,  51  Cal.  273:  Peo- 
ple V.  Board  of  Sup'rs  of  Dutchess  Co.  (N. 
Y.  App.)  32  N.  E.  245;  State  v.  Saxon  (Fla.) 
12  South.  218;  Sprague  v.  Norway.  31  Cal. 
174;  Minor  ▼.  Kidder.  43  (5il.  237;  Pras- 
ton  T.  Culbertson,  58  (3al  209;  People  v. 
Seale,  52  Cal.  71,  621;  Russell  v.  McDowell, 
83  Cal.  70,  23  Pac.  183;  People  T.  Cook,  59 
Am.  Dee.  468;  Cleland  v.  Porter,  24  Am. 
Rep.  273;  Piatt  v:  People,  29  IlL  54;  Board 
of  Sup'rs  v.  People,  65  IlL  360;  Fry  v.  Booth, 
19  Ohio  St  25;  Soper  v.  Board  (Minn.)  48  N. 
W.  1112;  Farrington  v.  Turner  (Mich.)  18 
N.  W.  544;  Whlpley  v.  McKune,  12  CaL  360; 
State  V.  Nicholson  (N.  C.)  9  S.  B.  545:  Mc- 
Crary, Elect  i  128;  Flnlay  v.  Walls,  4  Cong. 
Elect.  Cas.  378;  Bragdon  v.  Navarre  (Mich.) 
60  N.  W.  277;  Llndstrom  v.  Board  (Mick) 
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54  N.  W.  280:  Allen  t.  Glynn  (Colo.  Snp.) 
29  Pac.  070;  Schneider  v.  Bray  (Nev.)  89  Pac. 
326. 

H£NSHAW,  J.  Appeal  from  the  judg- 
ment, taken  within  60  days  after  its  rendi- 
tion. The  evidence  is  brought  up  for  reriew 
by  bill  of  exceptions.  By  the  official  can- 
vass of  the  snperrlsors,  Smith  was  declared 
elected  over  Tebbe  to  the  office  of  county 
Biii>erintendent  of  schools  of  Siskiyou  county 
at  the  last  general  election,  by  a  plurality  of 
one  vote.  Tebbe  then  Instituted  this  con- 
test. The  result  of  the  Judicial  count  was  to 
increase  contestant's  total  vote  by  three,  no 
change  being  made  in  the  number  of  votes 
accredited  to  contcetee,  and  accordingly  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  declared  contestant 
to  he  duly  elected. 

1.  The  first  point  urged  is  that  the  court 
erred  in  overruling  contestee's  objection  to 
rec^ving  the  ballots  In  evldenca  The  evi- 
dence showed  that  the  ballots  and  returns 
reached  the  county  clerk  through  the  proper 
channels.  The  sealing  wax  on  some  of  the 
packages  was  broken  when  they  were  re- 
ceived from  the  express  office.  Other  seals 
were  broken  in  handling.  The  packages 
were  placed  on  top  of  a  large  case  in  the 
clerk's  office,  and  there  remained,  in  the  con- 
diti<«  in  which  they  had  arrived,  until  the 
completion  of  the  canvass  by  the  supervisors, 
when  they  w«e  put  into  three  gunny  sacks, 
each  sack  securely  bound  and  sealed,  and 
placed  under  the  clerk's  desk,  where  they 
remained  until  produced  in  conrt  Upon  be- 
ing opened,  they  were  found  to  be  in  the 
same  condition  as  when  they  were  sealed  by 
the  clerk.  There  had  been  no  opportunity 
for  any  one  to  tamper  with  the  ballots,  and 
In  fact  they  had  not  been  disturbed.  They 
were  left  alone  only  when  the  office  was 
closed  and  locked.  During  office  hours  they 
were  never  left  alone,  excepting  upon  one 
occasion,  when  the  deputy  stepped  out  for 
"a  minute  and  a  half,"  leaving  one  Robert- 
son tn  the  office.  At  that  time  the  ballots 
were  in  the  gunny  sacks,  and  neither  the 
sacks  nor  the  ballots  had  been  disturbed. 
Tebbe,  the  contestant,  was  a  deputy  clerk 
daring  this  time;  but  he  was  never  left  alone 
In  the  office,  and  was  given  no  key  to  it 
We  cannot  see  anything  suspicious  in  this 
last  circumstance.  Upon  the  contrary.  It  re- 
flects credit  upon  the  pradence  of  the  clerk, 
and  the  fair  dealing  of  all  concerned.  Know- 
ing of  the  Impending  contest,  they  took  all 
reasonable  precautions  to  avoid  exposing 
either  the  ballots,  or  contestant's  connection 
with  them,  to  any  suspicion.  The  prin- 
ciples of  law  and  the  rules  of  evidence 
governing  cases  such  as  this  have  been  so 
often  declared  that  a  review  of  the  many 
authorities  is  unnecessai-y.  Those  curious 
or  interested  In  pursuing  the  subject  will 
find  in  the  reporter's  notes,  preceding,  many 
instructive  cases  collated  by  the  industry  of 
counseL    Suffice  it  here  to  say  that  while 


the  ballots  are  the  best  evidence  of  the  man- 
ner in  which  the  electors  have  voted,  being 
silent  witnesses,  which  can  neither  err  nor 
lie,  they  are  the  best  evidence  only  when 
their  Integrity  can  be  satisfactorily  estab- 
lished. One  who  relies,  therefore,  upon  over- 
coming the  prima  facie  correctness  of  the 
official  canvaas  by  a  resort  to  the  ballots, 
must  first  show  that  the  ballots,  as  presaited 
to  the  court,  are  Intact  and  gennlne.  Where 
a  mode  of  preservation  is  enjoined  by  the 
statute,  proof  must  be  made  of  a  substantial 
compliance  with  the  requirements  of  that 
mode.  But  such  requirements  are  construed 
as  directory,  merely,  the  object  looked  to 
being  the  preservation  Inviolate  of  the  bal- 
lots. If  this  Is  established,  it  would  be  mani- 
festly unjust  to  reject  them  merely  because 
the  precise  mode  of  reaching  It  had  not  been 
followed.  So,  too,  when  a  substantial  com- 
pliance with  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
has  been  shown,  the  burden  of  proof  shifts 
to  the  conteatee,  of  establishing  that,  not- 
withstanding this  compliance,  the  ballots 
have  in  fact  been  tampered  with,  or  that 
they  have  been  exposed  under  such  circum- 
stances that  a  violation  of  them  might  have 
taken  place.  But  this  proof  is  not  made  by 
a  naked  showing  that  it  was  possible  for 
one  to  have  molested  them.  The  law  can- 
not guard  against  a  mere  possibility,  and  no 
Judgment  of  any  of  Its  conrts  ia  ever  tm- 
dered  upon  one.  When  all  this  has  been  said, 
it  remains  to  be  added  that  the  question  is 
one  of  fact,  to  be  determined  In  the  first  in- 
stance by  the  Jury  or  trial  Judge;  and,  while 
the  ballots  should  be  admitted  only  after 
clear  and  satisfactory  evidence  of  their  in- 
tegrity, yet,  when  they  have  been  admitted, 
this  court  win  not  disturb  the  ruling  unless 
we,  In  turn,  are  as  w^l  satisfied  that  the 
evidence  does  not  warrant  it.  In  this  case 
we  do  not  think  the  ruling  was  erroneous. 

2.  Nine  ballots  were  received  and  counted 
by  the  court  for  contestant,  which  were  mark- 
ed with  a  cross,  not  In  the  square  at  the  right 
of  his  name,  but  in  the  marginal  space  to  the 
right,  thus: 


120    George  A.  Tebbe X Democrat 


It  is  urged  against  the  ruling  that  the  bal- 
lots were  not  marked  as  required  by  statute, 
and  that  the  marks  so  placed  served  as  dis- 
tinguishing marks,  and  rendered  the  ballot 
void.  PoL  Code,  §§  1215,  1211.  The  iMfovi- 
slons  as  to  the  marking  of  ballots  are,  in  their 
nature,  mandatory.  Attorney  General  v.  Mc- 
Quade  (Mich.)  53  N.  W.  W4;  People  v.  Board 
of  County  Canvassers,  129  N.  ¥.  305,  29  N. 
E.  327;  Taylor  v.  Bleakley  (Kan.  Sup.)  39 
Pac.  1045;  ElUs  v.  May  (Mich.)  58  N.  W.  483; 
Lay  V.  Parsons,  104  Cal.  661,  38  Pac.  447; 
Whittan  V.  Zahorlk  (Iowa)  59  N.  W.  57. 
But  as  Is  said  In  Bowers  v.  Smith,  111  Mo. 
45,  20  S.  W.  101,  "all  statutes  tending  to  Ihnit 
the  citizen  In  his  exercise  of  the  right  of 
suffrage  should  be  liberally  construed  In  his 
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teyor."  If  we  ehonld  find  a  provision  In  onr 
■tatatea  requiring  the  voter  to  mark  the  cross 
In  the  square  to  the  right  of  the  candidate's 
name,  we  would  feel  ccHistralned  to  adopt 
the  rule  and  reasoning  of  the  supreme  court 
of  Indiana,  where  such  a  provision  exists, 
construing  which  the  court  said:  "If  we  hold 
this  statute  to  be  directory  only,  and  not  man- 
datory, we  are  left  without  a  fixed  rule  by 
which  the  officers  of  election  are  to  be  guided 
In  counting  the  ballots."  Parvin  v.  Wim- 
berg,  30  N.  E.  790.  But  onr  statutes  contain 
no  such  mandatory  provision.  So  far  as  they 
are  pertinent  to  this  discussion,  the  provisions 
are  that  "there  shall  be  a  margin  on  the  right- 
hand  side  of  the  names,  at  least  one-half  of 
an  Inch  wide,  so  that  the  voter  may  clearly 
indicate  In  the  way  hereafter  to  be  pointed 
oat  the  candidate  and  candidates  for  whom 
be  wishes  to  cast  his  ballot."  The  cleric  Is, 
tai  printing  the  ticket,  to  place  upon  it  the 
following:  "To  vote  for  a  person,  stamp  a 
cross  (X)  in  the  square  at  the  right  of  the 
name."  Pol.  Code,  {  1197.  The  mandatory 
provisions  as  to  voters  are  found  In  sections 
1205  and  1215  of  the  same  Code:  "He  shall 
prepare  his  ballot  by  marking  a  cross  after 
the  name  of  the  person  or  persons  for  whom 
he  Intends  to  vote  •  •  •  and.  In  case  of  a 
constitutional  amendment  or  other  question 
submitted  to  the  vote  of  the  people,  by  mark- 
ing in  the  appropriate  margin  a  cross  (X) 
against  the  answer  he  desires  to  give."  FcA. 
Code,  8  1205.  "No  voter  shall  place  any  mark 
iq)on  bis  ballot  by  wlilch  It  may  be  after- 
wards Identified  aa  the  one  voted  by  him." 
Id.  {  1215.  It  will  be  noted  that  these  sec- 
tkns  make  no  mention  of  the  square,  and 
that  there  is  not  even  an  express  direction 
to  the  clerk  to  place  a  square  opposite  the 
names  of  the  candidates.  The  voter  Is  only 
commanded  to  place  the  cross  In  the  mar- 
ginal space  to  the  right  of  the  candidate's 
name,  and  when  he  has  done  this  he  has  com- 
plied with  the  mandatory  provisions  of  the 
law.  True,  the  statute  contemplates,  at  least 
inferentlally,  the  making  of  a  square,  and 
that  the  square  Is  the  proper  place  for  tbe 
marking  of  the  cross;  but  It  has  not  made 
the  doing  of  this  a  prerequisite  to  the  casting 
of  a  legal  ballot.  The  Intention  of  the  voter 
is  as  plainly  Indicated  by  the  one  marldng 
as  by  tbe  other,  and,  as  was  said  by  the  su- 
IN-eme  court  of  Rhode  Island  in  construing  a 
similar  law:  "Our  opinion  is  that  a  cross 
placed  in  the  margin  of  the  ballot  on  the  right 
of  the  names  of  the  candidates,  opposite  a 
candidate's  name,  should  be  counted  as  a  vote 
for  the  candidate  opposite  whoee  name  it  is 
placed,  whether  the  margin  have  any  square  in 
It,  or  not,  and,  If  there  be  a  square  In  it,  even 
though  the  cross  is  without,  or  partly  without, 
the  square.  All  that  chapter  731  [Laws  1889] 
requires,  to  make  the  cross  efTectlve  as  a  vote, 
is  that  it  shall  be  lnscrll>ed  in  the  right-liand 
margin,  opposite  the  name  of  the  person  in- 
tended to  be  voted  for."  In  re  Vote  Marlis 
(B.  I.)  21  AU.  9G2.    As  to  the  last  contention 


upon  this  point,  that  the  marks  served  to  dis- 
tinguish the  ballots.  It  need  but  be  suggested 
that  It  would  not  require  much  ingenuity  or 
Intelligence  to  place  the  cross,  even  within 
the  square,  in  such  a  manner  as  would  enable 
the  ballot  to  be  distinguished.  When  a  legal 
mark  is  placed  upon  the  ballot  in  a  legal 
place,  the  ballot  cannot  be  rejected  because 
the  mark,  as  placed,  may  serve  some  ulteflor 
ptupose.  Section  1215  of  the  Political  Code, 
In  forbidding  mariia,  does  not  Include  the  cross 
legally  placed.  The  ballots  were,  therefore, 
properly  received. 

3.  The  ballot  fr<Hn  Sawyer's  Bar  precinct 
(Exhibit  F)  should  have  been  rejected.  It 
bore  upon  It  the  letter  "J,"  written  In  pencil 
In  the  blank  space  left  for  the  Insertion  of 
the  name  for  justice  of  the  peace.  Doubtless, 
It  may  have  been  the  IntMitlon  of  the  voter 
to  write  a  name,  and  he  may  have  abandoned 
bis  Intent  after  setting  down  the  Initial  let- 
ter; but  doubtless,  also,  the  mark  could 
serve  as  a  distinguishing  mark,  and,  being 
one  having  no  lawful  right  upon  the  ballot.  It 
renders  It  vcdd.  The  case  difr»8  from  Rut- 
ledge  V.  Crawford,  91  Cal.  526,  27  Pac.  779, 
where  this  court  held  that  the  impression  (of 
printer's  ink)  upon  the  back  of  the  ballot  was 
as  attributable  to  accident  as  design.  Here 
the  writing  of  the  letter  was  an  aflarmative 
act  of  the  voter.  He  had  his  remedy,  hav- 
ing Improperly  marked  his  ballot,  by  calling 
for  the  issuance  to  him  of  a  fresh  ticket  Pol. 
Code,  {  1207. 

4.  The  account  of  the  election  at  liake  pre- 
cinct is  a  breeise  from  Arcady.  The  polls 
should  have  opened  at  C:31  a.  m.  Smith  re- 
ceived 13  votes  in  this  pi-ecinct;  Tebbe,  20. 
William  Otey,  called  for  contestant,  testi- 
fied: "On  November  0th,  last,  I  was  at  the 
polls  of  Lake  election  precinct,  on  the  Fair- 
child  ranch.  •  •  •  I  got  there  between 
eight  and  nine  o'clock  In  the  morning.  Serv- 
ed on  the  election  board  In  my  father's 
place.  When  I  got  there,  Falrchlld,  Henry 
Seale,  and  the  hands  working  on  the  ranch 
were  there.  I  do  not  remember  any  one 
else.  The  polls  were  opened,  I  should  judge, 
some  time  near  ten  o'clock.  We  took  an  ad- 
journment when  we  went  to  dinner.  Took 
the  ballot  box  with  us.  Falrchlld,  the  old 
gentleman,  carried  It  He  was  one  of  the 
election  ofllcers.  •  •  •  The  other  materi- 
als—ballots and  eveiTthIng— we  left  In  the 
poll  room  when  we  went  to  dinner.  We  left 
the  ballot  bos  on  the  table  while  eating  din- 
ner,—on  same  table.  That  ballot  box  did 
not  pass  Into  the  hands  of  other  persons.  I 
think  there  were  bystanders  around  the 
polls  at  the  time  we  went  to  dinner.  •  •  * 
The  house  is  about  a  hundred  yards  from 
the  polling  place.  Between  the  house  and 
schoolhouse  there  were  some  men.  Some 
had  voted,  and  some  were  working  on  the 
ranch.  I  think  some  other  people  took  din- 
ner with  the  board.  When  we  were  through, 
Falrchlld  carried  the  box  back.  No  person 
was  deprived  of  voting  because  the  polls 
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were  not  opened  earlier.  I  know  that  no 
one  came  there  without  TOting  that  was  en- 
titled to  vote."  The  law  provides  that  the 
polls  must  open  at  sunrise,  and  be  kept  open 
until  5  p.  m.,  and  that  the  ballot  box  must 
not  be  removed  from  the  polling  place,  or 
presence  of  the  bystanders.  Pol.  Code,  §g 
1160,  1102.  It  Is  the  rule  that  mandatory 
provisions  for  the  holding  of  an  election 
mast  be  followed,  or  the  failure  will  vitiate 
It,  while  a  departure  from  the  terms  of  a 
directory  provision  will  not  render  It  void  in 
the  absence  of  a  further  showing  that  the 
result  of  the  election  has  been  changed,  or 
the  rights  of  the  voters  injuriously  affected, 
thereby.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  1112;  Bussell  v. 
McDowell,  83  CaL  70,  23  Fac.  183.  But  the 
rule  as  to  directory  provisions  applies  only 
to  minor  and  unsubstantial  departures  there- 
from. There  may  be  such  radical  omissions 
and  failures  to  comply  with  the  essential 
terms  of  a  directory  provision  as  will  lead 
to  the  conclusive  presumption  that  the  in- 
jury must  have  followed,  A  substantial 
compliance  with  the  terms  of  directory  pro- 
visions is,  after  all,  required.  And  such  a 
sabstontlal  compliance  Is  not  had  by  strictly 
following  some  provisions,  while  essentially 
failing  to  observe  others.  There  must  be  a 
reasonable  observance  of  all  the  prescribed 
conditions.  It  Is  the  duty  of  the  courts  so 
far  to  adhere  to  the  substantial  require- 
ments of  the  law  in  regard  to  elections  as 
to  preserve  them  from  abuses  subversive  of 
the  rights  of  the  electors.  And,  under  this 
rlefv,  the  question  becomes  a  broader  one 
than  can  be  disposed  of  by  answering  that 
In  the  Individual  case  no  harm  resulted. 
Thus,  In  Knowles  v.  Yeates,  31  Cal.  82,  the 
contention  of  appellants  was  that,  admitting 
that  there  was  no  fraud,  and  that  the  votes 
were  cast  by  qualified  electors,  still  the  fact 
that  In  certain  precincts  the  polls  were  open- 
ed, without  reason,  at  long  distances  from 
the  appointed  places,  was  enough  In  Itself 
to  call  for  the  rejection  of  the  votes;  and 
this  court  so  held.  Likewise,  in  the  case  of 
People  V.  Seale,  52  CaL  71,  where  no  ques- 
tion of  fraud  or  Injury  was  Involved,  but 
where,  at  an  election  called  for  voting  a 
school  tax,  the  polls  were  opened  at  1  o'clock 
p.  m.,  and  closed  at  6,  Instead  of  being  open- 
ed at  one  hour  after  sunrise  and  kept  open 
until  sunset,  as  the  law  then  required,  this 
court,  without  hesitation,  declared  the  elec- 
tion Invalid.  In  this  case  we  are  quite  will- 
In;;  to  believe  that  the  misconduct  of  the 
officers  of  Lake  precinct  was  prompted  by 
nothing  worse  than  Ignorance,  and  lack  of 
appreciation  of  the  responsibilities  of  their 
positions,  and  we  may  say,  further,— for 
such  's  the  evidence,— that  no  harm  is 
shown  to  have  resulted  from  their  conduct; 
but,  looking  to  the  purity  of  elections  and 
Integrity  of  the  ballot  box,  we  are  constrain- 
ed to  hold  that  conduct  like  this  amounts, 
In  It-self,  to  such  a  failure  to  observe  the  sub- 
stantial requirements  of  the  law  as  must 


Invalidate  the  election.  And,  while  reluc- 
tant so  to  hold  In  this  Instance,  we  are  con- 
firmed In  the  opinion  by  consideration  of  the 
fact  that  any  other  Interpretation  would  add 
grave  perils  to  the  safe  conduct  of  our  elec- 
tions, which  are  already  harassed  by  dan- 
gers enough.  The  votes  of  Lake  precinct 
should,  therefore,  have  been  rejected. 

5.  Upon  all  the  ballots  cast  In  Ceciivllle 
precinct  there  appeared  the  following,  writ- 
ten in  the  blank  space  under  the  ofiBce  of 
justice  of  the  peace:  "G.  G.  Brown— Repub- 
lican." The  evidence  discloses  that  this 
writing  was  all  done  by  the  same  person, 
and,  further,  that  there  was  but  one  person 
in  the  prechict  lawfully  assisted  in  the  mark- 
ing of  his  ballot,  under  the  provisions  of  the 
Code.  PoL  Code,  §  1208.  The  record,  unfor- 
tunately, does  not  disclose  who  did  the  writ- 
ing, nor  whether  it  was  upon  the  tickets 
when  they  were  put  Into  the  voters'  hands. 
Left,  then,  to  the  presumption  of  the  per- 
formance of  duty  by  public,  officers.  It  must 
be  held  that  the  ofilcers  put  legal  tickets  In- 
to the  hands  of  the  electors,  and  that  the 
writing  was  afterwards  put  upon  them.  But 
an  elector  unable  to  write  can,  under  our 
present  laws,  have  a  name  hiscrlbed  upon 
his  ballot  In  only  one  legal  way,  and  that  Is 
by  pursuing  the  method  prescribed  by  sec- 
tion 1208  of  the  Political  Code.  This  re- 
quirement is  clearly  mandatory,  since  It  Is 
further  declared  that  "any  ballot  which  Is 
not  made  as  provided  In  this  act  shall  be 
void,  and  shall  not  be  counted."  PoL  Code, 
8  1211.  In  Ellis  V.  May  (Mich.)  68  N.  W. 
483,  the  supreme  court  of  Michigan,  constru- 
ing a  similar  statute,  held  that  inspectors 
of  election  had  no  right  to  assist  in  the 
marking  of  ballots,  except  in  the  manner 
provided  by  law,  and  that  ballots  marked 
In  any  other  than  the  prescribed  manner 
were  void.  In  the  present  state  of  the  evi- 
dence, only  the  ballot  of  the  voter  lawfully 
assisted  should  be  counted.  It  must  be 
held,  therefore,  that  the  other  ballots  of  Ce- 
ciivllle precinct  should  not  have  been  count- 
ed. Wliat  Is  here  said  is  addressed  to  the 
evidence  as  it  appears  in  the  record.  It 
may  be  that,  upon  a  new  trial,  additional 
evidence  will  remove  the  objections  now 
found. 

The  other  points  do  not  require  considera- 
tion. They  are  either  covered  by  what  has 
been  said,  or  do  not  involve  error.  But  for 
the  foregoing  reasons  the  Judgment  Is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded. 

We  concur:  TEMPLK,  J.;  VAN  FLEET, 
J.;  HARBISON,  J. 

McPARLAN'D,  J.  fconcurring).  I  concur 
in  the  Judgment,  and  also  In  the  opinion  of 
Mr.  Justic-e  IlENSHAW,  except  as  to  the 
Ceciivllle  precinct.  It  will  be  observed  that 
there  is  no  evidence  tendini;  to  show  when 
"G.  G.  Brown— Republican,"  was  written  on 
the  ballots.     If  there  be  a  distinguishing, 
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mark  on  a  ballot  when  It  is  voted,  the  ballot 
should  not  be  counted;  but,  If  the  mark  be 
placed  on  the  ballot  after  It  had  been  prop- 
erly voted,  then,  at  the  trial  of  a  contest.  It 
should  be  counted.  Now,  upon  the  trial  In 
court  of  an  election  contest,  If  a  marked 
ballot  be  found,  and  there  is  no  evidence  as 
to  the  time  of  the  marking,  must  the  court 
presume  that  it  was  marked  before  it  was 
voted?  Such  a  rule  would  afford  an  evil- 
disposed  person,  who  could  get  temporary 
access  to  the  ballots  after  they  had  been 
counted,  an  easy  and  safe  method  of  chan- 
ging the  result  in  a  close  contest,  by  simply 
marking—and  thus  invalidating— a  few  bal- 
lots in  which  the  votes  were  for  the  prevail- 
ing party.  Of  course,  fraud  should  be  care- 
fully guarded  against;  but  it  seems  to  me 
that  the  rule  contended  for  would  be  much 
like  closing  a  wicket  and  leaving  open  a 
bam  door.  I  do  not  see  that  there  are  any 
presumptions  upon  which  the  problem  can 
be  solved.  If  we  presume  that  the  ticket 
was  not  marked  when  the  election  officers 
gave  it  to  the  voter,  we  mnst  also  presume 
tliat  it  was  not  marked  when  those  officers 
counted  it;  and,  if  we  are  also  to  presume 
that  the  ballots  were  afterwards  so  securely 
kept  that  no  one  could  get  access  to  them,  It 
is  evident  that  all  the  presumptions,  taken 
together,  afford  no  aid  in  the  solution  of  the 
question.  In  the  case  at  bar  It  is  not  con- 
tended that  there  was  any  actual  fraud  com- 
mitted, even  in  the  matter  of  voting  for  Jus- 
tice of  the  peace;  and,  before  throwing  out 
votes  honestly  cast  for  superintendent  of 
schools,  I  am  inclined  to  think  that  there 
should  have  been  some  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  marking  of  the  votes  for  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  was  done  before  the  ballots 
were  voted.  And  it  Is  quite  probable  that 
such  evidence  could  readily  have  been  ob- 
t.iined.  The  returns  should  show  whether 
or  not  the  said  ballots  were  counted  for 
Brown,  and  the  election  officers  ought  to  be 
able  to  throw  some  light  upon  the  question 
whether  the  ballots  were  marked  when  they 
were  examined  during  the  process  of  count- 
ing. 

I  concur:  GAUOUTTE,  J. 


108  Cal.  331 

BURRIS  V.  KENNEDY  et  ai.     (No.  15,634.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  2,  1895.) 

Fkobate  Sale  of  Lasd — VAuniTT  op  Decreb  — 

Presumptions— iRREouLAitiTiES — 

QciETixo  Title. 

1.  Tliere  are  tJie  same  presumptions  in  fa- 
vor of  tlie  validity  of  a  decree  of  the  superior 
court,  sitting  in  probate,  in  proceedings,  for  the 
sale  of  a  decedent's  lands,  as  a  judgment  at  com- 
mon law. 

2.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  J  1537,  providing 
that  a  petition  for  tlie  sale  of  a  decedent's  land 
must,  among  other  things,  contain  a  general 
description  of  all  the  land  of  which  decedent 
died  seised,  and  the  value  thereof,  but  that  a 
failure  to  set  forth  the  facts  showing  the  sale 


to  be  necessary  will  not  Invalidate  the  anbse- 
quent  proceedings  if  the  defects  be  snpplied  by 
proofs  on  the  hearing,  and  the  general  facts 
showing  such  necessity  be  stated  in  the  decree, 
a  sale  is  not  invalid  merely  because  the  petition 
failed  to  describe  all  the  land  deceased  died 
seised  of,  to  give  the  value  thereof. 

3.  In  a  proceeding  for  the  sale  of  a  dece- 
dent's land,  the  order  to  show  cause  was  re- 
turnable on  April  4th,  and  the  proofs  were  made 
and  a  decree  for  a  sole  entered  on  that  day. 
On  April  11th  another  decree  for  a  sale  was 
made,  reciting  that  the  decree  theretofore  made 
had  been  vacated  for  error.  Held,  that  a  sale 
under  the  second  decree  was  valid. 

4.  The  saie  of  a  decedent's  land  is  not  in- 
valid because  the  administrator's  t)ond,  which 
was  approved  after  a  second  decree  of  sale  was 
made,  referred  1o  a  former  decree  of  sale,  which 
had  been  set  aside  as  erroneous. 

5.  A  sale  of  a  decedent's  land  is  not  void 
because  the  court  erred  in  ordering  a  private 
instead  of  a  public  sale. 

6.  Where  land  was  sold  by  an  administra- 
trix to  a  third  person,  who  reconveyed  it  to  her, 
the  grantee  of  the  heir  of  decedent  cannot  main- 
tain an  action  against  her  to  quiet  his  title  to 
the  land,  on  a  complaint  which  fails  to  allege 
any  facts  showing  fraud  on  her  port. 

7.  In  an  action  to  quiet  title  by  the  gran- 
tee of  an  heir  of  a  decedent  against  one  who,  as 
administratrix  of  decedent's  estate,  sold  the 
land,  and  then  procured  a  reconveyance  to  her- 
self, defendant,  by  setting  up  as  a  defense  the 
ratification  of  the  sale  to  her,  and  that,  if  the 
sale  to  her  is  held  void,  she  is  entitled  to  be  sub- 
rogated to  the  rights  of  creditors  of  the  estate 
whose  claims  were  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
sale,  did  not  admit  that  her  title  was  obtoined 
by  fraud,  where  she  rested  her  defense  on  plain- 
tiff's want  of  title. 

In  bank.    Appeal  from  superior  court,  Al- 
ameda county;  John  Ellsworth,  Judge. 
On  rehearing.    Reversed. 
For  former  report,  see  38  Pac.  97L 

Hutchinson  &  Campbell,  for  appellants. 
Sharp  &  Bolton,  for  respondent. 

TEMPLE,  J.  This  Is  an  action  to  qoiet 
title,  and  the  complaint  contains  only  the  al- 
legations that  plaintiff  Is  the  owner  of  the 
demanded  premises,  and  the  defendants 
claim  title  to  the  same  adversely  to  plaintiff. 
Defendants  claim  under  a  probate  sale. 
Plaintiff's  grantor,  Annie  Church,  now  Mrs. 
Spaulding,  and  defendant  Mrs.  McNeil,  were 
practically  sole  heirs  of  James  Kennedy,  de- 
ceased, from  whom  both  parties  derive  title. 
I  say  practically,  for  James  Kennedy  died 
intestate,  leaving  a  widow,  Mrs.  Spauldlng's 
mother,  who  took  one-half  the  estate,  and, 
before  the  administration  was  closed,  her- 
self died  testate,  leaving  Miss  Church  sole 
de\'Isee.  Her  will  was  probated,  and  all  her 
estate  distributed  to  Miss  Church.  It  Is  ar- 
gued that  plaintiff  simply  represents  Miss 
Church,  who  is  Interested  in  this  suit  as 
plaintiff.  Mrs.  McNeil  is  the  sole  surviving 
child  of  James  Kennedy,  deceased,  and  his 
sole  heir.  She  was  also  administratrix  upon 
his  estate.  Respondent  contends  that  the 
probate  sale  under  which  the  defendants 
claim  is  void,  because: 

1.  Neither  the  petition  for  the  sale  nor  the 
order  of  sale  contains  a  statement  of  the 
Jurisdictional  facts.    The  determination  of 
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this  question  depends  somewhat  upon  the 
uature  of  the  tribunal.  The  order  was  made 
by  the  superior  court  of  Sonoma  county.  In 
lUiil.  That  court  has  general  jurisdiction 
derived  from  the  constitution.  We  have  In 
tills  state  no  probate  court,  but  superior 
courts  are  given  Jurisdiction  of  all  matters 
of  probate.  Just  as  they  are  given  Jurisdic- 
tion of  cases  at  law  and  in  equity.  The  grant 
of  Jurisdiction  in  regard  to  matters  of  pro- 
bate is  contained  In  the  general  definition  of 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  After  stating 
various  classes  of  cases,  or  matters  of  which 
the  court  has  Jurisdiction,  it  is  said,  "And  of 
all  such  special  cases  and  proceedings  as  are 
not  otherwise  provided  for."  The  court  Is 
not,  therefore,  while  sitting  in  probate,  a 
statutory  tribunal,  and  does  not  derive  Its 
power  from  the  act  of  the  legislature;  nor 
are  probate  proceedings  classed  by  the  con- 
stitution as  special  proceedings.  If  the  ad- 
ministration of  an  estate  can  be  called  a 
"Judicial  remedy,"  then  it  is  classed  as  a 
special  proceeding  In  the  Code,  which  di- 
vides all  "remedies"  Into  adversary  actions 
and  special  proceedings.  It  is  a  proceeding 
in  rem  which  is  not,  in  the  technical  sense, 
such  a  special  proceeding,  unlinown  to  the 
framework  of  the  common  law,  as  will 
change  the  presumptions  which  attach  to  the 
action  of  the  court,  mailing  it  pro  bac  vice  a 
court  of  inferior  and  limited  Jurisdiction. 
If  this  was  ever  a  matter  of  doubt  it  was  set 
at  rest  by  the  case  In  re  Burton,  93  Cal.  439, 
29  Pac.  3«J.  It  was  there  said:  "No  dis- 
tinct 'court  of  probate'  has  been  created  or 
recognized  by  the  present  constitution  of 
this  state.  The  constitution  has  created  su- 
perior courts,  and  has  given  them  original 
Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  various 
classes  of  actions  and  special  proceedings, 
more  or  less  distinct  from  each  other;  among 
which  are  'all  actions  at  law  which  Involve 
the  title  or  possession  of  real  property,'  and 
'and  all  such  special  cases  and  proceedings 
as  are  not  otherwise  provided  for,'  and  'all 
matters  of  probate.' "  It  is  further  said: 
"The  superior  court,  while  sitting  in  matters 
of  probate,  is  the  same  as  it  is  while  sitting 
lu  cases  in  equity,  in  cases  at  law,  or  in 
special  proceedings;  and,  when  it  has  Juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  of  a  case  fall- 
ing within  either  of  these  classes,  it  has  pow- 
er to  hear  and  determine,  In  the  mode  pro- 
vided by  law,  all  questions  of  law  and  fact, 
the  determination  of  which  is  ancillary  to  a 
proper  Judgment."  It  is  true  the  court,  al- 
though deriving  its  authority  from  the  con- 
stitution, is  controlled  in  the  mode  of  its 
action  by  the  Code,  and  so  it  is,  to  the  same 
extent,  when  foreclosing  a  mortgage,  or  try- 
ing an  action  on  a  promissory  note.  In 
both  cases  it  Is  pursuing  the  mode  prescribed 
by  a  statute,  but  In  neither  does  it  derive 
its  power  from  the  statute.  Indeed,  while 
the  legislature  may  regulate  the  mode  in 
which  the  court  shall  exercise  its  jurisdic- 
tion, it  cannot  circumscribe  its  powers.   This 


was  not  the  case  in  former  constitutions. 
By  the  constitution  of  1849  a  separate  tri- 
bunal was  created.  The  county  Judge  was 
directed  and  authorized  to  perform  the  duties 
of  surrogate  and  probate  judge.  And  it  was 
held  that  the  legislature  could  grant  only  a 
special  and  limited  power  to  a  county  Judge 
when  acting  as  probate  Judge;  that  it  had 
and  could  be  vested  with  none  of  the  Juris- 
diction conferred  upon  other  courts,  unless 
by  express  authority  found  in  the  constitu- 
tion. Such  courts  were  said  to  have  only  a 
special  and  limited  jurisdiction,  and  It  was 
required  that  its  records  should  show  a  strict 
compliance  with  the  law  directing  and  au- 
thorizing their  action.  This  rule  was  found 
Intolerable,  and  in  1858  an  act  was  passed 
directing  that  the  same  force  and  effect  and 
the  lllie  presumption  should  attach  to  their 
proceedings  as  to  the  proceedings  In  the  dis- 
trict courts.  This  act  has  been  held  valid, 
and  probate  orders  made  since  its  passage 
can  be  collaterally  attacked  only  on  such 
grounds  as  would  have  been  valid  against 
like  orders  made  by  the  district  court  Irwin 
V.  Scrlber,  18  Cal.  499;  In  re  Sprigg'e  Estate, 
20  Cal.  121;  Halleck  v.  Moss.  22  Cal.  266. 
The  amendment  of  18G2  still  left  the  probate 
court  a  separate  and  special  tribunal,  which 
did  not  have  full  probate  jurisdiction.  Bush 
V.  Llndsey,  44  Cal.  121.  In  the  constitution 
of  1879  all  this  was  changed.  The  jurisdic- 
tion was  given  to  the  highest  court  In  the 
state  having  a  general  common-law  Juris- 
diction. The  same  presumption  must  now 
attach  to  decrees  In  probate  proceedings  up- 
on collateral  attack  as  to  Judgments  in  cases 
at  common  law  or  in  equity,  and  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  proceedings  or  petition  will  be 
tested  by  the  same  liberal  rule  which  applies 
to  the  pleadings  In  an  ordinary  action  upon 
such  attack. 

From  the  view  I  take  of  the  matter  It  Is 
not  Important  to  determine  whether  the  ap- 
plication to  sell  real  estate  Is  a  step  in  the 
administration  or  not,  although  I  do  not  doubt 
that  it  is.  What  Is  meant  when  It  is  said 
that  it  is  an  independent  proceeding  is  simply 
that  it  is  essential  that  the  application  should 
be  made  substantially  as  provided  by  statute; 
otherwise  tlie  court  has  no  power  to  order  the 
sale,  or  the  administrator  to  sell.  This  I  ad- 
mit, claiming  only  that  in  entertaining  the 
application  and  in  passing  upon  It  the  court 
is  not  acting  as  a  special  tribunal  to  which  a 
matter  is  referred,  but  is  in  the  exercise  of  its 
general  Jurisdiction  over  the  subject-matter, 
derived  from  the  (»nstltutlan.  One  promi- 
nent purpose  of  administration  is  to  pay  the 
debts  of  the  estate  from  the  real  and  personal 
property  of  the  deceased.  The  administrator 
Is,  by  law,  charged  w^ith  this  duty.  To  sell 
real  estate  to  pay  the  debts,  when  there  is  not 
sufficient  personal  property,  is  as  plainly  a 
step  in  the  admlnistiation  as  Is  the  sale  of 
personal  property  for  the  same  purpose.  But, 
although  it  is  within  the  scope  of  the  admin- 
istration to  Bell  either  real  or  personal  proper- 
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ty,  the  leglslatare  has  the  power  to  direct 
how  this  shall  be  done.  I  think  the  legisla- 
ture could  have  authorized  the  administrator 
to  do  so  without  any  <»der  or  decree  of  the 
court,  or  might  have  authorized  the  court  to 
make  the  order  without  petition  or  notice. 
It  has,  however,  prescribed  that  a  petition 
shall  be  filed,  and  that  notice  should  be  given, 
and  an  opportunity  for  a  hearing  shall  I>e  af- 
forded. Since  the  procedure  Is  one  In  which 
there  are  no  adversary  parties  present  at  all 
times  In  court,  it  Is  reasonable  to  hold,  as  has 
always  been  held,  that  these  acts  are  essen- 
tial to  the  power  on  the  part  of  the  court  to 
order  the  sale.  In  that  sense  the  petition 
and  notice  are  Jurisdictional.  As  In  all  other 
similar  matters,  however.  If  the  court  has  by 
the  petition  and  notice  acquhred  Jurisdiction, 
errors  afterwards  in  the  exercise  of  it,  how- 
ever gross,  win  not  render  the  decree  invalid. 
I  think  there  has  been  no  time  since  1S58 
when  a  sale  of  real  estate  would  have  been 
held  void  because  It  omitted  to  give  a  de- 
scription of  all  the  real  estate  of  which  the 
deceoned  died  seised,  <x  the  value  or  condi- 
tion of  the  different  parcels.  Such  are  the 
alleged  defects  In  this  case.  But,  whatevM 
strictness  was  formerly  required,  there  can 
be  DO  question  since  the  amendments  to  sec- 
tion 1537  made  in  1874.i  As  the  statute  now 
reads,  no  sale  la  Invalid  on  account  of  the 
omission  to  state  in  the  petition  any  of  the 
matters  enumerated,  provided  the  general 
facts  showing  that  a  sale  Is  necessary  are 
proven  and  found.  Section  1537  expressly 
requires  the  statement  of  some  facts  which 
have  no  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  ne- 
cessity of  the  sale.  The  description  of  the  real 
estate  or  Its  value  can  throw  no  light  upon 
that  matter.  These  and  some  other  matters 
are  required  to  be  stated  to  enable  the  court 
to  exercise  its  discretion  more  intelligently, 
after  It  has  determined  the  sale  to  be  neces- 
sary. General  facts  showing  that  a  sale  is 
necessary  are  set  out  in  the  petition,  and  the 
decree  imports  a  finding  of  their  truth,  and 
that  evidence  to  that  effect  was  given  at  the 
hearing.  The  facts  showing  that  a  sale  is 
necessary  are  that  there  are  debts;  that  an 
allowance  has  been  made  for  the  support  of 
the  family;  or  that  there  are  expenses  of  ad- 
ministration, and  thei-e  is  not  sufficient  per- 
sonal property  with  which  to  pay  them.  Such 
facts  are  alleged  In  the  petition,  and,  thougu 
erroneous,  the  decree  Is  not  void,  nor  the  sale 
Invalid  on  that  ground. 

2.  Many  Irregularities  In  the  proceedings  In 
the  probate  court  are  pointed  out  and  insisted 
upon  as  rendering  the  sale  void.    If  the  court 

1  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  1537,  provides  that  a  pe- 
tition for  the  sale  of  decedent's  land  must, 
among  other  things,  contain  a  general  descrip- 
tion of  all  the  land  of  which  decedent  died 
seised,  and  the  value  thereof,  but  that  a  fail- 
ure to  set  forth  the  facts  showing  the  sale  to 
be  necessary  will  not  invalidate  the  subsequent 
proceedings,  if  the  defects  be  supplied  by  proofs 
on  the  hearing,  and  the  general  facts  showing 
such  necessity  be  stated  in  the  decree. 


had  Jurisdiction,  errors  In  the  exercise  of  it, 
however  gross,  would  not  render  the  decision 
invalid.  It  Is  charged  that  no  order  to  show 
cause  was  made  or  published;  that  no  bond 
was  given;  that  a  private  sale  was  ordered 
when  no  appraisement  had  been  made  within 
the  year,  and  that  the  records  show  that  a 
sale  was  not  necessary.  The  only  points 
here  sufficiently  serious  to  require  notice  are 
the  two  first  mentioned,— that  no  order  to 
show  cause  was  made,  and  no  bond  executed. 
They  d^end  upon  the  same  facts.  The  re- 
turn day  mentioned  in  the  order  to  show 
cause  was  the  4th  day  of  April,  1887.  On 
that  day  a  hearing  was  had  and  proofs  made. 
A  decree  directing  a  sale  was  also  made  on 
that  day.  On  the  11th— seven  days  later-^an- 
other  decree  or  order  of  sale  was  made,  re- 
ferring to  the  same  petition,  and  reciting  that 
the  order  theretofore  made  In  the  matter  had 
been  vacated  for  errors.  Under  this  order 
made  on  the  11th  the  sale  took  place.  It  Is 
not  in  form  a  nunc  pro  tune  order,  but  I  think 
It  sufficiently  appears  that  It  Is  such.  It  was 
evidently  in  lieu  of  the  order  made  on  the  4th, 
and  must  be  regarded  as  the  decree  then  ren- 
dered, although,  by  mistake,  a  difTerent  de- 
cree was  then  Mitered.  The  bond  refers  to 
the  order  as  made  on  the  4th.  The  decree, 
as  above  stated,  is  actually  dated  as  of  the 
11th,  but  sufficiently  shows  that  its  true  date 
would  have  been  the  4th.  The  bond  was  ap- 
proved May  27th,  long  after  the  first  order 
had  been  vacated  and  the  nunc  pro  tunc  order 
sul>stituted.  If  the  court  erred  in  ordering  a 
private  sale  rather  than  a  public  sale,  or  in 
determining  that  a  sale  was  necessary,  this 
was  mere  error,  and  does  not  aftect  the  valid- 
ity of  the  sale. 

3.  But  it  is  contended  that  the  sale  Is  void 
for  another  reason.  After  the  sale  had  been 
made,  and  two  days  before  the  confirmation, 
Mrs.  McNeil,  the  administratrix,  and  a  Mrs. 
Keimedy,  contracted  with  Potter,  who  pur- 
chased at  the  administrator's  sale,  to  pur- 
chase the  property  from  him,  or  to  make  an 
exchange  for  other  lands  belonging  to  them. 
In  pursuance  of  the  contract.  Potter,  at  the 
same  time,  conveyed  the  land  to  Mrs.  Mc- 
Neil and  Mrs.  Kennedy  by  grant  This  was 
a  violation  of  section  1576.  Code  Civ.  Proc., 
and  Is  therefore,  respondent  claims,  void. 
There  Is  no  evidence,  nor  is  it  fovmd,  that  the 
sale  was  made  to  Potter  for  the  benefit  of 
Mrs.  McNeil  and  Mrs.  Kennedy;  but,  sup- 
posing that  until  the  date  of  the  deed  Potter 
was  acting  for  himself,  still  Mrs.  McNeil  had 
no  right  to  be  Interested  In  the  purchase. 
Her  duty  as  administratrix  had  not  ended. 
It  was  Incumbent  upon  her  to  prevent  the 
confirmation  If  a  better  price  could  be  ob- 
tained, or  if  a  sale  was  not  necessary.  Yet, 
considering  the  sale  as  made  to  -the  admin- 
istratrix per  Interposltam  personam,  it  -vas 
not  void.  This  was  decided  In  Boyd  v. 
Blankman,  29  Cat.  20,  after  an  elaborate 
consideration,  and  that  conclusion  has  never 
been  overruled  or  modified.    It  was  there 
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Bald:  "We  are  of  opinion  that,  t>y  holding 
the  sale  to  be  void  at  the  election  of  heirs 
or  other  persons  Interested  In  the  estate, 
the  mischief  Intended  to  be  prevented  by 
the  statute  will  be  obviated,  and  at  the  same 
time  those  trho,  In  good  faith  and  without 
notice  of  the  constmctlve  fraud  of  the  ad- 
ministrator, had  acquired  the  title  through 
the  agent  who  purchased  the  property  for 
the  use  of  the  administrator,  will  be  pro- 
tected from  losses."  If  the  sale  were  abso- 
lately  void,  as  an  Illegal  transaction,  Inno- 
cent purchasers  would  not  be  protected.  Un- 
der the  rule  laid  down,  the  unfaithful  trus- 
tee may  be  prevented  from  making  a  profit 
from  his  violation  of  duty,  and  yet  the  bene- 
liclary  cannot  avail  himself  of  money  laid 
out  for  his  use,  and  keep  the  property  too. 
He  most  rescind,  and  In  doing  so  restore  to 
the  purchaser  the  money  which  has  been 
paid  to  him  as  a  consideration.  Respondent 
claims  that  this  case  was  overruled  in  Jones 
V.  Hanna,  81  Cal.  507,  22  Pac.  883.  Counsel 
are  misled  by  the  dissenting  opinion  ren- 
dered in  that  case  In  which  that  view  was 
taken.  In  the  opinion  of  the  court  that  Idea 
is  expressly  repudiated,  and  the  point  ad- 
judged was  very  different  from  that  raised 
In  this  case  or  In  Boyd  v.  Blankman.  There 
the  administratrix  had  the  personal  property 
of  the  estate  sold  at  auction.  She  asked  the 
auctioneer  to  bid  them  In  for  her.  He  con- 
sented to  do  so,  but  demanded  security  for 
the  price  and  for  his  commissions.  Blhler, 
who  was  the  appellant  In  Jones  v.  Hanna, 
became  such  surety,  giving  to  Jones,  who 
was  to  purchase  for  Mrs.  Hanna,  his  note. 
The  suit  was  on  this  note,  and  the  court  held 
it  void,  as  against  public  policy.  It  was 
given  to  secure  Jones  upon  his  contract  to 
assist  Mrs.  Hanna  to  violate  her  trust  The 
sale  to  Jones  for  Mrs.  Hanna  was  not  de- 
clared void.  A  simple  Illustration  will  show 
the  difference  in  the  cases  A.  desires  to  de- 
fraud B.  by  Inducing  him  to  sell  to  A.  his  land 
for  half  its  value.  He  employs  C.  to  assist  In 
deceiving  and  defrauding  B.,  and  for  such 
services  promises  him  $1,000,  and  gives  his 
note  for  that  amount  The  fraud  having  been 
consummated,  the  court  will  not  aid  C.  in 
the  collection  of  his  note,  but  will  hold  it 
void.  But  B.  cannot  assume  that  his  deed 
Is  void  and  sue  A.  In  ejectment  to  recover 
the  land.  He  must  rescind,  and  bring  his 
action,  alleging  the  acts  of  fraud.  In  Jones 
V.  Hanna,  plaintiff  was  suing  on  such  a 
note,— at  least  the  court  so  held.  Bergln  v. 
Halght,  99  Cal.  52,  33  Pac.  760,  has  no  ap- 
plication. There  It  was  charged  that  the  ad- 
ministration Itself  was  a  fraud.  Adminis- 
tration was  not  sought  to  pay  debts  or  to 
pass  the  property  to  heirs,  but  as  means  of  a 
fraudulent  acquisition  of  the  property  by 
the  plaintiff.  No  debts  were  paid,  and  no 
costs  which  benefited  the  heirs.  There  was 
no  occasion  for  rescission.  And,  besides,  no 
such  point  was  raised  or  attempted  to  be. 
It  Is  said  that.  Inasmuch  as  the  deed  was 


made  before  the  decree  of  confirmation,  the 
sale  was  directly  to  the  administratrix,  and 
therefore  not  within  the  rule  laid  down  In 
Boyd  V.  Blankman.  The  title  passed  to  Mrs. 
McNeil  by  Inurement  when  It  passed  to  Pot- 
ter. It  was  the  exact  case,  then,  of  a  pur- 
chase by  the  administratrix  per  Interposltam 
personam,  as  in  the  case  of  Boyd  v.  Blank- 
man.  In  such  cases  the  sale  is  always  vir- 
tually to  the  administrator,  and  it  is  that 
fact  which  renders  It  voidable.  In  Burrls 
v.  Adams,  96  Cal.  664,  81  Pac.  565,  which 
was  an  action  by  the  same  plaintiff,  and  In 
which  the  attorneys  on  both  sides  were  the 
same,  It  was  held  that  a  complaint  in  all 
respects  similar  to  that  In  the  case  at  bar 
was  insufficient,  because  the  facts  constitut- 
ing the  fraud  were  not  averred.  There  Is 
no  reason  why  that  rule  should  not  apply  to 
this  case.  Plaintiff  sues  upon  the  theory 
that  he  Is  the  owner;  not  to  have  a  title 
which  defendant  has  procured  by  fraud  de- 
clared fraudulent  and  therefore  void.  Coun- 
sel says  the  objection  cannot  prevail  here, 
for  all  the  facts  are  set  out  In  the  answer. 
The  answer  contains  several  defenses,  but 
In  none  of  them  is  it  admitted  that  the  title 
of  defendant  was  obtained  by  fraud.  One 
defense  consists  in  a  denial  of  plaintiff's  ti- 
tle. This  was  all  the  answer  defendant  re- 
quired. The  other  defenses  were  that  plain- 
tiff was  estopped;  that  the  sale  had  been 
ratified;  and  that  the  defendants.  In  case  the 
sale  was  held  void,  were  entitled  to  be  sub- 
rogated to  the  rights  of  creditors  of  the  es- 
tate whose  claims  they  had  paid.  The  facts 
were  alleged  with  reference  to  these  last  de- 
fenses, and  were  material  only  to  them. 
Until  plaintiff  showed  his  title,  they  were 
not  material,  and  even  then  defendants  need 
not  rely  upon  them.  They  could  prove,  as 
they  did,  under  the  denial  of  plaintiff's 
title,  that  plaintiff  never  had  title,  by  show- 
ing that  they  had  it  themselves.  The  fact 
that  the  action  was  brought  to  quiet  title 
rather  than  to  recover  possession  does  not 
require  any  different  pleading  on  the  part 
of  defendants.  It  Is  not  a  Wll  of  discov- 
ery, and  defendants  are  not  required  to  state 
the  nature  of  their  claim  for  the  benefit  of 
plaintiff,  or  simply  to  have  it  passed  upon 
by  the  court  As  the  record  stands,  de- 
fendants are  entitled  to  recover  upon  the 
first  Issue  made  by  them,  to  wU,  the  denial 
of  plaintiff's  title.  But  In  no  event  would 
the  answer  change  the  theory  of  plaintiff's 
action  or  constitute  notice  that  he  relied  up- 
on fraud.  He  would  have  been  compelled 
in  this  case  not  only  to  set  up  the  fraud, 
but  to  seek  a  rescission  of  the  fraudulent 
sale.  Perhaps  he  would  not  have  been  re- 
quired to  make  a  tender,  as  prescribed  In  the 
Code.  It  may  sometimes  be  impossible  to 
do  that  In  such  cases  a  party  desiring  to 
sue  to  enforce  a  rescission  must  at  least  of- 
fer, as  a  condition,  to  make  such  restitution 
as  the  court  shall  direct;  and  it  the  parties 
cannot  be  placed  substantlaU^  in  statu  que 
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this  court  may  refuse  the  relief.  The  Judg- 
ment and  order  are  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
awarded. 

We  concur:  BEATTY,  0.  J.;  GAROUTTB, 
J.;  HARRISON,  J.;  HENSHAW,  J.;  VAN 
FLEET,  J. 

McFARLAND,  J.  I  concur  In  the  Judg- 
ment I  also  concur  in  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Justice  TEMPLE,  as  I  understand  it  I  do 
not  understand  that  opinion  as  declaring 
anyttilng  more  on  the  subject  of  Jurisdic- 
tion than  this:  that  while  the  superior  court 
when  dealing  with  probate  matters,  is  to  be 
considered  as  a  court  of  general  Jurisdiction, 
with  the  same  presumptions  attaching  to  Its 
acts  as  In  any  other  action  or  proceeding 
over  which  it  has  Jurisdiction,  still,  a  pro- 
ceeding to  sell  real  property  of  an  estate 
must  be  instituted  as  provided  by  statute; 
and  that  the  court  has  no  more  Jurisdiction 
to  decree  a  sale  without  a  petition  than  it 
would  hare  to  render  a  Judgment  on  a  prom- 
issory note  where  no  action  had  been  In- 
stituted by  the  filing  of  a  complaint  As 
thus  understood,  the  opinion  Is  not  in  con- 
flict with  Pryor  v,  Downey,  50  Cal.  398,  and 
the  long  line  of  cases  there  cited,  and  re- 
ferred to  in  Richardson  v.  Butler,  82  Cal. 
174,  23  Pac.  9,  which  hold  that  "though  the 
proceeding  for  the  sale  occurs  in  the  gen- 
eral course  of  administration.  It  is  a  distinct 
proceeding  in  the  nature  of  an  action  in 
which  the  petition  Is  the  complaint  and  the 
order  of  sale  is  the  Judgment"  Pryor  v. 
Downey,  supra.  After  the  act  of  1858  the 
old  county  court  was,  as  to  probate  proceed- 
ings, treated  as  a  court  of  general  Jurisdic- 
tion; and  the  fact  that  the  present  constitu- 
tion gives  Jurisdiction  of  probate  proceedings 
to  the  superior  court  does  not  affect  the  rule 
as  there  stated.  The  petition  for  a  sale  is 
a  necessary  prerequisite  to  the  Jurisdiction 
of  the  court  to  order  a  sale;  and  I  do  not  \m- 
derstand  the  opinion  in  this  case  to  hold 
otherwise.  In  all  other  respects  I  fully  con- 
cur In  the  opinion. 


5  Cal.  TTnrep.  94 

BANK  OF  ESCONDIDO  v.  THOMAS  et  «I. 

(No.  19,580.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  25,  1895.) 
Pahtt  Wali. — EsjotNiNO  UgB — Actios  »or  Cost. 

1.  In  an  action  to  enjoin  defendants  from 
using  a  certain  wall  as  a  party  wall,  the  an- 
swer alleged  tliat  said  wall  rested  in  part  on  de- 
fendants' land.  Bfld,  that  the  issue  as  to 
whether  plaintififB  building  extended  over  the 
dividing  line  was  sufficiently  raised  by  the  plead- 
ings. 

2.  Where  a  board  of  directors  consented  to 
allow  defendants  to  use  a  wall  of  the  corpora- 
tion's building  as  a  party  wall,  and  the  defend- 
ants erected  a  building  with  the  Icnowledge  and 
acauiescence  of  said  directors,  the  corporatiou 
will  be  estopped  to  assert  that  defendants  have 
no  interest  m  the  wall:  but  its  remedy,  if  any, 
is  an  action  for  the  recovery  of  a  proportionate 
part  of  the  cost  of  said  wall. 


3.  Where  plaintiffs  wall  projects  over  de- 
fendants' land,  equity  will  not  enjoin  defend- 
ants' use  thereof  as  a  party  wail. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; George  Puterbaugh,  Judge. 

Action  by  Bank  of  Bscondido  to  enjoin  W. 
W.  Thomas  and  another  from  using  a  cer- 
tain wail  as  a  party  wall.  Defoidants  had 
Judgment  and  plaintiff  appeals.      Affirmed. 

Cassius  Carter,  David  L.  Withington,  and 
Withington  &  Carter,  for  appellant  B.  W. 
Brltt  for  respondents. 

BELCHER,  O.  The  plalntiCT  is  a  corporation 
engaged  in  the  business  of  baulking.  In  1887 
it  acquired  the  title  to,  and  erected  a  two- 
story  brick  building  on  a  lot  in  the  town  of 
Escondido,  county  of  San  Diego.  The  de- 
fendants owned  the  two  adjoining  lots  on 
the  west,  and  shortly  after  the  completion  of 
the  bank  building  they  commenced  the  erec- 
tion of  a  two-story  brick  btiilding  thereon, 
and  completed  the  same  early  in  1888.  To 
lay  the  foundation  for  the  west  wall  of  its 
building,  the  plaintiff  excavated  a  trench 
3  feet  deep  and  3  feet  wide,  which  extended 
over  its  line,  and  upon  defendants'  land,  11^ 
Inches.  In  this  trench  the  foundation  was 
laid,  covering  the  whole  space  at  the  bottom, 
but  narrowing  towards  the  surface  of  the 
groimd.  The  wall  erected  on  this  foundation 
was  13  Inches  thick,  and  it  projected  over 
the  plaintiffs  line  to  the  extent  of  %  Inch 
at  the  groimd,  1%  inches  at  the  second-floor 
Joists,  and  2%  inches  at  the  top  Joists.  When 
defendants  were  erecting  their  building,  they 
claimed  the  right  to  use  the  plaintlfTs  wall 
as  a  party  wall,  and  they  inserted  therein  the 
joists  for  each  of  the  three  floors  of  the 
building,  and  also  plastered  the  wall  without 
lathing.  They  also,  with  plaintlfTs  consent, 
cut  a  doorway  through  the  wall,  on  the  sec- 
ond floor,  so  that  free  passage  might  be  had 
between  the  said  buildings.  After  the  open- 
ing of  this  doorway  the  plaintiff  was  required 
to  pay  an  additional  rate  of  insurance  on  its 
building  by  reason  thereof,  and  it  claimed 
that  defendants  should  pay  such  Increased  in- 
surance, which  they  did  for  about  a  year. 
Then  they  put  an  iron  door  in  the  opening, 
after  which  no  increased  insurance  was 
charged.  By  design,  the  defendants'  build- 
ing, in  flnish  and  general  appearance,  was 
made  the  same  as  the  plaintiff's  building; 
and  when  finished  the  two  together  present- 
ed "the  appearance  of  virtually  a  single 
building,"  and  ever  since  they  have  been 
known  as  the  "Escondido  Bank  Block."  Lat- 
er,—some  time  in  1892,  it  would  seem,— the 
plaintiff,  by  one  of  its  directors,  presented 
to  the  defendants  a  bill  for  ?300,  "for  ma- 
terials and  work  in  partition  wall."  The  bill 
was  not  paid,  and  thereupon,  in  June  of  that 
year,  plaintiff  commenced  this  action,  alleg- 
ing "that  it  is  the  owner  and  entitled  to  the 
possession"  of  its  described  lot  of  land;  that 
defendants,  and  each  of  them,  claim  some 
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estate  or  Interest  In  said  real  property  ad- 
verse to  the  plaintiff;  and  that  their  claima 
are  without  right, — and  praying  that  It  be 
adjudged  that  defendants  have  no  estate  or 
interest  whatever  In  or  to  said  real  property, 
or  any  portion  thereof,  and  that  they  be  for- 
ever enjoined  from  asserting  any  claim  to  the 
same  adverse  to  the  plaintiff.  By  their  an- 
swer the  defendants  disclaimed  any  right, 
title,  or  interest  in  the  land  described  In  the 
complaint,  except  the  right  to  use  the  said 
wall  as  a  party  wall.  The  case  was  tried, 
and  the  court  found,  among  other  things,  that 
the  west  wall  of  plaintiff's  building  was 
erected,  extending  over  the  dividing  line  of 
the  lots,  as  before  stated;  that,  with  the 
knowledge  and  consent  of  plaintiff,  the  de- 
fendants inserted  the  Joists  of  their  building 
Into  the  said  wall,  and  used  the  same  as  a 
party  wall,  and  that  no  objections  were  at 
any  time  made  by  the  plaintiff  to  such  use, 
until  the  commencement  of  this  action;  that 
said  wall  is,  and  since  the  construction  of 
defendants'  building  has  been,  a  party  wall, 
and  that  plaintiff  agreed  with  defendants 
that  tbey  might  use  it  as  such;  that,  with  the 
consent  of  plaintiff,  the  defendants  caused  a 
doorway  to  be  opened  through  the  said  party 
wall,  and  afterwards,  to  save  extra  Insur- 
ance, placed  an  iron  door  therein,  as  above 
stated;  and  that  defendants  claim  no  Interest 
In  the  lot  of  plaintiff,  except  for  the  support 
of  said  wall,  and  their  rlgbt  to  use  the  same 
as  a  party  wall.  Judgment  was  accordingly 
entered  that  defendants  have  an  easement  of 
support  In  the  said  land  of  plaintiff,  of  and 
for  the  said  wall,  which  stands  partly  on 
the  plalntUTs  lot  and  partly  on  the  defend- 
ants' lot,  and  that  defendants  have  a  right 
to  use  such  wall  as  a  party  wall,  and  "that 
defendants  have  not,  n<w  ha^e  any  of  them, 
any  right,  title,  or  Interest  in  or  to  the  land 
of  plaintiff,  except  as  herein  expressly  ad- 
judged." From  this  Judgment,  and  an  order 
refusing  to  grant  a  new  trial,  the  plaintiff  ap- 
peals. 

1.  In  support  of  the  appeiil,  it  is  claimed 
that  the  finding  to  the  effect  that  plaintiff's 
wall  extends  over  the  dividing  line  of  the 
lots  to  the  extent  of  from  %  an  Inch  to  2V^ 
Inches  Is  not  within  the  Issues  raised  by  the 
pleadings.  We  see  nothing  In  this  point. 
The  answer  sets  up  the  facts  in  regard  to 
the  construction  of  the  two  buildings,  and 
alleges  "that  the  said  wall  of  the  plaintiff's 
building  has,  ever  since  the  construction 
thereof,  about  the  Ist  day  of  July,  1887,  as 
aforesaid,  rested,  and  does  yet  rest.  In  part, 
on  the  said  land  of  the  defendants,  and  that 
the  said  wall  is  a  party  wall,  and  ever  since 
about  the  1st  day  of  March,  1888,  has  been 
used  as  a  party  wall"  by  the  defendants 
and  the  plaintiff.  Thll3  was  quite  sufficient 
to  raise  the  Issue  passed  upon. 

2.  It  IB  unnecessary  to  consider  at  length 
all  the  points  made  in  the  case,  and  dis- 
cussed by  counsel.  It  was  shown  that  dur- 
ing all  the  time  of  the  construction  of  the 


defendants'  building  the  plaintiff  was  occu- 
pying its  banking  house,  immediately  adja- 
cent, and  Its  officers,  without  raising  any 
objection,  dally  saw  and  knew  what  was 
being  done  by  defendants.  In  January, 
1888,  at  a  meeting  of  its  board  of  directors, 
the  subject  of  the  use  of  the  wall  by  defend- 
ants was  considered.  What  was  then  said 
and  done  is  thus  epitomized  in  the  testi- 
mony of  Mr.  Watson,  one  of  the  directors: 
"Mr.  Thomas  stated  that  they  were  going,  or 
had  commenced,  to  put  up  a  building.  He 
stated  it  was  to  be  of  the  general  finish  of 
the  bank,  and  wanted  to  join  on  our  wall. 
I  think  either  Mr.  Graham  or  myself  made  a 
motion  that  we  allow  them  to  do  that;  that 
we  considered  the  building  would  enhance 
the  value  and  appearance  of  the  bank  suffi- 
ciently to  reimburse  the  bank  for  the  use  of 
the  wall.  My  impression  is  there  was  unani- 
mous consent.  I  think  this  was  while  the 
board  was  in  session.  ,  I  am  not  positive 
there  was  any  motion,  but  it  was  the  tenor 
of  the  conversation,  and  I  understood  it  was 
agreed  to  on  that  basis."  There  was  other 
testimony  of  like  effect,  clearly  showing  that 
defendants'  right  to  use  the  wall  as  a  party 
wall  was  recognized  and  acquiesced  in  by 
the  plaintiff  and  its  officers  until  after  It 
presented  its  $300  bill  "for  materials  and 
work  in  partition  wall."  The  officers  of  the 
plaintiff  were  its  agents,  and  the  rule  is  that 
notice  to  an  agent  is  constructive  notice  to 
the  principal;  and  the  rule  applies  to  corpo- 
rations as  well  as  individuals.  Jefferson  v. 
Hewitt,  103  Cal.  624.  It  Is  true  that  the  de- 
fendants were  two  of  the  seven  directors  of 
the  bank  during  all  the  time  the  buildings 
were  being  constructed,  but  that  fact  is  not 
material,  and  cannot  affect  the  conclusion 
reached.  Under  the  circumstances  shown, 
we  think  the  plaintiff  should  be  held  estop- 
ped from  claiming  that  defendants  have  no 
right  to  use  the  wall  as  a  party  wall,  and 
that  Its  remedy,  if  any  it  bad,  was  an  action 
to  recover  from  defendants  their  just  pro- 
portion of  the  cost  of  the  materials  and  la- 
bor used  In  the  construction  of  the  walL 
And,  in  support  of  this  view,  see  Zeinlnger 
V.  Schnitzler,  48  Kan.  63,  65.  28  Pac.  1007. 

3.  There  is  another  ground  on  which  the 
judgment  should  be  affirmed.  It  was  held 
in  Guttenberger  v.  Woods,  51  Cal.  523,  that 
he  who  seeks  equity  must  do  equity;  and 
therefore,  so  long  as  the  plaintiff's  wall,  laid 
on  his  own  land,  projects  over  the  defend- 
ants' land,  the  court  will  not  compel  the  de- 
fendants to  desist  from  using  It  as  a  party 
wall.  The  rule  declared  in  that  case  is  ap- 
plicable here,  and  should  be  followed.  The 
Judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should 
be  affirmed. 

We  concur:  SEARLS,  0.;  VANCLIEF,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  affinne<».^_,,^/v^^^  ,C 
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MASON  T.  CULBERT,  Connty  Clerk.     (No. 

18,426.) 
(Saprerae  Court  of  California.  July  27,  1895.) 
JUBT  Fbbs. 
Under  Act  March  1, 1872,  dedaring  that 
jurors  shall  receive  three  dollars  per  day  "for 
attendance  upon  courts  of  record,  a  juror  who 
has  been  impaneled  for  trial  of  a  case  is  not  en- 
titled to  fees  for  days  that  he  is  excused  from 
attendance  on  account  of  continuance  of  the 
case. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Amador  county;  John  F.  Davis,  Judge. 

Application  of  Mason  for  mandamus  to  Cul- 
bert  as  county  clerk.  Application  denied, 
and  petitioner  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Chas.  H.  Crocker,  for  appellant.  B.  C. 
Rust,  fw  respondent 

HARRISON,  J.  The  appellant  vf&a  one  ot 
a  jury  of  12  persons  who  were  impaneled  in 
the  superior  court  of  Amador  county  for  the 
trial  of  William  Evans  on  a  charge  of  mur- 
der, October  16,  1893.  The  trial  proceeded 
from  day  to  day  to  and  Including  October 
28tb,  when  two  of  the  Jurors  became  sick 
and  unable  to  perform  their  duty  as  Jurors, 
and  the  trial  of  the  cause  was  continued  from 
that  day  to  November  4th;  and  upon  No- 
v«nber  4th,  the  two  Jurors  being  still  sick 
and  unable  to  attend,  the  cause  was  again 
postponed  until  November  11th,  and  from 
the  latter  date,  tor  a  similar  reason,  until 
November  27th,  when,  the  two  Jorors  still  be- 
ing sick  and  unaUe  to  attend  court,  the  cause 
was  continued  for  the  term,  and  tbe  Jury  fi- 
nally discharged.  All  of  the  Jurors  Impaneled 
were  present  in  court  each  day  until  October 
28th,  and  also  upon  the  several  days  to  which 
the  cause  was  continued,  until  they  were  fi- 
nally discharged;  but  on  the  days  on  which 
the  continuances  were  granted  on  account  of 
the  sickness  of  the  Jurors  they  were  all  ex- 
cused from  attendance,  and  permitted  to  go 
to  their  respective  houses  and  business  dur- 
ing the  intervening  periods.  Upon  their  dis- 
charge the  Jurors  received  warrants  for  the 
16  days  during  which  they  were  actively  en- 
gaged in  the  trial,  and  were  paid  thereon, 
but  they  insisted  that  they  were  entitled  to 
compensation  for  each  of  the  43  days  from 
the  time  they  were  Impaneled  until  they  were 
finally  discharged.  The  other  Jurors  assigned, 
to  the  appellant  their  alleged  claims  for  Jury 
fees,  and  he  subsequently  demanded  of  the 
respondent,  as  county  clerk  of  Amador  coun- 
ty, that  be  issue  certificates  of  attendance  for 
the  days  during  which  the  trial  had  been  sus- 
pended on  accovmt  of  the  sickness  of  the  two 
Jurors;  and,  upon  his  refusal,  asked  for  a 
mandate  of  the  court  directing  him  to  do  so. 
The  court  refused  his  application,  and  the 
present  appeal  is  from  this  order. 

The  statute  regulating  the  fees  of  Jurors  in 
Amador  county  was  enacted  Marcli  1,  1872 
(St.  1871-72,  p.  188),  and  provides  that  they 
shall  receive  three  dollars  per  day  "for  at- 
tendance  upon  courts  of  record."    It   was 


held  In  Jacobs  v.  Elliott,  104  CaL  318,  37  Pac. 
942,  that,  under  this  statute,  a  Jurot  is  en- 
titled to  be  paid  for  only  the  days  in  which 
he  Is  actually  in  attendance  upon  the  court; 
and  the  only  respect  In  which  that  case  dif- 
fers from  the  pres^it  is  that  in  the  present 
case  the  Jurors  were  excused  from  attendance 
after  they  had  been  Impaneled  to  try  a  cause, 
whereas,  in  the  Jacobs  Case,  when  the  Juror 
was  excused  from  attendance,  he  had  not 
been  so  impaneled.  We  are  of  the  opinion, 
however,  that  the  principles  upon  which  that 
case  was  decided  must  govern  this.  A  Juror 
may  be  in  attendance  upon  court  without  be- 
ing impaneled  to  try  any  cause,  and  for  every 
day  of  such  attendance  the  statute  authorizes 
him  to  be  compensated.  The  per  diem  pro- 
vided by  the  statute  is  not  intended  to  be  in 
the  nature  of  a  salary  for  the  time  that  he 
is  serving  as  a  Juror,  or  aa  wages  for  trying  a 
cause,  but  rather  as  a  compensation  for  the 
time  during  which  he  Is  withdrawn  fr<»n  his 
ordinary  avocation  and  in  actual  attendance 
upon  the  court  After  be  has  been  drawn 
as  a  Jur<»r  be  may  be  excused,  from  attend- 
ance for  a  definite  period,  and,  after  a  Jury 
has  been  Impaneled  and  sworn,  the  remain- 
ing Jurors  may  be  excused  from  attendance 
until  some  future  day.  In  such  cases  they 
are  not  "In  attendance  upon  the  court"  during 
the  period  for  which  they  are  excused.  Nei- 
ther are  the  Jurors  who  have  been  impaneled 
and  sworn  to  try  a  cause  in  attendance  upon 
the  court  during  any  period  that  they  are  ex- 
cused therefrom,  with  the  opportunity  to  be 
engaged  in  ordinary  avocations,  any  mov 
than  if  they  had  been  reeved  from  attend- 
ance at  their  own  request,  or  because  the 
court  may  have  taken  an  adjournment  for  Its 
own  convenlenca    The  order  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTB..T.;  VANFLEET, 
J. 


{  CaL  TTnr^  n 
Ex  parte  CORRAN.     (Or.  9.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  24,  1895.) 

Lien  fou  Commissiokeks. 
The  petitioner  was  employed  to  superin- 
tend a  canvass  for  subscriptions  to  a  publication, 
and  held  the  subscriptions  as  security  for  wages 
and  commissions  due  to  the  solicitors  and  him- 
self; but  it  appeared  that  all  wages  were  In  fact 
paid,  and  that  the  commissions  were  not  to  be 
paid  to  the  solicitors  until  the  publication  was 
issued.  Mdd,  that  the  petitioner  had  no  right 
to  hold  such  contracts  as  against  the  receiver. 

In  bank. 

Petition  for  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  ex  parte 
Corran.   Writ  denied. 

John  H.  Dickinson,  for  petitioner. 

HARRISON,  J.  In  the  action  of  Painter 
V.  Painter,  for  the  dissolution  of  a  partner- 
ship, pending  in  the  superior  court  of  the 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco,  a  receiver 
had  been  appointed  to  take  charge  of  the 
assets  of  the  firm,  and  an  order  was  made 
by  the  court,  dires^^fjfcl^^  .e§Mt|<i5«  p^erein 
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to  deliver  to  the  receiver  certain  contracts 
belonging  to  the  firm,  which  were  in  its 
possession;  and  upon  his  refusal  to  comply 
with  the  order  he  was  adjudged  guilty  of 
contempt,  and  ordered  to  be  imprisoned  in 
the  county  Jail  until  he  should  have  complied 
with  said  order.  The  circumstances  upon 
which  the  order  of  the  court  was  made  were 
as  follows:  Painter  &  Co.  were  engaged  in 
publishing  Langley's  San  Francisco  Direc- 
tory, and,  by  virtue  of  a  contract  entered 
Into  between  them  and  the  firm  of  Francis 
&  Valentine,  the  latter  firm  was  interested 
in  the  publication  of  the  directory,  to  the  ex- 
tent of  20  per  cent,  on  all  copies  thereof  that 
should  be  sold  by  Painter  &  Co.  In  October, 
1S94:,  the  receiver  being  without  funds  to 
proceed  with  the  preparation  for  publishing 
the  directory  for  the  succeeding  year,  Fran- 
cis &  Valentine  and  J.  Milton  Painter,  a 
member  of  the  firm  of  Painter  &  Co..  em- 
ployed certain  solicitors  to  make  a  canvass 
for  the  directory,  and  to  secure  contracts  of 
subscription  and  of  advertisements  therein, 
and  also  employed  the  petitioner  to  manage 
and  superintend  the  canvass.  For  this  pur- 
pose, Francis  &  Val^itine  delivered  to  the 
petitioner  and  said  solicitors  a  number  of 
printed  blanks  for  subscription  to  the  di- 
rectory and  for  advertisements  therein,  and 
under  this  employment  the  solicitors  pro- 
cured a  number  of  contracts,  which  were 
turned  over  to  the  petitioner,  and  which  are 
the  contracts  he  was  directed  to  deliver  to 
the  receiver.  The  petitioner  resisted  the  mo- 
tion in  the  superior  court  to  compel  liim  to 
turn  over  the  contracts,  upon  the  ground  that 
he  had  a  right  to  retain  them  as  security  for 
bis  claim  for  services  in  their  procurement, 
and  urges  in  his  present  application  for  a 
discharge  that  for  this  reason  the  court  had 
no  Jurisdiction  to  pass  upon  the  conflicting 
claims  of  title  between  him  and  the  receiv- 
er, or  to  adjudge  him  guilty  of  contempt  for 
refusing  to  part  with  the  contracts.  The 
]X)wer  of  the  coiurt  to  pass  upon  a  contro- 
verted question  of  title  to  property  In  pro- 
ceedings in  this  nature  does  not  however, 
arise  in  this  case.  The  petitioner  does  not 
claim  to  be  the  proprietor  of  the  contracts, 
but  merely  claims  that  the  contracts  are  held 
by  him  "as  security  for  commissions  earned 
by  the  said  solicitors,  and  wages  due  them  in 
connection  with  the  said  contract,  for  salary 
due  me  as  superintendent  of  such  solicitors, 
and  for  moneys  advanced  by  J.  Milton  Pain- 
ter in  connection  with  the  securing  of  the 
contracts."  He  does  not,  however,  state  that 
any  wages  were  due  to  the  solicitors,  and  al- 
though the  solicitors  made  affidavits  in  his 
behalf,  in  which  they  stated  that  the  con- 
tracts were  turned  over  to  him  in  October, 
1S91,  to  be  held  by  him  until  they  should  be 
paid  their  wages,  at  the  rate  of  ?2.50  per 
(day.  during  the  time  they  were  employed,  to- 
gether with  any  commissions  remaining  due 
on  account  of  their  employment,  they  do  not 
state  that  they  liave  not  since  been  paid  the 
v.4lP.no.5— aO 


full  amount  of  their  wages;  and  It  was  diown 
by  the  affidavit  of  Frauds  that,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  the  commissions,  the  petitioner  and 
said  solicitors  have  been  paid  the  full  amount 
due  them  for  their  services  in  making  said 
canvasa  It  was  also  shown  to  the  court, 
and  not  disputed,  that  the  solicitors  were 
not  entitled  to  receive  any  commissions  that 
may  have  been  earned  by  them  until  after 
the  dta-ectory  bad  been  published,  and  the 
amount  due  for  said  subscriptions  and  ad- 
vertisements had  been  collected.  Under 
these  facts.  It  cannot  be  claimed  by  the  pe- 
titioner that  the  solicitors  had  any  right  to 
retain  the  contracts  as  security  for  their 
commissions.  The  petitioner  does  not  claim 
that  he  was  ever  authorized  by  J.  Milton 
Fainter  to  retain  the  contracts  as  security  for 
any  moneys  advanced  by  him.  The  court 
was  therefore  fully  authorized  to  find  that 
the  reason  assigned  by  the  petitioner  for  re- 
taining the  contracts,  so  far  as  he  claimed  to 
hold  them  on  behalf  of  the  solicitors,  had  no 
foundation  in  feict,  and  was  without  merit 
His  claim  to  retain  them  as  security  for  sal- 
ary due  him  as  superintendent  of  the  solici- 
tors was  equally  unfounded.  We  know  of 
no  principle  of  law  which  authorizes  an  em- 
ploy6  to  take  or  retain  property  of  his  em- 
ployer until  his  wages  shall  have  been  paid. 
That  the  contracts  were  the  property  of 
Painter  &  Co.  cannot  be  controverted.  Al- 
though the  petitioner,  as  well  as  the  solici- 
tors, state  in  the  affidavits  presented  by 
them  tliat  they  were  not  employed  by  Pain- 
ter &  Co.,  or  by  any  one  on  their  behalf,  they 
do  not  either  of  them  state  by  whom  they 
were  employed;  and  the  affidavit  of  Francis 
shows  with  particularity  by  whom  they 
were  employed,  and  that  the  employment 
was  on  behalf  of  Painter  &  Co.  It  was  im- 
material to  the  petitioner  whether  the  con- 
tracts could  be  utilized  by  the  receiver,  or 
whether  the  withholding  of  them  would  be 
without  Injury  to  him  or  to  Painter  &  Co. 
If  they  were  the  property  of  Painter  &  Co., 
the  receiver  was  entitled  to  their  possession. 
The  writ  is  discharged,  and  the  prisoner  re- 
manded. 

We    concur:     GAROUTTE,    J.;     McFAR- 
LAMD,  J,;  TEMPLE,  J. 


108  Cat.  173 
©•CONOR   V.   ROARK.     (No.   19,566.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  18,  1895.) 

ATT*CHME!«T — Affioavit. 

1.  An  affidavit  for  attachment  entitled  in 
the  action  of  "O.,  receiver,"  against,  etc.,  stat- 
ing that  O.,  being  sworn,  alleges  that  he  is  the 
plaintiff  in  the  above-entitled  action,  and  that 
defendant  therein  is  indebted  to  "him,"  shows 
that  theindebtsdness  is  to  him  in  his  character  of 
receiver,  within  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  538,  requiring 
it  to  show  that  defendant  is  indebted  to  plain- 
tiff. 

2.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  538,  reqniring 
the  affidavit  for  attachment  to  specify  the 
amount  of  indebtedues8f^|^|^|JI|^pn(^l^^^^tg^ 
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fte  principal  indebtedness,  without  mention  of 
interest  and  costs,  for  which,  without  statins 
amount,  the  complaint  makes  demand. 

3.  A  statement,  in  an  aflSdavit  for  attach- 
ment, of  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness,  over 
and  above  aJl  set-offs  "and"  coanterclaims,  is  a 
sufficient  compliance  with  the  requirement  that 
it  state  the  amount  of  the  indebtedness  over 
and  above  all  set-offs  "or"  counterclaims. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  Andrew  J.  O'Conor,  recelvw  of 
the  Consolidated  National  Bank  o<  San 
Diego,  against  Ellen  Roark.  Defendant's 
motioi.  to  discharge  a  writ  of  attachment  was 
denied,  and  she  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Trlppet  &  Neale,  for  appellant  V.  E. 
Shaw,  for  respondent. 

VAXCIiIEF,  C.  This  appeal  is  from  an 
order  denying  defendant's  motion  to  dis- 
charge and  quash  a  w^rlt  of  attachment  Is- 
sued in  the  alK>re-entitled  action,  on  the 
ground  that  the  affidavit  upon  which  the 
writ  was  issued  is  defective  and  Insufficient. 
The  following  is  a  copy  of  the  affidavit:  "In 
the  Superior  Court  of  the  County  of  San 
Diego,  State  of  California.  Andrew  J. 
O'Conor,  Receiver  of  the  Consolidated  Na- 
tional Bank  of  San  Dlegp,  Plaintiff,  vs.  Ellen 
Roark,  Defendant.  State  of  California,  Coun- 
ty of  San  Diego— ss.  Andrew  J.  O'Conor, 
being  duly  sworn,  says  that  be  Is  the  plain- 
tiff In  the  above-entitled  action;  that  the  de- 
fendant, Ellen  Roark,  in  the  said  action,  is 
indebted  to  him  in  the  sum  of  seven  thou- 
sand seven  hundred  and  fifty  dollars,  over 
and  above  all  l^^al  set-offs  and  counterclaims, 
upon  an  express  contract  for  the  direct  pay- 
ment of  money,  to  wit,  an  assessment  and 
requisition  of  JlOO.OOper  share  upon  the  share- 
holders of  the  Consolidated  National  Bank  of 
San  Diego,  levied  and  made  October  25, 
1893,  by  James  H.  Eckels,  comptroller  of  the 
currency,  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  laws 
of  the  United  States  of  America,  and  against 
the  defendant,  Ellen  Roark,  as  one  of  the 
stockholders  in  said  bank,  and  who  was  on 
June  21,  1893,  and  ever  since  has  been,  and 
now  is,  the  owner  and  holder  of  seventy- 
seven  and  one-half  (77%)  of  the  capital  stock 
of  said  Consolidated  National  Bank  of  San 
Dlcgo,  and  that  the  said  defendant  Is  a  non- 
resident of  this  state.  That  the  said  attach- 
ment is  not  sougiht,  and  the  said  action  Is  not 
prosecuted,  to  hinder,  delay,  or  defraud  any 
creditor  or  creditors  of  the  said  defendant 
Andrew  J.  O'Conor."  The  grounds  of  the  mo- 
tion will  be  stated  and  considered  In  the 
order  in  which  they  are  presented. 

1.  It  is  contended  that  the  affidavit  does 
not  show  that  the  defendant  was  indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  In  his  representative  character 
as  recelvw.  The  title  of  the  action,  prefixed 
as  a  heading  to  the  affidavit,  characterizes 
the  plaintiff  as  "receiver  of  the  Consolidated 
National  Bank  of  San  Diego";  and,  referring 
to  this  beading,  the  affidavit  states  that  the 


affiant  Andrew  J.  O'Conor,  "Is  the  plaintiff 
in  the  above-entitled  action."  This  means 
that  he  is  Andrew  J.  O'Conor,  receiver  of  the 
Consolidated  National  Bank  of  San  Diego. 
The  next  statement  "that  the  defendant  in 
said  actI(Hi  is  Indebted  to  'him,' "  plainly 
means  that  defendant  is  Indebted  to  Andrew 
J.  O'Conor,  as  characterized  in  the  title  of  the 
action.  The  pronoun  "him"  relates  to  and 
stands  for  Andrew  J.  O'Conor,  receiver  of  the 
Consolidated  National  Bank  of  San  Diego,— 
the  plaintiff  In  the  action,— else  it  Is  not  true, 
as  stated  in  the  affidavit,  that  Andrew  J. 
O'Conor  is  the  plaintiff  in  said  action.  It  fol- 
lows that  the  affidavit  compiles  in  this  re- 
spect with  the  requirement  of  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedurs  (section  538)  that  it  shall 
show  "that  the  defendant  is  Indebted  to  the 
plaintiff."  As  said  by  this  court  In  Bank  of 
California  v.  Boyd,  86  Cal.  388,  25  Pac.  20, 
"the  indebtedness  to  the  plaintiff  Is  the  prin- 
cipal element  required  In  the  affidavit,  and 
when  that  appears  by  direct  statement  and 
there  is  nothing  In  the  affidavit  Inconsistent 
with  such  direct  statement  of  Indebtedness, 
the  affidavit  as  to  such  Indebtedness  should. 
In  our  judgment,  be  held  sufficient."  In  that 
case  It  Is  further  said:  "The  same  particular- 
ity of  statement  *  •  •  is  not  required  In 
the  affidavit  for  the  issuance  of  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment as  In  the  complaint"  See,  also, 
Flagg  V.  Dare  (Cal.)  40  Pac.  80t. 

2.  It  Is  contended  that  the  affidavit  Is  fotal- 
ly  defective  In  that  the  sum  of  Indebtedness 
therein  specified  differs  from  the  amount  of 
plaintifTs  demand  as  stated  in  the  complaint 
and  In  the  writ;  the  sum  of  Indebtedness 
specified  In  the  affidavit  being  $7,750,  where- 
as the  amount  of  plaintifTs  demand  as  stat- 
ed in  the  comi)lalnt  and  also  In  the  writ  is 
$7,750  "with  Interest  thereon  from  Novem- 
ber 25,  1893,  at  7  per  cent,  per  annum." 
While  section  540  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedure requires  the  writ  of  attachment  to 
command  the  sheriff  to  attach  so  much  prop- 
erty "as  may  be  sufficient  to  satisfy  the  plain- 
tiff's demand,"  and  to  state  the  amount  of 
such  demand  "In  conformity  with  the  com- 
plaint," there  is  no  requirement  that  the 
affidavit  shall  specify  the  amount  of  the  in- 
debtedness In  conformity  with  plaintiff's  de- 
mand as  stated  in  the  complaint  nor  that 
the  writ  shall  state  the  amount  of  plaintifTs 
demand  in  conformity  with  the  affidavit  Yet 
the  nature  of  the  indebtedness  Is  sufficiently 
stated  In  the  affidavit  to  show  that  it  draws 
legal  interest  from  the  date  of  its  maturity; 
so  that.  In  legal  effect,  there  Is  no  substan- 
tial difference  between  the  affidavit  and  the 
complaint  in  respect  to  interest.  The  indebt- 
edness, the  amount  of  which  the  statute 
(parenthetically)  requires  to  be  specified  In 
the  affidavit  Is  the  principal  thing,  to  which 
the  right  to  legal  interest  iiertalns  as  a  mere 
incident.  An  assignment  of  the  principal 
debt,  without  reference  to  Interest,  would 
pass  the  incidental  rigiht  to  interest  How- 
ever, I  think  it  a  sufficient  answer  to  the 
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objection  nnder  consldeiatlon  that  the  statnte 
requires  the  aflSdavlt  to  specify  only  the 
amount  of  the  indebtedness,  and  not  the 
amount  of  plaintiff's  demand,  in  the  com- 
plaint, which  may  be,  and  in  thi»  case  is,  for 
the  principal  debt,  interest,  and  costs.  It  is 
to  be  obseryed,  howerer,  tliat  the  amount  of 
neither  the  interest  nor  the  costs  for  which 
Judgment  is  demanded  is  stated  in  the  com- 
plaint; and  that  the  amount  o<  neither  could 
have  been  estimated  at  the  time  the  affidavit 
\ra8  made,  since  such  amount  of  eadi  depend- 
ed upon  future-  contingencies. 

3.  The  statute  requires  the  affidavit  to  spec- 
ify the  amount  of  the  indebtedness,  "over 
and  above  all  legal  set-offs  or  counterclaims." 
Bat  the  language  of  the  affidavit  in  this  case 
is,  "ov^  and  above  all  legal  set-offs  and 
connterclalms."  And  it  is  contended  that  the 
subBtltntion  of  the  conjunction  "and"  in  the 
affidavit  for  that  of  "or"  in  the  statute  la 
sucb  a  departure  from  the  statutory  require- 
ment OS  makes  the  affidavit  ineffectual  as  the 
foundation  for  the  writ  of  attachment.  Coun- 
sel for  appellant  say:  "There  is  a  distinc- 
tion between  set-offs  and  counterclaims. 
*  •  •  CJounterclaim  embraces  both  set-<^ 
and  recoupment,  and  is  more  comprehensive 
than  eithOT."  Conceding  this,  and  that  the 
word  "or,"  In  the  statute,  is  used  in  its  or- 
dinary disjunctive  sense  (which  I  do  not  ad- 
mit), still  the  affidavit  must  be  held  suffldoit; 
toe,  U  it  be  sufficient  to  state  that  the  amount 
of  Indebtedness  is  over  and  above  either  set- 
offs or  counterclaims,  it  must  be  sufficient  to 
state  that  the  amount  Is  over  and  above  both 
set-offs  and  countarclalms.  Where  a  statute 
authorizes  an  act  to  be  done  upon  the  exist- 
ence of  any  one  of  several  distinct  ccmdltions, 
the  existence  of  all  such  conditions  would 
surely  be  sufficient  to  Justify  the  act  I  think 
the  order  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:   BRITT,  0.;  SBARLS,  O. 

PEB  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  is  affirmed. 


108  Cal.  214 

SECURITY  T.OAN  &  TRUST  CO.  OP 
SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA  v.  KAUFF- 
MAN  et  al.  (McCALLlSTBR,  Intervener. 
No.  19,497). 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  22,  1895.^ 

Declaration  of  Hombstbab— Riohts  of  Wifb— 

HoRTOAOE  FoKECLOBURE— Venue — Intervbk- 

Tiox  BT  Insane  Wipe  of  Mortoaoor. 

1.  A  declaration  of  homestead,  properly  ex- 
ecuted and  acknowledged  by  a  married  man,  as 
the  "head  of  a  family,"  as  authorized  by  Civ. 
Code.  IS  1260-1263,  when  filed  for  record,  im- 
mediately inures  to  the  benefit  of  his  wife, 
whether  she  has  knowledge  thereof,  or  not,  and 
though  she  is  at  the  time  insane. 

2.  The  fact  that  a  woman  other  than  the 
mortgagor's  wife  joined  in  the  execution  of  a 
mortgage  on  the  homestead  does  not  prevent 
the  mortgagor's  lawful  wife  from  claimmg  the 
mortgage  to  be  void  as  to  the  homestead. 

3.  Const  art.  6,  f  5.  requires  all  actions  for 
Cal.Rep.  41-44  P.— 10 


the  oiforcement  of  liens  to  be  commenced  In 
the  county  in  which  the  land  is  situated.  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  i  392,  provides  that  actions  for  the 
foreclosure  of  liens  and  mortgages  on  land  must 
be  tried  in  the  county  in  which  the  subject  of 
the  action  is  situated,  subject  to  the  power  of 
the  court  to  change  the  place  of  trial.  H^d, 
that  where  an  action  for  the  foreclosure  of  a 
mortgage  was  commenced  in  the  county  in 
which  the  land  was  situated,  and  subsequentiy 
the  portion  of  the  county  in  which  it  was  situ- 
ated was  organized  into  a  new  county,  the  court 
in  which  the  action  was  commenced  did  not  lose 
jorisdiction  for  trial  of  the  action. 

4.  Where,  in  an  action  on  a  note,  and  to 
foreclose  a  collateral  mortgage,  defendant  does 
not  deny  the  execution  of  the  note,  plaintiff  is 
entitied  to  judgment  on  it  thongh  the  mortgage, 
being  on  the  homestead,  is  void  because  executed 
without  consent  of  the  wife. 

5.  Where  an  insane  wife  could,  under  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  S  387,  intervene  in  an  action  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  of  land  selected  by 
her  husband  as  a  homestead,  the  appointment 
of  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  the  wife  before  filing 
her  complaint  in  intervention  is  proper. 

6.  An  objection  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
proof  on  which  a  guardian  ad  litem  was  appoint- 
ed for  an  insane  wife  on  intervention  in  a  suit 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  on  a  homestead  cannot 
be  considered,  in  the  absence  from  the  record 
of  the  evidence  upon  which  the  original  appoint- 
ment was  made. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Diego  county;   W.  L.  Pierce,  Judge. 

Action  by  Security  Loan  &  Trust  Com. 
pany  of  Southern  California  against  Jules 
Kauffman,  Ezra  McCalUster,  and  others,  on 
a  note,  and  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  securing 
it.  Amanda  Fisher  McCalUster  Intervened. 
From  a  judgment  for  defendants  and  inter- 
vener, and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial, 
plaintiff  appeals.  Judgment  as  to  defendant 
husband  Ezra  McCallister,  on  the  note,  re- 
versed. As  to  other  defendants  and  Inter- 
vener, affirmed. 

Jefferson  Chandler  and  Shirley  0.  Ward, 
for  appellant  Daney  &  Wright,  for  re- 
spondents. 

HARRISON,  X  The  plaintiff  seeks  by 
this  action  to  foreclose  a  mortgage  purport- 
ing to  have  been  executed  to  It  by  the  de- 
fendants Ezra  McCallister  and  Mary  McCal- 
lister, "his  wife."  The  execution  of  the 
mortgage  and  note  was  not  denied  by  either 
of  these  defendants.  The  defendant  Ezra, 
in  his  answer,  alleged  that  his  codefendant 
Mary  was  not  his  wife;  that  he  was  mar- 
ried in  February,  1867,  to  one  Amanda  Fish- 
er, and  that  she  had  ever  since  that  date 
been  his  lawful  wife;  that  on  June  6,  1883, 
he  was  residing  with  his  ftimily  npon  the 
premises  described  In  the  mortgage,  and  on 
that  day  made  and  filed  with  the  county  re- 
corder a  declaration  In  which  he  claimed  the 
said  premises  as  his  homestead;  that  the 
land  was  community  property  of  himself 
and  his  said  wife,  Amanda;  that  the  home- 
stead had  never  been  abandoned,  and  that 
the  said  Amanda  did  not  Join  in  the  execu- 
tion of  the  mortgage;  and  that  she  was  a 
necessary  party  to  the  action.  A  guardian 
ad  litem  was  appointed  by  the  court  for 
Amanda,  upon  the  ground  that  she  was  In- 
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sane  and  Incompetent;  and  by  leave  of  tbe 
court  a  complaint  in  Intervention  was  filed 
on  her  behalf,  In  which  the  same  facts  were 
alleged  as  were  alleged  in  the  answer  of 
Ezra.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  the  court 
found  In  accordance  with  the  allegations  of 
this  answer,  and  rendered  Judgment  In  fa- 
vor of  the  Interrener.  The  plaintiff  has  ap- 
pealed. 

1.  The  declaration  of  homestead  filed  by 
tbe  defendant  Ezra  McCaUlster  was  as  fol- 
lows: "Know  all  men  by  these  presents: 
That  I  do  hereby  certify  and  declare  that  I 
am  the  head  of  a  family,  and  that  I  do  now, 
at  tbe  time  of  making  this  declaration,  ac- 
tually reside  with  my  family  on  the  land  and 
premises  hereiuafter  described  [here  follows 
a  description].  That  my  family  consists  of 
myself  and  my  four  minor  children,  to  wit, 
Lawrence  McCaUlster,  aged  eleven  years; 
Annie,  aged  fourteen  years;  Eliza,  aged 
twelve  years;  and  Rhoda,  aged  six  years. 
That  it  Is  my  Intention  to  use  and  claim  the 
mid  lot  of  land  and  premises  above  describ- 
ed, together  with  tbe  dwelling  house  there- 
on, and  its  appurtenances,  as  a  homestead, 
and  1  do  hereby  select  and  claim  the  same 
as  a  homestead.  That  the  actual  cash  value 
of  said  property  I  estimate  to  be  two  thou- 
sand dollai-s."  It  Is  contended  on  behalf  of 
the  appellant  that.  Inasmuch  as  he  failed 
to  state  In  the  declaration  that  he  was  a 
married  man,  he  Is  precluded  from  claiming 
the  privileges  incident  to  the  homestead  of 
a  married  man,  and  that  the  homestead 
must  be  considered  as  that  (^  "another  per- 
son," provided  for  In  chapter  3  of  the  title 
in  tbe  Civil  Code  relating  to  homesteads. 
Tbe  mode  In  which  a  homestead  is  to  be 
created,  as  well  as  the  legal  incidents  which 
attach  to  its  existence,  are  purely  statutory. 
Section  1260  of  the  Civil  Code  declares  that 
a  homestead,  not  exceeding  $5,000  In  value, 
may  be  selected  and  claimed  "by  any  bead 
of  a  family";  and  in  section  1261  tbe  phrase 
"bead  of  a  family"  Is  declared  to  Include  the 
husband,  when  the  claimant  Is  a  married 
person.  Tbe  homestead  authorized  by  chap- 
ter 3  is  for  any  person  "other  than  the  head 
of  a  family."  Section  1202,  Civ.  Code,  de- 
clares that  the  husband,  or  other  head  of  a 
family,  must  execute  and  file  with  the  re- 
corder a  declaration,  which,  by  section  1263, 
must  contain  "a  statement  showing  that  the 
person  making  it  Is  tbe  bead  of  a  family." 
In  Jones  v.  Waddy,  66  Cal.  457,  6  Pac.  92, 
it  was  held  that  a  statement  by  the  declar- 
ant that  he  Is  the  head  of  a  family  is  a 
statement  of  the  ultimate  fact  required  by 
this  section,  and  Is  sufficient  It  must  be  > 
held,  therefore,  that  the  above  declaration 
was  sufQcient  to  Impress  the  land  with  the 
incidents  of  a  homestead.  McCaUlster  was 
the  head  of  a  family,  and  so  stated  in  his 
declaration,  and  he  was  also  the  husband 
of  a  living  wife;  and  the  property  selected 
was  the  community  property  of  himself  and 
bis  said  wife.    As  be  was  not  reaulred  to 


state  In  his  declaratloii  wbeUier  he  was  mar- 
ried, or  who  were  tbe  members  of  his  fiuni- 
ly,  tbe  statement  or  omission  of  those  facts 
did  not  Impair  tbe  sofilciaicy  of  the  declara- 
tion, or  prevent  its  inurement  to  the  benefit 
of  his  wife.  By  filing  the  declaration  for 
record,  tbe  land  therein  described  was  Im- 
pressed with  all  the  legal  Incidents  whlcb 
the  statute  gives  to  a  homestead,  one  of 
which  ts  an  exemption  from  forced  sale. 
Civ.  Code,  I  1240.  The  exception  to  this 
exemption  whlcb  Is  provided  In  section 
1241  has  no  application  to  the  present  case, 
for  the  reason  that  tbe  mortgage  set  fortta 
in  the  complaint  was  not  executed  "by  the 
husband  and  wife,"  nor  was  McCaUlster,  at 
the  time  of  its  execution,  "an  unmarried 
claimant."  A  declaration  of  homestead, 
properly  executed  and  acknowledged  by  a 
married  man,  when  filed  for  record.  Immedi- 
ately inures  to  tbe  benefit  of  his  wife, 
whether  she  Is  Ignorant  thereof,  or  Is  fully 
acquainted  with  the  transaction.  Nor  docs 
the  fact  that  she  is  Insane  deprive  her  of  its 
benefits,  or  give  to  the  husband  any  greater 
Interest  in  tbe  estate,  or  authorize  him  to  in- 
cumber It,  except  in  the  mode  provided  by 
statuta  St  1873-74,  p.  682.  Tbe  filing  of 
the  declaration  for  record  is  a  notice  to  all 
who  may  thereafter  deal  with  the  property 
that,  if  the  declarant  is  a  married  person, 
the  homestead  cannot  be  conveyed  or  incum- 
bered "unless  tbe  instrument  by  which  It  Is 
conveyed  or  incumbered  is  executed  or  ac- 
knowledged by  both  husband  and  wife." 
Civ.  Code.  {  1242.  Whether  the  declarant  is 
a  married  person,  or  not,  is  a  question  ot 
fact,  which  must  be  determined  by  whoever 
would  take  a  conveyance  or  Incumbrance  of 
the  property;  and  no  statement  or  act  of  tbe 
husband  alone  can  obviate  the  necessity  of 
the  wife's  uniting  in  the  instrument  of  con- 
veyance or  incumbrance,  or  deprive  her  of 
her  estate  in  the  property.  The  record  of 
the  declaration  is  a  sufficient  notice  to  all 
persons  to  put  them  upon  Inquiry;  and 
if  they  faU  to  make  such  inquiry,  or  to 
take  such  steps  as  will  protect  them  in  their 
dealings  with  the  husband,  the  loss  should 
fall  on  them,  rather  than  on  tbe  wife^ 
who  has  In  no  respect  contributed  thereto. 
Inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  procured  Mary 
McCaUlster,  who  is  described  as  the  wife 
of  Ezra,  to  unite  with  him  In  the  execution 
of  the  mortgage,  it  cannot  contend  that  It 
relied  upon  tbe  recorded  declaration  as  af- 
fording a  presumption  that  McCaUlster  was 
unmarried.  The  representations  by  McCal- 
lister  that  she  was  his  wife,  whether  such 
representations  were  by  direct  statement, 
or  the  presumption  arising  from  their  hav- 
ing lived  together  as  husband  and  wife, 
were  but  self-serving  declarations  and  repre- 
sentations on  his  part,  and  could  not,  in  any 
respect  bind  or  affect  the  respondent 
Whether  Mary  was  in  fact  the  wife  of  Ezra, 
or  whether  she  personated  his  wife,  was  to 
be  determined  by  tbe  plaintiff  at  its  risk; 
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and  Its  reliance  npon  any  statements  or  In* 
formation  to  ttaat  effect  given  by  Eera  can- 
not serve  as  a  protection  against  the  claim 
of  Amanda,  or  be  a  substitute  for  tbe  tmth. 
Whether  Ezra  would  be  estopped  from  deny- 
ing tbe  validity  of  tbe  mortgage,  If  be  alone 
were  affected,  need  not  be  considered.  See, 
however,  Gagllardo  v.  Dumont,  64  Cal.  499. 
It  Is  very  clear  that  Amanda  Is  not  estopped 
from  asserting  the  invalidity  of  the  mort- 
gage by  any  act  of  her  husband,  or  from 
claiming  to  be  his  wife  by  the  fact  that  he 
has  recognized  another  woman  as  such. 

2.  At  tbe  time  the  action  was  commenced 
the  land  described  In  the  complaint  was  sit- 
uate In  the  county  of  San  Diego,  and  the  ac- 
tion was  commenced  In  the  superior  court  of 
that  county,  and  was  tried  in  that  court  Jan- 
nary  11, 1894.  Subsequent  to  tbe  commence- 
ment of  the  action  the  county  of  Riverside 
was  organized,  under  an  act  of  tbe  legisla- 
ture approved  March  11,  1898  (St.  1S93,  p. 
158),  and  the  land  Is  included  within  tbe 
boundaries  of  that  county.  After  the  cause 
had  been  submitted  to  the  court,  and  the 
court  had  orally  announced  Its  decision,  the 
plaintiff  moved  the  court  to  transfer  the 
cause  to  Riverside  county  for  trial,  upon  the 
ground  that  by  the  organization  of  that 
county  the  superior  court  of  San  Diego  coun- 
ty had  lost  jurisdiction  to  proceed  further  In 
the  case. 

The  constitution  (article  6,  f  6)  declares  that, 
"all  actions  for  the  enforcement  of  liens" 
shall  be  commenced  in  the  county  in  which 
the  real  estate,  or  some  portion  thereof,  Is 
Bitoated;  and  at  the  time  this  action  was 
"commenced"  the  property  was  situate  with- 
in tbe  boundaries  of  San  Diego.  Tbe  consti- 
tution does  not,  however,  require  that  the 
action  shall  be  "tried"  in  the  county  in 
which  the  pro];>erty  is  situated;  and  the  stat- 
utory provision  In  section  392.  Code  Civ. 
Proc..  that  actions  "for  the  foreclosure  cf 
liens  and  mortgages  on  real  property"  must 
be  tried  In  the  county  In  which  the  subject  of 
tbe  action,  or  some  part  thereof.  Is  situated, 
"subject  to  the  power  of  the  court  to  change 
tbe  place  of  trial,"  shows  that  "the  place  of 
trial"  is  not  an  element  going  to  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  tbe  court,  but  is  a  matter  of  legisla- 
tive regulation.  Tbe  provision  for  the  trans- 
fer of  certain  actions  to  the  superior  court  of 
tbe  county  of  Riverside,  which  is  contained 
in  section  12  of  tbe  act  providing  for  the  or- 
ganization of  that  county,  shows  the  extent 
of  this  regulation  which  the  legislature  deem- 
ed necessary,  and  implies  that  only  the  ao- 
tious  there  designated  were  to  be  transferred 
for  trial. 

3.  There  was  no  error  In  the  appointment 
of  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  Amanda  Fisher 
McCalllster.  She  bad  an  Interest  in  tbe  mat- 
ter in  litigation,  and  also  an  interest  in  the 
success  of  the  defendant  Ezra  McCalllster. 
Tbe  court  was  therefore  authorized  by  sec- 
tion 387,  Code  Civ.  Proc,  to  permit  her  to  be- 
come a  party  to  the  action.    Having  been 


thus  permitted  to  become  a  party  to  the  ac- 
tion, and  being  insane,  she  could  appear  only 
by  a  general  guardian,  or  a  guardian  ad 
litem.  The  court  had  the  same  authority  to 
appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  for  her  before 
the  filing  of  her  complaint  in  Intervention 
that  it  has  to  appoint  a  guardian  ad  litem  for 
an  infant  plaintiff  before  the  action  la  com- 
menced. As  this  appointment  is  a  travers- 
able fact,  which  must  be  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint (C!rawford  v.  Neal,  56  Gal.  321),  it  fol- 
lows that  it  must  be  made  before  the  com- 
plaint is  tiled.  The  objecti(HL  to  the  compe- 
tency or  sufficiency  of  the  proof  of  her  in- 
sanity cannot  be  considered,  as  there  Is  no 
record  before  us  of  the  evidence  upon  which 
the  original  appointment  was  made.  The 
evidence  at  tbe  trial  was  sufficient  to  justify 
tbe  court  In  finding  that  she  was  insane. 

4.  That  portion  of  the  judgment  "that  tbe 
plaintiff  take  nothing  by  this  action"  is  not 
sustained  by  tbe  other  portions  of  the  rec- 
ord. The  defendant  Ezra  McCalllster  did  not 
deny  the  execution  of  the  note  set  forth  In 
the  complaint,  and  the  plaintiff  Is  entitled  to 
a  judgment  thereon  against  bim. 

Tbe  judgment  In  favor  of  the  Intervener, 
Amanda  Fisher  McCalllster.  and  the  order 
denying  a  new  trial  as  to  her,  are  affirmed. 
That  portion  of  the  judgment  that  the  plain- 
tiff take  nothing  by  this  action  is  reversed, 
so  far  as  the  same  applies  to  the  defendant 
Esra  McCalllster,  and  the  superior  court  is 
directed  to  enter  a  judgment  against  bim  up- 
on the  promissory  note  set  fmlh  In  the  com- 
plaint. Hie  costs  of  this  appeal  will  be 
taxed  against  Ezra  McCalllster. 


We     concur: 
FLEET,  J. 


GARODTTB,     J.;      VAN 
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KOEBIO  V.  SOTTTHKRK  PAC.  CO.  et  al. 
(No.  19,558.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     July  25,  1895.) 

Verdict— Assessment  or  Damages. 

Where  plaintiff's  testimony  showed  that 
the  loss  su.''tninoil  was  the  amount  claimed  in  the 
complaint,  and  defendants'  counsel  admitted 
the  value  of  tbe  property  as  alleged,  it  was  er- 
ror for  the  jury  to  assess  damages  in  a  less 
amount. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Iios  Angeles  county;  Waldo  M.  York,  Judge. 

Action  by  Julius  Koebig  against  the  South- 
em  Pacillc  CVimpany  and  others  to  recover 
damages  for  the  loss  of  certain  goods.  From 
the  judgment  therein  rendered,  and  an  order 
denying  a  new  trial,  plaintiff  appeals.  Re- 
versed. 

E.  S.  Pillsbury,  Stephen  M.  White,  and 
White  &  Monroe,  for  appellant  A.  B.  Hotch- 
klss,  for  respondents. 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  Action  to  recover  of  de- 
fendants $34,891.26  as  damages  alleged  to 

uigiiizea  oy  >-Jw\^!i  it_ 


470 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  Vol.  4L 


(CaL 


have  been  occasioned  by  the  destruction  of 
certain  brandies,  wines,  liquors,  and  other 
personal  property,  swept  away  by  the  Los 
Angeles  river  during:  blgh  water,  by  reason, 
as  alleged  by  plaintiff,  of  said  river  being 
obstructed  and  diverted  by  a  railroad  bridge 
constructed  by  the  predecessor  of  defend- 
ants, and  maintained  by  the  latter,  and  which 
bridge.  It  is  alleged,  was  so  faultily  and  neg- 
ligently constructed  and  maintained  as  to 
constitute  a  dangerous  nuisance,  in  that  it 
was  not  of  sufficient  space  or  size  to  admit 
of  the  flow  of  the  waters  of  the  river  l)eueath 
it,  whereby  they  were  dammed  up  and  caused 
to  leave  their  banks  and  wash  away  and  de- 
stroy the  property  in  questicm.  The  cause 
was  tried  by  a  Jury,  which  rendered  a  ver- 
dict for  plaintiff  of  $500.  Prom  the  judgment 
entered  thereon,  and  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial,  plaintiff  appeals. 

There  is  but  one  question  necessary  to  be 
noticed.  It  is  contended  by  plaintiff  that 
there  was  no  evidence  to  support  the  finding 
of  the  Jury  as  to  the  amount  of  damage  suf- 
fered by  plaintiff,  and  that  the  verdict  in 
that  regard  Is  against  the  instruction  of  the 
court,  and  therefore  contrary  to  law.  The 
court  instructed  the  Jury,  among  other  things: 
"It  is  conceded  that  the  property  described 
in  the  complaint  as  having  been  destroyed 
was  of  the  value  stated  in  the  complaint; 
and,  if  you  find  that  said  property  was  de- 
stroyed in  the  manner  and  under  the  circum- 
stances as  stated  in  the  complaint,,  it  will  be 
your  duty  to  render  a  verdict  for  the  admit- 
ted value  thereof."  It  is  claimed  by  plain- 
tiff that  this  instruction  was  based  upon  the 
fact  that  the  evidence  given,  on  the  part  of 
plaintiff,  as  to  quantity  and  value  of  goods 
destroyed,  clearly  established  the  damages  as 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  that  this  evi- 
dence was  wholly  without  conflict,  and  uncon- 
tradicted by  defendants,  who  not  only  put  in 
no  evidence  on  the  question,  but  admitted 
at  the  trial  that,  if  liable  at  all,  they  were 
liable  for  the  damages  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint Defendants  deny  this.  They  claim 
that  the  evidence  given  by  plaintiff  as  to  the 
quantity  of  goods  destroyed  was  not  direct 
or  positive,  or  such  as  the  Jury  were  bound  to 
believe;  that  there  was  no  admission  by  de- 
fendants (tf  the  quantity  of  goods  destroyed, 
but  only  as  to  the  value  per  gallon  of  the 
goods  which  plaintiff  should  prove  to  have 
been  eventually  lost;  and,  further,  that  the 
Instruction  quoted  does  not,  and  was  not  in- 
tended to,  charge  the  Jury  that  the  quantity 
of  goods  lost  was  admitted,  but  that  the 
Jury  were  at  liberty  to  find,  on  that  question, 
either  for  or  against  plaintiff's  evidence.  The 
position  of  defendants  is  not  supported  by  the 
record.  The  evidence  on  the  part  of  plaintiff 
was  such  as,  In  the  absence  of  any  counter- 
vailing proof  by  defendants  on  the  subject, 
left  the  Jury  no  room  to  find  that  any  of  the 
property  was  destroyed,  if  not  all.  The  tes- 
timony of  the  witness  Kohler  was  sufficiently 
direct  and  positive.    He  testifled  explicitly 


and  In  detail  as  to  the  various  items  lost,  and 
their  value,  and  then  stated:  "The  total  loss 
was  $34,891-20.  The  various  items  which  I 
have  enumerated,  composing  that  sum  total, 
constitute.  In  my  opinion,  a  fair  and  moder- 
ate estimate  of  the  loss  sustained,"  etc.  The 
construction  attempted  to  be  put  upon  the 
testimcmy  of  the  witness  that  he  was  then 
stating  the  quantity  and  value  of  goods  orig- 
inally swept  away,  and  not  what  was  actually 
lost,  over  and  above  the  amount  eventimlly 
recovered,  is  not  borne  out  by  an  examination 
of  the  witness*  whole  testimony.  But,  fur- 
thermore, we  thinlc  the  record  fully  establish- 
es plaintiff's  claim  that  defendants  admitted, 
not  only  the  value,  but  the  quantity,  of  the 
goods  lost,  to  be  as  claimed  by  plaintiff.  We 
can  put  no  other  construction  upon  the  state- 
ments of  defendants'  counsel  that  will  make 
them  consistent  with  bis  conduct  of  the  trial. 
During  the  examination  of  a  witness  by  one 
of  plaintiff's  counsel  on  the  sabject  of  the  lost 
property,  it  was  suggested  that  he  ask  the 
witness  as  to  value.  Counsel  for  def«idants 
thereupon  said:  "There  is  no  dispute  about 
the  value.  I  concede  that  the  valuaticm  is 
reasonable,  if  we  are  liable  at  ail."  Were 
it  not  for  what  followed  there  might  possibly 
be  ro<»n  for  the  claim  of  defendants  that  this 
admission  referred  only  to  the  value  per  gal- 
lon, and  not  to  quantity  of  goods  lost  At  a 
later  stage  in  the  trial,  however,  when  a  ques- 
tion arose  between  counsel  as  to  the  material- 
ity of  certain  evidence,  one  of  plaintiff's  coun- 
sel said:  "But  we  are  suing  for  specific  dam- 
ages anterior  to  this  time;  specific  and  de- 
fined. It  Is  not  the  damage  to  the  freehold, 
but  the  damages  described  in  the  complaint 
for  a  list  of  articles  which  you  admit  your- 
self,"—to  wliich  defendants'  counsel  relied: 
"If  we  are  liable  at  all."  It  is  perfectly  ob- 
vious from  this  that  defendants'  admission 
went  to  the  quantity  and  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, as  alleged,  and  thereby  covered  the  dam- 
ages as  claimed.  Furthermcwe,  that  the  court 
so  understood  counsel's  position  is  apparent 
This  is  clearly  Indicated  by  the  instruction 
quoted,  which  is  in  no  way  modified  by  other 
parts  of  the  charge.  The  Jury  are  not  left 
free  to  assess  the  amount  of  damages  suf- 
fered by  plaintiff  In  the  event  they  find  for 
the  latter.  As  claimed  by  plaintiff,  the  <Mily 
question  left  to  the  Jury  was  whether  the 
property  was  destroyed  in  the  manner  and 
under  the  circumstances  alleged.  If  they 
found  that  Issue  in  the  affirmative,  they  were 
bound,  under  the  court's  instruction,  to  assess 
the  damages  at  the  amount  claimed  m  the 
complaint.  That  they  did  so  find  la  neces- 
sarily implied  from  the  verdict,  since  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  plaintiff  was  a  findhig  for  him 
upon  ail  the  material  issues.  The  verdict 
however,  not  only  Ignores  the  admitted  facts 
as  to  the  amount  of  damages  suffered,  but 
plainly  disregards  the  charge  of  the  court 
upon  that  point.  It  is  therefore,  in  that  re- 
gard, both  unsupported  by  the  evidence  and 
contrary  to  law.    The  Judgment  and  order 
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denying  a  new  trial  are  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered. 


We  concur:   HARRISON,  J.;  GAROUTTB, 


J. 


108  Cal.   232 

WHITNEY  T.  DAGGETT  et  al.     (No.  19,415.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  26,  1895.) 

JvoauBur  BT  DsFACLT—VACiTiso  — Recital  of 
Sbbtioe. 

1.  A  motion  to  set  aside  a  Jndgrment  by  de- 
fault merely  because  the  judgment  roll  did  not 
show  that  a  copy  of  the  summons  by  publica- 
tion had  been  djposited  in  the  post  office  waa 
properly  denied,  where  the  entry  of  default 
and  the  judgment  recite  that  defendant  had  been 
regularly  summoned,  and  where  no  request  was 
made  for  leave  to  answer,  nor  a  defense  on  the 
merits  exhibited. 

2.  Though  the  recital  in  a  jndgment  that  de- 
fendant was  duly  summoned  is,  in  the  absence 
of  the  affidavit  of  service,  only  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  that  fact  when  the  judgment  is  direct- 
ly attacked,  it  must  be  rebutted  before  the  judg- 
ment will  be  set  aside. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty;  E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  W.  Whitney  against  Henry 
Daggett,  C.  J.  Beauvals,  and  others,  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage.  From  an  order  denying 
his  motion  to  vacate  the  judgment  therein 
rendered,  O.  J.  Beauvala  appeals.    AtUrmed. 

Wm.  Humphrey,  for  appellant  Parlsli  & 
Moasbolder,  for  respondent 


VANCLIEP,  C.  Action  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage,  in  which  C  J.  Beauvala  was  made 
a  party  defendant  on  the  ground  that  he 
"has,  or  claims  to  have,  some  Interest  In  or 
lien  npon"  the  mortgaged  premises,  as  pur- 
chaser, mortgagee,  judgment  creditor,  or  oth- 
erwise, but  which,  whatever  it  may  be.  Is 
subject  and  Inferior  to  the  lien  of  said  mort- 
gage. Judgment  by  default  was  entered 
against  all  the  defendants  on  October  14, 
1802.  On  November  10,  1893,  O.  J.  Beau- 
vals,  alone,  moved  the  court  for  an  order  set- 
ting aside  and  vacating  the  Judgment  and 
decree  so  far  as  the  same  refers  to  or  con- 
cerns, and  so  far  as  the  same  affects,  his  in- 
terest In  the  property  described  In  the  judg- 
ment The  ground  of  the  motion  Is,  not  that 
summons  was  not  duly  served  on  Beauvals, 
but  "that  the  papers  on  fQe  and  records  In 
said  action  fall  to  show  that  he  was  over 
served  with  summons  in  said  action."  It 
appears  that  the  court  ordered  summons  to 
be  served  on  Beauvals  by  publication;  and 
the  Judgment  roll  contains  a  proper  affidavit 
for  such  publication,  in  which  It  Is  stated 
that  the  residence  of  Beauvals  was  then  at 
Phoenix,  In  the  territory  of  Arizona.  The 
Judgment  roll  also  contains  an  order  for 
such  publication,  in  which,  besides  all  other 


requisites,  it  was  ordered  that  a  copy  of  the 
summons  and  complaint  in  the  actlcn  be 
forthwith  deposited  in  the  United  States 
post  ofDce  at  San  Diego,  (3al.,  postpaid,  di- 
rected to  said  defendant  at  his  place  of  resi- 
dence, and  also  contains  sufficient  pro<rf,  by 
affidavit  of  the  printer,  of  publication  of  the 
summons  according  to  the  order  of  the  court, 
but  contains  no  evidence  that  a  copy  of  the 
summons  or  complaint  had  been  deposited  in 
any  post  office.  Yet  It  Is  stated  in  the  entry 
of  his  default  and  recited  in  the  Judgment, 
that  the  defendant  Beauvals  had  been  "duly 
and  regularly  summoned  to  answer  unto 
plaintiff's  complaint  herein,"  and  had  made 
default  in  that  behalf,  and  that  such  default 
bad  been  duly  and  regularly  entered.  At 
the  hearing  of  the  motion  the  mover  offered 
no  evidence  except  the  Judgment  roll,  and 
the  plaintiff  offered  no  evidence  whatever. 
Nor  did  Beauvals  ofiCer  or  ask  leave  to  an- 
swer the  complaint  or  pretend  that  be  bad 
any  defense  thereto.  Nor  did  he  show  or 
claim  that  he  ever  bad  any  interest  in  or  lien 
upon  the  mortgaged  property,  nor  that  he 
was  or  would  be  at  all  affected  by  the  Judg- 
ment of  foreclosure  The  court  denied  the 
motion,  and  from  the  order  denying  It  the 
defendant  Beauvals  brings  this  appeal. 

There  is  no  ground  for  any  pretense  that 
the  motion  was  made  under,  or  Is  warranted 
by,  section  473  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proce- 
dure, since  it  was  not  made  within  a  year 
after  the  entry  of  the  Judgment,  and  no 
showing  of  any  defense  to  the  action,  or  in- 
Jury  to  the  mover,  was  made.  Therefore  the 
motion  was  properly  denied,  unless  the  judg- 
ment aopcars,  upon  Its  face,  to  be  void. 
Jacks  V.  Baldez,  97  Cal.  91,  31  Pac.  899; 
People  V.  Harrison,  84  Cal.  808,  24  Pac.  311. 
"A  Judgment  void  upon  its  face  is  one  that 
appears  to  be  void  by  an  Inspection  of  the 
Judgment  roll.  The  mere  absence  from  the 
roll  of  a  paper— for  example,  the  return  of 
the  officer  showing  a  service  of  the  sum- 
mons—cannot invalidate  the  Judgment,  when 
the  judgment  itself  recites  the  fact  that  the 
defendant  was  duly  served  with  process." 
People  v.  Harrison,  supra.  To  the  same  ef- 
fect is  Freem.  Judgm.  {  130.  In  such  case, 
however,  the  recital  in  the  Judgment  Is  only 
prima  facie  evidence  of  service  when,  as  in 
this  case,  the  Judgment  Is  directly  attacked, 
and  is  never  conclusive  except  where  the  at- 
tack is  collateral.  McKlnlay  v.  Tuttle.  42 
Cal.  571.  But  In  the  case  at  bar  there  Is  no 
evidence,  either  in  or  dehors  the  record,  hav- 
ing the  slightest  tendency  to  rebut  the  re- 
citals in  the  Judjnnent  I  think  the  order 
should  be  affli-med. 

We  concur:    SEARLS,  C.;  HAYNES,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  is  affirmed. 
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LAKESHORB  CATTLE  CO.  t.  MODOO 

LAND  &  LIVE-STOCK  CO. 

(No.  18,330.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  27,  1895.) 

Chasob  or  Vbnde — Refusal  of  Motion — Papers 
CossiDEHEU— Review. 

1.  Refusal  to  change  the  place  of  trial  will 
not  be  disturbed  where  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  show  the  action  to  have  been  brought 
in  the  proper  county,  though  these  facts  are 
controverted  by  the  affidavit  presented  by  de- 
fendant on  the  motion  for  change. 

2.  On  motion  to  change  place  of  trial,  the 
court  may  look  into  the  complaint  to  see  if  there 
is  any  reason  for  retaining  the  cause,  though  it 
is  not  offered  as  an  affidavit  in  reply  to  papers 
read  In  support  of  the  motion,  especially  where 
the  notice  of  motion  states  that  it  will  be  based 
on  affidavits  and  "all  the  papers"  in  the  action. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Modoc  county;  C.  L.  Claflln,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Lakeshore  Cattle  Company 
against  the  Modoc  Land  &  Live-Stock  Com- 
pany. Defendant  moves  to  change  the  place 
of  trial.  Motion  denied,  and  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Ailirmed. 

Spencer  &  Raker  and  C.  A,  Raker,  for  ap- 
pellant Farrett  T.  Richards,  G.  F.  Harris, 
and  H.  L.  Spargur,  for  respondent. 

HARRISON,  J.  Appeal  from  an  order  de- 
nying a  motion  to  change  the  place  of  trial. 
The  defendant  Is  a  corporation,  whose  prin- 
cipal place  of  business  Is  in  the  city  and 
county  of  San  Francisco,  and  the  present  ac- 
tion was  brought  against  it  In  the  superior 
court  for  the  county  of  Modoc.  After  the 
summons  had  been  served  upon  the  defend- 
ant. It  made  a  motion  to  have  the  place  of 
trial  changed  to  San  Francisco,  upon  the 
ground  that  that  was  the  county  of  Its  resi- 
dence. The  motion  was  dented,  and  the  de- 
fendant has  appealed. 

The  facts  alleged  In  the  complaint  show 
that  the  obligation  of  the  defendant  to  the 
plaintiff  arose  in  the  county  of  Modoc,  and, 
under  the  provisions  of  section  16  of  ar- 
ticle 12  of  the  constitution,  the  action  was 
properly  brought  in  that  county.  At  the 
hearing  of  the  present  motion,  the  defend- 
ant attempted  to  controvert  these  averments 
of  the  complaint  by  the  affidavit  of  Bayley, 
who  was  Its  president  at  the  time  of  the 
alleged  transactions,  and  urges  that,  as  it 
appeared  from  this  affidavit  that  the  aver- 
ments In  the  complaint  were  false,  the  court 
erred  In  denying  this  motion.  Without  de- 
termining whether  a  court  would  be  au- 
thorized In  any  case  to  determine  that  the 
affidavits  presented  to  It  upon  a  motion  of 
this  nature  were  sufficient  to  overcome  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  or  to  permit 
those  allegations  to  be  determined  by  affi- 
davits. It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there  Is  a 
direct  conflict  between  the  affidavit  of  Bay- 
ley  and  the  complaint  in  the  present  action, 
and  that  we  cannot  set  aside  the  decision  of 
the  court  thereon. 

The  appellant,   however,   urges   that  the 


court  was  not  authorized  to  look  into  the 
complaint  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
whether  there  was  any  reason  for  retaining 
the  cause,  and  that  the  affidavit  should 
alone  have  been  considered  In  determining 
the  motion.  Inasmuch  as  the  plaintiff  did  not 
offer  the  complaint  as  an  affidavit  in  reply  to 
the  papers  read  in  support  of  the  motion. 
The  defendant.  In  its  notice  of  motion,  had 
stated  that  It  would  be  based  upon  certain 
affidavits,  "and  upon  all  the  papers,  flies, 
records,  and  proceedings  in  the  above-en- 
titled action,"  and  at  the  hearing  read  this 
notice  of  motion,  and  also  its  demurrer  to 
the  complaint,  in  which  reference  was  made 
to  the  allegations  therein.  After  the  mov- 
ing papers  had  been  read,  the  plaintiff's 
counsel,  in  the  course  of  bis  argument,  read 
the  complaint  to  the  court,  and,  to  the  qoery 
of  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  whether 
he  was  reading  the  complaint  merdy  by 
way  of  argument,  replied  that  he  was. 
There  was  no  error  by  the  court  In  exam- 
ining the  complaint,  even  If  It  had  not  been 
read  on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff.  It  was  made 
a  part  of  the  record  on  the  motion  by  the 
act  of  the  defendant;  and  without  such  act, 
since  It  was  a  part  of  the  records  In  the  case, 
the  court  was  authorized  to  examine  it  for 
the  purpose  of  determining  the  motion.  Hol- 
lenbach  v.  Schnabel,  101  Cal.  312,  35  Fac 
872.    The  order  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:   GAROUTTE,  J.;    VAN 
FLEET,  J. 


a08  Cal.  250) 
CARDENAS  ▼.   MILLER.     (No.   10.412.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    July  27,  1895.) 

0HRECORDEO  CHATTEI.  MoRTOAOES— VoID  AB 
AOAIKST  CRBDITORS. 

An  attachment  is  prior  to  a  chattel  mort- 
gage executed  before,  but  recorded  after,  issu- 
ance of  the  attachment,  though  the  attaching 
creditor  had  actual  Ijnowledge  of  the  mortgase; 
Civ.  Code,  §  2057,  declaring  that  an  unrecorded 
chattel  mortgage  shall  be  void  as  against  credit- 
ors and  subsi?quent  purchasers  and  iDcumbran- 
cers  in  good  faith,  not  being  modified  by  section 
1217.  providing  that  nn  unrecorded  instrument 
is  valid  as  between  the  parties  thereto  and  those 
having  notice  thereof,  the  latter  section  being 
part  of  a  chapter  relating  to  the  recording  of 
transfers  of  real  estate.     39  Pac.  783,  affirmed. 

In  bank. 

On  rehearing.  For  former  opinion,  see  38 
Pac.  783. 

PER  CURIAM.  Upon  further  considera- 
tion of  this  cause  upon  rehearing,  we  are  sat- 
isfied with  the  conclusion  reached  in  de- 
partment, as  expressed  In  the  opinion  of  Mr. 
Commissioner  SEARLS.  The  supposed  con- 
flict between  the  opinion  of  the  department 
and  the  case  of  Fette  v.  Lane  (Cal.)  37  Pac. 
914,  urged  In  the  petition  for  rehearing,  does 
not  exist.  The  court  were  there  consider- 
ing the  rights  of  a  subsequent  mortgagee 
taking  with  notice  of  a  prior  unrecorded 
mortgage,  and  the  question  as  to  the  rigl>ta 
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of  an  attaching  creditor  against  the  holder 
of  such  a  mortgage  was  not  Inrolved.  It 
Is  trae  that  the  learned  commissioner  who 
wrote  the  opinion  In  that  case  suggests,  In 
passing:  "Nor  conld  the  attachment  of  the 
property  by  defendant,  after  notice  of  platn- 
tllTs  mortgage,  afFect  bis  lien,  even  If  the 
attachment  had  not  been  dismissed."  But 
the  question  of  the  effect  of  an  attachment 
was  not  before  the  court,  and  what  Is  there 
said  with  reference  thereto  was  not  neces- 
sary to  a  determination  of  the  case.  It  Is 
therefore  to  be  regarded  as  mere  dictum, 
and,  as  It  announces  a  doctrine  which  we 
regard  as  Inconsistent  with  the  plain  mean- 
ing and  effect  of  our  statute,  It  cannot  be 
permitted  to  affect  our  consideration.  Our 
statute  malces  a  very  plain  distinction  be- 
tween creditors  and  subsequent  purchasers 
and  mortgagees.  The  latter  are  protected 
against  the  prior  unrecorded  mortgage  only 
when  they  talie  their  conveyances  "in  good 
faith  and  for  value";  and,  of  course,  they 
do  not  take  them  in  good  faith  If  they  have 
actual  notice  of  the  prior  mortgage.  But 
not  80  as  to  creditors.  As  to  them,  good 
faith  Is  not  made  a  condition,  but  such  a 
mortgage  is  declared  v(4d  without  qualifica- 
tion. As  to  them,  the  question  of  actual 
notice  is  made  wholly  immaterial,  under  the 
statute,  and  consequently  Itnowledge  on  their 
part  of  the  existence  of  such  unrecorded 
mortgage  will  not  protect  its  holder  against 
their  claims.  The  plain  Import  of  the  stat- 
ute Is  that  nothing  but  a  compliance  with  Its 
terms  will  protect  a  mortgagee  of  chattels 
against  creditors.  This  construction  Is  in 
accord  with  that  given  to  the  statutes  .of  a 
number  of  other  states  wherein  a  similar 
distinction  is  made  In  the  law  between  cred- 
itors and  subsequent  purchasers  and  mort- 
gagees. See  Jones,  Chat  Mortg.  S  318,  and 
cases  cited.  Our  statute  Is  expressed  in  lan- 
guage so  clear  and  unequivocal,  Indeed,  as 
to  be  susceptible  of  no  other  reasonable  con- 
struction, unless  the  explicit  terms  of  sec- 
tion 2957,  Civ.  C!ode,  are  to  be  regarded  as 
moditled  by  the  provisions  of  section  1217; 
but,  for  the  reason  stated  In  the  opinion  of 
the  department,  it  is  clear  to  our  minds  that 
the  latter  section  has  no  application.  The 
Judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are  af- 
lirmed. 


108  Cal.  »t 

CAHPENTER  v.  SHINNERS.  (No.  19,551.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  Aug.  3,  1895.) 
QciETiKO  Title  — Pleaoino  as  Evidence  —  Cos- 

CLCSIVES'ESB  OP  TaX  DeBD— NOTICE  OF  SALE. 

1.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  8  448,  making 
failure  of  a  party  to  deny  by  affidavit  the  genn- 
inenesE  and  dae  execation  of  a  written  instru- 
ment made  a  part  of  an  adverse  pleading  an 
admission  of  the  same,  the  failure  of  plaintiff  in 
an  action  to  qniet  title  to  deny  by  affidavit  the 
Kenoineness  and  due  execation  of  a  tax  deed  set 
out  in  the  answer  is  an  admission  only  of  the 
due  execution  and  genuineness  of  it,  and  not  of 
its  legal  effect. 


2.  Pol.  Code,  {  3786,  makes  a  tax  deed  prima 
fticie  evidence  that  the  assessment  was  made 
according  to  law,  of  the  nonpayment  of  the 
taxes,  of  the  sale  at  the  proper  time  and  place, 
and  execution  of  the  deed  by  the  proper  officer, 
and  that  the  property  has  not  been  redeemed; 
section  3787  makes  snch  deed  conclusive  evidence 
of  the  regularly  of  all  proceedings  from  assess- 
ment to  execution  of  the  deed;  Act  March  13, 
1883  (St.  p.  93),  requires  the  board  of  trustees  of 
cities  of  tne  sixth  class  to  provide  by  ordinance 
a  system  for  the  collection  of  its  taxes  corres- 
ponding as  nearly  as  possible  to  the  state  sys- 
tem; and  section  871  of  the  act  declares  that 
deeds  on  sale  of  lands  for  taxes  due  snch  cities 
shall  have  the  same  effect  in  evidence  as  deeds 
on  sale  for  state  taxes.  BM  that,  when  a  deed 
of  land  sold  for  taxes  of  such  city  contains  no 
recital  of  the  ordinance,  such  ordinance  must 
be  proved  before  the  deed  will  become  prima 
facie  evidence  of  compliance  with  its  require- 
ments. 

3.  A  notice  of  tax  sale  published  on  Febru- 
ary nth  for  a  sale  on  Marcn  3d  is  a  20-day  no- 
tice. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Luis  Obispo 
county;  V.  A.  Gregg,  Judge. 

Action  by  Henry  W.  Carpenter  against 
M.  Shinners.  From  a  judgment  for  plaintiff, 
and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  defendant 
appeals.   Affirmed. 

Graves  St  Graves,  for  appellant  Wllcoxon 
&  Bouldon,  for  respondent 

SEARLS,  C.  This  is  an  action  to  quiet 
the  title  of  plaintiff  to  lots  1  and  2  in  blocK 
No.  132  In  the  city  of  El  Paso  de  Robles, 
county  of  San  Luis  Obispo,  state  of  Califor- 
nia. The  answer  of  defendant  denied  the  al- 
legations of  the  complaint,  and,  as  a  further 
defense  to  the  action,  set  up  title  In  himself 
under  a  tax  deed,  a  copy  of  which  Is  at- 
tached to  the  answer.  Plaintiff  failed  to  de- 
ny the  genuineness  and  due  execution  of  the 
tax  deed  by  affidavit,  as  provided  by  section 
448  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure.  At  the 
trial  It  was  admitted  that  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  of  the  land  described  in  the  complaint, 
unless  the  tax  deed  set  out  in  defendant's  an- 
swer defeated  the  plaintiff's  title.  The  cause 
was  submitted  to  the  court  upon  the  admis- 
sion aforesaid  and  the  tax  deed,  without  fur- 
ther evidence.  Written  findings  were  waiv- 
ed, and  Judgment  was  thereupon  entered  In 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  from  which  Judgment, 
and  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  defendant  appeals. 

The  question  presented  relates  to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  tax  deed  upon  Its  face  to  defeat 
plaintiffs  title.  The  contention  of  appellant 
may  be  summarized  thus:  (1)  The  admis- 
sion of  the  genuineness  and  due  execution  of 
the  tax  deed,  by  falling  to  deny  it  as  required 
by  section  448,  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  Is  an  admis- 
sion that  it  was  duly  executed  by  the  party 
who  signed  it,  and  In  the  capacity  in  which 
he  appears  to  have  acted;  that  it  is  an  ad- 
mission that  the  deed  is  what  it  purports  to 
be  upon  its  face;  and  that  the  matters  re- 
cited therein  are  true.  (2)  That  such  tax 
deed,  except  as  against  actual  fraud.  Is  con- 
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elusive.  In  support  of  the  first  position  we 
are  referred  to  Sloan  v.  Digging,  40  Cal.  38, 
and  Peterson  v.  Taylor  (Cal.)  34  Pac.  724 
(not  reported  In  California  Reports).  The 
second  proposition  is  supported  by  reference 
to  Rollins  V.  Wright.  93  CaL  395,  29  Pac.  08. 

The  effect  of  an  admission  of  the  genuine- 
ness and  due  execution  of  an  instrument 
pleaded  by  a  defendant,  and  not  denied  as 
provided  by  section  44S  of  the  Code  of  Glrll 
Procedure,  is  to  avoid  the  necessity  of  proof 
of  its  genuineness  and  due  execution,  and 
nothing  more;  and,  whether  It  Is  proven  or 
its  execution  is  admitted.  Its  terms  and  legal 
effect  are  to  be  determined  by  an  Inspection 
of  the  instrument.  It  stands  as  an  exponent 
of  the  facts  therein  set  out,  to  be  construed 
by  the  court,  and  the  conclusions  of  law 
are  to  be  deduced  therefrom.  Burnett  v. 
Steams,  33  Cal.  408.  The  question  then  re- 
mains, does  the  tax  deed  upon  its  face  show 
a  state  of  facts  from  v  hich  to  conclude  as 
matter  of  law  that  the  legal  title  to  the 
premises  vested  in  defendant?  The  tax 
deed  in  question  puriwrts  to  be  a  conveyance 
of  real  estate  sold  for  the  nonpayment  of  city 
taxes  for  the  year  1890  and  1891,  is  execut- 
ed by  Misenhelmer,  tax  collector  of  the  city 
of  El  Paso  de  RoblRs.  county  of  San  Luis 
Obispo,  and  most  of  the  recitals  in  the  deed 
indicate  that  the  property  therein  described 
was  sold  for  delinquent  taxes  levied  by  said 
city,  yet,  among  the  recitals  of  the  deed,  It  is 
said:  "Levy  was  duly  made  according  to 
law  upon  the  property  of  which  description 
is  first  hereinafter  given  for  taxes  due  to  the 
state  of  California  and  to  the  city  of  El  Paao 
de  Robles  for  the  year  1890,"  etc.  There  is  no 
explanation  of  this  statement  in  the  record 
or  In  the  brief  of  appellant.  We  can  only 
surmise  that  it  is  a  mistake  arising  from  the 
use  of  a  blank  deed  prepared  for  the  collect- 
or of  state  and  county  taxes,  and  that  the 
word  "county"  was  erased  and  the  "city" 
substituted,  while  the  words  "due  to  the 
state  of  California"  were  Inadvertently  left 
in  the  deed. 

We  pass  the  question  involved  in  this 
statement  for  the  reason  that  we  think  there 
is  another  and  jpotent  reason  why  the  Judg- 
ment and  order  appealed  from  must  be  af- 
firmed. By  the  act  to  provide  for  the  or- 
ganization, incorporation,  and  government  of 
municipal  corporations,  approved  March  13, 
1883  (St.  1883,  p.  93),  authority  Is  given  to 
"the  board  of  trustees"  to  provide  by  ordi- 
nance a  system  for  the  assessment,  levy,  and 
collection  of  all  city  or  town  taxes,  which 
system  shall  conform  as  nearly  as  may  be  to 
the  provisions  of  the  state  laws  on  the  same 
subject,  except  as  to  dates  and  the  ofiicers  by 
whom  the  several  acts  are  to  be  performed; 
and  by  section  871  of  the  same  act  it  is  pro- 
vided that  "all  deeds  made  upon  any  sale  of 
property  for  taxes  or  special  assessments, 
under  the  provisions  of  this  charter  [chapter 
7,  relating  to  municipal  corporations  of  the 
sixth  class],  shall  have  the  same  force  and 


effect  In  evldoice  as  Is  or  may  hraeafter  be 
provided  by  law  for  deeds  for  jfvoperty  sold 
for  non-payment  of  state  or  county  taxes." 
Under  section  3786  of  the  Political  C:k)de  tax 
deeds  are  made  primary  (prima  facie)  evi- 
dence that:  "(1)  The  property  was  assessed 
as  required  by  law.  (2)  The  property  was 
equalized  as  required  by  law.  (3)  The  taxes 
were  levied  in  accordance  with  law.  (4)  The 
taxes  were  not  paid.  (5)  At  a  proper  time 
and  place  the  proper^  was  sold  as  pre- 
scribed by  law.  and  by  the  proi>er  ofiftcer. 
(6)  The  property  was  not  redeemed.  (7) 
The  person  who  executed  the  deed  was  the 
proper  officer.  (8)  Where  the  real  estate  was 
sold  to  pay  taxes  on  personal  property,  that 
the  real  estate  belonged  to  the  person  liable 
to  pay  the  tax."  By  the  next  section  the 
tax  deed  is  made  conclusive  evidence  (ex- 
cept in  case  of  actual  fraud)  of  the  regular- 
ity of  all  other  proceedings,  from  the  assetss- 
ment  by  the  assessor,  inclusive,  up  to  the 
execution  of  the  deed.  These  provisions 
were  upheld  by  this  court  in  Rollins  v. 
Wright,  93  Cal.  395,  29  Pac.  58.  These  pre- 
sumptions of  the  regularity  of  the  proceed- 
ings leading  up  to  the  execution  of  a  tax 
deed  proceed  upon  the  theory  that  the  reve- 
nue laws  of  the  state  provide  the  methods 
whereby  property  is  assessed  for  taxation, 
taxes  levied,  and  that  when  not  p&lA  the 
real  estate  upon  which  such  taxes  become  a 
lien  may  be  sold  to  realize  the  amount  due. 
Of  these  laws  courts  take  Judicial  notice, 
and.  If  the  tax  deed  recites  the  performance 
of  the  acts  required  by  law,  the  burden  of 
proving  a  noncompliance  Is  cast  upon  those 
who  attack  the  regularity  of  the  several  es- 
sential acts.  But  we  cannot  take  Judicial 
notice  of  the  ordinances  of  municipal  corpo- 
rations, or  of  the  time  when,  if  passed,  they 
take  effect.  Lucas  v.  San  Francisco.  7  CaL, 
at  page  475;  Harker  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  17  Wend. 
199;  Haven  v.  Asylum,  13  N.  H.  532;  City  of 
Napa  V.  Easterby,  CI  Cal.  517.  So  far  as  ap- 
pears from  the  record,  the  tax  proceedings 
were  unsupported  by  any  ordloance  of  the 
municipal  corporation,  and  entirely  without 
authority  of  law.  We  are  of  opinion  that 
the  passage  and  existence  of  an  ordinance 
authorizing  the  tax  proceedings  should  have 
been  proven  as  a  prerequisite  to  the  deed  be- 
coming prima  facie  evidence  of  a  compliance 
with  such  proceedings. 

Again,  If  we  assume  that  the  recitals  in 
the  deed  are  prima  facie  evidence,  not  only 
of  the  facts  they  recite,  but  of  laws  authoriz- 
ing the  performance  of  such  acts,  then  we 
must  assume  from  such  recitals  that  notice 
of  the  sale  for  delinquent  taxes  was  required 
to  be  giveo  not  less  than  21  and  not  more 
than  28  days,  as  is  provided  by  section  3768 
of  the  Political  Code  In  cases  of  sales  for 
state  and  county  taxes.  Yet.  while  the  re- 
cital in  the  deed  states  that  the  notice  as  giv- 
en was  not  less  than  21  nor  more  than  28 
days,  still,  when  it  gives  the  date  of  the  first 
publication  of  such  notice,  which  was  Feb- 
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ruary  11,  1891,  and  the  date  of  sale,  which 
Tvas  to  occur  and  did  occur  on  the  3d  day  of 
March,  1891,  It  may  be  seen  that  a  notice  of 
«nly  20  days  was  given  of  the  sale.  Ttiat  the 
sale  occurred  on  the  3d  day  of  March  is  fur^ 
ther  -verified  by  the  certificate  of  sale,  which 
bears  the  last-named  date. 

For  these  reasons,  we  are  of  opinion  the 
Judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should  be 
affirmed. 

We  concur:   HAYNES.  C;  BELCHER,  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  afi^rmed. 


<10S  Cal.  3S1) 

DICKERSON  ▼.  DICKBRSON.    (No.  19,397.) 

{Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  8,  1895.) 

Objections  to  Evidence  —  Review  —  Divobcb— 
CcsTODT  OF  Children. 

1.  A  ruling  on  evidence,  to  which  do  excep- 
tion has  been  taken,  will  not  be  considered  on 
appeal. 

2.  An  order  denying  a  petition  for  custody 
of  children,  in  proceedings  tor  divorce,  will  not 
be  disturbed  unlesa  it  clearly  appears  from  the 
evidence  that  the  denial  was  an  abase  of  dis- 
cretion. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  for  divorce  by  Laura  Dickerson 
against  Warren  C.  Dlckerson.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  in  which  custody  of  the  children 
was  awarded  plaintiff.  From  an  order  deny- 
ing his  petition  for  custody  of  one  of  the 
children,  defendant  appeals.   Affirmed. 

J.  Marion  Broolcs,  for  appellant.  Sweet, 
Sloane  &  Kirby,  for  respondent. 

HATNES,  C.  In  the  above-entitled  action 
a  divorce  was  granted  the  plaintiff  on  Octo- 
ber 2S,  1891,  and  by  the  decree  she  was 
awarded  the  custody  of  all  the  children  of 
said  parties,— three  in  number.  On  May  9, 
1893,  said  defendant,  Warren  C.  Dlckerson, 
filed  in  said  cause  his  petition  praying  ttiat 
the  custody  of  Artemus,  the  oldest  of  said 
children,  then  eight  years  of  age,  be  taken 
from  his  mother,  and  awarded  to  the  peti- 
tioner, upon  the  ground  of  the  poverty  and 
consequent  inability  of  the  mother  to  proper- 
ly care  for  and  educate  him,  and  further 
charging  that  the  plaintlfF  then  was,  and 
for  a  long  time  past  had  been,  living  with 
one  Charles  H.  Davis,  aa  his  mistress,  and 
alleged  his  own  financial  ability  to  properly 
care  for  and  educate  said  boy.  The  answer 
denied  aU  the  material  matters  charged 
against  her  in  the  petition;  alleged  her  mar- 
riage to  Davis,  and  the  unfitness  of  peti- 
tioner to  have  the  custody  of  the  child.  The 
matter  was  heard  May  13,  1893,  and  appel- 
lant's petition  was  denied.  A  bill  of  excep- 
tions was  afterwards  settled  and  filed,  in 


which  the  first  assignment  of  error  la  to  a 
ruling  of  the  court  sustaining  an  objection 
made  by  respondent  to  a  question  put  by 
appellant  to  a  witness.  No  exception  was 
taken  to  the  alleged  erroneous  ruling,  and  it 
will  therefore  not  be  considered  here.  Kee- 
nan  v.  GrlfiSth,  34  Cal.  580;  Russell  v.  Denni- 
son,  45  CaL  337;  Lucas  v.  Richardson,  68 
Cal.  618,  10  Pac.  183. 

The  remaining  specifications  go  to  the  suf- 
ficiency of  the  evidence  to  Justify  the  dis- 
missal of  appellant's  petition.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary to  review  the  evidence  contained  in 
the  bill  of  exceptions.  Applications  of  this 
character  are  addressed  to  the  sound  legal 
discretion  of  the  court  below,  and  its  con- 
clusion will  not  be  disturbed  unless  It  clear- 
ly appears  that  such  discretion  has  been 
abused.  So  far  from  finding  In  the  record 
such  abuse  of  discretion,  we  think  the  con- 
clusion reached  was  right.  The  serious 
charges  made  against  the  respondent  were 
not  sustained.  Indeed,  if  appellant  believed 
them,  the  fact  that  he  did  not  petition  for 
the  custody  of  all  the  children  is  incompre- 
hensible. So  too,  if  the  mother,  because  of 
her  alleged  poverty,  was  unable  to  properly 
maintain  the  child  in  question,  we  should 
have  expected  the  father,  who  alleges  his 
financial  ability  to  provide  for  him,  to  have 
manifested  his  regard  for  his  child  by  con- 
tributing something  for  his  comfort  and  wel- 
fare, especially  as  he  did  not  oppose  that 
provision  In  the  decree  of  divorce  which 
gave  respondent  the  custody  of  all  the  chil- 
dren, and  In  which  he  silently  acquiesced 
for  nearly  two  years.  These  things  do  not 
very  strongly  commend  appellant's  fitness  for 
the  important  trust  he  seeks,  nor  indicate 
that  the  learned  Judge  who  beard  the  peti- 
tion erred  as  to  these  matters  of  fact  The 
order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    SBARLS,  C;  VANCLIEF,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  appealed 
from  is  afllrmed. 


(lU  Oal.  no 

BLBERG  T.  SAN  LUIS  OBISPO  OOUNTT. 
(No.  19,54&) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  3,  1895.) 
Schools— Illegal  Taxation— Liabilitt  or 

COUSTT. 

Where  several  school  districts,  under  St 
1891,  p.  182,  ncited  for  the  formation  of  a  high- 
school  district  and  taxes  were  levied  by  the 
board  of  supervisors,  collected  by  the  tax  col- 
lector, and  placed  by  him  in  the  county  treasury, 
but  the  county  had  no  interest  in  or  control  over 
the  fund,  the  county  is  not  liable  for  moneys  in 
said  fund  illegally  collected. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Luis  Obispo 
county;  V.  A.  Gregg,  Judge. 

Action  by  Mark  Elberg  against  the  county 
of  San  Luis  Obispo  to  recover  back  oertaln 
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taxes.   A  demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  sua- 
tained,  and  plaintiff  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Wm.  Shipsey  and  Grayes  &  Graves,  for 
appellant    F.  A.  Dom,  for  respondent. 

BBIXT,  0.  Action  to  recover  certain  pay- 
ments of  taxes  of  the  fiscal  year  1893-&1, 
made  under  protest,  In  July,  1894,  to  the  tax 
collector  of  San  Luis  Obispo  county,  for  the 
support  of  a  high  school  in  the  San  Luis 
Obispo  union  high  school  district,— a  district 
assuming  to  be  organized  under  the  act  to 
provide  for  the  establishment  of  high  schools, 
approved  March  20,  1891  (St.  1891,  p.  182). 
The  levy  of  such  taxes  Is  claimed  to  have 
been  illegal,  lu  several  respects.  It  appears 
from  the  complaint  that  13  adjoining  school 
districts  in  said  county  united  for  the  forma- 
tion of  the  high-school  district,  and  the  taxes 
In  question  were  levied  by  the  board  of  super- 
visors In  September,  1893,  at  the  request  and 
upon  the  certified  estimate  of  the  majority  of 
the  clerks  of  said  constituent  districts,  con- 
vened and  jointly  acting;  that  the  moneys 
sued  for,  when  paid  to  the  tax  collector,  were 
by  him  placed  in  the  county  treasury,  where 
they  yet  remain,  In  a  fund  called  the  "San 
liUls  Obispo  Union  High  School  Fund."  It 
Is  not  alleged  that  the  county  has  or  asserts 
any  Interest  in  this  fund,  or  the  money  sued 
for,  or  any  right  to  control  the  same.  Plain- 
tiff prays  judgment  for  $829.02,  which 
amount  includes  the  sums  paid  by  him,  and 
also  by  a  number  of  other  persons  who  have 
assigned  to  plaintiff  their  respective  claims 
to  recover  the  same.  The  action  seems  to  be 
brought  in  consequence  of  the  permission 
contained  in  the  new  section  (3819)  added 
to  the  Political  Code  In  1893.  The  court  be- 
low sustained  a  demurrer  to  the  complaint, 
interposed  on  the  groimd  that  the  same  does 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action  against  defendant,  and  rendered 
judgment  dismissing  the  action. 

The  demurrer  was  ri^tly  sustained.  The 
county,  as  such,  has  no  Interest  in  the  funds 
of  the  high-school  district,  nor  any  control 
over  the  same  In  the  county  treasury.  St 
1893,  p.  272.  And  we  do  not  thinlc  It  was 
the  legislative  intent,  by  the  enactment  of 
section  3819,  Pol.  Code,  to  permit  an  action 
against  a  county  to  recover  taxes  paid  to  and 
held  by  Its  officials,  not  for  the  benefit  of  the 
county,  nor  subject  to  Its  disposition,  but  for 
the  use  of,  and  to  be  disbursed  by,  a  distinct 
organization,— a  local  district  within  the 
county.  If  judgment  is  obtained  In  such  an 
action  against  the  county,  then  It  must  be 
paid  by  the  county;  and  no  provision  Is  made 
by  which  it  may  have  recourse  upon  the  dis- 
trict for  the  amount  thus  paid,  as  it  has 
against  the  state  In  the  case  of  enforced  re- 
payment of  taxes  which  have  already  reached 
the  state  treasury.  Pol.  Code,  $  3819.  Mani- 
festly, this  would  be  unjust  to  those  parts  of 
the  county  not  within  the  district  and  we 
ahould  not  attribute  to  the  legislature  a  de- 
sign to  allow  such  a  result  unless  that  con- 


struction Is  required  by  the  terms  of  the 
statute,— as  It  is  not  In  this  Instance.  The 
Judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    BELGHEE,  C;  SEAELS,  C. 

PEE  CUEIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


108  Cai.  ut 
KAUFMAN   V.    8UPEEI0E   COUET   OF 
CITY  AND  COUNTY  OP  SAN  PEAN- 
CISCO  et  aL    (S.  F.  No.  10.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  5,  1895.) 
Effect  of  AppsAtr— Stat  of  Pkoceedixgs. 
An  appeal  from  an  order  reinatating  a 
cause  which  was  previously  dismissed  stays  all 
further  proceedings  thereon,  within  the  meaning 
of  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  946,  providing  that  "when- 
ever an  appeal  la  perfected     •    •     •     it  stays 
all   further    proceedings   in   the   court   below." 
Livermore  v.  Campbell,  52  Cal.  75,  followed. 

In  bank. 

Petition  for  writ  of  prohibition  by  C.  H. 
Kaufman  against  the  superior  court  of  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco  and  the  Judge 
thereof.     Writ  granted. 

Garber,  Boalt  &  Bishop,  for  appellant 
Frank  Shay,  for  respondents. 

McFAELAND,  J.  Petition  for  a  writ  of 
prohibition  commanding  the  superior  court 
of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco, 
and  the  judge  thereof,  to  desist  and  refrain 
from  any  further  proceedings  on  a  motion 
in  said  court  for  an  order  requiring  the  peti- 
tioner to  pay  certain  money  into  said  court 
The  application  for  the  writ  was  submitted 
here  upon  an  objection  by  respondents,  in 
the  nature  of  a  demurrer,  to  the  sufficiency 
of  the  petition;  and,  for  the  purposes  of  the 
decision,  the  averments  of  the  petition  must 
be  taken  as  true. 

The  petitioner  In  May,  1889,  commenced 
an  action  in  the  nature  of  an  Interpleader 
in  said  superior  court  entitled  "Kaufman 
vs.  Shain  et  al."  The  complaint  in  the  said 
action  was  subsequently  amended,  and  its 
averments  were  substantially  these:  That 
plaintiff  (Kaufman,  petitioner  herein),  as  as- 
signee of  one  Mackenzie,  an  insolvent,  was 
in  possession  of  |5,769.52,  assets  of  said  in- 
solvent which  was  claimed  by  various  per- 
sons In  hostility  to  each  other,  who  are 
made  parties  defendant;  that  litigation  was 
pending  In  which  the  rights  of  some  of  the 
defendants  jto  said  money  was  involved; 
that  plaintiff  claimed  no  Interest  in  said 
money,  and  was  willing  to  pay  the  same  Into 
court  and  had  done  so.  The  prayer  was 
that  defendants  be  required  to  interplead, 
etc.,  and  that  plaintiff  be  discharged  from 
all  liability  to  defendants  for  said  money  up- 
on his  paying  the  same  into  court  or  to 
such,  person  as  the  court  should  declare  en- 
titled to  the  same.  The  defendants,  Herr^ 
lich,  Hanlon,  and  Davis,  filed  demurrers  tt 
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the  complaint  On  October  10,  1890.  the 
Judge  of  said  coort  caused  to  be  entered  on 
the  minutes  of  said  court  an  order  sustain- 
ing the  demurrer  of  said  Herrllch  and  Han- 
Ion,  and  adjudged  further  as  follows:  "It 
Is  farther  ordered  that  this  cause  be,  and  the 
same  is  hereby,  dismissed."  Thereafter,  on 
March  14,  1S94,  on  the  application  of  de- 
fendant Davis,  Judgment  of  dismissal  in 
puTBuance  of  said  order  of  October  10,  1890, 
was  entered;  which  Judgment,  after  a  re- 
cital of  said  order  of  October  10,  1890,  is  as 
follows:  "Wherefore,  by  virtue  of  the  law 
and  by  reason  of  the  premises  aforesaid.  It  Is 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  C.  H. 
Kaufman,  plaintiff,  do  take  nothing  by  this, 
his  action,  as  against  Joseph  B.  Shain  et  al., 
defendants,  but  that  a  Judgment  of  dismiss- 
al be^  and  the  same  hereby  is,  entered  here- 
in that  said  defendants  have  and  receive 
their  costs   Incurred   herein,    amounting   to 

the   sum    of    $ .     Judgment    recorded 

March  14,  1894,  B.  19,  p.  433."  Afterwards, 
on  May  1,  1894,  defendant  Davis  filed  and 
served  a  notice  of  motion  to  amend  the  said 
order  of  October  10,  1890,  by  striking  there- 
from the  words:  'It  Is  further  ordered  by 
the  court  that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same 
Is  hereby,  dismissed;"  and  also,  on  said 
May  1,  1804,  served  a  notice  of  motion  to 
amend  the  said  Judgment  of  dismissal  en- 
tered March  14,  1894,  so  as  to  make  It  affect 
only  Herrllch  and  Hanlon  alone,  and  not 
Joseph  B.  Shain  et  al.  These  motions  were 
afterwards  beard  and  submitted,  and  on 
August  20,  1894,  the  court  made  the  follow- 
ing order:  "The  minute  order  of  October 
10,  1890,  is  amended  by  striking  out  the 
words,  'It  is  further  ordered  by  the  court 
that  this  cause  be,  and  the  same  Is  here- 
by, dismissed,'  and  the  Judgment  entered 
In  the  clerk's  o£9ce,  and  recorded  there  on 
the  14th  day  of  Alarch,  1894,  Is  set  aslda 
August  20, 1894.  [Signed]  William  T.  Wal- 
lace, Judge."  From  this  order  of  August 
20,  1894,  the  said  Kaufman,  plaintiff  In  said 
action  and  petitioner  in  this  proceeding,  duly 
appealed  to  this  court,  and  his  appeal  Is  now 
here  pending.  After  the  said  order  of  Oc- 
tober 10,  1890,  dismissing  said  action,  viz.  on 
August  18,  1891,  the  Judge  of  said  court 
made  an  order  authorizing  Kaufman  to  with- 
draw from  the  county  treasury,  where  It 
had  been  deposited,  the  said  sum  of  money, 
less  a  small  amount  levied  against  it  for 
taxes;  and  in  pursuance  of  said  order  Kauf- 
man withdrew  said  money.  Before  said  .ap- 
peal bad  been  taken  as  aforesaid,  the  said 
Uavls  gave  notice  of  a  motion  for  an  order 
requiring  said  Kaufman  to  pay  said  money 
Into  court,  with  Interest;  and  said  motion 
came  np  for  hearing  after  said  appeal  had 
been  taken,  when  the  Judge  of  said  court, 
respondent  herein,  announced  that  as  an  ap- 
peal had  been  taken  from  the  order  of  Au- 
gust 20,  1894,  he  would  not  proceed  with 
the  hearing  of  said  motion,  adding  that  he 
would  not  proceed  nnless  compelled  to  do  so 


by  the  supreme  court  of  this  state.  There- 
upon the  said  Davis,  on  September  21,  1894, 
petitioned  the  supreme  court  for  a  writ  of 
mandate  to  compel  the  said  Judge  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  hearing  of  said  motion;  and 
this  court  on  January  5,  1895,  after  a  hear- 
ing, denied  said  writ,  and  dismissed  the  pro> 
ceeding.  Nevertheless,  the  said  Davis  on 
February  1,  1896,  again  called  up  said  mo- 
tion to  comp^  the  said  payment  of  said 
money  Into  court;  and  after  argument  the 
Judge  (respondent  herein)  announced  from 
the  bench  that  he  would  entertain  said  mo- 
tion, would  consider  It  as  submitted,  and 
would  grant  the  order  for  the  said  payment 
of  said  money  Into  court;  but  that  he 
would  give  petitioner  sufficient  time,  before 
entering  said  order,  to  petition  this  court 
for  a  writ  of  prohibition.  Thereupon  the 
petitioner,  Kaufman,  commenced  this  pres- 
ent proceeding. 

There  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  writ 
should  issue.  The  case  Is  clearly  within  the 
rule  of  Llvermore  v.  Campbell,  52  Gal.  75, 
and  that  case  fnmlshes  an  answer  to  the 
positions  taken  by  counsel  for  respondents. 
'The  order  of  August  20,  1894,  setting  aside 
the  former  Judgment  of  dismissal,  was  un- 
doubtedly an  appealable  order,  as  expressly 
held  In  Llvermore  v.  Campbell;  and,  as 
was  said  In  that  case,  "until  such  appeal  Is 
heard  this  court  will  not  Inquire  whetbw 
the  court  or  clerk  had  or  had  not  Jurisdic- 
tion to  enter  the  Judgment  The  case  being 
In  this  court  by  appeal,  the  court  below 
cannot  proceed  In  It  until  the  appeal  is  heard 
and  determined.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  946." 
As  we  said  when  the  petition  for  a  writ  of 
mandate  to  compel  the  respondents  to  pro- 
ceed with  the  motion  was  before  us,  "wheth- 
er the  appellant  was  really  a  'party  ag- 
grieved'" Is  a  question  which  we  cannot 
determine  on  this  proceeding.  Davis  v.  Wal- 
lace (Cal.)  38  Pac.  1107.  Let  a  peremptory 
writ  Issue  as  prayed  for. 

We  concur:  BEATTY,  C.  J.;  VAN  FLEET, 
J.;  HENSHAW,  J.;  HARRISON,  J.;  GA- 
KOUTTB,  J. 


lOS  Cal.  431 

TORE    et   al.    v.    SUPERIOR   COURT   OF 

CITY  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN 

FRANCISCO.     (No.  16,690.) 

(Sapreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  6,  1896.) 

DlSSOLnTIOH  OF    CoaPORATIO!^  —  APFOIMTHBNT  OF 
ReCBIVBS— ESTOFPBL  BT  PUiiDIIie— 

Laobss. 

1.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  566,  provides  that,  up- 
on the  dissolution  of  any  corporation,  the  superi- 
or court  may  appoint  a  receiver  therefor;  sec- 
tion 803  provides  that  a  person  usurping  any 
franchise  may,  in  an  action  by  the  attorney 
general,  he  excluded  from  such  franchise.  Held 
that,  after  judgment,  in  an  action  to  oust  a  cor- 
poration ft  cm  usurping  certain  privilegps  and 
franchises  not  conterred  upon  it  by  its  charter, 
had  been  entered  excluding  it  from  such  fran- 
chises, the  corporation  itself  was  not  dissolved, 
and  the  court,  therefore,  acquired  no  jurisdic- 
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tion,  nndor  section  565,  to  afterwards  appoint  a 
receiver  theiefor. 

2.  Petitioners  for  a  writ  of  prohibition  to 
restrain  the  court  from  taking  any  further  pro- 
ceedings with  resptct  to  a  receiver  are  not  es- 
topped from  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  appoint  said  receiver  hy  reason  of  the 
fact  that  they,  in  an  action  aeainst  them  by  the 
receiver  to  determine  their  claims  to  a  certain 
fund,  answerod,  setting  up  their  judgment 
against  the  corporation;  nor  because,  in  an  ac- 
tion by  them  against  the  corporation,  the  re- 
ceiver was  substituted  as  defendant  therein; 
nor  by  the  fact  that  in  said  action  a  deposition 
was  talsen  wherein  the  deponent  described  him- 
self as  the  receiver  of  said  corporation;  nor  be- 
cause the  petitioners  did  not  move  the  court  to 
desist  from  taking  any  further  proceedings  un- 
der the  appointment  until  the  receiver  refused  to 
satisfy  their  judgment  against  the  corporation 
out  of  the  fnnds  in  his  hands, — the  petitioners 
not  having  been  parties  to  nor  having  any 
knowledge  of  the  pleadings  in  the  action  where- 
in said  receiver  was  appointed. 

3.  Nor  are  the  petitioners  guilty  of  such 
laches  as  destroys  their  right  to  apply  for  said 
writ 

Department  2. 

Petition  for  writ  of  prohibition  by  Eliza 
Yore  and  others  against  the  superior  court 
of  the  city  and  county  of  San  Francisco. 
Writ  granted. 

Mastlck,  Belcher  &  Masttck,  for  iwtition- 
ers.  W.  J.  Bartnett,  Aylett  R.  Cotton,  and 
Atty.  Gen.  Fitzgerald,  for  respondent 

McFARLAND,  J.  In  the  superior  court, 
in  an  action  entitled  "The  People,  upon  the 
relation  of  W.  H.  H.  Hart,  Attorney  Gen- 
eral, vs.  Bankers'  and  Merchants'  Mutual 
Life  Association  of  the  United  States  et  al.," 
numbered  on  the  register  of  said  court  32,- 
100,  the  court  made  an  order  appointing  one 
A.  G.  Booth  receiver;  and  this  present  pro- 
ceeding Is  an  original  petition  here  for  a 
writ  of  prohibition  commanding  the  said  su- 
perior court,  substantially,  to  refrain  from 
taking  any  further  proceeding  with  respect 
to  said  receiver,  upon  the  ground  that  the 
said  court  had  no  jurisdiction,  to  appoint  a 
receiver  In  said  action.  An  answer  was  filed 
l)y  the  respondent  here,  and,  upon  a  stipula- 
tion as  to  the  facts,  the  case  was  submlttea. 

Prior  to  said  action  numbered  32,100,  an- 
other action,  numbered  30,718,  had  been 
commenced  by  the  attorney  general  In  the 
name  of  the  people  against  said  Bankers'  & 
Merchants'  Mutual  Life  Association,  in  the 
complaint  In  which  said  action  it  was  aver- 
red that  said  association  was  a  corporation 
duly  organized  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  California,  having  for  its  objects,  as  set 
forth  in  its  articles  of  incorporation,  the  fol- 
lowing: "To  associate  together  for  the  pur- 
pose of  equalizing  the  risk  of  death,  and  to 
pay  to  the  nominee  of  such  members  as  may 
die  stipulated  sums  of  money,  to  be  collect- 
ed of  surviving  members,  upon  the  assess- 
ment or  co-operative  plan,  and  to  do  any 
and  everything  requisite,  necessary,  or  con- 
venient for  accomplishing  the  said  purpos- 
es." It  is  then  averred  In  said  complaint 
that  said  corporation  had  usurped  certain 


other  privileges  and  franchises,  to  wit:  "Mak- 
ing contracts  of  insurance  upon  the  lives  of 
persons  during  life  and  for  stated  periods;" 
"of  being  an  incorporated  and  organized  mu- 
tual life,  health,  and  accident  insurance 
company  or  association  (or  profit;"  "of  ac- 
tually Issuing  contracts  or  policies  of  life  in- 
surance, to  subsist  both  during  life  and  for 
stated  periods,  as  a  regular  business  for 
profit,"  etc. ;  "of  making  and  Issuing  written 
contracts  in  the  form  and  after  the  manner 
of  contracts  of  life  insurance;"  and  certain 
other  franchises  in  said  complaint  enumer- 
ated. The  prayer  of  the  complaint  was  for 
judgment  that  said  corporation  had  Intrud- 
ed into  the  franchises  thereinbefore  enumer- 
ated, and  that  it  be  ousted  from  the  fran- 
chises "so  usurped  and  abused."  Judgment 
was  entered  that  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  usurping  and  exercising  "certain  fran- 
chises, rights,  and  privileges,  as  charged 
and  alleged  in  the  complaint  in  said  action." 
and  that  it  be  "wholly  excluded  from  such 
rights,  privileges,  and  franchises."  It  was 
further  adjudged  that  said  corporation  pay 
a  fine  of  $300  to  the  people  of  the  state. 
After  said  judgment  had  been  entered,  and 
on  the  same  day,  the  said  action  first  above 
named,  numbered  32,100,  was  commenced, 
and  It  was  averred  in  the  complaint  therein 
that,  by  the  judgment  in  said  action  num- 
bered 30,718,  the  said  corporation  had  been 
dissolved,  and  the  said  fine  of  $300  had  been 
imposed;  that  the  assets  of  said  corporation 
were  in  danger  of  being  squandered,  and 
that  it  was  necessary  to  appoint  a  receiver 
In  order  to  protect  the  same,  and  to  provide 
for  the  satisfaction  of  the  people's  said  judg- 
ment of  $300,  and  also  to  preserve  and  dis- 
tribute moneys  due  from  said  dissolved  cor- 
poration to  other  persons.  The  complaint 
prayed  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver, 
and  thereupon  the  said  Booth  was  appointed 
by  the  court 

Jurisdiction  to  appoint  the  said  receiver  Is 
given,  if  at  all,  by  section  505  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure;  and  respondent  rests  the 
jurisdiction  mainly  upon  that  section.  Some- 
thing Is  said  in  the  briefs  about  section  5G4; 
but  the  appointment  of  a  receiver  under  that 
section  Is  merely  auxiliary  to  an  action 
which  "Is  pending,"  whereas,  the  said  action 
numbered  32,1(X)  is  an  independent  action 
brought  for  the  very  purpose  of  the  appoint- 
ment of  a  receiver.  It  Is  based  upon  section 
565  upon  the  theory  that  the  state,  having 
a  judgment  for  a  fine,  is  a  creditor  of  the 
corporation.  It  is  not  necessary  for  ua  to 
determine  whether  the  state,  on  account  of 
its  judgment  for  a  fine.  Is  a  creditor  within 
the  meaning  of  that  section,  or  whether  It 
was  definitely  determined  In  the  Havemey- 
er  Case,  84  Cal.  327,  24  Pac.  121,  that  In  such 
a  case  the  state  Is  not  such  a  creditor,  be- 
cause the  proceeding  authorized  by  section 
.'')65  can  be  commenced  only  "upon  the  disso- 
lution of  any  corporation,"  and  the  theory 
of  the  respondent  that  by  said  action  num- 
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bered  30^718  tlie  said  corporation  was  dls- 
solred  oaiuaot  be  mnintained.  In  section 
39©  of  the  Ciyil  Code  it  is  declared  that  the 
In-voluntary  dissolution  of  corporations  is 
provided  for  In  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
from  section  802  to  section  810,  inclusive; 
but  it  is  rather  singiilar  that  tn  turning  to 
those  sections  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Proced- 
ure we  find  no  express  provision  about  the 
dissolution  of  a  corporation,  or  any  mention 
of  a  corporation  at  all.  The  mind  of  the 
legrislatnre,  as  expressed  in  those  sections, 
seems  to  have  been  occupied  almost  entirely 
with  a  consideration  of  the  usurpation  of  a 
public  office.  However,  it  is  provided  that 
a  x>er8on  usurping  any  franchise  may,  in  an 
action  brought  by  the  attorney  general,  be 
excluded  from  such  franchise  by  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court;  and  it  lias  been  held  that 
under  this  provision  a  corporation  may  be 
dissolved.  But  evidently  it  could  be  dis- 
solved only  by  a  Judgment  excluding  it  from 
exercising  the  franchise  of  being  a  coriwra- 
tlon;  and,  in  order  to  reach  that  result, 
there  must  be  an  averment  of  the  usurpation 
of  the  franchise  of  being  a  corporation,  and 
a  Judgment  excluding  the  defendant  from 
exercising  said  franchise,  that  is,  from  as- 
suming to  be  a  corporation.  Now,  in  said 
action  numbered  30,718  there  was  no  such 
averment  or  Judgment.  The  complaint  does 
not  allege  that  the  defendant  therein  was 
usurping  the  franchise  of  being  a  corpora- 
tion, and  the  judgment  does  not  exclude  the 
said  defendant  from  exercising  the  fran- 
chise of  being  a  corporation,  and  does  not 
undertake  in  any  way  to  dissolve  the  cor- 
poration. The  complaint  merely  avers  that 
the  corporation  has  been  illegally  exercising 
certain  enumerated  franchises;  and  the  Judg- 
ment merely  declares  that  the  defendant  is 
guilty  of  usurping  rights  and  franchises,  "as 
charged  and  alleged  in  the  complaint,"  and 
adjudges  that  the  defendant  be  excluded 
from  "such  rights,  privileges,  and  fran- 
chises." The  Judgment,  therefore,  in  that 
case,  does  not  dissolve  the  corporation,  and 
does  not  undertake  to  do  so.  The  said  cor- 
poration, therefore,  not  having  been  dissolv- 
ed, the  court  acquired  no  Jurisdiction  to  ap- 
point a  receiver  under  said  section  565  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure;  and  the  appoint- 
ment of  said  Booth  as  such  receiver  was 
without  any  authority,  and  void. 

The  only  other  question  in  the  case  is 
whether  or  not  the  petitioners  herein.  Tore 
et  al.,  are  by  certain  of  their  acts,  admitted 
by  the  stipulation  to  have  been  done,  es- 
topped from  denying  the  jurisdiction  of  the 
court  to  appoint  said  receiver,  or  have  been 
guilty  of  such  laches  as  prevents  them  from 
maintaining  this  present  application.  The 
facts  with  respect  to  this  part  of  the  case  are 
these:  (1)  Alexander  Vensano  and  others 
commenced  an  action  against  said  Booth,  as 
receiver,  to  recover  a  claim  against  said  cor- 
poration out  of  the  funds  in  his  bands;  and  in 
tbat  action  petitioners  herein  Intervened  and 


set  up  their  prior  claim  to  the  fund.  (2)  An 
acticm  was  commenced  by  Booth,  as  receiv- 
er, against  a  number  of  claimants,  including 
these  petitioners,  to  determine  their  several 
claims  to  the  fund;  and  in  that  action  these 
petitioners  answered,  setting  up  a  Judgment 
which  they  had  recovered  against  the  said 
corporation,  and  asserting  its  priority  over 
all  other  claims.  (3)  These  petitioners  com- 
menced an  action  in  Yuba  county  against 
the  said  corporation,  in  which,  on  the  motion 
of  said  corporation,  the  said  Booth,  as  receiv- 
er, was  substituted  as  a  defendant  In  the 
place  of  said  corporation.  (4)  Until  the  10th 
day  of  Febniary,  18&4,  neither  the  petition- 
era  nor  their  attorneys  had  seen  or  examined 
any  of  the  papers  or  proceedings  in  said  ac- 
tion numbered  32,100,  nor  had  any  informa- 
tion concerning  the  same  beyond  what  was 
imparted,  if  anytiiing,  by  the  pleadings,  pa- 
pers, and  proceedings  in  oth^  actions  men- 
tioned in  the  stipulation.  (5)  In  the  said  ac- 
tion of  these  petitioners  against  said  corjiora- 
tion  in  Yuba  county,  the  deposition  of  said 
Booth  was  taken  on  the  9th  day  of  March, 
1892,  at  the  taldngi  of  which  deposition  the 
petitioners  herein  were  represented  by  their 
attorneys,  and  in  said  deposition  it  was  men- 
tioned that  said  Booth  was  the  receiver  of 
said  corporation,  and  was  examined  in  re- 
spect to  the  papers  of  said  corporation,  etc. 
The  petitioners  herein  obtained  Judgment 
against  the  said  corporation,  in  said  action 
brought  in  Yuba  county,  for  $13,826.66,  on  the 
3d  day  of  May,  1883;  and  on  the  15th  of 
January,  1891,  a  writ  of  execution  was  is- 
sued on  said  Judgment,  a  copy  of  which  was 
delivered  by  the  sheriff  to  said  Booth,  to- 
gether with  a  notice  tbat  all  debts,  credits, 
etc.,  and  personal  property,  in  his  posses- 
sion and  owing  to  said  corporation,  yr&e  at- 
tached; and  said  Booth  answered  to  the  sher- 
iff that  whatever  money  he  had  belonging  to 
said  corporation  was  held  by  him  as  receiv- 
er, and  that  he  would  not  pay  over  any  of 
the  same  unless  ordered  to  do  so  by  the  su- 
perior court  by  whom  he  was  appointed. 
Thereupon  petitioners  herein  served  a  notice 
upon  the  attorney  general,  and  also  upon 
Booth,  that  they  would  move  the  court  to 
desist  from  taking  any  further  proceeding 
under  said  appointment  of  Booth  as  recover, 
upon  the  ground  that  the  court  had  no  Juris- 
diction to  appoint  said  receiver,  which  mo- 
tion was  afterwards  heard  by  said  court,  and 
denied. 

We  do  not  think  that  by  the  acts  Just  stat- 
ed petitioners  are  precluded  from  maintain- 
ing the  present  proceeding.  Of  course,  Juris- 
diction of  the  subject-matter  of  an  action 
cannot  be  obtained  by  consent;  and  the  con- 
duct of  petitioners,  as  above  narrated,  does 
not  include  the  necessary  elements  of  estop- 
pel, at  least  as  to  future  action.  Neither  do 
we  think  that  they  have  been  guilty  of  such 
laches  as  destroys  their  right  to  apply  for  the 
writ  souglit  in  this  proceeding.  Th<'y  never 
appeared  in  the  original  action  in  wiiich  the 
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receiver  was  appointed,  except  to  move  that 
the  court  desist  from  further  proceedings 
therein.  As  to  the  other  actions,  Booth  was 
acting  as  de  facto  receiver,  and  had  the  as- 
sets of  the  corporation  In  his  possession,  and 
said  assets  were  about  to  be  disposed  of  in 
said  actions;  and,  under  these  circumstances, 
the  appearance  In  said  actions  by  petition- 
ers for  their  own  safety  was  not  a  concession 
of  the  validity  of  Booth's  appointment  as  re- 
ceiver, or  a  ratlflcation  thereof.  They  were 
not  bound  in  those  proceedings  to  attaclc 
Booth's  right  to  the  possession  of  the  assets, 
even  If  It  be  conceded  that  an  opportunity  to 
do  so  was  there  presented.  But,  really,  peti- 
tioners were  not  in  a  position  to  attack  the 
validity  of  Booth's  appointment  as  receiver 
until  they  were  brought  into  a  hostile  atti- 
tude to  him  by  the  levy  of  their  execution. 
The  case  of  Smith  v.  Superior  Court,  97  Cal, 
348,  32  Pac.  322,  cited  by  respondent.  Is  not 
in  point  In  the  first  place,  that  case  was 
certiorari;  and  as  certiorari  seeks  mainly  to 
annul  something  that  has  been  already  done, 
and  is  in  Its  nature  appellate,  the  general 
rule  is  that  the  application  must  be  made 
within  the  time  allowed  for  an  appeal;  while 
the  main  purpose  of  prohibition  Is  to  restrain 
future  proceedings.  In  the  second  place.  In 
Smith  V.  Superior  Court,  the  petitioner  had 
Intervened  in  the  original  action  In  which 
the  receiver  had  been  appointed,  had  procured 
himself  to  be  Joined  as  plalntifT  in  said  ac- 
tl<m,  and  had  prayed  judgment  against  the 
defendant  therein,  and  demanded  that  the 
property  of  said  defendant  be  sold  by  the 
receiver,  and  the  proceeds  applied  by  the 
receiver  to  the  debts  of  the  said  defendant; 
and  then,  three  years  after  the  appointment 
of  the  receiver,  he  sought  to  have  the  ap- 
pointment annulled.  No  such  facts  appear 
in  the  case  at  bar. 

Under  the  above  views,  there  are  no  other 
points  necessary  to  be  noticed.  Let  a  per- 
emptory writ  issue  as  prayed  for  in  the  peti- 
tion. 

We  concur:  QARODTTB,  J.,  HBJN- 
SHAW,  J. 


108  Cal.  440 

PEOPLE  V.  LBYSHON.     (No.  21,200.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  5,  1895.1 
FoRGEnT— IsroRMATios — Verdict  —  Scpficiekct 

OF  EVIDBNOE — CONTINCANCB. 

1.  Pen.  Code,  i  470,  provides  that  every 
person  who,  with  intent  to  defraud  another, 
falsely  makes  any  notes,  etc.,  or  utters,  or  at- 
tempts to  pass  as  true,  any  of  the  above-named 
forged  matters,  knowing  the  same  to  be  false 
or  counterfeited,  with  intent  to  defraud  any  per- 
son, is  guilty  of  forgery.  Mdd,  that  an  infor- 
mation which  charges  defendant  with  having 
forged  the  name  of  certain  persons  to  a  note  set 
out  in  tlie  information,  with  intent  to  defraud 
one  G.,  and  with  having  knowingly,  etc.,  utter- 
ed, and  passed  as  true  and  genuine,  the  said 
notp,  wito  intent  to  defraud  said  G.,  etc.,  does 
not  charge  two  offenses. 

2.  Where  defendant  was  granted  one  con- 


tinuance of  60  days  on  the  ground  of  absence 
of  a  witness,  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  grant 
him  a  second  continuance  because  of  the  ab- 
sence of  the  same  witness;  defendant's  affidavit 
showing  that  the  witness  has  left  the  state,  and 
that  he  "is  informed,"  only,  that  such  witness 
will,  on  a  specified  day,  return  to  the  place 
where  the  trial  is  to  be  had. 

3.  Pen.  Code,  §  686,  provides  that  the  dep- 
osition of  a  witness,  taken,  as  therein  provided, 
at  a  preliminary  examination,  may  be  read  at 
the  trial  upon  its  being  satisfactorily  shown  to 
the  court  that  the  witness  is  dead,  or  cannot, 
with  due  diligence,  be  found  within  the  state. 
Section  1346  provides  that  such  depositions  are 
to  be  taken  subject  to  like  objections  to  the 
questions  and  answers  contained  therein  as  if 
the  witnesses  had  been  examined  orally  in  court. 
Hdd,  that  where  the  court  refuses  a  continu- 
ance on  the  ground  of  the  absence  from  the  state 
of  a  witness  whose  deposition  was  taken  on  the 
preliminary  examination,  defendant  is  not  en- 
titled to  have  such  deposition  admitted  on  the 
trial  as  absolutely  true. 

4.  On  trial  of  a  person  charged  with  for- 
ging the  names  of  H.  and  C-  to  a  note,  there  was 
a  conflict  in  the  evidence  as  to  whether  defend- 
ant had,  or  supposed  be  had,  authority  to  sign 
H.'g  name;  but  there  was  no  evidence  tending 
to  show  he  had  any  authority,  or  upon  which  to 
found  a  belief  of  authority,  to  use  C.'s  name  on 
the  note.  The  n<aking  of  the  note  by  defend- 
ant, and  the  signing  of  the  names  of  sudi  per- 
sons, were  admitted  on  the  trial.  Sdd,  that  a 
verdict  of  guilty  was  supported  by  the  evidence. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  B.  N.  Smith,  Judge. 

J.  O.  Lieyslton  waa  convicted  of  forgery, 
and  appeals.   Affirmed. 

Zue  O.  Peck,  for  appellant.  Atty.  G«d. 
Fitzgerald,  for  the  People. 

SEARLS,  O.  Information  for  forgery. 
The  defendant  was  charged  with  having 
forged  the  name  of  Mrs.  Maggie  Henry  and 
Eliza  3.  Clark  to  a  certain  promissory  note, 
set  out  in  the  information,  with  Intent  to  de- 
fraud one  A.  J.  Oraham,  and  to  have  know- 
ingly, willfully,  feloniously,  etc.,  uttered, 
passed  as  true  and  genuine,  the  said  promla- 
Bory  note,  with  Intent  to  defraud  said  A.  J. 
Graham,  etc.  Defendant  demurred  to  the 
information  upon  the  ground  that  it  cliar- 
ges  two  offenses,  viz.,  the  crime  of  fop- 
pery committed  April  23,  1894,  and  also  the 
crime  of  passing  a  forged  note  on  the  24th 
day  of  April,  1894.  The  demurrer  was  ovee- 
ruled,  and  the  ruling  is  assigned  as  error. 
Section  470  of  the  Penal  Code  provides  that 
"every  person  who,  with  intent  to  defraud 
another,  fals^y  makes,  alters,  forges,  or 
counterfeits  any  •  •  •  note  •  •  •  or 
utters,  publishes,  passes,  or  attempts  to  pass, 
as  true  and  genuine,  any  of  the  above-named 
false,  altered,  forged  or  counterfeited  mat- 
ters,  as  above  specified  and  described,  know- 
ing the  same  to  be  false,  altered,  forged  or 
counterfeited,  with  intent  to  prejudice,  dam- 
age or  defraud  any  person  *  •  •  is  guilty 
of  forgery."  As  was  said  in  People  v.  Frank, 
28  Cal.  507:  "Where,  in  defining  an  offense, 
a  statute  enumerates  a  series  of  acts,  either 
of  which  separately,  or  all  togeth^,  may  con- 
stitute the  ofCense,  all  such  acts  may  be 
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cbarged  In  a  slnsle  count;  for  the  reason 
that,  notwithstanding  each  act  may,  by  it- 
self, constitute  the  offense,  all  of  them  to- 
gether do  no  more,  and  likewise,  constltate 
but  one  and  the  same  offense."  To  like 
effect  are  People  t.  De  la  Guerra.  31  CaL 
4r>9;  People  t.  Harrold,  84  Cal.  567,  24  Pac. 
106;  People  v.  Gosset,  93  CaL  641,  29  Pac. 
246;  People  v.  Smith,  103  Cal.  563,  37  Pac. 
516.  The  Information  charged  but  one  of- 
fense, and  the  demurrer  was  properly  over- 
ruled. 

The  second  error  assigned  relates  to  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  In  refusing  a  continuance 
upon  the  application  of  defendant.  The  rec- 
ord shows  that  the  cause  was  originally  set 
down  for  trial  on  the  29th  day  of  August, 
1S94.  On  the  last-named  day  a  continuance 
ft-as  asked  by  defendant  upon  the  ground  of 
the  absence  of  August  Wodeckl,  a  witness 
on  behalf  of  defendant,  who  had  been  duly 
subpoenaed,  and  the  cause  was  continued  by 
the  court  to  October  26,  1^94.  On  the  last- 
named  day  the  cause  was  again  called  for 
trial,  whereupon  counsel  for  defendant  mov- 
ed for  a  continuance  until  January  15,  189.5, 
on  account  of  the  absence  of  the  said  wit- 
ness, August  Wodeckl,  who  was  shown  by 
aflQdayit  to  have  left  the  state  of  California, 
and  to  be  at  Phcenix,  Ariz.,  and  from  which 
place,  the  affiant  is  informed,  "he  will  return 
to  Los  Angeles  on  or  about  January  10, 
1895."  The  witness  In  Question  testified  on 
the  preUmlnary  examination  of  defendant, 
and  his  d^iosition  there  taken  is  referred  to 
in  the  affidavit,  and  made  a  part  thereof. 
The  substance  of  the  showing  was  that  Mrs. 
Maggie  J.  Henry,  one  of  the  persons  whose 
name  was  charged  to  have  been  forged  by 
defendant,  had  employed  said  defendant  to 
transact  for  her  various  matters  of  business, 
and  had  declared  the  latter  to  be  her  ad- 
viser, and  the  manager  of  her  outside  busi- 
ness, etc.  The  affidavit  also  showed  that, 
upon  the  fiillnre  of  the  witness  to  attend 
court  in  August,  a  writ  of  attachment  had  is- 
sued against  him,  but  was  never  served. 
The  court  overruled  the  motion  for  a  contin- 
uance, giving  as  a  reason  therefor  that  it 
was  not  satisfied  "that  the  witness  will  ever 
be  back  here,  or  that  he  has  not  gone  per- 
manently from  the  state,"  and  held  that  the 
defendant  was  entitled  to  use  the  deposi- 
tion taken  upon  the  preliminary  examination 
in  bis  favor  as  evidence  in  the  case.  Counsel 
for  defendant  contended  that  the  prosecution 
should  not  only  admit  the  deposition  in  evi- 
dence, but  that  the  facts  stated  therein 
should  be  conceded  to  be  absolutely  true. 
This  was  not  conceded  by  the  prosecutlMi, 
and  the  contention  of  appellant  is  that  under 
such  circumstances  it  was  error  to  deny  the 
continuance.  The  gtantlng  or  refusing  a 
continuance  in  a  criminal  case  is  a  matter  in 
which  much  must  be  left  to  the  discretion 
of  the  trial  court,  and  it  is  only  in  cases 
where  it  is  apparent  that  such  discretion  has 
not  been  wisely  exercised  that  this  court 
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will  reverse  its  acUon.  Where,  as  In  this  case, 
a  second  continuance  is  asked  for  upon  the 
ground  that  a  witness  for  the  defendant  is 
absent  from  the  state,  and  hence  beyond  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  court,  it  should  be  made 
to  appear  with  reasonable  certainty  that  the 
witness  will  return  to  the  jurisdiction  with- 
in such  reasonable  time  as  to  prevent  an  un- 
usual delay  in  the  trial  of  the  cause.  The 
showing  here  as  to  the  return  of  the  wit- 
ness is  only  that  defendant  is  Informed  he 
will  return.  The  sources  of  defendant's  in- 
formation are  not  given,  and  no  reasons  are 
assigned  for  his  belief  that  he  will  return, 
if  such  be  entertained.  Indeed  it  is  not  stat- 
ed in  the  affidavit  that  defendant  believed 
the  witness  would  return,  but  only  that  he 
was  so  informed.  Under  such  circumstan- 
ces, no  surprise  is  felt  that  the  court  below 
failed  to  be  convinced  that  the  presence  of 
the  witness  would  be  secured  by  a  continu- 
ance. People  V.  Ashnauer,  47  Cal.  98;  Peo- 
ple V.  Francis.  38  Cal.  188;  People  v.  Ah 
Yute,  53  Cal.  613. 

The  contention  of  appellant,  that  the  dep- 
osition of  Wodeckl,  taken  at  the  prelimi- 
nary examination  of  defendant,  should  have 
been  admitted  as  absolutely  true,  cannot  be 
maintained.  Under  section  686  of  the  Penal 
Code,  the  depositions  of  witnesses,  taken,  as 
therein  provided  for,  at  the  preliminary  ex- 
amination, may  be  read  at  the  trial  upon  its 
being  satisfactorily  shown  to  the  court  that 
the  witness  Is  dead  or  insane,  or  cannot, 
with  due  diligence,  be  found  within  the  state. 
People  y.  Curtis,  50  Cal.  95.  These  deposi- 
tions, like  those  taken  on  behalf  of  the  de- 
fendant conditionally,  and  In  cases  where 
witnesses  are  without  the  state,  are  to  be 
taken  subject  to  like  objections  to  the  ques- 
tions and  answers  contained  therein,  as  if 
the  witness  bad  been  examined  orally  In 
court  Pen.  Code,  S  1345.  There  is  nothing 
in  the  Code  requiring  other  or  different  cred- 
ence to  be  given  to  them  than  is  accorded 
to  the  sworn  testimony  of  witnesses  who  ap- 
pear personally  in  court  This  question  Is 
not  regarded  as  being  of  much  importance 
In  the  present  case,  for  the  reason  that  the 
showing  was  not  sufficient  to  call  for  a  con- 
tinuance, had  there  been  no  deposition  in 
the  case. 

The  verdict  cannot  be  set  aside  for  the 
want  of  evidence  In  its  support.  The  mak- 
ing of  the  promissory  note  by  defendant, 
and  the  signing  by  him  of  the  names  of  Mrs. 
Maggie  Henry  and  Kliza  J.  Clark  thereto, 
was  admitted  repeatedly  during  the  trial. 
The  defense  Interposed  was  that  the  busi- 
ness relations  between  defendant  and  the 
two  women  whose  names  appeared  upon  the 
note  were  such  that  defendant  either  had 
authority,  or  supposed  he  had  authority,  to 
sign  their  names  thereto.  As  to  Mrs.  Maggie 
Henry,  there  was  evidence  tending  to  show 
some  foundation  for  the  position  assumed  by 
defendant;  but  there  was  a  conflict  in  the 
evidence  on  this  point,  and,  upon  M'ell-recr> 
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ognlzed  prfDciplee,  the  rerdict  cannot,  under 
such  circumstances,  be  set  aside  for  sncti 
cause.  An  to  the  name  of  Eliza  J.  Clark, 
signed  by  defendant,  we  find  In  the  record 
not  an  iota  of  evidence  tending  to  show  in 
the  defendant  any  authority,  or  upon  which 
to  found  a  belief  of  authority,  to  use  her 
name  upon  the  promissory  note.  As  to  her, 
the  case  presented  a  bald  case  of  forgery, 
not  relieved  by  any  pretext  worthy  of  con- 
sideration. The  proof  tlmt  defendant  forged 
the  name  of  Eliza  3.  Clark  to  the  promis- 
sory note  described  in  the  information  is  suf- 
ficient alone  to  uphold  the  verdict,  and  for 
that  reason  the  several  rulings  of  the  court 
upon  the  admission  and  rejection  of  testimo- 
ny touching  the  business  relations  existing 
between  defendant  and  Mrs.  Maggie  Henry 
need  not  be  considered;  for,  if  erroneous, 
such  rulings  do  not,  under  the  circumstances, 
call  for  a  reversal. 

The  other  errors  assigned  are  either  unim- 
portant or  unfounded.  The  Judgment  and 
order  denying  defendant's  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  from  which  he  appeals,  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:   VANCLIEP,  C;  HAYNES,  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der denying  defendant's  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  from  which  he  appeals,  are  affirmed. 


l«g  Cai.  4«0 

CITI  AND  COUNTY  OF  SAN  FRANCISCO 

V.  BURR  et  al.     (No.  15,326.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  6,  1895.) 

StKBITS— DiSCONTINOAKGB. 

The  adoption  of  an  ordinance,  and  its 
subsequent  ratification  by  the  legislature,  de- 
claring a  map  to  be  the  plan  of  a  certain  part 
of  a  city  in  respect  to  location  and  establlsti- 
ment  of  streets,  worlcs  a  discontinn(,nce  and 
alMndonment  of  streets  formerly  existing  in 
that  part  of  the  city,  but  not  appearing  on  such 
map. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  G.  B.  Heb- 
bard.  Judge. 

Action  by  the  city  and  county  of  San  Fran- 
cisco against  E.  W.  Burr  and  others  to  have 
a  certain  space  declared  an  open  public 
street.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Defendants 
appeal.    Reversed. 

J.  C.  Bates,  for  appellants.  H.  T.  Cies- 
well,  for  respondent. 

HARRISON,  J.  In  1^7,  Leavenworth,  as 
alcalde  of  San  Francisco,  granted  26  lOO-vara 
lots  in  that  portion  of  the  pueblo  which  is 
called  the  "Laguna  Survey."  These  lots 
were  granted  by  reference  to  a  map  kept  in 
the  alcalde's  oflice,  on  which  they  were  desig- 
nated by  numbers.  Upon  this  map  there  is 
delineated  a  space  corresponding  to  a  street, 
npon  one  side  of  which  are  located  lota  4,  7- 


9,  and  21,  and  on  the  other  aide  of  which  are 
located  lots  3,  6,  12,  and  22.  The  territory 
thus  surveyed  and  mapped  is  situated  west 
of  Larkin  street,  and  was  disconnected  with 
the  other  portion  of  the  then  town  of  San 
Francisco,  and  the  open  space  between  the 
two  rows  of  lots  aforenamed  waa  not  a  pro- 
longation of  any  of  the  streets  then  exist- 
ing, nor  did  It  Intersect  or  connect  with  any 
of  those  streets.  The  present  action  is 
brought  to  have  this  space  declared  to  be  an 
open  public  street. 

This  delineation  upon  the  map  created  the 
easement  of  a  right  of  way  in  favor  of  the 
grantees'  lots  abutting  thereon,  and  indi- 
cated an  intention  on  the  part  of  the  town 
to  dedicate  the  space  as  a  highway,  and  a 
subsequent  user  thereof  would  have  been 
regarded  as  an  acceptance  by  the  public  suf- 
ficient to  complete  the  dedication.  The 
grantees  of  the  lots  might,  however,  lose  or 
surrender  the  easement  created  for  them, 
and  the  public  could  also  abandon  or  dis- 
continue the  highway  after  Its  dedication 
had  been  complete.  The  street  when  dedi- 
cated, became  the  property  of  the  whole 
state,  which,  by  its  legislature,  could  deal 
with  or  dispose  of  it  at  its  pleasure.  "That 
the  legislature  possesses  competent  power 
to  vacate  a  street  in  a  city;  that  the  legis- 
lature may  delegate  or  commit  such  power 
to  the  municipal  authorities  of  the  city; 
that  its  exercise  by  the  municipal  authori- 
ties Is  dependent  on  the  will  and  subject  to 
the  control  of  the  legislature;  and  that,  after 
such  power  has  thus  been  committed  to  the 
municipal  authorities,  the  legislature  may 
revoke  it  In  part,  as  well  as  in  whole,  or, 
without  an  express  revocation,  may  itself 
exercise  it  in  any  particular  instance, — are 
propositions  about  which  there  can  be  no 
controversy  In  this  state.  The  plenary  pow- 
er of  the  legislature  over  the  whole  do- 
main of  streets. Is  well  Illustrated  by  the  de- 
cisions of  this  court  in  the  litigation  re- 
specting Kearny,  Second,  and  Beale  streets 
in  the  city  of  San  Francisco."  Polack  v. 
Asylum,  48  Cal.  492.  The  Van  Ness  ordi- 
nance, which  was  passed  In  1855,  provided 
for  a  plan  for  the  location  and  dimensions 
of  streets  to  be  laid  out  within  the  city 
limits  west  of  Larkin  street  and  south- 
west of  Johnston  (now  Ninth)  street;  and 
in  pursuance  of  these  provisions  the  plan 
or  map  Imown  as  the  "Van  Ness  Map" 
was  prepared,  and  by  ordinance,  October 
16,  18r)6,  "declared  to  be  the  plan  of  the 
city  in  respect  to  the  location  and  estab- 
lishment of  streets  and  avenues,  and  the 
reservations  of  squares  and  lots  for  public 
purposes,  in  that  portion  of  the  then  incor- 
porated limits  of  said  city  lying  west  of  Lar- 
kin and  southwest  of  Johnston  streets." 
'I'liis  ordinance  was  ratified  and  confirmed 
by  an  act  of  the  legislature  approved  March 
11,  1858  (St.  1858,  p.  52),  and  the  streets 
delineated  upon  the  Van  Ness  map  became 
j  thereby  open  public  highways.     Sawyer  t. 
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San  Francisco,  50  Cal.  3T0.  The  space  that 
liad  been  delineated  as  a  street  upon  the 
map  of  the  Laguna  s'nrvey  does  not  appear 
upon  this  map,  but.  In  lieu  thereof,  there 
are  other  streets,  forming  continuations  of 
streets  then  existing,  and  mnning  at  a  dif- 
ferent angle  with  Larkin  street  In  Brook 
V.  Horton,  68  Cal.  555,  10  Pac.  204,  It  was 
held  that  certain  streets  that  had  been  dedi- 
cated as  public  highways  by  the  adoption 
of  the  Van  Ness  map  were  superseded  by 
streets  that  were  laid  out  on  the  city  en- 
gineer's map  which  was  prepared  under 
the  acts  of  1862  and  1864  (St  1862,  p.  407; 
St  1863-64,  p.  460);  that  the  effect  of  the 
delineation  of  the  streets  upon  the  engi- 
neer's map  under  the  provisions  of  these 
statutes  was  to  discontinue  and  abandon 
the  former  streets.  Under  the  principles  of 
that  case  it  must  be  held  that  by  the  adop- 
tion of  the  Van  Ness  map,  and  its  confirma- 
tion by  the  legislature,  the  above-described 
space  upon  the  Laguna  surv^  map  ceased 
to  be  a  public  highway.  See,  also,  Seaman 
T.  Ulcks,  8  Paige,  655;  C!om.  v.  Railroad  Co., 
150  Mass.  170,  22  N.  E.  913.  The  Judgment 
Is  reversed. 

We    concur:     BE  ATT  Y,    C.    J.;    McFAR- 
liAND,  J.;  VAN  FLEET,  X;  HENSHAW.J. 
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In  re  LEVINSON'S  ESTATE.     (No.  15,916.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Calif(»iiia.     Aug.  6,  1895.) 

AUXIKISTBATOB — ACCOUSTINO  —  J  DDSMBRT  —  Scr- 
FICIENCT    OF   EVIDESOI— SpBOIPICATION    OF   ESr 

xoB— Allowance  fob  Kxpbbt  WiTNESsst  asd 

COVXSF.L. 

1.  On  settlement  of  an  account  of  an  admin- 
istrator, an  order  allowing  the  administrator's 
account,  with  the  exception  of  one  item,  ig  not 
a  judgment,  within  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  939,  re- 
quiring an  appeal  to  be  taken  "within  60  days 
after  the  rendition  of  the  judgment,"  to  entitle 
appellant  to  have  the  evidence  reviewed.  Es- 
tate of  Rose,  22  Pac.  86,  80  Cal.  166,  followed. 

2.  On  appeal  by  legatees  from  an  allowance 
of  an  administrator's  acconnt,  the  appellants 
claimed  in  the  specifications  of  error  that  the  ev- 
idence was  "insufficient  to  justify  the  decision, 
in  each  and  every  one  of  the  following  particu- 
lars, respectively:  (1)  Allowing  $.500,  or  any 
anm,  for  H.  &  M.;  (2)  allowing  $343.91,  or  any 
sam,  to  said  administrator  for  commissions;  (3) 
allowing  said  item  of  $50,  alleged  to  have  been 
Daid  to  B.."  etc-  Bela,  that  such  speci&cationa 
of  error  were  sufficient  under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  g 
648.    Estate  of  Page,  57  Cal.  238,  distinguished. 

3.  On  the  settlement  of  the  account  of  an 
administrator,  the  court  need  not  make  findings 
of  fact  though  such  findings  are  not  waived,  un- 
der Code  Civ.  Proc.  §S  590,  633. 

4.  Where  a  second  administrator  resigns, 
and  is  succeeded  by  a  new  administrator,  and 
the  first  administrator  has  been  paid  commis- 
sions in  a  Slim  nearly  equal  to  the  amount  al- 
lowable by  Code  Civ.  Proc.  8  1618,  on  the  en- 
tire estate,  such  second  administrator  ia  not 
entitled  to  any  allowance  for  commissions  un- 
til the  final  settlement  of  the  estate. 

5.  On  the  settlement  of  an  administrator's 
account,  it  appeared  that  he  engaged  in  litiga- 
tion on  behalf  of  the  estate  against  deceased's 
former  partners,  and  employed  expert  account- 
ants to  examine  the  books  of  the  partnership  for 
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the  purposes  of  the  litigation,  and  he  claimed 
credit  of  $673.30  for  the  services  of  such  experts. 
As  a  witness,  he  stated  that  be  had  no  explana- 
tion to  give  of  a  receipt  signed  by  him,  and  pro- 
duced by  the  legatees,  acknowledging  the  re- 
ceipt from  them  of  $240  towards  payment  of  ex- 
penses on  behalf  of  the  legatees  "in  experting 
the  books  of"  such  firm.  Sdd,  that  $240  should 
be  deducted  from  the  amount  claimed  to  have 
been  paid. 

6.  It  is  error  to  allow  an  administrator  $50 
to  pay  a  doctor  for  attendance  one  day,  as  a 
witness,  on  a  motion  for  a  receiver  in  an  action 
instituted  by  such  administrator,  the  amount  fix- 
ed by  the  statute  being  $2  per  day. 

7.  The  appellate  court  will  not  disturb  an 
allowance  of  attorney's  fees  for  services  render- 
ed an  administrator,  where  the  claim  is  that  the 
services  were  of  no  value,  and  the  evidence  on 
such  question  is  conflicting. 

8.  Where,  on  settiement  of  the  accounts  of 
an  administrator,  an  allowance  is  made  for  s^^- 
ices  of  attorneys,  rendered  the  administrator,  it 
is  error  to  direct  payment  to  be  made  to  such 
attorneys,  who  are  strangers  to  the  proceeding, 
but  the  allowance  should  be  simply  to  the  admin- 
istrator. 

9.  Where,  on  the  settlement  of  the  accounts 
of  an  administrator,  he  is  charged  with  mis- 
feasance by  the  legatees,  and  the  court  finds  the 
charge  false,  it  is  proper  to  allow  him  a  credit  of 
$100  to  pay  for  assistance  of  counsel  In  defend- 
ing him  against  such  charge. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  V. 
Coffey,  Judge. 

Judicial  settlement  of  the  accounts  of  J. 
W.  Goodwin,  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed  of  John  X«vinson,  deceased.  From 
an  order  allowing  the  account,  with  the  ex- 
ception of  one  Item,  Fannie  Levinson  and 
others,  legatees,  appeal.  Modified  and  af- 
firmed. 

Horace  W.  Phllbrook,  for  appellants.  Mor- 
rison, Stratton  &  Foerster,  Barclay  Henley, 
and  J.  W.  Goodwin,  for  respondent. 

PER  CURIAM.  Appeal  by  certain  lega- 
tees named  In  the  will  of  John  Lerlnson,  de- 
ceased, from  an  order  settling  the  account 
of  J.  W.  Goodwin,  administrator  with  the 
will  annexed  of  the  estate  of  said  deceased. 
The  admlnlsti-ator  was  charged  with  mis- 
conduct In  the  discharge  of  his  trust  and 
was  cited  to  show  cause  why  his  letters 
should  not  be  revoked.  Thereupon  on  Feb- 
ruary 14,  1893,  he  filed  the  account  In  ques- 
tion, and  tendered  his  resignation  of  his  of- 
fice of  administrator.  The  order  appealed 
from  declared  the  charges  against  respond- 
ent to  be  without  foundaUon,  allowed  his 
account  as  presented,— with  the  exception  of 
a  single  item,— and  directed  tliat  upon  the 
production  of  a  receipt  for  the  bahince  of 
funds  of  the  estate  In  his  hands,  ascertained 
to  be  the  sum  of  $4,729.94,  from  one  Ira  P. 
Rankin,  who  was  appointed  special  adminis- 
trator to  succeed  him,  the  respondent  be  dis- 
charged from  further  liability. 

1.  The  legatees  filed  their  exceptions  to  the 
account  March  3,  1893.  A  hearing  was  had 
upon  the  objections  thus  made,  and  on  Sep- 
tember 12,  1893.  the  court  orally  announced 
its  decision,  stating  the  tei-ms  of  the  order^ 
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to  be  drawn  allowing  the  acconnt.  Such  or- 
der was  signed  by  the  judge  and  filed  with 
the  clerk  September  16,  1893,  and  was  en- 
tered In  the  nilnnte  book  of  the  conrt  Octo- 
ber Cth,  following.  The  appeal  was  taken 
December  4,  1893.  Respondent  insists  thai 
the  order  Is  a  judgment  (Miller  y.  Lux,  100 
Cal.  609,  35  Pac.  345,  639),  that  the  appeal 
was  not  taken  "within  sixty  days  after  the 
rendition  of  the  judgment"  (Code  Civ.  Proc. 
i  939),  and  hence  that  the  evidence  npon 
which  the  decision  rests  cannot  be  reyiew- 
cd.  But  this  question  has  been  made  the 
subject  of  Inyestigatlon  by  the  court  In  Es- 
tate of  Rose,  80  CaL  166,  22  Fac.  86;  and,  on 
the  authority  of  that  case,  we  consider  that 
the  evidence  here  Is  open  for  examination. 

2.  Respondent  further  contends  that  the 
specifications  of  insufficiency  of  the  evidence 
to  justify  the  decision,  appearing  In  appel- 
lant's bill  of  exceptions,  are  not  stated  so 
as  to  answer  the  requirements  of  section 
648,  Code  Cly.  Proc.  The  specifications  sui)- 
posed  to  be  faulty  are  set  out  In  this  man- 
ner: "The  evidence  is  Insufficient  to  justify 
the  decision  In  each  and  every  one  of  the 
following  particulars,  respectively:  (1)  Al- 
lowing $500,  or  any  sum,  for  Henley  &  Mac- 
Sherry;  (2)  allowing  $343.91,  or  any  sum  to 
said  administrator  for  commissions;  (3)  al- 
lowing said  Item  of  $50,  alleged  to  have 
been  paid  to  Dr.  O.  F.  Buckley,"  etc.  We 
think  the  specifications  are  sufficient.  The 
account  Is  itself  a  bill  of  Items,  and,  when 
the  respondent  was  Informed  by  the  specifi- 
cations of  the  several  Items  which  appel- 
lants deemed  to  be  unsupported  by  the  evi- 
dence, he  certainly  was  advised  of  the  par- 
ticulars wherein  he  should  take  note  wheth- 
er the  evidence^  If  any,  sustaining  the  ac- 
count appeared  In  the  bill  of  exceptions 
when  proposed;  and  this  we  understand  to 
be  a  main  object  of  the  requirement  of  such 
specifications  by  the  statute  (Code  Civ.  Proc. 
f  QiS).  The  case  differs  obviously  from  Es- 
tate of  Page,  67  Cal.  238.  There  no  attempt 
was  made  to  specify  any  deficiency  of  evi- 
dence. 

3.  Findings  of  fact  were  not  waived,  and 
the  court  made  none.  Appellants  claim  that 
for  this  reason  the  order  should  be  reversed. 
The  manner  In  which  the  account  of  an  ex- 
ecutor or  administrator  Is  usually  made  up, 
and  the  manner  In  which  objections  thereto 
are  usually  presented  (and  this  case  shows 
no  exception),  do  not  at  all  conduce  to  the 
development  of  Issues  such  as  arise  upon 
the  pleadings  In  a  civil  action,  and  to  which 
findings  are  required  to  be  responsive.  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  §f  590,  ffiS.  And  it  has  been  said 
here  obiter,  but,  we  think,  correctly,  that 
"In  such  a  proceeding  It  is  not  incumbent 
upon  the  court  to  make  and  file  express  find- 
ings." Miller  V.  Lux,  100  Cal.  613,  35  Pac. 
845,  639. 

•t.  The  court  allowed  to  the  respondent  the 
sum  of  $343.91  as  commissions.  It  appears 
that  he  was  preceded  in  the  administration 


of  the  estate  by  one  S.  W.  Baveiey,  named 
executor  In  the  wlU  of  the  deceased.  Rave- 
ley  had  been,  on  the  settlement  ot  bis  ac- 
count, credited  with  the  sum  of  $15,441.98, 
of  which  $700  was  for  his  own  commissions; 
be  paid  over  to  Mr.  Goodwin,  his  successor, 
the  respondent  here,  the  balance  In  his 
hands  belonging  to  the  estate,  amounting  to 
$6,254.91;  respondent  received  from  other 
quarters  $223.34;  making  the  total  fnnds  of 
the  estate  coming  to  his  hands  $6,478.23,  and 
the  total  value  of  the  estate  accounted  fur 
$21,920.23.  On  this  sum  the  commissions 
allowable  under  section  1618,  Code  Civ.  Proc., 
amount  to  $997.60,  while  the  sum  of  $1,- 
043.91  has  actually  been  allowed,  and  the  ad- 
ministration Is  yet  unclosea.  It  is  suggest- 
ed by  counsel  that  the  presumption  should 
be  indulged  that  the  allowance  made  to  re- 
spondent Included  something  for  extraordi- 
nary services,  under  section  1618,  Code  Civ. 
Proc.  But  his  acconnt  makes  no  claim  for 
such  services,  and  It  Is  expressly  stated  In 
the  order  that  he  "la  entlUed  to  $343.91  as 
commissions."  The  presumption  does  not 
arise.  Estate  of  Moore,  96  Cal.  526,  527,  31 
Pac.  584.  Under  the  circumstances  disclos- 
ed by  the  record,  nothing  can  be  allowed  re- 
spondent for  commissions  until  the  final  set- 
tlement of  the  estate.  See  Estate  of  Barton, 
55  Cal.  87,  and  cases  there  cited. 

6.  Respondent  engaged  In  litigation  on 
behalf  of  the  estate  against  William  J.  and 
Benjamin  Newman,  former  partners  of  de- 
cedent In  the  firm  of  Newman  &  Levlnson, 
and  employed  certain  expert  accountants  to 
examine  the  books  of  the  partnership  for  the 
purposes  of  such  litigation.  He  claimed  credit 
for  $073.30  paid  for  the  services  of  said  ex- 
perts. The  payments  to  them,  as  shown  by 
the  account,  were  made  in  sums  ranging  from 
$25  to  $80,  beginning  In  January,  1882,  and 
continuing  at  intervals  for  nearly  a  year 
following.  Testimony  was  given  that  at  first 
the  money  to  pay  said  experts  was  furnished 
by  the  legatees.  On  cross-examination  of  the 
administrator  as  a  witness  at  the  hearing, 
contestants  produced  a  paper  writing  signed 
by  him,  dated  March  2, 1892,  and  acknowledg- 
ing the  receipt  from  one  of  them  of  $240  to- 
wards payment  of  expenses  on  behalf  of  the 
legatees  "in  expertlng  the  books  of  Newman 
&  Levlnson."  Being  asked  to  explain  the 
receipt,  the  witness  said  he  had  no  explana- 
tion to  give.  He  also  said  that  he  had  given 
no  credit  in  bis  account  for  said  $240.  The 
court  allowed  the  full  sum  claimed  for  com- 
pensation of  experts.  We  think  the  adminis- 
trator mistook,  and  that  the  circumstances 
were  such  as  to  require  him  to  explain  that 
the  money  had  by  him  as  evidenced  by  the 
receipt  was  used  to  pay  for  services  different 
from,  or  in  addlt<m  to,  those  specified  in  his 
account,  or  for  other  reason  was  not  charge- 
able to  him,  and  that  failing  so  to  do  bis 
credits  should  have  been  reduced  by  said  sum 
of  $240.  The  allowance  of  the  further  sum 
of  $433.30,  paid  to  said  accountants,  was  a 
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matter  committed  to  tbe  sound  discretion  ot 
the  court  There  Is  no  proot  tbat  such  dis- 
cretion was  abused.  See  Estate  of  Moore,  72 
Cal.  336,  13  Pac.  880. 

6.  The  following  credit  Item  appearing  In 
tite  account  was  allowed:  "Dr.  C.  P.  Buck- 
ley, services,  $50.00."  The  administrator  tes- 
tified that  payment  thereof  was  made  to  Dr. 
BudUey  for  attendance  as  a  witness  on  a 
motion  for  a  receiver  in  a  certain  action  in- 
stituted by  the  administrator;  that  be  at- 
tended one  day.  The  statute  fixes  the  fees  of 
witnesses  at  $2  per  day.  "Why  the  further 
sum  of  $48  was  paid,  does  not  appear  In  the 
record.  Its  allowance  was  therefore  errone- 
ous. 

7.  The  order  appealed  from  directs  that  the 
sum  of  $500  be  paid  out  of  the  estate  to  the 
law  firm  of  Henley  &  Mac  Sherry  "for  serv- 
ices rendered  the  estate  and  the  administrator 
in  the  management  of  the  estate."  Tbe  serv- 
ices referred  to  were  rendered  in  tbe  conduct 
of  the  respondent's  suit  against  the  New- 
mans. The  claim  is  stated  In  the  account  as 
among  tbe  "bills  outstanding,"  no  sum  being 
named,  but  at  tbe  bearing  said  attorneys 
presented  a  statement  claiming  an  allowance 
of  $1,000  for  their  services.  The  principal 
contest  in  the  court  below  seems  to  have 
concerned  the  allowance  of  this  Item.  Appel- 
lants make  two  points  in  this  connection: 

(1)  That  the  services  were  of  no  value;  and 

(2)  that  an  order  directing  payment  to  coun- 
sel, who  are  strangers  to  the  proceeding  is 
void.  As  to  tbe  first.  It  suffices  to  say  that 
tbe  evidence  was  conflicting.  While  it  pret- 
ty clearly  appears  tliat  there  was  a  wide  di- 
vergence of  opinion  between  Messrs.  Henley 
&  MacSberry,  and  counsel  associated  with 
them,  as  to  tbe  policy  to  be  pursued  In  the 
later  stages  of  tbe  trial  of  that  cause,  and 
that  they  (Henley  &  MacSherry)  then  enter- 
tained small  hoi)e  of  ultimate  success,  and  so 
were  insistent  (as  was  the  administrator)  on 
a  proposed  compromise,  which,  if  effected, 
would  have  given  the  estate  little,  if  any- 
thing, more  than  the  expenses  of  the  action, 
yet  It  does  not  appear  but  that  the  course 
they  recommended  comported  with  the  prop- 
er discharge  of  professional  obligation.  In 
the  light  of  the  event,  it  seems  that  it  would 
have  been  most  to  the  interest  of  the  estate: 
and,  without  signifying  approval  of  all  the 
methods  employed  by  them  and  by  the  ad- 
ministrator in  the  effort  to  bring  about  such 
compromise,  it  ought  to  be  said  that  the  evi- 
dence does  not  Bul>stantlate  appellants* 
charge  that  they  and  the  administrator  "be- 
came traitors  to  tbe  interests  of  the  dece- 
dent's estate,  and  treacherously  exerted  them- 
selves  to  bring  about  a  Judgment  for  tbe  de- 
fendants." There  was  error,  however,  In  the 
direction  that  the  payment  be  made  to  the 
attorneys.  Like  other  necessary  expenses  in- 
curred in  course  of  administration,  the  fees 
of  counsel  are  to  be  allowed  out  of  the  estate 
to  tbe  executor  or  administrator.  Such  is  the 
reading  of  tbe  statute  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  { 1010), 


and  the  effect  of  tbe  decisions  of  this  court. 
In  re  Ogler's  Estate,  101  Gal.  385,  35  Pac, 
900;  Henry  v.  Superior  Court,  93  Cal.  5(59,  29 
Pac.  230;  In  re  Blythe's  Estate,  103  Cal.  350, 
37  Pac.  392;  Pennle  v.  Eoach,  94  CaL  615,  29 
Pac.  956,  aad  30  Pac.  106;  Sharon  t.  Sharon, 
75  Cal.  38,  16  Pac.  345. 

S.  Since  the  court  found  that  tbe  charges 
of  misfeasance  against  the  respondent  were 
false,  it  properly  allowed  him  credit  for  tbe 
item  of  $100  paid  for  assistance  of  counsel  In 
defending  himself  against  the  same.  It  would 
be  otherwise  If  the  charges  were  sustained. 
Woerner,  Adm'n,  {  516. 

The  cause  is  remanded,  with  Instructions 
to  the  superior  court  to  modify  tbe  order  ap- 
pealed from  In  these  particulars,  viz.:  (1) 
Striking  out  therefrom  all  allowance  for  com- 
missions, with  leave  to  respondent  to  move 
for  an  allowance  of  bis  reasonable  propor- 
tion of  commissions  upon  tbe  final  settle- 
ment of  tbe  estate.  (2)  Allowing  to  respond- 
ent $500  for  services  of  bis  attorneys,  Henley 
&  MacSherry,  and  striking  out  the  allowance 
to  said  attorneys.  (3)  Allowing  for  services 
of  experts  $433.30,  Instead  of  $673.30.  (4) 
Allowing  for  payment  of  Dr.  Buckley  $2,  In- 
stead of  $50.  And  as  thus  modified  tbe  ordw 
will  stand  affirmed. 


aos  Cal.  4ni 

In  re  GARRITY'S  ESTATE. 

Appeal  of   BUCKLET.     (No.   15,782.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Aug.  6,  189S.) 

ExBOCTOBs— Allowasce  to  Widow— PETiTtoif— 

BBTTLEMENT  —  SfPPLEMESTAL      iNVENTOUr      OF 
PEBSOSALTr  —  AFFKAIS  EM  EKT — WBEN     N  ECEB8A- 

RT — Life  Tbs'ant  —  Possession   of  Persohal 
Estate. 

1.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  g  1466,  which  con- 
fers on  the  court  power  to  make  reasonable  al- 
lowance out  of  the  estate  for  the  maintenance 
of  the  family,  the  court  may  make  such  allow- 
ance without  first  setting  apart  a  homestead, 
as  authorized  by  section  1465,  and  determining 
that  it  is  insufficient  for  the  widow's  support. 
38  Pac.  628,  affirmed. 

2.  The  son  of  the  widow  may  petition  for 
the  allowance  to  her,  though  he  la  also  the  ex- 
ecutor.    38  Pac.  628,  affirmed. 

3.  Where  the  executor  disposes  of  certain 
personal  property  without  including  it  in  the  In- 
ventory, in  accordance  with  the  expressed  wish 
of  the  decedent,  and,  on  final  settlement,  makes 
a  supplemental  inventory  of  such  property,  the 
court  ma^  determine  its  value,  and  it  need  not 
be  appraised  as  other  property  of  the  estate. 
38  Pac.  628,  affirmed. 

4.  Where  testator  gives  "all"  his  property 
to  his  wife  to  hold  and  to  "enjoy"  for  life,  and 
to  others  the  residue  "remaining  upon  the  (erml- 
nation  of  the  life  estate,"  the  wife  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  personal  estate  without  se- 
curity, In  the  absence  of  adverse  showing  by  the 
remainder-men.     38  Pac.  628,  affirmed. 

In  bank. 

On  rehearing.  For  decision  In  department, 
see  38  Pac.  628. 

PER  CURIAM.  After  a  fuU  consldera- 
tlon  of  this  cause  in  bank,  we  are  satisfied 
with  tbe  conclusion  reached  In  department; 
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and  with  the  opinion  of  Mr.  Justice  HAR- 
RISON therein  deUyered.  38  Pac.  028.  In 
accordance  with  said  opinion,  the  superior 
court  is  directed  to  modify  the  decree  of 
distribution  by  striking  therefrom  the  fol- 
lowing proviso:  "Provided,  that  the  sum  of 
one  hundred  dollars  of  said  distribution  shall 
have  been  heretofore  received  by  Thomas 
tiarrlty,  and  that  the  sum  of  fifteen  dollars 
has  been  received  by  James  Garrlty;"  and, 
as  so  modified,  the  decree  is  affirmed.  The 
orders  for  a  family  allowance  and  settling 
the  account  are  also  affirmed;  and  the  costs 
of  this  appeal  are  to  be  borne  by  appellaat. 


108  Cai.  4M 

In  r«  LI  PO  TAFS  ESTATE. 

LI  TAI  WING  v.  PRBESB.     (No.  16,746.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  7,  1895.) 

ADMIlflSTRATOR  WITH  WiLL  ANNEXED — RlOHT   TO 

Remove— Ex  RCCTOK — Competenct — 
Res  Jduicata. 

1.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  g  1383,  providing  that 
when  letters  of  administration  have  been  grant- 
ed to  any  other  than  the  wife,  child,  etc.,  of  the 
intestate,  any  one  of  them  may  obtain  the  revo- 
cation of  the  lettei-s,  and  become  entitled  to  the 
administration,  applies  to  a  case  where  deceased 
left  a  will,  and  an  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed  has  been  appointed,  and  may  be  availed 
of  though  the  person  applying  for  the  revocation 
was  designated  by  the  will  as  executor;  section 
1354,  providing  that  where  tlie  person  designated 
in  a  will  is  absent  fnMn  the  state,  or  a  minor, 
letters  of  administration  with  the  will  annexed 
shall  be  granted,  which,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court  may  be  revoked  on  return  of  the  absent 
executor,  or  arrival  of  the  minor  at  the  age  of 
majority,  having  application  only  where  the  pe- 
titioner has  no  other  right  to  administer,  except 
that  he  was  designated  by  deceased.  39  Pac. 
30,  reversed. 

2.  A  person  is  not  incompetent  to  serve  as 
an  executor,  on  the  giound  of  want  of  under- 
stnndiug  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  1350),  merely  be- 
cause he  cannot  speak  English,  and  is  not  iu- 
structetl  ns  to  the  constitution  of  the  state. 

3.  Doniiil  of  application  under  Code  Civ. 
Proc.  8  i;j54,  for  removal  of  an  administrator 
with  the  will  annexed,  and  appointment  iu  place 
of  him.  is  not  an  adjudication  of  want  of  under- 
standing of  petitioner:  no  reason  being  assign- 
od  for  the  denial,  and  there  being  various  other 
grounds  on  which  the  application  could  he  de- 
nied. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superlw  court,  dty 
and  cotmty  of  San  Francisco;  J.  V.  Coffey, 
Judge. 

Petition  by  Ll  Tal  Wing  for  the  removal  of 
A.  O.  Preese,  public  administrator,  as  adminis- 
trator with  the  wUl  annexed  of  Ll  Po  Tal, 
and  that  letters  of  administration  with  the 
will  annexed  be  Issued  to  petitions.  Pr<Mn 
an  order  denying  the  application,  petitioner 
appeals.    Reversed. 

Alexander  D.  Keyes  and  Philip  Teare,  toe 
appellant  J.  D.  Sullivan,  W.  M.  Willett,  and 
R.  H.  Countryman,  for  respondent 

BEATTY,  C.  J.  On  the  28th  of  February, 
A.  D.  1894,  appellant,  Ll  Tal  Wing,  filed  a  pe- 
tition In  the  probate  court  of  the  dty  and 
county  of  San  Francisco,  in  which,  with  other 


allegations,  he  stated:  That  Ll  Po  Tal  died 
in  said  city  and  county  March  20,  1893,  tes- 
tate. That  by  his  will  he  nominated  petition- 
er and  his  mother  executor  and  executrix  of 
the  will.  That  at  the  time  of  the  death  of 
Ll  Po  Tal,  and  when  the  will  was  probated, 
and  letters  teetamentaiy  were  issued  to  his 
mother,  petitioner  was  a  minor,  and  was  ab- 
sent from  the  state  of  California.  That  his 
mother,  Lee  See,  was  appointed  executrix 
AprU  11,  1893,  and  duly  qualified.  That  aft- 
erwards, on  the  27th  day  of  October,  1893, 
said  Lee  See  was  removed  from  office,  and 
her  said  letters  revoked;  and  afterwards,  on 
the  15th  day  of  November,  1893,  A.  0.  Preese, 
public  administrator,  was  appointed  adminis- 
trator with  the  will  annexed,  to  take  charge 
of  the  estate,  and  said  Freese  duly  qualified, 
and  Is  still  acting  as  such  administrator. 
That  said  Freese  was  not  the  husband  or 
wife,  child,  father,  mother,  brother,  or  dster 
of  said  Ll  Po  Tal,  deceased.  Petitioner  is  the 
eldest  son  of  said  Ll  Po  Tal;  Is  over  the  age  of 
21  years,  and  a  resident  of  the  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco.  Wherefore,  he  asked  that 
the  letters  of  administration  issued  to  A.  C. 
Freese  be  revoked,  and  letters  of  administra- 
tion with  the  will  annexed  be  Issued  to  peti- 
tioner. Freese  was  duly  cited  to  appear  and 
answer.  He  filed  no  answer,  but  did  appear, 
and  was  allowed  to  contest  the  right  of  the 
petitioner.  Petitions  bases  his  claims  upon 
the  language  of  section  IS'-.'d,  Code  Civ.  Proc., 
and  succeeding  sections.  He  contends  that 
under  these  provisions  his  right  to  the  relief 
asked  Is  absolute,  provided  only  that  he  b« 
found  to  possess  the  statutory  competency. 

The  first  question  to  be  considered  Is  this: 
Has  section  13S3  any  application  where  the 
decedent  has  left  a  wlUV  By  its  terms,  it 
might  seem  to  have  been  Intended  to  apply 
only  in  cases  of  Intestacy;  but  In  Estate  of 
Pacheco,  23  Cal.  4T6,  it  was  applied  to  a  case 
in  whic(i,  like  the  present,  there  was  a  will, 
and  in  which  the  other  material  facts  were 
substantially  the  same.  It  is  true  that  the  ques- 
tion of  its  applicability,  although  argued  by 
counsel,  was  not  expressly  adjudicated,  but 
the  decision  rests  upon  the  tacit  assumption 
by  the  court  that  the  right  to  administration 
In  the  case  provided  for  is  unaffected  by  the 
fact  that  there  is  a  will.  In  itself,  this  de- 
cision may  not  be  of  much  weight  as  an  au- 
thority; but  it  was  made  many  years  ago, 
and  has  never  been  overruled  or  questioned. 
Meantime  the  legislature  has  revised  the  stat- 
ute, and  re-enacted  this  particular  section  in 
its  old  form,  and,  we  are  bound  to  suppose, 
with  the  intention  tliat  It  should  be  construed 
now  as  it  was  construed  before  the  revision. 
In  my  opinion,  there  Is  no  reason  for  chan- 
ging its  construction.  If  it  be  said  that  the 
deciiAon  in  the  Pacheco  Case  disregarded  the 
terms  of  the  law,  it  may  be  answered  that  the 
court  was  fully  Justified  by  the  whole  toior 
of  the  statute,  and  the  manifest  policy  of  the 
legislature  In  respect  to  the  choice  of  admin- 
istrators, in  departinc  from  a  literal  construe- 
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tlon  of  this  particular  section.  By  the  old 
probate  act,  as  by  the  corresix>udiiig  sections 
ot  the  Code,  the  legislature  had  prescribed  the 
order  la  which  the  relatives  and  creditors  of 
an  intestate  and  other  persons  should  be  enti- 
tled to  administer,  and  had  made  the  same  or- 
der of  preference  applicable  to  cases  in  which 
executors  named  In  a  will  failed  to  qualify  cm: 
ceased  to  act  These  various  provisions  are 
found  In  secUons  1350,  1305,  1425,  and  1426, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  The  policy  of  the  law  is 
clear.  In  the  absence  of  any  designation  of 
an  executor  by  the  decedent,  certain  persons, 
in  a  certain  ottler,  have  the  right  to  adminis- 
ter. When  executors  have  been  appointed  by 
the  decedent.  If  they  cannot  act,  or  will  not 
act,  or  are  not  allowed  to  act,  then  the  same 
persons.  In  the  same  order,  are  entitled  to  let- 
ters of  administration  with  the  will  annexed. 
Falling  the  choice  of  the  decedent,  the  law 
enforces  its  choice.  And  so  of  the  case  where 
letters  of  administration  have  been  granted  to 
some  person  other  than  the  husband  or  wife 
or  child  of  the  decedent,— It  makes  no  differ- 
ence whether  there  was  a  will  or  not;  if  one 
of  the  persons  preferred  by  the  law  asks  that 
the  administrator  (with  or  without  the  will 
annexed)  be  removed,  and  himself  appointed, 
his  request  should  be  granted,  If  he  is  legally 
competent  to  discharge  the  trust.  It  is  ar- 
gued that  this  conclusion  does  not  follow,  and 
that  section  1383  does  not  apply  in  cases  of 
testacy,  because  section  1354  ^  Is  specially  ap- 
plicable to  such  cases,  and  confers  upon  the 
court  a  discretionary  power  to  remove  or  re- 
tain the  administrator  with  the  will  annexed, 
as  it  may  deem  proper.  But  I  do  not  think 
section  1354  applies  where  the  petition  for  the 
removal  of  the  administrator  with  the  will 
annexed  Is  based  upon  a  right  to  administer 
conferred  upon  the  petitioner  by  the  statute. 
If  the  petitl(»i»  has  no  other  right  to  admin- 
ister, except  such  as  flows  from  his  designa- 
tion by  the  decedent,  then  section  1354  ap- 
plies, and  the  granting  or  refusal  of  the  peti- 
tion rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court. 
But,  when  the  petition  Is  based  upon  the  stat- 
utory right  to  administer,  then  section  1383 
applies;  and,  if  the  petitioner  is  not  incompe- 
tent by  reason  of  some  statutory  disqualifica- 
tion, the  court  has  no  discretion  to  deny  his 
petition. 

But.  although  the  objection  that  section  1383 
does  not  ai^ly  is  the  point  principally  relied 
on  by  respondent  to  support  the  order  of  the 
superior  court  denying  the  petition  of  LI  Tai 
Wing,  it  does  not  appear  that  this  was  the 

1  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  1354,  provides  that: 
"Where  a  person  absent  from  the  state,  or  a 
minor,  is  named  executor — if  there  \b  another  ex- 
ecutor who  accepU  the  trust  and  qualifies— the 
latter  may  have  letters  testamentary  and  admin- 
ister the  estate  until  the  return  of  the  absentee 
or  the  majority  of  the  minor,  who  may  then  be 
admitted  as  joint  executor.  If  there  is  no  oth- 
er executor,  letters  of  administration  with  the 
will  annexed  must  be  granted:  Init  the  court 
may,  in  its  diseretion.  revolce  thoni  on  the  return 
of  the  absent  executor  or  the  arrival  of  the  mi- 
nor at  the  age  of  majority." 


ground  of  the  decision.  The  superior  court 
found  that  LI  Tal  Wing  was  not  competent, 
and  that  he  had  been  previously  adjudged  in- 
competent, to  discharge  the  trust,  and  upon 
these  grounds  denied  his  petition.  The  ques- 
tion is  whether  the  evidence  sustains  these 
findings.  In  my  (pinion.  It  does  not  The 
only  evidence  of  Incompetency  was  directed 
to  the  point  that  the  petitioner  had  not  sufll- 
cient  understanding  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  f  1350), 
and  it  only  proved  that  he  could  not  speak  the 
English  language,  and  was  not  instructed  as 
to  the  constituticn  of  the  state.  These  facts 
do  not  show  lack  of  understanding,  and  the 
other  evidence  showed  that  the  petitioner  was 
a  man  of  Intelligence  and  education.  Nor 
was  there  any  prior  adjudication  of  want  of 
understanding.  The  petitioner  had  made  an 
application  under  section  1354,  which  had  aim- 
ply  been  denied  without  any  reason  assigned, 
and  without  any  finding  of  fact  The  denial 
of  the  former  petition  does  not  imply  a  find- 
ing of  incompetency,  because  there  are  vari- 
ous other  grounds  upon  which  It  might  have 
been  denied.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  S  1911.  The 
order  appealed  from  is  revei-sed. 

We   concur:    VAN  FLEET,   J.;    McFAR- 
LA>rD,  J.;  HENSHAW,  J. 
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(No.  19,439.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  7,  1895.) 
CoRFOBATioNs— Assessment  or  Stock— Enpobcs- 

MBNT  OP  ASSESSMKKT. 

1.  Civ.  Code,  $  831,  provides  that  "a  corpo- 
ration, *  •  •  after  one-fourth  of  its  capi- 
tal stock  has  been  sntwcribed.  may  *  •  • 
levy  and  collect  assessments  thereon.  Hdd 
that  in  an  action  to  collect  an  assessment  on 
certain  shares  of  stock,  a  complaint  that  docs  not 
show  one-fourth  of  the  capital  stock  to  have 
been  subscribed  is  demurrable  as  failing  to  show 
a  cause  of  action. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  any  provision  therefor, 
a  corporation  cannot  levy  an  assessment  on  its 
capital  stock  until  after  the  whole  amount  has 
been  subscribed. 

3.  The  term  "waiver"  implies  the  abandon- 
ment of  a  right  which  can  be  enforced,  or  of  a 
privilege  which  can  be  exercised,  and  there  can 
be  no  waiver  unless  at  the  time  the  right  or  priv- 
ilege waived  is  in  existence. 

4.  Civ.  Code,  i  339,  relating  to  the  levy  and 
collection  of  assessments  on  corporate  stock, 
and  the  sale  thereof  for  delinquency,  provides 
that  "the  first  publication  of  all  delinquent  sales 
must  be  at  least  fifteen  days  prior  to  the  day  of 
sale."  Section  349  provides  that  "on  the  day 
specified  for  declaring  the  stock  delinquent  or  at 
any  time  subsequent  thereto  the  board  of  di- 
rectors may  elect  to  waive  further  proceedings 
•  *  •  and  proceed  by  action  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  assessment."  Meld  that  where 
the  directors  fixed  May  7th  for  the  sale  of  de- 
linquent stock,  the.v  could  not  on  April  2.'>th  elect 
to  waive  further  proceedings  therein,  and  pro- 
ceed by  action  foi  the  recovery  thereof,  no  no- 
tice of  delinquent  sales  having  been  pul^shed 
up  to  that  time. 


Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Bernardino  county;  George  E.  Otis, 
Judge. 
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Action  by  the  San  Bernardino  InTestment 
Company  against  Samuel  Merrili  to  recover 
an  assessment  leried  on  certain  stock. 
Plaintiff  had  Judgfment,  and  defendant  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

Ooodcell  &  Leonard  and  John  W.  Craig, 
for  appellant   Rolf e  &  Rolfe,  for  respondent. 

HARRISON,  J.  The  plaintiff  made  an  or- 
der March  11, 1892,  by  which  it  levied  an  as- 
sessment of  $1.50  per  sliare  npon  its  capital 
stock,  payable  on  or  before  the  IStb  of  April, 
and  providing  that  any  stocic  npon  -which 
snch  assessment  should  remain  unpaid  on 
that  day  should  be  delinquent  and  sold  at 
public  auction  May  7,  1892.  Under  the  di- 
rections of  the  secretary,  this  notice  was  pub- 
lished in  a  newspaper  of  general  circulation 
In  the  county  of  San  Bernardino  once  a  week 
for  four  successive  weeks,  commencing 
March  18,  1892,  and  on  the  same  day  a  copy 
thereof  was  sent  by  him  by  mall  to  each 
stockholder.  On  April  25th  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  the  plaintiff  passed  a  resolution  by 
which  it  elected  to  waive  further  proceedings 
for  the  sale  of  the  stock  on  account  of  any 
delinquency  In  paying  the  assessment,  and  to 
proceed  by  action  to  recover  the  amount 
thereof.  The  defendant  was  the  owner  of 
1,025  shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  plain- 
tiff, standing  in  his  name  upon  Its  books, 
and,  the  assessment  upon  this  stock  not  hav- 
ing been  paid,  the  plaintiff  brought  this  ac- 
tion and  recovered  judgment  for  the  amount 
of  the  assessment. 

1.  The  defendant  demurred  to  the  com- 
plaint upon  the  ground  that  it  does  not  state 
a  cause  of  action  against  him.  The  com- 
plaint alleges  that  the  amount  of  the  capital 
stock  of  the  plaintiff  is  $500,000,  divided  into 
$5,000  shares  of  the  par  value  of  $100  each, 
and  that  during  all  the  time  mentioned  in 
the  complaint  the  defendant  was  the  owner 
of  1,025  shares  of  such  capital  stock.  There 
is  no  allegation  of  the  amount  of  Its  capital 
stock  that  had  been  subscribed  or  that  had 
been  issued,  or  any  allegation  that  any  of  its 
capital  stock,  other  than  that  of  the  defend- 
ant, had  been  subscribed  or  Issued.  The  rule 
is  well  established  that,  In  the  absence  of  any 
provision  to  the  contrary,  a  corporation  can- 
not levy  an  assessment  upon  its  capital  stock 
until  after  the  whole  amount  thereof  has 
been  subscribed.  Ang.  &  A.  Corp.  {  146; 
Bridge  Co.  v.  Cummings,  3  Kan.  55;  Livesey 
v.  Hotel  Co.,  5  Neb.  50;  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Gould,  2  Gray,  277;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Barker, 
32  N.  H.  303.  ThU  rule  has  be^  modified 
In  this  state  by  section  331,  Civ.  Code,  which 
provides:  "The  directors  of  any  corporation 
formed  or  existing  under  the  laws  of  this 
state,  after  one-fourth  of  its  capital  stock 
has  been  subscribed,  may  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  expenses,  conducting  business,  or 
paying  debts,  levy  and  collect  assessments 
upon  the  subscribed  capital  stock  thereof,  in 
the  manner  and  form  and  to  the  extent  pro- 


vided herein."  Unless,  therefore,  one-fonrth 
of  its  capital  stock  had  been  subscribed,  the 
directors  bad  no  authority  to  levy  the  assess- 
ment upon  which  this  action  is  brought.  This 
was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  exercise  of 
the  power  given  by  the  statute,  and,  in  order 
that  the  complaint  should  show  a  right  of  re- 
covery in  the  plaintiff,  it  was  necessary  to 
allege  the  existence  of  the  condition  under 
which  the  power  might  be  exercised.  See 
Boone,  Code  Pi.  §  203.  The  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  should,  therefore,  have  been  sus- 
tained. 

2.  The  plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  the 
amount  of  the  assessment,  not  by  virtue  of 
any  contract  of  subscription  on  the  part  of 
the  defendant,  but  solely  by  virtue  of  the 
obligation  against  him  which  is  created  by 
the  statute,  and  hence  a  strict  observance 
of  the  statutory  mode  and  provision  is  es- 
sential to  its  recovery.  Section  334,  Civ. 
Code,  provides:  "Every  order  levying  an  as- 
sessment must  specify  the  amount  thereof, 
■when,  to  whom,  and  where  payable;  fix  a 
day  subsequent  to  the  full  twm  of  publica- 
tion of  the  assessment  notice  on  which  the 
unpaid  assessments  shall  be  delinquent,  not 
less  than  thirty  nor  more  than  sixty  days 
from  the  time  of  making  the  order  levying 
the  assessment;  and  a  day  for  the  sale  of 
delinquent  stock,  not  less  than  fifteen  nor 
more  than  sixty  days  from  the  day  the 
stock  is  declared  delinquent"  Section  337 
provides  that  if  any  portion  of  the  assess- 
ment mentioned  in  the  notice  remains  un- 
paid on  the  day  specified  therein  for  declar- 
ing the  stock  delinquent  the  secretary  must, 
unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, cause  to  be  published  a  notice  speci- 
fying each  certificate  of  stock  upon  which  the 
assessment  is  delinquent  and  that  as  many 
shares  thereof  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay 
the  delinquent  assessment  with  costs  and  ex- 
penses of  sale,  will  be  sold  on  the  day  fixed 
for  the  sale  in  the  order  levying  the  assess- 
ment; and  section  339  declares  that  "the  first 
publication  of  all  delinquent  sales  must  be 
at  least  fifteen  days  prior  to  the  day  of  sale." 
Section  349  provides:  "On  the  day  specified 
for  declaring  the  stock  delinquent  or  at  any 
time  subsequent  thereto,  and  before  the  sale 
of  the  delinquent  stock,  the  boai-d  of  direct- 
ors may  elect  to  waive  further  proceedings 
under  this  chapter  for  the  collection  of  delin- 
quent assessments,  or  any  part  or  portion 
thereof,  and  may  elect  to  proceed  by  action 
to  recover  the  amount  of  the  assessment  and 
the  costs  and  expenses  already  incurred,  or 
any  part  or  portion  thereof." 

The  term  "waiver"  or  "to  waive"  im- 
plies the  abandonment  of  a  right  which  can 
be  enforced,  or  of  a  privilege  which  can 
be  exercised;  and  there  can  be  no  waiver 
unless  at  the  time  of  its  exercise  the  right  or 
privilege  waived  Is  in  existence.  There  can 
be  no  waiver  of  a  right  that  has  been  lost 
"Waiver  is  a  voluntary  act  *nd  implies 
an  election  by  the  part^  to  dispense  with 
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Bomethin?  of  value,  or  to  forego  some  ad- 
vantage which  he  might  at  his  option  have 
demanded  or  insisted  upon"  (per  Cooley, 
J.,  in  Warren  v.  Crane,  50  Mich.  301,  15  N. 
W.  4C5).  Bouvler  defines  waiver  as  "the  re- 
linquishment or  refusal  to  accept  of  a  right." 
See,  also,  Stewart  v.  Crosby,  50  Me.  134; 
Shaw  V.  Spencer,  100  Mass.  395;  Dawson 
V.  Shillock,  29  Minn.  101,  12  N.  W.  528; 
Blsh.  Cont.  I  792.  If  the  relinquishment  of 
some  right  Is  the  consideration  upon  which 
another  right  is  to  be  created,  there  is  no 
consideration  for  the  creation  of  such  other 
right  unless  there  is  an  existing  right  to 
be  relinquished.  Under  a  statute  confer- 
ring a  special  remedy  for  enforcing  a  right, 
and  providing  that  the  party  may  have  a 
different  remedy  upon  condition  that  he 
will  surrender  his  right  to  the  first,  such 
surrender  must  be  made  wliile  he  has  the 
right  to  enforce  the  original  remedy.  The 
party  cannot  by  his  neglect  or  Inaction  suf- 
fer the  special  remedy  to  elapse,  and  then 
claim  the  right  to  resort  to  the  other.  A 
right  of  election  between  two  remedies, 
which  Is  conferred  upon  the  condition  of  re- 
linquishing one  of  the  remedies  by  some 
positive  act,  must  be  exercised  while  both 
of  the  remedies  are  open.  Unless  there  is 
a  remedy  to  relinquish,  there  is  no  place 
for  an  election.  To  exercise  an  election  of 
remedies  Implies  the  right  to  resort  to  ^ther, 
and  that  both  exist  at  the  time  of  the  elec- 
tion. In  the  present  case  the  board  of  direct- 
ors. In  the  order  levying  the  assessment,  fixed 
April  18th  as  the  day  on  which  the  aasess- 
ment  would  be  delinquent,  and  May  7th  as 
the  day  on  which  the  sale  for  delinquent  as- 
sessments would  be  made.  As  the  secre- 
tary was  not  "otherwise  ordered  by  the 
board  of  directors,"  it  was  his  duty,  if  the 
board  bad  Intended  to  sell  the  stock  of  the 
defendant  in  order  to  recover  the  delin- 
quent assessment  thereon,  to  publish  the 
notice  of  such  sale  at  least  15  days  prior 
to  May  7th;  that  is,  its  first  publication 
must  have  been  made  not  later  than  April 
'JUA.  The  directors  did  not  make  the  elec- 
tion provided  for  by  section  349  "on  the 
day  specified  for  declaring  the  stock  de- 
linquent," nor  until  after  the  time  had 
elapsed  within  which  they  could  take  any 
proceedings  for  the  sale  of  the  stock.  By 
the  failure  to  make  publication  of  the  delin- 
quent sale  "at  least  fifteen  days  prior  to 
the  day  they  had  fixed  for  such  sale,"  they 
lost  all  Jurisdiction  to  sell  the  stock  for  the 
delinquent  assessment,  unless  they  should 
begin  anew  all  previous  proceedings  and 
publication  subsequent  to  the  levying  of  the 
assessment  as  authorized  by  section  346. 
As,  therefore,  on  the  25th  of  April  the 
board  of  directors  had  lost  Jurisdiction  to 
take  any  further  proceedings  for  the  col- 
lection of  the  delinquent  assessment,  under 
the  chapter  providing  for  the  sale  of  the 
stock,  there  were  no  "further  proceedings" 
wlilch   it  could   waive,   and   the  condition 


under  which  the  statute  authorized  it  to 
elect  to  proceed  by  action  to  collect  the 
same  did  not  exist.  It  follows  that  the 
plaintiff  had  no  cause  of  action  against  the 
defendant.  The  Judgment  and  order  are  re- 
versed. 


We  concur: 
'I'm,  J. 


VAN  FLEET,  J.;    GAROUT- 
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BAFFBRTT  v.  HIGH  et  al.  (No.  19,469.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  8,  1895.) 

MoRTOAOES — COUNSE]^  FeES. 

A  mortgage  expressly  stating  that  it  is 
given  "as  security  for  the  payment  of"  the  prin- 
cipal sum  of  the  note,  "with  interest  thereon  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  the  note,"  does  not  se- 
cure counsel  fees  provided  by  the  note  in  case  of 
suit  being  brought  against  the  maker. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; W.  L.  Pierce,  Judge. 

Action  by  Mrs.  E.  C.  Rafferty  against  An- 
nie M.  High  and  others.  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff.  Defendants  appeal.    Modified. 

M.  A.  Luce,  for  appellants.  B.  W.  Brltt, 
for  respondent 

VANCLIEF,  0.  Action  to  foreclose  two 
mortgagee  on  the  same  lot  of  land,  each  to 
secure  a  distinct  promissory  note.  The  rate 
of  Interest  on  each  note  was  15  per  cent,  per 
annum  from  date  of  note  until  payment,  pay- 
able and  compounded  semiannually,  and  each 
note  contained  the  following:  "And  I  further 
agree  that,  to  the  event  of  suit  being  brought 
against  me,  then  there  shall  be  added  to  any 
Judgment  against  me  rendered  in  said  suit, 
as  counsel  fees,  an  additional  sum  of  ten 
per  centum  •  •  •  upon  the  amount  of  the 
principal  and  Interest  hereof  accrued  at  the 
time  of  the  entry  of  such  Judgment."  Each 
mortgage  was  expressly  given  "as  security 
for  the  payment  or'  the  principal  sum  of 
the  note,  "with  Interest  thereon  according 
to  the  terms  of  the  note,"  and  a  copy  of 
the  note  secured  was  set  out  In  each  mort- 
gage. But  neither  mortgage  expressly  pur- 
ported to  secure  the  payment  of  counsel  fees 
in  any  event  The  trial  court  allowed  plain- 
tiff counsel  fees  amounting  to  $178.91,  and 
held  that  the  payment  of  them  was  secured 
by  the  mortgages,  and  ordered  that  they  be 
paid  from  the  proceeds  of  the  foreclosure 
sale.  Counsel  for  appellants  contends  that 
the  court  erred  in  holdtog  that  counsel  fees 
were  secured  by  the  mortgages,  and  whether 
or  not  they  were  so  secured  is  the  only  ques- 
tion presented  on  this  appeal.  Upon  this 
question  I  think  the  case  of  Clemens  v.  Luce, 
101  Cal.  432,  35  Pac.  1032,  is  deariy  in  point 
for  appellants.  In  tlut  case  the  note  secured 
by  mortgage  provided  for  the  payment  of 
counsel  fees  in  the  same  language  and 
form  as  in  this  case;  and  the  mortgages 
in  that  case  stated  that  they  were  given  "as 
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security  for  the  payment  to  said  mortgagee 
of  the  sum  of  $16,000,  with  Interest  thereon 
according  to  the  terms  of  a  certain  promis- 
sory note,  of  date  September  22,  1881,"— 
setting  out  a  copy  of  the  note,— but  said  noth- 
ing about  securing  counsel  fees.  In  that  case 
this  court  said:  "As  to  what  these  mortgages 
were  given  to  secure,  was  a  matter  of  pure 
contract  between  the  parties.  They  could 
havo  been  given  to  secure  the  principal  of 
the  note  alone,  or  the  interest  alone,  or  both 
principal  and  Interest,  as  was  actually  done, 
or  they  could  have  been  given  to  secure  fu- 
ture advances,  and  attorney's  fees  in  case  of 
foreclosure.  It  follows  that  security  for  an 
attorney's  fee  is  not  provided  for  in  either 
mortgage,  and  consequently  such  fee  cannot 
be  made  a  lien  upon  the  land,  and  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  in  that  regard  is  erroneous." 
This  decision  has  been  affirmed  in  at  least 
three  unreported  cases.  See  list  of  unre- 
ported cases  in  101  CaL  xvil.  Counsel  for 
respondent  cite  the  case  of  Ogborn  v.  Ella- 
son,  77  Ind.  393;  but  in  that  case  it  does 
not  appear  that  the  mortgage  purported  to 
secure  only  the  principal  and  interest  of  the 
note,  as  In  the  case  at  bar.  For  aught  that 
appears  In  the  report  of  that  case,  the  mort- 
gage may  have  expressly  purported  to  secure 
payment  of  the  note  according  to  its  terms, 
without  specifying  merely  the  principal  and 
interest,  and  omitting  counsel  fees,  as  in 
this  case.  I  think  the  court  erred  in  deciding 
that  the  payment  of  counsel  fees  was  secured 
by  the  mortgages,  and  that  the  Judgment 
should  be  modiiled  by  subtracting  from  the 
total  amount  adjudged  to  be  secured  by  the 
mortgages  the  sum  allowed  for  attorney's 
fees,  to  wit,  $178.91;  and,  thus  modified,  the 
Judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    SEARLS,  O.;   BELCHER,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  stated  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  Is  mod- 
ified according  to  that  opinion,  and,  as  so 
modified,  is  affirmed.  Costs  of  the  appeal  to 
be  taxed  to  the  respondent 
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SAVINGS  BANK  OF  SAN  DIEGO  COUNTY 
T.  FISHER  et  al.     (No.  19,557.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  26,  1895.) 

Misjoinder  of  Causes  of  Action  —  Hahmless 

Error— Notes — Waiver  op  Demakd 

AND  Notice  op  Nospatmbnt. 

1.  Error,  if  any,  in  overrulinR  a  demurrer  to 
a  complaint  on  the  ground  that  it  united  with  a 
cause  of  action  for  foreclosure  of  mortgage  a 
cause  of  action  on  a  guaranty,  is  harmless,  the 
court  having  found  that  the  guaranty  was  with- 
out consideration. 

2.  An  indorser  of  a  note  signed  the  follow- 
ing provision  thereon:  "I  hereby  guaranty  the 
payment  of  the  within  note,  •  *  •  and  waive 
presentation,  demand,  notice  of  nonpayment  and 
protest."  Beld  that,  as  demand  and  notice  of 
nonpayment  need  not  be  given  a  guarantor,  the 
waiver  was  by  the  party  aa  indorser. 


Commissioners*  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Savings  Bank  of  San  Diego 
County  against  John  C.  Fisher  and  others. 
.Tudgment  for  plaintiff.  Defendants  Mary 
C.  Morse  and  husband  appeal.     Affirmed. 

M.  A.  Luce,  for  appellants.  McNealy  & 
Whitehead,  for  respondent. 

HAYNES,  O.  The  defendant  John  O.  Fish- 
er on  April  11,  1891,  made  and  delivered  to 
the  defendant  Mary  C.  Morse  his  promissory 
note  payable  one  year  after  date,  and  on  the 
same  day  executed  to  her  a  mortgage  to  se- 
cure the  same.  On  July  17,  1891,  said  Mary 
C.  Morse  indorsed  said  note  in  blank  to  the 
plaintiff,  and  assigned  to  it  said  mortgage. 
This  action  was  brought  against  Fisher  aod 
the  appellants  Mary  G.  Morse  and  her  hus- 
band, E.  W.  Morse,  to  foreclose  said  mort- 
gage, and  to  fix  the  liability  of  Mary  C. 
Morse,  as  indorser  and  guarantor,  In  case 
the  mortgaged  property  should  prove  insuffi- 
cient to  satisfy  the  Judgment.  Findings  were 
filed,  and  a  decree  entered  foreclosing  the 
mortgage,  and  directing  that  if,  upon  the 
sale  of  the  mortgaged  property,  the  proceeds 
should  be  insufficient  to  satisfy  the  amount 
found  due  the  plaintilF,  a  deficiency  Judg- 
ment should  be  docketed  against  Fisher  and 
said  Mary  C.  Morse.  Said  Mary  C.  Morse 
and  her  husband  appeal  from  the  Judgment 
and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial. 

The  complaint  alleged  that  at  the  time 
Mary  C.  Morse  indorsed  said  note  and  as- 
signed said  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff  she 
guarantied  the  payment  of  the  note,  and 
waived  demand  and  notice,  by  signing  the 
following  words  stamped  upon  the  back  of 
the  note,  to  wit:  "For  value  received,  I  here- 
by guaranty  the  payment  of  the  within  note, 
principal,  interest  and  attorney's  fee,  and 
waive  presentation,  demand,  notice  of  non- 
payment, and  protest."  The  defendants 
Mary  C.  and  E.  W.  Morse  demurred  to  the 
complaint  upon  several  grounds,  of  which 
the  following  only  need  be  noticed:  (1)  That 
several  causes  of  action  have  been  improi>- 
erly  tmited,  in  this:  that  an  action  for  the 
foreclosure  of  a  mortgage  against  Fisher 
has  been  united  with  an  action  against  Mary 
C.  Morse  as  guarantor;  (2)  that  these  scita- 
rate  causes  of  action  have  been  united,  but 
are  not  separately  stated  and  numbered. 
The  second  alleged  defect  was  also  attacked 
by  motion  to  require  these  causes  of  action 
to  be  separately  stated. 

The  court,  however,  found  that  the  guar- 
anty was  made  after  the  note  had  been  in- 
dorsed and  delivered,  and  that  it  was  with- 
out consideration.  It  is,  therefore,  not  nec- 
essary to  discuss  or  decide  whether  a  cause 
of  action  against  Mary  C.  Morse  upon  the 
guaranty  could  be  Joined  with  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  Fisher  upon  the  note;  for,  If  it 
be  conceded  that  the  court  erred  in  not  sus- 
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talning  the  demurrer  upon  that  ground,  she 
was  not  Injured,  the  court  having  found 
that  she  was  not  liable  as  guarantor.  She 
was  properly  Joined  as  a  defendant  as  an  In- 
dorser,  so  that  the  joinder  as  a  party  was 
proper,  independently  of  any  question  of  lia- 
bility upon  the  guaranty. 

The  question  arising  upon  the  denial  of  the 
motion  may  be  similarly  disposed  of.  Coun- 
sel for  appellants  have  not  pointed  out  any 
poBslble  theory  upon  which  the  Judgment 
would  bare  been  more  favorable  to  them  if 
the  court  bad  ruled  difterently  upon  either 
the  demurrer  or  the  motion. 

The  defendants  Mary  O.  Morse  and  B.  W. 
Morse  answered  the  complaint,  and  alleged: 
(1)  That  said  guaranty  was  not  made  or  sign- 
ed at  the  time  the  note  was  Indorsed  and  de- 
livered,  but  long  afterwards,  and  that  it  was 
without  consideration;  (2)  that  plaintiff  is 
and  was  a  banking  corporation,  and  had  not 
complied  with  the  act  of  April  1,  1876,  re- 
quiring it  to  publish  and  file  for  record  in 
the  recorder's  office  a  sworn  statement  of 
the  amount  of  its  capital,  the  value  of  its 
assets,  etc.;  (3)  that  plaintiff  had  delayed 
bringing  the  action  to  foreclose,  that  the 
mortgaged  property  had  greatly  depreciated, 
and  Fisher  had  become  Insolvent,  whereby, 
etc.  Plaintiff's  demurrer  to  the  first  defense 
was  overruled,  and  was  sustained  to  the  sec- 
ond and  third  defenses.  The  only  question 
arising  upon  the  demurrer  to  the  second  de- 
fense is  whether  said  act  of  April,  1876,  re- 
quiring banking  corporations  to  publish  and 
record  said  statements,  was  repealed  by  the 
act  approved  March  9,  1803.  St.  1893,  p. 
112.  That  the  former  act  was  repealed  by 
the  last-mentioned  act  was  expressly  decid- 
ed in  Savings  Bank  of  San  Diego  v.  Bums, 
104  CaL  473,  38  Pac.  102,  and  that  question 
need  not  be  further  consiaered.  As  to  the 
third  defense,  it  is  not  contended  by  appel- 
lants here  that  it  stated  facts  constituting  a 
defense.  The  demurrer  to  the  second  and 
third  defenses  was  properly  sustained. 

The  only  remaining  question  is  one  pre- 
sented by  the  motion  for  new  trial,  viz. 
whether  the  defendant  Mary  C.  Morse  waiv- 
ed presentation,  demand,  and  notice  of  non- 
payment of  said  note.  Appellants  contend 
that  she  did  not,  that  she  is  not  liable  for 
any  deficiency,  and  that  the  Judgment 
against  her  should  be  reversed.  There  is  no 
conflict  of  evidence.  The  undisputed  facts 
are  that  on  July  17,  1891,  Mrs.  Morse  trans- 
ferred said  note  to  the  plaintiff  by  writing 
her  name  thereon,  without  other  words;  that 
about  a  month  afterwards,  and  before  said 
note  became  due,  the  bank  stamped  upon 
the  back  of  the  note  the  words:  "For  value 
received,  I  hereby  guaranty  the  payment  of 
the  within  note,  principal,  interest,  and  at- 
torney's fee,  and  waive  presentation,  de- 
mand, notice  of  nonpayment,  and  protest;" 
and  Mrs.  Morse  signed  her  name  thereto. 
So  demand  and  notice  of  nonpayment  is 
required  to  be  given  to  a  guarantor.    Bis 


liability  attaches  immediately  upon  the  de- 
fault of  the  principal,  without  demand  or 
notice,  av.  Code,  8  2807.  Neither  party, 
therefore,  could  have  Intended  the  waiver 
to  aid  the  guaranty;  but  banks  are  not 
in  the  habit  of  releasing  any  ground  of  lia- 
bility, and  therefore  desired  to  hold  her  as 
indorser  without  the  necessity  of  a  formal 
demand  and  notice  of  nonpayment,  while 
she.  If  she  were  willing  to  guaranty  pay- 
ment, could  reasonably  have  no  objection 
to  fixing  her  liability  as  indorser  by  mak- 
ing the  waiver.  But,  however  that  may  be, 
as  the  waiver  could  not  relate  to  or  affect 
the  guaranty,  and  could  only  have  effect  or 
operation  upon  h«  liability  as  an  indorser, 
the  court  correctly  found  that  she  waived 
demand  and  notice  of  nonpayment,  and  was 
liable  upon  her  Indorsement  The  Judgment 
and  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:   SEAELS,  C;   BELCHER,  O. 

PEE  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  iiffirmed. 


108  Cal.  M9 

WITHER  BROS.  CO.  v.  WEID.    (No.  19,531.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  CaUfomia.     Aug.  27,  1895.) 

COKTSA.CTS  —  Conditions  Pbecedent— Dbi.«t  in 

Completion— Waiver— M18TAKB — 

Damaoes— Pleabiso. 

1.  M.,  in  consideration  of  the  agreement  of 
defendant,  agreed  to  build  a  certain  street  rail- 
road, for  which  defendant  agreed  to  pay  M.  a 
certain  amount,  in  notes  of  defendant,  one-half, 
by  a  two-months  note,  when  the  grading  was 
done  and  the  iron  was  on  the  ground,  the  bal- 
ance, by  a  four-months  note,  on  completion  of 
the  road;  that  the  road  should  be  constructed, 
weather  permitting,  within  four  months;  that 
the  notes  should  be  deposited  with  B.  in  trust 
till  the  conditions  of  the  contract  were  perform- 
ed by  M.,  and  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  that 
the  conditions  had  been  performed  should  be 
served  on  said  trustee,  and  on  delivery  to  him  of 
said  certificate  he  should  deliver  to  M.  the  two- 
months  note  and  the  foar-montha  note,  re- 
spectively. The  notes  were  deposited  with  B., 
with  instructions  to  deliver  the  two-months  note 
to  M.  on  the  certificate  of  the  engineer  that  the 
KTuding  was  done  and  the  iron  on  the  ground, 
and  the  four-months  note  on  his  certificate  that 
the  road  was  completed.  Bdd,  that  the  ccnnple- 
tion  of  the  road  within  four  months  was  n(^  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  right  of  M.  to  a  de- 
Uvery  to  turn  of  the  notes. 

2.  A  condition  precedent  to  the  delivery  of 
defendant's  notes,  that  certain  work  be  done 
at  certain  time,  is  waived  by  defendant's  there- 
after directing  that  the  notes  be  delivered. 

3.  Evidence  of  mistake  of  defendant  in  di- 
recting delivery  by  a  trustee  of  defendant's 
notes,  or  of  fraud  in  their  delivery,  is  not  adnus- 
sible  under  an  answer  merely  denying  that  they 
were  ever  delivered  l^  defendant,  and  alleging 
that  they  were  delivered  by  the  trustee  belore 
certain  work  was  completed,  in  contravention  of 
a  certain  contract. 

4.  M.  agreed  to  construct  a  street  railroad  to 
defendant's  property  witiiin  a  certain  time,  and 
defendant,  in  consideration  of  "the  advantages 
to  be  derived"  by  him  "from  the  extension  and 
operation  of  said  railroad,"  agreed  to  give  M.  a 
certain  amount  therefor,  evidenced  by  his  notes. 
Held,  that  defendant,  by  giving  hia  notes  to  M. 
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after  the  construction  of  the  road,  was  predaded 
from  claiming  a  partial  failure  of  consideration, 
or  damages  by  reason  of  the  road  not  being  com- 
pleted within  the  time  specified;  the  giring  of 
the  notes  being  a  conclupive  settlement  of  all 
obligations  of  both  parties  arising  from  the  con- 
tract 

5.  An  answer  alleging  that,  if  a  street  rail- 
road had  been  completed  as  provided  by  the  con- 
tract of  plaintiff's  assignor,  defendant  would 
have  been  able  to  sell  his  property  for  a  greater 
price  than  it  was  "then  worth  without  said  rail- 
road," or  "is  now  worth  with  said  railroad," 
and  that  defendant  could,  before  making  the  con- 
tract for  construction  of  the  road,  have  sold  his 
land  at  a  greater  price  than  he  could  when  the 
road  was  completed,  or  at  any  time  since,  does 
not  show  any  damages  from  delay  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  road,  it  not  being  alleged  that 
the  decline  In  price  was  after  the  time  the  road 
should  have  been  completed,  or  that  delay  in 
constructing  the  road  caused  the  decline,  or  that 
defendant  would  have  sold  his  land  at  any  price 
had  the  road  been  completed  within  the  con- 
tract period. 

C!ominl8sloners'  decision,  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  ^ngelea 
county;  "Waldo  M.  York,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Wltnier  Bros.  Co.,  a  corpora- 
tion, against  Ivar  A.  Weld.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff.    Defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

H.  G.  Weyse,  for  appellant  P.  W.  Doon- 
er,  for  respondent 

VANULIEF,  C.  Action  on  two  promissory 
notes  made  by  defendant  to  James  McLough- 
lln,  each  for  $uOO,  with  interest  after  ma- 
turity at  rate  of  1  per  cent  per  month,  and 
assigned  by  UcLoughlin  to  plaintiff.  The 
Judgment  was  in  favor  of  plaintiff  for  the 
full  amount  of  principal  and  Interest  of 
both  notes.  Defendant  appeals  from  the 
Judgment,  and  from  an  order  denying  his 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  notes  were  made  to  secure  payment 
of  defendant's  subscription  of  $1,000,  to  be 
paid  to  McLoughllu  in  consideration  of  the 
construction  of  a  proposed  street  railroad  on 
a  specified  route  passing  through  defend- 
ant's land.  The  following  is  a  copy  of  the 
subscription  contract:  "This  agreement,  en- 
tered Into  this  27th  day  of  December,  188T, 
by  and  between  H.  H.  Wilcox,  Frederick  J. 
Moll,  Ilenry  Claussen,  Mrs.  H.  Lee  Noble, 
Alanuel  Andrada,  Martin  Labalg,  I^urent 
Etchopero,  Levi  II.  Dunham,  Nicholas  Co- 
chems,  N.  L.  Shaffer,  M.  Sanders,  T.  B. 
Uapp,  Claudio  Lopez,  Wm.  H.  Avery,  I.  W. 
Ijord,  W.  D.  Wilson,  Llnwood  Salter,  S.  C. 
Sloan,  Ivar  A.  Weld,  H.  M.  Russell,  parties 
of  the  first  part,  and  James  McLoughlln, 
party  of  the  second  part,  witnes.seth:  That 
whereas,  It  is  desirable  that  the  steam  dum- 
my railroad  now  running  from  the  ter- 
minus of  the  Second  Street  Railroad,  at 
the  corner  of  Diamond  street  and  Bel- 
mont avenue,  westerly  by  various  streets 
and  ways  to  the  southwest  corner  of  section 
12,  T.  1  S.,  R.  14  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  be  extended 
north  three-fourths  of  a  Inlle  and  west  one 
and  one-fourth  miles,  to  the  west  line  of  east 
half  of  N.  B.  %  of  section  10,  T.  1  S.,  R. 
14  W.,  S.  B.  M.,  the  parties  of  the  first 


part,  In  consideration  of  the  advantages  to 
be  derived  by  them  from  the  extension  and 
operation  of  said  railroad,  agree  to  pay  to 
James  McLoughlln,  party  of  the  second  part, 
the  several  sums  set  opposite  our  names,  on 
the  following  terms  and  conditions,  to  wit: 
Ivar  A.  Weld,  $1,000.  [The  names  and  sums 
of  the  other  nineteen  are  here  omitted.] 
That  the  said  amounts  subecribed  shall  be 
payable  as  follows:  One-half,  represented 
by  two-months  notes,  when  grading  Is  done 
and  the  iron  is  on  the  ground;  the  balance, 
represented  by  four-months  notes,  on  the 
completion  of  the  said  road,  on  the  first  day 
of  its  operation.  That  the  dummy  railroad 
shall  be  extended  from  its  present  teii- 
minus  to  the  west  line  of  east  %  of  N. 
B.  %  of  BecO<m  10.  T.  1  S..  R.  14  W..  S. 
B.  M.,  by  the  route  above  designated,  with- 
in four  months,  weather  permitting.  That 
the  said  dummy  railroad  shall  be  well  and 
substantially  built,  and  shall  be  operated 
by  steam  power,  and  shall  have  a  speed 
and  carrying  capacity  equal  to  all  require- 
ments of  the  section;  that  the  fare  upon 
this  road  shall  not  exceed  fifteen  c^its  for 
residents  along  the  line  of  the  road  as  a 
commutation  rate:  provided,  always,  that  the 
right  of  way  be  secured  to  James  McLough- 
lln, on  demand  of  James  McLoughlln,  for 
said  extension  absolutely,  and  for  further 
extension  of  his  road,  by  the  first  parties, 
and  each  of  them,  over  and  by  any  route 
that  the  said  McLoughlln  shall  adopt  for  the 
construction  thereof,  to  the  westerly  line  of 
Wilcox's  land,  or  the  northerly  line  of  Weld's 
land.  That  the  said  amounts  shall  be  evi- 
denced by  the  promissory  notes  of  the  above 
subscribers  executed  to  the  said  James  Mc- 
Loughlln, each  subscriber  executing  two 
such  notes,  each  reading  one-half  the  amount 
of  his  subscription;  the  one  payable  two 
months  after  date  thereof  and  the  other  four 
after  date  thereof,  and  each  bearing  interest 
at  the  rate  of  one  per  cent,  per  month  after 
maturity.  That  said  notes,  when  so  execut- 
ed, shall  be  deposited  with  Geo.  H.  Bone- 
brake,  at  the  Los  Angeles  National  Bank,  to 
be  held  In  trust  until  the  conditions  in  this 
contract  specified  shall  be  performed  by  the 
said  McLoughlln,  and  the  certificate  of  Geo. 
E.  Pillsbury,  constructing  engineer  of  said 
road,  that  said  conditions  have  been  per- 
formed, shall  be  served  upon  said  trustee, 
and  upon  the  deliveiT  to  him  of  said  certif- 
icate, viz.  Ist,  that  the  grading  Is  done  and 
the  rails  on  the  ground;  and.  2nd,  that  the 
road  Is  completed  and  In  ninnlng  order,— he 
shall  deliver  to  said  James  McLoughlln  the 
two-months  notes  and  the  four-months  notes, 
respectively,  at  the  times  of  such  respective 
presentations.  In  consideration  of  the  fore- 
going agreement  of  the  parties  of  the  first 
part,  and  the  guaranty  of  I.  A.  Weld,  O.  O. 
Weyse,  and  H.  H.  Wilcox,  hereinafter  con- 
tained, said  McLoughlln  promises  and  agrees 
to  build  and  equip  said  railroad  as  herein- 
after specified.    And  said  subscribers.  H.  H. 
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WUcor,  O.  G.  Weyse  and  Ivar  A.  Weld,  In 
consideration  of  the  promises  aforesaid,  do 
hereby  gruaranty  to  pay  to  said  McLoughlin 
when  said  railroad  shall  be  completed,  evi- 
denced as  aforesaid,  the  further  sum  of  ?1,- 
:iUU.OO,  thereby  making  a  total  subscription 
of  510,000.00,  and  said  guaranty  to  be  appor- 
tioned as  follows:  H.  H.  Wilcox,  $600;  O. 
G.  Weyse  &  I.  A.  Weld,  Jointly  and  several- 
ly, $600.  The  said  H.  H.  Wilcox  further 
agrrees  to  and  hereby  guaranties  the  sub- 
scriptions and  obligations  of  Ivar  A.  Weld 
aforesaid.  [Signed]  James  McLoughlin.  H. 
H.  Wilcox.     N.  Cochems.     Ivar  A.  Weld." 

The  findings  of  fact  bearing  on  the  points 
made  by  appellant  are  as  follows:  "(1)  That 
the  promissory  notes  in  suit  were  both  de- 
posited in  escrow  with  George  H.  Bonebrake 
by  the  defendant,  Ivar  A.  Weld,  on  the  24th 
day  of  January,  1888,  with  <mly  the  written 
InatmctlonB  by  the  defendant  to  said  Bone- 
brake,  of  said  date,  as  follows,  viz.:  The 
above  notes,  due  in  two  months  from  date  of 
same,  to  be  delivered  to  said  James  McLough- 
lin upon  the  certificate  of  Geo.  B.  Wllsbury 
that  the  grading  for  the  West  End  Dummy 
R.  R.  la  finished  to  Wilcox  avenue  in  Holly- 
wood, and  that  the  iron  for  the  same  is  on 
the  ground;  and  the  four-months  note  to  be 
delivered  to  said  McLoughlin  upon  the  certifi- 
cate of  said  Pillsbury  that  the  road  Is  finished 
and  cars  running  to  Wilcox  avenue  in  Holly- 
wood.' (2)  That  on  the  7th  day  of  May,  1888, 
the  defendant  notified  said  Bonebralce  not  to 
deliver  the  said  notes,  or  either  of  them,  to 
said  McLoughlin,  and  thereafter,  on  or  about 
the  10th  day  of  Hay,  1888,  said  defendant 
departed  from  the  state  of  California,  and 
visited  the  continent  of  Europe,  and  remained 
absent  from  the  state  of  California  contlnn- 
oosly  until  about  the  first  day  of  April,  1891. 
(3)  That  on  the  7th  day  of  June,  1888,  tJie 
said  Mcljoughlln  had  finished  the  grading  of 
the  roadway  for  the  said  dummy  railroad, 
and  bad  the  necessary  iron  and  rails  depos- 
ited on  the  ground,  and  thereupon  on  said 
day  procured  the  certificate  of  Geo.  E.  Pills- 
bury,  the  said  civil  engineer,  to  all  the  said 
facts,  and  presented  the  same  to  said  Bone- 
brake,  and  thereupon  on  said  day  demanded 
of  him  the  ddivery  of  the  said  two-months 
note  In  suit;  but  the  said  Bonebrake  failed 
and  refused  to  deliver  the  same  at  said  time, 
by  reason  of  the  notification  not  to  do  so  as 
aforesaid.  That,  thert-after,  on  the  14th  day 
of  August,  1888,  the  said  James  Mclxjughlln 
had  completed  said  railroad,  and  put  the 
same  into  operation,  and  had  cars  running 
tbere<»  throughout,  and  on  the  said  day 
proenred  the  certificate  of  said  George  B. 
Plllabury,  engii'.eer,  to  all  the  said  facts, 
and  on  said  day  presented  said  certificate  to 
aald  Geo.  H.  Bonebrake.  and  demanded  of 
bim  the  delivery  of  said  four-months  note 
in  salt;  but  the  said  Bonebrake  failed  and 
refused  to  deliver  the  said  note  at  said  time, 
1>y  reason  of  the  notification  by  him  received 
from  said  defendant  not  to  do  so,  as  afore- 


said. (4)  That  on  the  8th  day  of  November, 
1888,  the  defendant,  Ivar  A.  Weld,  acting 
by  and  through  John  Mllner,  his  attorney 
in  fact,  thereunto  fully  authorized  by  a  valid 
existing  general  power  of  attorney,  thereto- 
fore duly  executed  by  Ivar  A.  Weld,  the  de- 
fendant, and  duly  recorded,— which  power 
duly  authorized  his  said  attorney,  as  the  act 
and  deed  of  him,  the  said  Ivar  A.  Weld,  'to 
sign,  seal,  execute,  deliver,  and  acknowledge 
such  deeds,  leases,  and  assignments  of  leases, 
covenants.  Indentures,  agreements,  mort- 
gages, hj-pothecations,  bottomries,  charter 
parties,  bills  of  lading,  bills,  bonds,  notes,  re- 
ceipts, evidences  of  debt,'  'and  such  other  in- 
struments In  writing  of  whatsoever  kind  and 
nature,  as  may  be  necessary  or  proper  in  the 
premises,  •  •  •  hereby  ratifying  and  con- 
firming all  that  my  said  attorney  shall  law- 
fully do  or  cause  to  be  done  by  virtue  of  these 
presents,'— Instructed  said  Bonebrake,  trustee, 
In  writing,  to  deliver  the  notes  in  suit  to 
said  McLoughlin,  and  on  the  day  next  suc- 
ceeding, to  wit,  the  9th  day  of  November, 
1888,  in  obedience  to  said  Instruction,  the 
said  Bonebrake  did  accordingly  deliver  the 
said  notes  to  the  said  James  McLonghlin." 

It  win  be  observed  that  the  road  was  not 
completed  within  four  monttiB  after  the  date 
of  the  contract,  as  provided  therein,  luu'  un- 
til the  8th  of  August,  1888  As  to  the  oduse 
of  this  delay,  the  court  found:  (1)  That  the 
contract  was  not  fully  executed  by  all  the 
parties  of  the  first  part  until  January  24, 
1888,  when  the  notes  were  deposited  with 
Bonebrake;  (2)  that  the  parties  of  the  first 
part  failed  to  procure  the  right  of  way  for 
said  road,  as  provided  in  the  contract;  and 
(3)  that  the  chief  cause  of  the  delay  was 
that  the  rails  and  other  materials  for  tlie 
road,  while  being  transported  by  railroad, 
were  delayed  by  a  washout  of  the  track; 
that  these  delays  were  unav(^dable  and  with- 
out fault  on  the  part  of  McLoughlin;  and, 
furthermore,  that  the  defendant  suffered  no 
Injury  or  damage  by  reason  of  the  delay. 

1.  Appellant  contends  that  defendant's 
notes  were  never  properly  delivered,  because 
defendant,  on  May  7,  1888,  two  days  before 
his  departure  for  Europe,  notified  Bonebrake 
that  he  had  rescinded  the  subscription  con- 
tract, on  the  ground  that  the  terms  th^eof 
had  not  been  complied  with  by  McLoughlhi. 
Conceding  that  the  notes  should  be  read  and 
construed  in  the  light  of  the  subscription  con- 
tract, which,  hy  the  way,  had  not  been  de- 
posited with,  or  seen  by,  Bonebrake,  It  will 
hardly  be  contended  that  defendant  could 
have  rescinded  that  contract  by  mere  notice 
to  Bonebrake  that  he  had  rescinded  it,  with- 
out any  notice  of  such  rescission,  or  of  his 
intention  to  rescind,  to  McLoughUn.  It  is 
not  pretended  that  defendant  ever  notified 
McLoughlin  of  his  Intenticm  to  rescind,  or  of 
any  objection  to  the  delay  of  the  work,  until 
after  the  road  had  been  completed,  and  after 
both  notes  had  been  delivered  by  Bonebrake 
.  pursuant  to  the  written  order  of  defendant's 
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asrent,  MUner.  Nor  does  It  appear  that  Mc- 
Iiougblin  had  any  knowledge  of  defendant's 
notice  to  Bonebrake  that  he  had  rescinded  the 
contract  until  June  7,  1888,  when  the  work 
bad  been  so  far  advanced  as  to  entitle  Mc- 
Lougblin  to  dellveiy  of  the  two-months  note, 
and  even  then  only  by  inference  from  the 
facts  that  Bonebrake  then  refused  to  deliver 
the  two-months  note,  and  probably  then  in- 
formed plaintiff  of  bis  reason  for  the  refusal; 
for  there  is  no  express  testimony  tliat  Bone- 
brake ever  Informed  McLiOUglilln  of  defend- 
ant's notice  of  rescission.  Nor  did  the  defend- 
ant pretend  that  his  notice  to  Bonebrake  ef- 
fected a  re-'clsslon,  or  was  more  than  mere  no- 
tice to  Bonebrake  of  a  rescission  already  ef- 
fected, as  It  purported  to  be.  When  and  by 
what  means  had  the  alleged  rescission  been 
effected?  To  this  inquiry  there  is  no  response 
in  the  record. 

Another  alleged  reason  why  the  notes  were 
not  properly  delivered  is  tliat  the  time  with- 
in which  the  road  was  to  be  completed  Is  of 
the  essence  of  the  contract,  and,  therefore, 
that  the  completion  of  the  road  within  that 
time  was  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  of 
McLouglilin  to  a  delivery  to  him  of  the  notes. 
But  nothing  of  this  Is  expressed  in  the  con- 
tract, nor  do  I  think  it  Is  implied.  The  only 
conditions  upon  which  payment  of  the  sub- 
scriptions were  to  be  made  were:  "One-half, 
represented  by  two-months  notes,  when  the 
grading  is  done  and  the  Iron  is  on  the  ground; 
the  balance,  represented  by  four-months 
notes,  on  the  completion  of  the  road,  on  the 
first  day  of  Its  operation."  It  was  surely 
and  necessarily  Intended  that  the  two- 
months  notes  were  to  be  delivered  before  the 
road  was  completed.  Then,  again,  the  writ- 
ten Instructions  to  Bonebrake  as  to  the  con- 
ditions upon  which  he  should  deliver  the 
notes,  agreed  upon  by  the  parties  and  de- 
posited with  the  notes,  correspond  with  the 
conditions  named  In  the  contract,  as  follows: 
"The  above  notes  [list  of  all  the  notes],  due 
In  two  months  from  date  of  same,  to  be  de- 
livered to  James  McLoughlln  upon  the  cer- 
tificate of  Geo.  E.  Plllsbury  that  the  grading 
for  the  road  Is  finished  to  Wilcox  avenue  In 
Hollywood,  and  that  the  Iron  for  same  is  on 
the  ground;  and  the  four-months  notes  to  be 
delivered  to  said  McLoughlln  upon  certificate 
of  said  Plllsbury  that  the  road  is  finished 
and  cars  running  to  Wilcox  avenue  in  Holly- 
wood." The  subscription  contract  was  not 
deposited  with  Bonebrake,  nor  did  be  know 
Its  contents  until  after  delivery  of  all  the 
notes  in  strict  obedience  to  the  above  Instruc- 
tions and  to  the  following  written  order  in- 
dorsed on  said  instructions:  "£■.  A.,  CaL, 
Nov.  8,  18S8.  Geo.  H.  Bonebrake:  Deliver 
to  Jas.  McLioughlln  the  two  notes  given  by 
Ivar  Weld  for  $500  each.  Ivar  A.  Weld,  by 
John  Mllner,  His  Attorney  in  Fact" 

These  conditions  precedent,  expressly  enu- 
merated as  such  in  the  contract  and  in  the 
Instructions  to  Bonebrake,  exclude  all  others 
which  are  not  expressly  made  such;  and  since 


the  provision  In  the  subscription  contract  that 
the  road  "shall  be  extended  from  its  present 
terminus  to  the  west  line  of  east  half  of 
northeast  quarter  of  section  10,  *  *  *  by 
the  route  above  designated,  within  four 
months,  weathw  permitting,"  is  not  express- 
ly made  a  condition  precedent,  nor  declared 
to  be  of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  it  should 
not  be  so  construed.  The  case  of  McLaugh- 
lin V.  Clausen,  85  Cal.  322,  2A  Pac.  636,  cited 
by  appellant,  Is  not  In  point;  for,  though  that 
actioa  was  upon  one  of  the  notes  made  pur- 
suant to  the  subscription  contract  in  ques- 
tion here,  this  court  said:  "It  does  not  pre- 
sent the  mere  question  whether  the  stipula- 
tion that  the  road  should  be  completed  and 
running  within  a  certain  time  was  of  the 
essence  of  the  contract;"  and  this  question 
was  not  considered  In  that  case,  though  It 
was  there  held  that  "the  completion  of  the 
road  was,  by  the  terms  of  the  contract,  made 
an  absolute  condition  precedent,  and  until 
such  completion  the  note  could  not  be  deliv- 
ered or  take  effect"  In  that  case  the  ques- 
tion thus  decided  arose  upon  a  general  de- 
murrer to  the  answer,  in  which  It  was  al- 
leged that  the  road  was  not  completed  wbea 
the  note  was  delivered. 

But  even  U  it  be  conceded  In  this  case  that 
time  was  essential,  and  that  completion  of 
the  road  within  the  time  mentioned  was  a 
condition  precedent  to  the  delivery  of  the 
notes,  yet  the  defendant  was  at  liberty  to 
waive  the  condition;  and  I  thhik  he  did 
waive  It  by  his  written  order  on  Bonebrake 
to  deliver  the  notes  given  by  his  duly-au- 
thorized agent,  Mllner,  as  found  by  the  court. 
No  doubt  that  MUner  was  authorized  to  or- 
der the  notes  to  be  delivered,  and  that  the 
construction  of  his  written  power  of  attorney 
from  defendant  by  the  court  was  correct  in 
this  respect.  The  only  matter  urged  against 
the  legitimate  effect  of  this  order  by  Mllner 
is  his  testimony  that  at  the  time  he  gave  the 
order  he  "was  not  aware  of  the  fact  that 
Mr.  Weld  had  given  written  Instructions  to 
Major  Bonebrake  not  to  deliver  those  notes. 
When  Mr.  Weld  left  for  Europe  he  gave  no 
special  instructions  in  regard  to  those  notes, 
but  did  give  me  special  Instructions  in  re- 
gard to  the  managhig  of  his  ranch,  and  so  on. 
He  mentioned,  in  a  general  way,  that  he  had 
given  some  notes  to  Mr.  McLoughlln  In  con- 
nection with  the  building  of  this  road,  with- 
out any  further  Instructions  about  them." 
This  shows  no  material  mistake  of  either  the 
agent  or  principal.  The  agent  did  not  exceed 
his  authority,  and  did  only  what  his  princli>al 
was  plainly  obligated  to  do  by  his  contract; 
besides,  under  the  pleadings,  the  teistlmony 
of  Mllner  was  wholly  Immaterial  and  Irrel- 
evant The  answer  simply  denies  that  the 
notes  were  ever  delivered  by  defendant  to 
plaintiff,  and  alleges  that  they  were  delivered 
by  Bonebrake  before  the  road  was  complet- 
ed, "In  contravention  of  the  terms  of  said 
contract."  There  is,  in  the  answer,  no  aver- 
ment of  mistake  or  fraud. 
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2.  The  only  other  point  made  by  appellant 
is  that  there  was  a  failure  or  partial  failure 
of  consideration  for  the  notes;  and  counsel 
for  appellant  says  the  question  of  failure  of 
consideration  "resolves  Itself  into  this:  Was 
the  stipulation  In  the  contract  as  to  time  a 
material  one?"  We  have  seen  that  the  time 
mentioned  In  the  contract  within  which  the 
road  was  to  be  completed  was  not  a  condi- 
tion precedent  to  the  delivery  of  the  notes, 
and  that  the  notes  were  voluntarily  and 
properly  delivered  after  the  road  was  com- 
pleted. Under  these  circumstances,  I  think 
the  delivery  of  the  notes  precluded  a  plea 
of  failure  or  partial  failure  of  the  considera- 
tion expressed  In  the  contract,  to  wit,  "the 
advantages  to  be  derived  by  them  [parties 
of  the  first  part]  from  the  extension  and 
operation  of  said  railroad."  As  It  Is  admit- 
ted that  the  road  was  completed  on  August 
8,  1888,  the  only  iwsslble  failure  of  the  con- 
sideration was  the  failure  to  operate  the 
road  from  April  27th  until  August  S.  1888; 
and  such  failure  occurred,  and  must  have 
been  known  to  all  parties  Interested,  before 
the  notes  were  delivered.  In  the  absence  of 
fraud  and  mistake,  the  delivery  of  the  notes 
completed  a  conclusive  settlement  of  all  ob- 
ligations of  both  parties  arising  from  the 
subscription  contract  After  such  settle- 
ment that  contract  was  satisfied,  and  was  no 
longer  executory  by  either  party.  The  de- 
lay of  3>4  months  in  completing  the  road, 
known  to  defendant  at  the  time  of  the  settle- 
ment, must  have  been  considered  of  no  con- 
seqaence  Injurious  to  the  defendant,  or  ex- 
cusable, as  found  by  the  court.  Further- 
more, there  is  no  foundation  in  the  answer 
for  a  counterclaim,  or  a  recoupment  of  dam- 
ages on  account  of  the  delay,  as  to  which  the 
whole  substance  of  the  answer  is  as  follows: 
If  the  road  had  been  completed  as  in  the  con- 
tract provided,  the  defendant  would  have 
been  able  to  sell  his  property  "at  greatly  en- 
hanced price  over  what  It  was  then  worth 
without  said  railroad,  and  over  what  it  is 
now  worth  with  said  railroad";  and  "defend- 
ant could,  during  the  month  of  December, 
1887,  and  before  signing  said  contract  and 
notes,  have  sold  his  said  land  at  a  greater 
price  than  he  could  at  the  time  of  the  alleged 
completion  of  said  road,  or  at  any  time 
since."  It  thus  appears  that  there  was  a  de- 
cline in  the  market  value  of  plalntiflTs  land 
between  the  written  date  of  the  contract  and 
the  completion  of  the  road;  but  whether 
such  decline  occurred  during  the  four  months 
within  which  the  road  was  to  have  been  com- 
pleted, or  later,  is  not  stated.  Nor  is  it  al- 
leged that  the  delay  in  constructing  the  road 
cansed  any  decline  in  the  market  price  of  de- 
fendant's land,  nor  that  plaintifT  would  have 
sold  his  land  at  any  price,  even  if  the  road 
had  been  completed  within  the  contract 
period.  That  the  court  properly  excluded 
proof  of  these  averments  in  the  answer  is 
too  obvious  to  admit  of  question.  Pendleton 
T.  CUne,  85  CaL  142,  24  Pac.  659. 


The  findings  of  fact  by  the  court  are  fully 
justified  by  the  evidence.  I  think  the  order 
and  judgment  should  be  afilrmed. 

We  concur:   HAYNES.  C;    BBLCHEK,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  and  judg- 
ment are  affirmed. 


1(8  Cal.  M» 
SAN  DIEGO  WATER  CO.  v.  SAN  DIEGO 

FLUME  CO.     (No.  19,446.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Aug.  26,  1895.) 
SrsviFic  Pekpoumikce  —  Fleadinq  —  Parties — 
CosTKACTs  OP  CoBPORATiosB— Monop- 
olies— Partnership. 

1.  A  comploint  asking  the  specific  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  and  damage  for  its  nonper- 
formance on  the  same  facts  sets  up  a  single 
cause  of  action. 

2.  When  two  water  companies  contract  with 
each  other  to  unite  in  furnishing  a  oily  water, 
and  each  appoints  a  trustee  to  manage  its  busi- 
ueHs,  such  trustees  are  not  necessary  parties  to 
an  action  by  one  company  against  the  other  to 
enforce  the  contmct. 

3.  A  corporation  owning  water  pipes  without 
a  city  contracted  with  one  owning  those  witliin 
It  to  deliver  water  for  the  city  at  the  city  limits, 
and  made  it  its  agent  for  tiie  sale  of  water  with- 
in the  city,  sales  8ul)ject  to  its  approval.  Two 
trustees  named  in  the  contract,  one  appointed 
by  each  corporation,  were  to  have  general  charge 
of  distribution  of  the  water,  but  were  authorized 
to  perform  only  such  duties  as  a  board  of  direct- 
ors could  perform  by  an  agent,  except  that  they 
had  a  limited  power  to  determine  what  should 
be  charged  for  operating  expenses.  Mdd,  that 
the  contract  was  not  ultra  vires  as  taking  the 
management  of  the  corporation  from  their  re- 
spective board  of  directors  and  conferring  it  on 
two  trustees,  each  a  stranger  to  the  corporation 
appointing  the  other. 

4.  Under  Const,  art  14,  i  1,  water  supplies 
of  cities  were  put  under  control  of  the  state,  and 
the  rate  to  be  charged  under  control  of  the  gov- 
erning body  of  each  city.  Meld,  that  a  contract 
between  a  corporation  owning  a  water  supply, 
and  pipes  to  conduct  it  to  the  limits  of  a  city, 
and  a  corporation  owning  a  system  of  di8tri)>n- 
ting  pipes  in  the  city,  under  which  water  is  to  be 
supplied  to  the  city,  is  not  void  as  creating  a 
monopoly. 

5.  Under  the  contract,  the  proceeds  of  sales, 
after  deducting  operating  expenses,  including 
necessary  extension  of  pipes,  were  to  be  divided 
between  the  companies.  Two  trustees  named 
in  the  contract,  one  appointed  by  each  corpora- 
tion, were  given  general  charge  under  tlie  eon- 
tract    MM.  that  no  partnership  was  created. 

Commissioners'  declsdon.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  San  Diego  Water  Company 
against  the  San  Diego  Flume  Company  for 
specific  performance  of  a  contract,  and  dam- 
ages for  its  breach.  From  a  judgment  for 
defendant  plaintiff  appeals.     Reversed. 

Works  &  Works,  for  appellant  Luce  & 
McDonald,  for  respondent 

HAYNES,  C.  Defendant's  demurrer  to  the 
complaint  was  sustained,  and,  the  plalutiff 
declining  to  amend,  judgment  of  dlsnilssul 
was  entered,  from  which  judgment  it  ap- 
peals.   The  only  questions  to  be  considered. 
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therefore,  are  those  presented  by  the  demur- 
rer. 

The  complaint  alleges.  In  substance,  that 
both  the  parties  to  this  action  are  corpora- 
tions organized  and  existing  under  the  laws 
of  this  state  for  the  purpose  of  distributing, 
selling,  and  furnishing  water  to  consumers 
In  the  county  and  city  of  San  Diego;  tliat  the 
plaintifT  is  the  owner  of  a  complete  distribu- 
ting plant  for  furnishing  water  to  the  city  of 
San  Diego  and  its  Inhabitants;  that  the  de- 
fendant is  the  owner  of  water  rights,  reser- 
voirs, and  a  supply  of  water  outside  of  said 
city,  from  which  the  water  Is  conducted  by 
flumes  and  pipes  to  the  city  boundary,  where, 
during  all  the  times  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint, they  were  and  are  connected  with  the 
water  mains  and  p!i)es  of  the  plaintifT;  that 
the  defendant  was  not  and  is  not  the  owner 
of  any  water  pli)e8  within  the  city,  and  was 
unable  to  distribute  or  furnish  its  water  to 
the  city  or  its  inhabitants.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances, the  parties  to  this  action  execut- 
ed two  written  agreements,  both  bearing  date 
November  6,  1890,  which  are  referred  to  as 
Exhibits  A  and  B,  respectively,  but  which 
constitute  one  contract.  By  the  first,  the 
flume  company  appoints  the  water  company 
its  sole  agent  for  the  exclusive  sale  of  its 
water  within  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city, 
as  then  or  thereafter  established,  excepting 
the  peninsula  of  San  Diego;  but  all  sales 
made  by  the  water  company  "shall  be  sub- 
ject to  the  approval  of  the  party  of  the  first 
part  [the  flume  company],  and  no  sales  shall 
be  made  without  the  consent  of  the  party 
of  the  first  part."  It  was  further  provided 
that  said  appointment  should  continue  and 
be  in  force  during  the  continuance  of  the 
other  contract  of  the  same  date,  namely,  20 
years.  The  other  contract— Exhibit  B— is 
very  long,  but  for  the  purpose  of  disposing  of 
the  Questions  made  upon  this  appeal  may 
be  greatly  condensed.  By  this  agreement  E. 
S.  Babcock  and  J.  W.  Sefton,  the  former  the 
president  of  the  plaintiff  corporation,  and  the 
latter  the  president  of  the  defendant,  were 
appointed  trustees,  to  whom  were  given  the 
control  of  the  properties  of  these  corpora- 
tions, respectively,  "so  far  as  the  same  may 
be  confined  to  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city 
of  San  Diego,"  to  operate  and  control  the 
same  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  respective 
parties  thereto.  These  trustees  were  select- 
ed and  named,  one  by  each  corporation,  and 
each  was  to  hold  said  ofiSce  of  trustee  at 
the  pleasure  of  the  party  naming  him,  who 
should  also  appoint  his  successor,  and  the 
compensation  of  each  should  be  fixed  and 
paid  by  the  party  appointing  liim;  that  "the 
use,  operation,  and  control  of  these  proper- 
ties by  the  said  trustees  sliall  be  for  the  pur- 
pose of  furnishing  the  water  supply  to  the 
city  of  San  Diego  and  its  inhabitants,  the 
profits  arising  therefrom  to  be  subject  to 
the  control  and  use  of  the  parties  her'ito.  as 
hereinafter  mentioned;  said  parties  hereto 
agreeing  to  combine  their  Joint  endeavor  for 


the  advancement  of  their  respective  interests 
under  this  trust,  subject  to  the  conditions 
as  hereinafter  mentioned."  The  water  com- 
pany agreed  to  furnish  its  entire  plant,  and 
the  fiume  company  agreed  to  deliver  at  the 
city  limits  a  sufficient  quantity  of  good  wa- 
ter for  the  supply  of  the  city  and  its  inhab- 
itants, to  be  used  by  the  trustees  for  that  ex- 
clusive purpose.  The  trustees  were  to  keep 
three  separate  accounts,  one  designated  as 
the  "operating  account,"  another  as  "first- 
division  account,"  and  the  third,  as  ''second- 
division  account."  The  second  and  third  ac- 
counts were  for  the  purpose  of  distributing 
the  profits  between  the  respective  corpora- 
tions. The  agreement  stated,  in  a  general 
way,  what  should  be  cliarged  to  operating  ex- 
penses, and  except  as  provided,  and  exclud- 
ing certain  specified  matters,  the  trustees 
were  empowered  to  determine  what  should 
constitute  a  proper  charge  to  that  account 
It  was  also  provided  that  the  flume  com- 
pany might  use  the  water  company's  system 
of  pipes  for  conducting  water  to  parties  out- 
side the  city  limits,  the  compensation  there- 
for to  be  fixed  by  the  trustees. 

The  complaint  further  alleged  that  the  par- 
ties thereto  entered  upon  the  performance 
of  said  agreement,  that  the  plaintiff  in  all 
things  carried  out  and  performed  the  same 
on  its  part,  that  plaintiff  and  defendant  and 
their  said  trustees  failed  to  agree  as  to  the 
proper  basis  of  division  of  the  accounts  be- 
tween them,  and  especially  as  to  the  amount 
to  be  expended  for  the  extension  of  plaln- 
tifTs  plant,  and  have  been  unable  to  agree 
upon  a  settlement  of  their  said  accounts; 
alleged  plaintiff's  willingness  to  settle  and 
adjust  the  same,  but  that  defendant  made 
said  differences  an  excuse  for  not  furnishing 
the  water  required  by  the  contract,  and  bad 
wholly  failed  since  May  2,  1S92.  to  comply 
with  said  contract,  though  plaintiff  had  de- 
manded in  writing  such  performance;  al- 
leged that  upon  a  true  and  Just  accounting 
there  was  due  to  it  from  defendant  the  sum 
of  about  $50,000,  but  that  if  the  court  should 
find  otherwise,  and  that  it  was  indebted  to 
the  defendant,  it  thereby  offered  to  pay  the 
same;  that,  by  the  defendant's  failure  to 
comply  with  its  said  contract,  plaintiff  had 
been  damaged  in  the  sum  of  $100,000;  that, 
acting  under  said  contract,  plaintiff  contract- 
ed with  the  city  of  San  Diego  to  supply  it 
with  water  for  the  term  of  20  years  at  a  rea- 
sonable profit,  but  that  defendant,  after  fur- 
nishing water  for  said  purpose  for  about  a 
year,  failed  and  refused  to  longer  furnish 
the  same,  whereby  plaintiff  sustained  spe- 
cial damage  in  the  sum  of  $100,000. 

The  prayer  is  for  an  accounting,  for  dam- 
ages, and  for  a  specific  performance  of  the 
contract,  and  for  general  relief. 

The  demurrer  was  upon  several  grounds, 
viz.:  (1)  For  want  of  facts  suflicient  to  con- 
stitute a  cause  of  action;  (2)  that  two  alleged 
causes  of  action  for  damages  are  Joined  with 
an  alleged  cause  of  action  for  specific  per- 
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formance,  without  separately  stating  said  sev- 
eral causes  of  action;  (3)  for  defect  of  parties, 
in  that  Babcock  and  Sefton,  the  trustees, 
are  not  made  parties;  and  (4)  that  the  com- 
plaint is  uncertain,  in  that  several  causes  of 
action  are  Joined  without  being  separately 
stated  and  numbered. 

The  second  and  fourth  grounds  of  demur- 
rer go  to  the  Joinder  of  several  causes  of 
action  without  being  separately  stated.  Dlf- 
erent  causes  of  action  are  not  stated,  how- 
ever. Both  legal  and  equitable  relief  is 
sought,  but  the  right  to  such  relief  is  based 
upon  the  same  facta  Pom.  Hem.  g  452.  Nor 
is  the  third  ground  of  demurrer  well  taken. 
The  trustees  were  simply  the  agents  or  In- 
struments of  the  parties  to  the  confiract,  and 
had  no  interest  in  the  controversy  In  any 
legal  sense. 

Whether  the  complaint  states  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  is  the 
principal  question  in  the  case.  Respondent 
contends  "that  enough  appears  upon  the  face 
of  the  complaint  to  show  that  said  contracts 
were  void,  because  beyond  the  powers  of  the 
respective  corporations,  and  against  the  pub- 
lic iwUcy  of  the  state."  The  questions  here 
presented  were  discussed  by  counsel  In  an- 
other action  between  the  same  parties,  but 
that  case  went  otf  upon  another  point,  and 
no  opinion  was  expressed  upon  them.  San 
Diego  Water  Co.  v.  San  Diego  Flume  Co., 
100  Cal.  43.  34  Pac  656. 

It  is  contended  that  the  contract  In  ques- 
tion was  ultra  vires,  because  under  it  the 
management  of  the  afTalrs  of  the  two  cor^ 
poratlons  were  taken  from  their  respective 
boards  of  directors  and  transferred  to  two 
trustees,  each  of  whom  Is  a  stranger  to  the 
corporation  appointing  the  other.  This  state- 
ment of  the  effect  of  the  contract  is  too  broad. 
When  analyzed,  the  powers  of  the  trustees 
are  very  limited.  By  that  part  of  the  con- 
tract called  "Exhibit  A,"  the  plaintiff,  as  a 
corporation,  was  appointed  the  agent  of  the 
defendant  corporation  for  the  sale  of  water 
within  the  city  of  San  Diego;  but  all  sales 
were  subject  to  the  approval  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  no  sales  could  be  made  without  its 
consent  The  trustees  were  not  given  any 
power  or  authority  over  the  sale  of  the  wa- 
ter. They  were  given  the  general  charge  of 
operating  the  works  of  the  plaintiff  in  dis- 
tribating  the  water  furnished  by  the  defend- 
ant, and  of  keeping  the  accounts  of  receipts 
and  expenses,  with  a  limited  power  of  de- 
termining what  should  be  charged  to  the  ac- 
count of  operating  expenses;  and,  with  that 
exeeptltm,  theh:  whole  powers  and  duties  were 
executory,  and  such  as  could  not  be  dischar- 
ged by  any  board  of  directors  otherwise  than 
through  an  agent  Nor  is  it  material  whether 
these  agents  were  or  were  not  connected 
with  either  corporation.  They  derived  their 
authority  from  the  agreement,  and,  as  they 
were  named  in  the  agreement,  each  corpora- 
tion acted  upon  and  consented  to  the  appoint- 
ment of  both.  It  is  not  contended  that  two 
v.4lP.no.5— 32 


corporations  may  not  enter  Into  contracts  with 
each  other.  Their  power  to  do  so  depends, 
however,  upon  the  character  of  the  contract, 
examined  in  the  light  of  their  charters  and 
of  public  policy.  So  far  as  the  subject-mat- 
ter of  the  contract  is  concerned,  it  relates  to 
the  sale  and  distribution  of  water,  and  to 
that  extent,  at  least,  it  relates  to  the  very 
purpose  of  the  organization  of  each  of  these 
corporations,  and  is  therefore  presumably 
within  their  power.  It  Is  contended,  how- 
ever, in  support  of  the  demurrer,  "that,  under 
the  power  conferred  by  subdivisions  five  and 
eight  of  section  354  of  the  Civil  Code,  the 
defendant  by  its  board  of  directors,  was  only 
authorized  to  appoint  such  agents  and  enter 
into  such  contracts  as  were  essential  to  the 
transaction  of  its  ordinary  affahrs;  and  that 
any  attempt  to  make  the  plaintiff  its  exclu- 
sive agent  for  the  sale  of  water  was  illegal 
.ind  beyond  the  pow^irs  of  the  corporation." 
The  statement  that  plaintiff  is  made  "the 
exclusive  agent"  of  the  defendant  for  the 
sale  of  water  is  too  broad.  Such  agency  is 
confined  to  the  corporate  limits  of  the  city 
of  San  Diego,  within  which  the  plaintiff 
alone  had  the  means  of  distributing  water  to 
consumers.  The  agency,  however,  while  ex- 
clusive, was  not  unlimited  or  unrestricted;  but 
all  sales  of  water  were  to  be  subject  to  the 
approval  of  the  defendant  and  no  sale  could 
be  made  without  its  consent  It  is  not  sug- 
gested that  the  plaintiff  corporation  could  not 
legally  become  an  agent  as  to  matters  con- 
sistent with  or  In  furtherance  of  the  objects 
of  Its  organization,  nor  that  the  defendant 
within  similar  limitations,  could  not  appoint 
an  agent;  but  the  real  question  involved  lies 
back  of  and  beyond  these  objections,  which 
go  only  to  the  Instrumentalities  used  to  carry 
out  the  ultimate  purpose  of  the  parties  In 
making  the  contract  in  question,  viz.  that  the 
contract  is  against  public  policy,  and  there- 
fore void. 

It  Is  urged  that  "both  corporations  were 
formed  for  the  purpose,  among  other  things, 
of  furnishing  water  to  the  city  of  San  Diego 
and  its  inhabitants,  and  are,  therefore, 
quasi  public  corporations";  and  that  "the 
agreement  is  contrary  to  public  policy,  for 
the  reason  that  It  Is  a  combination  between 
the  parties  for  the  purpose  of  creating  a 
monopoly  for  the  sale  of  water  to  the  city 
of  San  Diego  and  its  Inhabitants."  That  the 
contract  is  consistent  with  the  purpose  of 
the  organization  of  each  of  these  corpora- 
tions, viz.  "to  furnish  the  city  of  San  Diego 
and  its  inhabitants  with  water."  is  too 
clear  for  discussion.  The  question  Is  there- 
fore narrowed  down  to  this:  Does  the  agree- 
ment create  a  monopoly,  or  in  any  manner 
injuriously  affect  the  interests  of  the  city  or 
Its  Inhabitants?  "Monopoly"  signifies  the 
sole  power  of  dealing  In  a  particular  thing, 
or  doing  a  particular  thing,  either  generally 
or  in  a  particular  place.  A  monopoly  is 
usually,  though  not  necessarily,  harmful 
or  Injurious  to  public  Interests,  though,  as 
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that  term  Is  generally  used,  injury  to  the 
public  Is  Implied,  and  competition  is  there- 
fore regarded  as  favorable  to  the  public  in- 
terest. But  there  Is  a  competition  which 
tends  to  monopoly  by  driving  out  all  but  the 
stronger  competitor,  when  prices  are  again 
increased  so  as  not  only  to  yield  a  profit 
upon  the  original  Investment,  but  to  recoup 
the  losses  Incurred  in  breaking  down  com- 
petitors; or,  where  the  competitors  are  of 
equal  strength  and  tenacity  of  purpose,  it 
may  result  In  the  destruction  of  the  public 
service  by  the  collapse  of  all  of  them.  At 
and  before  the  date  of  the  contract  in 
question,  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  a 
pumping  plant,  and  of  a  system  of  mains 
and  pipes  for  the  distribution  of  water  to 
the  city  of  San  Diego  and  its  Inhabitants, 
and  was  engaged  In  supplying  them  with 
water.  The  defendant  was  the  owner  of  a 
resen'olr  supplied  with  water,  together  with 
flumes  and  pipes  by  which  the  water  was 
conveyed  to  the  borders  of  the  city;  but  It 
owned  no  distributing  plant  by  which  it 
could  dispose  of  its  water  within  the  city. 
To  enable  it  to  do  so,  it  must  either  pur- 
chase plaintiff's  distributing  plant,  or  con- 
struct a  distributing  system  of  mains  and 
pipes  of  Its  own,  or  sell  its  water  within 
the  city  by  or  through  the  plaintiff,  under 
some  agreement  for  that  purpose.  It  is  not 
suggested  that  one  distributing  plant  Is  not 
sulliclont  for  all  the  wants  of  the  city  and 
its  inhabitants,  and  certainly  we  cannot  as- 
sume that  It  Is  not.  Some  agreement  of  the 
character  here  In  question  which  would  ef- 
fectuate the  evident  Intention  of  the  par- 
ties would  appear  to  be  to  the  best  Interest 
of  both  corporations;  and  If  the  city  and 
Its  inhabitants  can  be  properly  served 
through  one  distributing  system,  at  reason- 
able rates,  it  is  obviously  to  Its  best  Inter- 
est tliat  its  streets  should  not  be  subjected 
to  the  burden  of  laying  and  keeping  In  re- 
I>air  an  additional  system  of  mains  and 
pipes.  So  far  as  the  parties  to  this  contract 
are  concerned,  the  restraint  Is  only  partial, 
it  Is  contined  to  the  city  of  San  Diego,  or 
rather  to  that  part  of  It  which  did  not  In- 
clude the  peninsula;  and  this,  we  think,  was 
upon  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  not  an 
unreasonable  restriction  as  between  the  par- 
ties. See  MItchel  v.  Reynolds,  1  Smith, 
Lead.  Cas.  (8th  Ed.)  417.  Nor  does  it  in- 
juriously affect  the  city  or  Its  inhabitants. 
Our  constitution  provides  that  "the  use  of 
all  water  now  appropriated,  or  that  may 
hereafter  be  appropriated,  for  sale,  rental, 
or  distribution.  Is  hereby  declared  to  be  a 
public  use,  and  subject  to  the  regulation 
and  control  of  the  state,  In  the  manner  to 
be  prescribed  by  law";  and  It  further  pro- 
vides that  the  rate  or  compensation  to  be 
collected  for  the  use  of  water  supplied  to 
any  city  or  town  or  its  Inhabitants  shall 
be  fixed  annually  by  the  governing  body 
of  the  city  and  county,  or  city,  or  town,  and 
any  person  or  corporation  collecting  water 


rates  "otherwise  than  as  so  established" 
shall  forfeit  the  franchises  and  waterworks 
of  such  person  or  corporation  to  the  city, 
etc.  Const,  art.  14,  §  1.  In  Spring  Valley 
Water  Works  v.  City  of  San  Francisco,  82 
Oal.  286,  22  Pac.  910,  IWC,  it  was  held  that, 
when  the  constitution  provides  for  the  fix- 
ing of  rates  or  compensation  for  the  use  of 
water,  it  means  reasonable  rates  and  Just 
compensation;  that  the  power  of  regulating 
rates  is  not  a  power  of  confiscation,  or  to 
take  the  property  of  the  water  company 
without  Just  compensation. 

Under  the  constitution,  and  the  construc- 
tion thus  given  its  provisions,  we  fall  to  per- 
ceive how  the  agreement  in  question  can 
create  a  monopoly,  or  in  any  manner  In- 
crease the  rate  or  compensation  to  be  paid 
by  the  city  or  Its  inhabitants  for  the  water 
supplied.  Indeed,  it  Is  evident  that  water 
can  be  supplied  more  cheaply  through  one 
distributing  plant  than  through  two;  and 
the  governing  body  of  the  city.  In  whom  is 
vested  the  power  to  fix  the  water  rates.  Is 
bound  to  take  that  fact  into  consideration, 
as  well  as  all  other  facts  which  will  enable 
It  to  fix  "reasonable  rates"  and  award  a 
"Just  compensation."  In  Mor.  Priv.  Corp. 
i  112t),  it  is  said  that  the  same  rule  which 
applies  to  traffic  arrangements  between  com- 
peting railroads  applies  also  to  telegraph, 
water,  and  gas  companies;  and,  in  relation 
to  tratUc  arrangements  between  competing 
roads.  It  Is  said,  at  section  1131:  "It  Is 
certainly  not  true  that  all  agreements  or 
combinations  restricting  competition  are  Il- 
legal at  common  law.  •  •  •  Even  If 
there  were  such  a  rule  as  has  been  claimed, 
applicable  to  competition  In  trade,  the  prin- 
ciple and  policy  of  the  rule  would  not  be  ap- 
plicable to  traffic  arrangements  designed 
merely  to  prevent  ruinous  competition  and 
'wars'  among  railroad  companies.  The 
main  objection  which  has  been  urged  against 
combinations  restraining  competition  in 
trade,  namely,  that  such  combinations  tend 
to  produce  monopolies  and  cause  extortion, 
has  no  application  to  combinations  among 
railroad  companies;  for  railroad  companies 
are  prohibited  by  law,  irrespective  of  any 
combination,  to  charge  more  than  reason- 
able rates.  •  •  ♦  Public  policy  clearly 
does  not  demand  that  railroad  companies 
operating  competing  lines  shall  engage  in 
strife  causing  their  financial  ruin."  "With 
even  greater  force  may  it  be  said  In  this 
case  that  public  policy  does  not  condemn 
nor  prohibit  an  arrangement  Intended  to  pre- 
vent a  competition  between  these  corpora- 
tions which  would  Inevitably  result  In  the 
financial  ruin  of  one  or  both  of  them,  and 
which  could  not  in  any  event  benefit  the 
city  or  its  Inhabitants. 

The  contention  that  the  agreement  In 
question  creates  a  partnership  between  these 
corporations  is  without  force.  It  does  not 
appear  that  it  covers  all  of  the  business 
of  either  party,  though  the  whole  of  the  busl- 
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ness  of  each  relates  to  the  sale  of  water. 
In  a  partnership,  each  partner  has  authority 
to  represent  all  the  partners,  and  to  bind 
them  by  his  acts  so  far  as  they  relate  to  the 
partnership  business.  Here  the  agency  is 
not  of  that  character,  but  is  expressly  lim- 
ited. It  simply  provides  a  mode  of  deter- 
mining the  compensation  the  defendant  shall 
receive  for  the  water  furnished  by  it  to  the 
plaintiff,— an  arrangement  made  necessary 
by  the  fact  that  neither  of  the  parties,  nor 
both  combined,  could  determine  the  rate  at 
whlcb  the  water  could  be  sold  to  consum- 
ers, nor  accurately  fix  the  cost  of  distribu- 
tion, nor  the  quantity  of  water  required. 

The  Judgment  should  be  reversed,  with  di- 
rections to  overrule  the  demurrer  to  the 
complaint. 

We  concur:  VAXCLIEF,  C;  BELCHER,  C. 

PKR  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  appealed 
from  Is  reversed,  with  directions  to  overrule 
the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 


DENVER  CONSOLIDATED  ELECTRIC 

CO.  V.  SIMPSON.  1 
(Supreme  Conrt  of  Colorado.     July  1,  18^5.) 

Nboliobscb— Electkic  Wikes  —  Pleadiso — Evi- 
DKIOB — New  Trial— Subpkise — Special 

FlNDINOg — UbOBBK  of  CaBE. 

1.  The  fact  that  a  complaint  for  injury  by 
coming  in  contact  with  an  electric  company's 
wire  contains  allegations  assuming  the  defend- 
ant to  be  an  absolute  insurer  of  the  public 
against  injury  by  its  wires  will  not  render  it 
bad  on  that  ground  where  it  also  alleges  that 
the  location  and  defective  condition  of  the  wire 
in  question  was  due  to  negligence  of  the  defend- 
ant in  the  building  of  its  line  and  keeping  it  in 
repair. 

2.  Where  a  complaint  against  an  electric 
company  for  injury  by  coming  in  contact  in  a 
public  alley  with  a  fallen  wire  alleges  that  the 
defendant  was  negligent  in  keeping  its  wires  in 
repair,  evidence  of  notice  to  the  companyj  prior 
to  the  accident,  of  the  defective  condition  of 
the  wire,  is  admissible. 

8.  On  suit  against  an  electric  company  for 
injury  by  coming  in  contact  with  a  fallen  wire, 
plaintiff,  contrary  to  agreement,  as  defendant 
claimed,  put  in  evidence  notice  of  the  defect 
sent  to  defendant's  office  by  a  police  officer  prior 
to  the  acindent.  Defendant's  affidavit  for  a 
new  trial  on  the  ground  of  surprise  averred  that. 
If  a  continuance  had  been  granted  after  the  ad- 
mission of  the  notice,  it  could  have  shown  by  the 
record  of  police  headquarters,  in  which  such 
complaints  were  entered,  that  the  officer  did 
not,  as  he  testified,  report  the  defect  to  police 
headquarters  before  the  accident.  Held,  a  new 
trial  was  proper'y  refused,  it  not  being  claimed 
that  no  notice  was  received. 

4.  Under  Code  1887,  §  109,  providing  that 
when  the  jury  render  a  geni'rai  verdict  they 
may  be  required  to  make  siM'fial  findincs,  the 
refusal  to  submit  questions  for  special  findings 
at  defendant's  requtst  is  proper  where  a  verdict 
for  plaintiff  under  the  instruction  given  would 
answer  all  the  questions. 

5.  Evidence  that  the  wire  of  an  electric 
company,  so  highly  charged  with  electricity  as 


X  Rehearing  denied  September  8,  1895. 


to  be  dangerous  to  persons  coining  in  contact 
with  it.  was  detached  from  its  fastenings  and 
hung  down  in  an  alley,  so  as  to  endanger  pub- 
lic travel,  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  negligence 
of  the  company. 

6.  Where  degrees  of  negligence  are  not  rec- 
ognized, an  instruction  that  a  company  for  dis- 
tributing electricity  over  wires  susjwnded  above 
the  public  streets  is  bound  to  use  the  higliest  de- 
gree of  care  in  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  its  wires  is  not  prejudicial  error. 

7.  In  maintaining  electric  wires  in  public 
streets,  persons  are  bound  to  exercise  that  rea- 
sonable care  which  a  reasonably  prudent  person 
would  exercise  under  similar  circmnstances,  and, 
as  the  business  is  attended  with  great  peril  to 
the  public,  the  care  to  be  exercised  is  commen- 
anrate  with  the  Increased  danger. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Arapahoe  coun- 
ty. 

Action  by  John  H.  Simpson  against  the 
Denver  Consolidated  Electric  Company. 
From  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Affirmed. 

Wolcott  &  Vaile  and  H.  F.  May,  for  ap- 
pellant. E.  Caypless,  H.  X.  Sales,  and  E. 
Keeier,  for  appellee. 

CAMPBELL,  J.  This  was  an  action  by  the 
api)ellee  to  recover  damap.>s  for  personal  In- 
juries. The  ev'denoe  tends  to  show  that  the 
appellant,  for  the  purpose  of  furnishing  light, 
was  engaged  in  the  business  of  conveying 
and  distributing  electricity  throughout  the 
city  of  Denver  by  means  of  wires  attached 
to  and  suspended  from  poles  placed  In  the 
streets  and  alleys  of  the  city.  While  the 
plaintiff  was  lawfully  passing  along  one  of 
the  public  alleys  in  the  city,  without  any 
fault  on  his  part,  he  came  in  contact  with  one 
of  the  defendant's  wires,  heavily  charged 
with  electricity,  which  wire  had  become  dis- 
connected and  detached  from  Its  overhead 
fastening,  and  was  hanging  down  to  within 
about  two  feet  of  the  ground  in  said  alley. 
As  the  result  of  such  contact,  plaintiff  re- 
ceived a  severe  shock  from  tbe  electricity 
carried  by  the  wire,  and  was  seriously  In- 
jured. The  negligence  charged  against  the 
defendant,  of  which  there  was  some  proof, 
consisted  in  its  failure  properly  to  construct 
its  line,  and  Its  omission  to  take  the  neces- 
sary precautions  to  prevent  the  wires  from 
falling  and  causing  Injury  in  case  they  be- 
came detached  from  their  fastenings.  There 
was  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  sum  of 
$2,800,  upon  which  the  court  entered  Judgi- 
ment,  to  reverse  which  the  appellant  prose- 
cutes this  appeaL 

Tbe  principal  errors  assigned  relate  to  the 
overruling  by  the  trial  court  of  the  defend- 
ant's demurrer  to  tbe  amended  complaint  on 
tbe  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action;  to  tbe 
admission  of  evidence,  over  tbe  detendant'a 
objection,  tending  to  show  that  the  defendant 
had  notice  of  this  defect  in  Its  line  in  time  to 
make  repairs  before  the  accident;  to  the  re- 
fusal of  the  court  to  submit  to  the  Jury,  at 
tbe  request  of  the  defendant,  certain  ques- 
tions for  their  answer;  and  to  the  giving  of  , 
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certain  Instructions  by  the  court:,  over  defend- 
ant's objection,  defining  the  duty  of  the  de- 
fendant to  the  traveling  public 

The  defendant's  objection  to  the  Bufflclency 
of  the  complaint  arises  out  of  the  supxwBltlou 
indulged  in  by  its  counsel  that  counsel  for 
the  plaintiff  assumed  that  the  defendant  was 
an  absolute  insurer  of  the  safety  of  the  pub- 
lic from  all  danger  from  its  wires,  and  drew 
his  complaint  upon  that  theory.  If  such  wore 
the  fact,  the  complaint  would  be  bad,  for  the 
defendant  Is  not  an  insurer;  but,  aside  from 
certain  allegations  found  In  the  complaint, 
which,  by  themselves  alone,  might  bear  such 
construction,  there  are  specific  allegations  to 
the  effect  that  the  presence  in  the  alleyway 
of  the  wire  which  caused  the  injury  was  due 
to  the  negligence  of  the  defendant  in  omit- 
ting to  exercise  due  care  in  building  its  line, 
and  culpable  negillgence  in  falling  to  maintain 
it  in  good  repair.  The  original  complaint  con- 
tained an  allegation  that  the  defendant  had 
notice  of  this  fallen  wire  in  time  to  repair  the 
defect  before  the  accident,  but  failed  to  do 
so.  In  the  amended  complaint  this  averment 
was  omitted,  and  therein  a  general  allegation 
was  Inserted  to  the  effect  that  the  defendant 
was  negligent,  not  only  In  failing  to  keep 
Its  wires  in  good  repair,  but  was  also  negli- 
gent In  constructing  the  same.  Before,  or 
possibly  during,  the  trial,  in  a  conversation 
between  counsel  for  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant, the  coimsel  for  the  defendant  in- 
sists that  he  was  led  to  believe  that  no  evi- 
dence would  be  offered  by  the  plaintiff  tend- 
ing to  show  that  any  notice  was  given  to  the 
defendant  of  this  defect  At  the  trial,  how- 
ever, the  plaintiff  did  offer  testimony  as  to 
such  notice,  which  notice  was  alleged  to  have 
been  transmitted  over  the  telephone  by  the 
witness  Hedges  to  the  office  of  the  company, 
prior  to  the  accident,  which  evidence  the  de- 
fesdant  subsequently  moved  to  withdraw 
from  the  Jury  for  'he  reasons  above  given, 
and  because  such  evidence  tended  to  prove 
no  issue  in  the  case.  We  think  the  defend- 
ant was  not  prejudiced  by  this  evidence.  It 
tended  directly  to  establish  the  issue  of  the 
ncgiligence  charged,  and  there  was  no  at- 
tempt by  counsel  for  plaintiff  to  mislead  the 
defendant,  nor  is  it  so  claimed  by  appellant 
Besides,  while  counsel  for  the  defendant 
may  have  been,  in  a  sense,  surprised  by  this 
evidence,  yet  his  alHdavit  on  this  point  does 
not  point  out  that  he  would  be  able  on  a  new 
trial  to  produce  evidence  from  any  officer  or 
employe  of  the  company  that  such  notice 
was  not  actually  received  at  the  office  of  thf 
company.  Had  a  continuance  lieen  granted 
after  this  evidence  was  offered,  the  defend- 
ant claims  he  would  have  been  able  to  pro- 
duce evidence  that  the  record  at  the  police 
headquarters,  where  a  memorandum  of  such 
complaints  is  kept,  would  show  that  no  such 
complaint  or  notice  was  sent  in  on  the  night 
In  question  by  the  policeman  Olsen,  who  tes- 
tified that  he  reiwrted  to  police  headquarters 
this  defect  in  the  wires  before  the  accident 


occurred.  This  Is  no  such  showing  as  would 
warrant  the  court  In  granting  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  newly-discovered  evidence, 
nor  is  it  sufficient  to  warrant  us  In  saying 
that  the  court  committed  error  in  admitting 
testimony  in  regard  to  the  notice. 

The  defendant  requested  the  court  to  sub- 
mit to  the  Jury  certain  Interrogatories,  to  be 
answered  by  them  along  with  their  general 
verdict.  These  were  whether  the  defendant 
was  guilty  of  negligence,  and.  If  so,  in  what 
particular;  at  what  time  the  accident  occur- 
red; at  what  time  the  wire  was  first  down; 
whether  the  defendant  liad  notice  of  the  fall- 
en wire  before  the  accident,  and,  if  so,  how 
long  before;  and  whether.  If  the  defendant 
had  such  notice.  It  allowed  an  unreasonable 
time  to  pass  before  the  accident  without  re- 
pairing the  same.  Section  199,  Code  18S7, 
provides:  "In  any  case  In  which  the  Jury 
render  a  general  verdict,  they  may  be  re- 
quired by  the  court  to  find  specially  upon 
any  particular  questions  of  facts  to  be  stated 
to  them  in  writing."  This  Is  substantially 
like  the  Nebraska  Code,  and  In  Floaten  v. 
Perrell,  21  Neb.  347,  38  N.  W.  732,  It  was 
held  that  the  giving  to  or  withholding  frum 
the  Jury  questions  for  special  findings  of 
fact  was  within  the  discretion  of  the  court 
We  may  add  that  we  perceive  no  special  ob- 
jection to  the  interrogatories  submitted  by 
the  defendant  to  the  court,  and  it  certainly 
would  not  have  been  error  bad  the  court  sub- 
mitted them  to  the  Jury;  but  we  cannot  say 
that  the  refusal  to  give  them  was  such  an 
abuse  of  discretion  as  to  Justify  a  reversal 
on  that  ground.  The  return  of  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  under  the  instructions  as  given 
to  the  Jury  must  necessarily  have  been  «»quiv- 
alent  to  an  answer  by  the  Jury  of  each  of 
these  questions  against  the  defendant  Hence, 
we  fall  to  i)erceive  that  the  defendant  was 
prejudiced  In  any  substantial  right 

The  most  important  and  difiicult  questions 
concern  the  instructions  given  by  the  court 
The  defendant  requested  a  number  of  In- 
structions, some  of  which  the  court  refused 
altogether.  Others  It  gave  with  modifica- 
tions. This  branch  of  the  case  we  will  con- 
sider under  two  general  heads,— Alleged  error 
of  the  court  In  instructing  upon  what  consti- 
tutes prima  facie  negligence  in  cases  of  this 
kind;  alleged  errors  in  instructing  as  to  the 
nature  and  extent  of  the  duty  of  the  defend- 
ant to  the  general  public  using  the  highway 
over  and  across  which  Its  wires  are  strong. 
In  substance,  the  court  Instructed  the  Jury 
that  if  they  found  that  the  defendant's  wire 
was  so  charged  with  electricity  as  to  become 
dangerous  to  persons  coming  In  contact  with 
it,  and  that  the  wire  had  become  disconnected 
or  detached  from  Its  fastenings,  and  hung 
down  In  a  public  alley  so  as  to  endanger  pub- 
lic travel,  that,  of  Itself,  was  prima  facie  evi- 
dence of  negligence  on  the  part  of  defendant 
Strictly  speaking,  except  In  some  relatlonfl 
springing  out  of  contract,  the  mere  happeninc 
of  an  accident  to  not  any  evidence  of  negU- 
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gence.  Tbomp.  Carr.  Pass.  p.  209,  i  9.  But 
In  some  cases  of  tort  it  has  been  held  that 
the  exlsteoce  of  certain  facts,  unexplained, 
Is  some  evidence  of  negligence.  Thomas  y. 
Telegraph  Co.,  100  Mass.  156,  and  Haynes  v. 
Gas  Co..  114  N.  C.  203, 19  S.  E.  344,  are  cases 
In  point,  and  are  authority  (or  the  instruc- 
tion given  in  tliis  case.  This  is  the  first  case 
in  ttkis  court  where  it  has  become  necessary 
to  determine  the  duty  to  the  traveling  public 
resting  upon  a  person  or  corporation  dlstrll>- 
nting  electricity  by  means  of  wires  suspended 
above  a  public  street  or  alley.  The  employ- 
ment of  electricity  for  supplying  light  is  of 
comparatively  recent  origin.  The  best  meth- 
ods of  constructing  Itaies  for  its  distribution, 
and  the  precautionary  steps  to  be  taken  to 
guard  the  public  from  the  dangers  incident  to 
its  use,  may  not  be  known  or  fully  under- 
stood. But  enough  is  known  to  Justify  the 
statement  that  the  business  of  distributing 
electricity  on  wires  strung  over  the  streets 
of  a  city  is  a  dangerous  business,  and  attend- 
ed by  peril  to  travelers  along  the  highway. 
This  court  does  not  recognize  any  degrees 
of  negligence,  such  as  slight  or  gross,  and 
logically  it  ought  not  to  recognize  any  degrees 
in  Its  antithesis,  caie.  The  court  instructed 
the  Jury  in  this  case  that  the  defendant  was 
not  an  insurer  of  the  safety  of  plaintiff,  but 
that,  in  constructing  its  line  and  maintaining 
the  same  in  repair.  It  was  held  to  the  utmost 
degree  of  care  and  Uillgence;  that  in  this  re- 
spect it  is  bound  to  the  highest  degree  of 
care,  skill,  and  diligence  in  the  construction 
and  maintenance  of  its  lines  of  wire  and  other 
appurtenances,  and  In  carrying  on  Its  busi- 
ness, so  as  to  make  the  same  safe  against 
accidents,  so  far  as  such  safety  can,  by  the 
use  of  such  care  and  diligence,  be  secured.  If 
It  observed  such  degree  of  care,  it  was  not 
liable.  If  it  failed  therein,  it  was  liable  for 
injuries  caused  thereby.  We  think  the  court 
was  unfortunate  in  attempting  to  draw  any 
distinctions  in  the  degrees  of  care  or  negli- 
gence. It  would  liave  been  safer  and  the 
better  practice  to  Jistruct  the  Jury,— which 
ought  hereafter  to  be  observed,— even  In 
cases  like  the  one  before  ns,  that  the  defend- 
ant was  botmd  to  exercise  that  reasonable 
care  and  caution  which  would  be  exercised  by 
a  reasonably  prudent  and  cautions  person 
nnder  the  same  or  similar  circumstances.  In 
addition  to  this,  the  Jury  should  have  been 
Instructed  that  the  care  Increases  .is  the  dan- 
ger does,  and  that,  where  the  business  in 
question  Is  attended  with  great  peril  to  the 
public,  the  care  to  be  exercised  by  the  per- 
son conducting  the  business  Is  commensurate 
with  the  increased  danger.  But,  In  effect, 
this  Is  what  the  court  did.  Under  the  facts 
of  the  case,  the  law  required  of  the  defend- 
ant, conducting,  as  it  did,  a  business  so  dan- 
gerous to  the  public,  the  highest  degree  of 
care  which  skill  and  foresight  can  attain,  con- 
sistent with  the  practical  conduct  of  its  busi- 
ness under  the  known  methods  and  the  pres- 
ent state  of  the  particular  art    This  is  the 


measure  of  the  duty  owed  by  a  common  car- 
rier to  a  passenger  for  hire.  Thomp.  Carr.  Pars, 
p.  208,  and  cases  cited.  Not  for  the  same  rea- 
son, or  because  the  doctrine  rests  upon  the 
same  principle,  but  with  even  greater  force, 
should  this  rule  apply  to  a  perscm  or  corpora- 
tion engaged  In  the  equally,  if  not  more,  dan- 
gerous business  of  distributing  electricity 
throughout  a  city  by  means  of  wires  strung 
over  the  public  alleys  and  streets,  in  so  far 
as  is  concerned  its  duty  to  the  traveling  pub- 
lic In  those  courts  where  degrees  of  neg- 
Jgence  are  not  countenanced,  nevertheless,  in 
cases  where  the  duty  of  a  common  carrier  of 
passengers  Is  laid  down,  the  Jury  are  told 
that  carriers  are  bound  to  the  utmost  degree 
of  care  which  human  foresight  can  attain. 
This  is  upon  the  theory  that  reasonable  or  or- 
dinary care  in  a  case  of  that  kind  Is  the  high- 
est care  which  human  higenulty  can  prac- 
tically exercise,  and  that,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
courts  will  hold  every  reasonably  prudent 
and  careful  man  to  the  exercise  of  the  ut- 
most care  and  diligence  in  protecting  the 
public  from  the  dangers  necessarily  incident 
to  the  carrying  on  of  a  hazardous  business. 
Where  the  facts  of  a  case  naturally  lead 
equally  Intelligent  persons  honestly  to  enter- 
tain dllTerent  views  as  to  the  degree  of  care 
resting  upon  a  defendant,  the  court  ought  not 
to  lay  down  a  rule  prescribing  any  particular 
or  specific  degree  in  that  case.  But  where  all 
minds  concur— as  they  must  in  a  case  like  the 
one  we  are  now  considering— in  regarding 
the  carrying  on  of  a  business  as  fraught  with 
peril  to  the  public,  inherent  in  the  nature  of 
the  business  itself,  the  court  makes  no  mis- 
take in  defining  the  duty  of  those  conducthig 
it  as  the  exercise  of  the  utmost  care.  It  was, 
therefore,  not  prejudicial  error  for  the  court 
to  tell  the  Jury  in  this  case  what  the  law  re- 
qires  of  the  defendant,  viz.  the  highest  de- 
gree of  care  in  conducting  its  business.  The 
late  case  of  Block  v.  RaUway  Co.  (Wis.)  61 
N.  W.  1101,  rightly  Interpreted,  supports  this 
doctrine,  and  the  case  of  Haynes  v.  Gas  Co., 
supra,  expressly  lays  down  the  rule  observed 
by  the  trial  coivt  in  the  instructions  given  in 
this  case. 

The  "foregoing  considerations  dispose  of  all 
the  errors  assigned  which  we  deem  neces- 
sary to  notice.  The  Judgment  wiU  be  afiirm- 
ed.    Affirmed. 


DENVER  &  R.  G.  R.  CO.  v.  SULLIVAN.i 

(Supreme  Court  of  Colorado.     June  IT,  1895.) 

Release  of  Osr,  Defekdast  —  Effect  —  Parol 
Evidence— Fbacd  is  Prochrixo, 

1.  Where  two  railroad  companies  are  joint- 
ly and  severally  liable  for  injury  to  a  person,  a 
release  by  such  person  of  his  right  of  action 
against  one  of  the  companies  releases  the  other. 

2.  Where  a  written  instrument  on  its  face 
shows  that  it  is  a  release  of  a  cause  of  action 


1  Rehearing  denied  September  7,  1895. 
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against  a  railroad  company  for  injuries,  parol 
evidence  to  show  that  it  was  given  as  a  receipt 
for  wages  is  inadmissible. 

3.  On  suit  against  one  of  two  railroads  sev- 
ernlly  liable  for  an  injury,  the  defendant  set  upas 
a  defense  the  release  of  theother  road.  To  prove 
fraud  in  procurement  of  this  release,  the  plain- 
tiff testified  that  the  claim  agent  of  lie  road  re- 
leased told  him  that  the  road's  attorney  advised 
him  that  their  read  was  not  liable;  that  the  ac- 
cident was  caused  by  a  defect  in  the  rail,  and  the 
other  road  was  responsible  for  the  condition  of 
the  track.  The  plaintiff  read  the  release  before 
signing,  and  knew  that  it  released  that  road. 
Held  error  to  submit  to  the  jury  the  question 
of  fraud  in  procurement  of  the  release. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Las  Animas 
county. 

Action  by  George  W.  Sullivan  aKalnst  the 
Denver  &  Rio  Grande  Railroad  Company. 
).'''rom  a  judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
l)eals.     Revei-sed. 

This  is  an  action  brouslit  by  George  W. 
Sullivan  against  tlie  Denver  &  Rio  Grande 
Railroad  Company  to  recover  damages  for 
injuries  alleged  to  have  occurred  by  reason 
of  the  negligence  of  api>ellant  In  construct- 
ing and  keeping  In  repair  Its  railroad  track. 
At  the  time  of  the  accident  appellee  was  in 
the  employ  of  the  Union  Pacific,  Denver  & 
Gulf  Railway  Company  as  brakeman.  This 
company  was  a  part  of  the  Union  Pacifi** 
Railway  system,  and  at  this  time  the  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company  ran  Its  trains  over 
the  line  of  the  Denver  &  Rio  Grande  Railroad 
Company  between  Pueblo  and  Trinidad,  un- 
der an  agreement  with  the  latter  company. 
On  the  15th  day  of  August,  1891,  appellee 
was  acting  in  his  capacity  as  brakeman  on 
one  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company's 
freight  trains,  and  when  near  El  Moro  the 
car  upon  which  he  was  standing  was  derail- 
ed, and  In  Jumping  therefrom  he  sustained 
the  Injury  complained  of.  The  Jury  found 
that  there  was  what  Is  known  as  a  "Up"  up- 
on the  track,  which  caused  the  derailment 
Among  other  defenses,  the  appellant  set  up 
as  a  defense  to  the  action  the  following  re- 
lease executed  by  appellee  to  the  Union  Pa- 
cific Railway  Company: 

"Denver.  Colo.,  September  25,  1891. 
"The   Union    Pacific    Railway    Company    to 
George  W.  Sullivan.  Dr. 

"Sept  25th.  For  amount  agreed  upon  in 
full  settlement  of  claim  agaJnst  the  Union 
Pacific,  Denver  &  Gulf  Ry.  Company  on  ac- 
count of  Injuries  received  Aug.  15,  1891, 
trains,  extra  engine  1,362,  El  Moro,  Colorado, 
while  employed  as  brakeman,  and  in  full  of 
all  demands  and  claims  of  whatsoever  char- 
acter. 

"Claim  settled  for  $108. 
(Over.) 

"Paid  by  draft  No.  1908. 

"Approved: 

" ,  General  Solicitor. 

"Approved: 

" .  Gen.  CI.  Agt 

"1  hereby  certify  that  the  above  account 
is  correct 

"G.  N.  Manchester.  Claim  Agent 


"Received,  September  25th,  A.  D.  1891,  of 
the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company,  $108, 
In  full  payment  of  the  above  account.  In 
consideration  of  the  payment  of  said  sum  of 
money,  I,  G.  W.  Sullivan,  of  Trinidad,  in  the 
county  of  Las  Animas,  and  state  of  Colorado, 
hereby  remise,  release,  and  forever  discharge 
the  said  company.  Its  operated,  leased,  and 
auxiliary  lines  and  companies,  as  well  also 
as  all  companies  whose  lines  are  operated  or 
known  as  a  part  of  the  Union  Pacific  system, 
of  and  from  all  manner  of  actions,  suits, 
debts,  and  sums  of  money,  dues,  claims,  and 
demands  whatsoever,  in  law  or  equity, 
which  I  ever  had  or  now  have  against  said 
company  by  reason  of  said  matter,  cause,  or 
thing  whatever,  whether  the  same  arose  up- 
on contract  or  upon  tort  from  the  beginning 
of  the  world  to  this  day.  In  case  the  said 
sum  of  money  is  paid  for  or  on  account  of 
any  claim  against  any  other  comp;iny,  or  for 
or  on  account  of  any  legal  obligation  or  lia- 
bility of  any  other  company,  or  for  or  on  ac- 
count of  sums  of  money,  dues,  claims,  and 
demands  whatsoever.  In  law  or  equity,  w^hicb 
I  ever  had  or  now  have  against  any  com- 
pany, I  expressly  admit  and  agree  that  the 
Union  Pacific  Railway  Company  is  fully  au- 
thorized to  make  such  payment  for  and  on 
behalf  of  such  other  company,  and  to  ad- 
Just  and  settle  my  claim  against  It;  and  I 
hereby  remise,  release,  and  forever  dlscharse 
the  company  for  and  on  behalf  of  which  tliu 
said  sum  of  money  Is  paid  from  all  claims 
and  demands  whatsoever,  as  hereinbefore 
more  fully  set  forth. 

"In  testimony  whereof,  I  have  hereunto 
set  my  hand,  this  25th  day  of  September, 
1891.  G.  W.  Sullivan. 

"Witness:   G.  N.  Manchester." 

This  defense  was  first  traversed  by  appel- 
lee. Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  after  the 
appellant  had  introduced  its  evidence  and 
rested,  and  appellee  was  called  to  the  wit- 
ness stand  in  rebuttal,  over  the  objection  of 
appellant,  the  court  granted  appellee  leave 
to  amend  his  replication  and  set  up  fraud  in 
the  procuring  of  this  release.  Counsel  for 
appellant  thereupon  asked  that  the  trial  be 
discontinued  because  of  this  new  issue, 
which  reguest  was  denied  by  the  court  In 
support  of  this  ssue,  appellee  testified  that 
he  was  taken  into  Mr.  Manchester's  office  by 
Mr.  Blssell,  who  Introduced  him  to  Manches- 
ter, and  told  him  that  witness  was  the  man 
who  was  in  the  wreck  above  El  Moro  on  the 
15th  of  August  1891,  wliereupon  Manchester 
turned  to  him  and  said:  "We  have  consulted 
our  lawyers  in  regard  to  this  matter,  and 
they  advised  me  that  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company  was  not  to  blame  for  the  ac- 
cident" And  he  further  stated  that  "ac- 
cording to  the  reports  sent  in  by  the  train- 
men, that  the  accident  was  caused  by  the 
lip  on  tlie  rail,  consequently  the  Rio  Grande 
was  responsible  for  the  condition  of  the  track. 
•     •     •     He  said  he  would  allow  me  full 

time  up  to  tlmt  date.     And  I  said  to  him 
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that  T  had  to  go  to  Hot  Springs  on  account 
of  my  ankle,  or,  that  Is.  my  doctors  had  ad- 
vised me  to  go,— It  would  be  beneficial  to 
my  ankle,— and  that  I  would  like  It  if  he 
would  make  it  to  the  first  of  October,  if  he 
would;  and  after  he  decided  to  do  it  be 
said  It  would  not  be  very  mucb  difference, 
so  he  made  It  that."  Appellee  further  testi- 
fied: That  at  that  time  he  was  still  in  the 
employ  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
l«ny.  Had  not  been  discharged.  That  his 
salary  from  August  15th  to  October  1st 
would  amount  to  $108.  That  he  had  not  at 
any  time  made  any  claim  against  the  Union 
Pacific  Railway  Company  for  the  injuries  to 
his  ankle.  Appellee  was  then  asked  to  state 
to  the  Jury  if  relying  upon  the  statement  of 
Manchester  as  true  was  the  cause  of  Ills  sign- 
ing the  instrument  which  he  had  signed. 
Over  objection,  he  answered:  "Tes.  That 
was  the  cause  of  my  signing  the  instrument; 
that  is,  on  the  ground  that  I  told  him  that 
I  wanted  to  go  to  Hot  Springs,  and  wanted 
to  get  this  time  up  to  the  first  of  October." 
On  cross-examination  appellee  testified  that 
he  had  not,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  done  any 
work  for  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany since  the  date  of  the  accident,  and  had 
not  up  to  the  present  time;  that  he  never, 
at  any  other  time,  received  any  money  from 
Manchester  as  wages,  so  far  as  be  remem- 
bered. No  witnesses  were  called  by  appel- 
lant upon  this  issue,  but  when  Manchester 
was  previously  on  the  stand,  and  before  the 
amendment  to  the  replication  whereby  fraud 
was  alleged  in  obtaining  the  release,  on 
cross-examination  he  stated  that  he  was  in- 
structed by  the  superintendent— Bissell— to 
pay  $108;  that  he  did  not  know  what  salary 
appellee  received;  that  he  did  not  say  to  ap- 
pellee that  his  company  was  not  liable,  and 
that  if  any  one  was  liable  it  was  the  Den- 
ver &  Rio  Grande  Railroad  Company,  and 
that  no  one  said  that  in  bis  presence;  that 
he  did  not  say  their  attorney  had  advised 
the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company  that  it 
was  not  liable;  that  appellee  read  the  docu- 
ment himself,  it  being  handed  to  him  to  read 
by  the  witness;  that  there  was  nothing  said 
at  the  time  about  the  liability  of  the  Denver 
&  Kio  Grande  Company,  so  far  as  he  could 
remember. 

The  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  and  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  appellee  for  $5,000.  From 
this  judgment  the  Denver  &  Rio  Grande  Rail- 
road Company  prosecutes  this  appeaL 

Wolcott  &  Vaile  and  H.  F.  May,  for  appel- 
lant.    Gordon  &  Hendricks,  for  appellee. 

GODDARD,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
It  is  manifest  from  the  instructions  under 
which  the  evidence  was  submitted  to  the 
jury,  and  the  special  findings,  tliat  the  de- 
railment of  the  car  upon  which  appellee  was 
standing  at  Che  time  was  occasioned  by  a 
defect  in  the  track;  and  hence  the  negli- 
gence upon  which  the  appellee  bases  his 


right  of  recovery  against  the  appellant 
would  also  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
against  his  employer,  the  Union  Pacific 
Railway  Company,  it  being  the  duty  of  that 
company,  as  well  as  of  the  appellant,  to  see 
that  the  road  over  which  it  ran  its  cars  was 
safe  and  in  good  repair.  The  same  duty  de- 
volved upon  it  in  this  respect  as  though  it 
owned  the  track.  The  rule  upon  this  sub- 
ject is  thus  stated  in  Stetler  v.  Railway  Co., 
46  Wis.  504,  1  N.  W.  112:  "As  between  it- 
self and  its  employes,  who  were  directed  to 
use  the  road  in  the  business  of  the  defendant 
company,  such  employes  have  the  right  to 
treat  the  road  as  the  company's  road,  and 
the  company,  as  to  its  employes  was  bound 
to  see  that  such  road,  whilst  so  used  for  its 
Ijenefit  by  such  employes,  was  In  such  con- 
dition as  not  to  unnecessarily  endanger 
their  lives  or  limbs."  To  the  same  effect 
are  Railroad  Co.  v.  Ross,  142  111.  9,  31  N.  E. 
412;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Kanouse,  39  111.  272; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Peyton,  106  111.  534;  Elmer  v. 
Locke,  135  Mass.  575;  Snow  v.  Railroad  Co., 
8  Allen,  441.  It  therefore  follows  that  his 
cause  of  action  was  a  joint  one  against  both 
companies,  or  a  several  one  against  either. 
In  other  words,  both  companies  were  liable 
Cor  the  injurj-,  and  a  release  that  would  bar 
appellee's  right  of  action  against  one  would 
Inure  to  the  benefit  of  the  other,  and  be 
equally  available  as  a  defense  to  the  action. 
The  court  below  adopted  this  view,  and  cor- 
rectly held  that  If  the  release  In  question 
was  binding  as  between  the  appellee  and 
his  employer,  the  Union  Pacific  Railway 
Company,  it  was  also  a  discharge  of  ap- 
pellant from  all  liability.  The  doctrine  Is 
thus  announced  in  Cooley,  Torts  (2d  Ed.)  p. 
160:  "It  Is  to  be  observed,  in  respect  to  the 
point  above  considered,  where  the  bar  ac- 
crues in  favor  of  some  of  the  wrongdoers  by 
reason  of  what  has  been  received  from  or 
done  in  respect  to  one  or  more  others,  that 
the  bar  arises,  not  from  any  particular  form 
that  the  proceeding  assumes,  but  from  the 
fact  that  the  injured  party  has  actually  re- 
ceived satisfaction,  or  what  in  law  is  deem- 
ed the  equivalent  Therefore,  if  he  accepts 
the  satisfaction  voluntarily  made  by  one, 
that  is  a  bar  as  to  alL"  Tompkins  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  60  Cal.  163,  4  Pac.  1105;  Selther 
V.  Traction  Co.,  125  Pa.  St  397,  17  Atl.  338; 
Chapln  V.  Railroad  Co.,  18  111.  App.  47; 
Brown  V.  City  of  Cambridge,  3  Alien,  474; 
I,«ddy  V.  Barney,  139  Mass.  394,  2  N.  E. 
107.  In  the  latter  case  it  is  held  that  a  re- 
lease given  to  one  who  is  not  in  fact  liable 
operates  as  a  release  to  all  who  may  be  lia- 
ble. The  court  say:  "The  rule  that  a  re- 
lease of  a  cause  of  action  to  one  of  several 
persons  liable  operates  as  a  release  to  all 
applies  to  a  release  given  to  one  against 
whom  a  claim  is  made,  although  he  may  not 
be  in  fact  liable.  The  validity  and  effect 
of  a  release  of  a  cause  of  action  do  not  de- 
pend upon  the  validity  of  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion.    If  the  claim  is  made  against  one  and> 
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released,  all  who  may  be  liable  are  dischar- 
ged, vrhethcr  the  one  released  was  liable  or 
not."  Therefore,  the  controlling  question 
In  this  case  Is  whether  the  validity  of  the 
release  relied  on  was  successfully  assailed 
upon  the  ground  that  it  was  fraudulently 
procured.  In  so  far  as  the  evidence  Intro- 
duced on  this  Issue  tends  to  show  that  the 
release  was  given  as  a  receipt  for  wages, 
merely.  It  was  incompetent,  since  the  writ- 
ing, in  plain  and  unambiguous  language, 
states  that  the  $108  was  paid  in  full  settle- 
ment of  the  claim  against  the  Union  Fa- 
clflc  Railway  Company  on  account  of  the 
Injuries  complained  of,  and  in  consideration 
of  such  payment  expressly  releases  the  com- 
pany from  any  action  therefor;  and  oral 
testimony  is  inadmissible  to  contradict  or 
vary  its  terms.  The  only  testimony,  there- 
fore, that  was  admissible,  was  the  alleged 
statement  of  Manchester  that  he  had  been 
advised  by  its  attorney  that  the  Union  Fa- 
clflc  Railway  Company  was  not  liable,  and, 
"according  to  the  reports  sent  in  by  the 
trainmen,  the  accident  was  caused  by  a  lip 
ou  the  raU,  consequently  the  Rio  Grande 
was  responsible  for  the  condition  of  the 
track."  Laying  aside  the  testimony  of  Man- 
chester, who  testified  that  be  made  no  such 
statement,  and  assuming  that  the  testi- 
mony of  appellee  is  uncontradicted,  and 
that  Manchester  did  so  state  to  him,  and 
that  it  was  true  that  he  had  been  so  advised, 
we  are  at  a  loss  to  perceive  wherein  that 
statement  constitutes  In  any  sense  a  fraud. 
It  was  at  most  a  statement  of  opinion  as  to 
the  legal  liability  of  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company,  and  there  was  nothing  In  the 
relation  of  Manchester  towards  him  that 
would  Imply  any  imdue  influence,  or  that 
should  induce  him  to  accept  wliat  he  may 
have  said  without  question.  "It  has  been 
more  than  once  held  that  it  is  error  to  sub- 
mit a  question  of  fraud  to  the  jury  upon 
slight  parol  evidence  to  overturn  a  written 
instrument.  The  evidence  of  fraud  must  be 
clear,  precise,  and  indubitable.  Otherwise 
it  should  be  withdrawn  from  the  Jury." 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Shay,  82  Pa.  St.  198;  Stlne  v. 
Sherk,  1  Watts  &  S.  195;  Dean  v.  Fuller,  40 
Pa.  St.  474.  It  appears  from  the  uncon- 
tradicted evidence  that  the  appellee  read  the 
paper  before  signing,  and  was  fully  inform- 
ed as  to  its  terms.  He  was  therefore  ad- 
vised as  to  its  effect  as  a  release  of  all  lia- 
bility on  the  part  of  the  Union  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company,— a  result  that  he  never  ques- 
tioned until  he  learned  that  its  legal  effect 
was  also  to  release  appellant,— and  it  is  ap- 
parent that  he  now  questions  Its  validity  on 
account  of  a  misconception  of  such  legal 
effect,  rather  than  because  he  was  Influenced 
to  sign  it  by  any  representation  as  to  the 
nonliability  of  the  Union  Pacific  Railway 
Company.  The  evidence  relied  on  to  show 
fraud  in  its  procurement  was  cloarly  insuf- 
ficient, and  the  court  below  erred  in  submit- 
tals that  question   to   the   jury.     For   this 


error  we  are  compelled  to  reverse  the  Judg- 
ment; and  It  is  unnecessary  to  notice  the 
other  assignments.  The  Judgment  is  ac- 
cordingly reversed.     Reversed. 


ELLIOTT  et  al.  t,  FIELD. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Colorado.     Jnne  17,  1S95.) 

CoNTiNUANCK— Pleading — Waiver  op  Depicts— 
Neoliobnck  of  Citx — Pleadino. 
1.  A  cootinuance  on  account  of  the  serious 
illness  of  the  plaintiff  is  projierlir  granted. 

_  2.  The  objection  of  uncertainty,  in  a  com- 
plaint against  a  city  and  an  indlridnal,  in  not 
alleging  the  facts  which  constitute  the  negli- 
gence of  the  defendants  a  breach  of  the  co-i- 
mon  duty,  on  the  ground  of  which  it  seeks  to 
hold  them  liable,  ia  waived  by  answering  over. 
3.  A  complaint  against  a  city  and  an  indi- 
vidual for  injury  by  fallinE  in  a  bole  dug  in  a 
sidewalk  by  the  individual,  which  alleges  the 
common  duty  of  l>oth  defendants  to  keep  the 
place  where  the  accident  occurred  in  a  safe 
condition,  theii  failure  to  do  it,  and  that  such 
failure  was  the  caui>e  of  the  injury,  and  states 
facts  showing  that  thn  city  onght  to  have 
known  of  the  defect,  and  repaired  it,  prior  to  the 
accident,  is  suflSdent  to  support  a  verdict  against 
both  defendants. 

Error  to  La  Plata  county  court 
Action  by  Ralph  Field  against  W.  S.  El- 
liott and  the  city  of  Durango.    From  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  defendants  bring  error. 
Alllrmed. 

Wilson  &  McCloskey  and  O.  S.  Galbreatb, 
for  plaintiffs  in  error.  Jackson  &  Yeager, 
Geo.  F.  Sumner,  and  John  Hipp,  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

CAMPBELL,  J.  This  was  an  action  by 
the  defendant  in  error  against  the  plaintiffs 
In  error  to  recover  damages  for  personal  In- 
juries which  the  complaint  alleges  were  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff  on  the  night  of  the 
20th  of  September,  1891,  as  the  result  of  his 
falling  into  a  deep  and  dangerous  excava- 
tion made  by  the  defendant  Elliott  In  a  pub- 
lic street  in  the  city  of  Durango,  which  the 
said  defendant  and  his  codefendant,  the  city, 
negligently  and  wrongfully  suffered  to  re- 
main open  and  exposed  for  a  period  of  about 
three  months,  without  any  protection,  and 
without  any  light  or  signal  to  Indicate  dan- 
ger at  night  The  trial  resulted  in  a  Judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  against  both  defend- 
ants in  the  snm  of  $1,140,  to  reverse  whlcli 
the  defendants  are  prosecuting  this  writ  of 
error.  To  the  complaint  the  defendants  In- 
terposed separate  demurrers,  on  the  grounds 
of  uncertainty;  that  the  complaint  did  not 
state  a  cause  of  action;  that  there  was  an 
improper  Joinder  of  several  causes  of  action, 
and  a  misjoinder  of  parties  defendant 
These  demurrers  were  overruled  by  the 
court,  and  the  defendants,  not  electing  to 
stand  by  their  demurrers,  filed  separate  an- 
swers, that  of  the  defendant  Elliott  being  a 
general  denial,  while  the  answer  of  the  city 
containo<i,  not  only  a  general  denial,  but  a 
so-called  separate  and  further  defense,  &i- 
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I^lngr  that  the  excavation  was  in  tbe  side- 
walk,  and  the  city  was  not  the  owner  of  the 
adjoining  lot;  that  the  excavation  was  not 
made  by  it,  or  under  its  authority;  and  that 
It  had  no  notice  of  any  defect  in  the  street. 
The  plaintiff  filed  a  replication  denying  this 
afflrmatlre  matter,  and  trial  was  had  upon 
th«  Issues  thus  Joined.  Tbe  bill  6t  excep- 
tions tiled  la  this  court  was  stricken  from 
the  record  upon  the  application  of  the  de- 
fendant In  error,  so  that  la  considering  the 
errors  assigned  we  are  restricted  to  those 
appearing  in  the  record  proper.  These  re- 
late to  the  granting  of  a  continuance  by  the 
court,  upon  the  application  of  the  plaintiff, 
over  the  objection  of  the  defendants,  and  to 
the  oTerrnling  of  the  demurrers  to  tbe  com- 
plaint. 

1.  One  of  the  grounds  for  a  continuance 
was  on  account  of  the  absence  of  material 
witnesses,  whose  evidence,  as  set  out  in  the 
affidavit,  the  defendants.  In  order  tliat  there 
might  not  be  a  delay  In  the  trial,  offered  to 
admit  would  be  given.  If  the  objection  and 
tbe  exception  to  this  ruling  of  the  court  up- 
on the  continuance  are  preserved  in  the  rec- 
ord, the  action  of  the  court  was  proper,  be- 
cause one  of  the  grounds  assigned  for  the 
continuance  was  the  unavoidable  absence 
from  the  court  of  the  plaintiff,  who  was  de- 
tained by  serious  illness.  The  plaintiff  had 
the  right  to  be  present  to  assist  his  counsd 
In  tbe  trial,  and  his  necessary  absence  was  a 
good  ground  for  continuance.  We  must  as- 
sume. In  the  absence  of  any  showing  to  the 
contrary,  that  tlie  court  granted  the  appli- 
cation  upon  this  ground,  and  that  the  show- 
ing therefor  was  sufBcient. 

2.  Under  our  practice,  a  demurrer  to  tbe 
complaint,  except  for  the  grounds  that  the 
same  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action,  and 
that  the  court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
son of  the  defendant  or  the  subject  of  the 
action.  Is  waived  If,  after  the  demurrer  Is 
overruled,  the  defendant  answers  and  goes 
to  trial  upon  the  merits.  Webb  v.  Smith, 
«  Colo.  36.5;  Green  v.  Taney,  7  Colo.  278,  3 
Fac.  4'£i;  Fillmore  v.  Wells,  10  Colo.  228, 
15  Fac.  343;  Bliss,  Code  PI.  (3d  Ed.)  $  417. 
The  alleged  infirmity  of  the  complaint.  In 
failing  with  sufficient  particularity  to  apprise 
the  defendants  of  tbe  facts  which  constitute 
their  negligence  a  breach  of  a  common  duty, 
having  been  thus  waived  by  the  plaintiffs 
In  error  by  their  answering  over,  and  their 
failure  to  preserve  and  file  In  this  court  a 
bill  of  exceptions  exhibiting  the  evidence 
produced  at  the  trial,— which  would  have  en- 
abled us  to  determine  whether  the  facts 
showed  a  common  duty  of  the  two  defend- 
ants to  keep  the  street  in  question  safe,  and 
whether  or  not  there  was  a  breach  of  such 
dnty,-^hl8  Judgment  must  stand,  unless  the 
complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action, 
or  tbe  court  had  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject of  the  action  or  the  person  of  tbe  de- 
Xendants. 

Ko  objection  Is  raised  or  argued  as  to  the 


Jurisdiction  of  the  court  It  Is  true,  the 
complaint  Is  silent  aa  to  the  relation,  if  any, 
which  the  defendant  BUiott  sustained  to  his 
codefendant  We  are  unable  to  say  wheth- 
er he  was  the  owner  of  the  lot  fronting  oo  a 
street.  In  the  sidewalk  la  froat  of  which  lot 
this  hole  was  dug,  or  whether,  as  an  em- 
ploye of  the  city,  he  dug  the  hole,  or  wheth- 
er he  was  a  trespasser.  When  the  defend- 
ants, by  their  demurrers,  endeavored  to  as- 
certain such  relation,  they  were  unsuccess- 
ful; but,  for  reasons  satisfactory  to  them- 
selves, they  saw  fit  to  waive  such  informa- 
tion, pleaded  over,  and  went  to  trial  upon 
tbe  merits. 

From  the  answer  which  the  city  filed,  it 
may  be  inferred  that  this  excavation  was 
made  by  Klllott  as  the  owner  or  agent  of 
the  owner  of  the  abutting  lot.  Whether  the 
evidence  would  support  this  Inference,  as 
we  have  said,  we  are  precluded  from  de- 
termining. There  are  cases  "where  the  in- 
Jury  is  the  result  of  a  neglect  to  perform  a 
common  duty  resting  on  two  or  more  per- 
sons, although  there  may  be  no  concert  of 
action  between  them."  City  of  Peoria  v. 
Simpson,  110  111.  204;  Klauder  v.  McGrath, 
3o  Pa.  St.  128.  This  may  be  one  of  those 
cases  where  both  the  owner  of  tbe  abutting 
lot  and  tbe  city  are  under  a  common  obliga- 
tion to  keep  safe  the  sidewalk  in  front  of 
such  lot.  If  so,  and  If  the  plaintiff  is  in- 
jured by  their  failure  in  this  respect,  which 
failure  would  be  a  common  neglect  of  a  com- 
mon duty,  the  plaintiff  would  have  bis  elec- 
tion to  sue  the  defendants  Jointly  or  several- 
ly. It  is  sulUcient  to  say,  however,  that,  in 
effect,  this  complaint  in  general  terms  al- 
leges that  It  was  the  duty  of  both  tbe  de- 
fendants to  keep  safe  this  place  where  the 
accident  happened,  which,  it  Is  alleged,  they 
did  not  do,  and  their  failure  was  the  cause 
of  tbe  injury.  The  gist  of  the  grievance 
was  the  common  negligence  of  both  defend- 
ants in  not  properly  guarding  the  excava- 
tion. This  being  so,  and  the  complaint  also 
setting  forth  a  state  of  facts  which  shows 
that  the  city  ought  to  have  known  of  the  de- 
fect in  this  street,  and  repaired  the  same, 
prior  to  the  accident,  the  complaint  is  suffi- 
cient to  support  tbe  verdict  against  both  the 
defendants.  The  Judgment  should,  there- 
fore, be  affirmed.    Affirmed. 


DENVER  &  R.  G.  R.  CO.  v.  GTTSTAFSON.i 

(Supreme   Court  of  Colorado.     June  3,   1895.) 

ACCIDBKT  AT  Hailroat)  Crossino  —  Neolioescb 
or  Flagman — Costribotoht  Neoligrnob. 

1.  A  railroad  company  which  knowingly 
avails  itself  for  a  number  of  years  of  the  serv- 
ices at  a  street  crossing  of  the  flagman  employed 
and  paid  by  another  company  will  be  liable  as  an 
employer  for  injury  to  a  person  by  one  of  its 
trains,  due  to  the  negligence  of  the  flagman. 

2.  The  fact  that  a  flagman  at  a  railroad 
crossing  signals  a  person  to  cross  does  not  re- 

1  Rehearing  denied  September  7,  1895.        j 
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lieTO  SQcK  person  from  the  duty  of  looking  and 
liateninz  for  approaching  trains. 

3.  It  is  error  to  instruct  that  plaintiff,  if  he 
started  across  a  track  on  a  signal  from  the  flag- 
man, was  not  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
unless  he  actually  saw  the  train  in  time  to  avoid 
it,  and  failed  to  do  8o;  the  duty  to  listen  not  be- 
ing referred  to. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Arapahoe  coun- 
ty. 

Action  by  William  Gustafson  against  the 
Denver  &  Klo  Grande  Railroad  Company. 
From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Reversed. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  appellee  in 
the  district  court  to  recover  from  the  appel- 
lant damages  alleged  to  have  been  sustained 
by  him  through  its  negligence.  The  Jury  re- 
turned a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff  In  the  sum  of 
$3,000,  upon  which  the  court  entered  Judg- 
ment. From  this  Judgyuent  the  defendant  ap- 
peals. 

The  accident  occurred  about  5  o'clock  In 
the  afternoon.  In  the  city  of  Denver,  where 
Sixth  street  (along  which  defendant's  rail- 
road is  constructed)  intersects  Market  street. 
From  the  Union  Depot,  on  Seventeenth  street, 
to  a  point  on  its  line  about  two  blocks  north 
of  the  crossing  In  question,  the  defendant's 
road  runs  In  an  easterly  and  westerly  course; 
thence,  by  a  sharp  curve,  to  this  crossing. 
In  a  substantially  north  and  south  direction. 
There  were  five  or  six  tracks  at  this  street 
crossing,  the  west  one  being  owned  and  used 
by  the  Union  Pacific  Railroad  Company,  the 
others  by  the  defendant  A  flagman  had 
been  stationed  at  this  place  for  nearly  10 
years.  He  was  employed  and  paid  by  the 
Union  Pacific  Company,  and  not  by  the  de- 
fendant, but  during  all  this  time  he  had 
flagged  trains  for  the  defendant  as  well  as 
for  his  employer,  and,  so  far  as  the  public 
could  know,  the  flagman  was  serving  botb 
companies,  and  protecting  their  property,  as 
well  as  guarding  travelers  along  the  high- 
way from  Injury  at  their  hands.  The  Jury, 
In  answer  to  special  questions,  found  that 
the  crossing  was  an  unusually  dangerous 
one,  with  which  the  plaintiff  was  familiar; 
that  the  train  was  running)  at  a  speed  of  from 
15  to  18  miles  per  hour;  but  the  Jury  were 
unable  from  the  evidence  to  answer  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  bell  on  the  engine  was 
rung  In  the  vicinity  of  the  accident.  Box 
cars  and  a  locomotive  standing  on  the  second, 
third,  or  fourth  track  from  the  east  line  of 
Sixth  street  and  Immediately  to  the  north  of 
the  north  line  of  Market  street  would  have 
obstructed  plaintiff's  view  had  he  been  lock- 
ing in  the  direction  from  which  the  train 
came;  but  had  he  looked  he  could  have  seen 
the  approaching  train  100  feet  away,  after 
such  obstructions  were  passed.  The  plaintiff 
was  driving  two  horses,  drawing  an  ice 
wagon,  which  was  covered  with  a  hood,  with- 
in which  plaintiff  was  sitting.  As  he  was 
approaching  this  crossing,  going  west  on  Mar- 
ket street,  a  freight  train  from  the  south 
passed  along  one  of  the  tracks  and  over  this 


crossing,  and  stopped  Just  north  of  the  north 
line  of  Market  street,  and  It  formed  a  part 
of  the  obstruction  referred  to  by  the  Jury  in 
their  special  flndlngs.  Plaintiff  stopped, 
about  10  or  15  feet  from  the  track  furthest 
east,  tlU  this  freight  train  passed,  and,  as  he 
says,  waited  till  the  flagjman  signaled  him  to 
go  ahead.  There  Is  conflicting  evidence  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  signal  given,  as  there  Is 
upon  most  of  the  material  questions  In  issue. 
Plaintiff  himself  testifies  that,  after  he 
stopped  and  waited  for  the  signal  to  cross, 
he  neither  looked  nor  listened  for  approach- 
ing trains,  but  relied  solely  upon  the  flagman 
for  a  safe  transit.  It  Is  difficult,  if  not  Im- 
possible, to  determine  how  far  the  plaintiff 
could  have  seen  to  the  north  had  be  lo<d£ed 
before  starting  to  cross  over,  and  it  Is  uncer- 
tain what  distance  he  was  from  the  track  on 
which  the  train  was  running  Just  aftar  be 
passed  the  obstruction,  when  he  could  have 
seen  a  train  100  feet  away,  had  be  lo<d£ed 
in  that  direction.  A  number  of  witnesses  in 
the  vicinity,  about  100  feet  distant  from  plain- 
tiff, testified  that  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff 
started  to  cross  the  tracks  they  saw  the  ap- 
proaching train,  and,  by  calling  to  the  plain- 
tiff, endeavored  to  stop  him  before  he  reached 
the  place  of  danger.  The  plaintiff  beard  the 
calls,  and  looked  first  to  the  left,  then  to  the 
right,  but  before  he  could  check  his  team  th« 
train  from  the  north  struck  the  horses  and 
wagon  and  threw  the  plaintiff  from  the 
wagon,  causing  the  injuries  sued  for. 

Wolcott  &  Vaiie  and  H.  P.  May,  for  appel- 
lant   Wells,  McNeal  &  TaylOT,  for  appellee. 

CAMPBELL,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
There  being  a  substantial  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence, the  verdict  of  the  Jury  cannot  be  dis- 
turbed If  they  were  properly  Instructed  as 
to  the  law.  Assuming,  then,  that  the  de- 
fendant was  negligent,  there  are  but  two 
questions  to  be  considered  which  are  serious- 
ly urged  by  the  appellant  for  a  reversal: 
First,  that  the  defendant  is  not  liable,  under 
the  circumstances  of  this  case,  for  tlje  negli- 
gence of  the  flagman;  second,  if  it  is  liable,  the 
court  erred  in  Instructing  the  Jury  that  the 
plaintiff  might  rely  solely  upon  the  flagman, 
and  was  not  obliged  to  look  or  listen  for  ap- 
proaching trains,  and  his  failure  to  do  so  did 
not  constitute  contributory  negligence  on  bis 
part. 

1.  Employment  and  payment  of  a  p^-scm 
are  not  indispensable  elements  to  chargie  one, 
as  a  master,  for  the  negligence  of  such  one 
who  renders  him  service.  When  one  know- 
ingly and  without  objection  receives  the  bene- 
flts  of  lalx>r,  or  holds  out  to  the  public  one 
as  engaged  in  his  service,  he  is  liable,  as  a 
master,  tor  the  negligence  of  such  servant, 
when  the  act  or  failure  constituting  the  negli- 
gence comes  within  the  apparent  scope  of 
the  servant's  employment,  even  though  the 
person  for  whom  the  service  is  rendered  bas 
not  employed  or  paid  the  servant    The  facts 
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of  this  case  suffldeotly  show  that  the  defend- 
ant knowingly  availed  itself  of  the  services 
of  the  flagman  for  a  long  series  of  years,  and 
held  him  out  to  the  public  as  its  savant 

2.  The  care  which  a  railroad  company 
whose  road  crosses  the  public  higihway  must 
exercise  in  running  its  trains  at  such  a  place 
depends  generally  ui>on  the  facts  and  clrcum- 
Ktauees  of  the  particular  case.  The  care  in- 
creases as  the  danger  does.  A  corresponding 
duty  is  upon  a  traveler  who  attempts  to  cross 
at  such  a  place.  His  care  is  in  propoi-tlon  to 
the  danger.  Railway  Co.  v.  Crisman,  19  Colo. 
30.  34  Pac.  28(;.  In  the  case  at  bar,  the  plain- 
tiCTs  team  was  standing,  but  before  he  start- 
ed to  cross  the  track  be  neither  looked  nor 
listened,  but  relied  solely  upon  the  flagman. 
We  cannot  say,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  tlie' 
defendant  in  such  a  case  may  rely  solely 
upon  the  flagman.  Neither  can  we  say,  as  a 
question  of  law,  that  his  failure  to  look  or 
listen  was  not  contributory  negligenca  It  is 
a  question  of  fact,  to  be  determined  by  the 
jury,  whether  or  not  a  plaintiff  may  rely  sole- 
ly upon  the  flagman,  or  whether  he  is  ex- 
cused from  the  exercise  of  any  additional 
precaution  on  his  part,  in  these  circumstances. 
Buchanan  v.  Railway  Co.,  75  Iowa,  303,  39  N. 
W.  W53,  wa.s  a  case  where  the  cause  of  action 
M-as  based  upon  the  negligence  of  the  flagman 
at  a  croesiag.  The  trial  court  directed  a  ver- 
dict for  the  defendant  on  the  ground  of  the 
contributory  negligence  of  the  plaintilt.  This 
was  held  error,  and  the  court  in  discussing 
the  point  before  us,  says:  "She  [the  driver] 
did  stop,  and  was  bidden  to  go  on;  and,  while 
she  would  not  have  been  justltied  in  rushing 
into  a  place  of  obvious  danger,  yet  It  was  for 
the  Jury  to  determine  whether  she  was  jus- 
tifiable in  relying  on  the  signal  to  cross  over." 
Berry  v.  Railroad  Co.,  48  N.  J.  Law.  141,  4 
Atl.  30;5,  was  an  action  for  Injuries  received 
at  a  railroad  crossing,  caused  by  the  negli- 
gence of  the  railroad  company  in  running  its 
train  at  a  high  rate  of  speed.  There  was  no 
flagman  at  the  crossing,  but  the  court,  in  dis- 
cussing tlie  case,  uses  this  langiuage:  "It  is 
true  that  negligence  of  a  flagman  will  not 
excuse  the  traveler  who  attempts  to  cross 
the  track  of  a  railroad  from  looking  both 
ways  and  listening.  He  must  not  rely  entire- 
ly on  the  flagman."  The  remark  was  obiter, 
but  we  consider  the  reasoning  good,  and  ap- 
plicable to  the  case  at  bar. 

The  court  gave  to  the  Jury  instructions 
numbered  3  and  4,  which  are  as  follows: 
"Third.  You  are  Instructed  that  If  you  flnd 
from  the  evidence  that  the  flagman  signaled 
to  the  plaintift  to  proceed  across  the  track  in 
a  way  that  led  him  to  understand,  and  so  that 
a  reasonable  person  would  liave  understood, 
that  the  passage  was  safe  for  him,  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  right  to  rely  on  the  safety  of  the 
track,  without  looking  or  listening  for  an  ap- 
proaching train.  Fourth.  You  are  Instructed 
that  if  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
flagman  was  there,  and  was  seen  by  the  plain- 
tiff, then.  In  order  to  flnd  that  the  plaintiff 


was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  In  this 
case,  you  must  flnd  that  either  the  plaintiff 
drove  upon  the  track  after  being  properly 
warned  not  to  do  so,  or  that  he  actually  saw 
the  train  approaching  in  time  to  have  avoided 
the  accident  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care  after  seeing  the  train."  These  instrue- 
tions  were  evidently  intended  to  define  the 
duty  of  the  plaintiff,  and,  In  the  light  of  the 
foregoing  principles,  should  they  be  analyzed, 
the  third  Instruction  is  wrong,  In  that  it  de- 
clares that  the  plaintiff  may  omit  all  i>recau- 
tions  for  his  own  safety,  excepting  only  to 
follow  the  signal  of  the  flagman.  It  relieves 
the  plaintiff  from  the  duty  to  look  or  listen 
for  approaching  trains.  As  an  abstract  prop- 
osition of  law,  this  is  not  sound.  Neither  is 
it  harmless  error,  under  the  facts  of  this  case. 
The  jury  miglit  well  infer— as,  in  fact,  they 
are  expressly  told— that  the  plaintiff  might 
blindly  obej-  the  flagman,  without  doing  any- 
thing further,  even  though  his  position  within 
the  hood  of  the  wagon  might  have  Interfered 
with  his  range  of  vision,  and.  In  some  meas- 
ure, dulled  his  sense  of  hearing.  It  Is  true 
that  following  the  orders  of  a  flagman  Is  on 
exercise  of  some  care,  but  It  Is  for  the  Jury 
to  determine  whether  It  is  the  whole  duty  of 
the  plaintiff,  as  the  exercise  of  that  reasonable 
care  which  is  demanded  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  The  fourth  instruction 
in  another  form  repeats  the  error  in  the  third, 
and  expressly  omits  the  element  of  listening. 
In  effect,  the  jury  are  told  that  only  two  acts 
of  the  plaintiff  will  constitute  contributory 
negligence  that  would  bar  a  recovery:  First, 
if  he  drove  upon  the  track  after  he  was  warn- 
ed not  to  do  90.  Second,  If  he  actually  saw 
tlie  train  approaching  In  time  to  have  avoided 
the  accident  by  the  exercise  of  reasonable 
care  after  seeing  the  train;  that  is  to  say,  un- 
less he  actually  saw  the  train  In  time  there- 
after to  avoid  the  accident,  he  is  not  negli- 
gent, even  though  by  looking  he  might  have 
seen  It,  or  by  listening  he  might  have  heard 
its  approach,  in  time  to  have  avoided  the  ac- 
cident No  duty  is  therein  Imposed  upon  the 
plaintiff  to  look  or  listen  for  the  train,  and 
his  negligent  acts  or  omission  are  expressly 
confined  to  looking,  and  to  that  period  of 
time  after  he  actually  saw  the  train.  This 
may  not  have  been  the  full  duty  of  plaintiff. 
The  jiu-y  should  have  been  Instructed,  in  ef- 
fect, that  If  he  did  not  see  the  train  because 
of  his  failure  to  loc^  for  it,  or  did  not  hear 
the  noise  made  by  it  because  he  did  not  listen, 
nevertheless  he  should  be  charged  with  negli- 
gence if,  by  looking  or  listening,  be  might 
have  seen  or  heard  it  in  time  to  have  avoided 
The  accident.  Neither  should  the  jitty  have 
been  limited  to  the  time  after  plaintiff  actual- 
ly saw  the  train.  There  is  testimony  upon 
which  reasonable  men  might  honestly  enter- 
tain different  views  as  to  the  extent  of  the 
caution  wliich  plaintiff  should  have  exercised. 
It  would  have  been  error  for  the  court  to  pon- 
suit  the  plaintiff  on  the  ground  that  his  own 
evidence  showed  him  guilty  of  negligence  that> 
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contributed  to  the  Injury.  iSo,  also,  was  it 
error  for  the  court  to  cbarge  the  Jury  as  a 
matter  of  law  that  the  plaintiff  was  excused 
from  doing  anything  for  his  own  safety  eS' 
cept  to  obey  the  signals  of  the  flagman. 

It  Is  orged  with  much  force  that  the  Judg- 
ment Is  excessive.  A  careful  examination  of 
the  evidence  as  to  the  Injuries  received  indl- 
catea,  to  our  minds,  that  the  verdict  Is  objec- 
tionable in  this  respect;  but,  as  the  case  must 
be  reversed  for  other  reasons.  It  is  unneces- 
sary to  review  the  evidence,  as  upon  a  new 
trial  other  and  different  evidence  may  be  pro- 
duced,  and  it  will  not  be  assumed  that  anoth- 
er Jury  will  err  in  this  respect.  The  Judg- 
ment is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 
Reversed. 


GOTTLIEB  V.  FROST.r 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.  June  10, 1895.) 
DisMissii.  OF  Writ  of  Ekror. 
A  writ  of  error  will  be  dismissed  where 
the  abstract  contains  no  part  of  the  record  re- 
ferred to  in  the  assignment  of  errors,  and  fails 
to  present  the  points  relied  on  for  reversal. 

Error  to  Arapahoe  county  court. 

Action  between  Joseph  Gottlieb  and  H.  H. 
Frost  From  the  Judgment  rendered,  Gott- 
lieb brings  error.    Writ  dismissed. 

Ross  &  Deweese,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Geo. 
B.  Campbell,  for  defendant  in  error. 

PER  CURIAM.  The  purported  abstract  of 
the  record  filed  In  this  case  by  the  plaintiff  In 
error  Is  in  no  sense  a  compliance  witn  our 
rules.  It  contains  no  presentation  of  any 
part  of  the  record  to  which  reference  is  made 
in  the  assignment  of  errors,  and  utterly  fails 
to  advise  us  of  the  points  relied  on  for  the 
reversal  of  the  Judgment.  The  writ  of  er- 
ror will  be  dismissed.    Dismissed. 


KILPATHIOK  et  al.  v.  HALEY  et  al.i 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     June  10,  1895.) 

WbIOHT   of    OpISIOK    EvinEVCB— DiSSOLUTlOS  OF 

Injunction — Damaobs. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  on  an  injunction 
bond,  plaintiff  testifies  that  he  paid  $200  attor- 
ney's fees  to  obtain  its  dissolution,  and  an  ex- 
pert testifies  that  $250  would  be  a  reasonable 
fee  for  such  services,  such  evidence  is  not  bind- 
ing, but  the  amount  is  for  the  jury. 

2.  Where  a  temporary  Injunction  dissolved 
on  preliminary  hearing  may,  on  final  determina- 
tion of  the  action  in  which  it  is  sued  out,  be  re- 
instated and  perpetuated,  a  suit  on  the  injunc- 
tion bond  cannot  be  maintained  while  the  main 
action  is  still  pending. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Arapahoe  coun- 
ty. 

Action  by  Ora  Haley  and  others  against 
James  G.  KIli>atrlck  and  others.  From  a 
Judgment  for  plaintiffs,  defendants  appeal. 
Reversed. 

I  Rehearing  denied  September  9,  1895. 


Thomas  H.  Hood,  for  appellants.  W.  T. 
Hughes,  for  appellees. 

THOMSON,  J.  This  suit  was  brought  by 
the  api>ellee8  upon  an  injunction  bond  exe- 
cuted by  the  appellants  In  an  action  pre- 
viously commenced  by  James  G.  Kllpatrlck 
against  the  appellees.  At  the  trial,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  a  portion  of  the  damage 
sustained  by  reason  of  the  Injunction  to  ob- 
tain which  the  bond  was  given,  It  was  prov- 
ed that  the  plaintiffs  had  paid  $200  to  an  at- 
torney for  his  services  In  procuring  the  dis- 
solution of  the  injunction;  and  a  lawyer  was 
Introduced,  who  testified  that,  in  his  opinion, 
$250  would  have  been  a  proper  charge  for 
the  services.  Upon  the  question  of  the  val- 
ue of  the  services  rendered,  the  defendants 
requested  the  court  to  Instruct  the  Jury  that 
tney  were  not  bound  by  the  testimony  of  the 
expert  witness,  but  that  It  might  be  consid- 
ered by  them,  together  with  all  the  other 
evidence,  showing  the  nature  of  the  services, 
the  time  occupied  In  the  performance  of 
them,  and  the  benefit  derived  by  the  plain- 
tiffs from  their  rendition.  The  court  refus- 
ed to  so  instruct,  and  upon  Its  own  motion 
gave  the  following  instruction:  "Upon  the 
question  of  attorney's  fees,  there  is  nothing 
whatever  open  for  you  in  this  case,  except 
to  find  that,  as  to  that  matter,  that  the 
plaintiffs  are  entitled  to  recover  $200.  There 
Is  no  evidence  In  the  case  except  such  evi- 
dence as  supports  that  proposition."  If  this 
instruction  had  pertained  to  a  question  of 
fact  concerning  which  there  was  no  dis- 
pute, it  would  have  been  proper;  but  the 
Jury  cannot  be  concluded  by  testimony 
which  Is  purely  a  statement  of  opinion.  Ex- 
pert testimony  Is  entitled  to  consideration, 
in  connection  with  the  facts  upon  which  It  Is 
based,  and  is  Intended  to  assist  the  Jury  In 
reaching  a  conclusion  upon  the  entire  evi- 
dence; but  they  should  give  It  only  the 
weight  to  which.  In  the  light  of  their  own 
knowledge  and  experience,  they  may  consid- 
er It  entitled.  Their  Judgment  upon  the 
facts  Is  not  to  be  supplanted  by  the  opinions 
of  witnesses.  The  defendants'  request 
should  have  been  granted;  and  the  Instruc- 
tion given,  Inasmuch  as  It  took  from  the 
Jury  a  question  the  decision  of  which  be- 
longed peculiarly  to  them,  was  erroneous. 
Leitensdorfer  v.  King,  7  Colo.  436,  4  Paa 
37;  Head  v.  Hargrave,  105  U.  S.  45. 

But  we  think  the  action  was  prematnrely 
brought.  The  complaint  alleges  the  allow- 
ance of  a  temporary  injunction  in  the  case 
of  Kllpatrlck  against  the  appellees,  and  Ita 
subsequent  dissolution  by  the  court  The 
answer  avers  that  the  injunction  was  dis- 
solved upon  a  preliminary  hearing,  but  that 
the  suit  in  which  It  was  allowed  was  still 
pending  and  undetermined;  and  it  was  ad- 
mitted at  the  trial  that  such  was  the  fact 
The  complaint  in  that  suit  was  Introduced 
in  evidence.  It  alleged  the  execution  to  Kll- 
patrlck by  one  George  W.  Beckley  of  a  mort> 
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gage  ui>on  certain  personal  propert7.  to  se- 
cure an  Indebtedness  from  blm  to  Kilpat- 
rlck,  amounting  to  $878,  subject  to  Ik  prior 
mortgage  upon  the  same  property  from  Beck- 
ley  to  Reed  &  McGrew.  It  also  stated  that, 
upon  tbe  maturity  of  his  mortgage,  Kllpat- 
rick  took  possession  of  the  mortgaged  prop- 
erty, and  duly  sold  it,  subject  to  the  prior 
mortgage,  to  satisfy  his  claim;  tliat  at  the 
sale  he  became  the  purchaser;  that  he  ten- 
dered to  the  defendant  Farrar,  who  had  pur- 
chased and  become  the  owner  of  Reed  & 
McGrew's  mortgage,  the  full  amount  due  up- 
on that  mortgage,  which  Parrar  not  only  re- 
fused to  receive,  but  was  attempting  to  de- 
prive KUpatrlck  of  his  possession;  and  that 
the  defendant  Haley  claimed  an  interest  in 
Farrar's  mortgage,  and  the  defendant  Bates 
claimed  to  be  in  possession  under  it.  All 
the  defendants  in  that  case  were  plaintiffs 
in  this.  The  prayer  was  for  an  injunction 
restraining  the  defendants  from  interfering 
with  Kllpatriek's  iKwsesslon,  fc«  a  decree 
that  the  parties  interested  in  the  mortgage 
be  compelled  to  receive  the  amount  due  upon 
It,  and  for  general  relief.  The  averments 
of  the  complaint  were  put  in  Issue  by  the  an- 
swer. The  effect  of  a  decree  in  that  case, 
in  the  plaintiffs  favor,  would  have  been  to 
divest  the  defendants  of  all  right  and  in- 
terest in  the  property,  making  the  plaintlfF's 
title,  under  the  sale  made  In  pursuance  of 
bis  mortgage,  perfect;  and  it  would  have 
been  entirely  proper,  In  the  same  decree,  to 
reinstate  the  injunction  and  make  It  perpet- 
ual. The  dissolntlcm  of  the  injunction  was, 
therefore,  not  necessarily  a  final  disposition 
of  It;  and.  until  it  should  be  finally  dispos- 
ed of,  there  could  be  no  right  of  action  upon 
the  bond.  The  great  weight  of  authority  Is 
tbat  until  there  has  been  a  final  determina- 
tion of  the  suit  in  which  the  bond  was  exe- 
cuted no  action  can  be  maintained  upon  it; 
and  the  uniform  reason  given  is  tbat  at  the 
final  hearing,  upon  evidence  then  adduced, 
the  injunction  may  be  reinstated  and  p»- 
petuated.  Terry  v.  Trustees,  72  111.  476; 
Penny  t.  Holberg,  53  Miss.  567;  Bank  v. 
Gilford,  65  Iowa,  648,  22  N.  W.  013;  Cohn  v. 
I<ehman,  93  Mo.  574,  6  S.  W.  267;  Bemis  v. 
Gannett,  8  Neb.  236;  Murfree,  Off.  Bonds,  § 
391.  At  the  time  this  snlt  was  brought,  no 
rigbt  of  action  had  accrued  upon  the  bond, 
for  the  reason  that  the  cause  in  which  it  was 
given  was  still  pending.  The  Judgment  must 
tberefore  be  reversed.     Reversed. 


SHAFEB  et  al.  v.  HEWITT.* 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     June  10, 1895.) 

JOIMT  JUDflMENT — MOTIOX  FOK  NEW  Tsliir— 

Notice  op  Heakino. 

1.  Whpre  a  complaint  for  commissiona  on 
sales  is  entitled  agningt  two  persons  as  partners, 
but  contains  no  allegation  of  partnership,  but 

A  Rehearing  denied  September  9,  1893. 


cfaarKes  them  as  jointly  liaUe  on  a  contract,  and 
the  answer  and  all  the  evidence  aastain  the  lat- 
ter theory,  a  jndgment  against  the  defendants 
Jointly  as  individuals  is  proper. 

2.  The  party  filing  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
is  not  entitled  to  any  notice  of  the  time  of  hear- 
ing of  the  motion. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Clear  Creek 
county. 

Horace  Phelps,  for  appellants.  John  A. 
Coulter,  tor  appellee. 

THOMSON,  J.  Action  by  George  W.  Hew- 
itt against  George  O.  Shafer  and  Charles  H. 
Emmons  to  recover  commissions  upon  sales 
of  real  estate.  Judgment  for  plaintifT,  from 
which  defendants  appeal. 

One  of  the  errors  assigned  Is  that  the  ver- 
dict and  Judgment  are  against  the  evidence. 
The  testimony  of  plaintiff  and  the  contents 
of  certain  exhibits  introduced  by  the  defend- 
ants are  In  some  respects  contradictory  of 
the  defendants'  testimony,  but  they  are  amply 
sufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict 

Another  assignment  is  that  the  Judgment 
was  rendered  against  the  appellants  as  co- 
partners, there  being  no  allegation  or  proof 
of  partnership.  This  assigrnment  is  not  war- 
ranted by  anything  in  the  record.  The  judg- 
ment was  that  "the  plaintiff  do  have  and  re- 
cover from  the  defendants,  Geo.  O.  Shafer 
and  Charles  H.  Emmons,  the  sum  of  $458.39" 
and  his  costs.  The  complaint  is  entitled 
"George  W.  Hewitt  vs.  Geo.  O.  Shafer  and 
Charles  H.  Emmons,  partners  as  Geo.  O. 
Shafer  Co.,"  but  it  contains  no  allegation 
of  partnership.  Service  of  summons  was  had 
only  upon  Shafer;  but,  first,  a  demurrer,  and 
then  an  answer,  was  filed  in  behalf  of  both 
defendants,  and  their  joint  appearance  in  re- 
sistance to  the  plaintiff's  claim  is  prominent 
throughout  the  entire  record.  It  is  to  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  that  we  must 
look  to  determtoe  the  character  of  the  action; 
and  the  cause  of  action  alleged  is  not  against 
the  defendants  as  partners,  but  against  them 
as  persons  jointly  liable  upon  contract.  The 
answer  contains  no  suggestion  of  partnership, 
but  follows  the  theory  of  the  complaint.  In 
all  the  evidence  on  both  sides,  there  Is  noth- 
ing to  indicate  that  the  defendants  were  part- 
ners, or  claimed  to  be  such;  and  the  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  them  Jointly, 
without  reference  to  partnership.  No  other 
Judgment  would  be  consistent  with  the  plead- 
ings and  proofs.  In  the  course  of  a  discu»- 
sion  of  the  requisites  of  a  Judgment  in  a  case 
against  a  partnership,  counsel  cite?  ns  to 
Dessauer  v.  Koppin,  3  Colo.  App.  115,  32  Pac. 
182.  In  that  case  a  partnership  was  alleged, 
and  the  proofs  sustained  the  allegations.  One 
partner  only  was  brought  Into  court.  There 
was  no  appearance  by  the  other,  and  the 
Judgment  was  against  the  partner  alone  upon 
whom  summons  had  been  served.  The  court 
held  that  the  Judgment  should  have  been 
against  the  partnership.  The  reason  for  this, 
as  stated  In  the  text  of  the  opinion,  is  correct- 
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ed  In  the  appendix  to  the  volume,  and  Is 
that  "the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to  enforce  his 
claim  against  the  partnership  property,  and 
the  partner  -who  is  served  with  process  has 
clearly  the  right  to  turn  out  partnership  as- 
sets for  the  payment  of  the  claim."  It  is 
entirely  obvious  tliat  neither  the  case  cited 
nor  the  argument  based  upon  it  has  any  ap- 
plicability to  the  case  at  bar. 

The  defendants  also  complain  that  their 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  set  for  nearlng 
without  notice  to  them  or  their  counseL  It 
was  the  defendants  who  filed  the  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  and  whatever  notice  of  its  filing 
was  necessary  must  have  been  given  by  them 
to  the  adverse  party.  The  Code  provides; 
that  such  a  motion  shall  be  heard  at  the 
earliest  period  practicable  after  its  filing.  It 
Is  to  be  supposed  that  the  defendants  would 
have  looked  after  their  own  motion,  and 
known  when  it  was  set  for  hearing.  We 
have  been  refCTred  to  no  law,  and  we  know 
of  none,  which  entitles  them  to  the  notice, 
the  want  of  which  they  assign  for  error.  We 
have  considered  everytliing  in  the  record 
which  requires  attention,  and  find  no  error. 
The  Judgment  will  be  affirmed.    Affirmed. 


KOHN  et  al.  v.  KENNEDY.  Sheriff.i 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     June  10, 1895.) 

Sealed  Verdict— Reception. 

Civ.  Code.  I  194,  provides  that  the  court 
may  direct  the  jury  to  bring  in  a  sealed  verdict 
at  the  opening  of  the  court,  in  case  of  an  agree- 
ment during  a  reeesR:  and  section  195  provides 
that  when  the  jury  have  agreed  on  their  verdict 
they  shall  be  conducted  into  court  by  the  officer 
In  charge  of  them,  their  names  shall  be  called, 
and  they  shall  be  a.sked  by  the  clerk  whether 
they  have  agreed  on  a  venlict.  Hrld  that,  where 
the  jury  gave  their  sealed  venlict  to  the  bailiff, 
and  were  not  afterwards  called  together  and 
asked  if  it  was  their  verdict,  it  was  invalid, 
though  they  were  in  the  court  room  when  it  was 
delivered  by  the  baiUff  and  read  by  the  clerk, 
and  no  objection  was  made  by  coimsel. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Lake  county. 

Action  by  Joseph  A.  Kohn  and  others 
against  P.  J.  Kennedy,  sherilT.  Judgment 
for  defendant.    Plaintiffs  appeal.    Reversed. 

Uunnell  &  Baldwin,  for  appellants.  Me- 
chem  &  Fletcher,  for  appellee. 

REED,  P.  J.  In  July,  1893,  suits  by  at- 
tachment were  brought  by  several  parties 
against  one  I.  Myers.  The  goods  In  contro- 
versy were  taken  upon  such  writs  by  ap- 
pellee, as  sheriff.  The  present  suit  was 
brought  by  appellants,  claiming  to  be  the 
ownei-s  of  the  goods,  against  the  sheriff,  ap- 
pellee, and  was  an  action  of  replevin,  the 
complaint  being  in  the  usual  form.  The  de- 
fendant answered.  Justifying  under  the  writs 
of  attachment;  a  trial  was  had  to  a  Jury, 
which  closed  late  in  the  day  or  In  the  even- 
ing, and  the  Jury  were  instructed  by  the 

1  Rehearing  denied  September  8,  1885. 


court  that  If  they  agreed  before  morning 
they  could  return  a  sealed  verdict.  The  Jury 
retired,  reached  a  conclusion,  finding  for  the 
defendant,  and  that  the  goods  were  of  the 
value  of  $1,675,  and  allowing  damages  of 
$58.02,  which  was  put  in  the  form  of  a  ver- 
dict, signed  by  the  foreman,  sealed,  and  by 
the  Jury  delivered  to  the  bailiff  In  charge  of 
tJie  Jury,  and  the  Jury  dispersed.  On  the  in- 
coming of  court  the  following  morning, 
the  sealed  envelope  was  by  the  bailiff  hand- 
ed to  the  court,  by  him  to  the  clerk,  by 
whom  it  was  read  and  entered  of  record  as 
the  verdict  of  the  Jury.  The  Jury  was  not 
called,  nor  were  they  in  their  seats.  Coun- 
sel excepted  to  the  verdict,  moved  to  set  it 
aside,  assigning  as  ground  for  such  motion, 
among  others,  the  following:  "First  Irreg- 
ularity In  the  proceedings  of  the  court,  in 
this,  to  wit,  that  the  court  received  and 
caused  to  be  read  as  a  verdict  of  the  Jury, 
without  the  presence  of  the  Jury,  and  in  their 
absence,  and  without  asking  them  whether 
they  had  agreed  upon  the  verdict,  or  wheth- 
er the  paper  so  read  was  their  verdict;  and 
because  said  Jury  did  not  bring  into  court 
the  said  pai)er  purporting  to  be  a  verdict 
at  the  opening  of  the  court,  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute  In  such  case  made  and 
provided."  Counsel  for  plaintiffs  filed  an 
affidavit  in  support  of  the  motion  made  by 
Italdwln,  attorney  for  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ant's counsel  caused  to  be  filed  an  affidavit 
of  Brown,  his  attorney,  and  one  Louis  Jano- 
wltz,  a  member  of  the  Jury,  opposing  the  mo- 
tion. The  tenor  and  contents  of  the  differ- 
ent affidavits  are  unimportant,  as  the  court 
made  and  reduced  to  writing  its  finding 
overruling  the  motion,  which  fully  embraces 
all  the  facts  necessary  for  a  full  understand- 
ing, it  is  as  follows:  "Now,  on  this  day, 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial  heretofore  filed 
by  the  plaintiffs  herein  coming  on  to  be 
heard,  and  the  plaintiffs  appearing  herein 
by  Messrs.  Gunnell  &  Baldwin,  their  at- 
torneys, and  the  defendant  appearing  here- 
in by  J.  E.  Robinson,  his  attorney,  and 
tlie  court,  having  considered  the  affidavit 
of  Frank  L.  Baldwin  filed  herein  by  plain- 
tiffs In  support  of  their  motlMi  for  a  new 
trial,  and  the  affidavits  of  Louis  Janowltz 
and  Frank  Brown,  read  and  filed  herein 
by  defendant  In  opposition  tliereto,  and  the 
arguments  of  the  respective  counsel,  and 
having  duly  considered  the  same,  and  being 
fully  advised  In  the  premises,  doth  hereby 
find  that,  upon  the  reception  of  the  sealed 
verdict  herein,  the  names  of  the  Jury  were 
not  called,  and  they  were  not  asked  whether 
they  had  agreed  upon  a  verdict,  but  doth 
further  find  that  the  said  jury  were  directed 
by  this  court,  upon  retiring  to  deliberate  up- 
on their  verdict,  that  they  should  return  In 
the  court  a  sealed  verdict;  that  such  verdict 
was  agreed  to  by  the  Jury  during  a  recess 
of  the  court,  and  was  by  them  reduced  to 
writing,  signed  by  their  foreman,  under  their 
direction,  sealed,  and  returned  In  court  the 
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next  morning;  that  said  Jnry  were  all  pres- 
ent In  open  court  -when  said  verdict  was 
returned  Into  court,  opened,  and  read,  but 
were  not  called  Into  the  Jury  box,  and  that 
said  verdict  was  read  In  open  court  and  in 
the  presence  of  said  Jury,  and  that  none  of 
them  expressed  any  dissent  therefrom;  that 
the  plaintifCs  were  present,  by  their  counsel. 
In  court  when  said  verdict  was  returned  Into 
court,  opened,  read,  and  entered  as  aforesaid, 
and  made  no  objection  whatever  to  the  re- 
ception of  the  verdict  in  the  manner  afore- 
said, and  did  not  ask  that  the  names  of  said 
Jury  be  called,  or  that  they  be  asked  wheth- 
er they  had  agreed  upon  a  verdict,  and  did 
not  ask  to  have  said  Jury  polled.  Now, 
therefore,  on  motion  of  J.  E.  Robinson,  at- 
torney for  said  defendant,  it  is  hereby  or- 
dered that  said  motion  for  a  new  trial  be, 
and  the  same  Is  hereby,  denied;  and  it  is 
further  ordered  that  Judgment  be  entered 
herein  In  accordance  with  the  verdict  of  the 
Jury,  and  let  the  same  be  recorded  In  the 
Judgment  book.  To  which  ruling  the  plain- 
tiffs by  counsd  duly  except." 

The  only  ground  urged  and  relied  upon  for 
reversal  by  counsel  for  appellants  is  the 
error  or  irregularity  in  regard  to  the  verdict. 

The  following  are  the  provisions  of  the 
Civil  Code  in  regard  to  the  rendition  of  ver- 
dicts: 

Section  194.  "The  court  may  direct  the  Jury 
to  bring  In  a  sealed  verdict  at  the  opening  of 
the  court.  In  case  of  an  agreement  during 
a  recess  or  adjournment  for  the  day.  A  final 
adjournment  of  the  court  for  the  term  shall 
discharge  the  Jury." 

Section  195.  "When  the  Jury  have  agreed 
upon  their  verdict,  they  shall  be  conducted 
into  court  by  the  officer  having  them  in 
charge.  Their  names  shall  then  be  called, 
and  they  shall  be  asked  by  the  court  or  the 
clerk  whether  they  have  agreed  upon  their 
verdict,  and  if  the  answer  be  in  the  affirma- 
tive, they  shall,  on  being  required,  declare 
the  same." 

The  law  Is  specific  and  peremptory,  and 
cannot  be  disregarded  by  court  or  counsel. 
It  is  wisely  and  humanely  provided,  for  the 
comfort  and  convenience  of  Jurors,  that  they 
may,  by  order  of  court.  If  they  arrive  at  a  ver- 
dict during  the  recess  of  the  court,  reduce  it 
to  writing,  seal  it,  and  separate;  but  there  is 
no  provision  for  its  delivery  to  the  bailiff  or 
other  person  as  custodian.  It  must  be  re- 
tained by  the  Jury,  or  some  member  of  It,  and 
be  by  the  Jury  delivered  to  the  conn;  and, 
although  allowed  to  seiuirate,  Its  organiza- 
tion as  a  Jiury  must  remain  intact,  and  on  the 
assembling  of  court  must  be  called,  and  as 
an  aggregate,  a  unit,  be  asked  by  the  court 
or  the  clerk  "whether  they  have  agreed  upon 
their  verdict."  If  the  answer  is  in  the  af- 
flmiative,  the  sealed  verdict  may  be  dellverec^ 
to  the  court,  and  If  In  form  the  Jury  may 
be  discharged  from  the  case  (Civ.  Code,  $ 
197);  and  until  they  are  so  discharged  they 
are  not  relieved  of  the  duties  of  a  Jury  per- 


taining to  the  case.  The  fact  that  the  per- 
sons composing  the  Jury  were  In  the  assem- 
bly was  of  no  importance.  They  were  there 
as  Individuals,  not  as  a  Jury,  and  for  all 
legal  purposes  In  connection  with  the  sup- 
posed verdict  might  as  well  have  been  scatter- 
ed over  the  county,  at  their  respective  homes. 
N(«  could  the  identity  of  the  paper  produced 
be  established  by  the  affidavit  of  a  member. 
Admitting  its  identity,  and  that  it  was  reg- 
ularly found  and  sealed  (and  the  reverse  is 
not  claimed),  It  was  not  a  verdict  until  the 
law  was  complied  with  and  the  verdict  re- 
ceived in  court  from  the  Jury.  The  provi- 
sions of  the  Code  are  wise  and  necessary  to 
the  honest  administration  of  Justice.  Al- 
though In  this  case  there  is  no  question  as  to 
the  honesty  of  the  transaction,  to  legalize 
such  practice  would  open  a  door  to  fraud 
and  abuse,  enabling  one  member  of  a  Ju- 
ry, with  the  aid  of  a  bailitr,  to  impose  upon 
the  court  and  litigants.  The  fact  that  coun- 
sel for  plaintiffs  were  In  court  and  made  no 
objection,  as  found  by  the  court  and  relied 
upon  by  counsel  for  defendants,  cannot,  in 
any  aspect  of  the  case,  be  regarded  as  im- 
I>ortant  or  controlling.  The  proceeding  and 
adjudication  as  to  whether  it  was  or  was  not 
a  verdict  was  extrajudicial.  There  Is  no  stat- 
utory authority  for  determlnhig  the  authen- 
ticity of  a  verdict,  as  a  question  of  fact,  upon 
affidavits.  Hence,  the  finding  of  the  facts  by 
the  court  was  of  no  value  to  give  the  paper 
returned  validity. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  defendant,  in 
argument,  that  the  entry  by  the  clerk  that 
"the  sheriff  delivered  vo  the  court  the  sealed 
verdict  returned  to  him  by  the  Jury"  was 
wholly  unauthorized,  und  should  be  disre- 
garded. It  is  conceded  that  the  statement 
was  true.  It  was  necessary  to  show  that  the 
paper  In  some  way  got  to  the  court,  and, 
as  It  was  not  presented  by  the  Jury,  the 
clerk  could  not  falsify  his  records  to  make 
them  show  the  receipt  of  it  in  the  ordinary 
way.  The  records  of  the  court  are  under  the 
control  of  the  Judge.  If  an  improper  entry 
has  been  made,  or  there  is  an  omission,  coun- 
sel can  only  suggest  the  fact  to  the  court  for 
correction. 

Counsel  for  appellee  contend  that  by  reason 
of  the  presence  of  appellants'  counsel,  and 
their  silence,  "appellants  are  estopped  from 
contesting  the  regularity  and  validity  of  tlie 
rendition  and  reception  of  the  verdict,"  and 
many  authorities  are  cited,  supposed  to  sus- 
tain the  contention;  but  In  this  case  the  doc- 
trine of  estoppel  can  have  no  application. 
A  party  cannot  be  estopped  by  hi.s  silence, 
except  where  he  is  under  some  obligation, 
either  legal  or  moral,  to  speak.  There  was 
neither  In  this  case.  The  reception  of  the 
verdict  was  one  of  ordinary  routine  duties  of 
the  court,  plainly  and  clearly  defined  by  the 
law,— a  matter  In  which  coimsel  was  not  re- 
quired or  expected  to  participate.  If  wrong, 
the  aggrieved  party  could  except,  as  In  this 
case,  urge  it  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside  the 
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verdict,  and,  !f  unsuccessful,  go  to  a  court  of 
review. 

We  conclude  that  there  was  a  mistrial,  and 
no  verdict  upon  which  a  Judgment  could  be 
based.  The  Judgment  will  be  reversed  and 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial.    Reversed. 


BROCK  et  al.  v.  SCHRADSKY.i 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     June  10,  1895.) 

Abstract  op  Record — Bvidekcb— Admissions  o» 
AssiosoB— Fkacdulent  Pubohasb. 

1.  Krrors  assigned,  but  having  no  reference 
to  anything  in  the  abstract  of  record,  which  the 
supreme  court  rules  require  to  present  the  parts 
of  the  record  to  which  reference  is  made  in  the 
assignments  of  error,  will  be  considered  as 
abandoned. 

2.  Admissions  by  one  after  making  an  as- 
signment for  creditors  are  not  admissible  against 
the  assignee,  as  made  by  one  identified  in  inter- 
est with  him. 

3.  In  ordtr  to  recover  goods  sold  to  a  mer- 
chant, on  the  ground  of  fraud,  it  must  not  only 
ai^>ear  that  he  was  insolvent,  but  that  he  did 
not  intend  to  pay  for  the  goods. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Arapahoe  coun- 
ty. 

Replevin  by  H.  Brock  and  others,  partners 
as  Brock,  Wiener  &  Gelsmer,  against  H. 
Schradsky,  assignee  of  Samuel  A.  Hlrsch- 
fleld.  Judgment  for  defendant.  Plaintiffs 
appeal.    Affirmed. 

Lipscomb  &  Hodges  and  David  Plessner, 
for  appellants.  Alfred  Muller  and  John  R. 
Smith,  for  appellee. 

THOMSON,  J.  The  rules  of  this  court  re- 
auire  appellants  and  plaintiffs  in  error  to  file 
with  the  clerk  a  printed  abstract  or  abridg- 
ment of  the  record  of  the  case  brought  here 
for  review,  which  shall  fully  set  forth  the 
points  relied  upon  for  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment, and  shall  present  the  parts  of  the  rec- 
ord to  which  reference  is  made  In  the  assign- 
ment of  errors.  We  assume  that  the  ab- 
stract presents  all  that  parties  or  counsel  re- 
gard as  material,  and  that  what  Is  omitted 
is  not  relied  upon;  and,  except  for  the  pur- 
pose of  verifying  statements  which  It  may 
contain,  we  do  not,  in  behalf  of  the  party  by 
whom  It  Is  filed,  resort  to  the  transcript  of 
the  record.  A  large  iwrtlon  of  the  specifica- 
tions in  the  assignment  of  errors  in  this  case 
have  no  reference  to  anything  which  is  to  be 
found  in  the  abstract  We  therefore  assume 
them  to  be  abandoned,  and  shall  address 
ourselves  to  those  only  which  are  predicated 
upon  the  record  as  the  abstract  presents  it. 

This  is  replevin  brought  by  the  appellants, 
as  plaintiffs,  against  the  appellee,  to  recov- 
er a  portion  of  a  stock  of  goods.  The  ground 
upon  which  the.v  iMise  their  right  to  recover 
Is  that  the  goods  were  fraudulently  obtained 
from  them  by  the  defendant's  assignor.  For 
some  years  prior  to  the  31st  day  of  March, 
1802,  Samuel  A.  Hlrschfleld  had  been  enga- 

1  Rehearing  denied  September  9,  1895. 


ged  In  the  retail  clothing  business  In  the  city 
of  Denver.  The  plaintiffs  were  wholesale 
clothing  merchants  In  Buffalo,  N.  T.,  from 
whom  Hlrschfleld,  during  his  business  career, 
had  from  time  to  time  purchased  goods.  In 
Novembw,  1891,  Leon  Brock,  a  traveling 
salesman  of  the  plaintiffs,  being  in  Denver, 
took  an  order  from  Hlrschfleld  for  a  bill  of 
goods  amounting  to  $2,261.  A  portion  of  this 
bill,  amounting  to  1141,  was  shipped  oa  No- 
vember 27,  1891,  and  the  residue  on  the  22d 
of  the  following  February.  At  the  time  of 
giving  the  order,  Hlrschfleld  owed  the  plain- 
tiffs $1,673.50  upon  former  purchases.  Of 
this  amount  he  paid  on  November  27.  1891, 
$500,  on  January  30,  1892,  $500,  and  be- 
tween February  1st  and  March  30.  1892, 
$288.11.  On  March  31,  1892,  he  made  a  gen- 
eral as.slgnment  to  the  defendant,  Schradsky, 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  The  assets 
shown  by  the  deed  were  $4,020,  and  the  lia- 
bilities $6,117.25.  Judgment  was  given  for 
the  defendant,  from  which  the  plaintiffs  ap- 
peal. 

At  the  trial  the  plaintiffs  offered  in  evi- 
dence the  stenographer's  notes  of  testimony 
given  by  Hlrschfleld  at  a  former  trial  of 
this  cause  on  December  15,  1892,  and  also  a 
letter  written  by  him  on  April  5,  1892.  The 
evidence  was  objected  to  by  the  defendant, 
and  the  objection  sustained.  Plaintiffs  con- 
tend that  the  evidence  was  competent,  and 
should  have  been  received  as  the  admissions 
of  a  party  in  privity  with  the  defendant  and 
identified  In  Interest  with  him.  But  this  po- 
sition of  the  plaintiffs  is  not  tenable,  because 
there  is  no  such  Identity  of  interest  between 
an  assignor  for  the  benefit  of  creditors  and 
his  assignee  as  to  render  such  evidence  ad- 
missible on  that  ground.  By  the  assignment 
to  the  defendant,  the  property  vested  in  him 
for  the  benefit  of  the  creditors  of  Hlrschfleld. 
His  duty  was  to  administer  the  Insolvent 
estate  to  the  best  advantage  for  them.  He 
was  their  representative,  and  In  all  suits  af- 
fecting the  subject-matter  of  the  trust  they 
were  the  real  parties  In  interest.  When  the 
transfer  was  consummated  Hirschfleld's  in- 
terest was  at  an  end.  It  will  be  otwerved 
that  the  testimony  in  question  was  given 
and  the  letter  written  after  the  completion 
of  the  assignment;  and  while  admissions 
made  by  Hlrschfield  before  he  had  parted 
with  his  title  might  be  competent  evidence 
in  a  proceeding  to  charge  the  estate  with  a 
debt,  for  a  reason  entirely  different  from 
that  of  Interest  In  the  suit,  his  declarations 
afterwards  made  were  without  value,  and 
could  In  no  way  affect  the  assignee  or  the 
beneficiaries.  The  assignee  held  the  prop- 
erty in  trust  for  the  creditors,  and  It  was  not 
In  the  iwwer  of  the  assignor  to  prejudice 
their  rights  by  statements  made  aftra:  those 
rights  had  attached.  By  the  act  of  transfer 
he  became  a  stranger  to  the  title,  and  his 
declarations  were  upon  the  same  footing 
with  those  of  any  other  stranger.      Burrill, 

Assignm.  {  362;  1  QreenL  Kv.  ISO:  Wynne 
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T.  Glldewell,  17  Ind.  446;  BnlUs  v.  Mont- 
gomery. 50  >>-  Y.  352;  Bump,  Fraud.  Cony. 
(3d  Ed.)  587.  From  an  examination  of  tbis 
evidence  we  are  annble  to  gee  wherein  the 
plaintiffs  woald  have  been  benefited,  or  tbe 
defendant  injured,  by  its  admission;  but,  as 
the  defendant  saw  fit  to  object  to  its  Intro- 
duction, it  was  properly  excluded. 

Upon  the  evidence  introduced,  the  court 
Instructed  the  Jury  to  find  for  the  defendant; 
and  the  plaintiffs  insist  that  the  instruction 
was  erroneous.  A  question  of  fraud,  like 
any  other  question  of  fact,  Is  for  the  deter- 
mination of  the  Jury;  but  there  must  be 
some  evidence  tending  to  prove  the  fraud 
before  there  is  anything  to  submit.  To  en- 
able one  who  has  parted  with  the  posses- 
sion of  goods  to  recover  them  back,  the 
transaction  must  have  been  of  such  a  charac- 
ter that  the  title  did  not  pass.  If  goods 
are  purchased  with  tbe  preconceived  design 
on  the  part  of  the  vendee  not  to  pay  for 
tbem,  the  title  still  remains  in  the  vendor; 
tbe  fraudulent  vendee  acquires  none;  and 
to  sustain  an  action  like  this  there  must  be 
some  evidence  that  the  purchase  was  made 
with  that  intention.  Direct  proof  of  inten- 
tion, except  by  the  party  entertaining  It, 
is,  of  coarse,  impossible;  but  facts  must  be 
shown  from  which  It  may  be  inferred.  Tbe 
testimony  of  Leon  Brock  was  that,  at  the 
time  he  took  the  order,  be  asked  Hlrschficld 
how  be  was  progressing.  He  replied  that 
be  was  not  getting  rich;  that  he  was  making 
a  little  money,  and  when  he  Invoiced  at  tbe 
end  of  tbe  year  he  would  find  himself  from 
$1,500  to  $1,800  better  off  than  he  had  been 
the  preceding  year;  that  his  brother  was 
hampering  him,  and  he  had  to  assist  him: 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  the  only  peo- 
ple to  whom  he  owed  any  money  at  that  time. 

The  following  letters,  written  by  Hlrsch- 
ficld to  the  plaintiffs,  were  in  evidence: 

••Denver,  Colo.,  Dec.  28,  1891.  Messrs. 
Brock,  Wiener  &  Gelsmer,  Buffalo— Gents: 
Thinking  you  may  have  some  uneasiness  In 
regard  to  H.  Hirschfield,  reported  sold  out 
In  this  city,  has  no  connection  whatever  with 
me.  Shall  send  check  soon.  Remaining, 
yours  truly.    S.  A.  Hirschfield." 

"Denver,  Colo.,  Feb.  8,  1892.  Messrs. 
Brock,  Wiener  &  Gelsmer,  Buffalo— Gents: 
Regarding  H.  Hlrschflold's  account,  the  par- 
ty is  not  here  now.  I  expect  he  will  pay 
his  bills.  Can't  see  how  you  can  charge  S. 
A.  with  account  of  H.  Hirschfield.  You  may 
send  my  goods  now.  I  remain,  yours,  truly, 
S.  A,  Hirschfield." 

Leon  M.  Brock,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  testi- 
fied to  receiving  tbe  foregoing  letters  from 
UirschUeld.  He  said  he  was  manager  of 
plaintiffs'  business,  and  had  charge  of  their 
credits;  that  If  Hirschfield  had  not  written 
tbe  letter  of  December  28th,  which  induced 
the  witness  to  believe  that  he  was  solvent, 
and  solicitous  of  his  credit,  and  if  he  had 
not  written  a  letter  on  January  2«,  1802,  in- 
closing cbeck  for  $.'>00,  and  two  notes,  in 
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settlement  of  his  prior  accoant  with  tbe 
plaintiffs,  and  If  he  had  not  written  the  let- 
ter of  February  8th  in  regard  to  H.  Hirscb- 
field's  account,  and  directing  his  goods  to 
be  sent  at  once,  he,  the  witness,  would  have 
been  suspicious  of  his  financial  standing,  and 
would  not  have  shipped  the  goods. 

Tbe  foregoing  is  the  evidence  relied  ui>on 
by  tbe  plaintiffs,  and  is  the  only  evidence 
in  the  abstract  relating  to  the  circumstances 
connected  with  the  purchase  and  shipment 
of  the  goods;  and  it  Is  sufficient  to  say,  con- 
cerning it,  that  It  discloses  nothing  which 
would  authorize  a  suspicion  of  fraudulent 
intent  on  the  part  of  Hirschfield. 

The  argument  of  counsel  is  that  tbe  insol- 
vency of  a  purchaser  at  the  time  of  the  pur- 
chase is  a  fact  to  go  to  the  Jury  upon  the 
question  of  Intent.  If  the  insolvency  is 
shown  In  connection  with  other  facts,  this 
may  be  true;  but  alone  it  proves  nothing. 
If  be  was  not  only  insolvent,  but  knew  that 
he  was  Insolvent,  the  evidence  would  still  be 
Insufficient  Something  else  must  appear 
from  which  a  fraudulent  purpose  in  obtain- 
ing the  goods  is  inferable.  A  party  may  be 
insolvent,  and  know  that  he  is  Insolvent, 
and  yet  think  that  with  prospective  better 
times,  and  the  forbearance  of  creditors,  he 
will  be  able  to  retrieve  himself  and  pay  in 
full.  It  is  not  the  circumstances  of  tbe  ven- 
dee, or  his  knowledge  of  them  at  tbe  time, 
but  the  motives  with  which  be  made  the 
purchase,  that  are  determinative  of  the 
character  of  tbe  transaction.  Burchlnell  v. 
Hirscb  (Colo.  App.)  39  Pac.  352;  Morrill  v. 
Blackman,  42  Conn.  324;  Redlngton  v.  Rob- 
erts, 25  Vt  686.  But,  If  we  should  concede 
what  counsel  claim,  the  evidence  fails. 
There  Is  no  proof  that  at  tbe  time  of  giving 
the  order  Hirschfield  was  Insolvent  at  all; 
and  there  is  none  that  at  the  time  of  dbrect- 
ing  the  shipment  of  the  residue  of  the  goods, 
if  from  subsequent  developments  it  may  be 
assumed  that  he  was  then  Insolvent,  he  be- 
lieved himself  to  be  so.  Upon  no  view  of 
the  evidence  was  there  anything  to  submit 
to  the  Jury.  The  Judgment  will  be  affirmed. 
Affirmed. 


FIREMAN'S  FUND  INS.  CO.  v.  BARKER.i 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     June  10, 1895.) 

Bbvekablb  Contract  —  Fire  Pohct  —  Inccv- 

BBASCE9— Effect  of  Adjcstment — 

Slpficienct  or  Evidence. 

1.  A  fire  policj-  conditioned  to  be  void  if 
the  insured  has  concealed  any  material  fact, 
or  if  his  interest  be  other  than  unconditional 
and  sole  owneiship.  is  void  where  the  fact  that 
there  was  a  recorded  mortgage  on  the  property 
was  not  mentioned,  though  tbe  concealment  was 
not  fraudnlent. 

2.  A  fact  alleged  in  a  pleading,  but  not  sup- 
ported by  evidence,  and  contradicted  by  evidence 
of  the  other  party,  cannot  be  submitted  to  the 
jury. 

3.  A  fire  policy  conditioned  to  be  void  ic, 
case  of  change  in  interest  in  the  property  is  void- 

X  Rehearing  denied  September  9,  1695.  ,.^T^ 
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ed  br  the  property  being  Included^  In  a  mortgage 
through  the  neKligence  or  inattention  of  the  own- 
er, though  without  his  knowledge,  no  fraud  or 
deception  having  been  practiced  in  obtaining  it. 

4.  An  adjuatment  of  a  loss  by  an  insurance 
company  haying  no  knowledge  of  the  violation 
of  a  policy  does  not  amount  to  a  promise  to  pay 
or  a  recognition  of  the  validity  of  the  claim. 

5.  A  fire  policy  insuring  furniture,  hay,  and 
grain,  each  for  a  separate  amount,  is  severable, 
and  void  only  as  to  the  hay,  by  reason  of  a 
mortgage  thereon,  under  the  condition  that  "this 
entire  policy  shall  be  void"  if  the  Interest  of  the 
insured  be  other  than  unconditional  and  sole 
ownership. 

Appeal  from  district  conrt,  Montrose  coun- 
ty. 

Action  by  Franklin  C.  Barker  against  the 
Fireman's  Fund  Insurance  Company.  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  appeals. 
Reversed. 

On  August  20,  1882,  appellant  Insured  ap- 
pellee for  one  year  for  the  amount  of  $500 
on  household  furniture,  $875  on  alfalfa  in 
stack,  and  $125  on  wheat  and  oats  Id  stack; 
alfalfa  estimated  at  700  tons  and  oats  600 
bushels.  Appellee  paid  for  such  Insurance 
$55.  On  the  4th  day  of  December,  1892, 
the  entire  alfalfa  ha.r  crop  and  400  bushels 
of  grain  were  destroyed  by  fire.  Notice  and 
proof  of  loss  was  made.  Other  insurance 
companies  had  additional  risks  on  the  same 
property.  One  K.  E.  Beard,  who  designated 
himself  as  "independent  adjuster,"  was  sent 
to  adjust  the  loss  by  the  appellant,  and  its 
liability  was  fixed  at  $935.  Beard  at  about 
the  same  time  made  the  discoTery  that  ap- 
pellee had  made  two  chattel  mortgages  up- 
on the  burned  property, — one  to  Thomas  A. 
Mostyn,  who  owned  the  ranch  occupied  by 
appellee,  for  the  sum  of  $844.70,  dated 
January  1,  1892  (prior  to  the  insurance); 
the  other  to  Goldsmith  &  Co.  for  $375,  No- 
vember 10,  1802  (subsequent  to  the  insur- 
ance),—and  notified  appellant  of  the  fact, 
whereupon  appellant  refused  to  pay  the 
losses.  Appellee  brought  suit.  A  trial  to 
a  Jury  was  had,  resulting  In  a  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  for  $958.20  and  $54.65  interest, 
making  $1,012.85.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial 
was  overraled.  Judgment  entered  upon  the 
verdict,  and  an  appeal  prosecuted  to  this 
court. 

Thos.  J.  Black,  for  appellant  Sherman  ft 
Twitchell,  for  appellee. 

REED,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  following  provisions  occur  in  the  policy 
of  insurance  delivered  to  appellee:  "This 
entire  policy  shall  be  void  if  the  Insured  has 
concealed  or  misrepresented,  in  writing  or 
otherwise,  any  material  fact  or  circum- 
stance concerning  this  Insurance  or  the  sub- 
ject thereof;  or  If  the  Interest  of  the  as- 
sured in  the  property  be  not  truly  stated 
herein;  or  in  case  of  any  fraud  or  false 
swearing  by  the  insured,  touching  any  mat- 
ter relating  to  this  Insurance  or  the  subject 
thereof,  whether  before  or  after  a  loss." 
"Oy  if  the  Interest  of  the  insured  be  other 


than  unconditional  and  sole  ownership;  or 
if  the  subject  of  insurance  be  a  building  on 
ground  not  owned  by  the  insured  in  fee 
simple;  or  If,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  In- 
sured, foreclosure  proceedings  be  commen- 
ced or  notice  given  of  sale  of  any  property 
covered  by  this  policy  by  virtue  of  any  mort- 
gage or  trust  deed;  or  if  any  change,  other 
than  the  death  of  the  insured,  takes  place  in 
the  interest,  title,  or  possession  of  the  sub- 
ject of  insurance  (except  change  of  occu- 
pants without  increase  of  hazard),  whether 
by  legal  process  or  Judgment,  or  by  volun- 
tary act  of  the  insured,  or  otherwise."  The 
complaint  was  in  the  ordinary  form.  The 
allegations  were  denied,  and  defendant  spe- 
cially pleaded  the  above  provisions  of  the 
policy,  and  alleged  that  appellee  had  con- 
cealetl  the  fact  of  the  existing  chattel  mort- 
gage to  Mostyn,  misrepresented  facts  in  re- 
gard to  the  ownership  by  him  of  the  pcoperty, 
and  subsequently,  w^ithout  the  consent  of  ap- 
pellant, executed  the  chattel  mortgage  to  Gold- 
smith &  Co.,  of  which  appellant  had  no  notice 
until  after  the  bringing  of  the  suit,  and  that 
for  those  reasons  the  policy  was  void.  Plain- 
till  replied,  alleging  knowledge  of  the  de- 
fendant of  the  Mostyn  chattel  mortgage, 
and  that  the  mortgage  to  Goldsmith  &  Co. 
was  a  renewal;  was  upon  other  property; 
that  the  hay  was  embraced  In  it  without  his 
knowledge;  that  he  executed  it,  and  had  no 
knowledge  until  long  after;  that  the  liay 
was  embraced  in  it.  The  plalntitT  was  not 
present  at  the  trial,  consequently  did  not 
give  evidence,  nor  was  any  given  in  his  be- 
half in  support  of  the  allegations  in  his  rep- 
lication. L.  F.  Twitchell,  attorney  for  plain- 
tiff, testified  that  plaintiff  had  agreed  to  be  at 
the  trial,  "but  they  bad  lost  track  of  him"; 
did  not  know  where  he  was.  Witnesses  for 
the  defendant  teetifled  to  want  of  knowledge 
cf  tlie  existence  of  the  mortgages.  The  agent, 
Upton,  who  made  the  insurance,  testified  that 
plaintiff  stated  at  the  time  the  Insurance  was 
effected  that  the  property  was  not  incumbered. 
The  members  of  the  firm  of  Goldsmith  & 
Co.  testified  to  plaintiff's  luiowledge  that  the 
hay  was  embraced  in  their  chattel  mort- 
sage. 

The  language  of  the  contract  of  Insurance 
is  plain  and  unmistakable.  The  failure  to 
notify  the  company  of  the  existence  of  the 
Mostyn  mortgage  at  the  time  the  Insurance 
was  effected,  and  the  subsequent  mortgage 
to  Goldsmith  &  Co.,  rendered  the  policy 
void.  Courts  cannot  reform  contracts,  nor 
relieve  contractors  from  the  effects  of  fool- 
ish or  Improvident  contracts,  except  when 
obtained  by  fraud.  Where  there  is  no 
ground  for  construction,  contracts  must  be 
enforced  as  made.  The  Mostyn  mortgage 
was  of  record,  as  required  by  statute.  The 
object  of  the  statute  Is  to  afford  notice,  and 
such  record  Is  held  In  law  to  be  constructive 
notice  to  all.  No  good  reason  can  be  given 
why  insurance  companies  should  not  be  em- 
braced in  the  general  law,  and  be  consld- 
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ered  as  having  the  notice,  nor  why,  -with  the 
public  record  existing,  the  validity  of  the  con- 
tract should  depend  upon  the  failure  of  the 
Insured  to  state  the  existence  of  the  mort- 
gage; but  such  was  the  contract  It  would, 
in  Justice  and  reason,  seem,  where  Insured 
I>ersonal  property  was  in  the  possession  of 
the  insured,  and  the  title  of  the  mortgagee 
was  defeasible,  that  until  condition  broken 
the  right  to  secure  Insurance  was  one  per- 
taining to  the  owner.  How  the  hazard  could 
be  increased,  so  as  to  avoid  the  contract,  by 
the  fact  of  the  chattel  mortgage,  is  a  question 
only  those  engaged  In  Insurance  can  satisfac- 
torily answer.  By  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
the  making  of  the  mortgage  to  Goldsmith 
&  Co.  without  the  consent  of  the  Insurer 
rendered  It  void. 

The  third  instruction  given  by  the  court  was 
erroneous,  where  It  was  said:  "But  if  it 
should  appear  from  the  evidence  that  said 
plaintiff  executed  said  mortgage  through  mis- 
take, and  that  the  execution  and  delivery  of 
said  mortgage  was  unintentional  upon  his 
part,  then,  notwithstanding  the  provisions  of 
said  policy  regarding  the  incumbrance  of 
property  insured  without  the  knowledge  or 
consent  of  the  company,  such  action  on  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff,  if  unintentional,  and 
done  through  an  honest  mistake,  would  not 
vitiate  such  policy,  or  render  the  same  void, 
unless,  subsequent  to  the  execution  of  such 
mortgage,  and  prior  to  the  alleged  loss  upon 
the  property  Insured,  notice  that  such  prop- 
erty was  Included  In  such  mortgage  was 
brought  to  the  knowledge  of  said  plaintiff, 
and  that,  after  such  notice  and  prior  to  said 
loss,  he  failed  to  notify  said  company  regard- 
ing such  mortgages,  or  obtain  Its  consent  in 
relatlmi  thereto,  unless,  prior  to  such  lotm, 
knowledge  in  any  manner  of  the  existence  of 
said  mortgages  was  brought  home  to  said 
company,  and  after  such  knowledge  it  failed 
to  object  thereto."  Instructions  not  based 
upon  the  evidence  cannot  be  given.  The  mis- 
take and  want  of  knowledge  was  alleged  in 
the  replication,  was  unsupported  by  evidence, 
and  was  contradicted  by  the  testimony  of  the 
members  of  the  firm  of  Goldsmith  &  Co.  The 
facts  of  the  hay  being  In  the  mortgage  and  its 
execution  by  the  insured  were  unquestioned. 
There  was  testimony  that  he  suggested  or 
mentioned  the  hay  as  security  that  he  would 
give,  also  that  he  read  the  mortgage,  and 
knew  It  was  Included.  If,  through  negli- 
gence or  inattention,  the  hay  was  included 
without  his  knowledge,  and  no  fraud  or  de- 
ception was  practiced  In  obtaining  the  mort- 
gage, proof  of  want  of  knowledge  would  not 
relieve  him  from  legal  respouslbility  for  the 
act  Instead  of  submitting  to  the  jury  the 
question  of  knowledge  and  Intention,  under 
the  evidence  the  Mily  proper  instruction  that 
could  have  been  given  would  have  been  to 
require  the  jury  to  disregard  It 

Other  instructions  were  faulty,  noticeably  the 
fourth,  in  which  the  question  of  the  adjust- 
moit  of  the  losa  was  submitted  to  the  jury. 


All  the  evidence  was  that  the  company  had  no 
knowledge  of  the  violations  of  the  contract. 
The  acts  of  the  adjuster  in  fixing  the  amount 
of  loss  could  not  be  tn  anything  regarded  as  a 
promise  to  pay,  or  a  recognition  of  the  valid- 
ity of  the  claim.  The  second  Instruction  Is 
clearly  erroneous.  It  Is:  "As  to  the  Mostyn 
mortgage,  to  which  your  attention  had  been 
directed  In  the  preceding  Instructions,  the 
court  Instructs  you  that  the  existence  or  non- 
existence of  such  mortgage  at  the  time  of  the 
issuance  of  said  contract  of  Insurance,  or  the 
truth  or  falsity  of  any  statements  which  the 
plaintiff  may  have  made  In  regard  to  the  ex- 
istence or  ncmexistence  of  such  mortgage,  are 
not  material  In  this  case,  and  will  not  defeat 
a  recovery  by  plaintiff  herein,  unless  you 
should  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  exist- 
ence of  said  mortgage  was  fraudulently  and 
In  bad  faith  concealed  by  said  plaintiff,  or 
that  be  fraudulently  and  In  bad  faith  made 
statements  In  regard  thereto,  and  that,  by  rea- 
son of  such  concealment  or  statements  in  re- 
lation to  such  mortgage,  the  risk  incurred  by 
defendant  in  issuing  said  policy  was  thereby 
materially  increased."  Comment  upon  It  Is 
unnecessary.  It  Is  so  at  variance  with  the 
law  of  contracts,  particularly  those  of  Insur- 
ance, that  the  errors  are  apparent. 

Whether  or  not  the  established  facts  In  this 
case  should  exonerate  appellant  from  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money,  and  whether  equity  and 
fair  dealing  would  not  require  payment  by  it 
unless  it  was  shown  to  have  sustained  some 
Injury  by  reason  of  the  irregularities,  are 
questions  we  are  not  called  upon  to  answer. 
The  courts,  both  federal  and  state,  are  cum- 
bered with  cases  of  insurance  where  Insurers 
contracted,  received  the  compensation,  and  Is- 
sued a  policy,  and  when  a  loss  occurred 
sought  to  evade  iwyment  through  some  al- 
leged breach  of  technical  provisions  so  lengthy, 
intricate,  and  complicated  that  no  Insured  of 
ordinary  capacity  could  be  expected  to  read 
them,  much  less  understand  them.  Even 
courts  of  last  resort  fail  to  agree  upon  their 
legal  coustructlcm.  Kxperlence  and  human  In- 
genuity seem  to  have  been  strained  to  the  ut- 
most to  devise  traps  for  the  unwary,  and  pro- 
vide avenues  of  escape  for  the  Insurer;  but  so 
long  as  no  legislative  remedies  are  applied  to 
simplify  the  business  and  put  it  upon  the 
same  bai^s  as  other  contracts,  and  applying 
the  doctrine  of  caveat  emptor,  courts  can  only 
attempt  to  apply  the  contracts  as  made  by  the 
parties,  regaiTlless  of  the  great  disadvantage 
to  which  the  Insured  are  stibjected.  Authori- 
ties are  numerous,  from  courts  entitled  to 
greatest  consideration,  that  the  policy  of  In- 
surance in  this  case  was  rendered  void  by  vio- 
lations of  its  provisions  by  appellee,  and  that 
no  recovery  could  be  had.  1  May,  Ins.  {§ 
169,  170, 195-197;  Woods,  Ins.  §§  105-197;  In- 
surance Co.  V.  Lawrence,  10  Pet.  507;  Bauduy 
r.  Insurance  Co.,  2  Wash.  C.  C.  391,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  1.112;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Harney,  10  Kan. 
525;  Louisiana  Mut.  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  Orleans 

Ins.  Co.,  13  La.  Ann.  2-16:  Smith  v.  Insurauce> 
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Co.,  25  Barb.  497;  Gould  t.  Insurance  Co.,  47 
Me.  403.  There  was  no  conflict  of  evidence. 
It  was  all  in  favor  of  the  defendant,  and  the 
verdict  in  conflict  with  it.  The  instructions 
as  shown  were  erroneous.  Questions  unsup- 
ported by  evidence  were  submitted.  The 
contract  of  insurance  was  clearly  severable. 
Separate  amounts  were  specified  upon  the  hay 
and  grain.  The  latter  does  not  appear  to 
have  been  involved  in  the  controversy.  Noth- 
ing appears  In  the  recM'd  to  prevent  recovery 
of  the  loas  upon  the  grain.  The  Judgment 
will  be  reversed  and  cause  remanded.  Be- 
versed. 


(7  N.H.  (24) 

BULLARD  V.  LOPEZ. 

(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.    Aug.  20, 

1895.) 

FLBADINO— CCRBD  BT  SUBSEQVBNT  PLBiiDINO  AND 
JCOOHENT. 

Though  a  plea  of  limitations  was  demur- 
rable, being  one  of  non  assumpsit  infra  sex  an- 
noB.  instead  of  non  accrerit  infra  sex  annos, 
yet.  issue  having;  been  joined  thereon  and  a  ques- 
tion litigated  aa  though  the  defense  of  non  ac- 
crerit  wore  presented,  the  plea  will  be  held  suffi- 
cient to  present  that  defense. 

On  rehearing.    Denied. 

For  former  opinion,  see  37  Pac.  1103. 

OOIiIiIER,  J.  In  this  case  the  motion  for 
rehearing  is  made,  not  upon  the  main  ques- 
tion decided  by  this  court  at  the  July,  1894, 
term  thereof,  but  upon  a  question  raised  for 
the  first  time  here,  to  wit,  that  the  plea  of 
the  statute  of  limitations,  being  in  form  non 
assumpsit  infra  sex  annos,  etc.,  presented  no 
obstacle  to  the  obtaining  by  plaintiff  of  a 
Judgment  in  the  court  below.  Tliis  court 
held  at  said  term  tliat  such  a  plea  was  not 
a  proper  plea  to  an  action  on  a  promissory 
note  falling  due  at  a  future  date,  and  that,  if 
demurrer  had  been  interposed  to  the  same.  It 
should  have  been  held  bad,  but  that,  plain- 
tiff having  Joined  issue  thereon.  It  became 
material  in  the  case.  More  properly,  perhaps, 
it  should  have  been  held  tliat  it  became  a  suf- 
ficient plea  to  the  extent  of  enabling  defend- 
ant to  rely  on  the  statute  aa  a  bar,  tf  in  fact 
plaintiff's  action  had  not  accrued  within  six 
years  before  the  commencement  of  bis  suit. 
In  the  case  of  Soulden  v.  Van  Rensselaer,  3 
Wend.  472,  cited  and  relied  on  by  this  court, 
it  was  said:  "The  declaration  is  on  a  promise 
to  perform  a  future  act,  and  the  plea  of  non 
assumpsit  infra  sex  annos  was  Improper.  It 
should  have  been  a  plea  of  non  accrevit  In- 
fra, etc.  A  demurrer  to  it  would  have  been 
sustained,  but  the  plaintiffs  preferred  to  talie 
Issue  upon  what  they  probably  foresaw 
would  be  the  main  question  in  the  cause.  As 
neither  the  original  promise  nor  the  accru- 
ing of  the  action  was  within  six  years,  etc., 
the  plaintiffs  must  have  expected  to  recover 
on  a  new  promise  or  adcnowiedgmcnt  of  the 
debt  within  that  time.  It  was  the  Issue 
formed  by  the  pleadings,  and  the  one  In  fact 


tried.  It  was  Intended  to  be  the  material 
issue  In  the  cause,  and  yet  we  are  asked  to 
overlook  it  and  declare  it  to  have  be«i  im- 
material, and  for  that  reason  to  give  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiffs.  •  •  •  The  fact 
to  be  tried— the  renewal  of  a  donand  by  a 
new  promise— was  considered  at  issue  by  the 
parties,  and  I  am  therefore  disposed  to  re- 
gard the  pleadings  as  haying  terminated  in 
an  Informal  rather  than  an  immaterial  issue. 
There  cannot,  I  think,  be  any  reosonaUe 
doubt  tliat  the  defect  of  the  issue  In  this  case 
is  as  effectually  cured  by  the  verdict  as  It 
would  be  in  a  case  where  'not  guilty'  should 
be  pleaded  to  a  declaration  in  assumpsit.  A 
verdict  In  the  latter  case  has  been  held  to 
cure  the  defect  of  such  an  issue.  Cro.  Eliz. 
470;  1  Saund.  319a,  note  6."  To  change  the 
title  of  that  case  and  substitute  that  of  this 
would  be  all  required.  If  its  reasoning  is  sat- 
isfactory. 

The  brief  of  appellee  on  the  motion  for  a 
rehearing  gives  evidence  of  research  in  the 
numlier  of  cases  collected  which  lay  down 
the  doctrine  that  such  a  plea  is  utterly  im- 
material and  presents  no  obstacle  wbateva ; 
but,  as  we  read  them,  there  is  but  one  (Mal- 
lory  V.  Lampheer,  8  How.  Prac.  491)  when 
the  doctrine  was  decisive  of  the  case.  In 
Mallory  v.  Lamphear,  supra,  a  plea  of  non 
accrevit  Infra  sex  annos,  etc.,  would  have 
under  the  facts  constituted  a  bar.  This  case 
is  quite  meager.  It  was  on  a  note  payable 
immediately.  It  is  seen  that  the  making  of 
the  note  and  the  accrual  of  the  right  of 
action  were  coincident  in  time.  We  do  not 
think,  as  to  that  case,  that  the  plea  was  any 
other  than  informal,  and  the  reasoning  in 
Soulden  t.  Van  Rensselaer  more  commends 
itself  to  our  judgment.  There  seemed  to  have 
been  no  other  pleadings  in  that  case  than  a 
declaration  and  a  plea  without  reply  or  join- 
der of  issue  thereon.  In  the  case  at  bar  It 
may  be  that  had  there  been  joinder  of  issue 
on  the  plea  of  general  issue,  and  a  failure 
to  notice  the  plea  of  "non  assumpsit  infra 
sex  annos,"  etc.,  the  plea  being  in  itself  bed 
and  in  strict  form  presenting  no  issue,  the 
court  l)elow  might  have  ignored  it,  and  direct- 
ed a  verdict  for  plaintiff,  or,  if  it  had  been  the 
only  plea,  and  no  issue  joined  thereon,  plaintiff 
might  have  been  entitled  to  a  verdict.  A  join- 
der of  issue,  however,  and  a  trial,  wh««  a  new 
promise  is  shown  to  be  relied  on  for  re- 
covery, presents  a  different  phase.  Ko  one 
is  surprised,  and  the  trial  proceeds  exactly 
as  if  the  plea  had  presented  the  issue  of  non 
accrevit,  etc.,  In  strict  form.  In  Graham  v. 
Dixon,  3  Scam.  (111.)  116,  what  the  court 
says  as  to  the  plea  of  non  est  factum  is 
dictum,  the  question  there  decided  being 
that  defendant  was  estopped  from  urging  his 
own  mispleading  to  the  prejudice  of  plain- 
tiff. In  McColilster  v.  WiUey,  32  Ind.  382,  all 
that  was  decided  was  that  a  plea  of  non  as- 
sumpsit infra  sex  annos,  etc.,  was  bad 
enough  for  a  demurrer  to  a  reply  to  It  to 
be  overruled  upon  the  principle  of  the  de- 
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mnrrer  ratting  back  to  the  first  fanlt  In 
Rlchman  ▼.  Rlptunan,  8  N.  J.  Law,  6S,  the 
denrarrer  aloo  cut  back,  and  was  overmled, 
as  in  McColUster  t.  WiUey,  Bupnu  In  Hale 
r.  Amdnia^  6  Cow.  226,  it  is  stated  that 
tbe  Issue  presented  was  immaterial,  and  in- 
terposed no  obstacle  In  plaintiff's  way,  and 
he  conld  have  bad  judgment  non  obstante 
veredicto.  It  Is  to  be  obserred  that  in 
Hale  T.  Andms,  sapra,  there  was  also  a 
plea  of  non  accredit,  etc.,  and  it  appeared 
from  the  evidence  that  the  gravamen  upon 
which  plaintiff  relied  for  a  recovery  did  ac- 
crue within  six  years.  We  think  that  pre- 
sents a  different  case  from  the  one  at  bar, 
and  that  were  there  two  such  pleas  here, 
as  In  Hale  v.  Andnis,  supra,  we  wonld  say 
one  was  applicable  to  plaintiff's  first  count 
and  the  other  to  bis  second  count  We  think 
It  not  necessary  to  notice  further  the 
aattaorities  plaintiff  has  dted  In  his  brief  on 
this  motion,  and  we  are  prepared  to  say  that 
In  view  of  the  fact  that  it  is  manifest  that 
this  case  was  tried  by  the  parties  in  the 
court  below  upon  a  reliance  by  plaintiff  on 
a  parol  promise  to  take  his  action  out  of 
the  bar  of  the  statute,  and  that  it  was  as- 
sumed by  the  court  and  counsel  alike  that 
the  pleadings  sufficiently  raised  this  ques- 
tion, and  the  evidence  was  all  directed  to  it, 
this  court  should  have  determined,  just  as 
the  court  below  did,  whether  plaintiff's 
action  was  In  law  barred  or  not.  We  do  not 
think  this  principle  Is  of  universal  applica- 
tion, but  that  each  case  of  this  kind  is  to  be 
Judged  by  itself.  If  a  declaration  plainly 
presents  no  cause  of  action,  going  to  trial 
niton  the  same  would  not  support  a  verdict; 
and  If  a  plea  has  no  semblance  of  a  defense, 
as  was  instanced  by  some  judge,  viz.  that 
no  recoveiy  should  be  had  on  a  promissory 
note  because  "Robin  Hood  dwelt  In  a  wood," 
and  issue  were  joined  on  that  averment. 
It  might  be  wholly  ignored;  yet  where  It 
may  be  Inferred  that  there  was  some  at- 
tempt to  state  a  defense,  and  it  could  be 
gathered  from  the  evidence  and  the  circum- 
stances of  the  trial  that  all  parties  had  rec- 
ognized that  attempt  as  applicable  to  evi- 
dence offered  on  the  trial,  such  trial  should  be 
considered  as  not  being  wholly  nugatory, 
but  the  record  should  be  looked  into  and  ex- 
amined as  If  the  pleadings  were  In  form  as 
they  were  treated  and  considered  in  the 
trial  court. 

The  question  was  squarely  presented  in  the 
conrt  below  as  to  whether  or  not  a  parol 
promise  revived  plaintifTs  cause  of  action. 
A  verdict  was  directed  upon  the  theory  that 
It  did,  and  this  court,  disagreeing  with  the 
learned  judge  who  tried  the  cause  in  the 
court  below,  has  reversed  that  decision.  No 
more  could  have  been  possibly  attained  if 
the  plea  had  been  "non  accrevit,"  etc.  The 
motion  for  rehearing  is  denied,  and  it  is 
accordingly  so  ordered. 

SIOTH,  O.  J.,  and  IiADOHLIN,  }.,  concur. 


a  N.  U.  <M) 
FIELD  et  aL  V.  ROMERO  «t  aL 

(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.    Aug.  20, 

1805.) 

AaSIOKMEKT  VOB  CrEDITOHS — VaUDITT  —  liMTSa 
— APPOINTS!  BKT — FiNDIHOB. 

1.  An  order  referring  an  entire  case  to  a 
master  to  take  proofs  and  report  findings  and 
conclusions,  will,  in  the  absence  of  anr  contrary 
■bowing  on  the  record,  be  held  to  have  been 
made  on  the  assent  of  all  parties. 

2.  Findings  of  fact  by  a  master  to  whom, 
by  assent  of  parties,  an  entire  case  is  referred, 
are  condasive,  there  being  evidence  to  support 
them. 

3.  An  assignment  for  creditors  of  partner- 
■blD  and  individual  property  Is  fraudulent  and 
void,  as  anthorizing  payment  of  individual  debts 
ont  of  partnership  property,  where  there  is  no 
direction  to  pay  individual  debts  out  of  individ- 
nal  property,  and  partnership  debts  out  of  part- 
nership property,  but  disposition  of  the  funds,  as 
to  payment  of  debts,  is  left  to  the  assignee,  and 
he  is  directed  to  pay  taxes  assessed  against  the 
firm  and  the  [Mrtners,  respectively. 

4.  An  assignment  for  creditors  will  be  held 
to  have  been  made  to  hinder  and  delay  creditors, 
where,  just  prior  thereto,  the  assignors  contract- 
ed debts  and  secured  extensions  on  false  state- 
ments as  to  their  circumstances,  and  immedi- 
ately after  it  they  wrote  creditors.  "We  expect 
to  be  out  of  our  trouble  soon.  All  we  want  is 
nn  extension  of  time," — and  the  business  was 
thereafter  continued  by  the  assignee,  in  the  same 
place,  nnder  the  old  sign  of  the  firm;  the  as- 
signors being  in  his  employ,  and  the  stock  be- 
ing replenished  from  time  to  time,  purchases  . 
being  made  sometimes  by  the  assignee,  and  some- 
times  by  the  assignors. 

Error  to  district  conrt,  San  Miguel  county; 
before  Justice  Long. 

Suit  by  Marshall  Field  ft  Co.  and  others 
against  M.  Romero  &  Co.  and  others  to  set 
aside  an  assignment  for  creditors.  Decree 
for  defendants.  Complainants  bring  error. 
Reversed. 

Catron,  Knaebel  &  Clancy,  for  plalntlfes  in 
error.    M.  Walnz-ar,  for  defendants  in  error. 

HAMII/rON,  J.  This  cause  comes  to  as 
from  the  Fourth  judicial  district,  in  San 
Miguel  county,  where  a  bill  was  filed  by  the 
complainants  to  set  aside  a  deed  of  assign- 
ment made  by  the  defendants  M.  Romero  & 
Co.,  upon  the  ground  of  fraud.  Answer  was 
filed,  the  Issiies  made  up,  and  the  cause  rev 
ferred  to  a  special  master,  who  made  a  re- 
port to  the  court,  upon  which  a  decree  was 
entered  declaring  the  deed  of  asslgnmant 
valid,  and  ordering  a  dismissal  of  the  bill.  It 
appears  from  the  pleadings  and  proofs  In  the 
case  that  during  the  year  1885,  and  prior 
thereto,  the  defendants  M.  Romero  &  Co. 
were  a  mercantile  firm  engaged  in  business 
in  Las  Vegas;  that  about  the  29th  day  of 
September,  18S5,  they  applied  to  the  com- 
plainants Marshall  Field  &  Co.,  at  Chicago, 
111.,  for  the  purchase  of  a  bill  of  goods  on 
credit;  that.  In  order  to  procure  the  purchase 
of  these  goods,  they  represented  to  Marshall 
Field  &  Co.  that  the  assets  of  the  firm  of  M. 
Romero  &  Co.  were  $75,650,  while  their  en- 
tire liabilities  were  $35,000,  thus  leaving  a 
surplus  of  assets  of  ?^f^{g|»;  ,^ythat^;5l^> 
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upon  these  representations  sc  made,  Marshall 
Field  &  Co.  sold  them  a  bill  of  goods,  on  time, 
amounting  to  |3,000;  that  a  portion  of  this 
Indebtedness  matured  in  November,  following, 
and  on  the  maturity  of  the  indebtedness  a 
similar  representation  of  their  financial  condi- 
tion was  made  to  Marshall  Field  &  Co.  by  M. 
Somero  &  Co.,  which  secured  the  eztensloa 
of  the  time  of  i)ayment;  that  this  representa- 
tion of  their  financial  condition  made  by  M. 
Romero  &  Co.  to  Marshall  Field  &  Co.,  upon 
the  faith  of  which  the  goods  were  sold,  was 
untrue;  that  their  indebtedness  was  much 
larger,  and  their  assets  much  less,  than  rep- 
resented; that,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  they  were 
deeply  inrolved,  and  were  no  heavily  embar- 
rassed, financially,  that  on  the  Cth  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1886,  in  less  than  three  months  after 
they  purchased  the  goods  of  the  complain- 
ants, they  made  and  executed  the  deed  of  as- 
signment, the  validity  of  which  is  in  contro- 
versy In  this  case.  This  deed  was  a  conrey- 
tinoe  of  all  of  the  property  of  the  firm,  and 
also  of  all  the  property  owned  by  the  indi- 
vidual members  of  the  firm,  and  authorized 
the  assignee  to  take  possession,  and  seil  and 
dispose  of  all  of  the  property,  at  public  or 
prtvate  sale,  as  be  might  deem  most  benefi- 
cial to  the  creditors;  that  out  of  the  proceeds 
realized,  the  assignee  should  pay  all  "costs, 
expenses,  charges,  and  commissions  attending 
the  preparation  and  execution  of  the  deed 
and  of  carrying  into  effect  the  trust  created, 
including  reasonable  counsel  fees,"  and  rea- 
sonable compensation  to  the  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part  for  his  services  In  carrying  on  the 
trust  Then  follows  in  the  deed  a  statement  of 
27  preferred  debts,  which  the  assignee  is  di- 
rected to  pay  in  the  order  of  preference  in 
which  they  are  givea  One  of  these  prefer- 
ences (No.  25),  for  $5,712.88,  was  an  individual 
debt  of  one  of  the  members  of  the  firm.  The 
assignee  was  also  authorized  to  pay  Interest 
on  a  portion  of  the  indebtedness,  some  of 
which  was  bearing  interest  at  an  Illegal  rate. 
There  Is  no  direction  to  the  assignee  to  keep 
the  property  and  funds  of  the  firm  and  of  its 
individual  members  separate,  and  to  apply 
the  firm  assets  to  the  payment  of  firm  indebt- 
edness, and  those  of  the  individual  members 
of  the  firm  to  the  payment  of  the  individual 
debts,  but  the  disposition  of  the  funds,  as  to 
the  payment  of  debts  and  interest,  in  this  re- 
gard, is  left  to  the  assignee.  The  complain- 
ants, in  their  bill,  attack  this  deed  of  assign- 
ment upon  the  ground  that  it  is  fraudulent 
and  void.  Answer  was  filed,  and  Issues  made 
up.  The  order  appointing  the  special  mas- 
ter directed  him  to  "take  proofs,  and  report 
his  findings  thereon  with  all  convenient 
speed."  Hearing  was  had,  proofs  taken,  and 
the  master  made  his  findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law,  among  which  are  the  fol- 
lowing, as  the  most  important  findings  relat- 
ing to  the  questions  for  decision:  First.  The 
first  finding  of  fact  made  by  the  master  sets 
forth  that  the  complainants  are  Judgment 
eredltots  of  the  defendants.    Third.  The  mas- 


ter finds  that  the  goods  were  obtained  and 
credit  extended  by  the  complainants  Marshall 
Field  &  Co.  to  the  defendants  M.  Romero  & 
Co.  upon  the  representations  made  to  the 
complainants  by  M.  Romero  &  Co.  Fourth. 
He  finds  that  these  representations  were  false 
and  untrue.  Seventh.  He  finds  that  the  com- 
plainants, when  they  sold  the  goods  and  ex- 
traded  the  credit,  did  so  upon  the  faitb  of 
the  representations  made  to  them  by  the  de- 
fendants. Ninth.  He  finds  that  the  deed  of 
assignment  was  made  on  the  6th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1886,  and  was  made  to  Manuel  Baca  j 
Ortiz.  The  deed  conveys  all  the  property  of 
the  firm,  as  well  as  the  property  of  its  indi- 
vidual members,  and  provides  for  the  pay- 
ment of  certain  indebtedness,  specifically 
mentioned  herein,  with  the  interest  thereon, 
as  therein  specified.  This  deed  contains  27 
preferences,  the  names  and  amounts  being 
specified  in  the  deed.  The  deed  leaves  it 
optional  with  the  assignee  as  to  whether  he 
shall  sell  the  property  at  public  or  private 
sale.  The  deed  of  assignment  has  no  direc- 
tions to  the  assignee  to  pay  partnership  debts 
out  of  partnership  property,  and  individual 
debts  out  of  individual  property.  Eleventh. 
That  all  the  27  preferred  creditors  mentioned 
m  the  deed  of  assignment  were  residents  of 
the  territory  of  New  Mexico,  that  all  of  the 
unpreferred  creditors  of  said  assignors  were 
nonresidents  of  the  territory  of  New  Mexico, 
except  one.  Fifteenth.  He  finds  that  the  debt 
of  $5,712.38,  mentioned  as  the  tweniy-flfth 
preference  in  the  deed  of  assignment,  was  a 
debt  due  originally  by  Margarito  Romero  to 
one  Andres  Dold,  now  deceased;  that  the 
same,  after  the  death  of  Andres  Dold,  was 
renewed,  and  the  note  therefor  signed  by  the 
firm.  Seventeenth.  That  he  should  pay  to 
Miguel  Salazar  a  note  for  $1,000,  which  bore 
interest  at  the  rate  of  15  per  cent,  per  annum. 
Nineteenth.  Tliat  after  said  deed  of  assign- 
ment was  made  the  said  business  was  carried 
on  for  about  a  year,  until  January  1,  1887,  In 
the  name  of  the  assignee.  However,  the 
name  of  M.  Romero  &  Co.  was  retained  as  a 
sign  over  the  door.  Romero  and  Marques 
were  employed  to  assist  at  the  business,  and 
help  manage  the  same,  and  sell  goods.  Mar- 
quez  was  the  bookkeeper,  and  goods  were 
bought  to  replenish  stock,  sometimes  by  one 
and  sometimes  by  another,  but  in  the  name 
of  the  assignee,  Manuel  Baca  y  Ortiz.  Twen- 
ty-third. That  the  firm  of  M.  Romero  &  Co. 
was  a  partnership,  and  their  indebtedness  to 
complainants  Marshall  Field  &  Co.  was  part- 
nership indebtedness.  Twenty-fourth.  Givea 
the  amount  of  goods  purchased  and  sold  dur- 
ing the  time  the  assignee  carried  on  the  busi- 
ness, and  shows  that  they  purchased  new 
goods  to  replenish  stock,  during  this  period, 
to  the  amount  of  $17,605.22.  In  the  last  con- 
clusion of  the  master,  referring  to  the  letter 
written  by  the  defendants  to  the  complain- 
ants, the  following  is  found  by  him:  "  "We 
expect  to  be  out  of  our  trouble  in  a  very  short 
time.    All  we  want  is  an  extension  of  time.* 
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This  declaration,  conpled  witb  tbe  conttna- 
ance  of  the  business,  tbe  employmmt  of  the 
defendants  by  the  assignee,  and  the  practical 
management  of  its  affairs  by  the  assignors, 
together  with  the  belief  expressed  by  the  as- 
signors that  their  assets  were  neater  than 
tbelr  liabilities,  looks  rery  much  as  thongh 
they  had  In  their  minds,  In  making  the  as- 
signment, the  Idea  that  by  gaining  time  they 
wonid  be  able  to  tide  over  their  financial 
difficulties,  and,  by  means  of  such  arrange- 
ment, hinder  and  delay  their  creditors  In 
the  collection  of  their  claims  until  such  time 
as  they  could  realize  sufficient  to  pay  up  and 
come  out  whole.  Such  an  understanding  in 
making  the  deed  would  necessarily  avoid  it" 

From  these  findings  of  facts  the  master 
concludes,  as  a  matter  of  law,  that  the  mis- 
representations made  by  the  defendants  to 
the  complainants  at  the  time  they  purchased 
the  goods;  the  fact  that  the  deed  failed  to 
specify  that  partnership  debts  should  be 
paid  out  of  partnership  property,  and  Indl- 
Tidnal  debts  out  of  individual  property;  that 
usurious  interest  was  directed  to  be  paid  on 
some  of  the  debts;  that  the  fact  that  the  de- 
fendants may  have  made  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment to  gain  time,— were  not  facts  upon 
which  he  would  undertake  to  declare  the 
deed  void.  Tarlous  exceptions  were  filed  to 
the  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law 
made  by  the  master,  which  wore,  in  the 
main,  overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  de- 
cree entered  as  above  stated,  declaring  the 
deed  valid,  and  ordering  a  dismissal  of  the 
bill.  The  correctness  of  tbe  action  of  the 
court  in  its  rulings  on  the  master's  report, 
and  entering  this  decree,  is  the  matter  now 
before  us. 

The  first  question  which  we  deem  it  proper 
to  consider  is  the  action  of  the  court  in  over- 
ruling certain  material  findings  of  the  spe- 
cial master.  Under  our  system  of  practice, 
the  reference  of  a  case  to  a  special  master, 
to  take  the  proofs  and  report  bis  findings 
thereon  to  the  court,  has  become  one  of  gen- 
eral custom  In  chancery  cases;  and  the 
growing  tendency  of  this  class  of  litigation 
has  rendered  the  system  of  reference.  In 
such  cases,  one  of  almost  absolute  necessity. 
The  master  being  vested  with  the  power  of 
taking  all  the  testimony,  and  deciding  con- 
troverted questions  of  fact  upon  conflicting 
evidence.  Is  intended  as  an  aid  to  the  court 
in  aniving  at  a  correct  conclusion  as  to  the 
rights  of  parties  in  Important  litigation.  It 
therefore  becomes  Important  to  determine 
what  effect  shall  be  given  to  the  findings 
and  conclusions  of  the  master  in  such  cases. 
The  master  appointed  by  the  court  In  a  par- 
ticular case  is  an  officer  of  the  court,  se- 
lected to  aid  In  reaching  a  conclusion  as  to 
certain  controverted  facts  refen-ed  to  blm  for 
determination.  The  court  may  refer  only 
one  branch  of  a  case  to  the  master,  or  it 
may  refer  to  him  only  some  particular  ques- 
tion upon  which  the  court  desires  to  be  ad- 
vised, or  the  court,  by  consent  of  the  parties, 


may  refer  the  entire  case  to  tbe  master, 
with  directions  to  take  the  proofs  and  re. 
port  bis  findings  and  conclusions  thereon.  In 
either  case  the  powers  and  duties  of  the 
master  are  limited  and  fixed  by  tbe  terms  of 
the  order  under  which  he  Is  appointed.  If 
the  order  of  appointment,  made  by  consent, 
as  In  this  case,  refers  the  whole  case  to  the 
master,  to  take  the  proofs  and  report  bis 
findings  thereon,  then  tbe  findings  of  tbe 
master,  in  so  far  as  they  involve  disputed 
questions  of  fact,  are  attended  by  the  same 
presumption  of  correctness  as  wonld  be  ac- 
corded to  tbe  findings  of  a  referee,  or  tbe 
special  verdict  of  a  jury.  In  the  case  of 
Klmberly  v.  Arms,  129  U.  S.  512,  9  Sup.  Ct. 
355,  the  court.  In  passing  upon  the  conclu- 
siveness of  the  findings  of  the  master  In 
chancery,  say:  "Its  findings,  like  those  of 
an  independent  tribunal,  are  to  be  taken  as 
presumptively  correct,— subject,  Indeed,  to 
be  reviewed,  under  tbe  reservation  contain- 
ed In  the  consent  and  order  of  the  court, 
when  there  has  been  manifest  error  In  tbe 
consideration  given  to  the  evidence  or  In  tbe 
application  of  the  law,  but  not  otherwise." 
In  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Schwartz,  155  TJ.  S. 
631,  15  Sup.  Ct.  237,  tbe  court.  In  speaking 
of  the  effect  of  the  findings  of  tbe  master 
upon  a  question  of  fact  under  a  consent  or- 
der, like  this,  treat  the  findings  as  they 
wonld  the  special  verdict  of  a  Jury,  or  the 
findings  of  a  referee.  "In  neither  of  these 
cases,"  says  the  court,  "Is  tbe  finding  ab- 
solutely conclusive,  as  If  there  be  no  testi- 
mony tending  to  support  It;  but  so  far  as  it 
depends  upon  conflicting  testimony  or  upon 
the  credibility  of  witnesses,  or  so  far  as  there 
Is  any  testimony  consistent  with  the  finding. 
It  must  be  treated  as  unassailable."  The 
master  sees  the  witnesses,  hears  their  tes- 
timony, has  an  c^portunity  of  observing 
their  manner  upon  the  stand,  is  not  Infre- 
quently familiar  with  the  surroundings  un- 
der which  they  may  give  their  testimony, 
and  is  better  capable  of  weighing  their  tes- 
timony and  of  reaching  a  correct  conclusion 
therefrom  than  either  the  district  or  appel- 
late court.  If,  therefore,  the  testimony  be- 
fore the  master  was  conflicting,  or  if  It  de- 
pended upon  the  credibility  of  the  witnesses, 
and  the  master  has  found  the  facts  from  this 
testimony,  his  findings  in  this  particular  are 
not  subject  to  attack,  and  are  binding  upon 
the  court,  unless  the  court,  by  an  inspection 
of  the  record,  can  discover  that  there  is  no 
testimony  to  sustain  It  The  order  of  ref- 
erence to  the  master  In  this  case  shows  It 
to  have  been  entered  without  objection.  We 
must  therefore  presume  that  the  parties 
were  in  court,  and  assented  to  it  there  be- 
ing no  objection  to  the  reference  manifest 
upon  the  record.  There  is  abundant  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  findings  of  fact  made  by 
the  master.  In  so  far,  therefore,  as  the  or- 
der of  the  court  below  sought  to  set  aside 
tijest!  findings  of  fact,  it  was  erroneous. 
The  main  question,  however,  for  our  con- 
uigiiizea  oy  >-Jv^vy-i  iC_ 
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Btderatlon,  Is  as  to  whether  the  deed  of  as- 
slgnmeiit  is  void.  It  is  contended  by  the 
complainants  that  the  assignment  is  fraud- 
ulent and  void  for  the  following  reasons: 
That  the  deed  of  assignment  conveys  to  the 
assignee  all  of  the  property,  both  of  the  firm 
and  of  its  individual  members,  and  that 
there  Is  no  direction  to  the  assignee  to  pay 
partnership  debts  out  of  partnership  funds, 
and  individual  debts  out  of  individual  funds; 
that  the  twenty-fifth  preference  provided  for 
in  the  deed  of  assignment,  of  $5,712^8,  was 
the  individual  debt  of  one  of  the  members 
of  the  firm;  that  the  assignee  is  directed  to 
pay  this  debt  out  of  the  funds;  that  It  pro- 
vided tor  the  payment  of  interest  on  certain 
indebtedness,  both  firm  and  individual,  some 
of  which  was  bearing  interest  at  an  Illegal 
rate;  that  It  provided  for  counsel  fees  for 
carrying  on  the  trust  We  have  examined  the 
deed  of  assignment  and  the  facts  which  are 
set  forth  In  this  record,  and  considered  the 
objections  assigned  by  the  complainants, 
upon  which  they  contend  the  deed  to  be 
fraudulent  and  void;  and  we  are  clearly  of 
the  opinion  that  the  matters  upon  which 
their  objections  to  the  assignment  are  urged 
are  well  founded,  and  fully  Justify  and  sus- 
tain the  position  taken.  The  clear  recitals 
set  forth  on  the  face  of  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment CMttain,  in  express  terms,  a  positive 
direction  to  the  assignee  to  apply  the  funds 
of  the  firm  to  the  payment  of  supposed  debts 
and  obligations  for  which  the  firm  were  not 
in  any  way  liable.  To  sustain  this  deed  of 
assignment  can  but  inevitably  result  in 
charging  the  individual  debts  of  Margarito 
Romero  against  the  firm  of  M.  Romero  & 
Co.,  set  forth  In  the  deed  of  assignment,  and 
entitle  this  individual  creditor  to  share  in 
the  distribution  of  the  firm  property,  as  a 
preferred  creditor,  to  the  exclusion  of  the 
complainants,  as  creditors  of  the  firm.  The 
effect  of  such  a  result  is  apparent,  as  it  leads 
to  the  fraudulent  and  Illegal  appropriation 
of  the  firm  assets  to  the  payment  of  Individ- 
ual obligations  of  a  member  of  the  firm; 
and  this  must  clearly  have  been  the  Intent 
and  purpose  of  the  parties  to  this  deed,  at 
the  time  of  its  execution.  A  firm  of  debtors, 
in  failing  circumstances,  finding  tliemselves 
pressed  by  vigilant  creditors,  and  unable  to 
meet  their  liabilities  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  business,  as  they  mature,  have  no  right, 
either  legal  or  moral,  to  assign  and  pledge 
the  property  of  the  firm  to  the  payment  of 
the  Individual  obligations  of  one  of  its  mem- 
bers, to  the  exclusion  of  the  rights  of  firm 
creditors.  Under  such  circumstances  the 
law  declares  that  the  property  left  in  the 
hands  of  the  failing  debtor  is  a  trust  fund, 
to  which  the  firm  creditors  may  look,  and 
out  of  which  they  have  a  prior  and  perman- 
ent right  to  be  first  paid,  and  any  attempt 
on  the  part  of  the  debtor  to  divert  this 
property  or  fund  from  the  channel  in  which 
the  law  has  placed  it  is  a  fraud  upon  the 
rights  of  firm  creditors  which  Justly   calls 


for  the  Interposition  of  a  court  of  equity. 
In  the  case  of  Burtus  v.  Tisdall,  4  Barb. 
588,  the  court  say:  "It  is  clearly  settled 
that  the  Joint  creditors  have  the  first  equit- 
able claim  upon  the  whole  for  the  satisfac- 
tion of  their  debts.  Sometimes  the  c(q>art- 
ership  is  called  a  trust  fund'  for  the  benefit 
of  credit<H«,  and  sometimes  it  has  been  said 
that  the  copartnership  creditors  have  a  lien, 
or  a  quasi  lien,  upon  it;  but,  whatever  may 
be  the  exact  nature  or  extent  of  these  rights. 
It  Is  certain  that  the  Joint  debts  have  a 
claim  to  priority  at  payment  out  of  the  whole 
of  the  Joint  funds."  In  Pars.  Partn.  p.  253, 
he  says:  "It  la  the  universal  rule,  founded 
upon  obvious  Justice,  that  the  creditors  of  a 
firm  are  exclusively  entitled  to  all  of  the 
assets  of  the  firm  until  their  debts  are  paid." 
Chancellor  Kent,  in  volume  3  <tf  his  Com- 
mentaries, at  page  64,  says:  "So  far  as  the 
partnership  property  has  been  acquired  by 
means  of  partnership  debts,  these  debts 
have.  In  equity,  a  priority  of  claim  to  be 
discharged;  and  the  separate  creditors  are 
only  entitled,  in  equity,  to  seek  payment 
from  the  surplus  of  the  Joint  fund  after  the 
satisfaction  of  the  Joint  debts."  The  funds 
and  property  of  a  partnership  firm,  on  its 
failure  or  dissolution,  must  first  be  applied 
to  the  payment  of  partnership  debts,  and 
cannot  be  applied  to  the  settlement  of  in- 
dividual debts  until  all  of  the  firm  creditors 
are  paid.  Muir  t.  Leitcb,  7  Barb.  348;  Kodg- 
ers  T.  Meninda,  7  Ohio  St.  170;  MurriU  v: 
NelU,  8  How.  426.  Every  sale  or  convey- 
ance of  copartnership  property  made  by  an 
Insolvent  firm  for  the  purpose  of  diverting 
the  property  from  the  payment  of  partner- 
ship debts,  and  applying  it  to  the  payment 
of  demands  against  one  of  the  partners,  is 
void  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  firm.  Mead  v. 
Phillips,  1  Sandf.  Ch.  85;  Lester  ▼.  Abbott, 
28  How.  Prac.  488;  Person  v.  Monroe,  21 
N.  H.  468;  De  Wolf  V.  Manufacturing  Co., 
49  Conn.  282.  In  the  last  case  the  court  held 
the  deed  fraudulent  and  void  because  of  the 
fact  tliat  it  conveyed  both  the  firm  and  In- 
dividual property,  and  contained  a  provision 
authorizing  the  payment  of  the  debts  of  the 
individual  members  of  the  firm  out  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  property  of  the  firm.  In 
speaking  upon  this  subject  the  court,  in 
rendering  the  opinion  in  that  case,  say: 
"The  obvious  effect  of  these  proceedings,  if 
they  should  be  sustained,  would  be  to  charge 
the  debts  of  Amasa  Sprague  and  William 
Sprague,  partnership  and  Individual,  or  such 
of  tliem  as  were  due  to  creditors  who  as- 
sented to  the  terms  of  the  deed  In  the  man- 
ner and  within  the  time  prescribed  by  its 
conditions,  upon  the  property  of  the  A.  & 
W.  Sprague  Manufacturing  Company,  de- 
scribed in  the  deed,  and  entitled  those  credit- 
ors to  share  in  the  distribution  of  that 
property,  or  Its  avails  pro  rata  with  the  as- 
senting creditors  of  the  company,  to  the  ex- 
clusion of  the  plaintiff  and  all  the  other 
nonassenting     creditors.      And     this     effect 
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TToold  be  In  accordance  with  the  manifest 
Intention  and  pnrpoBe  of  the  parties  to  the 
deed.  There  can  be  no  question,  therefore, 
that  the  deed  was  executed  by  the  company, 
and  by  the  Spragues,  who  Joined  them  in  its 
execution,  with  the  intent  and  purpose  to  liin- 
der,  delay,  and  defraud  the  creditors  of  the 
company,  unless  it  was  divested  of  its  fraud- 
ulent character  by  the  circumstances  that  It 
embraces  the  partnership  property  of  A.  &, 
W.  Sprague,  and  the  Indlrldual  property  of 
the  partners,  Amasa  Sprague  and  William 
Sprague,  and  the  property  of  Mary  Sprague 
and  Fanny  Sprague.  But  the  deed  was  not 
divested  by  that  circumstance  of  its  fraudu- 
lent character." 

This  deed  also  contains  a  dhrection  to  the 
"assignee  to  pay  the  taxes  that  were,  or 
might  lawfully  be,  assessed  against  the  said 
firm  and  the  said  partners,  respectively." 
This,  as  we  understand  it.  Is  a  direct  author- 
ity to  this  assignee  to  apply  the  funds  of 
this  insolvent  partnership  to  the  payment  of 
taxes  for  which  the  Individual  members  of 
the  firm,  only,  were  liable  upon  their  indi- 
vidual property,  before  the  partnership  debts 
w^ere  satisfied.  Under  the  authorities  above 
cited,  this  was  a  violation  of  the  law,  under 
which  the  assets  of  an  Insolvent  firm  must 
be  distributed  among  the  creditors  of  the 
firm.  The  individual  members  have  no  claim 
upon  the  partnership  assets  until  all  the  cred- 
itors are  satisfied.  The  authority  of  the  as- 
signee to  use  the  partnership  funds  to  pay 
taxes  on  the  property  of  its  individual  mem- 
bers was  the  application  of  the  firm  assets 
to  the  benefit  of  Its  individual  members  be- 
fore the  iiayment  of  the  partnership  liabili- 
ties, and  constitutes  a  fraud  upon  firm  cred- 
itors. 

Another  provision  contained  in  this  assign- 
ment, which,  it  is  contended,  affects  its  valid- 
ity, is  the  direction  to  the  assignee  "to  pay 
ell  Just  and  reasonable  costs,  expenses,  chai'- 
ges,  and  commissions  of  carrying  Into  effect 
the  trust  hereby  created,  including  reasona- 
ble counsel  fees."  While  strong  authority 
has  been  offered  by  counsel  to  sustain  their 
attack  on  this  clause  of  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment, yet,  In  view  of  the  conclusions  reach- 
ed on  other  points,  we  do  not  deem  it  neces- 
sary to  a  proper  disposition  of  the  case  to 
pass  niwn  this  question. 

We  pass  now  to  the  consideration  of  the 
findings  of  the  master  as  to  the  facts  pre- 
ceding, connected  with,  and  subsequent  to 
the  assignment,  and  the  conduct  of  the  as- 
signors and  the  assignee  in  the  management 
of  the  estate  under  the  deed.  The  master 
found  that  the  statements  and  representa- 
tions made  by  M.  Romero  &  Co.  to  the  com- 
plainants Marshall  Field  &  Co.,  wherein  they 
stated  the  assets  of  the  firm  of  M.  Romero 
&  Company  to  be  f  75,650,  and  the  indebted- 
ness of  that  firm  as  being  $35,000,  leaving  a 
surplus  of  $40,C50,  were  untnie;  that  the 
goods  were  sold  and  delivered,  and  the  cred- 
it extended,  by  the  complainants  to  the  de- 


fendants, upon  the  faith  of  those  representa- 
tions. The  master  found  that  the  business 
was  carried  on  by  the  assignee  for  about  a 
year  after  the  assignment  as  it  was  before; 
that  the  name  "M.  Romero  &  Company"  re- 
mained over  the  door;  that  new  goods  were 
bought  "to  replenish  stock,  sometimes  by 
one,  and  sometimes  by  another."  In  his 
twenty-fourth  finding  the  master  finds  that 
there  were  purchases  made  of  new  goods, 
to  the  value  of  $17,605.22,  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  goods  in  stock.  In  his 
last  conclusion  the  master  finas,  in  speaking 
of  the  representations  made  by  the  defend- 
ants to  the  complainants  at  the  time  of  the 
purchase  of  the  goods,  and  in  speaking  of 
the  letter  written  by  the  defendants  to  the 
complainants  Immediately  after  the  assign- 
ment was  made,  that  "it  loolcs  very  much 
as  if  they  had  In  their  minds,  in  making  the 
assignment,  the  idea  that  by  gaining  time 
they  would  be  able  to  tide  over  their  finan- 
cial difficulties,  and,  by  means  of  such  ar- 
rangement, hinder  and  delay  their  creditors 
in  the  collection  of  their  claims  until  such 
time  as  they  could  realize  sufficient  to  pay 
up  and  come  out  whole."  Such  arrange- 
ment in  the  making  of  the  deed  would  nec- 
essarily avoid  it.  Although  the  master  found 
these  facts,  he  concluded,  as  a  matter  of 
law,  that  they  were  not  sufficient  to  avoid 
the  deed,  and  it  was  held  by  him  to  be  good. 
While,  under  the  rule  adopted,  a  strong  pre- 
sumption exists  in  favor  of  the  correctness 
of  the  report  of  the  master,  in  the  findings 
made  by  him  upon  a  disputed  question  of 
factiiand  they  will  not  be  disturbed  if  there  be 
evidence  to  sustain  them,  yet  it  the  master 
has  incorrectly  applied  the  law  to  the  facts, 
the  court,  in  the  exercise  of  its  superintend- 
ing power,  will  correct  the  error.  Applying 
what  we  conceive  to  be  the  correct  princi- 
ples of  law  to  the  facts,  as  found  by  thu 
master,  the  inevitable  conclusion  is  that  this 
assignment  was  fraudulent  In  fact,  and 
made  with  an  Intent  to  hinder,  delay,  and 
defraud  the  creditors  of  the  assignors.  la 
Forbes  v.  Waller,  25  N.  Y.  430,  the  court 
say,  "The  use  that  was  made  of  the  assign- 
ment, and  the  acts  of  the  parties  thereunder, 
must  furnish  the  data  to  Judge  of  the  intent 
and  motives  under  which  it  was  executed." 
Take  the  fact  that  the  defendants  obtained 
these  goods  and  the  extension  of  credit  from 
the  complainants  by  false  repre.<;entation; 
take  the  language  of  the  assignors,  as  con- 
tained In  their  letter  addressed  to  the  com- 
plainants after  the  assignment,  that  "We 
expect  to  be  out  of  our  troubles  soon.  All 
we  want  is  an  extension  of  time,"— and  they 
furnished  a  motive  for  this  transfer  vthlch 
the  law  declares  Illegal.  An  Insolvent  and 
failing  partnership  debtor,  In  order  to  force 
Its  unwilling  creditors  into  an  Indulgence, 
has  no  right  to  place  Its  property  beyond  the 
reach  of  execution,  and,  under  the  cloak  of 
a  fraudulent  assignment,  deprive  them  of 
the  legitimate  means  ^^q^  t|»%^lRSv«g^ 
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th«ni  for  the  collection  of  tbeir  claims 
against  a  firm.  Van  Nest  t.  Yoe,  1  Sandf. 
Cb.  8;  Kellogg  v.  Slawson,  15  Barb.  56; 
Gardner  t.  Bank,  96  111.  288.  In  tlie  last 
case  the  court  use  this  language:  "The  pla- 
cing of  property  in  the  hands  of  an  assignee 
for  any  other  purpose  than  to  distribute  It, 
or  its  proceeds,  among  creditors,  Is  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  as  to  creditors.  If  made  to 
procure  time,  or  for  the  benefit  of  the  as- 
signor. It  Is  fraudulent."  In  the  case  of 
Vernon  v.  Morton,  8  Dana,  263,  the  court 
said:  "And  again,  when  It  appears  upon  the 
face  of  the  deed  of  trust  that  the  motives 
for  making  It  were  to  prevent  a  sacrifice  of  the 
property,  a  bad  motive  is  shown,— a  motive 
to  obstruct  the  ordinary  process  of  law,  or 
the  subjection  of  the  property  to  the  pay- 
ment of  debts,— which  vitiates  the  whole 
deed."  See,  also,  Nesbitt  v.  Dlgby,  13  111. 
387;  Phelps  v.  Curts,  80  111.  113. 

Another  fact  connected  with  this  assign- 
ment, which  is  found  by  the  master,  and 
which  shows  the  fraudulent  character  of 
this  deed,  is  "the  continuance  of  the  busi- 
ness, and  the  practical  management  of  af- 
fairs by  the  assignors."  Their  employment 
In  the  store;  the  buying  of  new  goods  "to 
replenish  stock,"  sometimes  by  the  assign- 
ors, and  sometimes  by  the  assig^nee,  until 
$17,605.22  of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  of 
goods  had  been  expended  in  the  purchase  of 
new  goods;  the  continuance  of  the  business 
at  the  same  place  under  the  old  sign  of  the 
firm,— are  facts  which,  If  standing  alone  in 
this  case,  would  stamp  the  assignment  as  a 
fraudulent  conveyance,  and  render  the  deed 
invalid,  as  to  creditors.  When  an  assign- 
ment of  a  stock  In  trade  is  made  for  the  ben- 
efit of  creditors,  as  in  this  case,  the  law  re- 
quires reality  and  good  faith  In  all  the  par- 
ties connected  with  the  transaction,  and  not 
a  sham  and  a  pretense.  The  assignor  must, 
in  good  faith,  part  with  the  possession,  man- 
agement, and  control  of  the  stock  and  busi- 
ness to  the  assignee,  who  must  speedily,  and 
with  honest  care,  reduce  the  stock  to  cash, 
and  distribute  it  to  the  creditors.  In  the 
case  of  Levy's  Accounting,  1  Abb.  N.  C.  p. 
186,  the  court  used  this  language:  "The  idea 
that  a  general  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
creditors  can,  in  the  exercise  of  any  proper 
discretion  imposed  upon  him  by  virtue  of 
the  assignment,  proceed  to  conduct  and 
carry  on  the  previous  business  of  the  assign- 
or so  long  as  he  pleases,  or  do  any  act  in 
respect  thereto  except  such  as  tends  to  the 
most  speedy  conversion  of  the  assigned  es- 
tate into  cash,  is  wholly  untenable;  and  the 
acts  of  the  assignee  tending  to  any  other  re- 
sult are  In  fraud  of  the  creditor,  in  hinder- 
ing and  delaying  him  in  the  realization  of 
what  is  Justly  due  htm,  cither  from  his 
debtor  or  the  assigned  estate."  And  when 
a  stock  of  goods  in  a  retail  business  Is  as- 
signed the  assignee  cannot  continue  the 
business  and  retail  the  goods  as  before,  with 
*iie  view   of   obtaining  higher  prices,  but 


must  sell  them  at  oncft.  It  is  even  held  a 
breach  of  trust  for  the  assiiraee  to  delay  the 
sale  of  the  property  for  the  purpose  of  retail- 
ing It  at  a  higher  price.  See,  also,  ELart  ▼. 
Crane,  7  Paige,  37;  Dunham  v.  Waterman, 
17  N.  T.  9;  Bank  v.  Inloes,  7  MdL  380. 

It  is  clear,  therefore,  that  in  whatever 
light  we  view  this  transaction,— whether  we 
consider  the  provisions  and  terms  as  con- 
tained on  the  face  of  the  deed  of  assign- 
ment, or  whether  we  view  it  from  the  con- 
duct of  the  parties  prior  to,  at  the  time,  and 
subsequent  to  its  execution,  with  the  facts 
and  circumstances  connected  with  their 
management  of  the  property  under  the  deed, 
as  found  by  the  master,  we  must  reach  the 
conclusion  that  the  assignment  was  fraudu- 
lent and  void,  as  to  creditors  of  the  firm. 
The  decree  of  the  court  below  will  be  set 
aside,  and  the  cause  reversed  and  remanded 
with  directions  to  the  conrt.be'.ow  to  enter 
a  decree  canceling  and  seitmg  aside  the 
deed  of  assignment,  and  for  such  other  or- 
ders as  may  be  necessary. 

SMITH,  0.  J.,  and  COLLIBB  and  LADGH- 
LIN,  JJ..  concur. 


(T  N.  M.  <S0) 

OAK  GBOVE  &  SIEBBA  VBBDB  CATTLE 

CO.  V.  FOSTEfi. 

(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  24, 

1895.) 

COKPOKITIOMS —  AUTBORITT  OP  TbEABUKIB  —  AO- 
TIOK  OX  NOTK— PlBADIKO— EVIDBKCB 

— Bona  Fidb  Holder. 

1.  The  treasurer  of  a  corporation  is  not  such 
an  officer  as  is  vested  with  implied  power  to 
make  negotiable  paper  in  its  name. 

2.  Under  Comp.  Laws,  g  1922,  declaring  that 
the  "due  execution  and  genuineness"  of  a  writ- 
ten instrument  made  a  part  of  a  pleading  is  ad- 
mitted by  the  opposite  party  unless  he  denies 
the  same  under  oath  "in  another  pleading  or 
writing"  filed  in  the  cause,  it  is  reversible  error, 
in  an  action  against  a  corporation  on  a  note  ex- 
ecuted by  its  treasurer,  to  strike  out  a  plea  deny- 
ing execution  of  the  note  by  the  defendant,  or 
by  any  one  authorized  by  it,  and  verified  by  its 
nresiilent. 

3.  In  an  action  against  a  corporation  on  a 
note  executed  by  its  treasurer  without  express 
authority,  evidence  that  the  treasurer  had  nev- 
er executed  other  notes  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
defendant  previous  to  the  one  in  suit  is  admis- 
sible. 

4.  On  snit  by  a  bank  against  a  corporation 
on  its  note,  it  appeared  that  the  note  was  ex- 
ecuted by  the  treasurer  of  the  defendant,  wiio 
was  also  president  of  plaintiff,  without  author- 
ity, in  consideration  of  the  transfer  to  his  per- 
sonal account  of  an  acceptance  of  a  third  per- 
son, given  as  collateral  security  for  a  loan,  and 
that  the  said  president,  acting  for  the  discount 
committee  of  the  bank,  discounted  the  same, 
and  credited  it  on  such  personal  acceptance. 
Hdd,  that  the  bank  was  not  a  holder  for  value 
without  notice. 

Error  to  district  court,  Grant  county;  be- 
fore Justice  Fall. 

Action  by  B.  L.  Foster,  receiver,  against 
the  Oak  Grove  &  Sierra  Verde  Cattle  Com- 
pany on  a  promissory  note.  From  a  judg- 
ment for  plalntm,  defendant  brings  erroi: 
Reversed. 
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This  was  an  actton  in  asBumpslt  by  tbe 
defendant  la  error,  as  receiver  of  the  First 
National  Bank  ot  Deming,  against  plaintiff 
In  error,  upon  the  following  promissory  note: 
•■^,000.  Demlng,  New  Mexico,  Dec.  1,  1892. 
On  March  1st  after  date,  we  jointly  and  sev- 
erally promise  to  pay  to  the  order  of  the 
First  National  Banlc  six  thousand  no/io« 
dollars,  at  the  First  National  Bank  of  Dem- 
lng, with  interest  at  the  rate  of  one  per  cent, 
per  month  from  Jany.  Ist,  1892,  until  paid. 
Value  received.  And  In  event  of  a  suit  to 
enforce  the  collection  of  this  note,  or  any 
portion  thereof,  we  further  agree  to  pay  the 
additional  sum  of  ten  per  cent,  upon  the 
amount  found  due,  as  attorney's  fees  In 
said  suit  The  Oak  Grove  and  Sierra  Verde 
Cattle  Co.,  per  O.  H.  Dane,  Treasurer.  No. 
1,598.  ?6,000.  Due  Mar.  1, 18»2."  The  declara- 
tion claimed  that  amount,  with  interest  and 
10  per  cent,  as  attorney's  fees,  and  was 
made  returnable  to  the  Noveml)er,  1893, 
term  of^ld  district  court  At  this  term  de- 
fendant filed  a  plea  "that  the  note  upon 
which  plaintifTs  action  is  founded  was  not 
executed  by  it,  the  defendant,  or  by  any  one 
authorized  to  bind  it  in  the  premises,"  and 
to  this  plea  is  an  affidavit  that  "T.  F.  Con- 
way, agent  for  said  defendant  in  this  I>etialf, 
makes  oath  that  the  almve  plea  is  true."  At 
said  term  the  record  shows  the  following: 
"Now,  by  order  of  the  court,  the  defendant 
herein  is  granted  leave  to  plead  over  In  this 
cause.  And  now  the  court  overruled  plain- 
tUTs  motion  to  strike  out  the  pleas  hereto- 
fore filed  herein."  At  the  April,  1894,  term 
of  said  court  there  was  filed  plea  of  general 
issue  and  special  pleas,  both  concluding  ta 
the  country.  The  first  special  plea  alleged 
that  defendant  "did  not  execute,"  and  that  it 
"did  not  authorize  any  peraon  to  execut''^ 
the  said  promissory  note"  for  it  or  in  its  be- 
half. To  these  pleas  was  annexed  the  affi- 
davit of  Henry  W.  Bishop,  as  president  of 
defendant  corporation,  "that  said  defendant 
never  authorized  any  person  to  execute  said 
promissory  note  for  It  or  in  its  behalf;  that 
said  defendant  never  ratified  the  execution 
of  said  promissory  note;  and  that  I  have 
read  the  foregoing  pleas  by  the  said  defend- 
ant above  pleaded,  and  know  the  contents 
thereof,  and  tliat  the  same  is  true  in  sub- 
stance and  in  fact.  So  help  me  God."  Issue 
was  joined  on  these  pleas  as  follows:  "And 
the  said  plaintiff,  to  the  pleas  respectively 
of  the  said  defendant  company,  whereof 
said  defendant  puts  itself  upiHi  the  country, 
doth  the  like."  At  a  later  day  of  the  term 
two  additional  pleas  were  filed,  both  con- 
eluding  with  a  verification,  and  neither 
sworn  to.  The  flrat,  in  substance,  alleged 
that  tbe  note  was  obtained  by  fraud  and 
circumvention,  in  that  C.  H.  Dane,  l)eing 
treasurer  of  defendant  corporation,  made 
and  gave  said  note  without  consideration, 
and  the  bank,  well  knowing  Dane  had  no 
authority  to  execute  said  note,  accepted  the 
same  as  the  note  of  Dane^  and  not  of  de- 


fendant The  other  additional  plea  alleged 
that  Dane  signed  the  note  without  authority, 
and  delivered  same  to  the  bank  without 
consideration,  either  to  Dane  or  defendant, 
as  to  which  the  bank  had  notice,  and  such 
delivery  was  for  the  purpose  of  entering  up- 
on the  books  of  the  bank  said  note  as  a  fic- 
titious credit  and  asset  of  said  bank.  Plain- 
tiff moved  to  strike  out  the  second,  third, 
and  fourth  pleas,  because  the  second  plea  is 
applicable  only  to  actions  upon  Instruments 
under  seal;  because  the  matter  in  the  third 
may  be  shown  under  plea  of  general  issue; 
and  the  same  as  to  the  foiurtb,  if  they 
make  any  defense.  The  court  below  sus- 
tained the  motion  as  to  all  three  of  said 
pleas,  and  the  cause  proceeded  to  trial,  as 
may  be  inferred,  though  not  definitely  shown, 
upon  the  "swoAi  plea  of  the  general  issue." 
Over  the  objectiim  of  defendant  that  the 
note,  "undM  the  sworn  plea  of  the  general 
issue,  cannot  be  introduced  except  its  execu- 
tion be  flrat  proven,"  the  court  admitted  the 
note  in  evidence;  and  It  being  admitted  that 
plaintiff  is  receiver,  etc.,  and  the  suit  prop- 
erly brought,  plaintiff  rested  Its  case.  The 
defense  introduced  as  a  witness  F.  H.  Sie- 
liold,  who  was  cashier  of  the  bank  at  the 
time  that  the  note  was  given,  who  testified, 
in  effect:  That  the  note  came  Into  the  bank 
January  7,  1892.  That  at  the  time  Dane 
was  president  and  director  of  the  bank. 
That  he  never  saw  the  note  made.  That, 
on  the  books  of  the  bank,  bills  receivable 
was  charged  with  $G,000,  and  the  number 
1,032,  standing  for  acceptance  of  $20,000 
given  by  Masterson  on  HuUer,  was  credited 
with  $10,500,  being  $6,000,  amount  of  this 
note,  and  another  item  of  $4,500.  The  ac- 
ceptance was  entered  on  the  books  October 
5,  1891,  and,  being  $10,000  over  the  limit  that 
the  bank  (l)eing  capitalized  for  $100,000) 
could  loan  to  any  one  individually,  Dane  had 
to  reduce  this  overllmit  paper  because  the 
t>ank  examiner  was  expected  along  very 
soon.  Ttiis  $6,000  was  given  as  part  pay- 
ment to  reduce  this  overllmit  paper,  "Q. 
Was  it  credited  on  the  $20,000  acceptance 
In  any  way?  A.  Yes,  sir.  On  one  account." 
This  acceptance  was  drawn  by  Masteraon, 
accepted  by  HuUer,  and  used  by  Masterson 
as  collateral  security.  Dane  took  the  col- 
lateral security,  put  it  in  bills  receivable  on 
or  about  October  6,  1891,  as  his  Individual 
paper,  and  got  from  the  bank  the  value  of 
$20,000  for  the  acceptance.  The  following 
question  and  answer  was  asked  and  given: 
"Q.  The  $6,000  note,  then,  was  useu  by  Mr. 
Dane  to  reduce  his  peraonal  liability  on  the 
$20,000  acceptance  to  the  bank?  A.  Yes, 
sir."  Plaintiff  moved  to  strike  out  the  testi- 
mony as  to  the  fact  of  Dane  using  this 
money  personally,  which  was  sustained,  and 
exception  taken,  but  the  testimony  was  al- 
lowed to  stand  "as  to  the  consideration  for 
tbe  note"  and  "as  to  tbe  proceeds  of  the 
note."  It  is  dilHcult  to  gather  from  the  tes- 
timony whether  the  witness  meant  to  sajr 
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the  acceptance  which  was  given  as  collateral 
security,  which  was  reduced  by  the  $8,000 
note,  or  whether  the  Indebtedness  of  Dane, 
which  purported  to  be  reduced  by  the  ac- 
ceptance, was  so  reduced;  but  It  Is  taken 
that  the  Indebtedness  was  reduced,  as  the 
collateral  did  not  belong  to  the  bank,  and 
would  not  hare  been  reduced  If  It  had. 
These  questions  were  asked:  "Q.  In  the  reg- 
ular course  of  business  In  the  Deming  Bank 
at  the  time  you  were  cashier,  who  attended 
to  the  discounting  paper?  A.  Mr.  Dane.  Q. 
That  bank  had  a  discount  committee,  didn't 
it?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  How  many  members? 
A.  Three.  Q.  Directors?  A.  Three  direct- 
ors. Q.  Under  the  by-laws  of  the  bank, 
whose  duty  was  it  to  pass  on  the  dlscotmted 
notes,  loans,  etc.?  A.  The  discount  commit- 
tee. Q.  Who  actually  acted?  A.  Mr.  Dane. 
Q.  Did  you  hare  anything  to  do  with  the 
discount  of  any  notes?  A.  No,  sir.  Mr. 
I>ane  had  an  account  with  the  bank  as  treas- 
urer of  defendant  company,  and  checked 
against  It  from  time  to  time.  Q.  Did  Mr. 
Dane,  as  treasurer,  execute  or  discount  in 
your  bank,  the  First  NatlMial  Bank  of  Dem- 
ing, a  note  of  the  Oak  Orove  &  Sierra  Verde 
Cattle  Company,  prerious  to  this?"  This 
question  being  objected  to  as  incompetent. 
Immaterial,  and  irrelevant,  objection  was 
sustained,  and  exception  noted.  The  wit- 
ness stated  that  no  consideration  passed  out 
of  the  bank  for  the  note.  Other  testimony 
was  offered  by  the  defendant  as  to  by-laws, 
but  was  ruled  out,  and  the  court  Instructed 
the  Jury  to  And  a  verdict  for  amount  of  note, 
interest,  and  attorney's  fees.  Motion  for 
new  trial  being  made  and  overruled,  the 
case  Is  here  by  writ  of  error. 

G.  D.  Bantz  and  A.  A.  Jones,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error.  H.  B.  Pergusson,  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

COL.LIER,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  The 
assignments  of  error  which  will  be  noticed 
in  this  opinion  are  that  the  court  below 
erred  in  striking  out  the  second,  third,  and 
fourth  pleas;  in  admitting  in  evidence  the 
promissory  note  upon  which  the  action  was 
founded;  in  excluding  legal  and  competent 
evidence;  and  in  instructing  the  Jury  to  And 
for  the  plaintiff. 

In  considering  the  question  of  striking  out 
the  pleas,  we  will  take  it  that  the  first 
pica  was  regarded  by  the  court  and  counsel 
at  the  trial  as  not  being  in  the  case,  and 
that  of  tlie  four  other  picas  the  three  last 
were  stricken  out  by  the  court,  thus  leaving 
what  the  counsel  for  the  defendant  in  the 
court  below,  plaintiff  in  error  here,  denomi- 
nated "sworn  plea  of  the  general  Issue." 
The  question  of  striking  out  the  third  and 
fourth  pleas  is  perhaps  easily  disposed  of  by 
saying  that,  as  these  pleas  merely  set  up 
want  of  consideration,  evidence  as  to  that 
may  be  given  under  the  general  issue. 

The  second  plea,  which  denies  that  the  de- 
fendant either  executed  the  note  sued  on 


or  autborijced  any  person  to  execute  It  In  Its 
behalf,  and  Is  verlOed  by  the  affidavit  of 
the  president  of  the  defendant  company, 
was  stricken  out  upon  the  ground  that  such 
a  plea  was  only  applicable  to  Instruments 
under  seal.  This  question  requires  a  more  ex- 
tended consideration.  The  particular  grotmd 
stated  In  the  motion  for  striking  out  the 
second  plea  Is  that  such  plea  is  applicable 
only  to  actions  upon  Instruments  under  seal; 
and  this,  we  think,  was  so  decided  In  Luna 
▼.  Mohr,  3  N.  M.  60,  1  Pac.  860.  It  cannot 
be  gathered  from  the  opinion  In  that  case 
whether  section  1922,  enacted  in  1882,  was 
in  force  at  the  time  of  the  filing  of  the  plea 
of  non  est  factum,  but  there  Is  not  in  th« 
oplulon  any  reference  whatever  to  said  sec- 
tion. Section  1922  enables  either  party,  plain- 
tiff or  defendant,  to  take  as  admitted  by 
the  other  party  the  genuineness  and  due 
execution  of  any  written  Instrument  referred 
to  in  a  pleading,  where  it  or  a  copy  Is  Incor- 
porated In  or  attached  to  such  pleading,  un- 
less In  another  pleading  or  writing  filed  in 
the  cause  the  opposite  party  denies  the  same 
under  oath.  If,  under  the  rules  of  evidence, 
"genuineness  and  due  execution"  would  have 
to  be  proven  as  to  the  particular  written  In- 
strument referred  to  and  attached  to  the 
pleading,  this  necessity  would  be  obviated 
by  there  not  being  a  denial  of  the  same  un- 
der oath.  If,  however,  under  the  roles  of 
evidence,  "genuineness  and  due  execution" 
Is  not  necessary  to  be  proven  before  the  in- 
strument can  be  admitted  In  evidence,  a  de- 
nial under  oath  could  not  impose  a  condition 
of  admissibility  that  did  not  before  exist. 
For  example,  if  an  action  is  brought  upon 
a  promissory  note  purporting  to  be  signed 
by  the  defendant,  a  denial  under  oath  of  the 
genuineness  and  due  execution  would  not 
take  the  place  of  section  1914,  Comp.  Laws, 
which  provides:  "When  any  party  to  a  suit, 
either  as  principal  or  security,  or  indorser, 
founded  on  any  written  instrument,  covenant 
or  agreement  whatever,  shall  deny  his  sig- 
nature, he  shall  do  the  same  under  oath." 
The  denial  referred  to  In  section  1922  would 
be  merely  inapplicable  in  that  kind  of  & 
case,  so  far  as  genuineness  and  due  execu- 
tion are  concerned.  Was  It  applicable,  how- 
ever, in  the  case  at  bar,  for  this  purpose?, 
The  note  sued  on  purported  to  be  the  obliga- 
tion of  an  artificial  person,  a  corporation, 
executed  by  Its  officer,  having  requisite  au- 
thority. As  such,  plaintiff  brought  suit  upon 
it.  lie  must  be  held  to  have  averred  the  gen- 
uineness and  due  execution  of  that  note, 
and,  Inasmuch  as  there  Is  annexed  to  the 
declaration  what  purports  to  be  a  copy  of 
the  note  Itself,  such  genuineness  and  due 
execution  could  be  taken  as  admitted,  unless 
denied  under  oath.  This  would  be  as  much 
the  case  as  if  Blchard  Boe  were  sued  upon 
a  promissory  note  signed  "Richard  Roe,  per 
John  Jones,  agent";  and  neither  case  might 
be  met  by  a  denial  of  making  signature.  We 
bold,  therefore^  that  the  second  plea,  being 
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Bwom  to,  constituted  a  denial  under  oath, 
contemplated  by  section  1922,  and  the  court 
erred  In  sustaining  the  motion  to  strike  the 
same  oat  We  do  not  hold  that  a  plea  was 
strictly  necessaiy,  but  think  that  the  statute 
wonld  be  satisfied  by  an  affldarlt  denying 
genuineness  and  due  execution,  its  office 
being  merely  to  preyent  an  admission  of 
genuineness  and  due  execution  arising.  The 
denial  may  be  "in  a  pleading  or  writing  filed 
in  the  cause."  Any  mode  Is  snfflcient,  so 
that  the  denial  is  under  oath.  Is  this  re- 
versible error? 

This  Inquiry  InTolves  at  least  two  consid- 
erations. If  the  treasurer,  who  signed  the 
note.  Is  not  such  officer  of  a  corporation  as 
makes  his  signing  a  promissory  note  pre- 
sumptively or  prima  fade  the  act  of  the  cor- 
poration, then  the  burden  of  showing  that 
he  acted  with  authority  is  upon  the  plaintiff. 
If  a  treasurer  of  a  corporation  is  such  an 
officer  as  is  vested  with  implied  power  to 
make  negotiable  paper  in  its  name,  then  the 
burden  is  on  the  defendant  to  show  the  want 
of  such  authority  in  a  particular  case;  and 
the  denial  under  oath  required  by  section 
1922  merely  leaves  the  parties  to  make  out 
their  case  under  the  ordinary  rules  of  evi- 
dence. In  Fifth  Ward  Sav.  Bank  v.  First 
Kat.  Bank  (N.  J.  Err.  &  App.)  7  AO.  318, 
It  is  held  that  a  treasurer  of  a  savings  bank 
bad  no  authority  or  power  virtute  (^cii  to 
borrow  money  for  the  savings  bank  and 
give  its  notes  or  pledge  its  security  in  pay- 
ment. It  is  also  stated  in  Daniel,  Neg.  Inst. 
{  304,  citing  Torrey  v.  Association,  5  Allen, 
327,  that  the  treasurer  of  a  corporation  Is 
not  such  an  officer  as  is  vested  with  implied 
power  to  make  negotiable  paper  in  Its  name. 
In  Re  Great  Western  Tel.  Co.,  5  Biss.  303, 
Fed.  Gas.  No.  5,739,  It  is  staled  that  usage 
may  authorize  the  treasurer  of  a  corporation 
to  bind  it  by  a  promissory  note,  plainly  im- 
plying that  otherwise  he  could  not.  This 
also  we  understand  to  be  the  rule  laid  down 
by  5Ior.  Prlv.  Corp.  i  251,  and  that  such  prin- 
ciple Is  well  established.  In  Craft  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  130  Mass.  207,  22  N.  E.  920,  It  Is 
stated  that,  whatever  may  be  true  of  trading 
corporations,  there  is  nothing  in  the  nature 
of  the  business  of  a  horse-railroad  corpora- 
tion, or  of  the  duties  of  a  treasurer  of  such 
a  eorpor.atlon,  which  Implies  that  the  treas- 
urer, by  virtue  of  his  office,  has  authority  to 
borrow  money  for  the  company,  or  give  Its 
notes  therefor.  By  reference  to  Monument 
Kat.  Bank  v.  Globe  Works,  101  Mass.  67, 
we  find  that  by  statute  in  Massachusetts  the 
treasurer  or  manager  of  a  trading  coii)ora- 
tion  may  bind  the  comimny  to  the  payment 
of  promissory  notes  made  in  pursuance  of 
the  business  of  the  company.  We  hold, 
therefore,  that,  with  the  second  plea  in  the 
case,  it  would  have  devolved  upon  the  plain- 
tiff iu  the  court  below  to  show  authority  in 
C.  H.  Dane,  treasurer,  to  execute  the  note 
sued  on,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  recov- 
ery.  At  the  time  the  note  was  offered,  ob- 


jection was  made  to  Its  admissibility  upon 
the  ground  that  under  the  sworn  plea  of  the 
general  Issue  its  execution  must  be  first 
proven.  We  do  not  think  that  "a  sworn  plea 
of  general  Issue"  Is  such  denial  as  is  required 
by  section  1922,  and  that,  as  the  case  then 
stood,  the  objection  was  properly  overruled. 
The  objection  would  have  been  good,  how- 
ever. If  predicated  uiwn  the  second  plea, 
which  we  hold  to  have  been  Improperly 
stridden  out 

It  is  contended,  however,  that,  inasmuch  as 
the  testimony  put  in  by  the  defense  showed 
authority  in  the  treasurer  to  execute  the  note 
sued  upon,  the  striking  out  of  the  second 
plea  was  without  prejudice  to  defendant,  and 
the  judgment  should  be  affirmed.  We  have 
examined  the  record  carefully  as  to  this,  and 
the  only  thing  we  find  up<m  the  subject 
which  may  be  supposed  to  touch  the  question 
is  as  follows:  "Q.  At  the  time  the  note  was 
received  in  the  bank,  had  yon  or  not  any 
knowledge  in  your  offidal  capacity  as  cashier, 
derived  in  the  course  of  your  official  duties, 
with  regard  to  Mr.  Dane's  authority  to  sign 
the  name  of  the  defendant  to  that  note?  A. 
Mr.  Dane  told  me  he  was  treasurer  of  the 
company,  and  he  had  an  Oak  Grove  &  Sierra 
"Verde  Cattle  Company  account,  and  he  was 
drawing  checks  from  time  to  time  against 
that  account  as  treasurer.  That  is  all  I  know 
about  it.  Q.  You  know  nothing  about  this 
note  or  the  authority?  A.  No,  sir;  I  do  not. 
I  suppose  he  was  treasurer  of  the  company. 
Q.  Did  Mr.  Dane,  as  treasurer,  ever  execute 
or  discount  in  your  bank,  the  Fhrst  National 
Bank  of  Deming,  a  note  of  this  kind,  a  note  of 
the  Oak  Grove&  Sierra  Verde  Cattle  Company, 
previous  to  this?"  This  last  question  was 
ruled  out  as  lncomi)etent,  irrelevant,  and  im- 
material. It  can  scarcely  be  contended  that 
the  drawing  of  checks  by  the  treasiu'er 
against  money  of  a  corporation  establishes, 
or  even  tends  to  establish,  a  usage  as  to  the 
giving  of  promissory  notes  of  the  corporation. 
It  Is  no  different  to  draw  a  check  upon  a 
bank  where  corporation  funds  are  deposit- 
ed, in  jMiyment  of  Its  bills,  than  for  him  to 
keep  the  money  in  the  corporation's  safe  and 
pay  it  ont  on  proper  demand.  Under  the 
theory  upon  which  the  case  was  tried  in  the 
court  below,  this  question  was  competent, 
material,  and  relevant.  Such  testimony 
would  not  have  been  competent  against  an  In- 
nocent holder  for  value,  who  received  the 
note  of  a  corporation  executed  by  an  officer 
with  prima  farle  authority,  such  as  a  cashier 
in  indorsing  the  commercial  paper  of  his 
Imuk.  See  West  St.  Louis  Savings  Bank  v. 
Shawnee  Bank,  95  U.  S.  558.  In  the  case  at 
bar  we  think,  however,  that,  even  If  the 
treasurer  stood  as  an  officer  prima  fade  au- 
thorized to  execute  the  note  sued  upon,  the 
question  ruled  ont  would  have  been  compe- 
tent evidence  as  a  circumstance  taken  with 
the  others  that  were  shown.  Thus  it  was 
shown  that  Dane  was  president  of  the  bank 
at  the  time  that  he  executed  the  note  of  the 
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cattle  company;  that  without  a  dollar's  casb 
pasBiDg  from  the  bank  to  him  aa  treasurer, 
or  to  the  cattle  company,  he  credited  hts  in- 
diridual  account,  and  charged  the  cattle  com- 
pany account  on  the  books  of  the  bank;  and 
that,  as  pi-esldent  of  the  bank,  he  attended  to 
the  discounting  of  paper,  and,  notwithstand- 
ing there  was  a  discount  committee,  Dane 
actually  acted.  Under  these  circumstances 
the  Jury  ^ould  have  had  the  benefit  of  proof 
that  this  note  was  the  first  attempted  exer- 
cise of  authority  by  the  treasurer  of  the  cat- 
tle company  to  discount  its  note. 

As  this  case  is  to  go  back  for  a  new  trial 
because  of  the  error  in  striking  this  second 
plea  out,  and  in  effect  holdhig  that  Dane,  as 
treasiurer,  had  prima  facie  authority  to  ex- 
ecute the  note  sued  upon,  we  will  express 
our  views  upon  other  questions  for  the  court's 
guidance  upon  a  retrial.  We  think  that  the 
evidence  in  the  case  establishes  that  the  bank 
was  not  a  holder  for  value  without  notice. 
If,  Indeed,  it  was  a  holder  for  value  at  all. 
In  Bank  v.  Blake,  60  Fed.  78,  the  plaintiff  bank 
sued  upon  a  promissory  note,  negotiable  In 
form,  due  one  year  after  date,  and  trans- 
ferred for  value  before  maturity.  The  de- 
fendant pleaded  that  the  note  was  part  of  a 
contract  relating  to  real  estate,  and  the  con- 
sideration of  its  giving  was  the  promise  of 
N.  A.  Cornish  to  protect  certain  real  estate 
from  incumbrance  thereon,  that  he  failed  to 
do,  and  defendant  became  entitled  to  a  sur- 
render of  the  note.  It  was  further  alleged 
that  at  the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  note 
Cornish  was  the  president  and  general  man- 
ager of  plaintiff  bank.  A  demurrer  to  the 
plea  was  overruled,  the  court  saying:  "Upon 
these  facts,  is  the  plalntiflT  a  bona  fide  bolder 
of  the  note  sued  on?  It  Is  claimed  for  the 
demurrer  that  the  knowledge  which  Cor- 
nish had  cannot  be  Imputed  to  the  bank,  be- 
cause he  acted  for  himself  in  the  transac- 
tion; that  his  Interest  was  opposed  to  that 
of  the  bank,  and  that,  therefore,  there  is  no 
presumption  of  a  communication  by  him 
against  his  own  Interests,  but  that  the  pre- 
sumption is  the  other  way,— that  he  concealed 
the  knowledge  he  had  of  the  infirmity  of  his 
own  title.  A  large  number  of  cases  are  cited 
In  support  of  this  view,  and  it  Is  well  set- 
tl£d  that  an  officer  or  agent,  dealing  with  a 
corporation  or  his  principal  on  his  own  ac- 
count, is  not  presumed  to  commimlcate 
knowledge  which  it  would  be  his  Interest  to 
conceal,  and  the  corpotation  or  principal  is 
not  chargeable  with  such  knowledge.  But 
there  is  no  room  for  the  application  of  this 
principal  where  the  agent  is  the  sole  repre- 
sentative of  both  parties  In  the  transaction." 
On  that  case  the  Inference  was  merely  drawn 
that  Cornish  was  the  sole  representative  of 
both  parties,  because  it  was  stipulated  that 
be  was  president  and  general  manager,  and 
as  such  was  duly  authorized  to  discount 
notes,  and  generally  to  act  for  plaintiff  in 
such  matters.  In  this  case  the  proof  shows 
that  Dane  alone  attended  to  the  discounting 


of  notes,  performing  all  the  duties  of  the  dis- 
cotmt  committee.  In  that  case  actual  value 
was  paid  by  the  bank  to  the  payee  of  the 
note.  In  this  case  It  merely  appears  that 
there  was  a  book  entry.  Numerous  cases  are 
cited  In  the  opinion  In  Bank  v.  Blake,  supra, 
some  of  which  are  found  In  the  brief  of  plain- 
tiff in  error.  We  think  the  view  enunciated 
in  that  case  should  apply  to  this.  If  it 
should  be  shown  upon  another  trial  that 
Dane  was  not  the  sole  r^resentatlve  of  both 
parties  in  this  transaction,  we  think  it  will 
also  be  necessary  to  show  that  this  treasure 
acted  with  authority,  either  expressly  granted 
or  Implied  from  usage  or  a  long  course  of 
dealings;  that  the  officers  of  the  banic,  other 
than  Dane,  had  no  knowledge  of  Its  being, 
if  it  was,  a  personal  transaction  of  Dune's, 
and  that  the  bank  gave  value  for  the  note. 
Inasmuch  as  the  receiver,  under  the  rulings 
of  the  court,  was  not  called  on  to  make  any 
such  proof,  and  should  be  given  such  op- 
portunity, we  reverse  the  Judgment  of  the 
court  below,  and  remand  the  case  for  a  new 
trial,  with  directions  to  reinstate  the  defend- 
ant's second  plea;  and  this  is  accordingly 
done. 

SMITH,    C.    J.,  ai^roves   the  condnsion. 
LAUGHLIN,  J.,  concurs. 


a  N.M.  678> 
DE  CORDOVA  et  al.  v.  KORTB  et  al. 
(Sninreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  24, 
18So.) 

Reference — Consent  —  HoDirriNO  Findinos  of 
Fact— Pahol  Evidence. 

1.  Where  there  is  no  objection  to  a  refer- 
ence by  the  court  of  all  the  issues  in  a  suit  to 
a  master,  consent  of  all  parties  to  SQch  refer- 
ence will  be  presumed. 

2.  It  is  rsTersible  error  for  the  district  coort, 
acting  solely  ou  a  master's  report,  to  set  aside 
or  modify  findings  of  fact  by  the  master  on  con- 
flicting evidence,  unless  there  was  clearly  error 
in  such  findings. 

3.  Parol  evidence  is  admissible  to  show  that 
the  name  of  an  indiridual,  ased  as  grantee  in  a 
deed,  was  a  partnership  name. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  San  Miguel 
county;  before  Justice  O'Brien. 

Bill  by  Doloritas  Martin  de  Cordova  and 
others  against  Henry  Korte  and  others.  From 
a  deci-ee  dismissing  the  bill,  plaintiffs  appeaL 
Reversed. 

T.  B.  Catron  and  J.  D.  W.  Veeder,  for  ap- 
pellants.   Long  &  Fort,  for  appellees. 

BANTZ,  J.  This  is  a  suit  In  chancery 
brought  by  Doloritas  Martin  de  Cordova  and 
others,  as  the  natural  heirs  of  Prederich 
Metzgw,  against  Henry  Korte.  After  the 
Issues  were  made  up,  Henry  Korte  died,  and 
the  cause  was  revived  against  his  heirs  and 
representatives.  The  bill,  briefly  stated, 
avers  that  Metzger  died  in  Mora  county  in 
1SS5,  possessed  of  a  large  real  and  personal 
estate,    consisting   of    merchandise,    cattle, 

uigmzea  oy  "v — ix^/x^/^ix^ 


N.  M.) 


DB  COBDOVA  t>.  KORTE. 


527 


horses,  rancbes,  and  farms:  that  Metzger,  at 
the  time  of  his  death,  was  in  partnership 
with  Korte,  under  the  name  of  Henry  Korte; 
and  that  Metzger  had  made  conveyances  of 
all  of  his  property  to  Korte,  which  were  really 
intended  for  the  nse  of  the  partnership  con- 
ducted under  the  name  of  Henry  Korte,  and 
bad  contributed  $100,000  to  the  firm,  which 
was  Indebted  to  him  in  that  sum  at  the  time 
of  his  death.  The  bill  further  avers  ttiat 
Korte  took  out  letters  of  administration  up- 
on Metzger's  estate,  and  falsely  and  fraud- 
ulently inventoried  the  property  as  of  the 
value  of  only  $180,  and  that  he  had  refused 
to  account  for  the  balance.  It  is  also  al- 
leged that  complainants  are  the  children  of 
Metzger,  an  unmarried  man,  and  of  one 
Viriana  Martin,  an  unmarried  woman,  and 
that  Metzger  left  surviving  him  no  other  nat- 
ural children  or  descendants.  A  discovery 
and  accounting  are  prayed,  and  that  the 
property  of  the  firm,  held  In  the  name  of 
Henry  Korte,  to  which  Metzger's  heirs 
would  be  entitled,  be  decreed  to  complain- 
ants, and  for  general  relief.  The  defend- 
ants' answer  denied  all  of  the  material  al- 
legations of  the  bill,  and  alleged  that  Metz- 
ger left  surviving  him  one  Juana,  the  wife 
of  Korte,  a  natural  child  of  Metzger,  by 
whom  she  had  been  adopted.  The  court  be- 
low, without  objection  from  either  side,  re- 
ferred the  whole  case  to  a  master,  to  take 
testimony  and  report  his  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  law.  A  large  amount  of 
testimony  was  taken,  and  a  great  many  wit- 
nesses were  examined  by  the  parties.  The 
principal  question  of  fact  seems  to  have 
been  in  regard  to  certain  conveyances  made 
In  Jnne,  1873,  by  Metzger  to  Henry  Korte, 
covering  all  of  bis  visible  property,  real  and 
personal,  the  consideration  of  which,  as 
named,  was  $18,a30  in  money  and  $2,300  in 
book  accounts.  The  complainants  introduc- 
ed a  number  of  old  and  Intimate  neighbors 
and  business  acquaintances,  who  testified 
that,  after  these  conveyances,  Korte  and 
Metzger,  in  the  presence  of  each  other,  re- 
peatedly said  that  they  were  in  business  to- 
gether, as  partners  In  equal  shares,  under 
the  name  of  Henry  Korte,  and  that  both  of 
them  seemed  to  have  control  and  direction 
of  tbe  business,  as  such  partners.  One  of 
the  witnesses  Introduced  by  the  defendants, 
who  was  a  subscribing  witness  to  the  deeds, 
testified  that,  when  tbe  deeds  were  deliv- 
ered, Metzger  said  to  Korte:  "Henry,  here 
is  your  papers.  Hand  me  my  money."  This 
occurred  in  the  store,  and  there  was  a  little 
room  adjoining,  into  which  Korte  went,  and 
brought  out  a  hat  box  which  contained  bun- 
dles of  money,  each  having  around  it  a 
white  paper  band,  whereon  was  marked  the 
amount  of  the  contents.  They  looked  over 
the  figures  on  tbe  bundles,  and  then  Metz- 
ger told  Korte  to  take  the  money  and  put  it 
away  again;  and  Korte  took  the  money,  and 
put  it  back  in  tbe  place  where  he  got  it 


from.  On  the  part  of  the  defendants,  wit- 
nesses were  Introduced  to  show  that  Metz- 
ger ceased  all  control  of  the  store  and  other 
property  after  the  conveyances,  and  had  re- 
peatedly said  that  be  had  sold  out  to  Korte, 
and  a  receipt  for  the  consideration  named 
was  also  shown  in  evidence.  The  answer 
avers  that  Metzger  intended  to  go  to  Eu- 
rope, and  had  sold  out  to  Korte  with  that 
expectation,  but  that  he  afterwards  recon- 
sidered his  visit  to  Europe,  and,  being  much 
attached  to  his  daughter,  Korte's  wife,  con- 
tinued to  live  with  her  until  bis  death.  The 
master  found  that  Korte  had  not  in  reality 
paid  Metzger  anything  for  the  property,  and 
that,  in  truth  and  in  fact,  Metzger  and 
Korte  were  partners  after  tbe  conveyances. 
The  master  expressly  found  that  it  was  not 
the  purpose  of  Metzger  to  disinherit  his 
cbildren,  the  complainants,  and  he  recom- 
mended a  decree  In  their  favor.  The  de- 
fendants filed  exceptions  to  tbe  report  of  the 
master,  and  the  court  below  sustained  the 
exceptions,  and  entered  a  decree  for  the  de- 
fendants, dismissing  the  bill;  and  this  cause 
was  brought  here  by  appeal. 

1.  The  findings  of  the  master  were  upon 
disputed  questions  of  fact,  and  were  reached 
after  weighing  the  conflicting  testimony  of  a 
large  number  of  witnesses.  He  had  many 
opportunities  afforded,  by  observation,  for 
Judging  of  the  intelligence,  character,  and 
credit  of  the  witnesses,  which  could  not  be 
obtained  from  the  dry  transcript  of  the  testi- 
mony. Tbe  court  below  had,  In  the  nature  of 
things,  no  better  facilities  for  weighing  and 
judging  that  testimony  correctly  than  an  ap- 
pellate court  would  have.  It  is  not  within 
the  general  province  of  a  master  to  pass  upon 
all  the  ls.sues  in  an  equity  case,  and  it  has 
been  said  that  it  is  not  competent  for  the 
court  to  refer  tbe  entire  decision  of  the  case 
to  him,  without  the  consent  of  the  parties. 
Kimberly  v.  Arms,  129  U.  8.  517,  »  Sup.  Ct. 
355.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  court  referred  all 
of  the  Issues  to  the  master,  without  objection, 
and  the  parties  united  in  executing  the  order. 
Consent  is  to  be  presumed  where  there  is  no 
objection.  In  Medsker  v.  Bonebrake,  108  U. 
S.  60,  2  Sup.  Ct.  351,  tbe  bill  was  filed  to  set 
aside  a  deed  to  the  debtor's  wife,  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  upon  his  creditors,  and  the 
Issues  were  referred  to  a  master  without 
objection.  The  master  found  the  issues  for 
the  defendants,  but  the  circuit  court  overruled 
tbe  master  on  the  facts,  and  entered  a  decree 
for  complainants.  On  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  the  lower  court  was  reversed,  and  Mr. 
Justice  Miller  remarked:  "The  evidence  tak- 
en by  the  master  was  reported  with  his  find- 
ings, and  tbe  case  seems  to  have  been  treat- 
ed by  the  court  below  without  much  regard 
to  the  finding  of  faots  by  the  master,  or  any 
special  regard  to  the  exceptions  made  to  his 
report  This  is  not  correct  practice  In  chan- 
cery in  tbe  circuit  courts  of  tbe  United  States, 
whatever  may  be  tbe  rule  in  the  state  courts. 
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The  findinga  of  the  maater  were  prima  facie 
correct."  In  Kimberly  v.  Arms,  129  U.  S.  517, 
9  Sup.  Ct  355,  the  rule  is  laid  dowu  that  the 
report  of  a  master  upon  disputed  questions 
of  fact  sliould  be  treated  "as  so  far  correct 
and  binding  as  not  to  be  disturbed  unless 
clearly  In  conflict  with  the  weight  of  the 
evidence  upon  which  they  are  made."  And 
in  Tilghman  ▼.  Proctor,  125  U.  S.  149,  8  Sup. 
Ct  894,  Mr.  Justice  Gray  says:  "In  dealing 
with  these  exceptions,  the  conclusions  of  the 
master,  depending  upon  the  weighing  of  con- 
flicting testimony,  have  every  reasonable  pre- 
sumption in  their  favor,  and  are  not  to  be 
set  aside  or  modlfled  unless  there  clearly  ap- 
pears to  have  been  error  or  mistake  on  his 
part."  See,  tilao,  Davis  v.  Schwartz,  155  U. 
S.  633,  15  Sup.  Ct  237;  Trow  v.  Berry,  113 
Mass.  146;  Howe  r.  Bussell,  36  Me.  127;  In 
re  Murray,  13  Fed.  551;  Greene  v.  Bishop,  1 
Cliff.  186,  F^  Cos.  No.  6,763.  The  decisions 
on  this  subject  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  are  specially  pertinent  In 
view  of  section  522,  Comp.  Laws.  If  the  rule 
in  regard  to  the  effect  of  a  master's  finding 
of  facts  were  otherwise,  the  service  of  the 
master,  now  so  generally  employed  to  pass 
upon  all  the  issues  of  fact,  would  be  of  little 
aid  to  the  administration  of  Justice.  Mason 
▼.  Crosby,  3  Woodb.  &  M.  269,  Fed.  Gas.  No. 
9,236.  If  the  findings  of  the  master  had  been 
based  upon  illegal  testimony,  or  he  had  mis- 
applied the  law  to  the  facts,  in  drawing)  his 
conclusions  as  to  them,  there  would  undoubt- 
edly have  been  good  ground  for  setting  his 
findings  aside.  Troy  Iron  &  N.  Factory  v. 
Corning,  6  Blatchf.  332,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  14,196. 
But  no  exception  was  filed  upon  such  ground, 
and  none  was  urged  here.  It  has  been  urged ' 
that  the  presumptions  in  favor  of  a  master's 
report  apply  only  in  the  court  below,  and 
upon  appeal  from  the  district  court  the  pre- 
sumption  Is  in  favor  of  that  court's  action. 
In  Howard  v.  Scott,  50  Vt  52,  the  court  says, 
"Neither  the  court  of  chancery,  nor  the  su- 
preme court  on  appeal,  will  review  the  find- 
ings in  regard  to  the  weight  to  be  given  to  the 
testimony."  And  In  Medsker  v.  Bonebraker, 
Tilghman  v.  Proctor,  and  Kimberly  v.  Arms, 
the  supreme  court  reversed  the  court  below 
for  overruling  the  master's  finding  of  fact. 
The  court  below  had,  as  we  have,  a  mere  dry 
transcript  of  testimony  upon  which  to  base 
conclusions  of  fact  It  will  be  unnecessary  to 
determine  whether  the  findings  of  fact  by  a 
master,  which  have  some  evidence  to  sustain 
them,  will  be  treated  as  unassailable  in  all 
respects  as  the  verdict  of  a  Jury.  It  will  be 
sufliclent  to  say  in  thl-j  case  that  the  findings 
of  fact  by  a  master,  which  depend  upon  the 
weight  of  conflicting  testimony,  have  every 
presumption  of  correctness  in  their  favor, 
and  are  not  to  be  set  aside  or  modlfled  unless 
there  clearly  appears  to  have  been  error  or 
mistake  on  his  part,  and  that  a  disregard  of 
this  rule  by  the,  district  court,  acting  solely 


on  the  master's  report,  and  without  any  new 
testimony.  Is  reversible  orror. 

2.  If  this  case  had  beat  one  depending  upon 
proof  of  an  onl  agi'<eement  made  at  the  time 
of  the  conveyance,  to  take  and  hold  the  real 
property  conveyed  by  Metzger  to  Korte  in 
trust  for  Metzger,  it  would  seem  that  the 
statute  of  frauds  would  have  been  an  insuper- 
able bar,  as  such  an  express  trust  must  have 
been  manifested  or  iMroved  by  writing,  al- 
though it  need  not  Iiave  been  so  created  and 
declared.  1  Perry,  Trusts,  {  79;  Movan  t. 
Hays,  1  Johns.  Ch.  341.  And  the  same  result 
would  probably  have  occurred,  had  the  com- 
plainants' right  depended  merdy  upon  proof 
that  the  consideration  mentioned  in  the  deeds 
had  not  in  fact  been  paid  by  Korte  to  Metz- 
ger. Evidence  will  be  recrived  to  contradict 
the  recitals  In  the  deed  as  to  the  considera- 
tion paid,  in  order  to  establish  a  debt  from 
the  grantee  to  the  grantor,  but  not  for  the 
purpose  of  defeating  the  operation  of  the  con- 
veyance, or  creating  a  resulting  trust  To 
allow  parol  evidence  for  such  a  purpose 
would  be  to  break  in  upon  the  express  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  of  frauds.  1  Perry, 
Trusts,  I  162.  But  in  this  case  the  bill,  the 
proofs,  and  the  findings  of  the  master  proceed 
upon  the  theory,  and  the  point  to  which  the 
evidence  mainly  directed  was,  that  the  name 
of  Henry  Korte  was  used  in  this  matter  as  a 
firm  name  by  the  partnership  composed  of 
Metzger  and  Korte;  and  it  was  therefore  a 
simple  question  of  identity,  and  not  a  case  of 
express  trust,  depending)  upon  oral  proofs,  or 
a  case  of  resulting  trust,  depending  ui>on  the 
nonpayment  of  the  consideration  named  in  the 
deed.  And,  indeed,  that  seems  to  have  been 
the  view  of  the  learned  solicitors  for  the  de- 
fendants, as  no  point  was  raised  upon  eitheq 
such  ground.  The  absraoe  of  actual  consid- 
eration was  a  fact  to  be  weighed  in  connec- 
tion with  other  testimony  upon  this  subject 
OS  equity  naturally  looks  with  suspicion  upon 
conveyances  made  to  strangers  without  con- 
sideration. Id.  The  name  of  one  of  the  part- 
nnre  may  be  used  as  a  firm  name.  Though  a 
presumption  may  arise  that  it  was  a  person- 
al transaction,  yet  the  proofs  may  show  it  to 
be  one  of  partnership.  Bank  v.  Monteath,  1 
Denlo,  404;  Winship  v.  Bank,  5  Pet  529. 

It  appearing  from  the  report  of  the  mas- 
ter that  the  facts  wen  with  the  complain- 
ants as  to  the  owne«hip  by  the  firm  of 
the  property  held  by  Henry  Korte,  and  the 
complalnantsr  being  the  heirs  of  Metzger,  be- 
came vested  with  his  interest,  it  la  therefore 
ordered  that  the  cause  be  reversed  and  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  the  district  court 
to  enter  a  decree  in  conformity  with  the  find- 
ings and  recommendations  of  the  master,  and 
for  aucb  further  proceeding  therein  as  the 
nature  of  the  case  may  require. 

SMITH.  0.  J.,  and  COLLIER,  HAMIL- 
TON, and  LAUGHLIN,  JJ.,  concur. 
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FEREA  V.  HARRISON  «t  a1. 

(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  24, 
1885.) 

Cboss  Bill— New  Pabtieb— Ouabdiak  asd  Wabo 
— Right  to  Estate  os  Ward's  Dkath  — With- 
BOLSiso  Assets  or  Decedent's  Estate  —  Per- 
sonal, LiABiLiTT  —  Costs— Right  or  Coubt  to 
Tax — Appeal — New  Questio:;. 

1.  Where,  in  an  action  by  an  administrator 
agrainst  a  person  holding  a  fund  belongine  to  tliA 
estate  and  the  heirs  of  decedent  for  the  dis- 
tribution of  the  fund,  it  appears  that  there  is 
in  the  hands  of  such  person  a  fund  ready  for 
distribution,  a  demurrer  to  bis  cross  bill,  alleg- 
ing that  plaintiff,  as  administrator  of  decedent  s 
father,  had  misappropriated  moneys  belonging 
to  decedent,  and  asking  that  plaintiff  be  required 
to  account  therefor,  was  properly  sustained,  it 
appearing  that  its  consideration  would  require 
the  bringing  in  of  new  parties,  and  that  a  suit 
was  pending  for  the  accounting  asked  for. 

2.  Where,  at  the  time  of  a  ward's  death,  the 
guardian  has  no  claim  against  the  funds  in  his 
hands,  and  the  estate  Is  ready  for  distribution, 
and  the  guardian,  with  another,  is  appointed  ad- 
ministrator of  the  ward's  estate,  they,  as  such 
administrators,  become  immediately  vested  with 
the  control  of  the  estate,  though  there  has  bees, 
"JO  final  accounting  by  the  guardian. 

3.  Where,  on  the  death  of  a  wife  who  was 
an  administratrix  with  another,  Iier  husband 
took  possession  of  the  funds  of  the  estate,  to  the 
exclusion  of  the  other  administrator,  with  full 
knowledge  of  their  trust  character,  and  held 
them  for  three  months  before  he  was  appointed 
his  wife's  administrator,  and  deposited  them  to 
his  own  credit,  and.  to  recover  them,  the  other 
administrator  had  to  sue  him.  it  was  proper, 
in  rendering  a  decree  for  their  distribution,  that 
it  should  be  against  him  personally,  and  not  as 
administrator  of  his  wife's  estate,  though  he 
was  sued  as  administrator  as  well  as  individu- 
ally. 

4.  In  an  action  where  the  costs  are  charge- 
able against  a  fund,  the  court  may  fix  the 
amount  thereof  on  its  own  knowledge,  without 
taking  evidence  of  the  value  of  counsel's  serv- 
ices. 

5.  A  party  having  in  the  trial  court  claimed 
to  hold  a  fund  as  guardian  cannot,  it  being  de- 
cided that  he  held  it  as  administrator,  claim 
administrator's  fees  for  the  first  time  on  apt>eal. 

Api>eal  from  district  court,  Bernalillo  coun- 
ty;   before  Justice  Lee. 

Bill  by  Pedro  Perea,  adminlgtrator  of  the 
estate  of  3os6  Leandro  Perea,  against  George 
W.  Harrison  and  others  for  the  distribution 
of  a  fund  held  by  defendant  Harrison.  From 
a  decree  for  plaintiff,  defendant  Harrison  ap- 
peals.    Decree  modified. 

W.  B.  Childers  and  E.  A.  Flske.  for  appel- 
lant.    Neill  B.  Field,  for  appellee. 

SMITH,  C.  J.  This  Is  a  bill  In  equity  filed 
In  the  district  court  of  Bernalillo  county  to 
obtain  tbe  distribution  of  the  estate  of  Jos4 
Leandro  Perea,  2d,  deceased,  an  infant,  who 
at  tbe  time  of  his  death  was  about  eight 
years  of  age.  The  bill  was  filed  by  Pedro 
Perea,  as  sole  snrriving  administrator,  and 
also  as  one  of  tbe  heirs  at  law  of  the  de- 
cedent, against  George  W.  Harrison,  as  an 
Individual,  and  as  administrator  of  his  de- 
ceased wife,  Guadalupe  P.  Harrison;  all  the 
other  heirs  at  law  of  the  decedent  being  also 
made  parties  defendant,  and  the  prayer  of 
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the  bill  being  "that  a  final  decree  mny  be  en- 
tered for  a  settlement  of  the  said  estate,  and 
the  distribution  thereof,  and  that  the  com- 
plainant, as  surviving  administrator,  be  de- 
creed his  reasonable  expenses,  including  so- 
licitors' fees,  against  said  George  W.  Harri- 
son, Individually  and  as  administrator  aa 
aforesaid,  In  and  about  this  suit,"  and  for 
equitable  relief.  The  facts  of  the  case,  as 
disclosed  by  tbe  record,  are  that  Jos^  Lean- 
dro Perea,  a  -wealthy  citizen  of  Bernalillo 
connty,  died  in  1883,  leaving  a  widow  and 
13  children,  of  whom  the  decedent  was  one; 
tbat  each  of  the  said  children  inherited  about 
$35,000  at  the  death  of  tbe  elder  Perea.  His 
widow,  Guadalupe  Perea,  was  appointed 
guardian  of  the  infant  child,  Jos6  Leandro, 
2d,  and  as  such  received  from  tbe  adminis- 
trators of  the  father  the  estate  of  said  child. 
Said  Guadalupe  Perea,  widow  as  aforesaid, 
intermarried  with  the  defendant  George  W. 
Harrison,  and  he  thereupon  took  entire 
charge  of  her  affairs,  and  notified  the  admin- 
istrators uf  her  former  husband  that  when 
they  had  any  business  to  transact  with  her 
they  should  communicate  with  blm,  as  he 
was  the  one  who  attended  to  all  business. 
This  child,  Josfi  Leandro  Perea,  2d,  died  on 
tbe  27th  day  of  August,  1887,  and  Guadalupe 
Perea,  the  then  wife  of  tbe  defendant  George 
W.  Harrison,  and  the  complainant,  Pedro 
Perea,  were  appointed  by  the  probate  court 
of  said  county  administrators  of  his  estate. 
Mrs.  Harrison  insisted  that,  notwithstanding 
tbe  death  of  said  child,  she  held  his  estate  as 
guardian  until  the  final  settlement  of  her  ac- 
counts as  such,  and  that  no  part  of  the  same 
could  be  turned  or^  to  the  administrators 
until  such  final  settlement.  The  defendant 
George  W.  Harrison  made  for  her  all  reports 
as  guardian,  the  first  report  being  made  In 
the  life  of  the  chUd,  on  July  6,  188(1.  It  con- 
sisted of  three  items  of  debit  against  the 
guardian,  amounting  to  $18,003.09,  and  stat- 
ed tbat  the  money  was  in  a  safe  place,  and 
"tbe  Interest  well  pays  tbe  expenses  of  said 
minor."  No  credits  were  claimed  In  this  re- 
port, nor  was  there  any  charge  against  the 
guardian  as  to  many  items  shown  by  tbe  rec- 
ord then  to  have  been  In  her  bands.  The 
second  report  of  the  guardian,  filed  on  No- 
vember 7,  1887,  more  tlian  two  months  after 
the  death  of  the  child,  was  denominated  by 
said  Harrison,  acting  in  behalf  of  his  said 
wife,  "A  final  report,"  and  contained  debit 
charges  against  the  guardian  amounting  to 
?25,190.20.  No  cre<llts  were  claimed  in  this 
report  The  third  report  was  filed  on  the 
fJth  day  of  March,  1888,  and  contained  debit 
items  amounting  to  $20,977.44,  and  claimed 
credits  amounting  to  $0,306.83,  showing  an 
alleged  balance  of  $17,670.«1.  This  last  re- 
port was  excepted  to  In  the  probate  court, 
tbe  exceptions  were  sustained,  and  the  guar- 
dian appealed  from  the  judgment  to  the  dis- 
trict court,  but  did  not  perfect  her  appeal 
until  after  the  filing  of  this  bill  of  complaint.  . 
This  record  is  silent  as  to  the  result  of  that  ^ 
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appeal:  but  the  bill  alleges  that  it  was  taken 
at  the  March,  1888,  term  of  the  probate  court, 
and  remained  imperfected  at  the  time  of  the 
filing  of  this  suit,  on  the  3d  day  of  April, 
1890.  Mrs.  Harrison  died  on  the  20th  day  of 
October,  1889,  and  her  husband  was  appoint- 
ed her  administrator  on  January  6,  1890. 
Between  the  time  of  her  death  and  his  qual- 
ification as  her  administrator,  the  defendant 
George  AV.  Harrison  on  December  17,  1889, 
wrote  a  letter  to  N.  C.  Collier,  Esq.,  one  of  the 
attome.TS  for  complainant,  in  which  he  said: 
"My  jjear  Sir:  In  answer  to  yours  of  the 
iBth.  my  wife  never  had  possession  of  any  of 
the  effects  of  the  estate  of  Jos6  L.  Perea,  2d, 
as  administratrix,  but  as  the  guardian;  and, 
by  Pedro  Perea's  action,  the  matter  of  the 
settlement  of  the  guardianship  is  In  the  dis- 
trict court,  and  Pedro  Perea  will  have  to 
wait  a  good  while  before  he  gets  possession 
of  any  of  said  estate,  and  will  probably  learn 
wlio  he  Is  fooling  with  before  he  gets  through 
with  me."  When  this  bill  of  complaint  was 
filed  the  defendant  Harrison  demurred  to  the 
same,  assigning  10  grounds  of  demurrer,  on- 
ly one  of  which  it  Is  necessary  to  notice: 
"Because  the  said  complainant,  as  the  coad- 
ministrator of  defendant's  Intestate,  seeks 
by  said  bill  to  administer  the  estate  of  3ob6 
Ij.  Perea,  2d,  alone,  and  to  the  exclusion  of 
defendant,  who  is  entitled  to  participate  in 
such  administration  as  the  administrator  of 
the  complainant's  coadministrator."  This 
demurrer  being  overruled,  he  answered  the 
bill,  In  double  capacity  of  an  individual  and 
as  administrator,  by  a  joint  and  several  an- 
swer. In  which  It  was  Insisted  that  no  assets 
of  the  estate  of  Jos6  L.  Perea,  2d,  ever  came 
Into  the  hands  of  Mrs.  Harrison  as  admin- 
istratrix,— that  she  held  the  same  as  guard- 
ian up  to  the  time  of  her  death.— but  al- 
leged that  he  and  the  defendant  Grover  Wil- 
liam Harrison,  a  minor  child  of  himself  and 
his  deceased  wife,  have  8Ucceede<l  to  all  the 
Interest  and  rights  of  said  Guartaluiie  Pei-ea 
In  and  to  the  assets  of  said  estate,  and  that 
for  said  reason  the  complainant  is  not  enti- 
tled to  a  decree  for  anything  upon  said  ac- 
counting, but  defendant  alleges  that  "he  Is 
ready  .ind  willing  to  pay  any  sum  for  which 
he  or  the  estate  of  (luadalupe  Perea  de  Har- 
rison may  be  found  liable  on  said  account- 
ing." The  answer  also  alleged  that  the 
complainant  was  one  of  the  administrators 
of  JosC«  Ia  Perea  the  older,  and  that  as  such 
he  failed  to  account  for  a  large  sum  of  mon- 
ey, alleged  to  bo  $30,000,  due  and  owing  to 
the  said  .Tosf  Ij.  Perea.  2d,  from  the  estate  of 
his  deceased  father,  and  that  large  sums  of 
money  and  large  amoimts  of  property  had 
come  Into  the  hands  of  complainant,  as  one 
of  the  admlnlstratoi-s  of  said  deceased  fa- 
ther, of  which  no  account  had  been  made  by 
him,  and  th.at  the  pro  rata  share  of  said  child, 
Jos6  L.  Perea,  2d,  In  the  assets  so  unac- 
counted for,  would  amount  to  $30,000.  He 
also  filed  a  cross  bill,  in  which  he  set  up 
these  allegations  more  In  detail,  and  made 


all  the  administrators  of  the  elder  Perea  par- 
ties defendant,  and  prayed  an  accounting  as 
to  that  estate.  It  appeared  from  the  allega- 
tions of  this  cross  bill  that  there  was  a  suit 
then  pending  In  the  same  court,  brought  by 
defendant  Harrison  against  the  administra- 
tors and  heirs  at  law  of  the  elder  Perea,  for 
the  same  lellef  as  that  sought  by  the  cross 
bill  In  this  cause.  The  complainant  In  this 
cause  excepted  to  so  much  of  the  answer  as 
set  up  matters  relating  to  the  estate  of  the 
elder  Perea,  upon  the  ground  of  imjiertl- 
nence,  and  demurred  to  the  cross  bill  for  the 
reason  that  the  matters  alleged  therein  were 
not  germane  to  this  action,  and  that  It  sought 
to  make  new  parties,  and  was  multifarious. 
The  e.\ceptions  to  the  answer  were  sustained. 
And,  while  there  is  no  order  in  the  record  to 
that  effect.  It  Is  conceded  by  counsel  on  both 
sides  that  the  demurrer  also  was  sustained, 
and  the  cross  bill  dismissed  In  the  court  be- 
low; that  It  was  so  treated  by  the  parties 
In  said  court;  and  it  is  contended  here  that 
this  court  should  so  treat  it,  and  pass  upon 
the  question  as  If  the  record  showed  the  or- 
der sustaining  the  demuri-er  and  dismissing 
the  cit)ss  bill.  To  this  proposition  we  give 
our  assent;  and  we  shall  proceed  to  deter- 
mine whether  or  not  there  was  any  error  in 
sustaining  the  exceptions  and  demurrer  and 
dismissing  the  cross  bill. 

If  the  court  l)elow  was  of  opinion  that  the 
matters  set  up  In  the  answer  were  Immate- 
rial, and  tended  only  to  embarrass  the  litiga- 
tion. It  proiierly  sustained  the  exceptions. 
There  was  a  large  amount  of  money  ready 
for  distribution  among  the  heirs  of  the  dece- 
dent minor  child,  and  that  there  might  be  a 
further  large  sum  recovered  at  some  future 
time  was  not  a  sulficlent  reason  to  delay  dis- 
tribution of  that  which  was  ready  for  dis- 
tribution. Story,  Eq.  PI.  {  863.  It  is  not  the 
oiflco  of  a  cross  bill  to  bring  new  parties  be- 
fore the  court,  and,  besides,  the  matters  set 
up  in  the  cross  bill  are  not  germane  to  the 
subject-matter  of  the  original  bilL  The  de- 
murrer was,  therefore,  properly  sustained. 
Id.  §  389;   Shields  v.  Barrow,  17  How.  130. 

The  contention  advanced  that,  subsequent 
to  the  death  of  the  decedent  child,  bis  estate 
remained  in  the  hands  of  Guadalupe  Perea 
de  Harrison,  as  guardian,  and  did  not  i>ass 
to  her  as  administratrix,  cannot  be  conceded. 
The  report  of  said  guardian,  made  daring 
the  life  of  said  child,  revealed  an  estate  im- 
mediately ready  for  distribution  at  the  death 
of  said  child,  and  the  report  made  by  her 
subsequent  to  his  death  disclosed  that  the 
same  was  still  Intact,  and  had  Increased 
more  than  $7,000.  We  hold  that  by  opera- 
tion of  law  the  administratrix,  who  succeed- 
ed herself  as  guardian,  became  Immediately 
(in  conjunction  with  her  coadministrator) 
vested  with  the  control  and  administration 
of  said  estate,  and  that  this  transfer  by  law 
was  not  arrested  by  the  fact  that  there  may 
have  been  no  final  settlement  of  her  guard- 
ianship.   It  is  to  be  observed,  how^i^en  that 
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tblB  report  was  filed  as  "a  final  report,"  and 
It  was  an  annonncement  that  the  estate  (no 
credits  being  claimed  against  It  by  the 
guardian)  was  ready  for  delivery.  The  case 
went  to  a  master,  who  found  all  the  mate- 
rial facts  In  favor  of  complainant,  and  said 
master  stated  an  account  imore  favorable  to 
the  defendant  than  the  facts  justified;  bnt 
we  will  not  disturb  his  findings,  abundantly 
sustained  by  the  evidence  and  the  rules  of 
law  applicable  to  such  cases.  DiUman  v. 
Hastings,  144  U.  S.  136,  12  Sup.  Ct.  662; 
Wormley  v.  Wormley,  8  Wheat.  21;  Davie 
V.  Schwartz,  155  U.  8.  631,  13  Sup.  Ot  237. 

Complaint  Is  made  that  the  decree  in  this 
case  was  against  the  defendant  personally, 
and  not  as  administrator.  The  evidence  es- 
tablishes that  for  the  period  of  time  which 
elapsed  between  the  death  of  his  wife  and 
defendant's  qualification  as  her  adminis- 
trator, nearly  three  months,  defendant  was 
in  possession  of  the  assets  of  the  estate,  with 
full  knowledge  of  its  trust  character,  and 
without  the  shadow  of  right  to  hold  them, 
claiming  them  for  reasons  plainly  InsuiS- 
cient  in  law,  and  tauntingly  asserting  his 
Intention  to  retain  them.  It  is  also  to  be 
noted  that  the  record  does  not  show  that,  as 
administrator  of  bis  deceased  wife,  he  ever 
charged  himself  with  one  dollar  of  these  as- 
sets, or  that  they  entered  into  the  inventory 
of  her  estate,  or  that  they  were  ever  treated 
by  him  as  a  portion  of  his  said  wife's  estate. 
It  is  also  shown  by  his  own  testimony  that 
he  continues  in  possession  of  such  assets,  . 
and  that  they  are  deposited  In  the  bank  to 
his  credit.  Having  appropriated  them  indi- 
vidually, he  is  estopped  to  deny  his  Individ- 
ual liability.  We  therefore  hold  that  the 
facts  are  complete  to  establish  a  case  for  a 
decree  against  him  as  an  Individual.  1  Per- 
ry, Trusts,  $S  129,  217;  2  Perry,  Trusts,  {  828. 

It  was  earnestly  contended  by  counsel  for 
appellant  that  the  allowance  for  solicitors' 
fees  without  evidence  as  to  the  value  of  the 
services  performed  is  unwarranted  and  ille- 
gal. We  think,  however,  that  the  authori- 
ties abimdantly  support  the  practice  follow- 
ed in  this  case  of  charging  these  fees 
against  the  fund,  upon  the  knowledge  of  the 
court  and  the  master  as  to  what  Is  Just  com- 
pensation. Some  of  these  authorities  are 
cited  In  the  brief  of  counsel  for  appellee.  Er 
parte  putt.  2  Wall.  Jr.  453,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
11,228;  Trastees  v.  Greenough,  105  U.  S.  532; 
Fowler  V.  Equitable  Trust  Co.,  141  TJ.  S.  415, 
12  Sup.  Ct.  8.  Nevertheless  It  appears  that 
the  solicitors'  fee  for  the  complainant,  con- 
sidering the  amount  involved.  Is  large.  We 
have  also  determined  that  we  should  reduce 
the  master's  fee  in  this  case  to  the  sum  ot 
$,')00.  And  we  direct  that  the  solicitors  for 
complainant  be  allowed  a  fee  of  10  per  cent 
ui>on  tbo  total  amount  found  in  the  hands  of 
the  defendant,  with  Interest  at  6  per  cent, 
calculated  to  this  date.  We  find  that  the 
commissions  of  the  administrator  are  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  statute,  and  the  amount 


of  the  same  will  be  calcula^d  as  In  the  de- 
cree appealed  from. 

As  to  the  claim  that  Mrs.  Harrison  is  en- 
titled to  shai-e  these  commissions,  it  Is  suffi- 
cient to  say  that  both  she  in  her  lifetime, 
and  the  defendant  Harrison  then  and  after 
her  death,  always  Insisted  that  she  never 
held  the  funds  as  administratrix,  and  denied 
participation  in  theiir  control  as  coadminis- 
trator for  said  reason,  and  no  claim  for  such 
commissions  was  ever  made  until  after  the 
case  came  Into  this  court.  It  is  therefore 
too  late  to  assert  the  same,  even  If  It  were 
well  founded.  Lloyd  v.  Preston,  146  U.  S, 
630,  13  Sup.  Ct  131;  San  Pedro  &  Canon  del 
Agua  Co.  V.  U.  S.,  146  U.  S.  120,  13  Sup.  Ct 
94.  We  therefore  direct  that  a  decree  be 
prepared  in  accordance  with  this  opinion, 
and  entered  as  the  decree  of  this  court, 
against  the  appellant  and  the  sureties  on  his 
appeal  bond,  and  that  all  costs  of  both 
courts.  Including  master's  and  solicitors' 
fees,  be  paid  out  of  the  fund  in  appellant's 
hands,  and  the  remainder,  less  administra- 
tor's commissions,  be  distributed  by  said  de- 
cree. 

LAUQHLIN,  J.,  concurs. 


SALAZAR  et  al.  v,  TERRITORY. 
(Sopreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  24, 
1885.) 
Action  on   Countt  Treasurer's   Bokd  —  Cos- 
CLUsivExsss  or  Report  to  Commissioners. 
In   an   action   on   a   county   treasurer's 
bond,  given  for  his  second  term,  a  re^iort  by  biiu, 
as  to  funds  in  his  hands,  made  during  the  sec- 
ond term,  and  approved  by  the  couilty  commis- 
sioners, is  not  conclusiTe  on  defendants,  so  as 
to  preclude  tbem  from  showing  that  the  default 
occurred  during  his  first  term. 

Error  to  district  court,  Lincoln  county;  be- 
fore .Tustice  A.  A.  Freeman. 

Action  by  the  territory  of  New  Mexico 
against  Scipio  Salazar  and  others  on  a  county 
treasurer's  bond.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  plaintiff,  and  defendants  bring  error.  Re- 
versed. 

H.  B.  Fergusson  and  John  T.  Hewitt,  for 
plaintiffs  in  error.  E.  L.  Bartlett,  for  the  Ter- 
ritory. 

BANTZ,  3.  This  Is  an  action  against  the 
principal  and  sureties,  brought  on  the  official 
bond  of  Scipio  Sahuar,  former  treasurer  of 
Lincoln  county.  Salazar  served  one  full  term 
and  about  half  of  the  second  term.  At  the 
trial  the  plaintiff  below  Introduced  a  report 
made  by  Salazar,  as  treasurer,  to  the  board  of 
county  commissioners,  in  which  he  reported 
that  he  had  in  his  custody,  as  treasurer,  the 
sum  of  $13,069.83.  This  report  was  made 
during  his  second  term.  On  the  same  day  the 
Iward  approved  it,  and  thereuixm  he  tendered 
his  resignation,  which  was  accepted  "with 
regrets."  But  he  was  unable  to  turn  over  a 
large  portion  of  the  money  reported.    The, 
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bond  sued  on  waa  gtven  at  the  beglnniiig  of 
the  second  term,  and  before  tbe  report  was 
filed.  Tbere  was  no  evidence  of  any  report 
made  by  Salazar  to  the  board  prior  to  that 
time,  or  at  the  conclusion  of  bis  first  term; 
nor  was  there  any  evidence  of  any  settlement 
between  blm  and  the  board  at  the  conclusion 
of  his  first  term,  ascertaining  the  amount  on 
band.  The  sureties  attempted  to  introduce 
teatlmony  as  to  the  condition  of  the  treasur- 
er's account  during  bis  first  term,  showing 
debits  and  credits,  and  offered  to  prove  that 
be  was  in  arrear  during  his  first  term,  and  did 
not  have  any  money,  as  treasurer,  at  the  con- 
clusion of  that  term.  The  court  below  re- 
jected the  testimony  so  tendered,  and  a  ver> 
diet  and  Judgment  was  rendered  against  tbe 
defendants,  who  have  brought  this  case  here 
on  writ  of  error. 

If  the  fact  be  that  the  treasurer  was  a  de- 
faulter during  his  first  term,  and  not  during 
his  second  term,  it  is  conceded  that  the  bond 
sued  on  would  not  ordinarily  be  liable;  but 
It  is  urged  that  the  report  made  by  the  prin- 
cipal, and  its  approval  by  the  board,  estopped 
the  sureties  from  showing  that  the  default  oc- 
curred during  the  first  term.  The  report  was 
made  and  approved  on  the  day  Salazar  re- 
signed, and  this  action  was  brought  almost 
Immediately  afterwards.  There  was  there- 
fore, manifestly,  no  estoppel  in  pais.  If  the 
sureties  are  precluded  from  showing  when  the 
default  actually  occurred,  it  arises  either  be- 
cause the'  recorded  proceedings  of  the  board 
Imported  the  conclusive  verity  of  a  Judgment 
roll  of  a  common  law  court,  or  because  the  re- 
port and  its  approval  became  a  contract. 
But  even  a  Judgment  would  not  be  conclu- 
sive upon  siureties  who  were  not  parties,  and 
who  had  no  opportunity  to  defend;  and  a  con- 
tract between  the  principal  and  the  board, 
fixing  tbe  debt,  would  not  be  within  the  con- 
dition of  the  bond,  conditioned,  as  it  was,  for 
the  faithful  discharge  of  certain  duties.  If, 
to  reporting  that  he  had  on  hand  |13,068.83, 
the  treasurer  r^rorted  an  untruth,  It  would 
have  been  a  technical  breach  of  his  bond, 
but  no  actual  loss  would  have  been  suffered 
from  the  untrue  statement.  The  damage 
would  be  merely  nominal.  Moreover,  no 
breach  was  assigned  for  failing  to  make  true 
report,  but  the  breach  charged  was  the  re- 
fusal to  pay  over  the  balance  reported  to  tbe 
board  and  lound  by  It  to  be  correct  The 
pleader  has  treated  the  report  and  Its  ap- 
proval as,  not  the  mere  evidence  of  liability, 
but  as  the  things  to  be  proved,  and  as  in 
some  way  conclusive.  Upon  this  point  the 
cases  of  Roper  v.  Sangamon  Lodge,  91  IlL 
621;  Morley  v.  Town  of  Metamora,  78  111.  304; 
City  of  Chicago  v.  Gage,  95  111.  593;  and  Ter- 
ritory T,  Cook  (Ariz.)  17  Pae.  10,— are  not  per- 
tinent. In  these  cases  the  bonds  were  made 
at  the  commencement  of  the  second  term, 
after  an  accounting,  and  an  ascertainment  of 
the  amount  in  the  hands  of  the  principal  at 
the  conclusion  of  the  first  term;  and  it  was 
dther  held  that  tbe  sureties  could  not  dispute 


the  amount  whldt  had  been  ascertained  when 
their  obligation  was  ent«ed  into,  or  that  audi 
ofilclal  reports  formed  the  basis  of  tbe  fiscal 
concerns  and  financial  policy  of  the  municipal 
government,  so  that  great  pnUic  Injury  would 
result  if  they  were  subject  to  falsification 
after  they  had  entered  toto  governmental  ac- 
tion. Neither  of  these  reasons  applies  to  tbe 
facts  of  this  case.  In  an  early  case  In  Vir- 
ginia it  was  held,  by  a  majority  of  the  conrt, 
that  the  principal  and  his  sureties  were  con- 
clusively bound  by  the  settlement  made  be- 
tweon  the  principal  and  a  county  board,  en- 
tered of  record  in  the  proceedings  of  tbe 
board.  Baker  t.  Preston,  1  Gilmer,  235. 
This  case  has  been  approved  in  Illinois  and 
some  other  states,  and  also  in  Arizona;  bat 
it  is  opposed  by  the  great  weight  of  anthori^. 
and  is  not  in  harmony  with  sound  principle: 
In  a  later  Virginia  case  (Craddock  ▼.  Turner, 
6  Leigh,  124),  Judge  Tucker  says  that  the 
opinion  in  Baker  v.  Preston  "has  certainly  not 
been  acceptable  to  the  profession."  In  State 
V.  Rhoades,  6  Nev.  352,  the  court  say  that  "it 
Is  at  variance  with  all  the  cases  we  have  been 
able  to  consult,  both  American  and  English." 
And,  though  Baker  v.  Preston  was  at  one  time 
followed  in  Indiana  (State  ▼.  Grammer,  29 
Ind.  530),  It  was  afterwards  repudiated  (Low- 
ry  T.  State,  84  Ind.  421).  Baker  ▼.  Preston 
seems  to  have  been  slm»  overthrown  in  Vir- 
ginia, in  Board  v.  Dunn,  27  Grat.  622.  Tbe 
rule  generally  recognized  is  thus  stated  in 
Brandt,  Sur.  {  522:  "Tbe  entries  made  by  an 
ofilcer  in  public  bo<du,  wbUe  in  the  discbarge 
of  his  duty,  or  returns  made  by  him  to  pub- 
lic authorities,  are  generally  prima  facie— bat 
not  conclusive— evidence  against  his  sureties 
of  the  facts  thus  stated."  To  the  same  effect 
is  Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  a  287-289.  The  leadtog 
case  on  this  subject  is  U.  S.  r.  EckfcHrd's 
Ex'rs,  1  How.  250,  where  tbe  default  actually 
occurred  during  Uie  first  term  (tf  a  collector, 
but  tbe  bond  sued  on  was  given  during  tbe 
second  term.  It  was  contended  that  the  du- 
ties of  the  treasury  ofilcers  charged  with  the 
settlement  of  these  accounts  were  In  their 
nature  Judicial,  and  that  when  the  account 
la  once  settled  it  is  conclusive  on  the  govern- 
ment, and  could  only  be  opened  for  correction 
by  a  suit  in  equity.  But  the  court  held: 
"The  amount  charged  to  the  collector  at  the 
commencement  of  the  term  is  only  prima  fa- 
de evidence  against  the  sureties.  If  they 
can  show,  by  circumstances  or  otherwise,  that 
the  balance  cbarged,  in  whole  or  In  part,  had 
been  misapplied  by  the  collector  prior  to  tbe 
new  appointment,  tbey  are  not  liable  for  tbe 
sum  so  misapplied."  This  was  followed  in 
U.  S.  V.  Boyd,  5  How.  50,  where  It  was  aald 
that:  "Sureties  cannot  be  concluded  by  a  fab- 
ricated account  of  their  principal  with  his 
creditors.  They  may  always  inquire  Into  tbe 
reality  and  truth  of  tbe  transiictlon  existing 
between  them."  See,  also,  Bruce  v.  U.  S.,  17 
How.  437,  and  U.  8.  T.  Stone,  106  U.  8.  527,  t 
Sup.  Ct.  287,  expressly  Approving  U.  S.  t.  IBdfc- 
ford'a  Ex'n.  ^-^  , 

uigitized  by  VjOOQ  It; 
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Tlie  testimony  olTered  by  the  sureties  tend- 
ed to  prove  the  fact  that  no  default  occnrred 
in  the  second  term  of  Salazar  as  treasurer 
(State  V.  Rhoades,  6  Nev.  352),  and  should 
have  been  received  In  evidence,  and  the  cause 
Bbonld  tlierefore  be  reversed,  and  remanded 
for  a  rew  trial. 

SMITH,  C.  J.,  and  COLLIER,  HAMII/rON, 
and  LAUGHLIN,  JJ.,  concur. 


(S  N.  M.  S) 

PACIFIC  GOLD  00.  t.  SKILLICORN  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  28, 
1895.) 
WiTNBSS— Chaboe  as  to  CBB1>IBn.ITr. 
It  is  error  to  instruct  that,  if  the  jury 
believe  that  any   witness   has   testi6ed   falsely, 
they  may  disregard  all  the  testimony  of  such 
witness,  unless  it  is  corroborated  by  other  cred- 
ible evidence,  as  it  omits  the  element  that  the 
testimony  must  have  been  willfully  false. 

Error  to  district  court.  Eddy  county;  be- 
fore Justice  Freeman. 

Action  of  ejectment  by  the  Pacific  Gold 
Company  against  William  SkllUcom  and  an- 
other. A  verdict  of  not  guilty  was  rendered, 
and  from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  plaintiff  brings  error.    Reversed. 

T.  B.  Catron,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

HAMILTON,  J.  This  case  Is  brought  up 
by  writ  of  error  from  the  Fifth  Judicial  dis- 
trict. It  was  an  action  in  ejectment  brought 
by  ttae  plaintiff  against  William  SkllUcom 
and  Lanson  A.  Snyder  In  the  district  court 
of  Grant  county,  In  the  Third  Judicial  dis- 
trict, and  Is  a  suit  In  ejectment  brought  for 
the  possession  of  a  mine  called  the  "Pacific 
Lode,"  situated  in  the  Finos  Altos  mining 
district.  In  said  county.  The  mine  Is  par- 
tlcnlarly  described  In  the  declaration,  which 
also  asks  for  Judgment,  not  only  for  the  pos- 
session of  the  mine,  but  for  $25,000  damages. 
After  the  suit  was  brought  In  Grant  county, 
a  change  of  venue  was  taken  to  Eddy  coun- 
ty. In  the  Fifth  Judicial  district,  where  the 
case  was  tried  at  the  November  term,  A.  D. 
18iK2.  There  was  no  plea  filed  by  defend- 
ants. The  trial  resulted  in  a  verdict  of  not 
guUty,  together  with  certain  special  findings 
made  by  the  Jury  In  the  case.  Motion  for 
new  trial  was  overruled.  The  case  is 
brought  here  by  writ  of  error. 

Plaintiffs,  to  reverse  the  case,  have  as- 
signed 43  grounds  of  error;  but,  in  the 
view  which  we  have  taken  of  the  case,  it 
vrill  be  necessary  only  to  consider  the  sec- 
ond assignment  of  error  made  by  the  plain- 
tiffs, which  is  as  follows:  "The  court  erred 
in  ttM  thirty-third  Instruction  given  to  the 
Jury,  In  that  It  misled  the  Jury  by  the  fol- 
lowing words:  'If  you  believe  that  any  wit- 
ness has  testified  falsely  upon  any  material 
matter  In  issue,  yon  have  a  right  to  disre- 
gard all  of  the  testimony  of  such  witness, 
nnleM  such  testimony  is  corroborated  by 


other  credible  testimony."*  The  whole  ot 
the  Instruction  of  which  tbis  la  a  part  is  in 
the  following  language:  "It  is  your  duty  to 
determine  the  credibility  o(  the  witnesses  In 
this  case.  If  you  believe  the  testimony  to  be 
conflicting,  you  should  first  endeavor  to  rec- 
oncile the  same,  if  you  can.  If  you  cannot 
do  so,  you  must  then  determine  which  of 
the  witnesses  yon  will  believe.  If  you  be- 
lieve that  any  witness  has  testified  falsely 
upon  a  material  matter  In  Issue,  you  have  a 
right  to  disregard  all  the  testimony  of  such 
witness,  unless  such  testimony  Is  corroborat- 
ed by  other  credible  testimony."  There  are 
three  propositions  contained  In  this  Instruc- 
tion. The  first  proposition  la  that  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  Jury  to  determine  the  credibil- 
ity of  the  witnesses,  and  the  weight  which 
should  be  attached  to  their  testimony;  sec- 
ond, that,  if  the  testimony  is  confiictlng,  it 
will  be  the  duty  of  the  Jury  to  reconcile  the 
same.  If  It  can  be  done,  and  that.  If  the  tes- 
timony cannot  be  so  reconciled  by  the  Jury, 
they  must  then  determine  which  of  the  wit- 
nesses are  entitled  to  belief.  This  part  of 
the  Instruction  Is  not  seriously  objectionable, 
but  It  Is  the  latter  part  of  the  Instruction 
which  is  complained  of,  as  not  having  been 
given  In  the  language  required  by  law. 
This  language  to  which  objection  is  made  in 
this  instruction  la  as  follows:  "If  you  be- 
lieve that  any  witness  has  testiued  falsely 
upon  a  material  matter  in  Issue,  you  have  a 
right  to  disregard  all  the  testimony  of  such 
witness,  uidess  such  testimony  is  corroborat- 
ed by  other  credible  testimony."  It  Is  con- 
tended that  this  part  of  the  Instruction  has 
misled  the  Jury,  by  directing  them  to  disre- 
gard the  testimony  of  any  witness  who  had 
sworn  falsely,  without  regard  to  whether 
such  testimony  had  been  given  knowingly 
and  willfully  false.  It  Is  certainly  the  prov- 
ince of  the  Jury,  In  all  cases,  to  weigh  the 
testimony  offered  by  the  various  witnesses, 
and  to  give  to  the  testimony  ot  such  wit- 
nesses such  credit  as  they,  in  their  Judg- 
ment, think  it  may  be  entitled  to.  The  Jury 
have  a  right  to  disregard  the  testimony  of 
any  witness  or  witnesses  who  have  testified 
In  the  case,  provided  they  believe  that  such 
witness  or  witnesses  have  willfully  and  In- 
tentionally sworn  falsely  In  any  material 
part  of  their  testimony.  Whether  the  Jury 
will  disregard  the  testimony  of  any  witness 
must  depend  upon  circumstances.  The  Ju- 
rors have  a  right  to  exercise  their  Judgment 
with  the  same  care  that  a  Judge  would  use 
in  weighing  the  testimony.  It  Is  not  every 
nnlntentlonal  mistake  respecting  a  material 
fact  that  will  authorize  the  Jury  In  disre- 
garding the  testimony  of  a  witness.  If  a 
witness  has  made  a  mistake  In  his  testimony, 
or  if  he  has  testified  untruly,  about  any  ma- 
terial fact,  it  may  affect  his  testimony,  li> 
the  minds  of  the  Jury;  but  the  Jury  are  not 
authorized  to  disregard  the  whole  of  thu 
testimony  of  the  witness  simply  because  he 
may,   by   mistake  or  by   misapprehension, 
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have  stated  what  ie  untru&  The  Jury  must 
believe  that  be  has  testified  knowingly  and 
willfully  false  as  to  some  material  portion 
of  tlie  testimony  given  by  blm.  In  Rap. 
Wit  i  192,  he  lays  down  what  we  consider 
to  be  the  rule  In  such  cases:  "The  true  rule 
undoubtedly  Is  that.  If  a  witness  willfully 
and  knowingly  testifies  falsely  to  any  ma- 
terial fact  in  the  case,  the  Jury  are  author^ 
Ized  to  discredit  and  reject  the  whole  of  his 
testimony."  This  we  understand  to  be  the 
rule  which  has  been  followed  almost  uni- 
versally by  the  courts  of  the  country.  In 
the  case  of  Gottlieb  v.  Hartman,  3  Colo.  59, 
the  court  were  considering  an  Instruction  In 
the  following  language:  "That  they  [mean- 
ing the  Jury]  are  the  sole  Judges  of  the  cred- 
ibility of  the  several  witnesses,  and  that  if 
they  believe  from  the  evidence  that  one  of 
the  witnesses  has  spoken  falsely,  in  any  par- 
ticular, then  the  Jury  are  at  liberty  to  dis- 
regard all  the  evidence  of  the  witness."  In 
considering  this  instruction,  the  court  say: 
"A  witness,  through  mistake,  from  Imperfect 
memory,  or  through  a  misunderstanding, 
may  unintentionally  tell  an  untruth  In  evi- 
dence. In  such  case,  although  the  Jury 
might  believe,  from  all  of  the  evidence,  that 
the  witness  had  testified  falsely  in  some 
particular,  they  would  not  therefore  be  at 
liberty  to  wholly  discredit  the  witness,  un- 
less they  further  believed  from  the  evidence 
that  the  witness  had  intentionally  told  an 
untruth."  In  the  case  of  People  v.  Strong, 
80  ('al.  l.'iG,  the  court,  in  passing  upon  an 
Instruction  similar  to  the  one  under  consid- 
eration, used  this  language:  "As  a  general 
l)r«position,  the  Jury  cannot  be  said,  of  their 
mere  caprice,  under  the  guise  of  a  legal  dis- 
cretion, to  disregard  the  entire  testimony  of 
a  witness  because  he  may  have  made  an  in- 
nwent  mistake  as  to  a  particular  fact."  The 
court  also,  in  that  opinion,  quoting  from 
Potli.  Obi.,  use  this  language:  "It  is  said 
that  if  a  witness  deposes  falsely  In  any  part 
of  Ills  testimony  the  whole  of  it  is  to  be  re- 
jected; and  this  Is  certainly  correct,  so  far 
as  the  falsehood  supposes  the  guilt  of  per- 
jury, the  ground  of  credit  being  thereby  de- 
stroyed. But  if  nothing  can  be  Imputed  to 
the  witness  but  error,  inaccuracy,  or  embar- 
rassment,—If  there  does  not  appear  to  be  a 
real  Intention  to  deceive  or  misrepresent, — 
neither  the  objection  nor  the  reason  for  It 
applies."  This  question  has  also  been  con- 
sidered by  the  supreme  court  of  Missouri  in 
the  case  of  Bank  v.  Murdock,  62  Mo.  74,  In 
which  the  court  in  that  case  passed  upon  an 
Instruction  in  the  following  language:  "If 
the  Jury  believe  from  the  evidence  that  any 
witness  has  sworn  falsely  in  regard  to  any 
material  fact  In  issue,  they  are  at  liberty  to 
disregard  his  entire  evidence."  The  court, 
in  passing  upon  this  Instruction,  say:  "It 
is  not  true,  as  a  legal  proposition,  that  be- 
cause a  witness  has  honestly  testified  to 
that  which  is.  In  point  of  fact,  untrue,  there- 
fore the  Jury  may  reject  the  whole  of  his 


testimony.  It  Is  only  where  a  witness  has 
knowingly  testified  to  an  untruth  that  an 
Instruction  of  this  character  should  be 
given." 

An  Instruction  of  the  nature  of  the  <Hie 
under  consideration  should  <Mily  be  given 
where  the  testimony  In  the  case  is  of  a  char- 
acter to  warrant  it,  and  then  it  should  not 
be  given  except  in  proper  form.  It  is  often 
true,  as  a  matter  of  fact,  that  even  the  best 
and  most  reputable  citizens  of  a  community. 
In  undertaking  to  relate  the  facts  and  cir- 
cumstances connected  with  a  particular  mat- 
ter, may  differ  widely  In  their  versions  or 
statements  in  relation  to  It,  and  may  even 
make  statements  honestly  which,  as  a  matter 
of  fact,  are  untrue;  yet  this  alone  should  not 
furnish  a  basis  for  impugning  their  integrity, 
or  denouncing  such  persons  as  wholly  un- 
worthy of  belief.  See,  also,  the  case  of  Paul- 
ette  V.  Brown,  40  Mo.  52.  In  the  case  of 
WUkins  y.  Earle,  44  N.  Y.  172,  an  instruction 
of  this  kind  was  given:  "Ttiat  if  the  plain- 
tiff's relation  of  material  facts  is  contradict- 
ed in  one  or  more  Important  particulars, 
about  which  he  cannot  be  deemed  simply 
mistaken,  his  evidence  is  not  entitled  to  cred- 
it" The  Judge  instructed  them  that  they 
were  authorized  in  that  case  to  disbelieve  the 
plaintiff's  whole  statement  but  -were  not 
bound  to  do  so.  The  court  say.  In  passing 
upon  this  instruction:  "The  request  was  not 
correct.  The  mere  fact  that  his  evidence  was 
contradicted  as  to  any  fact  or  facts  as  to 
which  he  could  not  be  simply  mistaken  was 
not  conclusive  as  to  the  falsity  of  the  evi- 
dence as  to  those  facts.  The  Jury  might  have 
believed  the  evidence,  although  contradicted. 
The  Jury  must  believe  the  evidence  to  be 
willfully  false  In  some  particular,  before  they 
are  authorized  to  discredit  the  whole  evidence 
of  a  witness." 

The  question  of  the  legality  of  an  Instruc- 
tion like  that  under  consideration  has  been 
before  the  supreme  court  of  nUnois  In  a  num- 
ber of  cases,  from  the  earliest  history  of  that 
state  down  to  the  present  time,  and  the  courts 
of  that  state  have  uniformly  hdd  such  an  in- 
struction to  be  Improper.  In  the  case  of 
Bretman  v.  People,  15  111.  511,  the  court  used 
this  language:  "The  nineteenth  instruction 
was  erroneous.  It  authorized  the  Jury  to  dis- 
credit a  witness  altogether,  if  he  swore  false- 
ly in  a  single  particular.  It  does  not  follow, 
merely  because  a  witness  makes  an  untrue 
statement  that  his  entire  testimony  Is  to  l>e 
disregarded.  This  must  depend  upon  the  mo- 
tive of  the  witness.  If  he  intentionally 
swears  falsely  as  to  one  matter,  the  Jury  may 
properly  reject  his  whole  testimony,  as  un- 
worthy of  credit,  but.  If  he  makes  a  false 
statement  through  mistake  or  misapprehen- 
sion, they  should  not  disregard  his  testimony 
altogether."  This  doctrine  was  followed  in 
the  case  of  Pollard  v.  People,  69  111.  148.  In 
the  latter  case  an  Instruction  almost  like  the 
one  now  under  consideration  was  given,  in  the 
following  language:    "The  Jury  are  instructed 
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that.  If  they  believed  from  the  erldence  that 
any  of  the  witnesses  who  have  testltled  on  the 
part  of  the  defense  hare  sworn  falsely  on  any 
material  fact  in  Issne,  then  they  have  the 
right  to  entirely  disregard  their  testimony, 
unless  corroborated  by  other  credible  evi- 
dence in  the  case."  The  court,  in  passing 
upon  this  instruction  in  that  opinion,  say: 
"The  instruction  was  clearly  wrong.  It 
omits  the  essential  element  that  the  witness 
has  willfully  and  knowingly  sworn  falsely;" 
citing,  in  support  of  the  rule  laid  down,  Bren- 
nan  v.  People,  15  111.  512,  and  City  of  Chicago 
y.  Smith,  48  111.  107.  This  doctrine  has  been 
followed  by  the  supreme  court  of  that  state  In 
the  case  of  Swan  v.  People,  08  111.  610.  In 
which  an  instruction  in  the  following  lan- 
guage was  given:  "The  Jury  are  instructed 
that  if  they  shall  believe  any  witness  or  wit- 
nesses sworn  in  this  case  is  or  are  unworthy 
of  belief,  because  of  his  or  their  manner  on 
the  stand,  or  because  of  his  or  their  contradic- 
tory statements,  or  because  of  his  or  their 
material  points  being  contradicted  by  reliable 
evidence,  or  because  of  his  or  their  having 
heretofore,  under  oath  or  otherwise,  made 
statements  on  material  points  different  from 
those  made  by  him  or  them  on  this  trial,  then 
the  jury  may  entirely  reject  the  testimony  of 
such  witness  or  witnesses,  except  upon  the 
matters  wherein  they  are  corroborated  by 
other  reliable  testimony."  The  court,  in  pass- 
ing ui>on  this  instruction,  following  the  rule 
heretofore  stated,  used  this  language:  "In  all 
cases,  and  especially  such  as  this,  where  the 
evidence  is  Inharmonious,  it  is  indispensable 
that  the  jury  should  be  accurately  Instructed. 
The  instruction  omits  the  element  that  the 
witness  must  be  contradicted  on  a  material 
point  in  his  testimony,  to  authorize  the  re- 
jection of  his  evidence  as  being  unworthy  of 
belief.  Nor  does  the  instruction  inform  the 
Jury  that,  to  authorize  them  to  reject  all  of  a 
witness's  evidence,  he  must  have  knowingly 
and  intentiODally  made  misstatements  as  to 
some  material  point  in  the  case."  The  court 
dtes,  in  support  of  this  doctrine,  Express  Co. 
T.  Hutchins,  58  lU.  44;  Bonnie  ▼.  Earll,  12 
Mont  240,  29  Pac.  882;  Otmer  v.  People,  76 
m.  148,  and  Gulliher  v.  People,  82  111.  146. 
It  will  therefore  be  seen  that  the  instruction 
under  consideration  is  almost  in  the  same 
language  as  the  instructions  which  are  given 
and  passed  upon  by  the  court  in  the  two  cases 
last  above  cited.  The  latter  part  of  the  in- 
struction under  consideration,  which  provides 
"that  the  Jury  have  the  right  to  disregard  all 
of  the  testimony  of  such  witness,  unless  such 
testimony  is  corroborated  by  other  credible 
testimony,"  does  not  cure  the  instruction;  I. 
e  the  clause  which  provides  that  the  testi- 
mony shoald  be  corroborated  by  other  evi- 
dence does  not  cure  the  Instruction.  It  is  the 
lack  of  the  words  "knowingly"  and  "will- 
fully" which  destroys  this  instruction. 

Under  the  authorities  above  cited,  and  un- 
der the  rule,  as  we  understand  it,  which  is 
anlversalljr  adopted  in  other  states,   aside 


from  those  which  are  giv«ai.  It  Is  clear  that 
the  instruction  above  given  does  not  contain 
the  language  which  would  make  it  a  valid  in- 
struction, under  the  law.  It  gave  the  Jury 
the  authority  to  disregard  all  the  testimony 
of  any  witness  or  witnesses  who  may  have 
testified  falsely,  regardless  of  the  fact  as  to 
whether  that  testimony  was  given  intention- 
ally or  knowingly  false.  It  is  not  the  false 
statement,  alone,  of  the  witness,  which  will 
authorize  the  jury  to  discredit  it,  but  It  Is 
testimony  which  may  be  falsely  given  by  a 
witness,  knowingly  and  Intentionally,  which 
destroys  It,  We  therefore  conclude  that  the 
court  erred  in  ^ring  the  thirty-third  Instruc- 
tion, and  for  that  reason  the  case  must  be 
reversed  and  remanded  for  such  further  pro- 
ceedings in  the  cause  as  may  be  proper. 

liAUGHLIN  and  BANTZ,  JJ„  concur. 


(8  N.H.  18) 
GERMAN-AMERICAN  INS.  CO.  v.  ETH- 

ERIDGE  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Npw  Mexico.     Aug.  28, 
1895.) 

FaILCKB  to   SEBVS    DBCI.A.Bi.TIOIt  —  DiUIISSAI,  ot 
ACTIOS. 

Under  Ijiwb  1891,  p.  122,  {  4,  declaring 
that  within  10  days   after  defendant  appears 

filaintitf  slinll  deliver  to  him  a  copy  of  the  dec- 
aration,  and  failure  to  do  so  shall  entitle  defend- 
ant to  a  judgment  of  dismissal,  provided  such 
judgment  is  obtained  before  the  pleading  is 
Berred,  defendant  is  entitled  to  judgment  of  dis- 
missal, notwithstanding  the  declaration  is  served 
before  the  judgment  is  rendered,  where  l>efore  it 
is  served  the  motion  to  dismiss  has  been  heard 
and  submitted  without  any  showing  by  plain- 
tiff for  his  failure  to  serve  the  declaration. 

Error  to  district  court,  Bernalillo  county; 
before  Justice  Collier. 

Action  by  the  German-American  Insurance 
Company  against  Charles  Etheridge  and  oth- 
ers. There  was  a  judgment  of  dismissal, 
and  plaintiff  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

On  the  25th  day  of  May,  1881,  the  defend- 
ant in  error,  Charles  Etheridge,  being  then 
the  local  agmt  of  the  plaintiff  In  error,  en- 
tered into  a  bond  to  it  In  the  sum  of  $500, 
the  conditions  ot  which  w&ee  that  said  prin- 
cipal, Etheridge,  should  well  and  truly  dis- 
charge his  duties  as  such  agent,  and  pay  over 
to  said  company  all  funds  received  by  him  as 
such  agent  and  due  said  company.  The  oth- 
er defendants  in  error,  W.  B.  Childers  and 
Jeff  Grant,  signed  and  became  siuretles  on 
said  bond.  In  1887  Etheridge  left  the  coun- 
try, and  on  the  27th  day  of  April,  1891,  dec- 
laration was  filed  by  plaintiff  in  error  In  this 
case  on  the  bond  against  the  principal  and 
sureties  thereon.  Said  Etheridge  and  Grant 
being  nonresidents,  def^idant  Childers  was 
served  with  process,  and  he  at  once  appear- 
ed and  obtained  a  rule  on  plaintiff  for  se- 
curity for  costs,  which  rule  was  complied 
with  on  May  27,  1891.  No  other  proceedhigs 
In  case  appear  from  the  r^j^^^imtj^^j^^t^ 
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day  of  October,  1801,  when  defendant  Chlld- 
ers  filed  his  motion  to  dismiss  the  case  be- 
cause plaintiff  bad  failed  to  serve  defendant 
or  his  attorney  with  a  copy  of  the  declara- 
tion within  10  days  after  the  return  of  the 
writ.  The  case  then  remained  in  "suspend- 
ed animation"  until  the  27th  day  of  April, 
1895,  when,  after  the  motion  was  heard  and 
under  consideration  by  the  court,  and  before 
the  decision  was  rendered,  plaliitiflf's  attor- 
ney caused  to  be  handed  to  defendant  Chil- 
ders  a  copy  of  the  declaration.  The  court 
sustained  the  motion  of  defendant  on  the  2d 
day  of  May,  188t>,  and  dismissed  the  case; 
and  plaintiff  thereupon  sued  out  his  writ  of 
error,  and  the  case  is  now  before  this  court 
on  the  record. 

Bemerd  S.  Rodey,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  W. 
B.  Childers,  for  defendants  in  error. 

LAUGHLIN,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  contention  of  the  plaintiff  In  error  is  that 
the  court  below  erred  in  sustaining  the  mo- 
tion to  dismiss  the  case  after  a  copy  of  the 
declaration  had  been  served  on  the  defend- 
ant, pending  the  motion,  and  before  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  had  been  rendered  there- 
upon, in  that  the  service  of  the  copy  cared 
any  laches  on  his  part.  The  section  of  the 
statute  governing  this  case  is  as  follows: 
"Sec.  4.  Within  ten  days  after  defendant's  ap- 
pearance is  entered  plaintiff  or  his  attorney 
or  solicitor,  shall  deliver  to  defendant  or  bis 
attorney  or  solicitor  a  copy  of  the  declara- 
tion, or  bill  of  complaint;  and  each  succes- 
sive pleading  thereafter  shall  be  tiled  with 
tlie  clerk,  and  a  copy  served  on  the  opposite 
party  or  his  attorney,  oi  solicitor,  within  ten 
days  of  the  filing,  and  service  of  the  next 
l)receding  pleading.  And  failure  to  file  and 
serve  a  pleading  within  the  required  tirae 
shall  entitle  the  opposite  party.  If  plaintiff, 
to  a  Judgment  nil  dlclt,  or  a  decree  pro  con- 
fesso,  and  If  defendant  to  a  judgment  or  de- 
cree of  dismissal:  provided,  such  judgment  or 
decree  is  obtained  before  the  pleading  is 
filed  and  served."  Laws  1891,  p.  122.  Plain- 
tiff in  error  contends  that  this  case  comes  un- 
der the  proviso.  In  that  the  pleading  was 
served  before  the  judgment  of  the  court  had 
been  rendered  on  the  motion.  This  conten- 
tion cannot  be  maintained.  He  made  no 
showing  for  his  failure  to  comply  with  the 
statute,  and  the  court  was  left  without  any 
discretion  in  the  matter.  The  motion  had 
been  heard  by  the  court  and  submitted,  and 
the  only  thing  left  was  to  sustain  or  deny 
it.  This  was  in  the  nature  of  a  default  pro- 
ceeding, and  the  court  will  not  set  aside  a 
default  judgment  without  a  proper  showing 
addressed  to  the  soimd  discretion  of  the  court. 
In  this  case  there  was  no  showing  or  excuse 
of  any  liind  offered.  Haynes  v.  B.  F. 
Schwartz  Co.  (Wash.)  32  Pac.  220;  Wiggins 
V.  Mayer  (Go.)  18  S.  E.  430;  Society  v.  Jag- 
odzinski  (Wis.)  54  N.  W.  102.  Plaintiff  in 
error  in  this  case  has  allowed  It  to  remain  In 
"a  gtate  of  Innocuous  desuetude"  for  nearly 


fonr  years,  and  we  think  the  court  would 
have  been  sustained  in  dismissing  the  case, 
in  the  face  of  such  laches  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  unexplained,  even  without 
the  provisions  ot  the  statute  supra.  There 
being  no  error  of  record,  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  is  affirmed. 

HAMILTON  and  BAXTZ,  33.,  concur. 
THE  CHIEF  JUSTICE  did  not  sit  In  the 
case,  and  took  no  part  In  this  opinion. 


(SN.M.  21) 
LOCKHART  v.  WOOLLACOTT. 
(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  28, 
1805.) 

Certiorari— Bond— Objectioxs  is  District 
Court. 

1.  Under  Comp.  Laws  1884,  f  2442,  provid- 
ing that  whenever  jnclgment  shall  be  rendered 
by  a  jn8tic<s  and,  from  any  cause,  a  party  shall 
be  unable  to  appeal  in  10  days,  he  shall  peti- 
tion the  district  judge,  within  30  days  from  the 
judgment,  setting  forth  the  reason  why  he  was 
unable  to  api>eal  in  tho  ordinary  way.  and  the 
judge  shall  then  deny  or  grant  the  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari, and  fix  the  lx)nd,  the  time  for  filing  the 
bond  is  within  the  sound  discretion  of  the  judge. 

2.  After  a  ease  has  been  taken  to  the  dis- 
trict court  on  certiorari  from  a  justice  of  the 
I>ea('e,  the  contention  that  the  writ  should  be  dis- 
missed because  the  account  sued  on  did  not  con- 
tain the  full  first  name  of  plaintiff  cannot  he 
raised  there  for  the  first  time  by  motion  to  dis- 
miss, but  should  be,  according  to  the  practice 
prescribed  for  the  district  court,  by  plea. 

3.  Though  a  bond  filed  by  plaintiff  on  cer- 
tiorari from  a  justice  was  not  in  the  exact  stat- 
utory form,  refusal  of  the  district  court  to  dis- 
miss the  writ  will  not  be  held  error,  where  it 
was  substantially  in  compliance  with  the  law, 
was  taken  and  accepted  by  the  clerk  of  that 
court,  and  there  was  no  motion  asking  for  a 
new  bond,  and  defendant  did  not  and  could  not 
suffer  from  a  defective  bond,  for  the  reason  that 
the  district  court  rendered  judgment  against 
him. 

4.  Laws  1889,  e.  48,  providing  a  distinct 
remedy  where  a  justice  shall  wrongfully  refuse 
to  grant  an  appeal  where  it  Is  permitted  by  law, 
does  not  repeal  oi  amend  Comp.  Laws  1884.  S 
2442,  authorizing  a  writ  of  certiorari  where 
judgment  is  rendered  by  a  justice  of  the  peace, 
and,  from  any  cause,  a  party  is  preveuted  or 
unable  to  appeal  in  10  days. 

Error  to  district  court,  Bernalillo  county; 
before  Justice  N.  C.  Collier. 

Action  by  H.  J.  Woollacott  against  Henry 
Lockhart.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant brings  error.    Affirmed. 

On  the  5th  day  of  October,  1803,  H.  J. 
Woollacott  filed  a  suit  on  an  open  account 
for  ?57.88  against  Henry  Lockhart,  to  re- 
cover for  the  price  of  certain  goods,  wares, 
and  merchandise  sold  and  delivered  to  said 
Lockhart,  before  W.  H.  Burke,  justice  of 
the  peace  for  precinct  No.  12  in  said  Berna- 
lillo county.  On  the  20th  day  of  the  same 
month  the  defendant  filed  with  said  justice 
of  the  peace  a  counterclaim  for  an  ataonnt 
claimed  to  be  due  from  plaintiff  as  un- 
liquidated damages,  and  the  case  was  tried 
and  judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  defend- 
ant Lockhart  for  ?20.  Tlie  plaintin  did  not 
take  or  ask  an  appeal  from  the  Judgment 
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within  10  days  thereafter;  but  on  the  18th 
day  of  November,  following,  and  on  the  2&th 
day  after  rendition  of  the  Judgment,  plain- 
tiff, by  his  attorney,  made  out  and  present- 
ed In  writing,  under  oath,  his  petition  to  the 
Judge  of  the  district  court  for  a  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari, requiring  the  Justice  of  the  peace 
to  send  up  a  transcript  and  all  the  papers  In 
the  case.  In  the  manner  prescribed  by  sec- 
tion 2442,  Comp.  Laws  1884.  The  Judge 
granted  the  writ,  and  required  plaintiff  to 
file  within  seven  days  thereaftw  a  bond  to 
the  adverse  party  in  the  sum  of  $40,  to  be 
approved  by  the  clerk  of  said  court,  which 
was  furnished.  Defendant  moved  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  and  quash  the  writ  of  cer- 
tiorari, because  of  the  Insufficiency  of  the 
bond  as  to  form,  and  because  It  was  not 
Hied  within  30  days  from  rendition  of  Judg' 
ment,  and  because  plaintiff  bad  not  asked  or 
taken  his  appeal  within  10  days  from  rendi- 
tion of  Judgment,  and  because  the  full  first 
name  of  plaintiff  was  not  given,  which  mo- 
tion was  by  the  court  denied.  On  May  2, 
ISUo,  the  trial  was  had  In  the  district  court 
without  the  intervention  of  a  Jury,  and  the 
court  rendered  Judgment  In  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  for  $30,  costs  of  suit,  and  Interest 
Defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial  on  prac- 
tically the  same  grounds  set  up  in  the  motion 
to  dismiss,  which  motion  was  denied  by  the 
court,  from  which  defendant  sued  out  his 
writ  of  error  tO'  this  court,  and  the  case  Is 
here  on  the  record. 

Warren,  Fergusson  &  Glllett,  for  plaintiff 
In  error.  Thomas  N.  Wilkerson,  for  defend- 
ant in  error. 

LAUGHLIN,  J.  (after  stating  the  facta). 
Plaintiff  in  error  asslgos  as  errors  by  the 
court  below  that  the  court  erred  In  overrul- 
ing the  motion  to  dismiss  the  writ  of  certio- 
rari, because  the  plaintiff  below  was  not 
sulUclently  described.  In  that  his  first  full 
name  was  not  given,  and  because  the  bond 
was  not  filed  within  30  days,  and  because 
the  plaintiff  did  not  take  or  apply  for  his 
appeal  within  10  days  after  the  rendition 
of  the  Judgment  by  the  Justice  of  the  peace. 

The  writ  of  certiorari  was  granted  under 
the  authority  found  In  section  2442,  Comp. 
Laws  1884.  This  section  of  the  statute  is 
broad  and  comprehensive  in  Its  scope  and 
meaning,  and  it  provides,  among  other 
things,  that:  "Whenever  Judgment  shall  be 
rendered  by  a  Justice  of  tlie  peace,  and  from 
any  cause  whatever,  either  party  shall  be 
prevented  or  shall  be  unable  to  appeal  with- 
in ten  days,  and  he  shall  believe  that  injus- 
tice has  been  done  him  in  the  trial,  if  any 
was  had,  and  in  the  Judgment,  he  shall  make 
out  his  petition  in  writing  to  the  district 
Judge,  within  tliirty  days  from  the  rendi- 
tion of  the  Judgment  setting  forth  the  cir- 
cumstances of  the  trial,  or  as  much  as  shall 
be  necessary,  and  the  rea8<m  why  he  was 
unable  or  was  prevented  from  appealing  In 


the  ordinary  way.  •  •  •"  And  upon  the 
petition  being  sworn  to,  and  presented  to 
the  Judge,  he  then  grants  or  denies  the  writ 
of  certiorari,  and  fixes  the  bond.  This  was 
done  in  this  case,  and  the  bond  was  filed 
with  the  clerk  of  the  court  within  7  days 
thereafter,  within  the  time  fixed  by  the 
Judge,  and  36  days  after  the  rendition  of  the 
Judgment  by  the  Justice  of  the  peace.  The 
statute  is  silent  as  to  when  the  bond  shall 
be  filed;  and  the  matter  of  granting  or  re- 
fusing the  writ,  the  amount  of  the  bond, 
and  the  time  within  which  it  shall  be  filed, 
are  matters  within  the  sound  discretion  of 
the  Judge,  and  will  not  be  reviewed  unless  It 
be  apparent  upon  the  record  that  that  dis- 
cretion has  been  abused;  and  tliat  does  not 
appear  in  this  case,  and  there  was  no  error 
in  the  court  below  on  these  points. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  the 
writ  of  certiorari  should  have  been  dis- 
missed because  the  account  sued  on  did  not 
contain  the  full  first  name  of  the  plaintiff. 
This  contention  Is  not  tenable,  because  it 
was  raised  In  the  district  court  for  the  first 
time  on  a  motion,  where  It  should  have  beeu 
raised  by  plea.  In  the  regular  way.  When  a 
case  once  reaches  the  district  court,  and  tliat 
court  has  acquired  Jurisdiction  of  the  per- 
son and  subject-matter,  it  Is  tried  de  novo; 
and  the  trial  thereafter  proceeds  according 
to  the  rules  of  pleading  and  practice  pre- 
scribed for  the  procedure  of  causes  In  the 
district  court,  except  as  to  the  form  and  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  cause,  as  it  originated  in 
the  Justice  court. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  Is  as  to  the 
form  of  the  bond,  and,  while  the  boud  Is 
not  within  the  exact  form  prescribed  by  the 
statute,  yet  we  think,  from  the  fact  that  the 
district  court  gave  Judgment  against  the 
plaintiff  in  error  here  and  defendant  below, 
and  that  he  did  not,  nor  could  he,  suffer  any 
harm  from  a  defective  bond,  if  It  was  de- 
fective, and  that  the  bond  was  taken  and  ac- 
cepted by  the  clerk  of  that  court,  and  that 
there  was  no  motion  asking  for  a  new  or 
better  bond,  and  that  It  Is  substantially  in 
compliance  with  law,  that  It  was  sufficient; 
and  we  think  there  was  no  error  in  the  court 
below  denying  the  motion  to  dismiss  the 
writ  of  certiorari  on  that  ground. 

There  is  no  conflict  between  section  2442, 
Comp.  Laws  1884,  and  chapter  48,  Laws 
1881).  Nor  does  the  latter  law  In  any  man- 
ner repeal  or  amend  the  former  section. 
The  latter  provides  a  distinct  and  separate 
remedy  where  any  Justice  of  the  peace  "shall 
wrongfully  refuse  to  grant  an  appeal  In  any 
case  where  an  appeal  is  now  or  may  here- 
after be  permitted  by  law,"  when  the  appeal 
is  applied  for  in  the  ordinary  manner.  Be- 
lieving that  substantial  Justice  was  done, 
the  Judgment  of  the  court  below  Is  affirmed. 

SMITH,  C.  J.,  and  HAMILTON,  J.,  concur. 
BANTZ,  J.,  did  not  sit  In  the  case,  and  took 
no  part  In  the  opinion.  ^  j 
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In  re  PERALTAREAVIS. 

(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  28, 
1895.) 

Fravdclent   Claim   against  Ukited  States  — 

Court  op  Private  Land  Claims — Habbas 

Corpus— What  Rbvibwed. 

1.  Rev.  St.  U.  S.  §  5438,  makes  it  unlawful 
for  any  jjerson  to  present  for  payment  or  ap- 
proval to  any  officer  in  the  service  of  the  United 
States  any  claim  against  the  United  States, 
knowing  such  claim  to  be  false,  fictitious,  or 
fiandulent.  Act  March  3,  1891,  f  14,  creates 
the  court  of  private  land  claims,  and  authorizes 
it  to  render  judgment  against  the  United  States 
for  the  value  of  lands  which  the  United  States 
may  have  granted  or  sold  belonging  to  a  claim- 
ant, and  provides  that  such  judgment  shall  be 
a  charge  on  the  treasury  of  the  United  States. 
Odd,  that  a  fraudulent  claim  presented  to  the 
court  of  private  claims  is  within  section  5438. 
Smith,  C.  J.,  and  Collier,  J.,  dissenting. 

2.  Where  the  committing  court  had  juris- 
diction of  defendant  and  of  the  oSense  charged, 
the  commitment  will  not  be  reviewed  on  habeas 
corpus.  Smith,  0.  J.,  and  Collier,  J.,  dissent- 
ing. 

Application  of  James  Addison  Peraltare- 
avis  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.     Denied. 

Oatron  &  Spless,  for  petitioner.  J.  B.  H. 
Hemin^vay,  U.  S.  Atty.,  and  Matt.  G.  Reyn- 
olds, U.  S.  Atty.  for  court  of  private  land 
claims,  for  the  United  States. 

BANTZ,  J.  The  prisoner  was  committed 
to  jail,  after  a  preliminary  hearing,  on  the 
charge  (1)  of  filing  in  the  court  of  private 
land  claims  a  claim  against  the  United 
States  In  the  sum  of  $100,000,  said  claim  be- 
ing false,  fictitious,  and  fraudulent,  and 
known  by  him  to  be  such  at  the  time;  and 
(2)  that  he  entered  Into  a  conspiracy  with 
one  Sofia  Treadway  to  defraud  the  govern- 
ment of  the  sum  of  |100,000  In  respect  to 
such  claim.  If  the  claim  had  been  one  for 
land  simply.  It  Is  conceded  that  It  would  not 
have  been  an  offense  within  section  5438, 
Rev.  St.  U.  S.  The  material  part  of  that 
section  is  as  follows:  "Every  i)erson  who 
makes  or  causes  to  be  made,  or  presents 
or  causes  to  be  presented,  for  payment  or 
approval,  to  or  by  any  person  or  officer  In 
the  civil,  military,  or  naval  service  of  the 
United  States,  any  claim  upon  or  against 
the  government  of  the  United  States,  or  any 
dciiartmeut  or  officer  thereof,  knowing  such 
claim  to  be  false,  fictitious,  or  fraudulent, 
•  •  •  or  who  enters  Into  any  agreement, 
combination,  or  conspiracy  to  defraud  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  or  any  de- 
partment or  officer  thereof,  by  obtaining  or 
aiding  to  obtain  the  payment  or  allowance 
of  any  false  or  fraudulent  claim,  •  •  • 
every  person  so  offending,"  etc.  Then  fol- 
lows punishment.  The  information  contains 
two  charges:  First,  presenting  a  fraudulent 
claim;  and,  second,  conspiracy  to  defraud. 

By  section  14  of  the  act  of  March  3,  1891, 
creating  the  court  of  private  land  claims, 
express  authority  was  given  that  court  to 
render  Judgment  against  the  United  States 


for  the  value  of  the  lands  wbich  the  TTnlted 
States  may  have  granted  or  sold  belonging 
to  the  claimant,  "and  such  judgment  when 
found  shall  be  a  charge  on  the  treasury  nf 
the  United  States."  The  Information  specif- 
ically avers  that  the  prisoner  made  a  money 
claim  against  the  United  States.  The  sec- 
tion under  which  this  prosecution  was  be- 
gun (54.38)  requires  that  the  fraudulent 
claim  shall  have  been  made  to  some  person 
or  officer  In  the  civil,  military,  or  naval  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States.  It  is,  among  other 
things,  denied  that  the  court  of  private  land 
claims  comes  within  this  description.  In  U. 
S.  V.  Moore,  3  MacArthur,  227,  Judge  MacAr- 
thur  said  that  a  claim  presented  against  the 
United  States  in  the  court  of  claims  was  not 
presented  to  a  person  or  officer  within  the 
meaning  of  this  act;  but  the  other  Judges 
did  not  concur  in  that  opinion,  and  it  was 
pure  obiter  dictum.  The  point  arose  in  U. 
S.  V.  Strobach,  48  Fed.  908,  in  a  prosecution 
against  a  deputy  marshal  for  presenting  an 
account  for  approval  to  the  district  court, 
and  Justice  Woods  said:  "The  contention  of 
counsel  for  defense  is  that  the  law  only  pun- 
ishes for  presentation  to  a  person  or  officer 
in  the  civil  service  of  the  United  States  of  a 
false  claim,  and,  when  a  false  claim  is  pre- 
sented for  approval  to  the  district  court  of 
the  United  States  in  which  the  district  Judge 
is  presiding,  that  that  is  not  a  presentation 
thereof  to  an  c^cer  in  the  civil  service  of 
the  United  States.  In  other  words,  that  a 
United  States  Judge  in  vacation,  and  when 
not  engaged  Id  the  discharge  of  his  usual 
duties,  is  an  officer  In  the  civil  service  of 
the  United  States,  but  when  engaged  In 
holding  the  term  of  court  be  ceases  to  be  an 
officer  in  the  service  of  the  United  States, 
and  his  identity  as  such  is  lost,  and  be  Is 
only  a  court  or  a  member  of  a  court.  We 
think  that  a  United  States  Judge  Is  at  all 
times  an  officer  in  the  civil  service  of  the 
United  States,  within  the  meaning  of  the 
statute,  and  that,  when  a  claim  Is  presented 
to  a  court  of  which  he  is  the  presiding  officer. 
It  is  presented  to  an  officer  In  the  civil  serv- 
ice of  the  United  States."  It  may  be  ob- 
served that  there  is  no  revising  power  over 
the  action  of  the  court  by  the  treasury  offi- 
cials In  relation  to  witness  and  Juiy  fees  and 
mileage. 

There  Is,  however,  in  this  case,  the  charge 
of  conspiracy  to  defraud  the  government  by 
means  of  a  false,  fraudulent,  and  fictitious 
claim.  This  proceeding  by  habeas  corpus 
Is  a  collateral  attack  upon  the  proceedings 
upon  which  the  prisoner  was  committed  to 
Jail.  In  Ex  parte  Slebold,  100  U.  S.  371, 
Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  speaking  of  the  limi- 
tations of  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  supreme 
court  on  habeas  corpus  which  arise  from 
the  nature  and  objects  of  the  writ  as  de- 
fined by  tbe  common  law,  lays  down  the  gen- 
eral rule  that  the  only  ground  on  which 
that  court,  or  any  court,  without  special 
statute  authority,  will  give  relief  on  habeas 
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corpus,  la  where  there  Ifl  -want  of  JnrlBdic- 
tl<Mi  over  the  person  or  tne  cause,  or  some 
other  matter  rendering  the  proceedings  void, 
as  distinguished  from  what  Is  merely  erro- 
neous and  reversible.  The  writ  is  not  to  be 
employed  to  take  the  prisoner  away  from 
the  court  which  holds  him  for  fear,  if  he  re- 
mains, errors  may  be  committed.  Ex  parte 
Crouch,  112  U.  S.  178,  5  Sup.  Ct  96.  Nor 
can  It  be  used  to  subserve  the  purposes  of  the 
writ  of  error,  and  It  will  not  be  granted  to 
review  the  whole  case,  but  only  to  examine 
the  authority  of  the  tribunal  by  which  the 
prisoner  was  committed.  E!x  parte  Virginia, 
100  IT.  S.  339.  It  has  been  said  that  the  test  of 
Jurisdiction  Is  whether  the  tribunal  has  pow- 
er to  enter  upon  the  inquiry,  and  not  whether 
Its  conclusions  In  the  course  of  it  were  right 
or  wrong  (Otis  v.  Rio  Grande^  1  Woods,  279, 
Fed.  Caa.  No.  10,613),  unless.  Indeed,  some 
punishment  la  inflicted  which  the  tribunal 
had  no  authority  to  impose.  The  prisoner's 
counsel  conceded  at  the  bar  that  the  com* 
missloner  who  held  the  preliminary  ezam> 
tnation  of  and  committed  the  prisoner  to 
custody  bad  Jurisdiction  of  the  i>erson  and 
the  subject-matter;  but  it  has  been  earnest- 
ly and  ably  contended  that  the  information 
charged  no  offense  against  the  prisoner  on 
which  he  could  be  imprisoned  or  deprived 
of  his  liberty.  This  point  was  considered  in 
Bx  parte  Slebold,  100  U.  S.  371,  and  the  lan- 
guage of  Chief  Baron  Gilbert  in  Bushell's 
Case,  Vaughn,  135,  was  quoted,  that  "if  the 
commitment  be  against  law,  as  being  made 
by  one  who  had  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  cause, 
or  for  a  matter  for  which  by  law  no  man 
ought  to  be  punished,  the  court  are  to  dis- 
charge." Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  commenting, 
observes:  "l%e  latter  part  of  the  rule,  when 
applied  to  conviction  and  sentence,  is  con- 
fined to  cases  of  dear  and  manifest  want  of 
criminality  in  the  matter  charged,  such  as. 
In  effect,  to  render  the  proceedings  void."  It 
Is  true  that  In  Ex  parte  Slebold  there  had 
been  a  conviction  and  sentence,  but,  if  the 
objection  be  not  Jurisdictional,  neither  would 
the  commitment  be  open  to  collateral  attack 
by  habeas  corpus.  In  Re  Coy,  127  U.  S.  731, 
8  Sup.  Ct  1263,  It  was  strongly  Insisted  that 
no  offense  under  the  act  of  congress  was  set 
out  in  the  indictment,  and  that  the  prisoner 
should  be  released  on  habeas  corpus.  Mr. 
Justice  Miller  says:  "It  was  certainly  not 
intended  to  say  [in  Ex  parte  Watklns,  S 
Pet.  193]  that  because  a  federal  court  tries 
s  prisoner  for  an  ordinary  common-law  of- 
fense, as  burglary,  assault  and  battery,  or 
larceny,  with  no  averment  or  proof  of  any 
Offense  against  the  United  States,  or  any 
connection  with  a  statute  of  the  United 
States,  and  pui^shes  him  by  imprisonment, 
that  he  cannot  be  released  on  habeas  corpus 
because  the  court  which  tried  him  had  as- 
sumed Jurisdiction.  In  all  such  cases,  when 
the  question  of  Jurisdiction  is  raised,  the 
point  to  be  decided  is  whether  the  court  has 
Jurisdiction  of  that  class  of  offenses.     If  the 


statute  has  Invested  the  court  which  tried 
the  prisoner  with  Jurisdiction  to  punish  a 
well-deflned  class  of  offenses,  as  forgery  of 
Its  bonds,  or  perjnry  In  its  courts,  its  Judg- 
ment as  to  what  acts  were  necessary  under 
those  statutes  to  constitute  the  crime  is  not 
reviewable  on  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus." 
"We  are  not  here  to  consider  it  as  on  a  de- 
murrer before  trial,  but,  finding  that  the 
district  court  had  general  Jurisdiction  of  this 
class  of  offenses,  we  proceed  no  further  in 
the  inquiries  on  that  subject"  And  he  cites 
with  approval  Yarbrough's  Case,  110  U.  S. 
651,  4  Sup.  Ct  1C2.  This  seetns  to  be  with- 
in the  rule  laid  down  by  Judge  Folger  in 
Hunt  V.  Hunt  72  N.  T.  229,  who  defines  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  subject-matter  to  be  "the 
power  to  adjudge  concerning  the  general 
question  Involved."  In  Bx  parte  Parks,  93 
U.  S.  18,  It  was  held  that  an  Indictment 
conld  not  be  collaterally  attacked,  on  habeas 
corpus,  which  alleged  the  forgery  of  a  re- 
ceipt of  a  register  in  bankruptcy,  though  the 
statute  covered  the  forgery  of  certain  evi- 
deuciary  documents.  See,  also,  Hauser  v. 
State,  33  Wis.  678,  and  Bz  parte  Harlan 
(Okl.)  27  Pac.  920.  If  the  prisoner  can  at- 
tack the  sutflcicncy  of  an  information  and 
commitment  thereon,  like  the  present,  by 
habeas  corpus  in  this  court  in  advance  of 
his  trial  In  the  district  court,  so  may  prison- 
ers confined  in  the  JaU  of  every  county  in  the 
territory  attack  the  sufficiency  of  indict- 
ments against  them  by  habeas  corpus  in  this 
court.  Instead  of  employing  a  demurrer  or 
motion  to  quash  In  the  court  below.  Under 
such  circumstances,  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  have  refused  to  interfere. 
In  re  Lancaster  (1890)  11  Sup.  Ct  117;  Bx 
parte  Frederlch,  149  U.  &  70,  13  Sup.  Ot.  793. 
We  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  commitment 
was  Issued  ha  the  exercise  of  the  Jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter,  and  that  a  sufflcient 
cause  Is  set  forth  upon  which  the  prisoner 
shonld  be  held. 

HAMILTON  and  LAUGHLIN.  JJ,  concur. 

COLLIBR,  J.  (dissenting).  I  am  constrain- 
ed to  express  my  dissent  from  the  conclusion 
reached  by  the  majority  of  the  court  upon 
this  application  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus. 
Such  a  writ  Is  so  sacred  to  the  law.  It  is  such 
a  great  writ  that  it  is  to  be  considered  like 
the  palladium  of  liberty,  and  no  question  of 
courtesy,  comity,  or  propriety  should  for  a 
moment  be  entertained  when  it  is  applied  for 
to  a  court  having  Jurisdiction  to  issue  it 
It  Is  the  freeman's  writ  and  any  suggestion 
of  its  denial  to  an  American  citizen  illegally 
restrained  of  his  liberty  seems  in  conflict 
With  the  genius  of  our  institutions.  To  the 
argument  which  proposes  hesitation  IB  !ts 
Issuance  because  of  propriety  between  courts, 
or  because  of  propriety  for  any  other  reason. 
In  time  of  peace,  an  American  grown  to  the 
stature  of  these  Institutions  Is  Instinctively 
opposed.  No  man  should  be  considered  a 
criminal  of  so  dark  a  dye,  or  should  be  able 
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to  defraud  his  goTemment  or  his  neighbor 
in  80  outrageous  a  manner,  that  any  court 
could  be  induced  to  inflict  injury  to  the  yital 
principle  that  every  Inhabitant  of  this  broad 
land  shall  breathe  the  free  air  of  liberty  un- 
til he  is  restrained  according  to  law.  It  is 
one  of  the  chiefest  praises  of  the  judiciary 
that,  no  matter  how  fiercely  popular  passion 
may  rage,  how  red-Iianded  a  murderer  may 
be,  or  how  otherwise  extreme  any  violation 
of  law  may  be  considered,  it  sits  in  calm  de- 
liberation to  enforce  the  law  and  to  make  an 
offender'a  act  become  a  beacon  light  in  the 
illumining  of  liberty's  path,  instead  of  cre- 
ating a  precedent  for  the  oppression  of  Itu 
followers.  I  therefore  think  that  the  argu- 
ment that  this  court  should  withhold  this 
writ,  when  our  organic  act  gives  jurisdiction 
to  issue  It,  because  petitioner  should  have  ap- 
plied to  the  judge  of  the  district  court,  or 
because  his  alleged  monumental  and  his- 
torical fraud  calls  grievously  for  redress,  is 
unworthy  of  a  moment's  consideration. 

No  less  opposed  to  the  spirit  of  our  law  is 
the  doctrine  that,  by  implication  and  infer- 
ence, reason  may  bring  within  the  scope  of 
a  criminal  statute  offenses  to  which  its  let- 
ter does  not  eztend.  It  has  ever  been  held, 
under  the  common  law  and  in  this  country, 
to  be  a  cardinal  principle  in  the  expounding 
of  criminal  statutes  that  they  should  be  read 
"in  favorem  vita  et  libertatis,"  and  strictly 
as  against  the  state.  All  construction  and 
intendment  are  against  the  government  and 
in  favor  of  the  accused,  though  not  to  the 
extent  of  emasculating  or  destroying  a  stat- 
ute. The  statute  under  which  the  accused 
is  charged  has  a  range  very  bread  and  com- 
prehensive, f.nd  an  utility  distinctly  mani- 
fest, even  though  It  should  be  held  not  to 
reach  the  character  of  act  described  in  the 
complaint  upon  which  petitioner  has  been  ar- 
rested and  is  now  detained.  No  one  will  dis- 
pute that  section  5438  of  the  United  States 
Revised  Statutes  covers  the  presentation  of 
false  claims  against  the  government  for  ap- 
proval and  payment  by  any  officer  or  person 
givoi  the  authority  to  approve  or  pay  the 
same,  when  the  scienter  is  properly  laid  and 
proved.  The  question  here  is  whether  or  not 
a  suit  begun  in  the  court  of  private  land 
claims,  established  by  ak:t  of  congress  pass- 
ed March  3,  1891,  comes  within  the  purview 
of  said  section,  where  it  appears  that  plain- 
tiff recites  in  his  petition  that  land  within  the 
exterior  boundaries  of  an  alleged  grant  claim- 
ed by  him  has  been  disposed  of  by  the  Unit- 
ed States,  and  he  claims  the  maximum  per 
acre  so  disposed  of.  It  is  conceded  by  the 
attorney  for  the  United  States  that  but  for 
said  feature  of  the  claim  for  land  there  could 
be  no  pretense  that  section  543S,  Rev.  St., 
would  have  any  application  whatever  to  the 
case  at  bar;  and  this  court  in  its  opinion  also 
proceeds  upon  that  theory.  It  seems  to  be 
minimizing  substantlals  and  magnifying  ac- 
cidentals to  hold  that  this  section,  not  other- 
wise applicable,  becomes  so  by  the  presence 


of  a  iHovisional  money  feature  in  the  suit. 
This  feature,  if  it  should  ever  l>ecome  mate- 
rial in  the  litigation  begun  by  the  petitioner, 
becomes  so  becatise  of  acts  affecting  tbe  pe- 
titioner in  invltum,  and  done  not  by  his  pro- 
curement or  consent,  and  possibly  without 
his  knowledge.  This  pecuniary  feature  only 
becomes  material  after  the  land  sued  for  has 
been  "decreed."  In  other  words,  when  plain- 
tiff's exterior  boundaries  shall  have  been  ad- 
judicated to  him,  he  can  obtain  patent  only 
to  so  much,  above  what  the  government  has 
the  right  to  pay  him  for  at  $1.25  per  acre, 
as  he  recovers,  so  that  it,  tbe  government, 
may  keep  faith  with  those  to  whom  it  has 
already  sold  and  granted  some  portions  of 
claimant's  land.  But  the  principle  here  in- 
volved rises  above  what,  with  respect  to  my 
associates,  I  deem  a  consideration  too  small 
for  their  intelligent  attention;  and  this  deci- 
sion may,  I  fear,  become  a  precedent  for 
sta.tutory  construction  harmful  in  the  ex 
treme.  There  can  be  no  Question  here  of 
collateral  attack,  if  no  ofTense  is  charged, 
and  I  would  wish  no  other  authority  than 
the  one  cited  by  the  court  of  Ex  parte  Sle- 
bold,  100  U.  S.  3TI:  "A  court  wiU  give  re- 
lief on  liabeas  C3rpus  where  there  is  want 
of  jiulsdiction  over  the  person  or  the  cause 
or  some  other  matter  rendering  the  proceed- 
ings void."  If  no  offense  is  charged,  is  there 
any  "cause"?  If  there  Is  no  offense  char- 
ged, are  not  the  "proceedings  void"  as  to 
every  step?  Also,  I  would  cite  the  very 
case  the  opini<Hi  of  this  court  rests  on.  as 
refuting  the  position  that  section  543S,  Rev. 
St.,  refers  to  any  such  class  of  case  as  the 
bringing  of  a  suit  either  In  a  constitutional 
or  a  legislative  court  for  adjudication,  judg- 
ment, or  decree.  U.  S.  v.  Strobach.  48  Fed. 
903.  The  compiler  of  that  volume  states  the 
full  force  and  effect  of  that  case  in  the  fifth 
syllabus  as  follows:  "Although  the  act  of  a 
federal  judge  in  passing  upon  the  accounts 
of  a  United  States  marshal  in  open  court,  as 
required  by  Act  Cong.  Feb.  22,  1875,  is,  in 
a  sense,  the  act  of  the  court,  yet.  as  his  de- 
cision is  subject  to  revision  by  the  accounting 
officers  of  the  treasury,  it  is  only  quasi  Judi- 
cial, and  therefore  a  presentation  to  him  is  a 
presentation  to  an  officer  in  the  civil  service 
of  the  United  States,  within  the  meaning  of 
section  5438."  It  is  "sticking  In  the  bark" 
with  due  respect  I  say  it— to  draw  any  other 
conclusion  from  that  decision,  and.  indeed, 
the  whole  argument  of  the  learned  Justice 
is  an  effort  to  avoid  a  result  on  demurrer 
which  would  have  overturned  the  indictment, 
by  showing  that  "op«i  court"  meant,  in  the 
statute  there  construed,  a  court  in  quasi  ju- 
dicial matters  only.  No  one  can,  I  venture 
to  say,  carefully  read  that  decision,  without 
arriving  at  the  conclusion  that  Judge  .Woods 
believed  that  in  matters  judicially  determin- 
ed section  5438  has  no  application  whatever. 
It  shocks  our  understanding  to  say  that  one 
of  the  three  co-ordinate  branches  of  this  gov- 
ernment—a court  created,  not  for  the    ap- 
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proTal  of  claims,  bnt  to  adjudicate  them,  and, 
when  adjudicated,  to  enforce  them— la  "a  par- 
son or  officer  In  the  civil  aenrice"  of  the 
Koremment.  The  coort  la  Itself  cIyU  serv- 
ice, and  those  who  serve  In  It  are  offlcera 
and  persona  In  the  civil  service:  that  is,  in 
Its  service.  This  opinion  being  prepared  (» 
the  day  the  majority  opinion  was  submitted 
to  me.  then  to  be  handed  down,  I  am  not 
given  opportunity  for  more  elaborate  discus- 
sion of  a  decision  which.  I  thinlc,  makes  the 
most  damaging  precedent  yet  emanating 
from  this  court 

I  am  authorized  to  say  that  the  chief  Jus- 
tice concurs  in  this  dissent;  but  the  views 
above  expressed  have  not  beea  submitted  to 
blm. 

(8  N.  H.  ST) 

FORD  V.  SPRINGER  LAND  ASS'N  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  New  Mexico.     Aug.  28, 

1895.) 

Ueccavics'    Licks  —  Sufpicibjict  of  Notice  — 

Statbm CNT  of  Amount  Dos  —  Dbscriptiou  of 

Land— EsToPPBi/— Patmbkt—  Jouombnt  —  Af- 

rsAi. 

1.  A  mechanic's  lien  law  should  be  liberal- 
Iv  construed  in  favor  of  the  lienor.  Pinane  v. 
fiotel.  etc..  Co.,  6  Pac.  725,  3  N.  M.  256,  over- 
mled. 

2.Coinp.  Laws  1884,  {  1524,  requiring  a 
daim  of  lien  to  state  the  lienor's  demands  after 
"deducting  all  just  credits  and  offsets,"  is  sat- 
isfied by  a  statement  that  the  lien  is  a  certain 
sum,  the  balance  due,  after  deducting  all  just 
credits  and  offsets,  for  work  done  under  a  con- 
tract which  is  made  port  of  the  notice,  and  for 
an  additional  sum  for  extra  work  allowed  by 
the  terms  of  the  contract. 

3.  Under  Comp.  Laws  1884,  S  1524,  requir- 
ing a  notice  of  lien  to  state  the  name  of  the 
"owner  or  reputed  owner,  if  known,"  a  notice 
which  states  that  certain  corporations  and  in- 
dividuals are  "the  owners  or  reputed  owners"  of 
the  property  is  sufficient. 

4.  Under  Comp.  Laws  1884,  f  1524,  requir- 
IniT  a  notice  of  Hen  to  state  the  name  of  the  per- 
SOD  by  whom  claimant  was  em^oyed,  a  notice 
of  lien  for  constructing  an  irrigation  ditch,  which 
states  that  claimant  was  employed  by  a  corpora- 
tion through  its  general  manager,  with  the  ap- 
proval of  its  president,  naming  each,  is  suffi- 
cient. 

5.  Comp.  Laws  1884,  {  1524,  requiring  a  no- 
tice of  lien  to  contain  "a  statement  of  the  terms, 
time  given,  ard  conditions  of  his  contract,"  is 
satisfied  bv  a  notice  which  refers  to  the  contract, 
in  which  tnese  facts  are  stated,  for  such  facts, 
and  maker  the  contract  a  part  of  the  notice. 

6.  Under  Comp.  Laws  1884,  §  1524,  requir- 
ing a  notice  of  lien  to  contain  "a  description  of 
the  property  to  be  charged  with  the  lien  suffi- 
cient for  identification,  a  notice  of  lien  for 
the  construction  of  an  irrigation  ditch,  which 
gives  a  description  of  the  ditches,  laterals,  reser- 
voirs, and  right  of  way  such  as  would  enable 
one  familiar  with  the  locality  to  survey  and  plat 
the  same  is  sofficient. 

7.  Under  Comp.  Laws  1884,  {  1524,  requir- 
ing a  notice  of  lien  to  contain  "a  description  of 
the  property  to  be  charged  with  the  lien  suffi- 
dent  for  identification,'  a  description  of  laud 
sought  to  be  charged  with  the  lien  by  govern- 
ment subdivisions  is  sufficient 

8.  Comp.  Laws  1884,  §  1529,  provides  that 
any  improvement  mentioned  in  section  1520  (giv- 
ing a  lien  for  labor  or  materials  furnished  in 
construction  of  ditches  and  other  improvements 
made  on  land)  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  made 
at  the  Instance  of  the  owner  unless,  when  in- 


formed that  the  work  ts  being  done,  he  posts  a 
notice  that  he  Is  not  responsible  for  the  sam& 
Sdd,  that  a  contractor  for  the  construction  of 
an  irrigation  ditch  was  entitied  to  a  Uen  on 
land  appurtenant  to  the  ditch,  which  was  in- 
creased m  value  by  the  ditch,  where  it  appears 
that  his  employer,  by  contract  with  the  owner, 
was  to  receive  a  portion  of  the  proceeds  of 
such  land  when  sold  at  an  enhanced  price  after 
the  construction  of  the  ditch,  and  that  the  own- 
er consented  to  the  construction. 

9.  An  objection  to  a  notice  of  lien  for  in- 
snffideney  in  the  stat«nent  of  claim  cannot  be 
urged  for  the  first  time  on  appeal. 

10.  Where,  in  an  action  to  foredose  a  me- 
chanic's lien  on  22,000  acres  of  land  for  con- 
struction of  an  irrigation  ditch,  defendant  ad- 
mits that  the  land  is  appurtenant  to  the  ditch, 
and  then  describes  it  by  government  sul)divi- 
siona,  such  defendant  is  estopped  from  assert- 
ing, after  judgment  of  foreclosure,  that  the  sub- 
divisions contain  more  than  22,000  acres  of  land. 

11.  Where,  in  an  action  to  foreclose  a  lien 
on  a  certain  number  of  acres  of  land,  the  notice 
describes  the  same  by  government  surveys,  the 
court,  in  the  absence  of  proof,  may  assume,  on 
a  showing  that  government  subdivisions  of  the 
dass  mentioned  contain  a  larger  number  of 
acres  than  that  named,  that  the  decrease  in  the 
number  of  acres  in  the  divisions  in  question 
could  be  accounted  tot  by  rules  of  government 
surveying. 

12.  Where  a  notice  of  lien  on  land  specifies 
the  number  of  acres,  and  then  describes  them 
by  government  subdivisions,  the  latter  descrip- 
tion controls,  though  there  be  in  them  in  fact  a 
larger  number  of  acres  than  that  stated  in  the 
notice. 

13.  Where  a  contractor  constructing  an  irri- 
gation ditch  agrees  to  select  a  tract  of  land  and 
pay  a  certain  sum  tor  it,  which  is  to  be  credited 
as  part  payment  of  the  work  on  condition  that 
his  employer  secures  a  suffident  deed  from  the 
owner  to  himself,  teader  of  a  sufficient  deed 
to  the  contractor  by  his  employer  must  be 
shown. 

14.  Where  a  contract  provides  that  payment 
shall  be  made  for  work  on  final  estimate  and 
certificate  of  an  engineer  approving  the  work, 
and  a  showing  that  the  work  is  free  from  all 
liens,  and.  after  the  final  estimate  is  made  and 
the  certificate  procured,  the  contractor,  being 
refused  payment,  files  his  lien,  the  fact  that  sub- 
contractors subsequentiy  file  liens  for  work  will 
not  defeat  the  contractor's  lien. 

15.  Comp.  Laws  1884,  §  522,  directs  the  ter- 
ritorial courts  to  conform  to  the  laws  and  usages 
of  the  federal  courts.  Equity  rule  92  authorizes 
a  oersonal  ludcment  in  foreclosure  of  a  mort- 
gage, for  the  balance  due  complainant  over  and 
above  the  proceeds  of  sale.  Beld,  that  a  decree 
for  foreclosure  of  a  mechanic's  lien,  providing 
that  the  decree  shall  operate  as  a  personal  judg- 
ment against  each  of  the  defendants,  is  proper. 

16.  Findings  of  fact  by  a  chancellor  on  tes- 
timony in  the  first  instance  will  not  be  disturb- 
ed unless  it  clearly  appears  that  such  findings 
are  against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Colfax  county; 
before  Justice  O'Brien. 

Action  by  Patrick  P.  Ford  against  the 
Springer  Land  Association  and  others  to 
foreclose  a  mechanic's  Hen.  From  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintifiC,  defendants  appeal.  Af- 
firmed. 

This  1b  an  action  in  chancery,  brought  by 
Patrick  P.  Ford,  appellee,  against  the  Spring; 
er  Land  Association,  and  certain  individuals 
corporate  thereof,  together  with  the  Max- 
well Land-Grant  Company  and  its  trustees, 
to  establish,  fix,  and  foreclose  a  mechanic's 
lien  upon  a  certain  ditch  and  reservoir  sys- 
tem,  rights   of  way   therefor,  and   certain 
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lands  alleged  to  be  appurtenant  thereto,  and 
It  Is  founded  on  the  following  facts: 

On  October  20,  1888.  a  contract  was  enter- 
ed Into  between  Pah-ick  P.  Ford,  of  the  first 
iwrt,  and  the  Springer  Land  Association,  of 
the  second  part,  for  doing  the  earth  work  In 
constructing  a  certain  ditch  line  and  reser- 
voir system,  for  Irrigation,  all  In  the  county 
of  Colfax  and  territory  of  New  Mexico,  the 
provisions  of  which,  so  far  as  pertinent  to 
this  ease,  are  as  follows:  The  party  of  the 
first  part  to  furnish  all  necessary  tools  and 
labor,  and  perform  all  work  of  excavating 
and  grading  required  In  the  construction  of 
the  Cimarron  ditch  and  its  accessories.  Said 
work  to  be  done  In  a  thorough  and  work- 
manlike manner,  and  la  full  accord  with  the 
specifications  thereto  attached,  and  made 
part  of  the  contract  The  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part  agreed  to  pay  said  party  of  the 
first  part  for  the  work  so  done  at  the  rate  of 
11  cents  i>er  cubic  yard  for  all  earth  re- 
moved, without  classification;  amounts  due 
for  said  work  to  be  paid  at  the  time  and  In 
the  manner  described  In  the  specifications 
thereto  attached.  "Specification  13.  Sub- 
contracts must  be  submitted  to  the  engineer, 
and  receive  his  approval,  before  work  Is  be- 
gun under  them.  No  second  subcontracts 
win  be  allowed.  Subcontractors  will  be 
bound  by  the  same  specifications  as  the  orig- 
inal contractor,  and  will  be  equally  under 
the  authority  of  the  engineer."  "Specifica- 
tion 15.  On  or  about  the  first  day  of  each 
current  month  the  engineer  will  measure 
and  compute  the  quantity  of  material  mov- 
ed by  the  contractor  during  the  preceding 
mouth.  He  will  certify  the  amount  to  the 
company,  together  with  an  account  of  the 
same  at  the  price  stipulated,  which  amount 
will  be  audited  by  the  company  without  un- 
necessary delay,  and  the  amount  thereof,  less 
ten  per  centum,  retained,  will  be  paid  to  the 
contractor.  In  cash,  within  ten  days  there- 
after. This  retained  percentage  will  be  held 
by  the  company  as  a  guaranty  for  the  faith- 
ful completion  of  the  work,  and  will  be  paid 
in  full  with  the  final  estimate,  upon  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  engineer  accepting  and  approv- 
ing the  work;  it  being  expressly  understood 
that  the  failure  of  the  contractor  to  fulfill 
his  obligations  will  mean  a  forfeiture  of  this 
retained  percentage  to  the  company.  The 
amount  due  to  the  contractor  under  the  final 
estimate  will  only  be  p&lA  upon  the  satisfac- 
tory showing  that  the  work  is  free  from  all 
danger  from  liens  or  claims  of  any  kind 
through  failure  on  his  part  to  liquidate  his 
Just  Indebtedness,  as  connected  with  this 
work." 

The  land  upon  which  the  ditches  and  reser- 
voirs were  to  be  and  were  actually  located 
and  constructed,  and  upon  which  the  Im- 
provements were  actually  made,  did  not  be- 
long to  the  said  the  Springer  Land  Associa- 
tion, or  to  any  of  the  parties  to  the  contract, 
or  to  their  successors  in  interest,  so  far  as  ap- 
pears from  the  record,  but  was  at  the  time 


the  property  of  the  Maxwell  Land-Grant  Com- 
pany, which  was  not  a  direct  party  to  the 
contract  The  Maxwell  Land-Grant  Com- 
pany did,  however,  make  a  contract  on  the 
1st  day  of  May,  1888,  with  C.  C.  Strawn  and 
his  associates,  who  afterwards  organized  the 
Springer  Land  Association,  by  which  the 
Maxwell  Company  gave  it  and  its  associates 
a  right  of  way  for  the  proposed  Irrigation 
system  of  ditches  and  reservoirs,  and  by 
which  said  agreement  It  was  provided, 
among  other  things,  that  with  the  view  of 
selling  certain  of  its  lands  at  an  enhanced 
value,  and  in  consideration  of  certain  per- 
petual water  rights  and  franchises  to  be 
granted  It  by  the  other  party,  it  agreed  to 
set  apart  and  reserve  from  sale  about  20,000 
acres  of  its  lands,  and  to  give  the  other  par- 
ty, the  Springer  Land  Association,  which  suc- 
ceeded to  the  rights  of  said  Strawn  and  bis 
associates  under  said  contract,  a  certain  por- 
tion of  the  proceeds  which  might  be  derived 
from  the  sale  of  the  said  lands,  when  sold. 
These  lands  were  under  the  proposed  ditch 
system,  and  to  be  irrigated  by  it  And  by 
this  agreement  said  Strawn  and  his  asso- 
ciates agreed  to  expend  about  $60,000,  or  a 
sufilcient  sum  to  complete  the  enterprise  on 
the  proposed  plan.  The  title  to  the  lands  at 
that  time  and  at  all  times  afterwards,  so  far 
as  appears  from  the  record,  was  in,  and  re- 
mained in,  the  Maxwell  Company,  except  as 
to  the  rights  acquired  by  Strawn  and  his  as- 
sociates and  successors  in  Interest  under  said 
contract.  The  same  contract  constituted  and 
made  Strawn  and  his  associates  and  succes- 
sors in  interest  the  agent  of  the  Maxwell 
Company  to  the  extent  of  and  for  the  pur- 
poses of  carrying  into  effect  the  spirit  and 
intent  of  the  contract  as  to  the  sal^  of  the 
said  lands;  but  that  party,  the  Sprluirer 
Land  Association,  contracting  with  the  ai>- 
pellee.  Ford,  had  no  other  title  in  the  lands 
than  as  given  in  that  contract.  Five  days 
subsequent  to  the  time  the  ditch  contract 
was  made.  Ford  entered  into  another  con- 
tract with  the  Springer  Land  Association, 
by  which  he  agreed  to  select  and  take  one 
section  of  the  land  under  the  ditch  system, 
at  the  stipulated  price  of  ?8,000,  to  be  con- 
sidered as  part  payment  on  the  contract  price 
for  constructing  the  ditch  system,  and  the 
Springer  Association  agreed  to  procure  a 
deed  to  Ford  from  the  Maxwell  Company, 
free  from  all  Incumbrances.  The  work  of 
construction  proceeded  under  the  Ford  con- 
tract, and  he  let  subcontracts  to  McGarvey, 
Dargle,  and  Haynes.  Estimates,  as  provid- 
ed by  the  contract,  were  made  by  E.  H. 
Kellogg,  the  supervising  engineer,  from  time 
to  time,  which  were  audited  and  paid  by  the 
Springer  Association,  up  to  about  May,  18S9, 
and  the  final  estimates  were  made.  Including 
all  balance  alleged  to  be  due  on  the  contract, 
and  for  extra  work,  and  presented  about  the 
middle  of  June  of  that  year,  and  at  the  time 
the  contract  work  was  alleged  to  have  been 
completed,  amounting  to  $17,634.27  due  on 
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the  ccmtnct  and  $300  for  ertra  work,  and 
wbicb  the  Springer  Association  refused  to 
pay,  on  tbe  grounds  that  tbe  snm  claimed 
was  In  excess  of  the  amonnt  due,  and  that 
the  work  had  not  been  completed  according 
to  the  contract:  that  the  engineer's  final  es- 
timate was  erroneous  in  part,  either  through 
fraud,  inadvertence,  or  mistake;  and  be- 
cause the  subcontractors  bad  not  been  paid 
the  several  sums  due  them  on  the  work  by 
Ford,  and  that  the  property  was  not  free 
from  danger  from  liens.  Thereupon  Ford, 
on  July  3,  1889,  filed  his  notice  of  claim  of 
11«>  for  $17,634.27,  alleged  to  be  due  on  the 
contract.  Including  all  moneys  due  subcon- 
tractors at  that  time,  and  for  $390,  alleged  to  ( 
be  due  him  for  extra  work.  Thereafter  the 
subcontractors  filed  their  notice  of  claims  of 
liens  on  the  property  for  moneys  alleged  to 
be  due  them,— McGarvey  for  $5,000,  Dargle 
for  $2,274.30,  and  Haynes  for  an  amonnt  not 
shown  by  the  record.— all  of  which  said  no- 
tices were  filed  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  law.  Soon  thereafter  suits  were  brought 
to  establish  and  foreclose  the  several  liens 
by  the  subcontractors,  some  of  which  were 
pending  when  this  suit  was  brought,  and  all 
against  the  ditch,  laterals,  reservoirs,  and 
right  of  way,  about  60  feet  wide,  the  full 
length  of  the  ditch,  about  26  miles  In  length, 
and  against  22,000  acres  of  land,  alleged  to 
be  under  the  ditch  system,  and  to  be  irri- 
gated thereby,  and  appnrtenant  thereto. 

Ford  filed  his  bill  to  foreclose  the  lien  so 
claimed  on  June  30,  1880,  in  which  he  set 
out  his  contract  of  October  20,  1888;  averred 
substantial  compliance  therewith,  completion 
and  acceptance  of  the  same,  but  not  by 
whom  accepted;  the  filing  of  his  claim  of 
Hen;  the  total  amount  due  him  at  comple- 
tion thereof;  described  the  property  as  In  the 
clatan  of  lien;  averred  as  to  the  contracts  be- 
tween the  Maxwell  Comp.-iny,  Strawn  and  his 
associates,  and  the  Springer  Association  and 
Its  associates;  that,  during  all  the  time  the 
Ford  contract  was  being  executed,  the  Max- 
well Company  and  the  Springer  Association 
both  had  full  knowledge  of  the  same,  and 
that  neither  gave  any  notice  that  they  would 
not  be  responsible  for  it;  that  at  the  time  of 
the  completion  of  the  work  there  was  due 
Ford  from  the  Springer  Association  and  the 
individuals  composing  it  $17,634.27  on  the 
contra(,-t,  and  $390  for  extra  work  ordered  by 
the  sujjervlsing  engineer  in  charge,— with 
prayer  for  an  accounting  and  foreclosure  of 
lien,  decree  for  payment  of  costs,  solicitors' 
fees,  sale  of  ditches,  laterals,  and  reservoirs, 
and  the  22,000  acres  of  land  dcsorilted,  and 
for  a  deficiency  Judgment,  in  case  the  proi)- 
erty,  when  sold,  should  not  produce  sufficient 
funds  to  fully  satisfy  the  severul  amounts  so 
found  to  be  due  against  the  Springer  Land 
Association  ard  its  associates.  The  Si>ringer 
I^nd  Association  and  the  individuals  com- 
posing It  answered  the  bill,  and  denied  that 
the  work  was  ever  completed  by  complain- 
ant or  accepted  by  defendants;  denieii  that 


they  were  indebted  to  the  complainant  for 
said  work  In  any  sum,  or  tliat  any  claim  of 
lien  was  filed  which  would  be  effective  tc. 
establish  a  lien  on  the  ditch  system,  or  lands 
descritied  therein;  averred  that  the  Maxwell 
Company  owned  the  lands,  and  had  given  the 
Springer  Association  the  right  to  construct 
the  ditches  and  reservoirs  thereupon,  but  de- 
nied that  the  22,000  acres  of  land  was  to  lie- 
long  to  the  Springer  Association;  averred 
that  the  final  estimates  made  by  tiie  engineer 
were  given  for  work  never  done  or  complet- 
ed, through  fraud,  negligence,  mistake,  or 
Inattention,  or  through  the  fraudulent  pro- 
curement of  the  complainant;  that  under  tlie 
contract  the  right  to  audit  and  determine 
the  amount  to  be  paid  on  the  engineer's  es- 
timates rested  with  the  Springer  Associa- 
tion, and  that  it  was  not  bound  to  pay  on 
estimates  as  made  exclusively  by  the  en- 
gineer; that  under  said  contract  defendants 
were  not  bound  to  pay  final  estimates  made 
by  the  engineer,  except  upon  satisfactory 
showing  that  the  work  was  free  from  all  dan- 
ger from  liens  or  Incumbrances  of  any  kind; 
that  subcontractors  had  filed  liens  for  about 
$10,000  against  the  property,  upon  some  of 
which  suits  had  been  brought,  and  were  still 
pending;  that  complainant  had  failed  to  re- 
move or  to  take  steps  to  remove  or  to  defend 
against  said  liens,— by  reason  of  all  of  wiiich 
defendants  were  not  bound  to  pay  the  final 
or  any  other  estimates  tor  said  work.  Tliese 
defendants  filed  a  cross  bill,  setting  up  mat- 
ters averred  in  the  answer,  and  other  breach- 
es by  complainant,  Ford,  and  the  loss,  dam- 
ages, and  expenses  to  the  defendants  by  rea- 
son thereof,  with  a  prayer  that,  in  case  an 
accounting  should  be  decreed  under  the  bill, 
these  matters  should  be  considered  and  al- 
lowed as  set-offs  to  Ford's  claims,  and  for 
general  relief.  But  neither  the  Maxwell 
Land-Grant  Company  nor  any  of  its  trustees 
tiled  any  answer  or  other  pleadings  of  any 
kind.  Complainant  filed  general  replication 
to  the  answer  and  answer  to  cross  couiplnint, 
and  issue  was  Joined  on  the  general  replica- 
tion of  defendants  to  cross  answer.  The 
cause  was  then  referred  to  W.  E.  Gortuer, 
Esq.,  as  special  examiner,  to  take  proofs  and 
report  the  same  to  the  court.  A  vast  amount  of 
testimony  was  then  taken,  orally  and  by  depo- 
sitions, and  a  great  number  of  exhibits  were 
offered,  the  bulk  of  which  was  directed  to  the 
question  of  completion  or  noncompietion  of  the 
work  In  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract and  specifications,  and  the  erroneous 
charact  er  of  the  final  estimates  by  the  engineer, 
throtigh  mistake,  inadvertence,  or  fraud.  The 
record  here  consists  of  over  1,200  closely- 
printed  pages.  The  taking  of  proofs  was 
closed  and  the  case  set  down  for  argument, 
and  was  argued  before  the  court  in  vacation, 
and  on  March  28, 1803,  Chief  Justice  OBrien 
rendered  his  decision  in  favorof  the  complain- 
ant, and  made  his  findings  of  facts  and  conclu- 
sions of  law.  And  a  final  decree  was  thereupon 
enrolled,  establishing  a  lieu  on  the  entire 
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ditch  and  recerroir  system  and  rights  of 
way,  and  on  the  22,000  acres  of  land,  for 
^22,097.75,  indndlng  Interest,  being  the 
amount  claimed  In  the  notice  of  lien,  and 
which  Included  all  sums  due  him,  and  due  on 
all  subcontracts;  and  out  of  this  amount  to 
pay  Into  court  a  sum  sufficient  to  satisfy 
subcontractor  Dargle  on  his  subcontract  lien, 
in  event  that  Ford  did  not  pay  the  amount 
due  to  him,  and  file  Dargle's  receipt  in  full 
for  same,  it  then  appearing  that  Ford  had 
settled  with  all  other  subcontractors  in  full; 
and  with  Interest  to  run  at  6  per  cent,  from 
date  of  decree  for  the  debt,  and  $1,000  for 
complainant's  solicitors'  fees,  and  for  all 
costs;  and  for  a  deficiency  Judgment,  in  case 
the  proceeds  derived  from  the  sale  should 
not  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  sev^nl  sums  so 
found  for  complainant,  against  the  Springer 
Land  Association  and  its  associates  therein 
named;  and  for  an  order  of  sale  and  fore- 
closure. To  all  of  which  defendants  except- 
ed, and  the  case  accordingly  is  here  on  ap- 
peal. 

Defendants  assigned  errors  sufficient  to 
raise  all  the  material  Issues  In  the  cause  as 
to  its  merits. 

The  cause  was  ably  argued  In  this  court, 
at  the  July,  1894,  term,  by  Frank  Springer, 
Long  &  Fort,  and  A.  A.  Jones,  for  appel- 
lants, and  by  Wolcott  &  Valle,  for  appellee, 
and  exhaustive  briefs  were  submitted  on 
both  sides. 

Frank  Springer,  A.  A.  Jones,  and  E.  V. 
Long,  for  appellants.  Joel  F.  Vaile,  for  ap- 
pellee. 

LAUGHLIN,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
This  is  an  action  in  chancery,  the  purpose  of 
which  is  to  establish  and  foreclose  a  lien  In 
fftvor  of  the  appellee  on  the  property  of  the 
appellants,  as  described  In  the  notice  of  lien 
and  in  the  bill  of  complaint  And  upon  the 
notice  of  lien  the  appellee  must  succeed  or 
fail;  and  he  must  show  that  It  is  in  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  all  the  material  re- 
quirements of  the  law  and  the  facts  appli- 
cable to  the  subject 

The  law  providing  protection  to  mechanics, 
material  men,  and  laborers,  by  giving  them  a 
security  on  property  upon  which  they  have 
furnished  material,  labor,  and  skill  for  the 
enhancement  of  its  value  requires  nothinir  un- 
just to  the  owner,  and  northing  unreasonable 
on  the  part  of  those  who  seek  its  protection 
in  enforcing  their  remedy  under  it.  Those 
who  attempt  to  fix  a  lien  and  establish  an 
Inwimbrance  on  property  for  the  security  of 
their  just  debts  and  demands,  and  thereby 
compel  the  owner  to  pay  these  obligations, 
wiiich  in  many  instances  they  never  directly 
contract  must  shojv  afflrmatively  a  substan- 
tial compliance  with  all  the  essential  require- 
ments of  the  statute  imder  which  they  claim 
protection.  The  mechanic's  lien  law  was  un- 
known to  and  is  in  contravention  of  the  com- 
mon law  and  equity  Jurisprudence.    It  had 


Its  origin  with  the  ctyH  law  (Canal  Oo.  t. 
Gordon,  6  Wall.  561;  Minor  v.  Marshall  [N. 
M.]  27  Pac  481;  DavU  v.  Farr,  13  Pa.  St. 
167),  yet  being  remedial  In  Its  nature,  and 
equitable  In  its  enforcement  is  to  be  con- 
strued liberally.  The  equitable  object  of  the 
act  Is  clearly  expressed  in  the  first  section, 
in  defirii^g  it:  "Sec.  1519.  A  lien  is  a  charge 
imposed  upon  specific  property,  by  which  it  is 
made  security  for  the  performance  of  an  act" 
This  court  held  in  Finane  v.  Hotel,  etc.,  Co., 
3  N.  M.  256,  6  Pac.  725,  that  the  law  should 
be  construed  strictly;  but  the  weight  of  au- 
thorities is  against  it  and  that  decision,  to 
that  extent  i*  here  overruled.  Baldwin  v. 
Merrick,  1  Mo.  App.  281;  Tuttle  t.  Mout- 
ford,  7  Cal.  358;  Barnes  v.  Thomp3<Mi,  2  Swan, 
313.  "Notwithstanding  the  mechanic's  lien 
law  was  unknown  to  the  common  law,  yet 
in  view  of  the  equitable  characto:  of  the 
statute,  it  should  be  liberally  construed,  but 
cannot  by  construction  be  extended  to  cases 
not  provided  for  by  statute."  Barnard  t.  Mc- 
Kenzie,  4  Colo.  251;  15  Am.  &  Bug.  Enc.  Law, 
179,  and  cases  there  cited.  But  the  notice 
of  claim  of  lien,  being  the  foundation  of  the 
action,  must  contain  all  the  essential  require- 
ments of  the  statute,  and  the  failure  or  omis- 
Mon  on  the  part  of  the  person  claiming  the 
lien  of  any  of  the  substantial  requisites  of  the 
statute  is  fatal,  and  will  defeat  the  action. 

The  tenth  assignment  of  error  is  that  the 
court  below  erred  In  establishing  any  lien 
whatsoever  on  the  real  estate,  ditches,  and 
reservoir  system  descrlt>ed  in  the  decree  and 
entered  In  said  cause.  Tills  raised  the  ques- 
tion of  validity  of  the  notice  of  claim  of  lien. 
The  authority  for  filing  a  claim  of  lien  is 
found  in  section  1520,  Comp.  Laws  18S4,  and 
a  ditch  is  therein  enumerated  as  one  of  the 
various  kinds  of  property  subject  to  a  lien; 
and  it  provides  that  every  person  who  per- 
forms labor  upon  or  furnishes  materials  to 
be  used  in  or  upon  the  construction,  altera- 
tion, or  repair  of  the  several  kinds  of  prop- 
erty therein  enumerated  "has  a  lien  upon  the 
same  for  the  work  or  labor  d<we,  or  materials 
furnished  by  each,  respectively,  whether  d(Hie 
or  furnished  at  the  instance  of  the  owner  of 
the  building,  or  other  improvement,  or  his 
agent."  And  secticm  1322  provides  that: 
"The  land  upon  which  any  building,  improve- 
ment or  structure  is  constructed,  together 
with  a  convenient  space  about  the  same,  or 
so  much  as  may  be  required  for  the  conveni- 
ent use  and  occupation  thereof,  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  court  on  rendering  Judgment,  is 
also  subject  to  the  lien,  if  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  work,  or  of  the  furnishing)  of  the 
materials  for  the  same,  the  land  belonged  to 
the  person  who  caused  said  building,  improve- 
ment or  structure  to  be  constructed,  altered 
or  repaired,  but  If  such  person  owned  lees 
than  a  fee  simple  estate  In  such  land,  then 
only  his  interest  therein  is  subject  to  such 
lien."  This  section  gpee  to  the  quantity  of  the 
property  to  be  charged,  and  to  the  interest  to 
be  conveyed  to  and  vested  in,  the  purchaser  at 
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the  foredosnre  Salt  Section  1524  gays:  "Every 
original  contractMr,  witliin  ninety  days  after 
the  completion  of  his  contract,  and  every  per- 
son save  the  original  contractor,  claiming  the 
benefit  of  this  act,  must  within  sixty  days 
after  the  completion  of  any  building,  improve- 
ment or  structure,  or  after  the  completion  of 
the  alterations  or  repairs  thereof,  or  the  per- 
formance of  any  labor  in  a  mining  claim,  filed 
for  record  vrlth  the  county  records  of  the 
county  In  which  such  property  or  some  part 
thereof,  is  situated,  a  claim  containing  a  state- 
ment of  his  demands,  after  deducting  all  Joat 
credits  and  offsets,  with  the  name  of  the  own- 
er or  reputed  owner.  If  linown,  and  also  the 
name  of  the  person  by  whom  he  was  em- 
ploj'ed,  or  to  whom  he  furnished  the  mate- 
rials, with  a  statement  of  the  term,  time  given 
and  conditions  of  his  contract,  and  also  a  de- 
scription of  the  property  to  be  charged  with 
the  lien,  sufficient  for  identification,  which 
claim  must  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  him- 
self, or  some  other  person."  This  section  is 
given  In  full  because  the  lien  Is  based  upon 
Its  requiremmts,  and  must  be  tested  by  it, 
and  on  it  the  lien,  and  the  action  as  to  the 
validity  of  the  notice  of  claim  of  lien,  must 
stand  or  fall.  It  will  be  seen  by  this  section 
that  the  notice  of  the  claim  of  lien  must  con- 
tain five  essential  allegations  or  averments, 
and  each  must  be  stated  substantially  In  the 
language  of  the  statute.  But  no  particular 
form  oit  statement  Is  required.  All  that  is 
necessary  Is  that  the  language  used  in  the 
statement  must  conv^  and  express  In  an  in- 
t^lgent  manner  the  meaning  and  Intent  of 
the  statute.  To  h(dd  otherwise  would  be  In 
effect.  In  many  instances,  to  defeat  a  Just 
and  equitable  claim  on  mere  technicalities. 
Tliis  the  legilslatiure  did  not  intend.  The  best 
manner  In  which  to  determine  the  validity  of 
the  notice  of  claim  of  lien  in  this  case  is  to 
state  each  requirement  of  the  statute  and  the  ■, 
averments  In  the  notice  of  claim  of  lien  ap- 
plicable thereto;  and  this  course  wUl  be  here- 
inafter pursued. 

The  record  dlsclosea  that  the  notice  of 
claim  of  lien  was  seasonably  filed  and  re- 
corded, and  that  it  was  properly  verified  by 
the  oath  of  the  api>eltee,  and  that  the  action 
on  the  same  was  commenced  within  one  year 
thereafter,  and  within  the  time  prescribed 
by  the  statute.  But  appellants  contend  that 
none  of  the  other  requirements  In  this  section 
were  complied  with,  and  that,  therefore, 
there  never  was,  nor  is  there  now,  any  lien 
at  all  on  the  property  as  described  and  here- 
in sought  to  be  charged.  This  controversy 
can  only  be  determined  by  a  careful  com- 
parison of  the  essential  requirements  set 
out  in  this  section  with  the  allegations  in 
appellee's  notice  of  claim  of  lien.  This  sec- 
tion requires:  First  "A  claim  containing  a 
statement  of  his  demands,  after  deducting 
all  Just  credits  and  offsets."  After  describ- 
ing the  property,  the  notice  of  lien  says: 
•To  secure  the  payment  of  the  sum  of  seven- 
teen thousand  six  hundred  and  thirty-four 
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dollars  and  twenty-seven  cents,  the  balance 
due  and  owing  to  said  Patrick  P.  Ford  by  the 
aforesaid  owner  or  reputed  owner,  after  de- 
ducting all  Just  credits  and  offsets,  for  exca- 
vating and  embankments  done  and  per- 
formed by  him  under  a  certain  contract  en- 
tered Into  by  the  said  the  Springer  Land  As- 
sociation, a  copy  of  which  contract  is  hereto 
annexed,  and  made  a  part  of  this  claim  of 
lien;  as,  also,  for  the  further  sum  of  three 
hundred  and  ninety  dollai-s,  for  extra  exca- 
vating and  hauling  ordered  by  the  engineer 
in  charge  of  said  ditch,  and  allowed  him  in 
poTBuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  said  con- 
tract,—all  of  which  having  been  begun  on,  to 
wit,  the  first  day  of  November,  1888,  and 
prosecuted  continuously  until  the  twenty-first 
day  of  June  last  past"  Second.  "With  the 
name  of  the  owner  or  reputed  owner  if 
known."  The  notice  of  lien  says,  after  nam- 
ing the  Springer  Land  Association,  certain 
Individuals  connected  therewith,  the  Maxwell 
Land-Grant  Company,  and  certain  Individu- 
als as  its  trustees,  "owners  or  reputed  own- 
ers"; and  further  on  it  says  the  sum  due 
and  owing  to  said  Ford  "by  the  owners  or 
reputed  owners"  of  the  land  before  described, 
and  in  closing  it  says:  "The  names  of  the 
reputed  owners  of  the  land  hereinbefore 
mentioned  are  the  Maxwell  Land-Grant  Com- 
pany, and  certain  persons  therein  named  as 
trustees  of  said  company,  acting  under  the 
name,  style  and  title  of  the  'Board  of  Trus- 
tees of  the  Maxwell  Land-Grant  Company.'  " 
It  is  here  seen  that  names  of  the  owners  or 
reputed  owners  of  the  lands  are  mentioned 
three  times;  and  the  proof  shows  and  it  is 
admitted  by  both  parties  that  the  22,000 
acres  of  land  sought  to  be  subjected  to 
the  Hen  belong  to  the  Maxwell  Tiand-Grant 
Company;  and  It  is  equally  dear  from  the 
allegations,  proofO,  and  admissions  In  the 
answer  that  the  ditch  system  and  right  of 
way  Is  the  property  of  the  Springer  Land 
Association,  and  of  the  Individuals  compos- 
ing it;  and  as  tlie  notice  of  lien  and  bill  of 
complaint  used  the  language  of  the  statute, 
and  Is  sustained  by  the  proofs,  it  is  sufficient. 
Minor  v.  Marshall  (N.  M.)  27  Pac.  481;  Har- 
rington V.  Miller,  4  Wash.  808,  31  Pac.  325; 
AUen  V.  Rowe  (Or.)  23  Pac.  901.  Third. 
"And  also  the  name  of  the  person  by  whom 
he  was  employed,  or  to  whom  he  furnished 
materials."  The  notice  of  lien  says:  "Claim- 
ant was  employed  to  do  said  woi*  by  the 
Springer  Land  Association,  C.  N.  Barnes, 
general  manager,  approved  by  C.  O.  Strawn, 
as  president"  It  would  be  difficult  to  ob- 
serve that  requirement  more  fully  than  It  is 
by  this  statement;  and  It  is  sufficient. 
Fourth.  "With  a  statement  of  the  terms, 
time  given  and  conditions  of  his  contract." 
The  notice  of  Hen  avers  that  "the  terms, 
time  given,  and  conditions  of  said  contract 
are  those  that  fully  appear  In  the  copy  of 
the  said  contract,  which  Is  attached  hereto 
and  made  a  part  hereof."  And,  by  reference 
to  the  contract  and  specifications  filed  and 
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recorded  trlth  the  notice  of  claim  of  lien  as 
a  part  thereof.  It  will  be  seen  that  the  con- 
tract provides  that  "said  party  of  the  first 
part  [appellee]  agrees  to  begin  work  within 
ten  days  after  signing  the  contract,  and  to 
complete  the  same  on  or  before  July  Ist, 
1889.  The  party  of  the  second  part  [the 
Springer  Land  Association]  agrees  to  pay 
said  first  party  for  work  so  done  at  the  rate 
of  eleven  cents  per  cubic  yard,  without  classi- 
fication; and  the  amounts  due  for  said  work 
shall  be  paid  at  the  time  and  in  the  manner 
described  in  the  specifications  hereto  at- 
tached." By  reference  to  the  specifications 
It  Is  found  as  follows:  "(15)  Kstlmates.  On 
or  about  the  first  day  of  each  current 
month  the  engineer  will  measure  and  com- 
pute the  quantity  of  material  moved  by  the 
contractor  during  the  preceding  month.  He 
will  certify  the  amount  to  the  company  to- 
gether with  an  account  of  the  same  at  the 
price  stipulated,  which  amount  will  be  audit- 
ed by  the  company  without  unnecessaiy  de- 
lay, and  the  amount  thereof,  less  ten  per 
centum,  retained,  will  be  paid  to  the  con- 
tractor. In  cash,  within  ten  days  thereafter. 
The  retained  percentage  will  be  held  by  the 
company  as  a  guaranty  for  the  faithful  com- 
pletion of  the  work,  and  will  be  paid  in  full 
with  the  final  estimate,  upon  the  certificate 
of  the  engineer  accepting  and  approving  the 
work;  It  being  expressly  understood  that  the 
failure  of  the  contractor  to  fulfill  his  obliga- 
tions will  work  a  forfeiture  of  this  retained 
percentage  to  the  company.  The  amount  due 
the  contractor  under  the  final  estimate  will 
only  b^paid  upon  satisfactory  showing  that 
the  work  is  free  from  all  danjjer  fi'om  liens  or 
claims  of  any  kind  through  failure  on  his  part 
to  liquidate  his  Just  indebtedness  as  connect- 
ed with  this  work."  The  contract  for  the 
work  was  signed  October  26,  1888.  And  It 
here  appears  that  the  terms  of  the  contract 
were  11  cents  per  cubic  yard  for  all  earth  re- 
moved, without  classification;  and  the  time 
given  was  10  days  after  the  signing  of  the 
contract  to  the  1st  day  of  July,  18»J.  The 
conditions  of  the  contract  were  that  the  con- 
tractor should  perform  the  labor  in  accord- 
ance with  the  contract  and  specifications, 
and  that  the  company  should  pay  him,  at  the 
stipulated  price,  from  the  first  to  about  the 
middle  of  each  month,  in  cnsh,  for  the  work 
performed  during  the  preceding  month,  less 
the  retained  percentage,  which  was  to  be 
paid  with  the  final  estimate,  when  the  work 
was  completed,  on  a  satisfactory  showing 
that  the  property  was  then  free  from  all 
danger  from  liens  and  claims  through  the 
fault  or  neglect  of  the  contractor.  But  ap- 
pellants contend  with  much  earnestness  that 
it  was  not  a  sufficient  compliance  with  the 
statute  to  give  the  terms,  time,  and  condi- 
tions of  the  contract  by  simply  attaching  the 
contract  and  specitications  to  the  notice  of 
claim  of  lien,  as  a  part  thereof,  and  rely  upon 
it  as  sufficient  notice  to  the  world  of  the 
contractor's  claim  of  lien  on  the   property 


sought  to  be  charged,  and  that  It  woudd  be 
too  much  to  require  persons  searching  the 
voluminous  record  of  the  notice  of  claim  of 
lien,  the  contract  and  specifications  In  a  mat- 
ter of  this  importance.  But  this  contention 
cannot  be  maintained,  because  the  searcher, 
by  the  notice  of  the  lien,  has  his  attention 
called  to  the  contract  as  a  part  thereof,  and 
the  contract  calls  his  attention  to  the  specifi- 
cations as  a  part  of  it,  and  on  reading  the  en- 
tire record  he  la  given  full  and  ample  notice 
of  all  of  Its  conditions.  This  Is  the  most 
satisfactory  manner  in  which  the  public 
could  possibly  be  advised  of  the  notice  of  an 
intention  to  claim  a  lien  and  to  fix  an  in- 
cumbrance upon  the  property  therein  de- 
scribed. Knabb's  Appeal,  10  Pa.  St.  186: 
McLaughlin  v.  Shaughnessy,  42  Miss.  520; 
Phil.  Mech.  Liens,  {  405.  Fifth.  "And,  also, 
a  description  of  the  property  to  be  charged 
with  the  lien,  sufficient  for  Identification." 
The  averment  in  the  notice  of  claim  of  lien 
is  that  he.  Ford,  files  his  claim  "against  all 
that  certain  ditch,  canal,  and  reservoirs  com- 
monly known  as  the  'Cimarron  Ditch,'  and 
its  accessories,— the  said  ditch  beginning  at  a 
point  where  the  PoQll  and  Cimarron  rivers 
meet  to  form  the  Cimarron  river,  thence  con- 
tinuing in  a  devious  course  eastwardiy  to  a 
point  on  the  Atchison,  Topeka  and  Santa  F6 
Railroad  about  five  miles  northeast  of  the 
town  of  Springer,  in  Colfax  county,  terri- 
tory aforesaid,  being  in  length  about  26 
miles,  and  said  ditch  and  land  appurtenant 
thereto  for  right  of  way  being  of  the  uniform 
width  of  sixty  feet,— together  with  all  lateral 
ditches  and  reservoirs,  and  the  land  covered 
by  and  appurtenant  to  the  same  as  afore- 
said, as  also  twenty-two  thousand  acres  of 
land,  appurtenant  to  said  ditch,  the  said  land 
being  also  in  said  county,  and  under  the 
ditch  to  be  irrigated  thereby,  and  described 
according  to  the  townships  and  sections." 
llere  follow  the  numbers  of  48  sections  of 
land,  according  to  the  legal  subdivisions  of 
the  government  survey,  and  "all  of  which 
ditches,  laterals,  reservoirs,  and  lands  as 
aforesaid  are  platted  and  laid  out  on  the  plan 
hereto  attached  and  made  part  of  this  claim 
of  lien."  The  same  descriptions  of  aU  the 
property  sought  to  be  charged  in  the  notice 
of  lien  are  given  and  averred  In  the  bill  of 
complaint  and  in  the  answer  and  cross  com- 
plaint of  appellants,  the  Springer  Land  Asso- 
ciation and  the  individuals  composing  it, 
and  admitted  as  correct  There  is  no  denial, 
either  in  the  pleadings  or  in  the  proofs,  that 
the  description  is  in  any  particular  erro- 
neous. The  description  of  the  ditches,  later- 
als, reservoirs,  and  right  of  way  is  amply 
"sufficient  for  identification,"  and  to  enable 
any  one  familiar  with  that  locality  to  go  upon, 
survey,  and  plat  the  same  with  sutilcient 
accuracy,  should  it  become  necessary.  The 
22,000  acres  of  land  sought  to  be  charged  is 
described  by  legal  subdivisions  according  to 
the  statutes  and  rules  prescribed  for  the  sur- 
veys of  the  public  lands  of  the  United  States. 
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There  to'Doi  otber  Way  tn  which  a  description 
of  lands  can  be  given  more  satlafactorily 
than  by  the  legal  subdivisions  of  the  public 
surveys.  Such  a  statement  must  be  held  a 
specific  description  of  the  ditches,  laterals, 
reservoirs^  right  of  way,  and  of  the  lands, 
and  a  full  compliance  with  all  the  essential 
requirements  of  the  statute.  After  a  care- 
ful consideration  of  all  the  facts.  Claims, 
statements,  and  demands  set  out  in  the  no- 
tice of  claim  of  Hen,  averments  in  the  bill  of 
complaint,  and  admissions  in  the  answer 
thereto,  it  is  found,  and  so  held,  that  the 
notice  of  daim  of  lien  is  well  founded,  and  Is 
In  full  and  substantial  compliance  with  all 
the  essential  requirements  of  the  statutes  on 
that  subject,  and  that  it  has  the  force  and 
effect  to,  and  does,  subject  the  said  ditches, 
laterals,  reservoirs,  and  right  of  way,  and 
the  real  estate  thereto  pertaining,  as  de- 
scribed therein,  to  the  demands  of  said  ap- 
pellee. 

The  most  difficult  proposition  in  the  whole 
case  is  the  effort  on  the  part  of  the  appellee 
to  subject  the  22,000  acres  of  land,  not  In- 
cluded as  a  part  of  the  ditch  system,  to  the 
force  and  effect  of  bis  Hen  as  a  security  for 
the  satisfaction  of  his  demands  in  payment 
for  his  labor  in  constructing  the  ditch  and 
reservoir  system.  This  requires  a  most  care- 
ful consideration  of  the  further  proposition, 
viz.  how  far  a  lien  becomes  effectual  as  to 
property  beyond  that  upon  which  labor,  ma- 
terials, and  skill  have  actually  been  expend- 
ed in  Improvements  and  betterments  upon  a 
particular  tract  of  land.  Appellants  contend, 
with  much  force,  that  the  lien  cannot  extend 
and  attach,  under  any  possible  construction, 
to  the  22,000  acres:  (1)  Because  the  improve- 
ments were  not  put  upon  it;  (2)  because  it 
belonged  to  the  Maxwell  Land-Grant  Com- 
pany at  the  time  the  contract  was  made  with 
Ford;  and  (3)  because  there  is  no  averment 
in  the  notice  of  lien  or  hi  the  bill  of  com- 
plaint that  the  land  was  necessary  as  and 
for  "a  convenient  space  about  the  same,  or 
so  much  as  may  be  required  for  convenient 
use  and  occupation  thereof,"  as  provided  by 
section  1522,  supra.  These  three  proposi- 
tions will  be  considered  together.  The  stat- 
ute applicable  to  the  first  proposition  Is  sec- 
tion 1529:  "Every  building  or  other  Improve- 
ment mentioned  in  section  1520  constructed 
upon  any  lands  with  the  knowledge  of  the 
owner,  or  a  person  having  or  claiming  any 
interest  therein,  shall  be  held  to  have  been 
constructed  at  the  instance  of  such  owner 
or  person  having  or  claiming  any  interest 
therein,  and  the  Interest  owned  or  claimed 
shall  be  subject  to  any  Hen  filed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  this  act,  unless 
such  owner  or  person  having  or  claiming 
an  interest  therein  shall  within  three  days 
after  he  shaH  have  obtained  knowledge  of 
the  construction,  alteration,  or  repairs,  or  the 
Intended  construction,  alterations  or  repairs, 
give  notice  that  he  will  not  be  responsible 
for  the  same  by  posting  a  notice  in  writing 


to  that  Effect  in  some  consplcnons  place  upon 
said  Ipnd  or  upon  the  building  or  other  im- 
provement situate  thereon."  So  much  of  sec- 
tion 1520  asappUes  here  is  as  follows:  "Every 
contractor,  subcontractor  •  •  •  or  other 
person  having  charge  •  •  •  of  any  build- 
ing or  other  improvement  as  aforesaid,  shall 
be  held  to  be  the  agent  of  the  owner,  for  the 
purposes  of  this  act."  Tills  action  Is  purely 
statutory,  and  the  purpose  here  in  quoting 
in  extenso  from  these  sections  Is  to  give 
force  and  effect,  in  so  far  as  possible,  to 
the  legislative  Intent  in  enacting  the  me- 
chanics' lien  laws,  and  to  arrive  at  proper 
and  Just  conclusions  therefrom  as  applied  to 
facts  In  the  record.  The  plat  of  the  land 
referred  to  In  the  notice  of  lien  and  in 
the  pleadings  as  giving  a  description  of  the 
property  sought  to  be  charged  Is  omitted 
from  this  record,  and  it  is  not  clear  from  the 
record  Just  what  sections  of  the  land  the 
line  of  the  ditch  passed  over;  but  that  it 
does  traverse  some  of  them  is  very  clear. 
Though  in  the  construction  of  a  ditch  the 
improvements  may  be  limited  to  the  land  and 
the  right  of  way,  00  feet  in  width  and  26 
miles  In  length,  yet  It  Is  clearly  apparent 
from  the  record  that  this  ditch  and  reservoir 
enterprise  was  intended  to,  and  did.  Improve 
and  enhance  the  value  of  all  the  lands  to  be 
irrigated  by  it  In  the  contract  made  by  the 
Maxwell  Land-Grant  Company  and  the  pred- 
ecessors In  Interest  of  the  Springs  lAud  As- 
sociation It  is  stated  tliat  "the  party  of  the 
first  part,  with  a  view  of  selling  at  an  en- 
hanced value  certain  land,  amounting  to 
about  twenty-two  thousand  acres,"— the  same 
lands  here  in  question,— for  and  In  considera- 
tion of  certain  perpetual  water  rights  and 
privileges,  and  for  a  certain  part  of  the  pro- 
ceeds to  be  derived  from  the  sale  of  the 
lands,  when  sold,  "agrees  to  and  with  the 
parties  of  the  second  part  that  he  [the  rep- 
resentative of  the  MaxweU  Company]  will 
reserve,  set  apart,  and  hold  from  sale,  except 
as  hereinafter  provided,  said  twenty-two 
thousand  acres  of  land  under  the  ditch  sys- 
tem hereafter  provided";  and  the  parties  of 
the  second  part  agree  to  expend  the  sum  of 
$60,000,  or  so  much  as  might  be  necessary, 
without  delay,  to  complete  the  ditch  system, 
as  a  consideration  for  the  water  rights,  right 
of  way,  and  for  their  share  of  the  proceeds 
from  the  sale  of  the  lands  when  sold.  Ap- 
peUants  the  Springer  Land  Association  and 
Its  associates  In  their  cross  complahit  set  out 
this  contract  and  made  It  a  part  thereof; 
averred  that  they  bad  sustained  damages  In 
large  sums  on  the  ground  of  the  alleged  fail- 
ure of  Ford  to  comply  with  the  terms  of  his 
contract,  and  to  complete  the  same,  In  that 
they  had,  at  great  expense,  secured  purchas- 
ers for  the  land  at  good  prices,  but  that  by 
reason  of  appellee's  lien  having  been  filed 
they  could  not  complete  the  sale,  and  that 
they  had,  at  great  expense,  In  the  spring  of 
1890,  established  a  "model  farm"  adjacent 
to,  and  to  be  Irrigated  by,  said  ditch  system. 
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It  Is  deariy  apparent  from  all  the  pleadings 
and  proofs  in  tbe  record  that  the  only  ob- 
ject In  constrocUng  the  ditch  and  reserrolr 
system  was  to  improve  and  enhance  the  valne 
of  and  render  marketable  the  said  22,000  acres 
of  land.  The  appellants  admit  in  their  an- 
swer, and  aver  In  thdtr  cross  complaint,  the 
execution  of  the  contract,  and  that  tbe 
Springer  Land  Association  was  the  succes- 
sor In  Interest  therein.  Tbe  Maxwell  Land- 
Grant  Company,  Its  trustees  and  agents,  had 
fnll  notice  of  the  Ford  contract,  and  had 
ample  knowledge  that  the  same  was  being 
executed  by  Ford,  as  the  original  contractor; 
and  It  is  nowhere  contended  that  It,  or  Its 
agents  or  trustees,  gave  any  notice  that  the 
company  or  Its  trustees  would  not  be  re- 
sponsible for  the  work. 

Appellants  contend  that  the  land  can  only 
be  subjected  to  the  lien  by  a  showing  that  it 
Is  "required  for  the  convenient  use  and  occu- 
pation of  the  improvement,"  and  then  only 
"if  at  the  commencement  of  tbe  work  •  •  • 
the  land  belonged  to  the  person  who  caused 
said  improvement  or  structure  to  be  commen- 
ced"; there  being  no  allegation  in  the  bill 
of  complaint  that  the  eaid  land  was  so  re- 
quired. The  claim  of  lien  alleges  that  the 
land  Is  appurtenant  to  the  ditch,  "and  under 
the  ditch  to  be  Irrigated  thereby,  and  describ- 
ed by  sections  and  townships."  And  the  bill 
of  complaint  also  alleges  the  same  fact,  and 
this  is  admitted  by  the  answer.  It  was  ao 
"determined  by  tbe  court  below  on  rendering 
its  judgment,"  and  the  decree  ordered  the 
sale  of  so  much  of  said  22,000  acres  of  land 
as  may  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  demands 
of  the  appellee.  This  objection  was  raised 
for  the  first  time  in  this  court,  and  for  that 
reason,  if  nothing  else,  it  is  not  well  taken. 
All  tbe  proofs  go  to  show  that  the  land  is 
appurtenant  to,  and  to  be  benefited  by,  the 
ditch.  The  term  "so  much  as  may  be  re- 
quired for  the  convenient  use  and  occupa- 
tl<Hi  thereof  means  all  the  land  benefited, 
and  the  value  of  which  is  increased  or  en- 
hanced by  the  improvements  actually  made 
upon  the  land  appurtenant  and  adjacent 
thereto,  and  for  which  such  improvements 
are  made  at  the  instance,  knowledge,  or  con- 
sent of  the  owner  or  reputed  owner  thereof. 
A  ditch  requhres  much  more  land  for  a  con- 
venient space,  use,  and  occupation  than  a 
house,  wall,  or  fence,  and  a  lien  will  attach 
for  the  construction  of  either;  and  no  one 
would  contend  that  the  space  would  be  lim- 
ited to  the  land  actually  occupied  by  either. 
A  lien  may  attach  for  the  planting  of  a  fruit 
orchard,  and  it  could  not  be  contended  that 
only  the  space  actually  occupied  by  each 
tree  would  be  subjected  to  the  effects  of  the 
lien,  but  it  would  attach  to  the  whole  tract 
upon  which  the  orchard  was  planted.  To 
hold  that  this  lien  attaches  only  to  the  ditch 
system,  26  miles  long  and  60  feet  wide,  would 
be.  In  eftect,  to  render  the  security  for  the 
payment  of  appellee's  demands  practically 
valueless,  and  to  defeat  the  very  spirit  and 


Intent  of  the  law  on  which  he  liad  tbe  right 
to  rely  for  protection  to  secure  payment  for 
his  labor.  When  the  legialatore  enacted  the 
mechanic's  lien  law  It  meant  to  provide  se- 
curity, and  to  say  to  the  laborer,  either  skill- 
ed or  unskilled,  and  to  the  material  man, 
when  he  Improves  property  with  his  skill, 
labor,  <»:  material,  that  all  the  property  so 
improved  in  value  shall  be  held  by  him  as 
security  until  his  demands  are  paid  in  the 
manner  provided  by  the  statutes.  The  follow- 
ing authorities  are  dted  in  support  of  this 
proposition:  Walker  v.  Stock  Co.,  9  S.  C.  204; 
Roby  T.  UnlvMBlty,  86  Vt  664;  Yandyne  v. 
Yanness,  5  N.  J.  Bq.  486;  Nelson  v.  Camp- 
beU,  28  Pa.  St  16a  In  Green  v.  Chandler, 
54  Cal.  62S,  It  was  held  that  all  the  land 
was  subjected  to  the  lien,  but  there  was  no 
allegation  in  the  complaint  that  it  w&s  nec- 
essary as  a  convenient  space,  and  that  the 
prcof  to  ttet  ^ect  was  not  sufficient  without 
such  allesation  to  sustain  the  Judgment  but 
it  is  allejred  In  this  case  in  the  lien  cv'-lm, 
which  is  made  a  put  of  the  blU  of  complaint 
av-l  alleged  therein  and  admitted  In  the  an- 
swer, that  the  land  Is  appurtenant  to  the 
ditch.  The  court  below  foond  and  determined, 
on  rendering  the  judgment  and  decree,  that 
the  22,000  acres  were  "required  for  conveni- 
ent use  and  occupation  thereor';  and  it  is 
sustained  by  tbe  proofs,  and  Is  sufflclent  and 
the  Hen  does  att>ich  to  and  subject  the  said 
22,000  acres  to  the  effect  thereof. 

It  la  contended  by  the  appellants  that 
even  If  the  Hen  does  attach  and  become  ef- 
fectual as  to  this  land,  it  is  excessive,  be- 
cause tbe  46  sections  described  make  29,440 
acres.  This  is  on  the  theory  that  all  the 
sections  were  full,  and  that  each  section 
contained  640  acres;  but  there  is  no  proof 
to  sustain  that  conclusion.  Appellants  ad- 
mit in  their  answer  "twenty-two  thousand 
acres  of  land  In  said  county  and  under  said 
ditch,  and  to  be  irrigated  thereby,  and  de- 
scribed as  follows."  Then  follows  the  sec- 
tions by  number,  township,  and  ranges  ac- 
cording to  the  government  surveys.  And 
they  are  now  estopped  from  setting  up  that 
these  sections  contain  more  than  the  quan- 
tity they  admitted  in  their  answer.  The  de< 
scription  shows  that  about  16  of  these  sec> 
tions  are  bounded  by  the  northern  and  west- 
em  range  lines;  and  Rev.  St  U.  S.  {  2395, 
provides  that  "where  the  exterior  lines  of 
the  township  which  may  be  subdivided  into 
sections  or  half  sections  exceed  or  do  not 
extend  six  miles,  the  excess  or  deficiency 
shall  be  specially  noted  and  added  to  or  de- 
ducted from  the  western  and  northern  ran- 
ges of  sections  or  half  sections  in  such  town- 
ships, according  as  the  error  may  be  in  run- 
ning the  lines  from  east  to  west  or  from 
north  to  south."  While  tbe  court  is  asked 
to  presume  that  all  the  46  sections  contain 
the  legal  quantity,  it  may,  in  the  absence  of 
any  other  proof  than  appears  here,  with 
equal  propriety  presume  that  the  discrep- 
ancy is  accounted  for  by  the  deficiency  in 
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legal  quantity  by  the  statute  and  rules  of 
gOTemment  surveying.  Besides,  quantity  in 
the  description  of  land  is  not  the  governing 
rale  as  against  definite  descriptions  by 
metes  and  bounds  or  by  name  and  number. 
In  Jackson  v.  Moore,  6  Cow.  706,  "the  con- 
veyance purported  to  include  two  tracts  of 
land,  being  townships  No.  8  in  the  fifth 
range,  and  also  No.  4  in  the  sixth  range,  to 
he  six  miles  square,  and  containing  twenty- 
three  thousand  and  forty  acres  each,  and 
no  more;  bat,  as  these  tracts  were  In  fact 
six  by  eight  miles  in  size,  the  court  held 
that  the  whole  passed.  Sutherland,  J.,  In 
deUvering  the  opinion,  said:  'It  is  perfectly 
settled  that  when  a  piece  of  land  Is  con- 
veyed by  metes  and  bounds,  or  any  other 
certain  description,  all  included  within  those 
bounde,  or  tbaX  description,  will  pass,  wheth- 
er It  Iks  more  or  less  than  the  quantity  stat- 
ed in  the  deed.  And  where  the  quantity  is 
mentioned.  In  addition  to  a  description  of  the 
boundaries  or  other  certain  designation  of  the 
land,  without  an  express  covenant  that  It  con- 
tains that  quantity,  the  whole  is  considered 
as  mere  description.  The  quantity,  being  the 
least  certain  part  of  the  description,  must  yield 
to  the  bonndai-ies  or  number,  If  they  do  not 
agree.'  "  Stanley  v.  Green,  12  Cal.  148.  "WhUe 
there  may  be  a  mistake  respecting  the  cours- 
es and  distances  as  to  the  boundaries  of  a 
tract  of  land,  or  as  to  the  quantity  of  acres 
or  leagues  It  contains,  there  can  be  none 
when  its  extent  is  defln«d  by  permanent 
natural  monuments."  De  Arguello  t.  Greer, 
26  Cal.  616;  Wadhams  v.  Swan,  109  111.  46; 
Ufford  V.  Wllklns,  33  Iowa,  110.  "The  men- 
tion of  the  quantity  of  land  conveyed  may 
aid  In  defining  the  premises,  but  it  cannot 
control  the  rest  of  the  description.  Neither 
party  has  a  remedy  against  the  other  for 
the  excess  or  deficiency  unless  the  ditterence 
Is  so  great  as  to  afford  a  presumption  of 
fraud."  2  Devi.  Deeds,  8  1044.  And  where 
land  Is  described  by  government  survey  and 
by  metes  and  bounds  as  containing  a  given 
number  of  acres  the  words  as  to  quantity 
are  held  merely  as  descriptive.  Hatch  v. 
Gaiza,  22  Tex.  177;  Belden  t.  Seymour,  8 
Conn.  18;  Wright  ▼.  Wright,  34  Ala.  194. 
The  general  rule  in  such  cases  is  that,  where 
quantity  is  given  in  a  conveyance  without 
an  express  covenant  that  the  exact  number 
of  acres  only  shall  pass,  the  quantity  speci- 
fied, being  less  certain,  is  merely  descriptive, 
and  must  yield  to  the  description  aa  to 
metes  and  bounds  by  permanent  monuments 
and  numbers  according  to  the  government 
surveys,  they  being  the  more  certain.  Doe 
V.  Porter,  3  Ark.  57;  Chandler  v.  McCard, 
38  Me.  564;  Dale  v.  Smith,  1  Del.  Ch.  1;  Jen- 
nings V.  Monks,  4  Mete.  (Ky.)  106.  But  it 
la  not  quite  clear  Just  what  standing  the 
Maxwell  Land-Grant  Company  had  in  the 
court  below,  or  In  this  court,  for  the  reason 
that  the  record  here  discloses  the  fact  of  the 
acceptance  of  service  by  its  attorney,  and 
Its  appearance  in.  the  lower  court  by  attor- 


ney, but  It  does  not  disclose  any  pleadings' 
of  any  Idad  In  Its  defense. 

Appellants  contend  In  their  fleventfa  assign- 
ment that  the  amount  found  for  appallee  in 
the  court  below  Is  excessive,  in  that  from 
the  amount  allowed  should  hav«  been  de- 
ducted $8,000  on  account  of  land  agreed  to 
be  taken  by  appellee  under  his  contract 
made  between  him  and  the  Springer  Land 
Association  on  October  25,  1888.  Under  the 
provisions  of  that  contract.  Ford  agreed  to 
select  one  section  of  land,  of  640  acres,  un- 
der the  ditch,  and  to  pay  $8,000  for  it,  and 
to  let  that  go  as  a  credit  and  as  a  payment 
on  his  contract  on  the  final  estimate;  and  the 
Springer  Association  agreed  to  secure  from 
the  Maxwell  Company  a  deed  for  the  same, 
free  from  all  incumbrances,  and  deliver  it 
to  Ford.  There  is  some  proof  as  to  the 
making  of  the  deed  by  the  Maxwell  Com- 
pany, but  there  is  not  sufficient  evidence  to 
establish  such  a  tender  of  it  to  Ford  by  the 
Springer  Land  Assodatlon  according  to  the 
terms  and  conditions  of  the  contract  as  the 
law  requires,  and  Ford  was  not  bound  In 
law  to  accept  it  and  deduct  that  sum  from 
his  demands. 

It  is  contended  in  the  tijlrteenth  assign- 
ment of  error  that  before  appellee  can  re- 
cover he  should  have  satisfied  and  removed 
the  li«is  filed  by  the  subcontractors.  The 
record  shows  that  the  subcontractors  did 
not  file  liens  until  the  appellants  refused  to 
pay  the  original  contractor  on  the  final  esti- 
mates; and  the  original  contractw  filed  his 
lien  first,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do,  for  all  the 
money  due  him.  Including  the  seroral 
amounts  due  the  subcontractors,  and  that 
was  the  reason  then  given  for  the  refusal  of 
payment  on  the  final  estimates;  and  there 
was  due  Ford  at  that  time,  on  the  May  esti- 
mate, over  $5,000,  and  over  $12,600  on  the 
final  estimate.  There  is  nothing  to  show  that 
Ford  had  not  promptly  paid  his  Bubc<»- 
tractors  out  of  the  money  received,  or  that 
he  was  not  responsible  for  the  money  due 
his  subcontractors.  On  the  contrary,  ha 
said  he  would  settle  with  them  as  soon  as 
he  was  paid,  and  this  was  before  any  liens 
were  filed;  and  the  filing  of  Ford's  lien  was 
brought  about  by  reason  of  the  failure  of  ap- 
pellant the  Springer  Land  Association  to  pay 
him  according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract, 
and  they  should  suffer  for  their  own  laches, 
and  not  Ford.  It  could  not  be  maintained 
that  Ford  should  or  could  pay  the  subcon* 
tractors  until  he  received  his  money  for  the 
work.  To  hold  otherwise  would  l>e  both 
unreasonable  and  unjust. 

The  sixth  assignment  is  that  It  was  error 
"In  providing  tliat  the  decree  entered  In 
said  cause  should  operate  as  a  personal  Judg- 
ment against  each  of  the  appellants,"  the 
Springer  Land  Association  and  its  associates. 
ThMe  are  no  authorities  cited  In  the  briefs 
of  appellants  or  appellee  In  supixirt  of  or 
against  this  proposition,  and  we  have  no  stat- 
ute on  the  subject.    In  equitable 
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a  :court  of  chancery  will,  wben  It  Is  poaeible, 
afford  a  complete  remedy;  but  it  has  been 
held  In  a  state  where  there  Is  no  statute  au- 
thorizing a  deficiency  judgment  In  foreclo- 
sure proceedings  that  It  cannot  be  entered. 
Noonan  v.  Lee,  2  Black.  499;  Orchard  v. 
Hughes,  1  Wall.  73.  Our  statute  provides  as 
follows:  "Sec.  522.  The  said  supreme  and 
district  courts.  In  the  exercise  of  chancery 
Jurisdiction,  arising  under  all  causes  and 
matters  In  e<iulty,  shall  conform  in  their  de- 
cisions, decrees  and  proceedings  to  the  laws 
and  usages  peculiar  to  such  Jurisdiction  in 
this  territory,  and  the  supreme,  circuit  and 
district  courts  of  the  United  States."  By  the 
rules  of  practice  for  the  courts  of  equity  of 
the  United  States  it  is  provided  as  follows: 
"(92)  Ordered,  that  in  suits  In  equity  for  the 
foreclosure  of  mortgages  In  the  circuit  courts 
of  the  United  States,  or  in  any  court  of  the 
territories  having  Jurisdiction  of  the  same,  a 
decree  may  be  rendered  for  the  balance  that 
may  be  found  due  to  the  complainant  oyet 
and  above  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  or  sales, 
and  execution  may  issue  for  the  collection  of 
the  same,  as  is  provided  in  the  eighth  rule 
of  this  court,  regulating  the  equity  practice, 
when  the  decree  Is  solely  for  the  payment  of 
money."  This  rule  amended  rule  8,  which 
provided,  among  other  things,  that  "final  pro- 
cess to  execute  any  decree  may,  if  the  decree 
be  solely  tar  the  payment  of  money,  be  by  a 
writ  of  execution,  in  the  form  used  in  the 
circuit  court  in  suits  at  common  law  in  ac- 
tions of  assumpsit"  The  bill  of  complaint 
contains  a  proper  prayer  in  case  of  deficien- 
cy, and  there  was  no  error  in  the  court  be- 
low in  entering  a  deficiency  Judgment  and 
order  for  the  writ  of  execution  to  Issue  in 
that  event.  Dodge  v.  Trust  Co..  100  U.  S. 
445,  1  Sup.  Ct  335. 

Appellants  contend,  further,  that  "the 
amount  decreed  is  unauthorized  by  the 
facts,"  on  the  ground  that  the  Springer  Land 
Association  was  not  bound  to  pay  simply  on 
the  estimates  found  by  the  engineer,  for  the 
reason  that  the  amount  certified  by  the  en- 
gineer was  to  be  "audited  by  the  company" 
before  payment,  and  that  the  word  in  speci- 
fication 15  "meant  to  examine  and  adjust," 
and  that  this  is  a  reserved  power  in  the  ap- 
pellants, and  that  it  had  authority,  under 
that  reservation,  to  examine  all  statements 
and  estimates  made  by  the  engineer  before 
they  were,  under  the  terms  of  their  contract 
and  specifications,  required  to  pay  the 
amounts  so  certified,  and  that  such  estimates 
were  not  conclusive  as  against  appellants. 
To  maintain  this  contention  the  Springer 
Association  would  have  had  to  send  a  man 
to  examine,  measure,  and  compute  the  work 
reported  on  by  the  engineer  at  the  close  of 
each  month  before  any  payments  could  have 
been  made.  It  would  require  superhuman 
Ingenuity  to  construe  the  contract  and  speci- 
fications to  support  this  proposition.  Such 
a  construction  is  excluded  by  the  very  words 
and  terms  of    the  specifications.     It    says: 


"On  or  about  the  first  of  each  current  month 
the  engineer  will  measure  and  compute  the 
quantity  of  material  moved  by  the  contract- 
or during  the  preceding  month.  He  will 
certify  the  amount  to  the  company,  together 
with  an  account  of  the  same  at  the  price 
stipulated,  which  amount  will  be  audited  by 
the  company  without  unnecessary  delay;  and 
the  amount  thereof,  less  ten  per  centum,  re- 
tained, win  be  paid  to  the  contractor,  in  cash, 
withlu  ten  days  thereafter."  The  words 
"audited  Dy  the  company,"  as  here  used, 
meant  that  the  company  would  examine  and 
compare  each  estimate  and  the  vouchers  with 
previous  estimates,  vouchers,  and  payments 
allowed  and  made  by  the  company.  The 
word  "audit"  is  defined  In  the  Century  Dic- 
tionary as  meaning  "to  make  audit  of,  ex- 
amine, and  verify  by  reference  to  vouchers; 
as,  an  account  or  accounts;  as,  to  audit  the 
account  of  a  treasurer."  Webster  defines  it 
to  "compare  the  charges  with  the  vouchers." 
There  was  nothing  left  for  the  company  to 
do  but  to  pay  on  the  estimates  furnished  by 
the  engineer,  or  to  refuse  to  do  so  and  de- 
clare the  contract  void  as  to  that  condition. 
It  refused  to  audit  and  pay  the  estimates, 
and  it  cannot  now  be  heard  to  plead  Its  own 
default 

Appellants  contend  that  the  court  erred  in 
its  findings  of  facts  and  conclusions  of  law. 
In  that  they  were  not  sustained  by  the  proofs. 
As  before  stated,  the  cause  was  referred  to  a 
special  examiner,  who  took  and  reported  the 
testimony  to  the  chaocellor,  and  he  arrived 
at  his  conclusions  on  the  facts  and  the  law 
from  the  arguments  and  authorities  cited  by 
counsels  and  the  facts  contained  In  the  record; 
and  the  whole  record  Is  here  for  review  in 
Just  the  same  manner  that  It  was  before  the 
chancellor,  and  It  becomes  the  duty  of  this 
court  to  pass  upon  it  without  reference  to  the 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  in  the 
lower  court.  In  this  it  is  to  be  distinguished 
from  the  findings  of  facts  by  a  special  master 
appointed  by  the  court  by  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  all  parties  in  interest;  and  this  court 
will  pass  upon  the  whole  record,  and  review, 
affirm,  or  reverse  the  decision  of  the  court 
below,  where  the  reference  was  to  an  ex- 
aminer only.  The  master  who  sees  the  wit- 
nesses, bears  them  testify,  and  observes  their 
manner  while  upon  the  stand  Is  supposed  to  be 
more  competent  to  determine  and  pass  upon 
their  credibility,  and  arrive  at  a  correct  con- 
clusion as  to  the  facts,  than  a  chancellor  from 
mere  reading  of  the  testimony;  and  where  the 
cbanc^lor  sits  In  the  case,  and  hears  the 
witnesses  testify  orally,  his  findings  are  in 
the  nature  of  the  verdict  of  a  jury,  and  will 
be  so  treated  by  the  appellate  tribunal,  and 
will  not  be  reviewed  unless  it  is  apparent 
from  the  record  that  such  findings  of  facts 
are  not  sustained  by  a  prepcmderance  of  the 
evidence  to  the  same  material  facts  In  the 
case.  There  were  a  great  many  witnesses  ex- 
amined orally,  and  a  vast  number  of  deposi- 
tions taken,  and  numerous  exhibits  offered  on 
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both  aides;  and  it  la  Impossible  and  Impiactl-' 
cable  In  thla  opinion  to  review  and  rehearse 
the  testimony  fonnd  in  tbe  record.  There  are 
contradictions,  criminations,  and  recrimina- 
tions from  almost  the  beginning  to  the  close 
of  the  record,  most  of  which  were  directed  at 
and  to  the  constmcticm  of  reserroir  No.  7,  on 
the  part  of  appellants,— that  It  was  not  con- 
structed in  a  snbstantlal  and  workmanlike 
manner,  and  In  accordance  with  the  contract 
and  specifications.  The  appellee  ofTo'ed  wit- 
nesses to  prove  that  the  dam  and  reservoir 
had  been  constructed  in  sabstantial  compli- 
ance with  the  contract;  and,  while  there  are 
some  contradictions  to  his  proofs  by  witnesses 
for  the  appellants,  it  la  not  suflSdent  to  over- 
come that  of  appellee,  and,  after  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  all  the  evidence  on  this  point,  it 
is  foond  that  the  work  was  done  in  snbstan- 
tlal compliance  with  the  contract  and  spedfl- 
cations.  There  seems  to  be  little  controversy 
as  to  the  completion  of  the  ditch,  and  the  evi- 
dence shows  that  It  was  completed  by  Ford 
substantially  as  he  agreed  in  his  contract 

BflOrts  were  made  on  the  part  of  appellants 
to  show  that  E.  H.  Kellogg,  the  supwlslng 
engineer,  was  during  the  greater  part.  If  not 
all,  the  time  that  the  woiic  was  progressing, 
under  the  influence  of  Ford,  and  that  his  esti- 
mates were  incorrect  and  fraudulent,  and 
that  he  was  incompetent;  and  to  establish 
this  vritnesses  and  expert  engineers  were  put 
upon  the  stand  to  prove  it  One  engineer  was 
brought  from  Chicago,  who  spent  some  two 
months  in  "^cperting"  the  whole  woA  for  the 
Springer  Land  Association  during  the  sum- 
mer of  1889;  and  he  reported,  as  the  result  of 
his  Investigations,  descrepandes  In  the  work, 
as  is  usually  the  case  in  tbe  testimony  of  ex- 
pert witnesses.  He  was  In  the  employ  of  ap- 
pdlants,  and  did  his  work  for  them,  and  he 
was  by  no  means  a  disinterested  witness.  As 
a  general  rule,  there  is  no  testimony  so  un- 
satisfactory or  to  unreliable  in  the  every  day 
affairs  of  life,  or  that  is  so  misleading,  or  that 
resnlts  so  disastrously  to  just  and  equitable 
conclusions  in  the  homely  affairs  of  business 
men  as  that  of  experts.  The  inroofs  utteriy 
fall  to  establish  that  Kellogg  was  either  dis- 
honest or  incompetent,  or  in  any  manner  un- 
der the  tMineful  influence  of  Ford  or  any  one 
elseL  Kellogg  was  the  man  mutually  agreed 
iqion  to  do  the  wmrk  by  the  Maxwell  I/and- 
Orant  Company  and  tbe  Springer  Land  Asso- 
ciation, and  he  was  agreed  upon  by  tbe 
Springer  Land  Association  and  Ford  as  saper- 
vlsing  engineer,  and  placed  in  charge  of  the 
work;  and  officers  and  agents  of  appellants 
were  upcm  the  ground  and  Inspecting  tbe 
work  from  its  Inception  to  its  completion,  and 
bad  ample  opportunity  to  Investigate  and  re- 
port any  misconduct  on  the  part  of  Kellogig, 
but  there  were  no  objections  made  by  any 
one  to  him  until  after  dlfllcultles  arose  be- 
tween the  parties.  He  was  In  constant  com- 
munication with  all  the  parties,  and  fumished 
tli«n  r^ular  estimates  from  time  to  time,  as 
Ids  duties  required.    The  perusal  of  the  record 


will  disclose  the  vast  amount  of  work  done 
by  Mm,  and  it  is  found  that  he  did  it  ap- 
parently with  satisfaction  to  all  concerned  un- 
til after  thdr  difficulties  came  up,  and  after 
the  woik  was  about  completed.  Hie  proofs 
show  that  Kellogg  had  been  engaged  for  a 
great  many  years  in  constimctiDg  irrigating 
plants  in  dtfTerent  parts  of  tbe  country,  and  it 
also  shows  that  be  gav«  g«ieral  satisfaction 
in  other  work  of  a  similar  character  In  this 
territory.  Before  a  court  will  stamp  a  man  as 
incompetent  and  a  falsifier  In  his  particular 
profession  or  line  of  business,  after  sustain- 
ing a  good  reputation  as  such  for  more  tlian 
20  years,  the  proofs  must  be  positive  and  con- 
vincing to  the  contrary.  A  character  estab- 
lished for  competency  and  honesty  in  a  pro> 
fession,  occuiMtlon,  or  a  particular  line  of  bwA- 
ness  la  a  thing  of  value  to  any  man,  and  It 
must  not  be  brushed  aside  and  held  for 
naught  (m  mere  all^atlons  and  meaningless 
generalities. 

In  the  view  here  taken  of  this  case  It  be- 
comes unnecessary  to  consider  any  of  the 
other  assignments  of  errors  by  appellants. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  all  the  rec- 
ord, it  is  found  that  the  weight  of  evidence 
sustains  the  flndtnga  of  facts  by  the  court  be- 
low, and  the  Judgment  and  decree  Is  af- 
firmed, with  directions  to  the  lower  court  to 
make  such  order  as  will  carry  the  same  Into 
effect 

SMITH,  O.  J.,  and  COLLIBR,  X,  concnr. 

HAMILTON  and  BANTZ,  JJ.,  did  not  sit  in 
thla  case,  and  took  no  part  in  this  opinion. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.     Aug.  31,  1895.) 

Nbolioekob   and  Comtkibutokt   Nbglioenob  — 

Ql'ESTIOSS  FOR   JOHT  —  DETBCTIVB    APPUAMCBS 

— Notice  to  Emplotbr — ^Triai.  —  Instbuctioss 
—  EviDBNca  —  Haxmlbss  Bbbob  —  ExoBssiva 
Dauaqes. 

1.  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries,  plain- 
tiff tpstified  that  he  complained  of  the  dangerous 
condition  of  the  place  in  which  he  worked,  and 
the  person  in  charge  promised  to  repair  it,  an«i 
when  plaintiff  returned  to  wmrk  he  supposed  the 
repairs  had  been  made,  but  the  work  had  not 
been  properly  done,  and  plaintiff  -was  injnred. 
Mdd,  that  the  qnestiona  of  defendant's  negli- 
gence and  of  plaintiff's  contributory  negligence 
were  for  the  jury. 

2.  Notice  by  an  employe  of  a  corporation,  of 
defects  in  appliances,  to  one  whose  duty  it  is  to 
have  repairs  made,  whatever  the  grade  of  his 
employment,  is  notice  to  the  company. 

3.  It  is  not  error  to  refuse  an  instruction,  the 
pertinent  part  of  which  is  contained  in  instruc- 
tions given,  and  the  balance  of  which  is  an  ab- 
stract principle  of  law. 

4.  A  verdict  for  $3,300  in  favor  of  a  sec- 
tion man  for  the  loss  of  two  fingers,  and  per- 
manent injury  to  two  others,  of  the  left  hand, 
so  that  they  are  devdd  of  strength,  is  not  ^cce*' 
sive. 

Appeal  from  district  conrt,  Fotirth  district; 
before  Justice  H.  W.  Smith. 
Action   by   James   Chapman   against   tfa» 
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SoQthern  Pacific  Company  for  penonal  la- 
Juries  caused  by  defendant's  negligence. 
From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Afflnned. 

Marshall  &  Royle,  for  appellant  Evans 
&  Rogers,  for  respondent. 

K1>.'G,  J.  Plaintiff  brought  suit  against 
the  defendant  for  personal  injuries,  and  ob- 
tained Judgment  for  $3,300,  from  which  the 
latter  appeals.  The  appellant  contends  that 
the  evidence  falls  to  show  any  negligence  up- 
on Its  part  which  contributed  to  the  accident, 
either  In  furnishing  a  reasonably  safe  place 
for  plaintiff  to  work  in,  or  In  any  other  re- 
spect, but,  on  the  contrary,  that  It  was  the 
negligence  of  plaintiff  in  failing  to  Inspect  the 
braces  of  the  platform  on  which  he  worked, 
and  that,  if  there  was  negligence  other  tlum 
plaintiff's,  It  was  the  negligence  of  fellow 
servants. 

The  plaintiff  testified  substantially  as  fol- 
lows: That  In  November,  1893,  he  was  em- 
ployed as  a  section  hand,  and  woriced  in  re- 
pairing defendant's  railroad  track,  at  or  near 
Terrace,  Utah.  On  the  14th  or  15th  of  the 
same  month,  defendant  brought  a  portable 
sawmill  to  Terrace,  to  be  used  In  crosscuttlng 
ties.  It  was  placed  on  a  flat  car,  and  opMat- 
ed  by  a  small  engine.  On  the  left  of  the 
■aw,  which  was  set  in  a  fixed  frame,  was  a 
platform  connected  with  the  car  by  hinges 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  leaf  of  a  table. 
This  platform  was  nearly  10  feet  long  and 
atKmt  20  Inches  wide,  made  by  placing  two 
planks,  2  Inches  in  titickness,  side  by  side, 
and  whMi  raised  was  supported  by  two 
hinges  and  two  iron  rods  or  braces  project- 
ing at  an  angle  of  45  degrees  from  the  car- 
one  end  bolted  to  the  car— in  such  a  manner 
as  to  render  the  braces  movable,  and  the 
other  placed  In  a  slot  the  shape  of  a  horse- 
shoe, which  was  fastened  to  the  underside 
of  the  platform  near  the  comer.  In  addi- 
tion to  these  braces,  an  Iron  staple  protruded 
from  the  center  of  the  platform  on  the  lower 
side,  and  to  this  (when  the  platform  was 
raised,  ready  for  sawing)  was  linked  an  Iron 
hook,  which  was  securely  fastened  to  the 
car.  This  prevented  the  platform  from  Jar- 
ring or  "bouncing"  when  any  ties  were 
thrown  upon  it,  and  so  kept  the  ends  of  the 
braces  in  the  slots  and  the  platform  from 
falling.  From  the  1st  of  November,  1S03, 
when  he  entered  the  employ  of  the  defend- 
ant, until  the  15th,  he  worked  on  the  section, 
but  on  that  day  was  directed  to  work  on  the 
sawmill,  and  stand  on  this  platform,  and  aid 
In  pulling  the  ties  as  they  were  being  pushed 
towards  him  from  the  saw,  and  to  catch  the 
pieces  of  wood  as  they  came  from  the  saw  and 
throw  them  from  the  platform  and  tne  car. 
The  plaintiff  did  not  have  charge  of  the  busi- 
ness, and  did  not  know  anything  about  it,  ex- 
cept as  It  was  explained  to  him  by  McComie. 
The  section  foreman,  Whalen,  selected  from  the 
men  the  number  required  to  operate  the  saw- 
mill and  engine,  and  directed  them  to  accom- 


pany McComie,  who  took  them  to  the  mm  and 
instructed  each  man  what  to  do.  Whalen  bad 
charge  of  everything  on  the  section.  He 
was  frequently  about  the  mill,  but  gave  no 
orders  concerning  It  to  the  men  employed 
thereon,  and  while  it  was  In  operation  be 
was  engaged  upon  the  railroad  track.  Mc- 
Comie had  charge  of  the  sawmill,  and  "boss- 
ed" the  persons  working  thereon.  Whalen 
"detailed  the  men,  and  McComie  showed  us 
what  to  do,  and  how  to  do  it."  After  plain- 
tiff began  woric  on  the  mill,  be  observed 
that  the  platform  npon  which  he  was  requir- 
ed to  stand  was  worn  very  thin,  caused  by 
the  ties  being  thrown  thereon  and  the  men 
standing  upon  it,  and  he  called  McComie's 
attention  to  its  ccNDdition.  The  same  evening 
the  carpenter  repaired  it,  substituting  new 
planks  for  the  old  ones;  McComie  sending 
the  plaintiff  for  the  carpenter  and  belt  man 
to  make  the  repairs,  and  instructing  them 
what  to  do.  On  the  18th  of  November,  while 
at  work,  a  heavy  piece  of  tie  frfl  from  Mc- 
Comie's hands  upon  the  platform,  and  caused 
it  to  "bounce  up,"  which  resulted  in  the 
braces  slipping  from  their  sockets  and  the 
platform  falling.  Plaintiff  was  thrown  down, 
and  his  left  hand  came  so  close  to  the 
saw  that  the  glove  on  his  fingers  was  cut. 
The  plaintiff  then  discovered  that  the  safe- 
ty brace  (running  from  the  car  to  the  middle 
of  the  platform  on  the  under  side)  had  not 
been  replaced,  and  said  to  MoComie:  "If  this 
thing  is  not  fixed,  there  Is  some  person  going 
to  get  hurt."  And  the  answer  was:  "I  will 
see  that  it  is  fixed."  The  platform  was  rais- 
ed by  plaintiff,  and  the  side  braces  place<i 
in  their  sockets,  and  he  continued  to  work 
during  the  afternoon.  Whalen  was  Informed 
by  him  the  same  evening  that  unless  the  plat- 
form was  fixed  "somebody  was  going  to  get 
hurt,"  and  the  reply  was:  "Well,  Jim,  1 
have  got  nothing  to  do  with  it."  On  Mon- 
day morning,  the  20th  of  November,  plaintiff 
saw  McComie  and  his  foreman  working 
about  the  mill.  After  loading  ties  for  some 
time,  the  plaintiff  was  told  by  Whalen  to  go 
to  work  on  the  mill.  It  was  running  when 
he  reached  it,  and  he  Immediately  took  his 
position  on  the  platform.  He  made  no  ex- 
amination of  the  platform,  as  it  was  not  his 
business  to  do  so,  and  did  only  what  he  was 
directed.  TJiMJn  this  occaaion  he  believed  that 
the  platform  bad  been  fixed  since  the  Sat- 
urday preceding,  when  it  fell,  becaose  be 
had  seen  men  at  work,  and  McComie  bad 
said  it  would  be  fixed.  Neither  Mc(3omle  nor 
Whalen  told  him  to  examine  the  platform  to 
see  if  the  braces  were  in  the  slots.  "Had  I 
looked  on  Monday  morning  under  the  plat- 
form, I  could  have  told  whether  the  middle 
brace  had  been  put  in;  but  a  man  with  a  saw- 
mill running,  and  another  man  making  a  mo- 
tion for  bim  to  get  up  and  pull  the  ties  away, 
and  him  taking  hold  of  the  tie  and  pushing  It 
away,  has  no  time  to  look  for  anything." 
After  being  at  work  for  15  minutes,  a  large 
tie,  about  15  Inches  in  diameter,  was  being 
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cnt,  and  a  heavy  piece  was  left  in  McComie's 
liand,  and  In  throwing  it  off  It  Btntck  the 
platform  where  plaintiff  waa  atanding,  and, 
there  being  no  safety  brace  to  hold  thei^t- 
form  secure,  the  jar  caused  It  to  "bounce  np," 
thereby  releasing  the  side  braces  from  their 
fastenings.  The  supports  being  gone,  the 
platform  fell,  and  the  plaintiff  was  thrown 
against  the  saw  and  his  band  lacerated,  two 
fingera  being  severed  and  the  others  badly 
Injured.  "The  platform  could  not  have  fallen 
if  the  safety  brace  had  been  placed  In  It" 

The  road  master,  Whalen,  and  McComie 
were  called  as  witnesses  for  defendant.  A 
portion  of  their  testimony  was  corroborative 
of  plaintifr's  statement.  The  points  wherein 
they  vary  from  plaintiff  are  as  follows:  They 
all  teetifled  that  there  never  was  a  safety 
brace  connected  with  the  platform,  and  that, 
when  the  new  planks  were  provided,  the 
slots  and  braces  were  arranged  In  the  same 
manner  as  before.  Whalra  and  McComle 
testified  that  they  told  plaintiff  and  the  other 
employes  connected  with  the  mill  "to  look 
out  for  the  braces,  and  see  that  they  were 
put  properly  in  the  slots,"  and  dmied  that 
plaintiff  had  spoken  about  the  safety  brace, 
or  that  any  promise  had  been  made  to  affix 
one  to  the  platform.  They  also  stated  that 
examinations  were  frequ«atly  made  of  the 
mUl,  and  that  after  the  planks  were  renew- 
ed it  was  observed  that  the  platform  was  in 
good  condition  "so  far  as  the  workmanship 
was  concerned."  Concerning  the  question  of 
fellow  servants,  and  who  was  In  charge  of 
the  sawmill,  the  testimony  of  defendant's  wit- 
nesses was  In  effect  as  follows:  Mr.  Hart, 
the  road  master,  stated  that  Whalen  was 
section  foreman,  and  had  chai^  of  the  yard, 
wood,  and  water  on  the  section  and  the  men 
working  on  the  saw;  that  he  employed  and 
discharged  them,  and  when  repairs  were  nec- 
essary Whalen  ordered  them,  but  in  his  ab- 
sence McComle  or  the  engineer  would.  Wha- 
len would  detail  men  to  help  HcComie  run 
the  mill,  but  be  did  not  direct  the  men  work- 
ing with  him  on  the  car.  If  anything  broka 
on  the  mill  while  Whalen  was  away,  Mc- 
Comle had  charge,  and  If  Whalen  was  not 
there  McComle  would  direct.  "In  the  ab- 
sence of  Whalen  he  (McComle)  would  recom- 
mend what  to  do,  direct  when  the  mill  was  to 
be  stopped  and  started,  and  would  order  re- 
pairs whenever  needed  about  the  mill." 
Whalen  testified  that  he  had  charge  of  the 
section,  and  the  directiim  of  the  sawmill.  He 
directed  the  men  at  work  on  the  mill  when 
present.  Some  of  the  men  he  employed,  and 
othMS  were  sent  by  the  road  mastv.  "When 
I  was  not  at  the  mill,  McComle  could  call 
one  of  the  men  if  he  needed  assistance.  He 
bad  that  authority.  He  had  no  authority  to 
hire  or  discharge  men.  The  mechanics  and 
shopmen  were  not  under  his  control.  If  Mc- 
Comle (when  I  was  absent)  asked  them  to  re- 
pair the  mill,  they  would  respond.  McComie 
was  not  particularly  employed  to  attend  the 
macliluery,  but  to  go  to  the  shopmen  and 


have  some  one  repair  it  when  out  of  fciiali', 
and  he  was  supposed  to  observe  any  defects 
about  the  mill,  and  he  frequently  did."  Mc- 
Comie testtfled  that  he  was  employed  as  saw- 
yer shortly  prior  to  the  accident;  that  he 
examined  the  platform  when  It  fell  on  Sat- 
urday, and  the  saw,  "not  because  it  was 
my  duty,  but  because  I  was  looking  to  the 
Interest  of  others  as  well  as  myself.  I  think 
it  was  my  duty  to  see  to  the  safety  of  oth- 
ers." "When  Whalen  was  not  there,  I  was 
not  boss  around  the  machine.  I  was  over- 
seer of  the  saw." 

We  think  there  was  sufficient  evidence  to 
go  to  the  jury,  under  proper  Instmctions,  up- 
on the  question  of  negligence,  and  to  sup- 
port the  verdict  in  this  case. 

Appellant  insists  that  the  sufficiency  of  the 
constrnction  of  the  platform  is  established  by 
the  evidence,  and  that,  If  there  was  negli- 
gence, it  was  in  the  adjustment  of  the  ap- 
pliances. Numwons  cases  are  cited  wherein 
it  Is  held  that  when  the  employer  furnishes 
suitable  appliancea  or  materials,  which  re- 
quire arrangement  or  adjustment  by  em- 
ployes, he  is  not  liable  to  an  employ^  for 
the  negligence  of  coemployfls  in  this  arrange- 
ment or  adjustment.  This  principle  was  fuUy 
recognized  by  the  lower  court,  and  the  jury 
were  tcrid  that  "if  the  platform  was  iHroperiy 
constructed,— if  it  was  not  defective  as  a 
matter  of  fact,  bat  waa  built  in  a  sufficient 
and  proper  manner,— bat  when  adjusting  It 
and  putting  it  In  place^  at  the  time  they  went 
to  work,  the  plaintifl  or  his  fellow  servants 
negligently  pat  It  up  In  some  insecure  man- 
ner, adjusting  it  In  such  a  way  that  it  would 
fall,  and  It  did  fall,  the  plaintiff  cannot  com- 
plain of  the  defendant,  because  It  was  not 
responsible  for  that  conduct"  But  the  im- 
portant consideration  in  the  case  is,  was 
thtf e  a  stnictnial  defect?  Respondent  claims 
that  the  platform  was  imperfectly  and  dan- 
gerously constructed  by  the  CHnis^on  of  a 
safety  brace;  and  that  la  the  pivotal  point  In 
this  case.  Counsel  astsome  that  defendant 
fully  discharged  Its  doty  in  the  matter  of 
supplying  suitable  machinery  and  appliances 
and  a  reasonably  safe  position  for  plaintiff 
to  work  in.  Assuming  plaintiff's  testimony 
to  be  true,  was  the  platform  reasonably  safe? 
Would  there  not  be  groonds  for  reasonaUe 
men  to  reach  the  conclusion  that  It  was  negli- 
gence to  place  a  man  unacquainted  with  such 
work  (except  such  knowledge  as  had  been 
acquired  in  four  or  five  days'  service)  upon  a 
platform  near  a  circular  saw,  operated  by 
steam,  upon  which  heavy  pieces  of  timber 
occasionally  fell,  and  which  depended  for  its 
support  upon  two  braces  which  were  apt  to 
slip  out  whenevw  the  platform  received  a 
blow?  From  the  testimony  it  is  clear  that 
this  Insecurity  of  the  platform  could  have 
been  remedied  by  a  safety  brace  passing 
from  the  car  to  the  underside  of  the  platform, 
aud  there  hooked  into  a  staple.  Of  course, 
the  employer  is  not  bound  to  insure  his  em- 
ployes against  any  defecliin  the  appliance;  '. 
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but  he  Is  bonnd  to  use  reasonable  care  In  the 
selection  of  his  machinery  and  appliances  and 
In  their  construction.  And  when  that  rule  ap- 
plies, the  duty  to  furnish  such  machinery  and 
appliances  is  one  which  the  employer  owes 
personally  to  the  employes;  and  be  cannot  es- 
cape that  duty  by  trusting  it  to  an  employ^. 
The  trial  court  clearly  recognized  the  dis- 
tinction and  the  main  point  at  issue,  and  in- 
structed the  jury  that  the  defendant  did  not 
insure  the  plaintiff  "against  accidents  while  la 
its  employ.  But  it  did  undertake  that  it 
would  furnish  him  suitable  appliances  to  work 
with,  and  a  safe  place  to  work  in,  and  that 
this  duty  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  it- 
self; and  If  it  failed  and  neglected  to  use  ordi- 
nary care  for  the  purpose  of  providing  a  safe 
place  to  work  In,  or  suitable  appliances  to 
work  with,  and,  by  reason  of  such  neglect 
and  failure  to  use  ordinary  care,  the  plaintiff 
was  injured,  without  fault  or  neHligence  upon 
his  part,  th«i  he  is  entitled  to  recover  in  this 
case.  In  other  words,  gentlemen,  to  restate 
the  proposition,  if  this  platform  which  is  com- 
plained of  in  the  complaint  waa  so  constructed 
as  to  be  unsafe,— was  built  in  such  a  man- 
ner that  it  was  improperly  braced  <h:  insuffi- 
ciently secured,— and  the  plaintiff  was  re- 
quired under  his  employment  to  work  upon 
it,  and,  without  negligence  or  fault  on  his 
part,  it  fell  with  him,  and  occasioned  this  in- 
jury, then  the  defendant  would  be  liable,  pro- 
vided that  by  the  use  of  ordinary  core  It 
might  have  luiown  of  such  defect  Now,  if 
the  defect  was  one  which  was  in  the  con- 
struction,—If  it  was  built  wrong  in  the  first 
place,  and  insufficiently  constructed  to  begin 
with,— and  that  was  apparent  to  the  person 
or  company  constructing  it,  then  ot  such  de- 
fect they  had  notice.  If  it  was  one  which  re- 
sulted in  the  use  of  the  apron,— that  is,  from 
its  becoming  worn  and  out  of  repair,— they 
could  use  ordinary  diligence  to  ascertain 
whether  it  was  becoming  so  out  of  repair. 
And  I  charge  you  that  it  was  their  duty  to 
inspect  it  for  the  purpose  of  determining 
that  fact;  to  use  all  ordinary  care,— to  use 
such  care  as  an  ordinarily  prudent  man 
would  use  in  his  own  affairs  for  the  purpose 
of  ascertaining  if  that  contrivance  was  safe 
for  his  employes  to  work  upon.  I  charge  you 
they  had  a  right  to  use  a  folding  platform  of 
this  kind;  that  the  fact  that  it  would  drop, 
that  the  braces  were  not  under  it,  and  that 
it  was  so  constructed  would  not  be  a  negligent 
construction  at  all.  In  otlier  words,  they  had 
a  right  to  use  a  platform  of  such  design  as 
they  thought  best  suited  to  their  work,  pro- 
vided they  made  it  as  safe  as  ordinarily 
prudent  men  would  make  it  if  undeitaking  to 
use  the  same  kind  of  device."  This  instruc- 
tion, taken  in  connection  with  those  which 
followed  upon  tlie  ciuestions  of  contiibntory 
negligence  and  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
when  it  had  notice  of  the  defect  (If  there  was 
a  defect),  correctly  stated  the  law  as  appli- 
cable to  the  facts  of  this  case.  We  think 
there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the  sufficiency  of 


the  evidence  upon  the  questions  of  negligence 
in  the  construction  of  the  platform,  especially 
in  view  of  the  evidence  that  prior  to  the  re- 
pairs—at the  time  pUilntiff  claims  the  safety 
brace  was  attached  to  it— the  platform  was 
never  known  to  fall,  while  afterwards,  when 
all  parties  admit  there  was  no  safety  brace, 
it  fell  twice  within  two  days.  It  was  a  prop- 
er question  for  the  Jury  to  determine  whether 
there  was  a  structural  defect,  and,  if  so, 
whether  defendant  had  notice. 

Appelant  Insists  that  plaintiff  assumed  all 
risk  arising  from  the  ordinary  methods  of 
running  the  mill,  and  that  the  defendant  was 
not  bound  to  provide  other  than  a  reasonably 
safe  metliod  of  work,  and  a  reasonably  safe 
appliance  with  which  to  perform  the  work. 
No  doubt,  one  who  undertakes  the  duty  of  an 
employ^  assumes  certain  risks,  but  the  as- 
sumption of  risks  does  not  exonerate  the  em- 
ployer from  the  duty  to  furnish  reasonably 
safe  machinery  with  which  to  work,  and  rea- 
sonably safe  places  in  which  to  woik.  The 
obligation  rests  upon  the  master,  "whetb^ 
a  natural  person  or  a  corporate  body,  not  to 
expose  the  servant,  when  conducting  the  mas- 
ter's business,  to  perils  or  hazards  against 
which  he  may  be  guarded  by  proper  diligence 
upon  the  part  of  tlie  master.  To  that  end 
the  master  Is  bound  to  observe  all  the  care 
which  prudence  and  the  exigencies  of  the  situ- 
ation require  in  providing  the  servant  with 
machinery  or  other  instrumentalities  ordina- 
rily safe  for  use  by  the  latter.  It  is  implied 
in  the  contract  between  the  parties  that  the 
servant  risks  the  dangers  which  ordinarily 
attend  or  are  incident  to  the  business  In  which 
he  voluntarily  engages  for  compensation; 
among  which  Is  the  carelessness  of  those^  at 
least,  in  the  same  work  or  employment,  with 
whose  habits,  conduct,  and  capacity  he  has, 
in  the  course  of  his  duties,  an  opportunity  to 
become  acquainted,  and  against  whose  neg- 
lect or  incompetency  he  may  himself  take 
such  precautions  as  his  inclinations  or  judg- 
ment may  suggest  But  it  is  equally  implied 
in  the  same  contract  tliat  the  masto-  shall 
supply  the  physical  means  and  agencies  for 
the  conduct  of  his  business.  It  is  also  Im- 
plied, and  public  policy  requires,  that  in  se- 
lecting such  means  he  shall  not  be  wanting 
in  proper  care.  His  negligence  In  that  re- 
gard Is  not  a  hazard  usually  or  necessarily 
attendant  upon  the  business  Nor  is  it  one 
which  the  servant,  ''n  legal  contemplation,  is 
presumed  to  risk,  for  the  obvious  reason  tliat 
the  servant  who  is  to  use  the  instrumentali- 
ties provided  by  the  master,  has  ordinarily 
no  connection  with  their  purchase.  In  the  first 
instance,  or  with  their  preservation  and  main- 
tenance and  suitable  condition  after  they  have 
been  supplied  by  the  master."  Hough  v.  Hall- 
way Co.,  100  U.  8.  217.  "It  Is  equally  well 
settled,  however,  that  it  Is  the  duty  of  the 
employer  to  select  and  retain  servants  who 
are  fitted  and  competent  for  the  service,  and 
to  furnish  sufficient  and  safe  materials,  ma- 
chinery, and  other  means  by  which  it  is  to  be 
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perfonnecl,  and  to  keep  them  In  repair  and 
order.  And  this  duty  be  cannot  delegate  to 
a  aerrant  so  as  to  exempt  himself  from  Ua- 
blUty  tor  Injuries  caused  to  another  servant 
by  Its  omission.  Indeed,  no  duty  required  of 
blm  fOr  the  safety  and  protection  of  bis  serv- 
ants can  be  transferred  so  as  to  exonerate 
him  from  such  liability.  The  servant  does 
not  undertake  to  incur  the  risks  arising:  from 
the  want  of  sufficient  and  skillful  colaborers, 
or  from  defective  machinay  or  other  instm- 
'ments  with  which  be  has  to  woi^.  His  con- 
duct implies  that  in  regard  to  tbose  mattos 
his  employer  will  moke  adequate  provisions 
that  no  danger  shall  ensue  to  him."  Railroad 
Co.  T.  Herbert,  116  TJ.  S.  647,  6  Sup.  Ct  590. 
The  appellant  further  Insists  that,  If  it  was 
negligent  In  omitting  to  place  a  safety  braco 
upon  the  platform,  it  Is  chargeable  to  a  fel- 
low servant  of  the  plalntifC;  and  it  is  strong- 
ly argued  that  the  case  of  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Baugh,  149  U.  S.  368,  13  Sup.  Ct  914.  es- 
tablishes that  plalntiCt  and  McComle  were 
fellow  servants.  There  can  be  no  doubt  but, 
when  an  employ^  can  act  tn  a  dual  capacity, 
he  may  be,  as  to  a  coemploy^  a  fellow  serv- 
ant, and  at  the  same  time  be  the  alter  ego 
of  the  principal.  The  mere  fact  that  Mc- 
Comle attended  to  the  saw  would  not  de- 
prive him  of  his  representative  character. 
The  undisputed  evidence  shows  that,  in  the 
absence  of  Whalen.  McComie  directed  the 
mill.  He  Aowed  the  men  how  to  work,  and 
directed  their  labors.  He  ordered  repairs, 
and  his  orders  were  obeyed.  A  princii)al 
cannot  employ  men,  and  thai,  by  attempting 
to  station  them  upon  the  same  plane,  claim 
that  they  are  fellow  servants,  and  thus  shield 
himself  from  any  liability  by  reason  of  de- 
fective machinery  or  dangerous  positions  in 
which  his  employes  are  required  to  work. 
We  think  the  evidence  in  this  case  Justiaed 
this  instruction  by  the  court,  of  which  appel- 
lant complains:  "Now,  as  to  the  matter  of 
notice  in  regard  to  any  defect  which  may 
have  existed  there,  if  yon  find  that  a  defect 
did  exist,  if  it  was  a  defect  that  the  defend- 
ant did  not  have  notice  of  otherwise,  I  charge 
you  that  notice  to  Whalen  or  to  McComie, 
under  the  undisputed  testimony  in  this  case, 
would  be  notice  to  the  defendant.  In  other 
words,  whoever  represented  the  defendant 
there  on  the  ground  at  that  time,  if  notice 
was  given  to  such  person  of  such  defect,  that 
would  be  notice  to  the  defendant;  and  if  a 
promise  to  repair  it  was  made  by  that  i»er- 
son,  that  would  be  the  promise  of  the  defend- 
ant within  the  meaning  of  the  instructioa  I 
bare  already  given  you."  In  the  absence  of 
Whalen,  McComie  represented  the  defend- 
ant, and  his  negligence  in  the  construction  of 
tbe  platform  would  be  the  negligence  of  the 
principal.  Anderson  v.  Deix)t  Co.,  8  Utah, 
128,  30  Pac.  305;  Reddon  v.  Railway  Co.,  5 
Utah,  344.  IB  Pac.  262;  Ryan  v.  Bagaley,  60 
Mich.  179.  IB  N.  W.  72;  RaUroad  Co.  v. 
Stevens,  20  Ohio.  415;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Bab- 
cock.  154  U.  S.  198,  14  Sup.  Ct  978;   Malone 


v.  Hathaway,  64  N.  T.  5.  When  the  plat- 
form fell,  on  the  Saturday  preceding  the  ac- 
cident, plaintiff  testified  that  the  attention 
of  McComie  was  directed  to  it,  and  he  prom- 
ised to  r^nlr  it.  Tbe  point  decided  in  the 
Baugh  Case  Is  in  no  manner  at  variance  with 
the  views  which  we  here  express,  and  that 
case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the 
point  now  under  discussion.  The  principle 
Involved  in  this  Instruction  is  not  that  of  the 
doctrine  of  negligence  of  a  fellow  servant. 
It  is  merely  a  question  as  to  whether*  the 
cmnpany  had  notice  of  the  defect.  In  the 
Baugh  Case  the  injury  complained  of  was  to 
a  foreman,  and  was  occasioned  by  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  engineer,  whom  the  court  held 
to  be  a  fellow  servant  In  the  case  at  bar 
plalntiers  contention  Is  that  the  Injury  re- 
stated from  a  defect  In  the  construction  and 
maintenance  of  the  machinery  and  appli- 
ances uixm  which  he  was  required  by  de- 
fendant to  work.  And,  as  above  stated,  the 
employer  cannot  escape  responsibility  by 
delegating  to  a  servant  the  duty  of  furnish- 
ing suitable  machinery  and  reasonably  safe 
places  for  the  employes  to  work  in;  and  the 
grade  of  the  servant  to  whom  this  duty  is 
delegated  makes  no  difference.  As  to  other 
employes,  he  may  be  Inferior,  and  his  labors, 
aside  from  the  duty  of  inspection,  more  me- 
nial; nevertheless,  as  to  the  duty  of  the  mas- 
ter which  is  placed  upon  him,  he  becomes  the 
vice  principal.  Plaintiffs  injuries  did  not 
result  from  the  negligence  of  McComie  as  a 
fellow  servant  but  are  attributable  to  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant  in  failing  to  fur- 
nish suitable  appliance  and  a  safe  place  for 
plaintiff  to  work  in.  "To  provide  machinery 
and  keep  It  in  repair,  and  to  use  It  for  the 
purpose  for  wliich  it  was  intended,  are  very 
distinct  matters.  They  are  not  employments 
in  the  same  common  business,  tending  to 
the  same  common  results.  The  one  can 
properly  be  said  to  begin  only  when  the  oth- 
er ends.  *  *  *  In  the  repair  of  the  ma- 
chinery the  servant  represented  the  master 
in  the  performance  of  his  part  of  the  con- 
tract, and  tbentore,  in  the  language  of  tbe 
instruction,  bis  negligence  in  that  respect  Is 
the  omission  of  the  master  or  employer  In 
contemplation  of  law."  Sbanny  v.  Andro- 
scoggin Blills,  66  Me;  420.  But  it  is  urged 
t&at  plaintiff  had  knowledge  of  the  defect  of 
tbe  construction,  and  resumed  work  on  the 
morning  of  the  accident  without  an  examina- 
tion of  the  platform.  Plaintlfrs  testimony 
Is  to  the  effect  that  on  the  18th  of  Novem- 
ber both  McComie's  and  Whalen's  attention 
was  called  to  the  absence  of  the  safety  brace, 
and  the  former  said  he  had  nothing  to  do 
with  it  and  the  latter  promised  to  have  it 
fixed;  that  on  the  morning  of  the  20th  the 
mill  was  In  operation  vrhen  he  was  directed 
to  resume  work,  and  that  from  the  promise 
which  had  been  made,  and  his  observations 
of  work  by  McComie  about  the  mill,  he  be> 
lleved  the  platform  had  been  made  secure. 
The  court  instructed  the  Jury:  "In  tills  case, 
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If  the  plaintiff  complained  to  the  proper  offi- 
cer of  the  defect  In  the  apparatus  with  which 
be  was  required  to  work,  and  that  Mfflcer 
promised  to  remedy  the  defect,  and  the  serv- 
ant, in  reliance  upon  the  fulfillment  of  the 
promise,  continued  In  the  work,  and  this  de- 
fect In  the  apparatus  was  not  of  such  a 
character  as  to  render  It  unavoidably  dan- 
gerous to  continue  work,  ancb  continuance 
in  the  work  is  not  contributory  negligence 
on  the  part  ot  the  plaintiff;  and,  of  course, 
in  the  service  of  the  railroad  company,  it  is 
sufficient  that  a  complaint  be  made  to,  and 
the  remedy  promised  by,  that  officer  who  Is 
charged  with  the  duty,  in  the  one  case,  of 
ordering  repairs,  or  in  the  other  of  dischar- 
ging the  negligent  fellow  servants."  In  the 
case  of  Hough  v.  Railway  Co.,  supra,  the  de- 
cedent had  knowledge  of  the  defective  con- 
dition of  the  cowcatcher  or  pilot,  and  com- 
plained thereof  to  the  milster  mechanic  and 
the  foreman  of  the  roundhouse,  and  they 
promised  that  it  should  be  ];H^>mptly  reme- 
died. The  court  say:  "It  may  be  tliat  he 
continued  to  use  the  engine  in  the  belief  that 
the  defect  would  be  removed.  ♦  ♦  •  If 
the  engineer,  after  discovering  or  recognizing 
the  defective  condition  of  the  cowcatcher  or 
pilot,  bad  continued  to  use  the  engine  with- 
out giving  notice  thereof  to  the  proper  officer 
ot  the  company,  he  would  undoubtedly  have 
been  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence 
as  to  bar  a  recovery  so  far  as  such  defect 
was  found  to  be  the  efficient  cause  of  the 
death.  •  •  •  But  there  can  be  no  doubt 
that,  where  a  master  has  expressly  promised 
to  repair  a  defect,  the  servant  can  recover  for 
an  injury  caused  thereby  within  such  a 
petiod  of  time  after  the  promise  an  it  would 
be  reasonable  to  allow  for  its  perform- 
ance, and,  as  we  think,  within  any  period 
which  would  not  preclude  all  reasonable 
expectation  that  the  promise  might  ba  kept" 
"If  a  servant,"  says  Mr.  Cooley  in  his 
work  on  Torts  (page  550),  "having  the 
right  to  abandon  the  service  because  it  is 
dangerous,  refrains  from  doing  so  in  couse- 
qneuce  of  assurances  that  the  danger  shall 
be  removed,  the  duty  to  remove  the  danger 
is  manifest  and  imperative,  and  the  master 
is  not  in  the  exercise  of  ordinary  care  unless, 
or  until  be  makes  his  assurances  good. 
Moreover,  the  assurances  removed  all  ground 
for  an  argument  that  the  sen-ant,  by  contin- 
uing tlie  empioymwjt,  engagos  to  assume  the 
rlska"  In  the  case  of  Pieart  v.  Railway  Co. 
(Iowa)  47  N.  W.  1010,  the  court  say:  "It  ap- 
.  pears  that  the  yard  master  had  no  authority 
to  direct  repairs  on  the  engine,  but,  if  an  en- 
glue  was  furnished  him  lacking  some  appli- 
ances necessary  for  switching,  it  was  his 
duty  to  report  to  the  train  master,  who 
would  determine  the  advisibility  of  furnish- 
ing whatever  was  requu-eti.  We  think,  un- 
der this  showing,  the  yard  master  was  the 
proper  person  to  whom  deceased  [a  switch- 
man] should  complain."  And  it  is  held  that 
a  foreman  under  whom  a  person  is  working 


is  the  proper  person  to  whom  complaints 
should  be  made  of  defects,  and  the  employ^ 
has  a  right  to  rely  upon  such  person's  prom- 
.ie.  Wagon  Ca  v.  Kehl,  40  lU.  App.  584; 
Patterson  v.  Raihroad  Co..  76  Pa.  St  389; 
Furnace  Co.  v.  Abend,  107  111.  46;  Rotben- 
berger  v.  MiUlng  Co.  (Minn.)  59  N.  W.  581. 
The  burden  of  proof  was  upoa  the  defendant 
in  this  case  to  show  contributory  negligence. 
It  was  a  question  fw  the  Jnry  to  determine 
whether,  under  all  the  circumstances,  if  they 
believed  there  was  a  structural  defect  in  th^ 
platform,  it  was  negligence  upon  the  part 
of  the  plaintiff  to  continue  in  defendant's 
employment  Under  the  evidence  It  was  cer- 
tainly not,  as  a  matter  of  law,  absolutely  con- 
clusive ot  the  want  of  due  care  upon  the 
part  of  the  plaintiff  to  reaiune  work  with- 
out insi>ection  upon  the  morning  of  the  ac- 
cident Railroad  Co.  v.  Babcock.  154  U.  S. 
198,  14  Sup.  Ct  978. 

Appellant  also  assigns  as  error  the  refusal 
of  the  court  to  give  the  eighth  request  sub- 
mitted. An  examination  of  the  first  sec- 
ond, third,  and  eighth  requests  shows  that 
they  were  substantially  given  in  the  charge 
of  the  court.  It  is  unnecessary  for  the  court 
to  employ  the  language  of  the  request  if 
the  ideas  therein  expressed  are  substantial- 
ly emlK>dled  in  the  charge.  The  fourth  re- 
quest is:  "If  the  Jury  find  from  the  evi- 
dence that  the  accident  was  the  result  of  the 
negligence  of  Charles  B.  McComie,  and  that 
said  McComie  worked  with  plaintiff  in  run- 
ning the  saw,  then  said  McComie  and  plain- 
tiff were  fellow  servants,  and  cannot  re- 
cover." So  far  as  this  request  is  a  correct 
statement  of  the  law,  it  was  embodied  in  the 
cliarge  of  the  court  The  Jury  were  instruct- 
ed that  if  they  found  that  the  injury  result- 
ed by  reason  of  the  plaintifTs  neglect,  or 
the  neglect  of  his  fellow  servant  then  no 
recovery  could  be  had.  As  above  stated. 
McComie  in  the  performance  of  some  duties 
was  the  fellow  servant  of  plaintiff,  while  in 
others  he  was  the  representative  of  the  mas- 
ter. If  the  accident  was  the  result  of  Mc- 
Uomie's  neglect  in  having  the  platform  re- 
paired, he  would  not  be  a  f^low  servant, 
but  If  it  was  occasioned  by  his  carelessness 
when  managing  the  saw  his  relation  would 
be  entirely  different  The  request  falls  to 
distinguish  between  these  relations,  and  is 
erroneous.  What  is  here  said  concerning 
the  fourth  request  fuUy  meets  appellant's 
contention  as  to  the  fifth.  The  sixth  request 
was  for  a  peremptory  instruction  to  find  for 
the  defendant  It  was  rightly  refused. 
That  part  of  the  seventh  request  which  was 
at  ail  pertinent  was  given  in  substance  by 
the  court  That  which  was  a  statement  of 
an  abstract  principle  of  law  was  not  given. 
It  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  give  it. 

It  is  further  contended  by  appellant  that 
the  court  erred  in  sustaining  the  objection 
to  the  question  asked  of  plaintiff:  "Now, 
you  were  still  under  the  charge,  on  Monday 
morning;  of  Mr.  Whalen,  were  you  noti" 
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Goncedlns  tbat  tbe  question  was  proper,  an 
examination  of  the  record  shows  that  the 
witness,  not  only  before  this  qnestion  was 
asked,  but  subsequently,  explained  In  sreat 
detail  his  relations  to  Whaien  and  McComIe, 
and  under  whose  directions  be  worked,  and 
from  whom  he  obtained  bis  instructions;  so 
that,  If  tbe  court  erred.  It  was  harmless 
error. 

We  do  not  think  that  tbe  Terdlct  was  ex- 
cessive. The  evidence  shows  that.  In  addi- 
tion to  the  loss  of  two  fingers,  the  remain- 
ing two  upon  the  left  band  were  so  mangled 
and  lacerated  as  to  leave  them  permanently 
Injured,  and  devoid  of  strength.  Plaintiff 
sulTered  greatly  from  tbe  injury,  and  we  do 
not  thluk  the  amount  given  by  the  Jury  ex- 
cessive. We  see  no  error  in  the  record,  and 
alttrm  tbe  Judgment,  with  costs. 

HEUBITT,  C.  J.,  and  BABTCH.  3^  concur. 


(U  Utah.  47) 

BARNES  V.  OOX.> 

(Supreme  Coart  of  Utah.     Ang.  81,  1895.) 

UNULwruL  Dbtainbk — Plsxdiko. 

1.  A  complaint  for  possession  of  unsurveyed 
gavemment  land  must  allege  the  facts  on  which 
plaintiff  bases  his  right  to  possession. 

2.  A  complaint  for  possession  of  land,  which 
fidls  to  allege  that  the  defendant  nnlawfully 
withholds  the  same,  and  service  of  a  written  de- 
mand for  possession,  is  fatally  defective. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Fourth  district; 
before  Justice  H.  W.  Smith. 

Action  by  A.  E.  Barnes  against  M.  D.  Cox. 
From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Revei-sed. 

Bvans  &  Rogers,  tor  appellant.  Maginnls 
tt  Weber,  for  respondent 

BARTC5H,  jr.  The  plaintiff  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  possession  of  certain  unsur- 
veyed lands  of  the  United  States,  and  for 
damages  for  tbe  rents  and  profits  of  said 
premises.  Tbe  case  was  tried,  and  a  ver- 
dict and  Judgment  rendered  in  his  favor. 
Tbla  appeal  is  taken  from  the  Judgment  roll, 
and  tbe  sole  question  necessary  to  be  con- 
sidered is  whether  the  complaint  states  facts 
Kufflclent  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  It 
Is  therein  alleged  that  on  the  19tb  day  of 
March,  1800,  tbe  plaintiff  was,  acd  for  a  long 
time  prior  thereto  nad  been,  in  the  quiet  and 
peaceable  possession  of  the  premises  in  con- 
troversy; that  the  premises  were  unsurveyed 
lands  of  the  United  States,  and  marked  on 
tbe  map  as  an  island,  and  known  as  "Daw 
Newman  Ranch";  that  on  tbe  19tb  day  of 
May,  1891,  tbe  defendant,  with  permission 
and  consent  of  plaintiff,  went  into  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  as  his  agent  and  tenant, 
under  contract,  whereby  the  defendant  was 
to  perform  certain  labor  on  the  premises,  and 
was  to  occupy  the  same  while  in  the  per- 
formance thereof,  or  for  such  length  of  time 
as  plaintiff  might  permit;   that  on  tbe  19tb 
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day  of  March,  1894,  the  plaintiff  made  de* 
mand,  in  writing,  of  the  defendant,  for  the 
possession  of  the  premises;  that  more  than 
five  days  had  elapsed  since  tbe  maJdng  ot 
such  demand;  and  that  the  defendant  bad 
refused  for  more  than  that  space  of  time  to 
quit  possession.  Such  are,  substantially,  the 
material  allegations  In  the  complaint.  It  will 
be  observed  that  there  is  no  allegation  of  tl- 
tie  in  the  plaintiff.  In  fact,  tbe  contrary  ap- 
pears, for  the  premises  consist  of  unsurveyed 
government  land.  Nor  Is  there  any  allega- 
tion that  the  plaintiff  had  any  right  of  pos- 
session, either  when  the  defendant  entered 
Into  possession,  or  when  demand  was  made 
of  him  for  tbe  possession.  Neither  Is.there 
an  allegation  showing  that  the  defendant 
unlawfully  withheld  tbe  premises,  or  that 
service  of  demand  for  possession  of  the  prem- 
ises was  ever  made  upon  him.  The  omis- 
sion of  these  material  allegations  renders  the 
complaint  fatally  defective,  and  therefore  the 
position  of  counsel  for  the  appellant,  that 
the  complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  must  be  sus- 
tained. Whoe  a  party  brings  an  action  for 
the  possession  of  property  which,  be  claims, 
is  being  unlawfully  detained  from  him,  he 
must  allege  and  prove,  not  only  that  he  baa 
tbe  right  of,  and  is  entitled  to,  its  possession, 
but  also  that  snch  property  is  being  tmlawful- 
ly  detained  from  him,  after  notice  to  quit  is 
served  as  provided  by  law.  It  is  Incumbent 
upon  blm  to  allege  all  the  material  facts  on 
whteh  he  seeks  to  recover;  and  that  his  right 
of  possession,  the  unlawful  detainer,  and  tbe 
service  of  written  demand,  are  material  facts 
to  establish  bis  right  to  recover,  is  apparent. 
Comp.  Laws  1888,  ti  8789,  8793;  Bush  v. 
Dunham,  4  Mich.  339;  Morse  v.  Boyde  (Mont.) 
28  Pac.  260;  Lowman  v.  West,  8  Wash.  355, 
36  Pac.  258;  Spurck  t.  Forsyth,  40  lU.  438; 
Bryan  ▼.  Smith,  10  Mteh.  229.  Especially  is 
this  troe  where  tbe  controversy  is  in  relation 
to  government  land,  because,  In  snch  case, 
neither  party  having  an  Indefeasible  title  in 
the  land,  the  complainant  should  allege  the 
facts  upon  which  he  relies  to  show  his  right 
to  the  possession  of  the  property.  Falling  In 
this,  the  plaintiff  cannot  prevail.  Tbe  Judg- 
ment is  reversed  and  the  cause  remanded, 
with  directions  to  tbe  court  below  to  permit 
the  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings,  sboold 
they,  or  either  of  them,  so  desire. 

MEBRITT,  a  X,  and  KINO,  J.,  concur. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.     Aug.  81,  1895.) 

UaSTBB  and    SerVAHT— NeOMOINOB  —  CoXTBIBt^ 
TORT  NaOLlOKNCB — EVTDEHOB. 

Id  an  action  against  a  mining  company, 
for  injuries.  It  appeared  that  there  was  a  walk, 
made  several  years  before  the  accident,  resting 
on  timbers,  and  made  in  the  usual  way;  that  it 
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18  not  castomary  to  repair  snch  walks;  that 
plaintiff  was  an  experienced  timbennan,  and 
knew  the  planks  were  rotten ;  that  be  undertook 
to  walk  across  one  of  such  planks,  when  it 
broke,  and  he  was  injured;  that  it  was  not  nec- 
essary for  him  to  cross  such  plank;  and  thai: 
there  were  plenty  of  new  planks  to  be  had  by 
him,  by  asking  for  them.  Sdd,  that  plaintiff 
could  not  recover. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  First  district; 
before  Justice  H.  W.  Smith. 

Action  by  Philip  T.  Cook  against  the  Bul- 
lion-Beck &  Champion  Mining  Company  for 
personal  Injuries  caused  by  defendant's  neg- 
ligence. From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  de- 
fendant appeals.     Reversed. 

Rawlins  &  Critcbloe,  for  appellant  Ben- 
nett, Marshall  &  Bradley,  for  respondent. 

MERRITT,  C.  J.  ThP  flomplaint  In  this 
action  alleges:  That  on  and  prior  to  March  6, 
1894,  plaintiff  was  in  the  employ  of  defend- 
ant, at  its  mines  in  Eureka,  and  that,  prior 
to  said  time,  defendant  had  constructed  on 
and  across  certain  timbers  In  the  Daisy 
stope  a  certain  walk,  for  the  use  of  the  em- 
ployes of  defendant,  of  Beveral  planks,  laid 
end  to  end  across  said  timbers  and  through 
the  stope.  That  the  walk  was  negligently 
and  carelessly  constructed!  in  part,  and  of  ma- 
terials that  were  defective  and  In  an  unsafe 
and  dangerous  condition,  and  unfit  for  the 
purpose,  and  known  to  the  defendant  at  the 
time  to  be  so;  and  defendant  negligently 
and  carelessly  permitted  and  allowed  part 
of  the  materials  entering  into  the  construc- 
tion of  the  said  walk  to  become  defective, 
unsafe,  and  dangerous,  and  to  remain  in 
such  condition,  knowing  that  they  were  be- 
coming and  were  in  such  condition,  and  that 
they  were  so  unsafe,  defective,  and  danger- 
ous on  the  day  of  March  6,  1884.  That  plain- 
tiff, while  in  said  employ,  and  while  dischar- 
ging the  .duties  of  his  employment,  and 
while  using  due  care  and  caution  for  his 
safety,  and  without  any  negligence  on  his 
part,  stepped  upon  and  passed  along  said 
walk,  and  did  not  then,  or  prior  thereto, 
know  of,  nor  could  he  discover  by  the  exer- 
cise of  reasonable  dUlgence,  the  defective  or 
unsafe  condition  of  said  walk,  or  the  mate- 
rials of  which  same  was  constructed;  and 
one  of  the  unsafe  and  defective  planks  con- 
stituting said  walk  then  and  thereupon 
broke,  and  precipitated  plaintiff  downward 
36  feet,  whereby  he  sustained  a  fracture  of 
one  of  the  bones  of  the  right  leg,  and 
sprains  of  the  ankle  and  knee  and  shoulder, 
and  bruised  and  injured  his  ribs,  spine,  and 
back,  and  sustained  other  Injuries  and 
wounds.  Internal  and  external,  and  was 
thereby  caused  physical  pain  and  suffering, 
and  was  permanently  hurt  and  injured,  to 
his  damage  In  the  sum  of  fl5,000,  in  addi- 
tion to  the  sum  of  $150  paid  for  medicine 
and  medical  attendance.  The  answer  de- 
nied that  at  the  time  mentioned  in  the  com- 
plaint, or  at  any  other  time,  it  was  the  duty 
of  defendant  to  provide  or  keep  for  the  use 


of  plaintiff  a  safe  w  suitable  plank  or  walk, 
in  good  condition  or  repair,  at  the  place 
mentioned  In  the  complaint  of  plaintiff;  and 
denied  that  defendant  negligently  or  care- 
lessly constructed  at  the  place  mentioned  in 
the  complaint  a  walk,  or  constructed  th* 
same  out  of  defective  materials,  or  that  the 
materials  were  unsafe  or  dangerous,  or  un- 
lit for  the  purpose,  or  that  defendant  negli- 
gently or  carelessly,  or  at  all,  permitted  or 
allowed  any  part  of  the  materials  entering 
Into  the  construction  of  the  said  walk  to  be 
or  to  become  defective  or  unsafe  or  danger- 
ous, or  to  remain  in  a  defective,  unsafe,  or 
dangerous  condition,  or  knew  that  the  same 
was  becoming  or  remaining  In  a  dangerous, 
defective,  or  unsafe  condition;  and  denied 
that  at  the  time  or  place  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,  or  at  all,  It  was  the  duty  of  the 
defendant  to  construct  or  maintain  a  walk 
for  the  benefit  of  plaintiff,  or  lor  any  other 
pui-pose,  or  that  It  was  the  duty  of  defend- 
ant to  keep  same  In  repair,  or  In  a  safe  con- 
dition; and  denied  that  the  plaintiff  was 
precipitated  through  the  timbers  of  the  mine 
while  using  due  or  any  care  or  caution  for 
his  safety,  or  that  it  happened  without  neg- 
ligence on  the  part  of  plaintiff;  denied  that 
plaintiff  was  unaware  of,  or  could  not  dis- 
cover by  the  exercise  of  reasonable  dili- 
gence, the  condition  of  the  walk  or  plank, 
or  the  condition  of  the  material  of  which  it 
was  constructed;  denied  that  the  injuries  or 
wounds  were  sustained  In  the  manner  set 
forth  in  the  complaint,  or  oy  reason  of  any 
negligence  on  the  part  of  defendant;  and 
denied  that  he  was  caused,  or  has  endured, 
any  physical  or  mental  pain  or  suffering,  or 
was  permanently  hurt  or  injured,  or  dam- 
aged In  the  sum  of  $15,000,  or  any  other 
sum  whatever;  and  denied  that  he  was  com- 
pelled to  pay,  or  has  paid,  $150,  or  any  other 
sum,  for  medicine  or  medical  attendance. 
And  for  a  further  answer  the  defendant  al- 
leged that  at  the  time  mentioned  In  the  com- 
plaint the  plaintiff  was  In  the  employ  of  de- 
fendant as  a  tlmberman  In  its  mine,  and  that, 
at  and  prior  to  the  time  mentioned  in  the 
complaint,  defendant  was  engaged  in  repair- 
ing an  unused  portion  of  the  mine,  and  that 
in  the  course  of  said  employment  it  became 
and  was  the  duty  of  the  plaintiff  to  pass, 
through  the  place  mentioned  In  the  com- 
plaint, which  place  or  stope  was  then,  and 
for  a  long  time  prior  thereto  had  been  un- 
used and  abandoned;  that  plaintiff  well 
knew  the  character  of  the  said  stope,  and 
the  timbers  therein,  and  that  the  same  were 
or  might  be  unsafe,  and  that  the  plabitiff, 
while  exercising  no  care  or  caution  for  his 
own  safety,  negligently  and  carelessly  used 
the  walk  complained  of;  and  that  the  acci- 
dent to  the  plaintiff  was  occasioned  solely 
by  the  want  of  due  care  and  caution  on  the 
part  of  plaintiff,  and  not  on  account  of  any 
failure,  negligence,  or  carelessness  on  the 
part  of  defendant.  A  jury  was  Impaneled 
In  the  cause  November  16,  1895,  and  a  ver- 
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diet  in  favor  of  plaintiff,  and  against  the 
defendant,  was  rendered,  assessing  the 
plaintiff's  damages  at  $3,000.  Tlie  defend- 
ant's notice  of  intention  to  move  for  a  new 
trial  was  daly  filed,  and  specified  the  follow- 
ing grounds:  (1)  Insufficiency  of  evidence  to 
Justify  the  verdict,  and  that  same  was 
against  law.  (2)  Errors  in  law  occnrring  at 
the  trial,  and  excepted  to  by  defendant;  giv- 
ing notice  that  same  would  be  made  up- 
on a  statement  of  the  case  to  be  prepared 
and  served.  An  order  overruling  defend- 
ant's motion  for  a  new  trial  was  made  and 
entered  on  the  8d  day  of  April,  1895,  and  an 
appeal  has  been  taken  from  the  judgment 
and  order  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new 
triaL  This  appeal  is  taiien  upon  the  sole 
ground  that  the  evidence  is  insufficient  to 
Justify  the  verdict,  and  it  is  alleged  to  be 
insufficient  for  two  reasons:  First,  because 
no  negligence  is  shown  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant,  the  employer,  in  respect  to  the 
place  where  the  Injury  occurred;  and,  sec- 
ond, because,  whether  negligence  can  be  at- 
tributed to  appellant,  or  not,  the  injury  was 
the  result  solely  of  the  foolhardiness  and 
recklessness  of  the  respondent. 

The  appellant  is  a  corporation  engaged  in 
operating  a  mine  at  Eureka,  Utah.  Its  op- 
erations are  extensive,  and  had  been  carried 
on  for  a  number  of  years  prior  to  the  acci- 
dent in  March,  1894.  The  accident  to  the 
respondent  occurred  in  what  is  known  as 
the  "Daisy  Stope,"— a  large  opening  in  the 
mine,  from  which  rock  and  ore  had  been  ex- 
tracted, extending  from  about  the  200-foot 
level  downward  below  the  700-foot  level,  a 
distance  of  some  500  feet  or  more.  It  is  of 
varying  width,  and  is  filled  with  what  is 
known  as  "sqnare  sets";  being  large,  up- 
tight timbers,  six  feet  In  height,  surmounted 
by  cai>8  six  inches  square.  This  is  the  or-- 
dlnary  and  familiar  mode  of  timbering  large 
openings  In  mines.  It  serves  the  double 
purpose  of  a  stay,  upon  which  the  miners 
work  upward  In  extracting  ore,  and  of  sup- 
porting the  ground,  and  preventing  disas- 
trous caves  afterwards.  And  after  the  ore 
has  been  extracted  at  a  given  point  the 
Idanks  which  cover  the  square  sets,  called 
the  "floor"  of  the  set,  upon  which  the  ore 
Is  dropped  and  sorted,  are  removed  to  the 
next  set  above,  ot  wherever  else  they  ar» 
needed,  and  thereafter  the  timbers  remain 
for  lateral  and  vertical  support  to  the  wails 
of  the  stope.  They  need  no  supervision  or 
repair,  except  at  times  when,  on  account  of 
decay  or  extraordinary  pressure,  they  be- 
gin to  give  way,  when.  If  desirable  to  pre- 
vent a  cave,  they  are  reinforced  by  new 
timbers.  In  this,  as  in  all  mines,  the  bad 
air  causes  the  timbers  to  be  aftected  by  what 
is  known  as  "dry  rot."  The  life  and  strength 
of  the  timber  are  killed;  a  white  mold  forms; 
and  in  the  course  of  a  very  few  years  they 
become  dangerous  to  walk  upon,  and  liable 
to  give  way.  This  was  the  case  in  the 
Daisy  stope,  in  the  vicinity  of  the  600-foot 


level,  and  the' condition  was  not  only  ap- 
parent, on  account  of  the  mold  on  the  planks 
and  timbers,  but  they  had  begun  to  give 
way;  and  the  respondent  had,  not  long  prior 
to  the  accident,  been  employed  in  reinfor- 
cing the  sets  with  new  timbers,  so  as  to  se- 
cure the  level.  Respondent  was  a  timber- 
man,  and  was  directed  on  the  day  of  the 
accident  to  go  to  the  Daisy  stope,  at  the 
place  where  it  is  Intersected  by  the  600-foot 
level,  and  lag  up  the  timbers;  that  is,  fill 
In  behind  the  square  sets  with  plank  and 
lagging,  so  as  to  keep  the  dirt  from  falling 
down  to  the  level.  He  worked  at  this  half 
a  day.  In  the  afternoon,  having  lagged  up 
as  high  as  they  could  reach  from  the  level, 
the  respondent  and  his  companions  started 
up  from  the  level  to  a  point  in  the  stope 
among  the  square  sets,  which  they  desired 
to  reach  to  continue  the  work.  In  order  to 
do  this,  they  ascended  a  ladder  which  ex- 
tended, from  a  point  further  on  in  the  level, 
up  through  the  stope,  to  the  500-foot  level. 
This  was  a  common  passageway,  often  used 
by  miners  and  others  in  going  from  one  level 
to  the  other;  and  It  was,  so  far  as  the  evi- 
dence shows,  in  good  repair.  When  they 
reached  a  point  about  30  or  35  feet  above 
the  600-foot  level,  they  left  the  ladderway, 
and  started  north  through  the  square  sets 
to  reach  the  point  where  they  wished  to 
make  fast  a  pulley  to  haul  up  the  lagging 
from  the  level.  To  reach  the  place  by  the 
route  which  they  had  selected,  It  was  neces- 
sary to  cross  four  of  these  square  sets.  Over 
these,  planks  had  been  left  Respondent, 
Instead  of  crossing  on  the  caps  of  the  sets, 
as  he  might  have  done,  attempted  to  walk 
on  the  rotten,  molded  planks;  and  one  of 
them,  being  more  rotten  and  unsound  than 
the  three  which  he  had  already  crossed, 
broke  short  off,  precipitating  him  a  dis- 
tance of  some  20  feet,  by  means  of  which  he 
sustained  the  injuries  complained  of.  All  of 
these  timbers  were  rotten.  They  were 
moldy,  and  known  to  be  so  by  the  plaintiff. 
The  planks  which  had  been  used  at  one  time 
to  work  and  walk  on  had  lain  there  for 
years.  It  was  not  a  passageway  or  gang- 
way. The  planks  did  not  lead  from  the 
level  or  ladderway  to  any  point  where  min- 
ers or  ottiers  were  expected  to  go.  There 
was  absolutely  no  invitation  extended  by  ap- 
pellant, either  to  the  respondent  or  any  other 
person  who  might  be  In  that  part  of  the 
mine,  to  make  use  of  the  plank.  In  the  usual 
and  ordinary  course  of  mining  in  this  and 
in  other  mines,  the  planks  are  left  Just  as 
the  timbers  are  left  to  decay  when  the  ore 
is  worked  out.  The  respondent,  according 
to  his  own  testimony,  knew  as  much  about 
the  place  as  any  other  representative  of  the 
appellant.  Being  a  tlmberman,  accustomed' 
to  go  into  dangerous  places  and  repair  and 
make  secure  rotten  timbers,  he,  of  all  others, 
would  be  expected  to  know  how  to  avoid 
danger,  and  there  would  be  no  necessity  of 
warning  him.    But,  as  we  have  said,  he  had> 
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actual  knowledtre  of  tbe  nnsafe  conditloii  of 
the  timbers.  The  law  Is  that  the  employer 
18  bound  to  furnish  a  reasonably  safe  place' 
for  the  employ^  to  work  In,  and  must  fur- 
nish such  Information  as  to  dangers  latent, 
or  not  apparent,  as  may  reasonably  put  the 
employ^  on  his  guard.  Where  the  locality 
or  the  appliance  is  dangerous,  and  the  means 
of  knowledge  are  equally  within  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  servant  and  the  employer,  tbo 
latter  Is  not  obliged  to  take  any  greater  care 
of  tbe  former  than  he  (the  servant)  does  of 
himself.  Even  though  it  should  be  held 
that  the  company  was  negligent  In  not  noti- 
fying plaintlfC,  or  sending  some  one  with 
him  to  warn  him  of  tbe  condition  of  the 
plank  which  broke,  the  evidence  shows  that 
the  accident  occurred  through  the  negligence 
and  rashness  of  the  plaintiff  himself,  direct- 
ly contributing  to  the  Injury.  Plaintiff,  as 
we  have  pointed  out,  bad  all  the  knowledge 
which  any  one  could  have  as  to  the  general 
condition  of  the  timbers  In  that  stope,  and 
of  the  probable  rottenness  or  soundness  of 
the  planks  by  which  he  attempted  to  cross. 
He  says  In  his  testimony:  "I  went  up  the 
ladderway  to  the  sixth  sets  above  the  60(K- 
foot  level,  and  went  back  north  from  the 
ladderway  to  the  place  where  we  were  lag- 
ging; and  there  was  a  plank  and  a  gang- 
way left  running  from  the  ladderway  to 
where  I  wanted  to  go.  I  started  through 
there,  over  the  set  I  tried  the  plank  first 
1  knew  that  the  plank  standing  there  might 
possibly  have  become  decayed,  and  I  used 
all  precautions  I  could.  I  tried  the  plank 
as  well  as  I  could,  by  putting  out  my  foot 
and  springing  on  it,  before  I  started  across. 
This  was  the  first  set  north  of  the  ladder- 
way.  When  I  got  to  the  next  set  north  of 
that,  I  tried  the  plank,  and  found  that  It 
would  support  me,  and  I  went  across;  and 
so  with  the  third  set  When  I  got  to  the 
fourth  set,  I  did  the  same  as  I  did  with  the 
others.  When  I  started  across  tbe  plank,  it 
broke  right  straight  in  the  center,  just  as  a 
card  would  break,  and  down  I  went"  Un- 
der these  circumstances,  the  respondent  is 
chargeable  with  the  reckless  assumption  of 
the  risks  Involved  In  trusting  his  weight  on 
the  plank.  It  was  entirely  unnecessary. 
He  had  timber  and  planks  at  his  disposal, 
and  could  have  procured  a  sound  plank  ta' 
form  for  himself  a  safe  passageway.  Ther 
was  timber  in  the  mine  and  In  the  yard 
which  be  could  have  procured  for  the  ask- 
ing. He  could  have  walked  on  the  caps, 
which  are  8x10  inches;  and  this  is  the  usual 
method  of  proceeding  through  dangerous 
stopes,  where  planks  are  liable  to  be  rotten. 
He  incumbered  himself  with  a  rope  and  pul- 
ley In  one  hand,  and  bis  candle  In  the  other, 
so  that  he  had  no  opportunity  to  save  him- 
self when  the  plank  broke.  He  could  have 
proceeded  by  the  safe  ladderway  up  to  tlie 
550-foot  level,  and  there  made  fast  his  rope 
and  tackle.  The  omission  to  take  these  or- 
dinary precautions,  under  the  circumstances. 


was  an  assumptioii  of  tbe  risks  Involved, 
and  the  consequences  cannot  now  be  thrown 
upon  the  appellant  He  knew  that  if  the 
plank  happened  to  be  decayed  or  defective, 
there  was  no  custom  of  the  company,  or  of 
any  mine,  to  repair  It  He  knew  that  he 
was  thrown  entirely  upon  his  own  discretion 
and  Judgment,  and  could  expect  nothing  on 
account  of  any  care  on  tbe  part  of  the  em- 
ployer. Tbe  courts,  without  hesitation,  in 
all  cases  like  this,  deny  relief  to  the  party 
Injured.  A  contrary  rule  would  make  tbe 
employer  not  only  an  Insiirer,  but  an  insurer 
against  the  recklessness  and  carelessness  of 
the  employs  himself.  From  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  evidence  in  this  case,  we 
are  clearly  of  the  opinion  that  respondent 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  wbich 
led  to  the  accident,  and,  therefore^  that  he 
cannot  recover.  In  support  of  these  propo- 
sitions, we  cite  the  case  of  Hazelhurst  v. 
Lumber  Ck).  (Ga.)  19  S.  E.  756,  where  it  is 
held  that  where  the  evidence  shows  that  the 
danger  of  the  work  in  whicu  the  plaintiff 
was  engaged  must  have  been  as  obvious  to 
himself  as  to  his  employer,  and  that  there 
was  no  emergency  requiring  him  to  expose 
himself  to  the  danger,  he  is  not  entitled  to 
recover.  In  McGrath  v.  Railway  Co.,  9  C. 
U.  A.  133,  60  Fed.  555,  It  was  held  that  a 
railway  employe  who,  when  engaged  in  re- 
moving a  wrecked  train,  goes  upon  a  bridge, 
the  defects  of  which  are  patent,  he  assumes 
the  risk  arising  from  such  defects;  and 
tbe  same  doctrine  was  held  in  Piper  v.  Iron 
Co.  (Md.)  27  Atl.  939;  Stone  Co.  v.  Tate  and. 
App.)  37  N.  E.  1065;  Kllroy  v.  Foss  (Mass.) 
36  X.  B.  746;  Burgin  v.  Kallroad  Co.  (Ala.) 
12  iSouth.  395;  Murphy  t.  Rubber  Co.  (Itfass.) 
34  N.  E.  26a  The  general  principle  is  laid 
down  in  Knight  v.  Cooper  (W.  Va.)  14  S.  E. 
<J99,  that  wliere  the  servant  willfully  «i- 
counters  dangers  which  are  known  to  him, 
the  master  is  not  responsible  for  any  injury 
occasioned  thereby.  Foley  v.  Light  Co.  (N. 
J.  Sup.)  24  Att  487;  Sauer  v.  OU  Co.  (La.) 
9  South.  566. 

From  a  careful  examination  of  this  case, 
we  are  of  opinion  that  plaintiff's  own  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  contributed  to  the  In- 
juries complained  of,  and,  therefore,  that  he 
cannot  recover.  Judgment  reversed,  with 
directions  to  the  court  below  to  grant  a  new 
trial. 

BAUTCH  and  KING,  JJ.,  concur. 


(12  tTUh  <t) 
HOLT  V.  PEABSON.l 
(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.     Aug.  31,  1895.) 

Appeal— Waivbh  of  Obibotionb— Suppicienct  o» 

CoMPi.AixT— Trial— Instructions — 

Apflioabilitt  to  Issues. 

1.  Objection  to  tbe  sufficiency  of  a  com- 
plaint may  be  made  for  the  first  time  in  the  8U> 
premc  court. 

2.  A  complaint  alieRod  that  defendant  rep- 
respnted  to  plaintiff  that  he  was  agent  of  the 
probate  court  for  the  collection  of  fees,  etc., 
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for  procuring  deeds  to  certain  town-site  lots, 
and  that  the  amount  required  wag  $42  per  lot; 
that  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  deeds  for  four  lots, 
and  paid  defendant  $108:  and  that  defendant 
paid  the  probate  court  $20,  returned  to  plaintiff 
$18,  and  retained  $120,  which  he  refuses  to  re- 
turn. Held,  that  the  complaint  did  not  state  a 
cause  of  action. 

3.  An  itstruetion  not  applicable  to  any  Is- 
sue in  the  case  is  reversible  error. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Third  district; 
before  Justice  G.  W.  Bartcb. 

Action  by  Joseph  Holt  against  Charles  B. 
Pearson.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Defend- 
ant appeals.    Reversed. 

M.  M.  Kargbn,  for  appellant  B.  D.  Win- 
ters, for  reepondent. 

MERRITT,  C.  J.  This  Is  an  action  brought 
by  respondent  against  appellant  to  recover 
$1,218.75,  which.  It  Is  alleged,  was  received 
by  appellant  from  respondent  and  21  other 
persons,  who  have  assigned  their  claims 
to  him,  in  excess  of  the  necessary  charges 
and  expenses  of  obtaining  deeds  for  some  40 
lots  of  land  situated  in  a  boulevard,  12  rods 
in  width,  which  surrounded  the  town  of 
Dovntlful,  In  Davis  county,  Utah  territory. 
The  amended  complaint,  on  which  the  ac- 
tion was  tiled,  sets  forth  that  on  or  about 
the  22d  day  of  May,  1891,  defendant  repre- 
sented to  plaintitF  and  others  that  he  was 
the  agent  of  the  probate  court  of  Davis  coun- 
ty for  the  collection  of  fees  and  expenses  for 
procuring  deeds  to  certain  lots  in  Bountiful 
town  site,  and  that  the  amount  required  was 
$42  per  lot;  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner, 
and  entitled  to  deeds  for,  four  ot  said  lots, 
and  paid  defendant  $168  to  procure  deeds 
for  the  same;  that  defendant  paid  the  pro- 
bate court  $20,  and  returned  to  plaintiff  $18, 
and  retains  $120,  which  he  refuses,  after  de- 
mand, to  return  to  plaintiff.  Twenty-one 
other  similar  causes  of  action  are  stated  in 
the  complaint,  of  persons  claiming  other  lots, 
who,  it  l8  alleged,  have  assigned  to  plaintiff. 
Appellant,  In  bis  answer,  denies  that  he  rep- 
resented that  he  was  the  a.gent  of  the  pro- 
t)at«  court;  that  plaintiff,  or  any  of  his  as- 
signors, were  owners  of,  or  entitled  to  deeds 
of,  the  lots  they  claimed;  that  he  withholds 
any  money  belonging  to  said  claimants;  that 
the  expense  of  procuring  deeds  was  only 
$5  per  lot;  or  that  any  of  said  21  claimants 
have  assigned  to  plaintiff,— and  alleges  that 
he  Is  a  practicing  attorney  at  law;  that  the 
land  claimed  was  situated  on  a  public  boule- 
vard or  highway,  and  claimants,  who  owned 
land  abutting  on  said  highway,  were  illegal- 
ly claiming  part  of  said  roadway;  that  he 
was  employed  by  them,  in  his  capacity  as 
attorney,  to  procure  deeds  for  them  at  a 
cost  not  to  exceed  $42  per  lot;  that  he  pro- 
cured surveys  to  be  made  of  said  portions 
ot  land  severally  claimed  by  them  in  said 
highway;  procured  a  relinquishment  by  the 
county  court  of  said  land  as  a  highway; 
secured  favorable  action  by,  and  procured 
deeds  from,  the  probate  court;  paid  all  costs 
and  expenses,  and  delivered  said  deeds  to  the 
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said  parties  entitled  thereto,  and  returned  to 
them  $-1.00  per  lot,  of  costs  which  he  had 
overestimated  and  saved  In  fees  of  the  pro- 
bate court. 

On  the  trial  In  the  court  below  the  Judge 
gave,  among  other  charges,  the  following: 
"(tt)  you  are  further  instructed  that  there 
was  no  law  in  force,  at  the  time  of  the  giv- 
ing of  the  deeds  to  plaintiff  and  his  assign- 
ors, authorizing  the  prot)ate  judge  to  issue 
deeds  tinder  the  town-site  act,  and  if  such 
deeds  were  given  at  that  time  they  were 
given  without  authority  Of  law.  This  is  In 
reference  to  his  authority  as  probate  judge. 
There  is  a  law  by  which  the  county  court 
might  agree  or  take  steps  to  vacate  a  street, 
and  they  might  appoint  him  as  a  committee, 
and  in  that  way  their  agent  to  attend  to 
such  matter  for  them,  as  a  county  court; 
but  the  probate  judge,  as  such,  without  such 
authority  being  delegated  by  the  county 
court,  could  not  so  act."  Appellant,  among 
other  things,  alleges  error  In  giving  such 
charge,  and  claims  In  this  court  that  the 
complaint  does  not  state  facts  sufHclent  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and  that  the 
same  Is  not  sufficient  to  support  a  judgment. 
The  charge  of  the  court  quoted  above  was 
not  responsive  to  anything  In  issue  In  the 
ease.  There  is  no  question  of  title,  or  suffi- 
ciency of  the  deeds,  raised  by  the  pleadings. 
The  charge  was  therefore  calculated  to  mis- 
lead the  jury,  and  cause  them  Improperly  to 
consider.  In  making  up  their  verdict,  an 
issue  not  in  the  case.  Instructions  of  the 
court  9hould  confine  the  attention  of  the 
jury  to  the  Issues  made  by  the  pleadings. 
Torry  v.  Sblrely,  &i  Ind.  106;  Oonlin  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  36  Cal.  4(M;  Frederick  v.  Kinzer, 
17  Neb.  366,  22  N.  W.  770;  Glass  v.  Gelvin, 
80  Mo.  2»7;  Pi-off.  Jury,  §§  313,  314.  The 
charge  was  erroneous,  and  giving  It  was 
error. 

The  other  objection  Is  to  the  sufficiency  of 
the  complaint  The  record  is  silent  as  to 
whether  or  not  this  point  was  raised  In  the 
court  below,  but  it  is  a  point  that  is  never 
waived  in  any  case,  and  may  be  taken  for 
the  first  time  In  this  court.  On  an  exam- 
ination, it  Is  difficult  to  apprehend  on  just 
what  theory  the  pleader  drew  this  complaint. 
It  does  not  state  a  cause  of  action  in  fraud, 
for  it  contains  no  allegation  of  any  fraudu- 
lent acts  on  the  part  of  the  do'cndant,  nor 
that  there  was  any  false  representations, 
menace,  duress,  or  undue  Influence  made  or 
used  to  induce  plaintiff  or  his  assignors  to 
enter  into  the  contract  with  defendant,  or  to 
pay  him  money.  There  is  an  allegation  that 
the  defendant  represented  that  he  was  agent 
of  the  probate  court  to  do  certain  acts  in  the 
premises,  but  no  allegations  that  said  rep- 
resentation was  false,  or  that  plaintiff  relied 
thereon,  or  that  by  reason  thereof  he  was 
Induced  to  enter  into  the  contract  with,  or 
part  with  his  money  to,  defendant,  or  was 
otherwise  misled  to  his  Injury,  nor  even 
that  plaintiff  made  promises  which  he  did 
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not  perform.  Neither  does  the  complaint  set 
forth  facts  showing  a  breach  of  contract  by 
defendant,  with  resnitant  damages  to  plaln- 
tin.  It  perhaps  comes  nearer  to  the  state- 
ment of  a  cause  of  action  for  money  had  and 
received  by  defendant  to  plaintiffs  nse,  than 
of  any  other  form  of  action.  The  allegation 
U  "that  defendant  represented  to  plaintiff 
that  the  amount  required  for  obtaining  deeds 
from  the  probate  court  for  the  lots  claimed 
by  plaintiff  was  the  sum  of  forty-two  dol- 
lars  per  lot,"  and  that  plaintiff  paid  defend- 
ant  that  amount  for  that  purpose.  It  does 
not  allege  that  these  representations  were 
false,  but  only  says  "that  the  price  of  five 
dollars  per  lot  was  the  actual  amount  re- 
quired by  the  probate  judge,  and  no  more^ 
for  said  deeds."  Then  follows  the  state- 
ment of  a  conclusion,— "that  defendant  was 
only  authorized  to  collect  said  sum  of  five 
dollars  per  lot  from  plaintiff,  and  no  more," 
—and  the  statement  that  defendant  has  ap- 
propriated the  balance,  less  $4.60  per  lot  re- 
tomed,  and  refuses  to  pay  same  on  demand 
by  plaintiff.  There  is  no  allegation  that  the 
price  of  the  lots  was  the  only  expense  in- 
yolved  and  necessarily  Incurred  and  paid  by 
defoidant  In  the  matter  of  procuring  the 
deeds,  nor  that  be  was  entitled  to  no  com- 
pensation for  his  services  in  the  premises, 
nor  any  allegation  that  defendant  had  failed 
to  procure  and  deliver  deeds  as  he  had  con- 
tracted to  do,  nor  of  any  other  facts  show- 
ing an  Improper  or  wrongful  disposition  or 
appropriation  by  defendant  of  the  balance 
of  the  money  he  had  received,  and  that  plain- 
tiff is  entitled  to  recover  same.  It  seems 
clear  that  the  allegations  of  the  complaint 
fall  to  state  a  cause  of  action  for  money  had 
and  received.  A  pleader  Is  presumed  to 
state  his  case  as  strongly  as  the  facts  will 
permit,  and  his  complaint  must  be  construed 
strongly  against  him.  No  Intendments  or 
presumptions  can  be  indulged  to  help  out 
a  defective  pleading.  We  are  of  the  opin- 
ion that  this  complaint  does  not  state  facts 
suHlcient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  and 
that  it  is  not  sufficient  to  support  a  judg- 
ment.  From  the  record  it  clearly  apears 
that  appellant,  acting  as  an  attorney  at  law, 
and  for  an  agreed  compensation  paid  him, 
made  contracts  with  respondent  and  his  sev- 
eral assignors  to  procure  deeds  for  them  to 
sundry  lots  of  land  severally  claimed  by 
them,  and  that  he  faithfully  and  fully  per- 
formed and  carried  out  his  contract 

As  a  decision  of  these  points  disposes  of 
the  case,  it  is  not  necessary  to  consider  the 
sundry  other  allegations  of  error  made  by 
appellant  The  judgment  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  remanded  to  the  court  below,  with 
directions  to  enter  judgment  in  favor  of  ap- 
pellant, with  costs. 

SMITH,  J.,  concurs. 

KING,  J.  (concurring).  I  am  not  satis- 
Aed  that  tba  taatruction  comDlaioed  of   was 


prejudicial  error,  but  I  agree  wlOi  the  vlewa 
announced  in  the  opinion  upon  the  questioa 
of  the  sufficiency  of  the  complaint^  and  tber» 
fore  concur  In  the  judgment. 


(U  ntab,  eg) ' 

CHIPMAN  T.  UNION  PAO.  RT.  CO.  et  aL 

(Supreme  Comt  of  Utah.     Ang.  31,  1885.) 

Ihjdbt  to  Infant — Evidsnci — Lbttbk  or  OtvAXO' 

IAS  XD  Litem— CoupBTEscT  of  Witnkss 

— Dahaobs — Eakmless  Bbrob. 

1.  Any  one  competent  as  a  witness  may  tes- 
tify to  the  speed  of  a  train  at  the  time  of  sa 
accident 

2.  In  an  action  by  an  infant  by  guardian  ad 
litem,  a  letter  written  by  sach  guardian  to  de- 
fendant ia  not  admissible. 

3.  A  verdict  of  $10,500  in  favor  of  a  giri 
three  years  old,  for  loss  of  a  foot  is  not  ezcesa- 
ive. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  First  district; 
before  Justice  H.  W.  Smith. 

Action  by  Sarah  B.  Cblpman,  an  Infant,  by 
John  I.  Ghipman,  her  guardian  ad  Ilt«n, 
against  the  Union  Pacific  Railway  Company 
and  the  Utah,  Northern  &  Oregon  Short-Lilna 
Railway  Company.  Judgment  for  plalntUC 
Defendants   appeal.     Affirmed. 

Williams,  Van  Cott  &  Sutherland,  for  app^ 
lants.     King  &  Houtz,  for  respondent. 

MERRITT,  C  J.  This  action  was  brought 
to  recover  damages  for  Injuries  sustained  by 
plaintiff  by  reason  of  being  run  over  by  the 
train  of  the  defendant  companies,  and  hav- 
ing her  foot  severed  at  the  ankle;  The  tes- 
timony showed  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time 
of  the  injury  complained  of,  was  about  three 
years  old;  that  on  the  day  of  the  accident 
she  went  on  the  highway.  In  playing  about 
the  track,  or  attempting  to  cross  It  the  plain- 
tiff's foot  caught  between  the  rail  and  m 
plank  forming  a  part  of  the  road  crossing. 
The  train  was  a  passenger  train  running  on 
regular  schedule  time.  The  engineer  and 
fireman,  when  within  half  a  mile  of  the  place 
of  the  accident  could  plainly  see  objects  on 
the  track.  The  train  was  slowed  up,  and 
run  under  control  for  a  shM^  distance,  and 
then  started  at  increased  speed,  and  ran  over 
the  plaintiff,  severing  her  foot  at  the  ankle. 
The  evidence  shows  that  the  appellants  were 
grossly  negligent  They  scarcely  make  an 
attempt  to  excuse  their  conduct  The  jury 
rendered  s  verdict  for  $10,500  In  favor  of 
plaintiff,  and  Judgment  was  duly  recorded 
for  that  sum.  Defendants  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  overruled,  and  d^endants 
appeal. 

There  are  three  questions  relied  on  by  ai>> 
peUants  as  grounds  for  reversal  of  the  lower 
court:  First,  that  the  court  erred  in  allowing 
the  witness  Kelly  to  testify  as  to  the  speed 
of  the  train  at  the  place  of  the  injury  to  the 
respondent;  second,  in  refnahig  to  admit  in 
evidence  a  letter  written  by  the  witness 
John  I.  Chipman  to  appellants;  third,  that 
the  amount  of  the  damages  awarded  by  the 
jury  Is  excesBlva 
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As  to  tbe  first  point,  appellants  admit  tbat 
one  need  not  be  an  expert  to  testify  to  the 
speed  of  a  train  of  cars.  Then  any  person 
may  testify  to  snch  fact.  No  qualification 
is  necessary.  The  experience  of  every  per- 
son who  Is  competent  as  a  witness  is  deem- 
ed sufficient  to  admit  in  evidence  such  per- 
son's opinion  on  such  a  matter.  Of  course, 
the  weight  to  be  given  to  such  an  opinion 
depends  on  the  opportunity  the  witness  has 
had  to  form  a  correct  estimate;  hence,  Kel- 
ly's testimony  was  competent.  But  admit- 
ting, for  the  sake  of  argument,  tbat  it  was 
error,  it  did  not  prejudice  defendants,  for 
the  reason  that  there  was  no  question  made 
as  to  Mrs.  Kelly's  testimony  on  the  speed 
of  the  train,  and  she  places  it  higher  than 
Mr.  Kelly,  and  there  is  nothing  In  the  evi- 
dence to  contradict  her.  Appellants  cannot 
have  been  liarmed  by  Mr.  Kelly's  testimony. 

As  to  the  second  point,  it  is  contended  tbat 
the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  allow  appel- 
lants to  produce  in  evidence  a  letter  writ- 
ten by  John  I.  Chipman  to  appellants.  John 
I.  Chipman  is  not  a  party  to  this  action,  in 
any  sense,  except  as  guardian  ad  litem.  He 
could  not  in  any  manner  affect  the  rights 
of  the  plaintiff.  What  he  may  have  said  or 
done  or  written  could  be  of  no  concern  In 
this  case,  except  to  affect  the  credit  to  be 
given  to  his  evidence. 

Coming  now  to  the  third  assignment  ot  ap- 
pellants, that  the  verdict  is  excessive,  one 
might  dte  cases  where  verdicts  largely  in 
excess  of  $10,500  have  been  sustained  by 
the  courts  for  injuries  less  than  In  this  case. 
An  examination  of  the  record  Is  all  that  is 
necessary  to  show  tHat  appellants  were 
grossly  negligent  There  is  scarcely  an  at- 
tempt to  excuse  their  conduct.  They  at- 
tempt to  reason  out  the  earning  capacity  of 
the  plaintiff,  in  her  crippled  condition,  after 
her  majority,  and  thus  demonstrate  that  the 
verdict  is  excessive.  The  amount  of  injury 
Bustntned  by  an  Infant  cannot  be  reckoned  or 
calculated  by  any  rule  of  arithmetic,  any 
more  than  her  body  can  be  made  whole  by 
dollars  and  cents.  If  the  plaintiff  was  a 
male,  the  verdict  would  not  be  excessive, 
and  the  loss  of  a  limb  to  a  female  is  infinitely 
greater.  We  find  no  error  in  the  record,  and 
the  Judgment  is  affirmed. 

BABTCH.  J.,  concurs. 


(B  Utah  72) 

JONES  et  al.  t.  JONES. 
(Snpreme  Court  of  Utah.     Aug.  31,  18d5.) 

Ajppkai. — FsoH  Order  Appointino  ADMiKisTRik.- 
TOR — Partt  IX  Intekeut. 
Under  Sup.  Ct  Rule  24  (27  Pac.  ix.),  al* 
lowing  any  party  entitled,  by  reason  of  per- 
sonal interest  to  ask  for  or  oppoHe  a  judgment 
in  the  probate  court,  to  appeal  from  an  adverse 
Judgment  of  that  court  to  the  district  court,  one 
cannot  appeal  from  an  order  appointing  an  ad- 
ministrator of  his  brother,  who  died  intestate, 
leaving  parents,  but  no  issue,  it  not  appearing 
that  he  had  any  other  interest  than  tiiat  of 


brother,  as  in  snch  case,  by  provision  of  Comp. 
Laws  1888,  {  2741,  subd.  2,  intestate's  estate 
goes  to  his  parents. 

Appeal  from  district  court  Fourth  district; 
before  Justice  H.  W.  Smith. 

B.  H.  Jones  was  appointed  general  admin- 
istrator of  Lewis  H.  Jones,  deceased.  Prom 
the  order  of  appointment,  and  various  other 
orders,  R.  H.  Jones  appealed  to  the  district 
court  His  appeal  was  dismissed,  and  from 
the  Judgment  of  dismissal  R.  H.  Jones  and 
R.  D.  Jones  appeal     Affirmed. 

R.  H.  Jones,  for  appellants.  B.  H.  Jones 
and  Barlow  Ferguson,  for  respondent 

BARTGH,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  an 
order  of  the  district  court  dismissing  an  ap- 
peal from  the  probate  court  of  Box  Elder 
county.  It  appears  from  the  record  that 
Lewis  H.  Jones  died  Intestate,  leaving  nei- 
ther wife  nor  issue;  that  B.  H.  Jones,  a 
brother  of  deceased,  on  September  13,  1894, 
at  the  request  of  the  parents  of  the  deceas- 
ed, filed  his  petition  for  general  letters  of  ad- 
ministration; that  on  September  21,  1894, 
Ricy  H.  Jones,  another  brother  of  the  de- 
ceased, petitioned  the  court  for  general  let- 
ters of  administration,  and  on  the  same  day 
B.  H.  Jones  was  appointed  special  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate;  that  on  November  9, 
1894,  the  petition  of  Ricy  H.  Jones  was  de- 
nied, and  B.  U.  Jones  was  appointed  general 
administrator;  that  on  December  24,  1894, 
Ricy  H.  Jones  appealed  to  the  district  court 
from  the  order  appointing  B.  H.  Jones  spe- 
cial administrator,  and  from  the  one  ap- 
pointing him  general  administrator,  and 
from  several  other  orders;  and  that,  within 
two  days  after  the  appeal  was  taken,  Ricy 
H.  Jones  and  B.  D.  .Tones  were  appointed 
special  administrators  of  the  estate.  Ail 
these  administrators  gave  bonds,  and  re- 
ceived letters  of  administration.  Under  this 
state  of  facts,  the  appellants  insist  that  the 
court  erred  in  dismissing  the  appeal  of  Ricy 
H.  Jones  from  the  various  orders  of  the  pro- 
bate court 

The  motion  to  dismiss  was  based  on  the 
records  and  files  of  the  proceedings  In  the 
case,  and  there  appears  to  be  nothing  con- 
tained in  the  record  of  appeal  to  this  court 
which  Indicates  that  Ricy  H.  Jones  had  such 
a  personal  Interest  In  the  estate  as  entitled 
him  to  appeal  from  an  order  appointing  an 
administrator.  It  is  shown,  however,  frcMn 
the  facts  above  stated,  tbat  Lewis  H.  Jones 
died  Intestate,  leaving  his  father  and  moth- 
er, but  neither  wife  nor  any  child,  surviving 
him.  This  being  so,  Ricy  H.  Jones,  the  ap- 
pellant from  the  order  of  the  probate  court, 
was  not  entitled,  as  heir  at  law,  to  any  por- 
tion of  the  estate;  for  section  2741,  subd.  2, 
Comp.  Laws  1888,  among  other  things,  pro- 
vides as  follows:  "If  the  decedent  leave  no 
issue,  nor  husband,  nor  wife,  the  estate  must 
go  to  bis  father  and  mother  In  equal  shares, 
or  If  either  be  dead,  then  to  the  other."  This 
statute  is  conclusive  of  the  rights  of  Ricy  H.> 
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Jones  as  heir  at  law,  and  there  appears  to 
bo  nothing  in  the  abstract  Indicating  ttiat  he 
had  any  other  interest  in  the  estate,  giving 
him  a  right  to  appeal,  under  the  proTlsions 
of  nile  24  of  the  supreme  court  (27  Pac.  Ix.), 
which,  so  far  as  material  here,  reads  as  fol- 
lows: "Any  party  entitled  by  reason  of  a 
personal  Interest,  to  ask  for,  or  to  oppose 
any  Judgment  or  decree  in  the  probate  court, 
may  appeal  from  the  Judgment  or  decree 
made  by  the  court,  adverse  to  him  or  his  In- 
terest, to  the  district  court  of  the  Judicial  dis- 
trict embracing  the  county  where  such  pro- 
bate court  is  held."  Under  this  rule,  the  mere 
fact  that  Uicy  H.  Jones  was  a  brother  of  the 
deceased  avails  him  nothing.  In  order  to 
enable  him  to  take  such  an  appeal  as  was 
attempted  in  this  case,  it  must  affirmatively 
appear  that  be  bad  a  personal  Interest  In  the 
estate,  because  that  is  the  ground  upon 
which  the  right  of  appeal  rests  In  a  case  of 
this  character.  No  such  Interest  appearing, 
the  district  court  properly  dismissed  the  ap- 
peal. 

There  were  other  questions  raised  by  coun- 
sel In  this  case,  but  we  do  not  deem  It  nec- 
essary to  discuss  them,  because  there  ap- 
pears to  be  no  reversible  error  In  the  record. 
The  Judgment  Is  affirmed. 

MEURITT,  C.  J.,  and  KINO,  J.,  concur. 


(12  Utah  7«) 

THIRKFIBLD  v.  MOUNTAIN  VIEW  CEM- 
ETERY ASS'N. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.    Aug.  31,  1895.) 

Objections  to  Isstbuctions  —  Cemetebt  Asso- 
ciations—Illkgai.  Disinterment— Damages. 

1.  An  Instruction  to  which  no  exception  is 
taken  will  not  be  considered  on  appeal. 

2.  On  suit  against  a  cemetery  assodation 
for  disinterring  the  body  of  plaintiS's  child  from 
one  of  its  lots,  it  appeared  that  the  defendant 
sold  the  lot  to  plaintiff  for  full  value,  executing 
to  him  a  deed;  that  defendant  had  previously 
sold  the  same  lot  to  another  person,  but  had  ex- 
ecuted no  deed  of  it;  that  the  first  purchaser, 
dis<-ovcring  the  interment  shortly  after  it  had 
been  made,  requested,  and  defendant  promised, 
to  have  the  body  removed;  tiiat,  more  than  a 
year  afterwards,  the  defendant  disinterred  the 
child,  reiuterring  it  in  an  BdjoiniiiK  lot;  that  de- 
fendant never  notified  plaintiff  that  the  removal 
would  have  to  be  made.  Hrld,  that  punitive 
diimuKes  were  properly  allowed  on  the  ground 
that  the  defendant,  in  thus  recklessly  disregard- 
injt  plaintiff's  right,  committed  a  willful  tres- 
pass. 

8.  On  suit  against  a  cemetery  company  for 
willfully  rcmovJMK  the  body  of  plaintiff's  child 
from  a  lot  wliieh  the  defendant  sold  to  him, 
witliout  notice  to  plaintiff,  a  verdict  for  plaintiff 
for  $1,150  will  not  be  set  aside  as  excessive. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Fourth  district; 
before  Justice  H.  W.  Smith. 

Action  by  Prank  L.  Thlrkfleld  against  the 
Mountain  View  Cemetery  As.soclation.  From 
a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

Rhodes  &  Talt  and  Kimball  &  Kimball,  for 
appellant  H.  H.  Henderson  and  Richards  & 
MacmlUan,  for  respondent. 


BARTCH,  J.  This  la  an  action  in  the  na- 
ture of  trespass  quaxe  clausum  fregit,  and  was 
brought  against  the  defendant  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  entering  upon  the  plaintiff's  lot  In 
the  cemetery  of  the  defendant  company,  and 
disinterring  the  body  of  a  dead  child,  and  In- 
terring the  body  of  a  stranger  therein.  Upon 
the  trial  of  the  cause  a  verdict  In  the  sum  of 
$1,150  was  rendered  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  Judgment  entered  for  that  sum  and  costal. 
This  appeal  is  from  an  order  overruling  a  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  and  from  the  Judgment. 

The  first  point  relied  upon  for  reversal  Is  a 
certain  paragraph  of  the  charge  of  the  court 
on  the  question  of  damages  for  Injured  feel- 
ings and  affections  as  a  result  of  gross  negli- 
gence. It  appears,  however,  that  there  was 
no  exception  referring  to  the  objectionable 
matter  taken  at  the  time  of  its  rendition,  and 
therefore  this  court  will  not  review  such 
paragraph  on  appeal.  Where  a  court  states 
objectionable  matter  In  Its  charge  to  the  jury. 
In  order  to  avail  the  appelant  on  appeal,  an 
c.^Cfptlou  must  be  taken,  at  the  time  <tf  its 
rendition,  to  the  specific  matter  which  Is  the 
subject  of  complaint,  so  that  the  Judge's  at- 
tention may  be  called  to  It,  and  an  opportuni- 
ty afforded  him  to  make  a  correction.  This 
rule  Is  so  well  settled  that  It  requires  no  ci- 
tation of  authority. 

The  next  question  Is  raised  on  a  portion  of 
the  charge  which  reads  as  follows:  "Dam- 
ages In  this  chiss  of  cases  are  usually  given 
by  way  of  compensation  to  the  injured  party 
for  the  wrong  sustained  by  reason  of  the  in- 
jury to  bis  property,  but  when  the  acts  com- 
plained of  are  committed  maliciously  and 
wantonly,  and  under  circumstances  indicating 
such  an  entire  want  of  care  as  to  raise  the 
presimiption  of  conscious  indifference  to  con- 
sequences, or  gross  negligence  on  the  part  of 
the  wrongdoer,  the  jury  are  authorized  to  Im- 
pose damages  by  way  of  example  and  punish- 
ment, in  addition  to  those  awarded  as  com- 
pensation to  the  injured  party.  If  you  find 
that  the  body  of  plaintiff's  son  was  removed 
by  defendant  as  the  result  of  a  mistake  mere- 
ly, not  due  to  gross  carelessness  or  indiffer- 
ence, the  plaintiff  can  only  recover  nominal 
damages."  It  is  not  claimed  that,  as  as  ab- 
stract proposition  of  law,  this  instruction  is 
erroneous,  but  that  there  is  no  evidence  In 
this  case  on  which  to  base  it, — no  evidence  to 
warrant  any  conclusion,  on  the  part  of  the 
Jury,  that  the  trespass  was  committed  be- 
cause of  malice,  wantonness,  or  gross  negli- 
gence, or  an  entire  want  of  care  and  con* 
sclous  Indifference,— and  that,  therefore,  such 
an  Instruction  has  no  application,  because,  un- 
der such  circumstances,  vindictive  damages 
are  not  warranted.  If  this  contention  be  cor- 
rect, then  this  Instruction  was  Improper,  even 
though,  as  an  abstract  proposition.  It  stated 
the  law  correctly;  and  if,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case,  the  Jury  were  llkdy  to 
be  misled  thereby,  then  It  is  cause  for  rever- 
sal. An  examination  of  the  evidence  shows 
that  on  June  5,  1889,  one  J.  N.  Kimball  be- 

uigmzea  oy  ^ — ix^/^^/x  «v 


UUb.) 


THIRKFIELD  9.  MOUNTAIN  VIEW  CEMETERY  ASS'N. 


£65 


came  the  purchaser  of  two  lots  In  defendanfs 
cemetery,  one  of  which  was  afterwards  nmn- 
bered  188,  but  no  deed  or  Instrument  In  writ- 
ing was  made  or  delivered  to  him;  that  In 
1891  the  plaintiff  resided  at  Tnickee,  Cal., 
having  formerly  lived  at  Ogdcn,  Utah;  that 
on  Jmie  20,  1801,  plaintiff  a  son,  aged  two 
yean,  died,  and  the  remains  were  conveyed 
to  Ogden  and  buried  In  defendant's  cemetery 
in  said  lot  Xo.  188,  which  plaintiff  purchased 
from  defendant  for  f  16,  being  the  full  purchase 
price,  and  received  a  written  Instrument  there- 
for; that  shortly  thereafter  said  Kimball  dis- 
covered that  plaintiff's  child  was  Interred  on 
Ba'-'  lot,  and  thereupon  made  complaint  to  the 
■ '  v-Tetary  of  the  defendant,  who  promised  to 
remove  the  body  of  said  child;  that  In  No- 
vember, 1892,  the  mother  of  said  Kimball 
died;  that  then  the  said  child  was  removed, 
and  Interred  In  an  adjoining  lot,  and  the 
mother  of  said  Kimball  Interred  In  said  lot 
Xo.  188;  that  the  sexton  of  said  defendant 
company  and  another  man  made  the  removal; 
that  the  parents  of  the  dead  child  had  no  no- 
tice of  such  removal,  nor  were  they  aware 
that  such  removal  was  contemplated,  nor  did 
they  ever  give  their  consent  to  It;  and  that 
on  one  occasion,  while  such  removal  was  in 
contemplation  of  defendant,  the  plaintiff  and 
wife  were  In  Ogden,  and  visited  their  child's 
grave,  but  no  mention  was  made  to  them,  bj 
the  sexton  or  any  one,  of  such  contemplated 
removal.  Such  is  the  evidence  so  far  as  It  Is 
deemed  material  In  the  determination  of  this 
qnestlMi.  It  also  appears  that  when  plaintiff 
purcbased  the  said  lot  he  had  no  notice  what- 
ever, either  actual  or  cMistructlve,  of  any  title 
in  said  Kimball.  It  will  be  observed  from 
the  evidence  that  no  opportunity  was  afforded 
the  plaintiff,  or  any  of  his  frl^ids,  to  witness 
the  removal  and  reinterment,  so  that  he 
might  know  of  his  own  positive  knowledge 
the  final  resting  place  of  his  child.  The  re- 
ntoval  had  been  In  contemplation  for  a  year, 
and  yet  during  all  that  time  no  attempt  was 
made  to  confer  with  him.  He  was  treated  by 
the  defendant  as  though  by  the  Interring  of 
his  child  be  bad  lost,  not  only  all  rights  to  Its 
body,  but  also  to  the  lot  which  he  had  pur- 
chased. This  was  an  assiunptlon  not  war- 
ranted by  the  law.  While  It  Is  true  that  after 
burial  the  dead  body  of  the  child  was  not  the 
subject  of  propert:y,  but  became  a  part  of  the 
ground  to  which  it  was  <Mmmltted,— "Earth  to 
earth,  ashes  to  ashes,  dust  to  dust,"— still  the 
defendant  had  no  right  to  break  the  plalntUTs 
close  with  impunity,  and,  as  appears,  regard- 
less of  the  mental  sufferings  which  such  an 
act  would  produce  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
to  whom  the  dead  was  sacred,  remove  the  re- 
mains, without  his  knowledge  or  consent. 
One  who  thus  negligently  disturbs  the  re- 
mains of  the  dead  after  burial  does  so  at  his 
peril;  and  the  degree  of  his  liability  will  be 
in  accordance  with  the  degree  of  negligence, 
or  willfulness,  or  wantonnesa  While  in  this 
class  of  cases  the  breaking  and  entering  of 
tbe  plaintiff's  close  la  the  gist  of  the  action. 


Still  the  circumstances  accompanying  the  tres- 
pass, and  which  give  character  to  it,  may  be 
shown  and  considered  In  mitigation  or  aggra- 
vation of  the  act.  From  an  examination  of 
the  evidence  in  this  case,  tbe  conclusion  is 
ii-resistible  that  the  trespass  was  willful,  be- 
ing characterized  by  a  wanton  and  reckless 
disregard  of  tbe  rights  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
defendant  is  therefore  liable  for  full  ccmipen- 
sation  In  damages,  and,  in  estimating  the 
damages,  the  jury  had  a  right  to  take  Into 
consideration,  not  only  tbe  injury  to  the  prop- 
erty, which  was  comparatively  trifling,  but 
also  the  Injured  feelings  of  the  plaintiff.  We 
have  been  cited  to  no  law  which  relieves  the 
defendant  from  the  consequences  of  his  willful 
act,  or  requires  the  mental  sufferings  of  the 
plaintiff  to  be  disregarded.  In  such  a  case 
aggravated  damages  are  allowable  because  of 
the  wantonness  of  the  Injury,  which  might 
have  been  averted  by  ordinary  regard  for 
human  feelings  or  mental  suffering.  We  con- 
clude, therefore,  that  the  Instruction  com- 
plained of  was  proper,  under  the  circumstan- 
ces of  this  case.  We  are  aware  that  by  some 
writers,  and  In  some  of  the  cases,  the  doc- 
trine of  exemplary  damages  has  been  ques- 
tioned, and  that  In  others  the  term  Is  held  to 
signify  no  more  than  a  liberal  extension  of 
compensation  for  the  wrong  done,  or  the  men- 
tal suffering  induced  thereby;  but  by  tlie 
great  weight  of  authority,  in  cases  of  tort  or 
trespass,  where  the  Injury  has  been  wanton 
and  malicious,  or  the  result  of  gross  negli- 
gence, or  of  a  reckless  disregard  of  the  rights 
of  others,  equivalent  to  an  Intentional  viola- 
tion of  them,  the  rule  is  that  exemplary  or 
Vindictive  damages  may  be  awarded  in  aggra- 
vation of  the  actual  damages  occasioned  by 
the  injury.  And  this  Is  so  at  common  law  as 
well  as  by  statute.  In  Day  v.  Woodworth, 
13  How.  303,  Mr.  Justice  Grier  said:  "It  Is  a 
well-established  principle  of  the  common  law 
that  in  actions  of  ti-espass,  and  all  actions  on 
the  case  for  torts,  a  jury  may  inflict  what  are 
called  'exemplary,'  'punitive,'  or  'vindictive' 
damages  upon  a  defendant,  having  In  view 
tho  enormity  of  his  offense  rather  than  the 
measure  of  comi)en8ation  to  the  plaintiff.  We 
are  aware  that  the  propriety  of  this  doctrine 
has  been  questioned  by  some  writers;  but,  if 
repeated  judicial  decisions  for  more  than  a 
century  are  to  be  received  as  the  best  exposi- 
tion of  what  the  law  is,  the  question  will  not 
admit  of  argument."  Suth.  Dam.  §§  391,  392, 
395;  2  Greenl.  Ev.  S§  2G6,  2G7;  Railway  Co. 
V.  Harris,  122  U.  S.  597,  7  Sup.  Ct  1288; 
Meagher  v.  DrIscoll,  99  Mass.  281;  Railway 
Co.  v.  Beck  with,  120  U.  S.  26,  9  Sup.  Ct.  207; 
Brewer  v.  Dew,  11  Meea.  &  W.  625;  Nagle  v. 
Muliison,  34  Pa.  St.  48. 

It  is  further  complained  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  that  the  verdict  is  excessive,  and 
is  not  tbe  result  of  full  and  fair  consideration 
of  the  evidence,  but  Is  aided  by  passion  and 
prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  jury.  Upon  ex- 
amination of  the  evidence  it  must  be  admit- 
ted that  there  is  a  question  as  to  whether  the 
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damages  are  not  for  a  larger  som  than  is 
Justified  by  the  facts.  This  court,  however, 
will  not  disturb  the  verdict,  In  a  case  of  this 
class,  nnless  the  sum  awarded  is  so  grossly 
excessive  aa  to  shock  the  conscience,  and 
raise  a  presumption  of  passion  and  prejudice 
on  the  part  of  the  Jury,  because  there  is  no  ac- 
curate stiindarl  by  which  the  injury  can  be 
measured,  and,  tlierefore,  the  Jury  must  neces- 
sarily be  permitted  to  exercise  a  wide  discre- 
tion. The  judgment  of  the  jury,  and  not  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  must  govern,  unless  the 
facts  disclosed  by  the  evidence  show  that  the 
Jury  were  misled  by  some  mistaken  view  ot 
the  merits  of  the  case,  or  were  under  the  in- 
fluence of  partiality,  passion,  or  prejudice. 
Worster  v.  Canal  Bridge,  16  Pick.  541;  Tur- 
ner V.  Stevens,  8  Utah,  75,  30  Pac.  24;  Wil- 
son T.  Fitch,  41  Cal.  363,  388.  We  are  un- 
able to  otmclude  that  the  damages  are  so  ex- 
orbitant as  to  warrant  a  reversal  of  the  case. 
Nor  do  we  find  any  reversible  error  in  the  rec- 
ord.    The  Judgment  is  affirmed. 

MEBRITT,  C.  J.,  and  KING,  J.,  concur. 


HOFFMAN  V.  COUNTY  COM'RS  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 
IHPLIBD  Power — OaoAjiizATros  of  Cocntt— LAwa 

IN  FoKCB  —  Indebtedness  —  Limitation  — 
Validitt — Construction  of  Statute. 

1.  A  municipal  corporation  has  the  implied 
power  to  incur  indebtedness  whenever  it  is  nec- 
essary to  do  so  to  carry  out  any  power  conferred 
UDon  It,  unless  the  contracting  of  said  Indebted- 
ness is  prohibited  by  statute. 

2.  Eo  instante  upon  the  completion  of  the 
organization  of  Pawnee  county,  and  the  opening 
of  the  Cherokee  Outlet  and  the  Pawnee  and 
Tonkawa  Indian  reservations  to  settlement,  in 
pursuance  of  thr  act  of  congress  of  Marrti  3, 
1683,  and  the  president's  proclamation  there- 
under, the  oi^anic  act  and  the  constitution,  and 
all  laws  of  the  United  States  not  locally  inap- 
plicalde,  or  in  conflict  with  said  organic  act,  and 
all  laws  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  went  into 
effect. 

3.  In  the  construction  of  a  doubtful  and  am- 
biguous law,  the  contemporaneous  construction 
of  those  who  are  called  upon  to  act  under  the 
law.  and  were  appointed  to  carry  its  provisions 
into  effect,  is  entitled  to  very  great  reepect. 
Edwards  v.  Darvey,  12  Wheat.  210. 

4.  Section  4  of  the  act  of  congress  of  July 
30,  1886,  provides  that  no  political  or  municipal 
corporation,  or  ether  subdivision,  in  any  of  the 
territories  of  the  United  States,  shall  ever  be- 
come indebted,  in  any  manner  or  for  any  pur- 
Dose.  to  any  amount,  in  the  aggregate,  including 
existing  indebtedness,  exceeding  4  per  centum 
on  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  within  such 
corporation,  county,  or  subdivision,  to  be  as- 
certained by  the  last  assessment  for  territorial 
and  county  taxes  previous  to  the  incurring  of 
such  indebtedness.  Bdd,  that  said  act  has  been 
modified,  as  to  its  effect  in  Pawnee  county  prior 
to  the  first  assessment  for  territorial  and  county 
taxes,  by  various  acta  of  congress,  so  that  said 
county  may  contract  a  debt  not  exceeding  4 
per  centum  of  the  taxable  property  therein,  to 
be  ascertained  by  the  first  assessment. 

5.  The  indebtedness  created  in  Pawnee 
county  within  the  provisions  of  law,  not  in  ex- 
cess of  4  per  cent,  of  the  value  of  the  taxable 
property  therein  for  county  and  territorial  taxes, 
and  prior  to  the  first  assessment,  is  a  valid  and 


binding  obligation  against  said  county,  and  all 
bonds   or   obligations  in  excess  of  any   such 

amount  are  void. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Pawnee  county. 

On  the  16th  day  of  November,  18»4,  the 
county  commissioners  and  county  clerk  of 
Payne  county  appeared  before  the  district 
court  of  said  county,  pursuant  to  published 
notice  as  required  by  law,  and  filed  a  peti- 
tion to  Issue  funding  bonds  of  said  county. 
In  said  petition  It  was  represented  that  the 
amount  of  outstanding  Indebtedness,  due  and 
unpaid,  aggregated  the  sum  of  $20,178.68. 
and  that  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  taxable 
property  of  said  county  at  said  date  reached 
the  sum  of  $222,318.  At  the  hearing,  John  F. 
Stone,  W.  M.  Allison,  A.  J.  Biddlson,  and  C. 
J.  Wrightsman,  on  behalf  of  certain  taxpay- 
ers and  warrant  holders,  each  showing  bis 
interest  In  the  matter,  duly  protested  against 
the  funding  of  certain  warrants  of  said  county, 
as  win  hereafter  appear.  Judgment  in  favor 
of  petitioners,  and  Roy  Y.  Hoffman  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

The  following  evidence  was  introduced  on 
the  hearing  (omitting  exhibits): 

W.  W.  White,  being  duly  sworn,  testified 
as  follows: 

"The  Court:  You  are  the  chairman  of  the 
board  of  county  commissioners?  A.  Yes,  sir. 
Q.  Have  you  examined  this  statement  of  tbe 
warrants  of  'Q'  county?  A.  Yes,  sir.  Q.  I 
believe  it  is  divided  into  Exhibits  A  and  B,— 
Exhibit  A  covering  the  warrants  Issued  from 
January  1,  to  July  10,  18W;  and  Exhibit  B. 
the  warrants  from  July  11th  up  to  this  time, 
A.  I  haven't  examined  that  yet  Q.  How 
much  indebtedness  does  that  list?  A.  The 
entire  Indebtedness  of  the  county, — $20,- 
168.68,— for  what  warrants  have  been  Issued. 
Q.  What  are  the  denominations  of  these  fund- 
legs  you  have  had  printed?  A.  $500.  Q.  In 
the  amount  up  to  $8,892.72,  are  there  any  war- 
rants that  are  Issued  for  any  other  purpose 
than  for  the  payment  of  rent,  fuel,  lights, 
stationery,  books,  furniture,  salaries  of  of- 
ficers, traveling  expenses,  where  allowed  by 
law  to  officers,  clerk  hire,  expenses  of  tbe 
courts  chargeable  to  the  county,  keeping  and 
guarding  prisoners,  transporting  same,  re- 
pairs, and  all  matters  whatsoever  x>ertalnlng 
to  the  necessary  and  actual  operating  expen- 
ses of  the  county,  and  in  addition  thereto  the 
expenses  of  purchasing  necessary  c^ls  and 
cages  for  tbe  confinement  of  prisoners,  not  to 
exceed  $3,000  to  any  one  county?  A.  Tbere 
is  one  thing  that  seems  to  me  to  require  a 
decision  of  the  court  to  decide:  What  are  the 
necessary  expenses  of  the  government?  Q. 
What  are  these  warrants  for?  A.  There  .are 
some  there  that  I  should  pronounce  iUefoal,— 
that  were  Issued  for  road  and  bridge  war- 
rants. The  court:  Road  and  bridge  warrants 
will  be  disallowed.  I  think  there  is  no  ques- 
tion about  them.     They  are  not  authorizecL" 

Frank  S.  Dlmon,  being  duly  sworn,  testi- 
fied as  follows;  ^^  , 
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'^  win  saj  there  are  some  warrante  marked 
bere  aa  'mippliefl.'  Those  sappUee— aome  of 
them— were  for  fnrniahlnK  the  bridge  woric, 
and  mattera  of  that  kbid.  The  Court:  OU 
the  list  of  warrants  np  to  about  $8,600,  and. 
If  there  are  any  matters  of  that  kind,  call  the 
Goort'a  attention  to  them.  3fr.  Stone:  Before 
proceeding  further,  I  wish  now,  on  behalf  of 
the  holdera  of  the  warrants  Issued  on  and 
since  July  11,  1894,  to  protest  against  the 
bonding  of  any  and  all  warrants  of  Pawnee 
county  issued  prior  to  July  11,  1881,  for  the 
reason  that  they  were  all  Issued  in  excess  of 
the  limitation  of  county  indebtedness  In  terri- 
tories of  the  United  States,  as  fixed  by  act 
of  congresa  approved  July  SO,  1886;  there 
being  no  assessment  for  territorial  and  county 
purposes  in  said  Pawnee  county  until  July  11, 
1894.  (Objection  OTerruled,  and  exception.) 
Mr.  Stone:  I  wish,  further,  to  object  to  all 
warrants  Issued  for  sherifTs  fees,  except  those 
tssned  to  Frank  S.  Dimon  and  M.  F.  Lake, 
for  the  reason  that  no  sherifTs  fees  can  be  al- 
lowed to  any  one,  under  the  statute,  exc^t 
the  sho'ift  himself,  and  these  warrants  Is- 
sued to  deputy  sherifTs  are  illegal.  (Objec- 
tion OTerruled,  and  exceptioD.)  Mr.  Biddison: 
I  wish  to  object  to  the  bonding  of  all  road 
and  bridge  warrants,  all  warrants  for  survey- 
ing, and  the  warrants  issued  for  digging  a 
well  on  the  public  square.  (Objection  sus- 
tained.) Mr.  Houston:  I  object  to  the  salary 
warrants  issued,  for  the  reason  that  the  sal- 
aries were  allowed  upon  an  illegal  population 
of  12,000,  when  we  bad  only  6,000  or  7,000. 
By  the  Court:  The  salary  warrants  for  the 
first  quarter  have  been  paid.  I  wUl  allow  the 
next  two-quarters  salary  to  be  bonded,  and 
will  exclude  the  next  warrant,  and  that  will 
reduce  the  salaries  to  the  proper  limit,  there 
being  no  objection.  Mr.  Stone:  I  object  to  all, 
aa  heretofwe,  on  the  ground  only  that  the 
limit  has  been  exceeded.  By  the  Court:  That 
objection  will  be  overruled.  (Exception.)  Mr. 
:  I  object  to  the  funding  of  the  war- 
rants issued  for  Jail  c^ls,  as  being  constructr 
ed  and  issued  without  authority.  (Objection 
sustained.  Exception.)  Mr.  Wrightsman:  I 
object  to  the  funding  of  warrants  Issued  to 
pay  expenses  of  certain  inquests,  the  deaths 
having  occurred  in  Payne  coimty.  (Objection 
sustained.)  Mr.  Biddison:  I  object  to  the  fund- 
ing of  warrants  issued  to  certain  persons  for 
attending  habeas  corpus  bearing  at  Guthrie, 
they  having  voluntarily  attended.  (Objection 
sustained.)  By  the  Court:  Gentlemen,  the  rul- 
ings made  cover  all  classes  of  warrants  in 
this  list  You  will  now  foot  up  the  amount, 
principal  and  interest  of  those  not  excluded, 
which  amount  cannot  exceed  four  per  cent. 
of  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  county  aa 
shown  by  the  assessment  Mr.  Stone:  WIU 
It  not,  of  necessity,  exceed  the  four  per  cent 
limit,  for  the  reason  tbat  the  limit  was 
reached  six  months  ago,  and  the  interest  on 
valid  warrants  is  valid,  even  if  it  is  in  ex- 
cess of  the  limit  and  the  amount  will  then 
be  the  four  per  cent  limit,  with  six  months' 


Interest  added,  or  about  $9,100?  By  tbs 
Court:  The  court  holds  that  the  limit  is  arbi- 
trary, and  bonds  will  be  signed  for  four  per 
cent  only.    (Exception.)" 

On  the  same  date  the  court  ordered  the  fol- 
lowing Journal  entry  of  record: 

"Territory  of  Oklahoma.  Pawnee  County— 
ss.:   In  the  District  Court 

"In  re  the  Application  of  the  County  Com- 
missioners and  County  Clerk  of  Pawnee 
County  to  Issue  Funding  Bonds. 

"Journal  Entry. 

"Be  it  remembered  that  now,  to  wit  en 
this  16th  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1894,  per- 
sonally appeared  In  open  court  W.  W.  White, 
A.  G.  McCain,  and  M.  Westbrook,  comity 
commissioners,  and  Frank  S.  Dimon,  county 
clerk,  ot  Pawnee  county,  in  Oklahoma  terri- 
tory, and  file  their  petition  to  have  the  court 
pass  upon  and  determine  the  amount  of  the 
legal  outstanding  warrants  of  said  Pawnee 
county,  and  to  sign  bonds  of  said  county  for 
the  funding  of  said  warrants,  which  said 
application  is  as  follows,  to  wit: 

"  "Territory  of  Oklahoma,  Pawnee  Counly— 
sa.:  In  the  District  Court  Application  to 
Isaue  County  Funding  Bonds.  Now  comes 
W.  W.  White,  A.  O.  McCain,  and  M.  West- 
brook,  county  commissioners  of  Pawnee 
county,  Oklahoma  territory,  and  Frank  S. 
Dimon,  county  clerk  of  said  county,  and  re- 
8i>ectfully  petition  the  Judge  of  the  district 
court  of  the  Fourth  Judicial  district  in  and 
for  Pawnee  county.  Oklahoma  territory,  to 
examine  into  and  determine  the  correct 
amount  of  the  legal  outstanding  warrants  of 
said  Pawnee  county,  and  to  sign  bonds  of 
said  Pawnee  county  for  the  funding  and  i>ay- 
ment  of  said  outstanding  warrants  of  said 
county,  as  required  by  law.  Tour  petition- 
ers, as  county  commlsslonerB  and  ooon^ 
clerk,  have  caused  the  amount  of  the  out- 
standing warrants  of  said  county  Issued  since 
the  organization  of  said  Pawnee,  formerly 
"Q."  county,  and  up  to  the  date  of  this  axqpli- 
cation,  to  be  determined,  and  find  the  amount 
now  outstanding,  due  and  unpaid,  to  aggre- 
gate the  sum  of  twenty  tbousand  one  hun- 
dred seventy-eight  and  **Aoo  dollars,  a  list 
of  which  warrants  is  hereto  attached,  mark- 
ed Exhibits  A  and  B,  and  made  a  part  here- 
of. Tour  petitioners  further  represent  that 
the  assessed  valuation  of  the  taxable  prop- 
erty of  said  Pawnee  county  at  this  date  ag 
gregate  the  sum  of  two  hundred  twenty-two 
thousand  three  hundred  and  eighteen  dol- 
lars. W.  W.  White,  Chairman.  M.  West 
brook,  A.  O.  McCain,  Commlssioiiers.  Frank 
8.  Dimon.  County  Clerk.' 

"At  the  same  time,  and  accompanying  said 
application,  said  applicants  file  the  following 
proof  of  publication  of  notice  of  said  appli- 
cation, which  said  notice  and  i^oof  of  pub- 
lication are  as  follows,  to  wit: 

"  'Notice  of  Application  to  Issue  County 
Funding  Bonds.     Notice  is  hereby  given  that> 
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on  the  leth  day  of  November,  A.  D.  1894, 
tbe  undersigned,  connty  commissioners  and 
county  clerk  of  Pawnee  ('Q')  county,  In  Okla- 
homa territory,  will  appear  in  the  district 
court  of  said  Pawnee  ('Q')  county,  and,  in 
open  court,  ask  the  Judge  of  said  court  to 
hear  and  determine  their  application  to  issue 
county  funding  bonds  of  said  county  for  the 
funding  of  said  debt,  at  which  time  any  per- 
son interested  may  appear  and  protest 
against  tbe  funding  of  any  of  tbe  outstand- 
ing warrants  of  said  county.  The  county 
commissioners,  upon  examination,  have  found 
the  correct  amount  of  claims  allowed  against 
the  county,  and  for  which  warrants  have 
issued,  which  are  outstanding,  due,  and  un- 
paid, to  be  the  sum  of  $20,178.68.  [Seal.] 
Commis^oners:  SL  Westbrook,  A.  G.  Mc- 
Cain. Frank  S.  Dimon,  County  Clerk.  Dat- 
ed, Pawnee,  Oklahoma,  Nov.  8th.  1894.' 

"  'Proof  of  Publication.  Territory  of  01c- 
lahoma.  County  of  Pawnee.  Notice  of  Ap- 
plication to  Issue  County  Funding  Bonds. 
Affidavit  of  Printer.  A.  P.  Stennett,  being 
duly  sworn,  says  that  he  is  the  foreman  of 
the  Times-Democrat,  a  newspaper  printed  In, 
and  of  general  circulation  in.  Pawnee  coun- 
ty. In  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  and  that 
the  notice  of  which  tbe  attached  is  a  true 
copy  was  published  for  seven  consecutive 
days  in  said  newspaper,  commencing  on  the 
yth  day  of  November,  1894.     A.  F.  Stennett. 

"  'Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
ICth  day  of  Nov.,  A.  D.  1804.  [Seal]  Frank 
S.  Dimon,  County  Clerk  Pawnee  ('Q')  Coun- 
ty, O.  T.' 

"Thereupon  said  applicants  file  the  affi- 
davit of  Frank  S.  Dimon,  county  clerk  of 
said  Pawnee  county,  in  support  of  said  ap- 
plication, which  said  affidavit  is  in  matter 
and  form  as  follows,  to  wit: 

"  'Territory  of  Oklahoma,  Pawnee  County 
— S8.:  Personally  appeared  Frank  S.  Dimon, 
who,  being  first  duly  sworn,  upon  his  oath, 
!-ays  that  he  is  the  county  clerk  of  Pawnee 
county,  Oklahoma  territory,  and  that  the  lists 
of  outstanding  county  warrants  filed  as  a 
part  of  the  application  to  bond  in  this  case 
are  true  and  correct  lists  of  the  warrants  of 
said  Pawnee  county,  Oklahoma  territory, 
now  outstanding,  due,  and  unpaid,  as  shown 
by  the  records  of  his  office,  and  that  the  as- 
sessed valuation  of  the  taxable  property  of 
said  Pawnee  county,  Oklahoma  territory,  as 
shown  by  the  records  of  his  office,  is  the  sum 
of  two  hundred  and  twenty-two  thousand, 
three  hundred  and  eighteen  ($222,318)  dollars. 
Frank  S.  Dimon.  County  Clerk. 

"  'Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
16th  day  of  November,  1894.  [Seal.]  Lew- 
is E.  Crald,  Dept.  Dlst.  Clerk  of  tbe  DIst. 
Court.' 

"Said  applicants  also  file  affidavit  of  John 
F.  Stone  In  support  of  said  application,  which 
said  affidavit  is  in  matter  and  form  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit: 

"  'Territory  of  Oklahoma,  Pawnee  County. 
Personally  appeared  John  F.  Stone,  who.  be- 


ing first  duly  sworn,  says  that  he  has  ex- 
amined the  records  of  the  office  of  the  terri- 
torial auditor,  to  determuie  when  the  board 
of  equalization  of  said  territory  finished  its 
labors  for  the  year  1894,  and  that  said  records 
show  that  tbe  said  board  finished  its  lalxMS 
on  the  11th  day  of  July,  1894.     John  F.  Stone. 

"  'Subscriljed  and  sworn  to  before  me  this 
IGth  day  of  Nov.,  1894.  [Seal.]  J.  N.  Nav- 
ighorst.  Clerk  District  Court.' 

"At  the  same  time  appeared  John  F.  Stone, 
Wm.  M.  Allison,  A.  J.  Biddison,  and  C.  J. 
Wrlghtsman,  on  behalf  of  certain  taxpayers 
and  warrant  holders  of  said  county,  and 
each,  showing  his  interest  in  the  matter  un- 
der consideration,  duly  protested  against  tbe 
funding  of  certain  warrants  of  said  Pawnee 
county.  Whereupon  the  court,  having  fully 
considered  the  application  of  said  petitioners, 
and  the  proof  filed  in  support  thereof,  finds 
that  the  assessed  valuation  of  tbe  taxable 
property  of  said  Pawnee  county,  in  Okla- 
homa territory,  aggregates  the  sum  of  two 
hundred  and  twenty-two  thousand  three 
hundred  and  eighteen  dollars;  that  tbe  ter- 
ritorial l)oard  of  equalization  finished  its 
labors  upon  the  assessment  for  the  year  1884 
upon  the  llth  day  of  July  of  said  year;  that 
the  limit  upcMi  the  indebtedness  of  said 
county  Is,  by  act  of  congress,  fixed  at  the 
sum  of  eight  thousand  eight  hundred  and 
ninety-two  dollars  and  seventy-two  cents: 
that  the  legal  outstanding  warrants  of  said 
Pawnee  county,  principal  and  interest,  ag- 
gregate the  sum  of  eight  thousand  eight  hun- 
dred dollars.  It  Is  therefore  considered,  or- 
dered, and  adjudged  by  the  court  that  the 
bonds  of  said  county  be  issued  to  fund  said 
debt,  in  the  amount  of  eight  thousand  eight 
hundred  dollars,  and  that  the  following  list 
of  warrants  shall  be  included  in  said  bond- 
ing, and  that  said  warrants  shall  be  paid, 
principal  and  interest,  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  sale  of  said  bonds,  a  list  of  which  said 
warrants  is  hereto  attached,  and  made  a 
part  hereof,  marked  'Exhibit  C  It  is  fur- 
ther ordered  by  the  court  that  all  of  the 
outstanding  warrants  of  said  Pawnee  coun- 
ty, excepting  those  Included  in  Exhibit  A, 
be  and  are  excluded  from  said  bonding,  a 
list  of  which  said  warrants  is  hereto  at- 
tached, marked  'Exhibit  D.'  Whereupon  the 
Judge  of  said  court,  In  open  court,  signs  the 
bonds  of  said  county  numbered  one  (1)  to 
eighteen  (18),  inclusive,  each  of  the  first 
seventeen  (17)  bonds  being  for  the  sum  of 
five  hundred  dollars  each,  and  bond  num- 
ber eighteen  (18)  being  for  the  sum  of  three 
hundred  dollars;  said  bonds  to  become  dii- 
in  ten  years,  and  payable,  after  tl»e  enu 
of  three  years,  at  the  option  of  the  county, 
and  drawing  interest  at  the  rate  of  six  per 
cent,  per  annum,  payable  annually,  amount- 
ing in  all  to  the  sum  of  eight  thousand  eight 
hundred  dollars.  Whereupon,  in  open  court, 
the  Judge  of  said  court  delivers  said  bonds 
to  L.  G.  Poe,  the  count}'  treasurer  of  said 
connty,  taking  hte  .j^^„;iiei;^9{.,^q<i^  at 
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the  same  time  the  said  county  treasurer  re- 
ceipts to  the  said  county  clerk  for  the  said 
bonds,  at  which  time  the  court  Instructs  the 
county  treasurer  that  such  bonds  shall  not 
be  sold  fw  less  than  par,  with  accrued  in- 
terest, in  cash,  or  the  warrants  of  said  Paw- 
nee county  Included  in  this  bonding,  and 
that  he  shall  not  pay  any  of  the  warrants 
included  in  this  bonding  in  any  other  man- 
ner, or  from  any  other  fund,  than  tliat  re~ 
celved  from  the  sale  of  these  bonds.  To 
each  and  erery  such  ruling  the  attorneys 
tor  Protestants  then  and  there  duly  excepted 
and  except  And  to  each  of  said  rulings  by 
which  any  of  said  warrants  are  Included  In 
this  bonding,  attorneys  for  protestants  then 
and  there  duly  excepted  and  except.  And  to 
each  of  said  rulings  by  which  any  of  the 
warrants  Included  In  Exhibit  D,  excepting 
road  and  bridge  warrants,  are  excluded  from 
said  bonding,  said  attorneys  for  protestants 
then  and  there  duly  excepted  and  exc^t 
Whereupon  attorneys  for  protestants  prayed 
an  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  of  Oklahoma 
territory,  and  were  granted  15  days  In  which 
to  prepare  and  file  a  case  made,  the  Judg- 
ment of  this  court  being  suspended  upon  the 
filing  of  a  bond  In  the  sum  of  $500,  and  the 
county  treasurer  of  said  Pawnee  county  was 
thereupon  directed  that  be  should  not  In  any 
manner  dispose  of  said  bonds  pending  said 
appeal." 

From  this  judgment  Roy  V.  Hoffman,  feel- 
ing himself  aggrieved,  brings  the  case  here, 
and  assigns  errors  as  follows:  "The  court 
erred:  First.  In  Including  any  ot  the  war- 
rants issued  prior  to  July  11, 1884,  in  the  list 
of  warrants  to  fund  which  bonds  were  is- 
sued. Said  court  erred:  Second.  In  exclud- 
ing any  of  the  warrants  issued  on  or  subse- 
quent to  July  H,  1804,  from  the  list  of  war- 
rants to  fund  which  bonds  were  issued. 
Third.  Said  court  erred  in  holding  that  war- 
rants Issued  to  deputy  sheriffs  for  serving 
process  were  valid.  Fourth.  Said  court  err- 
ed in  excluding  the  warrants  of  said  county, 
numbered  from  522  to  528,  held  by  the  plain- 
tiff, from  said  bonding.  Fifth.  Said  court 
erred  In  holding  that  the  interest  on  valid 
warrants  was  invalid  when  It  exceeded  four 
per  cent  of  the  assessed  valuation.  Where- 
fore, the  plaintiff  In  error  prays  that  said 
Judgment  so  rendered  may  be  reversed,  set 
aside,  and  held  for  naught,  and  that  the 
Judgment  may  be  ordered  to  be  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  in  error  and  against 
the  defendant  in  error,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  be  restored  to  all  rights  he  has 
lost  by  the  rendition  of  said  Judgment  and 
for  such  other  and  further  relief  as  to  the 
court  may  seem  Just." 

John  F.  Stone,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  A.  J. 
tjeay  and  Asp,  Shartell  &  Cottlngham,  for 
defendant  in  error. 

SOOTT,  J.  This  cause  involves  the  same 
questions  presented  to  the  court  in  the  case 


I  of  Nicholas  and  William  Sauer  ▼.  J.  W.  Mc- 
Murtry,  as  a  taxpayer  and  county  attorney 
of  Uoger  Mills  county,  and  was  consolidated 
with  this  one  for  the  purpose  of  argument 
before  this  court.  The  question  lu  the  Paw- 
nee cotmty  case  comes  to  this  court  by  the 
petition  in  error  of  holders  of  warrants  is- 
sued subsequent  to  the  first  assessment,  who 
claim  to  be  prejudiced  by  the  action  of  the 
district  court  of  Pawnee  county  excluding 
warrants  Issued  since  the  assessment  In  ex- 
cess of  the  4  per  cent,  limit  from  the  bond- 
ing process,  and  Including  warrants  Issued 
prior  to  that  time  therein.  The  presiding 
Judge  below  (Justice  BIERER)  held  to  the 
view  that  said  county  could  create  a  debt, 
within  the  law  prior  to  an  assessment,  not  in 
excess  of  4  per  centum  of  the  value  of  the 
taxable  property  In  said  county,  to  be  as- 
certained by  the  first  assessment  Chief 
Justice  DALE  concurs  in  this  view.  Justice 
iiUUFUUD  entirely  dissents,  and  still  ad- 
heres to  the  view  expressed  in  the  New 
Vienna  Bank  Case,  as  applicable  to  this  case 
as  well  as  that  one.  Justice  McATEE,  con- 
curs fully  with  the  reasoning  in  this  opinion, 
notwithstanding  his  decision  in  the  Roger 
Mills  County  Case;  and  all  the  Justices  con- 
cur in  the  conclusions  reached  herein,  ex- 
cepting Justice  BURFORD,  in  affirming  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  below. 

The  case  from  Roger  Mills  county  comes 
here  from  a  i>erpetual  injunction  granted  by 
the  district  court  of  that  county  against  the 
payment  of  any  warrants  issued  prior  to  the 
assessment,  on  the  petition  in  error  of  one 
of  the  holders  of  these  warrants,  complaln- 
lug  of  the  granting  of  such  an  order.  The 
case  of  City  of  Guthrie  v.  New  Vienna  Bank, 
38  Pac.  4,  was  decided  by  this  court  on  the 
7th  day  of  September,  1894,  and  the  lan- 
guage used  in  that  case  has  been  construed 
by  counsel  for  plaintiff  In  error  as  decisive 
of  this  case;  and  the  public  at  large  has,  to 
some  extent  regarded  that  decision  as  the  ex- 
pression of  the  court  upon  the  federal  limita- 
tion act  of  July  30,  188C.  The  Indebtedness 
involved  In  the  New  Vienna  Bank  Case 
arose  before  the  passage  of  the  organic  act 
of  Oklahoma  terrltoiy.  May  2,  1890;  and  In 
the  consideration  of  this  case  we  will  en- 
tirely eliminate  that  case,  and  treat  It  Inde- 
pendently, as  it  now  stands  before  us  on  a 
rehearing  granted  at  the  January  term  of 
this  court.  Without  further  reference  to  the 
New  Vienna  Bank  Case,  or  the  case  from 
Roger  Mills  county,  in  this  opinion,  we  will 
enter  upon  a  discussion  of  this  one  inde- 
pendently, and  upon  its  full  merits,  as  pre- 
sented by  the  record,  and  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  and  of  this  territory  as  appli- 
cable thereto. 

The  various  assignments  of  error  present- 
ed and  relied  upon  by  counsel  for  plaintiff 
In  error  are  stated  In  one  proposition,  as  fol- 
lows: "Are  the  warrants  Issued  by  the 
counties  In  the  Cherokee  Strip  prior  to  the 
date  when  the  first  assessment  was  finally 
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completed  (July  11,  1894)  by  the  territorial 
board  ot  equalization  valid,  either  in  whole 
or  In  part?"  Counsel  then  submits  proposi- 
tions which  may  be  classified  as  follows: 
(1)  Under  the  act  of  congress  approved  July 
30,  188C,  relating  to  municipal  debts  in  terri- 
tories of  the  United  States,  all  debts  of  mu- 
nicipal corporations  in  Ol^lahoma  in  excess 
of  4  per  cent,  of  the  valuation  of  the  taxable 
property  therein,  as  shown  by  the  last  pre- 
ceding annual  assessment  for  territorial  and 
county  purposes,  are  void.  (2)  That  all  war- 
rants Issued  prior  to  the  first  assessment  for 
territorial  and  county  purposes  in  any  of 
the  counties  of  Olclahoma  are  void.  (3)  That 
warrants  issued  In  excess  of  the  constitu- 
tional limit  are  void  In  the  hands  of  inno- 
cent purchasers,  and  when  converted  into 
bonds  are  likewise  void,  no  matter  what 
language  the  recitals  may  contain.  (4)  That 
the  assessment  cannot  become  the  basis  of 
a  debt  until  it  has  been  finally  passed  upon 
by  the  territorial  board  of  equalization.  (5) 
That  there  is  no  relief  for  the  holder  of  such 
void  claims,  either  in  law  or  equity.  Coun- 
sel for  defendant  in  error  states  the  ques- 
tion involved  to  be  almost  literally  the  same, 
as  follows:  "Are  county  warrants  issued  by 
the  counties  of  Olclahoma  prior  to  the  mak- 
ing of  the  first  assessment  for  the  purpose 
of  taxation  invalid?"  It  is  submitted  by 
counsel  for  defendant  in  error  that  the  so- 
called  4  per  cent,  limitation  imposed  by  the 
Act  of  1880  is  not  involved  in  this  case  in 
any  manner,  and  no  proposition  presented 
by  the  record  is,  under  the  law,  affected 
tliereby.  Three  propositions  are  stated 
briefly,  as  follows:  "First,  that  the  organic 
act  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  is,  In  and 
of  itself,  a  complete  Instrument,  defining 
the  exact  limit  of  the  organic  power  of  the 
territory  without  reference  to  any  other 
laws  passed  upon  kindred  subjects;  second, 
that  the  act  of  1886,  as  it  is  construed  in  the 
New  Vienna  Bank  Case,  is  repugnant  to  the 
act  of  congress  creating  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma,  and  especially  that  part  of  the 
act  creating  counties,  and  carrying  with  it 
the  implied  power  of  the  counties  to  main- 
tain their  organization  instanter  without 
revenue;  and,  third,  the  act  is  excluded 
from  opwation  upon  counties,  and  possibly 
other  municipalities,  within  the  terms  of  sec- 
tion 28,  as  being  inapplicable  to  the  condi- 
tions and  necessities  of  the  people."  It  is 
also  contended  by  counsel  for  defendant  in 
eiTor  that  the  contemporary  construction  of 
the  various  acts  by  those  oiflcers  charged 
with  the  duty  of  carrying  their  provisions 
into  execution  should  be  regarded  as  of 
great  moment  in  the  determination  of  their 
legal  effect  at  this  time. 

We  collate  and  quote  the  several  statutes 
affecting  the  case.  The  act  of  July  30,  1886, 
known  as  the  "Federal  Limitation  Act,"  con- 
tains provisions  as  follows:  Section  1  for- 
bids the  passage  of  local  or  special  laws,  in 
certain  enumerated  cases,  by  any  of  the  ter- 


ritories now  or  hereafter  organized.  Section 
2  reads:  "That  no  territory  of  the  United 
States  now  or  hereafter  to  tie  organized,  or 
any  political  or  municipal  corporation  or 
BUb-dlvlslon  of  any  such  territory,  shall  here- 
after make  any  subscription  to  the  capital 
stock  of  any  incorporated  company,  or  com- 
pany or  association  having  corporate  pow- 
ers, or  in  any  manner  loan  its  credit  to  or 
use  it  for  the  benefit  of  any  such  company  or 
association,  or  borrow  any  money  for  the 
use  of  any  such  company  or  association." 
Section  3  reads:  "That  no  law  of  any  terri- 
torial legislature  shall  authorize  any  debt 
to  be  contracted  by  or  on  behalf  of  such  ter- 
ritory except  In  the  following  cases:  To 
meet  a  casual  deficit  in  tne  revenues,  to 
pay  the  interest  upon  the  territorial  debt, 
to  suppress  insurrections,  or  to  provide  for 
the  public  defense,  except  that  in  addition 
to  any  indebtedness  created  for  such  pnr- 
1)0868,  the  legislature  may  authorize  a  loan 
for  the  erection  of  penal,  charitable  or  edu- 
cational institutions  for  such  territory,  if  the 
total  indebtedness  of  the  territory  is  not 
thereby  made  to  exceed  one  per  centum  upon 
the  assessed  value  of  the  taxable  property 
in  such  territory  as  shown  by  the  last  gen- 
eral assessment  for  taxation.  And  nothing 
In  this  act  shall  be  construed  to  prohibit  the 
refunding  of  any  existing  indebtedness  of 
such  territory  or  of  any  political  or  munici- 
pal corporation,  county,  or  other  sub-division 
therein."  Section  4  reads:  "Tliat  no  polit- 
ical or  municipal  corporation,  or  other  sub- 
division in  any  of  the  territories  of  the 
United  States  shall  ever  become  indebted  in 
any  manner  or  for  any  purpose  to  any 
amount  in  the  aggregate,  including  existing 
indebtedness,  exceeding  four  per  centum  on 
the  value  of  the  taxable  property  within 
such  corporation,  county,  or  sub-division,  to 
be  ascertained  by  the  last  assessment  for 
tenltorial  and  county  taxes  previous  to  the 
incurring  of  such  indebtedness;  and  all 
bonds  or  obligations  in  excess  of  such 
amount  given  by  such  corporation  shall  be 
void;  that  nothing  in  this  act  contained 
shall  be  so  construed  as  to  affect  the  valid- 
ity of  any  act  of  any  territorial  legislature 
heretofore  enacted,  or  of  any  obligations  ex- 
isting or  contracted  thereunder,  nor  to  pre- 
clude the  issuing  of  bonds  already  contracted 
for  in  pursuance  of  express  provisions  of 
law;  nor  to  prevent  any  territorial  legisla- 
ture from  leg&llzlng  the  acts  of  any  county, 
municipal  corporation,  or  subdivision  of  any 
territory  as  to  any  bonds  heretofore  issued 
or  contracted  to  be  issued."  Section  7  reads: 
"That  all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  hereafter 
passed  by  any  territorial  legislature  in  con- 
flict with  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be 
null  and  void."  The  latter  portion  of  sec- 
tion 1  of  the  organic  act  of  Oklahoma  terri- 
tory, passed  May  2,  1890,  reads:  "•  •  • 
Wlienever  the  Interest  of  the  Cherokee  Indians 
in  the  land  known  as  the  Cherokee  Outlet 
shall  have  been  extinguished  and  the  presl- 
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dent  shall  make  proclamation  thereof,  said 
Outlet  shall  thereupon  and  without  further 
legislation  become  a  part  of  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma.  Any  other  lands  within  the  In- 
dian Territory  not  embraced  within  these 
bonndarles  shall  hereafter  become  a  part  of 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma  whenerer  the  In- 
dian Nation  or  tribe  owning  such  lands 
shall  signify  to  the  president  of  the  United 
States  in  legal  manner  its  assent  that  such 
lands  shall  so  become  a  part  of  the  territory 
of  Oklahoma,  and  the  president  shall  there- 
upon make  proclamation  to  that  eflTect."  The 
material  portion  of  section  14  of  the  act  of 
March  3,  1893  (27  Stat  645),  opening  the 
Cherokee  Outlet  and  the  Pawnee  and  Ton- 
kawa  Indian  reservations  to  settlement, 
reads:  "Before  any  of  the  aforesaid  lands 
are  open  to  settlement  it  shall  be  the  duty 
of  the  secretary  of  the  interior  to  divide  the 
same  into  counties  which  shall  contain  as 
near  as  possible  not  less  than  five  hundred 
square  miles  In  each  county.  In  establish- 
ing said  county  lines  the  secretary  is  hereby 
authorized  to  extend  the  lines  of  the  counties 
already  located  so  as  to  make  the  area  of 
said  counties  equal,  as  near  as  may  be,  to 
the  area  of  the  counties  provided  for  in  this 
act."  The  second  clause  of  the  organic  act 
passed  May  2,  1890,  contains  this  provi- 
sion: "That  for  the  purpose  of  facilitating 
the  organization  of  a  temporary  government 
in  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  seven  counties 
are  hereby  established  therein,  to  be  known, 
until  after  the  first  election  In  the  territory, 
as  First  County,  the  Second  County,  the 
Third  County,  the  Fourth  County,  the  Fifth 
County,  and  the  Sixth  County,  the  bounda- 
ries of  which  shall  be  fixed  by  the  governor 
of  the  territory  until  otherwise  provided  by 
the  legislative  assembly  thereof.  The  coun- 
ty seat  of  the  First  Coimty  shall  be  at  Guth- 
rie. The  county  seat  of  the  Second  County 
shall  be  at  Oklahoma  City.  The  county  seat 
of  the  Third  County  shall  be  at  Norman. 
The  county  seat  of  the  Fourth  County  shall 
be  at  El  Reno.  The  county  seat  of  the 
Fifth  County  shall  be  at  Kingfisher  City. 
The  Sixth  Coimty  seat  shall  be  at  Stillwater. 
The  Seventh  County  shall  embrace  all  that 
portion  of  the  territory  lying  west  of  the 
one  hundredth  meridian,  known  as  the  Pub- 
lic Laud  Strip,  the  county  seat  of  which  shall 
be  at  Beaver:  provided,  that  the  county  seats 
located  by  this  act  may  be  cnanged  in  such 
manner  as  the  territorial  legislature  may 
provide."  Section  2  of  the  organic  act  reads: 
"That  the  executive  power  of  the  territory 
of  Oklahoma  shall  be  vested  in  a  governor, 
who  shall  hold  his  office  for  four  years,  and 
antll  his  successor  shall  be  appointed  and 
qualified,  unless  sooner  removed  by  the  pres- 
ident of  the  United  States.  The  governor 
shall  reside  within  said  territory;  shall  be 
commander  in  chief  of  the  mllltia  thereof; 
he  may  grant  pardons  for  offenses  against 
the  laws  of  said  territory,  and  reprieves  for 
oCtenses   against  the  lawb   of  the    United 


States,  until  the  decision  of  the  president 
can  be  made  Icnown  thereon;  he  shall  com- 
mission all  officers  who  shall  be  appointed 
to  office  under  the  laws  of  said  territory  and 
shall  take  care  that  the  laws  be  faithfully 
executed."  Section  7  of  the  organic  act 
(May  2,  18fi0)  reads:  "That  all  township, 
district  and  county  officers,  not  herein  other- 
wise provided  for,  shall  be  appointed  or 
elected,  as  the  case  may  be.  In  such  manner 
as  shall  be  provided  by  the  governor  and 
legislative  assembly  of  the  territory.  The 
governor  shall  nominate,  and  by  and  with 
the  advice  and  consent  of  the  council,  ap- 
point all  officers  not  herein  otherwise  pro- 
vided for,  and  in  the  first  instance  the  gov- 
ernor alone  may  appoint  all  such  officers, 
who  shall  hold  their  offices  until  the  end 
of  the  first  session  of  the  legislative  assem- 
bly." Section  6  of  the  organic  act  (May  2, 
1890)  reads:  "That  the  legislative  power  of 
the  territory  shall  extend  to  all  rightful 
subjects  of  legislation,  not  inconsistent  with 
the  constitution  and  laws  of  the  United 
States,  but  no  law  shall  be  passed  Interfer- 
ing with  the  primary  disposal  of  soil;  no 
tax  shall  be  Imposed  upon  the  property  of 
the  United  States,  nor  shall  the  lands  or 
other  property  of  non-residents  be  taxed 
higher  than  the  lands  or  other  property  of 
residents,  nor  shall  any  law  be  passed  Im- 
pairing the  right  to  private  property;  nor 
shall  any  unequal  discrimination  be  made  in 
taxing  different  kinds  of  property,  but  all 
property  subject  to  the  taxation  shall  be  tax- 
ed in  proportion  to  its  value:  provided  that 
nothing  therein  shall  be  held  to  prohibit  the 
levying  and  collecting  license  or  special  taxes 
in  the  territory,  from  persons  engaged  in 
any  business  therein,  if  the  legislative  power 
shall  consider  such  taxes  necessary."  In 
pursuance  of  the  above  grant  of  legislative 
power,  there  has  been  enacted  a  complete 
political  code.  The  powers,  duties,  and  lia- 
bilities of  municipalities  and  municipal  offi- 
cers arc  clearly  defined  and  laid  down;  and 
all  these  laws,  except  those  passed  at  the 
last  session  of  the  legislative  assembly,  were 
in  existence  on  the  Kith  day  of  September, 
1S93,  when  the  Cherokee  Outlet  was  opened 
for  settlement,  and,  under  the  law,  became 
8  part  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma.  Pawnee 
county,  the  municipality  involved  in  this 
case,  is  a  part  of  the  country  so  opened  to 
settlement  on  the  16th  day  of  September, 
1803,  by  proclamation  of  the  president,  un- 
der the  act  of  March  3,  1893.  Section  11  of 
the  organic  act  put  In  force  certain  enumer- 
ated chapters  of  the  Complied  Laws  of  the 
State  of  Nebraska,  to  remain  In'  effect  until  the 
adjournment  of  the  first  session  of  the  legis- 
lative assembly;  and  under  said  laws,  coun- 
ty, district,  and  township  offices  were  creat- 
ed, and  under  section  7  of  the  organic  act  said 
offices  were  filled  by  proper  appointment. 
Section  28  of  the  organic  act  reads:  "That 
the  constitution  and  all  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  not  locally  inapplicable  shall, 

uigiiizea  oy  >^j  \^/ \^/ ^^  i \_ 


672 


PACIFIC  BEPORTBR,  VoL  41. 


^kl. 


except  BO  ter  as  modified  bj  this  act,  have 
the  same  force  and  effect  as  elsewhere  with- 
in the  United  States;  and  all  acta  and  parts 
of  acts  in  conflict  with  the  proTisions  of  this 
act  are  as  to  their  effect  in  said  territory  of 
Olilahoma  hereby  repealed;  provided,  that 
section  eighteen  hundred  and  fifty  of  the 
Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States  sliaU 
not  apply  to  the  territory  of  Oklahoma." 

Thus  we  have  stated  the  propositions  and 
the  statutes  and  provisions  alleged  to  have 
application  thereto,  but  to  still  more  simpli- 
fy the  real  question,  and  more  clearly  define 
and  set  out  our  complicated  legal  status, 
present  boundaries,  and  contemporaneous 
history,  a  slight  retrospective  review  will  be 
necessary.  Oklahoma  territory,  as  now  con- 
stituted by  the  various  laws  of  congress,  em- 
braces on  area  of  at>out  39,000  square  miles, 
and  contains  22  counties.  On  the  3d  day  of 
March,  1888,  President  Harrison,  by  execu- 
tive proclamation  under  the  act  of  March  2, 
1889,  before  the  organization  of  Olclahoma, 
declared  the  original  territory  embraced 
within  the  boundaries  of  old  Oklahoma  open 
to  settlement  on  the  22d  day  of  April,  1S80. 
On  the  2d  day  of  May,  1890,  the  organic  act 
of  Oklahoma  territory  was  passed,  and  a 
temporary  government,  by  the  name  of  the 
"Territory  of  Oklahoma,"  was  erected.  See 
26  Stat.  81.  By  the  terms  of  section  4  of 
said  organic  act,  this  territory  was  subdi- 
vided Into  seven  counties,  to  be  known,  un- 
til after  the  first  election  In  the  territory,  as 
"First  County,"  now  Logan  county;  "Second 
County,"  now  Oklahoma  county;  "Third 
County."  now  Cleveland  county;  "Fourth 
County,"  now  Canadian  county;  "Fifth  Coun- 
ty," now  Kingfisher  county;  "Sixth  County," 
now  Payne  county;  and  "Seventh  County," 
being  the  tract  of  land  known  as  the  "Public 
Land  Strip,"  and  now  Beaver  county.  As 
heretofore  stated,  by  the  terms  of  section 
11  of  the  organic  act  certain  chapters  of  the 
Compiled  Laws  of  the  State  of  Nebraska 
were  put  in  force,  in  so  far  as  they  were 
locally  applicable,  and  not  in  conflict  with 
the  taws  of  the  United  States,  until  after  the 
adjournment  of  the  first  session  of  the  leg- 
islative assembly;  and,  under  proper  heads, 
certain  township,  county,  and  district  ofiices 
were  created.  Section  7  of  the  organic  act 
provides  that  in  the  first  Instance  the  gov- 
ernor alone  shall  appoint  all  such  officers, 
and  that  they  shall  hold  their  ofiices  until 
the  adjournment  of  the  first  session  of  the 
legislative  assembly.  George  W.  Steele,  as 
governor  of  Oklahoma,  appointed  a  full  corps 
of  county,  township,  and  district  ofBcers  for 
all  of  said  counties  so  established  by  the 
organic  act  and  the  laws  of  Nebraska  put  In 
force  by  said  act,  and  said  officers  immedi- 
ately entered  upon  the  discharge  of  their 
duties.  Upon  the  adjournment  of  the  first 
session  of  the  legislative  assembly  of  Okla- 
homa territory,  all  these  offices  having  been 
created  thereby,  the  laws  of  Nebraska  had 
served  ...^  .lurpose  intended  by  congress,  and 


were  no  I<»ger  applicable  or  in  force.  The 
first  legislative  assembly  of  Oklahoma  ter- 
ritory convened  on  the  27tb  day  of  August, 

1890,  and  adjourned  on  the  24tb  day  of  De- 
cember, 1890.  The  published  statutes  of  Ok- 
lahoma (1S90)  then  took  the  place  of  the  laws 
of  Nebraska,  and  the  organic  act  stood  as 
our  constitution.  All  of  which  has  so  re- 
mained from  said  time  until  the  present,  ex- 
cept as  amended  or  repealed  by  subsequent 
sessions  of  congress,  or  the  territorial  leg- 
islature.    On    the   22d  day   of    Septeml)er, 

1891,  the  country  now  known  as  the  counties 
of  Lincoln  and  Pottawatomie,  of  the  terri- 
tory of  Oklahoma,  were  opened  to  settlement 
by  proclamation  of  the  president  of  the  Unit' 
ed  States,  dated  September  18,  1891,  issued 
under  and  in  pursuance  of  an  act  of  con- 
gress approved  March  13, 1891;  saidcounties 
then  being  designated  as  "A"  and  "B"  coun- 
ties, and  being  a  part  of  the  Sac  and  Fox  and 
Iowa  Nations  of  Indians,  the  Citizen  Band  of 
Pottawatomie  Indians,  and  the  absentee 
Shawnee  Indians.  By  the  proper  authority, 
a  full  corps  of  county,  township,  and  dis- 
trict officers  for  said  counties  were  appointed, 
and  said  officers  entered  upon  the  duties  of 
their  respective  offices,  George  W.  Steele  still 
being  governor  of  the  territory.  On  the  19th 
day  of  Ai>ril,  1892,  that  country  known  as 
the  "Cheyenne  and  Arrapahoe  Country"  was, 
by  proclamation  of  the  president  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  Issued  under  the  act  of  congress 
approved  March  3,  1891,  opened  for  settle- 
ment; and  In  pursuance  of  existing  provisicms 
of  law  (Hon.  A.  J.  Seay  being  governor)  a 
full  corps  of  county,  township,  and  district 
officers  were  appointed,  who  proceeded  to  ex- 
ercise their  functions  as  such.  The  country 
so  opened  was  subdivided  into  the  counties 
of  "C,"  now  Blaine  county;  "D,"  still  "D" 
county;  "E,"  now  Day  county;  "F,"  now 
Roger  Mills  county;  "G,"  stUl  "G"  county; 
and  "H,"  now  Washita  county.  On  the  16th 
day  of  September,  1893,  the  Cherokee  Outlet 
and  the  Pawnee  and  Tonkawa  Indian  reser- 
vations were,  by  executive  proclamation, 
opened  to  settlement  under  the  act  of  March 
3,  1803,  and  divided  into  the  counUes  of  "K," 
now  Kay  county;  "L,"  now  Grant  county; 
"M,"  now  Woods  county;  "N,"  now  Wood 
ward  county;  "O,"  now  Garfield  county;  "P," 
now  Noble  county;  and  "Q,"  now  Pawnee 
county.  And  in  pursuance  of  existing  pro- 
visions of  law  the  governor  of  said  territory, 
William  C.  Renfrew,  appointed  a  full  corps 
of  county  officers  for  each  of  the  counties 
contained  in  said  territory  so  opened  to  set- 
tlement. This  coimtry  so  opened  consists  of 
lands  formerly  owned  by  the  Cherokee,  Paw- 
nee, and  Tonkawa  Nations  of  Indians.  On 
the  23d  day  of  May,  1895,  by  proclamation  of 
the  president,  the  Kickapoo  Indian  reserva- 
tion was  opened  to  settlement  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  act  of  congress  of  March  3, 
1893.  No  new  counties  were  organized,  but 
said  country  had  been  attached  to  Logan  and 
Oklahoma  counties  for  Judicial  purposes.    On 
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the  20th  day  of  Mar,  1880,  the  tmpteme  conrt 
of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  -was  organized, 
and  said  territory  of  Oklahoma  was  divided 
into  three  Jadidal  districts,  under  8ecti<m  9 
of  the  organic  act;  and  upon  the  opening  of 
"A"  and  "B"  counties  (now  liincoln  and  Pot- 
tawatomie counties)  said  counties  were  at- 
tached to,  and  made  a  part  of,  the  First  and 
Third  Judicial  districts  of  said  territory,  and 
courts  established  therein.  Upon  the  open- 
ing of  the  Cheyenne  and  Arrapahoe  country 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma  was  redlstrlcted, 
and  that  country  became  a  part  of  the  Sec- 
ond Judicial  district  of  said  territory.  Upon 
the  opening  of  the  Cherokee  Outlet  and  the 
Pawnee  and  Tonkawa  reseiTatlons  the  ter- 
ritory was  again  redlstrlcted,  and  said  res- 
errations  were  embraced  within  proper  Ju- 
dicial districts.  By  the  act  of  congress  of 
December  21,  1803,  two  additional  associate 
Justices  of  the  supreme  court  were  appointed, 
and  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  was  again  re- 
dlstrlcted into  five  Judicial  districts,  and  so 
stands  at  this  time. 

Thus  It  will  be  observed  tliat  from  and 
after  the  passage  of  the  organic  act  (May  2, 
1890),  this  territory  has  had  a  complete  gov- 
ernment, provided  by  congress  and  the  laws 
of  the  territory  passed  by  the  legislative  as- 
sembly. In  each  of  the  so  organized  and  es- 
tablished counties  a  full  set  of  otBcers  were 
appointed  by  the  pi-oper  authority,  and  the 
entire  machinery  of  county  government  put 
Into  operation,  before  any  assessment  was 
ever  liad;  and  all  of  them,  including  Pawnee 
county  (now  In  question),  created  Indebted- 
ness and  Incurred  liabilities,  in  pursuance  of 
their  supix)sed  power,  prior  to  making  an  as- 
sessment for  county  and  territorial  taxes. 

From  this  review  the  construction  of  offi- 
cers charged  with  the  execution  of  these  laws, 
from  the  president  of  the  United  States  down, 
so  far  as  the  appointment  and  qualification  of 
officers  and  the  establishment  and  organiza- 
tion of  the  municipalities  embraced  witliin  the 
boundaries  of  Oklahoma  territory  have  been 
involved,  can  be  seen;  and  such  construction. 
If  made  honestly  and  in  good  faith,  should 
have  great  weight  In  the  detenninatlon  of 
this  question.  It  is  conceded  tliat  the  various 
officers  cliarged  with  the  execution  of  those 
laws  did  so  properly,  and  that  the  Cherokee 
Outlet,  as  well  as  other  portions  'of  Oklaho- 
ma, was  opened  to  settlement,  the  counties 
established,  offices  created,  and  officers  ap- 
pointed, in  accordance  with  the  laws  enacted 
for  that  purpose.  In  fact,  all  parties  go  hand 
in  band  down  to  the  point  where  the  country 
is  opened,  the  counties  or  municipalities  de- 
fined and  established,  the  various  officers  creat- 
ed and  filled  by  the  proper  authority,  and 
the  officers  duly  qualified  as  provided  by  law; 
and  then,  and  not  until  then,  is  issue  taken. 
Thus,  at  length,  we  have  squarely  reached 
the  question;  and  in  dealing  with  it  we  are 
not  unmindful  of  its  importance  in  the  com- 
mercial world,  and  the  deep  responsibility 
upon  the  court  in  arriving  at  a  correct  deter- 


mination. We  have  therefore  desired  to  omit 
nothing  tiiat  would  achieve  this  end.  We 
have  received  much  valuable  aid  from  the 
▼ery  able  and  elaborate  briefs  filed  by  coun- 
sel on  either  side,  all  of  which  discloses  evi- 
dence of  deep  and  careful  research,  as  well 
as  a  great  familiarity  with  the  subject  Tet 
we  will  be  unable  to  adopt  the  theory  of  either 
side,  as  a  whole;  but  we  believe  the  conclu- 
sion reached  by  the  court  after  a  full  consid- 
eration of  argument  and  briefs,  together  with 
extensive  independent  research  and  delibera- 
tion, to  be  correct  under  the  law,  and  Just  in 
equity  and  good  conscience. 

The  plaintiff  in  error  contends  that  the  end 
has  been  reached,  because  there  are  no  pro- 
visions of  law  for  raising)  revenue  for  the 
purpose  of  enabling  the  authorities  to  dis- 
charge the  functions  of  county  government, 
and  that  no  valid  debt  can  be  incurred  until 
there  has  been  an  assessment,  and  for  these 
reasons  the  county  government  must  be 
brought  to  a  standstill.  The  defendant  in  er- 
ror contends  that  the  In'ovl^Aons  of  section  4 
of  the  act  of  July  30,  1886,  are  inapplicable, 
or  have  been  repealed,  and  that,  while  It  la 
true  that  there  are  no  adequate  laws  In  force 
for  the  raising  of  revenue,  yet,  under  the  im- 
plied CM'porate  powers  of  the  municipalities, 
valid  evidences  of  debt  can  be  issued,  and 
such  municipalities  enabled  to  exist,  and  dis- 
charge their  functions  under  the  law  notwith- 
standing. 

It  is  established  doctrine  that  a  municipal- 
ity has  the  implied  power  to  incur  Indebted- 
ness whenever  it  Is  necessary  to  do  so  to  carry 
out  any  power  conferred  upon  it,  unless  the 
contracting  of  such  debt  is  prohibited  by  stat- 
ute. It  follows,  then,  that  Pawnee  county, 
upon  being  fully  established,  organized,  and 
equipped  with  all  necessary  officers,  as  re- 
quired by  law,  had  the  power  to  contract 
debts  for  the  necessary  purpose  of  exist^ace, 
unless  section  4  of  the  act  of  July  30,  1886, 
was  in  force  to  prevent  it.  This  statute  was 
passed  nearly  four  years  before  Oklahoma,  as 
a  territory,  had  any  existence,  and  contem- 
plated existing  indebtedness,  by  the  use  of  the 
words,  "including  existing  indebtedness." 
While  this  is  true,  there  is  no  doubt  in  the 
mind  of  the  court  that  all  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  or  the  territory  of  OlUahoma 
In  force  in  old  Oklahoma,  so  far  as  applicable, 
became  operative  eo  Instante  upon  the  estab- 
lishment and  organization  of  Pawnee  county. 
It  was  made  a  part  of  Oklahoma  territory  by 
act  of  congress,  and  it  was,  of  course,  intend- 
ed by  congress  that  it  should  be  subject  to  and 
governed  by  the  same  laws.  Section  28  of 
the  organic  act  placed  the  constitution,  and 
all  laws  of  the  United  States  not  locally  inap- 
plicable, in  force  in  Oklahoma,  except  as 
modified  in  said  organic  act,  the  same  as  else- 
where in  the  United  States,  and  repealed  all 
acts  and  parts  of  acts  in  conflict  with  said 
organic  act,  as  to  their  effect  in  Oklahoma. 
It  is  apparent,  then,  and  should  not  be  con- 
troverted, that  all  acts  and  statutes  of  the^ 

uigiiizea  oy  "v — ix^/^/^iv^ 


574 


PACIFIC  BEPOBTBB,  V<^  41. 


(OkL 


United  States  applicable  to  our  country  and 
'•ondltions,  and  not  In  conflict  with  the  pro- 
visions of  the  organic  act,  Immediately  took 
effect  upon  the  passage  thereof,  and  also  went 
Into  effect  and  became  applicable  to  the  ter^ 
ritory  added  to  our  domain  from  time  to  time 
under  the  laws  of  congress  as  heretofore  stat- 
ed. It  would  not  support  good  reason  to  con- 
tend that,  unless  an  entire  statute  were  ap- 
plicable at  once  upon  the  passage  of  the  or- 
ganic act,  It  never  could  become  applicable, 
or  that  the  time  never  could  arrive  when,  If 
In  conflict  with  the  organic  act,  the  repug- 
nancy would  no  longer  exist  So,  then,  the 
contention  of  counsel  for  plalntlfC  in  error, 
that  "locally  Inapplicable"  refers  to  place, 
and  not  to  time,  is  unsound.  Before  us  we 
have  a  living  example.  The  domain  now  em- 
braced In  the  boundaries  of  Pawnee  could  In 
no  manner  be  affected  by  the  act  of  1886  until 
such  time  as  It  became  a  municipality,  and  a 
part  of  a  territory  of  the  United  States.  Un- 
der the  very  argument  of  counsel  for  plain- 
tiff in  error,  the  statute  could  have  no  ap- 
plication, for  the  purpose  of  laying  the  found- 
ation of  a  debt,  until  such  time  after  the 
opening  of  the  Cherokee  Outlet  and  the  or- 
ganization and  equipment  of  the  county  as 
an  assessment  had  been  made  for  territorial 
and  county  taxes.  It  is  clear  that  time,  in 
this  case,  has  as  much  to  do  with  the  appli- 
cability of  this  statute  as  place,  and  that  sec- 
tion 4  of  the  act  of  1886  could  have  no  ap- 
plication to  Pawnee  county  until  after  the 
first  assessment  of  the  taxable  property  there- 
in for  territorial  and  county  taxes  was  made, 
or  that  said  act  Is  In  conflict  with  some  of 
the  other  provisions  of  law,  and  hence  re- 
pealed by  section  28  of  the  organic  act,  as  to 
its  application  In  Pawnee  county.  Time  has 
intervened  since  the  organization  of  the  coun- 
ty to  make  the  law  applicable,  or  has  rendered 
it  no  longer  repugnant,  which  Is  the  same  in 
effect.  Neither  is  it  sound  to  contend  that 
section  4  could  only  have  such  application  to 
Pawnee  county  as  It  had  to  the  balance  of 
Oklahoma  territory.  This  would  be  true  if 
Pawnee  county  were  in  the  ocact  legal  status 
as  the  balance  of  Oklahoma.  If  the  status  of 
Pawnee  county  as  a  municipality  is  such  that 
it  can  come  within  the  provisions  of  said  act, 
then  Just  so  far  is  said  act  applicable  there- 
to, and  Just  so  far  Is  the  act  repealed,  as  to 
its  effect  therein,  by  section  28  of  the  cHrganic 
act 

When  Pawnee  county  was  organized  and 
ready  for  business  could  section  4  be  wholly 
applicable?  This  question  will  have  to  be 
answered  In  the  negative.  It  could  not  be 
applicable  because  Pawnee  county  had  not 
had  an  assessment  of  the  taxable  property 
therein  for  county  and  territorial  taxes,  In 
order  to  lay  the  foundation  so  that  a  debt 
might  be  Incurred  under  said  act  We  have 
said  that  a  corporation  has  the  Implied  power 
to  contract  a  debt  when  necessary  to  carry 
out  any  obligation  laid  or  power  conferred 
upon  it,  unless  prohibited    by  statute.    We 


are  certain  that  congress  recognized  this  as  a 
principle  of  law,  and  when,  by  express  enact- 
ment, these  counties  were  created,  it  was  in- 
tended that  they  should  exist  by  the  exercise 
of  this  power,  or  means  of  raising  revenue 
would  have  been  provided.  It  would  be  at- 
tributing criminality,  negligence,  Imbedllty — 
one  or  all— to  congress,  to  hold  that,  either 
by  oversight,  ignorance,  or  design,  these  coun- 
ties, populated  In  a  day  with  a  wild  rush  for 
homes,  or  greed,  were  to  be  left  in  such  a 
pitiable  and  helpless  condition,  without  rev- 
enue, or  any  means  whatever  for  the  protec- 
tion of  life,  liberty,  or  property  of  the  person 
by  a  proper  enforcement  and  execution  of  the 
law.  Indeed,  as  has  been  suggested,  the  mak- 
ing of  an  assessment  Itself  could'  not  be  ef- 
fected, because  it  would  necessarily  involve 
the  creation  of  a  debt,  which,  under  the  con- 
tention of  counsel,  would  be  void.  It  was  the 
undoubted  purpose  of  congress  to  have  these 
counties  thus  exist  and  the  intention  that 
the  provisions  of  section  4  should  be  beld  in- 
applicable, or  repealed,  as  to  its  effect  in  such 
cases. 

It  may  be  asked,  what  if  the  necessities 
or  prodigality  of  the  county  government 
should  be  so  great  as  to  run  the  county  in 
debt  to  an  amount  beyond  the  limit  of  4 
per  cent  of  the  taxaUe  property  prior  to 
an  assessment?  It  may  be  further  asked 
if,  under  this  construction,  there  is  any  limit 
at  all  before  an  assessment  is  made?  In 
answer  to  this,  we  would  be  compelled  to 
hold  that  until  an  assessment  has  been  made 
section  4  can  have  no  application  whatever^- 
Flrst,  because  no  assessment  has  ever  been 
made;  and,  second,  because,  under  the  stat- 
ute, there  is  no  means  of  applying  the  4  per 
cent,  limitation,  except  upon  the  basis  laid 
by  the  assessment  Four  per  cent,  of  the 
taxable  property  prior  to  an  assessment  is 
an  unknown  quantity,  and  cannot  be  mathe- 
matically determined;  and  section  4  of  said 
act  can  only  be  held  to  be  wholly  applicable 
or  wholly  Inapplicable  prior  to  an  assess 
ment.  It  would  be  a  mistaken  view  to  hola 
that  section  4  makes  reference  to  the  last 
assessment  as  a  period  when  the  first  in- 
debtedness might  be  incurred.  Instead  of 
regarding  it  as  a  basis  for  the  ascertainment 
of  the  amount  of  indebtedness  that  may  Xte 
created.  This  must  be  true,  for  In  188B, 
when  the  act  was  passed,  there  was  no  ter- 
ritory in  existence  where  no  assessment  had 
been  made  therein;  and  said  act  was  passe<! 
with  especial  reference  to  existing  territories 
and  existing  indebtedness,  counties  com- 
pletely organized  and  equipped,  and  assess- 
ment of  the  taxable  property  made  tbereln. 
There  Is  good  reason  In  regarding  section  4 
as  Inapplicable  prior  to  an  assessment  but 
not  afterwards.  After  the  assessment  Is 
made  this  municipality  comes  clearly  within 
the  statute.  It  provides  "that  no  political 
or  municipal  cotporatiMi  or  other  sub-divi- 
sion in  any  of  the  territories  of  the  Unite<l 
States  shall  ever  become  indebted  in  any 
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manner  or  for  any  purpose  to  any  amount 
In  the  aggregate.  Including  existing  indebt- 
edness, exceeding  four  per  centum  on  the 
Talne  of  the  taxable  property  within  such 
corporation,  county,  or  sub-division,  to  be 
ascertained  by  the  last  assessment  for  ter- 
ritorial and  county  taxes  previous  to  the 
Incurring  of  such  indebtedness;  and  all 
bonds  or  obligations  in  excess  of  such 
amount  giyen  by  such  corporation  shall  be 
void."  Pawnee  county  Is  a  municipal  cor- 
poration. It  is  located  in  a  territory  of  the 
United  States.  The  taxable  property  there- 
in has  been  assessed  as  provided  by  law. 
The  laws  of  the  United  States  and  the  terri- 
tory have  application  thereto,  as  any  other 
municipality  whose  legal  status  is  the  same, 
rendered  so  by  the  same  power  and  author- 
ity. The  only  difference— if  that  amounts  to 
a  legal  difference— Is  that  a  debt  has  been 
contracted  previous  to  the  assessment.  It 
is  also  true  that  debts  were  contracted  and 
In  existence  in  the  territories  of  the  United 
States  in  1886,  when  the  act  was  passed. 
This  is  evident  from  the  use  of  the  words, 
"Including  existing  indebtedness."  When 
this  statute  became  applicable  to  Pawnee 
county,  said  Pawnee  county  having  an  exist- 
ing Indebtedness,  having  had  an  assessment, 
and  being  a  municipal  corporation,  and  sit- 
uated In  a  territory  of  the  United  States, 
who  will  undertake  to  define  the  distinc- 
tion between  Pawnee  county,  in  this  con- 
dition, and  a  county  in  the  territory  of  New 
Mexico,  In  188C,— at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  said  act;  said  county  in  New  Mexico  be- 
ing a  municipal  corporation,  having  had  an 
assessment,  having  an  existing  Indebtedness, 
and  being  situated  In  a  territory  of  the  Unit- 
ed States?  Certainly  no  one  would  attempt 
sucli  a  distinction.  So  we  can  see  no  es- 
cape from  the  conclusion  that  the  valid  In- 
debtedness Incurred  In  Pawnee  county  prior 
to  an  assessment  must  be  regarded  as  com- 
parable to  the  Indebtedness  existing  in  sim- 
ilar municipalities  In  other  territories  of  the 
United  States  In  1886,  when  this  act  was 
passed. 

We  presume  congress  intended  that,  If  ex- 
isting Indebtedness  reached  or  exceeded  4 
per  cent,  of  the  assessed  valuation,  no  great- 
er debt  could  be  incurred,  but  that  such  an 
Impoverished  condition  of  affairs  would  ap- 
peal to  the  wisdom  of  the  proper  legislative 
authority.  There  are  many  ways  to  relieve 
such  a  condition,  but  a  discussion  of  the 
matter  need  not  take  place  here.  We  have 
not  to  deal  with  that  phase  of  the  question. 
Neither  have  we  to  deal  with  the  suggestion 
of  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error— which  is 
wholly  outside  of  the  record— that  corrupt 
officers,  unless  restrained  by  the  limitation 
referred  to,  will  hopelessly  burden  a  munic- 
ipality with  debt.  We  can  only  say  that  if 
debts  Incurred  are  fraudulent  there  is  ample 
relief,  but  the  court,  so  far  as  this  record  Is 
concerned.  Is  bound  to  presume  that  the 
indebtedness  was  necessarily  created,  and 


valid,  so  far  as  It  was  Incnrred  within  efX- 
isUng  provisions  of  law. 

From  this  reasoning  It  follows  that  section 
4  of  the  act  of  July  30,  1886,  did  not  become 
applicable  to  Pawnee  county  until  after  an 
assessment  was  had  for  territorial  and  coun- 
ty taxes,  or  that  Its  provisions  were  repealed, 
as  to  their  effect  therein,  by  section  28  of 
the  organic  act,  and  that  all  Indebtedness 
created  within  existing  provisions  of  law  In 
said  county  are  valid  and  binding  obliga- 
tions upon  the  county;  further,  that  If,  at 
the  time  of  the  first  assessment,  the  existing 
indebtedness  reaches,  or  Is  In  excess  of,  4 
per  cent,  of  the  taxable  property  of  said 
county,  no  more  indebtedness  can  be  created 
until  such  times  as  the  taxable  property 
shall  have  been  Increased,  or  the  existing 
Indebtedness  shall  have  been  liquidated,  to 
such  an  extent  that  the  amount  of  debt  to 
be  created  shall  not  exceed  4  per  cent,  of 
the  value  of  the  taxable  property,  to  be  as- 
certained by  the  last  assessment  for  terri- 
torial and  county  taxes.  It  therefore  ap- 
pearing from  the  record  that  bonds  were  Is- 
sued within  the  provisions  of  law  by  the 
lower  court.  Its  Judgment  will  be  affirmed, 
with  costs.    It  Is  so  ordered. 

BIERBR,  J.,  having  presided  below,  not 
sitting.  BURFORD,  J.,  dissents.  McATEE, 
J.,  concurs  fully.  DALE,  C.  J.,  concurs  in 
the  conclusion  In  affirming  the  Judgment, 
but  does  not  agree  that  a  debt  exceeding  4 
per  cent,  may  be  contracted  prior  to  the  first 
assessment,  or  at  any  other  time,  so  long 
as  section  4  of  the  act  of  1886  is  In  force. 


BAILEY  V.   BERHAXT. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.   July  27,  1895.) 

Mandamus — Insuppiciknt  Axswer. 

In  a  mandamus  proceeding,  where  the 
answer  to  the  alternative  writ  is  so  defective 
that  It  does  not  show  any  Kood  and  sufficient 
reason  for  a  failure  to  do  the  thing  commanded 
in  the  writ,  no  error  is  committed  in  sustaining 
a  demurrer  thereto. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Payne  county; 
before  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

Mandamus  by  August  Berhant  against  J. 
N.  Bailey.  Demurrer  to  the  ansiwer  sus- 
tained. Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defend- 
ant appeals.     Affirmed. 

Frank  A.  Hutto  and  Robert  Lowery,  for 
appellant  A.  T.  NeiU  and  J.  R.  Clark,  for 
respondent 

BIERER,  J.  On  the  9th  day  of  February, 
1893,  the  defendant  in  error,  August  Ber- 
hant, filed  his  petition  in  the  district  court  of 
Payne  county,  Okl.  T.,  alleging  that  on  the 
23d  day  of  November,  1892,  he  and  Maggie 
Berhant  were  defendants  in  an  action  tried 
before  J.  N.  Bailey,  defendant  In  the  court 
below,  who  was  at  that  time  a  justice  of  the 
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peace  of  Payne  eooniy,  Okl.  T.,  and  In 
whlcb  George  Daman  waa  plaintiff,  and 
that  on  the  trial  of  mid  cause  before  said 
justice  of  the  peace  Judgment  was  rendered 
In  faTor  of  George  Daman,  the  plaintiff 
therein;  and  that  within  the  time  required 
by  law  the  defendants  In  said  Justice  court 
gave  written  notice  of  an  appeal  from  said 
Judgment;  and  that  afterwards,  on  the  17th 
day  of  January,  1893,  the  defendants  in  said 
Justice  court  filed  a  sood  and  sufficient  appeal 
bond  in  the  sum  of  $100,  signed  by  two 
good  and  eufflclent  sureties,  who  Justified  as 
the  law  required,  with  said  J.  N.  Bailey; 
and  that  the  petitioner  also  paid  the  sum  of 
|1  to  said  Justice  for  the  transmission  of  a 
transcript  In  said  cause  to  the  district  court 
of  said  county;  and,  not  wItbBtanding  these 
things,  the  said  J.  N.  Bailey  refused  to  send 
a  certified  transcript  of  the  proceedings  in 
said  cause  to  the  district  court  The  peti- 
tion of  the  relator  aslced  thp-t  a  writ  of  man- 
damus issue,  commanding  the  said  J.  N. 
Bailey,  Justice  of  the  peace,  to  transmit  a 
certified  copy  of  all  the  proceedings  had  in 
the  trial  of  said  cause  before  liim  to  the 
clerk  of  the  district  court  Upon  this  peti- 
tion an  alternative  writ  of  mandamus  was 
issued,  requiring  the  said  Justice  ot  the 
peace  to  transmit  to  the  clerk  of  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Payne  county,  Okl.  T.,  a  certi- 
fied transcript  of  the  proceedings  had  in 
said  cause,  or  to  show  cause  why  he  does 
not  so  do,  on  the  day  named  in  the  writ 
Bailey  appeared  in  this  action,  and  filed  bis 
answer,  and  afterwards,  by  leave  of  court, 
his  amended  answer.  In  his  amended  an- 
swer he  set  up  as  the  reason  why  he  had 
not  sent,  and  why  he  ought  not  to  send,  a 
tran8<;ript  of  the  proceedings  in  said  cause 
to  the  district  court,  that  the  bond  given  by 
said  August  and  Maggie  Berhant  was  never 
approved  by  blm,  and  that  "when  said 
George  Daman  attempted  to  appeal  said 
cause  to  the  district  court,  that  he  specif- 
ically notified  that  sold  bond  was  not  ap- 
proved, and  that  said  defendants,  August 
Berhant  and  Maggie  Berhant,  excepted 
thereto,  and  in  direct  violation  of  the  order 
of  this  defendant  they  neglected  and  refus- 
ed to  appear  before  this  defendant,  J.  N, 
Bailey,  and  Justify  by  law  as  required,  and 
in  accordance  with  said  order  of  said  court, 
J.  N.  Bailey,  and  neglected  and  refused  to 
take  any  further  action  in  said  cause." 
This  amended  answer  also  stated  that  the 
original  answer  was  made  a  part  of  the 
amended  answer.  The  original  answer  con- 
tained the  allegation:  "And  that  within  five 
days  after  the  filing  of  said  bond  an  ex- 
ception was  filed  by  the  opposing  party." 
And  also  the  further  statement  "that  due 
notice  of  said  exception  was  served  on  the 
appellants,  and  that  they  failed  to  Justify  to 
the  amount  stated  In  bondsmen  affidavit 
within  S  days  thereafter."  There  were 
some  other  allegations  in  the  answer  and 
amended  answer  not  necessary  to  be  stated, 


aa  they  do  not  bear  opon  th*  qawUoii  imls- 

ed.  To  thlB  amended  answer  the  court  an*- 
tained  the  demurrer  of  the  plalntUC,  and 
rendered  Judgment  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
commanding  the  said  J.  N.  Bailey  to  file  « 
transcript  as  provided  by.  the  altematiTS 
writ 

The  point  urged  aa  the  reason  for  revers- 
ing this  Judgment  is  that,  under  flection 
62S6  of  the  Statutes  of  1880;  under  which  the 
case  waa  tried  in  the  Justice  court.  It  Is  pro- 
vided that,  after  an  appeal  bond  is  filed  by 
the  party  against  whom  the  Judgment  Is 
rendered,  "the  adverse  party  may  except  to 
the  sufficiency  of  the  sareties  within  five 
days  after  the  filing  of  the  undertaking,  and 
unless  they  or  other  sureties  Justify  before 
the  Justice  before  whom  the  appeal  is  tak- 
en, within  five  days  thereafter,  upon  notice 
to  the  adverse  party,  to  the  amounts  stated 
in  their  affidavits,  the  appeal  must  be  re- 
garded as  if  no  snch  nndertaklng  bad  been 
given";  and  that  by  reason  of  this  statute 
the  demurrer  of  the  plaintiff  below  to  the 
answer  of  defendant  below  should  have  been 
overruled.  And  it  is  urged  by  plaintiff  in 
error  that  this  statute  is  mandatory,  and 
that,  as  the  defendant  in  error  did  not  have 
his  sureties  Justify,  as  it  is  claimed  he 
should  have  done  under  this  statute,  the  ap- 
peal sought  to  be  taken  was  of  no  force  or 
efFect  It  Is  wholly  unnecessary  for  us  to 
place  a  construction  upon  this  statute  onder 
the  pleadings  in  this  cause,  for,  although  it 
may  be  that  plaintiff  in  error  intended  to 
prepare  his  answer  in  the  court  below  so  as 
to  raise  this  question,  his  pleading  was  so 
imperfectly  and  defectively  drawn  aa  not  to 
Justify  us  in  passing  upon  the  question  he 
seeks  to  raise.  His  strongest  allegation  is 
"that  within  five  days  after  the  filing  of 
said  bond  an  exception  was  filed  by  the  op- 
posing party."  But  wliat  kind  of  an  excep- 
tion was  this?  Was  it  an  exception  to  al- 
lowing any  appeal  at  all?  Was  it  an  excep- 
tion to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sareties? 
There  Is  nothing  either  in  the  original  or  in 
the  amended  answer  which  informs  us  on 
this  question.  In  truth,  the  amended  an- 
swer states  that  August  Berhant  and  Mag- 
gie Berhant  were  the  parties  who  filed  the 
exceptions,  and  does  not  allege^  ^ther  di- 
rectly or  inferentially,  that  George  Daman, 
the  plaintiff,  filed  any  exception  of  any  kind 
to  the  appeal  bond.  We  cannot  consider 
snch  pleadings  as  containing  a  direct  allega- 
tion that  the  party  against  whom  August 
Berhant  and  Maggie  Berhant  were  taking 
an  appeal  filed  any  exception  "to  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  sureties";  and,  unless  George 
Daman  did  file  such  exception,  then  it  was 
wholly  unnecessary  for  Angr<st  Berhant  and 
Maggie  Berhant  to  present  their  sureties  be- 
fore the  Justice  of  the  peace  for  Justification, 
npon  notice  to  the  adverse  party.  No  mat- 
ter what  view  we  might  take  of  the  qnes- 
tion  as  to  whether  or  not  the  statute  refer- 
red to  Is  mandatory,  and  requires  the  }vstt 
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ficatlon  npon  notice,  as  claimed  by  plaintiff 
In  error,  his  answer  In  the  court  below  Is  so 
entirely  wanting  In  respect  to  the  necessary 
allegations,  which  he  now  claims  were  good 
as  against  the  demurrer  of  the  plaintiff  be- 
low, that  we  cannot  say  the  district  court 
committed  any  error  In  sustaining  the  de- 
murrer. The  allegations  of  this  answer 
were  not  sufficient  to  show  any  reason  to 
the  district  court,  on  the  part  of  the  Jus- 
tice of  the  peace,  for  his  failure  to  trans- 
mit a  certified  copy  of  his  record  In  the  pro- 
ceedings referred  to  to  the  district  court. 
The  Judgment  of  the  district  court  is  af- 
firmed, with  costs  against  plaintiff  in  error. 
All  of  the  Justices  concurring,  except  DALE, 
J.,  not  Bitting. 


MULHALL  V.  MULHALL. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1885.) 

Retiew  on   APFBAiy— ScrriciCNCT  or  Etidbncb 

— Objections  to  Evidbncb— Issues 

— Phesumptioss. 

1.  Where  there  is  positive  testimony  to  sup- 
port all  of  the  material  issues  inrolved  in  the 
ease, .  as  tried  in  the  district  conrt,  although  the 
evidence  may  be  very  contradictory,  the  su- 
preme court  will  not  reverse  the  judgment  of 
the  district  court  on  the  ground  that  it  is  not  sus- 
tained by  suffident  evidence. 

2.  Where  an  interrogatory  is  competent, 
relevant,  and  material,  under  any  of  the  issues 
of  the  case,  although  the  question  is  of  a  dual 
character,  and  might  also  call  for  an  answer 
for  which  there  may  be  no  foundation  laid  in 
the  pleadings,  a  part  of  the  question  being  cal- 
culated to  elicit  proof  directly  upon  the  issues 
made,  no  error  is  committed  by  the  court  below 
in  overruling  an  objection  to  the  question  as  in- 
competent, Irrelevant,  and  immaterial. 

3.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  a  cause,  one  of 
the  issues  involved  was  upon  a  counterclaim 
pleaded  by  the  defendant  in  her  answer,  for 
money  loaned  the  plaintiff,  to  which  the  plain- 
tiff had  replied  by  a  general  denial,  and  where 
it  appears  that  in  the  trial  of  the  case  both 
plaintiff  and  defendant  offered  testimony  upon 
tlie  question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  plaintiff 
bad  paid  the  counterclaim,  which  testimony 
was  offered  without  any  proper  objection  on  ei- 
ther side,  and  where  the  trial  court  found  on  the 
issue  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.— the  case  being 
one  where  the  pleadings  might  properly  have 
been  amended, — the  supreme  court,  without  de- 
termining the  question  as  to  whether  proof  of 
payment  is  admissible  under  a  general  denial 
will  consider  the  case  as  if  the  issue  had  been 
properly  made  by  amendment,  if  that  be  neces- 
sary. 

(Syllabus  by  the  (Dourt.) 

AijpenI  from  district  court.  Logan  county; 
Frank  Dale,  Judge. 

Joseph  L.  Mulhall  brought  this  action  In 
the  district  court  of  Logan  county  to  recover 
upon  his  petition  in  two  counts,— one  for  the 
sum  of  $130,  and  one  for  the  sum  of  $503.00, 
—a  total  sum  of  $723.50,  with  interest.  In 
the  trial  by  the  court  without  a  jury,  Judg- 
ment was  given  to  the  plaintiff  In  the  sum  If 
$593.50,  with  interest  on  that  sum,  as  prayed 
for,  from  which  defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Huston  &  Huston,   for  plaintiff  In   error. 
Keaton  &  Cotteral,  for  defendant  In  error. 
T.4lP.no.5— 37 


BIERER,  T.  Plaintiff  In  error  assigns  two 
grounds  for  the  reversal  of  the  Judgment  of 
the  court  below:  First,  that  the  Judgment  Is 
not  sustained  by  sufficient  evld'ince;  second, 
that  the  court  erred  In  permitting  evidence, 
over  objection,  tending  to  show  payment  of 
defendant's  counterclaim,  upon  plaintiff's  plea 
of  general  denial. 

As  to  the  first  objection,  the  Judgment  la 
amply  sustained  by  the  evidence.  Joseph 
Mulhall,  the  plaintiff,  testified  that  in  Jan- 
uary, 1891,  he  furnished  defendant  the  sum 
of  $130;  that  this  sum  of  money  was  ex- 
pended in  the  purchase  of  feed  for  certain 
hogs  owned  by  the  defendant  and  one  Mat- 
thews; that  on  January  28,  1803,  he  gave  to 
the  defendant,  for  safe-keeping  for  him,  two 
drafts  for  the  sum  of  $1,000  each,  and  $570 
In  money;  that  $1,500  of  this  money  was 
paid  for  cattle  which  Zack  Mulhall,  the  hus- 
band of  defendant,  had  purchased  of  one 
Tonk  Smith;  and  that  the  balance  of  the 
money  was  Invested  in  the  purchase  for  the 
defendant  of  hogs  for  shipment,  and  in  feed 
for  the  hogs.  He  admitted  the  recrfpt  from 
the  defendant,  at  various  times,  of  sums  of 
money  amounting  In  all  to  several  hundred 
dollars,  but  claimed  that  the  original  sum  of 
$130  and  the  balance,  of  $593.50,  of  the  sec- 
ond amount  furnished  to  defendant  of  $2,570, 
were  still  due.  Defendant,  as  her  defense, 
claimed  that  these  various  sums  of  money 
were  Invested  by  herself  and  plaintiff  as 
partners  In  the  stock  business,  and  that  the 
money  had  been  lost  In  the  business,  and 
that  she  never  received  the  money  from  the 
plaintiff  as  a  loan;  that  the  money  had  been 
Intrusted  to  her  by  the  plaintiff,  and  had 
been  Invested  In  this  business  at  his  request. 
She  also  claimed  an  offset  for  money  loaned 
the  plaintiff  In  18S2,  in  the  sum  of  $1,000. 
There  was  but  little  testimony  of  any  impor- 
tance In  the  case,  outside  of  that  of  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant.  The  defendant  ad- 
mitted the  receipt  of  the  money.  She  ad- 
mitted the  investment  of  It  in  her  own  name; 
that  the  business  was  carried  on  in  her  name; 
that  the  hogs  and  feed  were  bought  In  her 
name;  were  shipped  to  the  commission  house 
in  Kansas  City  in  her  name.  The  bank  ac- 
count was  kept  in  her  name,  and  the  checks 
and  drafts  drawn  and  received  in  her  name; 
and  there  is  scarcely  anything  in  the  case  to 
support  her  claim,  excepting  her  own  bare 
statement  This  Is  not  only  contrary  to  the 
plaintiff's  positive  testimony,  but  is  con- 
trary to  the  appearance  of  the  case,  the  sur- 
roundings, and  the  manner  of  her  dealing. 
She  never  rendered  any  accounts  of  these 
transactions  to  the  plaintiff,  and  he  never 
shared,  or  even  claimed,  any  of  the  profits. 
It  Is  true,  she  claimed  that  losses  constantly 
and  continually  occurred,  Instead  of  profits, 
so  that  there  were  no  profits  to  share.  But 
this,  we  think.  Is  disproved  by  the  plaintiff, 
who  gave  prices  and  figures  to  support  his 
contention.  The  defendant  having  admitted 
the  receipt  of  the  money,  and  having  shown 
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an  Investment  of  tt  In  buslnen  In  her  own 
name,  the  burden  of  proof  waa  upon  ber  to 
show  that  tbe  money  waa  lost  in  partnership 
InveBtments,  by  a  preponderance  of  tbe  evi- 
dence. We  not  only  think  she  did  not  sus- 
tain this  burden,  but  even  if.  from  the  evi- 
dence, we  might  view  the  question  other- 
wise, as  there  was  positive  evidence  upon  the 
question,  and  as  the  court  below  found  In 
plaintiff's  favor,  this  court  will  not  reverse 
the  findings  of  tbe  court  bdow  made  upon 
conflicting  evidence.  Wood  v.  Davis,  12  Kan. 
575;  Allison  t.  McCluu,  40  Kan.  525,  20  Pac. 
125. 

Upon  the  question  of  tbe  defendant's  coun- 
terclaim, It  appeared  that  during  the  year 
1882  the  defendant,  who  was  the  niece  of  tbe 
plaintiff,  furnished  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of 
$1,000;  also,  that  the  wife  of  the  plaintiff 
furnished  Zacit  Mulhall,  the  husband  of  de- 
fendant, at  about  the  same  time,  the  sum  of 
$l,00a  Tbe  plaintiff  testifies  that,  with  tbe 
consent  and  approval  of  defendant,  tbe  fl,- 
000  which  he  should  have  paid  to  the  de- 
fendant was  paid  to  the  wife  of  tbe  plain- 
tiff, In  liquidation  of  tbe  debt  of  Zack  Mul- 
hall. The  defendant  denies  that  such  setr 
tlement  of  this  indebtedness  was  ever  made, 
but  she  does  admit  that  during  all  the  years 
following,  and  up  to  tbe  time  that  plaintiff 
and  defendant  first  bad  their  differences^— 
about  April,  1803, — she  never  made  any  re- 
quest or  demand  for  this  money,  or  ever 
claimed  that  tbe  defendant  owed  it  to  her. 
In  the  light  of  such  action^  the  plaintiff's 
testimony  seems  to  us  all  the  more  plausible. 
The  evidence  being  conflicting  upon  the 
question  of  this  counterclaim,  we  cannot  for 
the  reason  above  stated,  disturb  the  finding 
of  the  court  below. 

If  the  statement  of  fact  of  the  plaintiff  In 
error  which  Is  the  basis  for  her  second  as- 
slgnmrait  of  error  were  true,  a  very  serious 
question  would  arise,  as  to  whether  reversi- 
ble error  bad  not  been  committed  by  the 
court  below.  Her  proposition  of  law— that 
evidence  tending  to  show  payment  of  a  claim 
or  Indebtedness,  the  facts  surrounding  which 
are  specifically  set  out  In  the  pleading  of  tbe 
person  asserting  a  right  to  recover  the  debt. 
Is  not  admissible  under  a  general  denial— is 
supported  by  very  high  authority.  We  do 
not,  however,  pass  upon  tbe  question  here^ 
for  the  reason  that  we  do  not  think  the  record 
makes  It  necessary,  and  therefore  It  Is  unnec- 
essary, for  us  to  pass  upon  the  question. 
The  only  portion  of  the  record  upon  which 
plaintiff  In  error  contends  this  question  arises 
Is  contained  in  the  following  question,  with 
the  objections  and  the  rulings  thereto,  which 
appears  in  the  testimony  of  Joseph  Mulhall 
given  upon  rebuttal,  to  wit:  "Q.  Tou  may 
state  to  the  court  what  you  know  with  ref- 
erence to  owing  Mrs.  Mulhall  the  thousand 
dollars  claimed  to  have  been  borrowed  in 
1882.  (Objected  to  as  Incompetent,  Irrde- 
vant,  and  immaterial,  which  objection  was  by 
the  court  overruled,  to  which  defendant  ex- 


cepted.)" What  oTor  waa  tbere  In  this  rul- 
ing of  tbe  court  upon  the  objections  presentr 
ed  to  the  question?  It  may  be  conceded  that 
under  this  question  the  witness  might  nat- 
urally proceed  to  give  evidence  as  to  his  pay- 
ment of  the  alleged  indebtedness,  so  as  to 
show  that,  although  he  had  become  indebt- 
ed, which  be  had  denied  In  his  pleading,  he 
did  not  then  owe  the  money;  but  this  fact 
did  not  make  the  objection  good,  for  tbe  in- 
terrogatory was  certainly  directed  aa  much 
to  tbe  inquiry  as  to  whether  or  not  the  plain- 
tiff had  ever  borrowed  this  money  of  tbe  de- 
fendant, and  aa  to  whether  or  not  tbe  de- 
fendant bad  ever  loaned  him  this  money,  as 
it  waa  to  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
he  bad  paid  the  money.  The  issue  was 
squarely  raised  by  his  general  denial  as  to 
whether  he  bad  ever  borrowed  the  money  of 
defendant  She  alleged  he  bad.  He  de- 
nied that  she  bad  loaned  lilm  tbe  money.  It 
was  therefore  entir^y  proper  for  bis  counsel 
to  ask  him  a  question  which  would  tend  to 
elicit  proof  to  show  that  he  never  owed  the 
money,  because  he  had  never  borrowed  the 
money.  If  a  question  Is  competent  relevant 
and  material  In  any  phase  of  the  case  which 
the  Issues  made  by  tbe  pleadings  have  as- 
sumed, it  is  not  subject  to  these  objections 
because  the  question,  or  a  branch  of  the  ques- 
tion, may  not  be  competent  relevant  and 
material  under  some  other  Issue  of  the  case^ 
or  under  some  issue  which  the  pleadings  bad 
not  mad&  If  It  Is  competent  relevant  and 
material  for  any  purpose,  the  question  Is  not 
subject  to  such  objection;  and  likewise,  if 
any  part  is  competent  relevant  &Qd  mate- 
rial, it  Is  also  not  subject  to  such  objections, 
but  the  particular  objection  to  the  qnestloa 
must  be  pointed  out  for  the  appellate  court 
cannot  say  that  tbe  trial  court  erred  in  over- 
ruling objections  which  were  untenable.  In 
tbe  case  of  McGrew  v.  Armstrong,  5  Kan. 
284,  it  was  held  that  no  error  waa  committed 
in  the  admission  of  evidence  which  was  prop- 
er to  be  admitted  under  the  general  denial, 
although  it  was  contradictory  to  matterwhich 
was  set  up  as  a  special  defense,  This  princi- 
ple. In  our  Judgment  is  applicable  to  this  case, 
and  made  tbe  question  entirely  comi>etent, 
relevant  and  material  upon  the  Issue  made 
by  tbe  general  denial.  If  the  defendant  had 
made  an  objection  to  the  question  on  accoont 
of  its  dual  character,  then  the  court  should 
have  required  the  separation  of  the  matters 
embraced  in  It  so  that  tbe  irrelevant  portion 
could  have  been  ivoperly  objected  to;  but 
this  was  not  done,  and,  not  having  done  so, 
defendant  waived  her  objection  to  tbe  form 
of  tbe  question,  and  addressed  her  opposition 
only  to  its  merits,  and  upon  the  merits  tbere 
was  at  least  sufficient  In  the  question  to  en- 
title the  plaintiff  to  an  answer,  in  so  far  as 
it  was  relevant  That  such  a  question,  be- 
ing asked  of  a  party  to  the  salt  and  the  per- 
son to  wh(Mn  Mrs.  Mulhall  had  testified  that 
she  loaned  the  money,  when  he  had  made  an 
Issue  upon  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not 
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In  ever  borrowed  the  money,  and  therefore 
ever  owed  her  the  money,  was  competent, 
relevant,  and  material,  is  so  patent  that  It 
needs  no  discussion.  In  fact,  to  discuss  it 
would  be  to  enter  Into  an  elucidation  of  the 
elementary  principles  of  the  law  of  evidence, 
to  do  which  the  question  presented  would  be 
no  jnsti&caticm  or  excuse.  There  is  nothing 
80  abstruse  about  the  proposition  as  to  re- 
quire our  entering  Into  such  a  discussion. 

These  objections  being  overruled,  the  plain- 
tiff then  proceeded  to  testify,  not  only  as  to 
the  loan  being  made  to  him  by  Mrs.  Mulhall, 
but  also  to  the  fact  that  he  bad  canceled  the 
debt  by  payment  made  to  plaintiff's  wife  of 
a  debt  of  the  same  amount  as  this,  due  from 
defMidant's  husband  to  plaintiff's  wife,  and 
which  payment  was  made  with  the  knowl- 
edge, consent,  and  approval  of  the  defend- 
ant. To  all  of  this  testimony  which  the 
plaintiff  proceeded  to  give  with  refwence  to 
payment,  the  defendant  made  no  objection 
whatever;  and  if  she  desired  to  raise  the 
question  as  to  whether  it  was  improper,  un- 
der the  pleadings,  she  should  have  done  so, 
either  by  proper  objection  to  the  question,  or, 
as  the  question  was  at  least  partly  compe- 
tent and  material,  then  by  objection  to  this 
portion  of  the  answer  when  the  witness  pro- 
ceeded to  give  it  Not  only  was  no  such  ob- 
jection made  to  the  question,  nor  to  the  tes- 
timony as  given  by  the  witness,  but  no  ob- 
jection whatever  was  made  to  numerous  in- 
terrogatories which  followed  npon  this  same 
question  of  payment.  K  \a  one  of  the  plain 
—and  certainly  natural— rules  that,  where  no 
obJectlMi  is  made  to  the  introduction  of  evi- 
dence, no  material  error  is  committed  in  per- 
mitting its  introduction.  Grandstaff  ▼. 
Brown,  23  Kan.  176.  And  with  the  same 
force  and  fairness  must  certainly  exist  the 
kindred  rule  that,  where  no  proper  objection 
is  made  to  the  Introduction  of  evidence,  no 
material  error  is  committed  in  permitting  its 
introduction.  We  cannot  say  that  the  cowrt 
committed  any  error  in  overruling  the  objec- 
tions that  were  made  to  this  question,  and 
that  is  the  only  question  that  is  raised  upon 
this  matter,  dther  in  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  or  the  brief  of  counseL  No  objectirai 
was  made  in  the  court  below  to  the  court's 
considering  this  testimony  after  it  had  once 
been  given,  without  any  proper  objections, 
npcHi  the  issues  as  they  were  framed;  and, 
the  evidence  having  been  offered  and  judg- 
ment rendered  without  a  proper  objection  be- 
ing made,  such  objection,  If  it  were  good  had 
It  been  made  at  the  proper  time,  cannot  be 
first  made  here  at  this  time. 

Without  expressing  any  opinion  upon  the 
qnestlOD  discussed  by  counsel  as  to  whether 
or  not  proof  of  payment  may  be  made  un- 
der a  general  denial,  we  simply  hold  that  no 
errw  was  committed  in  sustaining  the  objec- 
tions made  to  the  question  asked.  Besides 
this.  In  support  of  the  propriety  of  the  Judg- 
ment below,  it  may  be  observed  that  the  de- 
fendant herself  altered  into  detail  with  ref- 


erence to  her  claim  that  the  plalntllT  had 
borrowed  of  her  in  1882  the  sum  of  $1,000, 
and  she  testified  several  times,  in  answer  to 
questions  asked  by  her  counsel,  that  the 
plaintiff  had  never  repaid  this  loan.  It  was 
perfectly  natural,  then,  that,  as  she  had  gone 
into  the  negative  proof  with  reference  to  the 
matter  of  payment,  the  plaintiff,  on  rebuttal, 
should  be  asked  direct  questions,- not  only 
whether  or  not  he  had  ever  contracted  the 
debt,  but  also  as  to  whether  or  not  he  had 
ever  paid  it;  and  the  questi«m  having  appar- 
ently been  gone  into  on  the  proof  by  twth 
parties  as  if  the  Issue  of  payment,  as  well  as 
the  issue  of  original  Indebtedness,  were  prop- 
erly raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  it  being  a 
case  in  which,  had  the  question  bee«  raised 
during  the  trial,  the  court  could  properly 
have  permitted  an  amendment  so  as  to  al- 
lege paymoit,  this  c«urt  will  consider  the 
case  '^e  same  as  If  an  amendmait  had  been 
made,  and  will  not  reverse  it  because  of  the 
failure  to  make  the  ame&dment.  Loper  v. 
St?.te,  48  Kan.  640,  29  Pac  687;  Tipton  v. 
y/amer,  47  Kan.  606,  28  Pac.  712;  Organ  Co. 
V.  lasley,  40  Kan.  521,  20  Pac.  228;  Grand- 
staff  V.  Brown,  23  Kan.  176;  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Caldwell,  8  Kan.  244.  There  being  no  oth- 
er questions  presented,  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below  is  affirmed.  All  the  justices  con- 
curring, except  DALE,  C.  J.,  not  sltUng. 


(S  Okl.  SM) 
HOOSO  V.  EONAHBW. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    July  27,  1805.) 
Judgment  bt  Depavi/t— Jurisdiction. 
October  10th  the  Judge  of  the  district 
eonrt  iasTied  an  order  making  new  parties  defend- 
ants in  an  action,  and  in  such  order  required 
them  to  appear  and  answer  by  October  13th. 
One  of   said   defendants   made   no  appearance, 
and  a  judgment  was  rendered  against  her  by  de- 
fault.    Bdd,  the  court,  1^  its  order,  obtained  no 
iurisdictiou  over  the  person  or  property  of  such 
defendant. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Cleveland  coun- 
ty;  before  Justice  Scott. 

Action  by  Charles  Kahoe  against  A.  K. 
Donahew.  Y.  A.  Wood  and  H.  B.  Moore  were 
made  parties.  Judgment  was  rendered 
against  Moore^  from  which  she  appeals.  Re- 
versed. 

Charles  L.  Botsford,  for  appellant  Wil- 
liams ft  Newell,  for  respondent 

DALE,  O.  J.  July  28,  188S,  Chariea  Kahoe 
commenced  an  action  in  the  district  court  of 
Cleveland  county  against  A.  K.  Donahew, 
to  recover  the  sum  of  $537.25,  alleged  to  be 
due  upon  a  building  c<mtract  entered  into  be- 
tween said  parties.  In  his  petition  he  also 
asked  for  the  foreclosure  of  a  mechanic's 
lien  upon  lot  21,  block  67,  in  the  city  of  Nor- 
man, Cleveland  county.  Donahew  was  duly 
summoned  and  answered,  admitting  that 
Kahoe  did  the  work  and  furnished  the  ma- 
terials set  forth  in    bis  petition  and    me- 
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chanlc'B  Uen,  but  denied  reeponslblltty  for 
the  entire  amount,  for  the  reason  that  the 
building  was  erected  by  three  different  per- 
sons, and  that  it  was  situated  on  three  dif- 
ferent lots;  that  Kahoe  had  a  contract  with 
him  (Donahew)  to  perform  the  labor  and 
furnish  the  materials  for  that  part  of  the 
building  situated  upon  the  lot  described  in 
plaintiff's  petition,  but  alleged  thet  be  bad 
paid  Kahoe  all  the  contract  price  for  the 
erection  of  the  building  on  such  lot,  except 
|S2,  which  had  been  duly  tendered.  The  an- 
swer then  alleged  "that  one-half  of  the  west 
wall  of  said  building  Is  built  on  the  lot  Join- 
ing on  the  west,  and  is,  and  was  at  the  time 
of  the  building,  owned  by  V.  A.  Wood,  and 
that  plaintiff  had  a  s^arate  contract  with 
said  Wood,  by  which  said  Wood  was  to  pay 
for  one-half  of  said  west  wall;  that  one-half 
of  the  east  wall  was  and  is  built  onto  the  lot 
joining  on  the  east,  and  Is,  and  was  at  the 
time  of  the  buil<ling,  the  property  of  J.  T. 
Moore^  and  that  plaintiff  had  a  separate  con- 
tract with  said  Moore,  by  which  said  Moore 
was  to  pay  plaintiff  for  one-half  of  said  east 
wall ;  that  under  thecontract  between  plaintiff 
and  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  particularly 
agreed  to  look  to  said  Wood  and  Moore  for 
payments  due  from  said  parties  for  that 
portion  of  the  wall  so  located  upon  their 
lots."  To  this  answer  BCaboe  filed  his  reply, 
denying  all  allegations  of  new  matter  set 
up  In  the  answer  of  the  defendant  Donahew. 
From  the  record  before  us,  we  find  the  fol- 
lowing order:  "Now,  on  this  10th  day  of 
October,  1893,  this  cause  coming  on  for 
hearing,  it  appearing  from  the  evidence  that 
Doctor  y.  A.  Wood  and  Mrs.  H.  E.  Moore, 
administratrix,  are  necessary  parties  to  a 
full  and  complete  determination  of  this  ac- 
tion, it  is  therefore  ordered  by  the  court 
that  said  parties,  Doctor  V.  A.  Wood  and 
Mrs.  H.  E.  Moore,  administratrix,  be,  and 
they  are  hereby,  made  parties  defendant  to 
this  action,  and  that  they  appear  at  the 
courthouse  In  Norman,  Oklahoma  territory, 
on  the  13th  day  of  October,  1893,  at  nine 
o'clock  a.  m.,  and  make  defense  in  said  ac- 
tion, if  any  they  have."  The  order  was 
signed  by  the  judge,  and  upon  the  back 
thereof  appears  the  Indorsement  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  same  was  served  upon  V.  A. 
Wood  and  Mrs.  H.  £.  Moore  on  the  11th  day  of 
October,  1893.  On  the  19th  day  of  April,  1894, 
a  judgment  was  rendered  In  the  case,  and 
in  said  judgment  it  appears  that  Mrs.  H.  E. 
Moore,  administratrix,  made  no  appearance 
whatever  in  the  cause,  and  that  notwith- 
standing such  default  a  judgment  was  ren- 
dered against  her  for  $249.59,  on  account  of 
one-half  of  a  party  wall  built  by  the  plain- 
tiff, Kahoe,  which  judgment  was  made  a 
Uen  upon  lot  22  In  block  67  In  the  city  of 
Norman,  and  an  order  was  made  that  un- 
less the  same  was  paid  in  20  days  the  build- 
ing upon  said  lot  22  should  be  sold  to  sat- 
isfy the  judgment 
Moore  appeals  this  case,  and  assigns  nu- 


merous errors,  only  one  of  which  we  will 
consider,  to  wit,  that  no  service  of  sum- 
mons was  had  upon  her,  and  no  waiver  of 
summons  was  entered.  From  the  record  it 
appears  that  Mrs.  Moore  never  made  any  ap- 
pearance to  the  order  of  the  court  making 
her  a  party,  and  the  judgment  also  recites 
that  fact.  Did  the  court,  by  service  of  Its 
order  of  October  10th,  requiring  her  to  ap- 
pear and  answer  within  three  days,  obtain 
any  jurisdiction  over  her  in  the  action?  This 
case  was  brought  under  the  Code  of  1890. 
In  section  22,  c.  70,  Laws  1890,  provision  is 
made  whereby  the  court  may  order  new  par- 
ties brought  into  the  action,  where  such  par- 
ties are  necessary  for  a  complete  determina- 
tion of  the  controversy.  In  the  case  under 
consideration  it  appears  that  the  court,  on 
Its  own  motion,  on  October  10th,  directed 
additional  parties  to  be  made  defendants  in 
the  action,  and  further  ordered  that  they  ap- 
pear and  make  defense  to  the  action  of  the 
plaintiff  on  October  13th,  at  0  a.  m.  This 
was  error.  Under  the  Code  then  in  force,  a 
new  party  to  the  action  was  entitled  to  the 
same  notice,  to  be  given  In  the  same  manner, 
as  required  for  defendants  in  the  com- 
mencement of  an  action.  Laws  1890,  c.  70, 
H  24,  27.  This  being  true,  it  follows  that 
the  court  acquired  no  jurisdiction  over  ei- 
ther the  person  or  property  of  Mrs.  Moore, 
and  the  judgment  so  rendered  was  void.  Cox 
V.  Matthews,  17  Ind.  367;  McCormack  v. 
Bank,  53  Ind.  456;  and  cases  cited  In  those 
opinions.  The  judgment  of  the  court  below 
is  reversed. 

SCOTT,  J.,  Iiaving  presided  at  the  trial  in 
the  court  below,  not  sitting.  The  other  jus- 
tices concurring. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     July  27,  1885.) 

Objection  to  Jcrisdictton  —  Publio  IiA!n>s  — 

Powers  op  Towx-Sitb   Tki'stees  —  CoNCi.u- 

BivBNESB  or  FiSDiKGs— Relief  in  Eql'itt. 

1.  Jurisdiction  is  the  power  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy, 
and  to  exercise  judicial  power  over  the  parties; 
and  when  this  power  is  absent,  in  either  caae, 
the  court  is  without  jurisdiction.  When  the 
court  has  no  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter, 
either  party  to  the  suit  may  avail  himself  of 
the  objection  at  any  stage  of  the  proceedings; 
and,  whenever  the  court  takes  jurisdiction  of 
the  subject-matter,  it  will  of  its  own  motion,  or 
when  its  attention  is  called  to  the  fact,  r^iise 
to  proceed  further,  and  dismiss  the  case. 

2.  A  court  will  reverse  a  Judgment  for  want 
of  Jurisdiction,  not  only  In  cases  where  it  is 
shown  negatively  that  jurisdiction  does  not  ex- 
ist, but  even  when  it  does  not  appear  affirmative- 
ly that  it  does  exist. 

3.  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  is  to 
he  determined  from  the  allegations  of  the  peti- 
tion; and  if  the  petition  fails  to  disclose  such  a 
state  of  facts  as  will  authorize  a  court  of  equity 
to  hear  and  determine  the  mattere  complained 
of,  then  such  court  is  without  jorisdiction,  and 
the  objection  may  be  made  on  appeal,  after  judg- 
ment, by  the  party  in  whose  favor  the  judgment 
is  rendered. 
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4.  Th«  fiadtegs  of  fact  mad*  In  *  lot  contra- 
veny  by  a  board  of  town-site  trustee*  appointed 
nnder  the  act  of  congress  approved  May  14, 
1890,  relating  to  town  sites  in  Oklalioma,  are 
final  and  condaaive,  anless  on  appeal  to  the 
proper  departmental  officers.  The  courts  will 
not  inquire  into  the  facts  or  evideDce  upon  which 
findings  are  baaed,  unless  it  is  dearly  made  to 
appear  that  such  findings  were  procured  by 
frand.  imposition,  or  misrepresentation,  to  the 
manifest  injury  of  the  party  complaining. 

5.  In  order  to  authorize  a  court  of  equity 
to  interfere  with  the  final  action  of  a  board  of 
town-site  tmstees  appointed  under  the  act  of 
congress  of  May  14,  1890,  on  account  of  a  mis- 
application of  the  law  by  such  trustees,  the  pe- 
tition must  specifically  set  oat  the  findings  of 
fact  made  by  such  tmstees,  in  order  that  the 
court  may  determine  whether  or  not  the  law 
was  properiy  applied  to  the  facts  found  by  the 
tmstees. 

6.  A  petition  which  seeks  to  annni  the  ac- 
tion of  such  a  board  of  trustees  in  the  final  dis- 
position of  a  lot,  and  which  fails  to  set  out  the 
findings  of  fact  upon  which  their  action  was 
based,  and  does  not  allege  that  there  was  any 
frand,  imposition,  <Hr  misrepresentation  by  which 
the  petitioner  was  prevented  from  having  a  fair 
hearing,  does  not  state  such  facts  as  will  author- 
ise a  court  of  equity  to  interfere. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  conrt,  Payne  county; 
before  Justice  Dale. 

Action  by  Wesley  Myers  against  William 
B.  Berry.  Defendant  bad  Judgment,  and 
plaintiff  appeals.     Reversed. 

Frank  A.  Hutto,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  Nelll 
tt  Clark  and  Keaton  &  Cotteral,  for  defendant 
In  error. 

BCRFORD,  J.  This  la  a  suit  In  equity 
brought  by  Wesley  Myers,  the  plaintiff  In 
error,  to  charge  William  E.  Berry,  the  de- 
fendant In  error,  as  trustee  of  certain  town 
lots  situated  In  the  town  of  SUUwater,  Payne 
county,  Oklahoma  territory.  Issues  were 
formed,  trial  had  by  the  court,  flading  and 
judgment  for  the  defendant.  Myers  appeals 
to  this  court,  and  asks  that  said  Judgment  be 
reversed.  The  defendant  In  error,  in  whose 
favor  the  Judgment  was  rendered  below,  ob- 
jects to  the  consideration  of  the  cause  for  the 
reason  that  the  district  court  had  no  Jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter  of  the  controversy. 
No  cross  errors  are  assigned,  but.  Inasmuch  as 
the  question  of  Jurisdiction  is  the  vital  ques- 
tion In  every  case,  we  will  first  consider  that 
question. 

The  amended  complaint,  upon  which  the 
trial  was  had.  Is  as  follows:  "In  the  Dis- 
trict Court  In  and  for  Payne  County,  Okla- 
homa Territory— April  Term,  1892.  Wesley 
Myers,  Plaintiff,  v.  WlUlam  E.  Berry,  De- 
fendant. Amended  Complaint  Now  comes 
Wesley  Myers,  and  by  leave  of  the  court,  be- 
ing first  bad  and  granted,  amends  bis  com- 
plaint heretofore  filed  herein  so  that  the  same 
shall  read  as  follows:  'Wesley  Myers,  plain- 
tiff In  the  above-entitled  cause,  for  his  com- 
plaint against  the  defendant,  William  E.  Ber- 
ry, states:  That  he  Is  a  resident  of  said 
county,  and  that  defendant  is  also  a  resident 
thereof.  That  on  and  prior  to  May  1,  1891, 
the  N.  ^  of  the  N.  W.  ^  Sec.  23,  In  Tp.  19 


N.,  of  range  2  east  L  &L,  and  In  said  oonntr 
and  terrlt(»7,  was  public  land  of  the  United 
States,  and  was  settled  upon  and  occupied  aa 
a  town  site  under  the  town-site  laws  of  tba 
United  States.  That  on  said  first  day  of 
Bilay.  1891,  Daniel  J.  McDade,  John  H.  Shank- 
lln,  and  William  H.  Merrlweather,  constitut- 
ing board  No.  1  of  town-site  trustees  appoint- 
ed by  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  under  am 
act  of  congress,  approved  May  14,  1890,  enti- 
tled "An  act  to  provide  for  the  town-site  en- 
tries of  land  In  what  is  known  as  Oklahoma, 
and  for  other  ptvposes,"  as  such  trustees,  en- 
tered said  tract  of  land  at  the  U.  S.  land 
office  at  Guthrie,  Oklahoma,  under  the  town- 
site  laws  of  the  United  States,  In  trust  for  the 
several  use  and  benefit  of  the  occupants  there- 
of according  to  their  respective  Interests  there- 
in. That  plaintiff  was  on  said  May  1, 1891,  and 
long  prior  thereto,  an  actual  bona  fide  occu- 
pant and  Inhabitant  of  said  tract,  and  Is  stiU 
such  occupant  and  Inhabitant  of  said  tract; 
and  that  on  or  about  the  20th  day  of  January, 
1891,  plaintiff  entered  upon  and  occupied  a 
certain  piece  and  parcel  of  said  tract  of 
land  occupied  as  a  town  site,  and  that  said 
piece  and  parcel  of  said  tract  of  land  is  now 
described  as  lots  1,  2,  3,  and  4  of  block  36  la 
tbo  town  of  Stillwater,  Payne  county,  Okla- 
homa territory.  That  plaintiff  has  resided 
upon  said  lots  continuously  since  the  20th 
day  of  January,  1891,  to  the  present  tlme^ 
and  is  now  an  actual  bona  fide  resident  there- 
on, and  has  the  quiet  and  peaceable  possefc 
slon  thereof,  and  has  so  had  since  said  20tU 
day  of  January,  1891,  to  the  present  tlme^ 
and  is  now  an  actual  bona  fide  resident  there- 
on, and  has  the  quiet  and  iieaceable  posses- 
sion thereof,  and  has  so  had  since  said  20tb 
day  of  January,  1891,  and  during  all  said 
time  be  has  claimed  said  lots  in  his  own  right 
and  title,  and  Is  the  equitable  owner  of  said 
lots  above  alleged.  That  he  is  and  has  al- 
ways been  a  citizen  of  the  United  States, 
and  was  over  twenty-one  years  of  age  at  the 
time  he  settled  upon  said  lots  as  aforesaid. 
That  he  did  not  enter  upon  nor  occupy  any 
portions  of  lands  opened  to  settlement  under 
the  act  of  March  2,  1889,  in  violation  of  said 
act,  nor  of  the  president's  proclamation  l»i 
sued  thereunder,  prior  to  twelve  o'clock  noon, 
AprU  22,  1889.  That  on  said  20th  day  of 
January,  1891,  he  built  a  bouse,  12x16  ft, 
worth  $35,  on  said  lot,  and  Inclosed  said  lots 
with  a  three  wire  and  post  fence,  worth  and 
of  the  value  of  $15,  and  has  planted  said  lots 
tu  fruit  trees.  That  on  or  about  the  6tb 
day  of  June,  1891,  be  submitted  all  the  above 
facts  and  proof  thereof  to  said  board  No,  1 
of  town-site  trustees,  then  in  regular  session 
for  the  hearing  of  such  proof,  and  fully  ad- 
vised said  board  In  the  premises,  and  ten- 
dered to  said  board  the  due  proportion  and 
assessment  levied  against  said  lots  by  said 
board  as  the  amount  due  said  board  in  full 
for  all  their  costs,  charges,  dues,  assessments, 
and  compensations  for  entering,  proving  up, 
and  deedhig  the  samcj,  jf^^^  ^^*|jji^^,^^ 
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tliere  ready  and  willing  and  able  to  pay  said 
sam,  and  still  Is  so.  That,  notwithstanding 
the  foreKolng  facts,  said  board  No.  1  of  town- 
site  trustees,  violating  their  duties  as  such 
trustees,  and  In  ntter  disregard  of  the  rights 
of  this  plaintiff,  did  on  June  6,  1891,  make, 
execute,  acknowledge,  and  deliver  to  the  said 
defendant  a  deed  to  lots  Noe.  1,  2,  3,  and  4 
In  block  No.  36  in  the  town  of  Stillwater, 
Payne  county,  Oklahoma  territory,  well  know- 
ing that  this  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  deed 
for  said  lots.  A  copy  of  said  deed  is  hereto 
attached,  marked  "Exhibit  A,"  and  made  a 
part  hereof.  That  defendant  never  resided 
upon  or  occupied  or  Improved  said  lots  in  any 
way,  and  that  defendant  was  never  an  occu- 
pant or  inhabitant  of  said  town  site,  and 
tli.it  he  holds  said  deed  in  trust  for  this  plaln- 
tnf,  but  that  said  defendant  has  failed  and 
refused,  and  still  fails  and  refuses,  to  convey 
said  lots  to  plaintiff,  but  claims  to  own  the 
same  In  bis  own  right  and  title,  adverse  to 
plaintiff;  and  that  said  claim  so  set  up  and 
asserted  by  defendant,  and  said  deed  so  is- 
sued to  him  by  said  board,  are  clouds  upon 
plaintiff's  title  to  said  lots,  to  his  great  dam- 
age and  Injury.  Wherefore,  he  prays  that 
said  defendant  be  declared  by  this  court  a 
trustee  for  plataitlff,  and  that  he  bold  said 
lots  and  said  deed  in  trust  for  him;  that  this 
defendant  be  compelled  to  convey  by  this 
court  a  good  and  sufficient  conveyance  of  all 
his  light,  title,  and  interest  In  and  to  said 
lots,  to  this  plaintiff,  which  lie  may  have  ac- 
quired by,  through,  or  under  said  deed  so 
given  to  him  by  said  trustees;  that,  on  fail- 
ure of  defendant  to  so  convey,  a  commissioner 
be  appointed  to  make  such  conveyance;  that 
plaintiff's  title  to  said  lots  be  forever  estab- 
lished and  confirmed  against  defendant  and 
any  and  all  persons  claiming  by,  through,  or 
under  him,  and  that  said  clouds  upon  bis  title 
be  removed,  and  that  his  title  thereto  be  con- 
firmed and  established  and  quieted  against 
defendant  and  all  persons  claiming  by, 
tiu-ough,  or  under  him,  and  that  plaintiff  have 
Judgment  for  costs  of  this  suit;  and  for  such 
other  and  further  relief  as  to  the  court  may 
seem  fitting  and  proper.'  King  and  Miller, 
Attys.  for  Plaintiff." 

If  the  complaint  does  not  confer  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  subject-matter,  then  there  Is  no 
authority  to  hear  and  determine  the  matter 
In  controversy.  If  the  district  court  had  no 
jurisdiction,  then  its  judgment  is  of  no  force 
and  effect;  and  this  court  has  the  right  to  de- 
termine that  question  on  objection  made  by 
the  person  in  whose  favor  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered, as  well  as  one  against  whom  a  judg- 
ment Is  rendered.  Brown,  Jur.  f  10,  states 
the  rule  as  follows:  "The  parties  cannot 
confer  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  by 
consent.  This  Is  an  established  maxim  of 
the  law,  the  true  interpretation  of  which  is 
that  the  consent  of  the  parties  cannot  em- 
power the  court,  but  the  law  must  empower  it 
to  act  upon  the  subject-matter  upon  which  It 
gives  Judgment.    The  court  Is  the  creatmre  of 


the  law,  and,  upon  considerations  of  general 
public  policy,  the  law  defines,  limits,  extends, 
or  restricts  its  jurisdiction,  and  the  acts  of 
the  parties  can  neither  enlarge  nor  restrict 
Its  iwwers  by  consent.  Therefore,  It  may  be 
safely  laid  down  as  a  fundamental  rule  that 
when  a  court  has  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  8ul>- 
ject-matter  of  a  controversy,  even  although 
the  party  made  no  objection  thereto,  the 
person  affected  by  Its  Judgment  is  at  liberty 
to  repudiate  its  proceeding  and  refuse  to  be 
bound  thereby.  Although  the  proceeding 
may  be  by  consent,  the  defendant  may  hare 
voluntarily  appeared  to  the  action,  and  en- 
tered no  protest,  and  may  Iiave  pleaded  to 
the  merits,  the  rule  is  still  the  same.  It  may 
be  further  said  that  where  the  court  has  no 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  con- 
troversy the  defendant  may  avail  himself,  at 
any  stage  of  the  proceeding,  of  this  want  of 
power,  and  any  maxim  that  requires  one  to 
move  promptly  in  order  to  take  advantage  of 
any  irregularity  has  no  application  here,  since 
this  is  not  a  mere  Irregularity,  but  a  total 
want  of  power  to  act  In  the  premises  at  all. 
The  law  goes  still  further  than  this.  When- 
ever the  court  lacks  jurisdiction  of  the  sub- 
ject-matter. It  may,  on  its  own  motion,  or 
when  Its  attention  Is  called  to  the  fact,  re- 
fuse to  proceed  further,  and  dismiss  the  ac- 
tion." In  the  case  of  liailroad  Co.  v.  Swan, 
111  U.  S.  379,  4  Sup.  Ct  510,  the  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States  said:  "This  court 
will,  when  no  motion  is  made  by  eltlicr  party, 
on  its  own  motion,  reverse  a  judgment  for 
want  of  Jurisdiction,  not  only  in  cases  where 
It  Is  shown  negatively  that  jurisdiction  does 
not  exist,  but  even  when  it  does  not  appear 
afllrmatlvely  that  It  does  exist."  The  court 
in  the  same  case,  further  discussing  the  sub- 
ject of  jurisdiction,  said:  "The  rule,  spring- 
ing from  the  nature  and  limits  of  the  judicial 
power  of  the  United  States,  Is  Infiexlble  and 
without  exception,  which  requires  this  court, 
of  Its  own  motion,  to  deny  its  own  Jurisdic- 
tion, and,  in  the  exercise  of  its  apiicllate  pow- 
er, that  of  all  other  courts  of  the  United 
States,  in  all  cases  where  such  Jurisdiction 
docs  not  affirmatively  appear  In  the  record 
on  which,  in  the  exercise  of  that  power,  it  is 
called  to  act.  On  every  writ  of  error  or  ap- 
peal the  first  and  fundamental  question  is 
that  of  jurisdiction,  first  of  this  court,  and 
then  of  the  court  from  which  the  record 
comes.  This  question  the  court  is  bound  to 
ask  and  answer  for  itself,  even  wben  not 
otherwise  suggested,  and  without  respect  to 
the  relation  of  the  parties  to  it.  This  rule 
was  adopted  in  Capron  v.  Van  Noordon.  2 
Cranch,  126.  decided  in  1804,  where  a  judg- 
ment was  reversed,  on  the  application  of  the 
party  against  whom  it  had  been  rendered  in 
the  circuit  court,  for  want  of  the  allegation 
of  his  own  citizenship,  which  he  ought  to 
have  made,  to  establish  the  Jiurisdictlon  which 
he  had  Invoked.  This  case  was  cited  with 
approval  by  Chief  Justice  Marshal  in  Brown 
T.  Keene,  8  Pet  112."    It  presents  rather  an 
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anomalous  situation  for  tbe  party  in  whose 
tavar  a  Judgment  is  rendered  to  insist,  on 
appeal,  that  the  court  which  rendered  the 
judgment  tiad  no  jurisdiction.  But  we  see 
no  good  reason  why  such  objecticst  may  not 
prop«-Iy  be  made,  and,  if  well  takm,  must 
dispose  of  the  case  without  further  investiga- 
tion. 

Jurisdiction  is  the  power  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  subject-matter  in  controversy  be- 
tween parties  to  the  suit,— to  adjudicate  or 
exercise  any  judicial  power  over  them,— and 
when  this  power  is  absent  the  court  is  with- 
out Jurisdiction.  Where  it  is  apparent  from 
the  complaint  that  the  court  has  no  power  to 
determine  the  matters  complained  of  in  the 
petition,  or  where  the  petition  falls  to  state 
such  a  case  as  will  give  the  court  Jurisdic- 
tion, then  the  objection  may  be  made  at 
anytime;  and  whenever  the  matter  is  brought 
to  the  attention  of  tbe  court,  in  any  manner, 
it  should  refuse  to  proceed  further,  and  dis- 
miss the  proceedings.  The  question  of  juris- 
diction presented  In  this  case  goes  to  the 
power  of  a  court  of  equity  to  set  aside  and 
vacate  the  finding  or  judgment  of  a  special 
tribunal  created  by  an  act  of  congress  for  a 
special  purpose,  and  invested  with  power 
and  authority  to  determine  tbe  matter  In 
controversy.  We  said  in  Twine  v.  Carey 
(Okl.)  37  Pac  1096:  "The  town-site  trus- 
tees appointed  under  Act  May  14,  1890, 
bear  the  same  relation  to  the  dlsi>osition  of 
town  lots  that  registers  and  receivers  do  to 
the  disposal  of  the  public  lands,  and  their  de- 
cisions on  questions  of  fact  are  conclusive, 
and  will  not  be  inquired  into  except  on  ap- 
peal to  the  proper  departmental  officers.  A 
court  of  equity  will  only  Interfere  to  prevent 
injustice  from  being  done  after  final  judg- 
ment by  reason  of  fraud,  accident,  mistake,  or 
misapplication  of  the  law."  In  Moore  v. 
Bobbins,  96  U.  S.  530,  It  was  said  by  Mr. 
Jiastice  Miller:  "The  decision  of  the  officers 
of  the  land  department,  made  within  the  scope 
of  their  autliority,  on  questions  of  this  kind, 
is  In  general  conclusive  everywhere,  except 
when  reconsidered  by  way  of  appeal  within 
that  department;  and  that  as  to  the  facts 
on  which  their  decision  is  based,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  fraud  or  mistake,  that  decision  Is 
conclusive,  even  in  courts  of  justice,  when 
the  title  afterwards  comes  in  question.  But 
that  in  this  class  of  cases,  as  In  all  others, 
there  exists  in  courts  of  equity  the  jurisdic- 
tion to  correct  mistakes,  to  relieve  against 
fraud  and  impositions,  and,  in  cases  where  it 
is  clear  that  those  officers  have,  by  a  mistake 
of  the  law,  given  to  one  man  tlic  land  which, 
on  the  undispute<l  facts,  belonged  to  another, 
to  give  appropriate  relief."  In  the  case  of 
Vance  v.  Burbank,  101  U.  S.  514,  which  was 
a  suit  in  equity,  liavlng  for  its  purpose  the 
same  object  as  the  case  at  bar,  It  was  said 
by  Mr.  Chief  Justice  Waite:  "Where  the 
question  in  dispute  is  one  of  fact,  and  both 
parties  have  submitted  their  testimony,  it  is 
to  be  determined  by  tbe  land  department; 


and,  in  the  absence  of  fraud,  tbelr  conclusions 
are  final  on  all  questions  of  fact  *  •  • 
The  appropriate  (rflcers  of  the  land  depart- 
ment have  been  constituted  a  special  tribunal 
to  decide  such  questions,  and  their  decisions 
are  final  to  the  same  extent  that  those  of 
other  judicial  or  quasi  judicial  tribunals 
are."  These  principles  are  sustained  by  nu- 
merous decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  and  are  controlling  in  this 
court 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  case  under  con- 
sideraUon,  was  such  a  case  presented  by  the 
petition  as  would  authorize  a  court  of  equity 
to  take  Jurisdiction  of  the  matter?  All  pre- 
sumptions are  in  favor  of  the  regularity  and 
legality  of  the  action  of  the  town-site  trus- 
tees. There  is  no  allegation  of  fraud  or  of 
imposition,  but  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  be 
was  qualified  to  take  a  lot  in  the  town  site 
of  Stillwater;  that  he  did  settle  upon  a  lot, 
and  Improved  tbe  same,  and  resided  upon 
the  same,  from  a  date  prior  to  the  entry  of 
the  land  for  town-site  purposes,  to  the  date 
of  bringing  his  suit;  that  he  applied  to  the 
town-site  board,  made  his  proof,  and  tender- 
ed the  legal  fees,  and  that  they  decided 
against  him,  and  awarded  the  lot  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  afterwards  conveyed  same  to 
him.  Under  the  law  and  tbe  rules  of  the 
department,  these  officers  were  required, 
when  there  were  adverse  claimants  to  lots, 
to  hear  the  evidence  and  determine  the  rights 
of  the  parties,  and  make  their  award,  from 
which  an  appeal  might  be  taken  to  the  com- 
missioner of  the  general  land  office,  and 
from  his  decision  to  the  secretary  of  the  in- 
terior. The  trustees  were  necessarily  re- 
quired to  find,  as  a  question  of  fact,  before 
issuing  the  deed,  that  the  defendant  was  an 
occupant  of  the  lots  in  dispute  at  tbe  time 
the  town  site  was  entered,  and  that  be  had  a 
better  claim  than  that  of  the  plaintiff.  This 
must  necessarily,  under  the  allegations  of 
the  complaint,  have  been  a  disputed  ques- 
tion, and  the  finding  of  the  trustees  Is  con- 
clusive and  final,  in  the  absence  of  any 
fraud  or  imposition,  and  no  fraud  or  hn- 
position  is  alleged.  It  cannot  be  contended 
that  the  complaint  makes  a  case  for  a  com-t 
of  equity,  to  correct  mistakes  of  law,  for 
no  evidence  is  set  out  on  which  the  board 
acted,  and  no  findings  of  fact  are  pleaded. 
In  order  to  present  the  question  as  to  wheth- 
er or  not  the  trustees  misapplied  tbe  law. 
It  would  be  necessary  to  accompany  the  pe- 
tition with  the  findings  of  fact  uxton  which 
they  made  their  rulings,  in  order  that  the 
court  might  determine  as  a  matter  of  law 
whether  tbelr  application  of  the  law  was 
con-ect  The  court  has  no  iwwer  or  author- 
ity to  review  the  facts  or  weigh  the  evidence 
taken  before  the  board  in  order  to  deter- 
mine whether  they  arrived  at  proper  conclu- 
sions of  fact  The  petition  is  drawn  upon 
the  theory  that  the  court  has  original  Juris- 
diction to  try  and  determine  the  same  ques- 
tions of  fact  that  were  passed  upon  by  the 
uigiiizea  oy  ■> — ix^/^/^iv. 
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town-site  trnsteea.  This  la  an  erroneons  the- 
ory. The  complaint  does  not  state  such  a 
caae  as  'will  authorlae  a  court  of  equity  to 
hear  and  determine  any  question  thereby  pre- 
sented, and  does  not  confer  Jurisdiction  on 
such  a  court  to  interfere  with  the  findings 
of  the  officers  whose  duty  it  was  to  deter- 
mbie  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Hence,  the 
district  court  was  without  Jurisdiction  to 
hear  and  determine  the  matter  complained  of, 
and  was  without  authority  to  pass  upon  the 
questions  of  fact  presented  by  the  complaint, 
and  it  was  error  to  raider  any  Judgment 
thereon.  The  judgment  is  reversed,  and 
cause  remanded  to  the  district  court,  with 
dh-ections  to  dismiss  the  petition  at  the  costs 
of  the  phiintlfF. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  did  not  sit  in  this  case. 


PITTS  V.  LOGAN  COUNTY. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 
Clerks  or  Tekritorial  Cockts — Pbes. 
Clerks  of  the  district  courts  of  the  terri- 
tory are  required  by  the  laws  of  the   United 
States  to  account  to  the  secretary  of  the  treas- 
ury of  the  United  States  for  all  fees  earned  by 
them  as  such  clerks,  territorial  as  well  as  Unit- 
ed States,  and   any  act  of  the  legislative  as- 
sembly attempting  to  reimlate  the  same  is  in  rio- 
lation  of  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  and 
therefore  void. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county;  be- 
fore Justice  Dale. 

Louis  E.  Pitts,  who  Is  the  duly-appointed, 
qualified,  and  acting  clerk  of  the  district 
court  of  the  First  Judicial  district  of  Okla- 
homa territory,  on  the  6th  day  of  April,  ISO."*, 
presented  to  the  board  of  county  commis- 
sioners of  Logan  county  his  Itemized  state- 
ment of  costs  taxed  against  Lo^an  county 
from  March  »,  1S95,  to  Mai-ch  31,  1S05, 
amounting  to  $144.90.  On  the  12th  day  of 
April,  189.3,  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers allowed  on  said  accoimt  the  sum  of  ?17. 
From  the  decision  of  the  board  of  county  com- 
missioners the  plaintiff  In  error  appealed  to 
the  district  court  of  Logan  county.  TUe  fol- 
lowing agreed  statement  of  facts  was  submit- 
ted: "This  is  an  appeal  taken  from  an  order  of 
the  board  of  county  commissloncrsof  thecoun- 
ty  of  Logan  and  territoiy  of  Oklahoma,  enter- 
ed on  the  8th  day  of  April,  1895.  by  the  said 
board,  wherein  the  claim  of  Louis  E.  Pitts 
for  one  hundred  and  forty-four  and  «»/ioo 
(I|il44.t>9)  dollars  was  allowed  in  the  sum  of  sev- 
enteen ($17)  dollars,  and  disallowed  In  all  oth- 
er sums.  (2)  The  plaintiff.  Louts  E.  Pitts,  is 
the  duly-qualified  and  acting  clerk  of  the 
district  court  of  the  First  Judicial  district, 
and  of  the  district  court  of  the  county  of 
Logan  and  territory  of  Oklahoma.  That  on 
the  Cth  day  of  April,  1895.  he  filed  with  the 
county  clerk  In  the  county  of  Logan  and 
territory  of  Oklahoma  his  statement  of  ac- 
count for  fees  claimed  to  liave  been  enrued 


by  him  as  clerk  of  the  district  conrt  of  Lo- 
gan connty  and  territory  of  Oklahoma,  in 
criminal  cases,  between  the  9th  day  of 
March,  1895,  and  the  31st  day  of  March, 
1895,  In  suits  where  the  territory  of  Oklaho- 
ma prosecuted  criminal  cases  In  the  district 
court  of  said  county.  (3)  That  the  fees 
claimed  in  said  bill  would  be  proper  charges 
against  said  county  according  to  the  terri- 
torial laws  in  force  prior  to  the  8th  day  of 
March,  1895,  and  according  to  the  territorial 
fee  bill  approved  March  8.  1895,  if  It  were 
not  for  the  limitation  In  the  said  act,  approv- 
ed March  8,  1895,  prohibiting  the  allowance 
of  any  sum  in  excess  of  seventy-five  ($75) 
dolbirs  per  quarter  to  the  clerk  of  the  dis- 
trict court  for  criminal  fees;  and  the  deci- 
sion of  this  case  depends  wholly  and  entire- 
ly upon  the  questicm  of  the  validity  of  such 
limitation  contained  in  said  act  (4)  That 
the  board  of  county  commissioners.  In  acting 
upon  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  in  this  case, 
allowed  the  plaintiff's  claim  upon  the  basis 
of  the  validity  of  said  limitation  of  seventy- 
five  ($75)  dollars  per  quarter  for  fees,  pro- 
rating the  time  covered  by  such  fee  bUl  at 
the  rate  of  seventy-five  dollars  per  quarter, 
and  allowed  the  bill  upon  said  basis,  and  re- 
jected the  remainder.  The  above  and  fore- 
going are  the  facts  of  the  case,  and  are  sub- 
mitted to  the  court  for  decision  as  a  matter 
of  law."  On  the  11th  day  of  May,  1893,  the 
conrt  rendered  the  following  Judgment  on 
said  statement  of  facts:  "Now,  on  this  11th 
dsy  of  May,  1895,  said  cause  came  on  to  be 
heard  in  its  regular  order.  The  plaintiff  ap- 
peared by  Asp.  Shartel  &  (Nottingham,  his  at- 
torneys, and  the  defendant  appeared  by  Har- 
ris Huston,  connty  attorney,  and,  the  par 
ties  having  waived  a  Jury  in  said  cause,  the 
trial  of  the  same  proceeded  before  the  conrt 
wlthouta  Jury.  And  thereupon  the  parties  sub- 
mitted said  case  to  the  court  upon  an  agre?d 
statement  of  facts,  and  the  court,  after  hear- 
ing the  arguments  of  counsel,  and  beinx  ful- 
ly advised  in  the  premises,  finds  the  law  of 
the  case  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  And 
thereuiwn  the  plaintiff  filed  his  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  and  his  motion  for  Judgment 
in  said  cause  on  the  agreed  statement  of 
facts  herein,  which  said  motion  for  Judgment 
on  said  agreed  statement  of  facts  the  court 
overruled;  to  which  ruling  the  plaintiff  duly 
excepted  and  excepts.  And  thereupon  said 
cause  came  on  to  be  heard  upon  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  which  motion  is  by  the  court 
overruled;  to  which  ruling  the  plaintiff  ex- 
cepted and  excepts."     Reversed. 

Henry  E.  Asp,  J.  W.  Shartel,  and  J.  R 
Cottlngham,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  A.  H. 
Huston  and  R.  B.  Huston,  for  defendant  in 
error. 

SCOTT,  J.  The  principal  question  for  »ur 
consideration  in  this  case  Is  whether  the  t«- 
ritorial  legislature  has  any  right  to  fix  the 
compensation  to  be  allowed  to  the  clerks  of 
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the  district  conrts  in  tibis  territory  for  their 
aervlces.  In  the  discussloB  of  the  subject 
we  find,  at  the  very  outset,  that  the  district 
courts  of  this  territory  are  creatures  of 
congress.  The  Justices  of  the  supreme  court 
are  appointed  by  tlie  president,  and  axe  ex 
officio  Judges  of  the  district  courts  of  tlie 
districts  to  which  they  are  assigned  by  the 
supreme  court  The  same  instrument  that 
gave  life  to  these  courts  also  provided  that 
the  Judges  of  the  supreme  court  should  ap- 
point the  clerk  of  that  court,  and  the  Judges 
of  the  district  courts  should  appoint  the 
clerics  of  said  district  courts.  The  language 
of  the  act  is,  "Each  district  court  shall  ap- 
I>olnt  its  cleric"  After  having  created  the 
office  and  appointed  the  cleric,  the  act  fur- 
ther provides  what  fees  the  clerk  shall  re- 
ceive for  bis  services,  which  reads  as  fol- 
lows: "*  •  •  There  shall  be  allowed  to 
the  attorney,  marshal,  clerks  of  the  supreme 
and  district  courts,  the  same  fees  as  are  pre- 
scribed for  similar  services  by  such  persons 
in  chapter  sixteen,  title  Judiciary,  of  the 
Uevised  Statutes  of  the  United  States."  Or- 
-anlc  Act,  i  13.  Section  823,  c.  16,  tit  "Ju- 
diciary," reads:  "The  following  and  no  other 
compensation  shall  be  taxed  and  allowed  to 
attorneys,  solicitors  and  proctors  In  the 
courts  of  the  United  States,  to  district  attor- 
neys, clerks  of  the  circuit  and  district  courts, 
marshals,  commissioners,  witnesses.  Jurors, 
and  printers  in  the  several  states  and  terri- 
tories, except  in  cases  otherwise  expressly 
provided  by  law.  But  nothing  herein  shall 
be  construed  to  prohibit  attorneys,  solicitors, 
and  proctors  from  charging  to  and  recover- 
ing from  their  clients  other  than  the  govern- 
ment such  reasonable  compensation  for  their 
services,  in  addition  to  the  taxable  costs,  as 
may  be  in  accordance  with  general  usage  in 
their  respective  states,  or  may  be  agreed 
upon  between  the  parties,"  The  act  then 
provides  a  fee  bill  under  which  the  clerks 
are  to  tax  costs,  as  follows: 

Section  828  reads:  "For  Issuing  and  enter- 
ing every  process,  commission,  summons, 
capias,  execution  warrant,  attachment,  or 
other  writ,  except  a  writ  of  venire,  or  a  sum- 
mons or  subpoena  for  a  witness,  one  dollar. 
For  Issuing  a  writ  of  summons  or  subpoena, 
twenty-five  cents.  For  filing  and  entering 
every  declaration,  plea,  or  other  paper,  ten 
cents.  For  administering  an  oath  or  af- 
firmation, except  to  a  Juror,  ten  cents.  For 
taking  an  acknowledgment,  twenty-five 
cents.  For  taking  and  certifying  depositions 
to  file,  twenty  cents  for  each  folio  of  one 
hundred  words.  For  a  copy  of  such  depo- 
sition furnished  to  a  party  on  request,  ten 
cents  a  folio.  For  entering  any  return,  rule, 
order,  continuance,  Judgment,  decree  or  re- 
cognizance, or  drawing  any  bond,  or  making 
any  record,  certificate,  return,  or  report,  for 
each  folio,  fifteen  cents.  For  a  copy  of  any 
entry  or  record,  or  of  any  paper  on  file,  for 
each  folio  ten  cents.  For  making  dockets 
and  indexes,   issuing  venire,   taxing  costs, 


and  all  other  services  In  a  cause  "where  la- 
sue  Is  Joined,  but  no  testimony  Is  given,  two 
dollars.  For  making  dockets  and  indexes, 
taxing  costs,  and  other  services,  in  a  cause 
which  is  dismissed  or  discounted,  or  where 
Judgment  or  decree  is  made  or  rendered 
without  issue,  one  dollar.  For  making  dock- 
ets, and  taxing  costs,  in  cases  rnmovRd  by 
writ  of  error  or  appeal,  one  dollar.  For  af- 
fixing the  seal  of  the  court  to  any  Instru- 
ment, when  required,  twenty  cents.  For 
every  search  for  any  imrticular  mortgage. 
Judgment  or  other  lien,  fifteen  cents.  Fot 
searching  the  records  of  the  court  for  Judg- 
ments, decrees,  or  other  instruments  consti- 
tuting a  general  lien  on  real  estate,  and  cer> 
tifylng  the  result  of  such  search,  fifteen  cents 
for  each  person  against  whom  such  search 
is  required  to  be  made.  For  receiving,  keep- 
ing, and  paying  out  money,  in  pursuance  of 
any  statute  or  order  of  court,  one  per  centu&n 
on  the  amount  so  received,  kept  and  paid. 
For  traveling  from  the  office  of  the  dark, 
where  he  is  required  by  law  to  reside,  to  the 
place  of  holding  any  court  required  by  law 
to  be  held,  five  cents  a  mile  for  going  and 
five  cents  for  returning,  and  five  dollars  a 
daj'  for  his  attendance  on  the  court  while 
actually  In  session.  All  books  in  the  offices 
of  the  clerks  of  the  circuit  and  district  courts, 
containing  the  docket  or  minute  of  the  Judg- 
ments or  decrees  thereof,  shall,  during  office 
hours,  be  open  to  the  inspection  of  any  per- 
son desiring  to  examine  the  same,  without 
any  fees  or  charge  therefor." 

Section  833  reads:  "Every  district  attor- 
ney, clerk  of  a  district  court,  clerk  of  a 
circuit  court  and  marshal,  shall,  on  the  first 
days  of  January  and  July  in  each  year,  or 
within  thirty  days  thereafter,  make  to  the 
attorney  general,  in  such  form  as  be  may 
prescribe,  a  written  return  for  the  half  year 
ending  on  said  days  respectively,  of  all  the 
fees  and  emoluments  of  his  office,  of  every 
name  and  cliaractcr,  and  of  all  the  nece9> 
sary  expenses  of  his  office.  Including  neces- 
sary clerk-hire,  together  with  the  vouchers 
for  the  payment  of  the  same  for  such  last 
half  year.  He  shall  state  separately  in  such 
returns  the  fees  and  emoluments  received 
or  payable  under  the  bankrupt  act;  and 
every  marshal  shall  state  separately  there- 
in the  fees  and  emoluments  received  or  pay- 
able for  services  rendered  by  himself  per- 
sonally, those  received  or  payable  for  serv- 
ices rendered  by  each  of  his  deputies,  nam- 
ing him,  and  the  proportion  of  such  fees  and 
emoluments,  which,  by  the  terms  of  bis 
service,  each  deputy  Is  to  receive.  Said  re- 
turns shall  be  verified  by  the  oath  of  the 
officer  making  them." 

Section  830  reads:  "No  clerk  of  a  district 
court,  or  clerk  of  a  circuit  court,  shall  be  al- 
lowed by  the  attorney  general,  except  as  pro- 
vided In  the  next  section,  and  in  section  eight 
hundred  and  forty-two  to  retain  of  the  fees 
and  emoluments  of  his  office,  or,  In  case  both 
of  the  said  clerkships  are  held  by  the  same,^ 
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person,  of  the  fees  and  emoluments  of  the 
aald  o£aces,  respectively,  for  his  personal 
compensation,  over  and  above  hla  necessary 
office  expenses.  Including  necessary  clevk 
hire,  to  be  audited  and  allowed  by  the  proper 
accounting  officers  of  the  treasury,  a  sum 
excoe<llng  three  thousand  five  hundred  dol- 
lars a  year  for  any  such  district  clerk  or  for 
any  such  circuit  clerk,  or  exceeding  that  rate 
for  any  time  less  than  a  year." 

Section  857  reads:  "TTie  fees  and  compen- 
sations of  the  officers  and  persons  herein- 
before mentioned,  except  those  which  are  di- 
rected to  be  paid  out  of  the  treasury,  shall 
be  recovered  in  like  manner  as  the  fees  of 
the  officers  of  the  states  respectively  for  like 
services  are  recovered." 

At  the  last  session  of  the  legislative  assem- 
bly of  Oklahoma  territory  a  law  was  passed 
in  which  the  assembly  not  only  prescribed  a 
fee  bill  under  which  the  clerk  should  tax 
costs,  but  in  civil  matters  limited  his  fees  to 
$500  in  each  county  per  year,  and  In  ter- 
ritorial criminal  cases  limited  his  fees  to  $73 
per  quarter.  Section  2,  c.  25,  Sess.  Laws 
Okl.  1805,  reads:  "The  clerks  of  the  district 
court  of  the  counties  In  this  territory  shall 
receive  as  their  compensation  for  the  serv- 
ices required  by  law  to  be  performed  by  the 
clerks  of  the  district  court  the  following 
named  fees:  •  •  •  provided,  that  the  dis- 
trict clerk  shall  pay  into  the  county  treasury 
all  civil  fees  received  by  him  In  excess  of 
five  hundred  dollars  per  annum."  Section  3 
of  this  act  then  provides  that  the  clerk  of  the 
supreme  court  shall  receive  the  same  fees 
for  like  services  as  are  allowed  clerks  of  the 
district  court  Section  48  of  said  act  pro- 
vides: "*  *  *  That  the  total  amount  of 
the  fees  paid  by  the  county  to  any  clerk  of 
the  district  court.  Justice  of  the  peace  or  con- 
stable, shall  not  exceed  seventy-five  dollars 
per  quarter." 

These  are  the  various  sections  under  which 
the  clerk  gets  his  power  to  tax  costs.  It 
is  contended  by  plaintiff  in  error  that  the 
United  States  statutes  and  the  organic  act 
of  this  teiTltoi-y,  containing  various  provi- 
sions relative  to  the  powers  of  the  clerks, 
are  the  ones  under  which  they  are  to  tax 
their  costs,  and  no  others.  Counsel  for  de- 
fendant in  error  contends  that  the  various 
acts  of  congress  above  quoted  only  apply  to 
the  United  States  business,  and  do  not  apply 
to  territorial  or  civil  business  of  the  territory. 

If  these  acts  of  congress  apply,  then  the 
territorial  legislature  had  no  right  to  Interfere 
with  the  clerk,  and  he  is  not  required  to  tax 
his  costs  under  said  act  Counsel  for  de- 
fendant in  error  contend  that  there  are  two 
cases  which  give  us  the  law  on  this  subject 
(Marte  v.  Railway  Co.  [Utah]  35  Pac.  501, 
and  TI.  S.  v.  McMillan  [Utah]  37  Pac.  263), 
iKith  cases  being  decided  by  the  supreme 
court  of  Utah.  The  Slarte  Case  is  not  a  well- 
considered  opinion,  and  the  reasoning  of  the 
opinion  will  not  stand  the  test.  The  court 
cited  no  authority,  and  seems  to  have  de- 


cided the  case  offhand.  The  McMillan  Case 
announces  no  new  doctrine,  but  relies  solely 
upon  tlie  Marie  Case.  The  supreme  court  of 
Utah  certainly  did  not  investigate  the  8ul>- 
Ject  at  any  considerable  length.  It  seems,  or 
an  unbroken  line  of  standard  authority  would 
have  led  them  to  a  different  conclusion.  The 
organic  act  of  this  territory  is  the  same  Uj 
substance  as  that  enacted  by  congress  for 
the  several  territories  and  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Hon.  Caleb  Cushlng,  attorney 
general  of  the  XTnited  States,  as  early  as  19M, 
In  his  opinion  to  the  honorable  secretary  of 
the  Interior,  held  that  the  clerk  of  the  criminal 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  was  bound 
to  account  to  the  treasury  of  the  United 
States  for  his  fees  as  clerk  of  said  court  At 
the  time  this  opinion  was  delivered,  and  for 
a  long  time  afterwards,  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia was  in  many  ways  comparable  to  this 
territory.  In  1801  (2  Stat  c.  1."),  p.  10.^)  con- 
gress created  two  counties  in  the  District  of 
Columbia.  Alexandria  county  behig  that  por- 
tion of  the  Disti-lct  ceded  by  Virginia,  and 
Washington  county  that  portion  cedeil  by 
Maryland.  In  the  same  act  the  circuit  court 
of  said  District  was  created,  and  the  laws  of 
Virginia  were  put  in  force  in  Alexandria  coun- 
ty and  the  laws  of  Maryland  in  Washington 
county.  Congress  retained  tiie  right  to  leg- 
islate for  the  District,  but  the  laws  of  the 
two  states  were  put  In  force,  the  same  as 
the  laws  of  Nebraska  were  put  in  force  in 
this  territory.  The  clerk  of  the  circuit  court 
was  to  be  appointed  by  the  Judge  of  that 
court,  and  was  to  receive  the  same  fees  as 
the  clerk  of  the  circuit  court  for  the  district 
of  Maryland.  That  part  of  the  act  In  which 
the  circuit  court  Is  created  reads  as  follows: 
"That  there  shall  be  a  court  In  said  District 
which  shall  be  called  the  circuit  court  of  the 
District  of  Columbia,  and  the  said  court  and 
the  Judges  thereof,  shall  have  all  the  pow- 
ers by  law  vested  In  the  circuit  courts  and  the 
judges  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the  United 
States.  Said  courts  shall  consist  of  one  chief 
Judge  and  two  assistant  Judges  resident  with- 
in said  district,  to  hold  their  respective  of- 
fices during  good  behaviour;  any  two  of 
whom  shall  constitute  a  quorum;  and  each 
of  the  said  judges,  shall,  before  he  enters  bi.s 
office,  take  the  oath  or  affirmation  provided 
by  law  to  be  taken  by  the  Judges  of  the  cir- 
cuit courts  of  the  United  States;  and  said 
court  shall  have  power  to  appoint  a  clerk 
of  the  court  in  each  of  said  counties,  who 
shall  take  the  oa^h  and  give  a  bond  with 
sureties  in  the  manner  directed  for  the  clerks 
of  the  district  courts  In  the  act  to  establish 
the  Judiciary  of  the  United  States."  That 
part  of  the  act  applicable  to  clerks  of  the  cir- 
cuit court  reads  as  follows:  "•.  •  •  And 
the  said  attorney,  marslial  and  clerks,  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive  for  their  respective 
services,  the  same  fees,  perquisites  and  emol- 
uments, which  are  by  law  allowed  respective- 
ly to  the  attorney,  marshal  and  clerk  of  the 
United  States  for , 
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The  derk  of  the  United  States  district  court 
for  the  state  of  Maryland  received  the  same 
fees  as  the  clerks  of  the  supreme  court  of 
that  state,  with  some  additioual  fees  express- 
ly given  by  congress.  1  Stat.  c.  19,  p.  62o. 
In  1838  (5  SUt.  c.  192,  p.  300)  congress  cre- 
ated a  criminal  court  in  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia. The  act  creating  the  court  reads  as 
follows:  "That  from  and  after  the  passage 
of  this  law,  a  court  shall  be  established  in 
the  District  of  Columbia,  for  the  trial  of  all 
crimes  and  oftenses  against  the  laws  now 
in  force  in  the  said  District,  and  such  as  may 
be  hereafter  enacted,  to  be  composed  of  one 
judge,  to  be  appointed  by  the  president  of 
the  United  States,  by  and  with  the  consult 
of  the  senate,  and  to  receive  as  compensa- 
tion for  his  services,  an  annual  salary  of  two 
thousand  dollars,  which  court  shall  be  styled 
the  criminal  court  of  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia." The  portion  of  the  same  act  apply- 
ing to  the  clerk  reads:  "That  the  district  at- 
torney, and  marshal  of  the  said  District  and 
the  clerks  of  the  circuit  court  in  the  said 
District,  for  the  counties  of  Washington  and 
Alexandria,  respectively,  shall  attend  the  said 
criminal  court  in  said  counties  and  perform 
all  the  duties  now  by  law  required  of  them 
respectively,  in  relation  to  the  criminal  busi- 
ness of  the  circuit  court  in  the  said  counties, 
and  shall  be  entitled  to  the  same  compensa- 
tion they  now  receive  for  thetr  attendance  in 
the  said  circuit  court  in  the  said  counties  re- 
spectively." Under  this  condition  of  affairs. 
Attorney  Gteneral  Cushing  was  confronted 
with  the  question  of  whether  the  clerk  of  the 
criminal  court  was  required  to  pay  and  ac- 
count to  the  government  for  the  fees  re- 
ceived by  him.  The  statute  of  1842  was  then 
in  force.  Section  1G7  of  said  act  (5  Stat. 
483)  reads:  "For  defraying  the  expenses  of 
the  supreme,  circuit  and  district  courts  of  the 
United  SUtes,  including  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, •  •  •  three  hundred  and  seventy- 
five  thousand  dollars;  provided,  however, 
that  every  district  attorney,  clerk  of  a  dis- 
trict court,  clerk  of  a  circuit  court,  and  mar- 
shal of  the  United  States,  shall,  until  other- 
wise directed  by  law,  upon  the  first  day  of 
January  and  July  in  each  year,  *  •  • 
make  to  the  secretary  of  the  treasury  »  •  • 
a  return  in  writing  embracing  all  the  fees 
and  ranoluments  of  their  respective  offices 
of  every  name  and  character,  •  •  •  and  al- 
so embracing  the  necessary  office  expenses  of 
such  officers,  together  with  the  vouchers  for 
the  payment  of  the  same,  •  •  •  which  re- 
turn shall  be  in  all  cases  verified  by  the  oath 
of  the  officer  making  the  same.  *  •  *  And 
no  clerk  of  a  district  court,  or  clerk  of  a 
circuit  court,  shall  be  allowed  by  the  secre- 
tary to  retain  of  the  fees  and  emoluments  of 
his  said  office,  or  in  case  both  of  the  said 
clerkships  shall  be  held  by  the  same  person, 
of  the  said  offices  for  his  own  personal  com- 
pensation, over  and  above  the  necessary  ex- 
penses of  his  offices,  and  necessary  clerk 
hire  included,  also  to  be  audited  and  allowed 


by  the  proper  accounting  officers  of  the  treas- 
ury, a  sum  exceeding  three  thousand  five 
hundred  dollars  per  year  for  any  such  dis- 
trict clerk,  or  a  sum  exceeding  twenty-five 
hundred  dollars  per  year  for  any  such  circuit 
clerk."  In  1853  (10  Stat.  160)  the  followtag 
act  was  passed  with  reference  to  the  report 
of  fees  of  the  clerks  of  the  courts:  "BJvery 
district  attorney,  clerk  of  a  district  court, 
clerk  of  a  circuit  court,  and  marshal,  shall,  on 
the  first  days  of  January  and  July,  in  each 
year,  or  within  thirty  days  thereafter,  make 
to  the  attorney  general.  In  such  form  as  he 
may  prescribe,  a  written  return  for  the  half 
year  ending  on  said  days  respectively,  of  all 
the  fees  and  emoluments  of  his  office  of 
every  name  and  character,  and  of  all  the  nec- 
essary expenses  of  his  office,  including  nec- 
essary derk-hire,  together  with  the  vouchers 
for  the  pajrment  of  the  same  for  such  last 
half  year.  He  shall  state  separately  in  such 
returns  the  fees  and  emoluments  received  or 
payable  under  the  bankrupt  act.  ♦  •  » 
Said  returns  shall  be  verified  by  the  oath  of 
the  officer  making  them." 

This  is  the  law  as  it  existed  at  the  time  of  the 
opinion  of  Attorney  General  Cushing.  After 
carefully  reviewing  the  subject,  and  so  clear- 
ly laying  down  the  correct  construction  of 
these  several  acts,  there  can  be  no  mistake 
as  to  what  fees  are  Included  In  the  act.  At- 
torney General  Cushing  rendered  three  opin- 
ions on  the  questions  of  the  clerk's  fees  in 
the  District  of  Columbia.  In  his  first  opin- 
ion, reported  in  6  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  p.  390,  he 
says:  "Subsequently,  questions  arose— First, 
whether  the  courts  of  the  District  of  Colum- 
bia are,  in  any  sort,  comprehended  within 
the  proviso;  that  is  to  say,  whether  the  clerk 
of  the  courts  of  the  District  of  Columbia  is 
under  obligation  to  make  any  return  of  his 
fees  and  emoluments  to  the  secretary  of  the 
treasury,— and,  secondly,  whether,  if  obliged 
to  make  any  return,  he  may  not  pretermit  all 
amount  of  his  fees  and  emoluments  In  the 
criminal  court  of  the  District."  Mr.  Cush- 
ing then  states  that  these  questions  had  been 
before  his  predecessor,  Mr.  Crittenden,  for 
his  consideration,  and  he  held,  after  the 
question  had  been  ably  argued  before  him, 
that  the  clerks  of  the  circuit  courts  of  the 
District  of  Columbia  were  required  to  make 
reports  of  their  fees  under  the  act  of  1812, 
supra,  but  held  that  they  were  not  required 
to  report  the  fees  from  the  criminal  court  of 
said  District  under  the  act.  From  this  hold- 
ing Mr.  Cushing  ably  dissents,  and  has  been 
supported  by  Hon.  Jeremiah  Black  in  his 
holding.  Mr.  Cushing,  on  this  branch  of  the 
subject,  says :  "I  do  not  conceive  that  the  omis- 
sion of  the  criminal  court  eo  nomine  Is  any 
more  conclusive  of  the  question  than  is  the 
omission  of  the  words  'District  of  Colum- 
bia.' "  Further  in  the  same  opinion  (Id. 
p.  381)  he  says:  "I  think  it  is  apparent 
from  the  whole  of  the  provision  that  con- 
gress intended  the  two  things  to  go  hand  Id 
hand,— payment  (tf  expenses,  and  accounta* 
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bllity  for  and  limitation  of  the  fees  and 
emolumentg.  Is  the  criminal  court,  because 
not  specifically  named  In  the  act,  to  be  con- 
sidered as  not  Included  in  tbe  appropriation? 
If  so,  then  the  fees  of  the  cleric  are  to  be 
Included  In  the  proviso  of  accountability.  I 
cannot  sever  the  two  things.  I  thinic  it  is 
doing  violence  to  the  language  of  the  act 
to  separate  them.  I  think  It  is  contrary  to 
tbe  true  legal  intendment  of  the  act,  as  well 
as  to  the  obvious  purpose  and  policy  of 
congress.  The  truth  is  tliat  the  district  and 
criminal  courts  of  the  District  of  Columbia 
are  each  of  them  but  exfoliations  of  tbe  cir- 
cuit court  created  by  the  act  of  Febnwry 
JS7,  1801,  which  provided  generally  for  the 
political  organization  of  the  District.  2  Stat. 
lOii.  Subsequently  one  of  the  judges  of  the 
circuit  court  was  invested  with  the  power 
of  a  district  judge  of  the  United  States.  2 
Stat  1U4-100.  At  a  later  period,  namely,  in 
1838,  the  original  cognizance  of  ail  crimes 
and  offenses  committed  within  said  District 
was  also  branched  oft,  and  a  separate  Judge 
appointed  for  the  transaction  of  that  busi- 
ness. 5  Stat  30G.  In  all  these  modifica- 
tions of  jurisdiction,  the  successive  subdi- 
visions of  judiciary  continued  to  be  courts 
of  the  United  States;  and  their  common  ex- 
penses continued  to  be  comprehended  by 
the  phrase  of  appropriation,  'Expenses  of 
the  supreme,  circuit  and  district  courts  of 
the  United  States,  Including  the  District  of 
Columbia.'  Now,  it  would  be  a  singular 
anomaly  of  legislation  if  the  words  'circuit 
court'  or  'district  court'  which  talce  from 
the  treasury  of  the  United  States  the  ex- 
penses of  the  criminal  court  of  the  District, 
do  not  also  carry  with  them  the  correspond- 
ing rules  of  accountability  and  limitation; 
that  a  phrase  of  enactment  which  pays  the 
expenses  of  the  circuit  court  with  a  condi- 
tion should  require  to  be  so  coitHtrued  as 
to  pay  the  expenses  of  tlie  criminal  court,— 
but,  dropping  the  condition,  I  cannot  see  the 
reasonalileness  of  such  a  contradictory  in- 
terpretation of  the  same  word  in  the  same 
act,  and  xrader  all  tlie  circumstances  tending 
to  establish  a  rule  of  logical  exegesis." 

In  1855  Mr.  Cusliiug  was  again  called  up- 
on to  give  Ills  opinion  on  this  subject  and 
the  questions  there  presented  were  (7  Op. 
Atty.  Ocn.  p.  tJlO)  as  follows:  "Whether  the 
clerk  is  under  legal  obligation  to  give  credit 
for  the  fees  earned  by  him.  Whether,  if  he 
<!ontinnes  to  give  such  credit,  and  fails  to 
collect  and  account  for  the  same,  the  depart- 
ment can  lawfully  retain  of  his  fees,  charge- 
able to  the  United  States,  a  sum  equal  to 
the  surplus  found  to  be  due  to  the  govern- 
ment. And  whether,  fees  due  from  private 
individuals  thus  remaining  uncollected,  and 
the  sum  total  received  thereby  falling  be- 
low the  statute  aggregate,  the  clerk  may 
lawfully  call  on  the  United  States  to  make 
up  the  deficiency.  In  order  to  answer  all 
these  questions  satisfactorily,  it  needs  only 
to  reflect  that  the  clerk  is  a  statute  officer. 


with  such  rights  and  such  obligations  as  the 
several  pertinent  acts  of  congress  confer  and 
impose.  True,  he  is  appointed  by  the  court, 
not  by  tbe  president  or  any  of  the  adminis- 
trative officers  of  the  government.  But  that 
is  immaterial.  He  is  a  public  c^cer  of  the 
United  States,  appointed  under  statute  in 
one  of  the  four  ways  designated  by  the  con- 
stitution, and  exists  only  in  virtue  of  the 
statutes  and  the  constitution.  It  is  true, 
also,  that  he  receives  compensation  by  fees, 
not  by  salary,  eo  nomine;  but  he  receives 
those  fees  officially,  and  only  in  right  of  bis 
office,  jnst  In  the  same  way  that  official 
fees  are  received  by  the  consuls  of  the  Unit- 
ed Statea  It  is  further  true  that  some  con- 
siderable part  of  his  fees  are  for  service 
to  private  suit(»«.  But  that  is  also  imma- 
terial. In  the  same  way  nearly  all  the  fees 
of  consuls  are  on  official  service  rendered  to 
private  individuals.  Nay,  there  are  great 
departments  of  the  public  business  in  which 
it  is  in  part  or  in  whole  for  service  to  in- 
dividuals that  collections  are  made  by  the 
public  officer,  as  in  the  post  office  and  pat- 
ent office.  In  all  these  cases  the  theory  is 
the  same,  namely,  an  instrnmentallty  creat- 
ed by  law,  and  for  which  the  government 
makes  Itself  responsible  in  its  capacity  of 
parens  patriae,  although  much  of  that  in- 
strumentality is  to  be  exerted  in  the  di- 
rect benefit  of  private  Individuals,  and  is 
therefore  maintained  in  part  or  in  whole 
by  fees  charged  to  them.  Instead  of  lie- 
ing  chargeable  to  the  public  revenue  ol»- 
tained  by  general  taxation.  Upon  these  prem- 
ises, my  opinion  is  that  it  is  the  duty  of 
the  clerks  of  tbe  courts  of  tbe  District  to 
collect  all  fees  in  cash,  just  as  it  is  the  duty 
of  tbe  commissioner  of  patents  to  do,  or  of 
deputy  postmasters  in  regard  to  the  postage 
on  letters;  tliat,  if  the  clerk  gives  credit  for 
any  fees,  he  does  that  at  his  own  risk,  and, 
if  they  be  not  paid,  the  loss  devolves  upon 
him  alone;  that  if  any  deficiency  thus 
arises,  he  cannot  claim  indemnity  of  tbe  gov- 
ernment; and  that  on  the  contrary,  lie  is 
obliged  to  make  account  of  all  such  fees,  and 
if,  by  reason  thereof,  a  surplus  fails  to  ex- 
ist then  the  clerk  is  chargeable  with  such 
deficiency  at  the  treasury  of  the  United 
Stat(>s." 

Mr.  Gushing  in  8  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  p.  33,  says: 
"First  the  act  of  1842  requires  the  clerics 
to  make  return  semiannually,  'embracing  all 
the  fees  and  emoluments  of  their  respective 
offices,  of  evciy  name  and  character,  distin- 
gulshlng  tbe  fees  and  emoluments  received 
and  payable  under  the  bankrupt  act  from 
those  received  or  payable  for  any  other  serv- 
ice.' After  that  is  the  provision  fixing  the 
maximum,  repeated,  in  substance,  in  the  lat- 
ter act,  and  then  we  have  the  following: 
'And  every  such  officer  shall,  with  each 
such  return  made  by  him,  pay  into  the  treas- 
ury of  the  United  States,  or  deposit  to  tbe 
credit  of  tbe  treasurer  thereof,  as  he  may  be 
directed  by  tbe  secretary  of  the  treasury, 
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any  raiplns  of  the  fees  and  emolnments  of 
blfl  office^  which  his  half-yearly  return  bo 
made  as  aforesaid  shall  show  to  exist  over 
and  above  the  compensation  and  allowances 
hertinbefore  authorized  to  be  retained  and 
paid  by  him.  And  In  every  case  where  the 
return  of  any  such  officer  shall  show  that  a 
anrplus  may  exist,  the  said  secretary  of  the 
treasury  shall  cause  such  returns  to  be  care- 
fully examined,  and  the  accounts  of  dls- 
tbursements  to  be  regularly  credited  by  the 
proper  officers  of  his  department,  and  an 
account  to  be  opened  with  such  officers  in 
proper  books  to  be  provided  for  that  puriMse, 
and  the  allowances  for  personal  compensa- 
tion for  each  calendar  year  shall  be  made 
from  the  fees  and  emoluments  of  that  year, 
and  not  otherwise'  Here  we  have  express 
and  explicit  command  to  the  clerk  to  make 
return  of  all  fees  payable  (that  Is,  lawfully 
charged  by  him),  as  well  as  those  paid,— 
fees  receivable  as  well  as  those  received. 
Beckoning  of  the  responsibility  of  the  clerk 
to  the  government  is  to  be  had  on  'each  such 
return  so  made  by  him,'  and  this  also  by  the 
unequivocal  terms  of  the  statute  'And  the 
allowances  for  personal  compensation  for 
each  calendar  year  shall  be  made  from  the 
fees  and  emolnments  of  that  year,  and  not 
otherwise;'  which  fees  and  emoluments 
wbi(^  had  been  previously  defined  to  be 
fees  and  emolnments,  of  every  name  and 
character,  received  or  receivables,  These 
provlsdmis  appear  to  me  so  plain,  precise, 
and  clear  as  to  preclude  argument  on  the 
subject  •  •  •  The  statute  is  general  by 
its  title^  covering  the  circuit  and  district 
courts  of  the  United  States,  and  it  even  con- 
tains enactments  expressly  applicable  to  the 
territories,  to  say  nothing  of  the  District  of 
Columbia;  and  the  only  section  of  the  act 
material  to  the  present  question— the  third- 
is  in  comprehension  of  terms,  in  spirit,  and 
in  received  construction  applicable  to  the 
clerk  of  the  circuit  and  district  courts  of  the 
District  of  Columbia.  *  *  •  In  the  face  of 
the  provisions  of  the  acts  of  1842  and  1853, 
It  Is,  in  my  judgment,  quite  unreasonable 
to  contend  that  any  clerk  of  the  courts  of 
the  United  States  is  to  give  credit  for  the 
fees  of  his  office  ad  libitum,  to  omit  to  col- 
lect and  thus  to  throw  away  what  Is,  in 
fact,  public  property;  nay,  more,  that  he  Is 
to  be  indemnified  for  the  same  out  of  the 
treasury  of  the  United  Statea  It  Is  alto- 
gether immaterial  whether  the  fees  are 
large  or  small,  and  whether  it  Is  or  not  con- 
venient to  take  the  trouble  to  collect  tliem  In 
cash.  Q^'he  collections  at  the  post  offices  are 
each  small  in  amount,  and  the  poatmaster 
may,  if  he  pleases,  open  accounts  with  per- 
sons in  the  habit  of  receiving  letters;  but 
that  is  bis  affair.  So,  many  of  the  fees  to 
be  collected  and  accounted  for  by  consuls 
are  small  in  amount;  but  that  does  not 
change  their  duty  nor  their  responsibility." 

Hon.  Jeremiah  S.  Black,  attorney  general 
of  t]>e  United  States,  in  1868,  In  passing  up- 


on this  question  in  9  Op.  Atty.  Gen.  p.  13Q, 
uses  the  following  langruage:  "I  concur  with 
you  in  the  opinion  you  express,  that  he  Is 
bound  by  law  to  account  for  the  fees  receiv- 
ed by  him  in  the  criminal  court  as  well  as  in 
the  circuit  court  The  reasons  you  have 
given  are  sufficient,  and  they  do  not  need  to 
be  repeated.  I  am  also  vm7  clear  in  the 
opinion  that  he  must  account  not  merely  for 
the  fees  actually  received,  but  for  those 
which  he  earned  and  which  he  has  neglected 
or  otherwise  failed  to  collect  The  argu- 
ments by  which  Mr.  Cushing  supported  his 
decision  on  this  point  in  the  opinion  dated 
August  12,  1856,  are  unanswerable." 

Is  not  the  case  at  bar  clearer,  from  a  legal 
standpoint  than  those  Just  quoted?  In  this 
ease  the  clerk  Is  clerk  of  the  district  court 
and  would,  under  the  opinions  of  the  attor- 
neys general,  be  included  in  the  appropriation 
and  under  section  833,  requiring  a  report  In 
the  Smith  Case,  passed  upon  by  the  attor- 
ney general,  the  principal  question  was 
whether  the  clerk  of  the  criminal  court  of 
that  district  was  bound  to  report  his  fees. 
The  clerK  of  the  criminal  court  was  not  In- 
daded  in  express  terms  in  the  acts  requiring 
clerks  to  report  fees,  and  the  only  way  to 
make  him  report  would  be  taking  the  Intent 
of  congress  into  considsntlon.  and  constru- 
ing the  statute  to  mean  "clerks  of  the  crim- 
inal courts"  as  well  as  the  other  clerks. 
In  those  cases  the  clerk  of  the  criminal  court 
taxed  the  same  fees  as  taxed  by  the  clerks 
of  the  supreme  court  of  Maryland,  with 
some  additions.  It  will  also  be  noticed  that 
the  question  as  to  the  clerks  of  the  circuit 
court  of  the  District  of  Columbia  reporting 
their  fees  was  not  raised.  He  transacted 
civil  and  criminal  business,  yet  the  United 
States  held  that  he  must  report  his  civil 
business  to  the  treasurer,  and  account  for 
all  fees  received  by  him,  of  every  name  and 
character  whatsoever,  and  the  attorney  gen- 
eral held  that  "these  provisions  appear  to  me 
BO  plain,  precise,  and  clear  as  to  preclude 
argument  on  the  subject"  It  the  clerk  must 
account  for  these  fees,  no  power  on  earth  but 
the  congress  of  the  United  States  can  alter 
or  abridge  them,  and,  even  if  the  clerk  does 
not  collect  the  fees,  he  Is  stUl  bound  for 
them,  and  the  courts  have  held  that  he  has 
the  right  to  demand  his  fees  in  cash,  in  ad- 
vance, for  tills  very  reason.  It  would  Ui- 
deed  be  a  strange  condition  of  affairs  to  hold 
that  the  clerk  should  tax  his  fees  und»  the 
territorial  fee  bill,  and  be  restricted  In  the 
amount  he  could  collect  and  keep,  and  then  be 
com^ielled  to  account  to  the  United  States  for 
these  same  fees  according  to  the  fee  bUi  of  the 
United  States  (chapter  IB,  tit  "Judiciary," 
8  823).  The  District  of  ColumbU,  at  the  time 
these  opinions  were  delivered,  was  compara- 
ble to  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  so  far  as 
this  opinion  is  concerned,  and  it  must  be 
admitted  that  the  construction  placed  upon 
the  various  acts  by  the  attorney  general  of 

that  time  would  also  be  applicable  and  ap- 
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ply  to  the  cleric  of  the  district  court  of  tbls 
territory  at  this  time.  More  than  40  years 
lias  elapsed  since  the  first  decision,  and  no 
one  has  qnestioned  to  any  degree  the  sound- 
ness of  these  opinions.  No  attorney  gener- 
al since  that  time  has  been  asked  to  oyerrule 
the  opinions  cited,  and  they  are  entitled  to 
great  weight  in  determining  these  questions. 
The  continued  construction  by  the  beads  of 
the  departments  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  has  many  times  held  to  be  of 
great  weight,  and  In  matters  of  doubt  should 
be  followed. 

Attorney  General  Derans  In  January,  1879, 
Issued  a  circular  letter  to  clerks,  in  which, 
referring  to  section  823,  he  says:  "This  lan- 
guage embraces  every  possible  fee  or  emolu- 
ment accruing  to  you  by  reason  of  your  of- 
ficial capacity,  and  does  not  allow  the  with- 
holding of  any.  Whatever  is  done  by  you  that 
you  could  not  do  If  out  of  ofilce  has  an  of- 
ficial color  and  significance  that  brings  it 
within  the  compass  of  the  language  of  the 
statute."  In  V.  S.  v.  HiU,  120  U.  S.  179,  7 
Sup.  Ct  510,  the  supreme  court,  after  quot- 
ing the  above  language  of  Attorney  Genial 
Devans,  say:  "This  is  undoubtedly  a  forcible 
and  accurate  statement  of  the  meaning  of 
the  statute."  The  supreme  court  says  that 
it  Is  a  "forcible"  statement,  and  not  only 
that,  but  an  "accurate"  one.  No  matter 
what  fee  the  clerk  receives.  If  he  does  it  by 
virtue  or  color  of  his  office  It  is  within  the 
meaning  of  the  act,  and  he  must  report  It  to 
the  United  States.  If  this  be  true,  it  would 
be  supererogation  to  contend  that  the  terri- 
torial legislature  could  bring  all  this  to 
naught,  and,  on  the  contrary,  require  the 
clerk  to  pay  these  fees  into  the  county  treas- 
ury of  the  county.  Instead  of  accounting  for 
them  to  the  United  States.  Suppose  the  leg- 
islature should  have  enacted  that  the  office 
of  clerk  of  the  district  court,  so  far  as  It  per- 
tained to  territorial  business,  should  be  abol- 
ished, and  the  duties  of  his  office  performed 
by  the  county  clerk  witliout  compensation, 
would  it  be  contended  for  a  moment  that  the 
law  would  be  valid?  Yet  this  act  practical- 
ly does  this  by  attempting  to  take  away  the 
compensation  provided  congress.  The  Unit- 
ed States  pays  the  salaries  of  the  Justices  of 
the  supreme  court.  It  pays  the  clerk  five  dol- 
lars per  day  for  every  day  court  is  in  ses- 
sion, and  it  does  this,  no  matter  wheth^ 
the  court  sits  aa  terrttorlal  or  United  States 
court,  or  transacts  federal  or  territorial  busi- 
ness. He  is  paid  by  the  United  States  tor 
going  to  and  from  courts.  His  office  is  fur- 
nished him  by  the  United  States.  The  gov- 
ernment pays  for  the  deputy  clerks,  keeps  a 
bailiff  in  attendance  upon  the  court  at  all 
times,  as  well  as  a  marshal.  A  fee  bill 
is  established  by  reference  in  the  organic 
act  If  it  had  been  Intended  that  the  clerk 
should  be  subject  to  the  will  of  the  legis- 
lature, certainly  congress,  in  this  same  con- 
nection, when  enacting  our  organic  law, 
would  have  provided  a  fee  bill  for  the  clerk 


in  civil  and  territorial  boslnesa^  and  that  the 
clerk  need  not  report  to  the  United  States 
any  fees  except  what  be  earns  from  the  Unit- 
ed States  business  of  said  court.  When, 
however,  the  organic  act  was  passed,  the 
United  States  supreme  court,  in  1889,  had  al- 
ready held  that  section  833  of  tlie  Bevised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States  included  every 
fee  that  was  earned  by  the  clerk  by  virtue 
of  his  office;  that  whatever  he  did  by  virtue 
of  his  office  that  he  could  not  have  done  if 
out  of  office  had  an  <^clal  c<dor  and  signifi- 
cance that  brought  it  within  the  statute; 
and  that  this  was  the  "undoubted"  construc- 
tion of  this  act,  meaning  thereby  that  there 
was  no  doubt     U.  S.  v.  Hill,  anpn. 

Some  question  has  been  raised  by  counsel 
for  defendant  in  error  as  to  the  Averill  Case. 
130  U.  S.  335,  9  Sap.  Ct  548.  That  was  a 
case  appealed  by  the  United  States  from  the 
supreme  court  of  Utah.  The  latter  court 
held  that  the  clerk  was  not  restricted  to 
$3,500  a  year  for  his  services,  but  oould  re- 
tain all  the  proceeds  of  his  office.  The  su- 
preme court,  however,  in  reviewing  the  de- 
cision of  the  Utah  court  reversed  the  holding 
of  that  court  and  held  that  the  derk  conld 
only  retain  ^,500  per  year.  The  supreme 
court  of  the  United  States,  after  reviewing 
the  sections  of  the  statutes  hereinbefore  re- 
ferred to,  say:  "They  prescribe  the  fees  to 
be  allowed  to,  and  retained  by,  clerks  of  dis- 
trict courts;  'and  no  other  compensation* 
can,  under  section  1833,  be  allowed  to  be 
retained  by  clerks  of  the  district  comrts  in 
Utah,  for  personal  compensation,  than  is, 
by  the  provisions  of  chapter  16  of  the  title 
mentioned,  prescribed  to  be  allowed  to  be  re- 
tained by  the  cieriis  of  the  district  courts 
named  in  section  839  for  personal  compensa* 
tion."  The  supreme  court  does  not  quibble 
with  questions,  and  if  the  clerks  were  al- 
lowed to  retain  their  fees  in  civil  and  terri- 
torial criminal  matters  it  would  have  said 
so.  The  court  holds  that  the  clerk  can  retain 
but  $3,500  of  the  fees  of  his  office.  They  do 
not  say  "United  States  fees,"  but  they  must 
have  known  that  he  taxed  in  his  office  fees 
for  territorial  and  civil  work  as  well  as  Unit- 
ed States  business.  It  was  sufficient  for 
them  to  say  that  he  could  not  retain  of  his 
fees  over  |3,500  and  necessary  clerk  hire. 
The  court  must  have  known  that  the  clerk 
received  other  fees  than  United  States  fees, 
but  in  passing  upon  the  question  before  them 
it  was  Immaterial  from  what  source  they 
came,  if  they  were  taxed  by  him  as  clerk  of 
the  district  court.  Counsel  for  defendant  in 
error  in  their  brief  say:  "If  counsel's  efforts, 
however,  have  cast  a  doubt  upon  the  Utah 
cases,  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Hill.  120  U.  S.  109. 
7  Sup.  Ct.  510,  ought  to  be  decisive  of  the 
principle  for  which  we  contend.  Suit  was 
brought  in  that  case  by  the  United  States  to 
recover  frMn  Hill,  who  was  clerk  of  the 
U.  S.  district  court  for  the  district  of  Mass., 
fees  earned  by  him  in  examining  naturaliza- 
tion papers,  under  the  orders  of  the  court. 
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The  case  went  to  the  snpreme  court  of  tbe 
United  States,  and  It  was  there  held  that 
only  the  fees  prescribed  in  tbe  federal  fee 
bill  need  be  aocoonted  tor  by  tbe  clerk; 
tbat  the  other  fees— naturalization  fees- 
prescribed  by  the  orders  of  court  need  not 
be  accounted  for.  And  we  submit  that,  on 
the  same  prindple,  fees  prescribed  by  any 
other  authority,  whether  it  be  by  <Hrder  of 
court  or  territorial  enactment,  are  not  with- 
in the  purview  of  the  federal  fee  bill,  nor 
regulated  thereby,  but  are  controlled  and  regu- 
lated by  the  power  that  created  them,— the 
court  or  the  territorial  legislature."  CkJunsel 
havr  evidently  mistaken  tbe  view  of  the  HIU 
Case^  The  doctrine  as  stated  by  counsel  was 
not  enunciated  by  tbe  sapreme  court  That 
court  was  very  clear  In  its  opinion.  The  cir- 
cuit court  held  that  the  clerk  need  not  report 
these  fees,  and  the  supreme  court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  in  affirming  this  decision,  quotes 
from  the  language  of  the  opinion  of  tbe  hon- 
orable circuit  judge  as  follows:  "It  is  for 
8«irlces  rendered  under  these  rules,  and  as 
a  special  officer  of  the  court,  and  not  as  clerk, 
that  these  fees  have  been  permitted.  They 
were  not  duties  pertaining  to  the  office  ot 
clerk.  They  could  as  well  have  been  per- 
formed by  any  other  person  designated  by 
the  coiurt  for  the  purpose,  as  by  tbe  district 
attorney,  or  a  commissioner  of  the  circuit 
court,  or  an  attorney,  or  any  suitable  person 
not  an  officer  of  the  court"  It  will  be  ob- 
served from  the  portion  of  the  opinion  just 
quoted  that  the  clerk  was  not  acting  in  his 
official  capacity,  but  as  any  other  Indlvidnai. 
The  court  further  say:  "These  are  duties 
whlcb  the  court  has  tbe  undoubted  right  to 
have  performed  by  some  other  person  than 
the  presiding  judge.  In  these  cases  the  clerk 
acts  rather  as  a  person  appointed  to  assist 
the  eonrt  In  ecerdsing  its  fnnctioas,  like  a 
master  or  examiner  In  an  equity  cause,  or  an 
assessor  in  admiralty,  or  an  auditor  in  a  suit 
at  law.  It  is  tbe  nnlveisal  practice  of  all 
courts  of  large  jurisdiction  to  appoint  special 
officers,  at  the  expense  of  the  parties,  to  make 
inquiries,  investigate  details,  examine  papers, 
take  accounts,  make  computations,  and  per- 
form ministerial  acts.  Their  reports,  when 
returned  into  court  and  accepted,  become 
part  of  the  casey  and  form  tbe  basis  of  the 
orders  and  decrees  of  the  court  In  the  cause." 
It  is  further  said,  Mr.  Justice  Blatchford 
speaking  for  the  court:  "They  [the  fees]  did 
not  accrue  to  the  clerk  by  reason  of  his  offi- 
cial capacity,  but  were  for  woric  which  might 
as  well  have  been  done  by  him  when  out  of 
office  as  when  in."  This  is  strong  language, 
and,  if  counsel  for  defendant  In  error  wish 
to  apply  the  rule  to  this  case,  It  would  be 
simply  saylngi  that  the  fees  earned  by  the 
cleric  for  civil  and  territorial  business  could 
be  earned  out  of  office  as  well  as  in,  and  by 
any  private  individual  as  well  as  a  duly- 
authorized  clerk.  If  this  were  true,  any  per- 
son could  perform  the  services,  whether  clerk 
•t  not.   It  does  not  seem  to  us  that  the  posi- 


r  tioB  is  tenable.  The  least  tbat  can  be  said 
of  these  fees  is  that  they  are  earned  by  him 
as  clerk  of  some  court  If  he  earns  them  as 
clerk,  he  must  account  for  them  as  such. 
From  this  conclusion  we  can  see  no  escape. 
As  to  tbe  construction  of  departments  being 
of  weight  in  passing  upon  ambiguous  statutes, 
see  U.  S.  V.  Hill,  120  U.  S.  169.  7  Sup.  Ct 
580;  U.  8.  T.  Phllbrick,  120  U.  8.  62,  7  Sup. 
Ot  413;  U.  8.  V.  Dickson,  16  Pet  141,  145; 
U.  a  V.  GUmore,  8  Wall.  830;  U.  S.  v.  Moore, 
95  U.  S.  760,  763;  U.  S.  v.  Pugh,  99  U.  S. 
285,  269;  Smythe  v.  Flske,  23  Wall.  374,  382; 
Hahn  v.  U.  S.,  107  U.  S.  402,  406,  2  Sup.  Ot 
491;  Five  Per  Cent  Oases,  110  U.  8.  471,  485, 
4  Sup.  Ct  210.  In  the  case  of  Brown  v.  U. 
S.,  113  U.  S.  568,  6  Sup.  Ot  648,  it  is  held: 
"This  contemporaneous  and  uniform  inter- 
pretation Is  entitled  to  weight  in  the  con- 
struction of  the  law,  and  in  a  case  of  doubt 
ought  to  turn  the  scale."  In  the  case  of 
U.  S.  V.  Moore,  95  U.  S.  760,  763,  It  is  said: 
"The  construction  given  to  a  statute  by  those 
charged  with  the  duty  of  executing  it  *  •  • 
ought  not  to  be  overruled  without  cogent  rea- 
sons. •  •  •  The  officers  concerned  are 
usually  able  men  and  masters  of  the  subject 
Not  unfreqnently  they  are  draftsmen  of  the 
laws  they  are  afterwards  called  upon  to  In- 
terpret" See,  also,  on  this  subject,  Edwards 
T.  Darby,  12  Wheat  203;  Atkins  v.  Disin- 
tegrating Co.,  18  WaU.  272,  301;  U.  8,  v. 
State  Bank  of  North  Carolina,  6  Pet  29. 
Taking  this  view  of  the  question,  there  can 
be  no  doubt  that  the  territorial  legislature 
has  no  right  to  interfere  with  the  compensa- 
tion of  the  deiks  of  the  district  courts.  The 
clerk  must  account  for  all  of  his  fees,  and, 
if  so,  congress  is  the  only  authority  to  fix  the 
amount  of  such  fees. 

Suppose  it  is  admitted  that  the  clerk  oc- 
cupies two  offices,  and  that  in  one  of  them 
he  acts  as  United  States  district  clerk,  and  is 
responsible  to  the  United  States  for  his  ac- 
tions as  such  clerk,  and  that  In  the  other  he 
acts  as  a  territorial  clerk,  and  is  responsible 
to  the  territory  for  his  actions  as  such  clerk. 
This  indeed  would  be  an  anomalous  condition 
of  affairs.  The  legislature  has  nowhere  cre- 
ated the  office  of  clerk  of  the  court  has  no- 
where provided  for  the  giving  of  a  bond,  and 
the  only  law  which  provides  for  a  bond  is 
section  795  of  tbe  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  whlcb  reads:  "The  clerk  of 
every  court  shall  give  bond,  In  a  sum  to  be 
fixed  and  with  sureties  to  be  approved  by  the 
court  which  appoints  him,  faithfully  to  dis- 
charge the  duties  of  his  office,  and  seasonably 
to  record  the  decrees,  judgments  and  de- 
terminations of  tbe  court  of  which  he  is 
clerk.  •  •  •"  If  he  is  simply  acting  as  a 
clerk  under  this  statute,  he  is  responsible  to 
the  United  States.  The  bond  is  made  to  tbe 
United  States,  and  It  is  the  only  one  known 
to  tbe  law  for  the  clerks  of  the  district  courts 
of  this  territory.  Congress  evidently  did  not 
Intend  to  have  a  clerk  of  this  court  on  the  ter- 
ritorial side  (If  tbe  construction  contended  for 
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to  ootrecD  act  wttlioat  a  bond,  and  be  responsi- 
ble only  IndiTlduallf .  How  could  the  terri- 
tory avail  Itself  of  this  bond  If  a  default  were 
made  In  tbe  office  of  territorial  clerk?  Of 
course,  this  may  be  said  to  bare  been  a  mis- 
take on  the  part  of  congress,  or  the  legisla- 
ture, In  not  providing  for  a  bond  for  the  ter- 
ritorial clerk;  but  in  construing  this  act  it  is 
of  importance  to  see  what  the  intent  of  con- 
gress was  upon  the  subject.  The  congress 
of  the  United  States  is  certainly  capable  of 
enacting  clear  and  unambiguous  laws  relat- 
ing to  the  territories,  and  especially  Oklaho- 
ma, for  it  was  the  last  territory  organixed, 
and  the  experience  of  congress  before  and 
the  various  enactments  were  c^en  for  Inspec- 
tion, and  it  was  thought  proper  to  follow  the 
various  enactments  with  reference  to  the  ter- 
ritories organized  before  this  one.  Again  the 
question  comes  to  us,  is  the  clerk  of  the  dis- 
trict court  occupying  two  offices,  or,  in  other 
words,  two  clerkships,  separate  and  distinct 
from  each  other?  If  he  is,  it  must  be  by  im- 
plication, as  there  is  no  express  statute  creat- 
ing the  two  offlce&  In  all  of  the  acts  of  con- 
gress he  Is  spoken  of  as  one  clerk.  Frequent- 
ly the  term  "offlce"  Is  used.  He  is  clothed 
with  many  powers,  the  same  as  the  judges  of 
the  district  courts.  He  may  act  in  many 
capacities,  but  in  all  of  them  as  one  clerk. 
There  is  no  quality  of  clerkships.  It  has 
been  settled  by  a  long  line  of  decisions  by  the 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  that  the 
courts  of  the  territories  are  not  United 
States  courts  within  the  meaning  of  the  con- 
stltutl(»L  The  question  is  so  well  settled 
that  It  is  not  necessary  to  discuss  the  proposi- 
tion at  any  length.  In  the  case  of  Benner  T. 
Porter,  9  How.  242,  the  proposition  is  so 
clearly  decided  that  it  may  be  weJl  for  us  to 
quote  It:  "The  distinction  between  the  fed- 
eral and  state  jurisdictions  under  the  consti- 
tution of  the  United  States  has  no  founda- 
tion in  these  territorial  governments,  and  con- 
sequently no  such  distinction  exists,  either  In 
respect  to  jurisdiction  of  their  courts  or  the 
subjects  submitted  to  their  cognizance.  They 
are  legislative  gov^-nments,  and  their  courts 
legislative  courts;  congress,  in  the  exercise 
of  its  powers  in  the  organization  and  govern- 
ment of  the  territories,  combining  the  powers 
of  both  the  federal  and  state  authorities. 
There  Is  but  one  system  of  government  or  of 
laws  operating  within  their  limits,  as  neither 
Is  subject  to  the  constitutional  provisions  in 
respect  to  state  and  federal  jurisdiction. 
They  are  not  organized  under  the  constitu- 
tion, nor  subject  to  its  complex  distribution  of 
powers  of  government,  as  the  organic  law, 
but  are  the  creations  exclusively  of  the  leg- 
islative department,  and  subject  to  its  pro- 
visions and  control.  Whether  or  not  there 
ere  provisions  in  that  Instrument  which  ex- 
tend to  and  act  upon  these  teiTltorlal  govern- 
ments it  is  not  now  material  to  examine. 
We  are  speaking  here  of  those  provisions 
that  refer  particularly  to  the  distinction  be- 
tween federal  and  state  jurisdiction."  So.  it 
Will  be  clearly  seen  that  these  courts  are  not 


United  States  oooits  within  tlie  meaning  of 
the  constitution,  but  simply  created  under  the 
general  powm  of  congress  in  the  organisa- 
tion and  government  of  the  taritorles.  Con- 
gress created  this  court  as  one  court,  having 
general  jurisdiction  in  all  United  States  and 
territorial  matter&  The  cl«'k  was  created  as 
the  clerk  of  that  court.  He  Is  not  the  derk 
of  two  courts,  or  three  courts,  or  any  other 
number  but  that  one.  He  is  accountable 
only  to  the  United  States  for  his  actions,  and 
the  territory  can  have  no  jurisdiction  over 
him  whatever.  Taking  this  view  of  the 
question,  it  must  necessarily  follow  that  the 
legislative  assembl}  has  no  x>owa  to  estab- 
lish and  regulate  the  fees  and  compensation 
of  clerks  of  territorial  courts  established  by 
the  laws  of  congress,  and  the  provisions  of 
this  character  Involved  in  this  controversy 
are  in  conffict  with  the  organic  act  and  the 
statutes  of  the  United  States  governing  the 
fees  of  the  clerks,  and  is  therefore  void,  and 
In  no  sense  a  rightful  subject  of  legislation. 
The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  will  be  re- 
Torsed.    It  is  so  ordered. 

BURFORD,  J.,  dissenting. 

DALB,  O.  J.,  having  presided  In, the  coort 
below,  did  not  sit 


(t  OkL  tso 
BOARD  OP  OOM'BS  OF  CLEVELAND 
COUNTY  V.  SBAWELL. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    Sept.   7, 
1895.) 

ConXTT  ConmSSIONBKS— COKTRAOTS— PaTMBUT  OI 
COUNTT  WaBBANTS— ESTOPPEU 

1.  Under  the  law,  a  boud  of  county  com- 
missioners can  only  contract  to  bind  the  coun- 
ty while  they  are  sitting  as  a  board:  and  an 
agreement  with  one  of  the  members,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  the  others,  does  not  bind  the  county. 

2.  Where  a  party  enters  into  a  contract 
with  a  board  of  county  commissioners  to  lease  to 
a  county  a  building  to  be  used  for  the  parpose 
of  holding  court  and  for  county  offices,  and  un- 
der such  contract  is  to  receive  the  sum  of  $150 
per  quarter,  and  the  county  issues  its  warrants 
for  the  sums  agreed  upon,  and  the  party  receiv- 
ing the  warrants  is  obligeid  to  sell  toe  warrants 
at  a  discount  in  order  to  convert  the  same  into 
cash,  held,  tha*  the  county  Is  not  liable  for  the 
loss  sustained  by  reason  of  the  sale  of  the  war- 
rants at  a  discount. 

3.  Where  a  claim  against  a  county  Is  pn- 
•ented  to  its  board  of  county  commissioners, 
and  is  by  such  board  allowed  in  part,  and  a  war- 
rant drawn  for  the  sum  allowed,  and  the  war- 
rant thus  issued  is  accepted,  the  party  accepting 
such  warrant  is  thereby  estopped  from  a  recov- 
ery for  that  part  of  the  claim  which  was  disal- 
lowed by  tte  board. 

4.  Where  an  owner  of  a  bnllding  leased  to 
the  county  voluntarily  performs  the  work  of  a 
janitor  in  such  building,  and  it  does  not  appear 
that  the  board  of  county  commissioners  either 
employed  or  directed  him  to  perform  such  labor, 
be  cannot  recover  from  the  county  for  the  vain* 
of  his  services. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Cleveland  county. 

W.  H.   Seawell  filed  a  claim   before  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  Cleveland  - 
couuty  for  rent  of  a  building,  discount  oa 
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warrants,  and  services  as  janitor,  which  was 
disallowed.  He  appealed  to  the  district  conrt, 
and  obtained  a  judgment  against  the  board 
tor  tbe  sun  of  $354.58  and  costs.  The  board 
brings  error.    Reversed. 

A.  Hntchins  and  Gardner  &  Risley,  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Fisher  &  Hennessy  and 
Harris  &  Botsford,  tor  defendant  In  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  On  July  17,  1893,  the  board 
of  county  commissioners  of  Clereland  county 
disallowed  a  bill  presented  by  tbe  defendant 
In  error,  W.  H.  Sea  well,  for  the  sum  of 
1369.59.  Seawell  appealed  the  case  to  the 
district  court  of  Cleveland  county,  and  the 
case  was  tried  in  that  court  and  Judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  Seawell  in  the  sum  of 
$354.58.  The  account  presented  to  the  board 
of  connty  commissioners,  and  which  is  tbe 
basis  of  this  action,  consists  of  17  Items. 
The  1st  item  Is  for  rent  Tbe  2d,  3d.  4th, 
5th,  13th,  and  14th  are  for  loss  sustained  by 
reason  of  the  sale  of  certain  warrants  receiv- 
ed from  Cleveland  county  by  Seawell.  The 
6th  and  7th  are  for  a  disallowance  of  a  por- 
tion of  the  bills  presented  by  Seawell,  and 
also  for  1068  sustained  by  reason  of  tbe  dis- 
count upon  the  wan-ants  so  received.  The  re- 
maining items  are  for  janitor's  work,  for 
brooms,  and  for  tbe  filling  of  a  vault  upon  tbe 
premises  on  which  the  building  In  which  tbe 
court  was  held  was  situated,  it  appears  from 
the  record  that  in  the  summer  of  mS)0  Seawell 
entered  Into  a  contract  in  writing  with  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  of  Cleveland 
county  wherein  It  was  agreed  that  Seawell 
was  to  furnish  the  county  with  rooms  for 
holding  court  and  for  connty  offices  for  a 
period  of  two  years,  beginning  on  January 
1,  1801,  and  ending  December  31,  1802,  at  an 
annual  rental  of  $t>00,  payable  quarterly.  In 
the  agreement  appears  the  following  clause: 
"It  Is  hereby  agreed  by  said  W.  H.  Seawell 
that  tbe  building  shall  be  ready  for  occupan- 
cy by  said  date,  January  1,  1891;  and  it  is 
further  agreed  that,  in  case  the  building  is  not 
In  condition  to  be  occupied  by  the  county  oifi- 
cers  and  court  by  that  date,  the  said  W.  H. 
Seawell,  of  tbe  first  part,  shall  pay  a  for- 
feiture of  $150,  which  sum  shall  be  paid  to 
the  county  for  said  building  for  the  first  quar- 
ter." The  building  was  not  completed  at  the 
time  agreed  upon  in  the  contract,  and  not  un- 
til February  9,  1891,  was  it  ready  for  occu- 
pancy by  the  county  officials,  on  which  last- 
named  date  it  appears  that  the  occupancy 
was  begun  on  behalf  of  Cleveland  county. 
At  the  meeting  of  the  county  commissioners 
In  July,  1801,  a  warrant  in  the  sum  of  $150 
was  issued  to  Seawell  In  payment  of  the 
rent  for  the  building,  and  thereafter,  at 
the  beginning  of  each  quarter,  a  similar  war- 
rant was  drawn,  in  an  equal  amount,  for 
tbe  rent  of  said  building,  all  of  which  were 
accepted  by  Seawell.  In  bis  bill  rejected 
by  tbe  commissioners,  and  the  one  here  for 
consideration,  the  first  item  of  $83.33  Is  for 
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rent  of  the  building  from  February  9  to 
April  1,  1891.  The  claims  set  out  in  items 
numbered  2,  3,  4,  5,  13,  and  14  are,  in  the 
nggregate,  for  the  sum  of  $125,  which  is  the 
amomit  of  loss  Seawell  alleged  be  sustain- 
ed by  reason  of  the  fact  that  tbe  waiTants 
received  as  rent  were  worth  that  sum  less 
than  their  face  value  at  the  time  he  received 
the  same;  and  he  asks  to  be  reimbursed  in 
such  sum.  Items  6,  7,  and  IS  were  for  a  bal- 
ance due  npon  rent  for  rooms  furnished  to 
a.  Jury,  and  tbe  discount  upon  tbe  warrants 
received  for  such  rooms.  It  appears  that  Sea- 
well furnished  the  county,  for  use  of  Juries 
while  court  was  being  held,  rooms  In  a  part 
of  his  building  not  covered  by  his  lease  with 
the  county;  that  he  presented  his  claim  to 
the  board  for  the  rent  of  such  rooms,  which 
was  allowed  him  in  one-half  of  the  amount 
claimed,  and  warrants  were  ordered  to  be  is- 
sued for  the  amount  so  allowed,  which  war- 
rants were  by  Seawell  accepted  and  sold  at  a 
discoimt;  and  the  items  last  numbered  are 
for  the  unpaid  balance  of  the  claim,  and  the 
discount  on  tbe  warrants.  Items  S,  9,  10,  11, 
12, 16,  and  17  are  claims  presented  for  Janitor 
(■t-rvices  bDi  and  about  the  building,  and  for 
brooms  used  in  performing  such  services. 
The  evidence  shows  that  no  contract  or  ar- 
rangement was  entered  Into  between  Seawell 
and  the  county  commissioners  by  which  Sea- 
well was  to  do  janitor  work  on  behalf  of  the 
county,  but  it  appears  that  Seawell  thought 
that  tbe  reputation  of  tbe  building  was  in- 
volved, and,  ratlier  than  to  see  tbe  woiIe  go 
undone,  he  took  It  upon  himself  to  voluntarily 
perform  the  work  and  to  furnish  the  brooms 
for  such  purpose. 

There  are  four  questions  presented  to  us  for 
consideration  in  this  case:  First  is  Cleveland 
county  liable  to  Seawell  for  the  rent  on  the 
building  used  for  county  rooms  and  connty 
offices  from  February  »  to  April  1,  1891? 
Second,  is  such  county  liable  for  the  differ- 
ence between  the  cash  and  par  value  of  Its 
warrants?  Third,  is  a  liability  created  In  fa- 
vor of  Seawell  for  rent  of  Jury  rooms? 
Fourth,  did  the  voluntary  work  performed 
by  Seawell  as  Janitor  bind  the  county? 

1.  When  the  contract  of  lease  was  entered 
into  between  Seawell  and  the  county,  it  was 
stipulated  that  the  building  should  be  ready 
for  the  county  on  the  Ist  day  of  January, 
1801,  and  in  case  It  was  not  Seawell  was  to 
forfeit  the  first  quarter's  rent  Seawell  seeks 
to  avoid  the  effect  of  this  agreement  by 
showing  that  James  N.  Bishop,  then  a  mem- 
ber of  the  board,  told  him  that  If  It  was 
ready  by  February  9th— the  time  the  court 
was  to  convene— it  woidd  be  satisfactory. 
When  the  lease  was  entered  into,  It  appears 
that  the  board  of  commissioners  was  In  ses- 
sion, and  all  matters  pertaining  thereto  were 
placed  of  record.  It  is  not  shown  that  the 
board  In  any  manner  modifie<l  or  changed 
the  contract.  But  it  is  claimed  that  one  of 
the  individual  members,  at  a  time  subse- 
quent to  the  date  upon  which  the  contract  > 
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was  entered  Into,  had  a  conversation  with 
Seawell,  In  which  such  member  consented  to 
begin  occupation  of  the  building  on  Febru- 
ary Oth.  Article  6,  c.  24,  St.  1890,  which  pro- 
vides for  a  board  of  county  commissioners, 
also  makes  provision  for  the  time  and  place 
of  the  meeting  of  such  board,  how  they  shall 
transact  business,  and  the  record  they  shall 
keep  of  all  transactions  had  on  behalf  of 
the  county.  Under  such  law,  the  only  way 
by  which  the  county  could  be  bound  ux>on  a 
contract  was  by  action  taken  by  the  board 
while  it  was  in  session,  and  the  evidence 
of  what  was  done  were  the  records  kept 
by  the  board.  Tnder  this  law,  a  board  of 
county  commissioners  could  only  act  to  bind 
the  county  while  they  were  sitting  as  a 
board,  and  an  agreement  of  one  of  the  mem- 
bers, In  the  absence  of  the  others,  could  not 
bind  such  county.  Therefore,  the  alleged  ar- 
rangement between  Bishop,  one  of  the  coun- 
ty commissioners,  and  Seawell,  whereby  Sea- 
well  was  to  have  longer  time  In  which  to 
prepare  the  building  for  occupancy,  did  not 
change  the  contract,  and  must  be  treated  as 
a  nullity.  The  contract  of  lease  expressly 
agreed  upon  a  penalty  for  the  violation  of 
Its  terms.  Such  penalty  was  the  forfeiture 
of  the  rent  for  the  first  quarter.  It  was  not 
an  unreasonable  stipulation,  and  should  be 
upheld. 

2.  The  contract  expressed  the  sum  of 
$600,  as  here  written,  as  the  annual  rental 
for  the  building.  Each  quarter  a  warrant 
for  $150  was  drawn  In  favor  of  Seawell,  and 
by  him  accepted.  He  shows  in  his  evidence 
that  In  order  to  cash  the  same  he  was  com- 
pelled to  discount  the  warrants,  and  he 
thereby  failed  to  receive  the  full  amount  of 
money  agreed  upon  as  the  rental  for  his 
building.  The  law  has  but  one  method 
whereby  a  county  may  pay  Its  debts.  The 
account  must  be  presented  to  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  In  sepanitc  Items,  the 
nature  of  each  Item  stated,  and  the  board 
tlien  allows  or  rejects  the  account,  as  ;t 
thinks  proper.  If  allowed,  a  warrant  Is 
drawn  upon  the  county  treasurer.  The  war- 
rant Is  numbered,  dated,  and  the  amount  for 
which  the  warrant  is  drawn  and  name  of 
payee  are  stated  upon  the  face  of  the  war- 
rant. The  warrant  so  Issued  entitled  the 
holder  to  the  money  for  which  the  same  Is 
drawn,  If  the  money  Is  In  the  hands  of  the 
county  treasurer.  If  not  paid  upon  presenta- 
tion, the  warrant  commences  to  draw  inter- 
est at  the  rate  of  0  per  cent,  per  annum  after 
presentation.  Here  we  find  a  complete  meth- 
od adopted  for  discharging  the  obligations 
of  a  county.  Under  the  law  no  claim  can 
be  paid  except  by  warrant,  and  the  evident 
purpose  of  numbering  them  Is  that  they  may 
be  paid  In  the  order  In  which  they  had 
issued  as  obligations  against  the  county. 
The  provision  for  payment  of  Interest  is 
made  for  the  purpose  of  Indemnifying  against 


loss  those  who  are  compelled  to  hold  war- 
rants on  account  of  a  lack  of  funds  to  meet 
them.  The  law  clearly  Intends  to  make  the 
warrant  a  check  upon  the  treasury  of  the 
county,  and  6  per  cent.  Interest  upon  war- 
rants not  paid  upon  demand  sufficient  to  in- 
demnify against  loss.  And  when  Seawell  con- 
tracted with  the  county  he  entered  into  such 
contract  with  reference  to  the  law  then  In  ex- 
istence, which  pointed  out  how  he  wotild  re- 
ceive his  pay.  We  hold,  therefore,  that  the 
county  is  not  liable  to  Seawril  by  reason  of 
the  difference  between  the  face  and  cash  Talue 
of  the  warrants. 

3.  Sea  well  claims  a  liability  from  the  county 
because  the  commissioners  only  allowed  him 
one-half  of  what  he  states  was  due  him  for 
i-ooms  furnished  for  the  use  of  Juries.  It  ap- 
pears that  the  board  of  county  commissioners 
allowed  In  part  his  claims  presented  for  the 
use  of  such  rooms.  Warrants  were  drawn  In 
his  favor  for  the  sums  so  allowed,  which  he 
accepted.  As  we  find  the  law,  such  acceptance 
Is  a  waiver  of  any  further  claim  against  the 
county.  It  is  in  tlie  nature  of  an  executed 
agreement  to  i-ecelve  less  than  the  amount 
claimed,  and  an  acceptance  of  such  sum  will 
estop  the  party  receiving  the  same  from  as- 
serting his  claim  to  the  balance.  This  princi- 
ple is  concisely  stated  in  Wapello  Co.  v.  Sln- 
naman.  1  G.  Greene,  413,  as  follows:  "If  the 
plaintiff  presented  his  claim  for  allowance, 
and  It  was  In  part  allowed  by  the  board,  and 
be  accepted  the  amount  thus  allowed,  he 
should  not  be  permitted  to  afterwards  sue  for 
the  balance.  The  acceptance  of  the  part  al- 
lowed should  be  considered  satisfaction  for 
the  whole."  To  the  same  effect  are  the  fol- 
lowing decisions:  Fulton  v.  Monona  Co.,  47 
Iowa,  622;  Brick  v.  Plymouth  Co.,  63  Iowa, 
4tW,  19  X.  W.  304;  Bradley  v.  Delaware  Co., 
57  Iowa.  332, 10  N.  W.  898;  U.  S.  v.  Adams,  7 
Wall.  40;i;  U.  8.  v.  Child  &  Co.,  12  Wall.  232. 

4.  The  last  question  to  consider  Is  the  claim 
made  for  Janitor's  service  in  and  about  the 
building.  It  is  not  contended  that  the  com- 
missioners entered  Into  any  agreement  with 
Seawell  under  whlih  the  labor  was  perform- 
ed. Seawell  thought  it  ought  to  be  done,  as 
he  states,  for  the  credit  and  reputation  of  his 
building.  Perhaps  the  county  commissioners 
should  have  furnished  a  janitor,  or  should 
have  comi)elled  the  county  ofllcers  to  keep 
their  rooms  and  the  stairway  leading  to  them 
In  a  cleanly  condition;  but  when  Seawell 
volunteered  to  perform  the  work  of  Janitor, 
In  the  absence  of  employment  or  direction  by 
the  boai-d  of  county  commiasloners,  he  cannot 
recover  from  the  county  for  his  services.  The 
Judgment  of  the  comt  below  is  reversed,  and 
the  cause  Is  remanded,  with  directions  to  ren- 
der Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  In  error. 

SCOTT,  J.,  having  presided  at  the  trial  of 
the  cause  In  the  court  below,  not  sitting.  The 
other  Justices  concurring. 
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UEE.  Connty  Treasurer,  t.  ROBERTS. 
(Snpreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 

COSBTBDCTJOS   OP   STATCTEB— LlQDOK   LiCESSEg. 

1.  Liquor  licenses,  as  well  as  taxes  and  oth- 
er pnUic  charges,  are  payable  in  money,  unless 
provision  is  made  by  statute  for  their  liquida- 
tion in  some  other  manner  or  by  some  other 
means. 

2.  A  statute  must  be  construed  in  accord- 
ance with  the  leRislative  intent,  and  to  ascer- 
tain this  intent  the  various  provisions  of  the 
legislative  enactments  must  be  construed  to- 
gether. 

3.  A  literal  interpretation  will  not  be  frfv- 
en  to  the  language  used  in  a  part  of  a  section 
of  a  statute  when  such  construction  would  con- 
flict with  another  provision  of  the  same  section 
and  with  other  provisions  of  the  statute. 

4.  Nor  will  a  literal  interpretation  be  given 
to  language  in  a  statute  when  such  interpreta- 
tion  would  operate  unjustly  or  lead  to  absurd 

5.  The  section  of  the  statute  relating  to  th« 
duties  of  the  county  treasurer,  which  provides 
that  whenever  he  receives  any  money,  warrants, 
or  orders  on  account  of  licenses,  fines,  or  any 
other  account,  except  taxes  charged  on  the  tax 
roll,  shall  make  out  duplicate  receipts  therefor, 
one  of  which  shall  be  deposited  with  the  county 
clerk,  and  which  provides  that  the  treasurer 
shall  then  enter  the  same  in  his  cashbook  as  cash 
received  for  taxes,  does  not,  when  construed  in 
connection  with  other  provisions  of  the  statute 
making  liquor  licenses  payable  in  dollars,  and 
providing  for  the  registration  and  payment  of 
county  warrants  in  the  order  in  which  they  are 
presented  to  the  county  treasurer,  and  providing 
for  the  use  of  such  warrnnts  in  payment  of  tax- 
es, and  the  redeeming  of  such  warrants  either 
by  payment  or  by  their  receipt  for  taxes,  require 
the  connty  treasurer  to  receive  county  warrants 
in  payment  of  liquor  licenses  when  there  are 
many  thousand  dollars  in  outstanding  warrants 
of  the  connty  which  have  precedence  in  order 
of  payment  over  those  tendered,  and  when 
those  tendered  cannot  be  received  as  cash. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Goort.) 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Kingfisher 
county;  before  Justice  John  L.  McAtee. 

Frank  Roberts,  who  Is  a  saloon  keeper  in 
the  city  of  Kingfisher,  brought  this  action 
In  mandamus  to  compel  J.  M.  Lee,  the  coun- 
ty treasurer  of  Kingfisher  county,  to  accept 
certain  county  warrants  In  payment  of  his 
liquor  license.  An  alternative  writ  of  man- 
damus was  issued,  to  which  the  county  treas- 
urer made  return  and  answer,  alleging.  In 
substance,  that  he  did  not  receive  the  war- 
rants In  payment  of  the  liquor  license  of  the 
plaintiff  because  It  was  the  duty  of  the  plain- 
tiff to  make  payment  of  his  license,  not  in 
warrants,  but  In  money,  and  because  there 
were  several  thousand  of  the  cotmty  war- 
rants duly  registered  and  outstanding,  and 
which  were  entitled  to  payment  ahead  of 
those  tendered  by  the  plaintiff  for  the  pay- 
ment of  his  liquor  license,  and  that  the 
amount  of  warrants  registered  ahead  of 
those  which  the  plaintiff  tendered,  and  which 
were  entitled  to  payment  before  those  which 
the  plaintiff  tendered,  amounted  to  more 
than  $20,000.  To  this  answer  a  demurrer 
was  sustained,  and  judgment  rendered  re- 
quiring the  county  treasurer  to  receive  the 
warrants  offered  by  plaintiff  in  payment  of 
talB  liquor  license  In  the  sum  of  $200,  from 


which  Judgment  the  defendant  appeals.     Re- 
T^^sed. 

J.  B.  Moffett,  Co.  Atty.,  for  plalnUff  In  er- 
ror.    Hobbs  &  Kane,  for  defendant  in  error. 

BIERER,  J.  This  case  presents  one  ques- 
tion, and  that  is  whether  Roberts  was  enti- 
tled to  make  payment  of  his  liquor  license, 
and  whether  the  county  treasurer  was  requir- 
ed to  receive  the  same,  in  outstanding  war- 
rants of  said  county,  and  which  had  been  reg- 
istered, and  not  paid  for  want  of  funds,  and 
where  there  were  many  thousand  dollars  In 
amount  of  other  county  warrants  outstanding 
and  entitled  to  payment  In  advance  of  those 
tendered.  It  Is  claimed  by  Roberts  that,  un- 
der the  law,  he  can  make  payment  of  his 
liquor  license  In  such  county  warrants,  while 
the  county  treasurer  contends  that  such  li- 
cense Is  payable  only  In  cash,  or  in  county 
warrants  which  are  equivalent  to  cash.  Sec- 
tion 3141  of  the  Statutes  provides  that  a 
liquor  seller  Is  entitled  to  a  cotmty  license 
to  engage  in  such  trafilc  upon  doing  certain 
things,  and  "upon  payment  into  the  county 
treasury  of  the  sum  of  two  hundred  dollars  for 
each  license."  This  language  is  equivalent 
to  saying  that  the  sum  of  $200  in  money 
must  be  paid  as  a  condition  precedent  to  the 
procuring  of  a  license,  and  there  would  be  no 
doubt  upon  the  question  were  It  not  for  the 
language  contained  In  section  5639,  which 
is  as  follows:  "Whenever  the  treasure  re- 
ceives any  money,  warrants  or  orders  on  ac- 
count of  licenses,  fines  or  any  other  account, 
except  taxes  charged  on  the  tax  roll,  he 
shall  make  out  and  deliver  to  the  person  pay- 
ing the  same  duplicate  receipts  one  of  which 
receipts  said  person  shall  forthwith  deposit 
with  the  county  clerk  In  order  that  the  treas- 
urer may  be  charged  with  the  amount  there- 
of. The  treasurer  shall  then  enter  the  same 
In  his  cash  book  as  In  case  of  money  receiv- 
ed for  taxes,  but  In  a  separate  and  distinct 
series  of  numbers  of  receipts  issued  there- 
for; and  no  person  shall  receive  such  license 
or  be  discharged  from  obligation  by  reason 
of  such  fine  on  account  untU  he  shall  have 
80  delivered  such  duplicate  receipt  to  the 
county  clerk,  and  the  treasurer  shall  so  in- 
form the  person  making  the  payment  at  the 
time  of  payment"  It  is  the  language  of  this 
latter  section  that  Is  the  cause  of  this  con- 
troversy, and  without  it  undoubtedly  there 
wouiu  be  no  question  for  dispute,  and  there 
would  be  no  contention  but  what  this  license 
charge  must  be  paid  in  money.  Public  char- 
ges, such  as  taxes,  are  payable  In  money  un- 
less some  other  provision  Is  made  by  stat- 
ute. Cooley,  Tax'n,  p.  12;  Amenla  v.  Stan- 
ford, 6  Johns.  92;  Judd  v.  Driver,  1  Kan. 
455.  And  this  rule  is  as  applicable  to  li- 
censes as  to  taxes.  In  the  case  of  Blake  v. 
Commissioners,  18  Kan.  266,  the  supreme 
court  of  that  state,  in  a  decision  rendered  by 
Justice  Brewer,  held  that  under  two  sec- 
tions of  the  statute,  one  providing  that  all 
fines,  penalties,  and  forfeitures  should  be 
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paid  Into  the  county  treaanir,  to  be  applied 
to  the  support  of  the  common  scboolaa  and 
the  other  reqnh-lng  that  the  county  treaaorer 
should  collect  all  moneys  due  (or  school  par- 
poses  from  flnee,  forfeitures,  etc.,  the  coun- 
ty treasurer  was  directed  to  collect  a  Judg- 
ment of  forfeiture  In  money,  and  said  that, 
the  treasurer  "having  authority  to  collect,  if 
he  receive  anything  other  than  money  In  full 
satisfaction  and  discharge  of  the  Judgment, 
he  renders  himself  liable  for  the  amount 
thereof."  In  this  case  the  bond  of  the  coun- 
ty treasurer,  who  bad  received  scrip  Instead 
of  money,  was  held  liable  for  the  amount  of 
the  Judgment.  It  cannot  be  disputed  that. 
In  the  absence  of  a  statute  clearly  making 
other  provision,  taxes,  fines,  forfeitures,  li- 
censes, and  similar  charges  due  the  public  are 
payable  In  money;  and  the  language  of  the 
liquor-Ucense  law  la  clearly  In  accord  with 
this  general  proposition,  and  manifestly  In- 
tends that  the  license  shall  be  paid  In  money, 
and  the  liquor-Ucense  charge  must  be  ao 
paid,  unless  the  legislature  has  clearly  made 
other  provision  for  its  payment  Does  sec- 
tion 5639,  when  read  and  construed  with  all 
the  other  provisions  of  the  revenue  law,  show 
clearly  a  different  purpose  In  the  mind  of 
the  legislature  with  reference  to  the  man- 
ner of  the  payment  of  liquor  licenses  than 
that  expressed  by  their  language  when  legis- 
lating upon  that  particular  subject?  That  Its 
langruage  la  not  In  haniMMiy  with  a  purpose 
that  liquor  licenses  shall  always  be  payable 
in  money  Is  quite  apparent;  but  when  Is  it 
that  they  may  be  received  by  the  treasurer  in 
warrants?  Is  It  all  the  time,  or  only  when 
he  may  receive  them  as  cash  because  they 
are  entitled  to  be  Immediately  laid  In  cash? 
In  answering  the  question  we  must  arrive 
at  the  legislative  intent,  for  that  la  the  trur 
meaning  of  all  statutes;  and  to  do  this  Its 
various  provisions  must  be  read  and  con- 
strued together.  Territory  v.  Clark  (Okl.)  35 
Pac.  882.  Section  5(S33  of  the  revenue  law 
provides  as  follows:  "Territorial  warrants 
are  receivable  for  the  amount  payable  into 
the  territorial  treasury  on  account  of  the 
general  territorial  tax,  the  county  warrants 
are  receivable  at  the  treasury  of  the  proper 
county  for  the  amount  of  county  tax  pay- 
able into  the  county  treasury,  except  when 
otherwise  provided  by  law;  and  city  war- 
rants shall  be  receivable  for  city  taxes;  and 
school  warrants  shall  be  received  for  school 
taxes  in  the  district  where  such  warrants 
are  issued;  but  United  States  treasury  notes 
or  their  equivalent  only  are  receivable  for 
such  taxes  as  are  or  may  be  required  by  law 
to  be  paid  in  cash."  This  la  the  provlalon 
of  the  statute  which  provides  for  the  use  of 
warrants  as  a  medium  of  payment,  and  it 
only  provides  for  their  use  in  liquidation  of 
taxes.  The  language  is  specific,  and  author- 
izes their  use  only  In  payment  of  taxes,  and 
not  in  liquidation  of  any  other  account  or 
charge  due  to  the  public;  and  the  county 
warrants,  under  Its  terms,  may  be  used  In 


payment  of  the  county  taxes,  exeept  when 
otherwise  provided  by  law.  And  this  excep- 
tion does  not  indicate  that  it  was  made  in 
favor  of  or  in  anticipation  of  extending  the 
caaea  In  which  warrants  could  be  used  as 
cash  in  discharge  of  public  charges  due  the 
county,  but  It  was  a  limitation  upon  the 
general  terms  of  the  section  giving  the  right 
to  use  warrants  in  payment  of  county  taxes; 
and  this  limitation  clearly  appears  in  the  lat- 
ter lines  of  the  section,  which  make  Unit- 
ed States  treasury  notes,  or  their  equiv- 
alent, the  only  medium  for  the  payment  of 
auch  taxea  aa  may  be  payable  only  in  cash. 
The  exception  referred  to  in  the  language 
with  reference  to  the  uae  of  county  war- 
rants aa  payment  tat  county  taxea  waa  evi- 
dently intended  to  provide  for  cases  in 
which  they  could  not  be  so  used,  and  a  lim- 
itation upon  their  use,  rather  than  to  permit 
other  and  additional  cases  where  they  could 
be  used.  Had  it  been  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  to  authorize  the  use  of  all  county 
warrants  in  payment  of  licenses,  it  would 
have  been  very  easy  indeed  for  the  legisla- 
ture to  have  expressed  such  an  intention  in 
framing  the  language  of  this  section.  It 
was  in  enacting  this  section  that  the  legis- 
lature had  particularly  in  mtad  the  matter 
of  making  provision  for  the  use  of  warrants 
instead  of  money  in  making  payments  to 
the  public,  and  they  authorized  them  to  be 
used  only  when  paying  taxes.  Section  5639 
does  not  direct  that  the  treasurer  shall  re- 
ceive warrants  on  account  of  licenses,  and 
such  a  construction  would  not  only  make  the 
section  conflict  with  the  terms  used  in  the 
liquor-Ucense  law,  and  be  an  enlargement 
upon  the  general  use  of  warrants,  and  out 
of  harmony  with  section  5633,  but  would 
give  to  it  a  meaning  not  expressed  by  any 
of  the  language  when  considered  alone  and 
when  used  without  relation  to  any  other 
part  of  the  statute.  That  warrants  must  be 
received  in  payment  of  liquor  licenses  could 
only  be  drawn  by  Inference  from  this  lan- 
guage, and  that  they  shaU  be  so  received  is 
nowhere  stated.  The  legislature,  when 
framing  this  language,  waa  not  legislating 
upon  the  question  of  the  use  of  warrants  in 
payment,  but  was  making  a  provision  for 
the  treasurer's  giving  a  receipt  when  receiv- 
ing payment  for  licenses,  etc.  It  simply 
makes  a  direction  as  to  what  the  treasurer 
shall  do  when  he  receives  money,  warrants, 
or  orders  on  account  of  licenses  or  other  ac- 
counts, and  directs  that  he  shall  issue  his 
duplicate  receipts  therefor,  one  of  which  re- 
ceipts the  person  receiving  the  same  shall 
deposit  with  the  county  clerk.  It  then  pro- 
vides that  "the  treasurer  shall  then  enter  the 
same  in  his  cash  book  as  in  case  of  money 
received  for  taxes,"  clearly  showing  that  the 
legislature  Intended,  not  that  the  treasurer 
must  at  all  times  receive  warrants  In  pay- 
ment of  license  dues,  but  that  he  might  re- 
ceive warrants  on  account  of  licenses  when- 
ever he  could  enter  the  same  as  money  com- 
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Ing  Into  the  connty  treastiry;  and  If  he  coald 
not  receive  the  same  as  money,  of  course  he 
could  not,  under  this  section,  be  required  to 
accept  such  warrants  as  could  not  be  held 
equivalent  to  money.  Under  this  section, 
whatever  he  receives  In  ivayment  of  licenses, 
fines,  or  any  other  account,  "except  taxes 
charged  on  the  tax  roll,"  he  shall  receive  as 
money,  and  be  charged  for  as  money.  And 
in  section  5683,  when  making  bis  settlement, 
he  Is  required  "to  pay  over  all  money  with 
which  he  may  stand  charged,"  and  on  hts 
failure  so  to  do  suit  must  be  instituted 
against  the  treasurer  and  bis  sureties;  and 
by  the  next  succeeding  section  the  board  of 
county  commissioners  are  given  power, 
when  suit  is  commenced,  to  remove  the 
treasurer  from  office,  and  to  appoint  a  per- 
son to  fill  the  vacancy  thereby  created.  We 
cannot  place  upon  this  section  of  the  statute 
such  a  construction  as,  taking  it  with  other 
sections,  would  require  the  county  treasurer 
to  receive  these  warrants,  and  then,  when 
they  are  not  cash,  and  cannot  be  equivalent 
to  cash,  to  account  for  them  to  the  county  in 
cash,  and  to  make  payment  in  cash  in  lieu 
thereof.  He  cannot  be  required  to  receive 
that  which  he  cannot  be  permitted  to  pay, 
and,  as  he  must  account  for  all  payments 
which  are  made  for  licenses  in  money,  the 
same  as  "money  received  for  taxes,"  and  as 
these  warrants  arc  not  such  as  can  be  paid 
in  cash,  because  there  are  many  thousands 
of  others  which  have  been  registered  as  pro- 
vided by  law,  and  are  entitled  to  priority  In 
payment  over  them,  the  treasurer  ■  is  not 
bound  to  receive  them  in  place  of  money. 
It  was  evidently  the  intention  of  the  legisla- 
ture that  the  county  treasurer  might  receive 
connty  warrants  in  payment  of  licensee 
whenever  the  warrants  tendered  were  pay- 
able in  cash  out  of  the  county  treasury,  and 
whenever  the  treasurer  could  charge  himself 
with  them  as  cash  and  account  for  the  cash 
by  producing  in  its  stead  warrants  which 
were  entitled  to  payment  in  cash. 

A  consideration  of  section  5638  shows  also 
that  the  legislature  had  some  particular  pur- 
pose in  making  a  separate  provision  for  the 
treasurer  receipting  for  money  or  its  equiva- 
lent being  received  on  account  of  licenses, 
fines,  or  other  accounts,  except  taxes  charged 
on  the  tax  roll,  for  otherwise  there  could 
have  been  no  reason  whatever  for  enacting 
section  5630.  If  we  are  to  take  the  language 
of  section  5639  to  mean  that  the  treasurer 
must  receive  any  or  all  county  warrants  ten- 
dered on  account  of  licenses,  then  there  Is  no 
reason  whatever  for  this  section  being  con- 
tained in  the  statute  book,  for  section  5638 
provides  very  specifically  for  the  treasurer 
keeping  8  ca8hl>ook,  and  for  bis  entry  there- 
in of  all  money  received,  specifying  the  pur- 
pose and  the  details  of  its  receipt,  and  the 
account  on  which  it  is  received,  and  also  pro- 
vides tliat  In  the  same  account,  in  separate 
columns,  shall  be  entered  the  amount  paid 
in  warrants,  orders,  or  receipts,  keeping  the 


accounts  of  moneys,  warrants,  and  orders  re- 
ceived separate  from  each  other;  and  it 
provides  that  he  "shall  keep  his  account  of 
money  received  for  and  on  account  of  taxes 
levied  separate  and  distinct  from  moneys 
received  on  any  other  account."  This  section 
is  specific,  and  makes,  in  the  most  complete 
detail,  provision  for  the  keeping  of  the  ac- 
count both  of  warrants  and  of  moneys  re- 
ceived. And  If  It  had  been  intended  by  the 
legislature  that  warrants  should  be  received 
In  payment  of  licenses  on  an  equality  with 
those  receivable  in  payment  of  taxes,  it 
would  no  doubt  also  have  been  provided  for 
in  this  section,  and  section  5639  would  have 
i)een  omitted;  for  it  would  have  been  entire- 
ly unnecessary  for  the  legislature  to  have 
made  provision  for  receiving  and  accounting 
for  warrants,  as  they  did  do,  if  warrants  are 
to  l>e  received  in  payment  of  licenses  the 
same  as  in  payment  of  taxes.  We  cannot 
suppose  that  the  legislature  was  engaged  in 
making  separate  provisions  for  receipting 
for  the  same  kind  of  warrants,  which  were 
to  be  receivable  on  an  equal  footing  for  the 
two  different  purposes.  The  provision  of 
section  5639,  that  whenever  the  treasurer 
receives  warrants  in  payment  of  licenses  he 
shall  charge  himself  as  if  he  had  received 
cash,  is  consistent  only  with  the  interpreta- 
tion that  the  legislature  meant  to  establish 
dlfTerent  conditions  under  which  warrants 
might  l>e  received  in  liquidation  of  license 
charges  than  when  received  in  payment  of 
taxes,  and  is  not  compatible  with  any  other 
understanding  than  that  what  he  does  re- 
ceive must  be  equivalent  to  cash,  and  what- 
ever he  does  receive  he  shall  be  charged  for 
as  cash;  and,  therefore,  warrants  would  only 
be  entitled  to  be  received  in  payment  of  li- 
censes when  they  were  interchangeable  with 
cash  in  the  county  treasury,  so  that  the 
charge  against  the  treasurer  for  the  receipt 
of  the  license  would  be  tMiIanced  by  the  pay- 
ment of  the  warrant.  And  this  could  not 
be  done  unless  the  warrant  was  entitled 
to  payment  in  its  order  of  registration. 

There  are  numerous  other  sections  of  the 
statute  which  make  provision  for  the  county 
treasurer  receiving  warrants  in  payment,  and 
none  of  them  provide  for  their  tieing  so  re- 
ceived In  payment  of  anything  else  than 
taxes.  Section  6675  provides  for  the  treas- 
urer keeping  a  warrant  book,  in  which  he 
shall  enter  territorial,  county,  road,  or  other 
warrants  received  in  payment  of  caxes.  Sec- 
tion 5082  provides  that  when  a  person  desir- 
ing to  pay  taxes  shall  present  a  county  order 
to  the  treasurer  in  payment  of  such  tax, 
which  shall  exceed  the  amount  of  the  tax, 
the  treasurer  shall  indorse  on  the  back  of 
the  order  the  amount  paid.  The  legislature 
has  also  made  specific  provision  for  the  re- 
deeming of  warrants  in  section  5681,  and 
their  redemption  is  provided  for  by  this  sec- 
tion in  only  one  of  two  ways,— that  is,  where 
they  are  received  in  payment  of  a  tax,  or 
when  such  warrants  are  paid  by  the  county 

uigiiizea  oy  >.jv^\^-i  iv_ 


598 


PACIFIC  REPORTEK,  VoL  41. 


(OkL 


treasorer.  The  nnmerouB  sections  of  the 
statute  all  repel  the  idea  that  the  legislature 
Intended  that  county  warrants  should  be 
received  by  the  county  treaBurer  In  payment 
of  a  liquor  license  except  when  they  could 
be  received  as  cash;  and  we  cannot  t>eUeve 
that  the  language  of  section  5639  was  In- 
tended to  make  provision  for  the  payment  of 
such  licenses  In  any  other  kind  of  county 
warrants.  The  language  of  the  section  re- 
ferring to  the  use  of  county  warrants  as 
payment  of  public  charges  does  not  say  so, 
and  the  other  provisions  of  the  same  section, 
as  well  as  all  the  other  sections,  repel  this 
Idea,  and  such  a  construction  would  make 
this  section  conflict  with  the  plain  and  mani- 
fest provisions  of  the  other  sections  of  the 
statute.  We  do  not  think  a  literal  interpre- 
tation of  the  language  used  would  give  the 
section  the  meaning  contended  for  by  coun- 
sel for  defendant  in  error.  But  If  it  would, 
then  it  cannot  be  given  this  literal  interpre- 
tation, for  that  would  make  the  section  out  of 
harmony  with  the  other  provisions  of  the 
law,  and  "when  the  provisions  of  a  law  are 
inconsistent  and  contradictory  to  each  other, 
or  a  literal  construction  of  a  single  section 
would  conflict  with  every  other,  and  with 
the  entire  scope  and  manifest  intent  of  the 
act.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  court,  if  It  be  possi- 
ble, to  harmonize  the  various  provisions;  and 
to  effect  this  it  may  be  necessary  to  depart 
from  a  literal  construction  of  one  or  more 
sections."  State  v.  Heman,  70  Mo.  441.  Such 
a  construction  would  operate  unjustly  and 
oppressively  upon  the  county  treasurer,  and 
a  literal  interpretation  cannot  be  given  to  a 
statute  when  it  would  operate  unjustly  and 
lead  to  absurd  results.  Brown  v.  Woods 
(Okl.)  39  Pac.  473;   Suth.  St  Const.  S  324. 

This  license  was  payable  In  money,  not 
only,  as  we  have  seen,  by  virtue  of  the  gen- 
eral law,  but  by  the  plain  expression  of  our 
statute,  and  we  cannot  accept  the  language 
of  section  5630  as  expressing  an  Intention  on 
the  part  of  the  legislature  to  change  the 
other  plain  provisions  of  the  law,  excepting 
when  the  warrant  could  be  received  as  equiv- 
alent to  cash.  Holding  these  views,  the 
court  erred  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  to  the 
defendant's  answer  below;  and  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  must  be  reversed, 
with  directions  to  proceed  In  accordance  with 
the  views  here  expressed.  All  the  Justices 
concurring,  except  McATEE,  J.,  not  sitting. 


CITY  OP  OKLAHOMA  CITY  v.  WELSH. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1895.) 

Dbmcrrer  to  Evidbncb — Dbpectivb  Streets  — 
Notice— Pkesentino  Claim— Excessive  Dam- 
ages—Contributory  Negligence. 

1.  It  is  not  error  for  the  trial  court  to  ovei^ 
rule  a  demurrer  to  the  evidence  filed  in  a  case 
tried  under  the  Code  of  1800,  where  such  demur- 
rer duos  not  tender  all  of  the  evidence  in  the 
case. 

2.  It  is  not  error  in  the  trial  court  to  in- 
struct the  jury  that  no  actual  notice  of  the 


daneerous  condition  of  a  street  was  necessary  to 
be  brouKht  home  to  the  oflBcers  of  the  city,  where 
such  city,  by  contract  had  allowed  ditches  and 
exoavations,  dauKeroua  to  the  traveliuK  public, 
to  be  made  in  its  streets,  and  left  unguarded  by 
barriers  or  danger  signals. 

3.  Where  a  traveler  on  horseback,  passing 
along  a  street,  falls  into  an  open  ditch,  negli- 
gently left  in  such  condition  by  the  city,  and 
sees  a  light,  which  be  presumes  to  be  a  danger 
signal,  at  a  distance  of  from  20  to  40  feet  Md, 
that  the  question  of  contributory  negligence  was 
a  question  of  fact  to  be  submitted  to  the  jury. 

4.  Where  a  person  is  injured  by  falling  into 
an  excavation  negligently  left  in  such  condition 
by  a  city,  and  when  it  is  shown  by  the  evidence 
that  prior  to  the  injury,  he  was  an  able-bodied 
man,  and  since  such  injury  he  has  been  unable 
to  perform  muoh  labor,  this  court  will  not  re- 
verse the  court  Ijolow  because  such  court  refused 
to  set  aside  the  verdict  as  excessive,  where  the 
judgment  was  in  the  sum  of  $1,350. 

5.  Where  a  party  having  sustained  a  person- 
al injury  for  which  he  claims  that  a  city  is  lia- 
ble nresents  his  bill  therefor  to  the  city  council 
for  allowance,  which  is  by  such  council  disal- 
lowed, he  may  thereafter  sue  for  and  recover 
all  the  damages  sustained,  though  such  dam- 
ages exceeded  the  amount  claimed  in  the  bill, 
and  on  such  judgment  recover  costs.  City  of 
Wyandotte  v.  White,  13  Kan.  191. 

(SyUabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Oklahoma  coun- 
ty. 

Action  for  damages  by  John  T.  Welsh 
against  the  city  of  Oklahoma  City  for  In- 
juries received  In  falling  Into  an  excavation 
In  one  of  the  streets  of  the  city,  temporarily 
made  to  receive  gas  mains.  Judgment  in 
the  court  below  for  Welsh  In  the  sum  of 
$1,350.     The  city  appeals.     Affirmed. 

R.  G.  Hayes  and  W.  R.  Taylor,  for  appel- 
lant J.  W.  Johnson  and  Selwyn  Douglas, 
for  appellee. 

DALE,  C.  J.  September  0,  1892,  John  T. 
Welsh  filed  In  the  district  court  of  Oklahoma 
county  a  complaint  against  the  city  of  (Hcla- 
homa  City,  alleging,  In  substance,  tbat  he 
had  been  injured  by  falling  Into  an  open 
ditch,  which  the  city  negligently  allowed  to 
remain  in  such  condition;  and,  by  reason  of 
Injuries  so  received,  he  asked  damages  In  the 
sum  of  $1,500.  To  this  complaint  the  city 
answered  by  alleging,  In  substance,  contrib- 
utory negligence  on  the  part  of  Welsh.  The 
case  was  tried  to  a  Jury,  and  a  va^ict  re- 
turned for  the  plaintiff  In  the  sum  of  f  1,350. 
To  reverse  the  case  the  city  appeals,  and  as- 
signs numerous  errors,  which  may  be  group- 
ed as  follows:  First,  error  in  admitting  and 
excluding  testimony;  second.  In  overruling 
the  demurrer  of  defendant  below  to  the  evi- 
dence Introduced  <m  behalf  of  plaintiff  be- 
low; third.  In  giving  certain  Instructions, 
and  In  refusing  those  offered  by  defendant 
below;  fourth.  In  overruling  the  motion  of 
defendant  below  for  a  new  trial. 

1.  Taking  up  the  assignments  of  error  as 
they  are  numbered  above,  we  And  that  coun- 
sel In  their  brief  have  not  in  any  manner 
pointed  out  the  evidence  they  claim  It  was 
error  for  the  court  to  have  admitted  or  re- 
jected.    We  have  read  the  entire  record,  and 
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ftUI  to  notice  any  material  error  In  the  rul- 
ings of  the  court  relative  to  the  admission 
or  exclusion  of  evidence,  and  therefore  dis- 
miss the  assignment  referred  to. 

The  second  question  raised  is  the  ruling  of 
the  court  upon  the  demurrer.  The  demur- 
rer filed  is  as  follows:  "Now  comes  said  de- 
fendant and  demurs  to  the  evidence  intro- 
duced by  the  plaintiff  in  the  above-entitled 
action,  and,  for  reason  therefor,  says  that 
such  evidence  does  not  prove  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion In  favor  of  plaintiff  and  against  this  de- 
fendant." This  case  was  commenced,  and 
therefore  tried,  under  the  Code  of  1800, 
adopted  from  Indiana.  The  supreme  court 
of  that  state  under  this  Code  recognized  only 
the  common-law  demurrer,  where  the  same 
was  interposed  to  the  evidence,  and  required 
a  party  offering  it  to  set  out  the  evidence 
fully  In  his  demurrer.  Griggs  v.  Sceley,  8 
Ind.  264;  Llndley  v.  Kelly,  42  Ind.  294; 
Strough  T.  Gear,  48  Ind.  100. 

The  demurrer  filed  In  this  case,  not  com- 
plying with  this  requirement,  was  properly 
overruled. 

2.  The  next  contention  Is  raised  upon  the 
Instructions  given  and  refused  by  the  trial 
court.  It  appears  from  the  record  in  this 
case  that  the  excavation  which  plaintiff  fell 
Into  was  in  the  nature  of  a  ditch  or  trench 
dug  by  parties  who  had  a  franchise,  under 
an  ordinance  of  the  city,  granting  to  them 
the  privilege  of  laying  gas  mains  along  the 
streets  of  the  city,  and  giving  to  such  parties, 
under  their  franchise,  the  right  to  excavate 
the  streets  for  such  purpose.  It  was  con- 
ended   by   appellants,   at   the   trial   below, 

that  no  liability  could  attach  to  the  city  for 
the  injury  received  by  Welsh,  provided  the 
excavation  complained  of  was  not  known  to 
be  open  by  any  of  the  city  officials  at  the 
time  of  plaintiff's  alleged  Injury,  and  had 
aot  been  kept  open  for  a  sufficient  length  of 
time  before  said  Injury  that  the  city  officials 
ought  to  have  known  of  It  by  the  exercise  of 
reasonable  diligence.  The  court  refused  to 
give  such  Instruction,  and  directed  the  jury 
that  If  they  found  from  the  evidence  that 
the  city  authorized  the  contractors  to  make 
the  excavations,  and  such  contractors  failed 
and  neglected  to  properly  guard  the  ditches 
and  excavations  by  barriers  or  suitable  dan- 
ger signals,  the  city  was  liable,  In  the  ab- 
sence of  contributory  negligence  by  Welsh. 
The  court  below  was  correct  In  Its  state- 
ment of  the  law.  No  actual  notice  to  the 
city  was  necessary  In  order  to  make  It 
liable.  The  city  had,  by  ordinance,  permit- 
ted the  excavations  to  be  made,  and  was 
bound  to  know  that  such  work  would  be 
dangerous  to  travelers  upon  its  streets.  It 
was  therefore  Incuml)ent  upon  It  to  see  to 
It  that  all  proper  safeguards  were  thrown 
L.bout  the  work,  and,  If  It  failed  so  to  do, 
't  was  guilty  of  negligence.  Brooks  v.  In- 
habitants of  Somerville,  106  Mass.  271;  City 
of  Sallna  v.  Trosper,  27  Kan.  544. 

3.  We  now  come  to  the  assignment  of  error 


wherein  complaint  Is  made  to  the  action  of 
the  court  In  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  All  of  the  errors  set  forth  In  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  have  been  considered,  except 
the  second  and  third  grounds,  which  are  as 
follows:  "That  said  verdict  Is  contrary  to 
the  evidence  given  In  the  trial  of  said  cause," 
and  "excessive  damages,  which  appear  to 
have  been  given  under  the  Influence  of  pas- 
sion or  prejudice."  We  have  carefully  ex- 
amined the  entire  record,  and  find  that  there 
Is  a  conflict  of  evidence  upon  most  of  the 
questions  involved.  Counsel  for  appellant 
set  forth  some  questions  asked  the  plaintiff 
below,  together  with  his  answers  thereto,  and 
Insist  that  It  is  shown  by  such  plaintiff's 
testimony  that  he  was  guilty  of  contributory 
negligence  as  a  matter  of  law.  and  that  he 
caunot,  therefore,  recover.  The  questions 
and  answers  referred  to  are  as  follows: 
"Ques.  You  were  speaking  about  lights. 
There  was  one  near  the  sidewalk,  somewhere, 
right  at  the  comer,  sitting  at  Mr.  Turley's? 
Ans.  He  had  a  kind  of  a  porch  right  at  the  . 
end.  I  believe  It  was  sitting  right  by  the 
corner,  or  hanging  there.  I  saw  that.  Ques. 
You  understood  that  was  a  danger  signal? 
Ans.  Yes,  sir.  Ques.  Didn't  stop  to  see  where 
the  danger  was,  or  anything  about  It?  Ans. 
No,  sir,  because  the  light  was  over  20  or  30 
feet  out  by  the  sidewalk;  right  by  the  corner 
of  the  buUdhig.  Ques.  Yon  didn't  stop  to  In- 
vestigate what  that  was,— whether  It  was 
dangerous  or  not,— but  just  kept  trotting  right 
along?  Ans.  Yes,  sir."  The  above  evidence 
is  claimed  by  appellant  to  be,  under  the  law, 
such  contributory  negligence  upon  the  part  of 
Welsh  as  precludes  Us  recoveiy.  As  we 
gather  from  the  record,  the  ditch  Into  which 
Welsh  fell  was  being  excavated  east  and  west 
along  First  street,  and  running  parallel  wlth- 
and  about  20  feet  south  of  the  north  line  of 
said  First  street,  and  that  such  excavation 
continued  to  nearly  the  center  of  Bi-oadway 
street,  Broadway  street  being  about  100  feet 
in  width,  and  Intersecting  with  First  street  at 
the  place  where  the  accident  occurred.  Welsh 
fell  Into  the  ditch  a  short  distance  east  of  the 
center  of  Broadway,  and,  as  we  think  the 
evidence  shows,  about  50  feet  from  the  cor- 
ner of  the  porch  on  the  Turley  Building, 
where  he  says  he  saw  the  light.  True,  Welsh 
:estlfle8  that  he  understood  that  It  was  a  dan- 
ger signal,  and  that  he  did  not  stop  to  see 
where  the  danger  was,  or  anything)  about  It, 
because,  as  he  states,  the  light  was  over  20 
or  30  feet  away,  out  by  the  sidewalk,  right 
by  the  corner  of  the  building.  Notwithstand- 
ing his  testimony,  we  incline  to  the  belief  that 
the  record  fairly  shows  that  he  was  much 
further  from  the  light  than  he  presumed  he 
was;  that.  In  fact,  he  was  fully  40  feet  away. 
There  Is  contradictory  evidence  In  the  record 
■as  to  whether  there  were  any  lights,  at  or 
near  the  place  where  this  accident  occurred, 
other  than  that  seen  by  Welsh.  We  think 
there  were  not  other  lights  at  that  point.  In 
passing,  It  might  be  yf,^,^  .f^t^^jj^j^^ 
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record  shows  that  Welsh  knew  of  the  fact 
that  they  were  digging  ditches  In  that  city  at 
that  particular  time  for  gas  mains,  and  was 
also  acquainted  with  the  fact  that  they  had 
been  working  on  the  ditches  In  the  vicinity 
of  where  the  accident  occurred.  It  does  not 
appear  that  at  the  time  the  accident  occurred 
Welsh  had  in  mind  the  fact  that  there  was  a 
ditch  In  that  Immediate  riclnlty.  We  are 
asked  to  say,  In  view  of  these  facts,  that 
Welsh  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
and  that,  under  the  law,  he  cannot  recover 
for  the  injuries  received.  We  do  not  believe 
plaintiff  in  error  is  correct  in  Its  contention. 
The  fact  that  there  is  a  ligilit  at  the  comer  of 
a  building,  which  a  man  may  presume  to  be 
a  danger  signal,  and  which  he  should  pre- 
sume, if  he  thought  the  same  was  a  danger 
signal,  was  placed  there  for  the  purpose  of 
warning  the  public  that  there  was  danger  In 
the  Immediate  vicinity  of  where  the  light  was 
located,  does  not  carry  with  It  the  further 
fact  that  a  man  Is  bound  to  know  that  such 
danger  signal  intends  to  warn  a  person 
against  a  danger  a  distance  of  40  feet,  or  even 
20  feet,  from  the  point  where  such  lamp  was 
located.  It  is  a  well-known  fact  that  side- 
walks become  dangerous  at  times,  and  that 
the  city.  In  the  exercise  of  proper  precaution, 
places  warnings  or  danger  signals  at  the  point 
where  the  sidewalks  are  defective.  It  Is  also 
a  fact  that.  If  there  Is  an  excavation  In  a 
street  which  is  used  for  people  rldlngi  on 
horseback  or  in  vehicles,  the  danger  signal 
would  onllnarily  be  placed  at  or  near  the  point 
where  the  danger  existed.  We  think  Welsh 
was  justified  in  paying  no  attention  to  the 
danger  signal  at  the  comer  of  the  building 
while  he  was  traveling  on  horseback  In  the 
street,  a  distance  of  from  20  to  50  feet  from 
vhe  location  of  such  danger  signal.  The  ques- 
tion of  contributory  negligence  In  this  case  is 
a  question  of  fact,  which  should  have  gone  to 
,he  jury.  The  court  In  Its  instructions  dlrect- 
2d  the  Jury  that  If  Welsh,  by  the  use  of  ordi- 
nary care  in  traveling  the  street,  could  have 
discovered  or  avoided  the  danger,  it  was  his 
dut}-  to  have  done  so,  and  if  he  failed  therein 
je  was  guilty  of  contributory  negliiiaffnc'e.  In 
;hls  case  we  think,  under  the  facts,  the  court 
.vas  warranted  In  letting  the  jury  pass  upon 
the  question  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
we  therefore  find  that  the  court  did  not  err 
in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon 
the  ground  that  the  verdict  was  contrary  to 
^he  evidence.  Wilson  v.  Gravel-Road  Co.,  83 
;nd.  326;  City  of  Huntington  v.  Breen,  77 
ind.  29;  2  Thomp.  \eg.  §  52,  p.  1203;  Town  of 
Gosport  V.  Evans,  .12  Ind.  133,  13  N.  E.  2.")0. 
4.  The  next  matter  which  we  will  consider 
is  the  question  of  excessive  >  images.  Under 
the  evidence  in  tliis  case  ic  appears  tliat 
plaintiff  below  was  a  strong,  able-bodied  man 
oefore  his  iijury;  tliat  since  that  time  lie  has 
neen  unable  to  vork  to  any  great  extent.  Un- 
der those  facts  we  do  not  think  the  verdict  of 
'■.he  jury  was  so  excessive  as  to  warrant  this 
court  in  disturbing  it 


5.  The  other  proposition  discussed  by  coun- 
sel for  appellant  in  his  brief  is  that  the  pluin- 
tltr  below  was  permitted  to  amend  bis  com- 
plaint by  inserting  in  the  prayer  a  daim  for 
$1,!jOO  damages,  instead  of  $500,  as  the  com- 
plaint was  originally  drawn,  and  that  no  Judg- 
ment for  costs  should  be  taken  against  de- 
fendant below.  It  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  plalntlfT  presented  his  bill  for  damages 
to  the  city  council  In  the  sum  of  $500.  Coun- 
sel for  plain  tiff  In  error  contends  that  suit 
was  originally  brought  for  such  sum,  and  that 
afterwards,  over  objection,  an  amendment 
was  permitted  to  the  complaint  by  allowing 
the  plaintiff  below  to  ask  for  a  recovery  of 
$1,500.  In  the  transcript  we  find  but  one 
complaint  set  out,  and  that  Is  the  one  asking 
for  a  recovery  of  $1,500.  This  being  the  case, 
we  have  nothing  before  us  upon  the  question 
of  the  amendment  However,  the  allowance 
of  such  an  amendment  would  not  ordinarily 
be  ground  for  reversal.  Mulhall  v.  Mulhall 
(decided  at  the  present  sitting  of  this  court; 
not  yet  officially  published)  41  Pac.  109. 

Objection  is  also  made  to  the  Judgment  for 
costs.  Under  our  statutes  (section  41,  c.  14, 
p.  174)  all  claims  against  the  city  must  be 
presented  in  writing  to  the  city  council  for 
allowance,  and,  unless  so  presented,  no  costs 
shall  be  recovered  against  the  city  In  an  ac- 
tion brought  against  it  for  any  unliquidated 
claim.  In  the  case  under  consideration  a 
claim  was  duly  presented  for  $500.  At  the 
trial  $1,500  was  claimed.  Judgment  was  ob- 
tained against  the  city  for  $1,350.  It  Is  con- 
tended that  plaintiff  below  could  not,  under 
these  circumstances,  recover  a  judj^ent  for 
costs.  Our  statute  was  adopted  from  Kan- 
sas, and  is  identical  in  all  respects  with  sec- 
tion 70,  c.  19,  Gen.  St  Kan.  1889.  In  City  of 
Wyandotte  v.  White,  13  Kan.  102,  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer,  in  passing  upon  this  question,  held 
to  the  view  that,  where  a  claim  was  present- 
ed for  $G00,  such  presentation  was  a  sufficient 
basis  for  a  suit  for  $10,000  and  a  verdict  for 
$1,200,  and  that  the  verdict  carried  the  costs. 
That  decision  Is  controlling. 

For  the  above  reasons  we  affirm  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below. 

SCOTT,  J.,  having  presided  as  trial  judge, 
not  sitting.    The  other  Justices  concurring. 


WAMSLEY  T.  TERRITORY. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oltlahoma.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 

Cbiminal  Law— Pailcrs  to  Takk  Exceptioks  — 
Review  oh  Appeal. 
Where,   upon  the  trial   of  a   defendant 
charged  with  a  felony,  after  conviction,  a  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  )nil):ment  and  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  are  tiled  and  overruled,  and  no  excep- 
tion talipn  thereto,  or  in  any  manner  8uv<'<l  in 
the  rc'cord,  the  sui>rome  court  will  not  reverse 
the  lower  court  upon  such  motion. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  .'rom  district  court,  Canadian  coun- 
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William  Wamsley  was  found  guilty  and 
sentenced  for  the  crime  of  burglary.  From 
BDch  Judgment  be  appeals.     Affirmed. 

J.  W.  Talbot  and  Henderson  &  Warren, 
for  plaintiff  In  error.  C.  A.  Galbraitb,  Atty. 
Oen.,  and  Tbos.  B.  Beld,  Co.  Atty.,  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  The  defendant  in  error 
brings  tbls  case  bere,  and  asks  a  reversal 
upon  tbe  grounds  that  the  court  erred  in  orer- 
ruling  his  motions  in  arrest  of  Judgment  and 
for  a  new  trial.  Tbe  defendant  was  tried 
and  conricted  of  tbe  crime  of  burglary,  after 
%vbich,  through  his  counsel,  he  died  a  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  Judgment  and  a  motion  for 
a  new  trial,  both  of  which  were  by  the  court 
below  overruled,  and  upon  tbe  verdict  of  tbe 
Jury  the  defendant  was  sentenced  to  tbe  pen- 
itentiary. It  is  impossible  lot  us  to  consider 
the  errors  assigned,  as  no  exception  was 
asked  or  taken  to  tbe  ruling  of  the  court 
upon  tbe  motions.  In  fact,  a  tliorough  ex- 
amination of  tbe  entire  record  has  been 
made,  and  nowhere  do  we  find  an  exception 
asked  for  or  saved.  In  this  case  the  defend- 
ant was  arraigned  upon  the  indictment,  and 
pleaded  thereto  without  objection.  He  went 
to  trial  without  an  objection  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  evidence,  and  no  objection  appears 
to  have  been  made  or  exception  saved  to  tbe 
rulinK  of  tbe  court  upon  tbe  motions  for  a 
new  trial  and  in  arrest  of  Judgment.  Sec- 
tion 10,  art  13,  c.  68,  Code  Cr.  Proc.,  gives 
the  defendant  the  right  to  except  to  the  rul- 
ing of  a  court  In  granting  or  refusing  a  mo- 
tion in  arrest  of  Judgment  or  tor  a  new  trial, 
and  the  right  to  have  the  same  Incorporated 
in  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Section  7,  Id.,  pro- 
vides bow  exceptions  shall  be  incorporated 
into  a  case  made.  The  law  api>ears  to  be 
])Iain,  and  counsel  who  undertake  to  protect 
the  rights  of  a  person  charged  with  crime 
ought  to  observe  tbe  rules  laid  down  for  tbe 
benefit  of  their  clients  if  they  wish  to  have 
alleged  errors  reviewed  in  the  supreme  court. 
In  this  case,  as  no  exceptions  have  been 
taken  or  preserved,  we  can  do  nothing  but 
affirm  tbe  Judgment  of  tbe  court  below.  Tbe 
judgment  is  affirmed.  City  of  Atchison  v. 
Byrnes,  22  Kan.  05;  U.  S.  v.  Duggins  (Utah) 
40  Pac.  707. 

BURFORD,  J.,  having  presided  at  the 
trial  In  tbe  court  below,  not  sitting.  The 
other  Justices  concurring. 


BASSETT  V.  MITCHELL. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 
Tows  Sites — Estoppel — Laches. 
Where  a  settler  upon  a  lot  ciniming  un- 
der the  act  of  corKress  of  May  14,  1890,  fails 
to  assert  any  right  to  tbe  lot  before  tbe  board  of 
town-site  trustees,  and  such  failure  was  wholly 
his  own  laches,  he  becomes  thereby  estopped 
from  obtaining  relief  in  a  court  of  equity. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 


EiTor  from  district  court  Oklahoma  coun- 
ty; before  Justice  Scott 

Action  by  Jesse  A.  Mitchell  against  O.  T. 
Bassett  and  J.  C.  Wellwood,  to  declare  them 
trustees  for  Mitchell,  and  compel  a  convey- 
ance from  Bassett  and  Wellwood  of  real 
property.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Bassett 
brings  error.     Reversed. 

R.  G.  Hayes  and  J.  L.  Jenkins,  for  plaintiff 
in  error.  Selwyn  Douglass,  for  defendant 
in  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  May  1,  1891.  Jesse  A.  Mitch- 
ell commenced  proceedings  In  the  district 
court  of  Oklahoma  county  against  O.  T.  Bas- 
sett and  J.  C.  Wellwood,  to  declare  Bassett 
and  Wellwood  his  trustees,  and  to  decree  a 
conveyance  by  Bassett  and  Wellwood  of  lot 
21  in  block  5  in  tbe  city  of  Oklahoma  City, 
Oklahoma  county.  Mitchell,  in  bis  com- 
plaint, alleged.  In  substance,  that  at  the  time 
Oklahoma  was  opened  to  settlement  he  was 
qualified  to  acanlre  title  to  land  therein,  and 
that  on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1889.  he  se- 
lected and  occupied  the  lot  above  described, 
I  and  has  since  continued  to  reside  upon  and 
I  Improve  It,  and  at  the  time  of  the  institution 
of  this  suit  he  had  Improvements  thereon  to 
the  value  of  $500;  that  under  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  May  14,  1890,  relating  to  town  sites 
in  Oklahoma,  the  land  had  been  duly  enter- 
ed by  trustees  appointed  by  the  proper  au- 
thorities, which  entry  was  made  for  the  sev- 
eral use  and  benefit  of  tbe  town-site  claim- 
ants; that  he  notified  said  town-site  trustees 
of  his  occupancy  and  improvements  upon  the 
lot,  and  made  a  claim  thereto;  that  be  un- 
derstood this  to  be  the  only  application  nec- 
essary; that,  being  an  occupant  of  the  lot,  he 
relied  vpon  the  trustees  to  notify  blm  of 
any  adverse  claim  to  It;  that  the  lot  was 
not  awarded  on  the  day  designated  by  tbe 
regulations  governing  the  actions  of  tbe  trus- 
tees, and  he  was  not  notified  of  any  adverse 
claim;  that  the  defendant  Wellwood  was 
never  a  bona  fide  Inhabitant  of  tbe  town  site, 
or  of  the  lot,  and  was  not  entitled  to  a  deed; 
that  Weiiwood  made  application  for  a  deed, 
representing  that  he  was  an  inhabitant  of 
the  town  site,  and  an  occupant,  under  claim 
of  right,  of  the  lot;  that  by  fslse  statements 
said  Wellwood  procured  a  certificate  from  the 
authorities  of  Oklahoma  City,  but  It  was 
revoked  before  the  trustees  entered  the  town 
site;  that  the  certificate,  after  such  revoca- 
tion, was' presented  to  the  trustees  as  a  basis 
for  his  (Wellwood's)  claim  to  the  lot;  that, 
under  the  laws  and  regulations  governing 
the  action  of  the  trustees  in  the  disposal 
of  lots,  said  Wellwood.  not  being  an  inhab- 
itant of  said  town  site  and  an  occupant  of 
said  lot,  was  not  entitled  to  a  hearing  on  his 
application,  and  it  was  error  of  law  and  a 
neglect,  on  tbe  jmrt  of  tbe  trustees,  in  not 
making  the  proper,  required,  and  legal  no- 
tice and  investigation  before  awarding  him 
(Wellwood)  a  deed  to  said  lot;  that  Well- 
wood  represented  himself  to  said  trustees  as 
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being  tbe  owner  of  the  lot,  and  entitled  to  a 
deed  for  the  same,  on  October  15,  1890,  when 
In  fact  be  had  on  October  9, 1890,  transferred 
the  same  to  Bassett,  by  a  quitclaim  deed,  in 
consideration  of  $250;  that  at  the  time  of 
such  transfer  the  actual  value  of  the  lot  was 
$1,500,  and  that  all  the  Improvements  on  said 
lot  were  placed  there  by  him  (Mitchell);  that 
neither  of  tbe  defendants  have  any  improve- 
ments on  the  lot,  and  the  occupanfy  of  the 
plainticr  was  always  notorious;  that  Bassett 
was  not  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  the  lot;  that 
the  trustees  awarded  the  deed  to  the  lot  to 
Wellwood  on  false  statements,  etc.,  without 
notice  to  the  plaintifl',  and  this  was  error  of 
law,  and  a  mistake  of  fact,  and  a  neglect, 
upon  the  part  of  the  trustees.  To  this  com- 
plaint Bassett  demurred,  which  was  overrul- 
ed by  the  court,  whereupon  be  filed  a  sepa- 
rate answer,  alleging,  in  substance,  that  the 
town-site  trustees,  after  proving  up  the  town 
site,  in  pursuance  of  law,  proceeded  to  award 
to  tbe  occupants  of  the  town  site  the  lots  to 
which  they  were  entitled,  and  for  that  pur- 
pose set  October  6,  1890,  as  a  day  on  which 
they  would  set  off  to  the  occupants  their  re- 
spective lots,  and,  for  more  than  15  days 
prior  thereto,  caused  a  notice  thereof  to  be 
posted  in  tbe  Olclahoma  City  papers.  The 
notice  is  set  out  as  an  exhibit  in  the  answer, 
and  Is  addressed  to  all  persons  interested  or 
concerned  in  the  town  site,  and,  upon  Its 
face,  recites  that  the  survey  and  plats  have 
been  completed,  and  that  on  October  6,  1890, 
the  board  would  proceed  to  set  off  and  allot 
to  persons  entitled  to  the  same,  according  to 
their  respective  interests,  the  lots  and  blocks 
to  which  the  occupants  thereof  should  be  en- 
titled under  tbe  provisions  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  May  14,  1890;  notifying  all  persons 
claiming  any  of  said  lots  that  they  were  re- 
quired to  make  application  to  the  board,  un- 
der oath  and  in  writing,  and  on  blanks  to  be 
furnished  by  the  trustees  on  or  before  that 
day,  setting  forth  the  grounds  of  their  re- 
spective claims  to  lot  or  lots  in  Oklahoma 
City.  The  notice  further  set  out  that  no  ap- 
plication filed  after  that  date  would  be  con- 
sidered, where  it  would  operate  to  the  in- 
stitution of  a  contest,  unless  a  legal  excuse 
for  filing  out  of  time  should  be  shown.  The 
answer  then  further  alleged  that  on  tbe  day 
designated  the  defendant  Wellwood  being 
the  only  applicant  and  legal  occupant  of  the 
lot,  the  trustees  having  no  notice  of  the  claim 
of  Mitchell  thereto,  and  Wellwood  having  fil- 
ed his  application  for  the  lot,  in  accordance 
with  the  rules,  and  paid  the  fees,  the  lot  was 
awarded  to  him  by  the  trustees,  and  deed 
afterwards  executed  and  delivered  to  him, 
which  was  filed  for  record  October  15,  1890; 
that  be  (Bassett),  In  good  faith,  and  after  the 
deed  had  been  made  by  the  trustees,  pur- 
chased the  lot  from  Wellwood  for  $250;  that 
at  the  time  of  such  purchase  he  was  Ignorant 
of  the  plaintiff's  claim;  that,  although  the 
deed  bears  date  October  9th,  it  was  not  de- 
livered and  the  purchase  money  paid  until 


October  15tb.  As  other  exhibits  to  this  an- 
swer, appear  the  application  of  Wellwood 
for  a  deed  to  the  lot  In  controversy,  which 
was  duly  flJed  with  the  town-site  trustees, 
the  trustees'  deed  to  Wellwood,  and  the  deed 
fi-om  Wellwood  to  Bassett.  Mitcbell's  r^ly 
raised  no  new  issue  In  the  case.  Upon  the 
Issues  thus  Joined  the  case  was  ordered  to 
William  H.  Clark,  as  referee  to  take  testi- 
mony, and  after  tbe  testimony  was  complete 
the  Judge  referred  the  case  to  H.  H.  Howard, 
as  a  referee  to  determine  the  questions  of 
fact,  under  the  evidence,  and  present  bis  con- 
clusions of  law.  which  was  done.  It  will 
not  be  necessary  In  this  case  to  notice  tbe 
findings  of  fact  made  by  the  referee,  except, 
generally,  to  say  that  the  dalms  of  each  par- 
ty, as  set  forth  in  their  pleadings,  appear  to 
have  been  substantiated  by  the  findings  of 
fact  as  made  by  the  referee.  In  his  conclu- 
sions of  law  the  referee,  among  other  state- 
ments, says:  "I  do  not  hesitate  to  say,  at  tbe 
outset,  that  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  were 
clearly  superior  to  those  of  the  defendant  J. 
0.  Wellwood,  and  that,  upon  a  contest  being 
had  before  the  board  of  town-site  trustees, 
their  decision  would  have  been  In  bis  favor. 
This  conclusiou  resolves  the  controversy  in- 
to an  Inquiry,  not  of  the  relative  or  respect- 
ive rights  of  the  plaintiff  and  Wellwood  prior 
to  October  15,  1890,  but  of  the  rights  of  the 
plaintiff  and  defendant  Bassett  when  this 
suit  was  filed,  on  October  16,  1890.  The  de- 
fendant failed  absolutely  to  assert,  in  a  legal 
way,  bis  rights,  until  the  title  had  passed 
from  the  trustees  to  Wellwood,  and  from  him 
to  Bassett,  but  immediately  brings  this  ac- 
tion to  recover  what  he  claims— and,  it  seems, 
correctly — he  could  have  recovered  In  the 
court  especially  created  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine claims."  And  further  on  in  his  con- 
clusions he  states  that:  "The  failure  to  as- 
sert his  right  before  the  trustees  is  wholly 
his  own  fault  If  the  proceeding  before  the 
board  was  regular,  and  no  fraud  perpetrated, 
his  rights  would  be  gone,  beyond  all  doubt. 
That  the  plaintiff  has  cause  for  complaint 
against  himself  is  certain.  It  remains  to  be 
seen  how  far  he  has  such  cause  against  the 
trustees  and  the  defendant.  •  •  •  He 
did  not  attempt  to  comply  with  the  law  or 
their  requirements,  and  consequently  is  not 
In  a  position  to  say  that  they  denied  him  any 
right  demanded.  If  they  did  anything  for 
which  he  may  complain,  It  was  in  the  ex 
parte  transaction  by  which  the  premises 
were  conveyed  to  Wellwood." 

The  report  of  the  referee,  finding  for  the 
plaintiff  below,  was,  over  the  objection  of 
the  defendant  Bassett,  confirmed  by  the 
court,  and  its  Judgment  and  decree  rendered, 
declaring  Bassett  the  trustee  for  Mitchell, 
and  directing  a  conveyance.  To  reverse 
this  Judgment  the  case  is  brought  here^  and 
numerous  assignments  of  error  set  forth, 
but  it  will  not  be  necessary  for  us  to  consid- 
er only  the  seventh,  which  is  as  follows: 
"The  court  erred  in  confirming  the  report 
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of  the  referee  and  the  conclnstons  of  law 
made  by  him,  and  In  rendering  judgment 
thereon.*'  In  Twine  v.  Carey  (decided  by 
this  court)  37  Pac.  1096,  It  was  held  that  a 
court  of  eqnlty  had  no  jurisdiction  when  It 
Is  apparent  from  the  petition  that  the  plain- 
tiff had  a  remedy  at  law,  and  failed  to  avail 
himself  of  it,  and  shows  no  good  reason  for 
such  failure,  and  wherein  It  also  appears 
that  he  was  not  entitled  to  the  relief  prayed 
for.  In  the  same  decision  the  court  further 
held:  "Before  a  court  of  equity  will  inter- 
fere to  declare  the  holder  of  the  legal  title 
a  trustee  for  an  adverse  claimant,  said  ad- 
verse claimant  must  show  In  his  bill  for  re- 
lief ttiat  be  has  availed  himself  of  all  the 
rights  before  the  land-department  officials, 
and  that  he  liaa  performed  every  require- 
ment of  the  law  and  rules  regulating  the  ac- 
quirement of  title  applicable  to  the  land  he 
claims;  and  he  cannot  set  up  in  his  own 
laches,  neglect,  mistake,  or  Inadvertence  as 
an  excuse  for  failure  to  comply  with  the 
law,  unless  such  fault  was  brought  about  by 
fraud,  wrong,  or  misconduct  of  bis  adver- 
sary." Under  the  pleadings  in  this  case,  it 
appears  that  both  AVellwood  and  Mitchell 
were  claimants  for  the  lot  In  controversy; 
that  Wellwood  prosecuted  his  claim  before 
the  tribunal  which  congress  had  created  for 
the  purpose  of  passing  title  to  the  party  to 
whom  title  should  be  awarded.  Mitchell 
failed  to  appear  before  the  board,  or  in  any 
way  to  assert  his  title  to  the  property  before 
such  tribunal.  In  his  conclusions  of  law 
the  referee  finds  that  "if  the  proceeding 
before  the  board  was  regular,  and  no  fraud 
perpetrated,  his  rights  would  be  gone,  be- 
yond all  doubt,"  and  finds  that  he  did  not 
attempt  to  comply  with  the  law,  or  the  re- 
quirements of  the  town-site  board,  and  con- 
sequently is  not  in  a  position  to  say  that 
they  denied  him  any  right  demanded.  But 
the  error  of  the  referee  was  lu  holding  that 
Mitchell  was  a  proper  party  to  try  the  ques- 
tion of  fraud,  as  between  Wellwood  and  the 
United  States.  If  Wellwood  perpetrated  a 
fraud  upon  any  person.  It  was  upon  the 
United  States.  It  was  not  upon  Mitchell. 
Mitchell  was  asking  for  nothing.  Conse- 
quently, his  rights  were  not  invaded.  As 
between  Mitchell  and  Wellwood,  before  the 
tribunal  especially  created  to  try  the  issue 
of  right  in  the  land  in  controversy,  no  ques- 
tion was  raised  by  Mitchell  as  to  SVellwood's 
right  to  the  lot.  As  stated  lu  Twine  v.  Ca- 
rey, supra,  such  board  was  created  for  the 
purpose  of  hearing  and  deciding  disputed 
questions  arising  between  claimants  to  lots, 
and,  if  parties  failed  to  assert  their  rights 
before  such  tribunal,  courts  will  not  aid 
them.  The  decision  of  the  referee  seems 
to  have  been  based  entirely  upon  an  alleged 
fraud  perpetrated  by  Wellwood  upon  the 
board  of  town-site  trustees.  We  do  not 
think  Mitchell  could  complain  of  such  fraud. 
The  government  of  the  United  States  might, 
if  title  to  the  lot  still  remained  in  Wellwood, 


institute  an  action  to  cancel  the  deed  for 
fraud  in  the  procurement  thereof;  but  this 
is  not  a  proceeding  by  the  government  for 
such  purpose,  and,  the  titib  to  the  property 
having  passed  to  Basse tt,  it  is  doubtful  iflthe 
government  could  now  be  heard  to  institute 
any  proceedings  for  the  cancellation  of  such 
patent.  But,  however  that  may  be,— and  we 
are  not  called  upon  to  decide  that  question, 
—It  is  clear  to  us  that  Mitchell  having  whol- 
ly failed  to  assert  any  right  to  the  lot  before 
the  proper  tribunal,  and  such  failure  being 
wholly  of  his  own  laches,  he  is  estopped 
from  coming  into  the  courts  to  contest  any 
action  which  the  town-site  trustees  may 
liave  taken  in  disposing  of  the  lot  in  ques- 
tion. The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  is 
reversed  and  the  case  remanded,  with  di- 
rection to  award  judgment  for  the  defendant 
Bassett 

SCOTT,  J.,  having  presided  at  the  trial  be- 
low, not  sitting.  The  other  justices  concur- 
ring. 


HURST  V.  SAWTER. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1895.) 

Appeal — Eppect  ox  Judomest — Assiqnmekt  of 

Erhoks. 

1.  Undpr  the  Indiana  mie,  which  was  adopt- 
ed here  by  the  adoption  of  the  Indiana  Code  by 
the  legislature,  it  is  held  that,  in  cases  which 
arose  before  the  change  to  the  Kansas  practice, 
an  appeal  to  tlie  supreme  court  did  not  anspend 
the  binding  force  of  the  iudjcment  upon  the  par- 
ties, and  that  the  judgineut  was  not  rendered 
incompetent  to  be  offered  in  evidence  because  an 
appeal  was  pending  in  the  supreme  court;  and 
this  court  will  not  reverse  the  judgment,  in  a 
case  where  the  judgment  appealed  from  was 
offered  in  evidence,  because  the  judgment  so  of- 
fered was  thereafter  reversed  by  this  court. 

2.  An  assignment  of  error  which  is  not  re- 
lied upon  in  the  brief  of  counsel  for  a^-reversal 
of  the  ease  will  not  be  considered  by  this  court; 
nor  will  this  court  review  a  question  partially 
discussed,  when  counsel,  in  closing  his  brief, 
chooHes  to  abandon  it,  and  rely  entirely  upon  an- 
other proposition,  and  when  counsel  on  the  oth- 
er side  have  relied  npon  such  withdrawaL 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Canadian  coun- 
ty;   before  Justice  John  H.  Burford. 

Action  by  Hamlin  D.  Sawyer  against  .Tames 
D.  Hurst.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant appeals.    Affirmed. 

R.  B.  Forrest,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  Dille  & 
Schmook,  for  defendant  in  error. 

BIERER,  J.  The  record  in  this  case  Is  a 
very  unsatisfactory  one,  because  none  of  the 
dates  of  the  filing  of  the  various  pleadings 
are  given;  but  we  are  able  to  gather  from 
the  records  and  the  briefs  that  some  time  dur- 
ing the  summer  of  1893,  and  while  the  In- 
diana Code  of  Civil  Procedure  was  still  In 
force  In  this  territory,  the  defendant  in  error 
brought  his  action  In  the  district  court  of 
Canadian  county  against  .Tames  D.  Hurst  to 
recover  the  possession  of  all  the  wheat  and  cats 
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grown  on  the  V.  W.  ^  of  ■ectioo  36,  town- 
ship 12  N.,  range  5  E.,  in  Canadian  county, 
of  the  value  of  $150;  and  on  the  trial  of  the 
case,  on  December  20,  1893,  Judgment  waa 
rendered  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  re- 
covery of  the  wheat  and  oats,  or  the  value 
thereof,  as  charged  in  the  complaint  On  the 
trial  of  the  case  the  plaintlH  below  offered 
in  evidence  the  Judgment  of  the  district  court 
of  Canadian  county,  rendered  on  the  Ist  day 
of  May,  1893,  in  which  the  plaintiff  was 
found  to  be  entitled  to  the  Immediate  posses- 
slon  of  the  premises  there  In  controversy, 
which  are  the  same  as  those  upon  which  the 
wheat  and  oats  involved  in  this  case  were 
raised  and  were  situated  at  the  time  this  ac- 
tion was  brought,— they  having  been  at  that 
time  cut  and  shocked  by  the  defendant. 
Hurst,— and  in  which  the  plaintiff  recovered 
Judgment  from  the  defendant.  Hurst,  for  the 
Immediate  possession  of  the  real  estate  in 
question.  The  defendant  objected  to  the  In- 
troduction of  this  Judgment  In  evidence  on 
the  ground  that  the  case  in  which  It  was 
rendered  was  then  pending  In  the  supreme 
court  on  appeal,  but  the  objection  was  over- 
ruled; and  he  now  assigns  this  ruling  as  er- 
ror, and  particularly  insists  that  this  Judg- 
ment should  be  reversed  because  the  Judg- 
ment which  was  offered  in  evidence  has  since 
been  reversed  by  this  court  Hurst  v.  Saw- 
yer (OkL)  37  Pac.  817.  The  plaintiff  In  error 
claims  that  pending  his  appeal  In  the  former 
case  to  the  supreme  court  the  Judgment  could 
not  be  offered  in  evidence  against  him  as  an 
estoppel  to  show  that  the  plaintiff  had  been, 
by  the  Judgment  of  the  court,  decreed  the 
possession  of  the  premises  on  which  these 
crops  were  raised;  and  he  cites  very  high 
authorities  in  snpport  of  his  proposition.  In- 
cluding section  328  of  Freeman  on  Judgments, 
where  he  says:  "In  perhaps  a  majority  of 
the  states,  the  perfecting  of  an  appeal  sus- 
pends the  operation  of  a  Judgment  as  an 
estoppel,  and  renders  It  no  longer  admissi- 
ble as  evidence  in  any  controversy  between 
the  parties."  And  we  are  willing  to  concede 
that  this  would  seem  to  be  the  more  reasona- 
ble and  fairer  rule,  for  otherwise  a  party  may 
be  deprived  of  much  of  the  benefit  of  his 
appeal,  In  case  he  procures  a  reversal  of  the 
Judgment  below,  or  may  be  put  to  the  ne- 
cessity of  additional  litigation  in  orderto  have 
the  full  and  complete  protection  of  his  rights. 
But  It  win  be  observed  that  while  Mr.  Free- 
man states  the  majority  rule  as  be  does,  he 
also,  In  the  same  section,  states  the  contra^ 
ry  rule  as  existing  in  many  of  the  states,  to 
the  effect  that  the  Judgment  is  competent 
evidence  to  be  admitted,  where  proper,  in 
other  proceedings,  until  it  is  reversed  on  ap- 
peal, and  that  its  binding  effect  and  opera- 
tion on  the  parties  are  not  suspended  because 
of  the  appeal  therefrom,  although  the  ex- 
ecution thereof  may  be  stayed;  and  he  cites 
the  Indiana  decisions  as  supporting  the  lat- 
ter rule,  as  they  clearly  do.  The  supreme  court 
of  Indiana  announced  the  rule  of  that  state, 


in  the  leading  case  of  NUl  r.  Comparet,  14 
Ind.  107,  as  follows:  "The  only  effect  of 
an  appeal  to  a  court  of  error,  when  perfect- 
ed. Is  to  stay  execution  upon  the  Judgment 
from  which  it  Is  taken.  In  all  other  respects, 
the  Judgment,  until  annulled  or  reversed,  is 
binding  upon  the  parties,  as  to  every  qaes- 
tion  directly  decided.  Cole  ▼.  Conolly,  16 
Ala.  271.  And  it  has  been  expressly  decided 
that  'it  Is  no  bar  to  an  action  upon  a  Judg- 
ment that  the  Judgment  has  been  removed, 
by  writ  of  error,  to  a  superior  court'  "  And 
this  case  Is  followed  throughout  the  Indiana 
decisions,  and  the  rule  was  firmly  fixed  in 
that  state  at  the  time  our  legislature  adopted 
the  Indiana  Code.  Burton  v.  Reeds,  20  Ind. 
87;  Burton  v.  Burton,  28  Ind.  342;  Mull  v. 
McKnIght,  67  Ind.  525;  Buchanan  v.  Railway 
Co.,  71  Ind.  265;  Schelble  v.  Shigle,  89  Ind. 
323;  Padgett  v.  State,  93  Ind.  306;  State  v. 
Kmg,  M  Ind.  366;  Central  Union  TeL  Co. 
V.  Board  of  Com'rs  of  Tippecanoe  Co.  (Ind. 
Sup.)  10  N.  B.  922.  The  legislature  of  this 
territory  having  adopted  the  Indiana  stat- 
ute with  this  construction  placed  upon  It 
It  Is  a  rule  of  law  for  this  territory;  and 
It  Is  not  left  to  us  to  choose  another,  although 
we  might  think  it  better,  and  although  It 
might  be  supported  by  the  weight  of  author- 
ity. However,  in  support  of  the  Indiana 
rule,  It  Is  pertinently  suggested  that  the  hard- 
ships and  vexatious  complications  that  result 
from  being  precluded  by  a  Judgment  which 
Is  afterwards  reversed  on  appeal  may  easily 
be  avoided  by  a  continuance  of  the  subse- 
quent case  until  the  appeal  Is  disposed  of; 
but  no  application  for  a  continuance  was 
made  in  this  case.  Nor  can  we  reverse  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  below  on  account  of 
Its  having  admitted  hi  evidence  the  record 
of  the  Judgment  which  was  competent  when 
offered,  because  it  has  since  been  reversed. 
That  matto*  Is  not  a  ground  of  error  for 
which  the  plaintiff  In  error  may  complain 
here;  for,  If  the  Judgment  was  properly  ad- 
mitted and  offered.  Its  subsequent  reversal 
did  not  make  this  action  of  the  court  errone- 
ous. Upon  this  subject  the  supreme  court 
of  New  York,  In  Parkhurst  T.  Berdell,  110 
N.  T.  386,  18  N.  B.  123,  says:  "If  the  Judg- 
ment roll  was  competent  evidence  when  re- 
ceived, its  reception  was  not  rendered  er- 
roneous by  the  subsequent  reversal  of  the 
Judgment.  Notwithstanding  Its  reversal.  It 
continued.  In  this  action,  to  have  the  same 
effect  to  which  It  was  entitled  when  received 
in  evidence.  The  only  relief  a  party  against 
whom  a  Judgment,  which  has  been  subee- 
qnently  reversed,  has  thus  been  received  In 
evidence,  can  have.  Is  to  move  on  that  fact 
in  the  court  of  original  Jurisdiction,  for  a 
new  trial."  The  plaintiff  In  error's  remedy 
for  a  release  from  the  operation  of  the  er- 
roneous Judgment,  after  its  reversal,  so  far 
as  It  affected  the  case  at  bar,  was  not  an 
appeal  to  this  court 

The  only  evidence  offered  by  plaintiff  In  «<• 
ror  In  support  of  his  right  to  recover  the  crop 
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of  wheat  and  oats  standing  In  sliock  npon  the 
land  was  the  Judgment  entered  in  the  eject- 
ment suit  on  May  1,  1S83.  The  plaintiff 
here  assigns  the  action  of  the  court  In  ren- 
dering Judgment  upon  this  evidence  as  er- 
roneous, and  contends  that  the  Judgment  In 
the  ejectment  suit  would  not  entitle  Sawyer 
to  recover  the  crops  of  grain  which  had 
been  harvested  before  the  defendant  was 
ejected  by  the  execution  of  the  Judgment 
This  is  a  very  nice  question,  and  one  upon 
which  very  high  authority  might  be  cited  on 
both  sides  of  the  proposition;  but  we  do  not 
pass  upon  It  here,  because  counsel,  In  the 
latter  part  of  his  brief,  has  withdrawn  the 
matter  from  the  consideration  of  this  court, 
In  the  teilowlng  language:  "The  extent  of 
this  Judgment  [referring  to  the  Judgment  in 
the  ejectment  suit]  had  escaped  attention  un- 
til the  point  which  It  was  Intended  to  here 
make  had  been  readied.  It  Is  useless  to 
argue  the  rights  of  Hurst  aa  an  adverse  pos- 
sessor, when  the  Judgment  had  declared  him 
a  trespasser.  I  must  therefore  leave  the 
force  of  the  argument  to  apply  upon  the  first 
point  developed,  viz.  the  error  of  the  court 
in  admitting  the  Judgment,  and  treating  it, 
pending  the  appeal,  as  an  estoppel."  Coun- 
sel for  defendant  in  error,  in  their  brief, 
treated  the  assignment  of  error  on  this  point 
as  withdrawn,  as  they  had  a  right  to  do; 
and  where  assignments  of  error  are  not  re- 
lied upon  by  counsel.  In  their  brief,  they  will 
not  be  considered  by  this  court.  Gardenhire 
T.  Gardenhire  (Okl.)  37  Pac.  813.  Counsel  for 
plaintiff  in  error  having  withdrawn  the  latter 
assignment  from  our  consideration,  we  will 
not  consider  It  The  Judgment  of  the  court 
below  is  nflirmed.  All  the  justices  concurring, 
except  BURFORD,  J.,  not  sitting. 


BARTON  et  al.  T.  SPENCER  et  al. 
(Supreme  Conrt  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1895.) 

Attachmbxt— Pkopkktt  in  CusTODii  Lbois. 
Where  service  of  process  in  garnishment 
is  had,  the  property  found  in  the  possession  of 
the  garnishee  is  in  custodla  legis;  and  no  rights 
can  be  obtained  in  sucti  property  by  subsequent 
attaching  creditors,  as  against  a  creditor  caus- 
ing the  garnishment  summons  to  issue. 

tSyllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Canadian  county. 

Action  by  Barton  Bro&  against  P.  S.  Kern, 
In  which  Ii.  M.  Spencer  was  summoned  aa 
garnishee.  Pending  the  suit  the  sheriff  of 
Canadian  county  levied  an  attachment  From 
the  judgment,  Barton  Bros,  bring  error.     Re- 

ersed. 

Boynton  &  Smith  and  White  &  Origsby, 
for  plaintiffs  in  error.  C.  H.  Carswell  and 
Green  &  Strang,  for  defendants  in  error. 

DALE,  C.  J.  September  20,  1893,  Barton 
Bros,  filed  a  petition  in  the  district  court  of 
Canadian  county  against  P.  8.  Kern,  alleging 
that  there  was  due  upon  account  to  the  plain- 


tiffs In  said  action  the  sum  of  $370.  At  the 
same  time  the  plaintiffs  filed  an  affidavit  of 
garnishment  wherein  It  was  alleged  that  one 
L.  M.  Spencer  had  In  his  possession,  and  un- 
der his  control  and  custody,  personal  property 
belonging  to  said  P.  S.  Kern,  and  that  said 
defendant  had  no  other  property,  exempt 
from  execution,  sufficient  to  satisfy  plaintiffs* 
claim  and  demand,  and  that  the  property  in 
Spencer's  hands  was  not  exempt  from  seizure 
or  sale  under  attachment  or  execution.  This 
garnishment  summons  was  duly  served  la 
the  manner  required  by  law.  The  garnishee, 
L.  M.  Spencer,  answered  to  the  effect  tliat  P. 
S.  Kern,  the  defendant  In  the  proceeding  In- 
stituted by  Barton  Bros.,  on  the day  of 

September,  1893,  made  an  assignment  of  a 
general  stock  of  merchandise,  accounts,  etc., 
to  him  (the  said  Spencer)  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors,  and  that  said  stock  of  merchan- 
dise and  accounts  was  appraised  at  the  sum 
of  $2,350;  that  he  (Spencer,  assignee)  was  in 
no  way  indebted  to  the  defendant,  nor  had  he 
been  since  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
nor  was  he  at  the  time  the  summons  in  gar- 
nishment was  served  upon  him.  In  due  time 
the  plaintiffs  served  notice  of  their  election 
to  take  Issue  on  the  answer  of  the  garnishee, 
and  thereafter  filed  their  reply  to  his  answer 
—First  generally  denying  all  of  Its  allega- 
tions; and,  second,  alleging  that  the  assign- 
ment was  void  as  to  the  plaintiffs;  and  the 
grounds  upon  which  it  was  claimed  that  the 
assignment  was  void  were  set  out  in  different 
IHiragraphs.  The  plaintiffs,  Barton  Bros.,  ap- 
plied to  the  court  for  an  order  making  the 
sheriff  of  Canadian  cotmty  a  party  defendant; 
alleging  in  their  application  tliat  the  sheriff 
had  received  writs  of  attachment  and  execu- 
tion against  P.  S.  Kern,  placed  In  bis  hands 
by  different  parties,  and  that  he  had  served 
the  same  by  levying  upon  the  property  held 
by  Spencer  as  assignee,  and  that  such  writs 
of  attachment  and  executions  were  subse- 
quent in  time  to  the  service  of  summ<Mis  In 
garnishment  upon  said  Spencer;  and  alleging 
that  under  the  writs  of  attachment  and  exe- 
cution the  sheriff  had  taken  all,  or  nearly  all, 
of  the  property  out  of  the  hands  of  Spencer, 
thereby  making  It  impossible  for  Spencer  to 
surrender  enough  of  said  property,  upon  the 
garnishment  proceeding,  to  satisfy  the  claim 
of  the  plaintiffs.  Afterwards.  Spencer,  by 
supplemental  answer,  showed  that  the  entire 
property  in  his  hands  as  assignee  at  the  time 
of  the  service  of  summons  in  garnishment 
had  been  taken  by  the  sheriff,  npon  writs  of 
attachment  and  execution,  subsequent  to  the 
date  upon  which  the  garnishment  process 
was  served  upon  him.  The  case  came  on  for 
trial  upon  the  issue  Joined  between  Barton 
Bros,  and  the  sheriff,  and  the  parties  claim- 
ing through  the  sheriff,  under  the  writs  of  at- 
tachment and  execution,  and  upon  such  issue 
the  court  below  held  and  concluded  as  fol- 
lows: "That  the  summoning  of  the  defend- 
ant Spencer  did  not  create  a  lien  of  any 
kind  upon  the  property   of   the   defendant 
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Kern  In  the  bands  of  Spencer  at  the  time  of 
the  service  of  such  summons  in  garnishment 
upon  him,  and  did  not  place  such  pr(^erty 
in  the  custody  of  the  law,  and  that  the  levy 
of  the  attachment  thereon  by  the  defend- 
ant the  sheriff,  after  such  garnishment,  and 
with  knowledge  thereof,  did  not  make  such 
levies,  and  the  rights  claimed  thereunder  by 
the  execution  and  attachment  plaintiffs,  sub- 
ject and  subordinate  to  the  garnishment,  and 
the  levy  of  such  attachments  were  as  fully 
effectual  as  though  no  garnishment  had  oc- 
curred previous  thereto;  and  the  making  of 
the  sheriff  a  party  to  the  action  while  said 
property  was  In  his  hands  did  not  affect  the 
attachment,  nor  make  the  same  subject  to  the 
orders  of  the  court  in  the  case,  and  the  prop- 
erty, or  its  proceeds,  cannot  be  made  subject 
to  the  order  of  the  court  in  this  action,  apply- 
ing the  same  to  the  payment  of  plaintifrs' 
claim,  but  the  same  must  be  released  from 
the  temporary  Injunction,  and  inure  to  the 
I)enefit  of  the  plaintiffs  in  the  attachments 
and  executions,"— and  in  the  judgment  ren- 
dered in  the  action  also  entered  a  personal 
Judgment  against  L.  M.  Spencer,  garnishee, 
in  favor  of  Barton  Bros.,  for  the  full  amount 
of  their  claim  against  Kern.  In  explanation 
of  a  portion  of  this  judgment,  it  may  be  well 
to  state  that  Barton  Bros,  had  procured  a 
temporary  injunction  against  the  sheriff,  en- 
joining the  sheriff  from  turning  over  to  the 
attachment  and  execution  creditors  the  mon- 
ey received  from  the  sale  of  the  stock  of 
goods  levied  upon  under  the  writs  of  attach- 
ment and  execution.  Barton  Bros,  bring  this 
case  liere,  and  assign  as  error  the  conclusion 
of  the  court  wherein  it  was  held  that  Barton 
Bros,  obtained  no  lien  against  the  property 
In  the  hands  of  Spencer,  the  assignee,  by  vhr- 
tue  of  the  service  of  the  garnishment  sum- 
mons upon  said  Spencer. 

There  is  but  one  question  before  ua  to  de- 
cide, and  that  is,  did  the  service  of  the  gar^ 
nlshment  summons  upon  Spencer  prior  to 
the  service  of  the  writs  of  attachment  and 
execution  have  the  effect  of  a  lien  upon 
the  property  held  by  Spencer,  In  favor  of 
the  garnishee  creditors?  Spencet^the  man 
to  whom  Kern  assigned  his  property  for  the 
benefit  of  his  creditors,  and  against  whom 
the  court  rendered  a  personal  Judgment— did 
not  appeal,  and  the  Judgment  rendered  in 
the  court  below  against  him  Is  not  here  for 
consideration.  Plaintiffs  In  error  are  con- 
tending for  their  lien  upon  the  goods  by 
virtue  of  their  proceedings  in  garnishment. 
The  court  below  held  that,  as  against  the 
subsequent  attaching  and  execution  cred- 
itors, no  Hen  was  created.  Exhaustive  briefs 
have  been  filed  by  both  parties,  and  we  have 
carefully  examined  all  the  authorities  cited 
which  we  are  able  to  obtain,  and,  after  con- 
sideration, reach  the  conclusion  that  the 
court  below  was  in  error.  Numerous  deci- 
sions will  be  found  In  support  of  either  doc- 
tisine,  and  we  will  not  attempt  to  review  all 
of  them  In  this  opinion,  but  will  content  our- 


selves with  citing  some  of  the  cases  which 
support  our  view,  and  which,  we  think,  pre- 
sent the  correct  principle  of  law:  Beamer  v. 
Winter,  41  Kan.  596,  21  Pac.  1078;  Brashear 
V.  West,  7  Pet.  608;  Burilngame  v.  Bell,  16 
Mass.  318;  Focke  v.  Blum  (Tex.  Sup.)  17  S. 
W.  770;  Ide  v.  Harwood,  30  Minn.  191,  14 
N.  W.  8»1;  Mattlngly  v.  Boyd,  20  How.  128. 
These  cases,  and  the  authorities  therein  cit- 
ed, are  some  of  the  principal  ones  which  we 
think  uphold  our  view  of  this  question.  An 
examination  of  the  statutes  of  the  states 
from  whence  these  decisions  come  will  show 
that  they  are  similar  to  ours  in  many  re- 
spects. As  against  the  doctrine,  the  prin- 
cipal cases  cited  are  McGarry  v.  Coal  Co., 
93  Mo.  237,  6  S.  W.  81;  Blgelow  v.  Andress, 
31  111.  322;  McConnell  v.  Denham,  72  Iowa, 
494,  34  N.  W.  208.  In  McGarry  v.  Coal  Co., 
supra,  the  decision  Is  apparently  based  upon 
a  statute  which,  in  our  opinion,  gives  an 
express  lien  In  favor  of  a  garnishment  pro- 
cess, as  against  all  subsequent  claimants. 
Section  5221,  Rev.  St.  Mo.  1889,  Is  as  follows: 
"Notice  of  garnishment,  served  as  provided 
in  this  chapter  shall  have  the  effect  of  at- 
taching all  personal  property,  moneys,  rights 

•  •  •  of  the  defendant  in  the  garnishee's 
possession,  or  charge,  or  under  his  control 
at  the  time  of  the  service  of  the  garnishment. 

•  •  •"  Tills  statute  would  seem  to  ex- 
pressly give  to  the  garnishment  process  a 
lien,  but  the  coart  held  otherwise,  and  based 
its  decision  upon  the  ground  of  a  want  of 
statutory  authority  for  such  Hen.  We  do  not 
agree  with  the  conclusion  arrived  at  by  the 
learned  court  In  that  case.  In  Blgelow  v. 
Andress,  supra,  we  have  not  their  statute, 
but  gather  from  the  opinion  that  they  ar- 
rived at  their  conclusion  upon  the  ground 
that,  before  a  Hen  upon  property  can  be 
created,  there  must  be  an  express  statute 
authorizing  it  But  in  Smith  v.  Bridge  Co.. 
13  IlL  App.  572,  is  apparently  announced  a 
different  principle.  In  McConnell  t.  Den- 
ham, supra,  we  have  some  doubt  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  court  intended  to  decide 
the  same  question  as  the  one  Involved  in 
this  case,  as  they  had  before  them  a  gar- 
nishment against  a  mortgagee  in  possession 
of  the  chattels  mortgaged;  the  court  hold- 
ing that  no  lien  would  lie  in  that  case. 
Other  cases  are  cited  In  support  of  the  con- 
tention of  counsel  for  appellees,  but  we  have 
not  the  time  to  discuss  them.  Our  statute 
was  adopted  from  Kansas,  and  while  It  is 
not  the  exact  statute  passed  upon  by  the 
supreme  court  of  that  state  while  consider- 
ing the  case  of  Beamer  v.  Winter,  supra,  yet, 
in  Its  important  features,  it  is  very  similar. 
Section  200,  c.  66,  of  our  Code  provides  that 
"any  creditor  shall  be  entitled  to  proceed  by 
garnishment  In  the  district  court  of  the  prop- 
er county,  against  any  person  {naming  bim) 

•  •  •  who  shall  be  indebted  to  or  have 
any  property,  real  or  personal  in  his  pos- 
session, or  under  his  control  belonging  to 
such  creditor's  debtMr.    •    •    •"    Then  follow 
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a  namber  of  aectlonB  relating  to  procedure, 
down  to  section  210,  which  last-named  sec- 
tion provides  what  the  character  of  the  ac- 
tion Btiall  be,  and  the  jnrisdictloa  of  the 
court,  and  is  as  follows:  "The  proceedings 
against  a  garnishee  shall  be  deemed  an  ac- 
tion by  the  plaintiff  against  the  garnishee 
and  defendant,  as  parties  defendant,  and  all 
the  provisions  for  enforcing  judgments  shall 
be  applicable  thereto;  but  when  the  gar- 
nishment is  not  in  aid  of  execution  no  trial 
shall  be  Imd  of  the  garnishee  action  until 
the  plaintiff  sliall  have  judgment  in  the  prin- 
cipal action,  and  U  defendant  have  judg- 
ment the  gamiBbee  action  shall  be  dismissed, 
with  costs.  The  court  shall  render  such 
Judgment  In  all  cases  as  shall  be  just  to 
ail  the  parties,  and  properly  protect  their 
respective  Interests,  and  may  adjudge  the 
recovery  of  any  Indebtedness,  the  convey- 
ance, transfer  or  delivery  to  the  sheriff.  Or 
any  officer  appointed  by  the  judgment,  of 
any  real  estate  or  personal  property  dls- 
cloeed  or  found  to  be  liable  to  be  applied  to 
the  plaintiff's  demand,  or  by  the  judgment 
pass  the  title  thereto;  and  may  therein,  or 
by  Ita  order  when  proper,  direct  the  manner 
of  making  sale  and  disposing  of  the  proceeds 
thereof,  or  of  any  money  or  other  thing  paid 
over  or  delivered  to  the  clerk  or  officer.  The 
Judgment  against  a  garnishee  shall  acquit 
and  discharge  him  from  ail  demands  by  the 
defendant  or  his  representatives  for  all 
moneys,  goods,  effects,  or  credits  paid,  de- 
livered, or  accounted  for  by  the  garnishee  by 
force  of  such  Judgment."  It  will  be  no- 
ticed that  this  section  gives  complete  power 
to  the  court  to  render  such  judgment  in  all 
cases  as  shall  be  just  to  the  parties  and 
properly  protect  their  respective  interests, 
and,  in  doing  so,  to  adjudge  the  recovery  of 
any  indebtedness,  and  the  conveyance,  trans- 
fer, or  delivery  to  the  sheriff,  or  any  officer 
appointed  by  the  judgment,  of  any  real  es- 
tate or  personal  property  disclosed,  or  found 
to  be  liable  to  be  applied  to  the  plaintiff's 
demand,  or  by  the  judgment  may  pass  the 
title  thereto,  and  may  therein,  or  by  Its  or- 
der, direct  the  manner  of  making  sale,  dis- 
pose of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale,  etc.  Under 
this  section  we  find  authority  to  do  every- 
thing in  connection  with  the  property  found 
In  the  garnishee's  hands  which  is  necessary 
to  be  done  in  order  to  satisfy  any  judgment 
the  creditor  may  obtain  against  the  principal 
debtor.  In  short,  as  we  analyze  this  sec- 
tion. It  gives  the  court  complete  Jurisdic- 
tion over  the  person  and  property  of  the 
party  against  whom  the  process  of  garnish- 
ment Is  Issned,  from  the  time  of  service 
tticreof  until  the  final  disposition  of  such 
property  has  been  made,  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  turned  over  to  the  creditor  in  satis- 
faction of  his  debt.  And  not  until  the  prop- 
erty found  in  the  possession  of  the  garnishee 
has  been  so  disposed  of  does  bis  liability 
to  the  creditor  cease.  Section  213  of  our 
Code  recites  that:  "From  the  time  of  the 


service  of  the  summons  upon  the  garnishee 
he  shall  stand  liable  to  the  plaintiff  in  the 
amount  of  prc^erty,  moneys,  credits  and 
effects  In  hla  possession  or  under  his  con- 
trol, belonging  to  the  defendant  or  in  which 
he  shall  be  interested,  to  the  extent  of  his 
right  or  Interest  therein,  and  of  all  debts 
due  (h:  to  become  due  to  the  defendant,  ex- 
cept such  as  may  be  by  law  exempt  from 
execution.  Any  property,  moneys,  credits, 
and  effects  held  by  a  conveyance  or  title, 
yoid  as  to  the  creditors  of  the  defendant, 
shall  be  embraced  In  such  liability."  Here, 
then,  we  have  an  express  liability  for  the 
property  from  the  time  of  the  service  of  gar- 
nishment; and  In  8ecti4Hi  200,  supra,  the 
right  given  to  the  creditor  to  proceed  against 
a  party  by  garnishment  process,  and,  in  sec- 
tion 210,  a  complete  jurisdiction  given  to 
the  court  to  try  the  question,  as  between  the 
creditor  and  party  garnished,  and  to  take 
possession  of  the  property  found  in  the 
hands  of  the  garnishee,  and  dispose  of  the 
same  in  satisfaction  of  the  debt  What 
more  is  needed  in  order  to  give  a  lien  upon 
the  property  In  favor  of  the  creditor?  This 
view  of  our  statute  gives  full  effect  to  the 
provisions  respecting  garnishment  proceed- 
ings. Under  the  contention  of  counsel  for 
appellees,  we  would  nullify  the  effect  of  the 
law.  To  say  that  a  creditor  may  have  pro- 
cess against  a  party  holding  property  of  the 
debtor,  and  to  follow  that  with  the  asser- 
tion that  a  subsequent  attaching  creditor 
may  seize  and  hold  the  property  so  discov- 
ered by  the  garnishment  process,  and  thus 
take  it  out  of  the  power  of  the  party  gar- 
nished to  apply  the  property  to  the  satisfac- 
tion of  the  debt  of  the  creditor  who  first 
found  the  property,  is  equivalent  to  say- 
ing that  such  creditor  shall  not  be  entitled 
to  proceed  by  garnishment,  as  such  a  con- 
clusion would  put  it  out  of  the  power  of 
the  garnishee  to  respond  in  satisfaction  of 
the  debt,  except  as,  in  this  case,  the  court 
rendering  judgment  in  favor  of  the  attach- 
ing creditors,  thereby  giving  them  the  prop- 
erty, should  also  render  a  i>erBonal  judg- 
ment against  the  party  garnished.  In  such 
case  the  efficacy  of  the  garnishment  proceed- 
ings would  depend  upon  the  solvency  of  the 
party  garnished,— cleariy  not  contemplated 
by  the  statute,  because  the  right  to  a  judg- 
ment Is  often  contingent  upon  finding  prop- 
erty In  the  hands  of  the  party  garnished. 
And  such  judgment  may  be  for  property. 
In  Beamer  v.  Winters,  supra,  in  speaking  of 
the  effect  of  garnishment,  the  court  says: 
"Uamishment  Is  attachment  In  the  hands  of 
a  third  person,  and  Is  thereby  a  species  of 
s^ure  by  notice.  Upon  an  examination  of 
the  record  and  the  controlling  authorities, 
we  are  of  the  opinion  that  the  effect  of  the 
garnishment  was  to  place  the  personal  prop- 
erty of  the  debtor  In  the  garnishee's  hands 
in  the  custody  of  the  law,  from  the  date  of 
the  service  of  the  notice  or  summons.  Tlie 
service  of  the  garnishment  notice  or  sum- 
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Bona  Is  a  oonatrnctlye  Rttachment  or  sels- 
ore";  citing  antLoritiea  In  support  of  thla 
doctrine.  To  tbe  same  effect  are  the  deci- 
sions In  Brashear  v.  West,  Burllusame  y. 
Bell,  Focke  t.  BIoie,  Ide  ▼.  Harwood,  and 
Mattln^ly  t.  Bc^d,  supro.  If,  from  the  time 
of  the  serrlce  of  summons  in  gramlshment, 
tbo  property  is  In  custodla  legris,  then  it  fol- 
lows that  sucb  procec:llng  is  in  the  nature 
of  aa  acCon  in  re-i,  as  well  as  in  peraonajx; 
and  this  Is  the  opinion  of  the  suprene  court 
of  Tesca  In  Focke  v.  Blcn,  supra.  This 
view  of  the  law  is  manifestly  Just.  It  grlves 
entira  effect  to  the  statute,  and  Is,  we  think, 
well  cupported  by  authority,  and  sound  in 
principle.  In  thla  case  no  question  was 
raised  in  the  court  below  as  to  the  ri«rht  of 
appellants  to  proceed  in  tbe  manner  they 
did,  and  therefore  we  are  not  called  upon  to 
pass  upon  any  question  of  practice  in  this 
case.  The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  is 
reversed. 

BURFORD,  J.,  having  presided  at  the  trial, 
not  sitting.    The  other  Justices  concurring. 


(t  Okl.  S91) 

DOSSETT  T.  UNITED  STATES. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 

MDRDBR— ClBCUMSTlNTIAL     EtIDBHOI  —  CstKINA- 
TIKO  C1KCUM8TANCE8. 

L  In  a  prosecution  based  upon  clrcumgt&n- 
tial  evidence,  the  several  circumstances  upon 
which  the  cooclnsion  depends  must  be  fully  es- 
tablished by  proof.  They  are  facts  from  whidi 
the  main  fact  is  to  be  inferred,  and  they  are  to 
be  proved  by  competent  evidence,  and  bv  the 
same  weight  and  force  of  evidence  as  if  each  one 
were  itself  the  main  fact  in  issne.  Com.  t. 
Webster,  6  Cnsh.  295. 

■  2.  An  instruction  by  the  trial  court,  where 
circumstantial  evidence  is  relied  upon  by  the 
prosecution  for  a  conviction,  that  if  the  jury 
find  from  the  evidence  that  all  the  criminating 
circumstances  relied  upon  by  the  prosecution 
for  a  conviction  will  as  well  apply  to  another 
person  aa  to  the  defendant,  they  must  acquit,  is 
erroneous. 

(Syilabua  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court  Logan  county; 
before  Chief  Justice  Frank  Dale. 

On  the  Ist  day  of  April,  1893,  the  United 
States  grand  Jury  within  and  for  I^ogan 
county  returned  an  Indictment  against  John 
Dossett,  charging  him  with  the  crime  of 
murder.  On  the  I8th  day  of  August,  189.3, 
his  trial  commenced  before  Chief  Justice  E. 
B.  Green,  then  .presiding  Judge  of  the  First 
Judicial  district,  and  was  finished  on  tbe 
28th  day  of  August,  1893,  the  court  sitting 
with  the  powers  of  a  United  States  district 
and  circuit  court  On  the  date  last  named 
the  Jury  returned  a  verdict  of  guilty,  and  on 
the  same  date  the  defendant  filed  his  motion 
for  a  new  triaL  On  the  6th  day  of  Novem- 
ber, 1893,  HoiL  Frank  Dale,  successor  to 
Chief  Justice  E.  B.  Green,  presiding  as 
Judge  of  the  First  Judicial  district  overruled 
the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and  on  the  9th 
day  of  November,  1893,  the  appellant  John 
Dossett  was  sentenced  by  the  court  to  be 


hanged  on  the  8th  day  of  January,  1884. 
From  this  Jndgmoit  Dossett  appeals  to  this 
court     Reversed. 

Certain  questions  were  presented  to  this 
court  on  an  application  by  Dossett  for  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus.  That  case  is  reported  in 
87  Pac.  1066. 

George  Gardner  and  A.  H.  Houston,  for 
appellant  C.  R.  Brooks,  V.  8.  Atty.,  for  the 
United  States. 

SCOTT,  J.  While  there  are  numerous  as- 
signments of  error  made  by  appellant  we 
think  it  unnecessary,  la  the  consideration  of 
the  case,  to  take  up  any  but  the  first,  which 
involves  the  following  instruction  given  by 
the  trial  court  to  the  Jury:  "The  court  in- 
structs the  Jury  that  when  circumstances 
alone  are  relied  upon  by  the  prosecution  for 
a  conviction,  the  circumstances  must  be  such 
as  apply  exclusively  to  the  defendant  and  such 
as  are  reconcilable  with  no  other  reasonable 
hypothesis  than  of  the  defendant's  guilt;  and 
they  must  satisfy  the  mtud  of  the  Jury,  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt  of  the  guilt  of  the 
defendant  And  in  this  case,  if  tbe  Jury 
find  from  the  evidence  that  all  the  crimina- 
ting circumstances  relied  upon  by  the  prosecu- 
tion for  a  conviction  will  as  well  apply  to 
another  person  as  to  the  defendant  or  If  they 
are  reconcilable  with  any  reasonable  hypothe- 
sis other  than  that  of  the  defendant's  guilt  or 
If  they  do  not  satisfy  the  mind  of  the  Jury, 
beyond  any  reasonable  doubt  of  the  guilt  of 
the  defendant  then  he  cannot  be  legally  coa- 
Ticted,  and  you  must  acquit  blm."  A  con- 
sideration of  this  instruction  will  determine 
the  case,  without  reference  to  other  questions 
involved. 

This  is  a  case  of  supreme  concern  to  the 
defendant  and  the  public.  If  this  court 
should  afllrm  the  Judgment  of  the  court  be- 
low, the  defendant  would  suffer  the  death 
penalty.  While  this  is  not  an  unusual  aen- 
tmce  in  this  country,  yet  the  court  should 
carefully  consider  whethw  the  defendant's 
rights  have  been  properly  protected,  and 
whether,  from  the  entire  record,  it  appears 
that  the  Jury  have  been,  or  might  have  be^i, 
misguided,  in  considering  the  instructions  of 
the  court  Counsel  for  appellant  contend 
that  the  instruction  above  quoted  is  errone- 
ous for  the  reason  that  the  court  instructed 
the  Jury  that  if  "all  of  the  criminating  cir- 
cumstances relied  upon  by  the  prosecution 
for  a  conviction  will  as  well  apply  to  an- 
other person  as  the  defendant"  etc.,  he  can- 
not be  convicted.  Counsel  claim  that  this 
is  error,  for  the  reason  that  all  the  crimina- 
ting circumstances  must  apply  exclusively  to 
the  defendant  in  order  to  warrant  a  convic- 
tion, and  if  some  of  them,  or  any  one  of 
them,  do  not  apply  to  him,  but  to  some  one 
else,  the  proof  is  not  sufficient,  and  the  ap- 
pellant should  have  been  acquitted,  and,  fur- 
ther, that  the  Jury  were  misled  by  this  in- 
struction, for  under  It  if  any  part  of  the 
criminating  circumstances,  or  all  of  them 
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bnt  one,  Bhonld  ai>ply  t6  s6ine  other  peraon ' 
than  the  defendant,  ft  would  have  availed 
him  nethlng,  beeavae  tbe  court  had  said  that 
all  must  apply.  We  are  of  tlie  opinion  that 
the  Instruction,  even  taken  in  connection 
trlth  all  the  others  given,  is  misleading,  and 
might  have  misguided  the  Jury.  The  courts 
have  uniTersally  held  that.  In  order  to  war- 
rant a  conviction  upon  circumstantial  evi- 
dence, each  material  fact  must  be  proved  by 
competent  evidence  beyond  a  reasonable 
donbt,  and  If  there  is  any  doubt  upon  a  sin- 
gle material  question  the  defendant  shonid 
be  acquitted.  If  this  is  law,  it  has  been  in- 
correctly stated  in  this  instruction,  for  under 
It,  unless  the  jury  could  say  that  all  the 
circumstances  relied  upon  by  the  prosecu- 
tion for  a  conviction  could  be  reconciled  with 
the  defendant's  innocence,  the  fact  that  a 
portion  of  them  might  have  been  so  recon- 
ciled availed  him  nothing  with  the  Jury. 
The  famous  case  of  Com.  v.  Webster,  report- 
ed in  5  Cush-  293,  lays  down  the  following 
doctrine:  "The  several  circumstances  upon 
which  the  conclusion  depends  must  be  fully 
established  by  proof.  They  are  facts  from 
which  the  main  fact  is  to  be  Inferred,  and 
they  are  to  be  proved  by  competent  evi- 
dence, and  by  the  same  weight  and  force  of 
evidence  as  If  each  one  were  itself  the  main 
fact  in  issue."  The  case  Just  cited  has  been 
followed  by  the  Texas  courts,  and  In  Oamp- 
bell  ▼.  State,  10  Tex.  App.  the  doctrine  here 
laid  down  is  cited  witli  approval  at  page 
565,  where  the  lower  court  had  given  the 
above  instruction,  in  substance.  The  su- 
preme court  of  California  have  said,  in  Peo- 
ple V.  Phlppa^  39  OaL  a^iS:  "Each  essential 
or  independent  fact  in  the  chain  or  aeries  of 
facts  relied  upon  to  establish  the  main  fact 
must  be  established  to  a  moral  eertainty,  or 
beyond  a  reasonable  doubt"  In  the  case  of 
People  V.  Anthony,  56  CaL  397,  the  court 
say:  "When  the  evidence  against  the  de- 
fendant is  made  up  wholly  of  a  chain  of  cir- 
cumstances, and  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt 
as  to  one  of  the  facts  essential  to  establish 
guilt,  it  is  the  duty  of  the  jury  to  acquit." 
See,  also,  Johnson  v.  State,  18  Tex.  App.  885; 
Scott  V.  State,  19  Tex.  App.  330;  3  Greenl. 
Ev.  8  30;  3  Bice.  Ev.  p.  547;  People  v.  Ai- 
ken, 66  Mich.  481,  33  N.  W.  821.  In  Clare  v. 
People,  9  Colo.  123,  10  Pac.  799,  the  court 
instructed  the  jury,  "that  the  rule  requir- 
ing the  jury  to  be  satisfied  of  the  defend- 
ant's guilt  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  in  or- 
der to  warrant  a  conviction,  does  not  ret- 
quire  that  the  jury  should  be  satisfied  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt  of  each  link  in 
the  chain  of  circumstances  relied  upon  to 
establish  the  defendant's  guilt.  •  *  •" 
The  supreme  court  of  that  state,  in  revers- 
ing the  lower  court,  say:  "The  metaphor 
used  Is  inaccurate,  and  liable  to  miscon- 
struction. It  is  Incorrect  to  speak  of  a  t>ody 
of  circumstantial  evidence  as  a  chain,  and 
aUude  to  the  different  circumstances  as  the 
links  constituting  such  clialn;   for  a  chain 
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cannot  be  stronger  than  iti  weakest  llfak, 
and  If  one  link  fails  the  chain  is  broken. 
This  figure  of  speech  may  pet^aps  be  cor- 
rectly applied  to  the  ultimate  and  essential 
facts  necessary  to  a  conviction  in  a  criminal 
case,  since,  if  one  be  omitted,  or  be  not 
proven  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  an  ac- 
quittal must  follow.  •  •  •  The  word  'clr- 
cumstaatial'  and  the  word  'fact'  are  fre- 
auently  used  Interchangeably.  •  •  •  In 
cases  where  the  conviction  depends  upon 
circumstantial  evidence,  it  often  happens 
that  oae  or  more  of  the  ultimate  or  essential 
mattexs  may  be  appn^^riately  called  circum- 
stances; and  such  matters,  whether  spoken 
of  as  circumstances  or  facts,  must  be  estab- 
lished by  the  state  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt.  *  *  *  We  deem  it  quite  as  reason- 
able to  suppose  that  the  Jury  misunderstood 
ajtd  misapplied  the  language  used,  as  that 
they  comprehended  Its  appropriate  meaning 
and  application.  For  this  reason  the  Judg- 
ment must  be  reversed.  •  *  •  To  prevent 
reversal  for  error  in  the  charge,  it  must  ap- 
pear that  the  prisoner  could  not  have  been 
prejudiced  thereby."  A  further  discussion 
of  this  proiKisitioo  would  seem  unnecessary, 
although  counsel  for  appellant  discuss  the 
question  at  great  length.  In  a  very  excellent 
brief,  which  has  aided  the  court  materially 
in  a  determination  thereof.  It  is  sufficient 
to  say,  however,  in  conclusion,  that  the  jury, 
in  the  case  now  under  consideration,  may 
have  thought  that  some  of  the  "criminating 
circumstances"  did  not  apply  to  the  def^d- 
ant,  but  may  have  been  consistent  and  rec- 
oncilable with  some  other  reasonable  hy- 
pothesis, other  than  tliat  of  the  defendant's 
guilt,  but,  under  the  instruction,  believed  it 
their  duty  to  return  a  verdict  of  guilty  be- 
cause of  the  word  "all."  If  every  material 
fact  and  circumstance  surrounding  the  crime 
must  be  proven  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt, 
and  If  any  single  material  fact  or  circum- 
stance remains  unproven,  or  is  consistent 
with  any  reasonable  hypothesis  other  than 
the  defendant's  guilt,  or  applies  to  another 
person,  then  the  Instruction  given  by  the 
court  was  wrong,  and  the  defendant's  rights 
were  prejudiced  thereby.  The  Judgment  of 
the  lower  court  will  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial.  It  is  so 
ordered.     All  the  Justices  concurring. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  having  passed  on  the  motion 
for  a  new  trial  below,  not  sitting. 


CONKLING  V.  CAMERON  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1895.) 

ApraAit—VxuMKK  to  Comfi.t  with  Rules  or 

CODRT. 

In  oases  on  appeal  or  error  to  this  court, 
unless  counsol  compfy  with  the  prescribed  rules 
such  cases  will  be  dismissed,  continued,  affirmed, 
or  reversed,  as  the  court  may  order  and  direct 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 
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Error  from  probate  court,  O  county. 

Action  by  WUlIiuu  Cameron  &  Co.  against 
Ivan  6.  Gonkling,  as  receiver  of  the  Mei^ 
chants'  Bank  of  Enid,  for  the  recovery  of 
money  in  the  hands  of  said  Conkling  as  re- 
ceiver, filed  in  probate  court  of  O  county 
April  27,  1884.  Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs. 
Defendant  brings  error.     Dismissed. 

Conkling,  Steen  &  Conkling,  for  plaintiff 
in  error.  Denton  &  Chambers  and  S.  !■. 
Overstreet,  for  defendants  in  error. 

SCOTT,  J.  The  transcript  In  this  case 
was  filed  in  this  court  on  the  23d  day  of 
November,  1894,  and  on  January  3,  1885, 
counsel  for  defendants  in  error  filed  a  mo- 
tion to  dismiss,  specifying  grounds— First, 
because  counsel  for  appellant  or  plaintiff  in 
error  has  not  niunbered  the  pages  of  the  pe- 
tition in  error  and  the  record  l>efore  filing  the 
same;  second,  because  counsel  for  appellant 
or  plaintiff  In  error  has  not  filed  10  printed 
briefs  in  said  cause;  third,  because  counsel 
for  appellant  or  plaintiff  in  error  has  not 
furnished  a  copy  of  their  brief  to  counsel 
for  defendants  in  error;  fourth,  because  there 
is  no  proof  of  service  of  brief  in  said  cause; 
fifth,  because  the  transcript  or  record  in  said 
cause  is  -wholly  insufficient  to  present  to 
the  court  any  question  of  fact  or  law  for  re- 
view; and,  sixth,  because  the  papers  on  file 
in  said  cause  are  wholly  insufficient  to  pre- 
sent any  question  of  fact  or  law  to  the  court 
for  consideration  or  review.  The  rules  of 
the  supreme  court  affecting  the  state  of  the 
record  and  briefs  in  this  case  are:  First. 
"Rule  3.  Counsel  for  appellant  or  plaintiff 
in  error  shall  number  the  pages  of  the  peti- 
tion in  error  and  the  record  before  filing  the 
same."  Second.  "Rule  4.  Counsel  shall  file 
ten  printed  briefs  in  each  case,— six  copies 
for  the  court  and  four  for  the  reporter  and 
librarian.  The  briefs  must  refer  specifically 
to  the  pages  of  the  record  which  counsel  de- 
sire to  have  examined."  Third.  "Rule  6. 
In  each  civil  cause,  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  shall  furnish  a  copy  of  his  brief  to 
counsel  for  defendant  in  error  at  least  thirty 
days  before  the  first  day  of  court,  and  the 
counsel  for  defendant  in  error  shall  furnish 
a  copy  of  his  brief  to  counsel  for  plaintift 
in  error  at  least  ten  days  before  the  first  day 
of  said  term.  Proof  of  service  of  the  briefs 
must  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court 
seven  days  prior  to  the  first  day  of  said  term. 
In  case  of  a  failure  to  comply  with  the  re- 
quirements of  this  rule,  the  court  may  con- 
tinue or  dismiss  the  cause,  or  affirm  or  re- 
verse the  judgment"  In  this  case  the  plain- 
tiff in  error  was  allowed  five  days  within 
which  to  file  briefs  and  ordered  to  page  the 
record,  by  special  order  of  court,  after  fail- 
ure to  comply  with  the  rules  of  the  court  as 
above  set  forth;  and,  having  still  failed  to  do 
so,  the  petition  in  error  will  be  dismissed, 
at  the  cost  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  the  court  below  for  the 
enforcement  of  the  judgment  therein  ren- 


dered. The  motion  to  dismiss  is  sustained 
upon  the  first,  second,  third,  and  fourth 
grounds  as  set  out  in  said  motion.  All  the 
justices  concurring. 


DECKER  V.  ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  -P.  R.  CO. 
(Supreme  Couit  of  Oklahoma.  Sept  7,  1895.) 
Ejection   of   Passenoers — Rules  or  Railroad 

COHPANT. 

1.  A  railroad  corporation  has  the  right  to  es- 
tablish reasonable  rules  and  regnlations  for  the 
government  and  use  of  its  property. 

2.  On  the  16th  day  of  September,  1883,  the 
defendant  railroad  company  prescribed  a  cer- 
tain rule  for  the  government  of  ita  trains  enters 
ing  the  Cherokee  Outlet,  providing  that  no  train 
should  enter  said  outlet  within  six  hours  of  12 
o'clock  noon  of  said  day,  and  that  trains,  be- 
fore entering  said  outlet,  shonld  be  stationed 
at  the  edge  of  said  land  30  minntes  before  the 
hour  of  opening,  and  should  not  be  entered  by 
passengers  earlier  than  30  minntes  before  the 
said  hour  of  12  o'clock  noon.  HM  to  be  a  rea- 
sonable rule,  and,  where  a  party  is  ejected  from 
the  train  of  the  defendant  company  for  failing 
to  comply  with  said  rule,  he  cannot  recover  dam- 
ages from  said  company  for  being  so  ejected. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Iiogan  connty; 
before  Chief  Justice  Dale. 

Action  for  damages  by  S.  D.  Decker  against 
the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad 
Comi>any.  The  jury  were  instructed  to  re- 
turn a.  verdict  for  the  defendant  Motion 
for  a  new  trial  filed  and  overruled.  Excep- 
tion taken,  and  plaintiff  brings  error.  Af- 
firmed. 

S.  D.  Decker  and  P.  O.  Cassidy,  for  plain- 
tiff in  error.  H«iry  E.  Asp,  J.  W.  Sliartel, 
and  J.  R.  Cottingham,  for  defendant  in  error. 

SCOTT,  J.  This  is  an  action  commenced 
by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  plaintiff  below,  in 
the  district  court  of  Logan  county,  against 
the  defendant  in  error,  the  Atchison,  Topeka 
&  Santa  F6  Railroad  Company,  tor  damages 
for  the  expulsion  of  plaintiff  from  the  pas- 
senger train  of  the  said  defendant  The  pe- 
tition alleges  that  on  the  morning  of  the 
16th  day  of  September,  1883,  the  phiintiff, 
who  is  a  resident  of  the  city  of  Guthrie,  pur- 
chased a  ticket  from  the  defendant's  agent 
at  Guthrie,  paying  90  cents  therefor,  by  the 
terms  of  which  said  defendant  bound  itself 
to  carry  plaintiff  from  Guthrie  to  Wharton, 
without  delays  or  stoppages  other  than  those 
incident  to  the  usual  business  of  said  defend- 
ant and  its  said  road  in  the  ordinary  course 
of  traffic;  that,  after  purchasing  said  ticket, 
plaintiff  boarded  the  regular  north-bound  pas- 
senger train,  due  at  Guthrie  at  5:45  o'clock 
a.  m.,  and  peaceably  and  quietly  took  a  scat 
in  one  of  defendant's  coaches;  that,  when 
said  train  arrived  at  Orlando,  the  conductor 
in  charge  of  said  train  stopped  the  same,  and 
ordered  plaintiff  to  leave  said  coach,  and  get 
off  the  train;  that  plaintiff  refused  to  do  so; 
that  said  ccnductor  then,  calling  to  his  aid 
other  employes  of  said  train,  assaulted  plain- 
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tiff,  and  did  then  and  there  Tiolenfl^,  onlaw- 
fnlly,  forcibly,  willfully,  and  maliciously 
eject  plaintiff  from  said  train,  and  violently 
and  wrongfully  threw  him  to  the  ground, 
thereby  subjecting  him  to  great  inconven- 
ience, disgrace,  outrage,  and  insult;  that  the 
health  of  plaintiff  was  very  poor,  and  by 
reason  of  being  so  ejected  he  was  compelled 
to  stand  for  hours  in  the  heat  and  dust  in  on 
immense  throng  of  people,  with  no  protection 
from  the  great  heat  of  the  sun,  thereby  sub- 
jecting him  to  and  causing  him  great  bodily 
pain,  and  greatly  injuring  his  health,  and 
causing  him  great  mental  anguish  and  suffer- 
ing, to  his  great  damage  in  the  sum  of  $2,000. 
The  defendant,  answering,  admits  that  at 
the  time  mentioned  in  the  petition  it  operat- 
ed a  line  of  railroad  through  the  territory  of 
Oklah<»na  and  through  the  territory  known 
as  the  "Cherokee  Strip";  that  the  north  line 
of  Iiogan  county  boorders  on  the  south  line 
of  said  Cherokee  Strip;  that  said  Guthrie. 
the  county  seat  of  Logan  county,  is  situated 
on  the  line  of  said  defendant's  road;  that  the 
said  defendant  had  a  station  at  Guthrie  for 
the  purpose  of  receiving  and  disembarking 
passengers  from  its  trains;  that  said  defend- 
ant owned  a  station  at  Orlando,  as  alleged 
in  said  petition;  that  said  defendant  owned 
and  had  a  station  at  Wharton,  in  the  Chero- 
kee Strip,  as  alleged  in  said  petition.  De- 
fendant further  admits  that  on  the  16th  day 
of  September,  1893,  by  proclamation  of  the 
president  of  the  United  States,  said  Cherc^ee 
Strip  was  thrown  open  to  settlement  by  the 
public,  but  avers:  That  on  the  11th  day  of 
Septembo",  1883,  the  honorable  secretary  of 
the  interior  duly  made  and  promulgated  the 
fallowing  order:  "De];>artment  of  the  Interior, 
Washington,  September  11th,  1893.  Order. 
In  view  of  the  proclamation  Issued  by  the 
president  of  the  United  States,  fixing  twelve 
o'clock  noon  of  September  16th,  1893,  as  the 
hour  at  which  the  Cherokee  Outlet  will  be 
opened  to  settlement,  and  to  the  end  that 
the  rules  and  regulations  heretofore  prescrib- 
ed tor  said  opening  may  be  the  more  effect- 
ually executed.  I  hereby  direct  that  no  rall- 
Toad  train  be  permitted  to  enter  said  outlet 
during  the  six  hours  before  said  time  of  open- 
feg.  For  three  hours  after  said  time  of 
opening,  trains  will  be  allowed  to  enter  said 
outlet  only  under  the  following  regulations: 
(1)  They  must  be  for  general  use,  and  not 
leased  or  chartered  t*  any  favored  passenger 
or  passengers.  (2)  Trains  must  be  stationed 
at  the  edge  of  said  land  at  least  thirty  min- 
utes before  the  hour  of  opening,  and  shall 
not  be  entered  by  passengers  earlier  than 
thirty  minutes  before  the  hour  of  opening. 
0)  No  ODB  shall  enter  either  of  said  trains 
as  a  passenger  unless  he  holds  a  certificate 
from  one  of  the  booths.  (4)  The  trains  may 
start  upon  said  land  any  time  after  the  hour 
of  opening.  (6)  Trains  must  stop  at  ev«y 
Ktatlon.  and  at  intermediate  points  not  more 
than  five  miles  apart  (6)  The  trains  will 
be  limited  in  speed  to  15  miles  an  hour.    (7) 


The  regular  local  rates  of  passenger  charges 
^>all  not  be  exceeded.  (8)  No  one  shall  be 
allowed  to  board  said  train  after  they  enter 
the  strip.  United  States  officers  in  charge 
will  give  effect  to  this  order.  Hoke  Smith, 
Secretary  of  the  Interior."  That  such  order 
was  duly  published  in  the  territory  of  Okla- 
hcna,  and  of  which  said  order  and  the  terms 
thereof  said  plaintiff  was  fully  advised. 
That  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Rail- 
road Company  ran  its  trains  on  said  date 
into  said  Cherokee  Strip  In  conformity  with 
said  order,  of  which  the  plaintiff  and  the 
general  public  had  notice,  and  trains  were 
not  run  on  said  date  on  the  regular  schedule 
of  said  company.  Said  defendant  further 
avers  that  If  the  said  plaintiff  was  ejected 
from  the  train  of  this  defendant,  as  alleged 
in  said  complaint,  he  was  so  ejected  by  the 
officers  and  agents  of  the  United  States,  and 
not  by  the  servants  or  employes  of  the  de- 
fendant The  plaintiff  replied,  admitting  that 
on  the  leth  day  of  September,  1893,  the 
Cherokee  Strip  waa  opened  for  settlement 
as  set  out  in  the  answer,  and  that  the  proc- 
lamation of  the  htmorable  secretary  of  the 
interior  was  truly  set  out  in  said  answer, 
and  that  the  plaintiff  had  notice  thereof. 
Plaintiff  denied  that  he  was  ejected  from  the 
cars  of  the  defendant  by  the  officers  of  the 
United  States  government,  or  that  he  was 
ejected  from  said  can  by  virtue  of  or  under 
color  of  said  proclamation  of  the  honorable 
secretary  of  the  Interior,  but  that  he  was 
unlawfully  and  violently  ejected  from  said 
cars  by  the  servants  and  employ&i  of  the 
defendant  as  set  out  in  the  petition.  Plain- 
tiff denied  that  he  in  any  manner  disobeyed 
the  directions  and  rules  in  said  proclamation, 
or  did  anything  therein  pndiibited.  On  the 
9th  day  of  October,  1894,  the  case  was  tried 
by  jury  before  Chief  Justice  Dale,  presiding 
judge  of  the  First  judicial  district  Plaintiff 
introduced  his  testimony,  and  a  demurrer 
was  interposed  by  the  defendant  The  court 
took  the  case  from  the  jury,  Altered  up  a 
judgment  for  costs  against  the  pl«Uitiff  and 
in  favor  of  the  defendant  and  held  the  cause 
for  dismissal.  Thereupon  the  plaintiff  filed 
his  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  was  by  the 
court  overruled.  The  plaintiff  brings  error, 
and  asks  that  the  cause  be  reversed,  assign- 
ing as  error:  First  the  sustaining  of  the  de- 
fendant's demurrer  to  plaintiff's  evidence; 
second,  discharging  the  jury  and  rendering 
judgment  against  the  defendant  for  cosiis; 
third,  overruling  plaintiff's  motion  for  a  new 
trial 

The  entire  question  will  be  considered  to- 
gether briefly,  as  a  lengthy  dlscuseaon  is  un- 
necesaary.  As  we  view  it,  the  case  turns 
largely  upon  the  proposition  as  to  the  right  of 
a  railroad  company  to  prescribe  reasonable 
rules  and  regulations  for  the  government  and 
use  of  Its  property,  and  as  to  whether  the 
rule  prescribed  by  the  defendant  in  error  on 
this  day,  in  obedience  to  the  order  of  the  sec- 
retary of  the  interior,  or  in  pursuance  of  an 
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exigency  by  tlie  company,  on  tbeir  own  ra- 
BponslbUity,  as  snfflclent,  was  a  reasonable 
role.  The  evidence  (ails  to  anstain  tbe  alle- 
gations of  tbe  {letition  as  to  violence,  and  we 
think  tbe  case  can  be  decided  properly  upon 
tbe  question  of  tbe  reasonableness  of  the 
rule  established  for  tbe  l(ttb  day  of  Septem- 
ber, 1893,  without  discussing  tbe  proposition 
as  to  whether  tbe  order  made  by  tbe  secretary 
of  tbe  int»lor  was  binding  upon  tbe  cominny 
or  not  It  Is  sufficient  upon  this  question  to 
say  that  the  order  of  the  secretary  was  obeyed 
to  tbe  letter  by  tbe  defendant  In  error,  and  it 
will  certainly  oocor  to  an  impartial  mind  that 
tbe  company  can  stand  upon  its  own  rights 
under  the  law  without  seething  shelter  behind 
the  order  of  the  secretary  of  the  interior. 

There  is  nodoctrineof  corporation  law  better 
settled  than  the  right  of  a  railroad  corporation 
to  prescribe  reasonable  mles  and  regulations  for 
the  government  and  nse  of  Its  property.  The 
only  restrlctlMi  under  tbe  law  is  that  the  rules 
must  be  reasonable.  It  is  equally  well  settled 
that  it  is  the  duty  of  tbe  purchaser  of  a  ticket 
to  Inform  himself  of  such  rules  and  regula- 
tions, and  upon  doing  so  to  conform  to  the 
customs  of  the  road  in  transporting  passen- 
gers. We  take  It  that  these  propositions  ad- 
mit of  no  controversy.  If  it  be  true  ttaat  a 
railroad  corporation  has  this  right  under  tbe 
law,  why  should  it  not  be  true  also  that  on 
such  an  occasion  as  tbe  opening  of  several 
million  acres  of  land  to  settlement  under  a 
specUic  law  of  congress,  and  by  special  direc- 
tion and  snpervision  of  tbe  secretary  of  tbe 
Interior,  it  should  have  the  right  to  prescribe 
reasonable  rules  and  regulations  for  carrying 
Into  effect  the  purpose  of  the  law?  It  was 
tbe  duty  of  the  company  as  a  carrier  of  pas- 
sengers to  carry  passengers,  but  only  accord- 
ing to  law.  Congress  bad  passed  a  law  pro- 
viding for  the  opening  of  the  Cherokee  Outlet. 
The  president,  under  this  law,  proceeded  to 
carry  out  its  provisions.  Tbe  secretary  of 
the  interior  prescribed  certain  rules  and  regu- 
lations In  order  that  the  intention  and  pur- 
poen  of  the  law  might  be  better  effected.  The 
defendant  In  error  did  the  same.  The  rule 
complained  of  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  is  that 
be  was  required  to  debark  at  the  line.  This 
rule  was  established  by  the  defendant  In  error 
to  give  effect  to  the  following  clause  of  tbe 
order  of  tbe  secretary  of  the  interior:  "That 
tbe  trains  must  be  stationed  at  tbe  edge  of 
said  land  thirty  minutes  before  the  hour  of 
opening,  and  shall  not  be  entered  by  passen- 
gers earlier  than  thirty  minutes  before  tbe 
hour  of  opening."  Whether  bound  to  con- 
form to  this  order  or  not,  the  railroad  com- 
pany regarded  It  as  a  reasonable  rule  to  es- 
tablish on  a  great  occasion  of  this  kind  and 
put  It  In  force,  and,  in  order  to  gi.-e  effect 
thereto,  were  compelled  to  eject  the  plaintiff 
in  error  from  the  train  upon  his  refusal  to 
debark.  If  the  plaintiff  in  error  was  desiring 
to  enter  the  lands  to  be  openetl  to  settlement, 
he  cannot  complain  of  the  company  obeying 
the  order  of  tbe  secretary  of  the  Interior,  and, 


If  not,  and  the  nfle  Is  &  reas(n>able  one,  be 
was  bound  to  know  that  six  boors  before  12 
o'clock  noon  of  September  16,  1803,  no  pas- 
senger train  would  pass  the  north  line  of  saic^ 
territory;  that  on  said  16tb  day  ot  September^ 
1893,  regular  paeeoiger  trains  were  not  scbed-' 
uled  as  through  trains  at  tbe  hour  said  plain- 
tiff in  error  sought  for  through  jnssage.  Was 
this  rule  preaoibed  by  the  defendant  In  error 
on  the  16th  day  of  September,  18B3,  a  reasona- 
ble rule?  The  opening  of  the  Cherokee  Out- 
let to  settlenspnt  has  gone  down  into  btetory 
as  a  scene  and  on  occasion  uneqnaled  by  any 
slmiUr  event  of  modem  times.  A  vast  do- 
main was  opened  to  homestead  settlement  in 
a  day,  and  more  than  100,000  people  waited  up- 
on the  borders  for  the  hour  of  noon,  when 
they  could  break  forth  on  a  wild  rush  for  ei- 
ther to-nn  lots  or  homestead  lands.  At  tbe 
particular  point  where  tbe  trains  ot  tbe  de- 
fendant In  error  were  located,  thousands 
thronged  to  board  the  first  train  to  enter,  and. 
if  possible,  gain  some  advantage  and  get  to 
the  promised  land  before  the  awful  rush. 
Had  trains  gone  into  the  country  pri<H*  to  12 
o'clock,  hundreds  would  have  become  viola- 
tors of  the  law,  no  doubt,  and,  had  tbe  defend- 
ant in  error  permitted  those  already  aboard 
when  the  trains  arrived  at  tbe  line  to  remain 
in  tbe  coaches,  those  waiting  on  tbe  lliio  to 
enter  trains  according  to  the  order  of  the  sec- 
retary of  tbe  interior  and  tbe  rules  prescribed 
by  tbe  company  would  have  been  placed  at  a 
dlsadrautage,  and  their  rights  under  the  law 
would  have  been  unequal  and  prejudiced 
thereby.  Yes,  this  rule  was  a  reasonable  one, 
and,  In  addition  to  this,  was  adopted  by  de- 
fendant In  error  by  order  of  the  secretary  of 
tbe  interior;  and  for  this  court  to  bold,  or  tbe 
court  below  to  have  held,  as  a  matter  of  law, 
that  it  was  an  unreasonable  rule,  would,  we 
think,  have  been  error.  The  lower  court  did 
not  err  in  sustaining  tbe  demurrer  to  tbe  evi- 
dence, and  ordering  a  dismissal  of  tbe  case 
under  tbe  state  of  the  pleadings  and  proof; 
and  the  judgment  rendered  below  will  be  af- 
firmed, with  costs.  It  is  so  ordered.  All  the 
jtistlces  concurrmg. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  having  presided  below,  not  sit- 
ting. 


LE  ROY  V.  TERRITORY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1895.1 

Criuinal  Law— Prbsexcb  op  Defbxoant — Cass 
Mads— Amendments. 

1.  In  a  criminal  prosecution  for  a  felony, 

tlie  defendant  must  be  actuiill.v  preaeut  at  ev- 
ery step  in  the  trial,  and  in  c.Tses  where  it  is 
necessary  the  record  must  show  afiSrmatively  tbe 
fact  of  iiis  presence. 

2.  A  case  made  cannot  be  ao  amended  bv  the 
trial  judse  as  to  contradict  the  records  oi  thu 
oonrt.  Territory  r.  Day  (Okl.)  3T  Pac.  800,  fol- 
lowed. 

(Syilabos  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Chief  Justice  Frank  Dale. 
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Iioals  lie  Bxiy  -was  convkited  of  grand  lar- 
ceny, and  sentenced  to  three  years  In  the  pen- 
itentiary, and  appeals.  Reversed  and  re- 
manded. 

C.  R.  Buckner,  for  appellant.  C.  A.  Gal- 
bralth,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  A.  H.  Huston,  for 
the  Territory. 

SCOTT,  J.  This  is  a  criminal  prosecution 
by  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  by  indictment, 
against  the  appellant,  Louis  Le  Roy,  char- 
ging him  with  the  crime  of  grrand  larceny. 
The  indictment  ■was  returned  into  the  district 
court  of  Logan  county  on  the  29th  day  of 
September,  1893,  and  contained  two  counts. 
On  the  10th  day  of  October,  1893,  the  appel- 
lant was  arraigned  upon  the  Indictment,  and 
entered  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  a  demurrer  there- 
to having  been  previously  oveiTuled.  The 
case  was  set  and  called  for  trial  on  October 
12, 1893,  and  on  the  same  day  a  motion  for  a 
change  of  Judge  and  a  motion  to  elect  were 
respectively  overruled,  and  on  the  13th  the 
case  was  given  to  the  Jury.  Before  retiring, 
the  court  instracted  the  Jury  to  return  a  ver- 
dict of  not  guilty  on  the  first  count  of  the  In- 
dlctnaent,  and  submitted  the  issue  of  the  guilt 
or  innocence  of  the  defendant  on  the  second 
count.  On  October  14,  1893,  the  Jury  re- 
turned a  verdict  of  guilty  as  charged  In  the 
second  count  of  the  indictment,  and  found 
the  value  of  the  property  stolen  to  be  in  the 
Bum  of  ^315.  Motions  for  a  new  trial  and  in 
arrest  of  Judgment  were  filed  and  overruled 
on  November  6,  1893,  and  exceptions  taken 
thereto;  and  on  the  llth  day  of  November, 
1893,  the  appellant  was  sentenced  to  three 
years  in  the  penitentiary  at  Lansing,  Kan., 
and  an  appeal  was  allowed  and  taken  from 
the  Judgment  thus  pronounced,  and  the  case 
is  now  before  this  court  for  review. 

We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  consider  any  as- 
signment of  error  but  the  fourteenth,  which 
charges  that  the  record  falls  to  show  that  the 
appellant  was  present  at  every  step  in  the 
trial.  An  examination  of  the  record  discloses 
a  state  of  facts  similar  to  those  found  in  the 
case  of  Territory  v.  Day  (Okl.)  37  Pac.  S06, 
which  is  decisive  of  this  case.  In  that  case  we 
decided:  "In  a  criminal  prosecution  for  a  fel- 
ony, the  defendant  must  be  actually  present 
during  the  trial,  and  when  Us  i>ersonal  pres- 
ence is  necessary  In  point  of  law  the  record 
must  show  the  fact.  It  is  not  allowable  to 
Indulge  in  the  presumption  tliat  everything 
was  rightly  done  to  the  extent  of  presuming 
that  the  defendant  was  present."  We  further 
decided:  "An  amendment  to  a  case  made, 
presented  to  the  trial  Judge  for  signature  and 
settlement,  cannot  be  so  amended  as  to  con- 
tradict the  records  of  the  court."  The  record 
In  this  case  discloses  that  proceedings  were 
bad  on  the  10th,  12th,  IStb,  14th,  and  30th 
days  of  October,  1893,  and  on  the  6th  and 
llth  days  of  November,  1893.  On  October 
10th  the  demurrer  to  the  Indictment  was  over- 
ruled, and  the  record  fails  to  show  that  the 
defendant  was  present     On  October  10th  the 


record  shows  that  the  defendant  was  arraign- 
ed and  entered  a  plea  of  not  guilty,  being  the 
only  evidence  that  he  was  actually  present 
On  this  day  the  cause  was  also  set  for  trial 
on  October  12,  1883.  On  October  12th  tba 
record  recites  that  the  "defendant  appears  be- 
fore the  court  and  makes  a  motion  for  the 
calling  of  another  Judge,  etc.,  and  that  said 
motion  was  overruled."  It  then  shows  that 
the  case  came  regularly  on  for  trial,  but  does 
not  recite  the  presence  of  the  defendant.  On 
the  same  day  an  evening  session  Is  noted  in 
the  record,  and  the  trial  resumed,  but  no  ref- 
erence to  the  presence  of  the  defendant  Oc- 
tober 13th  the  record  recited  the  presence  of 
the  defendant,  but  on  the  same  day,  at  an 
evening  session,  it  fails  to  show  his  presence, 
yet  the  trial  is  noted  as  having  been  resumed 
at  that  time.  On  October  14th  the  record  re- 
cites the  presence  of  the  defendant  when  the 
verdict  was  received.  On  October  30th  the 
motion  for  new  trial  was  continued  until  No- 
vember 6,  1893,  but  falls  to  recite  the  pres* 
ence  of  defendant  On  November  6th  ttie 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  heard  and  over- 
ruled, but  the  record  does  not  show  that  de- 
fendant was  present  On  November  11,  1883, 
the  Judgment  shows  that  the  defendant  was 
present  when  sentence  was  pronounced.  The 
record  falls  to  show  that  the  defendant  was 
present  when  the  demurrer  to  the  indictment 
was  overruled  on  October  10th;  on  October 
12tb  when  the  case  was  regularly  caUed  for 
trial;  at  the  evening  session  on  the  same 
date;  also  at  the  evening  session  on  October 
13th;  on  October  30th  when  the  motion  for  a 
new  trial  was  continued;  and  on  November 
6th  when  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  was 
overruled.  As  stated  In  the  Day  Case,  It  la 
perhaps  true  tliat  the  defendant  was  at  all 
timeRpresent,  and  that  the  error  is  attributable 
to  the  oversight  of  the  clerk;  but  we  cannot 
presume  this.  It  is  a  constitutional  right  ot 
the  defendant  to  be  present  at  every  stage  of 
a  prosecution  for  a  felony  against  him,  and 
when  this  is  necessary  be  cannot  waive  it 
and  the  record  must  affirmatively  show  the 
fact  Were  we  to  refuse  to  reverse  this  case, 
it  would  be  equivalent  to  deciding  that  a  de- 
murrer or  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  may  be 
argued  and  overruled  In  the  absence  of  a  de- 
fendant charged  with  a  felony,  or  an  evening 
session  of  court  or  a  trial  begun  or  resumed. 
It  is  Just  as  necessary  for  the  record  to  show 
that  the  defendant  in  such  a  case  be  present 
as  It  is  for  such  defendant  to  be  actually  pres- 
ent The  territory  attempts  to  avoid  this 
fatality  in  the  record  by  amendments  to  the 
case  made,  which  were  allowed  by  the  trial 
Judge,  reciting  that  at  the  times  named  the 
defendant  was  actually  present;  but,  as  de- 
cided in  the  Day  Case,  an  amendment  to  the 
case  made  cannot  be  allowed  that  will  con- 
tradict the  records  of  the  court,  consequently 
the  attempted  amendments  can  avail  nothing. 
The  records  of  the  court,  in  a  proper  proceed- 
ing, should  have  been  amended,  and  the  case 
made  then  might  have  J^|^§fl^Qdpd  <?>,  qppC 
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form  tbereto.  Thia  point  bdng  dedsive  of 
the  case,  a  reference  to  the  13  additional  as- 
signments of  error  Is  unnecessary.  Upon  the 
authority  of  Territory  t.  Day,  37  Pac.  806, 
decided  by  thia  court  September  8,  1894,  this 
cause  'will  be  reversed  and  remanded  to  the 
lower  court  for  a  new  trial.  It  la  so  ordered. 
All  the  justices  concurring. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  not  sitting,  having  presided  in 
the  court  below. 


BRINK  T.  TEBRITORT. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oldahoma.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 

Cbiminai.  Law— Record  on  Afpbal — Motion  fob 

Nkw  Triai. — Admonishing  Jurt. 

1.  Where  the  journal  entry  of  judgment,  ap- 
proved by  counsel  for  defendant,  shows  "that, 
upon  issue  joined,  the  jury  duly  impaneled  and 
sworn  to  try  the  cause  had  returned  into  open 
court,  in  tlys  presence  of  said  defendant,  a  veiv 
diet  of  guilty  against  said  defendant,"  and  the 
verdict  of  the  jury,  signed  by  the  foreman,  and 
returned  into  court,  states  that,  upon  their 
oaths,  they  find  the  defendant  guilty  of  murder, 
hrld,  that  this  is  ground  amply  sufficient  for  this 
court  to  find  that  the  record  shows  afiirmatively 
that  the  jury  were  sworn  according  to  law. 

2.  Vt  here  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  alleges 
error  on  the  part  of  the  court  in  overruling  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  based  upon  alleged  mis- 
conduct of  the  county  attorney  and  jury,  but 
the  record  contains  no  aflSdavits  or  evidence  of 
any  character  as  to  the  truthfulness  of  the  alle- 
gations of  said  motion,  said  assignment  of  error 
will  not  he  considered  by  this  court  on  appeal. 

3.  If  the  court  has  failed  to  admonish  the 
jury  upon  adjournments  as  required  by  law,  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  on  that  ground  should  be 
supported  by  competent  evidence  showing  that 
fact.  It  is  proper,  if  the  court  deems  it  so.  to 
permit  the  jury  to  s^arate,  upon  admonishing 
them  as  required  by  law;  but  unless  the  record 
shows  affirmatively,  by  proof  or  otherwise,  that 
the  court  permitted  the  jury  to  separate  with- 
out the  admonition,  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  court  performed  its  duty  properly,  by  admon- 
ishing them.  Redman  v.  Territory  (Okl.)  37 
Pac.  826. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
before  Chief  Justice  Franlc  Dale. 

Frank  Brink  was  convicted  of  murder,  and 
sentenced  to  Imprisonment  for  life,  and  ap- 
peals.   Affirmed. 

Buckner  &  Son,  for  appellant.  C.  A.  Gal- 
bralth,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  Houston  &  Houston, 
for  the  Territory. 

SCOTT,  J.  This  is  a  criminal  prosecution 
In  the  district  court  of  !Logan  county  by  the 
territory  of  Oklahoma  against  Frank  Brink 
and  Fred  Palmer.  Brink  was  convicted  of 
the  crime  of  murder,  and  sentenced  by  the 
court  to  imprisonment  for  life,  and  he  brings 
the  case  to  this  court  on  appeal.  We  shall 
take  up  the  assignments  of  error  necessary  to 
a  determination  of  the  questions  involved  as 
follows: 

1.  It  Is  contended  that  the  jury  was  not 
sworn  to  try  the  cause  as  the  law  requires. 


We  think  this  objection  and  assignment  of 
error  are  disposed  of  by  the  record  In  the 
journal  entry  of  Judgment  it  is  stated  "that, 
upon  issue  joined,  the  jury  duly  Impaneled 
and  sworn  to  try  the  cause  had  returned  into 
open  court.  In  the  presence  of  said  defendant, 
a  verdict  of  guilty  against  said  defendant." 
This  Journal  entry  was  approved  by  counsel 
for  defendant  before  the  same  was  filed.  In 
the  verdict  of  the  jury,  signed  by  the  foreman, 
and  returned  into  court,  they  state  that,  upon 
their  oaths,  they  find  the  defendant  giuilty  of 
murder.  This  Is  ground  amply  sufficient  for 
this  court  to  find  that  the  jury  were  sworn  ac- 
cording to  law,  and  hence  there  Is  no  reason 
for  reversal  in  this  assignment 

2.  It  is  further  contended  that  the  court 
erred  in  overruling  appellant's  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  in  which  he  alleges  that  certain 
statements  made  by  the  county  attorney 
were  prejudicial  to  his  interests;  that  the 
court  permitted  the  Jury  to  separate  at  will 
during  the  recess  of  court,  and  at  nights,  dur- 
ing the  pendency  of  the  trial;  and  that  the 
jury  read  newsiMipers,  with  the  comments 
made  regarding  the  trial  of  said  cause.  But, 
as  the  record  contains  no  affidavits  or  other 
evidence  as  to  the  truthfulness  of  the  facts 
set  out  in  said  motion,  this  assignment  of 
error  will  not  be  regarded.  As  to  the  ques- 
tion of  the  separation  of  the  jury,  the  case  of 
Redman  v.  Territory  (Okl.)  reported  In  37 
Pac.  826,  is  in  point.  In  that  case  it  is  held: 
"If  the  court  has  faile<l  to  admonish  tlie  jury, 
upon  adjournments,  as  required  by  law,  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  on  that  ground  should 
allege  such  failure,  and  the  motion  for  new 
trial  should  be  supported  by  competent  evi- 
dence showing  tiiat  fact"  It  is  proper,  if  the 
court  deems  it  so,  to  permit  the  jury  to  separ- 
ate, upon  admonishing  them  as  required  by 
law;  but  unless  the  record  shows  afflrmative- 
lyi  by  proof  or  otherwise,  that  the  court  per- 
mitted the  jury  to  separate  without  the  ad- 
monition, it  must  l)e  presumed  that  the  court 
performed  Its  duty  properly,  by  admonish- 
ing them.    Redman  v.  Territory,  supra. 

We  can  hardly  believe  that  counsel  for  ap- 
pellant can  regard  as  serious  any  of  the  six 
grounds  of  error  assigned.  The  two  we  have 
discussed  are  the  only  ones  there  can  be  any 
merit  wliatever  in,  viewed  upon  the  record 
as  it  is  presented.  We  could  not,  In  the  ab- 
sence of  record  evidence  necessary,  detexmine 
any  question  sought  to  be  raised  with  refer- 
ence to  the  impaneling  of  the  grand  Jury,  or 
the  returning  of  the  bill.  We  have  examined 
the  indictment  carefully,  and  consider  it  as 
amply  sufficient,  in  substance  and  form,  to 
sustain  the  conviction  of  appellant,  and  thus 
dispose  of  this  question.  The  judgment  of 
the  lower  court  will  be  affirmed.  It  is  so 
ordered.    All  justices  concurring. 

DALE,  C.  X,  having  presided  In  the  court 
below,  not  sitting. 
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Bx  parte  LB  ROT. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     June  7,  1805.) 
Habeas   Cokpus— QussTioirg   Dbtbbminbd  — Bur- 

VICIBNOT  OF  IlTDICTIfBNT. 

1.  When  m  crime  is  charged  in  two  connta 
in  an  indictment,  and  the  defendant  is  acquitted 
on  the  first  count  and  convicted  on  the  second, 
he  is  not  entitled  to  discharge  by  habeas  corpus 
if  the  trial  court  had  jurisdiction  of  the  person 
and  of  the  crime. 

2.  The  sufficiency  of  the  indictment  is  a 
question  of  law  for  the  trial  court;  and  if  such 
court  errs  in  its  conclusions  the  remedy  is  by 
appeal  or  writ  of  error,  and  not  by  habeas  cor- 
pus. Eiz  parte  Harlan.  27  Pac.  VJO,  1  OU.  48; 
St.  Old.  1S33,  par.  4578. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Petition  for  wilt  of  habeas  corpus.  Louis 
Le  Roy,  petitioner,  -was  convicted  In  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Logan  county,  vid  sentenced  to 
three  years  in  the  penitentUuy.    Writ  denied. 

C.  R.  Bndmer,  tor  petitions.  C.  A.  Gal- 
braitb,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  A.  H.  Huston,  Co. 
Atty.,  for  the  Territory. 

SCOTT,  J.  On  the  19th  day  of  February, 
iS&i.  the  petitioner,  Louis  Le  Roy,  filed  his 
petition  for  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  in  this 
court,  alleging:  That  he  was  unlawfully  re- 
strained of  his  liberty  in  the  county  jail  of 
Logan  county,  Oklahoma  territory,  by  W.  W. 
Painter,  sheriff  and  Jailer  of  said  county. 
That  the  pretended  cause  of  restraint  was 
grand  larceny.  That  said  imprisonment  is  il- 
legal, in  this:  First  That  the  charge  upon 
which  the  prisoner  is  held  has  been  fuDy  In- 
vestigated by  a  court  of  competent  Jurisdic- 
tion, and  a  trial  had,  upon  which  this  peti- 
tioner was  duly  acquitted  of  grand  larceny. 
Second.  That  said  petitioner  says  that  no 
further  proceedings  under  the  charge  upon 
which  he  is  held  ought  to  be  had  or  talien 
against  him,  because  at  Oie  September  term 
of  the  district  court  of  tioenn  county,  Okla- 
homa territory,  the  said  petitioner  was  put 
upon  his  trial  in  said  court  for  grand  larceny 
upon  his  plea  of  not  guilty,  and  the  Jury  Im- 
paneled and  sworn  to  well  and  truly  try  sold 
issue,  and  a  true  verdict  render  according  to 
the  law  and  the  evidence,  after  hearing  all  of 
the  evidence,  the  instructions  as  given  by  the 
court,  the  argument  of  counsel  for  the  terri- 
tory and  tlie  i)etltloner,  returned  a  verdict  of 
not  guilty  of  said  charge;  that  no  other  charge 
or  Indictment  has  been  Drought  against  him, 
nor  is  he  held  upon  any  other  charge.  Tlilrd. 
The  court  had  no  Jurisdiction  to  pronounce 
the  judgment  or  pass  the  sentence  on  peti- 
tioner in  this  case.  Fourth.  The  Judgment 
and  sentence  upon  which  petitioner  is  Impris- 
oned is  void.  The  petitioner  therefore  prayed 
that  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus  be  granted  him, 
and  that  he,  the  said  Louis  Le  Roy,  be  dis- 
charged from  such  unlawful  restraint  and 
Imprisonment,  and  for  such  other  relief  as 
Justice  may  demand.  Said  petition  was  veri- 
fied by  the  petitioner,  and  attached  to  the 
same  is  swvice  of  notice  on  the  county  at- 
torney.    On  the  2d  day  of  March,  1884,  the 


f<AowIng  stipulation  was  filed;  "We,  the 
undersigned,  agree  that  the  defendant,  Louis 
Le  Roy,  was  acquitted  on  the  first  count  of 
the  indictment,  and  convicted  on  the  second 
count;  and  we  fnrther  agree  to  waive  the 
Issuing  of  the  writ  of  habeas  corpus,  and 
that  the  supreme  court  take  and  pass  upon 
the  same.  [Signed]  A.  H.  Huston,  County 
Attorney.  C.  R.  Buckner,  Attnney  for  Peti- 
tioner." 

It  appears  that  an  IndlctmMit  was  returned 
into  the  district  court  of  Logan  county  char- 
ging the  crime  of  grand  larceny  in  two  counts 
against  the  petitioner;  that  his  case  was 
called  for  trial,  and  when  submitted  the 
court  instructed  the  jiuy  to  return  a  verdict 
of  not  guilty  on  the  first  count  of  the  said 
indictment,  and,  after  deliberating,  the  Jury 
returned  a  verdict  of  guilty  as  to  the  second 
count  Motlcm  for  a  new  trial  was  overruled, 
and  the  petitioner  sentenced  to  three  years  in 
the  penitentiary.  The  petitioner  now  seeks 
to  test  the  sufQeiency  of  the  second  coimt  of 
the  indictment  by  this  proceeding,  which 
must  be  denied.  In  Ex  parte  Harlan,  1  Okl. 
48,  27  Pac.  920,  It  Is  held:  "After  conviction 
of  perjury,  the  accused  cannot  be  discharged 
on  habeas  corpus  If  the  trial  court  had  juris- 
diction of  the  i>erson  and  of  the  crime,  how- 
ever erroneous  Its  proceedings  may  be."  In 
the  case  just  cited  it  was  contended  in  behalf 
of  the  petitioner  that  the  indictment  did  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  the  crime 
of  perjury,  or  a  public  offense  under  the  laws ' 
of  the  United  States,  and  for  that  reason  the 
court  bad  no  jurisdiction,  and  the  judgment 
was  void,  and  the  imprisonm»it  Illegal,  and 
that  the  prisoner  should  be  discharged.! 
Where  the  trial  court  has  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  the  defendant  and  of  the  ofTense 
charged,  it  is  well  settled  that  after  final 
Judgment  the  remedy  is  by  appeal  w  error, 
and  not  by  a  writ  of  habeas  corpus.  See  St 
1893,  par.  4578.  This  point  being  decisive  of 
the  case,  a  discussion  of  the  sufflcieucy  of  the 
second  count  of  the  Indictment  is  unneces- 
sary. The  writ  will  be  denied,  it  appearing 
from  the  record  that  the  trial  court  liad  Ju- 
risdiction of  the  petitioner  and  of  the  offense 
charged  against  him  In  the  Indictment  It  Is 
so  ordered.    All  the  justices  concurring. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  not  sitting,  having  presided 
in  the  court  below. 


KELLEY  V.  SEAT. 
(Supreme  Ck>urt  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1885.) 
Action  ok  Bond— Damaobs— Recovbbt  or  Pbn- 

AI-TT. 

1.  When  suit  is  instituted  upon  a  bond  con- 
taining a  penalty  clause,  unless  the  petition  al- 
leges and  the  plaintiff  establishes  that  he  has 
sustained  damages,  he  is  not  entitled  to  recover. 

2.  In  general,  a  sum  of  money  in  gross  to 
be  paid  for  the  nonijerformance  of  an  agreement 
is  considered  a  penalty.  It  will  not  of  course, 
be  consideicd  as  liquidated  damages.  Much 
stronger  is  the  inference  in  favor  of  its  beinx 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


.^., 


616 


PACIFIC  BEPORTOB,  Vol.  41. 


{OU, 


«  penalty  when  it  is  expreMlr  reaerred  as  one. 
Tlie  parties  themselves  denominate  it  a  penalty, 
and  ft  would  require  very  strong  evidence  to  au- 
tliorize  ttie  court  to  say  that  their  own  words  do 
not  express  their  own  intention.  Tayloe  t. 
Bandiford,  7  Wheat  18  (Manhall,  G.  J.>. 

3.  It  has   become  a  settled   rule   that   no 
other  sum  can  be  recovered  under  a  penalty  than 
tiiat  which  shall  compensate  the  plamtiS  for  his 
actual  loss. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court.  KinKflsher  coun- 
ty; before  Justice  John  H.  Burford. 

Tfaia  is  an  action  filed  in  the  probate  court 
of  Klnfrflsher  county,  on  the  24th  day  of 
September,  1892,  by  B.  J.  Keiiey  against  A. 
J.  Seay,  praying  for  judgment  on  a  promis- 
sory note  for  the  sum  of  $225  and  interest, 
on  his  first  cause  of  action,  and  for  bis  sec- 
ond cause  of  action  prays  for  Judgment  for 
f312.o0  and  interest,  for  failure  to  comply 
■with  the  conditions  of  a  contract  and  obliga- 
tion which  is  in  words  and  figures  follow- 
ing, to  wit:  "Know  all  men  by  these  pres- 
ents that  I,  A.  J.  Seay,  of  the  village  of  King- 
flsher,  county  of  Kingflsber,  and  territoi-y  of 
Oklahoma,  do  hereby  hold  and  firmly  bind 
myself  unto  E.  J.  Kelley,  of  the  same  village, 
county,  and  territory,  In  the  sum  of  thi'ee 
kundred  and  twelve  and  so/ioo  dollars,  to  be 
paid  to  the  said  E.  J.  Kelley,  his  heirs,  ex- 
ecutors, administrators,  or  assigns,  to  which 
payment,  well  and  truly  made,  I  bind  my- 
self, my  heirs,  executors,  assigns,  and  ad- 
ministrators. The  conditions  of  this  obliga- 
tion are  such  that,  in  consideration  of  the 
said  E.  J.  Kelley  selling  and  conveying  by 
deed  of  general  warranty  to  said  A.  J.  Seay 
a  certain  tract  of  land  situated  In  the  coun- 
ty of  Kingfisber,  territory  of  Oklahoma,  de- 
scribed as  follows,  to  wit:  Commencing  at 
the  N.  W.  comer  of  the  S.  W.  \i  of  section 
22,  Tp.  17,  R.  7  W.  of  I.  M..  running  thence 
south  40  rods  along  the  section  line,  tlience 
east  60  rods,  thence  north  40  rods,  thence 
west  60  rods  along  the  half  section  line  of 
said  quarter  section  to  place  of  beginning, 
containing  15  acres, — for  the  sum  of  six  hun- 
dred and  thirty-seven  and  oo/ioo  (037..")())  dol- 
lars, said  A.  J.  Seay  agrees  with  the  said 
B.  J.  Kelley  that  he,  the  said  A.  J.  Seay,  will 
erect  and  build  on  said  described  tract  of 
land,  between  the  date  hereof  and  the  first 
day  of  Febniary,  1802,  a  residence  house 
costing  not  less  tlian  the  sum  of  fifteen  hun- 
dred (1.500)  dolUirs.  Now,  if  the  said  A.  J. 
Seay  does  build,  erect,  and  complete  the  said 
residence  house,  as  aforesaid,  in  the  time  and 
at  the  cost  aforesaid,  then  this  obligntion  to 
be  null  and  void,  otherwise  to  be  in  full  force 
and  effect  Witness  my  iiand  this  28th  day 
of  July,  1891.  [Signetl]  A.  J.  Seay."  On 
the  14th  day  of  November.  1S02,  the  defend- 
ant, A.  J.  Seay,  filed  a  plea  in  abatement  to 
the  first  cause  of  action,  and  his  answer  to 
the  second  cause  of  action,  admitting  in  the 
first  count  the  execution  of  the  note  sued  on, 
but  denying  tliat  the  same  was  due  at  the 
time  suit  was  instituted,  and  alleging  condi- 
tions upon  which  the  note  was  due  and  pay- 


able. In  the  second  count  the  defendant 
admitted  the  execution  of  the  contract  but 
denied  that  there  was  any  breach  tbereot 
Afterwards,  on  the  28th  day  of  yovembet, 
1892,  the  first  cause  of  action  was  dismisaed 
by  stipulation  of  plaintiff  and  defendant 
On  the  29th  day  of  November,  1802,  the  de- 
fendant filed  his  amended  answer  to  the  sec- 
ond cause  of  action,  denying  tliat  the  plain- 
tiff had  been  Injured  in  any  sum,  and  deny- 
ing, farther,  any  breach  of  the  conditions  of 
the  obligation.  The  amended  answer  reads 
as  follows:  "(jomes  now  the  defendant  and 
for  his  amended  answer  to  plaintiCTs  second 
cause  of  action  herein  alleges:  Paragraph 
first  Defendant,  for  bis  second  and  further 
answer  to  plalntifTs  complaint  as  set  out  '.n 
his  second  cause  of  action,  says:  He  admits 
the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  paper  sued 
on,  but  denies  that  the  condition  in  said  writ- 
ing has  been  broken  by  him,  and  alleges  that 
said  contract  was  made  between  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  and  that  said  writing  was  made 
and  delivered  to  said  plaintiff  with  the  under- 
standing between  plaintiff  and  defendant 
that  the  same  was  given  for  the  sole  and 
only  purpose  of  compelling  defendant  to  use 
and  occupy  said  tract  of  land  as  a  place  for 
residence,  and  for  that  purpose  to  erect  a 
dwelling  house  thereon,  within  a  reasonable 
time,  of  the  value  of  no  less  than  $1,500.00; 
tliat,  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out  these 
conditions,  this  defendant  did  commence  the 
construction  of  a  dwelling,  the  ultimate  cost 
of  which  was  largely  in  ezcoss  of  said  sum 
of  ?1 ,500.00,  and  on  the  1st  day  of  February, 

1892,  had  on  said  tract  of  land  a  partially 
completed  dwelling  house,  for  his  personal 
use  as  a  residence,  and  then  of  the  value  of 
about  $4,000.00,  but  which  was,  when  finish- 
ed, to  be  at  a  cost  of  alwut  $10,000.00.  De- 
fendant denies  tliat  the  plaintiff,  on  account 
of  the  premises,  lias  been  Injured  in  the  sum 
sued  for,  or  in  any  other  sum,  and  tliat  he 
Is  entitled  to  recover  anything  on  account  of 
his  second  cause  of  action.  Wherefore,  plain- 
tiff having  fully  answered,  he  prays  that 
this  cause  be  dismissed,  and  that  he  have 
Judgment  for  bis  costs  herein  exi)ended,  and 
for  such  other  relief  as  in  equity  and  good 
conscience  he  may  be  entitled."  On  the  29th 
day  of  November  the  plaintiff  filed  his  de- 
murrer to  the  amended  answer  of  the  de- 
fendant, which  was  overruled  by  the  court, 
and  the  case  tried,  without  the  intervention 
of  a  Jury,  on  the  Issues  thus  Joined,  and  the 
court  rendered  Judgment  for  the  plaintiff  for 
the  sum  of  $312  and  interest  and  costs,  and 
the  case  was  then  appealed  to  the  district 
court  of  Kingfisher  county.     On  October  26, 

1893,  a  Jury  was  waived  and  the  cause  tried 
by  the  court  the  evidraice  introduced,  and 
the  Judgment  of  the  lower  court  reversed. 
Motion  for  a  new  trial  was  overruled,  and 
the  case  is  now  before  this  court  on  error. 

Hobbs  &  Kani,  for  plaintiff  in  error.     A 
J.  Seay  and  Robberts  &  Brownlee,  for  defend- 
ant in  error.  ^  t 
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SCOTT,  3.  The  written  Inatrnment  sued 
on  In  this  case  is  a  boDd  or  obligation  dated 
July  28,  1^1.  In  the  first  clanae  of  the  in- 
strument the  obligor  binds  himself  In  terms 
to  pay  the  sum  of  $312.50.  The  condition 
of  the  bond  Is  that  If  the  obligor  shall  boUd, 
erect,  and  complete  a  residence  house  on 
bis  certain  land,  bought  from  tbe  obligee,  in 
the  time  (by  February  1, 1832)  and  at  the  cost 
($1,500)  aforesaid,  "then  this  obligation  to 
be  null  and  void,  otherwise  to  remain  In  full 
force."  And  the  defendant  answers  that  he 
forthwith  commenced  the  construction  of  the 
said  dwelling  house  on  the  said  land,  the  cost 
of  which  on  February  1,  1892,  although  but 
partially  finished,  was  largdy  in  excess  of 
$1,500,  to  wit,  $4,000,  the  ultimate  co6t  to  be 
$10,(X)0.  It  appears  from  tbe  evidence  that 
the  house  was  completed  during  the  spring 
before  the  suit  was  brought,  on  the  24th  day 
of  September,  1893.  There  Is  no  allegation  of 
damage  In  plalntltTs  complaint,  or  any  injury 
or  damage  attempted  to  be  proven  in  tbe  evi- 
dence. If  this  suit  had  been  brought  prior 
to  tbe  time  of  Sir  Thomas  More,  in  the  reign 
of  Heniy  VII.,  there  is  but  little  question 
what  would  be  the  fate  of  the  defendant  in 
this  case.  No  defense  would  avail  him  but 
a  relecse  under  seal,  as  the  original  bond 
miist  then  have  been  under  seal,  which  alone 
Implleo  consideration.  In  Tain  be  might 
have  protested  the  failure  of  plalntlS  to  al> 
lege  or  prove  specific  breaches  or  damages, 
or  have  asserted  tbe  doctrine  that  time  is 
not  the  essence  of  the  contract,  or  invoked 
the  equitable  principle  now  well  established 
in  relation  to  penalties  and  forfeitures. 
These  humane  ameliorations  of  the  severity 
of  the  common  law  were  then  unknown,  and 
now  tbey  mark  the  gradual  development  of 
law,  as  a  moral  science,  from  tbe  early  bar- 
barous technical  practices  of  pristine  Juris- 
prudence to  tbe  broader,  more  discrimina- 
ting, and  substantial  requirements  of  modem 
conceptions  of  Justice.  In  vain  might  the 
distinguished  defendant  have  then  pointed  to 
the  pandects  of  Justinian,  and  discovered 
there  the  rich  treasures  of  legal  lore  and 
practical  moral  value  to  which  the  equity 
jurisprudence  of  our  own  age  Is  so  much  In- 
debted, for  he  would  have  received  the  same 
answer  that  Sir  Tbomas  More  did  from  tbe 
Judges  whom  he  then  unsuccessfully  at- 
tempted to  persuade:  "We  cannot  relieve 
against  the  penalty."  Mr.  Story  says,  in  re- 
lation to  penalties  and  forfeitures:  "The  gen- 
eral principle  now  adopted  Is  that,  whenever 
a  penalty  is  inserted  merely  to  secure  the 
performance  or  enjoyment  of  a  collateral  ob- 
ject, the  latter  Is  considered  as  the  principal 
intent  of  the  instrument,  and  the  penalty  is 
deemed  only  accessory,  and  therefore  as 
intended  only  to  secure  the  due  performance 
thereof,  or  the  damage  really  Incurred  by  the 
nonperformance.  •  •  •  If  the  penalty  Is  to 
secure  the  performance  of  some  collateral  act 
or  undertaking,  then  courts  of  equity  will  re- 


tailn  the  bill  and  direct  an  issue  of  qnajittua 
damnificatus;  and,  where  tbe  amount  of 
damages  is  ascertained  by  a  Jury,  upon  the 
trial  of  such  an  issue  they  will  gract  relief 
upon  payment  of  such  damages."  2  Story, 
Jur.  I  1314.  The  saue  great  Jurist  further 
says  that  the  "true  foundation  of  the  relief 
in  equity  in  all  these  cases  is  tb».t,  as  tbe 
penalty  is  designed  as  a  mere  security.  If  tbe 
party  obtains  bis  money,  or  bis  damages,  be 
gets  all  that  he  exi>ected,  and  all  tb«.t  in  jus- 
tice he  is  entiUed  to."  Id.  S  1316.  Applying 
these  principles  to  the  case  before  us,  and 
treating  the  penalty  of  the  bond  as  a  security 
for  the  performance  of  defendant's  undertak- 
ing to  complete  a  house  by  a  given  date,  it 
certainly  should  appear  where  tho  plaintiff 
has  sustained  damages  by  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  obligor  to  complete  the  bouse, 
for  which  tbe  penalty  in  the  bond  stands  as 
security  only.  Now,  if  there  la  no  d&mage, 
there  is  no  more  reason  for  enforcing  the 
penalty  than  for  foreclosing  a  mortgage  when 
the  debt  is  already  paid.  The  principal  thinK 
is  tbe  debt  or  damage;  tbe  security  Is  col- 
lateral,— and  when  the  first  is  extinguished, 
or  does  not  come  into  existence,  the  collateral 
Incident  is  afFected  in  like  manner.  In  order 
for  plaintiff  to  avail  himself  of  the  security 
of  tbe  penalty,  it  must  appear  that  be  has 
sustained  damages  by  the  nonperformance 
of  defendant's  undertaking,  and  the  extent  of 
such  damage  should  appear.  One  party  Is 
not  entitled  to  prosecute  another  In  a  court 
of  justice  for  the  redress  of  a  wrong  which 
does  not  exist,— where  there  Is  no  actual 
damage  shown.  See  Wllcus  v.  King,  87  HI. 
107.  It  has  become  a  settled  rule  that  no 
other  sum  can  be  recovered  under  a  penalty 
than  that  which  shall  compensate  the  plain- 
tiff for  his  actual  loss.  1  Sedg.  Dam.  (8th 
Ed.)  i  393.  The  subject  has  also  been  con- 
sidered by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States.  A  written  contract  was  entered  into, 
by  which  tbe  defendants  In  error,  T.  and  S. 
Sandlford,  agreed  to  build  for  the  plaintiff 
tbree  houses  on  Pennsylvania  avenue  in 
Washington  City.  A  subsequent  contract, 
under  seal,  was  entered  into  between  tbe 
same  parties  for  tbe  building  of  tbree  addi- 
tional bouses,  "the  said  houses  to  be  com- 
pletely finished  on  or  before  the  24th  day  of 
December  next,  under  a  penalty  of  one 
thousand  dollars  In  case  of  failure."  The 
three  houses  were  not  finished  at  tbe  day. 
The  plaintiff  in  error  retained  the  sum  of 
$1,000  as  stipulated  damages  out  of  the 
money  due  defendant  In  error.  Tbe  suit  was 
brought,  and  on  the  trial  the  plaintiff  in 
error  (the  defendant  below)  offered  to  set  off 
the  $1,000  as  stipulated  damages,  which  was 
not  allowed;  and  the  supreme  court  held  tho 
charge  on  this  point  right,  though  a  new  trial 
was  ordered  on  other  grounds.  Marshall,  C, 
J.,  said:  "In  general,  a  sum  of  money  in 
gross  to  be  paid  for  the  nonperformance  of 
an  agreement  Is  considered  as  a  penalty.   It 
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win  not,  of  coarse,  be  considered  as  liqui- 
dated damages.  Much  stronger  Is  the  In- 
ference In  favor  of  its  being  a  penalty  when 
it  is  expressly  reserved  as  one.  The  parties 
themselves  denominate  it  a  penalty,  and  it 
would  require  very  strong  evidence  to  author- 
ize the  court  to  say  that  their  own  words  do 
not  express  their  own  Intention."  Tayloe  v. 
Sandlford,  7  Wheat  13.  In  view  of  the  law 
now  applicable  to  this  case,  It  Is  obvious 
enough  that  the  plaintiff,  having  suffered  no 
injury,  is  not  entitled  to  recover;  and  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  below  is  hereby  con- 
firmed in  all  things,  and  the  cause  remanded 
to  the  lower  court  for  appropriate  action.  It 
is  80  ordered.     All  the  Justices  concurring. 

BUKFORl>,  J.,  having  presided  in  the  court 
below,  not  sitting. 


TERRITORT  v.  DE  LENA  et  al. 
(Snpiemp  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1885.) 
Jury    Cektificatb— Forokri — Invalid  Ikbtkd- 

KENT. 

1.  A  certificate  issued  by  the  clerk  of  a  dis- 
trict court,  setting  forth  that  a  juror  has  at- 
tended a  certain  number  of  days,  and  is  entitled 
to  a  certain  number  of  dollars,  as  his  pay  tiiere- 
for,  is  unauthorized,  absolutely  void,  and  of  no 
effect  in  law. 

2.  An  indictment  settinc  forth  the  forgery 
of  a  juror's  certificate  issued  by  the  clerk  of  a 
district  court  does  not  state  a  public  offense, 
and  a  demurrer  thereto  should  be  sustained. 

3.  It  is  a  general  rule  that  if  an  instrument 
is  void  or  invalid  upon  its  face,  and  cannot  be 
made  good  by  averment,  the  crime  of  forgery 
cannot  be  predicated  upon  it. 

4.  The  law  is  that  forgery  may  be  commit- 
ted of  any  instrument  of  writinR,  which,  if  genu- 
ine, would  or  might  operate  as  the  foundation  of 
another  man's  liability,  or  the  evidence  of  his 
rights.  Shannon  v.  State,  10  N.  B.  87,  109  Ind. 
407. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Canadian  coun- 
ty; before  Chief  Justice  Dale. 

John  De  Lena  and  Charles  W.  Beacom 
were  indicted  for  forgery.  A  demurrer  to 
the  indictment  was  sustained,  and  the  ter- 
ritory appeals.    Affirmed. 

The  indictment  was  In  words  and  figures 
as  follows,  to  wit: 

"Of  the  November  term  of  the  district  court 
of  the  Second  judicial  district  of  the  terri- 
tory of  Oklahoma,  within  and  for  Canadian 
county,  in  said  territory,  in  the  year  of  our 
liOrd  1894,  the  grand  Jurors  chosen,  selected, 
and  sworn  in  and  for  the  county  of  Cana- 
<iian,  in  the  name  and  by  the  autliority  of 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  upon  their  oaths 
present:  That  John  De  Lena  and  Charles 
AV.  Beacom,  late  of  the  county  aforesaid, 
on  the  10th  day  of  November,  In  the  year  of 
our  Lord  1894,  in  the  county  of  Canadian 
and  territory  of  Oklahoma  aforesaid,  having 
then  and  there  in  their  possession  a  certain 
Juror's  certificate  Issued  under  the  authority 


of  the  laws  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma 
aforesaid,  by  B«iJ.  F.  Hegler,  clerk  of  the 
district  court  in  and  for  the  Second  Judicial 
district  of  the  aforesaid  territory  of  Olda- 
bouia,  and  Issued  at  the  city  of  Kingfisher, 
in  the  county  of  Kingfisher,  in  the  Second 
Judicial  district  and  territory  of  Oklahoma 
aforesaid,  and  signed  by  BenJ.  F.  Hegler, 
clerk  district  court,  by  W.  R.  Benson,  d^uty, 
which  said  Juror's  certificate  was  issued  as 
aforesaid  to  one  C.  R.  Grinstead  in  payment 
for  two  days'  service  as  a  petit  Juror  at  the 
district  court  in  said  county  of  Kingfisher 
and  territory  aforesaid,  and  was  evidence 
of  a  debt  of  four  dollars  in  money  owing 
by  said  county  of  Kingflslier  to  C.  R.  Grin- 
stead  for  his  two  days'  service  as  a  i>etit 
Juror  aforesaid,  and  the  said  Juror's  certifl- 
cate  Issued  as  aforesaid  was,  when  so  is- 
sued, in  the  words  and  figures  following, 
that  is  to  say: 

"'No.  16.  $4.00.  The  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa, 2nd  Judicial  District,  County  of  King- 
flshei^ss.:  February  Term,  1894.  I,  BenJ. 
F.  Hegler,  clerk  of  the  district  court  in  and 
for  said  county,  do  hweby  certify  that  C.  R, 
Grinstead  was  duly  summoned  as  a  petit 
Juror  on  the  petit  Jury  venire,  and  tliat  he 
has  been  in  attendance  on  said  court,  at  the 
February  term  thereof,  A.  D.  1894,  2  days, 

and  he  necessarily  traveled miles,  and 

is  entitled  to  $4.00  as  pay  for  such  services. 
Witness  my  hand  and  the  seal  of  said  court, 
atUxed  at  my  office  in  Kingfisher,  territory 
of  Oklahoma,  this  16th  day  of  February,  A. 
D.  1894.  BenJ.  P.  Hegler,  Clerk  District 
Court,  by  W.  R.  B«tson,  Deputy.    [Seal.]' 

"And  said  Juror's  certificate,  when  so  is- 
sued as  aforesaid,  had  printed  in  words  and 
figures  on  the  back  thereof  the  following  In- 
dorsements, and  blank  form  of  transfer  and 
assignment,  that  is  to  say: 

•"Certificate  of  Juror's  Attendance.  Dis- 
trict Court,  • County,  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa.    To  Term,  189—.     Piled  this 

day    of    ,  A.  D.  189—.     , 

County  Clerk.' 

"  'Amount    certified, 

lowed,  $ ,  this 

18l>— .  ,  Chairman  Board  Commission- 
ers.' 

"'Warrant  No.  ,  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa,    County— ss.:  For  value  re- 
ceived, I  hereby  assign,  sell,  and  transfer 

and  make  over  to  all  my  right,  title, 

and  interest  in  and  to  the  within  certificate, 
and  the  fees  therein  described;  and  I  au- 
thorize said  to  receive  the  county  or- 
der issued  therefor,  and  receipt  the  same  in 
my  name,  when  the  same  shall  have  been 

issued.    .    Oklahoma  Territory,  , 

189-.' 

"And  said  Juror's  certificate,  after  being 
so  issued  as  aforesaid,  was  transferred,  and 
assigned  by  the  said  C.  R.  Grinstead  In 
words  and  figures  written  and  printed  on  the 
back  thereof  as  follows,  that  is  to  say: 


.     Amount   al- 

day  of ,  A.  D. 
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"Territory   of  Oklahoma,   County 

—88.:  For  value  received,  I  hereby  sell,  as- 
sign, transfer,  and  make  over  to  Brown  & 
De  Lena,  Chas.  W.  Beacom,  ot  £1  Reno,  O. 
T.,  all  my  right,  title,  and  interest  in  and  to 
the  within  certificate,  and  the  fees  therein 
described;  and  I  authorize  said  Chas.  W. 
Beacom  to  receive  the  county  order  issued 
therefor,  and  receipt  the  same  in  my  name, 
when  the  same  shall  have  been  issued.  G. 
R.  Grlnstead.  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma  Ter- 
ritory, 2/10/1884.' 

"And  the  said  John  De  Lena  and  Chas. 
W.  Beacom  then  and  tlierev  that  is  to  say, 
in  tlie  county  of  Canadian  and  territory  of 
Uidahoma  aforesaid,  on  the  10th  day  of  No- 
vember, In  the  year  of  our  Lord  1894,  un- 
lawfully and  feloniously,  with  intent  to  de- 
fraud the  aforesaid  county  of  Kingfisher  and 
other  parties  to  the  grand  Jurors  unknown, 
did  falsely  forge,  counterfeit,  and  alter  the 
aforesaid  juror's  certificate,  then  and  there 
falsely  forging,  counterfeiting,  and  altering 
the  'four  dollars'  written  in  figures  at  the 
head  of  said  certlflcateh  which  said  'four  dol- 
lars,' written  in  figures,  represented  the 
amount  of  money  said  certificate  was  issued 
for,  and  by  so  altering,  counterfeiting,  and 
forging  the  'four  dollars'  written  at  the  head 
of  said  certificate  the  same  became  'four- 
teen dollars,'  in  figures,  and  by  then  and 
there  falsely  forging,  counterfeiting,  and  al- 
tering the  figure  '2,'  written  in  the  body  of 
said  certificate,  which  figure  '2'  represent- 
ed the  numbw  of  days'  attendance  as  a  Juror 
said  certificate  was  issued  for,  and  by  so  al- 
tering, counterfeiting,  and  forging  the  figure 
"Z*  written  in  the  body  of  said  certificate  the 
said  figure  "2'  became  a  figure  '7,'  and  by 
reason  of  the  said  John  De  Lena  and  Chas. 
W.  Beacom  then  and  there  falsdy  forging, 
counterfeiting,  and  altering  as  above  set 
forth  the  aforesaid  Juror's  certificate  Issued 
as  aforesaid  for  four  dollars  for  two  days' 
attendance  as  a  Juror,  the  said  Juror's  cer- 
tificate did  import,  signify,  and  become  a 
Juror's  certificate  issued  as  aforesaid  tor 
fourteen  dollars,  for  seven  days'  attendance 
as  a  Juror,  which  said  falsely  forged,  coun- 
terfeited, and  altered  Juror's  certificate  is  in 
words  and  figures  following,  that  is  to  say: 

**  'No.  16.  $14.00.  The  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa, 2nd  Judicial  District,  County  of  King- 
fisher—as.:  February  Term,  18d4.  I,  BenJ. 
F.  Hegler,  clerk  of  the  district  court  in  and 
for  said  county,  do  h»eby  certify  that  C.  R. 
Grlnstead  was  duly  summoned  as  a  Juror  on 
the  petit  Jury  venire,  and  that  he  has  been 
In  attendance  on  said  court,  at  the  February 
term  thereof,  A.  D.  1894,  7  days,  and  he 
necemarUy  traveled miles,  and  is  en- 
titled to  $4.00  as  pay  for  such  services. 
Witness  my  liand  and  the  seal  of  said  court, 
affixed  at  my  office  in  Kingfisher,  territory 
of  Oklahoma,  this  10th  day  of  February,  A. 
D.  1894.  BenJ.  F.  Hegler,  Clerk  District 
Court,  by  W.  K.  BMison,  Deputy.    [Seal.]' 

"  'And  the  said  falselir    forged,   counter- 


fdted,  and  altered  Juror's  certificate  is  In- 
dorsed In  blank  as  follows,  that  is  to  say: 

"'Certificate  of  Juror's  Attendance,  Dis- 
trict Court, County,  Territory  of  Okla- 
homa.   To  ,  term,  189—.    Filed 

this day  of ,  A.  D.  18^-.    , 

County  Clerk.' 

"  'Amount   certified,  $ .     Amount 

lowed,  $ ,  this day  of ,  A. 

189—.    ,  Chairman  Board  County  Com' 


al- 
D. 


missioners.    Warrant  No. .' 

"And  the  said  falsely  forged,  counterfeit- 
ed, and  altered  Juror's  certificate  has  the 
following  transfer  and  assignment  by  the 
aforesaid  C.  B.  Grlnstead  on  the  back  tbere- 
'Of,  that  is  to  say: 

"  Territory  of  Oklahoma,  County— 

88.:  FCHT  value  received,  I  hereby  sell,  assign, 
transfer,  and  make  o\&e  to  Brown  &  De 
Lena,  Chas.  W.  Beacom,  El  Beno,  O.  T.,  all 
my  right,  title,  and  Interest  in  and  to  the 
within  certificate,  and  the  fees  therein  de- 
scribed; and  I  authorize  said  Chas.  W. 
Beacom  to  receive  the  county  order  issued 
therefor,  and  receipt  the  same  In  my  name, 
when  the  same  shall  have  been  Issued.  C. 
R.  Grlnstead.  Kingfisher,  Oklahoma  Terri- 
tory, 2/10/1894.' 

"Contrary  to  the  form  ot  the  statute  In 
such  cases  made  and  provided,  and  against 
the  peace  and  dignity  of  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma. 

"A.  J.  Jennings,  County  Atty." 

Indorsed  as  follows: 

"298,  Indictment  District  Court,  Cana- 
dian County.    Doc.  .    No. ,  page 

.    Territory  of  Oklahoma,  vs.  John  De 

Lena,  Charles  W.  Beacom.  Indicted  for  for- 
gery. A  true  bill.  T.  F.  Addlngton,  Fore- 
man of  the  Grand  Jury.  Filed  in  open  court 
Dec.  22,  1894.  BenJ.  F.  Hegler,  Clerk,  by 
Kd.  M.  Hegler,  Deputy.  Witnesses:  J.  H. 
McGee,  J.  V.  Motrett,  C.  R.  Grinstead,  B.  F. 
Hegler,  A.  J.  Jennings,  County  Attorney. 
Ball,  $1,000  each.    Jno.  H.  Burford,  Judge." 

On  the  4th  day  of  March,  1885,  the  def^id- 
ants  appeared  by  their  attorneys,  and  filed 
a  demurrer  to  said  indictment,  which,  omit- 
ting caption,  reads  as  follows: 

"Comes  now  John  De  Lena,  defendant  in 
«ald  cause,  and,  for  demurrer  to  the  indict- 
ment therein,  severally  avers:  First  That  it 
does  not  substantially  conform  to  the  re- 
quirements of  chapter  68  of  the  Statutes  of 
Oklahoma,  in  this,  to  wit:  (a)  It  is  not  en- 
titled In  a  court  having  authority  to  receive 
it;  (b)  it  does  not  state  the  name  of  the 
court  to  which  it  Is  presented.  Second.  The 
facts  stated  ther^n  do  not  constitute  a  pub- 
lic offense.  John  I.  Dille,  John  Schmooke,  Jr., 
Attys.  for  Defts." 

On  the  6th  day  of  March,  1895,  the  court 
(Chief  Justice  Dale  presiding,  by  assignment 
of  the  supreme  court)  sustained  the  demurrer 
to  the  indictment,  and  held  the  defendant  to 
await  the  actitm  of  the  next  grand  Jury.  To 
this  ruling  the  counsel  for  the  territory  ex- 
cepted, and  appealed  the  cause  to  this  court 
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C.  A.  Galbrattb,  Atty.  Oen.,  Thoa.  R.  Reld, 
Co.  Atty.,  and  A.  J.  Jennings,  for  the  Terri- 
tory. John  I.  DUle  and  Jobn  Scbmooke,  Jr., 
for  a[q;ielIeeB. 

SCOTT,  J.  Counsel  for  the  territory  cm- 
tend  that  the  court  below  committed  error  In 
Bostalning  the  defendant's  demurrer  to  the  in- 
dictment The  prime  question  is,  does  the 
Indictment  state  a  pnUlc  offense?  Did  the 
facts  set  out  in  the  Indictment  amount,  in 
law,  to  forgery?  The  determination  of  these 
questions  will  decide  tbe  case. 

Maxwell,  in  his  work  on  Criminal  Proce- 
dure, holds  that  "forgery  may  be  committed 
by  any  writing  which,  if  genuine,  would  form' 
the  basis  of  another  man's  liability,  or  evi- 
dence of  bis  right."  Is  the  instrument  or  cer- 
tificate set  out  in  tbe  Indictment  capable  of 
being  forged  or  counterfeited?  Is  It  a  certifi- 
cate or  statement  provided  and  required  by 
law?  Does  it  give  to  the  juror  or  witness 
holding  it  any  greater  right  than  he  would 
possess  If  be  did  not  have  it?  Could  tbe 
claim  of  the  Juror  or  witness  be  a  valid  claim 
against  the  county,  if  no  certificate  were  ever 
lamied?  It  appears  that  there  is  no  statutory 
authority  for  tbe  issuance  of  the  certificate 
■et  out  In  the  indictment  It  seems  to  be  the 
Voluntary  act  of  tbe  clerk  of  the  court;  given, 
perhaps,  to  enable  the  witness  or  Juror  to 
know  what  his  fees  amount  to,  or  may  be,  as 
suggested  by  counsel,  to  enable  the  party  to 
negotiate  it  It  is  not  binding  upon  the  coun- 
ty, and  the  commissioners  are  not  bound  to, 
nor  should  they,  accept  It  for  any  more  than 
an  open  account  If  tbe  party  presenting  it, 
and  claiming  a  bill  against  the  county,  swears 
to  It,  the  same  as  any  other  claim  is  sub- 
■cribed  to,  it  might  be  evidence  that  the  party 
owns  tbe  claim.  The  county  treasurer  would 
not  recognize  the  certificate  of  the  clerk  as 
authority  for  him  to  pay  money  out  of  the 
county  treasury,  and  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  would  not  recognize  it  as  bind- 
ing upon  the  county.  It  Is  not  a  contract  be- 
tween the  county  and  the  person  set  forth  to 
have  rendered  certain  services.  It  is  not  a 
contract  between  the  clerk  and  the  witness 
or  Juror.  It  is  unauthorised  by  law,  issued 
without  authority,  and  cannot  possiblj*  be  a 
thing  of  any  value.  If  it  has  been  used  as  a 
negotiable  instrument,  parties  taking  it  must 
be  presumed  to  have  known  that  there  was 
no  law  for  its  issuance.  In  the  case  of  Siian- 
non  V.  State,  109  Ind.  407,  and  reported  in 
10  N.  E.  87,  the  court  u.sos  the  following  lan- 
guage: "It  Is  clear  that  such  instrauicnt  was 
not  one  of  those  specifically  mentioned  in  our 
statute  defining  the  crime  of  forgery.  But 
the  law  is  that  forgery  may  be  committed  of 
any  instrument  of  writing  which,  if  genuine, 
would  or  might  operate  as  the  foundation  of 
another  man's  liability,  or  the  evidence  of  his 
rights."  In  the  case  of  King  v.  State,  27 
Tex.  App.  567,  11  S.  W.  525,  the  defendant 
was  charged  with  attempting  to  pass  as  true 
a  forged  Instrument  in  writing  as  foUowa: 


W^hed  on  Fairbanks*  standard  scales,  Dec. 

Load  of  one  load  of  com. 

From  Sam  Simpson,  to  Patty  &  Brockineton. 

On  gross 2,51S  lbs. 

Off  tare 1,011  lbs. 

Fees,  net .' 1.602  lbs. 

Net   bus.    Weigher.     [Space   for  figuring   on 
back  side.] 

A  motion  to  quash  tbe  indictment  was  filed, 
and  overruled  by  the  court,  and  the  defendant 
appealed  to  the  court  of  appeals.  The  opin- 
ion states  that:  "The  assistant  attorney  gen- 
eral confesses  error,  and  admits  that  "npon 
the  face  of  the  indictment  tbe  instrument  [de- 
clared on]  does  not  create  any  liability  upon 
tbe  part  of  any  one  to  be  responsible  for  any- 
thing. (2)  There  are  no  innuendo  averments 
showing  the  facts  or  reasons  why  said  Instru- 
ment created  such  liability,  nor  are  there  req- 
uisite explanations  set  out  that  make  the  al- 
leged forged  instrument  a  forged  instrument 
in  law.'  'If  a  writing  is  so  incomplete  in 
form  as  to  leave  an  apparent  uncertainty  in 
law  whether  it  Is  valid  or  not  a  simple  charge 
of  forging  it  fraudulently,  etc.,  does  not  show 
an  offense,  but  the  indictment  must  set  out 
such  extrinsic  facts  as  will  enable  the  court 
to  see  that  if  it  were  genuine  it  would  be 
vaUd.'  2  Blsb.  Cr.  Law  (7th  Ed.)  |  545.  And 
'when  an  instrument  is  incomplete  on  its  face, 
so  that,  as  it  stands,  it  cannot  be  tbe  basis 
of  any  legal  liability,  then,  to  make  it  tech- 
nically subject  to  forgery,  the  indictment 
must  aver  such  facts  as  will  invest  the  In- 
strument with  legal  force."*  It  seems  that 
the  case  Just  cited  is  properly  analogous  to 
the  one  under  consideration.  The  statement 
in  the  Texas  case  might  as  properly  be  called 
the  subject  of  legal  forgery  as  the  one  at  bar. 
Tbe  statement  made  by  King  in  the  case  Just 
cited  does  not  attempt  to  confer  any  rights 
upon  any  one,  but  is  a  simple  statement, 
without  any  liability.  In  the  case  at  bar 
the  clerk  makes  a  cerilficate,  and  states  tliat 
a  party  has  attended  as  a  Juror  for  a  certain 
number  of  days,  and  is  entitled  to  so  many 
dollars.  It  Is  of  no  value,  except  as  a  mem- 
orandum. No  rights  are  conferred  by  it 
which  would  not  exist  if  it  had  never  been 
put  into  existence.  In  the  case  of  People  v. 
Shall,  9  Cow.  778,  the  defendant  was  convict- 
ed of  forging  an  instrument  which,  as  set 
forth  In  the  Indictment,  was  as  follows: 
"Throe  months  after  date,  I  promise  to  pay 
SelMistlan  I.  Shall,  or  bearer,  the  sum  of  three 
dollars,  in  ahoemaklng,  at  cash  price;  tbe 
work  to  be  done  at  his  dwelling  bouse,  near 
Simon  Vroonmn,  in  MLnden,  August  24tb, 
1826.  David  W.  Houghtailbig."  A  motion 
was  made  to  arrest  tbe  Judgment  Mr.  Jus- 
tice Cowen,  in  considering  the  case,  says:  "It 
is  scarcely  necessary  to  observe  that  the  In- 
strument set  out  in  this  Indictment  is  not  a 
promissory  note,  wltliln  the  statute  of  Anne; 
and  it  is  agreed  that  the  writing  does  not  come 
within  any  of  the  statutes  of  forgery,  it  being 
linynble  neither  in  money  nor  goods,  but  la- 
bor.   Tbe  Indictment  is  therefore  based  upon 
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the  comment  laW.  Anotfaer  defect  redden  It 
utterly  void,  of  ItBeU,  as  a  common-law  con- 
tract. It  expressea  no  value  received,  nor 
any  consideration  wbatever;  and  no  action 
could  be  maintained  npon  it,  If  genuine,  as  a 
special  agreement  to  perform  labor,  without 
averring  and  proving  a  consideration  dehors 
the  instrmnent  •  •  •  The  question  pre- 
sented la  whether  the  fraudulent  making  of 
a  writing  void  In  itself,  and  so  appearing  in 
the  indictment,  be  the  subject  of  a  prosecu- 
tion for  forgery."  The  learned  judge  then 
discnasea  a  nomber  of  cases  on  the  question 
of  forgery,  and  continues:  "In  the  principal 
case  I  have  shown  that  the  paper  forged,  if 
genuine,  would  be  a  mere  nullity  for  any  pur- 
pose. Nor,  to  my  mind,  could  it  be  made 
good  by  any  possible  averment.  It  could  not 
be  made  the  foundation  of  liability,  like  the 
letter  of  credit.  It  does  not  come  within  any 
of  the  cases  sustaining  indictments,  but  to 
me  appeosB  to  be  directly  within  the  cases  cit- 
ed, holding  that  an  Instrument  purporting  to 
be  void  on  Its  face,  and  not  shown  to  be  op- 
erative by  averment.  If  genuine,  is  not  the 
subject  of  forgery.  How  is  it  possible,  in  the 
nature  of  things,  that  It  should  be  otherwise? 
'Void  things  are  aa  no  things.'  Was  it  ever 
heard  of,  that  tlie  forgery  of  a  nudum  pactum 
— a  thing  which  could  not  be  declared  on  or 
enforced  in  any  way— is  yet  indictable?  It  Is 
the  forgery  of  a  shadow."  Again,  in  conclu- 
sion, the  learned  justice  says:  "I  agree  that 
a  man  ignorant  of  the  technical  requisites  of 
a  special  agreement  might  be  impoeed  upon 
by  the  paper  in  question.  Tills  remark  prob- 
ably embraces  a  majority  of  the  community 
in  which  we  live,  and  most  likely  the  very 
parties  named  in  the  false  instrument  In 
this  view,  no  doubt,  the  deed  of  which  the  de- 
fendant stands  convicted  involves  all  the 
moral  guilt  of  forgery.  He  believed  that  he 
had  succeeded  in  fabricating  what  purported 
to  be  a  valid  promissory  note.  But  legal  for- 
gery cannot  be  made  out  by  imputing  a  pos- 
sible or  even  actual  ignorance  of  the  law 
to  the  person  Intended  to  be  defrauded.  How- 
ever dark  may  be  the  moral  hue  of  a  trans- 
action, courts  of  justice  can  only  act  upon 
legal  crime,— upon  criminal  breaches  of  per- 
fect legal  obligation.  Had  this  paper  been 
used  as  a  token,  and  thus  mode  the  medium 
of  actual  fraud  by  the  defendant,  he  would 
be  punishable  as  for  a  cheat.  The  instrument 
might,  in  that  relative  sense,  become  the  sub- 
ject of  an  Indictment.  It  here  stands  alone, 
and  we  do  not  think  that  legal  forgery  can  be 
predicated  of  such  writing,  for  the  reasons 
fully  established  by  authority  and  principle, 
—that  it  is  not,  on  the  face  of  the  indictment, 
of  any  apparent  legal  effect."  The  Colorado 
court  of  appeals,  in  the  case  of  Raymond  v. 
People,  reported  in  30  Fac.  504,  by  a  majori'- 
ty  of  the  court,  hcrids  an  instrument  in  the  fol- 
lowing language  not  to  be  capable  of  forger}-: 

"Auditor's  OflEtee,  Olty  of  Denver.  No.  B. 
Xe74. 

"Treasurer  of  the  City  of  Denver:   Pay  to 


Joaltn  &  Son,  or  oriet,  $3.50,  three  50  dol&m, 
oat  of  any  money  in  the  treasury  not  others 

wise  appropriated,  for ,  and  charge  the 

same  to  the  miscellaneous  fund;  and  this 
shall  be  your  voucher.  By  order  of  the  city 
council  of  date  July  81, 1880. 

"Issued  Aug.  1,  1890. 
"[City  Seal.]  Countersigned  by 

"Attest:  A.  A.  Knight, 

"W.  H.  Mllbum,  City  Auditor. 

"City  Clerk. 

" ,  Deputy.  Wolfe  Londoner, 

"Mayor." 

This  warrant  was  raised  from  $3.50  to 
$303.50.  The  defendant  was  Indicted  and 
convicted,  and  brought  error  to  the  court  of 
appeals.  Mr.  Justice  Bissell  dissented  from 
the  opinion  of  the  court  reversing  the  lower 
court,  but  it  was  up<Mi  the  theory  that  the 
warrant  was  not  void.  The  charter  of  Den- 
ver contains  the  following  provision:  "No 
money  shall  be  paid  out  by  the  city  treasur- 
er for  any  purpose,  except  upon  the  war- 
rants drawn  npon  him  by  order  of  the  city 
council  and  signed  by  the  mayor,  counter- 
signed and  registered  by  the  auditor,  and 
attested  by  the  clerk;  and  every  such  war- 
rant shall  show  upon  its  face  the  date  of  its 
Issue,  the  date  of  the  order  of  the  city  coun- 
cil, to  whom  and  for  what  purpose  issued, 
and  from  what  fund  payabia"  Under  this 
section,  counsel  for  the  appellant  contended 
that  the  Instrument  was  absolutely  void,— 
of  no  legal  effect,— because  the  warrant  did 
not  specify  for  what  it  was  issued,  and  there- 
fore not  indictable.  The  majority  of  the 
court,  by  Richmond,  P.  J.,  reversed  the  de- 
cision of  the  lower  court,  and  held  that  the 
wan-ant  was  void,  and  that  a  prosecution  for 
forgery  would  not  lie.  The  opinion  is  very 
lengthy,  and  reviews  the  entire  field  of  Eng- 
lish and  American  authority  upon  the  sub- 
ject In  the  dissenting  opinion  of  Justice 
Bissell,  the  following  language  is  found:  "If 
the  paper  forged  is  not  absolutely  worthless 
for  all  legal  purposes,  forgery  may  be  com- 
mitted. •  •  •  The  conclusion  is  irresisti- 
ble that  the  writing  must  be  absolutely  void, 
and  worthless  for  all  purposes,  not  to  be  the 
subject  of  forgery." 

The  case  of  State  v.  Bvans,  decided  by  the 
supreme  court  of  Montana,  and  reported  in 
89  Pac,  at  page  850,  was  a  criminal  prose- 
cution against  Bvans  for  the  forgery  of  the 
following  instrument  or  writing:  "Bozeman, 
December  25,  "94.  Schumacher,  Esq.:  Please 
pay  to  the  order  of  W.  D.  Bvans  the  amt 
of  twenty  dollars  ($20.00),  and  charge  to  him 
at  my  office.  Johnson  &  McCarthy."  The 
defendant  was  convicted.  The  court,  in  con- 
sidering  this  case,  followed  the  authorities 
cited  herein,  and  held  that  the  Instrument 
was  not  the  subject  of  forgery.  The  court 
held  that  the  Instrument,  if  genuine,  could  do 
no  possible  damage,  even  If  accepted;  that 
Johnson  &  McCarthy  were  not  made  respon- 
sible, and  Evans  could  accomplish  as  much 
without  the  Instrument  as  with  it    Johnson^ 
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&  McCarthy  did  not  ask  to  have  the  amount 
charged  to  them,  but  to  Evans.  The  court 
say:  "The  order,  as  It  appeared  on  Ita  face, 
would  not  accomplish  the  advancing  of  the 
money  by  Schumacher  to  Evans  on  the  cred- 
it of  Johnson  &  McCarthy.  Schumacher 
would  as  readily  have  advanced  it  without 
the  order  as  with  it.  There  were  no  ex- 
trinsic facts  alleged  In  the  information  to 
show  that  the  instrument  was  available  for 
the  fraudulent  purpose  alleged  in  the  informa- 
tion." 

See,  also.  People  v.  Heed,  1  Idaho,  531; 
Rembert  v.  State,  53  Ala.  4C7;  Roode  v. 
State,  5  Neb.  174;  Arnold  v.  Cost,  22  Am. 
Dec.  315,  note;  Waterman  v.  People,  67  111.  92; 
3  Greenl.  Ev.  p.  103;  Com.  v.  Ray,  3  Gray, 
441;  2  Blsh.  Gr.  Law  (8th  Ed.)  U  533,  538; 
Maxw.  Cr.  Proc.  147-149;  Hendricks  v.  State, 

8  Am.  St.  Rep.  463,  note  p.  466  (Tex.  App.) 

9  S.  W.  555. 

The  supreme  court  of  Indiana,  in  Garmire 
V.  State,  reported  in  4  N.  E.,  at  page  55, 
states  the  rule,  unquestionably,  to  be  that 
the  indictment  must  show  that  the  instru- 
ment is  one  having  some  legal  effect,  but  it 
is  not  necessary  that  it  should  be  shown  to 
be  a  perfect  instrument 

In  Rollins  v.  State,  22  Tex.  App.  548,  8  S. 
W.  759,  the  court  say:  "It  is  an  established 
rule  that  a  written  instrument,  to  be  the 
subject  of  indictment  for  forgery,  must  be 
such  as  would  be  valid,  if  genuine,  for  the 
purpose  intended.  If  void  or  invalid  upon 
its  face,  and  It  cannot  be  made  good  by  aver- 
ment, the  crime  of  forgery  cannot  be  predi- 
cated upon  it.  In  other  words,  if  the  instru- 
ment Is  absolutely  void  upon  its  face,  it  can- 
not be  made  the  subject  of  forgery;  but  if  the 
legality  be  doubtful,  and  by  proper  allega- 
tions its  legality  is  capable  of  being  shown 
to  the  court,  it  is  a  subject  of  forgery."  Ander- 
son V.  State,  20  Tex.  App.  595;  State  v. 
Briggs,  34  Vt.  503. 

The  supreme  court  of  Ohio,  in  the  case  of 
Clarke  v.  State,  reported  In  8  Ohio  St.  630, 
uses  the  following  language  in  discussing  the 
question:  "An  indictment  for  forgery  must 
not  only  allege  the  false  making  or  altera- 
tion of  a  writing  specified  in  the  statute,  with 
the  Intent  to  defraud  some  named  person  or 
body  corporate,  but  it  must  also  appear  on 
the  face  of  the  Indictment  that  the  fabricated 
writing,  either  of  Itself,  or  In  connection  with 
the  extrinsic  t&ctB  averred,  is  such  that,  If 
genuine,  it  would  be  valid,  in  the  law,  to 
prejudice  the  rights  of  the  person  or  body 
corporate  thus  named." 

We  now  come  to  the  consideration  of  the 
authorities  cited  by  the  appellant.  The  first 
case  brought  to  the  notice  of  the  court  Is  that 
of  State  V.  Woodwerd,  20  Iowa,  541,  decided 
by  Mr.  Justice  Dillon.  We  have  a  very  high 
regard  for  the  opinion  of  Judge  Dillon,  and 
believe  that  the  case  cited  by  counsel  fails 
to  sustain  the  theory  advanced  by  them,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  sustains  the  theory  of  the 
court  in  this  case.     The  quotations  made  by 


counsel  do  not  fairly  state  the  law  of  the 
case  as  announced  in  that  decision.  Counsel, 
in  their  brief,  use  the  following  language: 
"Mr.  Justice  Dillon,  in  the  case  of  State  v. 
Woodwerd,  20  Iowa,  541,  defines  forgery'  to 
be  'the  making  or  alteration  of  any  writing 
with  a  fraudulent  intent,  whereby  another 
may  be  prejudiced.  It  Is  not  essential  that 
any  person  should  be  actually  injured.'  "  The 
case  just  cited  was  one  where  the  defendant 
was  charged  with  changing  two  receipts,  and 
the  court  holds.  In  the  very  first  part  of  its 
decision,  after  a  discussion  of  the  subject, 
that  the  two  receipts,  if  genuine,  would  found 
a  liability.  The  court  says:  "It  is  plain  that 
the  receipts  In  question,  if  genuine,  would 
found  a  liability,  or  be  evidence  of  a  liabil- 
ity, on  the  part  of  Armstrong," — counsel  hav- 
ing altogether  a  mistaken  view  of  this  case, 
as  a  careful  review  of  it  will  discdose.  Coun- 
sel also  cite  22  Am.  Dec.  306.  We  presume 
counsel  refer  solely  to  the  note  to  the  de- 
cision of  Arnold  v.  Cost,  as  the  case  itself 
does  not  bear  out  the  theory  stated;  and  the 
note  itself  is  not  a  correct  statement  of  the 
law,  nor  the  law  as  laid  down  in  the  text- 
books and  cases  cited.  Counsel  for  appellant 
dte  State  t.  Johnson,  26  Iowa,  407,  and  say: 
"We  understand  the  general  rule  to  be  that 
if  an  Instrument  is  void  on  its  face  it  cannot 
be  the  subject  of  forgery.  Still,  this  rule 
must  be  taken  with  this  limitation:  'Wh«i 
the  instrument  does  not  appear  to  have  any 
legal  validity,  or  show  that  another  might  be 
Injured  by  it,  but  extrinsic  facts  exist,  by 
which  the  holder  of  tne  paper  might  be  en- 
abled to  defraud  another,  then  the  offense  is 
complete,  and  an  indictment  averring  the  ex- 
trinsic facts  disclosing  Its  capacity  to  deceive 
and  defraud  would  be  supported.'  "  We  fall  to 
understand  why  connsel  cite  this  authority  or 
suggest  this  rule,  for  surely  they  cannot  say 
tliat  any  extrinsic  facts  are  pleaded  which 
would  take  the  Instrument  contained  In  the 
indictment  out  of  the  general  rule,  viz.  that 
a  void  instrument  is  not  the  subject  of  for- 
gery. We  do  not  think,  however,  that  the 
rule  stated  by  counsel  is  correct,  or  that  the 
citation  Is  a  correct  or  fair  statement  of  the 
decision.  The  court  expressly  say:  "True 
It  is,  there  can  be  no  forgery  If  the  paper 
Is  invalid  on  its  face,  for  It  can  then  hare 
no  legal  tendency  to  effect  a  fraud.  If  its 
invalidity,  however,  is  to  be  made  out  by  ex- 
trinsic facts,  it  may  be  capable  of  effecting 
a  fraud,  and  the  party  making  the  same  be 
punished."  We  do  not  think  the  various 
cases  cited  by  connsel  for  appellant  are  in 
point,  or  state  the  law  correctly.  Some  of 
them  do  not  appear  to  be  well  considered, 
and  others  do  not  support  counsel's  theory. 
We  believe,  from  a  careful  review  of  all 
the  authorities,  that  the  Instrument  set  out 
in  the  Indictment  is  not  the  subject  of  forgery, 
as  it  is  absolutely  void.  No  extrinsic  facts 
are  set  forth  to  take  It  out  of  the  general 
rule,  and  we  believe  that  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  sustaining  the  demurrer  was  correct 
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The  jvidgment  of  the  lower  court  wlU  be  af- 
firmed, with  coats.  It  is  so  ordered.  All  the 
justices  concurring. 

DALE,  O.  J.,  not  sitting,  having  presided 
below. 


TERRITORY  t.  WRIGHT  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1885.) 

FOKOBRX  OP  JUBOB'S  CERTIFICATE. 

A  certificate  issued  by  the  clerk  of  a  dis- 
trict court  setting  forth  that  a  juror  has  attend- 
ed a  certain  number  of  days,  and  is  entitled  to 
a  certain  number  of  dollars  as  his  pay  therefor, 
is  unauthorized,  absolutely  roid,  and  of  no  effect 
in  law,  and  an  indictment  charging  a  forgery 
thereof  fails  to  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  public  offense.  Teri-itoiy  t.  De  Lena,  41 
Pac.  618,  followed. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Canadian  coun- 
ty; b^ore  Justice  Dale. 

ProBeention  of  Fred  H.  Wright  and  Jerry 
O'Roorke  for  forgery.  Demurrer  to  indict- 
ment sustained.  The  territory  excepts,  and 
appeals.    Affirmed. 

C.  A.  Galbraith,  Atty.  Gen.,  Tlios.  B.  Held, 
and  A  J.  Jennings,  for  the  Territory.  John 
I.  DUle  and  John  Scbmooke,  Jr.,  for  appel- 
lees. 


SCOTT,  J.  This  Is  a  prosecution  by  indict- 
ment against  Fred  H.  Wright  and  Jerry 
O'Bourke,  returned  into  the  district  court  of 
Canadian  county  by  the  grand  jury  on  the 
2iJd  day  of  December,  1894,  charging  the  for- 
gery of  a  certidcate  of  attendance  of  a  juror 
of  the  said  district  court,  issued  by  the  clerk 
thereof.  Upon  arraignment  on  the  4th  day 
of  March,  1895,  the  defendants,  Wright  and 
O'Rourke,  interposed  a  demurrer  to  said  in- 
dictment, alleging— First,  that  the  indictment 
was  not  entitled  in  a  court  having  authority 
to  receive  it;  second,  that  it  did  not  state 
the  name  of  the  court  to  which  it  was  pre- 
sented; and,  third,  that  the  tacts  stated  there- 
in did  no  constitute  a  public  ofTense.  And  on 
the  6th  day  of  March,  1895,  said  demurrer 
was  sustained,  the  indictments  dismissed,  and 
the  defendants  held  to  await  the  action  of  the 
next  grand  jury.  The  territory,  feeling  ag- 
grieved at  the  acticm  of  the  court,  appeals  to 
this  court,  and  asks  a  reversal  thereof. 

This  case  presents  the  same  questions  as 
those  decided  by  this  court  In  the  case  of  Ter- 
ritory V.  De  Liena,  41  Pax;.  618,  except  that  the 
Indictment  in  this  case  alleges  the  forgery  of 
another  and  different  juror's  certificate;  and, 
opcm  the  same  reasoning  aud  anthority  sup- 
porting our  views  of  that  case,  the  action  of 
the  lower  court  In  this  case  will  be  affirmed. 
It  Is  so  ordered.    All  the  justices  concurring. 

DALB,  O.  X,  having  presided  below,  not 
rittin» 


KAXSAS  MOLINE  PLOW  CO.  v.  SHER- 
MAN. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.  Sept  7,  1895.) 
Fkaudulbmt  Convbtance— Notice. 
Where  a  transfer  of  property  is  made  for 
the  purpose,  or  with  the  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  person  making  such  transfer,  to  hinder  and 
delay  creditors,  it  is  fraudulent  and  void;  aud 
tlie  conveyance  is  fraudulent  and  void,  also,  as 
to  the  transferee,  If  at  the  time  or  before  the 
making  of  the  transfer  the  transferee  had  no- 
tice of  such  facta  and  circumstances  as  would 
arouse  the  suspicion  of  an  ordinarily  prudent 
man,  and  cause  him  to  make  inquiry  as  to  the 
purpose  for  which  such  transfer  is  being  made. 
which  would  disclose  the  fraudulent  intent  of 
the  maker;  and  it  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to 
defeat  such  a  transfer,  to  show  that  the  trans- 
feree had  actual  notice  of,  or  was  a  participant 
in.  the  fraud  of  the  maker  of  the  transfer.  The 
former  holding  of  this  court  on  this  question  in 
the  case  of  Chandler  v.  Colcord,  32  Pac.  330,  1 
Okl.  260,  is  ovnruied. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Oklahoma  coun- 
ty; before  Justice  Scott 

Action  by  the  Kansas  Moline  Plow  Com- 
pany against  J.  R.  Sherman.  G.  W.  Sher- 
man interpleaded.  Judgment  for  the  inter- 
pleader, and  plaintiff  appeals.    Reversed. 

Selwyn  Douglass,  for  plaintiff  In  error. 
Amos  Green  &  Son,  for  defendant  in  error. 


BllSKKK,  J.  The  Kansas  Moline  Plow  (3om- 
pany  brought  suit  in  the  district  court  of  Ok- 
lahoma county  on  the  11th  day  of  September, 
1893,  against  J.  R.  Sherman,  to  recover  the 
sum  of  $1,821.76,  In  which  amount  the  plain- 
tiff claimed  J,  R.  Sherman  was  indebted  to  it 
upon  certain  promissory  notes  and  an  open 
account  for  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise 
sold  and  d^ivered  to  J.  R.  Sherman.  The 
next  day  an  order  of  attachment  was  Issued 
in  the  case,  and  the  property  in  controversy 
levied  up(»i.  O.  W.  Stierman,  by  leave  of 
court,  interpleaded  in  the  cause,  claiming  that 
he  was  the  owner  of  the  goods  attached,  by 
virtue  of  a  purchase  made  from  J.  R.  Sher- 
man on  the  6th  day  of  September,  1893.  Up- 
on issues  being  formed  upon  this  interplea, 
a  trial  was  had  before  the  court  and  a  jury, 
and  a  verdict  and  judgment  given  and  ren- 
dered for  the  Interpleader,  6.  W.  Sherman, 
for  the  value  of  the  property  and  damages, 
from  which  the  plaintiff  appeals. 

The  evidence  given  upon  the  trial  of  the 
case  is  quite  voluminous,  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary to  give  It  In  detail.  It  is  sufficient  to 
state,  briefly,  that  there  is  evidence  tending 
to  show  that  J.  R.  Sherman  engaged  in  the 
hardware  and  implement  business  in  Okla- 
homa City  in  July,  1892,  having  purchased  a 
stock  of  a  former  merchant;  that  on  the  6th 
day  of  September,  1893,  he  was  largiely  in- 
debted to  various  creditors,  a  part  of  which 
indebtedness  was  falling  due  and  was  un- 
paid. O.  W.  Sherman,  a  brother  of  J.  R.  Sher- 
man, who  had  been  residing  In  Northern  Ohio, 
after  some  correspondence  with  J.  R.  Sher-, 
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man,  came  to  Oklahoma  City,  during  the  lat- 
ter part  of  August,  1893,  and  went  Into  his 
brother's  store,  where  he  clerked  for  a  couple 
of  weeks  before  September  6,  1893.  He 
brought  with  him  from  Ohio  some  5600  or 
$700,  and  with  little.  If  any,  other  visible 
means,  knowing  tliat  his  brother  was  Indebt- 
ed to  variaus  creditors  in  amounts  which  he 
states  he  believed  to  be  about  $2,500,  he  pur- 
chased the  entire  stock  of  goods  of  his  brother, 
which  was  all  the  visible  assets  his  brother 
had,  and  all  the  property  subject  to  execu- 
tion, although  J.  R.  Sherman  states  that  be 
had  notes  in  the  bank,  uncollected,  and  some 
In  his  own  possession,  amounting  to  several 
thousand  dollars.  An  invoice  hurriedly  made, 
and  without  attracting  the  attention  of  the 
clerks  in  the  store,  up  to  the  very  date  of  the 
alleged  transfer  of  the  stock  of  goods,  amount- 
ed to  about  $4,000,  and  the  stock  and  about 
$600  worth  of  notes  were  transferred  by  con- 
tract and  bill  of  sale  to  G.  W.  Sherman,  in 
consideration  of  the  payment  of  $600  in  cash 
and  of  eight  notes  (though  3.  R.  Sherman 
says  he  does  not  know  whether  tlicre  were 
eight  or  nine)  of  $500  each,  due  in  successive 
payments,  one  each  two  months,  beginning 
two  months  from  the  date  of  the  sale.  The 
stock  was  transferred  to  G.  W.  Sherman,  he 
giving  Ijack  to  his  brother  a  chattel  mort- 
gage thereon  to  secure  these  deferred  pay- 
ments. J.  R,  Sherman  remained  In  and  about 
the  store,  transacting  business,  to  all  appear- 
ances, as  before,  and  made  purchases  of 
goods,  which  were  charged  to  him,  the  same 
as  before,  excepting  that  O.  W.  Sherman 
employed  the  clerks.  Before  the  goods  were 
attached  G.  W.  Sherman  paid  from  the  sales  of 
the  goods  $300  additional  in  cash,  and  subse- 
quently, and  before  the  trial,  turned  back  to 
his  brother  the  accounts  which  he  had  pur- 
chased with  the  stock,  it  Is  stated,  for  collec- 
tion, and  3.  R.  Sherman  delivered  back  to 
his  brother  all  of  the  $500  notes  excepting 
three,  although  no  further  payments  were 
made  thereon.  There  is  also  testimony  tend- 
ing to  show  that  about  the  9th  of  Septem- 
ber, 1893,  the  representative  of  one  of  the 
wholesale  houses  to  which  J.  R.  Sherman 
was  Indebted  presented  an  account  of  $165 
for  payment,  but  J.  R.  Sherman  told  him  tliat 
he  could  not  pay  tliis  account,  because  be  had 
not  gotten  his  money  yet  from  the  sale  of  the 
stock.  J.  R.  Sherman  denied  that  the  trans- 
fer was  made  with  the  intent  to  hinder,  de- 
lay, or  defraud  his  creditors,  as  did  also  his 
brother.  The  case  was  submitted  to  the  jury, 
evidently,  on  the  theory  that  the  evidence 
was  such  as  made  the  question  of  the  exist- 
ence of  fraud  a  question  of  fact  for  the  jury 
to  determine.  And  this  theory  of  the  case 
seems  to  have  been  considered  proper  on  both 
sides,— at  least,  no  objection  seems  to  have 
been  made  to  the  court  considering  it  In  this 
way,— and  it  was  so  considered. 

The  only  question  raised  in  the  case  Is  as 
to  the  correctness  of  the  instructions  given 
by  the  court  to  the  jury;  and  it  is  claimed 


that  the  court  erred  In  refusing,  on  tbe  ap> 
plication  of  plalntiC,  to  instruct  the  Jury 
that.  If  the  transfer  was  made  by  J.  R.  Sher- 
man to  defraud  his  creditors,  It  was  also 
fraudulent  as  to  the  vendee,  6.  W.  Sher- 
man, if  he  was  in  a  position  where  a  reason- 
ably prudent  man  could  and  would  have 
known  of  the  fraudulent  Intent  of  the  ven- 
dor, and  that  if  the  vendee  had  notice  of  such 
facts  as  would  awaken  the  suspicion  of  a 
man  of  ordinary  prudence,  and  lead  him  to 
make  inquiry,  which,  if  pursued,  would 
have  led  to  his  full  knowledge  of  the  fraud 
of  the  vendor,  he  was  chargeable  with  no- 
tice of  the  vendor's  fraudulent  intent  The 
plaintltr  asked  these  instructions  in  diflFereni 
forms,  so  that  the  question  as  to  whether  or 
not  the  plaintlGT  was  entitled  to  an  Instmc- 
tion  of  this  character  is  clearly  raised.  The 
court  refused  this  request,  but  gave  the  in- 
struction in  a  modified  form,  to  the  effect 
that  the  Jury  could  not  find  that  the  transfer 
was  fraudulent  and  void  as  against  6.  W. 
Sherman  unless  they  should  find  from  a  pre- 
ponderance of  the  evidence  that  he  had  no- 
tice or  knowledge  of  the  fraudulent  Intent 
on  the  part  of  J.  R.  Sherman.  It  is  claimed 
by  plaintiff  in  error,  and  it  is  not  disputed  by 
the  defendant  in  error,  that  it  was  the  view 
of  the  learned  Judge  who  tried  the  case  be- 
low that  it  was  entitled  to  the  instruction 
asked,  but  that  It  could  not  be  given  because 
of  the  decision  of  this  court  in  the  case  of 
Chandler  v.  Colcord,  1  Okl.  260,  32  Pac.  330, 
where  it  was  held  erroneous  to  give  the 
Juiy  Just  such  an  instruction.  If  we  con- 
sidered tlve  decision  of  Chandler  y.  Colcord 
upon  this  question  to  be  good  law.  no  fur- 
ther consideration  of  this  case  would  be  nec- 
essaiy,  but  the  matter  would  end  at  once 
by  affirmance  of  the  Judgment  of  the  court 
below.  But  we  do  not  believe  that  the 
conclusion  there  reached  on  the  proposition 
of  law  here  Involved  was  correct,  either 
as  a  determination  of  what  the  law  of 
fraudulent  convej-ances  Is  in  this  terrltoty 
by  virtue  of  the  adoption  of  the  laws  of 
another  Jurisdiction,  or  from  a  considera- 
tion of  the  decisions  generally  upon  the 
question.  We  would,  in  fact,  were  It  not 
for  the  Chandler  y.  Colcord  decision,  consid- 
er the  question  so  well  settled  by  the  au- 
thorities as  to  make  it  entirely  unnecessary 
for  us  to  consider  the  matter  at  any  length. 
But,  this  court  having  decided  the  law  dif- 
ferently from  what  It  is  contended  to  be  by 
plaintiff  in  error,  the  overruling  of  our  for- 
mer decision  should  be  attended  by  such  a 
consideration  of  the  matter  as  to  show  that 
we  are  not  only  Justified,  but  are  required 
to  do  so.  The  question  Involved  in  the 
Chandler  v.  Colcord  case  In  point  In  this  was 
as  to  the  correctness  of  two  InBtructions 
given  by  the  probate  court,  the  one  of  which 
pertinent  to  the  case  at  bar  is  as  follows: 
"First.  The  court  fui-ther  instructs  the  Jury 
that  when  a  transfer  of  property  is  made 
with  intent  on  the  part  of  the  person  mak- 
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Ins  H  to  hinder,  dday,  or  4«£rand  bis  cred- 
itors, and  the  party  to  whoni  tne  transfer  Is 
made  had  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  dr- 
enmstances  from  which  snch  fraudnlent  in- 
tent might  reasonably  and  naturally  he  in- 
ferred by  an  ordinarily  cautious  person,  then 
snch  transf^  is  fraudulent  and  T<4d  as 
against  the  rights  of  tlie  credltois."  Ooncem- 
ing  this  taurtniction,  the  court  held:  "As  to  the 
Instructiona,  which  appear  to  hare  been  given 
at  the  Instance  of  appellee,  the  first  and  third 
were  erroneous,  and  should  not  have  been 
given.  A  ftandulent  Intent  on  the  part  of  a 
vendor  or  mortgagor  to  hinder,  delay,  and 
defraud  bis  creditors  Is  not  of  itself  suffi- 
cient to  defeat  the  sale  or  mortgage.  It  is 
essential  to  that  end  tluit  the  vendee  or 
mortgagee  should  participate  in  that  design. 
The  fraudulent  intent  must  be  mutual.  Melx- 
nea  V.  WiUlamson,  35  111.  6:20;  Herlxelrath  v. 
Stookey,  63  lU.  486."  The  matter  for  con- 
sideration in  that  case  was,  as  is  also  in  the 
case  at  bar,  a  question  of  notice,  rather  than 
the  question  of  fraud  itself.  It  was  a  ques- 
tion of  good  faith  on  the  part  of  the  trans- 
feree, rather  than  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  the  transfer  itself  was  in  violation  of 
the  rights  of  creditors,  and  therefore  void. 
The  conclusion  reached  by  the  court,  that 
the  instruction  there  given,  and  designated 
as  "first"  of  the  two  which  were  being  con- 
sidered together,  was  erroneous,  is  not,  in 
our  Judgment,  supported  either  by  the  au- 
thorities upon  which  the  conclusion  was  bas- 
ed or  by  the  law  on  the  question.  In  the 
case  of  Melxsell  v.  Williamson  the  trial 
court  was  asked  to  Instruct  the  Jury  that  If 
they  believed  from  the  evidence  that  the 
mortgage  was  not  bona  fide,  but  was  made 
to  hinder  and  delay  creditors  of  said  Melx- 
sell,  then  the  Jury  are  to  find  the  defendant 
not  guilty.  The  supreme  court  held  that 
the  objections  to  this  instruction  were  obvi- 
ous; that  "the  intent  of  P.  Melxsell  to  delay 
and  hinder  his  creditors  Is  not,  under  re- 
peated decisions  of  this  court,  sufficient 
This  intent  must  be  mutual  Both  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  must  harbor  the  In- 
tent" And  in  the  case  of  Herkelrath  v. 
ijtookey  the  trial  court  Instructed  the  Jury 
that,  tf  the  mortgage  was  made  to  hinder, 
delay,  and  defraud  creditors,  It  was  void, 
even  though  the  mortgagee  had  Just  claims 
against  the  mortgagor;  and  the  court  held: 
*V  this  instruction  had  been  so  framed  as 
to  require  both  the  mortgagor  and  mort- 
gagees to  have  participated  in  the  fraudu- 
lent intent  in  order  to  avoid  the  mortgage, 
It  would  have  been  unobjectionable.  The 
Jury,  however,  would  probably  understand 
snch  an  instruction  as  referring  only  to  the 
intent  of  the  mortgagor.  A  fraudulent  In- 
tent on  his  part  alone  wonld  not  vitiate  the 
Instrument" 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  decision  In  nei- 
ther of  these  cases  was  upon  the  question 
OS  to  whether,  if  the  transfer  was  fraudu- 
lent,—that  Is,  If  It  was  a  transfer  which  the 
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party  making  the  conveyance  was  prohibit- 
ed  by  law  from  making,  or  if  the  convey* 
ance  was '  one  which  was  made  In  violation 
of  the  rights  of  creditors,— the  transferee 
must  have  had  actual  notice  of  snch  fraud 
and  such  fraudulent  intent  on  the  part  of 
the  maker  of  the  transfer,  or  whether  or  not 
notice  of  such  facts  and  circumstances  as 
wonld  put  a  reasonably  pmdent  man  on  in- 
quiry would  have  been  sufficient  to  deprive 
him  of  the  character  of  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser. Manifestly,  in  order  to  make  a 
transfer  void  as  against  the  rights  of  cred- 
itors, there  must  be  something  more  than 
simply  fraud  on  the  part  of  the  parties  mak- 
ing the  transfer.  If  the  transferee  has  no 
notice,  he  is  not,  under  the  Illinois  decisions, 
a  participant  in  the  fraud,  and  the  convey- 
ance cannot  be  held  void  as  to  him  simply 
becanse  the  transfer  Is  fraudulently  made  by 
the  maker  thereof;  and  an  Instruction  which 
made  the  transfer  fraudulent  simply  be- 
cause of  the  conduct  of  the  person  making 
the  transfer,  and  which  left  entirely  out  ot 
consideration  the  conduct  of  the  transferee, 
was  manifestly  erroneous.  The  learned 
chief  Justice  was  probably  drawn  Into  the 
error  which  was  committed  In  holding  that 
the  Instruction  under  consideration  In  the 
case  of  Chandler  v.  Oolcord  was  erroneous 
by  giving  too  much  consideration  to  the 
term  "participation,"  as  be  drew  it  trom  ttie 
Illinois  decisions,  and  gathering  from  them 
that  the  participation  on  the  part  of  the 
transferee  which  would  make  the  convey- 
ance fraudulent  must  be  some  affirmative  ac- 
tion on  his  part  in  consummating  the  fraud- 
nlent Intent  of  the  maker  of  the  instrument 
It  does  not  mean  this  when  used  with  refer- 
ence to  fraudnlent  conveyances.  It  does  not 
mean  that  the  vendee  or  mortgagee  should 
do  any  act  in  furtherance  of  the  fraudulent 
design  of  the  maker,  other  than  the  taking 
of  the  fraudulent  conveyance  with  knowl- 
edge or  notice,  direct  or  constructive,  that 
the  conveyance  is  a  prohibited  one,  and  Is 
made  by  the  person  who  makes  It  with  the 
fraudulent  Intent  to  hinder  or  defeat  his 
creditors.  The  transferee  is  a  iwrtlclpator 
In  the  frand,  where  that  term  Is  used,  If  he 
takes  the  fraudulent  conveyance  under  cli^ 
cumstances  vrbere  the  law  will  Impute  to 
him  knowledge  of  the  purpose  of  the  maker 
of  the  conveyance,  without  his  actively  taking 
part  In  the  fraudulent  design  of  the  transfer 
other  than  the  taking  of  It 

Bump,  in  his  valuaUe  work  on  Fraudulent 
Ctmveyances,  on  page  200,  says:  "If  the 
grantee  has  notice  of  the  debtor's  fraudulent 
Intent  the  transfer  Is  void,  without  reference 
to  his  actual  lnt<»it  The  law  In  such  case 
charges  him  with  that  guilty  knowledge 
which  makes  him  a  participator  In  the 
fraud."  Again,  on  page  202,  he  says:  "If  he 
has  notice  of  such  facts  and  drcumstances, 
he  is  considered  either  to  know  the  fraudu- 
lent Intent  or  to  purposely  omit  to  make 
those  Inquiries  which  an  ordinarily  cautious  > 
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and  prudent  man  In  the  same  situation  would 
make.  And  In  either  case  he  Is  chargeable 
with  participation  In  the  fraud."  So  the 
question  as  to  whether  or  not  the  transferee 
must  participate  in  the  fraud  of  the  vendor 
In  order  to  make  a  conveyance  void  does  not 
determine  the  question  in  controversy.  If 
that  term  Is  used  to  deslgrnate  the  conduct 
of  the  vendee  or  mortgagee  which  will  make 
the  transfer  void.  It  does  not  determine  that 
the  Instruction  which  was  given  by  tlie  lower 
court  In  Chandler  v.  CJolcord  was  erroneous, 
for  he  Is  a  participator  if  be  takes  it  with 
knowledge  of  the  fraudulent  design  and  pur- 
pose of  the  person  making  the  fraudulent 
conveyance.  We  do  not  think,  however,  that 
this  la  an  apt  word  to  use.  Its  ordinary 
meaning  might  be  taken  to  imply  the  re- 
quirement of  more  activity  on  the  part 
of  the  transferee  than  Is  necessary  to  be 
shown,  and  it  does  not  properly  comprehend 
the  great  variety  of  cases  In  which  the  con- 
duct on  the  part  of  the  transferee  will  make 
the  transfer  which  Is  fraudulent  on  the  part 
of  the  person  making  it  also  fraudulent  on 
the  part  of  the  person  who  takes  the  trans- 
fer. To  make  a  transfer  which  is  fraudulent 
as  to  the  person  making  It  also  fraudulent  as 
to  the  person  taking  It,  requires  nothing  more 
to  be  shown  than  simply  that  the  vendee  bad 
notice  of  Buch  facts  as  would,  under  the  law, 
prevent  his  taking  It. 

Our  statutes  defining  the  rights  of  debtor 
and  cre<lltor,  and  with  reference  to  the  law 
of  notice,  actual  and  constnictive,  are  adopt'* 
ed  from  Dakota;  and  there  it  was  held,  in 
Gress  V.  Evans,  1  Dak.  387,  4«  N.  W.  1132, 
prior  to  the  time  we  adopted  Its  statute,  that: 
"Actual  notice  of  a  prior  unrecorded  convey- 
ance, or  of  any  title,  legal  or  equitable,  to 
the  premises,  or  knowledge  and  notice  of  any 
facts  which  would  put  a  prudent  man  upon 
inquiry,  impeaches  the  good  faith  of  the  sub- 
sequent purchaser.  There  should  be  proof  of 
actual  notice  of  prior  title  or  prior  equities, 
or  circumstances  tending  to  prove  such  prior 
rights,  which  affect  the  conscience  of  the 
subsequent  purchaser.  Actual  notice,  of  it- 
self. Impeaches  the  subsequent  conveyance. 
Proof  of  circumstances,  sliort  of  actual  no- 
tice, which  would  put  a  prudent  man  upon 
inqulrj',  authorizes  the  court  or  jury  to  Infer 
and  find  actual  notice.  Or,  to  express  It 
exactly,  good  faith  consists  In  an  honest  In- 
tention to  abstain  frcwa  taking  any  uncon- 
scientious advantage  of  another,  even  through 
the  forms  and  technicalities  of  law,  together 
with  an  absence  of  all  Information  or  bellei 
of  facts  which  would  render  the  transaction 
unconscientious.  And  notice  Is  either  actual 
or  constructive.  Actual  notice  consists  In  ex- 
press information  of  a  fact.  Constructive  no- 
tice is  notice  Imputed  by  the  law  to  a  per- 
son not  having  actual  notice;  and  every  per- 
son who  has  actual  notice  of  circumstances 
sufficient  to  put  a  prudent  man  upon  inquiry 
as  to  a  particular  fact,  and  who  omits  to 
make  such  inquiry  with  reasonable  diligence, 


is  deemed  to  have  constructive  notice  of  tiie 
fact  Its^." 

In  Young  V.  Harris,  4  Dak.  367,  32  N.  W. 
97,  decided  In  1887,  the  following  Instruction: 
"I  also  instruct  yon  that  a  transfer  of  per- 
sonal property  made  with  Intent  on  the  part 
of  the  seller  to  delay  and  defraud  his  cred- 
itors, and  the  party  to  whom  the  transfer  is 
made  has  knowledge  of  the  facts  and  circum- 
stances from  which  such  fraudulent  Intent 
might  reasonably  and  naturally  be  inferred 
by  an  ordinarily  cautious  person,  is  fraudu- 
lent and  void  against  the  rights  of  creditors," 
—while  it  was  held  to  be  as  liberal  as  the 
I>er8on  attacking  the  conveyance  on  the 
ground  of  fraud  could  daim  the  law  to  be, 
was  yet  held  to  be  pre^per  as  limiting  and 
qualifying  the  expression  "In  good  faith" 
used  li>  another  part  of  the  instructions. 

In  Hhaner  v.  Alterton,  151  U.  S.  607,  14 
Sup.  Ct.  442.  the  proper  construction  of  the 
Dakota  statute  with  reference  to  fraudulent 
transfers  was  before  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States.  Concerning  it,  Mr.  Justice 
Harlan,  after  referring  to  the  construction 
placed  upon  tlie  law  In  Dakota,  and  in  hold- 
ing that  the  instruction  which  was  given  by 
the  trial  court,  under  the  Dakota  statute, 
similar  to  that  which  was  asked  for  by  the 
plaintiff  below,  was  proper,  said:  "A  less 
stringent  rule  cannot  be  applied  to  the  Da- 
kota statute  relating  to  transfers  of  property 
with  Intent  to  delay  or  defraud  creditors. 
The  plalntlflF  had  the  right,  by  a  purchase  of 
his  brother's  stock  of  merchandise,  to  obtain 
payment  of  his  claims  in  preference  to  the 
claims  of  other  creditors.  But  the  statute 
of  Dakota,  however  lilierally  construed  In 
favor  of  purchasers  from  a  fraudulent  debtor, 
will  not  permit  him  to  enjoy,  to  the  ex<du8lon 
of  other  creditors,  the  fruits  of  his  purchase, 
when  the  sale  was  made  with  the  int«it  to 
delay  or  defraud  other  creditors.  If  he  had, 
I  at  the  time,  actual  notice  of  such  Intent  or 
knowledge  of  such  cIrcimiBtances  or  facts  as 
were  sutHcient  to  put  a  prudent  person  upon 
■an  Inquiry  tliat  would  have  disclosed  the  ex- 
istence of  such  Intent  upon  the  part  of  the 
vendor.  The  plaintiff  could  not  property 
have  claimed  a  more  favorable  Interpretation 
of  the  Dakota  statute  than  was  given  to  it 
by  the  court  below.  A  statute  that  declares 
every  transfer  of  property  made  with  intent 
to  delay  or  defraud  any  creditor  of  his  de- 
mands void  against  all  creditors  of  the  debtor 
would  be  wholly  defeated  in  its  oi>eiiation  if 
the  rights  of  the  transferee  were  not  subject 
to  the  rule  that  'whatever  Is  notice  Plough 
to  excite  attention  and  put  the  party  on  his 
guard,  and  call  for  inquiry,  is  notice  of  every- 
thing to  whidi  such  Inquiry  might  have  led.* 
Wood  V.  Carpenter,  101  U.  S.  135,  141;  Ken- 
nedy V.  Green,  3  Mylne  &  K.  699,  722."  The 
case  of  Shauer  v.  Alterton  was  an  appeol 
from  a  decision  of  the  supreme  court  of  the 
territory  of  Dakota,  rendered  also  before  we 
adopted  the  Dakota  statute;  and  these  cita- 
tions and  excerpts  from  decided  cases  will 
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certainly  b*  amply  snfflclent  to  show  what 
the  law  la,  and  was,  In  the  jorlBdictlon  from 
which  we  have  borrowed  onr  statute,  and 
what  the  law  la,  by  adoption,  here;  and  the 
mle,  which  we  think  the  proper  one,  not  only 
has  the  law  Itaelf  Ingrafted  Into  the  Jnrls- 
pnidence  of  this  territory  to  support  It,  but  la 
amply  siiK>orted  by  the  decisions  of  the 
highest  courts  in  the  states. 

In  Hough  y.  Dickinson,  58  Mich.  89,  24  N. 
W.  809,  the  trial  court  had  given  the  follow- 
ing instruction:  "(9)  B^ndulent  intent  can- 
not be  inferred  by  the  Jury  without  proof, 
but  It  must  be  proved,  like  any  other  act, 
to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Jury;  and,  unless 
such  fraudulent  intent  is  proved  on  the  part 
of  both  Pier  &  Wagley  and  Hough  &  Wagley 
by  a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury  should  be  for  the  plalntlfts." 
Concerning  this,  the  court  said:  "The  charge 
as  given  in  the  ninth  request  Is  not  la  ac- 
cordance with  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  the 
courts  upon  that  subject  A  fraudulent  In- 
tent on  the  part  of  Pier  &  Wagley,  and  notice 
or  knowledge  of  such  Intent  on  the  part  of 
Hough  &  Wagley,  Is  sufficient  to  avoid  the 
sale,  without  any  proof  whatever  of  actual 
fraudulent  Intent  on  the  part  of  these  latter 
parties.  It  Is  generally  held  that  knowledge 
of  facts  sufficient  to  put  an  ordinarily  pru- 
dent man  on  Inquiry  is  all  that  Is  required, 
and  the  charge  of  the  court  went  too  far." 

A  very  late  eacpresslon  of  the  rule  in  Kaur 
tas  is  found  In  the  following  language  taken 
from  the  opinion  in  Martin  v.  Marshall,  54 
Kan.  147,  37  Pac.  977:  "That  good  faith  Is 
essential  to  support  the  sale  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned. If  Martin  &  Co.  knew  of  the  fraudu- 
lent intent  of  the  Pelletlers,  and  bought  with 
that  knowledge,  they  cannot  claim  to  be  bona 
fide  purchasers.  'Knowledge  of  facts  suffi- 
cient to  excite  the  suspicions  of  a  prudent 
man,  and  put  him  upon  Inquiry,  Is,  as  a  gen- 
eral proposition,  equivalent  to  a  knowledge 
of  the  ultimate  fact.'  Phillips  v.  Reitz,  16 
Kan.  396;  Tied.  Sales,  {  329;  Schuleln  t. 
Hainer,  48  Kan.  249,  29  Pac  171." 

By  Mr.  Justice  Johnson,  speaking  for  the 
court,  in  GoUober  v.  Martin.  33  Kan.  252,  6 
Pac.  267,  It  is  said:  "Actual  knowledge  by 
a  vendee  of  the  fraudulent  Intent  of  the  ven- 
dor Is  not  essential  to  render  the  sale  void. 
If  the  facts  brought  to  his  attention  are  such 
as  to  awaken  suspicion,  and  lead  a  man  of 
ordinary  prudence  to  make  Inquiry,  he  is 
chargeable  with  notice  of  the  fraudulent  In- 
tent, and  with  participation  in  the  fraud," 
—citing  Phillips  T.  Reltz,  16  Kan.  396;  Kurtz 
T.  Miller,  26  Kan.  314;  McDonald  y.  Gaunt, 
80  Kan.  693.  2  Pac.  871. 

In  BoUman  v.  Lucas.  22  Neb.  796,  36  N. 
W.  465,  Mr.  Justice  Ck>bb,  in  defining  the 
rule  in  that  state,  and  speaking  for  the  court, 
said:  "Throughout  the  series  of  instructions 
given  at  the  request  of  the  plalntifT,  the  Jury 
are  told,  more  or  less  explicitly,  that  while 
the  sale  of  the  goods  by  McClIntock  &  Wilson 
may  bare  been  made  with  whatever  fraudu- 


lent intent  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  their 
creditors,  although  this  fraudulent  intent  on 
their  part  may  have  been  known  to  the 
plalntitr,  yet  If  the  purchase  on  bis  part  was 
made  bona  flde^  and  solely  for  the  purpose 
of  collecting  a  debt  due  him  from  them,  then 
the  sale  Is  good  and  unaffected  by  the  fraud- 
ulent Intent  of  McGUntock  &  Wilson.  This 
Is  not  the  law  as  understood  by  this  court 
In  the  case  of  Temple  v.  Smith,  13  Neb.  613, 
14  N.  W.  627,  cited  by  counsel  for  plainttfT 
in  error,  the  courts  in  tbe  opinion  of  the 
present  chief  justice,  say:  'But  where  a  pur- 
chaser has  notice  of  the  fraudulent  intent  of 
the  person  from  whmn  he  purchases,  or  has 
notice  of  such  facts  as  would  put  a  man  of 
ordinary  prudence  upon  inquiry  which  would 
have  led  to  a  knowledge  of  the  fraudulent 
purpose  of  the  person  selling  the  goods,  he  Is 
not  a  bona  fide  purchaser,' — citing  Zuver  y. 
Lyons,  40  Iowa,  610;  Jones  y.  Hetherlng- 
ton,  45  Iowa.  681;  Bradford  y.  Beyer.  17 
Ohio  St  388;  Brown  v.  Cutler,  8  Ohio, 
142." 

The  same  rule  is  announced  In  Dorrington 
y.  Mlnnlck,  15  Neb.  397,  19  N.  W.  456. 

In  Hooser  y.  Hunt.  65  Wis.  71,  26  N.  W. 
442,  Cole^  C.  J.,  announces  the  well-settled 
rule  of  that  state  in  the  following  language: 
"The  words  'actual  notice'  In  section  2243, 
Key.  St.,  and  'previous  notice'  In  section 
2324,  Rev.  St,  are  equivalent  expressions; 
and  the  rule  is  stated  In  the  opinion  'that  no- 
tice must  be  held  to  be  actual  when  the  sub- 
sequent purchaser  has  actual  knowledge  of 
such  facts  as  would  put  a  prudent  man  upon 
Inquiry  which,  if  prosecuted  with  ordinary 
diligence,  would  lead  to  actual  notice  of  tbe 
right  or  title  In  conflict  with  that  wUch  he 
is  about  to  purchase.  Where  the  subsequent 
purchaser  has  knowledge  of  such  facts,  it  be- 
comes his  duty  to  make  Inquiry;  and  he  is 
guilty  of  bad  faith  If  he  neglects  to  do  so, 
and  consequently  he  will  be  charged  with 
tbe  actual  notice  he  would  have  received  had 
he  made  the  inquiry.'"  This  language  was 
used  In  a  case  Involving,  as  the  one  at  bar 
does,  the  question  of  a  fraudulent  convey- 
ance to  hinder  and  delay  creditors,  and  the 
case  Is  fully  parallel  to  the  one  at  bar,  be- 
cause, as  heretofore  suggested,  we  have  a 
statute  with  reference  to  actual,  and  conr 
Btructlve  notice  in  this  territory,  and  wUcb 
provides  that  (St  1893,  par.  2G73)  "every  per- 
son who  has  actual  notice  of  circumstances 
sufficient  to  put  a  prudent  man  upon  Inquiry 
as  to  a  particular  fact,  and  who  omits  to 
make  such  inquiry  with  reasonable  diligence^ 
Is  deemed  to  have  constmctiye  notice  at  the 
fact  Itself." 

In  Singer  y.  Jacobs.  11  Fed.  559,  Judge 
Caldwell,  stating  tbe  opinion  for  tbe  court, 
after  holding  tiiat,  to  avoid  &  sale  on  the 
ground  of  fraud,  it  Is  not  necessary  that 
the  purchaser  should  have  actual  notice  of 
the  fraudulent  purpose  of  the  vendor,  uses 
the  following  language  of  Bigelow,  Fraud 
(page  289):     "If   facts  are   brought  to   tbe, 
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knowledge  of  a  party  wbich  would  pnt  him. 
aa  a  man  ot  common  sagacity,  upon  Inquiry, 
he  is  bound  to  Inauire;  and  If  he  neglecta 
to  do  so  he  will  be  chargeable  with  notice  of 
what  he  might  hare  learned  upon  examina- 
tion." 

Bump,  in  bis  treatise  on  Frandolent  Con- 
veyances, sums  up  the  rule,  on  page  201,  aa 
follows:  "It  Is  not  necessary  that  the  gran- 
tee shall  have  actual  knowledge  of  the  debt- 
or's intent  to  delay,  hinder,  or  defraud  bis 
creditors,  in  order  to  render  the  transfer  void. 
A  knowledge  of  facts  sufficient  to  excite  the 
suspicions  of  a  prudent  man,  and  to  put  him 
on  the  inquiry,  or  to  lead  a  person  of  ordi- 
nary perception  to  infer  fraud,  or  the  means 
of  knowing  by  the  use  of  ordinary  diligence, 
amounts  to  notice,  and  is  equivalent  to  actual 
knowledge,  in  contemplation  of  law.  •  •  • 
If  he  has  notice  of  facts  sufficient  to  put 
htm  on  the  inquiry,  be  cannot  be  deemed  a 
bona  fide  purctiaser."  On  page  203  he  says: 
"It  is  not  necessary  that  the  debtor  and  the 
grantee  shall  be  actuated  by  like  motives  to 
cheat  and  defraud  the  grantor's  creditors. 
The  motives  and  Intentions  of  the  debtor  and 
grantee  may  be  different  If  the  grantee 
has  notice  at  the  time  that  the  debtor  Is 
transferring  his  property  to  delay,  hinder, 
or  defraud  his  creditors,  it  will  make  the 
transfer  void,  although  he  has  no  wish  to  de- 
fraud them,  for  the  motive  Is  imputed  to  bim 
as  a  fraud  in  law.  and  makes  him  a  mala 
flde  purchaser." 

A  consideration  of  the  numerous  cases  cit- 
ed can  certainly  leave  no  doubt  but  that  the 
instruction  on  the  question  here  in  controver- 
sy, and  which  was  in  the  case  of  Chandler 
V.  Colcord  held  erroneous,  was  correct,  and 
that  the  Instruction  which  was  asked  for  In 
the  court  below  should  hare  been  given. 
The  Jury  were  directly  told  that  they  could 
not  hold  the  transfer  void  as  to  6.  W.  Sher- 
man, even  though  they  should  find  it  was 
fraudulently  made  by  J.  R.  Sherman,  unless 
they  should  find  that  G.  W.  Sherman  had  no- 
tice of  the  fraud  which  J.  R.  Sherman  was 
perpetrating  upon  his  creditors,  if  his  con- 
duct was  fraudulent.  This  did  not  go  far 
enough,  in  view  of  the  request  made  by  the 
plaintiff.  The  plaintiff  was  entitled,  on  his 
request,  to  have  had  the  Jury  directed  that 
it  was  not  necessary  that  G.  W.  Sherman 
should  have  had  actual  notice  of  the  fraud 
of  J.  R.  Sherman,  if  there  was  any,  but  that 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  a  verdict  if  there 
was  fraud  in  the  transfer,  and  if  G.  W. 
Sherman  had  notice  of  such  facts  as  would 
cause  him,  as  a  prudent  man,  to  suspect  the 
fraudulent  conduct  of  the  brother,  if  the 
jury  should  find  there  was  any.  The  In- 
struction there  given,  at  least  against  the 
plaintiff's  request,  required  too  high  a  stand- 
ard of  proof  in  order  to  enable  the  plaintiff 
to  sustain  Its  charge  of  fraud  as  against  the 
vendee,  6.  W.  Sherman.  The  decision  In  the 
case  of  Chandler  v.  Colcord,  therefore,  so  far 
aa  it  involves  this  question,  is  overruled,  and 


the  Jadgm«it  of  the  court  below  in  this  case 
is  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  granted,  at  the 
costs  of  defendant  in  error.  All  the  justice* 
concutrlng,  except  SCOTT,  J.,  not  sittliifr 
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1.  Where,  at  the  time  of  the  execatimi  of  a 

chattel  mortgage,  it  ii  understood  and  agreed  be- 
tween the  parties  that  the  mortgagor  shall  be 
allowed  to  remain  In  possession  of  the  mort- 
gaged property,  and  sell  and  dispose  of  the  same 
in  the  ordinary  course  of  trade,  and  apply  the 
proceeds  to  his  own  use,  the  mortgage  is  ab- 
solutely void  aa  to  creditors  of  the  mortgagor. 

2.  It  does  not  matter  whether  such  agree- 
ment Is  oral  or  in  writing,  contained  within  the 
mortgage  or  without;  if  such  an  agreement  was 
had.  the  mortgage  is  fraudulent  and  void  as  to 
creditors. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  P  county;  before 
Justice  A.  O.  C.  Blerer. 

Actions  by  Nix,  Halsell  &  Ca  and  others 
against  Brogan  &.  Jackson.  Certain  chat- 
tel mortgagees  interpleaded.  From  a  judg- 
ment holding  a  mortgage  of  the  Bank  of 
Perry  void,  the  bank  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

On  the  9th  day  of  February,  1S5M,  Brogan 
&  Jackson,  a  firm  composed  of  J.  M.  Brogan 
and  Junius  E.  Jaclison,  at  the  city  of  Peny, 
in  P  county,  executed  a  certain  chattel  mort- 
gage to  the  bank  of  Perry  for  the  sum  of 
fl25,  due  in  10  days  after  date,  and  secured 
the  same  on  the  entire  stock  of  groceries, 
flour,  feed,  etc.,  of  the  said  firm.  Said  mort- 
gage was  on  the  20th  day  of  February,  1S91, 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  register  of  deeds  In 
said  county,  at  4:30  o'clock  p.  m.  On  the  10th 
day  of  February,  1894,  J.  E.  Jackson  made, 
executed,  and  delivered  to  the  Bank  of 
Perry  at  Perry,  Okl.,  a  certain  chattel  mort- 
gage on  an  of  the  stock  of  groceries,  tobacco, 
etc.,  of  the  said  Jackson,  to  secure  the  sum 
of  $225,  due  in  30  days  after  date,  said  mort- 
gage being  filed  for  record  on  the  20th  day  of 
February,  1894,  at  4:30  p.  m.  On  the  9th  d^  of 
February,  1894,  Brogan  &  Jackson  were  part- 
ners doing  a  general  merchandise  business. 
On  the  10th  day  of  February,  I8i»t,  the  said 
firm  dissolved  partnership,  J.  E.  Jackson  as- 
suming control  of  the  business.  On  the  20th 
day  of  February,  1894,  J.  E.  Jackson  made, 
executed,  and  delivered  to  E.  H.  Cooke  a  cer- 
tain chattel  mortgage  on  the  entire  stock  of 
goods  of  the  said  Jackson,  to  secure  the  sum 
of  $700,  due  on  demand,  said  mortgage  being 
filed  for  record  in  the  office  of  the'  register 
of  deeds  of  said  P  county  on  the  20th  day  of 
Ffebmary,  1894,  at  5  o'dock  p.  m.;  said  mort- 
gage being  subject  to  said  mortgages  to  the 
Bank  of  Perry.  At  4  o'clock  p.  m.  on  the 
20th  day  of  February,  1894,  the  plaintiff  In 
error  took  possession  of  the  stock  of  goods  in 
Question,  under  the  mortgages  alx>ve  set  out 
On  the  same  day  Nts,  EUilsell  A  Oo.,  HeiU7 
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Flock,  and  Seld,  Murdock  ft  Go.  l«Tied  upon 
the  stock  of  goods  In  question,  nnder  an  order 
of  attachment,  In  the  order  named.  Follow- 
ing these  attachment  creditors,  B.  U.  CkMke 
filed  his  chattel  mortgage  on  said  stock,  and 
Dale  &  Nessly,  Armour  Packing  Company, 
and  Symns  Grocery  Company  followed  with 
writs  of  attachment  In  the  order  named.  On 
the  lltb  day  of  June,  1894,  a  Jury  being 
waived,  a  trial  was  had  before  the  court, 
and  the  court  made  the  following  flndlnga  of 
fact  and  condnslons  of  law: 

"Findings  of  Fact 

"(1)  On  February  8, 1804,  J.  E.  Jackson,  be- 
ing Indebted  to  B.  H.  Cooke,  executed  and 
delivered  to  Cooke  his  promissory  note,  pay- 
able ou  demand,  for  the  sum  of  $700,  on  which 
note  demand  for  payment  was  made  on  Feb- 
itiary  20,  1884,  and  which  remains  unpaid. 
On  February  20,  1894,  J.  B.  Jackson  executed 
and  delivered  a  chattel  mortgage  to  B.  H. 
Cooke  on  a  certain  stock  of  groceries,  with 
all  fixtures,  furniture,  and  goods  of  every 
kind  and  character,  in  the  storeroom  In 
Perry,  P  County,  Oklahoma  Territory,  there- 
tofore owned  and  managed  bv  Brogan  ft 
Jackson,  the  Jackson  of  said  firm  being  J.  E. 
Jacluon,  who  executed  this  mortgage.  The 
mortgage  contained  provisions  anthorisiug 
the  mortgagee  to  taite  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty at  any  time  he  should  feel  unsafe  and 
insecure.  It  also  contained  a  provision: 
•And  said  mortgagor  hereby  represents  that 
he  is  the  sole  and  exclusive  owner  of  the 
property  above  described,  and  that  there  Is 
no  other  mortgage  or  lien  of  any  kind  there- 
on, except  to  the  Bank  of  Pary.*  This  chat- 
tel mortgage  was  executed  in  Oklahoma  City, 
Oklahoma  Territory,  and  on  the  afternoon  of 
the  same  day  Jackson  and  Cooke  both  came  to 
Perry,  arriving  In  Perry  about  5  o'clock  p.  m. 
B.  H.  Co<ri[e  went  to  the  Bank  of  Perry,  and 
from  there  to  the  register  of  deeded  oMce, 
where  be  filed  the  chattel  mortgage  at  5 
o'clock  p.  m. 

"(2)  On  February  9, 1894,  J.  M.  Brogan  and 
3.  E.  Jackson 'were  partners  engaged  in  the 
mercantile  business  in  the  city  of  Perry, 
having  a  stock  of  gpoceriee,  flour,  feed,  etc., 
and  were  largely  indebted  to  numerous 
wholesale  merchants  for  goods  bought  on 
credit.  On  the  same  day,  February  9,  1801, 
J.  B.  Jackson  went  to  the  Bank  of  Perry,  in 
Perry,  O.  T.,  said  bank  being  a  banking  in- 
stitution, of  which  T.  K.  Robinson  was  presi- 
dent, and  F.  W.  Farrar  was  cashier,  and  bor^ 
rowed  of  said  bank  the  sum  of  $426,  and 
gave  therefor  his  note,  payable  10  days  after 
date,  and  to  secure  the  same  gave  a  chattel 
mortgage  signed  by  'Brogan  A  Jackson,  per 
J.  E.  Jackson,  Partner.'  This  mortgage  con- 
tained provisions  anthorielng  the  mortgagor 
to  remain  In  possession  of  the  goods  and 
property  mortgaged.  Also  contained  a  iwo- 
Tislon  that  in  case  of  default  In  payment  of 
the  note  at  maturity,  <«:  in  case  the  mort- 
gagee should  at  any  time  feel  unsafe  or  Intfe- 


cnre,  It  shall  be  entitled  to  and  may  take 
and  hold  possession  of  said  mortgaged  prop- 
erty, at  the  expense  of  the  mortgagors,  until 
the  payment  of  the  note  or  performance  of 
the  act  for  the  performance  of  which  the 
mortgage  la  security.'  On  the  10th  day  of 
February,  1804,  the  firm  of  Brogan  ft  Jack- 
son having  dissolved  partnership  on  that 
day,  J.  E.  Jackson  succeeding  said  firm,  said 
J.  E.  Jackson  again  went  to  the  Bank  of 
Perry,  and  borrowed,  in  his  own  name,  the 
sum  of  $200,  and  gave  therefor  his  note,  pay- 
able 30  days  after  date,  and  another  chattel 
mortgage  on  the  same  stock  of  merchandise 
as  the  first;  said  chattel  mortgage  being  in 
the  same  form  and  containing  the  same  con- 
ditions as  the  mortgage  made  on  the  0th  day 
of  February  by  Brogan  &  Jackson.  These 
mortgages  were  signed  in  the  presence  of  T. 
K.  Robinson,  the  president  of  the  said  bank, 
but  not  in  the  presence  of  any  other  person, 
and  were  not  signed  by  attesting  witness  In 
the  presence  of  Jackson;  but  afterwards 
T.  K.  RoUnson  and  V.  C.  Talbert  signed  the 
mortgages  as  attesting  witnesses,  Jackson 
not  being  informed  or  knowing  that  said 
parties  signed  the  mortgage  as  attesting  wit- 
nesses. By  agreement  between  the  Bank  of 
Perry,  through  T.  K.  Robinson,  as  president, 
and  J.  E.  Jackson,  these  mortgages  were  re- 
tained by  the  bank,  and  not  filed  of  record 
antU  the  20th  day  of  February,  1804,  at  4-.30 
o'clock  p.  m.,  for  the  reason  that  If  said 
mortgages  were  so  filed  they  would  Injure 
and  ruin  the  commercial  credit  of  J.  E.  Jack- 
son. 

"(8)  J.  E.  Jadcson  continued  to  run  his  m^- 
cantlle  buslneos  and  buy  and  sell  goods  and 
merchandise  in  the  usual  course  of  trade, 
after  said  mortgages  were  given,  the  same 
exactly  as  before,  no  notice  of  any  kind  be- 
ing given  to  any  person  of  said  chattel  mort- 
gages until  the  20th  day  of  February,  1804, 
the  goods  being  sold  from  said  stock,  and 
new  goods  bought  and  placed  therein  dally, 
some  of  the  purchases  being  made  during 
that  time  from  Nix,  Halsell  &  Co.,  and  some 
from  the  Armour  Packing  Company,  and 
during  the  time  from  the  10th  of  February, 
1804,  to  and  including  the  20th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1894,  before  these  mortgages  were  filed 
for  record,  more  than  $700  worth  of  goods, 
and  more  than  the  amount  of  the  notes  and 
Interest  given  to  the  Bank  of  Peny,  was 
sold  from  this  stock  of  goods  by  J.  B.  Jack- 
son; no  account  being  kept  of  the  same  ex- 
cepting of  the  amount  of  the  proceeds  of  such 
sales,  which  were  deposited  by  J.  E.  Jackson 
In  the  Bank  of  Perry,  $465  of  such  amount 
being  deposited  In  the  Bank  of  Perry  ($100 
of  the  amount  of  such  sales  was  retained  by 
J.  E.  Jackson),  and  the  balance  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sales  being  expended  in  the 
purchase  of  goods  for  said  store  and  In  run- 
ning expenses  of  said  store  and  other  ex- 
penses of  said  J.  E.  Jackson.  From  Febru- 
ary 10,  1804,  to  February  17,  1884,  inclusive, 
J.  K,  Jackson  deposited  In  the  Bank  of  Perrjr , 

uigmzea  oy  ■* — ix^/x^z-^iv^ 


630 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  VoL  41. 


(Old. 


the  sum  of  51,001.50,  of  which  sum  there  re- 
mained In  the  Bank  of  Perry  to  the  credit  of 
J.  E.  Jackson  on  the  20tb  day  of  February, 
1894,  the  sum  of  $155.74. 

"(4)  On  the  19th  day  of  February,  1894,  J. 
E.  Jackson  went  to  Oklahoma  City,  Okla- 
homa Territory,  leaving  In  charge  of  said 
store  W.  G.  Shapland,  as  clerk  in  said  store. 
Said  Shapland  was  given  no  authority  wliat- 
ever  to  turn  the  possession  of  said  store  over 
to  the  Bank  of  Perry  or  to  any  other  person. 

"(5)  Shortly  after  4  o'clock  on  the  20th  day  of 
February,  1894,  F.  W.  Farrar,  cashier  of  the 
Bank  of  Perry,  deeming  the  bank  insecure  in 
its  claim  of  a  chattel-mortgage  lien  on  said 
stock  of  goods  under  the  said  two  mortgages 
of  February  9  and  10,  1894,  went  to  the  store 
and  place  of  business  of  J.  E.  Jackson,  and 
found  W.  G.  Shapland  In  charge  and  posses- 
sion thereof,  and  demanded  ijossession  of  the 
store  under  said  chattel  mortgages;  and  said 
Shapland,  believing  that  said  Farrar  had  or 
would  have  an  officer  with  him  to  enforce  his 
demand,  delivered  the  key  to  the  front  door 
of  the  store  to  said  Farrar,  but  refused  to 
deliver  the  possession  of  the  store  to  said  Far- 
rar, and  said  Shapland,  together  with  Miss 
Harbalds,  another  clerk  in  said  store,  re- 
mained in  the  store  building,  and  In  posses- 
sion of  said  store,  together  with  one  Hart, 
who  had  come  to  said  store  with  said  Farrar 
to  procure  said  possession,  and  the  front  door 
of  the  store  waa  locked  at  that  time.  Some 
of  the  goods  of  said  stock,  when  the  door  was 
locked,  were  left  outside  in  front  of  said  place 
of  business  as  usual. 

"(6)  On  the  20th  day  nt  February,  1894,  and 
at  the  time  F.  W.  Farrar  went  to  the  store 
of  said  J.  E.  Jackson  to  obtain  possession  of 
said  stock,  J.  M.  Brogan  and  J.  E.  Jackson, 
as  partners,  and  J.  E.  Jackson,  since  the  dis- 
solution of  the  partnership  in  the  name  of 
Brogan  &  Jackson  (no  notice  of  such  dissolu- 
tion having  been  given  the  creditors,  so  far 
as  the  evidence  shows),  were  indebted  to  nu- 
merous parties,  among  others,  in  the  follow- 
ing amounts,  to  wit:  Nix,  Halsell  &  Co., 
1954.49;  Henry  Flock,  |370;  Beld,  Murdock 
&  Co.,  $986.17;  Dale  &  Nessly,  $203.89;  Ar- 
mour Packing  Cktmpany,  $249.08;  Symns  Gro- 
cery Company,  $429.11,— said  creditors  being 
entirely  unsecured.  Immediately  after  the 
front  door  of  the  store  was  locked,  an  order 
of  attachment  issued  out  of  the  probate  court 
of  P  county,  Oklahoma  Territory,  in  the  suit 
of  Nix,  Halsell  &  Co.  against  Brogan  &  Jack- 
son, for  the  sum  of  $954.49  and  costs,  was  de- 
livered to  the  sheriff,  who  immediately  pro- 
ceeded to  the  store  of  said  Jackson,  and  the 
former  place  of  business  of  Brogan  &  Jack- 
son; and  immediately  thereafter,  and  within 
a  very  few  minutes,  and  while  the  sheriff  was 
at  the  door  of  said  store,  orders  of  attach- 
ment were  also  delivered  to  the  sheriff  in  the 
case  of  Henry  Flock  and  Raid,  Murdock  & 
O).,  which  were  attachment  suits  brought  to 
recover  the  accounts  of  said  creditors  against 
Brogan  &  Jackson.     The  sheriff  immediately 


seized  upon  the  goods  on  the  outside  of  the 
store,  and  the  door  being  closed,  and  he  being 
unable  to  obtain  admittance,  declared  tbat  he 
attached  said  goods  on  the  outside  of  the  store 
and  the  goods  In  the  store  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  said  writs  ot  attachment;  and  the  sher- 
iff remained  at  the  door  of  said  store — tbat  is, 
the  deputy  sheriff  so  did— until  when  a  short 
time  thereafter,  and  about  &  o'clock,  J.  E. 
Jackson  came  to  the  store  and  delivered  to 
the  sheriff  the  key  to  the  doors,  and  the  store 
was  unlocked,  and  the  sheriff  entered  the 
store  with  said  writs  of  attachment,  and  re- 
mained in  the  above  possession  of  the  same; 
the  sheriff  and  Farrar  agreeing  then  that  the 
matter  should  rest  as  it  was  until  an  indemni- 
ty bond  should  be  given,  which  bonds  were 
given  the  next  day,  and  the  goods  and  prop- 
erty were  inventoried  and  appraised  under 
the  writs  of  attachment  When  the  sheriff, 
with  J.  E.  Jackson  and  representatives  of  the 
creditors,  entered  the  store,  Farrar  was  there, 
and  J.  E.  Jackson  and  his  clerk,  W.  G.  Shap- 
land, both  protested  that  Farrar  had  no  right 
to  take  possession  of  said  stock,  and  both  re- 
fused to  give  the  said  Farrar  possession  of 
said  stock  under  the  two  mortgages  to  the 
Bank  of  Perry. 

"(7)  The  writ  of  attachment  in  the  case  of 
Nix,  Halsell  &  C!o.  was  levied  on  the  outside 
of  the  store  by  taking  possession  of  the  goods 
there,  and  by  declaration  of  the  sheriff  that 
he  attached  the  goods  within,  at  4:28  o'clock 
p.  m.  of  said  day,  and  the  same  proceeding 
was  had  under  the  Henry  Flock  order  at  4:29 
o'clock.  The  mortgages  to  the  Bank  of  Per- 
ry were  filed  at  4-50;  the  order  of  attach- 
ment in  the  case  of  Reid,  Murdock  &  Co.  was 
levied  in  a  similar  manner  at  4:41  o'clock  in 
the  afternoon  of  said  20th  day  of  February, 
1894;  the  mortgage  to  E.  H.  Cooke  was  filed 
at  5  o'clock  p.  m.,  February  20,  1894;  at  5:13 
o'clock  p.  m.,  February  20,  1894,  a  writ  of 
attachment  was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  In  the 
case  of  Dale  &  Nessly  against  Brogan  &  Jack- 
son, upon  their  claim;  and  at  10:07  o'clock  a. 
m.,  February  21,  1894,  a  writ  of  attachment 
was  delivered  to  the  sheriff  updn  the  claim  of 
the  Armour  Packing  Company  against  Bro- 
gan &  Jackson;  and  February  23,  1894,  at 
10:08  a.  m.,  a  writ  of  attachment  was  also 
delivered  to  the  sheriff  in  the  case  of  Symns 
Grocery  Company  against  Brogan  &  Jackson. 
The  goods  were  held  by  the  sheriff,  and  were 
sold  by  him,  under  the  order  of  the  probate 
court,  in  said  various  attachment  suits;  and 
said  goods  sold  for  $3,700,  which  money  is  hi 
the  hands  of  the  receiver  appointed  in  this 
cause. 

"(8)  On  the  22d  day  of  February,  1894, 
Judgments  were  taken  in  the  probate  court 
for  the  amounts  of  the  claims  stated  in  the 
case  of  Nix,  Halsell  &  Co.,  Henry  Flock,  and 
Reid,  Murdock  &  Co.  against  Brogan  &  Jack- 
son, and  on  the  5th  day  of  June,  1894^  Judg- 
ment was  taken  for  the  amount  of  the  claim 
of  Dale  &  Nessly.  The  suits  of  Armour  Pack- 
ing Company  and  Symns  Grocery  Cktmpany 
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are  still  pending.  The  attachments  and  all 
ot  the  suits  In  which  judgments  were  taken 
were  sustained;  In  the  others,  not  deter- 
mined, the  attachments  are  still  in  force  and 
not  dissolved. 

"(9)  That  the  chattel  mortgage  made  hy  T. 
E.  Jackson  for  Brogan  &  Jackson  on  Febru- 
ary 9,  1894,  and  the  cliattel  mortgage  made 
by  J.  E.  Jackson  on  February  10,  1894,  both 
to  the  Bank  of  Perry,  were  made  by  both  J. 
E.  Jackson  and  the  Bank  of  Perry  with  the 
fraudulent  intent  to  hinder  and  delay  the 
creditors  of  Brogan  &  Jaclcson  and  J.  E.  Jack- 
son, and  with  the  fraudulent  intent  and  pur- 
pose to  deprive  the  creditors  of  Brogan  & 
Jackson  and  J.  £.  Jackson  of  their  rights  as 
such  creditors. 

"To  which  findings  of  fact,  and  each  and 
every  one  thereof,  the  Bank  of  Perry  excepts. 

"Ck)nclu8lon8  of  Law. 

"(1)  The  court  concludes  as  a  matter  of  law 
that  the  chattel  mortgages  made  by  J.  E. 
Jackson  to  the  Bank  of  Perry  on  the  dth  and 
10th  of  February,  1894,  were  fraudulent  and 
void  as  to  the  creditors  of  Brogan  &  Jackson 
and  J.  E.  Jackson. 

"(2)  That  the  mortgage  made  by  B.  H. 
Cooke  to  J.  B.  Jackson  was  given  subject  to 
the  mortgages  of  the  Bank  of  Perry,  but  that, 
on  account  of  the  fraud  in  the  transactions 
between  the  Bank  of  Perry  and  J.  E.  Jack- 
son, as  against  the  creditors  of  Brogan  & 
Jackson  and  J.  E.  Jaclcson,  the  attachment 
creditors  of  J.  E.  Jackson  procured  a  lien  up- 
on the  assets  of  the  Insolvent  debtors  which 
was  prior  to  the  lien  of  the  Bank  of  Perry; 
and  to  place  the  claim  of  E.  H.  Cooke  subject 
to  the  claim  of  the  Bank  of  Perry  would 
wholly  defeat  the  claim  of  said  E.  H.  Cooke, 
on  account  of  there  not  being  sufficient  pro- 
ceeds to  pay  the  other  claims,  which  are,  on 
account  of  fraud,  prior  to  the  Bank  of  Perry, 
and  E.  H.  Cooke  being  in  no  way  responsible 
for  the  fraudulent  conduct  of  the  Bank  of 
Perry,  by  which  other  creditors  were  given 
priority  over  the  claim  of  the  Bank  of  Perry, 
in  equity  the  claim  of  E.  H.  Cooke  must  be 
paid  prior  to  the  Bank  of  Perry,  and  so  as 
not  to  defeat  the  lien  and  claim  of  E.  H. 
Cooke  because  of  such  fraudulent  conduct  of 
the  Bank  of  Perry. 

"(3)  That  the  chattel  mortgages  made  by 
Brogan  &  .Tackson  and  J.  E.  Jackson  to  the 
Bank  of  Perry  on  the  9th  and  10th  days  of 
February,  1894,  were  not  signed  in  the  pres- 
ence of  two  attesting  witnesses,  so  as  to  en- 
title them  to  be  placed  of  record,  and  no  no- 
tice was  given  thereby. 

"(4)  That  all  of  the  attachments  in  this  case 
are  senior  and  superior  liens  on  the  fund  de- 
rived from  the  sale  of  said  goods  to  that  of 
the  Bank  of  Perry,  and  the  order  of  priority 
of  the  claims  of  said  creditors  of  Brogan  & 
Jackson  and  J.  E.  Jackson  is  as  follows:  (1) 
Nix,  Halsell  &  Co.;  (2)  Henry  Flock;  (3) 
Reld,  Murdock  &  Co.;  (4)  E.  H.  Cooke;  (5) 
Dale  &,  Nessly;    (6)  Armour  Packing  Com- 


pany; (7)  Symns  Grocery  Company;  and  (8) 
the  Bank  of  Perry. 

"A.  G.  0.  Bierer,  Judge." 

The  Bank  of  Perry  appeals.  Judgment  af- 
firmed. 

Keaton  &  Cotteral,  for  platntlfF  In  error. 
Selwyn  Douglas  and  MacGregor  Douglas,  "for 
defendant  in  error  E.  H.  Cooke.  Cunningham 
&  De  BolB,  for  defendant  in  error  Beid,  Mar- 
dock  &  Go. 

SCOTT,  J.  The  petition  in  error  states  nine 
assignments  of  error,  but  in  the  brief  but  four 
are  argued  and  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  court.  Without  taking  up  the  assign- 
ments of  error  In  the  order  in  which  they  are 
presented,  we  will  say,  at  the  outset,  that, 
if  the  Bank  of  Perry's  mortgage  Is  void  as 
to  the  creditors  of  Brogan  &  Jackson  and  J. 
JEj.  Jackson,  the  plaintiff  in  error  cannot  com- 
plain. Naturally  the  first  question  which  pre- 
sents itself  is,  were  the  mortgages  executed 
by  Brogan  &  Jackfson  and  J.  E.  Jackson  to  the 
Bank  of  Perry,  in  law,  void,  or  given  with 
the  intent  to  hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  the 
creditors  of  the  said  Brogan  &  Jackson  and 
J.  E.  Jaclcson?  The  evidence  shows,  and  the 
court  so  finds,  "that  these  mortgages  were 
retained  by  the  bank,  and  not  filed  of  record 
until  the  20th  day  of  February,  1894,  at  430 
o'clock  p.  m.,  for  the  reason  that  if  said  mort- 
gages were  so  filed  they  would  injure  and 
ruin  the  commercial  credit  of  J.  E.  Jackson." 
The  court  further  finds  that:  "J.  B.  Jadison 
continued  to  run  his  mercantile  business  and 
buy  and  sell  goods  and  merchandise  In  the 
usual  course  of  trade,  after  said  mortgages 
were  given,  the  same  exactly  as  before,  no 
notice  of  any  kind  being  given  to  any  person 
of  snid  chattel  mortgages  until  the  20th  day 
of  February,  1894,  the  goods  being  sold  from 
said  stock,  and  new  goods  bought  and  placed 
therein  dailj',  some  of  the  purchases  being 
made  during  that  time  from  Nix,  Halsell  & 
Co.  and  some  from  the  Armour  Packing  Com- 
pany, and  during  the  time  from  the  10th  of 
February,  1804,  to  and  including  the  20th 
day  of  February,  1894,  before  these  mort- 
gages were  filed  for  record,  more  than  $700 
worth  of  goods,  and  more  than  the  amount 
of  the  notes  and  interest  gilven  to  the  Bank  of 
Perry,  was  sold  from  this  stock  of  goods  by 
J.  E.  Jackson;  no  account  being  kept  of  the 
same  excepting  of  the  amount  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  such  sales,  which  were  d^KMited  by 
J.  B.  Jackson  in  the  Bank  of  Perry,  $405  of 
such  amount  being  deposited  in  the  Bank  of 
Perry  (.$100  of  the  amount  of  such  sales  was 
retained  by  J.  E.  Jackson)  and  the  balance  of 
the  proceeds  of  such  sales  being  expended  in 
the  purchase  of  goods  for  said  store  and  in 
running  expenses  of  said  store  and  other  ex- 
penses of  said  J.  E.  Jaclraon."  From  this 
statement,  can  the  Bank  of  Perry,  mortgragee, 
have  a  prior  and  valid  lien  upon  the  stock  of 
goods  in  question,  as  against  the  creditors  of 
Jacluon  who  claim  byipi$g:gage  or  atta^hC 
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ment  lien?  This  is  not  a  new  qaesti(Hi,  but 
has  been  passed  upon  by  neariy  every  court 
In  tlie  country,  and  from  a  very  early  day  In 
our  Jurisprudence.  Many  of  the  courts  have 
disagreed,  and  a  contUct  of  authorities  has  aris- 
en, but  the  disagreement  has  arls»en  principal- 
ly upon  the  question  whether  an  instrument 
allowing  the  mortgagor  to  remain  in  posses- 
sion and  deal  with  the  property  as  bis  own 
is  absolutely  void  upon  Its  face  as  a  matter 
of  law,  or  whetlier  it  is  fraudulent  per  se; 
the  power  to  sell  beins  only  evidence  of  a 
fraudulent  intention,  which  should  go  to  the 
Jury  along  with  other  questions  of  fact  af- 
fecting the  transaction.  In  this  case  the  ques- 
tion was  submitted  to  the  court,  and  a  Jury 
waived,  and  the  court  found  that  there  was 
fraud.  We  are  aslced  to  review  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  upon  the  facts,  and  to  say 
that  the  conclusions  of  law  are  correct.  In 
determining  this  question,  we  talce  it  that  it 
is  unnecessary  to  enter  upon  a  long  discus- 
sian  of  the  principles  involved,  or  to  quote 
at  length  from  the  authorities.  While  there 
has  t}een  some  difference  In  many  of  the 
courts  as  to  whether  such  a  mortgage  as  giv- 
en in  this  case,  not  followed  by  possession  of 
the  mortgagee,  is  absolutely  void,  or  simply 
a  badge  of  fraud,  or  whetlicr  It  is  a  question 
for  the  Jury,  yet  in  tliis  case  tliere  can  bo 
but  little  doubt.  The  court  found  upon  th« 
facts  that  the  mortsage  was  fraudulent,  and 
given  for  the  purpose  of  hindering  and  de- 
frauding the  creditors  of  the  mortgagors,  Jun- 
ius E.  Jackson  and  John  Brogan.  Plaintiffs 
in  error  cite  but  one  autliority  to  sustain 
their  position,— Mercantile  Co.  v.  Gardiner  (S. 
D.)  58  N.  W.  557.  This  case  docs  not  seem  to 
be  upheld  by  the  weight  of  authority.  In 
that  case,  on  the  3d  day  of  May,  1892,  a 
mortgage  was  given  on  a  stock  at  goods  for 
$1,950,  and  on  the  Cth  day  of  May,  1892,  an- 
other mortgage  was  given  on  said  stock  for 
$1,T90.  The  second  mortgage  was  filed  for 
record  on  May  24th,  and  the  other  on  May 
23d.  From  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
mortgages  until  the  attachment  the  mortga- 
ges were  allowed  to  remain  in  possession  of 
the  stock  the  same  as  before  the  mortgages 
were  given,  and  sold  gnods  in  the  ordinary 
course  of  trade,  and  retained  the  proceeds. 
The  mortgages  contained  no  clause  allowing 
the  mortgagors  to  remain  in  possession,  but 
the  mortgagees  allowed  them  to  do  so.  The 
supreme  court  held  that  the  mortgajjes  were 
good,  and  tlmt  the  evidence  did  not  show  any 
fraud.  Plaintiffs  In  error  rely  upon  this  case 
as  presenting  the  law  on  the  subject. 

This  question  has  never  been  definitely  set- 
tled in  this  court,  and  therefore  we  should 
witli  care  endeavor  to  arrive  at  the  proper 
conclusion  in  the  matter.  Courts  have  dis- 
agreed upon  the  question  involved,  and  tlicre 
Is  a  great  mass  of  irreconcilable  dwisious  on 
the  subject.  It  is  inii>ossible  to  harmonize 
them,  and  it  will  be  useless  for  us  to  try  to 
do  so.  We  will  simply  try  to  arrive  at  a 
just  conclusion  in  the  matter,  and  have  our 


opinion  supported  by  the  weight  of  authori- 
ty and  the  better  reasoning  on  the  subject  as 
we  take  it 

Chief  Justice  Bronson,  in  Oriswold  y.  Shel- 
don, 4  N.  Y.  581,  early  announced  the  doc- 
trine that  a  mortgane  of  the  character  in 
question  was  fraudulent  and  void.  While  the 
decision  of  the  court  was  not  unanimously 
concurred  in,  yet  since  that  time  the  doctrine 
bas  been  well  settled  in  that  state.  The  chief 
Justice  In  that  case  says:  "But  if  tlie  Inten- 
tion to  allow  Burdick  to  disiMse  of  the  mort- 
gaged property  as  owner  cannot  be  gathered 
from  the  face  of  the  deed,  still  the  goods  were 
left  in  his  possession,  and  he  was  in  fact  al- 
lowed to  deal  with  them  as  owner,  and  dis- 
posed of  them,  as  a  merchant,  to  his  custom- 
ers, from  the  date  of  the  conveyance  down  to 
the  time  of  the  levy.  Such  a  transaction  the 
law  always  has,  and  I  trust  always  will,  pro- 
nounce a  fraud  upon  creditors  and  purchas- 
ers." 

In  Southard  v.  Benner,  72  N,  T.  424.  the 
court,  in  discussing  the  subject,  say:  "Where, 
at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  a  chattel  mort- 
gage upon  a  stock  of  merchandi.se,  it  is  un- 
derstood and  agreed  between  the  parties  that 
the  mortgagor  may  go  on  and  sell  the  stock 
and  use  the  proceeds,  generally,  in  his  busi- 
ness, and  the  agreement  Is  carried  out  by  per- 
mitted sales,  the  transaction  is  fraudulent  In 
law  as  against  the  creditors  of  the  mortga- 
gor." And  agnin  In  the  same  decision  the 
learned  court  use  the  following  language, 
which  expresses  the  correct  doctrine,  as  we 
think:  "Such  an  agreement  Included  in  and 
making  a  part  of  the  written  Instnnnent  of 
mortgage  would  clearly  invalidate  it  as 
fraudulent  in  law,  as  tliatterm  Is  understood; 
that  is,  would  be  conclusive  evidence  of  fraud 
in  fact,  and  would  be  so  held  by  the  court  as 
a  matter  of  law.  This  was  decided  in  Edgell 
V.  Hart,  9  N.  Y.  213.  Whether  the  agree- 
ment is  in  or  out  of  the  mortgage,  wliether 
verbal  or  in  writing,  can  make  no  difference 
in  principle.  Its  effect  as  characterizing  the 
transaction  would  be  the  same.  The  differ- 
ence in  the  modes  of  proving  the  agreement 
cannot  take  the  sting  out  of  the  fact  and  ren- 
der it  harmless.  If  it  Is  satisfactorily  estab- 
lished, the  result  upon  the  security  must  be 
the  same.  It  is  the  fact  that  such  an  agree- 
ment has  been  made  and  ..cted  upon  that  in 
law  condemns  the  security,  and  not  the  fact 
that  it  Is  proved  by  the  instrument  of  secu- 
rity, instead  of  by  parol  or  in  some  other 
way." 

In  Potts  V.  Hart,  99  N.  Y.  1C8.  1  X.  E.  603. 

the  court  use  the  following  language:    "A 

chattel  mortgage  is  fraudulent  and  void  as 

to  creditors  whore  It  was  given  with  the  tacit 

or  express  understanding  and  arrangement 

that  the  mortgagee  may  sell  and  dispose  of 

the  mortgaged  property,  and  apply  the  avails 

to  his  own  use.     Such  an  agreonient  may  be 

inferred   from  tlie  fact  that  the  mortgagor 

does,  with  the  knowledge  and  assent  of  the 

mortgagee,  so  sell  and  dispose  of  the  prop- 
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erty,  and  apply  the  avails."  In  the  same 
case  the  court,  after  discussing  the  proposi- 
tion as  to  allowing  the  mortgagor  to  remain 
In  possession,  and  sell  and  apply  the  pro- 
ceeds to  his  own  jse,  say:  "The  parties  to  a 
mortgage  cannot  thns  play  fast  and  loose 
with  the  mortgaged  property,  and  thus  hin- 
der and  delay  creditors." 

Chief  Justice  Ryan  of  Wisconsin,  one  of  the 
ablest  judges  that  court  ever  had,  in  the 
case  of  Blakeslee  v.  Rossman,  43  Wis.  124, 
In  reviewing  this  same  question,  except  that 
the  mortgagor  was  allowed  to  retain  one-half 
of  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  for  his  own  use, 
and  apply  the  other  half  to  the  payment  of 
the  mortgage  debt,  says:  "But  we  prefer  to 
rest  our  Judgment  on  the  ground  first  stated. 
The  license  given  to  the  mortgagor  to  retain 
half  the  proceeds  and  use  them  at  his  pleas- 
ure makes  the  written  contract  of  the  parties 
fraudulent  and  void  In  law  as  against  cred- 
itors; absolutely  void  as  to  them,  beyond  all 
aid  from  extrinsic  facts.  Parol  evidence  can 
make  It  neither  better  nor  worse.  Intent 
does  not  enter  Into  the  question.  Fraud  m 
fact  goes  to  avoid  an  instrument  otherwise 
valid.  But  Intent,  bona  fide  or  mala  fide. 
Is  Immaterial  to  an  instrument  per  se  fraud- 
ulent and  void  in  law.  The  fraad  which  the 
law  imputes  to  it  is  conclusive.  So  a  fraud- 
ulent agreement  of  parties  by  parol  goes  as 
fraud  In  fact  to  Impeach  a  written  instrument 
valid  on  its  face.  Fraud  in  fact  Imputed  to  & 
contract  is  a  question  of  evidence,  not  fraud 
In  law.  And  no  agreement  of  the  parties  in 
parol  can  aid  a  written  instrument  fraudulent 
and  void  in  law.  Wood  v.  liowry,  17  Wend. 
402;  Edgell  v.  Hart,  0  N.  Y.  213;  Robhison 
V.  Elliott,  22  Wall.  513." 

It  was  said  by  the  supreme  court  of  Ohio, 
as  early  as  1847,  In  the  caae  of  McBlroy  v. 
Myers,  16  Ohio,  547:  "A  mortgaj^e  upon  a 
specific  article,  with  possession  and  power 
of  disposition  left  in  the  mortgagor,  is,  in 
truth,  no  mortgage  at  all.  It  la  no  certain 
lien.  The  power  to  hold  possession  and  dis- 
pose of  the  property  is  inconsistent  with  the 
very  nature  of  a  mortgage.  It,  Indeed, 
would  not,  perhaps,  be  going  too  far  to  soy 
that  such  an  Instrument  was  a  nullity.  It  Is 
the  next  thing  to  a  sale  of  a  horse  with  pos- 
session and  power  of  disposition  retained  to 
the  vendor.  Except  in  the  case  of  a  mort- 
gage, It  wonld  be  contended  that  a  time 
might  happen  when  the  mortg^agee  could  as- 
sert possession;  but,  before  condition  broken 
and  possession  taken.  It  would  be  hard  to 
discover  any  difference.  •  *  •  As  to  all 
the  world  except  as  to  the  parties  themselves, 
such  a  mortgage  will  be  held  void  as  against 
the  policy  of  the  law."  It  was  further  said 
In  the  case  Just  cited  that  there  was  no  spe- 
clfle  Hen,  but  a  floating  mortgage,  which  at- 
taches, swells,  and  contracts,  as  the  stock  In 
trade  changes,  Increases,  and  diminishes. 

It  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  Kan- 
sas, in  the  case  of  Leser  v.  Glaser,  4  Pac. 
1080,  32  Kan.  546,  after  quoting  the  foUowhig 


remarks  by  James  O.  Pierce  In  17  Am.  Law 
Rev.  350  et  seq.:  "All  cases  in  which  a  pow^ 
er  of  sale  of  the  goods  by  the  morlsagor  is 
provided  for  are,  therefore,  to  be  tested  by 
the  question  whether  such  sales  are  to  be 
made  in  his  own  behalf,  and  at  his  own  dis- 
cretion, and  with  control  of  the  proceeds  re- 
served to  him,  or  whethMr  they  are  to  be 
made  solely  in  pursuance  of  the  trust  as  a 
real  one;  that  is,  for  the  benefit  of  the  gran- 
tee or  mortgagee,  and  with  provision  that 
the  proceeds  shall  be  applied  on  his  debt." 
The  supreme  court,  following,  say:  "We 
think  there  is  much  reason  for  the  distinction 
made  by  Mr.  Pierce.  The  first  dass  of  mort- 
gages mentioned  by  him  ought  generally  to 
be  held  void,  while  the  other  class  of  mort- 
gages onght  generally  to  be  held  valid." 

It  was  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  New 
Mexico,  In  the  case  of  Speigelberg  v.  Hersch, 
4  Pac.  705,  3  N.  M.  185:  "Whatever  may  have 
been  the  motive  which  actuated  the  parties  to 
this  instrument,  it  is  manifest  that  the  nec- 
essary result  of  what  they  did  do  was  to 
allow  the  mortgagors,  under  cover  of  the 
mortgage,  to  sell  tbeh-  goods  as  their  own, 
and  appropriate  the  proceeds  to  their  own 
pui-poses;  and  this,  too,  for  an  indefinite 
length  of  time.  A  mortgage  which.  In  its 
very  terms,  contemplates  such  results,  be- 
sides being  no  security  to  the  mortgagees, 
operates  In  the  most  effectual  manner  to 
ward  otr  other  credltots;  and,  where  the  In- 
strument on  its  ftice  shows  that  the  legal 
effect  of  it  Is  to  delay  creditors,  the  law 
imputes  to  It  a  fraudulent  purpose.  •  *  " 
That  this  fraudulent  transaction  should  be 
carried  on  under  the  forms  of  law  is  simply 
a  scandal  to  an  honorable  profession.  The 
law  gives  no  sanction  to  such  arrangements, 
and  will  hold  them  void  as  against  creditors, 
as  tending  to  encourage  and  sustain  frauds, 
and  to  liinder  creditors  in  the  ooUection  of 
their  Just  demands." 

-In  the  case  of  Brasher  v.  Christophe,  10 
Colo.  284,  15  Pac.  403,  where  the  same  ques- 
tion was  under  discussion,  the  court  say: 
"Whatever  the  motives  of  the  parties  to  such 
a  transaction  may  be,  viewed  as  a  moral 
question  in  the  business  of  everyday  life, 
Its  effects  are  Injurious,  and  in  law  and  eq- 
uity such  agreements  are  fraudulent  per  se 
as  against  creditors  and  subsequent  Incum- 
brancers." 

This  question  has  hpd  the  careful  consid- 
eration of  the  supreme  coin-t  of  the  United 
States,  in  the  case  of  Robinson  v.  Elliott,  22 
Wall.  513,  and  it  was  held  by  the  full  bench, 
unanimously,  that  where  a  mortgagor  was 
allowed  to  retain  the  possession  of  a  stock 
of  goods,  with  the  power  to  sell  and  dispose 
of  the  mortgaged  property  and  apply  the 
proceeds  to  his  own  use,  the  mortgage  was 
absolutely  void.  The  opinion  of  the  court  wax 
delivered  by  Justice  Davis,  and  In  coihment- 
Ing  upon  the  question  he  uses  the  follow- 
ing language:    "But  the  creditor  must  take 

«are,  In  making  his  contract,  that  it  does  not 

> 
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contain  prorMons  of  no  advantage  to  bim, 
but  which  benefit  the  debtor,  and  were  de- 
signed to  do  BO,  and  are  Injurious  to  other 
creditors.  The  law  will  not  sanction  a  pro- 
ceeding of  this  kind.  It  will  not  allow  the 
creditor  to  make  use  of  his  debt  for  any 
other  purpose  than  his  own  Indemnity.  If 
be  goes  beyond  this,  and  puts  into  the  con- 
tract stipulations  which  have  the  effect  to 
sbldd  the  proi>erty  of  his  debtor,  so  that 
creditors  are  delayed  in  the  collection  of  their 
debts,  a  court  of  equity  will  not  lend  its  aid 
to  enforce  the  contract  These  principles  are 
not  disputed,  but  the  courts  of  the  conntry 
are  not  agreed  in  their  application  to  mort- 
gages with  somewhat  analogous  provisions 
to  the  one  under  consideration.  The  cases 
cannot  be  reconciled  by  any  process  of  rea- 
soning, or  on  any  principle  of  law.  As  the 
question  has  never  before  been  presented  to 
this  court,  we  are  at  liberty  to  adopt  that 
rule  on  the  subject  which  seems  to  us  the 
safest  and  wisesit  •  •  •  W'liatever  may 
have  been  the  motive  which  actuated  the  par- 
ties to  this  instrument,  it  is  manifest  that  the 
necessary  result  of  what  they  did  was  to  al- 
low the  mortgagors,  imder  cover  of  the  mort- 
gage, to  sell  the  goods  as  their  own,  and  ap- 
propriate the  proceeds  to  their  own  purposes; 
and  this,  too,  for  an  indefinite  length  of  time. 
A  mortgage  which,  hi  its  very  terms,  contem- 
plates such  results,  besides  being  no  security 
to  the  mortgagees,  operates  in  the  most  ef- 
fectual manner  to  ward  off  other  creditors; 
and,  where  the  instrument  on  Its  face  shows 
that  the  legal  effect  of  it  is  to  delay  cred- 
itors, the  law  imputes  to  it  a  fraudulent  pur- 
pose. The  views  we  have  taken  of  this  case 
harmonize  with  the  English  common-law  doc- 
trine, and  are  sustained  by  a  number  of 
American  decisions." 

The  courts  of  Colorado,  Illinois,  Mississippi, 
Nevada,  Oregon,  Tennessee,  Texas,  Virginia, 
Washington,  West  Virginia,  Ohio,  Wisconsin, 
New  York,  New  Mexico,  Minnesota,  Missouri, 
Pennsylvania,  Arkansas,  the  District  of  Co- 
lumbia, and  the  United  States  supreme  court, 
as  well  as  others,  have  held  that  where  a 
mortgagor  is  allowed  to  retain  the  possession 
of  the  mortgaged  property,  with  an  agree- 
ment to  sell  the  same  and  apply  the  proceeds 
to  his  own  us^.  It  is  absolutely  void  as 
against  creditors.  This  doctrine  we  believe 
to  be  the  sound  reasoning  of  the  subject,  sup- 
ported by  the  great  weight  of  authority,  and 
should  be  annoimced  as  the  law  of  this  court. 
Among  the  cases  which  bolA  to  this  doctrine 
are  the  following:  Bank  v.  {JcKMlrich,  3  Colo. 
139;  Wilcox  v.  Jackson,  7  Colo.  Ml,  4  Pac. 
960;  Brasher  v.  Chrlstophe,  10  Colo.  2,S4,  15 
Pac.  4(C;  Wilson  v.  Voight,  9  Colo.  014,  13 
Pac.  720;  Greenbaum  v.  Wheeler,  90  lU.  296; 
Dunning  v.  Mead,  Id.  370;  Goodheart  v. 
.lobnson,  88  111.  58;  Simmons  y.  Jenkins,  70 
111.  479;  Joseph  v.  Levi,  58  Miss.  &«;  Har- 
man  v.  Hosklns,  50  Miss.  142;  In  re  Morrill, 
2  8a wy.  356,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  9,821;  Jacobs  v. 
Ervln,  9  Or.  52;   Bremer  v.  Fleckenstein,  Id. 


200;  Catlin  v.  Currier,  1  Sawy.  7,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,518;  Bank  v.  Baselton,  15  Lea,  210; 
McGrasly  v.  Hasslock,  4  Baxt  1;  Bank  v. 
Ebbert,  9  Helsk.  153;    Bank  v.  Lovenberg. 

03  Tex.  506;  Wray  v.  Davenport,  79  Va.  19; 
Perry  v.  Bank,  27  Grat.  755;  Lang  y.  Lee,  3 
Rand.  (Va.)  410;  Wineburgh  v.  Schaer,  2 
Wash.  T.  328,  5  Pac.  299;  Fox  v.  Davidson, 
1  Mackey,  102;  Gauss  v.  Doyle,  46  Ark.  122; 
Gauss  T.  Orr,  Id.  129;  Lund  t.  Fletcher,  39 
Ark.  325;  Potts  v.  Hart,  99  N.  Y.  168,  1  N. 
E.  605;  Brackett  v.  Harvey,  91  N.  Y.  214; 
Southard  t.  Benner,  72  N.  Y.  424;  Griswold 
v.  Sheldon,  4  N.  Y.  581;  Collins  v.  Myers,  16 
Ohio,  547;  Blakeslee  r.  Bossman,  43  Wis. 
110;  Steinart  v.  Duesto',  23  Wis.  136;  Place 
V.  I.iangworthy,  13  Wis.  629;  Leser  t.  Glaser, 

4  Pac.  1030,  32  Kan.  .->40;  Pierce,  Mortg.; 
SiMiigelberg  v.  Hersch,  4  Pac.  705,  3  N.  M. 
185;  Robinson  v.  EUiott,  22  Wall.  512; 
Twyne's  Case,  3  Coke,  80;  1  Smith,  Lead. 
Ca&  p.  1;  Freeman  v.  Rawsou,  5  Ohio  St  1; 
Harman  ▼.  Abbey,  7  Ohio  St  218;  Ball  v. 
Slafter,  26  Hun,  353;  Putnam  v.  Osgood,  52 
N.  H.  148;  Horton  v.  WlUlams,  21  Minn.  187; 
Walter  v.  Wlmer,  24  Mo.  63;  Stanley  v. 
Bunce,  27  Mo.  2(J9;  White  v.  Graves,  08  Mo. 
218;  Welsh  v.  Bikey,  1  Pen.  &  W.  57;  Hower 
V.  Geesaman,  17  Scrg.  &  R.  251;  Williams  v. 
Lord,  75  Va.  390;  Mann  t.  Flower,  25  Minn. 
500. 

There  is  no  question  from  the  evidence  but 
what  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
mortgages  in  question,  there  was  an  agree- 
ment and  understanding  between  the  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee  that  the  mortgages 
were  not  to  be  placed  of  record  for  some 
time;  that  as  a  matter  of  fact'  they  were 
not  placed  of  record  for  10  days  after 
thehr  execution;  that  tbece  was  a  tacit  under- 
standing or  agreement  that  the  mwtgagor 
should  carry  on  the  business  In  the  usual 
w^ay;  that  he  sold  goods  and  bought  otiiers, 
paid  debts,  and  applied  the  proceeds  arising 
from  the  sales  to  his  own  use.  The  evidence 
shows  that  the  average  sales  per  day  were 
over  $100,  and  sufficient  was  realized  from 
the  stock  of  goods,  after  the  mortgages  were 
executed  and  before  they  were  placed  of  rec- 
ord and  possession  taken,  to  have  paid  the 
entire  debt  of  the  mortgagee.  The  mortgages 
were  placed  of  record  at  4^0  o'clock  on  the 
20th  day  of  February,  and  the  first  attach- 
ment was  levied,  as  shown  by  the  sheriff's 
return,  at  4:28  o'clock  p.  m.  on  the  20th  day 
of  February,  1895,  and  the  other  attachmoits 
followed  closely  thereafter.  Under  this  state- 
ment of  facts  we  are  asked  to  hold  that  the 
court  erred  in  finding  that  the  mortgages  exe- 
cuted to  the  Bank  of  Perry  were  fraudulent 
and  void.  It  may  be  contended  that  the 
mortgage  does  not  show  upon  its  face  sulfi- 
clent  facts  to  warrant  a  court  in  holding  that 
the  mortgage  is  fraudulent  and  void;  but 
even  conceding  this,  the  facts  aliunde  clearly 
bring  it  within  the  rule,  and  the  court  would 
have  erred  had  It  not  held  the  mortgage  to 
have  been  so.    It  seems  that  this  case  comes 
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dearly  within  the  rule  as  laid  down  by  the  | 
anthwltles  cited,  and  that  It  cannot  meet  the 
test  The  mortgagor  nndoubtedly  was  al- 
lowed to  retain  poeaesslon  of  the  stock  of 
goods,  carry  on  his  bnslness  In  the  usual 
course  of  trade,  and  apply  the  proceeds  to  his 
own  nae.  We  believe  that  the  better  nile  Is 
that  such  a  mortgage  should  be  held  as  abso- 
lutely Told  as  to  creditors.  We  do  not  think 
that  when  such  a  state  of  facts  presents  It- 
self It  becomes  a  questlcm  of  f&ct  as  to  fraud, 
but  that  It  Is  a  question  of  law.  Being  a 
question  of  law,  we  cannot  say  that  the  court 
erred  In  holding  the  mortgages  void. 

Neither  Is  It  apparent  that  plaintiff  In  errw 
ever  gained  lawful  possession  under  its  mort- 
gages. The  finding  of  fact  by  the  court  up<m 
this  question  is  clearly  supported  by  the  evi- 
dence, and  possession  thus  gained  can  avail 
nothing  under  the  law.  This  being  true,  a 
discussion  of  the  effect  of  a  lawful  posses- 
sion need  not  be  had. 

The  other  questions  raised  by  counsel  are 
immaterial  under  this  holding  of  the  court, 
and.  If  well  taken,  could  avail  them  nothing. 
The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be 
affirmed.  It  Is  so  ordered.  All  the  justices 
'H>ncurrlng. 

BIKRER,  J.,  having  presided  below,  not 
sitting. 


GUTHRIE  DAILY  LEADER  v.  CAMERON, 

Territorial  Auditor. 

<Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1895.) 
Who  abb   Pcbijo    Officeks— State    Printer— 

CJOSSTITUTIOSAL  LAW— SPECIAI,  PkIVILEGEB 

— Mandamus  to  Tekkitokial  Auoitok. 

1.  A  public  office  is  the  right  authority,  and 
duty  created  anil  conferred  by  law,  by  which, 
for  a  given  period,  either  fixed  by  law,  or  en- 
during at  the  pleasure  of  the  creating  power,  an 
individual  is  invested  with  some  portion  of  the 
sovereign  functions  of  the  Kovcrnment  either 
executive,  legislative,  or  jndicial,  to  be  exer- 
cised for  the  benefit  of  the  public;  and  unless 
the  powers  conferred  are  of  this  nature  the  in- 
dividual is  not  a  public  officer. 

2.  Section  25  of  the  appropriation  act  of 
1895  (page  47.  Ses*.  I^ws)  docs  not  create  the 
office  of  public  printer,  and  does  not  delegate 
any  of  the  sovereign  functions  of  the  territory 
to  the  State  Capital  Printing  Company. 

3.  The  act  of  congress  approved  ,Tnly  80, 
1886  (24  Stat  170,  prohibits  the  territorial  legis- 
lature from  passing  any  special  law  granting  to 
any  corporation  or  individual  or  asgociation  any 
special  or  exclusive  privilege,  immunity,  or  fran- 
chise whatever. 

4.  A  privilege  Is  a  particular  and  peculiar 
benefit  or  advantage  enjoyed  by  a  person,  com- 
pany, or  class,  beyond  the  common  advantage 
to  other  citizens. 

5.  A  statute  relating  to  persons  or  things  as 
a  class  is  a  general  law.  One  relating  to  par- 
ticular persons  or  things  of  a  class  is  special. 
The  number  of  persons  upon  whom  the  law  shall 
have  any  direct  effect  may  be  very  few,  by  rea- 
son of  the  subject  to  which  it  relates,  but  it 
must  operate  equally  and  uniformly  upon  all 
brought  within  the  relations  and  circumstances 
for  which  it  provides. 

6.  A  statute,  in  order  to  avoid  a  conflict 


with  the  prohibition  against  special  legislation, 
must  be  general  in  its  application  to  a  class,  and 
all  of  the  class  within  like  circumstances  must 
come  within  its  operations.  If  it  is  limited  in 
its  application  to  one  person  or  thing,  and  is  en- 
acted for  one  purpose  and  for  one  person,  it  then 
becomes  special  in  its  subject-matter  and  <^>er- 
ation,  and  is  void. 

7.  Section  25  of  the  appropriation  act  of 
1805  is  a  special  act  conferring  a  special  privi- 
lege upon  the  State  Capital  Printing  Company, 
and  is  void  for  conflict  with  the  congressional 
inhibition.  The  act  imposes  a  duty  upon  the 
officers  of  the  territory,  and  imposes  no  duty  or 
obligation  upon  the  State  Capital  Printing  Com- 
pany, but  confers  a  privilege,  which  the  company 
may  accept  or  reject,  at  its  option,  without  in- 
curring any  liability  for  a  refusal  to  perform 
any  work  required  by  the  act. 

8.  The  return  of  the  auditor  fails  to  show 
any  valid  reason  for  a  failure  to  audit  the  ac- 
counts of  the  petitioners,  and  the  peremptory 
writ  should  issue. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Application  by  the  Guthrie  Daily  Leader 
for  a  writ  of  mandamus  against  E.  D.  Cam- 
eron, territorial  auditor.    Writ  granted. 

John  F.  Stone,  for  plaintiff.  C.  A.  Gal- 
bralth,  Atty.  Gen.,  for  d^endant 

BURFORD,  J.  This  is  an  original  appli- 
cation for  writ  of  mandamus.  The  Guthrie 
Daily  Leader,  a  copartnership,  filed  their  pe- 
tition with  the  chief  justice,  In  which  they 
allege  that  on  May  14,  1895,  the  clerk  of  the 
supreme  court  ordered  for  the  use  of  said 
court  200  bar  dockets,  which  tlity  printed, 
bound,  published,  and  delivered,  and  which 
were  of  the  value  of  $78;  that  on  the  14th 
day  of  March,  1805,  the  secretary  of  the  ter- 
ritory ordered  from  them  1  six-quire  insur- 
ance record,  which  they  manufactured  and 
delivered  to  said  secretary,  and  which  was 
of  the  value  of  $16;  that  statements  of  the 
amounts  due  upon  said  contracts  for  said 
materials  furnished  and  printing  and  bind- 
ing so  done,  duly  approved  by  the  clerk  and 
secretary,  respectively,  and  duly  certified, 
were  filed  with  E.  D.  Cameron,  territorial 
auditor,  and  said  auditor  was  requested  to 
audit  and  allow  said  accounts,  and  draw  his 
warrants  <m  the  territorial  treasurer  for  said 
amounts,  which  said  auditor  refused  to  do. 
An  alternative  writ  was  allowed  by  the  chief 
Justice,  returnable  before  the  supreme  court 
The  auditor  made  his  return,  In  which  he 
shows  that  by  the  provisions  of  section  25, 
c.  4,  Sess.  Laws  1895,  all  printing  and  bind- 
ing done,  and  stationery  required,  shall  be 
done  and  furnished  by  the  State  Capital 
Printing  Company,  and  that  said  clerk  and 
secretary  had  no  authority  to  contract  with 
the  Dally  Leader  for  said  work,  and  that  he 
had  no  authority  to  draw  a  warrant  for  such 
supplies  in  favor  of  any  other  person  than 
the  State  Capital  Printing  Company.  To 
this  return  the  ijetltloners  demurred  on  the 
ground  that  said  return  does  not  state  facts 
sufficient  to  constitute  an  answer  to  the  al- 
ternative writ. 

This  presents  the  question  of  the  validity 
of  the  section  of  the  appropriation  act  re- 

1  uidTtfzea l^v  ■> — ix^/vy-x.'^- 


686 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  Vol.  41. 


(OU 


ferred  to  by  the  retnm.  Section  25  of  the 
act  making  appropriations  for  cnrr^it  ex- 
penses for  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  for 
the  year  1895  (Sess.  Laws,  p.  47),  reads  as 
follows:  "Sec.  25.  All  printing,  binding,  ste- 
reotyping and  stationery  of  whatever  char- 
acter, which  is  paid  out  of  the  territorial 
treasury,  the  treasurer  of  the  board  of  re- 
gents of  any  territorial  institution  or  from 
the  territorial  school  land  fund,  shall  be 
done  and  furnished  by  the  State  Capital 
Printing  Company  of  Outhrie,  Oklahoma, 
and  every  territorial  officer,  having  work  of 
tills  nature  to  be  done,  or  stationery  to  pur- 
chase, sliall  furnish  the  copy  to  and  have 
the  same  done  and  furnished  by  the  State 
Capital  Printing  Company,  and  such  print- 
ing shall  be  paid  for  at  the  price  established 
by  the  government  of  the  United  States 
through  the  printed  instructions  of  the  sec- 
retary of  the  Interior  to  the  secretary  of  the 
territory  for  territorial  printing,  unless  the 
price  is  otherwise  established  by  the  terri- 
torial statutes.  All  proclamations  and  no- 
tices issued  by  the  governor  and  other  ter- 
ritorial officers  to  be  paid  for  out  of  the  ter- 
ritorial treasury,  the  treasury  of  the  board 
of  regents  of  any  territorial  institution,  or  the 
territorial  school  land  fund,  shall  be  published 
In  the  Daily  and  Weekly  Oklahoma  State 
Capital  of  Guthrie,  OkUhomo,  and  paid  for 
as  provided  by  the  statutes  of  Oklahoma  for 
legal  publications,  said  publications  to  be 
made  in  both  daily  and  weekly  editions  of 
said  paper  at  the  same  price  as  though  pub- 
lished in  the  daily  edition  only.  AH  acts  and 
parts  of  acts  in  conflict  with  this  section  of 
this  act  are  hereby  repealed."  If  this  act  is 
valid,  the  return  is  sufficient.  If  it  is  in- 
valid, then  the  peremptory  writ  should  is- 
sue. The  petitioners  contend  that  the  act 
either  creates  the  office  of  public  printer,  and 
takes  from  the  executive  the  right  to  fill  the 
office  by  appointment,  or  that  it  grants  a 
special  privilege,  and  Is  void  for  conflict  with 
the  act  of  congress  limiting  the  powers  of 
territorial  legislatures. 

We  will  consider  these  questions  in  the 
order  they  are  presented  in  the  briefs;  and, 
first,  does  section  25  create  an  office?  The 
position  of  public  printer  may  or  may  not  be 
an  office.  The  name  does  not  necessarily 
imply  an  office,  and,  if  it  is  such,  it  is  clears 
ly  a  creation  of  statute.  In  some  of  the 
states  such  position  Is  denominated  an  "of- 
fice," and  its  incumbent  an  "officer,"  while 
in  others  it  is  an  employment,  or  the  public 
printing  and  furnishing  of  stationery  is  sup- 
plied under  contract,  and  there  is  no  general 
rule  on  the  subject.  Each  particular  case 
must  be  determined  by  the  law  governing  it. 
Ordinarily,  such  agencies  are  not  classed  as 
offices,  unless  so  declared  by  the  legislature, 
yet  It  is  true  that  if  such  a  position  embraces 
all  the  elements  of  a  public  office  the  person 
filling  the  same  will  be  treated  as  a  public 
officer,  whether  the  legislature  calls  him  an 
officer  or  not   Mechem,  in  his  valuable  work  j 


on  Public  Officers  (section  1),  defines  a  "pub- 
lic office"  as  follows:  "A  public  office  is  the 
right,  authority,  and  duty  created  and  con- 
ferred by  law,  by  which,  for  a  given  period, 
either  fixed  by  law  or  enduring  at  the  pleas- 
ure of  the  creating  i>ower,  an  individual  Is 
invested  with  some  portion  of  the  sovereign 
functions  of  the  government,  to  be  exercised 
for  the  benefit  of  the  public.  The  Individual 
BO  Invested  is  a  public  officer."  And  this 
definition  is  supported  by  an  abundant 
weight  of  authority.  The  same  author.  In 
section  4,  In  stating  the  difference  between 
an  office  and  an  employment,  says:  "The 
most  important  characteristic  which  distin- 
guishes an  office  from  an  employment  or  con- 
tract Is  that  the  creation  and  conferring  of 
an  office  Involves  a  delegation  to  the  indi- 
vidual of  some  of  the  sovereign  functions  of 
government,  to  be  exercised  by  him  for  the 
benefit  of  the  public;  that  some  portion  of 
the  sovereignty  of  the  country,  either  legis- 
lative, executive,  or  Judicial,  attaches  for  the 
time  being,  to  be  exercised  for  the  public 
benefit  Unless  the  powers  conferred  are  of 
this  nature,  the  individual  is  not  a  public  of- 
ficer." In  U.  S.  V.  HartweU,  6  WalL  385, 
Mr.  Justice  Swayne  said:  "An  office  is  a 
public  station  or  employment  conferred  by 
the  appointment  of  government.  The  term 
embraces  the  ideas  of  tenure,  duration,  euial- 
umcnt,  and  duties."  Mr.  Justice  Grier,  in 
Sheboygan  Co.  v.  Parker,  3  WalL  94,  said: 
"An  officer  of  the  county  Is  one  by  whom  the 
county  performs  its  political  functions, — its 
functions  of  government."  That  i)rofound 
jurist  and  eminent  author.  Judge  Cooley,  in 
the  case  of  Throop  v.  Langdon,  40  Mich.  673, 
defines  an  "office"  thus:  "An  office  is  a  spe- 
cial trust  or  charge  created  by  competent  au- 
thority. If  not  merely  honorary,  certain  du- 
ties win  be  connected  with  It  the  perform- 
ance of  which  will  be  the  consideration  for 
its  being  conferred  upon  a  particular  individ- 
ual, who  for  the  time  will  be  the  officer. 
The  officer  is  distinguished  from  the  employ^ 
in  the  greater  Importance,  dignity,  and  inde- 
pendence of  his  position;  in  being  required 
to  take  an  official  oath,  and,  perhaps,  to  give 
an  official  bond;  in  the  liability  to  be  called 
to  account,  as  a  public  offender,  for  mis- 
feasance or  nonfeasance  in  office;  and  usual- 
ly, though  not  necessarily.  In  the  tenure  of 
his  position.  In  particular  cases  other  dis- 
tinctions will  appear  which  are  not  general." 
The  celebrated  expounder  of  American  Jn- 
risprudenee,  Chief  Justice  Marshall,  while 
on  the  cii-cuit,  in  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Maurice^ 
2  Brock.  103,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  15,747,  said:  "Al- 
though an  office  Is  *nn  employment'  it  does 
not  follow  that  every  employment  is  an  office. 
A  man  may  certainly  be  employed  under  a 
contract,  express  or  Implied,  to  do  an  act  or  i)er- 
form  a  service,  without  becoming  an  officer. 
But  if  a  duty  be  a  continuing  one,  which  la 
defined  by  rules  prescribed  by  the  govern- 
ment, and  not  by  contract,  which  an  individual 
is  appointed  by  government  to  perform,  who 
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enters  on  the  duties  appertaining  to  Ms  sta- 
tion, without  any  contract  defining  them,  If 
tlioBe  duties  continue,  tliough  the  person  be 
changed;  it  seems  yery  dltilcult  to  distinguish 
such  a  charge  or  employment  from  an  ofilce,  or 
the  person  nrho  performs  the  duties  from  an 
officer."  In  the  case  of  Bunn  t.  People,  45 
111.  403,  Chief  Justice  Breeae.  speaking  for 
the  court,  said:  "The  term  'office'  Implies  a 
delegation  of  some  portion  of  the  sovereign 
power  to,  and  a  possession  of  it  by  the  per- 
son filling  the  office,  and  the  exercise  of  such 
power  within  legal  limits  constitutes  the  cor- 
rect discharge  of  the  duties  of  such  office. 
The  power  thus  delegated  and  possessed  may 
be  a  portion  belonging  sometimes  to  one  of  the 
three  great  departments,  and  sometimes  to 
another;  still.  It  Is  a  legal  power,  which  may 
be  rightfully  exercised,  and,  in  its  effects, 
will  bind  the  rights  of  others,  and  l>e  sub- 
ject to  revisions  and  corrections  only  accord- 
ing to  the  standing  laws  of  the  state."  In 
the  Opinion  of  the  Judges  to  the  Governor 
(3  Gre^il.  481),  the  supreme  court  of  Maine 
said:  "There  is  a  manifest  difference  be- 
tween an  office  and  an  employment  under  the 
government.  We  apprehend  that  the  term 
'office'  implies  a  delegation  of  a  portion  of  the 
sovereign  power  to,  and  the  possession  of  it 
by,  the  person  filling  the  office,  and  the  exer- 
cise of  such  power  within  legal  llmitB  con- 
stitutes the  correct  discharge  of  the  duties 
of  such  office.  The  power  thus  delegated 
and  possessed  may  be  a  portion  belonging 
sometimes  to  one  of  the  three  great  depart- 
ments, and  sometimes  to  another;  still,  it  Is 
a  legal  power,  which  may  be  rightfully  ex- 
ercised, and,  in  its  effects,  it  will  bind  the 
rights  of  others,  and  be  subject  to  revision 
and  correction  only  according  to  the  standing 
laws  of  the  state.  An  employment,  merely, 
has  none  of  these  distinguishing  features. 
A  public  agent  acts  only  on  behalf  of  his 
prtncii)al,  the  public,  whose  sanction  is  gen- 
erally considered  as  necessary  to  give  the 
acta  performed  the  authority  and  power  of  a 
public  act  of  law.  And,  it  the  act  be  such  as 
not  to  reqntre  such  subsequent  sanction,  still 
it  is  only  a  species  of  service  performed  un- 
der the  public  authority  and  for  the  public 
grood,  but  not  in  the  execution  of  any  stand- 
ins  laws,  which  are  considered  as  rules  of 
action  and  the  guardians  of  rights."  Mr. 
High,  in  bis  work  on  Extraordinary  Reme- 
dies (section  620),  says:  "An  office  admitting 
of  the  remedy  of  quo  warranto  Is  a  public 
position,  to  which  a  portion  of  the  sovereign- 
ty of  the  country,  either  legislative.  Judicial, 
or  executive,  attaches  for  the  time  being." 
In  Olmstead  v.  Mayor,  etc..  42  N.  Y.  Super. 
Ct.  481,  the  court  held  that  one  who  receives 
no  certificate  of  election  or  appointment, 
takes  no  oath  of  office,,  has  no  tenure  or  term 
of  office,  discharges  no  duties  and  exercises 
no  powers  depending  directly  on  authority  of 
law.  but  simply  performs  such  duties  as  are 
required  of  him  by  pubUc  officers,  and  whose 
responsibility  is  limited  to  them,  is  not  an 


officer,  and  does  not  hold  an  office,  although 
he  is  employed  by  public  officers,  and  Is  en- 
gaged about  public  work.  In  the  state  of 
North  Carolina  the  office  of  public  printer 
was  created.  Afterwards,  the  legislature 
abolished  the  office,  and  directed  that  the 
Joint  committee  on  printing  of  the  two 
houses  of  the  general  assembly  make  a  con- 
tract for  the  public  printing  on  behalf  of 
the  state.  It  was  contended  that  the  act 
was  void,  upon  the  ground  that  the  legisla- 
ture had  no  power  to  make  contracts,  it  be- 
ing an  executive  function.  In  the  case  of 
Brown  t.  Turner,  70  N.  C.  99,  the  supreme 
court  of  that  state  said:  "As  was  said  of 
the  word  'contract,'  we  say  that  there  is  no 
magic  in  the  word  'office.'  When  the  legis- 
lature created  and  called  it  an  'office,'  it  was 
an  office,  not  because  the  peculiar  duties  of 
the  place  constituted  It  such,  but  because  the 
creative  will  of  the  lawmaking  power  im- 
pressed that  stamp  upon  it.  Therefore,  when 
that  stamp  was  effaced  by  the  repealing  act 
of  1809-70,  it  shrank  to  the  level  of  an  un- 
defined duty.  The  authority  that  vested 
these  duties  with  the  name  and  dignity  of  a 
'public  office'  afterwards  divested  them  of 
that  name  and  authority.  There  being  now 
no  law  of  the  land  declaring  it  to  be  a  public 
office,  our  next  Inauiry  is,  do  the  duties  of 
public  printer  constitute  it  an  office?  The 
place  is  reall.y  sul  generis,  and  therefore  or- 
dinary criteria  by  which  we  distinguish  and 
classify  public  offices  cannot  aid  us  to  a  con- 
clusion here.  It  occupies  that  neutral  ground 
where  it  may  'shade  into'  a  legislative  or  ex- 
ecutive function  without  disturbing  the  har- 
mony of  eitha:.  It  comes  within  the  defini- 
tion of  a  'public  office'  because  Its  duties  re- 
late to  the  public,  and  are  prescribed  by  public 
law;  but  so  may  the  duties  of  a  contractor 
or  workman  upon  a  public  building.  It 
seems  not  to  be  an  office,  because  all  the  du- 
ties of  public  printer,  as  prescribed  by  law, 
are  mechanical  only,— as  much  so  as  those 
of  a  carpenter  or  brickmason,— calling  for 
neither  Judgment  nor  discretion,  in  a  legal 
sense,  and  which  may  be  performed  by  em- 
ployes, men,  women,  or  children,  in  or  out  of 
the  state;  and,  on  his  death,  every  unfinished 
duty  of  the  printer  can  and  must  be.  tm- 
der  existing  law,  completed  by  his  personal 
representative.  If  it  is  an  office,  there  is 
no  law  prescribing  the  term  of  duration  of 
It,  and  it  may  be  held  for  life  as  well  as  a 
term  of  years,  which  puts  It  out  of  luirmony 
with  the  whole  spirit  and  genius  of  our 
political  institutions,— a  conclusion  which  can 
be  forced  upon  us  only  on  the  most  evident 
necessity." 

Tested  by  the  foregoing  rules,  it  is  clear 
that  the  act  In  question  does  not  create  a 
pubUc  office.  The  legislature  has  not  desig- 
nated the  place  an  "office."  No  oath  or  bond 
Is  required.  No  term  of  duration  is  fixed. 
No  certificate  of  appointment  or  commission 
Is  provided  for.  No  qualifications  are  pre- 
^ribed,  and  none  of  the  sovereign  functions 
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of  the  government  are  delegated.  Certainly, 
It  cannot  be  said  that  In  doing  the  mechanic- 
al woric  of  manufacturing  a  blank  book, 
printing  a  notice,  order,  or  proclamation,  or 
supplying  blanks,  stationery,  and  letterheads 
for  the  territorial  officers,  or  a  docket  for  the 
supreme  court,  any  of  the  sovereign  functions 
of  government  are  being  exercised;  and,  un- 
less such  powers  are  conferred  or  exercised, 
the  individual  performing  the  duties  Is  not  a 
public  officer. 

A  public  officer  Is  required  by  law  to  per- 
form the  duties  pertaining  to  his  office,  and 
for  a  refusal  to  perform  such  duties  he  may 
be  removed  from  office.  Under  the  provi- 
sions of  section  25  of  the  appropriation  act, 
the  State  (Capital  Printing  Company  is  under 
no  obligations  to  perform  any  of  the  labors 
or  supply  any  of  the  materials  prescribed  in 
said  section.  It  is  purely  optional  with  said 
corporation  whether  it  accepts  any  of  the 
work,  or  not;  and  there  is  no  liability,  crim- 
inal or  civil,  for  a  refusal  to  supply  or  fur- 
nish any  of  the  articles  which  it  is  given  the 
privilege  of  supplying.  A  duty  is  imposed 
tipon  the  several  territorial  officers  to  furnish 
the  copy  and  give  orders  to  the  State  Capital 
Printing  Company  for  public  supplies;  and 
the  privilege  of  doing  the  work,  filling  the 
orders,  and  furnishing  the  supplies  is  con- 
ferred upon  the  State  Capital  Printing  Com- 
pany. The  acceptance  of  these  orders  be- 
comes an  employment,  and  creates  a  con- 
tract. In  each  instance,  between  the  State 
Capital  Printing  Company  and  the  territory. 
Willie  the  officer  requiring  the  work  or  sta- 
tionery is  directed  to  apply  to  the  State  Cap- 
ital Printing  Company  for  the  same,  the 
company  may  accept  that  which  is  profitable, 
and  refuse  that  which  is  unprofitable,  at  its 
pleasure.  Hence,  it  seems  to  us,  the  act  Im- 
poses a  duty  upon  one  party,  and  confers 
a  privilege  upon  the  other.  Evidently,  this 
act  does  not  create  a  public  office,  and  there 
is  no  such  office  as  public  printer,  in  this 
territory. 

The  next  question  presented  for  our  con- 
sideration is,  do  the  provisions  of  section 
25  conflict  with  the  limitation  Imposed  by  the 
act  of  congress  approved  July  30,  1886  (24 
Stat.  ITO)?  Said  act  is  entitled,  "An  act  to 
prohibit  the  passage  of  local  or  special  laws 
in  the  territories  of  the  United  States;  to 
limit  territorial  indebtedness,  and  for  other 
purposes."  So  much  of  the  act  as  relates 
to  the  question  before  us  is  as  follows:  "The 
legislatures  of  the  territories  of  the  United 
States  now  or  hereafter  to  be  organized, 
shall  not  pass  local  or  special  laws  in  any  of 
the  following  enumerated  cases,  that  is  to 
say,  granting  to  any  corporation  or  individu- 
al or  association  any  special  or  exclusive 
privilege,  immunity  or  franchise  whatever. 
In  all  other  cases  where  a  general  law  can 
be  made  applicable,  no  special  law  shall  be 
enacted  in  any  of  the  territories  of  the 
United  States  by  the  territorial  legislatures 
thereof."    Counsel  upon  both  sides,  In  the 


case  at  bar,  have  supplied  ua  with  v<dnml- 
nous  briefs,  which  display  a  vast  amount  of 
research,  but  do  not  evidence  a  very  clear 
discrimination  in  the  citation  of  authorities. 
Many  of  the  cases  cited  deal  with  constita- 
tlonal  provisions  and  limitations,  which, 
while  somewhat  similar  to  those  of  the  act 
of  congress  referred  to,  are  sufficiently  dis- 
similar to  render  the  authorities  useless  as 
precedents  in  the  case  l>efore  us.  In  a  num- 
ber of  the  cases  cited  the  constitutional  pro- 
visions prohibit  the  enactment  of  special  or 
local  laws,  in  certain  enumerated  cases, 
where  a  general  law  can  be  made  applicable. 
Under  a  provision  of  this  character,  the 
courts  have  almost  Invariably  held  that  the 
irawer  to  determine  whether  or  not  a  general 
law  could  be  made  applicable  to  a  given 
subject-matter  was  a  legislative,  and  not  a 
judicial,  one,  and  when  the  legislature  has 
exercised  Its  prerogative  the  courts  will  not 
interfere.  In  other  cases  the  constitutional 
provision  is  that  ail  laws  shall  be  general, 
and  operate  throughout  the  state,  upon  all 
persons  or  subjects  alike.  Many  of  the 
cases  cited  relate  solely  to  police  regula- 
tions of  the  government,  wherein  the  legis- 
lative power  is  supreme,  and  are  not  appli- 
cable to  the  question  presented  in  this  case. 
We  have  examined  all  the  cases  cited  by 
counsel,  but  it  Is  not  our  purpose  to  review 
them  here.  It  will  be  observed  that  the  act 
of  congress  supra  specifically  provides  that 
no  special  law  shall  be  passed  by  the  legis- 
lature of  the  ten-itory,  granting  to  any  cor- 
poration, association,  or  individual  any  spe- 
cial or  exclusive  privilege.  Immunity,  or  fran- 
chise whatever,  and  in  all  other  cases,  except 
the  ones  enumerated  in  the  act,  no  special 
law  shall  be  enacted  where  a  general  law 
can  be  made  applicable.  This  limitation 
amounts  to  an  absolute  prohibition  on  the 
legislature's  enacting  any  special  law  in  ref- 
erence to  the  subjects  enumerated.  It  was 
conceded  in  the  argument  that  the  State 
Capital  Printing  Company  Is  a  corporation, 
and  it  must  t>e  conceded  that  the  legislature 
has  no  power  to  pass  any  special  law  grant- 
ing to  such  corporation  any  special  or  exclu- 
sive privilege.  Does  section  25  confer  a 
privilege?  It  confers  upon  the  State  Capital 
Printing  Company  the  right  to  do  and  furnish 
all  the  printing,  binding,  stereotyping,  and 
stationery,  of  whatever  character,  which  is 
paid  for  out  of  the  territorial  treasury,  the 
treasury  of  the  board  of  regents  of  any  terri- 
torial institution,  or  from  the  territorial 
school  fund.  And  any  territorial  officer  hav- 
ing work  of  this  kind  to  be  done  is  required 
to  furnish  the  copy  to  and  have  the  work 
done  by  said  State  Capital  Printing  Com- 
pany. This  is  an  exclusive  right,  because 
the  grant  carries  with  it  the  right  to  all  the 
work  of  the  character  therein  named.  No 
other  person  or  corporation  can  share  this 
privilege,  or  enjoy  an  equal  privilege;  nor 
can  the  legislature  confer  equal  rights  upon 
other  persons  or  corporations,  because  the 
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entire  prlTilegre  Is  granted  to  the  former  cor- 
poration, and  there  is  no  residue  for  distribu- 
tion, nor  can  a  like  privilege  be  conferred  up- 
on similar  corporations  for  tbe  same  rea- 
sons. The  right  to  furnish  all  the  printing, 
binding,  stereotyping,  and  stationery  for  all 
of  the  territorial  offlcera,  the  boards  of  re- 
gents of  the  public  Institutiong,  tbe  school-land 
board,  and  the  supreme  court,  Including  pub- 
lication of  the  court  reports,  Is  not  only  a 
special  privilege,  but  is  a  valuable  privilege, 
and  ought,  upon  sound  business  principles 
of  economy  and  right,  to  be  let  to  the  lowest 
competitive  bidder,  under  the  supervision  and 
control  of  some  bonded  olUcer  or  board.  A 
privilege  Is  "a  particular  and  peculiar  bene- 
fit or  advantage  enjoyed  by  a  person,  com- 
pany, or  class,  beyond  the  common  advan- 
tage of  other  citizens."  Blacfc,  Law  Diet. 
Wl.  A  special  privilege,  in  constitutional 
law,  is  "a  right,  power,  franchise,  Immunity, 
or  privilege  granted  to  or  vested  in  a  person, 
or  class  of  persons,  to  tbe  exclusion  of  others, 
and  In  derogation  of  common  right"  Id. 
1113.  "The  state,  It  Is  to  be  presumed,  has 
no  favors  to  bestow,  and  designs  to  Inflict 
no  arbitrary  deprivation  of  rights.  Special 
privileges  are  always  obnoxious,  and  discrim- 
inations against  i)er8ons  or  classes  are  still 
more  so;  and,  as  a  rule  of  construction,  it  Is 
to  be  presumed  they  were  probably  not  con- 
templated or  designed."  Cooley,  Const.  Llm. 
p.  485.  Anderson,  in  his  Law  Dictionary, 
deflnes  special  or  exclusive  privilege  to  be 
"any  particular  or  Individual  authority  or  ex- 
emption existing  in  a  person  or  class  of  per- 
sons, and  In  derogation  of  common  right;  as 
tbe  grant  of  a  monopoly."  A  monopoly  is 
an  exclusive  privilege  not  enjoyed  by  others, 
and  we  think  the  grant  to  the  State  Capital 
Printing  Company  comes  within  all  tbe  terms 
of  the  above  definitions,  and  that  section  25 
of  the  appropriation  act  does  grant  a  special 
and  exclusive  privilege  to  a  corporation. 

The  next  question  for  consideration  is 
whetber  or  not  such  privllej;<!  Is  granted  by 
a  special  law,  as  contemplated  in  the  act  of 
congress  of  July  30,  1880.  "A  statute  relat- 
ing to  persons  or  things  as  a  class  Is  a  gen- 
eral law;  one  relating  to  particular  persons 
or  things  of  a  class  Is  special."  Suth.  St. 
Const.  8  121;  Wheeler  ▼.  Philadelphia,  77 
Pa.  St.  3,T8.  "The  number  of  persons  upon 
whom  tbe  law  shall  have  any  direct  effect 
may  be  very  few,  by  reason  of  the  sub- 
ject to  which  it  relates,  but  it  must  operate 
equaOy  and  uniformly  upon  all  brought 
within  the  relations  and  circumstances  for 
which  it  provides."  Suth.  St.  Const.  $  124. 
In  McAunich  v.  Railroad  Co.,  20  Iowa,  338, 
the  Iowa  supreme  court  defined  the  distinc- 
tion between  general  and  special  laws  thus: 
"These  laws  are  general  and  uniform,  not 
Itecause  they  operate  upon  every  person  In 
the  state,  for  they  do  not,  but  because  every 
person  who  is  brought  within  the  relations 
and  circumstances  provided  for  is  affected 
by  tbe  law.     Tbey  are  general  and  uniform 


In  their  operation  upon  all  persons  in  the 
like  situation,  and  the  fact  of  their  being 
general  and  uniform  Is  not  affected  by  the 
number  of  persons  within  the  scope  of  their 
operation."  Special  laws  are  those  made  for 
individual  cases,  and  for  less  than  a  class. 
Laws  are  general  If  they  apply  to  a  class, 
though  the  class  may  be  very  limited,  or 
even  where  there  Is  but  one  of  tbe  class; 
but  the  law  must  be  general  In  Its  applica- 
tion, and  embrace  all  of  the  given  class,  and 
not  be  specific  In  its  application,  to  a  i>ar- 
tlcnlar  person  or  thing.  The  supreme  court 
of  Minnesota,  in  State  v.  Cooley,  58  N.  W. 
150,  said:  "Another  proposition  that  may  be 
laid  down  as  beyond  question  Is  that,  if  the 
basis  of  dassiflcation  Is  valid,  it  Is  wholly 
Immaterial  how  many  or  how  few  members 
there  are  In  the  class.  One  may  constitute 
a  class,  as  well  as  a  thousand,  although,  of 
course,  tbe  fewer  tbe  members  the  closer 
the  courts  will  scrutinize  the  act  to  see  that 
it  is  not  an  evasion  of  the  constitution."  Mr. 
Sutherland,  in  his  valuable  worl^  further 
says:  "Within  certain  Umlts,  subjects  may 
be  grouped  on  the  basis  of  such  differences 
for  general  legislation.  Beyond  those  lim- 
its, such  differences  would  not  be  the  basis 
of  classification,  but  the  ground  of  segrega- 
tion, by  which  each  Individual  would  be  dis- 
tinguished for  special  enactment  The  pro- 
hibition Is  in  the  way  of  legislation  for  in- 
dividual cases.  It  Is  equally  fatal  to  such 
legislation,  though  it  be  general  in  form.  If 
a  statute  Is  plainly  intended  for  a  particular 
case,  and  looks  to  no  broader  application  in 
the  future,  it  is  special  or  local,  and,  if  such 
laws  are  prohibited  on  the  subject  to  which 
it  relates.  Is  unconstitutloual."  Suth.  St 
Const  §  129.  This  queetlMi  was  quite  exten- 
sively and  ably  treated  by  the  supreme  court 
of  New  Jersey  in  the  case  of  Rutgers  v.  City 
of  New  Brunswick,  42  N.  J.  Law,  53.  The 
court  said:  "In  the  strictest  sense,  special 
or  local  laws  would  comprise  all  such  laws 
as  ara  confined  in  their  application  to  a  lim- 
ited number  of  localities  or  subjects,  and  a 
general  law  be  one  universal  In  Its  applica- 
tion. In  this  sense,  acts  ot  the  legislature 
relating  to  a  particular  kind  of  private  cor- 
porations, or  to  a  particular  class  of  munici- 
palities, would  fail  within  tbe  prohibition  of 
the  constitutional  interdiction,  as  being  spe- 
cial or  local,  however  general  they  might  be 
in  their  application  within  the  scope  of  tbe 
pnrpoee  of  such  legislation.  But  tliis  is  not 
tbe  signification  given  to  their  terms  by  this 
court  in  the  case  of  Van  llli)er  v.  Parsons,  40 
N.  J.  Law,  1,  123.  When  the  case  was  first 
before  this  court.  It  was  held  that,  within 
the  sense  of  these  prohibitory  clauses,  a  gen- 
eral law,  as  contradistinguished  from  one 
special  or  local,  is  a  law  that  embraces  a 
class  of  subjects  or  places,  and  does  not 
omit  any  subject  or  place  naturally  belong- 
ing to  such  class.  The  second  time  that 
case  passed  under  Judicial  examination  In 
this  court,  the  holding  was  that  a  law  framed 
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In  general  terms,  reBtricted  to  no  locftllty, 
and  operating  equally  npon  all  of  a  groap 
of  objects,  TThich,  having  regard  to  the  pur- 
pose of  the  legislature,  are  distinguished  by 
characteristics  suttlclcntly  marlted  and  int' 
portant  to  make  them  a  class  by  them- 
selves, is  not  a  special  or  local  law,  bnt  a 
general  law,  without  regard  to  the  consider- 
ation that,  within  this  state,  there  happens 
to  be  bnt  one  individual  of  the  class,  or  one 
place  where  It  produces  eCtects."  It  is  fur- 
ther said  by  Mr.  Sutherland:  "A  law  may 
be  general  in  its  terms,  and  apply  to  a  class 
constituted  by  baving  characteristics  which 
make  it  a  class,  and  yet  be  an  illusory  clas- 
sification, which  will  not  warrant  legislation 
confined  to  It,  where  special  or  local  legisla- 
tion is  prohibited.  The  grouping  must  be 
founded  on  peculiarities  requiring  legisla- 
tion, and  legislation  which,  by  reason  of  the 
absence  of  such  peculiarities,  is  not  neces- 
sary or  applicable  outside  or  that  class.  In 
other  words,  the  true  principle  requires 
something  more  than  a  mere  designation 
by  such  cliaracteristics  as  will  serve  to  clas- 
sify, for  the  characteristics  which  will  thus 
serve  as  a  basis  of  classification  must  l>e 
of  such  a  nature  as  to  mark  the  objects 
so  designated  as  peculiarly  requiring  ex- 
clusive legislation.  There  must  be  a  sub- 
stantial distinction,  having  a  reference  to 
the  subject-matter  of  the  proposed  legisla- 
tion, between  the  objects  or  places  em- 
braced in  such  legislation  and  the  objects  or 
places  excluded.  The  marks  of  distinction 
on  which  the  classification  is  founded  must 
be  such.  In  the  nature  of  things,  as  will,  in 
some  reasonable  degree,  at  least,  account  for 
and  justify  the  restriction  of  the  legislation. 
Distinctions  which  do  not  arise  from  sub- 
stantial difllerences,  so  marked  as  to  call  for 
separate  legislation,  constitute  no  ground 
for  supporting  such  legislation  as  general." 
Suth.  St  Const.  §8  127,  128. 

These  authorities  fully  establish  the  doc- 
trine that  a  law,  in  order  to  avoid  a  conflict 
with  the  prohibition  against  special  legisla- 
tion, must  be  general  in  its  application  to  a 
class,  and  all  of  the  class  within  like  circum- 
stances must  come  within  its  iterations.  The 
law  under  consideration  does  not  have  this 
effect.  It  is  limited  in  its  application  to  the 
State  Capital  Printing  Company,  and  is  thus 
special  in  its  subject-matter  and  its  opera- 
tion. It  is  a  law  enacted  for  a  particular 
purpose,  and  for  a  particular  person,  and 
does  not  operate  alike  upon  ail  of  a  class. 
The  authorities  cited  which  hold  that  a  law 
is  general  if  it  applies  to  all  of  a  class,  al- 
though there  is  but  one  of  the  class,  do  not 
apply  to  a  statute  like  the  one  under  consid- 
eration. In  those  cases  the  legislature  did  not 
attempt  to  name  the  beneficiary  of  the  act. 
but  the  law  was  general  in  Its  terms,  and  It 
happened  tliat  there  was  but  one  of  the  class 
that  came  within  its  general  provisions.     If 


theleelslature  had  provided  that  all  the  pab- 
lic  printing  and  binding  should  be  done  by 
a  corporation  equipped  with  a  bindery, 
printing  presses,  and  lithographing  depart- 
ment, and  the  State  Capital  Printing  Com- 
pany had  been  the  only  institution  of  this 
class,  it  would  then  be  entitled  to  the  con- 
tract or  employment,  and  the  law  would  not 
be  subject  to  the  objection  now  made.  Or 
if  the  law  had  granted  this  privilege  to  any 
other  classification,  without  making  it  ex- 
clusively applicable  to  some  particular  per- 
son or  corporation,  It  would  withstand  auch 
assault,  under  the  authorities  quoted.  In 
our  judgment,  the  statute  in  question  comes 
directly  within  the  prohibition  Imposed  by 
the  act  of  July  30,  1S8&.  and  is  therefore 
void. 

We  have  given  conslderatton  to  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  for  the  respondent,  that  the 
terms  "privileges,  immunities,  or  franchises'' 
must  be  treated  collectively,  and  that,  before 
a  law  can  be  held  Invalid,  it  must  violate  all 
embraced  in  said  collective  terms.  But  we 
cannot  assent  to  this  proposition.  It  would 
destroy  much  of  the  force  of  the  statute, 
and  defeat  some  of  the  most  evident  pui^ 
poses  of  congress.  Our  conclusion  is  that 
section  25  is  a  special  law,  granting  a.  spe- 
cial and  exclusive  privilege  to  the  State  Cap- 
ital Printing  Company,  and  is  invalid. 

It  has  been  contended  at  some  length  that 
the  court  should  refuse  jurisdiction  in  this 
case,  for  the  reason  that  the  State  Capital 
Printing  Company  is  not  made  a  party.  This 
contention  would  Iiave  considerable  weight, 
were  it  not  for  the  fact  that  the  only  ques- 
tion presented  Is  one  of  law,  and,  while  the 
State  Capital  Printing  Company  is  Interested 
In  having  the  law  properly  determined,  there 
is  nothing  in  the  case  that  aHects  adversely 
their  substantial  rights,  and  nothing  that 
can  bind  such  corporation. 

It  is  not  denied  that  the  petitioners  per- 
formed the  work  for  which  they  are  de- 
manding pay,  and  that  the  officers  of  the 
territoiy  received  and  accepted  the  articles 
mentioned  in  the  writ.  The  only  objection 
the  auditor  makes  to  allowing  and  auditing 
the  account  is  that  the  law  in  question 
makes  it  his  duty  to  audit  accounts  for  such 
purposes  only  in  favor  of  the  State  Capital 
Printing  Company,  and  when  this  law  fails 
the  petitioners  are  entitled  to  have  the  ac- 
counts audited  and  paid.  The  demurrer  to 
the  return  is  sustained,  and  peremptory  writ 
ordered  to  Issue.  There  is  no  question  rais- 
ed as  to  the  practice  in  this  case,  or  objec- 
tion made  that  a  demuirer  is  not  the  proper 
mode  of  raising  the  questions  discussed; 
and  we  do  not  determine  the  question  of 
practice,  but  treat  the  case  on  the  theory  on 
which  it  is  presented. 

DALE,  C.  J.,  and  SCOTT,  BIBRER,  and 
McATEE,  JJ.,  concurring. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept  7,  1896.) 
TurAL — Specfal  Fivdisos— Inbtructtonb  to  Jurt 

— InDBFINITB  ASBWgRS— CABBIEBS — IHJURIES  TO 
TbESPASSEBS — COKTKIBUTOKT  NlOLiaESCE. 

1.  Under  Hie  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  (St 
Okl.  1890.  par.  4574),  which  provides  that  "the 
court  in  all  cases  when  requested  by  either  par- 
ty, shall  instruct  them.  If  they  render  a  gen- 
eral verdict,  to  find  specially  upon  material  qnea- 
tiona  of  fact,  to  be  plainly  stated  in  writine," 
it  18  not  error  to  refuse  an  instruction  which, 
upon  the  submission  of  special  questions  for  the 
jury,  instructs  them  that  "It  is  your  duty  to  an- 
swer each  of  said  qnestiona  fairly  as  you  shall 
find  the  truth  to  be  under  the  evidence,  without 
regard  to  your  general  verdict"  The  provision 
of  the  statute  is  that  the  jury  shall  make  special 
findings  only  upon  condition  that  they  return  a 
Keneral  verdict,  and  it  shall  be  error  to  instruct 
them  to  make  such  findings  without  regard  to 
such  general  verdict. 

2.  If  the  record  discloses  that  special  inter- 
rogatories have  been  submitted  to  the  jury,  and 
that  they  have  been  returned  into  court  by  the 
iurv  in  connection  with  their  general  verdict,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  and  that  "the 
court  submitted  said  certain  special  questions 
of  fact  for  the  juir  to  answer  and  return,"  such 
statements  made  in  the  record  will  be  sufficient 
to  show  that  special  interrogatories  were  in  fact 
submitted  and  answered  by  the  jury,  as  provided 
by  the  statute,  notwithstanding  that  no  express 
and  written  instruction  from  the  court  to  the 
jury  to  that  effect  appears  in  the  record. 

8.  If  the  jury  returns  evasive  or  equivocal 
answers  to  some  of  the  special  interrogatories 
proposed,  and  a  motion  is  made  to  the  court  to 
remand  the  jury  and  require  them  to  return 
definite  answers  to  such  interrogatories,  and  the 
motion  is  refused,  and  the  party  to  the  cause 
making  such  motion  is  not  damaged  by  such  eva- 
sive or  equivocal  answers,  such  refusal  of  the 
court  to  remand  and  direct  the  jury  ia  not  rever- 
sible error. 

4.  If  the  jury,  in  making  a  return  to  special 
interrogatories  in  connection  with  the  general 
verdict  returns  evasive,  equivocal,  or  uncertain 
answers,  not  stating  the  result  of  the  evidence, 
either  in  the  affirmative  or  in  the  negative,  upon 
the  point,  it  is  simply  a  finding  that  adequate 
proof  has  not  been  produced  at  the  trial  of  the 
existence  of  the  fact  upon  which  the  question 
has  been  proposed,  and  thnt  it  is  not  made  out 
by  proof,  and  is  equivalent  to  a  finding  against 
the  par^  holding  the  afiSrmative  upon  such 
facts. 

5.  A  person  who  gets  upon  the  freight  train 
of  a  railroad  company  without  the  knowledge 
of  the  conductor,  and,  under  the  direction  of  a 
brakeman  of  the  train,  places  himself  in  a  box 
car,  making  a  payment,  and  accepting  sucn  ai- 
rection  froln  the  brakeman,  does  not  contract 
with  the  railroad  company  for  his  passage.  He 
is  not  a  pasaenger,  but  a  trespasser.  He  is  not 
entitled  at  the  hands  of  the  railroad  company 
to  that  hiifh  degree  of  care  to  which  a  passen- 
ger is  entitled,  but  only  to  the  right  to  be  ex- 
empt from  wanton  and  willful  injury  at  the 
hands  of  the  company. 

6.  The  caboose  of  a  freight  train  is  the 
proper  place  to  which  persons  must  go,  and  take 
their  places,  who  Intend  to  become  passengers 
npon  the  train.  A  box  car  is  the  place  of  in- 
creased danger,  and  if  one  seeks  to  be  a  passen- 
ger, and  voluntarily  places  himself  in  such  a 
car,  he  will  he  guilty  of  siich  contributory  uegli- 
gence  as  will  preclude  recovery  against  the  com- 
pany for  an  injury  while  occupying  such  a  posi- 
tion. 

7.  If  one  who  undertakes  to  be  a  passenger 
tipon  a  freight  train  voluntarily  places  himself 
In  a  box  car.  leavcA  his  place  back  in  the  car, 
and  goes  to  the  open  door  of  the  car,  while  the 
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train  is  in  motion,  and  is  fay  sAdden  Aodc  <Sl 

the  train  thrown  from  the  door  and  injured,  lie 
is  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence  as  will 
preclude  recovery  from  the  railroad  company. 

8.  In  a  case  in  which  the  plaintiff  takes 
passage  upon  a  freight  train  of  defendant  which 
has  a  caboose  attached,  and  goes  into  the  box 
car  npon  the  train,  which  is  not  provided  by  the 
company  for  the  accommodation  of  passengers; 
and  the  plaintiff  was  not  allowed  to  take  pas- 
sage upon  such  train  under  the  rules  of  the 
company,  and  his  presence  on  the  freight  train 
was  unknown  to  the  conductor,  engineer,  or  fire- 
man, but  was  Imown  to  a  brakeman,  to  whom 
the  plaintiff  gave  a  dollar  for  his  ride,  which 
was  less  than  the  regular  fare;  and  the  brake- 
man  had  no  authority  to  collect  the  dollar  from 
the  plaintiff,  and  the  plaintiff  knew  that  the 
train  on  which  he  took  passage  was  not  a  pas- 
senger train,  and  that  the  car  in  which  he  took 
passage  was  not  provided  by  the  company  for 
carrying  passengers;  and  the  plaintiff  was 
thrown  from  the  car,  by  the  stopping  of  the 
train,  while  he  was  leaning  from  the  door  of  the 
car,  and  would  rot  have  been  injured  if  he 
had  remained  back  in  the  car  until  the  train 
stopped;  and  these  facts  were  all  found  by  the 
jury,  upon  special  interro^tories  proposed  by 
the  defendant,  in  connection  with  the  general 
verdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  damages  in  his  be- 
half; and  the  defendant  thereupon  filed  his  mo- 
tion for  jjndgment  on  the  answers  of  the  jury  to 
the  special  questions, — it  was  error  in  the  court 
to  overrule  such  motion,  and  the  ruling  of  tiie 
court  should  have  been  for  judgment  in  favor 
of  the  defendant  upon  such  special  findings  of 
fact. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county. 

Action  by  John  R.  Johnson  against  the 
Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Com- 
pany. Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant 
brings  error.    Reyersed. 

Henry  E.  Asp,  John  W.  Shattell,  and  J.  R. 
Cottingliam,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  Keaton 
&  Cotteral  and  E.  Turner,  foe  defendant  in 

error. 


McATBE,  J.  On  the  llth  day  of  August, 
1881,  the  defendant  in  error,  as  plaintiff, 
filed  Us  complaint  in  the  district  court  for 
Logan  county  to  recover  damages  for  per- 
sonal injuries  received  by  him  at  Outhrie, 
Oki.,  while  riding  from  Purceli,  I.  T.,  to 
Guthrie,  in  a  box  car  in  one  of  defendant's 
freight  trains.  Plaintiff  claimed  in  his  peti- 
tion tliat  he  was  a  passenger,  and  tliat 
he  was  Jerked  and  thrown  from  the  car 
in  question  by  reason  of  the  negligence  of 
the  defendant's  servants.  The  defendant 
pleaded  by  a  general  denial  and  by  the  al- 
legation ttiat  the  plaintiff  was  not  a  pas- 
senger, but  was  a  trespasser  on  the  train, 
and  tliat  the  injuries  were  received  in  con- 
sequence of  bis  own  negligence  In  Jumping 
from  the  train  while  it  was  in  motion.  To 
the  answer  of  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  re- 
plied, denying  generally  the  allegations  of 
the  answer,  and  setting  up  a  specific  denial 
of  the  matters  set  up  in  the  answer  as  a 
defense.  The  case  was  tried  on  the  26th  and 
27tb  days  of  October,  1893,  and  resulted  in  a 
yerdict  for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  of  $5,- 
OUO. 

It  was  alleged  by  the  plaintiff  tliat  on  th* 
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3d  day  of  February,  1891,  at  about  8  o'clock 
p.  m.,  the  defendant,  in  consideration  of  the 
sum  of  one  dollar,  then  and  there  paid  to 
its  agent,  a  brakeman  on  one  of  Its  freight 
trains,  by  tlie  plaintiff,  undertook  and 
agreed,  as  a  common  carrier,  to  transport 
and  convey  the  plaintiff  from  the  town  or 
Tillage  of  Purcell  to  the  town  or  Tillage  of 
Guthrie,  as  a  passenger,  and  the  plaintiff, 
being  so  directed  by  one  of  the  agents  of  the 
defendant,  thereupon  entered  one  of  its 
freight  cars,  to  be  conveyed  from  the  town 
or  Tillage  of  Purcell  to  the  town  or  village 
of  Guthrie;  that  while  being  so  conveyed  In 
said  freight  car  the  plaintiff  saw  the  con- 
ductor of  the  freight  train  to  which  the 
freight  car  was  attached,  and  that  said  con- 
ductor was  fully  cognizant  of  the  fact  that 
plaintiff  and  other  persons  were  being  con- 
veyed on  said  train,  and  also  that  plaintiff 
and  "many  other  persons  had  upon  various 
occasions  been  transported  upon  defendant's 
freight  train  by  and  with  the  consent  of, 
and  by  paying  fare  to,  the  conductor  there- 
of." It  was  further  alleged  that  the  plaintiff, 
while  he  was  such  passenger,  at  the  town 
or  village  of  Guthrie,  and  without  negligence 
or  fault  on  his  part,  but  while  he  was  stand- 
ing in  or  near  the  door  of  said  freight  car, 
preparatory  to  getting  off  the  same,  was, 
through  the  unskiUf  ulness,  carelessness,  neg- 
ligence, and  fault  of  defendant  and  its  agents 
in  causing  the  said  train  to  greatly  slacken  its 
rate  of  speed,  and  then  to  suddenly  start 
forward  at  a  much  more  rapid  rate,  without 
allowing  him  sufficient  time  to  safely  get 
off,  thrown  from  said  car  and  run  over  by  a 
portion  of  said  train.  With  their  special 
verdict  the  Jury  returned  into  court  special 
findings  as  follows:  "Q.  1.  When  was  the 
plaintiff  injured?  A.  February  3,  1891.  Q. 
2.  Was  the  train  upon  which  plaintiff  took 
passage  from  Purcell  to  Guthrie  a  freight 
train  or  a  passenger  train?  A.  Freight  train. 
Q.  3.  If  you  answer  question  two  that  the 
train  was  a  freight  train,  did  such  freight 
train  have  a  caboose  car  attached?  A.  Yes. 
Q.  4.  In  what  kind  of  a  car  did  the  plaintiff 
take  passage?  A.  Box  car.  Q.  5.  If,  in  an- 
swer, to  the  last  question,  you  say  the  plain- 
tiff took  passage  in  a  box  car,  please  state 
if  such  box  car  was  provided  by  the  com- 
pany for  the  accommodation  of  passengers. 
A.  No.  Q.  6.  Was  the  train  on  which  the 
plaintiff  took  passage  allowed  by  the  rules 
of  the  company  to  carry  passengers?  A.  No. 
Q.  7.  Who  was  the  conductor  of  the  train? 
A.  E.  P.  Anderson.  Q.  8.  If,  in  answer  to 
the  last  question,  you  say  that  E.  P.  Ander- 
son was  the  conductor  of  the  train,  you  may 
state  whether  or  not  he  was  In  charge  of 
the  train.  A.  Yes.  Q.  9.  Did  the  conductor 
know  that  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  train? 
A.  We  do  not  know.  Q.  10.  Who  was  the 
engineer  in  charge  of  the  engine  that  was 
pulling  the  train?  A.  Spunaugle.  Q.  11. 
Did  tile  engineer  know  that  the  plaintiff  was 
on  the  train  before  he  was  injured?    A.  No. 


Q.  12.  Who  was  the  fireman  of  the  engine 
that  was  pulling  the  train?  A.  J.  W.  Coop- 
er. Q.  13.  Did  the  fireman  know  that  the 
plaintiff  was  on  the  train  until  after  he  was 
Injured?  A.  No.  Q.  14.  Did  the  plaintiff 
pay  Harry  Hill  one  dollar  to  ride  from  Pur- 
cell to  Guthrie?  A.  ¥es.  Q.  15.  Was  Harry 
HIU  a  brakeman  on  the  train  on  which  the 
plaintiff  took  passage?  A.  Yes.  Q.  16.  Did 
Harry  Hill,  as  such  brakeman,  have  any  au- 
thority to  collect  the  dollar  from  plaintiff? 
A.  No.  Q.  17.  What  did  Harry  Hill  do  with 
the  dollar  so  collected  from  the  plaintiff? 
A.  He  'divvied'  with  Reynolds.  Q.  18.  What 
was  the  regular  passenger  fare  from  Purcell 
to  Guthrie?  A.  $1.94.  Q.  19.  Did  the  plain- 
tiff know  that  the  train  on  which  he  took 
passage  was  not  a  passenger  train?  A.  Yes. 
Q.  20.  Did  the  plaintiff  know  that  the  car 
In  which  he  took  passage  was  not  provided 
by  the  company  for  carrying  passengers? 
A.  Yes.  Q.  21.  Did  the  plaintiff  know  that 
the  train  on  which  he  took  passage  was  not 
allowed  to  caiTy  passengers?  A.  No.  Q.  22. 
Did  the  plaintiff  Jump  from  the  train  while 
In  rapid  motion?  A.  No.  He  was  thrown 
off.  Q.  23.  Did  the  plaintiff  lean  from  the 
door  of  the  box  car  in  which  he  was  riding, 
so  that  the  st(H>plng  of  the  train  threw  him 
out  and  caused  the  injury?  A.  Yes.  Q.  24. 
Would  the  plaintiff  have  been  injured  had 
he  remained  back  in  the  car  until  the  train 
stopped?  A.  No.  Q.  25.  Would  the  plain- 
tiff have  been  injured  had  he  taken  passage 
in  the  caboose  attached  to  the  train?  A. 
We  do  not  know.  Q.  26.  Did  the  plaintiff 
have  sufficient  time  at  Oklahoma  City  to 
leave  the  box  car  and  go  back  and  get  into 
the  caboose  attached  to  the  train?  A.  We 
do  not  know." 

At  the  time  the  Jury  returned  their  special 
findings  into  court  the  defendant  objected  to 
the  reception  of  the  verdict  of  the  Jury  until 
special  interrogatories  numbered  9,  23,  and 
26  should  be  answered  by  the  Jury,  and  that 
the  Jury  be  required  to  answer  said  findings 
with  more  definiteness  and  certainty,  which 
objection  and  requests  were  by  the  court 
overruled,  and  duly  excepted  to  by  the  de- 
fendant at  the  time,  and  the  court  received 
the  Terdict,  to  which  reception  the  defendant 
then  and  there  excepted.  This  action  of  the 
court  ccmstltutes  the  first  assignment  of  er- 
ror. It  is  argued  by  the  defendant  in  error 
that  the  special  interrogatories  submitted  by 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  were  not  prop- 
erly a  part  of  the  record  In  the  case  in  this 
court,  and  were  never  in  fact  submitted  to 
the  Jury  by  the  trial  court,  and  that  counsel 
for  plaintiff  in  error  never  made  the  proper 
request  to  have  the  same  submitted  to  the 
jury.  The  provisions  of  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  In  force  at  the  time  and  for  the 
purpose  of  the  trial  of  the  cause  were  tliose 
of  the  Statutes  of  Oklahoma  of  1800,  which 
were  adopted  from  the  Statutes  of  the  State 
of  Indiana,  and  are  identical  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  that 
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state.  The  decision  of  tbe  sapreme  court  of 
the  state  of  Indiana,  therefore,  followed,  and 
this  court  ■will  be  governed  by,  them,  in  de- 
termining whether  error  was  committed  In 
refusing  to  submit  special  interrogatories  to 
the  jury,  requested  by  the  plaintiff  in  error, 
and  to  determining  whether  said  special  In- 
terrogatories were  at  any  time  or  in  any  man- 
ner submitted  to  the  jury,  and  whether  the 
court  MTed  in  refusing  to  require  the  Jury  to 
answer  the  interrogatories  numbered  9,  25, 
and  26  with  a  greater  degree  of  certainty, 
and  in  overruling  the  motion  of  plalntift  in 
error  for  said  special  findinga  It  is  provided 
In  article  18,  tit  "Trial  by  Jury,"  i  28,  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  (paragraph  4574,  St  Okl.  1890), 
that:  "In  all  actions  the  Jury,  unless  other- 
wise directed  by  the  co«irt  may  in  their  dis- 
cretion, render  a  general  verdict  or  special 
verdict;  but  the  court  shall,  at  the  request 
of  either  party,  direct  them  to  give  a  special 
verdict  in  writing  upon  all  or  any  of  the 
Issues;  and  in  all  cases,  when  requested  by 
either  party,  shall  instruct  them,  if  they  ren- 
der a  general  verdict,  to  find  specially  upon 
material  questions  of  fact,  to  be  plainly  stat- 
ed in  writing.  This  fecial  finding  Is  to  be 
recorded  with  the  verdict."  Upon  the  trial 
the  following  Instruction  was  requested  by 
the  plaintiff  In  error,  to  wit:  "The  court,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  has  submitted 
to  yon  certain  special  questions,  and  you  are 
instructed  that  it  is  your  duty  to  answer  each 
of  said  questions  fairly  as  you  shall  find  the 
truth  to  be  under  the  evidence,  without  re- 
gard to  your  general  verdict"  This  Instruc- 
tion was  by  the  court  refused,  to  which  ex- 
ception was  duly  taken.  It  Is  the  conten- 
tion of  the  defendant  in  error  that,  where 
the  party  requests  of  the  court  that  the  Jury 
shall  be  Instructed  to  find  specially  upon  ma- 
terial questions  of  fact,  they  shall  do  so  upon 
condition  that  "they  render  a  general  ver- 
dict." This  proposition  is  well  founded.  The 
statute  Is  plain.  The  court  cannot  be  re- 
quired to  InstiTict  the  jury  that  it  is  their 
duty  to  answer  special  Inten'ogatories  upon 
the  evidence  "without  regard  to  their  general 
verdict."  The  statute  plainly  requires  that 
the  court  shall  In  all  cases,  when  requested 
by  either  party.  Instruct  them,  "if  they  ren- 
der a  general  verdict,"  to  find  specially  upon 
material  questions  of  fact  Special  interroga- 
tories must  be  proposed,  if  at  all,  In  connec- 
tion with  the  general  verdict,  and  not  "with- 
out regard  to  It."  It  would  not  have  been 
proper  for  the  court  to  give  the  instruction 
In  the  ta'ms  proposed.  An  instruction  to  the 
Jury  to  "answer  each  of  said  questions,  with- 
out regard  to  the  general  verdict,"  would 
have  included  the  Instruction  to  return  an- 
swers to  the  special  Interrogatcs'les  whether 
they  elected  to  return  the  general  verdict  or 
not.  The  request  was  properly  refused. 
KUliam  V.  Elgenman,  57  Ind.  480;  Railroad 
Co.  v.  Fix,  88  Ind.  381;  Hadley  v.  Hadley, 
82  Ind.  75;  Taylor  v.  Burk,  91  Ind.  253. 
Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  court  re- 


fused to  submit  the  special  Interrogatories  to 
the  Jury  with  the  instructions  proposed, 
"without  regard  to  their  general  verdict," 
yet  special  interrogatories  were  in  fact  de- 
livered to  the  Jury  and  answered,  special 
findings  being  made  thereon,  and  returned 
into  court  in  connection  with  their  general 
verdict  Were  the  special  Interrogatories  de- 
livered to  the  Jury  and  the  special  findings 
returned  thereon  properly  or  improperly? 
The  court  having  refused  to  give  the  inter- 
rogatories to  the  Jury  as  requested,  and  hav- 
ing yet  delivered  them  to  the  Jury,  it  would 
appear  that  the  court,  having  discharged  its 
duty  In  rejecting  their  submission  to  the  Jury 
under  an  instruction  which  would  have  been 
Improper,  did  thereupon  submit  them  to  the 
Jury  with  proper  Instructions.  It  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  give  general  instructions  to 
the  Jury,  and,  the  special  Interrogatories  hav- 
tog  been  tendered  with  an  Instruction  which 
the  court  would  not  have  been  Justified  In 
giving,  we  think  the  presumption  would  prop- 
erly arise  that  they  were  given  to  the  Jury, 
under  the  head  of  general  Instructions,  at  the 
proper  time,  which  It  Is  the  duty  of  the  court 
to  give  to  the  Jury.  Frank  v.  Grimes,  105 
Ind.  346,  4  N.  E.  414;  Stott  v.  Smith,  70  Ind. 
298.  But  the  fact  of  their  proper  submisBlon 
to  the  Jury  does  not  depend  ni>on  this  pre- 
sumption. The  record,  upon  page  130,  dis- 
closes the  fact  that  "the  said  Jury,  together 
with  said  general  verdict,  returned  the  in- 
terrogatories submitted  to  the  said  Jury  to  be 
answered  by  them.  In  connection  with  their 
general  verdict,  and  which  said  InteiToga- 
torles,  together  with  the  answers  of  the  jury 
thereto,  are  in  words  and  figures  following, 
to  wit."  And,  again,  on  page  17  of  the  rec- 
ord: "The  Jury  returns  Into  court  with  their 
verdict  and  answers  to  the  special  questions 
of  fact  submitted  to  them."  And,  again,  on 
the  same  page:  "And  the  Jury  return  into 
court  the  answers  to  the  special  questions  of 
fact  submitted  to  them,  which  said  .special 
questions  of  fact,  and  the  answers  of  the 
Juiy  thereto,  are  as  follows,  to  wit."  And 
on  page  16  that  "the  court,  at  the  request  of 
the  defendant,  submits  to  the  jury  certain 
special  questions  of  fact  for  said  Jury  to  an- 
swer and  return  to  the  court  with  their  gen- 
eral verdict,  and  thereupon  the  cause  Is  sub- 
mitted to  the  Jury,  and  they  retire  to  de- 
liberate upon  their  verdict  and  the  said 
special  questions  of  fact."  "SVhlch  entries 
were  from  the  Journal,  signed  by  the  Judge, 
and  approved  over  the  signature  of  counsel 
for  both  plaintitr  and  defendant.  It  thus 
appears  by  the  record  that  the  court,  at  the 
request  of  one  of  the  parties,  sent  the  inter- 
rogatories to  the  Jury,  and  it  makes  no  difTer- 
ence  that  the  direction  by  which  they  were 
given  to  the  Jury  was  not  In  writing.  The 
statute  makes  no  such  requirement.  Railway 
Co.  V.  Bowen,  70  Ind.  478;  Stanley  v.  South- 
erland,  51  Ind.  .350;  McCalllster  v.  Mount,  73 
Ind.  559;  Lawler  v.  McPheetera,  Id.  577; 
Trentman  t.  Wiley,  85  Ind.  33.     It  Is,  how- 
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ever,  contended  hy  the  defendant  In  error 
that  the  aivprored  statement  of  the  record 
c<»tain8  "all  of  the  oral  rulings  of  the  court 
Incident  to  the  trial  of  the  cause,  motlona, 
Instructions,  and  roUngs  of  the  court  of 
every  kind  and  character,"  and  shows  that 
no  such  request  was  made  to  the  court 
prior  to  the  time  the  court  instructed  the 
jury  and  the  argument  and  submission  of  the 
cause  to  the  Jury.  In  this  condition  of  the 
record,  we  must  find  that  while  the  certificate 
to  the  case  made  expressly  states  that  it  con- 
tains all  ot  the  oral  rulings  of  the  court  in- 
cident to  the  trial  of  the  cause,  and  it  does 
not  expressly  appear  in  the  record  when  the 
instruction  referred  to  was  given  to  the  Jury, 
yet  the  certificate  also  states  that  "the  case 
made  contains  a  true,  complete,  and  full 
transcript  of  the  record  of  the  cause,"  among 
which  "true,  complete,  and  full"  matters  are 
the  statements  in  the  record  that  "the  court, 
at  the  request  of  defendant,  submits  to  the 
jury  special  questions  of  fact  for  said  Jury 
to  answer  and  return  with  their  general  ver- 
dict" We  find  that  the  special  Interroga- 
tories were  properly  submitted  to  the  jury, 
and  that  the  flnOings  returned  on  them  are 
all  Kgularly  and  propo-ly  a  part  of  the 
record. 

It  is  therefore  proper  for  this  court  to  con- 
alder  upon  this  assignment  of  error  whether 
tbs  trial  court  erred  in  overruling  the  motion 
of  the  plaintifC  in  error  to  require  the  jury 
to  answer  with  more  deflniteness  and  cer- 
tainty the  special  interrogatories  numbered 
e,  25,  and  26.  Testimony  was  adduced  upon 
the  points  to  which  the  special  interrogato- 
ries were  directed,  and  the  answer  of  the 
jury  to  each  of  them  was,  "We  do  not  know." 
It  may  have  been  evasive  and  equivocal.  It 
would  not  have  been  error  for  the  court  to 
have  remanded  the  jury  with  directions  to 
make  specific  answers  to  the  special  inter- 
rogatories referred  to.  But  it  would  not  do. 
In  the  presence  of  testimony  not  positive  or 
conclusive  In  its  character,  to  presume  that 
the  jury  would,  upon  being  remanded,  have 
given  or  have  been  able  to  give  with  more 
certainty  a  more  definite  answer  to  either  of 
these  Interrogatories.  It  cannot  be  sold  the 
plaintiff  In  error  was  damaged  by  the  refusal 
of  the  court  to  remand  the  jury  and  require 
it  to  answer  the  questions  as  required.  It 
has  been  repeatedly  determined  that  the  fail- 
ure to  answer  questions,  or  the  rendition  of 
evasive  and  equivocal  or  uncertain  answers, 
not  stating  the  result  of  the  evidence  upon 
the  point  positively,  either  in  the  affirmative 
or  In  the  negative,  simply  Implies  a  denial  of 
adequate  proof  having  been  produced  to  the 
jury,  during  the  trial,  of  the  existence  of  the 
fact  npon  which  the  question  or  questions 
liave  been  proposed.  The  fact  upon  which  the 
jury  has  declined  to  answer  has  thus  not  been 
made  out  by  proof.  If,  therefore,  for  ex- 
ample, as  to  special  interrogatory  Ko.  9, 
"Did  the  conductor  know  that  the  plaintiff 
Was  on  the  train?"  the  answer  of  the  jury 


was,  "We  do  not  know,"  the  result  of  the 
question  and  the  answer  given  by  the  jury 
was  that  the  fact  as  to  whether  the  conducted 
knew  that  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  train  or 
not  was  not  proven,  and  so,  for  all  the  pur- 
poses sought  by  the  plaintiff  by  the  asser- 
tion of  the  fact  that  the  conductor  did  know 
that  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  train,  the  an- 
swer referred  to  is  equlvalmt  to  the  state- 
ment that  the  conductor  did  not  know  '^bat 
the  plaintiff  was  on  the  train.  And  so  with 
the  answers  to  the  other  interrogatories. 
Noakes  v.  Morey.  30  Ind.  103;  Ogle  ▼.  Dill. 
61  Ind.  438;  Buntin  v.  Rose,  16  Ind.  200; 
Johnson  v.  Putnam,  95  Ind.  57;  Railroad  Ca 
V.  Asbury,  120  Ind.  280,  22  N.  B.  140;  Mor- 
row V.  Saline  Co.,  21  Kan.  504;  Railway  Co. 
V.  Shannon,  38  Kan.  476,  16  Pac.  836.  A 
failure  to  find  upon  some  fact  or  issue  in- 
volved is  equivalent  to  finding  against  the 
party  Lclding  the  affirmative  upon  such  fact 
or  Issue.  Henderson  v.  Dickey,  76  Ind.  264; 
Fsrmater  v.  State,  1»  Ind.  90,  3  N,  2.  382; 
Glantz  V.  City  of  South  Bend,  106  Ind.  305. 
6  N.  E.  632;  KaUway  Co.  v.  Hart,  1x9  Ind. 
273,  21  N.  E.  753.  The  plaintiff  m  e-rror  has 
suffered  no  loss  by  the  ruling  of  the  court, 
a£d  we  do  not  think  that  such  ruling  of  the 
court  is  reversible  error  In  Its  behalf. 

Second  Assignment  ci  Error.  The  defend- 
ant (plalntifl  in  enoi.')  tikereupon  moved  the 
court  to  render  Judsr^ent  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  and  against  the  pl.-vlntlff  upon  the 
answers  of  the  jury  to  tbe  sp'eclal  questions 
of  fact  submitted  to  the  jury  by  the  court,  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant,  the  general  ver- 
dict to  the  contrary  notwithstanding,  for  the 
reason  that  the  said  special  findings  of  fact 
show  that  the  plaintiff  Is  not  entitled  to  re- 
cover; wlilch  motion  was,  upon  the  3d  day  of 
November,  1863,  overruled,  to  which  ruling 
of  the  court  the  defendant  at  the  time  ex- 
cepted. Included  in  the  special  findings  of 
the  jury  were  the  statements:  That  the  plain- 
tiff was  injured  on  the  3d  day  of  February, 
1891.  That  the  plaintiff  took  passage  in  a 
box  car,  which  was  not  provided  by  the  com- 
pany for  the  accommodation  of  passengers. 
That  a  caboose  car  was  attached  to  the  train, 
and  that  passengers  were,  by  the  rules  of 
the  company,  not  allowed  upon  said  train 
as  passengers.  That  the  conductor,  Ander- 
son, was  in  charge  of  the  train.  The  Jury 
stated  that  they  "did  not  Itnow"  whether  the 
conductor  knew  that  the  plahitlff  was  on 
the  train  or  not,  which  statement  is  equiva- 
lent to  the  statement  that  the  condactor  did 
not  know  that  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  train. 
The  presence  of  the  defendant  in  error  wns 
also  unknown  to  the  enslneer  and  fireman. 
That  the  regular  fare  from  Purcell  to  Guthrie 
was  $1.94.  That  the  plaintiff  paid  the  brake- 
man,  Harry  Hill,  on  the  train  upon  which  he 
took  passage,  a  dollar  to  ride  from  Purcell 
to  Guthrie.  That  said  biakeman  had  no  au- 
thority to  collect  the  dollar  from  the  plaintiff, 
and  that  he  "divvied"  the  dollar  with  Reyn- 
olds, another  brakeman  on  the  train.     Tb« 
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jury  also  stated  that  the  plaintiff  knew  that 
the  train  on  which  he  took  passage  was  not 
a  passenger  train,  and  that  the  car  In  which 
he  took  passage  was  not  a  car  provided  by 
the  company  for  carrying  passengers;  that 
the  plaintiff  did  not  know  that  the  train  on 
which  he  took  passage  was  not  allowed  to 
carry  passengers;  that  the  plaintiff  did  not 
Jump  from  the  train  while  It  was  In  rapid 
motion,  but  was  thrown  off.  They  found 
tliat  the  plaintiff  leaned  from  the  open  door 
of  the  box  car  in  which  he  was  lidlng,  so  that 
the  stopping  of  the  train  threw  him  out,  and 
caused  the  Injury,  and  that  he  would  not 
have  been  injured  had  he  remained  back  In 
the  car  until  the  train  stopped.  To  the  an- 
swers, re^>ectlvely,  whether  the  plaintiff 
would  have  been  injured  had  he  taken  pas- 
sage in  the  caboose  car  attached  to  the  train, 
and  also  whether  the  plaintiff  had  sufficient 
time  at  Oklahoma  City  to  leave  the  box  car 
and  go  back  and  get  into  the  caboose  at- 
tached to  the  train,  the  jury  responded  that 
they  did  not  know.  It  is  well  settled  under 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  under  which 
the  case  was  tried  below,  as  also  of  the  state 
of  Kansas,  under  the  provisions  of  whose 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  the  case  Is  now  be- 
ing heard,  that  If,  upon  finding  a  general 
verdict  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  the  special 
findings  be  yet  in  favor  of  the  defendant, 
so  that  it  Is  evident  that  the  Jury  has  misap- 
plied the  law  to  the  facts,  the  general  verdict 
will  be  set  aside  and  judgment  will  be  given 
on  the  finding!)  over  the  verdict.  It  will  be 
sufficient  in  this  case  if  any  single  controvert- 
ed fact  which  it  Is  necessary  for  the  plaintiff 
to  establish  in  order  to  recover  be  found  In 
favor  of  the  defendant.  The  defendant  will 
be  entitled  to  judgment  notwithstanding  the 
general  verdict.  It  has  been,  in  a  variety  of 
forms,  declared  by  the  supreme  court  of  In- 
diana to  be  the  law  that  the  general  verdict 
will  be  set  aside  where  there  Is  an  irrecon- 
cilable conflict  with  the  conclusion  reached 
in  the  special  verdict;  and  that  "the  an- 
tagonism must  be  apparent  upon  the  face  of 
the  record,  beyond  possibility  of  being  re- 
moved by  any  evidence  legitimately  admis- 
sible under  the  issue,  before  the  court  can  be 
successfully  called  upon  to  direct  Judgment 
In  favor  of  the  party  against  whom  the  gen- 
eral verdict  has  been  rendered";  and  that 
"the  special  finding  must  be  irreconcilably 
inconsistent  with  the  general  verdict  before 
the  latter  can  be  set  aside  and  the  former 
substituted  In  its  place."  City  of  Indianap- 
olis V.  Cook,  99  Ind.  10;  Woollen  v.  Wish- 
mier,  70  Ind.  108;  Lasslter  v.  Jackman,  88 
Ind.  118;  Smith  v.  Zent,  59  Ind.  362;  Grip- 
ton  T.  Thompson,  32  Kan.  367,  4  Pac.  698; 
Amidon  v.  Gaff,  24  Ind.  128. 

In  support  of  Its  contention,  It  is  argued  by 
plaintiff  In  error  (1)  that  defendant  in  error 
was  a  trespasser  upon  the  train  in  question, 
and  could  exact  no  duty  of  the  defendant  ex- 
cept not  to  willfully  or  wantonly  injure  him, 
which  duty  it  is  not  Claimed  by  the  pleadings 


that  the  defendant  violated;  and  (2)  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence 
in  boarding  a  box  car,  instead  of  taking  the 
caboose;  and  (3)  that  the  plaintiff  was  guilty 
of  contributory  negligence  in  placing  himself 
in  an  attitude  of  exposure  to  danger  in  lean- 
ing out  of  the  car  door,  from  which  the  find- 
ings of  the  Jury  state  that  he  was  thrown  off. 
1.  The  Jury  have  found  as  facts  that  the 
fare  paid  by  the  defendant  in  error  was  not 
the  regular  passenger  fare  from  Purcell  to 
Guthrie,— 11.94,— but  was  one  dollar,  and  that 
this  dollar  was  paid  to  Harry  Hill,  a  brake- 
man  on  the  train,  who  had  no  authority  to 
collect  it  from  the  plaintiff.  If  the  brakeman 
had  no  authority  to  collect  the  fare  from  the 
plaintiff,  he  had  no  authority  to  bind  the  com- 
pany, or  make  any  contract  on  Its  behalf. 
There  are  certain  facts  In  railroad  passenger 
and  freight  traffic  of  which  the  public  is  re- 
quired to  take  notice.  One  is  that  a  passen- 
ger train  Is  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  pas- 
sengers. Another  Is  that  a  freight  train  is 
for  the  purpose  of  carrying  freight  One  pro- 
posing to  be  carried  as  a  passenger  upon  a 
freight  train  must  advise  himself  upon  what 
terms  the  company  will  contract  to  carry  him 
as  a  passenger,  and  with  whom  he  may  make 
the  contract  The  courts  wlH  require  that 
the  traveling  public  shall  take  notice  that 
freight  cars  are  not  Intended  for  the  car- 
riage of  passengers;  that,  when  i>assenger8 
are  accepted  upon  freight  trains,  the  caboose 
attached  to  the  train  is  the  car  in  which  iws- 
sengers  must  place  themselves,  unless  others 
wise  directed  by  a  person  having  cliarge  of 
the  train;  that  the  railroad  company  places 
a  conductor  in  charge  of  each  train,  who  has 
charge  of  Its  management  in  all  respects,  and 
with  whom  persons  proposing  to  be  carried 
as  passengers  must  contract,  and  under  whose 
direction  they  must  act,  subject  to  the  rules 
of  the  company;  that,  in  order  to  the  manipu- 
lation of  the  mechanical  movement  of  the 
train,  it  is  necessary  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany should  employ  an  engineer,  whose  duty 
Is  to  manage  the  engine,  a  fireman,  whose 
duty  it  Is  to  attend  to  the  fires,  and  a  brake- 
man,  whose  employment  and  duty  is  to  at- 
tend to  the  brakes  upon  the  train.  A  person 
proposing  to  become  a  passenger  must  deal 
with  the  conductor  who  has  charge  of  the 
train,  and  not  with  the  subordinate  employ&i 
of  the  train.  It  is  not  within  the  scope  or 
authority  of  the  engineer,  fireman,  or  brake- 
man  to  collect  fare  or  bind  the  company,  and 
the  defendant  In  error  had  no  right  to  sup- 
pose that  the  brakeman,  Harry  Hill,  could 
bind  the  company  by  the  agreement  by  which 
the  defendant  In  error  undertook  to  make  the 
payment  which  he  did.  Upon  his  having  un- 
dertaken to  procure  transportation  upon  the 
freight  train  of  the  plaintiff  In  error  as  a  pas- 
senger, it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant  In 
error  to  have  informed  himself  of  the  rules 
and  regulations  of  freight  trains.  Intended 
primarily  for  the  carriage  of  freight,  and  to 
have  Informed  himself  bj  5,pjgyf^g;^q®i5^j^ 
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ductor  who  had  charge  of  the  train,  and  so 
ascertain  upon  what  conditions  he  would  be 
accepted  and  permitted  to  ride  upon  the  train 
as  a  passenger.  He  failed  to  do  this,  and 
failed  to  become  a  passenger  entitled  to  that 
high  degree  of  care  which  railroad  companies 
are  held  to  owe  to  those  who  are  accepted 
as,  and  whom  it  agrees  to  carry  as,  passen- 
gers. The  defendant  in  error.  In  undertak- 
ing to  negotiate  with  the  brakeman,  failed 
to  put  himself  in  charge  of  the  carrier  so  as 
to  raise  the  relation  of  carrier  and  passenger, 
and  was,  in  the  view  of  the  law,  as  Is  claimed 
by  plaintiff  In  error,  a  trespasser,  entitled  only 
to  the  duty  from  the  railroad  company  not 
to  wantonly  or  willfully  injure  him.  Files  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  149  Mass.  204,  21  N.  E.  311; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Lightcap  (Ind.  App.)  34  N.  B. 
243;  Railway  Co.  v.  Hatton,  60  Ind.  13;  RaU- 
road  Co.  v.  Nuzum,  Id.  533;  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Field  (Ind.  App.)  34  N.  E.  407;  LlUis  t.  Rail- 
way Co.,  64  Mo.  464;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Van 
Houten,  48  Ind.  90;  Stone  v.  Railway  Co.,  47 
Iowa,  82;  Hlbbard  v.  Railway  Co.,  15  N.  Y. 
456;  Frederick  v.  Railway  Co.,  37  Mich.  342; 
Ray,  Neg.  Imp.  Dut.  252;  Candlft  v.  Railroad 
Co.,  42  La.  Ann.  477,  7  South.  601;  Mason  v. 
Railroad  Co.,  27  Kan.  83;  Pierce,  R.  R.  330. 
2.  But  It  is  contended  by  plaintiff  in  error 
that,  even  if  the  plaintiff  was  a  passenger,  he 
was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence  in  rid- 
ing in  the  box  car.  The  defendant  in  error 
entered  the  box  car  and  took  his  position 
there  of  his  own  choice.  In  order  to  entitle 
himself  to  the  high  degree  of  care  which  the 
carrier  of  passengers  must  exercise,  the  pas- 
senger must  go  into  and  remain  in  the  car 
which  Is  provided  for  passengers.  It  has  been 
repeatedly  held  that  if  the  passenger  takes 
any  other  position  upon  the  train,  of  his  own 
choice,  eitiier  on  the  engine,  cowcatcher,  ten- 
der, baggage-car,  platform,  or  other  car,  he 
is  guilty  of  such  contributory  negligence  as, 
If  he  should  be  injured,  would  deprive  him  of 
the  right  to  recover,  even  though  the  negli- 
gence itself  might  not  have  been  contributed 
to  by  the  injury.  It  has  in  some  cases  been 
held  that  if  another  place  on  the  train,  aside 
from  the  car  provided  for  passengers,  and 
which  is  assumed  to  Increase  the  danger  of 
travel  by  rail,  has  been  taken  by  the  passen- 
ger, by  the  authority  or  consent  of  the  con- 
ductor or  other  agent  in  charge  of  the  vehicle 
or  train,  the  carrier  may  be  liable.  This  doc- 
trine has  been  upheld  by  some  courts  and  de- 
nied by  others.  But  it  does  not  apply  in 
cases  where  the  passenger  assumes  a  danger- 
ous and  improper  place  at  the  instance  and 
with  the  consent  of  one  of  the  subordinate 
employes  of  the  carrier  company,  such  as  an 
engineer,  fireman,  or  brakeman  of  a  railway 
train.  Even  if  the  contract  of  carriage  Is 
complete,  and  has  been  made  by  the  proposed 
passenger  with  one  authorized  to  make  it  on 
behalf  of  the  company,  it  is  a  contract  for 
carriage  in  the  car  provided  for  passengers 
if  there  be  one  upon  the  train.  The  addi- 
tional danger  incident  to  transportation  on 


freight  trains  requires  that  the  passenger 
should  exercise  a  correspondingly  higher  de- 
gree of  care.  It  has,  in  fact,  been  held  that 
the  act  of  riding  upon  a  freight  train,  in  vio- 
lation of  the  company's  rules,  of  which  the 
proposed  passenger  Is  required  to  inform  him- 
self if  he  proposes  to  make  a  contract  of  car- 
riage for  himself  by  that  means,  is  Itself  such 
contributory  negligence  as  will  preclude  the 
recovery  except  for  wanton  or  willful  injury. 
We  shall  accordingly  hold  that  the  defendant 
in  error  was,  by  the  act  of  going  into  the  box 
car  on  the  freight  train  of  the  defendant,  at 
the  invitation  of  the  brakeman,  and  without 
the  knowledge  of  the  conductor,  guilty  of 
such  contributory  negligence  as  would  pre- 
clude his  recovery  In  this  case,  and  would  of 
Itself  require  that  the  general  verdict  should 
be  set  aside  and  tliat  the  judgment  be  re- 
versed. Carroll  v.  Transit  Co.,  107  Mo.  653, 
17  S.  W.  889;  Rucker  v.  Railway  Co.,  61  Tex. 
499;  RaUroad  Co.  v.  Clemmons.  55  Tex.  88; 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Langdou,  1  Am.  &  Eng.  R. 
Cas.  92;  Doggett  v.  Railroad  Co.,  34  Iowa, 
284;  Railroad  Co.  v.  Lane,  83  111.  448;  Water- 
bury  V.  Railroad  Co.,  17  Fed.  683;  Higgins 
V.  Railroad  Co.,  73  Ga.  159. 

3.  It  is,  in  the  third  place,  contended  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  under  the  present  assign- 
ment of  error,  that  the  defendant  In  error 
was  guilty  of  negligence  In  leaning  out  of  the 
open  door  of  the  car,  and  thereby  contributed 
to  the  injury  for  which  he  here  claims  dam- 
ages. The  jury  found,  in  response  to  special 
interrogatories  23  and  24,  that  the  plaintiff 
leaned  from  the  open  door  of  the  box  car  in 
which  he  was  riding,  so  that  the  stopping  of 
the  train  threw  him  out  and  caused  the  in- 
jury, and  that  he  would  not  have  been  in- 
jured had  he  remained  back  in  the  car  until 
the  train  stopped.  It  has  been  repeatedly, 
and,  so  far  as  we  have  been  able  to  And,  uni- 
formly, held  that  the  position  of  the  passen- 
ger is  In  the  passenger  car  while  the  train  is 
in  motion,  and  in  the  seat  provided  for  him. 
If  the  passenger  places  himself  in  an  unusual 
position,  which  enhances  the  danger,  he  will 
be  guilty  of  contributory  negligence.  The 
dangers  naturally  Incident  to  travel  by  rail 
are  greater  on  freight  than  on  passenger 
trains,  and  call  for  a  correspondingly  higher 
degree  of  care  on  the  part  of  the  passenger. 
It  Is  held  that  one  who  is  a  passenger  in  a 
caboose  attached  to  a  freight  train,  leaves  his 
seat,  and,  while  standing  up  In  the  car,  is 
thrown  down  and  Injured,  Is  guilty  of  con- 
tributory negligence  in  so  standing  up,  if  he 
would  have  escaped  the  injury  by  keeping  his 
seat.  It  has  been  held  that  a  passenger  on  a 
freight  train  getting  up  from  his  seat  and 
walking  to  the  door  of  the  car,  to  see  if  he 
was  to  get  off  there,  while  a  coupling)  was 
being  made,  causing  a  violent  Jar,  which 
threw  the  plaintiff  to  the  floor  and  Injured 
him,  was  guilty  of  contributory  negligence, 
and  could  not  recover.  It  has  been  held  that 
one  seated  In  a  i>assenger  train,  on  the  arm 
back  of  one  of  the  seats,  with  his  elbow  on 
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the  back  of  the  seat,  and  who  web  injured 
by  a  heavy  shock  given  the  car  by  coupling, 
was  precluded  from  recovering  by  his  con- 
tributory negligence.  It  Is  also  held  that 
there  is  danger  in  standing  near  an  open  side 
door  of  a  caboose  when  the  train  Is  in  motion, 
and  that  a  person  of  ordinai7  prudence  will 
abstain  from  doing  so,  and  tliat  if  he  does  do 
80  he  Is  guilty  of  contributory  negligence,  and 
cannot  recover.  And  It  is  a  general  rule  that 
if  a  passenger  puts  his  head  or  elbow  or  any 
part  of  his  body  out  of  the  window  of  the  car 
In  which  he  is  riding  he  Is  guilty  of  contribu- 
tory negligence,  and  he  cannot  recover  for  any 
injury  received  In  consequence  thereof.  We 
must,  therefore,  sustain  the  contention  of  the 
plaintiff  In  error  upon  this  point  also,  and 
hold  that  the  defendant  In  error,  even  if  he 
had  been  successful  In  sustaining  the  conten- 
tion that  he  was  a  passenger,  was  guilty  of 
contributory  negligence  in  going  to  the  open 
side  door  of  the  box  car,  by  reason  of  which, 
as  has  been  found  by  the  Jury,  he  was  injured. 
Harris  v.  Railroad  C!o.  (Mo.  Sup.)  1  S.  W. 
325;  Smith  V.  Railroad  Co.  (N.  C.)  5  S.  E. 
89C;  Thompson  v.  Duncan,  76  Ala.  334;  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Ferguson,  79  Va.  241;  Beach, 
Contrlb.  Neg.  §  155. 

We  therefore  find,  upon  the  points  enumer- 
ated, that  the  defendant  in  error  was  a  tres- 
passer upon  the  train  in  question,  and  entitled 
to  no  duty  from  the  defendant,  except  not  to 
willfully  or  wantonly  injure  Wm,  which  is 
not  charged  In  the  petition;  and  that  he  was 
guilty  of  contributoiT  negligience  In  boarding 
the  box  car,  and  in  placing  himself  In  a  posi- 
tion of  special  danger  at  the  car  door  while 
the  train  was  in  motion;  that  he  is  not  enti- 
tled to  recover,  and  that  the  trial  court  should 
bare,  upon  the  motion  of  plaintiff  in  errM', 
set  aside  the  general  verdict,  and  rendered 
Judgment  in  favor  of  the  defendant  below. 
It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  the  other  as- 
signments of  error.  It  is  therefore  ordered 
that  the  case  be  reversed  and  remanded,  with 
Instructions  to  enter  Judgment  for  the  defend- 
ant in  the  court  l)elow.  All  the  Justices  con- 
curring. 

DALE,  0.  J.,  having  acted  as  trial  Judge, 
not  Bitting. 


CITY  OF  GTJTHRIE  v.  BEAMER. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1805.) 
Public  Lands— Town  Bites— Appkoval  of  Plat 

— Dedication  of  Streets — Powers  of 
CoHOBESs— Vested  Intbrbsts. 

1.  By  the  terms  of  the  act  of  congress  ap- 
proved May  14,  1890,  for  entry  of  town  sites 
ill  Oklahoma  by  three  trustees  to  be  appointed 
bv  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  the  secretary  of 
the  interior  may,  by  rules  and  regulations  pro- 
mulgated by  him,  cause  the  lands  occupied  for 
town-site  purposes  to  be  niirveyed  and  platted 
into  lots,  blocks,  streets,  and  alleys,  or  he  may, 
through  the  trustees,  adopt  any  survey  and  plat 
which  had  previously  been  made  by  the  inhabit- 
ants of  the  town  sites.  And  when  a  survey  and 
plat  had  been  made  and  adopted  by  the  inhab- 
itants prior  to  the  passage  of  this  act,  and  after- 


wards the  secretary  of  the  Interior  adopted  and 
approved  such  survey  and  plat,  the  act  of  con- 
gress, and  the  action  of  the  secretary  of  the  in- 
terior theieunder,  was,  in  efifect,  a  dedication  to 
the  public  uses  of  all  such  portions  of  the  town 
site  as  were  designated  on  such  plat  as  streets 
and  alleys,  and  had  the  effect  to  divest  any  lurll- 
vidual  claim,  by  settlement  or  occupancy,  to  such 
portions. 

2.  Congress  has  exclusive  power  over  the 
disposition  of  the  public  domain,  and  may,  by 
appropriate  legislation,  divest  any  interest  ac- 
quired by  settlement  or  occupancy  at  any  time 
prior  to  an  entry  of  the  land. 

3.  One  claiming  public  lands  as  a  homestead 
pre-emption  or  town-site  settler  acquires  no  vest- 
ed interest,  as  against  the  United  States,  until 
an  entry  is  made  at  the  proper  land  office. 

4.  The  lands  upon  which  the  city  of  Guthrie 
is  located  were  settled  upon  and  occupied  for 
town-site  purposes  on  April  22,  1889,  before  any 
survey  had  been  made  for  the  town  site,  and 
without  any  reference  to  the  necessity  for 
streets,  bloolu,  and  lots,  every  portion  of  the 
tract  being  occupied  by  claimants.  Within  a 
short  time  the  inhabitants  organized  a  provi- 
sional government  for  their  own  protection  and 
guidance,  and,  through  such  government,  adopt- 
ed a  survey  and  plat  of  the  town  site,  on  which 
were  de^gnated  streets,  alleys,  blocks^  and 
lots;  and  the  same  were  generally  accepted,  and 
the  settlors  conformed  themselves  to  said  sni^ 
vey.  Prior  to  the  act  of  congress  approved  May 
14,  1800,  there  was  no  law  In  Oklahoma  under 
which  town  sites  could  be  entered.  After  the 
adoption  of  this  act  the  secretary  of  the  interior 
caused  said  town  site  to  be  entered  by  three 
trustees  appointed  by  him,  and  adopted  and 
approved  the  survey  and  plat  formerly  made  by 
the  inhabitants  of  the  town  site,  and  conveyance 
was  made  of  the  lots  according  to  said  plat. 
Beamer  claimed,  as  an  occupant,  a  parcel  of 
ground  situated  m  one  of  the  designated  streets. 
No  entry  of  the  town  site  had  been  made  prior 
to  the  approval  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1890. 
Held,  that  the  adoption  and  approval  of  such 
plat  was  a  dedication  by  the  United  States  of 
the  lands  designated  on  such  plats  as  streets, 
and  that  the  interest  of  Beamer  as  an  occupant 
was  divested  by  such  action,  and  he  has  no 
claim  against  the  city,  or  against  the  trustees 
for  a  conveyance. 

5.  No  vested  right,  as  against  the  United 
States,  is  acquired  undl  all  the  prerequisites  for 
the  acquisition  of  the  title  have  been  complied 
with.  Ard  V.  Brandon,  156  U.  S.  537,  15  Sup. 
Ct  406. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county. 

Action  by  Henry  C.  Beamer  against  the 
city  of  Guthrie.  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
Defendant  brings  error.    Reversed. 

Keaton  &  Cotteral  and  B.  T.  Halner,  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Harper  S.  Cunningham, 
for  defendant  in  error. 

BURFORD,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought 
in  the  district  court  of  I^ogan  county  by  the 
defendant  In  error.  Henry  C.  Beamer,  against 
the  board  of  town-site  trustees  appointed  by 
the  secretary  of  the  interior,  and  assigned 
to  the  city  of  Guthrie,  under  the  act  of  con- 
gress approved  May  14,  1890,  and  the  city 
of  Guthrie,  defendants,  to  compel  a  convey- 
ance to  him  by  said  trustees  of  a  parcel  of 
ground  embraced  within  the  town  site  of 
Guthrie,  and  located  on  a  portion  of  the 
tract  laid  out  and  used  for  a  public  street 
in  said  city.  Issues  were  formed,  trial  had 
to  the  court  upon  an  agreed  statement  of  > 
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facta,  and  a  finding  bad  and  decree  entered 
In  favor  of  Beamer,  by  which  the  parcel  of 
land  claimed  by  him  was  awarded  to  him 
In  fee,  and  a  conTejance  directed  to  be  made 
to  him  of  said  parcel  or  lot.  From  this 
Judgment  the  city  of  Guthrie  comes  to  this 
court  by  petition  in  error,  praying  for  a  re- 
versal of  said  Judgment.  The  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  contains  all  that  is  necessary 
for  a  proper  understanding  of  the  case.  Said 
stipulation  Is  as  follows:  "Be  it  remembered 
that  on  this  28th  day  of  October,  1893,  for 
the  purpose  of  saving  expense  in  said  cause, 
It  is  hereby  agreed  and  stipulated  by  and 
between  the  above-named  parties  plaintiff 
and  defendant  that  the  facts  in  said  cause 
are  as  follows,  viz.:  That  F.  A.  Morrison 
settled  upon  the  piece  of  land  described  in 
the  complaint  on  the  22d  day  of  April,  1889, 
for  the  purpose  of  trade  and  business,  and 
was  in  the  actual  and  peaceable  and  undis- 
puted possession  of  the  same.  That  on  the 
23d  day  of  April  the  plaintiff  purchased  the 
possession  of  the  said  Morrison,  and  all  his 
right,  title,  interest,  and  claim  thereto,  and 
paid  him  for  the  same  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred dollars,  and  entered  into  the  actual, 
peaceable,  and  undisputed  possession  there- 
of, and  settled  upon,  occupied,  and  claimed 
the  same,  for  the  purpose  of  trade  and  busi- 
ness and  residence,  under  the  provisions  of 
secUons  2387.  2388,  Rev.  St.  U.  S.  That  he 
at  once  began  improvement  of  the  same,  by 
constructing  on  the  east  and  west  sides 
thereof,  and  south  end,  a  fence,  and  built 
upon  the  north  end  a  bouse  14x16  feet  in 
size,  with  lumber,  and  established  his  resi- 
dence and  place  of  business  therein.  That 
he  remained  in  the  peaceable  and  undisputed 
possession  of  said  piece  of  land  at  all  times 
from  the  23d  day  of  April  until  the  20tb  day 
of  May,  1889,  on  which  date  he  was  thrown 
off  of  said  piece  of  land  by  J.  A.  Acklln,  B. 
F.  Daniels,  and  W.  W.  Angel,  acting  under 
tlie  direction  of  Hendrlck  D.  Baker,  who 
acted  as  city  marshal  of  the  provisional  city 
of  Guthrie,  pursuant  to  the  orders  of  the 
said  city  government  That  be  protested 
against  said  action.  That  about  June  10, 
1889,  he  went  upon  said  tract  again,  and 
built  the  foundation  for  a  building  1G.k2U  feet 
in  size.  That  he  was  again  evicted  by  per- 
sons acting  in  behalf  of  said  city  of  Guthrie, 
and  thrown  off  of  the  land  by  force  of  arms. 
That  on  the  10th  day  of  August,  1889,  he 
again  entered  upon  said  land,  hauling  sev- 
eral loads  of  building  material  upon  the 
same,  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  permanent 
Improvements  thereon;  and  he  was  again 
evicted  by  force  of  arms,  and  prevented 
from  occupying  said  lot,  by  the  said  city 
government.  That  upon  the  2d  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1890,  after  the  alleged  provisional  city 
government  had  ceased  to  claim  to  exist, 
and  its  officers  had  ceased  to  act,  he  fenced 
said  laud,  and  placed  a  building  8x10  feet  in 
size  (constructed  of  lumber)  thereon,  and 
occupied  the  same  as  a  place  of  business. 


and  that  on  the  6tb  day  of  Angnst,  1890,  he 
was  again  evicted  and  dispossessed,  and  his 
buUding  and  other  property  thrown  from 
said  premises,  by  one  E.  P.  Kelley,  who  act- 
ed by  orders  of  one  W.  S.  Spencer,  who  was 
the  mayor  of  the  yillage  of  Guthrie,  which 
uimn  said  date  had  been  organized  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  Nelmuka,  which 
were  thai  In  force  in  said  territory.  Both 
said  Spencer  and  Kelley  acted  without  pro- 
cess of  law,  and  by  virtue  of  their  claimed 
authority  as  municipal  officers  of  the  then 
village  of  Guthrie.  That  on  the  20th  da; 
of  August,  1890,  he  again  reduced  said  prem- 
ises to  actual  possession,  and  fenced  tiu 
same,  and  had  begun  the  erection  of  a  stone 
bouse  thereon,  20x40  feet  In  size,  by  grading 
a  foundation,  and  hauling  four  cords  o/ 
stone.  That  the  said  city  officers  above 
named  threatened  and  were  about  to  again 
evict  this  plaintiff  from  these  premises,  when 
he  procured  from  the  district  court  of  Logan 
county  a  temporary  order  of  injunction,  re- 
straining them  from  in  any  way  Interfering; 
with  his  possession  or  improvements  on  said 
premises  until  the  further  orders  of  said 
court  That  said  injunction  has  remained  in 
force  until  the  present  time,  and  is  now  in 
force,  and  his  possession  of  said  premises 
has  continued  undisturbed  until  the  present 
time.  That  he  was  the  first  and  primr  set- 
tler on  said  lands.  That  he  never  consented 
or  acquiesced  In  the  use  of  any  portion  of 
said  lands  by  the  public  <rf  the  city  of  Guth- 
rie for  a  street  or  alley  or  highway,  or  any 
other  purpose.  That  since  the  22d  day  of 
April,  1889,  he  has  been  an  actual,  bona 
fide  resident  of  the  city  of  Guthrie,  and  was 
duly  qualified,  under  the  law,  to  take  a  lot 
and  acquire  property  under  the  laws  of  tlie 
United  States  governing  town  sites  in  Okla- 
homa. That  on  the  2d  day  of  August,  189*). 
the  above-named  Daniel  J.  McDald,  William 
H.  Merriweather,  and  John  H.  Sbaukliu.  who 
had  been  before  that  time  appointed  as 
town-site  trustees,  and  assigned  to  duty  at 
Guthrie,  under  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
May  14.  1890.  made  proof  and  acquired  title 
to  the  east  Iialf  of  section  8,  township  ItJ 
north,  of  range  2  west  of  the  Indian  Meridian, 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  occupants 
thereof,  and  gave  notice  of  publication  that 
they  were  ready  to  consider  the  claims  of  all 
occupants.  That  pursuant  to  said  notice 
plaintiff  duly  made  and  filed  his  application 
for  said  piece  of  land  with  said  board,  and 
thereby  asked  them  to  make,  execute,  and 
deliver  to  him  a  good  and  sufficient  deed 
therefor.  That  no  other  person  whatsoever 
made  or  filed  any  application  for  said  piece 
of  laud.  That  the  plaintiff  has  at  all  times 
been  willing  to  prove,  by  competent  testi- 
mony, the  facts  herein,  and  in  said  applica- 
tion set  forth,  but  that  said  town-site  board 
refused  to  allow  a  bearing  on  said  applica- 
tion, and,  without  notice  to  plaintiff,  dis- 
missed his  application,  for  the  reason  that 
on  the   plat   which  they   bad   tberetofois 
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adopted  the  tract  of  land  applied  for  waa 
embraced  In  the  limits  and  a  part  of  Tbird 
street  of  the  city  of  Guthrie.  That  the  city 
of  Guthrie  has  ncTer,  by  the  right  of  emi- 
nent domain.  Instituted  condemnation  pro- 
ceedings or  purchased  from  the  said  Beamer, 
or  sought  to  extinguish  the  claim  of  Beamer 
to  said  land.  That  the  plaintiff  demanded 
of  the  town-site  board  a  deed  for  said  hind, 
and  tendered  them  the  amount  of  their  neces- 
sary expenses  for  making  the  same,  and  they 
refused  to  comply  with  his  request.  That 
on  the  afternoon  of  April  22,  18S9,  several 
thonsand  people  settled  upon  the  east  half 
of  section  8,  township  16  north,  of  range  2 
west  of  the  Indian  Meridian,  and  claimed 
the  same  as  a  government  town  site,  and  be- 
Kan  the  erection  of  buildings  and  other  Im- 
prorements  thereon  for  town-site  purposes. 
That  on  the  22d  day  of  April,  1889,  and  the 
early  days  thereafter,  the  town-site  settlers 
and  occupants  of  said  east  half  of  section  8 
organized  themselves  into  the  provisional 
government  of  the  city  of  Guthrie,— said  or- 
ganization being  perfected  for  the  purpose 
of  adjusting  said  town-site  Inhabitants  on 
said  land,  and  maintaining  order  thereon, 
and  for  the  purpose  of  surveying  and  plat- 
ting said  town  site  into  lots,  blocks,  streets, 
and  alleys;  and  in  said  Organization  a 
mayor,  councilman,  city  clerk,  city  marshal, 
and  other  officers  were  selected  by  said  In- 
Imbitants.  who  proceeded  to  survey  and  plat 
Bald  land  into  lots,  blocks,  streets,  and  al- 
leys; and  on  the  13th  day  of  May,  1889,  the 
said  mayor  and  councllmen  adopted  a  plat 
of  said  town  site  of  Guthrie,  a  true  copy  of 
which,  excepting  the  certificates  of  the  en- 
gineer and  officers  thereto.  Is  hereto  attached, 
marked  'Exhibit  A,'  and  made  a  part  of 
this  agreed  statement.  That  the  width  and 
length  of  lots  and  the  width  of  streets  and 
alleys  on  said  plat  are  designated  in  figures 
thereon.  That  after  said  plat  was  made,  ex- 
ecuted, and  certified  by  the  engineer  and  the 
provisional  (^cers  of  the  city  of  Guthrie,  a 
copy  thereof  was  kept  In  the  office  of  tlie 
register  of  deeds  of  the  said  provisional  gov- 
ernment of  the  city  of  Guthrie,  and  another 
copy  thereof  was  filed,  with  the  declaratory 
statement  of  the  mayor  and  officers  of  said 
provisional  government.  In  the  United  States 
land  office  at  Guthrie,  Oklahoma,  and  said 
plat  was  thereafter  generally  recognized  by 
the  inhabitants  of  the  said  town  site.  That 
when  said  survey  and  plat  was  completed 
the  tract  of  land  here  In  controversy  was 
within  Third  street,  where  the  same  opens 
up  into  Harrison  avenue,  on  the  south  side; 
it  being  thirty  feet  off  of  the  west  side  of 
said  Third  street,  extending  south  from  the 
south  side  of  Harrison  avenue  140  feet. 
That,  at  the  time  of  the  making  and  approv- 
ing of  said  survey  and  plat  by  the  inhab- 
itants of  the  said  town  site  and  provisional 
city  of  Guthrie,  the  town-site  settlement  was 
general  from  the  government  acre  west  and 
tiouth  as  far  as  the  lands  in  dispute  were 


contiguous,  no  lots  being  left  unoccupied  or 
vacant  for  streets;  and  Harrison  avenue, 
from  West  Third  street,  and  east  to  Division 
street,  and  Second  and  First  streets,  between 
Oklahoma  and  Harrison  avenues,  were,  like 
the  other  lands  adjacent  thereto,  covered 
with  town-site  occupants,  and  remained  so 
until  the  occupants  were  cleared  from  the 
streets  by  the  provisional  city  authorities  of 
Uuthrle.  That  after  the  entry  of  said  town 
site  by  said  trustees,  and  before  giving  no- 
tice to  the  occupants  to  present  their  claims, 
the  said  trustees  approved  the  survey  and 
plat  marked  'Exhibit  A,'  of  the  Inhabitants 
of  said  town  site  of  Guthrie,  and  made  and 
executed,  in  accordance  with  the  instructions 
of  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  their  plat  of 
said  town  site  of  Guthrie,  c(mformlng  to  the 
plat  made  by  the  town-site  Inhabitants  In 
quadruplicate,  and  filed  one  of  the  same  in 
the  office  of  the  county  clerk,  now  register 
of  deeds  of  Logan  county,  Oklahoma  terri- 
tory, and  one  of  the  same  in  the  United 
States  land  office  at  Guthrie,  Oklahoma  ter- 
ritory, and  one  of  the  same  in  the  office  of 
the  secretary  of  the  interior,  Washington, 
U.  C,  and  retained  one  in  their  own  office, — 
the  said  plat  being  filed  in  the  United  States 
land  office  aforesaid,  and  register  of  deeds 
aforesaid,  August  30,  1890,— and  the  said 
plat  was  approved  by  the  secretary  of  the 
interior.  That  from  and  after  about  the 
20th  day  of  May,  1889,  all  of  Harrison  ave- 
nue, and  all  of  Third  street,  excepting  the 
part  in  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff  as 
herein  stated,  has  been  used  as  a  public 
street  and  highway  by  the  city  of  Guthrie. 
That  lasting  and  valuable  Improvements,  by 
way  of  frame  and  brick  buildings,  have  been 
built  upon  Harrison  avenue,  on  the  north 
side,  and  opposite  Third  street,  and  the  same 
liave  been  ever  since  used  for  business  and 
other  purposes.  It  is  hereby  agreed  that  all 
instructions  of  the  commissioner  of  the  gen- 
eral land  office  and  secretary  of  the  interior 
relating  to  town  sites  on  public  land  in  Okla- 
homa are  a  part  hereof,  the  same  as  if  they 
were  herein  set  out.  Executed  In  triplicate. 
Harper  S.  Cunningham,  Attorney  for  PlfEs. 
A.  G.  O.  Bierer,  Attorney  for  Defendant 
J.  L.  Pancoast,  City  Attorney." 

The  town  site  of  the  city  of  Guthrie  is  lo- 
cated on  a  portion  of  the  lands  opened  to 
settlement  by  the  act  of  congress  approved 
March  2,  1889,  and  were,  prior  to  their  set- 
tlement, embraced  within  the  country  known 
as  the  "Indian  Territory."  Section  13  of  the 
act  approved  March  2,  1889,  providing  for  the 
opening  of  the  Oklahoma  lands  to  settlement, 
contains  the  ft^owing  provision  in  reference 
to  town  sites:  "The  secretary  of  the  interior 
may  after  said  proclamation  and  not  before, 
permit  entry  of  said  lands  for  townsites  im- 
der  sections  2387,  and  2388^  of  the  Revised 
Statutes,  but  no  such  entry  shall  embrace 
more  than  one  half  section  of  land."  At  the 
time  said  lands  were  opened  to  settlement, 
on  the  22d  day  of  April,  1889,  no  provision  ^ 
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had  been  made  by  congress  for  any  form  of 
civil  government  within  the  territory  opened 
to  settlement  at  said  time.  There  vrna  no 
authority  for  organizing  town  or  city  govern- 
ments, and  there  were  no  county  organiza- 
tions, or  any  law  under  which  such  munici- 
palities could  be  organized.  Hence  there 
was  no  machinery  by  which  the  provisions 
of  sections  2387  and  2388  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  of  the  United  States  could  be  car- 
ried into  operation.  This  condition  of  atCalrs 
continued  to  exist  until  the  adoption  of  the 
act  of  congress  approved  May  2,  1890,  pro- 
viding for  a  territorial  government  for  the 
territory  of  Oklahoma;  but,  IjefOTe  steps 
could  be  taken  to  enter  said  town  sites  by 
the  authorities  authorized  by  the  act  consti- 
tuting the  territorial  government,  congress 
Itassed  the  act  authorizing  the  lands  settled 
for  town  sites  within  the  territory  of  Okla- 
homa to  be  entered  and  proved  up  by  trustees 
appointed  by  the  secretary  of  the  inta-ior. 
Section  1  of  said  act  (26  Stat  109)  provides: 
"That  so  much  of  the  public  lands  situate 
in  the  territory  of  Oklahoma  now  open  to 
settlement  as  may  be  necessary  to  embrace 
all  the  legal  subdivisions,  covered  by  actual 
occupants  for  purposes  of  trade  and  business, 
not  exceeding  twelve  hundred  and  eighty 
acres  In  each  case,  may  he  entered  as  town- 
sites  for  the  several  use  and  benefit  of  the 
occupants  thereof  by  three  trustees,  to  be 
appointed  by  the  secretary  of  the  interior  for 
that  purpose,  such  entry  to  be  made  under 
the  provisions  of  section  2387  of  the  Revised 
Statutes  as  near  as  may  be.  And  when  such 
entry  shall  have  been  made,  the  secretary  of 
the  Interior  shall  provide  regulations  for  the 
proper  execution  of  the  trust  by  such  trustees, 
including  the  survey  of  the  land  Into  streets, 
alleys,  squares,  blocks  and  lots  when  neces- 
sary, or  the  approval  of  such  survey  as  may 
already  have  been  made  by  the  inliabltants 
thereof,  the  assessments  upon  the  lots  of 
such  sum  as  may  be  necessary  to  pay  for  the 
lands  embraced  in  such  townslte,  costs  of 
surveyor,  conveyance  of  lots  and  other  ex- 
penses. Including  compensation  of  trustees." 
Section  22  of  the  organic  act  of  the  territory 
of  Oklahoma,  approved  May  2, 1890  (26  Stat. 
81),  provides:  "That  the  provisions  of  title 
S2,  chapter  8,  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the 
United  States,  relating  to  reservation  and 
sale  of  townsltes  of  the  public  lands  shall  ap- 
ply to  the  lands  open  or  to  be  opened  to  set- 
tlement in  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  except, 
those  opened  to  settlement  by  the  proclama- 
tion of  the  President  on  the  22nd  day  of 
April,  1889."  This  provision  had  the  effect 
of  repealing  all  the  provisions  of  chapter  8 
of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  United  States 
(pages  436-438),  so  far  as  the  provisions  in 
said  chapter  relate  to  the  town  site  In  ques- 
tion. Hence  we  are  compelled  to  look  solely 
to  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1890, 
to  determine  the  rights  of  claimants  to  lots 
or  parcels  of  land  embraced  within  such 
town  site;    It  is  a  part  of  the  common  history 


of  the  country,  of  which  courts  take  Jadidal 
notice,  that  on  the  opening  of  the  Oklahoma 
country  to  settlement,  at  the  hour  of  noon 
on  the  22d  day  of  AprU,  1889,  several  thou- 
sand people  entered  nimn  the  lands  now  em- 
braced within  the  town  site  of  Guthrie  for 
the  purpose  of  acquiring  iH-opcrty  and  rights 
as  town-site  settlers;  that  said  lands  had  not 
been  platted,  and  no  provi^on  had  been  made 
for  surveying  or  laying  the  same  off  into 
blocks,  lots,  streets,  or  alleys,  nor  was  there 
any  provision  of  law  or  authority  by  which 
the  same  could  have  been  legally  done.  It 
was  the  general  opinion  that  a  large  city 
would  at  once  be  built  vp  upon  sucb  site. 
For  a  number  of  days  all  was  confusion  and 
chaos.  Each  individual  was  seeking  to  ob- 
tain whatever  of  interest  lie  might  be  able  to 
acquire  by  reason  of  his  personal  occupancy, 
or  such  particular  improvements  as  he  was 
enabled  to  make;  and,  as  shown  by  the  stipu- 
lation in  this  case,  every  portion  of  the  tract 
shown  on  the  plat,  from  the  government  acre 
west  for  several  blocks,  and  south  a  consid- 
erable distance,  was  occupied  by  persons 
claiming  to  be  settlers,  and  no  provision  had 
been  made,  or  any  of  said  land  left,  for 
streets,  bighwaya  oc  alleys;  and  in  this  con- 
fused condition  of  affairs  the  people  settled 
the  town  site,  and  attempted  to  acquire  an  in- 
terest in  some  specific  portion  or  parcel  of 
said  tract.  The  question  of  law  presented  by 
this  case  for  our  determination  is,  did  such 
persons,  under  this  condition  of  affairs,  ac- 
quire such  vested  rights  or  Interests  in  any 
particular  portion  of  land  claimed  by  them 
as  would  prevent  the  same  from  afterwards 
being  appropriated  for  the  use  of  the  streets 
which  were  necessary  to  the  laying  off  of 
a  town  or  city? 

It  is  unquestionably  the  rule  that  one  who 
settles  upon  and  improves  a  lot  in  a  town 
site  upon  the  public  lands  acquires  an  Interest 
tliat  he  may  sell,  convey,  or  incumlier.  Hus- 
sy v.  Smith,  99  U.  S.  22;  Stringfellow  v.  Cain, 
Id.  610;  Cannon  v.  Pratt,  Id.  619.  In  Lamb 
V.  Davenport,  18  Wall.  313,  Mr.  Justice  Mil- 
ler, in  discussing  this  questlcm,  said:  "It  is 
sufficient  here  to  say  that,  several  years  be- 
fore any  act  of  congress  existed  by  which  ti- 
tle to  the  land  could  be  acquired,  settlement 
of  and  cultivation  of  a  large  tract  of  land, 
which  includes  the  lots  In  controversy,  had 
been  made,  and  a  town  laid  off  into  lots,  and 
lots  sold,  and  that  these  are  a  part  of  the 
present  city  of  Portland.  Of  course,  no  legal 
title  vested  in  any  one  by  these  proceedings, 
for  that  remained  in  the  United  States,  all 
of  which  was  well  known  and  undisputed. 
But  it  was  equally  well  known  that  these 
possessory  rights  and  Improvements  placed  on 
the  soil  were,  by  the  policy  of  the  government, 
generally  protected,— so  far  at  least,  as  to 
give  priority  of  the  right  to  purchase  when- 
ever the  land  was  sold,  or  offered  for  sale,  and 
when  no  special  reason  existed  to  the  con- 
trary. And  though  these  rights  or  claims 
rested  on  no  statute,  or  ai 
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the  Reneml  Feoognltlon  of  them  In  the  end 
by  the  government,  and  Its  disposition  to  pro- 
tect the  meritorious  actual  settlers  who  were 
the  pioneers  of  emigration  in  the  new  terri- 
tories, gave  a  decided  and  well-understood 
value  to  these  colonies.  They  were  the  sub- 
jects of  bargain  and  sale,  and,  as  among  the 
parties  to  such  contracts,  they  were  valid. 
The  right  of  the  United  States  to  dispose  of 
her  own  property  is  undisputed,  and  to  make 
rules  by  which  the  lands  of  the  government 
may  be  sold  or  given  away  is  acknowledged; 
but,  subject  to  these  well-known  principles, 
parties  in  possession  of  the  soil  might  make 
valid  contracts,  even  concerning  the  title 
predicated  upon  the  hypothesis  that  they 
might  thereafter  lawfully  acquire  the  title, 
except  in  cases  where  congress  had  imposed 
restrictions  on  such  contracts."  WUle  the 
above  case  announces  the  doctrine  that  the 
possessory  rights  of  town-site  settlers  may  be 
the  subject  of  barter  and  sale,  it  also  affirms 
the  principle  that  such  rights,  thus  acquired, 
are  subject  to  the  right  of  the  United  States 
to  make  such  disposition  of  the  title  as  con- 
gress may  deem  proper,  and  the  power  to 
make  rules  and  regulations  by  which  lands  of 
the  United  States  may  be  disposed  of  or 
given  away  is  positively  asserted.  While  it 
is  true  that  the  act  of  May  14,  1890,  provides 
that  the  lands  occupied  for  purposes  of  trade 
and  business  shall  be  entered  by  the  trustees 
for  the  use  of  the  occupants  thereof,  it  also 
contemplates  the  Mitry  of  platted  lands,— 
lands  that  have  been  or  shall  by  the  trustees 
be  platted  Into  lots,  blocks,  streets,  and  alleys. 
While  the  act  recognizes  the  rights  of  settlers 
and  occupants,  in  so  far  as  the  same  are  con- 
sistent with  the  purposes  of  the  act,  it  also 
authorizes  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  to  ap- 
prove any  survey  that  has  already  been  made 
by  the  inhabitants  of  such  town,  or  to  provide 
by  regulations  for  a  survey  of  the  land  into 
lots,  blocks,  streets,  and  alleys,  when  nec- 
essary. The  power  of  congress  over  the 
disposition  of  the  public  lands  is  supreme, 
and  so  long  as  the  title  is  in  the  United 
States,  and  no  entry  of  the  land  has  been 
made  under  any  law  of  the  United  States,  or 
no  rights  of  settlers  or  occupants  have  at- 
tached, congress  may  make  such  disposition 
as  the  lawmaking  power  may  declare,  al- 
though It  may  work  injustice  or  hardship  to 
claimants  for  such  lands.  The  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  show  that  Ions  prior  to  the 
adoption  of  the  act  of  May  14,  1890,  the  town 
site  of  Guthrie  had  been  platted  into  streets, 
alleys,  squares,  blocks,  and  lots,  and  the  in- 
habitants had  generally  conformed  thems^ves 
to  such  plat,  and  acquiesced  in  the  same. 
Under  the  authority  vested  in  him  by  con- 
fess, the  honorable  secretary  of  the  interior 
approved  and  adopted  this  plat,  and  set  apart 
all  the  portion  of,  or  parcel  of,  land  claimed 
by  Beamer,  for  a  public  street.  This  was 
an  appropriation  of  this  portion  of  such  tract 
for,  and  a  dedication  of  the  same  for,  a  street, 
and  was  within  the  poyree  of  congress  and  the 


authority  of  the  secretary,  unless  the  claims 
of  Beamer  were  of  such  a  character,  at  the 
date  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  congress,  as 
to  have  become  a  vested  interest,  which  would 
not  be  disposed  of  by  congress.  Hwice  it 
becomes  important  to  determine  when  the 
rights  of  an  occupant  or  settler  attach,  or  a 
vested  interest  becomes  such. 

It  is  contended  by  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  that  the  interest  acquired  by  a  town- 
site  occupant  is  analogous  to  that  of  a  pre- 
emption claimant  prior  to  payment  of  pur- 
chase money  and  entry,  while  counsel  for 
defendant  In  error  asserts  that  the  right  of 
a  town-site  occupant,  acquired  by  settlement, 
Is  analogous  to  that  of  a  homestead  settler, 
and  that  he  acquires  a  vested  right,  that 
even  congress  cannot  divest  We  deem  it 
immaterial,  under  the  facts  in  this  case, 
which  of  these  positions  is  correct.  The 
only  rights  claimed  by  Beamer  were  such  as 
be  claims  to  have  acquired  by  a  settlemmt 
on  the  tract  in  dispute,  and  an  effort  to  im- 
prove the  same.  It  is  conceded  that  at  the 
time  congress  passed  the  act  of  May  14,  1890, 
DO  entry  of  any  character  had  been  made  for 
the  town-site  lands,  and  that  there  was  no 
provision  of  law  under  which  the  same  could 
be  entered.  The  only  rights  of  occupants 
were  such  as  could  be  acquired  under  the  act 
of  March  2.  1889,  which  provides:  "The  sec- 
retary of  the  interior  may,  after  said  i»roc- 
lamation,  and  not  before,  permit  entry  <^ 
said  lands  for  townsltes,  under  sections  2387 
and  2388  of  the  Revised  Statutes,  but  no 
such  entry  sliail  embrace  more  than  one  half 
section  of  land."  But  this  provision  was 
subsequently  repealed  by  the  force  of  the 
provisions  of  section  22  of  the  organic  act. 
The  rights  acquired  under  these  provisions 
were  at  all  times  subject  to  the  paramount 
right  of  congress  to  dispose  of  the  public 
lands  of  which  the  United  States  was  the 
owner,  and  to  provide  the  machinery  for 
perfecting  any  rights  that  might  be  acquir- 
ed or  claimed.  There  is  no  difference  in 
law  as  to  the  time  when  the  rights  of  a 
claimant  to  public  lands  became  such  a  vest- 
ed right  as  that  congress  may  not  divest  the 
same,  or  appropriate  the  land  to  other  pur- 
poses. This  question  was  under  considera- 
tion by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  in  the  case  of  Railway  Co.  v.  Dun- 
meyer,  113  U.  S.  6^,  6  Sup.  Ct  566.  In 
1862  congress  passed  an  act  granting  cer- 
tain lands  to  the  Kansas  Pacific  Railway 
Comimny  (12  Stat  489),  which  contained  the 
following  provision:  "Every  alternate  section 
of  public  land,  designated  by  odd  numbers, 
to  the  amount  of  five  alternate  sections  per 
mile  on  each  side  of  said  railroad,  on  the 
line  thereof,  and  within  the  limit  of  ten 
miles  on  each  side  of  said  road,  not  sold, 
reserved  or  otherwise  disposed  of  by  the 
United  States,  and  to  which  a  pre-emption 
or  homestead  claim  may  not  have  attached 
at  the  time  the  line  of  said  road  is  definitely 
fixed."    Section  4  of  an  act  of  1864,  amenda- 
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tory  to  this  act,  proyides  as  follows:  "And 
any  land  sianted  by  this  act,  or  the  act  to 
which  this  la  an  amendment,  shall  not  de- 
feat or  Impair  any  pre-emption,  homestead, 
swamp  land  or  other  lawful  claim."  The 
railroad  company  sold  the  land  in  dispute  to 
Dunmeyer,  and  conveyed  to  him  by  war- 
ranty deed.  One  MUlo:  bad  a  homestead 
entry  on  the  land  at  the  time  the  railroad 
company  filed  its  map  of  definite  location 
and  claimed  the  land.  Dunmeyer  sued  the 
railroad  company  on  their  warranty,  and 
the  question  as  to  whether  the  entry  of 
Miller  brought  the  lands  within  the  excep- 
ticms  of  the  grant  was  in  controversy.  Coun- 
sel for  the  railroad  company  contended  that 
congress  bad  power  to  dispose  of  the  land 
at  any  time  prior  to  final  proof,  and  issue  of 
final  certificate  of  entry.  Mr.  justice  Miller, 
speaking  for  the  court,  said:  "In  the  case 
before  us  a  claim  was  made  and  filed  in  the 
land  ofllce,  and  there  recognized,  before  the 
line  of  the  company's  road  was  located. 
That  claim  was  an  existing  one,  of  public 
record,  in  favor  of  Iiniler,  when  the  map  of 
plaintiff  in  error  was  filed.  In  the  language 
of  the  act  of  congress,  this  homestead  claim 
had  attached  to  the  land,  and  it  therefore 
did  not  pass  by  the  grant  Of  all  the  words 
in  the  English  language,  this  word  'attach- 
ed' was  probably  the  best  that  could  have 
been  used.  It  did  not  mean  mere  settlement, 
residence,  or  cultivation  of  the  land,  but  it 
meant  a  proceeding  in  the  proper  land  office 
by  which  the  inchoate  right  to  the  land  was 
initiated.  It  meant  that  by  such  a  proceed- 
ing a  right  of  homestead  had  fastened  to  that 
land,  which  could  ripen  Into  a  perfect  title 
by  future  residence  and  cultivation.  With 
the  performance  of  those  conditions  the  com- 
pany liad  nothing  to  do.  The  right  of  the 
homestead  having  attached  to  the  land,  it 
was  excepted  out  of  the  grant  as  much  as  if, 
In  a  deed,  It  had  been  excluded  from  the 
coaveyauce  by  metes  and  bounds."  This 
case  is  conclusive  of  the  Question  as  to  the 
time  when  the  rights  of  a  homestead  or  pre- 
emption claimant  attach  to  the  land,  and  the 
power  of  congress  to  deal  with  the  land 
ceases.  It  is  when  the  entry  is  made  at  the 
land  office,  and  not  before.  Such  right  Is 
not  aoauired  by  settlement,  occupancy,  or 
iiuprovtMiient.  It  Is  true,  the  laws  of  the 
United  States  provide  tliat  a  homestead  set- 
tler upon  the  public  lands  may  have  00  days 
la  which  to  make  his  entry  at  the  land  office, 
and  when  such  enti-j-  is  made  his  rights  shall 
relate  back  to  the  Initiation  of  hia  settle- 
ment; but  this  is  in  the  nature  of  a  privi- 
lege extended  to  settlers,  and  such  rights  do 
not  become  fixed  until  the  entry  Is  made, 
and,  at  any  time  prior  to  the  making  of  the 
entry  at  the  land  ofiice,  congress  may  dis- 
pose of  the  land  by  grant,  donation,  or  ded- 
ication, as  has  frequently  been  held  by  tlie 
supreme  court  of  the  United  States  in  pre- 
emption claims.  If  the  rights  of  a  pre-emp- 
tion or  homestead  claimant  do  not  attach  to 


the  land,  as  against  the  United  States,  nntil 
the  entry  of  the  land  Is  made,  then  we  know 
of  no  reason  why  the  settlement  or  improve- 
ment of  a  town-site  occupant  will  entitle  him 
to  any  greater  or  superior  rights.  And  ap- 
plying the  rule  applicable  to  homestead  and 
pre-emption  claimants,  as  announced  by  Hr. 
Justice  Miller,  supra,  which  we  think  is  ap- 
plicable to  the  case  at  bar,  congress  bad 
the  right  and  authority  to  make  such  dis- 
position of  the  lands  embraced  In  the  Guthrie 
town  site,  for  streets,  alleys,  and  public  high- 
ways, as,  in  the  wisdom  of  the  lawmaking 
power,  seemed  proper;  and  the  authority  vest- 
ed In  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  to  ad<^t 
a  plat  and  survey  already  made  carried  with 
it,  when  such  adoption  was  made,  an  ex- 
press dedication  of  the  lands  shown  on  the 
plats  as  streets  to  the  public  uses,  and  di- 
vested all  claims  of  private  parties.  A  dif- 
ferent rule  would  apply  if  the  dedication  bad 
been  attempted  by  the  trustees  or  by  con- 
gress after  the  land  was  entered  for  the  bene- 
fit of  the  occupants.  The  dedication  of  the 
lands  for  streets  by  the  act  of  congress,  and 
the  action  of  the  secretary,  relates  to  the 
time  of  the  adoption  of  the  statute,  or,  prol> 
ably,  to  the  date  of  the  adoption  of  the  plat 
by  the  inhabitants.  And  herein  lies  tbe  dis- 
tinction in,  and  misapplication  of,  tbe  long 
list  of  cases  cited  by  counsel  for  defendant 
in  error.  They  are  cases  where  the  land  had 
been  actually  entered  for  the  use  of  the  oc- 
cupants, and  after  the  entry  the  trustees 
or  municipal  authorities  were  attempting  to 
change  the  status  of  parties  as  they  exi.stcd 
at  the  time  of  the  entry.  It  was  not  done 
by  authority  of  congress  in  these  cases,  and 
it  was  properly  held  that  the  trustees  could 
not  divert  the  purposes  of  the  trust 

A  review  of  some  of  the  most  prominent 
of  these  cases  will  reveal  the  fact  that  they  are 
not  in  point  in  this  case.  In  the  cose  of 
Bingham  v.  City  of  Walla  Walla,  13  Pac.  411, 
decided  by  supreme  court  of  Washington,  a 
town  had  sprung  up  on  the  public  domain, 
which  had  grown  to  be  a  city  of  considerable 
proportions.  The  town  site  was  entered,  and 
patent  Issued  to  the  corporate  authorities, 
under  an  act  of  congress  approved  March  2. 
1867  (14  Stat  541).  This  act  makes  no  provi- 
sion for  the  making  and  preservation  of  a 
plat  of  town  sites  entered  under  its  provi- 
sions. In  IS-jS  one  Patton  had  entered  upon 
and  occupied  a  lot  of  land  fronting  on  Monroe 
street,  23  feet  by  120.  He  erected  a  building 
thereon  23x70  feet  The  remainder  of  the 
lot  was  fenced.  On  November  22,  1802,  Pat- 
ton  conveyed  the  lot  to  one  Baker.  In  1874 
Baker  conveyed  the  lot  to  Stevens,  and  Ste- 
vens conveyed  to  Biugluun  In  1883.  In  ISSo 
the  building  on  the  lot  was  destroyed  by  fire, 
and  Bingham  fenced  the  entire  lot,  and  pre- 
pared to  build  on  same.  At  this  time  the  city 
of  Walla  Walla  made  claim  that  11  feet  of  the 
lot  was  in  First  street,  as  shown  by  tbe  plat 
adopted  by  the  municipal  authorities.  The 
lot  was  occupied  its  entire  width  at  the  time 
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the  land  was  entered  for  town-site  piupoaea. 
Bingbam  lunught  salt  to  qnlet  his  title  to  the 
11  teet  claimed  by  th<>.  city  for  street  pur- 
poses. The  court  held  that  he  was  an  occu- 
pant of  that  particular  tract  at  the  time  the 
entry  was  made,  and  that  the  entry  was  made 
In  tmat  for  the  actual  occupants,  and  that  the 
only  powers  <tf  the  tmstees  were  to  deter- 
mine the  extent  of  the  occupancy  of  each  oc- 
cupant, and  to  convey  the  same  as  it  might 
appear,  and  entered  a  decree  quieting  his 
title.  In  the  act  of  congress  under  wUch  the 
town  site  was  entered  appears  the  following 
provision:  "The  execution  of  which  trust,  as 
to  the  disposal  of  the  lots  in  such  town,  and 
the  proceeds  of  the  sales  thereof  to  be  con- 
ducted under  such  rules  and  regulations  as 
may  be  prescribed  by  the  legislative  antiuni- 
ty  of  the  state  or  territory  in  which  the  same 
may  be  situated."  The  court  said:  "This  ao- 
thority  cannot  relate  to  lands  held  by  actual 
occupants,  but  evidently  has  relation  to  the 
lands  Included  In  the  town  site,  not  in  pos- 
session of  actual  occupants,  or  to  which  the 
act  contemplates  a  disposal  by  the  city  for 
purposes  and  under  such  regulations  to  be 
prescribed  by  the  legislative  authority."  Cer- 
tainly, no  such  narrow  construction  can  be 
traced  upon  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  May 
14,  1880,  under  which  Guthrie  was  entered. 
This  act  gives,  in  specific  terms,  the  right  to 
adopt  a  survey  and  plat  already  made;  or  If, 
In  bis  Judgment,  it  should  be  found  neces- 
sary, the  secretary  of  the  interior  was  author- 
ized to  cause  a  new  survey  to  be  made,  and 
lay  the  town  site  off  in  blocks,  lota,  squares, 
streets,  and  alleys;  and,  unquestionably,  this 
power  extended  to  all  the  lands  embraced  In 
the  town  site,  whether  actually  occupied  or 
not.  And  hence  the  Walla  Walla  Case  can- 
not be  taken  as  authority  in  the  case  under 
consideration.  That  case  followed  the  rule 
announced  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  in  Ashby  v.  Hall,  119  U.  S.  526,  7 
Sup.  Ct  308,  wherein  the  court  said:  "The 
power  vested  in  the  legislature  of  the  terri- 
tory. In  the  execution  of  the  trust  upon  which 
the  entry  was  made,  was  confined  to  regula- 
tions for  the  disposal  of  the  lota  and  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sales.  These  regulations  might 
extend  to  provisions  for  the  ascertainment  of 
the  nature  and  extent  of  the  occupancy  of  dif- 
ferent claimants  of  lots,  and  the  execution 
and  delivery  to  those  found  to  be  occupants 
in  good  faith  of  some  recognition  of  title,  in 
the  nature  of  a  conveyance.  But  they  could 
not  authorize  any  diminution  of  the  rights  of 
the  occupants,  wlien  the  extent  of  their  occu- 
pancy was  established.  The  entry  was  in 
trust  for  them,  and  nothing  more  was  neces- 
sary than  an  official  recognition  of  the  extent 
of  their  occupancy."  There  is  no  question 
bat  this  is  the  correct  rule,  applicable  to  all 
classes  of  cases  where  the  lands  are  entered 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  actual  occupants, 
and  congress  had  established  no  riUe  for  de- 
termining the  extent  and  nature  of  the  rights 
of  the  public  In  the  lands  entered  for  town- 


site  porposes.  City  of  Helena  v.  Albertose 
(ilont.)  20  Pac.  817,  is  another  of  the  class  of 
cases  reUed  upon  by  defendants  in  error,  but 
it  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  the  case  at 
bar.  The  city  of  Helena  was  built  upon  pub- 
lic land,  and  such  land  entered  by  the  probate 
Judge,  under  section  2387,  Bev.  St.  U.  S. 
The  premises  in  controversy  were  at  the  time 
of  ttie  entry,  and  had  for  a  long  time  prior 
thereto,  been  in  the  actual  possession  and  oc- 
cupancy of  the  defendants.  After  the  entry 
of  the  town  site  a  survey  and  plat  were  made, 
and  the  tract  in  dispute  was  Included  in  Iiaw- 
rence  street,  as  Shown  on  the  plat.  The  city 
brought  suit  In  ejectment  The  court  said: 
"When  the  patent  was  issued  to  the  probate 
Judge,  he  became  a  trnstee  of  the  lands  in- 
cluded in  the  patent,  holding  the  same  in  trust 
for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the  occupants  there- 
of, which  trust  must  be  executed  by  him  in 
accordance  with  the  laws  of  the  United  States 
creating  such  trnsts,  and  with  the  regulations 
provided  by  the  territorial  laws  not  in  con- 
flict with  the  laws  of  the  United  States. 
These  rules  or  regulations  might  guide  the 
mode  or  manner  of  executing  the  trust,  but 
they  could  not  substitute  one  cestui  que  trust 
for  another.  In  other  words,  neither  the  law 
of  this  territory,  nor  the  act  of  the  probate 
Judge,  could  deprive  any  person  of  the  land 
occiq>ied  by  him  at  the  time  when  the  probate 
Judge  made  entry  for  the  town  site,  and  give 
such  land  to  one  who  was  not  an  occupant 
thereof,  and  any  attempt  so  to  do  would  be 
null  and  void.  Undoubtedly,  the  laws  of  this 
territory  providing  for  a  map,  and  the  act  of 
the  probate  judge  in  accordance  therewith, 
were  valid,  and  not  in  conflict  with  the  laws 
of  the  United  States,  when  such  map  desig- 
nated and  established  as  streets  those  por- 
tions of  the  town  site  which  bad  theretofore 
been  used  by  the  public  as  streets;  but,  when 
the  probate  judge  undertook  to  establish  by 
tliat  map  a  street  over  lands  actually  occu- 
pied by  individuals  as  a  residence  when  the 
entry  was  made  by  the  probate  Judge,  his  act 
was  in  conflict  with  the  proper  execution  of 
his  trust,  which  was  to  convey  the  lands  to 
occupants,  when  there  were  occupants,  and 
not  to  others,  and  the  public  had  no  right,  as 
against  such  an  occupant.  The  act  of  the 
probate  Judge,  therefore,  was  void,  at  least 
as  far  as  it  attempted  to  deprive  occupants  of 
their  interests  in  lands  occupied  by  them,  and 
such  act  could  give  to  the  public  no  title  to 
the  premises,  against  the  will  of  the  true  oc- 
cupant." It  will  be  observed  that  in  the  fore- 
going case  there  was  an  attempt  by  the  city 
authorities  to  divest  the  interest  of  the  claim- 
ants, after  entry  of  the  lands,  by  appropri- 
ating a  portion  of  the  land  occupied  by  them 
for  a  street.  In  tliis  the  case  is  materially 
different  from  the  case  at  bar.  The  case  of 
Winfield  Town  Co.  v.  Maris,  11  Kan.  128,  is 
cited  In  support  of  the  contention  of  defend- 
ant in  error.  We  find  nothing  in  the  case  In 
conflict  with  our  views  in  this  case.  The 
court  there  held  that  where  the  probate  Judge 
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entered  a  town  site  be  must  convey  the  lots 
and  parcels  of  land  to  the  actual  occupants, 
and  that  a  deed  made  by  bim  to  one  who  was 
not  an  actual  occupant  at  the  time  of  the  en- 
ti7  was  void,  and  also  that  the  statute  of 
Kansas,  In  so  far  as  it  attempted  to  make  ali 
persons  occupants  who  selected  and  laid  out  a 
town  site,  was  Inoperative  and  void.  We 
fully  concur  In  this  view  of  the  law.  In 
Treadway  v.  Wilder,  8  Nev.  92,  the  trustee 
of  the  town  site  gave  a  deed  to  one  who  was 
not  an  occupant  of  the  town  site  at  the  time 
of  the  entry.  This  act  was  held  to  be  void, 
and  to  convey  no  title.  In  Rathbone  v.  Ster- 
ling, 25  Kan.  444,  the  court  held  that  the 
trustee  must  convey  the  lots  to  the  persons 
who  were  occupants  at  time  of  entry  of  town- 
site,  but  In  both  the  above  cases  the  entry 
was  made  by  the  probate  judge  under  the 
provisions  of  section  2387,  Rev.  St.  U.  S.  In 
the  case  of  Clark  v.  Titus  (Ariz.)  11  Pae.  312, 
the  court  held  that  lands  entered  under  sec- 
tion 2387  were  held  In  trust  for  the  use  of  the 
occupants,  and  that  a  deed  conveying  a  large 
number  of  lots  to  a  town  company  was  in- 
valid. In  Guffln  V.  Llnney,  26  Kan.  717,  it 
was  held  that  the  probate  Judge  had  no  au- 
thority to  convey  to  one  not  an  occupant  of 
town  site  at  date  of  entry. 

We  have  examined  all  the  authorities  cited 
by  counsel  for  defendant  in  error  in  support 
of  the  Judgment  in  this  case,  but  find  nothing 
that  conflicts  with  our  "lews  in  this  case. 
It  is  well  settled  that,  as  beween  adverse 
cis'mants  to  public  lands,  he  who  is  first  in 
time— the  law  having  been  otherwise  com- 
plied with— is  first  in  right,  but  this  rule  has 
no  application  against  the  United  States. 
The  right  of  congress  to  dispose  of  the  public 
lands  is  a  power  granted  by  the  constitution, 
and  every  person  who  initiates  a  claim  to 
any  portion  of  the  public  domain  takes  such 
right  subject  to  this  power  of  congress;  and 
such  power  of  disposal  continues  until  the 
United  States  has  estopped  herself  to  divest 
such  right  by  accepting  something  of  value 
from  the  claimant,  and  permitting  an  entry 
of  the  land  at  the  proper  land  office.  When 
the  secretary  of  the  interior,  or  the  trustees 
appointed  by  him,  under  his  instructions, 
adopted  and  approved  the  plat  of  the  town 
site  of  Guthrie,  which  the  inhabitants  had 
made  long  prior  to  the  entry  of  the  land  by 
the  trustees,  the  lands  designated  as  public 
streets  on  such  plats  were  dedicated  to  the 
public  use;  and  the  act  of  congress,  and  the 
action  of  the  secretary  under  the  power  vest- 
ed in  him  by  said  art,  had  the  elTect  to  divest 
any  Individual  interest  that  might  have  been 
asserted  to  such  portion  of  said  land,  and 
Beamer  has  no  rights  or  interest  in  the  pub- 
lic streets  which  can  be  conveyed  to  him  by 
the  trustees.  The  district  court  erred  In 
directing  a  conveyance  to  him  of  the  parcel 
of  ground  in  controversy. 

There  is  another  view  of  this  case  which 
we  think  defeats  the  defendant  in  error  in  his 
daim  for  title  to  this  lot     It  is  a  part  of  the 


general  history  of  the  settlement  of  the  dty 
of  Guthrie  that  prior  to  the  opening  of  the 
country  to  settlement,  on  April  22,  1889,  and 
prior  to  the  settlement  and  occupancy  of  the 
lands  embraced  in  the  town  site,  no  plats  had 
been  adopted,  and  no  subdivisions  of  the 
lands  into  lots,  blocks,  and  streets  had  been 
made,  and  no  valid  or  legal  survey,  plat,  or 
subdivision  could  have  been  made  until  after 
the  lands  were  open  to  settlement.  Thou- 
sands of  people  desiring  to  acquire  lots  in  the 
projected  city  went  upon  the  lands  now  con- 
stituting the  city  of  Guthrie,  and,  each  for 
himself,  undertook  to  acquire  by  occupancy 
or  improvement  some  particular  portion  of 
said  tract  for  his  own  use.  As  a  natural  re- 
sult, there  was  no  order  or  regularity  in  snch 
settlements,  and  everything  was  chaos  and 
disorder.  There  was  no  municipal  govern- 
ment, and  no  authority  for  any.  There  was 
no  law  in  the  territory  at  that  time  by  which 
a  municipal  government  could  be  formed,  and 
no  person  had  authority  to  act  for  the  mass- 
es. It  became  necessary  to  bring  order  out 
of  chaos,  and  to  settle  the  many  conflicting 
interests  by  some  general  rule  or  authority 
that  the  masses  would  recognize.  "The  very 
nature  of  land  settled  upon  and  occupied  as 
a  town  site  implies  the  existence  of  streets, 
alleys,  lots,  and  blocks;  and  for  the  posses- 
sion of  the  lots,  and  their  convenient  use  and 
enjoyment,  there  must,  of  necessity,  be  ap- 
purtenant to  them  a  right  of  way  over  ad- 
jacent streets  and  alleys.  The  entry  of  the 
land  carried  with  it  such  a  right  of  way. 
The  streets  and  alleys  were  not  afterwards 
at  the  disposal  of  the  government,  except  as 
subject  to  such  statement."  Ashby  v.  Hall. 
119  U.  S.  526,  7  Sup.  Ct.  308.  Every  person 
who  attempted  to  settle  upon  said  lands, 
in  such  chaotic  state,  established  their  settle- 
ment rights  with  full  knowledge  and  notice 
of  the  fact  that  before  the  same  could  be 
entered  as  a  town  site,  or  any  title  acquired 
from  the  government,  such  lands  must,  of 
necessity,  be  platted  and  laid  off  into  blocks, 
lots,  streets,  and  alleys,  and  took  whatever 
of  Interest  he  acquired  subject  to  this  right, 
and  whatever  would  result  from  it.  Prior  to 
such  platting  and  subdivision,  no  person  could 
acquire  any  interest  in  any  definitely  de- 
scribed or  particularly  bounded  portion  of 
said  tract.  There  was  no  way  by  which  it 
could  be  determined  what  the  quantity  of 
land  would  be  that  would  fall  to  the  portion 
of  any  settler  or  occupant.  The  title  ac- 
quired by  a  town-site  settler,  and  the  interest 
acquired  by  such  settler  by  occupancy  or 
improvement,  are  in  and  to  a  lot  or  lots.  Snch 
lot  or  lots  must  be  determined  by  a  plat,  sur- 
vey, and  subdivision  adopted  In  some  manner, 
and  generally  acquiesced  in.  Recognizing 
this  uncertain,  chaotic,  and  disordwly  condi- 
tion of  afTairs,  the  experience  and  intelli- 
gence of  the  American  people  asserted  Itself; 
and  they  made  a  rule  and  law  for  themselves, 
and  organized  committees,  by  and  with  the 
consent  of  the  settlers,  and  empowered  them 
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to  make  surrers  ftnd  plats,  and  to  bring  or- 
der out  of  confusion.  The  people  generally 
acquiesced  In  this  action,  and  adopted  the 
result  of  tlieir  work,  and  conformed  their  set- 
tlements to  the  lines  of  the  blocks,  lots, 
streets,  and  alleys,  as  designated  by  such 
committees  and  the  proTlsional  government 
organized  by  the  people  for  their  own  guid- 
ance and  government.  This  step  was  neces- 
sary in  order  that  the  settlers  might  acquire 
some  definite  location,  and  become  occu- 
pants of  some  definite  portion  of  said  tract; 
otherwise,  a  town  site  never  could  have  been 
entered,  or  title  acquired,  as  every  portion  of 
the  tract  was  occupied  and  claimed  by  some 
person.  When  these  surveys  and  plats  were 
made,  those  who  were  so  unfortunate  as 
to  have  made  their  location  in  such  portions 
of  the  tract  as  were  required  for  streets  were 
bound  to  give  way,  as  they  bad  taken  their 
chances  in  the  great  lottery  for  a  lot  when 
tliey  stuck  their  stake,  and  had  drawn  a 
blank.  AU  could  not  be  on  lots,  and  this 
they  all  knew.  Some  were  on  lands  that  had 
to  be  used  for  streets  in  laying  oS  a  town, 
and  this  they  all  knew.  Without  streets  and 
blocks  and  lots,  tliere  could  be  no  town,  and 
this  they  all  knew.  Hence,  no  specific  inter- 
est could  be  acquired  until  there  was  a  par- 
ticular subdivision  to  which  such  right  could 
be  attached.  The  people  were  several  days 
in  bringing  order  out  of  confusion,  and  the 
provisional  government,  which  had  been  or- 
ganized with  the  consent  of  the  governed, 
were  charged  with  the  duty  of  providing 
some  means  of  communication  between  the 
various  portions  of  the  city.  The  stipulation 
shows  that  every  portion  of  the  lands  em- 
bracing several  blocks  in  the  vicinity  of  the 
disputed  portion  was  claimed  by  occupants, 
and  that  there  was  no  reservation  (»■  provi- 
sion for  streeta  All  knew  this  when  they 
settled  in  this  confused  state,  with  no  uni- 
formity of  action;  and  each  must  have 
known,  when  he  staked  a  lot  and  erected  a 
temporary  structure  of  any  kind,  that,  so 
soon  as  streets  were  laid  ofi!,  those  who  were 
in  the  way  of  the  march  of  progress  would 
have  to  surrender  their  settlements.  The 
laws,  as  enacted  by  our  legislators,  never 
contemplated  such  a  condition  of  affairs. 
The  mind  of  man  had  not  conceived,  or  his- 
tory recorded,  the  building  of  a  city  of  20,000 
people  in  less  than  a  day.  At  the  crack  of 
a  gun  and  the  waving  of  a  flag,  20,000  enthu- 
siastic people  assembled  In  mass,  without  a 
commander,  or  subject  to  any  local  law, 
and  within  less  than  a  day,  with  wondrous 
energy,  intelligence,  and  enterprise,  had  laid 
the  foundation  and  established  the  bounda- 
ries of  the  future  capital  of  the  most  remark- 
able territory  that  has  ever  existed.  This 
vast,  struggling  mass  of  intelligence,  each 
seeking  to  secure  for  himself  a  portion  of  the 
tract  upon  which  all  recognized  that  a  great 
trade  center  was  to  i3e  builded.  left  no  spot 
unoccupied.  No  ground  was  too  poor,  and 
no  stone  was  rejected.    To  this  condition  of 


affairs  no  established  rules  were  applicable. 
A  new  order  of  things  was  established, 
which  called  for  additional  legislation,  or  an 
application  of  old  rules  to  the  changed  con- 
ditions, and  none  knew  this  better  than  the 
people  who  took  part  in  the  early  settlement 
of  this  town  Bite.  Congress  recognized  this 
fact,  and,  to  meet  the  requirements  of  these 
conditions,  passed  the  act  of  May  14,  1890. 
When  Beamer  purchased  the  settlement  right 
of  Morrison,  and  attempted  to  acquire  a 
right  to  a  particular  portion  of  the  town  site 
by  occupancy  or  improvement,  he  made  such 
purchase  and  effected  such  settlement  with 
full  knowledge  of  the  conditions  that  exist- 
ed, and  that  no  streets  had  been  laid  out,  or 
subdivisions  established,  which  were  neces- 
sary in  order  to  build  a  city  or  town;  and  he 
knew,  furthermore,  that  when  a  survey  and 
plat  were  made  he,  or  some  other  settler, 
would  be  required,  by  the  exigencies  of  the 
occasion,  to  vacate  their  claims,  and  give 
way  to  the  requirements  of  the  public. 
Knowing  these  facts,  he  voluntarily  took  his 
chances  with  all  other  settlers,  and  happened 
to  be  unfortunate  In  his  location.  He  was 
deceived  or  misled  by  no  one.  There  was  no 
compulsion  on  him  to  act,  and  he  is  In  no 
position  to  complain.  He  has  no  claims  for 
equitable  relief,  and  his  cause  should  be 
dismissed.  The  judgment  of  the  district 
court  Is  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with 
instructions  to  render  judgment  for  the  de- 
fendants In  said  cause  for  their  costs. 

McATEE  and  SCOTT,  JJ.,  concnr.  DALE, 
C.  J.,  trial  judge  below,  and  BIERER,  J., 
having  been  of  counsel,  not  sitting. 


EDDY  V.  KINCAID,  Secretary  of  State. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.  Sept.  12,  1895.) 
BiiXCTioN  OP  Railkoad  Commissioners. 
Act  1891,  known  us  the  "Australian  Bal- 
lot Law,"  provides  for  the  election  by  the  people 
of  only  such  state  officers  as  are,  by  existing 
law,  to  be  elected  by  thpm.  and  does  not,  there- 
fore, repeal,  nor  is  it  inconsistent  with.  Hill's 
Ann.  Laws,  f  4003.  providing  for  the  election  of 
railroad  commissioners  by  the  state  legislature. 

On  motion  for  rehearing.    Doiied. 
For  former  report,  see  41  Pac.  156. 

BEAN,  O.  J.  In  his  petition  for  a  rehear- 
ing, counsel  for  the  defendant  calls  attention 
to  the  fact  that  he  did  not  base  his  conten- 
tion as  to  the  effect  of  the  act  of  1891  en- 
tirely upon  the  first  section,  but  contended 
at  the  hearing  that  sections  9  and  72,  as  well 
as  section  1,  and,  in  fact,  the  whole  act.  In- 
dicated an  intention  to  cover  the  entire  sub- 
ject of  elections,  and,  in  effect,  to  provide  for 
the  election  of  all  state  officers  by  the  peo- 
ple, and  is  therefore  inconsistent  with,  and 
repeals  by  implication,  that  portion  of  the 
act  creating  a  board  of  railroad  commission- 
ers which  provides  for  the  election  of  Its 
members  by  the  legislature.    Repeals  by  im^ 
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jdlcadon  are  not  favored,  and  It  is  only  when 
tlie  provisions  of  the  latter  act  are  bo  re- 
IHignant  to  the  former  that  both  cannot  stand, 
or  when  the  latter  is  clearly  intended  as  a 
substitute  for  the  former,  that  such  an  In- 
terpretation Is  to  prevail.  End.  Interp.  St. 
S  210.  Now,  It  cannot  be  claimed  that  the 
act  of  1801  was  Intended  as  a  substitute  for 
the  act  creating  the  railroad  commission;  nor, 
in  our  opinion,  is  there  any  conflict  between 
the  two  acts.  The  office  of  railroad  commis- 
sioner is  nowhere  mentioned  in  the  act  of 
1891,  nor  does  it  provide  that  such  officers 
shall  be  elected  by  the  people.  It  begins  by 
declaring  ttiat  a  general  election  shall  be 
held  on  the  first  Monday  in  June,  1892,  and 
biennially  thereafter,  at  which  time  there 
sliail  be  chosen  so  many  of  the  following  of- 
ficers "as  are  to  be  elected  in  such  year 
[naming  certain  offlceis;  the  railroad  com- 
missioners, however,  not  being  among  the 
numlier],  and  all  other  state,  district,  county 
and  precinct  officers  provided  by  law."  It 
is  thus,  by  its  terms,  confined  to  such  officers 
as  are  by  law  to  be  elected  by  the  people; 
and,  as  there  is  no  law  providing  tliat  the 
railroad  commissioners  shall  be  so  elected,  it 
manifestly  has  no  application  to  them.  The 
act  of  1891  was  intended,  as  its  title  plainly 
implies,  to  fix  the  time  for  and  regulate  the 
manner  of  conducting  state,  district,  county, 
and  precinct  elections;  to  prescribe  the  man- 
ner of  making  nominations;  the  printing  and 
delivery  of  ballots;  and  to  prevent  frauds 
and  punish  crimes  aCFecting  the  right  of  suf- 
froge.  And  the  section  declaring  what  of- 
ficers shall  be  elected  in  the  manner  pre- 
scribed by  the  act  is  only  a  re-enactment  of 
the  law  as  it  stood  prior  to  the  creation  of 
the  board  of  railroad  commissioners.  In  our 
opinion,  there  is  nothing,  therefore,  in  the 
point  that  the  act  of  1891  repeals,  or  is  in- 
consistent with,  the  law  providing  for  the 
election  of  railroad  commissioners  by  the  leg- 
islature. CSounsel  also  ably  and  learnedly  re- 
argues the  question  of  the  constitutionality  of 
the  act  providing  for  the  election  of  railroad 
commissioners  by  the  legislature,  but,  inas- 
much as  the  points  raised  were  fully  consid- 
ered and  determined  in  the  former  opinion,  a 
rehearing  would  be  unprofitable.  The  peti- 
tion is  therefore  denied. 


JOHNSTON  et  al.  v.  BARRILLS. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1895.) 

Laborer's  Wages—  Liex  —  En  pokc  km  est  —  Pat- 
.ME!JT  BT  Note. 
1.  Section  1  of  tlie  act  approved  Poimiary 
20,  1891  (2  Hill's  Code,  p.  1902V  provid..<8  that 
any  person  interested  in  property  whieh  is 
sounht  to  be  subjected  to  the  preferred  cl.iim  of 
a  laborer  or  employe  may  contest  the  claim,  or 
any  part  thereof,  by  filing  exceptions  thereto  sui)- 
ported  by  affidavit,  and  thereupon  the  claimnnt 
shall  be  required  to  establish  his  claim  by  juds- 
ment.  Urld,  that  it  was  not  necessary  for  such 
claimant  to  proceed  to  judpment  on  a  claim  o[>- 
posed  t)y  aflidavit  that  the  claim  was  paid  by  the 


daimant's  acceptance  of  the  debtor's  promia- 
Borj  note,  there  being  no  allegation  of  an  agree- 
ment that  it  was  to  be  accepted  in  payment. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  an  agreement  to  that 
efTect,  the  acceptance  of  a  debtor's  promissory 
note  is  not  a  payment  of  a  claim. 

3.  A  firm  engaged  t«  thresh  grain  for  an 
agreed  price  are  not  "laborers"  or  "employ^" 
and  their  compensation  is  not  "wages,"  within 
the  meaning  of  Act  Feb.  20,  1891  (2  Hill's  Code, 
p.  1902),  entitled  "An  act  to  protect  employ^ 
and  laborers  in  their  claims  for  wages." 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Wasco  county; 
W.  L.  Bradshaw,  Jndge. 

Action  In  attachment  by  T.  H.  Johnston 
and  another  against  Joseph  Barrills.  James 
Brown  and  another  intervened  for  the  pur- 
pose of  filhig  a  laborers'  claim.  The  claim 
was  disallowed,  and  the  claimants  appeal. 
Affirmed. 

William  H.  Wilson,  for  appellants.  Dufur 
&  Menefee,  for  respondents. 

MOORE,  J.  This  is  a  proceeding  to  estab- 
lish and  enforce  a  preferred  claim  to  the 
proceeds  arising  from  the  sale  of  attached 
property.  The  facts  are:  That  T.  H.  John- 
ston and  G.  W.  Johnston,  partners  doing 
business  under  the  firm  name  of  Johnston 
Bros.,  having  commenced  an  action  against 
one  Joseph  Barrills,  bad  a  quantity  of  grain, 
the  property  of  the  defendant,  attached  to 
satisfy  any  Judgment  which  they  might  oD- 
tain  against  him.  That  within  10  days  there- 
after the  claimants,  James  Brown  and  J.  D. 
Jones,  partners  doing  business  under  the 
firm  name  of  Brown  &  Jones,  intervened  for 
the  purpose  of  establishing  a  laborers'  claim 
against  the  attached  property,  and  under  the 
provisions  of  an  act  of  the  legislative  as- 
sembly entitled  "An  act  to  protect  employes 
and  laborers  in  their  claims  for  wages,"  ap- 
proved Februar>'  20,  1891  ('2  Hill's  Code,  p. 
1902),  filed  a  statement  of  their  claim,  un- 
der oath,  with  the  sheriff  who  had  attached 
said  property,  in  which  they  claimed  $129.88 
for  threshing  1,820  bushels  of  wheat  and  972 
bushels  of  oats,  and  demanded  the  payment 
of  $100  thereon,  as  preferred  creditors,  for 
services  performed  for  the  debtor  within  90 
days  next  preceding  the  attachment.  The 
said  ofllcer  having  reported  the  statement  of 
said  claim  to  the  court,  Johnston  Bros.,  by 
their  attorneys,  filed  exceptions  thereto  as 
follows:  "(1)  Said  claim  is  not  founded  on 
a  claim  for  wages.  (2)  Said  claim  is  not  the 
claim  of  an  employe  or  laborer,  but  Is,  upon 
its  face,  and  in  fact,  the  claim  of  contract- 
ors. (3)  That  said  claim  is  BOt  such  as  Is 
contemplated,  provided  for,  or  included  In 
the  'Act  to  protect  employes  and  laborers  in 
their  claims  for  wages,'  approved  February 
20,  1801,  and  under  which  act  said  claim- 
ants. Brown  &  Jones,  seek  to  establish  their 
said  claim  as  preferred.  (4)  That  If  said 
claim  of  Brown  &  Jones  could.  In  the  first 
Instance,  have  heen  considered  as  a  pre- 
ferred claim  upon  the  attached  property, 
they,  the  said  Brown  &  Jones,  have  waived 
their  right,  Bo  far  as  the  plaintiffs  are  con- 
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cemed,  in  that  aa  to  these  plalntlfb,  they,  the 
said  Brown  &  Jones,  have  received  full  pay- 
ment of  their  said  original  debt  and  claim,  by 
recelrlng  and  accepting  a  negotiable  promis- 
sory note  for  the  full  amount  from  the  debtor, 
Joseph  Barrllls.  (5)  That  the  taJcing  and  ac- 
c^tlng  sold  negotiable  promissory  note  by  said 
Brown  &  Jones  from  said  Joseph  Barrllls,  as 
appears  by  the  affidavit  hereto  attached,  sup- 
porting these  exceptions,  was,  as  to  these 
plaintiffs,  full  payment  of  their  claim  under 
their  said  alleged  contract."  With  these  ex- 
ceptions, Frank  Menefee,  one  of  Johnston 
Bros.'  attorneys,  filed  his  affidavit  showing 
that  his  clients  were  Interested  In  the  at- 
tached property  to  the  extent  of  their  de- 
mand against  Barrllls,  as  alleged  in  their 
complaint,  and  that  the  claimants  had  ex- 
hibited to  him  a  note  which  they  bad  ac- 
cepted from  Barrllls  for  the  full  amount  of 
their  threshing  debt  The  facts  further 
show  that,  upon  due  consideration  of  said 
exceptions  and  affidavit,  the  court  found 
that  they  were  sufficient  to  require  the  claim- 
ants to  establish  their  demand  by  judgment; 
but,  neglecting  to  do  so,  the  claim  was  re- 
jected, and  the  proceedings  dismissed,  from 
which  judgment  they  appeal.  Two  ques- 
tions arc  presented  by  the  record  for  our 
consideration:  (1)  The  sufficiency  of  the  ex- 
ceptions to  the  statement  filed  by  the  claim- 
ants; and  (2)  whether  they  are  entitled  to 
be  considered  preferred  creditors,  under  the 
provisions  of  the  act. 

The  statute  (section  1  of  the  act  supra),  in 
substance,  provides  that  any  person  interest- 
ed in  the  property  which  is  sought  to  be  sub- 
jected to  the  preferred  claim  of  a  laborer  or 
employ^  may  contest  the  claim,  or  any  part 
thereof,  by  filing  exceptions  thereto,  sup- 
ported by  affidavit,  in  the  court  having  juris- 
diction of  the  property,  and  thereupon  the 
claimant  shall  be  required  to  establish  his 
claim  by  judgment  in  such  court  before  any 
part  thereof  shall  be  paid.  It  will  be  ob- 
served that  the  first,  second,  and  third  ex- 
ceptions are  equivalent  to  a  demurrer  to  the 
statement,  except  the  allegation  In  the  sec- 
ond that  it  "Is  upon  Its  face,  and  in  fact,  a 
claim  of  contractors,"  but  this  allegation  is 
not  supported  by  afiidavlt,  while  the  fourth 
and  fifth  exceptions  present  facts  intended 
as  a  defense  to  the  statement,  and  the  affi- 
davit refers  to  them  only.  It  Is  not  alleged 
in  any  of  the  exceptions  that  the  note  was 
accepted  by  the  claimants  under  an  agree- 
ment between  them  and  Barrllls  that  it 
should  discharge  the  debt  of  the  latter  for 
which  it  was  given.  "Nothing,"  says  Lord, 
C.  J.,  in  Black  v.  SIppy,  15  Or.  674,  16  Pac. 
418,  "is  better  settled  than  that  accepting  a 
note  is  not  payment  of  an  account,  nor  is 
accepting  one  note  in  retiewal  of  another  pay- 
ment of  the  old  note,  nnless  there  is  an  agree- 
ment that  the  note  should  be  accepted  in 
payment."  From  all  that  appears  in  these 
exceptions,  the  claimants  may  hare  taken 
the  note  as  a  mere  evidence  of  the  debt,  and 
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with  no  agreement  or  Intention  to  accept  it 
in  i>ayment  of  theb:  account  As  we  view 
the  statute,  the  exceptions  therein  provided 
for  are  in  the  nature  of  an  answer  to  a  peti- 
tion of  intervention,  and  should  put  in  issue 
the  material  allegations  of  the  claimants' 
statement,  or  some  of  them,  before  they 
could  be  required  to  take  any  steps  looking 
to  the  establishment  of  their  claim  by  judg- 
ment If  the  taking  of  a  negotiable  promis- 
sory note  on  account  of  a  precedent  debt  is 
to  be  presumed  to  be  in  satisfaction  of  it, 
aa  held  in  some  states  (2  Daniel,  Neg.  Inst, 
f  1260),  It  would  have  been  unnecessary  to 
allege  any  agrreemeat  between  the  claimants 
and  Barrllls  on  the  subject  (Bliss,  Code  PI. 
i  175).  But  this  court,  in  Black  v.  Slppy, 
supra,  having  adopted  the  language  of  Lord 
Holt  in  Olark  v.  Mundal,  1  Salk.  124,  that 
"a  bill  shall  never  go  in  discharge  of  preced- 
ent debt,  except  it  be  a  part  of  the  con- 
tract that  it  should  be  so,"  the  discharge  of 
the  debt  on  account  of  the  threshing  cannot 
be  presumed  from  the  acceptance  of  Bar- 
rllls' negotiable  promissory  note;  and,  not 
having  alleged  that  the  note  was  accepted 
under  an  agreemMit  that  it  should  be  in  pay- 
ment of  the  account,  it  follows  that  such 
exceptions  did  not  present  any  issue  requir- 
ing further  proceedings  In  support  of  the 
claim. 

The  act  under  consideration,  so  far  as  it 
applies  to  the  case  at  bar,  provides  that  when 
the  proi>erty  of  any  person  shall  be  seized  up- 
on any  process  of  any  court  of  this  state,  then 
the  debts  owing  to  laborers  or  employes, 
which  have  accrued  by  reason  of  their  labor 
or  employment  to  an  amount  not  exceeding 
$100  to  each  employe,  for  work  or  labor  per- 
formed within  90  days  next  preceding  the 
seizure,  shall  be  considered  and  treated  as 
preferred,  and  such  laborers  or  employes  shall 
be  preferred  creditors,  and  shall  first  be  paid; 
but,  if  there  be  not  sufficient  to  pay  them  in 
full,  the  same  shall  be  paid  to  them  pro  rata, 
after  paying  costs.  Any  labM^r  or  employ^ 
desiring  to  enforce  his  claim  for  wages  shall 
present  a  statement  mider  oath,  showing  the 
amount  due  after  deducting  all  just  credits 
and  set-offs,  the  kind  of  work  for  which  said 
wages  are  due,  and  when  performed,  to  the 
officer  or  person  charged  with  the  execution 
of  said  process,  within  10  days  after  the 
seizure  of  the  property  on  any  executicm  or 
writ  of  attachment  The  claimants,  desiring) 
to  avail  themselves  of  the  foregoing  provi- 
sions, filed  with  the  said  sheriff  their  state- 
ment under  oath,  from  which  it,  inter  alia,  ap- 
pears "that  said  firm  was  employed  by  the 
said  Joseph  Barrllls  on  or  about  the  3d  day  of 
October,  1894,  to  work  for  said  Barrllls  In 
threshing  the  crop  of  grain  raised  by  said 
Barrllls  during  the  season  of  1894,  at  the  rate 
of  five  cents  per  bushel  for  wheat  and  four 
cents  per  bushel  for  oats,  and  that  under  said 
contract  said  firm  began  to  work  on  the  3d 
day  of  Octobor,  181)4;  and  between  that  day 
and  the  8th  day  of  October,  1894,  said  firm  , 
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performed  work,  services,  and  labor  five  days, 
and  threshed  1,820  bushels  of  wheat,  amount- 
InK  to  $91,  and  972  bushels  of  oats,  amonntlng 
to  $38.88,  and  in  the  aggrej^ate  amounting  to 
$129.8a"  It  will  be  observed,  by  an  ex- 
amination of  the  act,  that  its  provisions  are 
intended  to  secure  to  a  laborer  or  employfe  the 
benefit  of  his  wages  when  his  employer's 
property  has  been  levied  upon  by  virtue  of 
any  judicial  process.  A  proper  definition  of 
the  terms  "laborer,"  "employ^,"  and  "wages" 
becomes  necessary,  to  correctly  interpret  the 
act.  Under  a  statute  of  Pennsylvania  quite 
similar  to  the  one  in  question,  the  supreme 
court  of  that  state  held  that  laborers  were 
those  who  perform  with  their  own  hands  the 
coutract  they  make  with  their  employer. 
Seiders's  Appeal,  46  Pa,  St  57.  And  in  a  lat- 
er case  (Wentroth's  Appeal,  82  Pa.  St  469) 
Mr.  Ju.'iilee  Sharswood,  in  construing  a  simi- 
lar statute,  said:  "The  act  meant  to  favor 
those  who  earned  their  money  by  the  sweat 
of  their  own  brows,  not  those  who  were  mere 
contractors  to  liave  the  work  done,  and  whose 
compensation  was  the  profit  they  would  real- 
ize on  the  transaction."  In  Campfield  v. 
Lang,  25  Fed.  128,  it  was  held  that  one  who 
performed  service  in  sawing  up  lumber,  which 
involved  capital,  machinery,  and  the  labor  of 
employes,  was  not  a  "laborer,"  and  that  a 
given  compensation  per  1,000  feet,  to  be  paid 
for  sawing  the  lumber,  was  not  "wages,"  in 
the  sense  in  which  the  terms  were  used  in  the 
statute.  In  People  v.  Board  of  Police,  75  N. 
Y.  39,  Miller,  J.,  in  defining  one  ot  the  terms, 
says:  "Employes  are  usually  considered  as 
embracing  laborers  and  servants,  and  tliose 
occupying  inferior  positions."  From  the  whole 
scope  and  tenor  of  the  act  in  question,  it  is 
app."irent  that  the  terms  "laborer"  and  "em- 
pioyfi,"  as  there  used,  are  synon.vnious.  and 
relate  to  a  class  of  persons  who,  by  their  own 
manual  labor,  earn  a  livelihood.  End.  Interp. 
St.  i  99.  The  words  "employer"  and  "em- 
ployfi"  are  doubtless  the  outgrowth  of  the  old 
terms  of  "master"  and  "servant,"  and  have 
been  adopted  by  reason  of,  and  in  deference 
to,  the  exalted  position  labor  has  acquired  by 
the  education  of  the  masses.  The  statute 
has  wisely  provided  an  easy  and  speedy  rem- 
edy, by  means  of  which  the  laborer  or  em- 
ploye, in  case  the  property  of  his  employer 
has  been  levied  upon  under  judicial  process, 
may  obtain  a  portion,  at  least,  of  the  wages 
due  him  for  his  manual  labor.  Tlie  act,  how- 
ever, being  in  derogation  of  the  common  law, 
should  be  strictly  construed;  and  no  person 
should  be  entitled  to  its  benefits  unless  he  is 
a  "laborer,"  and  makes  a  prima  facie  showing 
that  his  claim  comes  within  its  provisions. 
There  being  no  affirmative  allegation  in  the 
statement  that  the  grain  was  threshed  by  ma- 
chinery, or  that  the  work  Involved  capital  and 
labor,  and  the  allegation  In  the  exceptions 
that  "said  claim  is  not  the  claim  of  an  em- 
ploye or  laborer,  but  is,  upon  its  face,  and  in 
fact,  a  claim  of  contractors,"  not  having  been 
supported  by  affidavit,  the  question  is  present- 


ed whether  the  trial  court  committed  an  er- 
ror by  invoking  the  presumption  that  the 
grain  was  threshed  by  a  threshing  machine, 
and  dismissing  the  claim  upon  such  presump- 
tion. Mr.  Rice,  in  his  work  on  Evidence  (vol- 
ume 1,  S  30),  In  commenting  upon  a  presump- 
tion of  f&ct  says:  "It  is  presumed  that  regu- 
lar and  ordinary  means  are  adopted  for  a  giv- 
en end.  So,  where  the  means  calcalated  to 
attain  a  certain  end  appear  to  have  been 
adopted,  and  the  end  itself  appears  to  have 
been  attained,  a  particular  completion  will 
be  presumed."  In  a  state  like  this,  contain- 
ing vast  fields  of  wheat  barley,  oats,  and 
rye,  it  cannot  be  presumed  that  any  other 
mode  of  threshing  grain  exists  than  by  ma- 
chinery. If,  In  such  states,  which  are  noted 
for  the  quantity  of  grain  annually  raised,  A. 
engage  B.  to  thresh  his  crop  of  grain,  and 
nothing  Is  said  alK>ut  the  means  to  be  adopt- 
ed to  accomplish  the  result,  can  there  be  a 
doubt  that  the  parties  were  contracting  with 
reference  to  the  implied  fact  that  the  grain 
was  to  be  threshed  by  a  threshing  machine? 
Persons  of  ordinary  intelligence  would  so  un- 
derstand and  Interpret  the  contract,  and 
there  is  no  just  reason  why  courts  should  as- 
sume a  greater  degree  of  Ignorance.  It  must 
therefore  be  presumed,  from  on  inspection  of 
the  claimants'  statement,  snowing  the  rapidi- 
ty with  which  the  work  was  done,  tliat  the 
grain  was  threshed  by  means  of  a  threshing 
machine,  the  operation  of  which  Involved  an 
outlay  of  capital  and  the  employmoit  of  la- 
bor, and  that  the  work  was  not  done  by  their 
manual  labor  alone.  The  claimants  not  hav- 
ing been  "laborers"  or  "employee,"  the  com- 
pensation which  they  were  to  tiave  received 
was  not  "wages,"  within  the  meaning  of  the 
act;  and  hence  their  claim  was  not  entitled 
to  preference,  and  the  court  committed  no 
error  in  dismissing  the  proceedings.  It  fol- 
lows that  the  judgment  must  be  affirmed, 
and  it  is  so  ordered. 


CLEMENS  V.  HANLEY  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1895.) 

Review  on  Appeal — Bill  op   Exceptions — Dis- 
cretion OP  COOBT. 

1.  Assignments  of  error— of  surprise,  insuffi- 
ciency of  tlie  evidence  to  justify  the  verdict,  er- 
rors of  law  occurring  at  the  trial  and  duly  ex- 
cepted to — will  not  be  reviewed  on  appeal,  in  the 
absence  of  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

2.  The  discretion  of  the  court  exercised  in 
permitting  a  reply  to  be  amended  during  the  tri- 
al, will  not  be  reviewed,  except  for  abuse. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Harney  county; 
James  A.  Fee,  Judge. 

Action  by  Peter  Clemens  against  W.  D. 
Hanley  and  another.  PlahitieC  had  judg- 
ment, and  defendants  appeal.    Affirmed. 

J.  J.  Balleray,  for  appellants.  J.  L.  Rand, 
for  respondent. 

BEAX,  C.  J.  This  Is  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  the  court  below  In  favor  of  the 
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plaintiff  for  the  mm  of  9760,  rendered  In  an 
action  at  law.  The  assignments  of  error  in 
the  notice  of  appeal  are  as  foUotra:  (1)  Ir- 
regnlarlty  In  the  proceedings  and  in  the  or> 
ders  of  the  court,  and  abuse  of  discretion,  by 
which  defendants  were  prevented  from  hav- 
ing  a  fair  trial.  (2)  Suiprlse,  wlilch  ordinary 
prudence  could  not  have  guarded  against  (S) 
Insnfficiency  of  the  evidence  to  Justify  the 
verdict  or  Judgment  (4)  Error  In  law  oocnr- 
ilng  at  the  trial,  and  duly  excepted  to  by  de- 
fendanta 

There  is  no  bill  of  exceptions  in  the  record, 
and  hence  the  last  three  assignments  of  er- 
ror, even  If  otherwise  sufficient,  go  for 
naught  as  there  is  no  foundation  upon  which 
they  can  rest 

The  first  assignment  is  also  indefinite  and 
uncertain,  bnt  it  Is  claimed  that  it  is  sufficient 
to  raise  the  question  as  to  whether  the  court 
abased  its  discretion,  in  allowing  an  amended 
reply  to  be  filed  during  the  progress  of  the 
trial.  The  statute  provides  for  the  amend- 
ment of  a  pleading  at  any  time  before  the 
cause  Is  submitted,  by  conforming  the  plead- 
ing to  the  facts  proved,  when  such  amend- 
ment does  not  substantially  change  the  cause 
of  action  or  defense.  Code,  {  101.  But  leave 
to  so  amend  is  granted  or  refused  in  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  its 
action  will  not  be  reviewed  here,  except  for 
an  abuse  of  such  discretion,  which  does  not 
appear  in  this  case.  We  have  nothing  before 
us  but  the  wlglnal  and  amended  replies,  aifd 
from  them  it  does  not  apiiear  that  the  allow- 
ance of  the  amendment  was  an  abuse  of  dis- 
cretion by  the  trial  court  and  it  follows  that 
the  Judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


07  Or.  249) 

CAMPBELL  T.  SNYDEB. 

(Supreme  Conrt  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1885.) 

Bnx  or  Rsvisw— Coktr^ot  or  Hibribd  Womait. 

1.  A  Mil  of  review  will  lie  for  error  of  law 
apparent  upon  the  face  of  a  decree. 

2.  The  covenant  of  a  married  woman,  in  a 
mortgage  of  her  property  to  secnre  the  note  of 
her  husband,  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt,  does  not 
create  a  personal  liability  against  her,  though 
she  is  not  a  party  to  the  contract  whereby  the 
indebteduesB  was  created. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  UmatiUa  county; 
James  A  Fee,  Judge. 

Action  by  Harriet  Campt>ell  against  Ed- 
ward Snyder  to  cancel  a  Judgment  thereto- 
fore rendered  against  her  by  default  A  de- 
mnrrer  to  the  complaint  was  sustained,  and 
plalntlfl  appeals.    Reversed. 

i.  J.  Balloay,  for  appellant. 

PER  CURIAM.  There  are  two  very  Im- 
portant questions  suggested  by  this  appeal: 
First  whether,  under  our  statute,  a  bill  of 
review  will  lie  for  error  of  law  apparent  up- 
on the  face  of  the  decree  sought  to  lie  re- 
viewed; and,  second,  whether  the  covenant 
of  a  married  woman,  in  a  mortgage  of  her 


prop&ety  to  secnre  a  note  of  her  husband,  to 
pay  the  mortgage  debt  creates  a  personal 
liability  against  her,  she  not  being  a  party 
to  the  contract  whereby  the  indebtedness  was 
created.  From  Heatherly  v.  Hadley,  4  Or. 
7,  Crews  V.  Richards,  14  Or.  442,  13  Paa  67, 
and  Knoll  v.  Kiessllng,  23  Or.  8,  35  Pac.  248, 
It  seems  that  the  first  of  these  questions 
should  be  answered  In  the  affirmative,  and 
the  second  in  the  negative;  but  not  hav- 
ing the  benefit  of  a  brief  or  argument  for 
respondent  in  tills  case,  and  believing  the  con- 
clusion reached  not  entirely  free  from  doubt 
either  or  both  questions  must  be  considered 
as  open  for  re-examination  in  the  future, 
should  they  become  Important  The  decree 
of  the  court  below  is  reversed,  and  a  decree 
wUi  be  entered  here  as  prayed  for  in  the 
complaint 


(27  Or.  21B) 

LA  GRANDE  NAT.  BANK  T.  BLUM  et  aL 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1885.) 

R&TtnoATioir  or  Aoint's  Acts — Notics  to  Takb 
DsposiTiON— PROor  or  Sbrvicb — Instructions. 

1.  A  bank,  by  suing  on  a  note  taken  by  its 
cashier  under  a  contract  made  by  him,  ratifies 
the  contract  in  toto,  though  bie  was  unauthor- 
ized to  make  it 

2.  Proof  of  service  by  a  marshal  of  notice  of 
aoDlication  for  commission  to  take  deposition  is 
properly  made  by  his  certificate.    Hill  s  Code,  {{ 

3.  The  refusal  of  instructions  is  not  error 
where  the  substance  thereof  has  been  given  In 
the  general  charge. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Union  conn^; 
Morton  D.  CUftord,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  La  Grande  National  Banli 
against  N.  Blum  and  another.  Judgment  for 
defendants.    Plaintiff  appeals.     Affirmed. 

O.  EL  Stnn,  for  iM>t>ellant  M.  Balcer,  for 
respondents. 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  on  a  promis- 
sory note  executed  and  delivered  by  the  de- 
fendants to  plalntltr  on  February  12,  1892, 
payable  three  months  after  date.  The  oom- 
idaint  U  in  the  usual  form.  The  answer  ad- 
mits the  execution  and  delivery  of  the  note, 
but  as  a  defense  avers,  in  substance,  that  at 
the  time  of  such  execution  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  and  in  possession  of  two  certain 
promissory  notes,  for  $600  eacli,  on  one  O.  M. 
Ramsey,  which  it  delivered  to  defendant 
Blum  for  collection,  onder  an  agreement  that 
be  would  pay  over  the  proceeds  to  plaintiff,  if 
collected,  or,  U  unable  to  collect  the  notes  or 
any  part  thereof,  he  would  return  them;  that 
the  note  in  question  was  given  to  secure  the 
IMrformance  of  such  agreement  on  Blum's 
part;  and  that  he  fully  complied  therewith. 
The  reply  puts  in  issue  the  allegations  of  the 
answer,  and  affirmatively  avers  that  the 
Ramsey  notes  mentioned  therein  were  orig- 
inally made,  executed,  and  delivered  to  the 
defendant  Blum  and  one  Summers,  as  part- 
ners under  the  firm  name  of  Summers  & 
Blum,  and  were  by  plaintiff  discounted  in  the 
usual  course  of  business,  the  payment  thereof 
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being  guarantied  by  ha  IndoTsement  of  tbe 
I>ayceB;  that  wben  the  notes  matured  demand 
was  duly  made  of  the  maker,  and,  lie  beini; 
insolvent  and  neglecting  to  pay  tbe  same, 
payment  was  demanded  of  Summers  &  Blum, 
whereupon  the  note  in  suit  was  made,  execut- 
ed, and  delivered  in  discharge  of  the  obliga- 
tion of  Summers  &  Blum  as  indorsers  of  the 
Ramsey  notes.  Upon  the  trial  the  Jury,  find- 
ing the  allegations  of  the  answer  to  be  true, 
rendered  a  verdict  in  favor  of  defendants, 
upon  which  judgment  was  subsequently  en- 
tered, and  plaintltr  appeala 

It  is  contended  that  tbe  court  erred  in  re- 
fusing to  direct  a  verdict  in  favor  of  plaintiff, 
at  the  close  of  tbe  testimony,  on  the  ground 
that  the  evidence  for  tbe  defendants  showed 
that  the  agreement  set  up  in  the  answer  was 
made  with  the  cashier  of  plaintiff  without  its 
authority.  It  is  unnecessary  for  us  to  enter 
Into  an  examination  of  the  power,  duty,  and 
authority  of  tbe  cashier  of  a  bank,  to  ascer- 
tain whether  the  alleged  agreement  or  con- 
tract set  up  in  tbe  answer  was  within  the 
scope  of  his  agency;  for  the  plaintiff,  by 
bringing  this  action  on  the  note  received  by 
the  cashier  under  such  contract,  has,  so  far 
as  this  proceeding  is  concerned,  ratified  the 
entire  contract.  No  rule  of  law  is  more 
fundamental  than  If  the  principal  elects  tu 
ratify  any  part  of  the  unauthorized  act  of  an 
agent  he  must  ratify  the  whole.  He  cannot 
accept  that  part  which  is  favorable  to  him- 
self, and  repudiate  the  remainder.  As  said 
by  Mr.  Justice  Story:  "The  principal  cannot, 
of  his  own  mere  authority,  ratify  a  transac- 
tion in  part,  and  repudiate  it  as  to  the  rest. 
He  must  either  adopt  the  whole  or  none." 
Story,  Ag.  <  250.  And  "from  this  maxim," 
says  Chief  Justice  Smith,  "results  a  role  of 
universal  application  that,  where  a  contract 
has  been  entered  into  by  one  man  as  agent  of 
another,  the  person  on  whose  behalf  It  has 
been  made  'cannot  take  the  benefit  of  It  with- 
out bearing  its  burdens.  The  contract  must 
be  performed  in  its  Integrity.'  "  Rudasill  v. 
Falls,  92  N.  C.  222.  Indeed,  reason,  as  well 
as  authority,  is  all  one  way  on  this  question. 
Mecb.  Ag.  I  130;  Coleman  v.  Stark,  1  Or. 
116;  Eberts  v.  Selover,  44  Mich.  519;  McClure 
V.  Brlggs,  58  Vt  82,  2  Atl.  nss.  Now,  in  this 
case,  if  the  cashier  of  the  bank  exceeded  his  I 
authority  in  making  the  contract  with  the  de-  ' 
fendants  set  up  in  the  answer,  and  in  accept- 
ing the  note  in  suit,  the  plaintiff  was  not 
bound  thereby;  but  it  was  bound  to  take  the 
contract  in  its  entirety  or  not  to  recognize  it 
at  all.  It  cannot  affirm  that  part  of  his  act 
which  is  of  advantage  to  it,  and  repudiate  the 
rest 

It  was  also  claimed  that  the  alleged  agree- 
ment was  an  attempt  to  vary  by  parol  the 
terms  of  a  written  contract.  But  tlmt  ques- 
tion was  presented  and  decided  on  the  former 
appeal  in  this  case  (37  Pac.  48),  and  requires 
no  further  notice  at  this  time. 

It  is  next  contended  that  tbe  court  erred  in 
oTemiUng    plalntur*    motion    to    suppress 


Blum's  d^Msltlon,  and  In  allowing  the  same 
to  be  read  In  evidence  on  the  triaL  The 
ground  of  the  objection  is  that  there  is  no 
sufficient  proof  of  service  of  notice  of  tbe  ap- 
plication for  a  commission  to  take  such  testi- 
mony. The  notice  was  served  by  the  mar- 
shal of  La  Grande,  and  tbe  proof  of  service 
is  made  by  his  certificate,  while  the  claim  for 
plaintiff  is  that  it  should  have  been  made  by 
his  affidavit  Now,  by  section  527  of  the 
Code,  the  marsbal  was  authorized  to  serve  tbe 
notice  and  make  the  pioof  of  service  in  the 
same  manner  as  he  is  empowered  by  law  to 
do  in  case  of  the  service  of  a  summons;  and 
section  61  provides  that  the  proof  of  service  of 
a  summons  by  a  marshal  shall  be  by  his  cer- 
tificate; and  therefore  the  service  in  question 
is  sufficient. 

Error  Is  also  assigned  on  the  refusal  of  the 
trial  court  to  give  a  series  of  some  nine  In- 
structions embodying  abstract  propositions  of 
law  concerning  the  legal  liability  of  an  in- 
dorser  of  a  promissory  note.  These  instruc- 
tions could  only  become  material  in  this  case 
on  the  theory  of  the  plaintiff  that  tbe  note  in 
suit  was  given  by  the  defendants  in  discbarge 
of  the  liability  of  Summers  &  Blum  as  in- 
dorsers of  the  Ramsey  notes,  and  was,  there- 
fore, supported  by  a  sufficient  consideration: 
but  the  court,  in  its  general  charge,  concisely 
presented  the  same  idea  by  Instructing  the 
Jury  "that,  if  the  note  was  given  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  up  the  Ramsey  notes,  that 
would  be  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  your 
verdict  should  be  for  plaintiff."  This  was  all 
plaintiff  sought  to  accomplish  by  the  abstract 
propositions  of  law  submitted  In  the  form  of 
Instructions,  and  was  certainly  simpler  and 
more  easily  comprehended  by  the  Jury. 

There  are  some  other  assignments  of  error 
In  the  notice  of  appeal,  but  they  are  without 
merit,  and  the  Judgment  must  be  affirmed. 


DRAY  et  al.  v.  BLOCH. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1895.) 
Admixistratob  de  Bonis  Nos — Accocnting. 
An  administrator  having  sold  land  and 
received  part  of  the  pay  therefor,  which  he  mis- 
appropriated, and  the  sale  having  boeu  coufirm- 
od,  the  administrator  de  bonis  non  can  be  held 
liable  only  for  the  balance  of  the  price  whi<A  he 
received. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Union  county; 
James  A.  Feo,  Judge. 

Henry  Dray  and  another  made  objections 
to  the  final  account  of  M.  S.  Bloch,  adminis- 
trator de  bonis  non  of  A.  Dray,  deceased,  and 
from  an  order  approving  the  account  appealed 
to  the  circuit  court  which  affirmed  the  order, 
and  they  again  appeal.    Affirmed. 

O.  H.  Finn,  for  ai^iellants.  J.  Baker,  for 
respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  Tbis  conbmversy  has  aris- 
en in  the  course  of  the  settlement  of  the 
estate  of  A.  Dray,  deceased.    Tbe  tacts  are 
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tbat  the  defendant,  haying  been  by  the  coun- 
ty court  of  Union  county  appointed  admin- 
istrator de  bonis  non  of  the  said  estate,  filed 
hlB  final  account,  to  which  the  plaintiffs, 
Henry  Dray,  an  heir  of  the  deceased,  and  D. 
Marx,  a  creditor  of  the  estate,  made  objec- 
tions, and  the  issue  thus  joined  was  referred 
to  J.  W.  Knowles,  Esq.,  to  take  the  evidence 
and  report  his  findings  of  fact  and  law 
therefrom;  and,  having  found  for  the  defend- 
ant, he  so  reported  to  the  county  court,  wlilch 
affirmed  the  report  and  made  an  order  ap- 
proving the  account  of  the  administrator, 
from  which  order  the  plaintiffs  appealed  to 
the  circuit  court,  which  rendered  a  decree 
affirming  the  order  of  the  county  court,  from 
which  decree  the  plaintiffs  appeal  to  this 
court. 

The  principal  objection  to  the  defendant's 
account  grows  out  of  the  sale  of  land  belong- 
ing to  the  estate  of  J.  W.  Dray,  the  former 
administrator,  to  one  G.  M.  Cartwrlght,  for 
$6,000,  upon  which  the  purchaser  paid  $69G.35 
to  said  J.  W.  Dray;  bat  the  latter  having 
been  removed,  and  the  defendant  appointed 
in  ills  stead,  the  county  court  made  an  order 
that  the  sale  should  be  confirmed  upon  the 
payment  to  the  defendant  of  $6,000  within  30 
days,  and  to  be  set  aside  If  not  so  paid.  The 
other  objections  relate  to  the  payment  of 
various  amounts  by  the  defendant  and  ex- 
penses incurred  In  the  administration,  the 
defendant's  failure  to  collect  certain  accounts 
due  the  estate,  and  to  the  sale  of  certain  per- 
sonal property  for  an  Insufficient  price.  The 
referee,  in  8ul»tance,  found  that  the  amounts 
paid  out  by  the  defendant  and  expenses  in- 
curred by  him  were  bona  fide  and  just  claims 
against  the  estate,  the  greater  portion  of 
which  Iiad  not  been  allowed  until  be  had 
consulted  with  and  been  advised  by  the  plain- 
tiff Henry  Dray  to  pay;  that  the  claims  of 
the  estate  against  certain  debtors  were  bar- 
red by  the  statute  of  limitations,  while  others 
were  without  merit,  and  could  not  t»e  en- 
forced; tbat  in  the  sale  of  the  personal  prop- 
erty the  defendant  had  secured  the  best 
prices  obtainable;  and  that  he  had  acted  in 
good  faith,  and  exercised  such  prudence  and 
diligence  as  men  ordinarily  bestow  upon  their 
ow^n  affairs.  The  circuit  court  adopted  these 
findings,  which  it  says  were  supported  by 
the  weight  of  the  testimony  submitted  to 
the  referee,  and  also,  in  substance,  found  tilat 
the  county  court  exercised  its  functions  in  the 
manner  provided  by  law,  without  injury  to 
any  of  the  substantial  rights  of  the  plaintiffs; 
tbat  the  plaintiff  Henry  Dray  and  J.  W.  Dray 
were  heirs  and  joint  administrators  of  the 
estate  of  the  said  A.  Dray,  deceased,  prior  to 
the  appointment  of  the  defendant  as  adminis- 
trator herein;  and  that  said  J.  W.  Dray,  as 
srnch  administrator,  collected  $696.35  on  ac- 
count of  the  said  sale  of  land  to  0.  M.  Cart- 
wright,  and  the  remainder  of  the  purchase 
price,  to  wit,  the  sum  of  $5,303.65,  was  paid 
to  the  defendant,  who  duly  accounted  there- 
for.   A  review  of  the  record  Itefore  us  shows 


that  the  referee  and  tnat  court  carefuBy  ex- 
amined the  evidence.  Including  the  long  ac- 
counts of  the  administrators,  and  convinces 
us  that  the  findings  and  conclusions  reached 
by  them  are  correct  The  said  real  projwrty 
of  the  estate  having  been  sold  by  J.  W.  Dray 
while  exercising  his  trust  as  administrator, 
the  purchaser,  having  paid  him  $696.35  on  ac- 
count thereof,  was,  on  confirmation  of  the 
sale,  entitled  to  a  deed  upon  the  payment  of 
$5,303.65.  Becaiuie  J.  W.  Dray  misappropri- 
ated the  $696.35,  the  purchaser  could  not  be 
required  to  repay  It  when  the  sale  was  con- 
firmed, nor  could  the  defendant  be  held  liable 
therefor,  because  he  did  not  collect  it.  The 
record  shows  that  the  county  court,  on  the 
settlement  of  J.  W.  Dray's  account,  found 
him  in  default  to  the  estate  in  the  sum  of 
$1,206.56,  of  which  this  $696.35  forms  a  part. 
And  the  plaintiffs  insist  that  ttie  defendant  la 
liable — First,  because  he  did  not  collect  from 
C.  M.  Cartwrlght  the  amount  paid  to  J.  W. 
Dray;  and,  second,  because  he  had  not  col- 
lected the  $1,206.56  which  J.  W.  Dray  owed 
the  estate, — thus  seeking  to  charge  him  twice 
for  the  same  amount.  The  defendant,  having 
accounted  for  the  property  and  money  re- 
ceived, was  entitled  to  be  disclmrged  as  ad- 
ministrator, and  hence  the  decree  is  affirmed. 


MAXWELL  V.  BOLLES. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1895.) 

Admismon  or  Evidbnoi— Ebror  Cobkd  bt  8cb- 
SEQVENT  Evidence — Cboss-Examinatio!; — 

ATTACBMENT  and  MOIITOAOE— PKIORITT. 

1.  Error  in  admitting  testimony  of  a  party 
as  to  the  existence  and  contents  of  a  note  with- 
out proof  of  its  loss  or  destruction  is  cured  by 
the  fact  being  thereafter  elicited,  on  his  crosa- 
examination,  that  he  had  not  possessiou  of  It, 
but  that  it  had  been  stolen  from  him  before  the 
trial. 

2.  Where  plaintiff  testifies  that  a  note  and 
mortgage  executed  by  S.  were  given  him  for 
work  performed  for  S.,  defendant,  who  contends 
that  tney  were  without  consideration,  should  be 
allowed  to  ask  him,  on  cross-examination,  when 
he  commenced  work,  when  be  quit,  what  time 
he  worked  between  those  dates,  what  wages  he 
was  to  receive,  and  how  much  he  had  been  paid 
above  the  amount  covered  by  the  note. 

3.  An  attachment  of  chattels  so  sitnated  as 
to  require  separate  and  distinct  seiEures  takes 
precedence  or  a  mortgage  thereon,  filed  on  the 
same  day  as  the  seizure,  as  to  such  of  the  chat- 
tels only  as  are  actually  taken  into  the  liands  of 
the  officer  before  the  filing: 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Union  county; 
Morton  D.  Clifford,  Judge. 

Action  by  Isaac  T.  Maxwell  against  J.  T. 
Belles.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Defendant 
appeals.    Reversed. 

T.  H.  Crawford,  for  appellant  J.  L.  Rand 
and  J.  M.  Carroll,  for  respondent 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover 
possession  of  personal  property.  The  com- 
plaint, in  substance,  alleges,  tbat  on  Febru- 
ary 12,  1884,  one  J.  Q.  Sblriey  made,  ex- 
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ecnted,  and  delivered  to  the  plaintiff  his 
promissory  note  for  tbe  snm  of  $1,000,  dae 
one  year  after  date,  and  as  security  for  tbe 
payment  of  the  same  g&ve  him  a  chattel 
mortiirage  on  31  head  of  horses,  of  the  value 
of  I960,  which  mortgage  is  conditioned  that, 
should  tbe  mortgaged  property,  or  any  part 
thereof,  be  "talcen  on  attachment  or  execu- 
tion, the  whole  of  the  principal  and  interest 
shall  become  due  and  collectible,  at  the  op- 
tion of  the  mortgagee  or  his  assigns,  and  it 
shall  be  lawful  for  such  person,  bis  agents 
or  assigns,  to  take  immediate  possession  of 
said  property,  and  to  sell  the  same  at  public 
sale";  that  said  mortgage  was  duly  and  reg- 
ularly filed  in  the  office  of  the  county  clerk 
of  Union  county  at  9  o'clock  a.  m.  of  the 
12th  day  of  February,  1894,  and  has  ever 
since  been  and  is  still  on  file  in  said  ofBce; 
that  thereafter,  and  on  the  13th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, the  defendant,  as  sheriff,  attached  a 
portion  of  said  mortgaged  property  under  a 
writ  of  attachment  issued  in  an  action  brought 
by  Wright  &  Davis  Bros,  against  Shirley, 
and  ever  since  and  now  wrongfully  and  un- 
lawfully withholds  the  possession  thereof 
from  the  plaintiff;  that,  by  reason  of  said 
attachment,  plaintiff  became  and  Is  entitled 
to  the  immediate  possession  of  said  property 
under  the  terms  of  his  mortgage.  The  an- 
Mwer  specifically  denies,  on  Information  and 
lielief,  the  material  allegations  of  tbe  com- 
plaint, and  affirmatively  avers  that  on  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1891,  there  was  placed  in  bis  hands 
for  service  two  certain  writs  of  attachment 
issued  out  of  the  circuit  court  for  Union  coun- 
ty, In  actions  pending  In  which  Wright  & 
Davis  Bros,  were  plaintiffs  and  Shirley  de- 
fendant, commanding  and  directing  him  to 
attach  and  take  Into  his  possession  sufficient 
of  the  property  of  Shirley  to  satisfy  the 
amount  named  in  said  writs;  that  afterwards, 
and  on  the  12th  day  of  February,  1894,  and 
before  the  hour  of  9  o'clock  a.  m.  of  said  day, 
under  and  by  virtue  of  said  writs,  the  de- 
fendant attached  and  took  into  his  posses- 
sion the  personal  property  in  controversy  in 
this  action,  the  same  being  at  the  time  the 
property  of  Shirley  and  in  his  i)ossesslon. 
And  for  a  further  defense  he  avers,  on  in- 
formation and  belief,  that  the  promissory 
note  and  mortgage  set  out  In  the  complaint 
were  both  voluntarily  executed  and  deliver- 
ed by  Shirley  to  plaintiff  without  any  con- 
sideration, and  for  the  purpose  of  hindering, 
delaying,  and  defrauding  the  creditors  of 
Shirley,  and  especially  Wright  &  Davis  Bros., 
whose  action  was  then  pending,  and  tJmt 
such  note  and  mortgage  were  so  received  and 
accepted  by  plaintiff.  The  reply  having  put 
In  issue  the  allegations  of  the  answer,  a  trial 
was  had,  resulting  In  a  verdict  and  judgment 
In  favor  of  the  plaintiff;  and  defendant  ap- 
peals, assigning  error  in  the  ruling  of  the 
trial  court  in  tbe  admission  of  evidence  and 
in  Its  Instructions  to  the  jury. 

It  Is  claimed  that  the  court  erred  In  allow- 
ing the  plaintiff  to  testify  as  to  the  existence 


and  contents  of  the  alleged  promissory  note 
igiven  him  by  Shirley  without  first  proving 
its  loss  or  destruction.  It  is  a  rule  of  univer- 
sal application  that  the  existence  and  con- 
tents of  a  written  Instrument,  when  material 
and  In  Issue,  cannot  be  proved  by  parol  with- 
out first  showing  that  it  is  not  within  the 
power  of  the  party  offering  such  evidence  to 
produce  the  writing  itself.  The  Instrument 
sought  to  be  proved  is  regarded,  necessarily, 
as  the  primary  or  best  evidence  of  Its  own  ex- 
istence and  contents,  and  if  possible  must  be 
produced.  This  is  but  an  application  of  the 
rule  that  the  best  evidence  of  a  disputed  fact 
must  be  produced  of  which  the  nature  of  the 
case  is  susceptible.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  {{  82,  84; 
Rice,  Ev.  f  146.  But  in  this  case  the  bill  of 
exceptions  shows  that  tbe  fact  was  elicited, 
upon  his  cross-examination,  that  the  note  la 
question  was  not  in  possession  of  tbe  plaintiff, 
but  had  been  stolen  from  him  two  or  three 
weeks  before  court  convened.  So  that  the 
error,  if  any,  in  admitting  evidence  of  the 
contents  of  the  writing  without  first  proving 
Its  loss,  was  cured  by  the  subsequent  testi- 
mony of  the  defendant.  And,  besides,  it  may 
well  be  doubted  whether  the  existence  or  con- 
tents of  the  note  was  really  In  issue  In  the 
case  at  all.  True,  the  defendant  denied  Its 
execution  or  delivery,  upon  information  and 
belief,  but  in  his  answer  he  affirmatively 
admits  the  execution  of  both  the  note  and 
mortgage,  but  alleges  that  they  were  made 
and  received  without  consideration,  and  for 
the  purpose  of  hindering,  delaying,  and  de- 
frauding the  creditors  of  Suirley;  and  this 
admission  probably  rendered  proof  of  their 
execution  and  delivery  unnecessary.  Veasy 
v.  Humphrey  (Just  decided)  41  Pac.  S. 

From  the  pleadings  it  will  be  observed  that 
the  plaintiff  claims  title  and  right  to  the  pos> 
session  of  the  horses  described  In  the  coai- 
plalnt  by  virtue  of  a  chattel  mortgage  there- 
on executed  by  Shirley  on  the  12th  day 
of  February,  1894,  whldi  was  filed  for  rec- 
ord at  9  o'clock  in  the  morning  of  said  day, 
while  the  defendant  claims  that  the  writ 
of  attachment  under  which  he  Justifies  was 
served  by  taking  the  property  in  question 
into  his  custody  before  the  mortgage  was 
filed,  and  that  the  note  and  mortgage  were 
given  and  received  for  the  purpose  of  hin- 
dering, delaying,  and  defrauding  creditors, 
and  especially  the  said  Wright  &  Davis 
Bros.  So  tliat  the  real  questions  presented 
were— First,  was  the  chattel  mortgage  filed 
before  the  attachment?  and,  second,  If  so, 
were  the  note  and  mortgage  to  plaintiff  given 
and  received  In  good  faith  to  secure  a  bona 
fide  debt? 

The  next  error  assigned  relates  to  the  re- 
fusal of  the  court  to  compel  the  plaintiff  to 
answer  certain  questions  on  cross-examina- 
tion. The  bill  of  exceptions  discloses  that 
plaintiff  testified,  on  his  direct  examination, 
that  the  note  and  mortgage  were  given  for 
and  to  secure  an  indebtedness  to  him  from 
Shirley  for  work  and  labor  performed  on 
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Shirley's  farms  prior  to  February  12,  1894. 
On  cross-examination  he  was  asked  by  de- 
fendant's counsel  the  following,  among  other, 
questions:  "Was  It  for  work  you  done  for 
him  Just  before  the  note  was  gIvenV"  "For 
what  particular  length  of  time  did  you  work 
for  Mr.  Shirley,  and  what  dates  and  be- 
tween what  dates  did  you  work  for  him,  for 
which  the  thousand-dollar  note  was  given?" 
"What  time  In  1889  did  you  commence  to 
work  for  him?"  "What  were  you  to  receive 
a  month  for  your  work?"  "How  much  did  he 
pay  you  on  your  worii  between  these  dates, 
over  and  above  the  thousand-dollar  promis- 
sory note?"  To  each  and  all  of  these  ques- 
tions plalntifT  by  his  counsel  objected,  where- 
upon the  court  sustained  the  objection,  and 
excused  the  witness  from  answering.  One 
of  the  most  Important,  if  not  the  principal, 
contested  question  In  the  case,  was  whether 
there  was  any  consideration  for  the  note  and 
mortgage  under  which  plaintiff  claims  pos- 
session of  the  property;  and,  the  plaintiff 
having  testified  In  chief  that  It  was  for  work 
and  labor  performed  by  him  for  Shirley,  It 
was  clearly  competent  for  the  defendant, 
on  cross-examination,  to  ask  him  when  he 
commenced  work,  when  he  quit,  what  time 
he  worked  between  those  dates,  what  wages 
he  was  to  receive,  and  how  much  he  had  been 
paid  for  his  work  over  and  above  the  amount 
covered  by  the  note.  These  were  all  mat- 
ters of  legitimate  cross-examination,  and 
went  to  Impeach  the  consideration  of  the 
very  instrument  under  which  plaintlfT  was 
claiming  the  right  to  the  possession  of  the 
property  in  question.  If  the  mortgage  was 
without  consideration,  it  was  void  as  to  the 
defendant,  and  plaintiff  could  not  recover  in 
the  action.  It  was,  therefore,  of  the  utmost 
importance  to  the  defendant  that  the  right 
to  cross-examine  the  plaintiff  upon  this  mat- 
ter should  not  be  denied  him.  The  cross-ex- 
amination of  a  witness  should  always  be 
allowed  a  free  range,  and  it  should  not  be 
limited  to  the  exact  facts  stated  in  the  direct 
examination,  but  may  exteua  to  any  other 
matters  connected  therewith  which  tend  to 
limit,  explain,  qualify,  or  rebut  any  Infer- 
ence resulting  from  the  direct  examination. 
Ah  Doon  v.  Smith,  25  Or.  89,  34  Pac.  1003; 
Sayres  v.  Allen,  25  Or.  215,  33  Pac.  254.  The 
range  and  extent  of  the  cross-examination  of 
witnesses  Is  left  to  the  discretion  of  the  trial 
court,  and  will  be  reviewed  by  an  appellate 
court  only  In  case  of  an  abuse  of  such  discre- 
tion; but  the  bill  of  exceptions  here  dlseloseB 
that  defentlant  was  not  altowed  to  cross-ex- 
amine the  plaintiff  at  all  ux>on  the  considera- 
tion of  the  note  and  mortgage,  the  objection 
to  the  questions  being  that  such  evidence  was 
immaterial  and  irrelevant,  and  the  court  so 
ruled.  The  right  to  cross-examine  the  wit- 
ness was  a  valuable  legal  right,  of  which  the 
defendant  could  not  be  Justly  deprived,  and 
the  denial  of  such  right  was  dearly  error. 
The  next  question  is  as  to  when  the  attach- 


ment under  which  defendant  Justifies  took  ef- 
fect. The  evidence  in  his  behalf  tended  to 
show  that  on  Saturday,  the  10th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, he  received  the  writs  of  attachment, 
together  with  a  list  of  the  proiierty  to  be  at- 
tached, but  too  late  for  service  on  that  day. 
On  the  following  Monday  morning,  about  7 
o'clock,  his  deputy,  accompanied  by  the  agent 
of  Shirley,  who  had  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, left  Union  to  go  to  the  Stanton  and 
Jones  ranches,  some  four  or  five  miles  distant, 
where  the  horses  were,  for  the  purpose  of  at- 
taching them.  While  on  the  way,  and  before 
reaching  the  Stanton  ranch,  they  met  parties 
driving  some  of  the  horses  to  town,  whicli 
they  proceeded  to  attach  and  list.  They  then 
went  to  the  Stanton  ranch  and  attached  and 
listed  some  more  of  the  horses,  and  then  went 
to  the  Jones  ranch  and  completed  the  attach- 
ment, getting  through  about  noon,  and  return- 
ing to  Union  about  2  o'clock  In  the  afternoon. 
The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  a  portion  of 
the  horees  were  attached  prior  to  9  o'clock, 
the  date  at  which  the  mortgage  was  filed,  and 
It  was  admitted  that  some  of  them  were  not 
attached  until  after  that  time.  The  conten- 
tion for  the  defendant  Is  that,  in  contempla- 
tion of  law,  the  attachment  dated  from  the 
time  the  officer  commenced  to  take  the  horses 
Into  his  custody,  and,  if  that  was  prior  to  the 
filing  of  the  mortgage,  the  attachment  took 
precedence  over  it,  although  a  part  of  the 
horses  were  not  actually  seized  until  after  it 
was  filed.  But,  as  we  understand  the  law, 
a  writ  of  attachment  creates  no  lien  on  per- 
sonal property  until  It  is  actually  taken  into 
the  ctistody  of  the  officer,  If  it  is  capable  of 
manual  delivery  and  not  In  the  possession  of 
some  third  person;  and,  when  the  property 
is  so  situated  as  to  require  separate  and  dis- 
tinct seizures,  the  lien  as  to  each  only  at- 
taches at  the  time  of  its  actual  seizure  and 
taking  into  custody  by  the  officer.  Kuhn  v. 
Graves,  9  Iowa,  303;  Lott  v.  Roosevelt,  9 
Cow.  526;  Burhans  v.  Tlbbits,  7  How.  Prac. 
77.  It  is  true  it  is  sometimes  said  that  in 
legal  contemplation  the  law  knows  no  frac- 
tion of  a  day,  but  common  sense,  and  common 
Justice  as  well,  require  that  the  exact  time 
may  be  shown  when  it  will  promote  substan- 
tial Justice;  and  hence,  when  the  statute  says 
that  from  the  date  of  the  attachment  the  at- 
taching creditor  shall  be  deemed  a  purchaser 
In  good  faith,  it  simply  meaus  from  the  actual 
time  that  the  property  Is  attached,  and  not 
from  the  date  of  the  writ  or  of  the  day  on 
which  the  attachment  Is  made.  The  mort- 
gage of  the  plaintiff,  if  otherwise  valid,  was, 
therefore,  a  prior  lien  upon  all  the  property 
therein  described  which  had  not  been  actually 
seized  or  attached  by  the  sheriff  at  the  time  it 
was  filed,  and  the  defendant  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  such  of  the  horses,  If  any, 
as  he  may  have  actually  attached  prior  to 
such  filing. 

The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  Is  re- 
versed, and  a  new  trial  ordered. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1805.) 

Specific  Perfohmance  —  Coxtbacts  against 
Public  Policy. 

Defendant,  before  buying  land  which  was 
sold  at  auction  under  Act  Cong.  March  3.  1885,— 
providing  that  land,  including  that  bought  by 
him,  should  be  thus  sold,  and  the  proceeds  giv- 
en to  Indians,  and  that  none  of  it  should  be  sold 
except  to  one  making  oath  that  be  was  buying 
it  for  his  own  use  and  occupation,  and  not  for  or 
on  account  of  another, — contracted  to  convey 
part  of  it  to  plaintiff  at  the  same  price  per  acre 
he  had  to  give  for  it,  if  plaintiff  would  refrain 
from  bidding  at  the  auction.  Held,  that  though 
plaintiff  had  gone  into  possession,  and  improved 
the  land,  the  contract  would  not  be  enforced,  as 
it  was  against  public  policy;  being  intended  to 
prevent  competition,  and  requiring  defendant  to 
perjure  himself. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Umatilla  county; 
James  A.  Fee,  Judge. 

Suit  by  Pat  KIne  against  Ida  Turner  and 
her  husband.  Decree  for  defendants.  Plain- 
tiff appeals.    Affirmed. 

J.  J.  Balleray,  for  appellant.  Wirt  Minor, 
for  respondents. 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  a  suit  to  enforce  the 
specific  performance  of  a  parol  contract  for 
the  conveyance  of  a  small  tract  of  land  in 
what  was  formerly  the  Umatilla  Indian  res- 
ervation. The  quarter  section  of  which  It 
forms  a  part  was  purchased  for  the  defend- 
ant In  April,  1881,  by  her  father,  Jehu  Swltz- 
ler,  at  public  sale  by  the  government  of  the 
United  States  under  the  act  of  congress  of 
March  3,  1885,  providing  for  the  allotment 
of  a  portion  of  the  reservation  lands  to  the 
Indians,  and  the  sale  of  the  surplus  at  pub- 
lic auction.  The  contract  which  plaintiff 
seeks  to  enforce  was  made  between  him  and 
Swltzler,  as  the  agent  of  defendant,  before 
the  sale,  and  was  to  the  effect  that  If  plain- 
tiff would  refrain  from  bidding  for  the  land 
as  he  contemplated  doing,  and  allow  Swltz- 
ler to  purchase  It  at  Its  appraised  value,  the 
defendant  would,  as  soon  as  she  got  a  pat- 
ent therefor,  convey  to  him  the  particular 
tract  In  controversy  at  the  same  price  per 
acre  that  she  should  be  compelled  to  pay  for 
the  entire  ICO  acres.  In  pursuance  of  this 
agreement,  plaintiff,  although  present  at  the 
sale,  did  refrain  from  bidding  on  the  land, 
and  It  was  purchased  by  Swltzler  for  his 
daughter,  without  competition,  and  at  the 
lowest  price  for  which  It  could  be  sold  un- 
der the  law.  Within  two  or  three  days 
thereafter,  plaintiff  went  into  possession  of 
the  land  Swltzler  had  agreed  defendant 
would  convey  to  him,  and  he  has  ever  since 
reside<l  thereon  with  his  family,  making  val- 
uable and  permanent  improvements,  with 
the  knowledge  of,  and  without  objection 
from,  the  defendant,  until  after  she  re<-elved 
her  patent,  when  she  repudiated  and  denied 
the  contract,  and  refused  to  convey  the  land 
to  plaintiff;  and  hence  this  suit.  Briefly, 
these  are  the  facts,  as  claimed  by  plaintiff. 


and  upon  which  he  relies  for  a  decree.  From 
this  statement  It  will  be  perceived  that  he 
Is  confronted  at  the  outset  with  the  objec- 
tion that  a  contract  concerning  the  purchase 
and  conveyance  of  land  belonging  to  the 
United  States,  which  Is  about  to  be  offered 
for  sale  at  public  auction  to  the  highest  and 
best  bidder,  and  having  for  Its  sole  con- 
sideration the  forbearance  of  one  of  the  par- 
ties to  bid  at  such  sale,  is  Illegal  and  void, 
and  one  which  a  court  of  equity  will  not  en- 
force. The  agreement  between  the  plaintiff 
and  Swltzler,  whether  it  was  for  the  con- 
veyance of  the  land  in  dispute,  as  claimed  by 
plaintiff,  or  for  a  20-year  lease,  as  claimed 
by  Switzler,  was  probably  entered  into  at 
the  time  by  both  parties  in  good  faith,  for 
their  supposed  mutual  benefit,  and  with  no 
Intention  on  the  part  of  either  to  defraud 
the  other.  But  this  is  not  enough.  The  real 
question  Is  whether  the  contract  is  not  illegal 
because  it  contemplated  a  fraud  upon  the 
government  of  the  United  States,  by  stifling 
competition,  thereby  enabling  Swltzler  to 
purcliase  at  a  price  less  than  the  land  would 
otherwise  have  sold  for.  If  so.  It  was  void 
as  against  public  policy,  and  plaintiff  cannot 
recover  In  this  suit,  whatever  may  have 
been  tlie  motives  of  the  parties,  and  how- 
ever upright  their  Intentions  may  have  been, 
as  between  themselves.  The  aid  of  a  court 
of  equity  cannot  be  invoked  to  enforce  the 
performance  of  a  contract  for  the  convey- 
ance of  land,  if  it  is  contrai-y  to  the  spirit 
and  policy  of  the  law,  or  against  public 
policy  or  good  morals.  Pom.  Spec.  Perf. 
Cont.  280;  Brake  v.  Ballou.  19  Kan.  397.  In 
such  cose  the  court  will  leave  the  parties 
where  It  found  them,  and  refuse  to  encoui> 
age  the  making  of  such  contracts  by  lending 
Its  aid  to  enforce  them.  The  courts  have 
repeatedly  refused  to  enforce  the  specific 
performance  of  the  contract  of  a  homesteader 
to  convey  a  portion  of  tils  claim  when  he 
shall  acquire  title  from  the  United  States, 
although  there  is  no  prohibition  against 
allenatl<m  In  the  homestead  law,  and  no 
express  forfeiture  in  case  of  allmatlon.  Con- 
tracts of  this  character  axe  deemed  to  be  in 
violation  of  the  spirit  and  policy  of  the 
homestead  law,  void  as  against  public  policy, 
and  cannot  be  made  valid  by  part  perform- 
ance. Oaks  V.  Heaton,  44  Iowa,  116;  An- 
derson V.  Carklns,  135  U.  8.  483,  10  Sup.  Ct 
<Ma;  McOrillls  v.  Copp  (Fla.)  12  Sooth.  043; 
Mellison  v.  Allen,  30  Kan.  382,  2  Pac.  87. 

The  same  principle,  it  seems  to  us.  must  be 
applied  in  this  case.  The  act  of  March  3, 
ISS.'j,  under  which  the  land  was  sold,  pro- 
vides that  the  surplus  reservation  lands  shall 
be  sold  at  public  auction,— -the  evident  policy 
of  the  government  being  to  obtain  the  highest 
and  best  price  therefor  at  an  open,  public 
sale,  fairly  conducted;  and  any  contract  or 
agreement  between  Intending  pureliasers, 
tending  to  prevent  competition  at  such  sale. 
Is  necessarily  In  violation  of  the  spirit  of  the 
law  under  which  it  was  made,  and  In  fraud 
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thereof.  It  le  important  that  aales  at  pnbllc 
auction  should  be  condncted  in  good  faitb, 
witbont  prejudice  to  the  rights  of  any  party; 
and  for  that  purpose  the  law  encourages  bid- 
ding, and  will  not  recognize  as  valid  any  con- 
tract or  combination  to  prevent  competition  at 
such  sales.  Pom.  Spec.  Perf.  Oont  g  283;  Jones 
V.  Caswell,  3  Johns.  Cas.  29;  Wilbur  v.  How, 
8  Johns.  34C.  "A  sale  at  auction  is  a  sale  to 
the  best  bidder,"  says  Henderson,  G.  J.;  "Its 
object,  a  lair  price;  its  means,  competition. 
Any  agreement,  therefore^  to  stifle  competi- 
tion, is  a  fraud  npon  the  ivinclples  on  which 
the  sale  is  founded.  It  not  only  vitiates  the 
contract  between  the  parties,  so  that  they  can 
claim  nothing  from  each  other,  but  also  any 
purchase  made  under  it,  their  claims  against 
the  vendor  being  weaker  than  those  against 
each  other;  policy  alone  forbidding  that  the 
last  mentioned  should  be  enforced,  but  both 
policy  and  justice  uniting  to  condemn  the 
former.  If  this  be  the  rule  with  regard  to 
auctions  instituted  by  private  individuals,  a 
fortiori  should  It  be  as  to  those  public  auc- 
tions instituted  by  law  for  great  public  pnr- 
poses."  Smith  v.  Greenlee,  2  Dev.  128.  That 
the  contract  between  plaintiff  and  Swltaler 
comes  within  this  principle  seems  to  us  clear. 
It  was  made  for  the  express  and  avowed 
purpose  of  preventing  competition,  and  the 
only  consideration  for  defendant's  promise 
was  a  forbearance  on  the  part  of  plaintiff  to 
bid  against  her  at  the  sale.  The  contract 
was  thus  plainly  in  fraud  of  the  rights  of  the 
government  of  the  United  States  and  the 
Indians  to  whom  the  proceeds  of  the  sale 
belonged,  and  in  violation  of  the  spirit  and 
policy  of  the  law  under  which  the  sale  was 
made,  and  consequently  void  as  against  pub- 
lic policy.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  plaintiff 
entered  into  possession  and  made  valuable 
Improvements  on  the  land  make  valid  a  con- 
tract which  was  b^ore  illegal,  or  give  him 
a  right  to  any  relief  in  this  suit.  His  present 
condition  is  the  result  of  a  voluntary  agree- 
ment on  his  part,  the  tendency  of  which  was 
to  defraud  the  government;  and  although 
the  defendant  may  have  obtained  an  advan- 
tage, unconscionable  as  it  may  be,  a  court 
of  equity  will  keep  its  hands  off,  and  leave 
the  parties  where  it  finds  them.  The  original 
agreement  being  void  as  against  public  poli- 
cy, and  both  parties  being  alike  guilty,  no 
subsequent  act  of  part  performance  can  give 
it  validity;  and  tne  courts  will  refuse  to 
enforce  It,  or  any  rights  acquired  thereunder, 
—not,  however,  from  any  regard  for  tlie  de- 
fendant, but  from  motives  of  public  policy 
alone. 

And  again,  it  seems  to  us,  the  contract  is 
In  violation  of  the  manifest  theory  of  the 
act  of  1885,  which  is  that  the  land  should  be 
sold  only  to  bidders  desiring  it  for  their  own 
exclusive  use  and  occupation.  It  requires 
each  purchaser  to  make  oath  or  affirmation, 
at  the  time  of  making  his  purchase,  that  he  is 
purchasing  the  land  for  "his  own  use  and  oc- 
cupation and  not  for  or  on  account  of  or  at 


the  solicitation  of  another,  aad  that  he  has 
made  no  contract  whereby  the  title  shall  di- 
rectly inure  to  the  benefit  of  another";  and, 
before  patent  shall  issue,  he  is  required  to 
make  "satisfactory  proof  that  he  has  resided 
upon  the  lands  purchased  at  least  one  year 
and  has  reduced  at  least  twenty-five  acres  to 
cultivation."  These  provisions  clearly  indi- 
cate the  policy  of  the  government  to  dispose 
of  the  lands  for  the  actual  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  the  purchaser,  and  not  for  speculative 
purposes;  and,  while  it  may  be  true  that  the 
act  contains  no  express  prohibition  against 
a  contract  of  alienation  made  before  the  pur- 
chase yet  it  cannot  be  consummated  in  such 
case  without  perjury;  and  the  courts  have 
uniformly,  and  with  one  voice,  declared  that 
a  court  of  equity  will  have  nothing  to  do  with 
the  enforcement  of  a  contract  which  can  only 
be  carried  out  by  perjury,  and  which  was  en- 
tered into  in  defiance  of  the  clearly-expressed 
will  of  the  government.  Whether  a  contract 
for  a  sale  of  the  lands,  made  after  a  pur- 
diase,  and  before  patent  issues,  would  be 
valid,  is  not  material  here,  although  the 
question  was  ably  and  exhaustively  argued 
at  the  hearing,  because  It  is  admitted  that 
the  contract  which  plaintiff  seeks  to  enforce 
was  made  before  the  sale;  and  whether  it  is 
absolutely  void,  or  not,  it  is  so  manifestly 
against  the  spirit  of  the  act  of  1885,  and  so 
necessarily  resting  upon  perjury,  that  the 
aid  of  a  court  of  equity  cannot  be  invoked  for 
its  enforcement  It  follows  that  the  decree 
of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed,  and  it 
is  so  ordered. 


LEASURE  et  aL  v.  FORQUER  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1893.) 

FBACnULEKT  CONVBXANCB  —  ACTION  TO  Sst 

Aside— CoMPLiiNT. 
A  complaint  in  an  action  to  set  aside  a 
conveyance  as  fraudulent  is  bad  on  general  de- 
murrer, where  it  merely  alleges  a  conveyance  of 
lands  without  consideration  to  defendant,  re- 
corded four  months  before  date  of  execution  by 
the  grantor  to  plaintiff  of  a  note  and  a  mortgage 
on  the  land  (which  will  be  presumed  to  be  the 
date  on  which  the  debt  accrued),  and  that  the 
conveyance  was  made  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
frauding plaintiff,  as  was  well  known  to  defend- 
ant; the  allegations  of  fraud  being  merely  con- 
clusions, and  insufiicient,  and  the  grantor  having 
a  right  to  convey  without  consideration,  when 
he  had  no  creditors,  unless  it  was  on  a  secret 
trust  for  himself,  with  a  view  of  contracting 
debts  with  plaintiff,  and  defrauding  him  thereof. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Umatilla  county; 
Morton  D,  Clifford,  Judge. 

Suit  by  J.  C.  I^easure  and  another,  partners 
as  Leasure  &  Stiiiman,  against  William  For- 
quer  and  another.  Decree  for  plaintiffs.  De- 
fendants appeal.     Reversed. 

William  Parsons  and  J.  J.  Balieray,  for  ap- 
pellants.    Charles  H.  Carter,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  Is  a  suit  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage,  and  to  have  the  land  therein  de- 
scribed sold  to  satisfy  the  same.     The  alle- 
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gations  of  tbe  complaint  are,  in  substance, 
that  on  or  aboot  tbe  5tb  day  of  June,  1893, 
the  defendant  William  Forquer,  for  value, 
made,  executed,  and  delivered  to  plaintiffs  bis 
promissory  note  for  tbe  sum  of  $500,  payable 
five  months  after  date  in  United  States  gold 
coin,  with  interest  from  date  at  the  rate  of 
10  per  cent  per  annum,  and  providing  for 
tbe  payment  of  reasonable  attorney's  fee  in 
case  suit  or  action  was  instituted  to  collect 
tbe  same;  that,  for  tbe  purpose  of  securing 
the  payment  of  tbe  same,  Forquer,  on  tbe 
12tb  day  of  June,  1893,  made,  executed,  duly 
acknowledged,  and  delivered  to  plaintiffs,  a 
mortgage  upon  certain  premises  therein  de- 
scribed, containing  156.70  acres,  a  copy  of 
which  is  made  a  part  of  tbe  complaint  It 
appears  from  tbe  copy  that  Forquer  cove- 
nanted therein  that  he  was  the  owner  in  fee 
simple  of  tbe  premises,  and  that  they  were 
free  from  all  Incumbrances,  except  a  mort- 
gage in  favor  of  J.  H.  Haley  for  tbe  sum  of 
$500.  It  is  further  alleged  that  tbe  defendant 
Forquer  is  insolvent,  and  the  complaint  con- 
tinues: "That  heretofore,  to  wit  on  or  about 
tbe  18th  day  of  January,  1893,  tbe  said  Wil- 
liam Forquer  sold  and  transferred  tbe  said 
real  property,  by  deed  of  conveyance  dated  on 
that  day,  to  defendant  Squire  Boswortb,  for 
tlie  alleged  consideration  of  $800,  which  deed 
of  conveyance  was  recorded  on  the  7th  day  of 
February,  1893,  at  page  35G  of  Book  9  of 
Deeds,  in  the  office  of  tbe  county  clerk  of 
Umatilla  county,  Oregon,  but  in  truth  and  in 
fact  said  deed  of  conveyance  was  made  with- 
out any  consideration  whatever,  and  was 
made  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding,  hinder- 
ing, and  delaying  tbe  creditors  of  the  said 
William  Forquer,  and  these  plaintlfts  in  par- 
ticular, all  of  which  was  well  and  is  well 
known  to  the  defendant  Squire  Boswortb,  and 
the  said  deed  of  conveyance  was  and  is  fraud- 
ulent and  void  as  to  all  the  creditors  of  said 
William  Forquer,  and  tliese  plaintiffs  in  par- 
ticular; that  the  interest  right,  estate,  title, 
and  lien,  if  any  there  be,  which  said  Squire 
Boswortb  has,  or  claims  to  have,  in  the  said 
lands,  are  inferior  and  subordinate  in  right 
to  tbe  lien  and  right  of  these  plaintiffs  there- 
in by  virtue  of  their  said  mortgage  thereon, 
and  is  null  and  void  and  fraudulent  as  to 
these  plaintiffs,  and  so  far  as  they,  and  their 
said  lien  and  right  upon  said  lands,  are  con- 
cerned." There  are  some  other  allegations, 
relating  to  the  attorney's  fee  and  a  supposed 
mistake  In  the  mortgage,  not  necessary  to  re- 
cite. Boswortb  interposed  a  general  demur- 
rer,—that  the  complaint  does  not  state  suffi- 
cient facts  to  constitute  a  cause  of  suit— 
which  was  overruled  by  the  court.  In  this  it 
is  claimed  there  was  error,  and,  owing  to  the 
imperfect  state  of  the  record,  it  Is  the  only 
question  we  can  consider. 

It  will  be  seen  from  the  complaint  that  the 
said  note  was  executed  by  Forquer  June  5, 
1893,  and  it  will  be  presumed,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  tbe  demurrer,  that  tbe  debt  accrued 
upon  tbat  date,  and  not  prior  thereto.    The 


deed  of  which  plaintiffs  complain  was  execut- 
ed long  prior  thereto,— about  January  18, 1893, 
—and  was  placed  of  record  the  same  day. 
which  gave  them  at  least  constructive  notice 
thereof;  so  that,  at  the  time  of  tbe  execution 
of  the  deed,  plaintiffs  were  not  creditora  of 
Forquer.  Hence,  it  could  not  be  true  tbat 
the  deed  was  made  for  tbe  purpose  of  hinder- 
ing, delaying,  or  defrauding  tbe  plaintiffs. 
There  Is  no  allegation  of  an  evil  design  on 
the  part  of  Forquer  to  secretly  dispose  of  his 
property  with  a  view  of  contracting  a  debt 
with  plaintiffs  for  the  purpose  of  defrauding 
them.  So  far  as  the  allegations  of  fraud  are 
concerned,  they  are  mere  conclusions,  and  not 
a  statement  of  facts  out  of  which  it  is  sup- 
posed to  arise.  Such  averments  alone  will 
not  support  a  Judgment.  Flewellen  v.  Crane, 
58  Ala.  G27;  Rowland  v.  Coleman,  45  Ga.  204; 
Wood  V.  Amory,  105  N.  Y.  282,  11  N.  E.  630; 
Van  Weel  v.  Winston,  115  U.  S.  237.  238,  «5 
Sup.  Ct  22.  The  allegation,  however,  tbat 
the  "deed  of  conveyance  was  made  without 
any  consideration  whatever,"  is  an  averment 
of  a  fact;  but  this  cannot  avail  tbe  plaintiffs, 
in  the  absence  of  some  showing  that  Forquer 
had  an  Interest  In  the  premises,  or  that  Bos- 
wortb was  holding  them  In  secret  trust  for  his 
use  and  benefit.  The  only  intimation  we 
have  from  the  complaint  that  Forquer  bad 
any  Interest  whatever  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  the  mortgage  is  his  covenant,  and 
perhaps  a  colorable  presumption  of  some  sort 
of  title,  arising  from  tbe  fact  of  his  giving  It 
to  plaintiffs;  but  this  is  not  competent  evi- 
dence to  Impeach  Boswortb's  title.  In  tbe  ab- 
sence of  a  showing  of  conspiracy  to  which 
both  Forquer  and  Boswortb  were  parties.  If 
Forquer  had  no  creditors  to  subserve,  he  bad 
a  right  to  convey  bis  property  to  whomsoever 
he  pleased,  without  a  consideration;  and.  un- 
less it  was  conveyed  in  trust  for  bimaelf,  it 
would  be  out  of  reach  of  bis  subsequent  cred- 
itors. Hill,  Ann.  Laws,  i  3053.  No  such  se- 
cret trust  relations  are  set  up,  nor  are  they  re- 
lied upon  for  relief.  We  cannot  concur  with 
counsel  for  the  plaintiffs  that  the  defect  in 
tbe  complaint  is  one  of  statement  merely. 
It  states  a  defective  title,  and  Is  insufficient 
to  support  tbe  decree  based  upon  it.  It  fol- 
lows tbat  the  decree  is  reversed,  the  demur- 
rer sustained,  and  the  cause  remanded  for 
such  other  proceeding  as  may  seem  appropri- 
ate, not  Inconsistent  with  this  opinion. 


MOSS  et  al.  v.  ROSE. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1895.) 
Water    Rights  —  Abandonment  —  Advkksl 
Possession. 
1.  Plaintiffs  and  defendant  agreed  that,  in 
oonsideratioii    of   their  lalior.  in  oonstrnctiug  a 
ditch   over   dfiffindant's   Innd.   plaintiffs    Bbotild 
have  the  riKl't  to  approiiriate  one-half  the  water 
therein.     Defenduut  did  not  appropriate  water 
until   seven   years   afterwards.     Hdd  that    as 
plaintiffs  and  defendant  were  tenants  in  common 
of  the  ditch,  plaintiffs'  use  of  the  water  was  pre- 
sumed to  be  in  maintenance  of,  and  not  in  oppo- 
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■altion  to,  defendant'g  rights,  and  therefore  de- 
fendant had  not  abandoned  his  interest  therein. 

2.  If  plaintiffs'  possession  was  adverBe,  it 
did  not  continue  for  a  sufficient  time  to  entitle 
them  to  any  rights  against  defendant  by  pre- 
scription. 

3.  On  an  issue  as  to  whether  defendant 
manifested  an  intention  to  abandon  a  water  ap- 
propriation, the  evidence  showed  that  defendant 
faithfully  prosecuted  improTements  on  his  land, 
adding  each  year  to  the  area  in  cultivation,  and 
provided  for  the  irrigation  thereof  from  oth^ 
and  more  convenient  sources,  but  that  he  did  not 
put  the  water  In  controversy  to  use  until  seven 
years  after  it  was  first  appropriated.  Bdd, 
that  defendant's  intention  to  abandon  had  not 
been  established. 

4.  Where  plaintiffs  and  defendant  were  ten- 
ants in  common  of  a  ditch,  and  plaintiffs  neg- 
lected to  repair  the  same,  thereby  causing  an 
overflow  on  defendant's  land,  defendant  had  no 
right  to  stop  up  the  ditch,  as  he  was  equally 
bound  to  repair. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Malheur  coun- 
ty;  Morton  D.  CUfitord,  Judge. 

Action  by  Arthur  J.  Mosa  and  another 
against  William  A.  Rose  to  enjoin  defendant 
from  obstructing  the  flow  of  water  In  a  ditch. 
Plaintiffs  had  Judgment,  and  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Modified. 

M.  Li.  Olmstead,  for  appellant  Will  B. 
King,  for  respondents. 

MOORE,  J.  This  Is  a  suit  to  enjoin  the 
defendant  from  obstructing  the  flow  of  water 
In  a  ditch  constructed  across  his  lands.  The 
facts  show:  That  in  November,  1881,  the 
defendant  settled  upon  an  arid  tract  of  pub- 
lic land,  and  that  prior  thereto  the  plaintiffs 
bad  settled  upon  adjoining  tracts.  That  said 
lands  were  thereafter  surveyed,  and  patents 
duly  issued  therefor,  as  follows:  To  the 
plaintiff  Alvin  S.  Moss  for  the  N.  E.  %.  of 
section  29;  to  the  plaintiff  Arthur  J.  Moss 
for  the  N.  %  of  the  S.  E.  %  and  the  S.  B. 
%  of  the  S.  E.  14  of  said  section,  and  the 
S.  W.  %  of  the  S.  W.  Vi  of  section  28;  and 
to  the  defendant  for  the  N.  W.  14  o'  section 
33,— all  in  township  25  S.,  of  range  46  E.,  in 
Malheur  county,  Or.  That  the  waters  of 
Carter  creek  flow  In  a  northerly  direction. 
In  a  -well-deflned  channel,  through  the  west- 
ern portion  of  the  defendant's  land,  and 
those  of  Suclcer  creek,  entering  the  defend- 
ant's land  at  the  eastern  border,  flow  in  a 
northwesterly  direction,  uniting  on  the  land 
of  Arthur  J.  Moss,  near  its  southern  bound- 
ary. That  in  the  spring  of  1883  the  parties 
above  named  and  one  Thomas  Waite  com- 
menced a  ditch  at  the  west  side  of  Carter 
creek,  near  the  south  boundary  of  defend- 
ant's land,  and  Jointly  constructed  it  for  a 
distance  of  about  one-fourth  of  a  mile. 
That  the  plaintiffs  continued  its  construc- 
tion to  their  lands,  and  conducted  water 
therein,  which  they  have  continuously  used 
In  irrigating  their  said  lands,  except  when 
prevented  from  doing  so  by  the  defendant. 
That  in  October,  1892,  the  defendant  for- 
bade the  plaintiffs  from  entering  upon  his 
premises,  or  appropriating  the  water  of  said 
creek,  and  thereafter  rempved  the  headgate, 


filled  the  ditch,  and  obstructed  the  flow  of 
water  to  the  plaintiffs'  premises,  to  prevent 
the  continuance  of  which  they  bring  this 
suit,  and  allege  that  the  ditch  was  construct- 
ed and  owned  by  the  parties  as  tenants  In 
common,  but  that  the  defendant  had  aban- 
doned his  interest,  and  pray  that  he  may  be 
restrained  from  Intermeddling  with  said 
ditch,  or  obstructing  the  flow  of  the  water 
therein.  The  defendant,  after  denying  the 
material  allegations  of  the  complaint,  al- 
leges that  he  was  the  prior  approprlator  of 
the  waters  of  Carter  creek,  at  a  point  about 
one  mile  alx)ve  his  land;  that  the  plaintiffs' 
diversion  and  appropriation  had  at  all  times 
been  by  his  permission,  which  he  had  re- 
voked, and  filled  the  ditch,  because  of  the 
plaintiffs'  failure  to  keep  it  in  repair.  A  re- 
ply having  put  In  Issue  the  allegations  of 
new  matter  contained  in  the  answer,  the 
cause  was  referred  to  John  Wheeler,  who 
took  the  evidence,  from  which  the  court 
found  that  the  ditch  had  been  constructed 
by  the  parties  as  tenants  in  common,  but 
that,  by  reason  of  the  defendant's  failure  to 
appropriate  the  water  within  a  reasonable 
time,  lie  had  abandoned  his  right  to  its  use; 
that  by  such  abandonment  the  plaintiffs  be- 
came entitled  to  the  exclusive  use  thereof,— 
and  rendered  a  decree  as  prayed  for  in  the 
complaint,  with  $50  damages,  and  the  costs 
and  disbursements  of  the  suit,  from  which 
decree  the  defendant  appeals. 

A  careful  examination  of  the  evidence 
leads  us  to  the  conclusion  that  the  court  very 
properly  found  that  there  was  an  agree- 
ment, by  the  terms  of  which  the  plaintiffs. 
In  consideration  of  their  labor  and  expense 
in  constructing  the  ditch,  should  hare  the 
right  to  appropriate  one-half  the  water  con- 
ducted therein,  for  the  purpose  of  irrigat- 
ing their  lands;  and  hence  the  principal 
question  to  be  considered  is  whether  the 
defendant,  by  not  appropriating  the  water 
till  1890,  had  abandoned  all  his  interests 
therein.  The  ditch  baring  been  constructed 
under  an  agreement  between  the  parties 
that  each  should  be  entitled  to  appropriate 
his  share  of  the  waters  of  Carter  creek,  ren- 
dered the  parties  tenants  in  common  of  the 
ditch  and  right  of  appropriation,  and  the 
defendant's  property  rights  must  be  gov- 
erned by  the  rules  of  law  regulating  such. 
Black's  Pom.  Water  Rights,  63;  Freem. 
Coten.  {  88.  Had  the  plaintiffs  abandoned 
that  ditch,  and  made  a  subsequent  appro- 
priation through  another,  there  might  have 
been  Just  reason  for  considering  the  effect 
of  the  defendant's  delay  In  applying  the 
water  so  diverted  to  some  beneficial  purpose; 
but  the  continued  use  of  the  water  by  the 
plaintiffs  is  presumed  to  be  In  maintenance 
of  the  rights  of  the  defendant,  for  whom 
they  hold  It  as  tenants  in  common.  Gunter 
V.  Laffan,  7  Cal.  588.  And,  even  If  their 
possession  were  adverse,  it  has  not  con- 
tinued a  sufficient  length  of  time  to  entitle 
them  to  any  rights  by  prescription.  t 

oogle 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


668 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  Vol.  41. 


(Or. 


Examining  the  evidence  from  -which  an  In- 
ference of  the  defendant's  Intention  to  aban- 
don the  appropriation  la  to  be  deduced,  we 
find  that  In  the  Bpring  of  1882  he  dug  a  short 
ditch  about  one  mile  above  his  land,  and  built 
a  dam  In  Carter  creek,  by  means  of  which  he 
turned  a  portion  of  the  waters  of  that  stream 
Into  a  slough,  from  which  be  constructed  a 
ditch,  and  recaptured  the  water  thus  divert- 
ed. With  this,  and  water  diverted  from 
Sucker  creek,  which  be  tapped  by  another 
ditch,  he  was  enabled  to  irrigate  that  portion 
of  his  land  lying  east  of  Carter  creek,  and, 
after  having  reduced  the  same  to  cultivation, 
he,  in  1890,  commenced  to  Improve  the  tract 
on  the  west  side  of  said  creek.  It  is  manifest 
that  from  the  time  the  defendant  appropri- 
ated the  water,  until  1890,  be  bad  exercised 
due  and  reasonable  diligence  in  reducing  his 
land  lying  east  of  Carter  creek  to  cultivation. 
He  had  in  that  time  changed  an  arid  sage- 
brush plain  of  about  100  acres  into  a  produc- 
tive farm,  and,  having  succeeded  In  provid- 
ing sufficient  water  for  the  Irrigation  of  his 
land  lying  east  of  the  creek,  he  Immediately 
turned  his  attention  to  the  Improvement  of 
that  on  the  west  Having  in  1883  made  a 
diversion  of  the  waters  of  Carter  creek  by  the 
ditch  in  question,  the  defendant  was  required 
to  use  due  and  reasonable  diligence  In  ap- 
propriating the  waters  so  diverted  to  some 
beneficial  use.  But  having  made  two  diver- 
sions,—one  from  Sucker,  and  the  other  from 
Carter  creek,— It  could  not  be  expected  that 
he  must  needs  abandon  the  former  in  order  to 
protect  his  Interests  in  the  latter,  nor  that 
he  should  alternately  appropriate  the  waters 
of  each  stream,  and  make  his  improvements 
on  both  sides  of  Carter  creek,  in  order  to 
maintain  his  original  rights.  Reasonable  dili- 
gence only  was  required,  and  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  defendant  faithfully  prosecut- 
ed the  Improvement  of  his  lands  adding 
each  year  to  the  area  in  cultivation.  Ui>on 
these  facts,  we  cannot  say  his  intention  to 
abandon  the  use  of  the  waters  of  Carter 
creek  has  been  established  by  that  degree  of 
proof  required  In  such  cases.  Black's  Pom. 
Water  Rights,  97.  And,  as  matter  of  law,  we 
conclude  that  the  plaintiffs,  as  tenants  In 
common,  held  the  posse-sslon  for,  and  main- 
tained the  rights  of,  the  defendant.  Mining 
Co.  V.  Taylor,  100  U.  S.  37;  Clymer  v.  Daw- 
khis,  3  How.  674. 

The  evidence  also  shows  that  the  plaintitTs 
neglected  to  repah:  the  ditch.  In  consequence 
of  which  it  became  obstructed;  causing  an 
overflow  of  water  on  the  defendant's  land, 
which  washed  out  quite  a  gully  therein.  This 
no  doubt  precipitated  the  difficulty,  and  caus- 
ed the  defendant  to  take  out  the  headgate 
and  fill  the  ditch,  thereby  preventing  the 
water  from  flowing  to  the  plaintiff's  lauds 
for  which  Injury  the  court  rendered  a  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  for  $50,  as  dam- 
ages. In  our  view  of  the  case,  the  defendant 
was  equally  liable  with  the  plaintiffs  for 
the  expense  of  keeping  the  ditch  in  repah:, 


and  the  failure  of  the  latter  to  keep  up  re- 
pairs upon  it  at  their  own  expense  did  not 
authorize  the  defendant  to  fill  It,  for  which 
reason  the  judgment  for  damages  rendered 
against  him  will  be  allowed  to  remain. 

The  plaintiffs  will  be  allowed  to  appropri- 
ate one-half  of  the  waters  diverted,  and  re- 
quired to  bear  one-half  of  the  expense  of 
maintaining  the  ditch  across  the  defendant's 
lands;  and,  for  the  purpose  of  performing 
their  part  of  the  work,  they  must  have  the 
right  of  entry  upon  the  said  lands  of  de- 
fendant, along  the  banks  of  the  ditch.  And 
in  case  of  default  of  either  party  the  other 
may  complete  the  necessary  repairs,  and  there- 
upon the  party  in  default  shall  be  liable  for 
one-half  of  the  expense  thereof.  The  decree 
of  the  court  below  wil!  be  modifled,  and  one 
here  entered  In  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


DOROTHY  et  aL  t.  PIERCE,  Connty  CleA, 
et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1895.) 

Counties— Limit  or  Isdebtbdxbss — Ownership 
or  CoL-NTT  Wabrants — Plbadino. 

1.  The  allegation  of  a  complaint  to  enjoin 
the  payment  of  county  warrants,  as  illegal,  that 
a  county  has  a  debt  of  $40,000  over  and  above 
all  obliKations  created  by  operation  of  law  "for 
the  current  fiscal  year,"  in  connection  with  the 
further  allegation  that  all  of  said  debt  has  been 
created  voluntarily  by  the  county,  sufficiently 
shows  that  none  of  the  debt  was  thrust  on  the 
county  by  operation  of  law. 

2.  An  BlleKation  that  county  warranta  were 
issued  and  delivered  to  a  certain  person  is  suf- 
ficient to  show  that  he  is  the  present  owner 
thereof. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Umatilla  county; 
Morton  D.  Clifford,  Judge. 

Action  by  R.  M.  Dorothy  and  others  against 
W.  M.  Pierce,  county  clerk  of  Umatilla  coun- 
ty, and  others.  A  demurrer  to  the  complaint 
was  sustained,  and  plaintiffs  appeal.  Re- 
versed. 

William  Parsons,  for  appellants.  J.  J.  Bal- 
leray,  for  respondents. 

WOLVERTON,  J.  This  is  a  suit  to  enjoin 
Rourke  from  collecting,  Folsom  (county  treas- 
urer) from  paying,  and  Furnish  (sheriff  and 
tax  collector)  from  receiving,  in  payment  of 
taxes,  certain  county  warrants,  numbered 
from  838  to  890,  Indnsive,  aggregating  $3,- 
500,  alleged  to  have  been  unlawfully  issued 
by  W.  M.  Pierce,  county  clerk  of  said  county. 
The  warrants  were  issned  by  order  of  the 
county  court  of  Umatilla  county.  Or.,  In  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  of  Rourke's  un- 
divided half  of  what  is  known  as  the  "liee 
Street  Bridge,"  crossing  the  Umatilla  river. 
In  said  connty,  purchased  by  the  county.  It 
Is  claimed  that  the  indebtedness  was  incurred 
in  violation  of  the  constitution,  and  therefore 
void,  as  the  voluntary  indebtedness  of  the 
county  at  the  time— September  9,  1893— ex- 
ceeded $5,000.    A  demurrer  to  the  complaint 
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tiavlng  b«en  suBtalned,  and  the  suit  dlsmlaaed, 
plaintiffs  appeal. 

The  only  question  presented  t^  the  recoid  is 
-whether  the  complaint  states  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  suit.  The  allegations 
of  the  complaint  necessary  to  an  understand- 
ing of  the  main  point  relied  upon  by  defend- 
ants to  defeat  It  are  as  follows:  "First.  That 
all  of  the  Indebtedness  of  the  county  of  Uma- 
tilla, hereinafter  stated,  when  the  said  action 
or  order  of  the  county  court  to  purchase  the 
interest  of  the  said  defendant  Rourke  In  said 
bridge,  and  to  issue  the  said  described  war- 
rants, to  wit,  on  the  9th  day  of  September, 
1893.  exceeded  the  sum  of  forty  thousand  dol- 
lars ($40,000),  and  bad  been  for  more  than 
two  years  prior  to  said  date,  and  is  now,  in 
force  as  a  debt  against  said  county,  to  an 
amount  exceeding  the  stmi  of  forty  thousand 
doUars  ($40,000)  over  and  above  all  indebted- 
ness incurred  or  required  in  the  administra- 
tion of  the  business  affairs  of  said  county,  in 
the  payment  of  the  salaries  of  officers,  ex- 
penses in  holding  its  courts,  or  any  other 
debts  or  liabilities  created  by  operation  of 
law,  for  the  current  iiscal  year,  of  said  county, 
and  that  no  part  of  said  indebtedness  of  forty 
thousand  dollars  ($40,000)  liad  been  created 
or  was  In  force  at  the  date  of  the  adoption  of 
the  constitution  of  the  state  of  Oregon,  and 
that  no  part  of  said  indebtedness  of  forty 
thousand  dollars  ($40,0<X))  has  been  created 
to  suppress  insurrection  or  to  repel  invasion, 
and  that  all  of  said  indebtedness  of  forty  thou- 
sand dollars  ($40,(X)0)  has  been  created  volun- 
tarily by  said  county,  and  was  and  is  a  volun- 
tary Indebtedness  thereof  exceeding  the  sum 
of  five  thousand  dollars  ($5,000)." 

It  is  stoutly  contended  by  counsel  for  de- 
fendants that  the  allegation  that  there  Is  now 
in  force,  as  a  debt  against  said  county,  an 
amount  exceeding  $40,000,  "over  and  above 
all  indebtedness  incurred  or  required  In  the 
administration  of  the  business  affairs  of  the 
said  county,  in  the  payment  of  salaries,  ex- 
I>enses  in  holding  its  courts,  or  any  other  debts 
or  liabilities  created  by  operation  of  law,  for 
the  current  fiscal  year,  of  said  county,"  con- 
tains, by  force  of  the  phrase  "for  the  current 
fiscal  year,"  a  negative  pregnant,  and  that, 
while  the  allegation  may  be  true,  It  may  also 
be  true  that  the  $40,000  county  indebtedness 
nnay  yet  consist  wholly  of  obligations  thrust 
upon  the  county  by  operation  of  law  at  some 
time  prior  to  the  current  fiscal  year  named. 
In  Burnett  v.  Markley,  23  Or.  440,  31  Pac. 
1050,  Beau,  J.,  says:  "Before  it  can  be  said 
lliat  a  county  has  exceeded  the  constitutional 
limit  of  indebtedness,  it  must  appear  that 
the  debts  have  been  volimtarily  created  by 
the  county.  In  its  corporate  capacity,  since  the 
cc>nstitution  took  effect,  and  such  debts  were 
not  created  for  the  piu:poee  of  suppressing  an 
insurrection  or  repelling  an  invasion."  And 
l)y  the  same  opinion  Grant  Co.  v.  Lake  Co., 
17  Or.  453,  21  Pac.  447,  and  Wormlngton  v. 
Pierce,  22  Or.  606.  30  Pac.  450,  are  approved, 
wherein  it  is  held  that  debts  and  liabilities 


imposed  upon  a  county  by  lav,  such  as  sala- 
ries of  officers,  expenses  of  heading  courts, 
and  other  like  outlays  and  charges,  wliich  it 
is  powerless  to  prevent,  are  not  within  the 
inhibition  of  section  10,  art  11,  of  the  consti- 
tution, providing  ttiat:  "No  county  shall  cre- 
ate any  debts  or  liabilities  which  shall  singly, 
or  in  the  aggregate,  exceed  the  sum  of  five 
thousand  dollars,  except  to  suppress  insurrec- 
tion, or  repel  invasion;  but  the  debts  of  any 
county,  at  the  time  this  constitution  takes  ef- 
fect, shall  be  disregarded  in  estimating  the 
sum  for  which  such  county  is  limited."  It 
is  iqtparent  that  the  portion  of  the  complaint 
referred  to  by  defendants  does  not  negative 
the  exceptions  of  this  section  of  the  constitu- 
tion, both  express  and  implied,  and  would 
undoubtedly  be  insufficient,  were  it  not  fol- 
lowed by  the  allegation  that  "all  of  said  in- 
debtedness of  forty  thousand  dollars  has  been 
created  voluntarily  by  the  county."  Coupling 
this  with  the  allegation  so  referred  to,  the 
complaint  meets  the  requirements  of  Burnett 
V.  Markley,  is  relieved  of  the  apparent  am- 
biguity pointed  out  by  counsel,  and  we  think 
it  quite  sufficient 

It  is  also  urged  against  the  complaint  that 
it  does  not  allege  that  the  defendant  liourke  is 
the  present  owner  and  holder  of  the  war- 
rants Issued.  This  objection  Is  not  well  tak- 
en. The  complaint  alleges  that  the  warrants 
were  issued  and  delivered  to  Rourke,  which  is 
sufficient  to  show  ttiat  Rourke  is  the  owner 
thereof,  within  the  doctrine  of  Moss  v.  Cully, 
1  Or.  148.  It  follows  from  the  foregoing  that 
It  was  error  to  sustain  the  demurrer,  and  the 
decree  of  the  court  below  is  therefore  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to  overrule  it 


McOUIBB  V.  CITY  OF  BAKER  CITY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  20,  1895.) 

Chief  of  Police  — Fees  for  Coiaectiuo  Taxes. 

A  city  charter  (section  81)  enumerates 
the  duties  of  the  chief  of  police,  and  includes 
among  them  the  collection  of  all  delinquent  tax- 
es. Section  82  provides  that  his  salanr  shall 
not  exceed  $1(X)  per  month,  and  that  he  shall  re- 
ceive "no  other  fees  or  compensation  whatever." 
Section  85  provides  that  when  acting  as  a  con- 
stable he  shall  receive  and  collect  the  fees  al- 
lowed a  constable,  but  shall  pay  tlie  same  to  the 
city  treasurer.  Section  87  requires  him  to  give 
a  bond  conditioned  that  he  will  faithfully  pei> 
form  his  duties  as  chief  of  police  and  tax  col- 
lector, and  account  for  and  pay  over  all  moneys 
coming  into  his  iiands  as  tax  collector.  It  also 
ororides  that  he  shall  receive  such  fees  for  the 
collection  of  taxes  as  the  council  may  provide, 
not  exceeding  those  of  sheriff,  which  must  be 
paid  by  him  into  the  city  treasury,  and  may  re- 
ceive such  other  compensation  as  tax  collector  as 
the  council  may  provide.  Section  101  provides 
that  all  costs  and  charges  for  collecting  delin- 
quent taxes  must  be  collected  as  part  of  the  tax- 
es, and  that  the  council  may  prescrilie  by  ordi- 
nance the  fees  and  c<)mpeusations  for  collecting 
delinnnent  taxes,  but  the  same  shall  in  nowise 
be  paid  out  of  the  treasury.  Meld,  that  he  was 
limited  to  the  prescribed  salary,  and  was  not  en- 
titled, in  addition,  to  fees  for  collecting  taxei^ 
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but  that  such  fees  were  collected  by  him  as 
agent,  and  for  the  benefit  of  the  city. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Baker  county; 
Robert  Eakln.  Judge. 

Action  by  Thomas  McGulre  against  the  city 
of  Baker  City.  Judgment  for  defendant. 
Plalntift  appeals.    Affirmed. 

J.  L.  Rand,  for  appellant.  Will  R.  King, 
for  resiK>ndent 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  against 
Baker  City  to  recover  the  sum  of  $6.51.20,  al- 
leged to  be  due  the  plaintiff  as  fees  for  the 
collection  of  delinquent  city  taxes  under  an 
ordinance  providing  that  the  chief  of  police 
shall  receive  such  fees  for  the  collection  of 
delinquent  taxes  as  are  allowed  the  sheriff 
of  Baker  county  by  general  law  for  similar 
services.  A  demurrer  to  the  complaint  hav- 
ing been  sustained,  on  the  ground  that  un- 
der the  charter  of  the  city  the  ordinance  in 
question  is  void  so  far  as  it  allows  the  chief 
of  police  to  receive  and  appropriate  to  his 
own  use  the  fees  received  by  him  for  the 
collection  of  delinquent  taxes,  plaintiff  ap- 
peals. 

Section  81  of  the  charter  defines  the  duties 
of  the  chief  of  police  as  follows:  "The  chief 
of  iKjiice  is  a  peace  otocer,  and  must  execute 
all  processes  issued  by  the  police  Judge  or  di- 
rected to  him  by  any  magistrate  In  criminal 
mattera  He  may  make  arrests  for  a  breach 
of  the  peace  or  commission  of  a  crime  within 
the  limits  of  the  city,  with  or  without  a  war- 
rant, as  a  peace  officer  may  do  under  the 
laws  of  the  state.  He  must  exercise  a  vigi- 
lant control  over  the  peace  and  quiet  of  the 
city.  He  is  a  keeper  of  the  city  prison  or  house 
of  correction.  He  must  collect  all  delinquent 
taxes  and  assessments  when  required  by 
warrant,  and  pay  the  same  to  the  city  treas- 
urer monthly.  He  must  attend  regularly  the 
sittings  of  the  police  court  and  the  meetings 
of  the  common  council.  He  shall  exercise 
such  additional  powers  as  may  be  conferred 
by  the  ordinances  of  said  city  to  enable  him 
to  carry  out  the  object  and  purposes  of  this 
act,  and  for  the  prevention  of  fires."  Sec- 
tion 82  provides  that  the  salary  of  the 
chief  of  police  shall  not  exceed  $100  per 
month,  and  that  he  shall  receive  no  other  fees 
or  compensation  whatever;  and  the  salary 
of  policemen  shall  not  exceed  fTO  per  month 
each.  Section  85,  In  effect,  provides  that  the 
chief  of  police,  when  acting  as  a  constable, 
shall  be  entitled  to  receive  and  collect  the 
same  fees  as  allowed  by  law  to  that  officer, 
but  he  shall  pay  the  same  over  to  the  city 
treasurer.  By  section  87  he  is  required  to 
file  a  bond  conditioned  that  he  will  faithfully 
perform  his  duties  as  chief  of  police  and  tax 
collector  during  his  continuance  in  office,  and 
will  account  for  and  pay  over  all  moneys  that 
may  come  into  his  hands  as  tax  collector. 
This  section  further  provides  that  "he  shall 
receive  such  fees  for  the  collection  of  taxes 
as  the  council  may  provide,  not  exceeding 
those  of  sheriff,  which  must  be  paid  by  him 


into  the  city  treasury,  and  may  receive  such 
other  compensation  as  tax  collector  as  the 
council  may  provide  or  designate."  Section 
01  directs  the  council  to  order  the  auditor  to 
dellvra  the  tax  roll  to  the  chief  of  police,  and 
issue  and  annex  thereto  a  warrant  command- 
ing him  to  proceed  forthwith  to  collect  the  de- 
linquent taxes  upon  such  roll,  and  pay  the 
same,  together  with  the  costs  of  the  collec- 
tion, to  the  treasurer,  and  return  the  war- 
rant to  the  auditor  with  his  doings  indorsed 
thereon  and  the  receipt  of  the  treasurer  for 
all  moneys  collected  thereby  and  paid  to  him. 
Section  101  provides  tiiat  all  costs  and  char- 
ges for  c(dlectlng  delinquent  taxes  must  be 
paid  on  the  warrant  and  collected  as  part  of 
the  taxes,  and  that  the  council  may  prescribe 
by  ordinance  the  fees  and  compensation  for 
collecting  delinquent  taxes,  but  the  same  shall 
in  nowise  be  paid  out  of  the  treasury.  These 
are  all  the  provisions  «f  the  charter  material 
to  the  question  presented  by  this  appeal,  ex- 
cept that  the  incumbents  of  all  lucrative 
offices  of  the  city  are  paid  by  salary. 

The  contention  for  the  plaintiff,  In  effect, 
is  that  the  duties  of  the  chief  of  police  as  a 
peace  officer  and  as  tax  collector  are  separate 
and  distinct,  and  that  the  salary  provided  by 
section  82  is  designed  to  compensate  him 
in  the  former  capacity,  while  by  sections  87 
and  101  the  council  Is  authorized  to  provide 
for  his  compensation  as  tax  collector,  to  be 
collected  from  the  delinquent  taxpayers.  On 
the  other  hand,  the  contention  for  defendant 
Is  that  it  is  made  a  part  of  the  duties  of 
the  chief  of  police  by  the  charter  to  collect 
all  delinquent  taxes,  and  that  the  salary  pro- 
vided by  section  82  is  intended  as  a  full  com- 
pensation for  all  the  duties  which  he  is  re- 
quired to  perform;  that  all  fees  received  by 
him  belong  to  the  city,  and  must  be  paid  to 
the  treasurer;  and  that  the  provisions  of  the 
charter  authorizing  the  coimcll  to  prescribe 
the  fees  and  compensation  for  collecting  de- 
linquent taxes,  to  be  paid  on  the  warrant 
and  collected  as  a  part  of  the  taxes,  were  de- 
signed to  enable  the  council  to  impose  a  pen- 
alty upon  the  delinquent  taxpayers,  and  to 
provide  compensation  to  the  city  for  the  ex- 
pense incident  to  the  collection  of  delinquent 
taxes.  It  must  be  admitted  that  the  several 
provisions  of  the  charter  are  in  apparent  con- 
flict, but  we  are  bound  to  construe  them,  if 
possible,  so  as  to  give  effect  to  all  and  carry 
out  the  legislative  intent.  From  an  examina- 
tion of  the  charter  it  is  obvious  that  It  was 
Intended  to  put  the  city  officers  on  a  salary, 
and  do  away  with  the  unsatisfactory  system 
of  compensating  public  officers  hy  fees;  and 
it  seems  to  us  no  plainer  language  indicating 
such  Intent,  so  far  as  the  chief  of  police  is 
concerned,  could  have  been  »ised  than  sec- 
tions 81  and  82,  the  former  of  which,  in  effect, 
provides  that  his  duties  shall  be  those  of  a 
peace  officer  and  collector  of  taxes,  and  the 
latter  that  he  shall  receive  a  salary,  as  com- 
pensation for  the  services  performed  by  him, 
not  to  exceed  $100  per  month,  and  no  other 
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fe«s  or  compensation  whateyer.  By  these 
two  Bectlons  his  duties  are  carefully  defined 
and  his  compensation  fixed.  If  it  had  been 
the  intention  to  allow  him  a  compensation  as 
tax  collector,  In  addition  to  his  salary,  It 
wonld  naturally  haye  been  so  Indicated  In 
section  82,  which  deals  solely  with  the  salary 
of  police  officers.  It  seems  to  us  that  the 
Intention  to  limit  the  compensation  of  this 
officer  to  a  salary  not  to  exceed  $100  per 
month  is  clear,  and,  therefore,  the  subse- 
quent language  of  the  cliarter,  which  is  in 
apparent  conflict  with  section  82,  must  be  so 
construed  as  to  make  the  chief  of  police  the 
agent  of  the  city  in  receiving  and  collecting 
the  fees  which  delinquents  may  be  required 
to  pay.  In  no  other  way  can  we  give  effect 
to  all  the  provisions  of  the  charter  above 
quoted,  and  by  such  a  construction  alone  can 
the  manifest  Intent  of  the  legislature  to  limit 
the  compensation  of  tlie  chief  of  police  to  a 
certain  fixed  sum  for  the  performance  of  offi- 
cial duty  be  accomplished.  The  declaration 
of  the  charter  that  he  shall  receive  no  fees 
or  compensation  whatever,  except  a  salary, 
is  plain  and  unambiguous,  and  ought  to  be 
given  force  and  eftect;  and  for  tliat  purpose 
the  other  provisions  of  the  charter,  authoriz- 
ing or  pMinlttlng  him  to  receive  and  collect 
fees  or  compensation,  must  be  understood  as 
intending  such  fees  or  compensation  for  the 
benefit  of  the  city.  It  follows,  therefore,  that 
the  city  ordinance  allowing  the  plaintiff  to  re- 
ceive and  appropriate  to  his  own  use  the  fees 
collected  by  him  from  delinquait  taxpayers 
is  void,  as  unauthorized  by  the  charter,  and 
the  judgment  of  the  court  below  must  be 
affirmed. 


liAWREXCE  et  al.  v.  PHY  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregou.     July  20,  1805.) 

Farm  Lbasbs — Interest  op  Lessee  in  Chop— 

Pkovisions  for  Liens. 

1.  A  lessee  of  a  farm  has  an  interest  in  the 
crop  which,  as  against  a  creditor,  he  can  mort- 
f(age,  notwithstanding  a  provision  of  the  lease 
that  the  crop  should  remain  the  property  of  the 
lessor  till  payment  of  all  expenses  necessary  to 
care  for  the  crop,  and  put  the  third  thereof,  re- 
served as  rent,  in  sarks,  and  to  cover  any  liens 
of  bands  or  otherwise  incurred  in  caring  for, 
harvesting,  or  threshiuf;  thereof,  together  with 
the  payment  of  the  said  one-third  rental. 

2.  Such  provision  in  a  lease  does  not  create 
a  lien  on  the  crop  in  favor  of  one  not  a  party  to 
ibe  lease  for  worit  which  he  does  in  caring  for, 
liarvesting,  or  threshing  the  crop. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Union  county; 
M.  T).  Clifford,  Judge. 

Action  by  John  Lawrence  and  others 
against  J.  F.  Phy  and  J.  W.  Couper.  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiffs.  Defendants  appeal. 
Keversed. 

The  plaintiffs  sue  for  the  wrongful  taking 
and  conversion  by  defendants  of  certain 
grain,  and  ask  for  damages  in  the  sum  of 
$2,000.  The  complaint  alleges,  in  substance, 
a  copartnership  between  Ed  and  John  Tink- 
ham,  under  tbe  firm  name  of  Tlnkham  Bros.; 


that  they  leased  from  B.  J.  Couper,  receiver, 
for  the  cropping  season'of  1804,  certain  prem- 
ises known  as  the  "Jones  Ranch"  and  "Stan- 
ton Ranch,"  agreeing  to  pay  as  rental  on»- 
thlrd  of  the  grain  grown  tbereon,  to  be  de- 
livered at  the  machine  when  threshed;  that 
by  the  terms  of  the  lease  their  two-thirds 
Interest  in  the  crop  was  expressly  charged 
with  the  payment  of  persons  employed  by 
them  In  and  about  the  seeding,  caring  for, 
harvesting,  and  threshing  the  entire  crop; 
that,  becoming  largely  indebted  to  plaintiffs 
on  account  of  work  and  labor  done  and  per- 
formed In  and  about  putting  in  the  crops, 
harvesting  and  caring  for  the  same,  In  order 
to  secure  the  payment  of  such  Indebtedness, 
and  the  further  liabilities  to  accrue  for  work 
and  labor  thereafter  to  be  performed  in 
threshing  and  caring  fw  said  crop,  then  cut 
and  stacked  upon  the  premises,  the  said  Tlnk- 
ham Bros,  on  the  18th  day  of  October,  1894, 
turned  over  to  and  put  plaintiffs  la  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  of  said  crop,  and  then  and 
there  authorized  plaintiffs  to  thresh  the  same, 
and  deliver  to  E.  J.  Couper,  receiver,  his  one- 
thbd  thereof  at  the  machine,  and  to  sell  the  re- 
maining two-thirds,  and  out  of  the  proceeds  to 
pay  themselves  whatsoever  was  due  them  on 
account  of  such  work  and  labor;  that  the  said 
two-thirds  interest  amounted  to  about  5,000 
bushels  of  wheat  and  3,000  bushels  of  bar- 
ley, of  the  value  of  $2,000;  that  on  the  9th 
of  November,  1804,  defendants  wrongfully 
took  said  grain  from  plaintiffs,  and  converted 
the  same  to  their  own  use;  and  that  at  said 
date  Tlnkham  Bros,  were  indebted  to  plain- 
tiffs In  the  aggregate  sum  of  $2,013.57.  The 
answer  puts  in  issue  every  material  allega- 
tion of  the  complaint,  except  the  fact  of  the 
Tlnkham  Bros,  copartnership  and  the  leasing, 
but  the  denials  as  to  the  quantity  of  grain 
are  qualified.  For  a  further  and  separate 
defense  defendants  allege,  in  substance,  that 
in  March  and  April  of  1804,  and  thereafter, 
Tlnkham  Bros,  desiring  money  with  which 
to  buy  seed  grain,  and  to  enable  them  to  put 
In  said  crop,  the  defendant  J.  AV.  Couper, 
with  the  express  agreement  that  he  should 
have  the  crop  as  security  therefor,  advanced 
and  loaned  to  Tlnkham  Bros.,  at  divers  times 
and  in  sundry  amounts,  the  sum  of  $2,000, 
and  on  May  26,  1894,  took  their  note  for  tliat 
amount,  payable  October  1,  1804,  and  to  se- 
cure the  payment  thereof  they  executed  and 
delivered  to  him  at  the  same  time  a  chattel 
mortgage  upon  their  tmdlvided  two-thirds  in- 
terest in  the  growing  crop  upon  that  part  of 
the  premises  known  as  the  "Stanton  Itanch," 
consisting  of  700  acres,  which  mortgage  was 
duly  filed  with  the  county  clerk  on  the  same 
day;  that  on  November  9,  1804,  the  conditions 
of  the  mortgage  having  been  broken,  J.  W. 
Couper  and  the  defendant  Phy,  who  was 
sheriff  of  Union  county.  Or.,  and  acting  un- 
der bis  (Couper's)  directions,  took  said  grain 
into  their  possession,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  authority  confeired  by  such  mortgage, 
and  proceeded  to  complete  the  harvesting  and 
uigiiizea  oy  ■^^j  \^/ \^/ -^  ' ^- 
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threshlnjT  thereof.  The  reply  puts  In  issne 
the  material  aUegations  of  the  answer,  and 
sets  forth  afflrmatlrely  other  matter  not  rele- 
vant here.  The  lease  referred  to  contains, 
among  others,  the  following  proYisions:  "It 
is  further  provided  by  this  lease  that  the  said 
Tinkham  Bros,  shall  not  sublet  any  of  said 
ground  without  the  written  consent  of  the 
said  E.  J.  Couper  or  his  successor  in  Interest. 
And  it  Is  also  provided  that  the  crop  so  raised 
shall  be  and  remain  the  crop  of  the  said  £. 
J.  Ck)uper,  receiver,  or  his  successor  In  inter- 
est, until  the  payment  of  all  expenses  nec- 
essary to  care  for  said  crop  and  put  the  said 
one-third  rental  in  sacics,  as  herein  provided 
for,  and  to  cover  any  liens  of  bands  or  other- 
wise incurred  In  caring  for,  harvesting,  or 
threshing  thereof,  together  with  the  payment 
of  the  said  one-thhrd  rental  as  herein  pro- 
vided." A  trial  was  had,  and,  the  verdict  and 
judgment  being  for  plaintiffs,  defendants  ap- 
peal. 

T.  C.  Crawford,  for  appellants.  T.  G.  Hall- 
ey,  for  re^K>ndent«. 

TVOLVERTON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
There  are  numerous  assignments  of  error, 
but  from  the  view  we  take  of  the  case  it  Is 
only  necessary  for  us  to  consider  two  ques- 
tions, which  arise  upon  the  court's  instruc- 
tions to  the  Jury.  Kespondents'  contentions 
are— First,  that  the  provision  in  the  lease 
"that  the  crop  so  raised  shall  be  and  remain 
the  crop  of  the  said  E.  J.  Couper,  receiver, 
or  his  successor  in  interest,  until  the  pay- 
ment of  alX  expenses  necessary  to  care  for 
said  crop  and  put  the  said  (me-thlrd  rental 
in  sacks,  as  herein  provided  for,  and  to  cover 
any  liens  of  hands  or  otherwise  Incurred  In 
caring  for,  harvesting,  or  threshing  thereof, 
togethtf  with  the  payment  of  said  one-third 
rental,"  constituted  E.  J.  Couper  the  sole 
owner  of  the  crop,  and  until  it  was  raised 
and  harvested,  and  the  expenses  paid  by  tue 
Tinkliam  Bros.,  they  had  no  Interest  therein 
subject  to  mortgage  or  sale;  and.  second, 
that  such  provisions  of  the  lease  created  an 
equitable  lien  upon  Tinkham  Bros.'  interest 
in  the  crop  in  favor  of  the  laborers  to  the  ex- 
tent of  theh-  wages  remaining  due  and  un- 
paid, and  which  had  accrued  on  account  of 
the  production  and  harvesting  thereof.  Both 
these  propositions  are  controverted  by  de- 
fendants. 

The  law  is  settled  in  this  state  that  the 
lessor  may  retain  within  himself  the  owner- 
ship of  the  crop  to  be  grown  upon  premises 
leased  by  him  until  the  rent  is  paid.  See 
Fox,  Baum  &  Co.  v.  McKinney,  9  Or.  493. 
But  what  the  nature  and  extent  of  the  les- 
see's interest  is,  and  to  what  extent  may  he 
deal  with  it,  are  the  questions  here.  The 
lease  expressly  prohibits  Tinkham  Bros, 
from  subletting  any  portion  of  the  premises, 
but  it  contains  no  provision  against  the  as- 
signment of  the  lease  or  disposition  of  their 
Interest  in  the  crop.  It  has  been  said  (Jones, 
Chat.  Mortg.  1 114)  that  "if  there  be  an  agree- 


ment that  the  crops  shall  bdong  to  the 
owner  of  the  land,  and  that  the  tenant,  after 
paying  him  for  certain  advances,  should 
have  a  certain  undivided  portion  of  the  crop, 
the  tenant  has  no  interest  which  he  can  s^ 
or  mortgage,"— citing  Ponder  t.  Bhea,  32 
Ark.  435,  and  Leland  v.  Sprague,  28  VL  74& 
The  former  of  these  cases  went  upon  the 
ground  that  the  party  claiming  as  tenant 
was  only  a  cropper,  had  no  interest  in  the 
land,  and  was  to  receive  his  share  of  the 
crop  as  the  price  of  his  labor;  and  the  latter 
simply  holds  that  the  landlord  may  maintain 
trover  against  an  attaching  creditor  of  the 
tenant,  or  one  who  purchases  from  him  with 
notice  of  the  landlord's  right  The  same 
thing  may  be  said  of  other  cases  cited  in 
respondents'  brief.  In  Lewis  v.  Lyman,  22 
Pick.  437,  it  is  held  that  the  tenant's  remu- 
neration was  in  the  nature  of  wages,  and 
ownership  of  the  crop  remained  with  the 
lessor;  and  this  was  independent  of  any 
stipulation  that  the  ownership  should  re- 
main in  the  landlord.  So,  in  Wentworth  v. 
Miller,  53  C^aL  10,  it  was  held  that  purchasers 
holding  from  lessees  under  such  an  agree- 
ment for  leasing  could  assert  no  right  of 
possession  as  against  the  lessors.  So,  also, 
in  Howell  v.  Foster  65  Cal.  168.  It  appears 
that  the  lease  provided  that  ail  grain  should 
be  and  remain  the  property  of  the  lessor  un- 
til certain  advances  made  by  him  were  fully 
paid,  and  then  that  he  should  deliver  to  the 
lessee  his  three-fourths  interest  of  the  grain 
raised;  and  It  was  further  stipulated  that 
prior  to  the  payment  of  the  advances,  the 
lessee  "shall  have  no  right  to  dispose  <^  any 
portion  thereof."  Held,  that  under  this 
agreement  the  crop  was  In  no  way  subject  to 
the  disposal  of  the  lessee.  These  cases  do 
not  support  the  text  of  Jones,  Chat.  Mortg., 
supra,  nor  the  contention  of  respondents,  but 
Andrew  v.  Newcomb,  32  N.  T.  419,  and  Smith 
V.  Atkins,  18  Vt  461,  do,  apparently.  The 
former  of  these  two  cases  was  an  action  in 
the  nature  of  replevin,  by  a  purchaser  of 
the  crop  from  the  lessor,  against  one  who 
had  bought  under  an  attachment  and  sale  on 
execution  against  the  lessee,  and  it  was  held 
that  the  action  would  lie;  the  court  saying, 
among  other  things,  that  the  crop  "could 
not  be  taken  under  a  process  of  fieri  facias, 
which  only  authorizes  the  levying  the  debt 
on  the  goods  and  chattels  of  the  debtor." 
The  latter  case  was  an  action  in  trespass, 
for  taking  a  quantity  of  hay  under  a  pur- 
chase of  the  lessor's  interest  in  the  lease, 
against  a  party  who  had  pui-chased  the  les- 
see's interest  in  the  property  at  a  sheriff's 
sale.  It  was  considered  that  the  action 
would  lie,  but  the  court  said,  in  the  course 
of  tiie  opinion,  that  the  lessee  "at  the  time 
of  the  levy  and  sale  had  no  attachable  prop- 
erty in  the  hay."  But  the  remarks  here 
quoted  were  not  necessary  in  either  case  to 
the  decision.  Upon  the  other  hand,  in 
Dworak  v.  Graves,  16  N'eb.  700,  21  X.  W. 
440,  Cobb,  C.  J.,  speaking  for  the  court,  said: 
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"I  hare  come  to  tl»e  conclusion  tlist  the  law 
Is  qnlte  clear  that,  while  the  landlord  has 
the  right  to  bind  the  tenant  or  cropper  not 
to  sell  or  sublet  his  lease,  or  the  crops  while 
growing  or  standing  on  the  premises,  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  lessor,  that,  without 
such  terms  or  stipulation  in  the  lease  or  con- 
tract, the  tenant  would  have  the  right  to 
sublet  the  land  or  sril  his  interest  in  the 
crops  at  any  time."  Yates  t.  Kinney,  19  Neb. 
275,  27  N.  W.  132,  is  much  in  point.  This 
was  a  suit  in  equity  to  restrain  Kinney,  a 
tenant  of  plaintiff,  and  Carey,  a  mortgagee 
of  the  crop,  from  committing  waste  and  ap- 
propriating to  their  own  use  the  crops  grown 
on  the  land  by  Kinney.  The  lease  under 
which  Kinney  went  into  possession  con- 
tained a  provision  as  follows:  "The  crop  is 
considered  the  property  of  the  first  party 
until  it  Is  divided."  The  court,  after  stating 
the  holding  in  Dworak  v.  Graves,  supra, 
said:  "It  would  logically  follow  that  the  same 
rights  or  interests  might  be  mortgaged. 
But  It  is  insisted  that  as,  by  the  terms  of 
the  lease,  the  crop  is  considered  the  proper- 
ty of  the  plaintiff  until  it  is  divided,  a  differ- 
ent rule  would  have  to  be  applied,  and  that 
no  such  transfer  or  mortgage  could  be  made 
which  would  not  violate  the  property  rights 
of  plaintiff.  It  Is  evident  that  Kinney  had 
some  interest  in  the  crops.  The  fact  that 
the  extent  ot  that  interest  depended  upon 
bis  compliance  with  the  terms  of  his  lease 
could  not  deprive  him  of  the  right  to  sell 
or  mortgage  It."  In  Famum  v.  Hefner  (GaL) 
21  Pac.  955,  the  leasehold  Interest  of  the 
lessee,  with  like  condition,  was  levied  upon 
and  sold.  It  was  held  that  It  carried  his  in- 
terest to  tbe  purchaser,  who  could  go  for- 
ward with  the  performance  of  the  condi- 
tions of  tbe  lease,  and  thereby  become  en- 
titled to  the  lessee's  Interest  in  the  crop. 
Poland,  O.  J.,  in  Bellows  v.  Wells,  36  Vt. 
599,  says:  "The  reasoning  upon  which  our 
decisions  go  is  that  the  owner  of  the  land, 
being  also  the  owner  of  the  fruits  or  products 
of  It,  in  parting  with  the  use  of  it  to  another 
may  make  such  conditions  and  reservations 
In  relation  to  the  land  itself,  or  the  products 
grown  from  it,  as  be  chooses,  instead  of 
parting  with  the  full  right.  The  principle  Is 
the  same  as  that  upon  which  conditional 
sales  of  personal  property  are  upheld."  The 
buyer  under  a  conditional  sale  of  personal 
property  immediately  acquires  an  Interest 
therein.  Defeasible  though  It  may  be,  it  is 
sneh  an  interest  that  until  breach  of  the  con- 
dition he  may  sell,  convey,  or  mortgage. 
Benj.  Sales  (6tb  HJd.)  283;  Vincent  v.  Cor- 
nell, 13  Pick.  291;  Chase  v.  Ingalls,  122 
Mass.  381;  Currier  v.  Knapp,  117  Mass.  324; 
Day  V.  Bassett,  102  Mass.  445.  It  would 
seem  that  under  these  authorities  Tinkham 
Bros,  bad  such  an  interest  in  the  crop  that 
they  could  sell  or  mortgage  prior  to  condi- 
tion broken,  especially  as  there  are  no  con- 
ditions in  tbe  lease  in  contravention  of  an 
assignment  thereof,  or  of  tbe  sale  of  their 
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Interest  In  the  crop;  and  we  think  this  is 
the  better  doctrine  as  applied  to  cases  of 
like  nature.  After  condition  broken,  Tink- 
ham Bros.,  and  a  fortiori  the  persons  holding 
under  them,  had  no  right  to  possession  as 
against  E.  J.  Couper.  Most,  If  not  all,  the 
authorities  cited  by  respondents  In  support 
ot  their  contention  are  actions  either  by  the 
lessor  or  his  successor  In  Interest  But  this 
Is  an  action  by  third  parties  also  claiming 
under  Tinkham  Bros.,  and  unless  they  have 
a  right  superior  in  law  to  that  of  the  mort- 
gagee they  cannot  prevail. 

We  come  now  to  the  second  proposition. 
Testimony  was  produced  at  the  trial  tending 
to  show  that  on  the  18th  day  of  October, 
1891,  Tinkham  Bros,  turned  over  to  plaintiffs 
the  possession  of  the  crop,  which  was  then 
cut  and  in  the  stack,  with  authority  to  thresh 
and  deliver  to  E.  J.  Couper  his  one-third  in- 
terest, and  to  sell  the  balance,  and  out  of  the 
proceeds  retain  tbe  wages  due  for  labor  in 
producing  and  harvesting  the  crop;  they  to 
account  to  Tinkham  Bros,  for  any  balance 
that  might  remain.  Now,  It  is  claimed  that 
under  tbe  terms  of  the  lease  Tinkham  Bros.' 
two-thirds  Interest  in  the  crop  was  expressly 
charged  with  the  payment  of  the  laborers' 
wages.  The  lease  provides  that  the  crop 
shall  remain  the  property  of  B.  7.  Couper  un- 
til the  payment  of  all  expenses  necessary  to 
care  for  the  cr<9  and  to  put  tbe  one-third 
rental  into  sacks,  and  to  cover  any  lien  of 
hands  or  otherwise  incurred,  together  with 
the  payment  of  the  one-third  rental.  T3ie  ev- 
ident central  object  of  this  provision  was  to 
secure  tbe  {Myment  of  the  one-third  rental  , 
to  Couper,  and,  as  a  means  to  that  end,  Tink- 
ham Bros,  were  required  to  pay  all  expenses 
and  liens  of  hands  before  they  should  become 
entitled  absolutely  to  their  two-thirds  inter- 
est. The  laborers  were  not  parties  to  the  lease 
or  agreement,  nor  was  the  crop  constitated  a 
fund  In  the  hands  of  Couper  for  their  pay- 
ment. Couper  is  not  charged  with  tbe  duty 
or  obligation  of  paying  them  out  of  the  crop, 
or  of  holding  it  for  their  security.  If  he  had 
received  his  rent  and  relinquished  to  Tink- 
ham Bros,  their  proportion  prior  to  the  plain- 
tiffs' obtaining  possession,  undoubtedly  they 
could  not  have  had  any  recourse  against  him 
to  obtain  the  amount  due  for  wages  from 
Tinkham  Bros.,  nor  could  they  have  followed 
the  grain  Into  the  hands  of  third  parties  whi) 
had  purchased  even  with  full  knowledge  of 
the  terms  of  the  lease.  Under  these  condi- 
tions, we  think  that  no  lien,  either  equitable 
or  otherwise,  was  created  by  the  terms  of  the 
lease  in  favor  of  Tinkham  Bros.'  employes. 
See  Dillon  v.  Barnard.  21  Wall.  430.  The  test 
as  to  whether  the  employes  of  Tinkham  Bros, 
bad  acquired  an  equitable  Hen  upon  the  crop 
or  uiran  Tinkham  Bros.'  interest  therein  is, 
conld  they  have  proceeded  against  such  crop 
or  interest,  prior  to  their  having  obtained 
possession.  In  an  equitable  proceeding,  and 
subjected  It  to  tbe  payment  of  their  wages? 
Pom.  Bq.  §  1233.  It  is  apparent  that  they^ 
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could  not.  Whatever  lien,  therefore,  plain- 
tiffs acquired  upon  the  crop  or  grain,  was  by 
virtue  of  the  possession  they  obtained  from 
Tinkliam  Bros,  under  their  alleged  agreement 
with  them  to  thresh  it  and  pay  themselves 
from  the  proceeds  thereof.  But  such  lien  was 
acquired  long  subsequent  to  the  execution  of 
Couper's  mortgage,  and  Is  inferior  thereto. 
As  between  the  mortgagee  and  the  plaintiffs. 
If  the  conditions  of  the  mortgage  have  been 
broken,  he  has  the  right  to  possession.  Tlie 
instructions  of  the  court  proceeded  upon  the 
theory  contended  for  by  counsel  for  respond- 
ents, and  hence  were  erroneous  In  these  par- 
ticulars. "We  think  the  assignment  of  error 
contained  in  the  notice  of  appeal  sufficiently 
specific,  under  Xickum  v.  Gaston,  24  Or.  388, 
33  Pac.  671,  and  35  Pac.  31. 

The  judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  such  ac- 
tion as  may  seem  proper,  not  inconsistent 
with  this  opinion. 


(1  Kan.  A.  14) 

MALOTT  et  al.  v.  JEWETT. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Xorthem  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.    Sept.  18,  1893.) 
Action  on  Note— Plkadino — Complaint. 
Where  a  petitirai  alleges  that  a  certain 
promissory  note  was  made  by  B.,  payable  to  the 
order  of  M.  &  Co.,  and  by  M.  &  Co.  indorsed 
to  J.,  and  contains  no  allegation  of  demand  of 
payment,  or  notice  of  nonpayment  and  protest, 
and  no  reason  or  excuse  why  payment  was  not 
demanded  and  protest  made,  such  petition  does 
not  state  facts  suffiHent  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action  in  favor  of  plaintiff.  J.,  and  against 
the  defendants,  M.  &  Co.,  or  either  of  them. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Dickinson  coun- 
ty; James  Humphrey,  Judge. 

Action  by  Americua  V.  Jewett  against 
Thomas  H.  Malott  and  others.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  and  defendants  bring  error.  Re- 
versed. 

Stambaugh  &  Hurd,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
John  H.  Mahan,  for  defendant  in  error. 

GILKESON,  P.  J.  This  was  an  action 
brought  by  the  defendant  In  error  (plaintiff 
below)  to  recover  from  the  plaintiffs  in  error 
(defendants  below)  upon  a  certain  promis- 
sory note  indorsed  by  the  said  plaintiffs  in 
error  to  the  defendant  in  error.  The  facts,  in 
brief,  are  as  follows:  That  some  time  in 
1882  or  1883  one  John  F.  Baxter  (who  was 
also  a  party  to  this  action  in  the  court  be- 
low) as  principal,  and  John  Johntz  (one  of 
the  defendants  In  error),  as  indorser,  were 
indebted  to  the  defendant  In  error  upon  a 
certain  promissory  note,  which  was  also  se- 
cured by  a  chattel  mortgage  on  the  personal 
property  of  the  said  Baxter.  Malott  &  Co. 
held  a  second  mortgage  upon  said  personal 
property.  This  note  was  not  paid  at  its  ma- 
turity. The  indorser,  Johntz,  refusing  pay- 
ment on  the  ground  that  it  bad  not  been  pre- 
sented for  payment,  nor  protested  for  non- 


payment, he  was  released  from  any  liability 
thereon.  Some  time  afterwards  it  was  pro- 
posed that,  if  Jewett  would  give  further  time, 
Baxter  would  give  him  three  other  notes  for 
the  amount  then  due  upon  the  original  note, 
and  that  Malott  &  Co.  would  indorse  tbem. 
This  proposition  was  accepted,  and  there- 
upon Baxter  drew  his  three  notes,  due,  re- 
spectively, in  four,  eight,  and  twelve  months, 
payable  to  Malott  &  Co.,  and  Malott  &  Co. 
indorsed  the  same^  and  delivered  them  to 
Jewett.  He  accepted  them,  and  assigned  and 
delivered  to  Malott  &  Co.  the  original  note 
of  Baxter  and  Johntz.  Two  of  the  last-men- 
tioned notes  were  paid,  either  before  or  at 
maturity.  Payment  on  the  third  was  refused 
by  Malott  &  Co.  Upon  this  note,  suit  was 
brought,  a  trial  had  before  the  court  (a  jury 
being  waived),  and  judgment  rendered 
againsi  Malott  &  Co.  for  the  sum  of  $1,044.- 
CD,  with  interest  at  12  per  cent  per  annum, 
and  costs  of  suit;  no  judgment  being  rendered 
against  Baxter. 

The  pleadings  in  this  case  conaiBt  of  peti- 
tion, answer,  and  reply.  Upon  the  trial  of 
the  cause,  Malott  &  Co.  objected  to  the  in- 
troduction of  any  testimony,  under  the  peti- 
tion, as  to  the  defoidants  Malott  &  Co..  for 
the  reason  that  the  petition  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion against  Malott  &  Co.,  or  any  of  tham. 
and  in  favor  of  Jewett  The  petition  in  this 
case  is  simply  one  on  a  promissory  note 
against  Baxter,  as  principal,  and  Malott  & 
Co.,  as  the  Indorsers,  but  fails  to  state  that 
said  note  was  presented  for  payment,  or  pro- 
tested, when  due,  or  to  state  any  reason  or 
excuse  why  it  was  not,  or  that  it  was  waived. 
The  answer  alleges,  among  other  things, 
"that  at  the  time  the  said  promissory  note, 
attached  to  said  plaintiff's  petition,  became 
due  and  payable,  It  W8w  not  presented  for 
payment  on  the  day  it  was  due,  nor  protested 
for  nonpayment,  and  said  defendants  were 
thereby  released  from  further  liability."  Nor 
does  the  reply  in  any  way  aid  the  petition,  it 
being  as  follows:  "Comes  now  the  plaintiff, 
.iraericus  V.  Jewett,  and,  for  reply  to  the  an- 
swer of  Malott  &  Co.  filed  herein,  says  that  he 
denies  each  and  every  allegation  contained  in 
said  answer,  which  Is  contradictory  to,  or  in- 
consistent with,  his  petition  filed  herein."  Now. 
this  does  not  deny  the  allegation  of  the  answer 
that  the  note  was  not  protested.  It  merely  de- 
nies such  allegations  as  are  contradictory  to, 
or  inconsistent  with,  the  allegations  of  the 
petition.  The  allegation  of  nonprotest  in  the 
answer  is  not  contradictory  to,  or  inconsist- 
ent with,  the  allegations  of  the  petition.  We 
think  the  objection  of  the  defendants,  Malott 
&  Co.,  to  the  introduction  of  testimony, 
should  have  been  sustained;  in  other  words, 
that  the  petition  filed  in  this  cause  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  There  are  numerous  immaterial  and 
surplus  allegations  in  the  petition  and  in  the 
answer.  With  these  stricken  out,  there  Is  but 
one  question  In  this  case,  tIb.  Is  there  any 
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liability  upon  the  part  of  tbe  defendants,  un- 
der the  allegations  of  the  petition?  The  law 
is  well  established  In  this  state  that,  "before 
an  indorsee  can  be  held  upon  a  note,  it  must 
appear  that  aufflclent  notice  of  protest  was 
duly  served  upon  him."  Couch  v.  SherriU,  17 
Kan.  022;  Bradford  v.  Pauly,  18  Kan.  216; 
Braley  v.  Buchanan,  21  Kan.  274;  Shelby  v. 
Jndd,  24  Kan.  lei;  Selover  v.  Salvely,  Id. 
672;  Swartz  v.  Redfleld,  13  Kan.  550;  Doo- 
llttle  V.  Ferry,  20  Kan.  230.  This  being  nec- 
essary, it  becomes  material,  and  should  be 
alleged  in  the  petition,  or  some  reason  or  ex- 
cuse given  therein  why  it  was  not  so  done, 
or  that  it  had  been  waived.  If  raised  in  the 
first  instance  by  the  allegations  of  the  an- 
swer, it  should  be  controverted  by  the  reply. 
We  think,  therefore,  the  objection  to  the  in- 
troduction of  testimony  under  the  petition 
should  have  been  sustained.  The  judgment 
win  be  reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  for 
further  proceedings  in  accordance  with  this 
opinion.   All  the  judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan.A.  1) 

WESTERMAN  et  al.  ▼.  EVAXS. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Knnsas.  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.    8(^t.  18,  1805.) 
Rbvibw  on  Appeai,— Fini>i;<08  bt  Court — Pbis- 

CIPAIi  AND  AOEKT. 

1.  Where  an  action  has  been  tried  by  a 
court  without  the  intervention  of  a  jury,  and  the 
court  makes  special  findings,  and  such  findinjrs 
are  supported  by  a  preponderance  of  the  testi- 
mony, a  reviewing  court  will  not  order  that  the 
fiudings  t>e  set  aside,  nor  that  a  new  trial  be 
granted. 

2.  Whatever  the  agent  knows  concerning 
a  matter  connected  witli  his  agency,  bis  prin- 
cipal is  bound  to  know.  And  knowledge  of  an 
agent,  acquired  previous  to  the  agency,  but 
actually  present  wliile  acting  for  his  principai 
in  a  particular  matter  or  transaction,  will  be 
deemed  notice  to  the  principal. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Ellsworth  coun- 
ty; W.  G.  Eastland,  Judge. 

Action  by  Sharon  Evans  against  L.  H. 
Westerman  and  Frances  A.  Westerman. 
.ludgment  for  plalntitr,  and  defendants  bring 
error.    Affirmed. 

C.  J.  Evans,  for  plaintifTs  In  error.  J.  W. 
Brooks,  for  defendant  in  error. 

GH.KESON,  P.  J.  This  was  an  action 
bronght  in  the  district  court  of  Ellsworth 
cotinty  by  Sharon  Evans,  a  minor,  by  S.  D. 
Evans,  his  next  friend,  against  L.  H.  West- 
erman and  Frances  Westerman,  in  which 
said  Evans  sought  to  disaffirm  a  certain  con- 
tract for  the  purchase  of  real  estate,  on  the 
ground  of  minority,  and  to  recover  from  the 
vendors  the  amount  which  had  been  paid  to 
them  on  account  of  said  contract.  Case  tried 
before  court  without  a  jury.  Court  made  spe- 
cial findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law, 
and  rendered  judgment  thereon  for  the  plain- 
tiflt,  Evans,  for  the  sum  of  $333.8(5.  Def  endan  ts 
moved  for  judgment  upon  special  findings, 


and,  motion  being  overruled,  the  defendants  ' 
thereupon  filed  a  motion  for  new  trial,  for 
various  reasons;  and  their  petition  In  error 
contains  numerous  assignments  of  error,  all 
of  which  they  have  abandoned,  and  only 
urge  in  this  court  the  sole  error  "that  the 
judgment  of  the  court  is  not  sustained  by 
sufficient  evidence."  The  facts  in  the  case, 
in  brief,  are  that  Westerman  was  the  owner 
of  certain  real  estate  in  the  city  of  Ellsworth, 
Ellsworth  county,  Kan.,  that  he  "listed,"  (as 
they  call  it,)  or  placed  In  the  hands  of  Cath- 
cart  &  Hutchins,  as  his  agents,  this  land,  for 
sale;  and  that  these  agents  made  the  contract 
which  is  complained  of  In  this  action,  which 
was  that  Westerman  and  his  wife  should, 
upon  the  payment  of  a  certain  sum  of  mon- 
ey, viz.  $350,  deed  to  Evans  this  land,  and 
in  pursuance  of  that  contract  executed  their 
bond.  Evans  paid,  upon  the  execution  of 
said  bond.  In  cash,  $116,  and  executed  his  two 
notes  for  $116  each.  He  afterwards  paid  the 
first  note  and  interest  in  full,  and  $95  on  the 
second  note,  making  in  all  $333.96. 

It  is  undisputed  that  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  this  contract  the  plaintiff,  Evans,  was 
a  minor,  of  the  age  of  18  years,  and  that  he 
disaffirmed  the  contract  before  he  reached 
the  age  of  majority.  The  defendant  West- 
erman contends  that  on  account  of  the  rep- 
resentations made  by  the  minor  as  to  his 
minority,  and  from  his  having  been  engaged 
in  business  as  an  adult,  he  had  good  reason 
to  believe  that  the  said  Evans  was  capable 
of  contracting.  The  court  made  findings  of 
fact  upon  every  issue  In  the  case,  and  they 
are  very  full  and  complete,  and  these  find- 
ings are  supported  by  a  preponderance  of 
the  testimony.  Under  the  rule  so  well  estab- 
lished by  the  decisions  of  the  supreme  court 
of  this  state  "when  an  action  has  been  tried 
by  a  court  without  the  intervention  of  a 
jury,  and  the  court  makes  special  findings, 
and  such  findings  seem  to  be  sustained  by  a 
preponderance,  though  not  by  all  the  evi- 
dence, a  reviewing  court  will  not  order  that 
the  findings  be  set  aside,  nor  tliat  a  new  trial 
be  granted."  Carson  v.  Kerr,  7  Kan.  269; 
Brewster  v.  Hall,  12  Kan.  161. 

This  might  dispose  of  this  case,  but  as 
the  plaintiff  In  error  has  argued  at  some 
length,  in  his  brief,  the  sufficiency  of  certain 
evidence,  viz.  whether  the  knowledge  of 
Cathcart,  one  of  the  members  of  the  firm, 
who  were  the  agents  of  Westerman,  as  to 
the  minority  of  Evans,  was  sufficient  to  con- 
stitute notice  to  and  bind  the  principal,  this 
we  win  have  to  answer  in  the  affirmative. 
It  Is  conclusively  proven  in  this  action: 
That  the  whole  transaction  between  Evans 
and  Westerman  was,  on  the  part  of  Wester- 
man, carried  on  and  consummated  by  Cath- 
cart &  Hutchins,  partners,  as  his  agents. 
That  Cathcart  knew,  during  all  the  time  It 
was  pending,  that  Evans  was  a  minor;  had 
known  it  for  a  long  time  previous  to  any  of 
these  negotiations;  had  known  Evans  two 
or  three  years  previous;  knew  he  was  going 
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to  school  with  hb  children.  That  Bvana'  mi- 
nority waa  thought  of  by  them  at  the  time 
bond  was  drawn.  And  be  assigns  as  a  rea- 
son for  taking  the  bond  at  the  time  the  fact 
that  it  would  not  be  due  for  a  year  or  two, 
and  Evans  would  be  of  age  by  the  time,  if 
not  before,  it  matured.  Hutchlns,  the  other 
partner,  testified  that,  when  he  went  to 
Evans  for  the  purpose  of  closing  the  con- 
tract, Evans  told  blm  that  he  wished  to 
consult  with  his  mother;  that  he  took  him  to 
his  mother's  house  for  the  purpose  of  consul- 
tation; that  he  had  known  Evans  a  year  or 
two  before  the  contract  was  drawn.  He  was 
not  positive  whether  there  was  anything 
said,  during  the  pendency  of  this  transac- 
tion, as  to  his  age.  He  knew  he  was  not  do- 
ing business  for  himself,  and  believed  him 
to  be  a  minor  at  the  time.  "When  a  trans- 
action Is  carried  on  and  consummated  by 
one  person  acting  as  the  agent  for  another 
person,  wtiatever  comes  to  the  knowledge  of 
the  agent  pending  the  transaction  must  be 
presumed  to  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
principal."  Ayers  v.  Probasco,  14  Kan.  175. 
"And  knowledge  of  an  agent,  acquired  pre- 
vious to  the  agency,  but  actually  present 
while  acting  for  his  principal  in  a  particu- 
lar transaction  or  matter,  will  be  deemed 
notice  to  the  principal."  Bank  v.  Hallen- 
beck  (Minn.)  13  N.  W.  145.  "Whatever  the 
agent  knows  concerning  a  matter  connected 
with  his  agency,  his  principal  is  bound  to 
know."  Jarvls  v.  Cnrapbell,  23  Kan.  370. 
The  case  of  Nlcklisson  v.  Holman,  17  Kan. 
'J2,  was  an  action  to  set  aside  a  certain  sale 
and  conveyance  of  real  estate  made  by  Mrs. 
Holman,  through  her  agents,  C.  Holman  and 
J.  R.  Hlbbard,  to  Nlcklisson.  It  was  claim- 
ed that  false  statements  were  made  In  ref- 
erence to  the  sale,— not,  however,  made  di- 
rectly to  Mrs.  Holman,  but  made  to  her 
agent,— and  that  such  statements  were  not 
communicated  to  her.  The  court  said:  "The 
alleged  false  and  fraudulent  statements 
were,  however,  not  made  directly  to  Mrs. 
Holman,  but  were  made  to  her  agents,  and  it 
Is  not  claimed  that  such  statements  were 
never  communicated  to  her.  Whether  this 
is  true,  or  not,  as  a  fact,  it  is  not  true  in  law. 
In  law,  whatever  comes  to  the  knowledge  of 
an  agent  comes  to  the  knowledge  of  the 
principal,  and  whatever  is  done  by  an  agent, 
within  the  scope  of  his  agency,  is  done  by 
the  principal.  The  agent,  with  reference  to 
third  parties,  and  within  the  scope  of  his 
agency,  is,  to  all  intents  aind  purposes,  the 
principal."  And  it  is  further  proven  in  this 
action  that  Westerman  accepted  the  cash 
and  notes  paid  and  given  by  Evans,  paid 
Cathcart  &  Hutchlns  their  commissions  for 
making  the  sale,  and  thereby  ratified  their 
action.  And  when  one  voluntarily  accepts 
the  proceeds  of  an  act  done  by  one  assuming 
(though  without  authority)  to  be  his  agent, 
he  ratifies  the  act,  and  takes  it  as  his  own, 
with  all  the  burdens  as  well  as  its  benefits. 
Watersou  t.  Rodgers,  21  Kan.    529.    We 


think  the  evidence  Is  rafflcient  to  diaige 
Westerman  with  notice.  But,  as  w«  have 
said,  the  trial  court  made  special  findings 
upon  the  facts  In  this  case,  and  these  find- 
ings are  supported  by  a  preponderance  of  the 
testimony;  and,  were  the  testimony  weake: 
than  it  is,  we  would  not  feel  authoilzed  to 
reverse  the  Judgment,  or  grant  a  new  trial. 
The  Judgment  In  this  case  will  be  afflrmed. 
All  the  Judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan-A.  32) 
DAVIS  et  al.  v.  RrNGBB. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.    Sept.  18,  1895.) 

AppeaIi—Recobd— Review  or  Obobk — Case 
Made. 

1.  Tn  order  to  be  available  on  review  in 
error,  a  case  made  must  be  complete  and  per- 
fect when  settled,  signed,  and  attested.  It  can- 
not l>c  supplemented  and  perfected  afterwards. 
And  where  the  case  made  does  not  aflSrmatively 
show  th^t  it  la  complete,  this  court  will  not  con- 
sider alleged  errors. 

2.  The  object  of  a  case  made  is  to  present 
to  an  appellate  court,  complete  in  itself,  a  state- 
ment of  so  much  of  the  proceedings  and  evi- 
dence or  other  matter  in  the  action  as  may  he 
necessary  to  bring  to  the  notice  of  the  appel- 
late court  the  errors  complained  of.  It  must 
embrace  and  include  all  that  is  necessary  for  a 
full  understanding  of  the  questions  submitted 
for  decision. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Mitchell  county; 
(3yrus  Heren,  Judge. 

Action  by  Abraham  Ringer  against  Henry 
Davis  and  T.  J.  Crawford.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  and  defendants  bring  error.  Af- 
firmed. 

L.  J.  Ciaus,  for  plaintitCs  in  error.  A.  H. 
Ellis,  E.  S.  Ellis,  and  F.  T.  Burnham,  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

6ILKESON,  F.  J.  An  attempt  was  made 
in  this  proceeding  to  bring  here  for  review 
certain  alleged  errors  committed  by  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Mitchell  county  in  overruling 
defendants'  demurrer,  receiving  and  reject- 
ing certain  evidence,  in  refusing  to  give  de- 
fendants' Instructions,  In  giving  certain  in- 
structions, in  overruling  defendants'  motion 
for  a  new  trial,  and  in  rendering  Judgment 
for  plaintiff.  A  Jury  was  impaneled  in  this 
case  and  general  verdict  rendered,  and  no 
special  findings  of  fact  were  returned  by 
the  court  or  Jury.  Some  of  the  evidence.  In- 
structions of  the  court,  and  pleadings  are  in- 
corporated therein,  and  to  it  are  attached 
certain  papers,  not  certified  or  referred  to, 
nor  bearing  any  marics  by  which  they  can  be 
Identified  as  relating  to,  or  a  part  of,  the  case 
made.  And  its  sufficiency  is  challenged  in 
this  court  It  shows  upon  its  face  that  it  is 
not  complete,  not  even  In  the  condition  It  now 
is,  when  served  upon  counsel,  or  presented 
to  the  Judge,  and  by  him  signed  and  settled. 
If  we  were  called  upon  to  decide  what  the 
papers  attached  really  are.  we  could  not  de- 
termine.   They  might  or  might  not  be  copies 
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of  record  evidence  wbtch  bad  been  omitted. 
Nor  conid  we  say  -when  tbey  were  supple- 
mented. And  upon  examination  of  tbe  wbole 
case  made,  we  are  unable  to  say  that  it  con- 
tains so  mucb  of  tbe  proceedings  and  evi- 
dence, or  otber  matters  In  tbe  action,  as  may 
be  necessary  to  present  the  errors  complained 
of  to  this  court.  We  cannot  go  outside  of  the 
case  made  and  search  for  these  matters,  nor 
can  we  consider  anything  dehors  tbe  case 
settled  and  signed.  It  should  be  complete, 
without  tbe  necessity  of  support  aliunde.  It 
should  be  complete  when  It  Is  settled  and 
signed.  Transportation  Co.  v.  Palmer,  19 
Kan.  471.  It  might  be  said  that  tbe  plain- 
tiffs in  error  bare  attempted  to  combine  a 
case  made  with  a  transcript  of  the  record; 
but  this  Is  a  practice  unauthorized  by  the 
Code.  It  must  be  one  or  tbe  other;  and,  in 
their  attempt  to  combine  tbem,  they  have 
failed  to  obtain  any  benefit  from  either,  and 
have  flallen  between  tbe  two.  The  plaintiffs 
in  error  have  not  soffldently  presented  their 
case  made  to  this  court  to  obtain  a  review. 
The  case  made  must  contain  a  statement  of 
■o  much  of  the  proceedings  and  evidence,  or 
other  matters  in  the  action,  as  may  be  neces- 
sary to  present  errors  complained  of  to  this 
court.  Transportation  Co.  v.  Palmer,  19 
Kan.  471.  The  mle  Is  well  established  In 
this  state  "that,  where  tbe  case  made  itself 
does  not  affirmatively  show  that  it  Is  com- 
plete, an  appellate  court  will  not  consider  al- 
leged errore."  No  error  appearing  in  the 
record,  the  Judgment  of  the  court  below  will 
be  affirmed.    All  tbe  Judges  concurring. 

a  Kan.  A.  100) 

CITY  OF  SAUNA  v,  WAIT. 
COoort  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.    Sept  9,  1895.) 
Court  of  Appe*i.s— Jukisdictios. 
The  court  of  appeals  has  no  jurisdiction 
to  review  a  judgment  of  tbe  district  court,  in 
lavor  of  tbe  defendant,  on  quashing  a  complaint 
charging  a  violation  of  a  dty  ordinance. 
(Syllaboa  hy  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Saline  county; 
B.  F.  Thompson,  Judge. 

A-  O.  Wait  having  been  found  guilty  in  a 
police  conrt  of  violating  an  ordinance,  the 
district  conrt,  on  appeal,  quashed  tbe  com- 
plaint, and  plaintiff,  the  city  of  Sallna,  ap- 
peals.    Certified  to  snpr«ne  court 

J.  B.  Hutchinson,  for  appellant  Bishop  & 
Bnrch,  for  appellee. 

OLARK,  J.  Tbe  defendant,  A.  O.  Walt, 
was  charged  in  tbe  police  court  in  the  city 
of  Sallna  with  tbe  violation  of  Ordinance 
Na  865  of  said  city,  entitled,  "An  ordi- 
nance to  regulate  tbe  use  of  backs  and  other 
reblcles  and  to  prescribe  a  punishment  for 
the  violation  of  tbe  same."  He  was  found 
guilty,  and  adjudged  to  pay  a  fine  and  the 
costs  of  prosecution.  He  appealed  to  the 
district  court  of  Saline  county,  and  at  tbe 
September,  1894,  term  thereof,  om  tals  motion, 


tbe  said  complaint  was  quashed,  and  tha 
plaintiff  was  adjudged  to  pay  the  costs.  To 
this  ruling,  decision,  and  Judgment,  tbe  city 
of  Sallna  duly  excepted,  and  prosecuted  Its 
appeal  to  the  supreme  court  All  of  said 
proceedings  were  had  prior  to  the  enactment 
of  chapter  9C  of  the  Laws  of  1895,  entitled, 
"An  act  creating  appellate  courts,  defining 
their  Jurisdiction  and  tbe  proceedings  there- 
in." Subsequent  thereto,  said  cause  not  hav- 
ing been  submitted  to  the  supreme  court, 
tbe  record  thereof  was  certified  to  this  coun 
for  review. 

Under  section  1  of  tbe  act  above  referred 
to,  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court  and 
tbe  procedure  therein,  except  as  otherwise 
declared  In  said  act,  remain  the  same  as 
they  were  prior  to  said  enactment  By  sec- 
tion 2,  two  additional  courts  of  record  were 
created,  to  be  known  and  styled  as  tbe 
courts  of  appeals  of  tbe  Northern  and  South- 
ern departments,  respectively;  and  the  Juris- 
diction of  said  courts  of  appeals  Is  defined 
and  declared  by  section  9,  from  an  examina- 
tion of  which  It  will  be  observed  that  tbe 
appellate  Jurisdicticm  of  said  courts  Is  limit- 
ed to  all  cases  of  appeal  from  convictions 
for  misdemeanor  in  the  district  and  other 
courts  of  record;  also,  in  all  proceedings  la 
error,  as  allowed  by  law,  taken  from  orders 
and  decisions  of  the  district  and  other 
courts  of  record,  or  the  Judge  thereof,  except 
probate  courts.  In  civil  actions  before  final 
Judgment,  and  from  all  final  orders  and 
judgments  of  such  courts,  within  theb:  re- 
spective divisions,  where  tbe  amount  or 
value  does  not  exceed  $2,000,  exclusive  of 
interest  and  costs.  Before  this  court  will  re- 
view a  Judgment  of  an  inferior  court,  it 
must  first  appear  that  It  has  Jurisdiction  of 
tbe  subject-matter  thereof,  otherwise,  its 
Judgments  would  be  of  no  validity  or  bind- 
ing force.  That  this  prosecution  in  the  court 
below  was  In  tbe  nature  of  a  criminal  action, 
there  appears  to  be  no  question,  under  the 
decisions  of  our  supreme  court  Hence,  the 
Judgment  therein  can  be  reviewed  only  upon 
appeal,  and  not  upon  petition  in  error.  Tbe 
courts  of  appeals  are  given  appellate  Juris- 
diction In  appeals  from  convlctlcms  for  mis- 
demeanors in  the  district  and  other  courts  of 
record,  but  Jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
tbe  defendant  <ki  quasblng  a  complaint  or 
Information  is  not  conferred  upon  said 
courts.  Hence,  the  record  is  not  properly 
here,  and  the  same  will  be,  by  the  clerk,  re- 
turned to  the  supreme  court,  with  a  copy  of 
this  opinion.   All  tbe  Judges  concurring. 


a  Kan.  A.  8S) 
CITT  OP  JUNCTION  CITT  v.  BLADES. 
(Conrt  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment C.  D.     Sept  18,  1895.) 

DKriCTTVa  BtSIETS— EVIDENCB  —  iKSTXnCTIOXB — 
VlBW  BT   JUBT. 

1.  It  is  error  to  permit  witnesses  to   give 
their  opinions,  over  the  objection  of  defendaa^^ 
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whether  street  croBsfaiKS  are  dtrngerons  or  safe, 
who  are  not  shown  to  be  experts,  or  possessed  of 
any  particular  skill  or  knowledge  with  reference 
to  street  crossings,  bnt  who  have  merely  seen 
the  street  crossing  at  which  the  accident  in  the 
present  case  occurred. 

2.  It  is  inadmissible  for  the  plaintiff,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  her  injuries,  their  character 
07  extent,  or  in  order  to  enhance  her  damages, 
or  for  any  other  purpose,  to  intivdnce  evidence 
to  prove  her  financial  condition. 

3.  It  is  not  necessary,  in  order  to  charge  a 
city  with  negligence  or  carelessness  for  aeiective 
street  crossings,  that  notice  of  the  defect  should 
be  brought  to  it  by  actual  complaint  If  the 
city  carelessly  and  negligently  permits  defects 
to  exist  in  its  street  crossings,  no  matter  how 
caused,  for  so  long  a  time  that  notice  is  pre- 
sumable, then  it  becomes  liable  if  a  person  is 
injured  thereby  without  fault  or  negligence  on 
the  part  of  the  party  injured. 

4.  An  instruction  which  clearly  indicates  to 
the  jury  that  a  material  fact  in  dispute  does  or 
does  not  exist  is  erroneous. 

5.  A  trial  court,  in  all  cases,  should  give 
such  instructions  as  are  applicable  to  the  facts 
proven  and  the  issues  raised  in  the  case,  and 
should  embody  therein  the  legal  definition  or 
definitions  of  the  important  technical  words 
and  phrases  which  are  used,  and  are  necessary 
to  be  understood  by  the  jury  for  a  proper  de- 
termination of  the  case.  And,  when  the  in- 
struction given  fails  so  to  do,  it  is  error  for 
the  court  to  refuse  an  instruction  asked  which 
80  defines  such  words. 

6.  Testimony  of  general  habits  of  careful- 
ness is  too  remote  to  raise  a  presumption  that 
they  have  been  exercised  in  any  given  case. 

7.  The  inspection  of  a  place  by  the  jury  is 
not  evidence,  but  merely  comes  in  aid  thereof, 
and  the  information  which  the  jury  may  acquire 
from  making  the  view  is  not  to  be  elevated  to 
the  character  of  exclusive  or  predominating  evi- 
dence. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Geary  county; 
James  Humphrey,  Judge. 

Action  by  Harriet  Blades  against  the  city  of 
Junction  City.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  De- 
fendant brings  error.    Reversed. 

John  O.  Marshall  and  Thos.  Dever,  for 
plaintiff  In  error.  Humphrey  &  Laundy,  for 
defendant  In  error. 


GILKESOX,  P.  J.  This  was  an  action 
brought  by  Harriet  Blades  against  the  city  of 
Junction  City  for  injuries  resulting  from  a  fall 
caused  by  an  alleged  defect  In  the  constnictlon 
of  a  culvert  and  street  crossing.  The  answer 
was  a  general  denial,  and  the  further  defense 
of  conti-ibutory  negligence.  Trial  had  before 
court  and  jury,  -which  resulted  In  a  general 
verdict  and  special  findings  In  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  and  against  the  defendant  for  the 
sum  of  $1,870.  Motion  was  made  by  the  de- 
fendant for  new  trial,  upon  several  grounds, 
but  was  overruled,  and  new  trial  refused,  and 
judgment  rendered  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff 
agahist  said  defendant  for  the  sum  of  $1,870, 
and  the  defendant  then  brought  the  case  to 
this  court  for  review. 

The  facts  In  this  case  appear  to  be  substan- 
tially as  follows:  The  plaintiff  below,  while 
crossing  Eighth  street,  which  runs  east  and 
west  on  the  west  side  of  Adams  street  (run- 
ning north  and  south),  about  8  o'clock  on  the 


evening  of  June  8,  18&1  (said  evening  being 
very  dark,  on  account  of  an  approaching 
storm),  stepped  from  a  crossing  (or,  ratber,  the 
covering  of  a  culvert,  which  was  gMierally 
used  as  a  street  crossing)  into  the  culvert,  26^ 
Inches  in  depth,  falling  violently  upon  some 
broken  stone  (or,  rather,  hard  substance)  in 
the  bottom  thereof,  thereby  sustaining  injuries, 
viz.  fracture  of  the  lower  end  of  the  outward 
bone  of  the  1%,  with  a  dislocation  at  the  ankle 
joint,  and  receiving  numerous  bruises  on  her 
body,  and  particularly  about  the  chest.  That 
this  culvert  or  ditch  Is  at  the  outside  of  the 
sidewalk  line,  and  extends  a  considerable  dis- 
tance both  north  and  south  of  the  covering. 
The  south  ead  of  the  covering,  on  Adams 
street,  extends  as  far  south  as  the  sidewalk 
on  the  south  side  of  Eighth  street,  but  cm  the 
north  It  does  not  extend  as  far  north  as  the 
sidewalk  on  the  north  side  of  Eighth  street 
There  are  no  sidewalks  on  the  west  side  of 
Adams  street,  at  or  near  where  it  crosses 
Eighth  street,— merely  a  footpath.  Nor  is 
there  any  street  crossing,  ppt^erly  speaking, 
over  Eighth  street,  on  the  west  side  of  Ad- 
ams; and  the  top  of  this  culvert  or  ditch,  be- 
ing planked,  has  been  for  a  number  of  years 
used  by  the  iiec^le  gaierally  as  a  street  cross- 
ing. The  ditch  and  covering  were  constructed 
some  8  or  10  years  i)revious  to  the  accident, 
and  had  been  In  the  same  condition  that  tbey 
were  on  the  night  of  the  8th  of  June  ever 
since. 

1.  The  first  errot  complained  of  Is  ht  permit- 
ting H.  G.  Sawtelle  to  answer  certain  ques- 
tions In  reference  to  the  other  accidents  hap- 
pening on  this  sidewalk.  We  believe  that  such 
testimony  was  admissible,  as  tending  to  estab- 
lish the  condition  of  the  sidewalk.  One  of  the 
facts  it  was  necessary  to  establish  In  this  ac- 
tion was  the  condition  of  this  sidewalk.  Of 
course,  this  could  be  proven  In  different  ways, 
and  by  other  evidence  than  that  of  other  acci- 
dents. This  is  not  the  most  practical  and  pos- 
itive evidence  of  which  the  case  is  susceptible, 
but  the  simple  fact  there  were  other  accidents 
on  this  culvert  or  crossing  would  tend  to  show 
it  was  unsafe.  When  the  questlcm  of  the  prop- 
er condition  or  safety  of  anything  constructed 
Is  to  be  determined,  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  it  sei-ved  the  purpose  for  -which  it  was 
designed  is  always  competent  and  often  most 
satisfactory  and  conclusive  in  its  character. 
On  the  other  hand,  evidence  to  show  that  fre- 
quent and  repeated  accidents  result  from 
its  use  -would  be  testimony  to  show  that  it  was 
not  properly  constructed.  This  crossing  had 
been  tested  by  actual  use,  and  this  evidence 
tended  to  show  it  was  dangerous  and  unsafe. 
City  of  Topeka  v.  Sherwood,  39  Kan.  690,  18 
Pac.  933.  In  permitting  said  -witness  to  an- 
swer question  No.  178,  and. give  his  opinion  as 
to  whether  or  not  the  culvert  was  safe,  we 
think  the  court  erred.  City  of  Parscms  v. 
Lindsay,  26  Kan.  426;  City  of  Topeka.  v.  Sher- 
wood. 39  Kan.  690, 18  Pac.  933. 

2.  The  next  error  assigned  is  in  permitting 

the  plaintiff  to  testify  as  to  her  financial  con- 
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dldon.  We  cannot  agree  with  counsel  tar  de- 
fendant In  error  tbat  tbla  was  designed  to 
show  the  amount  of  damages.  The  answer 
speaks  for  Itself,  and  Is  a  statement  of  the 
plalntUTs  financial  condition.  This  Is  ne^er 
cMnpetent.  To  permit  the  Introduction  of  this 
kind  of  testimony  Is  virtually  to  Impose  upon 
the  city  the  burden  of  supporting  the  plalntUf. 
This  the  law  does  not  require.  Itie  law  treats 
all  persons  alike,  whether  rich  or  poor;  and 
the  plaintiff  cannot  show  that  he  is  either  rich 
or  poor,  for  the  purpose  of  enhancing  his  dam- 
ages. City  of  Parsons  v.  Lindsay,  26  Kan. 
426.  The  plaintiff  has  a  right  to  show  the 
nature  or  extent  of  her  Injuries;  her  suffering; 
the  length  of  time  she  was  disabled;  the  value 
of  her  time;  her  expense  in  being  cured;  her 
condition  with  respect  to  the  Injuries  at  the 
time  of  the  trial;  the  effect  the  Injuries  will 
have  upon  her  In  the  future.  And  the  latter 
(the  effect  of  the  injuries)  may  be  proven  by 
professional  opinion  of  the  physician  or  sur- 
geon who  has  made  a  sufficient  examination  of 
the  Injuries.  But  it  is  certainly  incompetent, 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  the  nature  or  char- 
acter or  extent  of  her  injuries,  for  the  pur- 
pose of  enhancing  the  damages  which  she  ex- 
pects to  recover  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  to 
prove  her  pecuniary  condition,  whether  she 
was  rich  or  whether  she  was  poor.  She  might 
with  as  mnch  propriety  be  allowed  to  testify 
as  to  her  social  condition,  or  her  religious  af- 
flllatlMis.  Neither  of  these  would  throw  any 
light  upon  the  character  or  extent  of  her  inju- 
ries, nor  could  they  tend  in  any  way  to  show 
how  mnch  she  was  damaged,  nor  In  any  way 
enhance  or  dlmlnbib  the  amount  for  which  the 
idalntlff  could  recover.  Kansas  Pac.  Ry.  Co.v. 
Pointer,  9  Kan.  620. 

3.  Plaintiff  In  error  ccHuplains  of  the  overrul- 
ing of  Its  demurrer  to  evidence.  "A  demurrer 
to  the  evidence  should  not  be  sustained  where 
there  Is  some  proper  evidence  to  establish  ev- 
ei7  material  allegation  of  the  petition."  Steel- 
smith  v.  Union  Pac.  R.  Co.  (Kan.  App.  N.  D.; 
Just  decided)  40  Pac.  992. 

4.  Again,  the  plaintiff  In  error  complains  that 
the  court  erred  in  not  allowing  plaintiff  In  er- 
ror to  show  that  no  complaint  had  ever  been 
made  to  the  city,  or  Its  officers,  that  the  place 
where  the  accident  occurred  was  unsafe.  We 
do  not  think  that  the  plaintiff  In  error  was 
prejudiced  by  this  refusal.  "Complaint  to  the 
city  authorities  Is  not  necessary,  to  charge  the 
city  with  negligence  or  carelessness.  If  It  per- 
mits defects  to  exist  for  so  long  a  time  that 
notice  is  presumable."  City  of  Atchison  v. 
King,  »  Kan.  550;  City  of  Kansas  City  v. 
Bradbury,  45  Kan.  381,  25  Pac.  880;  Jansen 
V.  City  of  Atchison,  16  Kan.  358.  In  this 
rase  the  petition  charges  that  the  city  made 
this  culvert,  or  dug  these  ditches,  thereby  ren- 
dering it  difficult  and  unsafe  for  persons  to 
cross  the  street;  that  the  city  constructed  with 
tioardH  what  was  designed  to,  has  ever  since, 
and  does  now,  serve  the  purpose  both  of  a 
covering  of  the  culvert  running  underneath  the 
same,  and  a  crossing  over  which  persons  on 


foot,  passing  along  the  west  side  of  said  street, 
should  pass;  and  that  they  have  continued  for 
several  years  to  aUow  this  place  to  be  in  this 
condition.  We  perceive  no  error  in  the  ruling 
of  the  court  In  this  respect. 

5.  Again,  the  plaintiff  In  error  cconplains  that 
the  court  erred  In  sending  the  jury,  over  the 
objection  of  the  plaintiff  in  error,  a  second 
time,  to  view  the  place  where  the  accident  oc- 
curred. Section  277  of  the  Code  provides: 
"Whenever  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  it  is 
proper  for  the  Jury  to  have  a  view  •  •  • 
of  the  place  in  which  a  material  fact  occurred, 
it  may  order  them  to  be  conducted  in  a  body," 
etc.  This  nnquestionably  leaves  the  matter  of 
viewing  the  place  to  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  and  has  been  repeatedly  so  held  by  the 
supreme  court  of  this  state.  There  Is  no  limit 
as  to  the  number  of  views  that  may  be  or- 
dered. In  fact,  the  language  of  the  statute^ 
"whenever  in  the  opinion  of  the  court,"  nega- 
tives such  a  conclusion.  And  we  see  no  rea- 
son why  this  should  not  be  so.  In  dact,  we 
can  see  many  circumstances  that  might  arise, 
in  the  trial  of  an  action,  that  would  render  a 
second,  or  even  a  third,  view  of  the  place  very 
important  We  fully  agree  with  counsd  for 
plaintiff  in  error  that  such  a  view  is  not  testi- 
mony, but  comes  in  aid  of  testimony,  but  we 
cannot  say  that  by  sending  them  a  second 
time  any  such  inference  as  is  contended  for 
by  plaintiff  m  error  can  be  drawn.  As  was 
said  by  Simpson,  C,  In  Coughlen  v.  Railway 
Co.,  36  Kan.  422,  13  Pac.  813:  "We  will  not 
undertake  to  discuss  the  varying  Impressions 
that  might  be  conveyed  to  the  mind  of  the 
Jury  by  a  {second]  view  of  the  premises.  We 
are  bound  to  presume  that  the  purpose  of  the 
legislature  in  allowing  them  to  be  taken  to 
the  locality  is  a  wise  one,  and,  in  the  absence 
of  a  proper  showing,  there  are  no  means  of 
determining  whether  the  view  is  favorable  or 
unfavorable  to  the  plaintiff  In  error." 

6.  The  next  assignment  of  error  is  upon  the 
giving  of  paragraph  4  of  the  Instructions,  viz.: 
"The  evidence  tends  to  show  that  the  plaintiff 
had  crossed  the  bridge  frequently  before  in  the 
daytime,  and  on  the  night  In  question  was  pro- 
ceeding cautiously  over  It,  but  miscalculated 
the  distance  she  had  gone  over  it,  and,  with- 
out fault  on  her  part,  fell  ov«r  the  end  of  the 
bridge  into  the  ditch,  and  received  the  inju- 
ries now  complained  of.  •  •  •"  The  lan- 
guage used  in  these  Instructions  is  not  the 
most  appropriate,  and  they  could  have  been 
couched  in  much  more  fitting  terms.  Counsel 
for  defendant  in  error  complains  that  the  crit- 
icism upon  the  Instruction  arises  from  the  fact 
that  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  does  not  un- 
derstand the  meaning  of  the  word  "tends."  If 
this  Is  such  a  term  as  would  confuse  counsel, 
how  are  we  to  say  what  the  Jury  thought  it 
meant?  Trial  courts  ought  to  be  very  careful 
not  to  impose  an  opinion  as  to  facts  In  dispute, 
for  it  is  well  recognized  that  juries  have  a 
great  respect  for  opinions  of  the  trial  court, 
and  are  always  on  the  alert  for  some  intima- 
tion as  to  what  the  trial  court  thinks  of  the> 
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case.  Taking  this  paragraph  as  a  whole,  and 
conedderliig  it  altogether,  we  think  It  errone- 
ous. 

7.  The  next  error  assigned  Is  the  giving  of 
paragraph  No.  6  of  the  court's  instructions, 
and  refusing  to  give  paragraph  No.  4  asked 
by  the  plaintiff  In  error.  It  would  have  been 
well  for  the  court  to  have  given  in  the  general 
charge  a  definition  of  "ordinary  care,"— what 
ordinary  care  would  be  under  certain  circum- 
stances. He  should  have  said  to  the  Jniy 
that  If  the  plaintiff  knew  the  crossing,  and 
that  it  was  dangerous,  and  the  night  dark, 
then  it  required  greater  diligence  and  care 
than  it  would  under  other  circumstances,  and 
at  other  times.  COTlett  v.  City  of  Leaven^ 
worth,  27  Kan.  673;  Osage  City  v.  Brown,  Id. 
74.  But  this  care,  whatever  It  would  be^  still 
would  be  ordinary  care;  and  ordinary  care 
and  caution  are  ail  that  is  required  at  any 
time  to  avoid  the  class  of  injuries  complained 
of  in  this  actl(Mi,  and  what  constitutes  them 
must  be  determined  by  the  facts  In  each  case. 
He  expression  "ordinary  care"  is  generally 
defined,  "Such  care  as  is  usually  exercised  un- 
der like  circumstances  by  persons  of  average 
prudence."  "The  term,  like  many  other  things 
in  law,  is  incapable  of  exact  definition.  It  Is 
a  relative  term,  and,  in  order  to  be  ordinary 
care,  it  must  accommodate  itself  to  the  exigen- 
cies of  the  case  in  which  it  is  exo^ised." 
Quirk  V.  Elevator  Co.  (Mo.)  28  S.  W.  1080.  Un- 
der the  circumstances  of  this  case,  owing  to 
the  omission  from  the  general  charge  of  any 
definition  or  explanation  of  the  term  "ordinary 
care,"  as  above  stated,  we  think  it  was  proper; 
and  the  court  erred  in  refusing  to  give  the 
second  subdivision  of  paragraph  4,  which  con- 
tains such  definition  or  explanation,  as  re- 
quested by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  and  In  giving 
paragraph  6.  It  is  also  contended  that  the 
court  erred  In  giving  the  following  instruction: 
"You  have  seen  the  plaintiff,  and  beard  the 
testimony,  and  also  the  testlmonj'  respecting 
her  habits  of  carefulness.  You  can  Judge, 
therefore,  whether  she  Is  a  heedless  or  care- 
ful and  prudent  i>erBon,  and  also  with  what 
degree  of  care  and  prudence  she  was  proceed- 
ing, In  crossing  the  bridge  on  the  night  In 
question;  and.  If  she  used  due  precaution  to 
avoid  injury,  she  cannot  be  chargeable  with 
contributory  negligence."  While  this  Instruc- 
tion Is  applicable  to  testimony  admitted  In 
this  case  without  objection,  we  cannot  say 
that  it  is  correct.  It  gives  the  Jury  to  under- 
stand that,  If  the  plaintiff  was  usually  careful, 
she  was  so  on  the  night  In  question.  Ordl- 
naiy  habits  of  carefulness  raise  no  presump- 
tion that  they  are  always  indulged  in.  It  is 
well  known  that  very  prudent  iieople  some- 
times act  very  Imprudently.  Testimony  of  gen- 
eral habits  of  carefulness  Is  too  remote  to  raise 
the  presumption  that  they  are  exercised  upon 
any  particular  occasion.  In  giving  this  Instruc- 
tion, therefore,  we  think  the  court  erred. 

8.  The  next  error  complained  of  is  in  the 
giving  of  the  following  Instruction:  "You  have 
also  seen  the  place  where  the  injury  to  the 


plaintiff  Is  said  to  have  occurred.  Ton  are  en- 
titled to  form  your  own  judgment  as  to  wheth- 
er the  bridge  was  a  reasonably  safe  crossing 
of  Eighth  street  on  a  dark  night,  and  imlighted 
street.  You  are  not  bound  by  the  testimony 
of  those  who  have  given  their  opinion  on  the 
subject.  You  should  consider  them  in  the  light 
of  your  knowledge  and  judgment,  gathered 
from  the  view  of  the  locality."  Two  or  three 
lines  of  this  instruction  ar«  open  to  crittcism. 
The  language  used  by  the  court  In  the  last 
subdivision  above  Is  perhaps  strcmger  than  it 
should  be,  and  would  warrant  the  jury  In  ren- 
dering a  verdict  on  a  material  fact  in  this 
case,  viz.  the  safeneas  or  imsafeness  of  the 
crossing  In  question,  upon  their  own  judg- 
ment, from  what  they  saw,  regardless  of  any 
of  the  sworn  testimony  in  the  case.  This  is 
erroneous.  The  inspection  of  the  place  in 
question  is  not  evidence,  but  merely  comes  In 
aid  thereof.  We  understand  that  the  object 
of  a  view  is  to  acquahit  the  jury  with  the  phy- 
sical situation,  condition,  and  surroundings  of 
the  thing  viewed.  As  said  by  Judge  Thomp- 
son in  his  work  on  Trials:  "But  the  evidence 
which  the  jury  may  acquire  from  making  the 
view  is  not  to  be  elevated  to  the  character  of 
exclusive  or  predominating  evidence.  They 
are  not  to  disregard  other  evidence  In  regard 
to  the  character  and  value  of  the  property,  and 
an  Instruction  which  conveys  to  them  the  im- 
pression that  they  may  do  so  Is  erroneous.'* 
And  this  view  has  been  ad<^ed  by  the  su- 
preme court  of  this  state.  City  of  Topeka  v. 
Martineau,  42  Kan.  387,  22  Pac.  419;  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Monrlquand,  45  Kan.  170,  25  Pac.  567. 
As  to  the  special  questions  and  answers  of  the 
jury,  we  shall  only  say  that  they  are  unsatis- 
factory, but  cannot  say  that  the  defendant  was 
prejudiced  thereby.  For  tlie  reasons  herein 
set  forth  the  judgment  in  this  case  will  be  re- 
versed, and  cause  remanded  for  new  trial  In 
accordance  with  the  views  herein  expressed. 
AU  the  judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan.A.  3S9) 

BA^^K  OF  LE  ROY  v.  HARDIXG.i 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, E.  D.     July  16.  1895.) 

Action    to    Recover    Bpeciai,    Deposit  —  Scr- 

piciENcr  op  Petition— Garsishmest— Effect 

OF  Obdbu  to  Pat  Moket  into  Court. 

1.  It  is  Md  that  the  petition  in  this  case 
states  a  cause  of  action,  in  ordinary  and  con- 
cise language,  and  without  repetitioii,  and  the 
evidence  introduced  by  plaintiff  in  the  court  be- 
low tended  to  prove  all  the  allegations  thereof. 
Therefore,  all  the  motions  attacking  the  peti- 
tion, and  the  demurrer  to  the  evidence,  were 
properly  overruled. 

2.  A  special  deposit,  made  by  H.,  to  be  paid 
to  D.  &  W.  upon  their  joint  check,  and  not 
otherwise,  upon  which  the  conditions  have  not 
been  complied  with  for  16  months,  should,  upon 
demand,  be  paid  to  said  H. 

3.  An  order  of  a  justice  of  the  peace,  to  the 
enrnishee,  to  pay  money  into  court,  is  not  a 
judgment.     It    simply    gives    the    creditor    the 

1  Rehearing  denied  Oct.  1,  1895.     vprTr> 
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same  riirht  to  enforce  the  payment  of  the  mon- 
ey that  the  debtor  previously  had.     13  Kan. 


i. 


(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Coffey  county; 
Charles  B.  Graves,  Judge. 

Action  by  H.  B.  Harding  against  the  Bank 
of  Le  Roy.  Plaintiff  had  judgment,  and 
defendant  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  brought  In  the  district 
court  of  Coffey  county,  Kan.,  by  this  defend- 
ant In  error,  H.  B.  Harding,  as  plaintiff, 
against  this  plaintiff  in  error,  the  Bank  of 
Le  Boy,  as  defendant,  to  recover  the  snm 
of  $829.94.  Judgment  was  rendered  In  the 
court  below  In  favor  of  said  plaintiff,  Hard- 
ing, and  said  defendant,  the  Bank  of  Le 
Boy,  brings  the  case  to  this  court  for  review, 
and  alleges  nine  assignments  of  error,  as 
follows:  "First.  The  said  district  court  err- 
ed In  overruling  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff 
in  error  to  require  the  said  defendant  In 
error  to  make  his  petition  more  definite  and 
certain  in  certain  particulars.  Second.  Said 
district  court  erred  In  overruling  the  fourth 
ground  of  motion  of  said  plaintiff  In  error 
requiring  said  defendant  in  error  to  make 
bis  reply  more  definite  and  certain.  Third. 
Said  district  court  erred  In  overruling  the  de- 
murrer of  plaintiff  In  error  to  the  third  cause 
of  the  amended  reply  of  the  said  defendant 
In  error.  Fourth.  Said  district  court  erred 
In  overruling  the  motion  of  the  plaintiff  in 
error  to  strike  from  the  second  and  third 
counts  of  said  reply  of  said  defendant  in 
error  certain  parts  thereof  in  said  motion 
specified.  Fifth.  Said  district  court  erred  in 
overruling  the  objection  of  plaintiff  In  er- 
ror to  the  Introduction  of  any  evidence  In 
said  action.  Sixth.  Said  district  court  err- 
ed In  overruling  the  demurrer  of  the  plain- 
tiff In  error  to  the  evidence  Introduced  by 
the  defendant  In  error.  Seventh.  Said  dis- 
trict court  erred  In  overruling  the  objection 
of  the  plaintiff  In  error  to  the  Introduction 
In  evidence  by  the  said  defendant  in  error 
of  the  affidavit  of  J.  R.  Ahlefeld.  Eighth. 
Said  district  court  erred  In  overruling  the 
motion  of  the  plaintiff  In  error  for  a  new 
trial.  Ninth.  Said  district  court  erred  In  giv- 
ing judgment  for  said  defendant  In  error." 

The  petition  In  the  case  is  as  follows  (omit- 
ting title):  "The  said  plaintiff,  H.  B.  Hard- 
ing;, for  his  petition  and  cause  of  action 
against  the  said  defendant,  the  Bank  of  Le 
Roy,  alleges:  That  It  (the  Bank  of  Le  Roy) 
is  a  corporation  duly  organized  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas.  That  in  the 
month  of  December,  1887,  the  said  plaintiff 
deposited  with  the  said  defendant  the  sum 
of  two  thousand  eight  hundred  dollars,  and 
directed  the  said  defendant  to  pay  said  mon- 
eys to  dlvere  persons,  whose  names,  and  the 
amotint  to  be  paid  to  each,  was  furnished  to 
the  said  defendapt  by  the  said  plaintiff  at 
the  time.  Among' others,  the  plaintiff  direct- 
ed the  defendant  to  pay  to  I.  S.  De  Ford  and 
Jolm  Wackman  eight  hundred  and  twenty- 


nine  dollars  and  ninety-four  cents,  which 
said  payment  was  to  be  made  upon  the 
joint  check  of  the  said  De  Ford  &  Wack- 
man, and  not  otherwise.  That  the  said  De 
Ford  &  Wackman  refused  to  draw  said 
money  so  deposited  as  aforesaid,  and  refused 
to  accept  the  same,  but,  upon  the  contrary, 
brought  suit  against  the  plaintiff,  and  ob- 
tained judgment  against  him  for  all  of  the 
moneys  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  said  par- 
ties, which  judgment  the  plaintiff  paid  In 
full.  That  before  the  bringing  of  this  suit 
the  plaintiff  demanded  of  the  defendant  said 
sum  of  money,  and  the  defMidant  refused 
to  pay  the  same  to  the  plaintiff,  or  any  part 
thereof.  Wherefore,  an  action  hath  ac- 
crued to  the  plaintiff.  He  therefore  brings 
suit,  and  prays  for  a  judgment  against  said 
defendant  for  said  sum  of  money  to  wit, 
eight  hundred  and  twenty-nine  dollars,  with 
the  Interest  thereon,  at  seven  per  cent,  per 
annum,  from  the  1st  day  of  January,  1887, 
and  the  costs  of  this  suit  S.  S.  Klrkpat- 
rlck,  Attorney  for  Plaintiff." 

The  said  petition  was  attacked  by  the  fol- 
lowing motion  (omitting  title):  "Comes  now 
the  said  defendant,  by  Redmond  &  Junkins, 
Its  attorneys,  and  moves  the  court  to  require 
said  plaintiff  to  make  his  petition  herein 
definite  and  certain,  in  the  following  par- 
ticulars, to  wit:  First  That  plaintiff  state 
whether,  at  the  time  of  making  said  alleged 
d^oslt  with  the  defendant,  he  (the  plaintiff) 
received  from  defendant  any  certificate  or 
other  written  evidence  of  such  deposit;  and, 
if  so,  that  the  plaintiff  set  out  In  his  petition 
a  copy  of  the  same.  Second.  That  plaintiff 
state  whether  he  directed  tbe  said  defend- 
ant to  pay  said  money  to  divers  persons,  as 
alleged  in  his  petition,  orally  or  in  writing; 
and,  if  in  writing,  that  he  attach  to  or  set 
out  in  his  petition  a  copy  of  such  written 
direction;  and,  if  orally,  then  that  the  plain- 
tiff set  out  the  particulars  fully,  as  to 
amounts,  and  names  of  pers<Mis  to  whom 
said  moneys,  by  plaintlfTs  said  direction, 
were  to  be  paid.  Third.  That  plaintiff  state 
In  what  court  said  De  Ford  and  Wackman 
brought  suit  against  said  plaintiff,  and  who 
were  parties  plaintiff  and  defendants  there- 
in, and  what  judgment  was  rendered  there- 
in, together  with  the  date  of  such  judgment, 
and  that  plaintiff  state  when,  and  to  whom, 
he  paid  such  judgment.  Redmond  &  Jun- 
kins, Attys.  for  Defendant"— which  said  mo- 
tion was  overruled. 

After  which  the  defendant  filed  the  follow- 
ing answer  (omitting  title):  "Comes  now  said 
defendant  and,  for  answer  to  plaintiff's  peti- 
tion, says  First.  This  defendant  denies  each 
and  every  allegation,  averment  matter,  and 
thing  in  plaintiff's  petition  contained.  Sec- 
ond. And  said  defendant,  for  a  second  and 
further  answer  herein,  says:  That  on  the 
27th  day  of  December,  1886,  one  John  Wack- 
man deposited  with  this  defendant  the  sum 
of  $2,8-'8.06.  and  at  the  same  time  said  John 
Wackman  deposited  with  this  defendant  hia, 
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directions,  In  writing  signed  by  him,  said  John 
Wackman,  and  therein  and  thereby  directed 
said  defendant  to  pay  said  moneys  to  divera 
persons,  whose  names,  and  the  amount  to  be 
imid  to  each,  was  furnished  to  said  defend- 
ant In  said  direction  In  writing;  a  copy  of 
which  said  direction  in  writing  is  hereto  at- 
tached, marked  'Exhibit  A,'  and,  by  incorpo- 
ration, made  a  part  of  this  answer.  That 
thereafter,  and  in  pursuance  of  said  direction, 
this  defendant  paid  out  said  moneys  to  the 
several  persons  in  the  sereral  sums  as  there- 
in directed,  all  save  and  except  the  said  sum 
of  $829.94,  so  as  aforesaid  directed  to  be  paid 
out  upon  the  ord^r  of  I.  S.  De  Ford  and  John 
Wackman.  Tliat  no  order  of  I.  S.  De  Ford 
and  John  Wackman,  or  either  of  them,  for 
said  last-mentioned  sum  of  money,  or  any 
jmrt  thereof,  has  ever  been  presented  to  this 
defendant,  nor  have  said  I.  S.  De  Ford  and 
Jotm  W^ackman  ever  demanded  of  this  de- 
fendant said  money,  or  any  part  thereof. 
That  after  said  moneys  were  deposited  with 
this  defendant  as  aforesaid,  and  while  there 
still  remained  with  this  defendant  said  ?8'20.- 
94  thereof,  on  the  15th  day  of  January,  A.  D. 
1887,  one  J.  R.  Ahlefeld  commenced  l)efore 
G.  Wilkinson,  a  Justice  of  the  peace  of  Le 
Roy  township,  In  said  county,  an  action 
against  said  John  Wackman  upon  account, 
and  in  said  action  a  garnishee  summons  was 
duly  served  upon  this  defendant  January  15, 
1887,  and  before  any  order  of  said  I.  S.  De 
Ford  and  John  Wackman,  or  either  of  them, 
bad  been  presented  for  said  moneys,  and  be- 
fore any  demand  by  said  De  Ford  &  Wack- 
man, or  either  of  them.  And  thereafter  this 
defendant  api)eared,  on  January  18,  1887,  be- 
fore said  Justice,  and  answered  upon  oath,  as 
garnishee,  in  regard  to  said  moneys  of  said 
John  Wackman  In  hands  of  this  defendant  as 
aforesaid;  and  upon  such  answer,  and  on 
conclusion  of  the  hearing  of  said  case,  on  the 
18th  day  of  January,  1887,  It  was  duly  ad- 
Judged  by  said  Justice  that  said  J.  R.  Ahle- 
feld have  and  recover  of  said  John  Wackman 
the  sum  of  $.300  and  costs,  $5.40,  and  it  was 
then  and  there  duly  ordered  by  said  Justice 
that  this  defendant,  the  Bank  of  Le  Roy,  pay 
into  court  the  sum  of  $^{05.40.  And  there- 
upon, in  pursuance  of  said  order  and  Judg- 
ment of  the  court,  this  defendant  did  pay  into 
court,  of  said  moneys,  the  sum  of  $30,'3.40. 
All  and  every  of  which  proceedings  will  more 
fully  appear  by  reference  to  the  records  and 
files  of  said  Justice  court.  That  after  said 
moneys  were  so  deposited  with  tills  defendant 
as  aforesaid,  and  while  there  still  remained 
with  this  defendant  said  $829.94  thereof,  on 
the  15th  day  of  January,  1887,  one  John  Fai- 
lakey  commenced  before  G.  Wilkinson,  a 
Justice  of  the  peace  of  Le  Roy  township,  in 
said  county,  an  action  against  said  John 
Wackman  upon  account;  and  in  said  action 
a  garnishee  summons  was  duly  served  on  this 
defendant  on  January  15,  1887,  and  before 
any  order  of  said  I.  S.  De  Ford  and  John 
AVackman,  or  either  of  them,  had  been  pre- 


sented for  said  moneys,  and  before  any  de- 
mand thereof  by  said  De  Ford  &  Wackman, 
or  either  of  them.  And  thereafter  this  de- 
fendant appeared,  on  January  18,  1887,  before 
said  Justice,  and  answered  upon  oatli,  as 
garnishee,  in  regard  to  said  moneys  of  said 
John  Wackman  in  hands  of  this  defendant  as 
aforesaid;  and  upon  such  answer,  and  on  con- 
clusion of  the  hearing  of  said  case,  on  the 
18tb  of  January,  188V,  it  was  duly  adjudged 
by  said  Justice  that  said  John  Fallakey  tiave 
and  receive  of  said  John  Wackman  the  gum 
of  $300  and  costs,  $5.40,  and  it  was  then  and 
there  duly  ordered  by  said  Justice  that  this 
defendant,  the  Bonk  of  Le  Roy,  pay  Into 
court  the  sum  of  $305.40.  And  thereupon,  in 
pursuance  of  said  order  and  Judgment  of  the 
court,  this  defendant  did  pay  into  court,  of 
said  moneys,  the  sum  of  $io5.40.  All  and 
every  of  which  proceedings  will  more  fuUy 
appear  by  reference  to  the  records  and  flies 
of  said  Justice  court  Tliat  after  said  moneys 
were  so  deposited  with  tliis  defendant  as 
aforesaid,  and  while  there  still  remained  with 
this  defendant  said  $820.94  thereof,  on  the 
15th  day  of  January,  1887,  one  Clias.  W. 
Becker  commenced  before  O.  Wilkinson,  a 
Justice  of  the  peace  of  Le  Roy  township.  In 
said  county,  an  action  against  said  John 
Wackman  upon  account,  and  in  said  action 
a  garnishee  summons  was  duly  served  on  this 
defendant  on  January  15,  1887,  and  before 
an  order  of  said  De  Ford  &  John  Wadt- 
man,  or  either  of  them,  bad  been  presented 
for  said  moneys,  and  before  any  demand 
thereof  by  said  De  Ford  &  Wackman,  or 
either  of  them.  And  thereafter  this  defend- 
ant appeared,  on  January  18,  1887,  before 
said  Justice,  and  answered  upon  oatl:,  as  gar- 
nishee, in  regard  to  said  moneys  of  said  John 
Wackman  in  liands  of  this  defendant  as  afore- 
said; and  upon  such  answer  and  the  conclu- 
sion of  the  hearing  of  said  case,  on  the  18th 
day  of  January,  1887,  it  was  duly  adjudged 
by  said  Justice  that  said  Chas  W.  Becker 
have  and  recover  of  said  John  Wackman  the 
sum  of  $224  and  costs,  $5.40,  and  it  was  then 
and  there  duly  ordered  by  said  Justice  that 
this  defendant,  the  Bank  of  Le  Roy,  pay  Into 
court  the  sum  of  $210.14,  and  thereupon,  in 
pursuance  of  said  order  and  Judgment  of  the 
court,  this  defendant  did  pay  into  court,  of 
said  moneys,  the  said  sum  of  $219.14.  All 
and  every  of  which  proceedings  will  more 
fully  appear  by  reference  to  the  records  and 
files  of  said  Justice  court  Tliat  said  several 
sums  of  money  so  paid  into  said  Justice  court 
In  said  three  several  actions  against  said 
John  Wackman,  amounting  to  the  sum  of 
$829.04,  are  the  same  moneys  and  funds  so 
as  aforesaid  originally  deposited  with  this  de- 
fendant as  aforesaid,  and  are  tlie  same  funds 
which  said  plaintitr  now  claims  in  this  action. 
That  before  the  said  several  actions  were 
commenced  against  said  John  Wackman  the 
said  plaintiff  was  Informed  and  bad  due  no- 
tice that  said  several  actions  were  about  to 
t>e  commenced  against  said  John  Wacknum, 
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and  that  said  fonds  In  the  bands  of  this  de- 
fendant would  be  garnlslied  and  appropriated 
In  said  action,  as  tbe  property  of  said  John 
Wackman,  and  said  plaintiff  was  Inquired  of 
as  to  whether  he,  the  said  H.  B.  Harding,  had 
or  claimed  any  Interest  in  said  funds,  and 
upon  said  information,  notice,  and  inquiry, 
said  H.  B.  Harding,  then  and  there  disclaim- 
ed any  right,  title,  or  interest  In  said  funds, 
of  all  which  Information,  notice,  and  inquiry, 
and  of  the  said  disclaimer  ol'  said  H.  B.  Har- 
ding thei-eto,  this  defendant  was  fully  inform- 
ed and  had  due  notice  before  said  moneys 
were  i>ald  over  as  garnishee  as  aforesaid. 
That  before  the  said  seretal  actions  were 
commenced  against  said  John  Wackman  the 
said  I.  S.  De  Ford  was  Informed  and  had  due 
notice  that  said  several  actions  were  about 
to  be  commenced  against  said  John  Wack- 
man, and  that  said  funds  in  hands  of  this  de- 
fendant would  be  garnished  and  appropriated 
In  said  actions  as  tbe  property  of  said  John 
Wackman,  and  said  I.  S.  De  Ford  was  in- 
quired of  as  to  whether  he,  the  said  I.  S.  De 
Ford,  had  or  claimed  any  Interest  in  said 
funds;  and  upon  such  information,  notice, 
and  Inquiry,  said  De  Ford  then  and  there  dis- 
claimed any  right,  title,  or  Interest  in  said 
funda  Of  all  which  information,  notice,  and 
Inquiry,  and  of  the  disclaimer  of  said  I.  S. 
De  Ford,  thereto,  this  defendant  was  fully 
Informed  and  had  due  notice  before  said 
moneys  were  paid  over  as  garnishee  afore- 
said. Wherefore,  this  defendant  prays  Judg- 
ment against  said  plaintiff  for  its  costs.  Red- 
mond &  Junklns,  Attorneys  for  Defendant." 

"Exhibit  A.  Le  Roy,  Kansas,  Dec.  27th, 
1886w  Memorandum.  Whereas,  I  have  this 
day  made  settlement  with  H.  B.  Harding  and 
Co.  for  all  claims  against  them  on  account  of 
the  firms  of  De  Ford  and  Wackman  and  I. 
S.  De  Ford  and  Co.,  as  a  partner  In  both 
firms;  and  whereas,  there  Is  a  disagreement 
as  to  accounts  between  I.  S.  De  Ford  and 
myself,  as  partners  In  the  aforementioned 
firms  of  De  Ford  and  Wackman  and  I.  S.  De 
Ford  and  Co.:  Now,  therefore,  this  is  to 
witness  that  I  have  agreed  to  and  do  place 
In  the  hands  of  the  cashier  of  the  Bank  of 
Le  Boy,  Kas.,  the  full  sum  of  $2,828.06,  be- 
ing the  full  balance  due  from  said  Harding 
and  Co.  to  the  aforesaid  mentioned  firms,  to 
be  held  by  said  cashier  for  disbursement  as 
follows,  to  wit:  $2,001.92  to  be  paid  to  the 
creditors  of  said  I.  S.  De  Ford  and  Co.,  viz.: 

Goddard  Peck  and  Co $  82  14 

Gauss  and  Co 408  50 

Gauss,  Shelton  &  Co 39  25 

Croc,  Hagardine  &  Co 538  68 

Chambers  82  78 

Wade 116  67 

$2,001  92 

—"Upon  their  drafts  for  the  same,  or  upon 
receipts  properly  signed  by  them,  the  said 
creditors,  and  the  balance  of  $827.04  to  be 
paid  out  by  said  cashier  only  upon  orders 
signed  Jointly  by  myself  and  I.  S.  De  Ford. 
[Signed]   John  Wackman." 


The  plaintiff  in  said  action  made  the  fol- 
lowing reply  (omitting  title):  "Comes  now 
the  plaintiff,  and,  for  his  reply  to  the  answer 
of  the  defendant  filed  herein,  says:  He  de- 
nies each,  all  and  singular,  tbe  allegations  in 
said  answer  contained,  save  and  except  what 
is  herein  specifically  admitted.  The  plain- 
tiff admits  the  execution  of  the  paper,  a  copy 
of  which  is  attached  to  said  answer,  and 
marked  'Exhibit  A,'  but  alleges  the  fact  to 
be  that  the  said  moneys  mentioned  and  de- 
scribed in  said  paper  was  not  deposited  by 
the  said  John  Wackman,  but  was  deposited 
In  said  bank  by  this  plaintiff,  who  had  made 
settlement  with  the  said  John  Wackman,  and 
was  deposited  by  said  plaintiff  for  the  spe- 
cific purposes  mentioned  in  said  exhibit,  all 
of  which  said  bank  had  due  and  legal  no- 
tice. The  plaintiff,  further  replying  to  said 
answer,  says:  That  before  the  making  of 
said  deposit,  and  on,  to  wit,  the  11th  day  of 
November,  188G,  the  said  John  Wackman 
sold  and  transferred  to  the  said  I.  S.  De 
Ford  all  of  his  rights  and  interest  In  and  to 
the  then  existing  partnerships  of  De  Ford  & 
Wackman  and  De  Ford  ft  Co.,  for  a  valua- 
ble consideration.  And,  at  the  time  said  pre- 
tended settlement  set  forth  and  stated  In  the 
answer  of  said  defendant,  the  said  Wackman 
bad  no  Interest  whatever  In  the  several  sums 
of  money  due  from  the  said  H.  B.  Harding  to 
the  said  firms  of  De  Ford  &  Wackman  and  I. 
S.  De  Ford  &  Co.  That  subsequent  there- 
to, and  subsequent  to  the  deposit  of  tbe 
money  with  the  defendant  bank,  and  some 
time  In  the  month  of  December,  1886,  the 
said  I.  S.  De  Ford,  by  virtue  of  the  sale  and 
assignment  to  him  as  aforesaid,  commenced 
an  action  In  the  district  court  of  Wilson 
county,  Kansas,  against  the  said  H.  B.  Hard- 
ing, to  recover  the  moneys  due  the  late  part- 
nerships of  De  Ford  &  Wackman  and  I.  S. 
De  Ford  &  Co.,  less  the  amount  paid  to  the 
creditors  of  said  firms  mentioned  in  Ex- 
hibit A,  attached  to  defendant's  answer. 
That,  subsequent  thereto.  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  said  action  in  favor  of  said  De 
Ford  for  the  sum  of  $1,000,  which  the  said 
plaintiff  was  comp^ed  to  pay,  and  did  pay, 
to  the  said  I.  S.  De  Ford,  all  of  which  the 
defendant  bank  had  notice.  The  plaintiff, 
further  replying  to  said  answer,  says:  That 
the  said  several  suits  mentioned  and  set 
forth  In  said  answer,  commenced  before  G. 
Wilkinson,  a  Justice  of  the  peace  of  Le  Boy 
township,  in  sold  county,  against  John  Wack- 
man, and  the  several  garnishee  summonses 
Issued  In  said  suits,  were  brought  by  the  re- 
spective plaintiffs,  and  against  the  said  de- 
fendant, by  collusion,  with  full  knowledge 
upon  the  part  of  the  respective  parties  that 
the  said  John  Wackman  was  not  Indebted  to 
said  parties  In  any  sum  whatsoever,  it  being 
the  objective  purpose  and  Intention  of  the 
several  plaintiffs  and  the  said  defendant  to 
defraud  the  plaintiff  herein.  That  the  said 
bank  gave  the  said  plaintiff  no  notice  of 
B^^ce  of  granlshee  proceedings  upon  it,  nor 
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did  It  glre  the  said  L  S.  De  Ford  any  notice 
of  service  of  garnishee  summons,  althonsh 
the  liank,  at  the  time  each  of  the  garnishee 
summonses  was  served  upon  it,  had  actual 
knowledge  that  the  said  De  Ford  had  com- 
menced a  suit  against  the  said  H.  B.  Hard- 
ing, claiming  that  the  said  Wackman  had  as- 
signed to  the  said  De  Ford,  for  a  valuable 
consideration,  bis  <the  said  Wackman's)  en- 
tire interest  in  the  said  partnerships  of  I.  8. 
De  Ford  &  Ck>.  and  De  Ford  &  Wackman, 
and  tliat  said  suit  was  still  pending  at  the 
time  the  defendant  dalms  it  paid  the  money 
out  on  the  ord«^  of  the  Justice  of  the  peace, 
as  stated  in  said  answer.  S.  S.  Klrkpatrick, 
Attorney  for  PlainUff." 

To  which  said  reply  the  said  defendant 
filed  the  following  motion  (omitting  title): 
"Comes  now  said  defendant,  and  moves  the 
court  to  require  said  plaintiff  to  make  his 
reply  more  definite  and  certain  In  the  fol- 
lowing particulars,  to  wit:  First.  That  said 
plaintiff  separately  state  and  number  his 
several  replies  and  pretended  defenses  to 
the  answer  of  the  defendant  (1)  by  separat- 
ing and  numbering  that  part  of  bis  said  re- 
ply from  the  beginning  thereof  to  and  in- 
cluding the  words  'Exhibit  A,'  in  the  sixth 
line  of  the  body  of  said  reply;  (2)  by  sepa- 
rately stating  and  numbering  that  portion  of 
his  said  reply  following  the  words  'Exhibit 
A,'  In  said  sixth  line,  to  and  including  the 
word  'notice,'  in  the  eleventh  line,  of  the 
body  thereof;  (3)  by  separately  stating  and 
numbering  that  part  of  said  reply  beginning 
with  the  last  two  words  of  said  eleventh  line, 
to  and  including  the  word  'De  Ford,'  in  the 
twenty-first  line,  of  the  body  of  said  reply; 
(4)  by  separately  stating  and  numbering  that 
part  of  the  reply  following  said  word  'De 
Ford,'  in  the  twenty-first  line  thereof,  to  and 
Including  the  word  'notice,'  in  the  eighth  line 
of  second  page  of  said  reply;  (5)  by  sepa- 
rately stating  and  numbering  that  part  of 
said  reply  following  the  said  word  'notice,' 
in  the  eighth  line  of  second  page  thereof,  to 
and  including  the  word  'bei-ein,'  in  the  eight- 
eenth line  of  second  page  thereof;  and  (0) 
by  separately  stating  and  numbering  the 
remaining  part  of  said  reply,  fi'om  the  said 
word  'herein,'  in  the  eighteenth  line  of  sec- 
ond page,  to  the  end  of  said  reply.  Sec- 
ond. That  defendant  asks  the  court  to  re- 
quire said  plaintiff  to  mnke  his  reply  more 
definite  and  certain  by  stating  therein  who 
Is  meant  by  the  words  'said  defendant,'  at 
the  beginning  of  the  fourteenth  line  of  the 
second  page  of  said  reply.  Third.  The  de- 
fendant asks  the  court  to  require  said  plain- 
tiff to  make  his  reply  more  definite  and  cer- 
tain by  stating  who  is  meant  by  the  words 
'said  defendant,"  at  the  end  of  the  seven- 
teenth line,  and  beginning  of  eighteenth  Hue, 
of  second  page  of  said  reply.  Fourth.  That 
the  plaintiff  make  his  reply  more  Uehuite  and 
certain  by  stating  therein  who  and  what  per- 
sons participated  in  the  collusion  alleged  and 
referred  to  in  said  reply;  and  by  stating  the 


facts  constituting,  and  the  acts  done  consti- 
tuting, such  collusion,  and  that  plaintiff  state 
what  acta  were  done,  and  by  whom,  to  de- 
fraud said  plaintiff.  Bedmond  &  Junkins, 
Attorneys  tor  Defendant." 

Upon  the  hearing  of  tills  motion  the  court 
sustained  said  motion,  as  to  the  first,  sec- 
ond, and  third  grounds  thereof,  and  over- 
ruled the  fourth  ground  of  said  motion. 
Amendment  was  thereupon  made  instanter, 
and  the  defendant  therein  filed  the  follow- 
ing demurrer  (omitting  title):  "(Domes  now 
said  defendant,  and  demurs  to  the  third  count 
in  the  amended  reply  of  said  plaintiff,  upon 
the  following  ground,  to  wit:  First  Tliat 
said  third  count  does  not  state  facts  sufficient 
for  a  reply  to  the  answer  of  said  defendant 
herein," — and  also  filed  the  following  motion 
(omitting  titie):  "Comes  now  the  said  defend- 
ant, and  moves  the  court  to  strike  from  the 
first  count  of  the  amended  reply  of  said  plain- 
tiff all  tliat  part  thereof  following  the  words 
'Exhibit  A,'  in  the  sixth  line  thereof,  for 
the  reason  and  on  the  ground  that  the  same 
is  redundant  and  irrelevant  Second.  And 
said  defendant  further  moves  the  court  to 
strike  from  the  flies  in  this  case  the  second 
count  in  the  amended  reply  of  said  plaintiff, 
for  the  reason  and  on  the  ground  that  the 
same  is  inconsistent  with,  and  a  departure 
from,  the  petition  of  said  plaintiff  her^n. 
Bedmond  &  Junklns,  Attorneys  for  Defend- 
ant" 

Upon  the  bearing  of  said  demurro:  and  mo- 
tion the  comt  overruled  the  said  demurrer, 
and  also  overruled  said  motion. 

At  the  trial  of  said  cause  the  defendant  ob- 
jected to  the  introduction  of  any  evidence  un- 
der the  petition,  for  the  reason  that  it  did 
not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action.  The  objection  was  overruled,  to 
which  the  defendant  excepted.  And  after  the 
plaintiff  had  introduced  his  evidence,  and  rest- 
ed, the  defendant  demurred  to  the  evidence 
that  had  been  Introduced  on  the  part  of  the 
plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  the  evidence  did 
not  prove  a  cause  of  action  against  the  de- 
fendant and  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The 
demurrer  was  overruled,  and  the  defendant 
excepted  thereto,  and  then  introduced  his 
evidence. 

Jas.  Redmond,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  S.  S. 
Khkpatriek,  for  defendant  lu  error. 

DENNISOX,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  We 
will  consider  the  errors  alleged  In  this  case 
In  the  order  in  which  they  appear  in  the  iie- 
tltlon  in  eiTW. 

Tlie  first  asslRnnicnt  of  error  is  to  the  over- 
ruling of  the  motion  to  make  the  petition  more 
definite  and  certain  in  certain  particulars. 
The  statutes  of  Kansas  retjuire  the  petition  to 
contain  "a  statement  of  the  facts  constitut- 
ing the  cause  of  action,  in  ordinary  and  con- 
cise language  and  without  repetition,"  and 
also,  "when  the  allegations  of  a  pleading  are 
so  indefinite  and  imcertaln  that  the  precise 
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nature  of  the  charge  or  defense  Is  not  ap- 
parent, the  court  may  require  the  pleading-  to 
be  made  more  definite  and  certain  by  amend- 
ment" The  petition  In  this  case  alleges  that 
In  December,  1887,  Harding  deposited  with 
the  bank  a  certain  sum  of  money,  and  directed 
the  bank  to  pay  out  the  same  to  divers  per- 
sons (giving  their  names,  and  the  amount  to 
be  paid  to  each),  and  that,  among  others,  he 
directed  said  bank  to  pay  to  I.  S.  De  Ford 
and  John  Wackman  1829^4,  upon  their  Joint 
check,  and  not  otherwise;  that  the  said  De 
Ford  &  Wackman  refused  to  draw  the  mon- 
ey, and  refused  to  accept  the  same;  and  that 
the  said  Harding,  before  the  bringing  of  this 
suit,  demanded  of  said  bank  the  said  sum  of 
money,  and  the  said  bank  refused  to  pay  the 
same  or  any  part  thereof,  to  said  Harding. 
"The  function  of  a  petition  is  not  the  narra- 
tion of  the  evidence,  but  a  statement  of  the 
substantive  facts  upon  which  the  claim  for 
relief  Is  founded,  and  a  motion  to  make  more 
definite  and  certain  the  allegations  of  the 
petition  can  be  sustained  only  when  the  pre- 
cise nature  of  the  charge  is  not  apparent." 
Railway  Co.  v.  McCormick,  20  Kan.  107.  The 
petition  In  this  case  Is  definite  and  certain, 
and  apprised  the  defendant  of  the  precise  na- 
ture of  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff  against  him. 
There  was  no  error  in  overruling  this  motion. 
The  second  assignment  of  error  is  to  the 
overruling  of  the  fourth  ground  of  the  motion 
of  said  plaintiff  In  error,  requiring  said  de- 
fendant in  error  to  make  his  reply  more  defi- 
nite and  certain  by  stating  therein  who  and 
what  persons  participated  in  the  collusion  al- 
leged and  referred  to  In  said  reply,  and  by 
stating  the  facts  constituting,  and  the  acts 
done  constituting,  such  collusion,  and  that 
plaintiff  state  what  acts  were  done,  and  by 
whom,  to  defraud  said  plaintiff.  The  amend- 
ed reply  contains  the  following:  "The  plain- 
tiff, for  his  third  and  further  reply  to  said 
answer,  says:  That  the  said  several  suits 
mentioned  and  set  forth  in  said  answer,  com- 
menced before  G.  Wilkinson,  a  justice  of  the 
I>eace  of  Le  Boy  township,  in  said  county, 
against  John  Wackman,  and  the  several  gar- 
nishee summonses  issued  in  said  suits,  were 
brought  by  the  respective  plaintiffs  In  said 
suits,  and  against  the  said  defendant  John 
Wackman,  by  collusion,  with  full  knowledge 
upon  the  port  of  the  respective  parties  bring- 
ing said  suits,  and  the  said  Wnckman,  that 
the  said  John  Wackman  was  not  indebted  to 
said  parties  In  any  sum  whatever,  it  being  the 
objective  purpose  and  intention  of  the  sev- 
eral plaintiffs  in  the  said  garnishee  suits,  and 
the  said  defendant  John  Wackman,  to  defraud 
the  plaintiff  herein.  That  the  said  bank  gave 
the  said  plaintiff  no  notice  of  service  of  gar- 
nishee proceedings,  nor  did  It  give  the  said 
I.  S.  De  Ford  any  notice  of  service  of  gar- 
nishee summons,  although  the  bank,  at  the 
time  each  garnishee  summons  was  served  up- 
on It,  had  actual  knowledge  that  the  said  I. 
S.  De  Ford  had  commenced  a  suit  against  the 
said  H.  B;  Harding,  clalmlnff  that  the  said 


Wackman  had  assigned  to  the  said  De  Ford, 
for  a  valuable  consideration,  his  (the  said 
Wackman's)  entire  interest  In  the  said  part- 
nerships of  I.  S.  De  Ford  &  Co.  and  De  Ford 
&  Wackman,  and  that  said  suit  was  still  pend- 
ing at  the  time  the  defendant  claims  he  paid 
the  money  out  on  the  orders  of  the  Justice  of 
the  pe&ce  as  stated  in  said  answer."  This 
language  states  as  clearly  as  language  can 
who  participated  in  the  collusion  alleged,  what 
the  facts  were  and  acts  done  constituting 
such  collusion,  and  by  whom  said  acts  were 
done.  The  court  properly  overruled  the  fourth 
ground  of  said  motion. 

The  third  assignment  of  error  was  upon 
the  overruling  of  the  demurrer  of  plaintiff 
In  error  to  the  third  cause  of  the  amended 
reply  of  said  defendant  in  error.  The  lan- 
guage complained  of  in  the  amended  reply 
may  have  been  redundant,  and,  upon  a  prop- 
er motion,  might  have  been  stricken  out, 
but  a  demurrer  was  not  the  proper  remedy. 
The  proper  proceeding  would  have  been  by 
motion. 

The  fourth  assignment  of  error  is  upon 
the  overruling  of  the  motion  of  plaintiff  in 
error  to  strike  from  the  second  and  third 
counts  of  said  reply  of  said  defendant  cer- 
tain parts  thereof  in  said  motion  specified. 
An  examination  of  the  record  shows  that  the 
motion  was  not  to  strike  from  the  second  and 
third  counts,  but  from  the  first  and  second 
counts.  The  first  part  of  the  motion  reads 
as  follows:  "Comes  now  the  said  defendant, 
and  moves  the  court  to  strike  from  the  first 
count  of  amended  reply  of  said  plaintiff  all 
that  part  thereof  following  the  words  'Ex- 
hibit A,'  in  the  sixth  line  thereof,  for  the 
reason  and  on  the  ground  that  the  same  is 
redundant  and  irrelevant"  This  part  of 
the  motion  was  properly  overruled.  Plain- 
tiff, in  his  petition,  alleges  that  he  deposit- 
ed money  In  said  bank  for  certain  specified 
purposes.  The  defendant  answers  that  the 
money  was  not  deposited  by  the  plaintiff, 
but  by  John  Wackman,  and  exhibits  a 
paper  with  John  Wackman's  named  signed 
to  it,  in  support  of  that  allegation.  That 
part  of  the  reply  which  the  defendant  moves 
to  strike  out  reiterates  the  fact  that  the 
money  was  deposited  by  the  said  plaintiff, 
and  Is  explanatory  of  the  exhibit  mentioned, 
and  the  part  that  John  Wackman  took  In  the 
transaction,  and  is  a  reply  to  said  answer, 
and  Is  not  redundant  or  irrelevant  The  sec- 
ond ground  of  said  motion  reads  as  follows: 
"And  said  defendant  further  moves  the 
court  to  strike  from  the  files  in  this-  case 
the  second  count  in  the  amended  reply  of 
said  plaintiff,  for  the  reason  and  on  the 
ground  that  the  same  Is  inconsistent  with, 
and  a  departure  from,  the  petition  of  said 
plaintiff  herein."  This  part  of  the  motion 
was  also  properly  overruled.  Plaintiff,  in 
his  petition,  alleges  that  "the  said  De  Ford 
&  Wackman  refused  to  draw  said  money 
so  deposited  as  aforesaid,  and  refused  to 
accept   the    same.  but^,^,|^  ^^the,  a>nt«r^ 
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brought  salt  against  the  plaintiff,  and  ob- 
tained Judgment  against  blm  for  all  the 
mcmeys  due  from  the  plaintiff  to  said  par- 
ties, 'Which  judgment  the  plaintiff  paid  in 
full."  The  latter  part  of  this  statement  in 
the  petition  may  have  been  surplusage,  and, 
upon  a  proper  motion,  might  have  been 
striclien  out,  but  it  was  not  done.  That 
part  of  the  reply  complained  of  in  the  second 
ground  of  said  motion  may  have  been  re- 
dundant, irrelevant,  and  surplusage,  and,  up- 
on a  proper  motion,  might  have  been  strick- 
en out  for  that  reason;  but  this  motion  ia 
to  strike  it  out  "for  the  reason  and  on  the 
ground  that  the  same  is  inconsistent  with, 
and  a  departure  from,  the  petition  of  said 
plaintiff  herein."  It  certainly  is  not  incon- 
sistent with,  or  any  departure  from,  the  lan- 
guage of  the  petition,  but  relates  to  the  re- 
fusal of  De  Ford  &  Wacl^man  to  draw  said 
money,  and  to  accept  the  same,  and  to  their 
bringing  suit  against  the  plaintiff,  and  ob- 
taining judgment  against  him.  and  his  pay- 
ment thereof.  The  only  variation  in  the  re- 
ply was  the  sale  and  transfer  by  John  Wack- 
man  to  I.  S.  De  Ford  of  all  his  rights  and 
interests  in  the  partnership  of  De  Ford  & 
Wackman  and  of  De  Ford  &  Co.,  and  the 
suit  upon  the  company  accounts  so  assigned 
by  I.  S.  De  Ford,  instead  of  I.  S.  De  Ford 
and  John  Wackman.  This  variation  was  an 
immaterial  one,  and  certainly  no  ground  for 
reversing  this  case. 

The  fifth  assignment  of  error  is  in  over- 
ruling the  objection  of  plaintiff  in  error  to 
the  introduction  of  any  evidence  in  said  ac- 
tion. As  already  stated  in  this  opinion,  in 
considering  the  first  assignment  of  error,  the 
petition  alleges  that  Harding  deposited  with 
the  bank  a  certain  sum  of  money,  directed 
It  to  be  paid  to  divers  persons  (giving  their 
names,  and  the  amounts  to  be  paid  to  each, 
among  others  being  I.  S.  De  Ford  and  John 
Wackman,  $829.94),  upon  their  joint  check, 
and  not  otherwise.  That  said  De  Ford  & 
Wackman  refused  to  draw  the  money,  or  to 
accept  the  same;  that  the  said  Harding,  be- 
fore bringing  the  suit,  demanded  the  return 
of  the  money,  which  was  refused  by  the 
bank.  The  answer  of  the  defendant  alleges 
that  the  money  was  not  deposited  by  said 
Harding,  but  by  John  Wackman,  and  sets 
out,  as  Exhibit  A  in  the  answer,  a  paper, 
signed  by  John  Wackman,  directing  the  pay- 
ment of  the  money.  The  reply  of  the  said 
plaintiff  admits  the  execution  of  the  paper, 
marked  "Exhibit  A,"  and  alleges  that  the 
money  waa  not  d^)oslted  by  John  Wack- 
man, but  was  deposited  by  said  Harding 
for  the  purposes  therein  specified,  of  which 
said  bank  had  due  and  legal  notice.  This 
states  a  legal  cause  of  action,  and  the  plain- 
tiff was  properly  permitted  to  introduce  evi- 
dence to  sustain  the  same,  and  overruling 
the  objection  to  the  Introduction  of  evi- 
dence was  not  error. 

The  sixth  assignment  of  error  was  In  over- 
ruling the  demurrer  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 


to  the  evidence  introduced  by  the  defendant 
in  error.  The  plaintiff  in  error  contends  that 
the  money  was  deposited  under  the  paper 
marked  "Exhibit  A,"  for  the  specific  pur- 
pose named  therein,  and  says  that  that 
paper  shows  conclusively  that  the  money 
was  placed  In  the  hands  of  the  cashier  of 
the  Bank  of  Le  Roy,  plaintiff  in  error,  by 
John  Wackman,  and  not  by  H.  B.  Harding, 
and  that  said  money  was  to  be  paid  out 
only  upon  orders  signed  jointly  by  John 
Wackman  and  I.  S.  De  Ford,  and  there  be- 
ing no  averment  in  the  petition,  or  any  evi- 
dence, that  there  was  a  check  signed  jointly 
by  I.  S.  De  Ford  and  John  Wackman,  that 
the  plaintiff  could  not  maintain  his  action. 
Tills  contention  Is  not  sound.  When  Hard- 
ing deposited  the  money  in  the  bank  for  a 
specified  purpose,  and  that  purpose  failed,  as 
it  did  in  this  case,  by  De  Ford  &  Wackman 
refusing  to  accept  the  money  upon  the  con- 
ditions named,  then  the  money  belonged  ab- 
solutely to  Harding,  and  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  bank  to  pay  It  to  him  up<»i  his  demand 
therefor.  There  having  been  some  evidence 
Introduced  to  sustain  all  the  material  alle- 
gaticms  in  the  pleadings  of  the  plaintiff, 
there  was  no  error  in  overruling  said  de- 
murrer. Simpson  V.  Kimberlln,  12  Kan.  579; 
Railway  Co.  v.  Couse,  17  Kan.  571;  Railroad 
Co.  V.  Doyle,  18  Kan.  5a 

The  seventh  assignment  of  error  is  in  over- 
ruling the  objection  of  the  plaintiff  in  error 
to  the  Introduction  In  evidence  by  the  defend- 
ant in  error  of  the  affidavit  of  J.  R.  Ahle- 
feld.  Said  Ahlefeld,  in  his  evidence,  stated: 
That  he  saw  Mr.  Harding  about  the  Ist  of 
January,  and  told  him  that  he  wanted  to 
draw  that  money  out,  if  it  was  possible.  Mr. 
Harding  told  him  he  had  no  Interest  in  It. 
and  nothing  to  do  with  it,  and  would  not 
have  anything  to  do  with  It,  in  any  shape  or 
form;  that  it  was  not  his  money.  That  said 
conversation  occurred  two  or  three  days  be- 
fore the  garnishment  proceedings  which  were 
introduced  in  evidence  on  behalf  ot  the  de- 
fendant In  this  case.  And  he  stated  that 
Harding  told  him,  in  this  same  conversation, 
that  he  believed  the  money  belonged  to  Wack- 
man. He  stated  further  that  he  told  Hard- 
ing that  he  would  garnish  the  bank,  but 
that  he  did  not  want  to  do  it  If  it  would  Inter- 
fere with  him  in  any  particular.  He  says, 
farther,  that  Harding  told  him  to  go  ahead 
and  get  the  money,  tf  be  could,  and  that  Mr. 
Harding  had  full  notice  of  the  garnishee  pro- 
ceedings. The  affidavit  of  Mr.  Ahlefdd  was 
shown  to  him  upon  the  witness  stand;  was 
identified  by  him  as  having  been  made  by 
him,  and  that  it  was  his  sigrnatore.  The  affi- 
davit tended  very  strongly  to  impeach  the 
evidence  of  said  Ahlefeld  given  at  the  trial. 
The  said  Ahlefeld  states  In  his  affidavit  that 
he  was  acquainted  with  the  said  Harding,  De 
Ford,  and  Wackman,  and  that  about  the  1st 
of  January,  1887,  he  learned  that  said  Hard- 
ing had  made  a  settlement  with  said  De  Ford 
&  Wackman,  and  that  by  the  terms  ot  said 
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settlement  so  made  as  aforesaid  said  Hard- 
ing deposited  the  amount  due  them  after  the 
payment  of  their  liabilities,  to  the  credit  and 
for  the  use  of  said  De  Ford  &  Wackman,  In 
the  Bank  of  Le  Boy,  at  Le  Roy,  Oofley  county, 
Kan.  And  he  further  states  In  said  affida- 
vit "that  said  Harding,  or  any  one  In  his  be- 
half, did  not  consent  to  the  withdrawal  of 
said  money  for  payment  and  satisfaction  of 
said  Judgment,  nor  did  deponent  advise  said 
Harding  that  any  proceedings  were  or  had 
b€«n  instituted,  for  and  on  behalf  of  any  per- 
son or  persons  whomsover,  for  the  purpose  of 
withdrawing  or  appropriating  any  of  said 
money  so  deposited  by  said  Harding  in  said 
Bank  of  Le  Roy,  to  the  credit  and  for  the  use 
of  said  De  Ford  &  Wackman,  as  aforesaid." 
The  attorneys  for  this  plaintiff  In  error  state 
In  their  brief  that  "no  foundation  was  laid 
for  Its  introduction  In  evidence,  and  that  it 
does  not  modify,  change,  or  contradict  any. 
statement  of  said  Ahlefeld  given  on  the  trial; 
that  it  cumbers  the  record,  and  ought  to  have 
been  rejected."  The  foundation  was  laid  for 
its  introduction,  and  it  did  contradict  and  im- 
peach the  testimony  of  said  Ahlefeld,  and 
was  properly  Introduced  at  the  trial. 

The  eighth  assignment  of  error  was  in  over- 
ruling the  motion  of  the  plaintUT  In  error  for 
a  new  trial.  The  first  ground  of  the  motion 
Is,  "said  findings  are  not  sustained  by  suffi- 
cient evidence,  and  are  contrary  to  law." 
The  evidence  in  this  case  discloses  the  fact 
that  Harding  owed  De  Ford  &  Wackman  the 
sum  of  $2,828.96.  Harding  believed  himself 
liable  for  some  of  the  debts  owing  by  said  De 
Ford  &  Wackman  to  persons  from  whom  they 
had  purchased  goods.  De  Ford  and  Wack- 
man disagreed  upon  a  settlement  between 
themselves  of  their  partnei-ship  matters. 
Each  had  notified  Harding  to  pay  no  money 
to  the  other.  Harding  attempted  to  settle 
the  account  between  himself  and  the  firm  of 
De  Ford  &  Wackman  with  Wackman.  In 
pnrsnance  of  the  attempted  settlement,  and  to 
fully  protect  himself,  Harding  agreed  with 
Wackman  to  deposit  with  the  Bank  of  Le 
Roy  a  draft  upon  Simmons  &  Sidell  for  the 
amount  found  due  from  Harding  to  said  firm 
of  De  Ford  &  Wackman,  for  said  sum  of  $2,- 
828.96,  provided  the  said  Wackman  would 
give  a  partnership  receipt  to  the  said  Hard- 
ing, to  be  sent  with  the  draft  to  said  Sim- 
mons &  Sidell,  and  would  agree  to  certain 
other  conditions.  Wackman  so  agreed,  and 
set  out  the  conditions  in  writing,  which  Is  Ex- 
hibit A,  and  deposited  the  writing,  signed  by 
him  Individually,  with  the  draft.  In  said 
banli.  The  bank  received  the  money  on 
Harding's  draft,  and  proceeded  to  and  did 
pay  out  $2,001.92,  according  to  the  terms  of 
said  writing.  The  conditions  as  to  the  bal- 
ance were  never  complied  with.  De  Ford  re- 
fused to  sign  a  Joint  receipt  with  Wackman, 
and  the  money  was  not  paid  oat  as  per  stipu- 
lation. After  a  period  of  one  year  and  some 
four  months,  Harding  drew  a  draft,  through 


the  Wilson  County  Bank,  upon  the  said  Bank 
of  Le  Roy,  for  the  amoxmt  of  $829.94,  and  the 
said  Bank  of  Le  Roy  refused  to  pay  the  same. 
This  is  sufficient  evidence  to  sustain  the  said 
findings.  To  relieve  themselves  from  the  pay- 
ment of  said  $829.94,  the  Bank  of  Le  Roy  al- 
leged that  they  had  paid  out  the  money  upon 
the  order  of  a  Justice  of  the  peace  in  several 
proceedings  In  garnishment.  In  which  John 
Wackman  was  the  defendant,  and  they  give 
In  evidence  full  copies  of  the  garnishee  pro- 
ceedings had  before  the  Justice  of  the  peace. 
Upon  examination  of  A.  G.  Thompson,  cash- 
ier of  the  Bank  of  Le  Roy,  aa  said  garnishee, 
be  makes.  In  each  of  the  cases,  the  following 
answers  to  the  following  questions:  "Ques. 
1.  At  the  time  you  were  ser^'ed  with  the  or- 
der of  garnishment  In  the  above-entitled  ac- 
tion, had  you  then,  or  have  you  had  since 
then,  or  have  you  now.  In  your  possession  or 
under  your  control,  any  property,  moneys,  or 
credit  of  the  above-named  defendant?  A.  We 
have  nothing  In  the  name  of  John  Wackman. 
Ques.  2.  At  the  time  you  were  served  with 
the  garnishment  notice  in  this  case,  had  you, 
or  have  you  since  had,  any  money  or  other 
property,  in  your  hands  or  under  your  control, 
belonging  to  the  firm  of  De  Ford  &  Wack- 
man, or  In  the  name  of  L  S.  De  Ford  &  Co.? 
If  so,  how  much?  Ans.  2.  There  is  nothing 
In  the  name  of  De  Ford  &  Wackman.  Mr. 
Barrett,  who  represents  H.  B.  Harding  &  Co., 
deposited  some  money  with  the  cashier,  in 
trust,  to  be  drawn  by  orders  signed  jointly 
by  John  Wackman  and  I.  S.  De  Ford.  The 
amount  deposited  was,  I  think  and  know,  was 
$2,828.96,  out  of  which  was  to  be  paid  the 
sum  of  $1,999.02,— is  the  exact  amount  to 
come  out  of  the  sum  deposited,  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  St.  Louis  Indebtedness.  The  bal- 
ance belongs  and  was  to  be  drawn  jointly  by 
John  Wackman  and  I.  S.  De  Ford,  which 
would  be  $829.94."  And  the  said  bank  al- 
leges and  proves  that  they  paid  oat  the  money 
upon  the  order  of  the  said  Justice  of  the 
peace.  In  pursuance  of  said  garnishee  pro- 
ceedings. Mr.  Foster,  cashier  of  the  bank, 
was  asked:  "Ques.  You  knew  that  there  was 
a  dispute  between  De  Ford  and  Wackman  as 
to  the  amount  due  each?  Ans.  Yes;  as  stat- 
ed through  that  (meaning  the  stipulation). 
Ques.  You  observe  In  this  stipulation  that 
this  $827  was  to  be  paid  oat  only  on  theli 
Joint  order?  Ans.  Yea.  Ques.  You  tmder- 
stood  from  that  that  you  had  no  authority  to 
pay  to  either  of  them  on  either  name  Individ- 
ually? Ans.  Yes,  sir.  Ques.  If  Wackman 
had  presented  a  check  or  draft  or  receipt,  you 
would  not  have  paid  it?  Ana.  No,  sir.  Ques. 
If  De  Ford  had  presented  a  check  or  draft  oi 
receipt,  you  would  not  have  paid  It?  Ans. 
No,  sir.  Ques.  As  you  tmderstood  this  agree- 
ment between  the  parties.  It  was  only  to  be 
paid  on  their  Joint  order  or  receipt?  Ans. 
Yes,  sir.  Ques.  For  the  purpose  of  protect- 
ing Mr.  Harding?  Ans.  No;  I  didn't  under 
stand  that  it  was  for  the  purpose  of  protect- 
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log  Mr.  Harding.  I  ondentood  Mr.  Harding 
wanted  to  get  rellered  trom  these  bills  or 
debts  which  he  might  be  liable  for." 

In  the  case  Board  v.  ScoTllle,  13  Kan.  32, 
the  supreme  court  says:  "First,  is  an  order 
of  a  Judge  pro  tern,  in  the  district  court,  in  a 
proceedings  in  aid  of  execution,  under  section 
400  of  the  CItU  Code,  that  the  garnishee  shall 
pay  over  to  the  judgment  creditors  of  certain 
moneys  which  the  garnishee  owes  to  the 
Judgment  debtor,  a  final  determination  of  the 
liability  of  said  garnishee  to  pay  said  money 
to  said  Judgment  creditor?  Second,  Is  the  or- 
der of  a  Justice  of  the  peace,  in  an  attach- 
ment proceeding  pending  before  him  under 
section  42  of  the  Justice  act,  that  the  gar- 
nishee shall  pay  into  court  certain  money 
which  the  garnishee  owes  to  the  defendant 
in  the  action,  a  final  determination  of  the 
right  of  the  plaintiff  in  the  action  to  said  mon- 
ey? We  mus*^.  answer  both  of  these  questions 
in  the  negctlTe.  Neither  of  said  orders  is  a 
Judgment  Tte  making  of  them  is  not  an 
adjudication  between  the  parties.  It  does  not 
determine  ttair  ultimate  rights.  It  simply 
gives  to  tlie  crt.dltor  the  same  right  to  enforce 
the  payment  of  the  money  from  the  garnishee 
that  the  debtor  previously  had.  It  is  in  fact 
only  an  aesignmjnt  of  the  claim  from  the 
debtor  to  the  creditor.  The  creditor  gains  no 
mors  or  greater  rights  than  the  debtor  hcd, 
and  ths  garnijhee  loses  no  rights,  acd  the 
pa/meikt  of  the  money  can  be  enforced  from 
the  garnishee  to  the  creditor  only  by  an  ordi- 
nary action.  See,  alcso,  Phelps  y.  Itallroad 
Co.,  28  Kan.  169."  The  evidence  In  tb<s  case 
further  shows  that  when  the  conditions  con- 
tainer! in  the  stipulation  are  complied  with, 
to  vli,  glvln?  the  Joint  check  of  De  Ford  & 
Wackman,  the  money  would  then  pass  frcia 
Harding,  and  become  the  property  of  the  firm 
of  De  Ford  &  Wackman,  and  therefore  It  was 
not  subject  to  gcrnishment  for  the  debts  of 
Wackman.  Trickett  v.  Moore,  34  Kan.  755, 
10  Pac.  147.  The  attorneys  for  plaintiff  in 
error  contend  that  "there  is  no  testimony 
tending  to  show  that  either  I.  S.  De  Ford  or 
John  Wackman  ever  assigned  to  H.  B.  Hard- 
ing their  interest  In  said  moneys,  or  that  said 
Harding  ever  acquired  an  interest  of  De  Ford 
&  Wackman,  or  either  of  them,  in  said  mon- 
ej's,  or  any  part  thereof.  No  order  signed 
Jointly  by  I.  S.  De  Ford  and  John  Wackman 
was  ever  presented  to  said  Bank  of  Le  Roy, 
directing  the  payment  of  said  money."  The 
evidence  in  this  case  clearly  shows  that  the 
money  never  became  the  money  of  I.  S.  De 
Ford  and  John  Wackman,  or  either  of  them, 
for  the  reason  that  they  never  complied  with 
the  conditions  set  forth  In  the  stipulation 
filed  with  the  Bank  of  Le  Roy,  to  wit,  they 
never  jointly  signed  an  order  or  cheek  for  the 
money.  This  money  was  clearly  a  Bpocial  de- 
posit, deposited  by  said  Harding  for  a  speci- 
fied puriiose,  and  the  said  De  Ford  &  Wack- 
man had  a  right,  within  a  reasonable  time, 
to  present  a  check  signed  jointly  by  them, 
and  obtain  the  money.   Not  having  done  so, 


and  16  monthB  haTlng  elapsed  after  the  maa» 
was  deposited,  said  Harding  and  the  said 
bank  had  a  right  to  assume  that  they  never 
would  present  the  said  cbedi;  and  the  said 
Harding,  having  been  compelled  to  pay  tlie 
same  upon  the  suit  of  I.  S.  De  Ford,  certain- 
ly had  a  right  to  demand  and  receive  the  mon- 
t^  from  said  bank. 

The  plaintiff  in  error,  in  their  brief,  call 
our  attention  to  the  second  ground  of  tbeir 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  to  wit,  error  of  law 
occurring  at  the  trial,  etc.,  and  call  our  atten- 
tion to  the  suggestions  made  under  the  fifth, 
sixth,  and  seventh  assignments  of  error.  Hav- 
ing already  decided  these  assignments  of  en 
ror,  it  is  not  necessary  to  again  do  sol  Tbey 
also  call  our  attention  to  the  third  ground  of 
their  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which  is  newly- 
discovered  evidence,  material  to  defendant, 
which  it  could  not,  with  reasonable  diligence, 
have  discovered  and  produced  at  the  trial. 
This  plaintiff,  in  support  of  his  motion  for  a 
new  trial,  upon  the  third  ground  of  said  mo- 
tion, introduced  the  affidavit  of  O.  Wilkinson, 
the  justice  of  the  peace  before  whom  the  gas- 
nishee  proceedings  were  had,  that  the  said  H. 
B.  L.&i'dlng  was  present  during  the  examina- 
tion of  H.  0.  Thompson,  the  then  acting 
cashier  of  said  bank,  and  the  said  Justice  in- 
quired if  he  had  any  interest  in  the  funds 
then  in  the  bank,  to  which  Harding  made  an- 
swer that  he  had  none,  and,  further  tban 
that,  he  wanted  those  St  Louis  debts  paid 
out  of  the  money  put  in  the  bank,  and  alao 
the  affidavit  of  Frank  Quiggle,  who  says  that 
he  heard  the  conversation  between  the  Jus- 
tice and  said  Harding.  The  court  properly 
overruled  the  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon 
this  ground.  If  the  said  Harding  had  been 
present  at  such  garnishment  proceedings,  and 
made  the  statements  to  the  Justice  of  the 
peace  which  he  claims  were  made,  it  would 
not  have  given  the  bank  any  right  or  author- 
ity to  pay  out  the  money  upon  the  garnishee 
proceedings,  because  said  money  did  not  be- 
long to  John  Wackman,  tlie  defendant  In 
the  garnishee  proceedings. 

The  nlntl)  assignment  of  error  is  In  giving 
Judgment  for  said  defendant  in  error.  For 
the  reasons  already  stated  in  this  opinion, 
this  was  not  error,  as  it  was  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  render  judgment  in  favor  of  this  de- 
fendant In  error.  The  Judgment  of  the  court 
below  is  affirmed. 

COLE.  J.,  concurring.  JOHNSON,  P.  J., 
not  sitting  in  the  case. 


(lKan.A.  U) 
STATE  V.  LTNDOROVE. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, C.  D.     Sept.  18,  1805.) 

INTOXICATIXO  LiQnORS— Seizhke— Isformatios— 

BiLI/  OF  PABTICCLABe — iNSTRtJCTIOJtS— 

CONSTITCTIONA.!.  LAW. 

1.  Where  an  information  filed  cbarces  ao 

offense  against  any  of  the  provisions  of  the  pro- 
hibitory law  of  the  state,  and  the  warrant  issued 
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la  pnmaiiee  tliereof  eommandi  the  officer  to 
whom  it  ia  directed  to  seize  and  take  into  hit 
custody  the  i>roper^  mentioned  in  the  statutes, 
■neb  warrant,  and  uie  seisure  made  tiierennder, 
•r«  Talid. 

2.  The  granting  or  OTerralinKof  a  motion  to 
require  the  state  to  make  and  file  a  bill  of  par- 
ticulars with  an  information  rests  within  the 
sound  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and,  unless 
tho'e  is  an  abnae  of  snch  discretion  shown,  an 
apellate  court  will  not  disturb  its  rulings. 

3.  Where  the  court  refuses  to  give  instruc- 
tions which  are  not  applicable  to  the  facts  that 
are  in  evidence,  notwitiistanding  they  contain 
correct  statements  of  the  law  in  the  abstract^ 
keU  not  error. 

4.  Paragraphs  2522,  2533,  Gen.  St.  1889, 
ore  constitutional,  and  not  in  conflict  with  the 
fourteenth  amendment  to  the  constitution  of  th« 
United  States. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  oonrt,  Jewell  county; 
Gyms  Heren,  Jodge. 

Nel8  LindgroTe  waa  convicted  of  keeping  a 
common  nuisance,  and  appeals.     Reversed. 

T.  S.  Klrkpatrlck  and  Ira  F.  Hodgson,  for 
appeUant  P.  B.  Dawes,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  M. 
R.  Sntberland,  for  the  State. 

6ILKBS0N,  P.  J.  TUB  was  a  criminal 
prosecution  brought  by  the  state  against  Nels 
Lindgrove,  under  the  provisions  of  the  pro- 
hibitory law,  charging  the  defendant  with 
keeping  and  maintaining  a  common  nuisance. 
The  information  as  originally  filed,  and  upon 
which  the  first  trial  was  had,  contained  two 
counts,  and  two  verdicts  were  rendered  there- 
in, viz.:  "Not  guilty  as  to  the  first  count,  and 
guilty  as  to  the  second  count"  The  warrant 
issued  in  this  action  contained  what  Is  com- 
monly called  the  "search  and  seizure  clause," 
and  certain  articles  were  by  the  sheriff  taken 
into  his  possession,  and  held  subject  to  the  ot^ 
der  of  the  court.  The  verdict  of  guilty  was 
set  aside,  and  a  new  trial  awarded,  upon  the 
second  count  in  said  information.  The  case 
was  again  tried  by  the  court  and  Jury  No- 
vember 13,  1894,  and  the  defendant  was 
found  guilty,  and  adjudged  to  i>ay  a  fine  of 
1150  and  costs  of  suit,  and  was  ordered  to 
stand  committed  to  the  county  jail  until  such 
fine  and  costs  were  paid.  The  defendant  in- 
sists that  In  the  proceedings  In  the  trial  there 
were  errors  as  follows:  (1)  That  the  seizure 
made  In  this  action  is  not  authorized  by  the 
aectlon  of  the  statutes  under  which  he  was 
oonvlcted.  (2)  That  the  court  erred  in  over- 
mlfng  the  defendant's  motion  for  a  return  of 
tbe  barrels  and  bottles  seized.  (3)  That  the 
court  erred  in  overruling  the  defendant's  mi>- 
tlon  to  require  the  state  to  make  and  file  a 
bill  of  particulars  with  its  information.  (4) 
That  the  court  erred  In  permitting  the  intro- 
duction, as  evidence,  of  the  contents  of  the 
twttles  seized,  and  permitting  tbe  jury  to 
taste  or  smell  thereof.  (5)  That  the  court 
erred  In  refusing  certain  instructions.  (0) 
That  the  court  erred  In  overruling  defendant's 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  We  will  con- 
sider the  assignments  of  error  In  the  order 
presented. 

1.  Tbe  defendant  contends  that  tbe  seizure 
T.4lF.no.6— 14 


in  this  case  ia  not  atttbortsed  by  paiagiaph 
2583,  Gen.  St  1888,  but  admlte  that  para/- 
graph  2543  authotlKB  sndi  seizure.  Tlie  dis- 
tinction sought  to  be  made  la  that,  this  de- 
fendant having  been  charged  with  maintain- 
ing a  nuisance,  as  he  claims,  under  said  para- 
graph 2533,— that  being  the  only  section  of 
the  law  relating  thereto,— a  search  and  ael- 
zure  can  only  be  made  in  compliance  with 
that  section,  which,  he  contends,  is  after  judg- 
ment by  a  court  of  competent  jurisdiction, 
finding  snch  a  idace  to  be  a  nuisance.  This 
contention  arises,  we  think,  from  a  miscon- 
ception of  the  Btatutea  llie  information  in 
this  case  charges  an  offense  against  the  pro* 
visions  of  the  prohibitory  law,  and  the  rec- 
ords show  that  paragraph  2543  has  beeu  fully 
complied  with,  which  provides:  "If  the  testi- 
mony so  taken  discloses  the  fact  that  an  of- 
fense has  been  committed  against  any  of  tbe 
provisions  of  this  act— thereupon  a  warrant 
sliall  issue  for  the  arrest  of  the  person  named 
in  such  information  aa  In  other  criminal 
cases.  But  In  addition  thereto  shall  com- 
mand the  officer  to  whom  it  may  be  directed 
to  seize  and  take  into  his  custody  any  and  all 
intoxicating  liquors,  vessels  and  bottles,  con- 
taining the  same  subject  to  tbe  order  of  the 
court"  And,  further,  provides:  "And  if  up- 
on the  trial  of  such  person  he  shall  be  convict- 
ed of  violating  any  of  the  provisions  of  tbia 
act  the  court  shall  order  aa  a  part  of  the 
judgment  in  addition  to  the  penalty  therein 
provided,  that  the  officer  having  the  custody 
thereof,  shall  publicly  destroy  all  such  prop- 
erty," etc.  The  search  and  seizure  had  In 
this  case  is  fully  authorized  by  law. 

2.  The  defendant  contends  that  the  court 
erred  In  overruling  the  defendant's  motion  for 
the  return  of  the  property  seized.  This  con- 
tention Is  wholly  untenable,  and  we  do  not 
think  that  the  defendant  presses  It  with  any 
seriousness.  The  seizure  in  this  case  being 
valid,  and  the  warrant  directing  the  sheriff 
to  hold  the  property  seized  until  the  further 
order  of  the  court,  we  can  see  no  reason,  nor 
is  there  any  urged  by  counsel,  why  the  prop- 
erty should  be  returned  until  after  a  trial 
had  been  had,  and  the  court,  by  order,  makes 
disposition  of  it.  The  defendant  having  been 
ganted  a  new  trial,  was  In  the  same  position, 
when  this  motion  was  made,  as  when  first  ar- 
rested, and  he  cannot  be  beard  to  complain  of 
the  retention  of  the  property,  at  least  until 
some  action  has  been  had  in  the  proceedings 
under  which  it  was  seized.  The  granting  of 
this  motion  at  this  time  might  have  the  effect 
of  defeating  tbe  very  end  for  which  the  set- 
sure  was  made,  and  might  deprive  the  state 
of  material  assistance  in  securing  a  convic- 
tion, by  depriving  It  of  the  only  evidence 
within  its  control  to  show  that  the  place  char- 
ged was  a  place  where  intoxicating  liquors 
were  kept  and  stored. 

8.  That  the  court  erred  in  overruling  the  de- 
fendant's motion  to  require  the  state  to  make 
and  file  a  bill  of  particulars  with  its  informa- 
tion.    We  think  that  some  of  the  reasons 
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urged  by  connBel  bring  this  case  within  that 
class  of  cases  In  which  the  court  might,  In  its 
discretion,  require  the  prosecution  to  file  a 
bill  of  particulars. 

4.  That  the  court  erred  In  permitting  the 
jury  to  taste  or  smell  the  contents  of  the  bot- 
tles seized  In  this  action.  In  this  we  think 
the  court  erred.  It  is  well  settled  that  a  Ju- 
ror cannot  give  a  verdict  founded  on  his  own 
private  knowledge,  and  this  rule  is  founded 
in  reason  and  justice;  for  it  could  not  be 
known  whether  the  verdict  was  according  to 
or  against  the  evidence,  as  it  Is  very  possible 
that  the  private  grounds  of  belief  might  not 
amount  to  legal  evidence.  If  such  evidence 
were  to  be  privately  given  by  one  juror  to  the 
rest,  it  would  want  the  sanction  of  an  oath. 
The  juror  cannot  be  subjected  to  cross-exam- 
ination; and  if,  therefore,  a  Juror  knew  anv 
facts  material  to  the  issue,  be  ought  to  be 
sworn  as  a  witness.  1  Starkie,  Bv.  471-478. 
"The  verdict  of  a  jury  must  be  rendered  sole- 
ly upon  the  legal  and  open  testimony  in  the 
cause."  Pleasant  v.  State,  13  Ark.  360.  One 
of  the  material  facts  to  be  proven  in  this  case, 
and  so  claimed  by  the  state,  is  that  the  de- 
fendant kept  a  place  where  persons  resorted 
for  the  purpose  of  drinking,  as  a  beverage. 
Intoxicating  liquors.  It  was  Incumlient,  there- 
fore, uiwn  the  state,  to  prove  by  legal  testi- 
mony whether  the  liquor  so  kept  by  the  de- 
fendant was  Intoxicating,  or,  as  the  state  in- 
sists, "beer";  and  this  should  have  been 
proven  by  evidence,  oral  or  written.  "It  is 
true  that  the  Jury  have  the  advantage  of  in- 
struction. They  may,  in  the  discretion  of  the 
court,  if  convenient,  and  under  proper  custo- 
dy (if  by  so  doing  they  can  better  understand 
the  testimony),  be  allowed  to  view  the  place 
of  the  alleged  homicide.  They  may  be  al- 
lowed to  inspect  the  Instrmnent  of  homicide. 
The  appearance  of  the  different  witnesses  Is 
matter  for  their  obser\'atlon.  But  in  all  such 
cases  the  inspection  or  observation  is  not  tes- 
timony, but  comes  in  aid  of  the  testimony. 
So,  proof  of  venue  is  a  material  fact,  and  the 
omission  of  it  is  fatal,  though  every  Juror 
may  know  the  offense  was  committed  in  the 
county  in  which  trial  is  being  held.  It  would 
not  be  contended  for  a  moment  that  the  jury 
could  say  from  their  own  private  knowledge 
that  the  venue  was  proven,  without  some  tes- 
timony showing  it  Nor  could  one,  two,  or 
more  of  the  jurors  be  permitted  to  communi- 
cate to  the  rest  their  knowledge  as  to  the 
venue."  Pleasant  v.  State,  supra.  And  when 
the  court  in  this  case  permitted  the  Jury  to 
taste  and  smell  the  contents  of  the  bottles, 
they,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  ceased  to 
be  jurors,  and  should  have  been  sworn  as 
witnesses.  The  testimony  In  this  case  dis- 
closes that  some,  only,  of  the  jury  tasted  or 
smelled  of  the  contents  of  the  bottles,  and 
those  who  did  must  have  communicated  the 
result  of  their  research  to  those  who  did  not, 
in  order  that  the  others  might  know  what 
they  did;  or,  if  they  did  not,  then  some  of 
the  jurors  must  have  rendered  their  verdict 


uxmn  their  own  personal  private  knowledge, 
and  some  without  knowing  anything  about 
it.  In  neither  event  can  it  be  said  that  tbe 
verdict  was  rendered  solely  upon  the  evidence 
adduced  in  court,  and  the  rule  that  "the  Jury 
must  be  satisfied  from  the  testimony,  apart 
from  their  individual  knowledge  and  belief, 
c*  the  facts,"  absolutely  fails.  Had  the  Ju- 
rors who  tasted,  when  examined  upon  voir 
dire,  testified  that  they  had  drunk  of  the  liq- 
uor kept  by  the  defendant  in  his  place  of 
business,  and  knew  its  character,  they  would 
have  been  disqualified  to  sit,  and  the  court 
would  very  properly  have  sustained  a  chal- 
lenge for  cause,  and,  in  all  probability,  they 
would  have  appeared  as  witnesses  in  this 
case.  Yet,  by  this  very  act,  they  were  per- 
mitted, after  they  had  been  sworn,  and  en- 
tered upon  (and  nearly  concluded)  tbe  trial  of 
this  cause,  to  disqualify  themselves.  It  would 
have  been  Just  as  competent  to  have  permit- 
ted the  Introduction  of  evidence  in  this  case  in 
the  absence  of  part  of  the  Jury,  and  allow  those 
who  were  present  to  communicate  to  those 
who  were  not  what  the  testimony  had  been 
during  their  absence,  as  to  permit  an  act  of 
this  kind.  If  it  is  proper  for  the  jury  to  re- 
ceive evidence  by  tasting  and  smelling  tbe 
liquor,  all  of  the  jurors  should  have  been  com- 
pelled so  to  do,  so  that  each  juror  should  re- 
ceive the  same  kind  of  evidence  and  in  the 
same  manner;  and  the  court  should  have  as- 
certained In  the  first  instance  whether  or  not 
they  were  all  equally  expert  In  taste  and 
smell,  so  that  this  evidence  could  operate 
alike  on  the  same  sense  of  each  Juror.  One 
Juror  might  be  familiar  with  the  use  of  In- 
toxicating liquor,  and  know  the  taste  and 
smell  of  any  kind,  and  the  other  11  might  be 
wholly  Ignorant  of  the  taste  or  smell  of  any 
kind.  In  that  event,  the  11  Jurors  would  re- 
ceive their  evidence  of  the  contents  of  the 
lK>ttle  from  the  one  wiser  juror;  and  this  iu 
the  privacy  of  the  jury  room,  in  the  absence 
of  the  accused  and  his  counsel,  and  contrary 
to  the  constitutional  guaranty  that  "the  ac- 
cused should  be  brought  face  to  face  with  tho 
witnesses  who  testify  against  him." 

5.  The  court  erred  In  refusing  certain  In- 
structions. The  first  instruction  refused  is: 
"  'Hop  tea'  does  not  come  within  the  category 
of  intoxicating  liquors  without  proof  of  its 
intoxicating  qualities,  and  the  burdoi  of  the 
proof  is  on  the  plaintiff  to  show,  by  a  pre- 
ponderance of  evidence,  beyond  all  reasona- 
ble doubt,  that  said  liquor  is  intoxicating." 
Undar  paragraph  2521,  Gen.  St,  being  sec- 
tion 1  of  tbe  prohibitory  law,  the  sale  of  any 
spirituous,  malt,  vinous,  fermented,  or  other 
intoxicating  liquors  Is  illegal.  The  charge  In 
this  case  is  for  keeping  a  place  where  In- 
toxicating liquors  were  kept  for  the  purpose 
of  being  sold  as  a  beverage,  etc.  The  evi- 
dence discloses  the  fact  that  "hop  tea"  Is  a 
malt  liquor.  Paragraph  2530  provides  that 
"all  liquors  mentioned  In  paragraph  2521 
shall  be  considered  and  held  to  be  Intoxicat- 
ing liquors  within  the  meaning  of  this  act" 
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It  Is,  tberefore,  -within  the  prohibition  of  the 
statutes,  and,  if  the  defendant  denies  that  it 
la  Intoxicating,  it  devolres  upon  him  to  re- 
move tlje  presumption  of  the  law  by  evi- 
dence. State  V.  Schaefer,  44  Kan.  90,  24  Pac. 
92.  The  other  instruction  refused  is:  "The 
jury  are  Instructed  that,  under  the  laws  of 
the  state  of  Kansas,  the  defendant  has  a 
ri^t  to  keep  Intoxicating  liquors,  lawfully 
acquired,  for  his  own  use;  and  he  may  law- 
fully drink  the  same,  or  give  it  away,  as  he 
may  see  fit;  provided,  a  place  is  not  thereby 
kept  where  persons  are  permitted  to  resort 
for  the  purpose  of  drinking  intoxicating  liq- 
uora"  While  this  may  be  a  correct  state- 
ment  of  the  law,  there  was  no  claim  made  on 
the  part  of  the  defendant,  nor  was  there  any 
evidence  offered  to  show,  that  any  of  the 
liquors  so  kept  by  him  was  for  private  use; 
and  the  instruction  asked  for  is  nnnecessary, 
and  certainly  the  refusal  of  It  did  not  preju- 
dice his  rights  in  the  least.  An  instruction 
ought  not  to  be  given,  although  it  is  a  correct 
statement  of  law  In  the  abstract,  which  is 
not  applicable  to  the  facts  that  are  in  evi- 
dence. State  T.  Whitaker,  33  Kan.  731,  12, 
Pac.  106;  City  of  Kinsley  t.  Morse,  40  Kan. 
578.  20  Pac  217;  Markland  v.  McDanlel,  51 
Kan.  350,  32  Pac.  1114;  Lorie  v.  Adams,  51 
Kan.  692,  33  Pac.  599. 

6.  The  court  erred  in  overruling  defendant's 
motion  in  arrest  of  judgment;  that  para- 
graph 2522  of  the  prohibitory  law  Is  uncon- 
stitutional, and  in  contravention  of  section  1, 
art  14,  of  the  constitution  of  the  United 
States,  or  what  is  usually  termed  the  "Four- 
teenth Amendment  of  the  Constitution";  that 
it  not  only  creates  a  monopoly  in  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors,  by  placing  it  in  the 
hands  of  a  class,  to  wit,  druggists,  but  a 
subdivision  of  a  class,  by  placing  a  property 
qualification  upon  the  class.  This  argument 
Implies  that  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
is  an  immunity  or  privilege  of  a  citizen  of  the 
United  States.  The  weight  of  authorities  is 
overwhelming  that  no  such  immunity  has 
heretofore  existed  as  would  prevent  state 
legislatures  from  regulating,  and  even  pro- 
hibiting, the  trafilc  in  intoxicating  drinks; 
and  no  court  has  held  that  such  a  law  was 
void,  as  violating  the  privileges  or  immuni- 
ties of  citizens  of  the  state,  or  the  United 
States.  And  as  was  said  by  Mr.  Justice 
Brewer  in  the  case  of  State  v.  Bradley,  26 
Fed.  288:  "If,  however,  Euch  a  proposition  Is 
seriously  urged,  we  think  the  right  to  sell 
Intoxicating  liquors,  so  far  as  such  right 
exists,  is  not  one  of  those  rights  growing  out 
of  citizenship  of  the  United  States."  "A 
state  may  absolutely  prohibit  the  manufac- 
ture or  sale  of  Intoxicating  liquors.  No  su- 
preme court  has  ever  denied  the  power,  and 
the  supreme  court  of  the  United  States,  both 
before  and  after  the  adoption  of  the  four- 
teenth amendment,  has  often  and  expressly 
affirmed  it."  License  Case,  5  How.  504;  Barte- 
meyer  v.  Iowa,  18  Wall.  129;  Beer  Co.  t. 
Uassscbusetts,  97  U.  S.  25;  Foster  v.  Kansas, 


112  U.  S.  201,  5  Sup.  St.  8.  That  a  state  has 
the  unquestioned  right  to  prohibit  the  sale  of 
intoxicating  liquors  cannot  be  denied.  It 
certainly,  then,  can  phtce  upon  it  such  restric- 
tions as  the  legislature,  in  its  discretion,  may 
deem  projjer.  Mr.  Justice  Brewer,  In  speak- 
ing tot  the  court,  In  Intoxicatlng-Llquor 
Cases,  25  Kan.  761,  says:  "It  will  not  be 
doubted  that  the  police  power  of  the  state 
is  broad  enough  and  strong  enough  to  uphold 
any  reasonable  restriction  or  limitation  on 
the  keeping,  use,  or  sale  of  any  substance 
whose  keeping,  use,  or  sale  involves  danger 
to  the  general  public.  The  storage  of  pow- 
der or  explosives  and  highly  Inflammable  oiut 
may  be  forbidden  within  the  city  limits.  The 
legislature  may  require  railroads  to  fence 
their  tracks,  dangerous  machinery  to  be 
everywhere  inclosed,  poisons  to  be  labeled 
when  sold.  By  virtue  of  the  same  power,  we 
may  commit  the  sale  of  liquor  to  any  par- 
ticular class  of  persons  who,  by  reason  of  its 
special  training  and  habits,  it  may  deem 
peculiarly  fit  for  such  duty."  And  It  Is  not 
unreasonable,  therefore,  to  say  that  the  pla- 
cing of  the  sale  of  Intoxicating  liquors  in  the 
bands  of  registered  pharmacists  who  are  the 
owners  of  a  certain  amount  of  stock  is  a  re- 
striction within  the  power  of  the  legislature 
to  place  thereon.  It  Is  certainly  a  safeguard 
to  the  public,  and  evidence  of  the  party  being 
In  good  faith  engaged  in  the  drug  business, 
and  not  merely  the  proprietor  of  a  medical, 
mechanical,  or  scientific  Joint.  And  what 
coald  be  more  natural  than  to  suppose  that 
a  druggist  who  has  $1,000  Invested  In  his 
business  as  a  stock,  which  may  become  lia- 
ble for  fine  and  costs  If  he  violates  the  law, 
will  be  more  discreet  in  exercising  such  a 
business  than  one  who  has  little  or  no  prop- 
erty to  risk  or  lose,  and  is,  therefore,  peculiar- 
ly fitted  for  such  duty?  The  second  proposi- 
tion—that paragraph  2533  is  unconstitutional 
because  It  provides  for  the  destruction  of 
property,  irrespective  of  ownership,  and  with- 
out notice  to  the  owner,  or  an  opportunity  to 
appear  and  defend,  as  claimed  by  the  appel- 
lant—Is not  sound.  In  the  case  at  bar,  there 
was  no  judgment  rend^-ed  or  order  made  for 
the  destruction  of  the  property  seized  in  this 
case,  and,  from  aught  that  the  records  dis- 
closed, it  may  have  been  turned  back  to  the 
defendant,  or  still  held  by  the  sheriff,  waiting 
the  decision  in  this  case.  And  we  pass  this 
proposition  without  further  comment. 

The  judgment  in  this  case  will  be  reversed, 
and  case  remanded  for  new  trial  In  accord- 
ance with  the  views  herein  expressed.  All 
the  judges  concurring. 


RULE  V.  BOULKS. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    July  20,  1895.) 

Rbplbvin—Evidbncb— Ownership  op  Brand— 
inbtroctions. 
1.  In  replevin  against  a  sheriff  for  horses 

seized  as  this  property  of  plaiotiS's  husband.  > 
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evidence  of  the  recording  of  the  brand  is  com- 
petent to  show  change  of  possession  of  the  hors- 
es branded  therewith. 

2.  In  a  charge  under  Hill's  Ann.  Laws,  | 
3000,  providing  that  the  property  of  a  married 
woman  is  to  be  deemed  the  property  of  her 
husband  unless  she  makes  and  records  a  de- 
scriptive list  thereof,  the  court  stated  that  "this 
presumption  may  be  overcome  by  any  evidence 
that  satisfies  your  minds  to  the  contrary,"  in- 
stead of  that  the  presumption  may  be  overcome 
by  "evidence  to  the  contrary  which  satisfies 
your  minds."    Held,  that  there  was  no  error. 

3.  A  request  to  charge  that  "every  sale  of 
personal  property  capable  of  immediate  deliv- 
ery, unless  the  same  is  accompanied  by  imme- 
diate delivery,  and  followed  by  an  actual  and 
continued  change  of  possession,  creates  a  pre- 
sumption of  fraud  as  against  the  creditors  of 
the  seller,  disputable  only  by  making  it  appear, 
on  the  part  of  the  person  claiming  under  such 
sale,  that  the  same  was  made  in  good  faith, 
for  a  sufficient  consideration,  without  intent  to 
defraud  such  creditors,"  was  given  with  the 
modification  "that  the  presumption  may  be  over- 
come by  any  evidence  that  satisfies  your  minds 
to  the  contrary."  Held,  that  the  modification, 
when  considered  with  the  whole  construction, 
was  not  erroneous,  especially  where  the  jury, 
by  force  of  another  instruction,  must  have 
found  that  the  property  was  not  In  the  hands  of 
the  vendor  at  the  time  it  was  attached. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Union  county; 
James  A.  Fee,  Judge. 

Action  by  Eliza  Rule  atratnst  J.  T.  BoUes 
for  conversion.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and 
defendant  appeals.    Afflmied. 

J.  J.  Balleray,  for  appellant  J.  U.  Slater, 
tor  respondent. 


BEAN,  O.  J.  This  is  an  action  to  recover 
the  possession  of  57  head  of  horses.  Tbe 
complaint  is  in  tbe  usual  form.  The  defend- 
ant, who  was  tbe  sheriff  of  Union  county, 
justifies  the  taking  and  detention  of  the  prop- 
erty in  question  by  alleging  that  it  was  seized 
by  htm  as  tbe  property  of  Robert  S.  Rule,  the 
husband  of  tbe  plaintiff,  under  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment Issued  in  an  action  against  him  by 
ona  Homer.  The  reply  puts  in  Issue  the  alle- 
gation of  ownership  in  the  answer,  and,  upon 
tbe  Issues  thus  made,  tbe  cause  was  tried,  re- 
sulting in  a  verdict  and  judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, from  which  tbe  defendant  appeals. 

The  evidence  produced  on  the  trial  tended 
to  show  that  in  March,  1S03,  the  plaintiff 
purchased  of  her  husband,  with  whom  she 
was  then  living,  the  horses  in  question,  and 
that,  after  such  purchase,  she  bad  tbem  gath- 
ered up  from  tbe  range,  the  brand  with 
which  they  were  marked  reconled  as  her 
horse  and  catUe  brand,  and  she  and  her  sons 
subsequently  took  care  of  tbem;  tliat,  some 
time  before  they  were  attached,  she  bad 
tbem  driven  from  Sand  Hollow,  Horrow 
county,  to  Gibbon,  in  Umatilla  county,  from 
which  point,  accompanied  by  her  husband, 
she  started  to  drive  them  east  to  find  a  mar- 
ket, and  while  passing  through  Union  county, 
in  July,  1893,  they  were  seized  by  the  de- 
fendant; that  before  starting  with  the  horses 
from  Morrow  county,  in  June  or  July,  1893, 
she  Iiad  them  assessed  by  the  sheriff  as  her 
jgroperty,  and  paid  tbe  taxes  thereon,  but  she 


subsequently  learned  that  tbe  sheriff,  without 
her  knowledge,  listed  tbem  as  tbe  property 
of  her  husband.  There  was  testimony  for 
the  defense  tending  to  show  that  up  to  tbe 
time  tbe  horses  were  taken  from  Morrow 
county,  in  June  or  July,  1898,  tbe  bnsband 
was'  the  reputed  owner  thoreof,  and  that,  in 
the  presence  and  with  tbe  knowledge  of  his 
wife,  he  bad  exercised  acts  of  ownership  over 
tbem.  There  was  also  a  question,  tmder  tbe 
evidence,  as  to  whether  the  horses  were  in 
possession  of  the  plaintiff  or  her  husband  at 
the  time  of  the  attachment 

The  record  contains  numerous  assignments 
of  error,  but  none  of  them  are  sufficient  in 
our  opinion,  to  require  a  reversal  of  the  judg- 
ment. It  Is  claimed  that  the  court  erred  in 
admitting  In  evidence  a  certified  copy  of  the 
record  of  tbe  brand  recorded  by  plaintiff,  for 
the  reason  that  tbe  ownership  of  a  brand  Is 
no  evidence  of  ownership  of  stock  branded 
therewith.  But  the  record  shows  It  was  not 
admitted  for  such  purpose,  but  only  as  one 
of  tbe  circumstances  tending  to  ebow  a 
change  in  possession  of  the  horses  so  brand- 
ed; and  for  that  purpose,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  this  case,  it  was  entitled  to  go  to 
the  jury  for  whatever  they  might  consider  it 
worth. 

The  defendant  requested  the  court  to 
charge  the  Jury  that  the  property  of  a  mar- 
ried woman  is  to  be  deemed  the  property  of 
her  husband,  unless  she  makes  and  records  a 
descriptive  list  thereof,  as  provided  in  sec- 
tion 3000  of  Hill's  Annotated  Laws,  which 
the  court  gave,  with  the  modification  that 
"this  presumption,  however,  may  be  over- 
come by  any  evidence  that  satisfies  your 
minds  to  the  contrary."  The  objection  to  this 
instruction,  as  so  modified,  is  that  tbe  court 
did  not  tell  the  Jury  that  there  must  be  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary  to  overcome  the  pre- 
sumption, but  left  them  to  Infer  that  any- 
thing which  they  might  consider  evidence 
would  be  sufficient  if  it  satisfied  their  minds. 
It  Is  claimed  the  Instruction  should  have  been 
that  the  presumption  declared  by  the  statute 
from  a  failure  to  record  a  descriptive  list  of 
her  property  by  a  married  woman  may  be 
overcome  "by  any  evidence  to  the  contrary 
which  satisfies  the  minds  of  the  Jury."  But 
this  position,  it  seems  to  us,  is  too  bypercrit- 
leal  to  receive  judicial  sanction.  The  Inatmc- 
tlon  would  be,  in  substance,  the  same  in  both 
cases,  and,  so  far  as  the  rule  of  law  applica-> 
ble  to  this  case  is  concerned,  it  Is  immaterial 
whether  the  Jury  were  told  the  presumption 
"may  be  overcome  by  evidence  which  satis- 
fies their  minds  to  the  contrary,"  or  f'by  evi- 
dence to  the  contrary  which  satisfies  their 
minds."  To  a  literary  critic,  one  expression 
may  be  more  accurate  than  another,  but  for 
all  practical  purposes  they  amount  to  the 
same  thing. 

The  defendant  also  requested  the  court  to 
charge  the  Jury  that  "every  sale  of  personal 
projierty  capable  of  immediate  delivery  to  the 
purchaser,  unless  the  same  is  accompanied  by 
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Immediate  dellrery,  and  followed  by  an  actu- 
al and  continued  change  of  poBseHilon,  cre- 
ates a  presumption  of  fraud  as  against  the 
creditors  of  the  seller,  disputable  only  by 
making  It  appear,  on  the  part  of  the  person 
claiming  unuer  such  sale,  that  the  same  was 
made  In  good  faith,  for  a  suflSclent  consldem- 
tlon,  without  Intent  to  defraud  such  credi- 
tors." The  court  gave  the  instruction  as 
asked,  but  added  thereto  the  following:  "This 
presumption  is  subject  to  the  8an>e  rule  as 
the  former.  It  may  be  overcome  by  any  evi- 
dence that  satisfies  your  minds  to  tbe  con- 
trary." It  is  claimed  that  it  was  error  to  so 
modify  the  instruction  requested.  The  ob- 
jection is  that  by  the  instruction  as  given  the 
Jury  were  at  liberty  to  find  that  the  pre- 
sumption of  fraud  arising  from  a  want  of  de- 
livery could  be  overcome  by  any  evidence 
which  to  them  seemed  satisfactory,  while  the 
statute  provides  that  such  presumption  is 
disputable  only  by  showing  "that  the  sale 
was  made  in  good  faith  for  a  sufficient 
consideration,  without  intent  to  defraud  such 
creditors."  But  it  seems  to  us  tliat,  when 
the  entire  instruction  Is  considered,  it  is  not 
properly  subject  to  the  objection  urged.  By 
It  the  Jury  are  first  told  that  the  presumption 
of  fraud  Is  disputable  only  by  making  cer- 
tain things  appear,  and  then  that  it  may  be 
overcome  by  any  evidence  "which  satisfies 
your  minds  to  the  contrary";  that  is,  that 
any  evldeaice  which  satisfied  the  minds  of  the 
Jury  that  the  sale  was  made  in  good  faith, 
for  a  sufficient  consideration,  and  without  in- 
tent to  defraud  creditors,  was  enough.  It 
was  only  evidence  of  such  facts  which,  under 
a  rule  of  law  as  laid  down  l^  the  court,  could 
be  **to  the  contrary";  and  hence,  by  reference 
to  what  preceded,  tbe  language  used  is,  in 
effect,  that  evidence  satisfying  the  minds  of 
the  Jury  tliat  the  sale  was  made  in  good  faith, 
for  a  valuable  condderation,  and  without  in- 
tent to  defraud  creditors,  was  sufficient  to 
overcome  the  presumption  of  fraud  arising 
from  the  want  of  a  change  of  possession. 
But,  whether  this  is  a  proper  construction  or 
not,  tbe  error  was  harmless,  because  the 
conrt  instructed  the  Jury,  at  the  request  of 
the  defendant,  that  If,  at  the  time  of  the 
selEure  by  the  defendant  under  the  writ,  the 
tansband  of  plaintiff  was  in  possession  of  the 
borses,  or  exerdslnK  acts  of  ownership  over 
them,  and  the  sheriff  had  no  notice  of  plain 
tUTs  dalm,  the  attachment  was  valid;  and, 
as  the  jury  found  for  plaintiff,  they  must 
necessarily,  under  this  Instmctlon,  have 
f</und  that  the  ivoperty  was  taken  from  the 
possession  of  plaintiff,  and  not  her  husband, 
and  therefore  the  question  as  to  the  pre- 
sumption of  fraud  declared  by  tbe  statute 
was  immaterial.  The  retention  by  the  ven- 
dor of  the  possession  of  personal  property 
capable  of  Immediate  delivery  raises  only  a 
presumption  of  fraud,  but  this  presumption 
continues  no  longer  than  the  property  re- 
mains in  the  possession  of  the  vendor;  and  if, 
as   tbe  jury   found,   the  possession   of   the 


horses  in  dispute  had  been  delivered  to,  and 
they  were  under  the  supervision  and  control 
of,  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  tbe  defendant  at- 
tached them,  there  was  no  room  for  the  ap- 
plication of  the  rule  referred  to.  It  was 
only  important  in  view  of  defendant's  con- 
tention that  there  never  had  been  a  change  of 
possession;  and  that  question  having  been 
submitted  to  the  jury,  and  they  having  found 
against  the  defendant,  any  error  committed 
by  the  court  In  instructing  on  the  assumption 
that  the  possession  remained  in  the  husband 
was  harmless.  This  view  disposes  ot  all  the 
other  assignments  of  error,  and  sustains  the 
judgment  of  the  court  below. 

The  case  seems  to  have  been  submitted  to 
tbe  Jury  <m  the  theory  that,  If  the  property 
was  In  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff's  hus- 
band at  the  time  It  was  attached,  she  could 
not  recover,  whether  she  had  purchased  it  in 
good  faith  or  not.  This  was  certainly  as  fa- 
vorable to  the  defendant  as  he  could  rea- 
sonably ask,  and,  under  the  verdict  rendered, 
any  error  committed  by  the  court  in  Instruct- 
ing the  jury  in  reference  to  the  presumption 
of  fraud  arising  from  the  want  of  delivery 
was  immaterial.  It  follows  that  the  judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  must  be  affirmed. 


In  re  WONG  HANE.    (31  Or.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  4,  1886.) 

CiTT   ORDINAItOB— POSSBSSION  OP  LoTTBKT 
TlCKBT. 

An  ordinance  maldng  it  "nnlawful  for 
any  person  to  have  in  his  possession,  unless  it 
be  shown  that  such  possession  is  innocent,  any 
lottery  ticket,"  is  unconstitutional,  in  that  it 
places  on  one  accused  of  its  violation  the  bur- 
den of  showing  the  innocence  of  liis  possession. 

In  bank. 

Application  of  Wong  Hane  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus.    Granted. 

M.  G.  Norton,  for  petitioner.  W.  E.  Dunn, 
for  respondent 

HARBISON,  J.  Tbe  petitioner  Is  held  In 
confinement  by  tbe  chief  of  police  of  the  city 
of  Los  Angeles,  under  a  warrant  of  arrest 
issued  by  the  police  judge  of  that  city,  upon 
ft  complaint  charging  him  with  the  violation 
of  a  city  ordinance,  in  that  he  did  "willfully 
and  unlawfully  have  in  his  possession— such 
possession  being  neither  innocent  nor  for  a 
lawful  purpose— a  certain  tool,  device,  and 
paper  used,  and  intended  to  be  used,  in  and 
for  the  contriving,  setting  up,  preparing,  and 
drawing  a  certain  lottery."  The  ordinance 
under  which  tbe  complaint  Is  made  is  as  fol- 
lows: 

"The  mayor  and  council  of  the  city  of  Loa 
Angeles  do  ordain  as  follows: 

"Section  1.  It  shall  be  nnlawful  for  any 

person  to  have  in  his  possession,  unless  it  be 

shown  that  such  possession  is  innocent  or  for 

a  lawful  purpose,  any  lottery  ticket;   or  any 
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ticket,  certificate,  paper  or  Instmment,  pur- 
porting or  representing,  or  nnderstood  to  be  or 
to  represent,  any  ticlcet,  cliance,  sliare  or  in- 
terest In  or  dependent  upon  tlie  event  of  any 
lottery;  or  any  tool,  instrument,  stamp  or 
device,  used  or  intended  to  be  used  In  or  for 
contrlTing,  preparing,  making,  writing,  print- 
ing, stamping,  or  getting  ready  for  sale  or 
distribution  any  lottery  ticket  or  tickets. 

"Section  2.  Any  person  who  stiali  violate 
any  of  the  provUlonB  of  this  ordinance  shall 
be  deemed  guilty  of  a  misdemeanor,  and  up- 
■on  conviction  thereof  shall  be  punished  by  a 
fine  not  exceeding  five  hundred  dollars,  or  be 
Imprisoned  In  the  city  jail  for  a  term  not 
exceeding  six  months,  or  by  lK>tb  such  fine 
and  Imprisonment." 

The  effect  of  this  ordinance  is  to  make 
proof  of  the  mere  possession  of  a  lottery 
ticket  a  misd^neanor,  and  to  place  upon  the 
defendant  the  burden  of  showing  that  his 
possession  was  lawful  or  innocent.  The  mere 
possession  of  a  lottery  ticket  does  not,  how- 
ever, of  necessity,  involve  the  possessor  in  a 
crime.  The  ticket  may  be  In  possession  of 
the  court,  or  of  one  of  its  officers,  to  be  used 
as  evidence  upon  the  trial  of  one  charged 
with  selling  it.  It  may  be  in  the  possession 
of  one  who  purciiased  it  in  a  country  which 
recognizes  the  right  to  traffic  in  lottery  tick- 
ets, and  who  is  merely  passing  through  the 
city.  The  Penal  Code  of  this  state  does  not 
make  the  purchase  of  a  lottery  ticket  an 
offense;  the  provisions  of  that  Code  being 
directed  against  the  selling  of  such  tickets. 
By  the  very  terms  of  the  ordinance  imder 
consideration,  it  is  assumed  that  the  posses- 
sion of  the  ticket  may  be  lawful  or  innocent, 
and  that.  In  such  case,  the  possessor  is  not 
guilty  of  a  violation  of  the  ordinance.  The 
ordinance,  however,  throws  upon  the  defend- 
ant the  burden  of  proving  his  Innocence;  and 
by  its  terms,  unless  he  shows  that  his  posses- 
sion Is  lawful  or  innocent,  his  mere  posses- 
sion of  the  ticket  renders  him  liable  to  pun- 
ishment. If  there  are  any  circumstances  un- 
der which  the  possession  of  a  lottery  ticket 
may  be  lawful  or  Innocent,  a  defendant  who 
Is  cliarged  with  the  offense  of  having  such 
ticket  in  his  possession  is  entitled  to  the  pre- 
sumption of  innocence,  and  cannot  be  com- 
pelled to  establish  his  innocence  by  affirma- 
tive proof.  To  the  extent  that  the  defendant 
is  required  to  establish  his  innocence,  the  pro- 
visions of  the  ordinance  violate  hla  constitu- 
tional rights. 

It  is  not  sufficient  to  say  that  the  prosecu- 
tion may  disregard  this  clause  of  the  ordi- 
nance, and  Itself  make  proof  of  the  criminal 
intent  of  the  defendant,  or  show  tliat  his  pos- 
session was  not  innocent,  or  tur  a  lawful  pur- 
pose. The  ordinance  is  to  be  tested  by  Its 
own  terms.  It  has  declared  that  the  offense 
does  not  exist  "unless  it  be  shown  that  such 
possession  is  innocent,  or  for  a  lawful  pur- 


pose." Instead  of  enacting  that  the  posses- 
sion with  a  criminal  purpose  shall  constitute 
the  offense,  the  city  council  has  industriouisly 
provided  that  the  offense  is  established  un- 
less the  possession  is  shown  to  be  with  an 
innocent  puri>ose.  Tills  is  a  qualification  at- 
tached to  the  definition  of  the  offense,  and  is, 
of  necessity,  to  be  established  by  the  defend- 
ant, since,  if  it  were  shown  by  the  prosecu- 
tion, it  would  establish  the  innocence  of  tlie 
defendant,  and,  therefore,  that  no  offense  had 
been  committed.  Nor  can  this  clause  in  the 
ordinance  be  disregarded  as  being  unconsti- 
tutional, and  effect  be  given  to  the  first  part 
alone.  The  provisions  of  the  ordinance  are 
to  be  considered  as  a  whole,  and  it  is  not  to 
be  assumed  that  the  city  council  would  have 
adopted  the  first  clause  without  enacting  the 
condition  thereto.  The  connection  of  the  two 
clauses  by  the  conjunction  "unless"  shows 
that  they  are  to  be  taken  together,  and  that 
the  first  clause  does  not,  by  itself,  express 
the  legislative  will  of  the  council.  It  is  well 
established  that  a  statute  may  be  in  part 
constitutional,  and  in  part  unconstitutional, 
and,  if  the  parts  are  wholly  independent  of 
each  other,  that  which  Is  constitutional  may 
stand,  wtiile  that  which  is  unconstitutional 
will  be  rejected;  but,  as  was  said  in  Poin- 
dexter  v.  Greenhow,  114  U.  S.  305,  5  Snp.  Ct 
903,  9C2:  "These  are  cases  where  the  parts 
are  so  distinctly  separable  that  each  can 
stand  alone,  and  where  the  court  is  able  to 
see  and  to  declare  that  the  intention  of  the 
legislature  was  that  the  part  pronounced 
valid  should  be  enforceable,  even  though  the 
other  part  should  fall  To  hold  otherwise 
would  be  to  substitute,  for  the  law  Intended 
by  the  legislature,  one  they  may  never  have 
been  willing  by  itself  to  enact"  The  same 
court  also  said  in  Spraigue  v.  Thompson,  118 
U.  S.  94,  6  Sup.  Ct  988,  where  it  was  sought 
to  apply  the  rule  to  certain  illegal  exceptions 
in  a  statute  of  the  state  of  Georgia:  "The 
insuperable  difficulty  with  the  application  of 
that  principle  of  construction  to  the  present 
instance  is  that,  by  rejecting  the  exceptions 
intended  by  the  legislature  of  Georgia,  the 
statute  is  made  to  enact  what  confessedly 
the  leglshiture  never  meant  It  forces  upon 
the  statute  a  positive  operation  beyond  the 
legislative  Intent,  and  beyond  what  any  one 
can  say  it  would  have  enacted,  in  view  of  the 
illegality  of  the  exceptions."  See,  also,  Cool- 
ey.  Const  L>im.  pp.  209-212;  Warren  t. 
Charlestown,  2  Gray,  84. 

As  we  can  consider  the  ordinance  only  in 
the  form  In  which  it  has  been  enacted,  we 
must  hold  that  it  did  not  authorize  the  arrest 
of  the  petitioner.  The  petitioner  is,  therefore, 
discharged. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTE,  J.;  McFAB- 
LAND,  J.;  HENSHAW.  J.;  VAN  FLEET. 
J.;    TEMPLE,  J. 
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■WRIGHT  T.  WRIGHT.    (No.  19,611.) 
(Snpreme  Conrt  of  C^ifomia.    Aug.  28,  1895.) 

HUSB^XD   AND  WiFI— COMMDSITT  PbOPEBTT — 
TWAL— FiNDISOS. 

1.  Where  property  purchased  with  comnm- 
nity  fands  is  conveyed  to  tibie  wife  by  direction 
of  the  husband,  and  with  the  intent  that  it  shall 
become  separate  property,  that  conveyance  will 
operate  as  a  gift  from  him  to  her. 

2.  Where  a  complaint  allege*  the  making  of 
deeds  to  certain  property  in  the  wife's  name, 
and  that  the  property  was  paid  for  with  com- 
munity funds,  and  is  conimimity  property,  and 
the  answer  admits  the  making  of  the  deeds, 
but  alleges  that  the  prc^ierty  was  paid  for 
with  the  wife's  separate  funds,  and  is  her  sepa- 
rate and  individual  property,  there  is  no  re- 
versible error  in  a  finding  that  the  deeds  were 
so  executed  by  the  instruction  of  the  husband, 
for  the  purpose  of  vesting  title  in  the  wife, 
•a  her  separate  and  individual  property,  and 
sot  as  belonging  to  the  community. 

3.  In  an  action  by  a  husband  to  have  set 
aside  conveyances  of  certain  realty  to  his  wife, 
and  to  have  the  pro^rty  declared  oommunity 
property,  the  complaint  also  alleging  desertion 
of  him  by  the  defendant,  judgment  will  not  be 
reversed  for  want  of  a  finding  on  that  parti(^• 
ular  issne,  the  court  having  found  that  the 
property  waa  the  wife's  8q>arate  estate. 

CiommlBSionerB'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Bemardixio 
county;  J.  S.  Noyes,  Judge. 

Action  by  M.  V.  B.  Wright  against  Mar- 
garet D.  Wright,  his  wife,  to  have  set  aside  a 
certain  conveyance  of  gift  from  him  to  her, 
and  to  have  the  property  covered  thereby  de- 
clared community  property.  There  was  Judg- 
ment for  defendimt,  from  whlcli  plaintlfl  ap- 
peals.    Affirmed. 

Carver  &  Preston  and  D.  P.  Hatch,  for  ap- 
pellant Oscar  P.  Taylor  (John  D.  Blcknell, 
of  counsel),  for  respondent. 

BBLCHER,  O.  PlalnOfT  and  defendant  In- 
termarried in  the  state  of  Ohio  In  1859,  and 
bave  ever  since  been,  and  now  are,  husband 
and  wife.  In  1873  they  came  to  this  state 
to  live,  and  settled  at  Riverside.  In  Novem- 
ber, 1878,  Hattle  L.  Traver  conveyed  to  de- 
fendant, by  a  quitclaim  deed,  20  acres  of  land, 
situate  In  what  is  now  the  county  of  River- 
aide;  and  in  May,  1883,  she  again  conveyed 
to  defendant  the  same  land,  by  a  bargain  and 
sale  deed.  On  the  2l8t  day  of  May,  1885, 
plaintiff  executed  to  defendant  a  deed  of  the 
same  land,  which,  after  referring  to  the  last- 
named  deed,  recites  that:  "Whereas,  the  con- 
Teyance  thereof  appears  on  the  face  of  said 
deed  to  be  community  pre^erty;  and  whereas, 
the  consideration  paid  therefor  was  from  the 
separate  estate  of  said  Margaret  Wright;  and 
whereas,  I  am  desirous  of  placing  the  title  to 
said  property  In  my  wife,  Margaret  Wright, 
as  her  separate  property:  Now,  therefore.  In 
consideration  of  the  premises,  I  hereby  give 
and  grant  to  Margaret  Wright,"  etc.  Subse- 
quently, In  1888,  defendant  purchased  two 
lots  of  land  In  the  town  of  Riverside,  and  30 
shares  of  the  capital  stock  of  the  Riverside 
Canal  Company,  taking  the  title  thereto  in 
ber  own  name.    Plaintiff  and  defendant  lived 


and  cohabited  together  In  Riverside  until  Tan- 
nary,  1886,  when  plaintiff  left  defendant  and 
went  to  LiOB  Angeles,  where  he  has  ever  since 
resided  separate  and  apart  from  defendant. 
In  May,  1893,  plaintiff  commenced  this  action, 
alleging  that  all  the  before-mentioned  prop- 
erty was  purchased  and  p&li  for  with  com- 
munity funds,  and  la  the  community  property 
of  himself  and  wife;  that  the  deed  of  May 
21,  1885,  was  obtained  by  fraudulent  misrep- 
resentations on  the  part  of  defendant,  nnd 
that  plaintiff  did  not  know  the  contents  of 
the  deed  when  he  signed  it,  and  never  discov- 
ered the  contents  or  nature  and  import  there- 
of until  January,  1892;  that  plaintiff  never 
Intended  to  give  or  grant  any  part  of  said 
land  to  his  wife,  but  that  since  obtaining  the 
deed  she  has  deserted  him,  and  has  refused, 
and  still  refuses,  to  live  with  him  as  his  wife, 
and  has  during  all  said  time  claimed  to  own 
all  the  said  property  as  her  own  separate  es- 
tate,—and  praying  that  by  the  Judgment  and 
decree  of  the  court  the  said  deed  of  May  21, 
1885,  be  declared  null  and  void,  and  be  set 
aside  and  canceled,  and  all  the  property  de- 
scriiied,  both  real  and  personal,  be  adjudged 
to  be  the  community  property  of  plaintiff  and 
defendant,  and  be  equitably  divided  between 
them.  Tbe  defendant  answered,  setting  up 
the  purchase  by  herself  of  all  the  property 
Involved  in  the  action,  and  the  payment 
therefor  with  money  derived  from  her  own 
separate  earnings,  and  alleged  to  be  her  sep- 
arate funds  and  estate;  denying  that  plaintiff 
executed  the  deed  of  May  21,  1885,  without 
knowing  the  contents  and  Import  thereof,  and 
under  fraudulent  misrepresentations,  and  al- 
leging that  he  "volimtarily,  of  his  owq  free 
will  and  accord,  executed  the  aforesaid  writ- 
ing, wltb  the  intention  and  for  the  purpose  of 
thereby  releasing,  giving,  granting,  and  con- 
veying to  defendant,  as  and  for  her  separate 
and  Individual  property  and  estate,  any  and 
all  right,  claim,  and  Interest  which  said  plain- 
tiff then  had,  or  might  thereafter  acquhre  ei- 
ther in  law  or  equity,  of,  in,  and  to  the  afore- 
said land,  and  every  part  thereof,  and  that 
plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  executing  said  writ- 
ing, knew  well  the  full  contents  and  import 
thereof;  denying  that  defendant  has,  for  a 
long  time  past,  or  during  any  time,  or  at  all, 
deserted  the  plaintiff,  or  refused  to  live  with 
him  as  his  wife,  and  alleging  on  the  contrary, 
that  plaintiff  has,  for  more  than  10  years  last 
past,  willfully  deserted  and  abandoned  de- 
fendant, and  has  lived  separate  and  apart 
from  her,  and  during  all  said  time  has  will- 
fully failed,  neglected,  and  refused  to  provide 
for  her  the  common  necessaries  of  life. 

The  court  below  found  that  Hattle  L.  Trav- 
er executed  to  defendant  the  two  deeds,  as  be- 
fore stated,  and  that  the  entire  consideration 
for  the  conveyances,  and  the  entire  purchase 
price  of  said  land,  was  paid  by  defendant 
from  and  out  of  her  own  separate  property 
and  estate,  and  that  no  part  of  said  considera- 
tion was  community  property.  The  court  fur- 
ther found,  among  other  tblngs,  as  follows: 
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(5)  "TbAt  the  plaintiff  directed  said  Battle 
Lb  Traver  to  bo  execute  said  deeds  to  the  de- 
fendant in  the  name  of  the  defendant,  and  di- 
rected said  Hattle  L.  Traver  to  so  convey 
said  lands  to  the  defendant,  with  the  Inten- 
tion and  for  the  purpose  of  th««b7  vesting 
the  title  to  all  said  property  In  the  defendant, 
as  and  for  her  separate  and  Individual  prop- 
erty and  estate,  and  not  as  community  prop- 
erty." (6)  "That  said  deeds  were  so  execu- 
ted and  said  land  was  so  conveyed  to  the  de- 
fendant, and  in  the  name  of  the  defendant, 
with  the  full  knowledge  of  the  plalntift,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  consented  to,  acquiesced  in, 
and  approved  of  the  manner  and  form  of 
such  execution  and  conveyance,  with  the  in- 
tention and  for  the  purpose  of  thereby  con- 
veying to  the  defendant  as  a  gift,  and  vesting 
in  her  as  a  gift,  from  himself,  any  and  all 
right  and  Interest  which  the  plaintiff  claimed 
to  have  in  said  property."  (7)  "That  on  May 
21,  1885,  the  plaintiff  executed  and  delivered 
to  the  defendant  a  deed  of  gift,  conveying  to 
the  defendant  all  the  right  and  interest  which 
the  plaintiff  claimed  in  the  above-described 
property;  that  the  plaintiff,  at  the  time  of  ex- 
ecuting said  deed  of  gift,  well  knew  and  un- 
derstood the  full  contents.  Import,  and  mean- 
ing thereof;  and  that  be  executed  the  same 
voluntarily,  and  of  his  own  free  will  and  ac- 
cord, and  without  any  accident  or  mistake  on 
his  part,  and  without  any  fraud,  deception, 
or  undue  Influence  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, and  with  the  Intention  of  thereby  giving 
and  granting  to  the  defendant,  as  and  for  her 
separate  and  individual  property  and  estate, 
any  and  all  right  and  interest  which  said 
plaintiff  then  claimed  to  have  In  said  proper- 
ty." (10)  "That  all  the  property,  real  and 
personal,  mentioned  and  described  in  the 
pleadings  herein,  and  in  these  findings,  is  the 
sole  and  separate  property  and  estate  of  the 
defendant,  and  that  no  part  thereof  is,  or  ever 
was,  community  property,  and  that  the  plain- 
tiff has  not  now,  and  never  did  have,  any  in- 
terest therein."  In  accordance  with  the  find- 
ings, Judgment  was  entered  that  the  plaintiff 
take  nothing  by  his  action,  from  which  judg- 
ment he  has  appealed,  and  has  brought  the 
case  here  on  the  judgment  roll,  including  a 
bill  of  exception. 

Counsel  for  appellant  earnestly  contend  that 
the  earnings  of  defendant,  with  which  the 
Riverside  land  was  paid  for,  are  clearly 
shown  by  the  affirmative  averments  of  the 
answer  to  have  been  community  funds,  and, 
therefore,  that  the  said  land  became  and  was 
community  property.  This  question  has  been 
very  elaborately  argued  by  counsel,  but  we 
do  not  deem  It  necessary  to  state  or  review 
the  points  made;  for,  conceding  the  argument 
to  be  sound,  still,  if  the  findings  above  quoted 
can  be  sustained,  it  Is  a  matter  of  no  conse- 
quence whether  the  original  purchase  money 
was  separate  or  community  property,  as  the 
judgment,  In  either  event,  must  be  affirmed. 
Under  our  statute,  all  property  acquired  by 
husband  or  wife  after  marriage,  except  th.it 
acquired  by  gift,  bequest,  devise,  or  descent, 


is  community  property.  And  prior  to  tha 
amendment  to  section  164  of  the  Civil  Code,  In 
1889,  all  property  conveyed  to  the  wife  was 
presumed  to  be  community  property.  This 
presumption,  however,  could  be  met  and  over- 
come by  extrinsic  evidence  showing  that  the 
property  was  acquired  by  her  in  one  of  the 
excepted  ways  above  specified  In  the  statute. 
And  where  property  purchased  with  commu- 
nity funds  was  conveyed  to  the  wife  by  direc- 
tion of  the  husband,  and  with  the  Intent 
tliat  it  should  become  her  separate  property, 
it  has  many  times  been  held  that  the  convey- 
ance operated  as  a  gift  from  him  to  her. 
Peck  y.  Brummagim,  31  Cal.  441;  Woods 
V.  Whitney,  42  Cal.  358;  Higgins  v.  Hlgglns. 
4C  Cal.  259;  Read  v.  Rahm,  65  Cal.  343,  4 
Pac.  Ill;  Jackson  v.  Torrence,  83  Cal.  521. 
23  Pac.  695.  In  the  case  last  cited  It  is  said: 
"There  is  no  evidence  that  he  [the  husband] 
was  indebted  to  any  one  at  the  time,  and  if 
he  was  free  from  debt  he  had  the  right  to 
give  her  [his  wife]  the  property,  and  could 
make  the  gift  effectual  by  simply  directing 
the  conveyance  to  be  made  to  her."  So,  also, 
it  has  been  held  that  when  a  husband  himself 
conveys  property  to  his  wife,  whether  It  be 
his  separate  property  or  community  property. 
the  conveyance  operates  to  vest  the  title  in 
the  wife,  as  her  separate  estate.  Burkett  v. 
Burkett,  78  Cal.  310,  20  Pac.  715;  Taylor  v. 
Opperman,  79  Cal.  468,  21  Pac.  869;  Oaks  v. 
Oaks,  94  Cal.  66,  29  Pac.  330;  In  re  Z^amb's 
Estate,  93  Cal.  397,  30  Pac.  568. 

But,  admitting  that  such  is  the  law,  still  it 
is  insisted  that  finding  5  is  outside  of  the  is- 
sues raised  by  the  pleadings,  and  that  each  of 
the  findings  quoted  is  contrary  to,  and  not 
supported  by,  the  evidence.  The  complaint 
alleges  the  making  of  the  deeds  by  Mrs.  Trav- 
er to  defendant,  and  that  the  property  was 
paid  for  with  community  funds,  and  is  now 
the  community  property  of  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant The  answer  admits  the  making  of 
the  deeds,  and  alleges  that  the  property  was 
paid  for  with  defendant's  separate  funds,  and 
is  now  her  separate  and  Individual  property. 
The  real  issue,  then,  was  as  to  whether  the 
property  purchased  became  community  or  sep- 
arate property;  and,  to  determine  that  issue, 
much  evidence  was  Introduced,  without  objec- 
tion, on  both  sides.  Of  course,  the  general 
rule  is  that  new  matter  must  be  specially 
pleaded,  but  that  rule  seems  hardly  broad 
enough  to  apply  to  this  case,  and  put  the  find- 
ing complained  of  outside  of  the  issues  raised. 
But,  however  this  may  be,  if  that  and  the  oth- 
er findings  are  Justified  by  the  evidence,  the 
judgment  cannot  be  reversed  on  this  ground. 

The  evidence  was  in  many  respects  conflict- 
ing, but  that  was  a  matter  for  solution  by  the 
trial  court  The  plaintiff  testified,  "It  is  my 
recollection  that  I  directed .  Mrs.  Traver  to 
make  the  deed  to  my  wife."  Defendant  tes- 
tified: "At  the  thne  of  the  Traver  convey- 
ance, plaintiff  said  it  was  my  money  paid  fo- 
the  land,  and  if  he  had  the  deed  in  his  own 
name  he  could  not  take  up  a  government 
claim;   it  was  my  money  paid  for  It,  and  I 
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ongbt  to  have  it.  He  so  stated  both  before 
and  a.fter  the  deeds  were  made.  After  that, 
Mr.  Wright  always  spoke  of  the  property  as 
being  'Mamma's  property,'  'Mamma's  ranCh,' 
and  said  it  was  my  money  paid  for  It."  C. 
W.  Craven  testified:  "I  live  In  Riverside. 
Have  known  plaintiff  and  defendant  since 
1880.  Am  their  neighbor.  Early  In  my  ac 
qualntance,  I  heard  plaintiff,  on  several  oc- 
casions, state,  in  substance,  that  no  one 
should  look  to  him  for  anytiilng  about  the 
ranch;  that  he  had  no  right— no  part— in  the 
property;  that  it  was  Mrs.  Wright's  property; 
and  that  he  was  to  be  held  for  no  obliga- 
tions. •  •  •  Since  1885  I  have  heard  him 
say  the  property  was  his  wife's,  and  he  was 
to  be  held  for  nothing  flnandally."  Plaintiff 
testified  that,  when  Mr.  Oonway  brought  him 
the  deed  of  May  21st  for  its  execution,  Oon- 
way "said  that  Mrs.  Wright  could  get  a  loan 
of  sixteen  hundred  dollars  from  Mr.  McFar- 
land.  but  that  Mr.  McFarland  refused  to  loon 
the  money  unless  I  would  sign  away  my  com- 
munity rights."  S.  J.  Hinckley  testified  that 
In  June,  1885,  plaintiff  told  him  "that  Mr. 
Conway  came  to  Colton,  where  he  was  teach- 
ing school,  and  had  a  paper,  and  got  him  to 
sign  it;  that  he  knew  be  was  signing  his 
rights  away,  but  he  didn't  care."  O.  T.  Dyer 
testified,  in  substance,  that  early  in  May, 
1885,  be  was  negotiating  a  loan  for  Mrs. 
Wright  upon  the  property  in  question,  and 
bad  a  conversation  with  plaintiff  about  bis 
Joining  in  the  execution  of  the  mortgage;  that 
plaintiff  said  he  bad  no  interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, and  would  not  join  in  the  mortgage,  or 
put  his  name  on  the  note,  but  that  he  would 
deed  the  land  to  his  wife,  and  she  might  do 
what  she  had  a  mind  to  with  it;  all  he  asked 
was  to  be  let  alone.  John  B.  Wright,  the 
son  of  plaintiff  and  defendant,  testified  that 
between  1887  and  1889  he  had  a  conversation 
with  his  father  about  home  matters.  "I  said 
to  him,  'How  did  you  come  to  sign  that  pa- 
per that  mother  said  you  signed,  giving  your 
property  right  away?'  He  said,  'Well,  she 
owned  the  property,  and  she  was  not  in  very 
good  health,  and  it  seemed  to  worry  her  that 
she  did  not  have  the  entire  control,  and  I  just 
signed  It  to  please  her.'  •  •  *  He  further 
stated  ttiat  his  wife  owned  the  property  any 
way,  and  that  he  didn't  see  as  his  signing  the 
paper  made  any  difference."  Without  dis- 
cussing the  matter  further,  it  seems  to  uh 
that  the  evidence  above  recited  is  quite  suffi- 
cient to  support  and  justify  the  findings  as  to 
each  of  the  deeds  under  which  defendant 
claims  title. 

It  is  further  urged  that  the  judgment  should 
be  reversed  because  the  court  failed  to  find 
upon  the  issue  of  desertion,  and  upon  the  al- 
legations found  in  paragraphs  10  to  17  of  the 
answer.  We  do  not  think  the  judgment  can 
be  disturbed  on  this  ground.  The  court  hav- 
ing found  that  plaintiff  directed  Mrs.  Traver 
to  convey  the  property  to  defendant,  with  the 
Intention  and  for  the  purpose  of  thereby 
vesting  the  title  thereto  in  the  defendant,  as 


her  separate  estate,  and  having  further  found 
that  the  deed  of  May  21,  1885,  was  a  valid 
and  operative  deed  of  gift,  it  is  wholly  Inuna- 
terlal  whether  the  property  was  paid  for  with 
separate  or  community  funds,  and  equally  Im- 
material whether  the  plaintiff  or  defendant 
had  been  guilty  of  desertion.  "Xhere  should 
be  findings  on  all  the  material  issues  in  the 
case,  but  a  Judgment  will  not  be  reversed  fOr 
want  of  a  finding  on  a  particular  issue,  where 
it  is  apparent  that  the  failure  to  find  on  that 
issue  is  in  no  way  prejudicial  to  the  appel- 
lant." Murphy  v.  Bennett,  68  Cal.  528,  9 
Pac.  738.    The  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:  HAYNES,  0.;  BRITT,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 
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HomciDB—EviDSNCB— Witness— IMPBACHMSST— 

Defusition. 

1.  For  the  purpose  of  showing  motive  for 
a  murder,  evidence  that  deceased  was  on  the 
bail  bond  of  one  who  was  charged  with  as- 
sault with  intent  to  murder  defendant  is  admis- 
sible. 

2.  On  an  issue  as  to  whether  certain  shots 
were  fired  from  inside  or  ontside  of  a  bnildlng, 
the  testimony  of  a  witness,  who  was  near  the 
scene,  that  the  shots  sounded  as  though  fired  from 
inside,  and  that  they  sounded  like  a  drum,  is 
not  objectionable  as  the  expression  of  his  opin- 
ion. 

3.  The  state,  after  showing  diligent  effort 
to  find  an  absent  witness,  offered  the  deposition 
of  the  witness,  taken  on  the  preliminary  hear- 
ing. On  cross  examination,  defendant  produced 
a  photograph  of  the  absent  witness,  and  offered 
it  to  the  juiy  for  inspection.  HM,  that  the 
exdnsion  of  the  photogiaph  was  proper. 

4.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  evidence  that, 
while  defendants  were  in  jail,  they  threatened 
to  kill  a  person  w;ho  was  soit  to  identify  them, 
is  admissible  against  them. 

5.  A  witness  testified  that,  when  he  went 
to  the  jail  to  identify  defendants,  they  threat- 
ened to  kill  him.  He  also  testified,  under  ob- 
jection, that  he  identified  defendants  before  the 
coroner's  jury:  but  nothing  was  shown  as  to  de- 
fendants' conduct  or  threats  at  that  time.  Bdd, 
that  the  latter  part  of  the  evidence  should  have 
been  stricken  out  on  motion,  but,  as  no  motion 
was  made  to  that  effect,  defendants  oould  not 
complain. 

6.  It  was  proper  to  admit  testimony  of  a 
conversation  had  in  the  presence  of  a  defendant 
Chinaman,  where  he  was  sufficiently  acquainted 
with  the  EiiKlish  language  to  undorstand  it. 

7.  A  witnpHs  for  the  state  tPRtifiod  that  shp 
identifiod  defendants  at  the  coroner's  office.  Th'' 
defense  afterwards  proiMsed  to  show  by  an- 
other witness  that  the  witness  first  pointed  out 
another  person  as  the  guilty  party.  Hdil,  that 
it  was  not  the  proper  mothod  of  impeachment, 
as  the  state's  witness  should  have  been  first 
examined  with  reference  to  that  point. 

8.  On  a  trial  for  murder  committed  in  an 
affray,  defendants  introduced  evidence  showing 
that  a  certain  witness  for  the  state  was  an 
active  friend  of  deceased  during  the  fight,  and 
was  arrested,  shortly  after  the  murder,  for  car- 
rying concealed  weapons,  and  had  such  wphixjus 
on  his  person  at  the  time.  Bdd,  that  it  was 
proper  for  the  state  to  show  in  rebuttal  that  the 
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charge  agalnit  Bald  witneu  was  iDbaeqaently 
diamisseil. 

9.  Where  a  witness  for  the  defense,  in  a 
trial  for  murder  committed  in  an  affray,  testi- 
fied, in  response  to  a  question,  that  he  did  not 
know  that  the  police  had  found  a  tmnk  con- 
taining armor  iii  his  room,  the  qoestion  was 
harmless. 

10.  On  an  issne  as  to  where  and  how  cer- 
tain bullets  struck  a  building,  in  a  murder  trial, 
it  was  not  error  to  confine  defendants'  witness 
to  a  description  of  the  bullet  marks,  without 
stating  in  which  direction  they  went  in,  though 
the  latter  testimony  woold  be  admissible  if 
called  for  by  definite  questions. 

11.  The  discretion  of  the  court,  exercised  in 
refusing  to  permit  a  witness  to  illustrate  on  a 
door  or  the  court  room  how  certain  ballets 
struck  a  building,  will  not  be  reviewed,  except 
for  abuse. 

12.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  evidence  that  the 
wife  of  deceased,  who  was  a  witness  for  the 
state,  was  an  inmate  of  a  house  of  prostitution, 
was  not  admissible  zo  affect  her  veracity. 

13.  Thoufrh  it  was  not  proper  to  ask  a  wit- 
ness for  the  defense,  in  a  trial  for  the  murder  of 
a  Chinaman,  as  to  whether  he  was  not  "known 
as  king  of  the  highbinders,"  no  reversible  error 
was  shown,  where  objection  to  the  question  was 
sustained,  and  the  examination  stopped  there. 

_  14.  In  order  to  impeach  the  credibility  of  a 
witness,  he  may  be  asked  if  he  was  ever  con- 
victed of  a  felony,  and.  under  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
§  2051,  the  name  of  the  particular  felony  may  be 
mentioned. 

15.  On  a  trial  for  murder,  the  state,  over  de- 
fendants' objection  that  it  was  not  cross-exam- 
ination, elicited  testimony  from  defendant  that 
he  never  had  any  trouble  with  deceased,  or 
with  any  one  related  to  him.  flciu  that,  as  the 
evidence  was  favorable  to  the  defense,  it  was 
harmless  error  to  admit  it 

10.  Where  defendant  asserted  that  he  was  a 
doctor,  it  was  proper,  in  rebuttal,  to  permit  a 
witness  to  testify  that  he  knew  defendant  for 
many  years,  but  never  heard  of  him  as  a  doctor. 

17.  Const  art  1,  {  1.3,  provides  for  the  tak- 
ing, in  the  presence  of  defendant  and  his  coun- 
sel, of  depositions  of  witnesses  in  criminal  cases, 
other  than  cases  of  homicide,  when  there  is  rea- 
son to  believe  that  the  witness,  from  inabilitr 
or  other  cause,  will  not  attend  at  the  trial.  Belct, 
on  a  trial  for  murder,  that  it  was  not  error 
to  admit  the  deposition  of  an  absent  witness, 
taken  on  the  preliminary  examination,  feople 
T.  Oiler,  4  Pac.  1066,  66  Oal.  101.  foltowed. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Sac- 
ramento county. 

Chin  Hane  and  Hoey  Ten  Sing  were  con- 
victed of  murder,  and  appeal.    Affirmed. 

A.  L.  Hart  and  Johnson  &  .Johnson,  for  ap- 
peltants.  Frank  D.  Ryan,  Charles  T.  Jones, 
John  T.  Carey,  and  Atty.  Gen.  Fitzgerald,  for 
the  People. 

GAROUTTE,  J.  The  defendants  were  char- 
ged by  the  district  attorney  of  Sacramento 
county,  upon  Information,  with  the  crime  of 
murder.  They  were  tried  Jointly  and  convict- 
ed, and,  under  the  verdict  of  the  jury,  the 
court  sentenced  Chin  Hane  to  be  hanged,  and 
Hoey  Yen  Sing  to  be  Imprisoned  for  life. 
This  is  an  appeal  from  such  Judgment,  and 
from  the  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial.  The  killing  occurred  at  about  the  hour 
of  10  p.  m.,  in  a  building  upon  I  street,  in 
the  city  of  Sacramento,  at  the  inception  or 
during  the  progress  of  an  affray,  carried  on, 
very  probably,  by  two  rival  Chinese  societies. 
several  Chinamoi  being  killed  at  the  time,  and 


others  wounded,  as  tfae  residt  of  tbe  dlsdiarge 
of  many  firearms.  The  principal  witnesses  up- 
on both  sides  of  the  case  were  Chinese,  and, 
as  la  the  universal  rule  in  this  class  of  cases, 
the  evidence  upon  the  main  questions  involved 
was  directly  conflicting.  There  is  no  com- 
plaint made  upon  the  law  given  to  the  jury  by 
tbe  trial  court,  and  the  grounds  for  appeal  con- 
sist of  23  specific,  numbered  specifications  of 
errors  of  law  committed  by  the  trial  court, 
largely  in  the  admission  and  rejection  of  evi- 
dence. Many  of  these  specificatkMis  are  ex- 
ceedingly technical,  and  demand  no  extended 
consideration.  Others  of  more  Importance  we 
will  proceed  to  notice. 

1.  The  party  killed  In  the  present  case  was 
one  Lee  Gong,  and  the  prosecution,  for  the 
purpose  of  showing  motive  upon  the  part  of 
the  defendant  Hoey  Ten  Sing,  offered  evi- 
dence, under  objection,  to  the  effect  that  tbe 
deceased  was  upon  the  bond  of  one  Fong  Ah 
Sheung,  who  had  been  charged  witb  an  as- 
sault to  murder  the  said  defendant  Sing.  Tbe 
objection  is  based  upon  the  ground  that  there 
was  no  evidence  that  the  defendant  Sing  knew 
that  the  deceased  had  gone  upon  the  bond. 
The  objection,  we  think,  goes  to  tlie  weight 
of  the  evidence,  rather  than  to  Its  competency. 
We  think  It  fairly  Inferable,  from  all  the  facts 
and  circumstances,  that  he  was  possessed  of 
such  information,  but,  if  be  had  no  knowledge 
of  the  fact,  then  the  evid^ice  was  entirely 
harmless,  and  no  Injury  to  him  could  bave  pos- 
sibly resulted  from  Its  admls^on.  The  com- 
mitting magistrate  testified  that  Sheung  was 
found  not  guilty  of  the  charge  of  assault  with 
a  deadly  weapon  upon  the  day  that  Lee  Gong 
was  killed.  It  Is  now  argued  that  this  evi- 
dence tended  to  show  the  commission  of  an- 
other crime  by  the  defendant  Sing.  We  think 
no  such  Inference  logically  follows  from  the 
evidence.  From  all  that  appears  by  the  rec- 
ord, Sheung,  the  defendant  In  that  case,  may 
have  established  an  alibi,  or  some  other  de- 
fense equally  Inconsistent  with  guilt  upon  the 
part  of  this  defendant  Sing. 

2.  The  prosecution  claimed  that  tbe  shots 
which  killed  the  deceased  were  fired  from  In- 
side the  house.  The  defense  Insisted  that  they 
were  fired  In  the  op«i  air.  One  Hill  was  near 
the  scene  of  the  affray  at  the  time,  and  heard 
the  shots.  He  was  allowed  to  testify,  imder 
objection,  that  the  shots  sounded  as  though 
fired  Inside  the  building.  He  further  testified 
that  It  sounded  like  it  was  a  drum,  or  some- 
thing deep.  It  did  not  sound  like  It  was  In 
the  air.  It  Is  claimed  that  this  evidence  called 
for  the  opinion  of  the  witness,  and,  for  that 
reas(»),  was  not  admissible.  In  the  strict 
sense,  the  evidence  given  was  not  the  opinion 
of  the  witness,  any  more  than  It  was  his  opin- 
ion that  the  sounds  were  made  by  a  drum. 
The  evidence  was  simply  a  statement  as  to 
the  nature  of  the  Impressions  of  sound  left  up- 
on the  ear,  and,  we  think,  clearly  admissible. 
See  Robinson  v.  Fire  Co.,  103  Cal.  1,  36  Pac. 
955.  As  an  additional  reason  for  holding  this 
assignment  of  error  unsound,  it  may  be  Bug" 
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gested  that  the  witness,  wfthont  objection,  had 
prerlonsly  testified  to  the  same  effect.  This 
fact  would  make  the  error  harmless,  it  error 
had  been  committed. 

3.  The  prosecution  desired  to  Introdiiee  the 
deposition  of  one  Lee  Sam,  taken  at  the  pre- 
liminary examination,  and,  preliminary  there- 
to, itlaced  a  witness  npon  the  stand,  who  tes- 
tified to  his  efforts  In  trying  to  find  the  wit- 
ness. Upon  cross-examination  the  defense  pro- 
duced a  photograph  of  the  absent  witness,  and 
offered  It  to  the  jury  for  Inspection.  An  ob- 
jection was  sustained  to  the  course  of  counsel, 
and,  we  think,  properly  so.  We  know  of  no 
anthmiity  for  such  a  practice.  The  evidence 
of  the  witness  Lee  Lick,  and  also  that  of  Fay, 
bearing  upon  this  question,  In  no  way  was 
prejudicial  to  the  defendants'  rights,  even  con- 
ceding It  to  have  been  erroneously  admitted. 

4.  It  appears  that,  while  the  defendants  were 
under  arrest  and  In  Jail  for  the  killing,  one 
Lee  Sam  came  to  the  jail  and  identified  them. 
When  Identified,  they  each  told  Lee  Sam,  In 
the  presence  of  the  other,  that  they  would  kill 
him.  This  evidence  was  offered,  under  objec- 
tion. We  deem  It  admissible.  Threats  made 
by  a  defendant  against  a  witness  whom  he  ex- 
pects to  testify  against  him,  with  the  evident 
purpose  of  Intimidating  the  witness,  are  prop- 
er evidence.  The  fact  that  the  defendants 
were  In  custody  at  this  time  Is  wholly  Immate- 
rial. The  question  was  further  asked  the  wit- 
ness: "Did  you  identify  the  defendants  before 
the  coroner's  Jury?"  He  answered,  under  ob- 
jection, that  he  did.  Nothing  was  shown  as 
to  the  conduct  of  the  defendants  when  so  Iden- 
tified, and  It  would  seem  that  the  answer  of 
the  witness  should  have  been  stricken  out,  up- 
on motion,  for  this  reason;  but  no  motion  to 
that  effect  was  made.  See  People  v.  Mallon, 
103  Cal.  513,  37  Pac.  512. 

5.  Chief  of  Police  RoRers  testified,  under  ob- 
jection, to  a  conversation  occurring  between 
Lee  Sam,  himself,  and  the  defendant  Chin 
Hane.  The  court  admitted  the  evidence,  up- 
on the  ground  that  the  defendant  Chin  Hane 
was  sufficiently  acquainted  with  the  English 
language  to  understand  all  that  was  said,  and 
did  understand  It.  We  see  no  error  In  this  rul- 
ing. 

6.  Ah  Wah  testified,  when  upon  the  wit- 
ness stand,  that  she  Identified  the  defendants 
at  the  coroner's  office  as  the  men  who  killed 
the  deceased.  The  defense  proposed  to  show 
by  another  witness,  who  was  present  at  the 
time  of  the  Identification,  that  Ah  Wah  first 
pointed  out  another  Chinaman  as  the  guilty 
party;  but,  upon  objection,  the  evidence  was 
rejected.  We  do  not  think  the  witness  could 
be  Impeached  In  this  manner.  Ah  Wah  should 
have  been  recalled,  and  asked  with  reference 
to  the  matter,  and,  upon  her  denial  of  It,  the 
foundation  would  then  have  been  laid  for  her 
impeachment  by  this  witness'  testimony. 

7.  Lee  Sam  was  an  active  friend  of  the  de- 
ceased upon  the  night  of  the  killing.  A  po- 
lice officer  testified  that,  subsequent  to  the 
killing,  he  arrested  Lee  Sam  for  carrying  con- 
cealed weapons,  and  found  upon  him  two 


large  pistols.  The  prosecution  then  asked  the 
officer  If  he  swore  to  a  complaint,  or  prosecut- 
ed Lee  Sam  for  carrying  the  weapons;  an  ob- 
jection to  the  question  was  overruled,  and 
the  officer  said  he  did  not  know  whether  or 
not  he  swore  to  a  complaint,  but  that  the 
charge  was  subsequently  dismissed.  It  Is 
not  at  all  clear  that  the  evidence  of  the  police 
officer  In  the  first  Instance  was  material  to 
the  case  at  bar,  but.  If  material,  we  thinlj 
dearly  the  opposing  side  had  the  right  to  ex- 
plain It.  It  may  further  be  suggested  that 
the  defendaijts  were  not  prejudiced  by  the  ac- 
tion of  the  court  In  admitting  the  evidence. 

8.  It  was  not  error  for  the  court  to  exclude 
evidence  of  self-serving  declarations  made  by 
defendant  Chin  Hane  in  San  Francisco,  Im- 
mediately prior  to  his  departure  for  Sacra- 
mento. We  see  nothing  In  the  conduct  of 
the  district  attorney,  in  his  examination  of 
the  witness  as  to  his  past  criminal  record, 
demanding  a  reversal  of  the  Judgment  The 
witness  Cheong,  In  reply  to  a  question  by  the 
people,  under  objection,  testified  that  he  did 
not  know  of  the  police  officer  finding  a  trunk 
in  his  room  with  armor  in  It.  The  answer  of 
the  witness  thus  renders  the  question  harm- 
less, and  defendants  were  not  prejudiced. 

9.  The  witness  Lowell,  after  testifying  that 
he  made  an  examination  of  the  deceased's 
building  after  the  killing,  stated  that  he 
found  several  bullet  marks  upon  the  outside 
of  the  building.  He  then  continued:  "There 
was  a  bullet  hole  In  the  door  Jamb  of  Lee 
Gong's,  also.  That  was  six  or  seven  feet 
high.  Some,  also,  on  the  brick  wall,  on  the 
outside,  on  the  edge  of  the  brick  wall.  It 
seems  to  me  as  if  that,  on  the  south  side  of 
the  door,  there  was  a  big  chunk  taken  out  of 
the  brick.  I  am  not  positive.  There  Is  quite 
a  large  comer  knocked  off  of  a  brick  there." 
The  record  further  discloses  as  ftJlows:  "Mr. 
Hart:  Q.  Which  way  did  it  go;  diagonally 
south,  or  straight  in?  Mr.  Jones  objected: 
That  calls  for  the  opinion  of  the  witness. 
And  the  objection  was  sustained.  Mr.  Hart: 
Q.  Which  way  did  the  mark  go;  directly 
south,  or  straight  In?  Mr.  Jones  objected 
that  the  question  Is  Improper.  The  mark  Is 
still  there.  At  this  point  there  was  an  argu- 
ment among  counsel,  and  at  the  conduslon 
Mr.  Hart  said:  "The  court  stated  that  I  didn't 
know  half  the  time  what  I  was  doing.  I 
want  that  remark  taken  down,  and  take  an 
exception.'  The  Judge:  You  contradicted  the 
court.  I  said  that  you  asked  the  question, 
and  that  it  was  Indefinite.  •  •  •  The 
Judge:  Q.  Did  you  state  that  you  could  de- 
scribe the  piece  which  you  said  was  knocked 
off  the  brick?  You  say  there  was  a  piece  of 
brick  chipped  off?  A.  It  is  quite  a  large 
piece,— two  or  three  Inches  long.  I  did  not 
see  It  knocked  off.  I  know,  though,  that  It 
was  knocked  off.  It  was  a  three-cornered 
piece.  It  had  been  struck  by  some  missile, 
and  knocked  off  the  comer.  It  was  about 
seven  feet  from  the  sidewalk,  I  should  judge. 
There  were  several  bullet  marks  on  the  wallt; 
of  Lee  Gong's,  and  on  the  side  of  the  store> 
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there  Is  a  bullet  bole  in  tbe  edge  of  ttae  door. 
Mr.  Hart:  Q.  Now,  take  this  door  here,  and 
tell  where  the  bullet  struck,  and  in  which  di- 
rection. Mr.  Jones  objected,  as  irrelevant,  in 
competent,  and  immaterial.  They  have  no 
right  to  put  a  witness  on  the  stand  to  show 
where  a  bullet  struck.  He  can  describe  the 
marks.  Objection  sustained.  Defendants  du- 
ly excepted."  This  excerpt  from  the  record 
contains  three  questions  by  defendants'  coim- 
sel  to  which  the  court  sustained  objections. 
There  appears  to  have  been  some  little  fric- 
tion between  counsel  and  the  court  at  this 
particular  time,— an  event  not  without  prece- 
dent in  the  past.  And  we  may  be  allowed  to 
suggest  that  we  think  that  counsel  for  defense 
could  well  have  been  more  explicit  in  fram- 
ing tlie  questions  asked,  and  that  the  court 
could  well  have  been  more  liberal  in  its  treat- 
ment of  these  questions  as  asked.  It  is  a 
very  common  practice  to  illustrate  upon  the 
wall,  or  upon  a  door  in  a  court  room,  before 
the  eyes  of  the  jury,  the  location  of  a  bullet 
mark,  and  we  think  it  may  well  have  been 
done  here.  But  such  matters  are  largely  In 
the  discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and,  in  the 
absence  of  an  abuse  of  such  discretion,  we 
cannot  interfere.  The  prosecution  offered  ^o 
allow  the  witness  to  describe  the  bullet  marks, 
and  we  think  the  defendants  must  be  satis- 
fled  with  such  offer.  If  the  question  address- 
ed to  the  witness,  "Which  way  did  it  go;  di- 
agonally south,  or  straight  In?"  referred  to 
the  course  of  the  bullet,  or  bullet  mark  in  the 
wood  or  bilck  wall  (which  is  far  from  plain, 
when  we  consider  the  context),  then  the  ob- 
jection that  the  question  called  for  the  opinion 
of  the  witness  is  not  at  all  tenable;  for  be 
was  simply  asked  to  state  something  that  he 
saw.  It  would  be  a  statement  based  upon 
actual  inspection,  and.  as  far  as  we  can  see, 
entirely  unobjectionable.  But,  beyond  all 
this,  the  jury  viewed  these  premises,  and 
were  particularly  Instructed  to  view  these 
various  bullet  marks;  and,  taking  all  these 
matters  into  consideration,  no  grounds  for  a 
new  trial  of  the  case  are  shown. 

10.  The  witness  Ah  Wah  testified  that  she 
was  the  wife  of  the  deceased.  She  further 
testified  as  to  her  manner  of  life,  habits,  etc. 
The  defense  attempted  to  prove  that  she  had 
been  an  inmate  of  a  bouse  of  prostitution. 
The  evidence  was  inadmissible.  Such  mat- 
ters were  entirely  collateral,  and  her  veracity 
could  not  be  Impeached  in  that  way.  The  de- 
fendant Chin  Hane,  upon  his  direct  examina- 
tion, claimed  to  be  a  doctor.  On  cross-ex- 
amination he  was  asked  If  he  was  not  known 
In  San  Francisco  as  king  of  the  highbinders. 
Under  objection,  the  question  was  not  an- 
swered. Even  conceding  the  question  improp- 
er, the  investigation  in  this  direction  here 
stopped,  and  nothing  occurred  of  sufficient 
importance  to  reverse  the  judgment.  In  or- 
der to  Impeach  the  credibility  of  a  witness, 
including  a  defendant  when  he  testifies,  tbe 
witness  may  be  asked  If  he  has  ever  been  con- 
victed of  a  felony.  The  details  and  circum- 
stances comprising  the  oHense  should  not  be 


gone  Into.  But  In  view  of  the  statute  (sectkia 
2051,  Code  Civ.  Proc.),  which  allows  the  proof 
of  the  fact  to  be  made  either  by  the  evidence 
of  the  witness  himself,  <h:  by  the  record  of 
conviction,  it  would  api>ear  that  not  only  the 
fact  of  the  conviction  could  be  shown,  but  the 
name  of  the  particular  felony  of  which  tbe 
witness  had  been  convicted.  Beyond  this  the 
examination  should  not  go. 

11.  Under  objection  of  the  defense,  tbe  de- 
fendant Chin  Hane,  up<A  cross-examination, 
in  answer  to  Interrogatories,  testified  that  he 
had  never  had  any  trouble  with  Jesse  Jim 
(the  party  who  discovered  him  to  the  officers 
after  tbe  killing),  nor  Ah  Wah  (deceased's 
wife),  nor  the  Lee  family  (to  which  the  de- 
ceased belonged),  nor  the  Chee  Kong  Toog. 
Under  the  facts  forming  the  history  of  this 
case,  we  are  Inclined  to  think  that  this  cbarac 
ter  of  evidence  would  have  been  admissible, 
coming  from  tbe  defense,  as  tending  to  show 
an  absence  of  motive  to  do  the  killing.  Ob- 
jection was  made  to  its  introduction  by  tbe 
defense,  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  not 
cross-examination;  and,  especially  in  view  of 
the  fact  that  tbe  witness  testifying  was  the 
defendant,  we  think  it  should  have  been  ex- 
cluded. If  the  court's  attention  had  been 
called  to  that  fact  But,  as  we  view  this 
whole  line  of  evidence,  it  was  rather  favora- 
ble to  the  defendant  than  otherwise,  and  no 
prejudicial  error  was  committed. 

12.  In  rebuttal,  the  witness  Cox,  having 
known  the  defendant  Chin  Hane  for  many 
years  in  San  Francisco,  testified  that  he  had 
never  heard  of  him  as  a  doctor.  The  motion 
to  strike  out  this  evidence  was  properly  de- 
nied. While,  In  its  nature,  light,  its  weight 
was  a  question  for  the  jury.  The  evidence 
of  Clark,  in  rebuttal,  as  to  the  identification 
by  Ah  Wall,  was  properly  admitted.  It  Is 
contended  that  the  deposition  of  an  absent 
witness,  taken  at  the  preliminary  examina- 
tlon,  in  a  case  of  homicide,  cannot  be  used  at 
the  trial,  for  the  reason  that  such  a  proceed- 
ing is  violative  of  section  13,  art  1,  of  the  con- 
stitution of  tbe  state.  That  provision  of  the 
constitution  has  been  construed  contrary  to 
the  appellants'  contention  in  the  case  of  Peo- 
ple V.  Oiler,  66  Cal.  101,  4  Pac.  1066. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  judgments 
and  orders  appealed  from  are  affirmed. 

We  concur:  BEATTY,  C.  J.;  McFARLAND, 
J.;   HARBISON,  J.;   HBNSHAW,  J. 


S  Cal.  TTnrep.  IM 
In  re  CARRIGER'S  ESTATE.    (S.  F.   155.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Aug.  29,  1895.) 

Review  ok  Appeal— Fkbsdhptions. 

On  appenl  by  an  administrator  from  an 
order  directing  him  to  pay  the  widow  of  dece- 
dent a  certnin  amount  per  month,  as  a  family 
allowance.  It  will  be  presumed,  in  the  absence 
of  the  evidence  before  the  court  below,  that  the 
condition  of  the  estate  was  such  as  to  author* 
ize  the  allowance  of  the  sum  fixed  in  the  order. 

Department  1.   Appeal  from  superior  courti 
Sonoma  county;   S.  K.  Dougheitjr,  Judge. 
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In  the  matter  ot  tbe  estate  of  WUllam  W. 
Cartlger,  deceased.  Appeal  by  Soloman  Car- 
liget,  apeclal  admlnlBtrator  ot  said  estate, 
from  an  order  directing  blm  to  pay  to  tbe 
widow  of  said  deceased  a  certain  amount  per 
montb,  88  a  family  allowance.    Affirmed. 

Barclay  Henley  and  Cary  Howard,  for  ap- 
pellant. Campbell  &  Campbell  and  Aylett  B. 
Cotton,  for  respondent 

PBR  CURIAM.  Tbe  special  administrator 
of  tbe  estate  of  tbe  deceased  has  appealed 
from  an  ordw  of  tbe  superior  court  directing 
blm  to  pay  to  tbe  widow  of  tbe  deceased  tbe 
sum  of  950  per  montb,  as  a  family  allow- 
ance. Tbe  order  was  made  after  a  citation 
to  tbe  appellant,  and  a  bearing  tbereon  before 
tbe  court;  but  tbe  appeal  <8  presented  bere 
witbont  any  bill  of  exceptions  or  otber  sbow* 
Ing  of  tbe  matters  wblcb  were  considered  by 
tbe  court  in  making  its  order. 

Section  1464,  Code  Civ.  Froc.,  autborizes  tbe 
court  to  make  a  reasonable  provision  for  tbe 
support  of  tbe  family  "until  letters  are 
granted  and  tbe  inventory  is  returned";  and 
by  section  1466  tbe  court  is  authorized  to 
malie  sucb  reasonable  allowance  out  of  tbe 
estate  aa  shall  be  necessary  for  tbe  mainte- 
nance of  tbe  family,  according  to  tbeir  cir- 
cumstances, "during  tbe  progress  of  tbe  set- 
tlement of  tbe  estate."  Tbe  only  limitation 
upon  tbe  action  of  tbe  court  in  tbis  regard 
is  tbat,  in  case  tbe  estate  is  insolvent,  the  al- 
lowance must  not  be  continued  longer  than 
one  year  after  granting  letters  testamentary 
or  of  administration.  There  is  no  intimation 
in  tbe  return  of  the  special  administrator 
that  tbe  estate  is  insolvent,  and,  by  section 
1467,  tbe  family  allowance  must  be  paid  in 
preference  to  all  other  charges,  except  funeral 
charges  and  expenses  of  administration.  Al- 
though tbe  appellant,  In  bis  return  to  the  peti- 
tion, states  tbat  tbe  funeral  charges  have  not 
been  paid,  be  does  not  give  the  amount  of 
these  charges,  nor  does  it  appear  from  tbe 
record  what  is  tbe  amount  of  the  decedent's 
estate.  The  fact  that  tbe  administrator  has 
not  in  his  hands  sufficient  money  to  pay  tbe 
family  allowance  does  not  deprive  the  court 
of  tbe  power  to  fix  tbe  amount  to  be  paid.  If 
there  is  otber  estate  which  can  be  subjected 
to  this  payment,  tbe  court  can  make  a  proper 
order  therefor.  In  tbe  absence  of  tlie  evi- 
dence which  was  before  the  court  at  the 
bearing,  we  must  assume  that  it  was  fuUy 
shown  that  tbe  condition  of  the  estate  was 
such  as  to  anthorize  tbe  allowance  of  tbe  sum 
fixed  in  the  order.  Tbe  order  is  affirmed. 
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HERWICK  et  al.  v.  LANGFORD.     (No.  19,- 

565.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  3,  1895.) 
CoNTSsT  o»  Will— Undde  Infldenok— Suppi- 
ciENCT  OP  Evidence. 
1.  On  an  issue  as  to  whether  a  will  was  pro- 
cured by  undue  influence  of  testator'B  wife,  it 
appeared  tbat  testator  frequently  went  alone  to 


the  ofBce  of  the  attorney  who  drew  the  will,  and 
who  had  no  acquaintance  with  teBtator's  wife; 
that  he  conversed  freely  and  intelligently  re- 
specting tbe  provisions  of  the  will;  that  about 
three  years  afterwards  he  confirmed  tlie  will, 
in  a  codicil  thereto,  at  which  time  he  also  ap- 
peared to  be  mentally  sound;  that  testators 
wife,  in  his  presence,  and  about  a  year  after  the 
will  was  execQted,  gave  directions  in  respect  to 
tbe  work  on  their  residence;  that  testator  waa  al- 
ways anxious  to  please  his  wife,  and  was  more 
Jovial  when  away  from  her;  that  five  years 
afterwards  a  difference  of  opinion  as  to  certain 
domestic  affairs  was  settled  in  accordance  with 
bis  wife's  views;  that  the  testator  dealt  largely 
In  real  estate,  and  conducted  all  his  negotiations 
alone.  Bvidenoe  as  to  testamentary  intent  wag 
given  by  the  contestants  themselves,  who  were 
children  of  the  testator  by  a  former  wife,  to  the 
effect  that  the  testator,  at  various  times  after 
the  execution  of  the  will,  said  he  intended  to 
divide  his  property  between  them.  Held  insuflS- 
cient  to  show  undue  influence. 

2.  On  a  contest  of  a  will,  it  was  improper 
for  contestants,  who  were  children  of  a  di- 
vorced wife,  to  testify  that  they  objected  to  tes- 
tator's marriage  to  proponent,  but  that  he  told 
them  that  proponent  insisted  on  the  marriage  on 
account  or  tneir  previous  illicit  relations,  and 
that,  after  the  marriage,  testator  was  not  as 
jovial  as  before. 

3.  The  mere  fact  that  testator's  wife  urged 
on  him  the  propriety  of  leaving  his  property  to 
her,  though  lie  had  children  by  a  former  wife, 
does  not  constitute  undue  influence. 

4.  The  presumption  of  undue  influence  is  not 
raised  merely  by  proof  of  interest  and  opportuni- 
ty to  influence  the  testator. 

5.  The  fact  that  a  will  seems  unnatural  is 
not  sufficient  reason  to  deny  its  admission  to 
probate,  if  it  is  shown  to  be  the  stwntaneon* 
act  of  a  competent  testator. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Los  Angeles  county;    W.  H.  Clark,  Judge. 

Maria  M.  Langford  propounded  for  pro- 
bate the  will  of  Charles  B.  Langford,  de- 
ceased. Tbe  probate  of  the  will  was  contest- 
ed by  Mary  J,  Berwick  and  others.  From  a 
judgment  denying  probate  to  tbe  said  will, 
tbe  proponent,  Maria  M.  Langford,  appeals. 
Reversed. 

A.  R.  Metcalfe  and  Anderson  &  Anderson, 
for  appellant.  R.  A.  Ling,  H.  H.  Appel,  and 
H.  T.  Gordon,  for  respondents. 

McFARLAND,  3.  Tbis  is  an  appeal  by 
Maria  M.  Langford,  widow  of  Charles  E. 
Langford,  deceased,  and  proponent  in  tbe 
lower  court  of  bis  last  will,  from  a  judgment 
denying  probate  of  said  will,  and  from  an 
order  denying  her  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
Tbe  probate  of  tbe  will  was  contested  by 
(Alldren  of  the  decedent  by  a  former  wife, 
upon  tbe  grounds  tbat  be  was  mentally  in- 
competent to  make  a  will,  and  that  it  was 
procured  to  be  made  by  tbe  fraud,  and  abo 
by  tbe  undue  bafluence,  of  appellant  In  an- 
swer to  interrogatories  propounded  to  the 
Jury,  th^  found  tbat  at  the  time  of  the  exe- 
cution of  tbe  will,  and  also  at  the  time  of  tbe 
execution  of  a  certain  codicil,  the  decedent 
was  of  sound  and  disposing  mind  and  mem- 
ory, but  tbat  it  was  procured  by  tbe  fraud, 
and  also  by  tbe  undue  influence,  of  tbe  appel- 
lant Tbe  finding  of  fraud  may  be  dismissed 
with  tbe  remark  that  there  Is  no  evidence  to 
support  it    The  alleged  fraud  was  tbat  tbe 
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appellant  falsely  and  fraudulently  represent- 
ed to  the  decedent  that  the  contestants  cared 
nothing  for  blm,  bad  no  love  for  him,  and 
only  wanted  his  money.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  evidence  to  support  these  averments.  As 
to  the  finding  of  undue  influence,  the  con- 
tentions of  appellant  are  that  there  Is  no 
evidence  sufficient  to  justify  it,  and  that  the 
court  committed  material  and  reversible  er- 
rors in  rulings  upon  the  admissibility  of  evi- 
dence on  that  issue,  and  we  think  that  both 
contentions  must  be  sustained. 

The  decedent  and  appellant  were  married 
In  Fulton,  111.,  in  1873.  They  resided  there 
several  years  and  then  removed  to  Pasadena, 
CaL,  where  they  resided  until  bis  death,  and 
where  the  will  was  made.  There  can  be  no 
pretense  that  there  Is  evidence  of  any  direct 
influence  exercised  by  appellant,  or  any  other 
person,  over  the  decedent,  at  the  very  time  of 
the  execution  of  the  will,  and  affecting  the 
testamentary  act,  or  constituting  part  of  the 
res  gestae.  To  all  appearances,  and  as  far  aa 
the  circumstances  in  proof  show,  he  was  act- 
ing with  perfect  freedom,  and  following  hla 
own  uncontrolled  wishes.  The  will  was  exe- 
cuted on  November  29,  1887.  Two  or  three 
weeks  prior  to  that  date  he  went  to  the  law 
office  of  Wlnslow  &  Hester,  at  Pasadena, 
and  atter  some  conversation  with  Mr.  Win- 
slow,  who  was  in  very  bad  health,  the  latter 
introduced  him  to  Mr.  Frank  J.  Policy,  who 
was  a  young  lawyer  then  In  the  employ  of 
Wlnslow  &  Hester,  with  the  request  that  he 
(Policy)  should  draw  a  will  for  the  deceased. 
The  appellant  had  no  acquaintance  with  Pol- 
ley,  Wlnslow,  or  Hester.  Polley  never  saw 
her  until  the  trial  of  this  cause,  which  was 
over  six  years  afterwards.  After  Wlnslow 
had  turned  over  to  Polley  the  business  of  the 
preparation  of  the  will,  the  decedent  visited 
the  office  several  times,  and  had  conversa- 
tions about  the  matter  with  Polley.  He  al- 
ways went  to  the  office  alone.  Mr.  Polley 
testified:  "At  such  visits  we  conversed  about 
the  will.  Our  conversations  were  almost  en- 
tirely in  relation  to  the  will,  and  related  to 
the  different  provisions.  E^ch  provision  In 
the  will  was  requested  by  Mr.  Langford. 
•  •  •  At  the  time  Mr.  Langford  executed 
the  win.  I  do  not  think  he  was  acting  under 
any  threat,  menace,  misrepresentation,  nor 
fraud,  nor  undue  influence,  that  I  know  of. 
Positively,  he  was  not,  so  far  aa  I  am  con- 
cerned. At  that  time  Mr.  Langford's  mind 
was,  I  think,  unusually  clear.  I  had  numer- 
ous conversations  with  him  during  the  time  I 
was  drawing  the  will.  He  understood  per- 
fectly what  he  was  doing."  The  wlU  was 
completed  and  executed  on  November  29tli, 
and  was  witnessed  by  Polley  and  Mr.  Hes- 
ter, who  had  been  most  of  the  time  in  the 
city  of  Los  Angeles,  attending  to  legal  busi- 
ness there,  but  was  at  home  on  that  day. 
The  deceased  took  the  will  away  with  him, 
and  it  was  found  in  his  box  at  the  bank  a 
few  days  after  his  death.  Both  the  subscrib- 
ing witnesses  testified  at  the  trial.     About 


three  years  afterwards— on  January  29,  1890 
—he  made  a  codicil  to  the  wilL  In  the 
original  will  he  left  no  property  to  his  daagh- 
ter  Mabel,  but  left  "her  future  welfare  In  the 
hands  of  my  said  wife,  in  whom  I  have  full 
confidence  that  the  dictates  of  a  mother's 
love,"  etc.;  and  the  codicil  merely  provided 
that;  should  his  wife  die  before  his  death, 
the  property  devised  to  her  should  go  to 
Mabel.  This  codicil  was  also  drawn  by  Mr. 
Policy,  who  at  that  time  was  doing  business, 
as  a  lawyer,  for  himself.  He  testified:  "Mr. 
Langford  came  Into  the  office,  and  asked  me 
to  draw  a  codicil.  He  stated  his  wishes  in 
reference  to  it  •  •  •  At  the  time  Mr. 
Langford  was  not  acting  under  fraud,  men- 
ace, threats,  or  undue  influence,  so  far  as  I 
know."  He  also  testified  that:  "At  the  time 
he  went  over  his  financial  affairs  with  me, 
talked  about  different  matters,  and  said  that 
now  he  thought  he  had  bis  affairs  in  good 
shape.  We  had  quite  a  long  talk  about  his 
property,  and  his  business  relations  with  par- 
ties during  the  boom."  He  also  testified  that 
deceased  read  over  the  codicil,  and  that  his 
mind  was  sound  and  strong.  The  codicil  was 
witnessed  by  Polley  and  by  a  Mr.  Wetberby, 
who  was  doing  business  in  the  bouse  in 
which  Polley  bad  bis  law  office,  and  who 
was  called  In  by  PoUey  to  witness  the  execu- 
tion of  the  codicil.  Wetherby  was  a  witness 
at  the  trial. 

So  far,  therefore,  as  we  are  to  be  governed 
by  the  facts  and  circumstances  directly  at- 
tendant upon  the  execution  of  the  will  and 
codicil,  and  forming  part  of  the  res  gestp, 
we  are  Inevitably  forced  to  the  conclusion 
that  the  testator  acted  with  a  perfectly  free 
volition.  This  is  not  the  case  where  a  man 
makes  a  will  upon  his  deathbed,  surrounded 
by  those  who  turn  out  to  be  bis  devisees. 
Nor  Is  it  a  case  where  a  weak  person,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  his  will,  is  teased 
and  tormented  by  the  importunities  ot  rela- 
tives, who  do  not  allow  blm  to  be  out  of  their 
sight,  or  to  have  any  <^portunlty  for  quiet 
thought  or  Independent  advice.  In  the  case 
at  bar  the  testatw,  as  found  by  the  jury,  was 
of  sound  mind;  when  he  concluded  to  make 
a  will,  be  went  entirely  alone  to  bis  attorneys, 
with  whom  he  had  various  conversations; 
and  be  had  ample  opportunity  to  fully  and 
freely  think  out  what  he  wanted  to  do,  and  to 
change  any  conclusion  which  he  might  have 
arrived  at,  if  be  so  desired.  There  is  not  a 
single  suspicious  circumstance  immediately 
connected  with  the  execution  of  the  will  or 
the  codicil.  Wlmt,  then,  are  the  other  facts 
in  proof  which  present  the  alleged  basis  for 
upsetting  this  will?  The  contention  of  re- 
spondents, when  thoroughly  sifted,  seems  to 
be  about  this:  That  there  Is  evidence  to  the 
point  that  appellant  had  a  general  influence 
over  the  deceased,  which  ought  to  be  classl- 
fled  as  "imdue,"  and  that,  therefore,  although 
when  he  made  his  will,  under  the  circum- 
stances above  stated,  be  was  apparentiy  free 
to  act  as  be  pleased,  yet  It  must  be  inferred 
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that  fhis  general  influence  of  appellant  ac- 
companied him,  subverting  his  volition,  and 
coercing  him  to  act  against  his  real  wishes. 
To  maintain  such  a  strained  and  difficult  the- 
ory would  require  evidence  very  different 
from  that  presented  in  the  record.  As  to  the 
evidence  relied  on,  of  occurrences  which  took 
place  at  any  point  of  time  reasonably  near 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  will,  they  are 
substantially  these:  The  witness  McCarty 
testified  that  in  1888— about  a  year  after  the 
execution  of  the  will,  and  two  years  before 
the  date  of  the  codicil— he  worked  on  a  dwell- 
ing house  that  decedent  was  buUding.  A 
Mr.  McKenzie  was  foreman  of  the  work. 
And  the  substance  of  McCarty's  testimony  is 
in  these  words:  "I  saw  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Lang- 
ford  there,  and  Mrs.  Langford  gave  some  in- 
structions In  reference  to  the  work.  Mr. 
I-angford  did  not  give  any,  as  I  know  of." 
There  is  no  significance  whatever  in  this  tes- 
timony. The  wife  had  a  perfect  right  to 
have  a  voice  in  the  matter  of  the  family  resi- 
dence. There  is  also  the  testimony  of  the 
witness  Irish,  who  worked  for  the  deceased 
during  a  period  between  18S9  and  1892,  and 
was  discharged.  This  was  long  after  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  will,  but  included  the  date  of 
the  execution  of  the  codicil.  His  testimony 
was  directed  principally  to  an  attempt  at 
showing  that  the  deceased  was  not  of  a  stron;; 
mind.  As  to  the  question  of  "influence,"  he 
stated  that  Mr.  Langford  gave  him  his  In- 
structions, but  that  "sometimes  he  would  tell 
me  that  Mrs.  Langford  wanted  this  done; 
that  she  wanted  it  done  this  way,  or  she 
wanted  It  done  that  way.  Different  times 
while  I  was  there,  why,  he  would  say  that 
Maria— he  most  always  called  her  Maria  to 
me — wanted  the  lawn  mowed,  or  the  flowers 
fixed,  or  the  driveway  fixed,  or  something 
of  that  kind."  He  was  asked  by  respondents 
if,  from  his  observations,  the  deceased  "ap- 
peared to  you  to  be  In  fear  of  bis  wife,"  and 
hte  answer  was  as  follows:  "Well,  1  could  not 
answer  that.  He  always  seemed  to  want  to 
—didn't  never—  He  always  seemed  he  didn't 
want  to  displease  her  in  anything,— in  no  way 
displease  her.  I  do  not  remember  of  any  in- 
stance of  him  expressing  himself  In  reference 
to  pleasing  or  displeasing  her.  It  may  come 
to  my  memory.  I  know  that  Mrs.  Langford 
went  East."  He  was  then  asked  directly  if 
he  noticed  "any  change  in  Mr.  Langford's 
conduct  while  she  was  East,"  and  he  answer- 
ed, "Yes";  that  he  seemed  to  be  more  Jovial 
and  friendly.  He  also  testified  that,  when 
Mrs.  Langford  was  about  to  return  home,  de- 
ceased told  him  that  he  must  "clean  up"; 
that  "you  know,  when  Maria  gets  home,  ev- 
erything win  have  to  be  renovated";  and  that 
"It'B  a  case  'when  the  cat's  away  the  mice 
will  play.' "  He  also  testified  that  when  he 
was  discharged  the  deceased  "stated  that  he 
would  have  to  let  him  go  on  account  of  Mrs. 
Langrford's  account." 

The  foregoing  Is  about  all  the  evidence  as 
to  any  occorrences  which  took  place  near 


the  time  of  the  execution  of  tlie  will  or  codi- 
cil, apart  from  certain  alleged  dedarationH 
by  the  deceased  of  testamentary  intent,  which 
will  be  noticed  hereafter.  There  was,  how> 
ever,  the  testimony  of  the  witness  Eelnke, 
who  was  a  hired  man  of  deceased  for  a  period 
commencing  in  1892.  This  was  five  or  six 
years  after  the  execution  of  the  will,  and 
about  two  years  after  the  execution  of  the 
codicil.  The  facts  to  which  he  testified  were 
that,  while  he  was  working  for  deceased, 
there  was  a  difference  of  opinion  between  Mr. 
and  Mrs.  Langford  as  to  whether  some  or^ 
chard  land  should  be  plowed  at  a  certain  time, 
whether  some  beans  and  corn  should  be  plant- 
ed at  a  certain  place,  whether  a  fresh  milch 
cow  should  be  bought  for  family  use,  whether 
a  horse  to  be  used  about  the  place  should  be 
bought,  and  another  one  sold,  and  that  it 
turned  out  that  these  things  were  done  in 
accordance  with  the  expressed  opinion  and 
desire  of  Mrs.  Langford.  In  answer  to  a  di- 
rect leading  question  of  respondents'  counsel, 
"Did  he  appear  to  be  afraid  of  her?"  the  wit- 
ness answered,  "Yes,  sir."  One  Rowland 
also  testified  that  he  was  a  veterinarian,  and 
that  when  he  was  doctoring  a  sick  horse  of 
deceased,  while  Reinke  was  with  him,  the 
deceased  told  him,  although  he  was  an  entire 
stranger,  that  he  did  not  want  Maria  to  know 
about  It,  because  she  might  think  that  the 
horse  was  not  sick  enough  to  be  doctored, 
and  that  he  had  more  peace  when  he  let  her 
have  her  way.  The  testimony  of  the  two  wit- 
nesses last  named,  about  trivial  domestic  af- 
fairs, If  near  enough  to  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion of  the  will  to  be  admissible  at  all.  Is  en- 
tirely too  paltry  to  have  any  Important  bear- 
ing upon  the  real  question  at  Issue,  particu- 
larly when  contrasted  with  the  testimony  of 
at  least  20  witnesses,  consisting  of  men  en- 
gaged in  various  kinds  of  business  at  Pasa- 
dena, who  were  brought  Into  close  contact 
with  the  deceased,  and  of  various  ladles  inti- 
mate in  his  family.  The  testimony  of  these 
several  witnesses  covers  a  period  which  com- 
menced a  short  time  before  the  execution  of 
the  will,  and  extended  to  the  date  of  the 
death  of  the  deceased.  It  shows  that  his 
business  was  large,  and  quite  varied;  that, 
among  other  things,  he  owned,  sold,  and 
leased  many  different  pieces  of  real  proper- 
ty, and  dealt  largely  with  real-estate  agents 
and  purchasers  of  land;  that  he  managed  his 
business  wisely,  and  made  shrewd  bargains; 
that  he  did  all  his  business  himself;  bis  wife 
never  being  present;  and  that  when  men 
went  to  his  house  on  business  they  saw  him 
alone;  and  that,  If  she  happened  to  be  present 
at  the  beginning  of  the  interview,  she  left  the 
room.  It  was  testified  by  ladles  Intimate  in 
the  family,  by  the  pastor  of  his  church,  by 
his  family  physician,  and  by  others  having 
excellent  opportunities  of  observation,  that 
the  relations  between  deceased  and  the  ap- 
pellant were  as  pleasant  and  cordial  as  those 
usually  existing  between  husband  and  wife, 
with  no  evidence  whatever  that  the  deceased 
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was  either  afraid,  or  under  any  nnosual  in- 
fluence, of  the  appellant. 

There  is  some  evidence  of  declarations  of 
the  decedent  about  bis  testamentary  intent, 
consisting  mainly  of  the  testimony  of  tbe 
contestants  themselves,  and  much  of  it  too 
remote  from  tbe  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  will  to  be  of  any  consequence,  or  even 
admissible.  The  son,  and  contestant, 
Charles  E.  Langford,  said  that  be  received 
In  Minnesota  a  letter  from'  the  deceased, 
written  at  Pasadena,  which  was  written,  "as 
near  as  I  can  remember,  a  month  or  six 
weeks  before  Christmas,  1887."  This  letter 
had  been  destroyed,  but  was  written  In  re- 
sponse to  one  sent  by  the  witness  to  the  de- 
ceased, asking  for  money.  He  says,  from 
memory,  that  the  letter  contained  tbe 
phrase  "Pleaae  find  Inclosed  fifty  dollars,  to 
help  you  out  of  your  difficulty,"  and  also  a 
statement  of  certain  moneys  which  the  de- 
ceased had  expended  for  Charles,  amount- 
ing to  a  little  over  $1,200.  The  witness 
then  proceeds:  "He  said  he  wanted  me  to 
know  my  exact  indebtedness  to  him,  as  he 
calculated  to  make  a  will  before  long,  and 
to  deduct  all  that  each  of  us  children  had 
drawn  out  of  the  property.  He  calculated 
to  divide  his  property  among  his  children 
equally,  and  deduct  what  they  bad  drawn 
out  of  it"  He  also  produced  a  letter  writ- 
ten to  him  by  the  deceased  in  September. 
ISOO.  The  writer  says  that  he  incloses  $110, 
"as  requested,  to  help  you  out."  Some  ad- 
vice Is  then  given  Charles  about  getting  in- 
to scrajpes,  and  the  only  clause  in  the  letter 
in  point  as  to  testamentary  intent  is  the 
following,  "I  will  depend  on  your  honor, 
and,  if  you  don't  deal  honorable,  I  will 
make  it  all  right  in  my  will."  On  October 
18,  1888,  about  a  year  after  the  execution 
of  the  will,  the  deceased  wrote  a  letter  to 
bis  son-in-law  Longshore,  which  contained 
the  following:  "Yours  received,  and  con- 
tents noted.  The  amount  of  your  note  Is 
due  me  the  1st  of  December  next  would  be 
1205;  note  $200,  September  the  1st,  '85,  three 
years  and  three  months'  interest  at  ten  per 
cent.  more.  I  think  you  ought  to  pay  this 
now,  or  the  first  of  December.  It  will  be 
for  your  advantage,  for  I  shall  remember 
my  children  in  my  will  according  to  their 
worth  and  honor  In  dealing  with  me."  Tbe 
balance  of  the  letter  is  about  other  things. 
John  S.  Berwick,  son-in-law  of  the  deceased, 
testified  that  in  1888,  the  year  after  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  will,  the  deceased  told  him,  in 
sulxstance,  that  be  had  always  told  his 
children  that  his  property  should  be  theirs, 
and  that  he  intended  to  stick  to  bis  word, 
and  that,  If  they  didn't  get  it,  not  to  blame 
him.  The  witness  Reinke  (the  hired  man 
hereinbefore  noticed)  testified  tliat  when  he 
worked  for  deceased,  which  was  in  1802  or 
1893,  he  said  to  decedent,  "Well,  I  suppose 
your  children  are  Just  &a  rich  as  you  are," 
and    that    the    deceased    auswerea:    "  'Ho, 


tbey  are  not.  Some  of  them  are  poor,  but 
they  ain't  so  very  poor,'  he  says,  'probably 
I  don't  know  anything,— didn't  bear  any- 
tbing  fOr  several  years  of  them  tbat  tbey  are 
poor,  but  after  I  am  dead,'  be  says,  they  can 
have  it  all.' "  The  foregoing  is  about  all 
tbe  evidence  of  declarations  of  testamentary 
Intent,  within  anv  reasonable  time  of  the 
execution  of  the  will  or  codicil,  which  we 
can  find  in  the  transcript,— all,  for  instance, 
since  the  settlement  of  the  deceased  in  Cali- 
fornia. Some  of  the  contestants  testified  to 
other  statements  made  so  long  before  the 
execution  of  the  will  as  to  be  either  beyond 
the  range  of  legitimate  evidence,  or  too  re- 
mote to  have  any  appreciable  value.  If  we 
consider  the  above  stated  declarations  of  the 
deceased  (supposing  them  to  have  been  fully 
proved)  In  the  light  of  tbe  other  facts  of  the 
case,  it  is  apxmrent  that  tbey  did  not  express 
his  real  intentions.  He  is  made  to  speak  of 
dividing  his  property  equally  among  his  chil- 
dren In  a  will  to  be  made,  when  he  had  a\- 
ready  made  a  will  which  he  never  changoa 
(as  to  the  contestants).  In  which  he  had 
given  them  only  a  certain  part  of  his  pmp- 
erty.  Three  years  afterwards  he  solenuily 
republished  that  will,— at  the  time  be  made 
the  codicil.  "We  need  not  Inquire  whether 
the  alleged  declarations  were  made  to  hasten 
the  payments  of  debts  owing  to  deceased 
by  some  of  the  contestants,  or  to  appcaso 
children  of  a  former  wife,  who  were  bitter- 
ly opposed  to  his  second  marriage,  or  what 
other  motive  moved  him  to  make  them.  The 
language  of  Justice  Temple  in  the  McDev- 
Itt  will  contest  (95  Cal.  17,  30  Pac.  101),  is 
peculiarly  applicable  here:  "Whether,  by 
this  statement,  the  decedent  Intended  to  de- 
ceive the  witness,  or  at  the  time  intended  to 
execute  a  new  will,  is  alike  immaterial;  for 
such  declarations  have  no  weight  unless  in- 
troduced in  connection  with  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove  undue  influence,  mental  incom- 
petency, or  fraud  at  the  time  of  the  testa- 
mentary act"  And  the  case  at  bar  is  much 
stronger  in  this  respect  in  favor  of  appellant 
than  was  the  McDevitt  Case.  In  the  case 
at  Imr  the  Jury  found  afflrmatlvely  on  the  is- 
sue of  mental  capacity,  while  in  tbe  Mc- 
Devitt Case  the  only  issue  prc^pounded  to  the 
Jury  was  tliat  of  undue  influence;  and,  as  we 
have  before  stated,  there  was  no  evidence 
here  of  fraud.  In  tbe  McDevitt  Case  the 
court,  speaking  of  such  declarations,  further 
say,  "In  fact,  in  a  case  like  this,  where  the 
testator  was,  beyond  question,  of  sound  mind, 
they  were  entitled  to  no  weight  at  all.  In  the 
absence  of  proof  of  Influence  as  to  the  very 
testamentary  act";  and  further:  "Under 
such  circumstances,  this  evidence,  and  all 
other  of  like  character,  is  entltlea  to  no 
weight"  Waterman  v.  Whitney,  11  N.  Y. 
157.  And  the  "circumstances"  in  that  case 
did  not  bring  it  within  the  rule  stated  with  so 
much  absoluteness  as  do  the  circumstances 
here  bring  tbe  case  at  bar  within  tliat  rule. 
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The  opinion  In  the  McDevItt  CsM,  and  tbe 
citations  therein  made,  afford  full  authority 
upon  thla  point  In  that  case  the  verdict 
was  against  the  validity  of  the  will,  and  the 
Judgment  and  order  denying  a  new  trial 
were  reversed,  and  It  would  be  Inconsistent 
with  the  decision  of  this  court  In  that  case 
to  afl9rm  the  judgment  In  the  case  at  twir. 
Numerous  authorities  niwn  the  subject  may 
be  found  In  the  notes  to  In  re  Hess'  Will,  31 
Am.  St.  Rep.  p.  665  (Minn.)  51  N.  W.  614, 

There  was  a  good  deal  of  evidence  Intro- 
duced over  the  objections  of  appellant  which, 
In  our  opinion,  was  Improperly  admitted. 
The  decedent  was  married  to  the  appellant 
in  the  year  1873,  and  before  that  time  had 
been  divorced  from  a  former  wife,  who  was 
the  mother  of  the  contestants;  and  contest- 
ants were  allowed  to  testify  to  declarations 
which,  they  say,  the  decedent  made  to  them 
before,  at  the  time  of,  and  shortly  after  the 
marriage.  For  Instance,  some  of  the  con- 
testants, when  they  heard  of  the  Intended 
marriage,  endeavored  to  persuade  the  de- 
cedent against  It  They  suggested  that  he 
give  appellant  money,  to  buy  her  off;  and 
they  were  allowed  to  testify  that  decedent 
told  them.  In  substance,  that  he  could  not 
avoid  It,  that  appellant  Insisted  on  the  mar- 
riage, and  even  that  there  had  been  Illicit 
relations  between  him  and  appellant  There 
waa  also  testimony  admitted  that  shortly 
after  the  marriage  he  was  not  as  jovial,  and 
was  apparently  not  as  happy,  aa  before  the 
marriage.  There  waa  also  testimony  tending 
to  show  that  appellant  had  done  some  dress- 
making In  decedent's  family  before  the  mar- 
riage, with  the  view,  we  suppose,  of  showing 
that  she  made  some  efforts  to  captivate  the 
affections  of  the  decedent.  All  this  waa  17 
years  before  the  execution  of  the  will,  and  20 
years  before  the  codicil  In  which  be  reaffirm- 
ed the  will.  It  was  too  remote  In  time  to  be 
admissible  for  any  purpose,  and  that  it  was 
prejudicial  to  appellant  is  beyond  question. 
There  was  also  some  testimony  as  to  declara- 
tions and  occurrences  at  a  somewhat  later 
period,  but  before  decedent's  removal  from 
Illinois  to  California;  and.  If  admissible  at 
all,  they  are  entitled  to  no  weight.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  evidence,  either  direct  or  circum- 
stantial, that  undue  influence  was  brought  to 
bear  upon  the  very  testamentary  act.  And 
such  evidence  must  "do  more  than  raise  a 
suspicion.  It  must  amount  to  proof,  and 
such  evidence  has  the  force  of  proof  only 
when  circumstances  are  proven  which  are  In- 
consistent with  the  claim  that  the  will  was 
the  spontaneous  act  of  the  alleged  testator." 
In  re  McDevitt,  supra. 

It  Is  sought  to  distinguish  the  case  at  bar 
from  the  MoOevitt  Caae  because  in  the  case 
at  bar  thore  was  the  relation  of  husband  and 
wife,  and  the  position  seems  to  be  taken  that 
such  relation  raises  the  presumption  of  im- 
due  Influence.  But  there  Is  no  su(A  presump- 
tion. "There  is  no  legal  presumption  against 
the  validity  of  any  provision  which  a  hus- 
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band  may  make  In  a  wife's  tavor,  fbr  shb 
may  justly  Influence  the  making  of  her  hus- 
band's win,  for  her  own  benefit  or  that  of 
others,  BO  long  as  she  does  not  act  fraudu- 
lently, or  extort  benefits  from  her  husband 
when  he  is  not  In  condition  to  exercise  his 
faculties  as  a  free  agent  Latham  t.  Udell, 
88  Mich.  238.  Accordingly,  the  circumstance 
that  the  testator's  wife  urged  upon  him  the 
propriety  of  leaving  hia  property  to  her  does 
not  constitute  undue  Infiuence,  to  vitiate  the 
wIU.  Hughes  ▼.  Murtha,  82  N.  J.  Eq.  288. 
And  the  mere  fact  that  the  will  of  the  hus- 
band is  changed  to  gratify  the  wishes  of  the 
wife  does  not  raise  a  presumption  of  undue 
infiuence  on  her  part  Rankin  v.  Rankin,  61 
Mo.  295.  Where  a  husband  had  made  two 
wills,  dividing  his  property  between  his  wife 
and  sister,  and  a  few  days  subsequent  to  the 
making  of  the  second  will,  and  after  several 
days  of  his  last  illness,  he  made  another  will, 
revoking  his  former  wills,  without  apparent 
reason,  and  leaving  all  his  property  to  his 
wife,  this,  In  the  absence  of  any  other  evi- 
dence of  undue  Influence,  will  not  raise  the 
presumption  of  such  Influence,  so  as  to  re- 
quire the  submission  of  that  question  to  a 
Jury.  In  re  Nelson's  Will,  39  Minn.  204,  39  N. 
W.  143";  Notes  to  Richmond's  Appeal  (Conn.) 
21  Am.  St  Rep.  98,  22  Atl.  82.  In  Ma- 
son V.  Williams,  53  Hun,  394,  6  N.  Y.  Supp. 
479,  It  was  held  that  "the  fact  that  the  wife 
of  a  testator  had  both  opportunity  and  mo- 
tive, and  that  the  will  makes  provision  for 
her  beyond  what  the  law  would  have  given 
her,  creates  no  presumption  of  undue  influ- 
ence. Nor  does  the  additional  fact  that  the 
will  was  executed  six  weeks  after  the  testa- 
tor had  drawn  a  radically  different  will,  In 
accordance  with  a  draft  submitted  to  him  by 
his  father."  The  presumption  of  undue  In- 
fluence is  not  raised  by  proof  of  Interest  and 
opportunity  alone.  Turnure  v.  Turnure,  35 
N.  J.  Eq.  437.  See  other  cases  to  same  point 
Cited  in  21  Am.  St  Rep.  98  et  seq.  In  order 
to  set  aside  a  will  for  undue  Influence,  there 
must  be  substantial  proof  of  a  pressure  which 
overpowered  the  volition  of  the  testator  at 
the  time  the  will  waa  made. 

It  Is  contended  also  that  the  case  at  bar 
differs  from  the  McDevItt  Case  because  here 
the  will  was  unnatural.  The  consideration 
of  the  question  whether  or  not  a  will  is 
"unnatural"— by  which  Is  meant,  we  sup- 
pose, different  from  what  it  might  be  ex- 
pected to  have  been— Is  of  no  Importance,  ex- 
cept In  a  case  where  there  Is  some  evidence 
Immediately  tending  to  show  mental  Inca- 
pacity, fraud,  or  undue  Influence,  In  which 
event  It  might  serve  to  help  out  a  weak  case. 
But  there  Is  no  evidence  In  the  case  at  bar 
that  could  be  thus  helped  out.  A  will  can- 
not be  upset  because,  In  the  opinion  of  a  Jury 
or  court  It  Is  unnaturaL  In  the  opinion  of 
the  McDevitt  Case  it  is  said:  "Although  I 
do  not  think  It  of  special  Interest  here.  It  is 
well  to  remember  that  one  has  the  right  to 
make  an  unjust  will,  an  unreasonable  will, 
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or  even  a  cruel  will.  Generally,  sucb  qnes- 
tions  turn  our  thoughts,  as  they  are  often  In- 
tended to,  from  the  only  question  at  Issue, 
which  always  is,  only,  is  the  will  the  spon- 
taneous act  of  a  competent  testator?  Of 
course,  Juries  lean  against  wills  which  to  them 
seem  unequal  or  unjust.  But  the  right  to 
dispose  of  one's  property  by  will  is  most  sol- 
emnly assured  by  law,  and  is  a  most  valua- 
ble incident  to  ownership,  and  does  not  de- 
pend upon  its  judicious  use.  The  beneficia- 
ries of  a  will  are  as  much  entitled  to  protec- 
tion as  any  other  property  owners,  and  courts 
abdicate  their  functions  when  they  permit 
the  prejudices  of  a  Jury  to  set  aside  a  will 
merely  upon  suspicion,  or  because  it  does  not 
conform  to  their  ideas  of  what  was  just  and 
proper."  See,  also,  Latham  v.  Udell,  38  Mich. 
238.  And,  indeed,— if  it  were  important  to 
consider  it,— we  do  not  see  how  the  will 
in  the  case  at  bar  can  be  considered  unnat- 
ural, in  such  extreme  sense  as  to  be  remaii^- 
able.  At  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
will  the  contestants— chUdren  of  the  first  wife 
—were  all  grown  up,  middle-aged  people, 
with  families  of  their  own.  He  had  seen  but 
little  of  them  after  his  marriage,  and  in  a 
few  years  afterwards  he  liad  moved  away 
from  them  to  California.  They  had  strenu- 
ously opposed  the  marriage,  and  had  said  tm- 
klDd  things  of  his  wife;  and,  as  was  very 
natural,  there  was  not  much  social  inter- 
course between  the  families  afterwards.  Of 
course,  the  contestants  blame  the  appellant 
for  this;  but  although  several  of  them  vis- 
ited her,  and  were  entertained,  at  least,  po- 
litely, there  Is  no  evidence  that  they  ever  in- 
vited her  to  visit  them,  except  that  on  one 
occasion  one  of  them  said  to  her  and  the  dece- 
dent, "Of  course,  you  will  come  and  see  us 
soon."'  They  had  appealed  to  him  a  number  of 
times  for  flnaucial  aid,  and  he  had  helped  them, 
and  he  was  displeased  and  angry  because 
some  of  them  followed  him  to  California. 
One  of  the  daughters.  In  stating  the  contents 
of  a  lost  letter  received  from  decedent,  said: 
"He  began  by  saying  that  he  was  sony  we  had 
come  here,  as  he  had  advised  us  not  to  come, 
and  that  It  looked  like  we  had  come  on  pur- 
I)ose  for  him  to  help  us;  that  we  could— now 
that  we  had  come  we  could— we  could  hoe 
our  own  row,  he  would  mind  his;  he  had 
enough  of  his  own  business  to  attend  to.  I 
think  that  was  about  all."  Of  course,  the 
contestants  attribute  this  to  the  influence  of 
the  appellant,  and  they  testify  to  statements 
which  they  say  the  decedent  made  to  them 
tending  to  support  that  view.  Nevertheless, 
the  fact  was  that  they  came  to  California 
against  his  protests,  and  thereby  greatly  di-5- 
pleased  him.  He  and  the  appellant  had  one 
child,  Mabel,  who  was  only  14  years  old  at 
the  time  of  decedent's  death,  and  quite  a 
young  child  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of 
the  win.  Therefore,  under  all  the  circum- 
stances, it  Is  not  at  all  sui-prising  that  his  af- 
fections bound  him  closely  to  his  wife  and 
Mabel,  and  that  he  left  them  property,  the 


Income  of  which  would  support  them.  By 
his  will  he  gave  to  each  of  the  contestants 
$1,000,  and  left  the  balance  of  his  property, 
which  was  of  the  value  of  about  $50,000,  to 
his  wife,  and,  in  the  event  of  her  death,  to 
Mattel.  The  income  of  that  amount  of  prop- 
erty would  give  the  wife  and  daughter  not 
more  than  a  modest  support;  and,  under  all 
the  circumstances,  the  disposition  which  he 
made  of  his  property  cannot  be  justly  char- 
acterized as  unusual  or  unnatural.  At  all 
events,  being  of  sound  mind  and  memory,  it 
was  for  him  to  dispose  of  his  proi^rty  as  he 
chose. 

It  is  proper  to  notice  particularly  that  the 
averment  that  appellant  would  not  permit 
contestants  to  see  the  decedent  is  entirely  no- 
supported  by  the  evidence.  Not  only  did  ho 
go  about  daily,  attending  to  his  business, 
entirely  alone,  but  the  appellant  at  one  time 
visited  the  East  for  two  months,  tlje  decedent 
remaining  at  home,  and  upon  two  occasion;: 
the  decedent  visited  the  East  by  himself. 

Looking  through  the  transcript  in  this  caso 
we  see  no  evidence  at  all  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  Jury  in  annulling  the  solemn  acts  by 
which  the  decedent  executed  his  will,  and  re- 
published It  in  the  codicil.  If  the  law  is  to 
be  changed,  and  the  right  of  disposing  of 
one's  property  by  will,  the  iwllcy  of  which 
has  been  sanctioned  by  the  wisdom  and  ex- 
perience of  many  generations  of  men,  is  to 
be  taken  away,  that  result  must  be  effected 
by  the  legislative  department  of  the  govern- 
ment. As  the  law  now  stands,  that  right 
cannot  be  frittered  away,  after  the  death  of 
the  testator,  according  to  the  tastes  and  no- 
tions of  others.  It  is  quite  likely  that  in  the 
case  at  bar  the  provisions  of  the  will  did  not 
meet  with  the  approval  of  the  Jurors,  but 
their  approval  was  not  necessary.  The  Judg- 
ment and  order  denying  a  new  trial  are  re- 
versed. 

We  concur:    TEMPLE,  J.;   HENSHAW,  J. 


STATE  ex  rel.  CITY  OP  BUTTE  v.  JOHN- 
SON, County  Clerk. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    Sept  26,  1893.) 

ASSESSHBKT  OF  TAXES— EXTEKDIKO  TaXKS  OP 
CiTT. 

1.  An  assessment  for  taxes  is  completed 
when  the  persons  and  property  to  be  taxed  have 
been  listed  and  the  amounts  to  be  collected  have 
been  estimated. 

2.  Pol.  Code,  I  4017,  requires  taxes  assessed 
before  that  statute  took  effect  to  be  collected  un- 
der the  laws  in  force  when  the  assessment  was 
made.  Td.  $  4872,  requires  city  councils,  on  the 
second  Monday  in  August  in  each  year,  to  de- 
termine the  amount  of  taxes  to  be  levied  by  the 
city  for  the  current  year,  and  the  city  clerk  to 
certify  to  the  city  treasurer  a  copy  of  the  same, 
and  the  city  treasurer  to  collect  the  taxes  as 
in  the  article  provided.  Id.  §  4862.  makes  the 
county  assessment  the  basis  of  taxation  for 
citii-s.  Id.  SS  48(17.  48C8,  requires  the  county 
clerk  to  make  a  duplicate  copy  of  the  Corrected 
Assessment  Book  for  each  city,  in  a  book  pro- 
vided by  the  city  clerk,  so  that  the  city  treasur- 
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er  may  e^itend  the  same,  tmi  collect  the  taxes. 
Etld  the  dntr  of  the  city  treasurer,  and  not  of 
the  county  clerk,  to  extend  on  the  tax  list  taxes 
of  a  city,  the  aasessment  of  which  was  com- 
pleted August  12,  1885. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  SllTer  Bow 
county;  William  O.  Speer,  Judge. 

Application,  on  relation  of  the  dty  of 
Butte,  against  Charles  Q.  Johnson,  as  coun- 
ty clerk  and  recorder  of  the  coimty  of  Silver 
Bow,  for  writ  of  mandamus  to  compel  de- 
fendant to  extend  on  the  tax  lists  the  city 
taxes  assessed  by  the  relator.  From  a  Judg- 
ment for  defendant,  relator  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Levi  J.  Hamilton,  for  appellant  H.  J. 
Haskell,  for  respondent 

PEMBEBTON,  O.  J.  This  Is  an  applica- 
tion for  a  writ  of  mandamu&  Omitting  tlie 
formal  parts,  the  application  for  the  writ,  m 
substance,  alleges  that  the  city  council  of  the 
city  of  Butte,  as  empowered  by  law,  on  the 
12th  day  of  August  1895,  duly  determined 
by  resolution  the  amount  of  city  taxes  to  be 
leiyled  and  assessed  for  all  purposes  i(x  the 
current  year  1895  on  the  taxable  property  in 
said  city;  that  the  clerk  of  said  city  at  once 
certified  to  said  respondent,  as  county  clerk, 
the  amount  of  city  taxes,  for  all  purposes,  so 
determined  by  said  city  coimcU;  that  by  said, 
resolution  the  dty  council  fixed  and  deter- 
mined the  amount  of  city  taxes,  for  all  pur- 
poses, to  be  assessed  and  levied  upon  the 
taxable  property  in  said  city  of  the  year 
1885;  that  said  respondent  as  such  county 
cl^it,  failed  and  refused  to  extend  the  city 
taxes  on  the  tax  list  of  said  county  for  said 
year,  as  it  was  his  duty  to  do;  that  said 
respondent  claims  that  it  is  not  his  duty,  as 
county  clerk,  to  extend  said  city  taxes  for 
said  year  on  the  county  tax  list,  but  that 
under  the  law.  It  is  the  duty  of  the  city  clerk 
to  certify  the  amount  of  dty  taxes  fixed  and 
levied  l^  said  council  to  the  city  treasur- 
er, and  that  it  is  the  duty  of  the  city  treos- 
urer,  under  the  law,  to  extend  said  city  tax 
roll  on  the  tax  book  for  said  year.  The  re- 
spondent, on  l)elng  served  with  the  alterna- 
tive writ  of  mandamus  Issued  in  the  case, 
demurred  to  the  application.  The  comt  sus- 
tained the  demurrer,  dismissed  the  applica- 
tion, and  rendered  Judgment  against  the  re- 
lator for  costs.  From  this  action  and  Judg- 
ment the  relator  appeals. 

The  question  presented  by  this  appeal  is 
this:  Is  it  the  duty  of  the  dty  treasurer  of 
the  dty  of  Butte,  or  of  the  respondent,  as 
clerk  of  the  coimty  of  Silver  Bow,  to  extend 
the  taxes  of  said  city  for  said  year  on  the  tax 
list  or  book?  Section  4017,  Pol.  Code,  pro- 
vides: "All  taxes  assessed  before  the  provi- 
sions of  tills  title  take  effect  must  l>e  col- 
lected under  the  laws  in  force  at  the  time  the 
assessment  was  made,  and  in  the  same  man- 
ner as  If  this  Code  had  not  been  passed." 
Section  4872,  Id.,  reads  as  follows:  "The 
council  must  on  the  second  Monday  in  Au- 


gust m  each  year,  by  resolution  determine 
the  amount  of  city  or  town  taxes  for  all  pur- 
poses, to  be  levied  and  assessed  on  the  taxa- 
ble property  in  the  town  or  city,  fiwthe  cur- 
rent year,  and  the  dty  derk  must  at  once 
certify  to  the  dty  treasurer  a  copy  of  such 
resolution,  and  the  city  treasurer  must  col- 
lect the  taxes  as  In  this  article  provided." 
Section  48G2,  Id.,  makes  the  assessment  by 
the  county  assessor  for  county  purposes  the 
basis  of  taxation  for  cities  and  towns. 

The  first  question  that  presents  itself  is, 
when  was  the  property  in  the  city  of  Butte 
assessed?  That  Is,  when  was  the  assessment 
completed?  As  to  when  an  assessment  Is 
made,  Judge  Cooley,  In  Us  work  on  Taxa- 
tion, at  pages  351,  862  (2d  Ed.),  says:  "An 
assessment  strictly  speaking,  is  an  official 
estimate  of  the  sums  which  are  to  constitute 
the  basis  of  an  apportionment  of  a  tax  be- 
tween the  individual  subjects  of  taxation 
within  the  dlstrlrt.  It  does  not,  therefore,  of 
Itself,  lay  the  charge  upon  either  person  or 
property,  but  It  is  a  step  preliminary  there- 
to, and  which  is  essential  to  the  apportion- 
ment As  the  word  is  more  commonly  em- 
ployed, an  assessment  consists  in  the  two 
processes  of  listing  the  persons,  property, 
etc.,  to  be  taxed,  and  of  estimating  the  sums 
which  are  to  be  the  guide  in  an  apportion- 
ment of  the  tax  between  them.  When  this 
listing  and  estimate  are  completed  in  sudi 
form  as  the  law  may  have  prescribed,  noth- 
ing remains  to  be  done,  in  order  to  determine 
the  individual  liability,  but  the  m«:e  arith- 
metical process  of  dividing  the  sum  to  be 
raised  among  the  several  subjects  of  taxa- 
tion. In  proportion  to  the  amounts  which  they 
are  respectively  assessed."  See  1  Desty, 
Tax'n,  g  93,  to  the  same  effect  Under  this 
view  of  the  law,  the  assessment  was  not 
made  or  completed  until  the  12th  day  of  Au- 
gust, 1895,— the  date  of  the  resolution  of  the 
city  council  fixing  and  levying  the  amount  of 
taxes  to  be  levied  and  assessed  for  said  year. 
If  the  assessment  was  not  made  until  the 
date  of  the  resolution  of  the  dty  coundl, 
then,  under  section  4872,  supra,  it  became 
and  was  the  duty  of  the  dty  clerk  to  certify 
the  action  and  resolution  of  the  dty  coundl 
to  the  city  treasurer,  whose  duty  it  then  l)e- 
came  to  collect  the  city  taxes.  No  section  of 
the  law  to  which  our  attention  has  been 
called  requires  the  dty  derk  to  certify  the 
resolution  of  the  dty  coundl  fixing,  assess- 
ing, and  levying  dty  taxes  to  the  county 
clerk.  It  Is  the  duty  of  the  county  clerk,  on 
or  l>efore  the  first  Monday  in  October,  to 
make  a  duplicate  of  the  Corrected  Assess- 
ment Book  for  each  town  or  city  in  the  coun- 
ty, which  must  contain  a  copy  of  the  Correct- 
ed Assessment  Book  for  such  town  or  dty. 
Such  duplicate  book  must  be  made  In  a  book 
furnished  by  the  city  or  town  clerk  of  each 
dty  or  town  in  the  county,  and  ruled  in  col- 
umns, specifying  the  different  funds,  so  that 
the  city  or  town  treasurer  may  extend  the 
same,  and  collect  the  taxes.    Sections  4867, 

uigiiizea  oy  >^j\^\^-<  iC 


708 


r  ACIFIO  BBPOBTBB,  YoL  4L 


(Mont 


4868,  PoL  Code.  Tbew  Mctlmui  aeem  oon- 
doBlTe  that  It  la  the  duty  of  the  dty  troa*- 
nrer.  and  not  the  county  derk,  to  extend  the 
dty  taxes  on  the  tax  list  or  book.  Upon  the 
question  of  extending  the  tax.  Judge  Cooley 
says:  "The  subjects  of  taxation  having  been 
properly  listed,  and  a  basis  for  apportion- 
ment established,  nothing  will  remain,  to  fix 
a  definite  liability,  but  to  extend  upon  the 
list  or  roU  the  several  proportionate  amounts, 
as  a  charge  against  the  several  taxables. 
When  that  Is  done,  but  not  nntll  then,  will 
a  liability  for  any  particular  sum  be  fixed. 
When  the  sum  to  be  raised  is  settled,  and 
the  assessment  Is  completed,  the  calculation 
of  the  percentage  of  the  tax,  and  the  deter- 
mination of  the  sum  chargeable  to  each  taxa- 
ble, are  clerical  acts,  and  may  be  performed 
by  any  one."  Oooley,  Tax'n  (2d  Ed.)  p.  423. 
The  law  provides  tliat  taxes  levied  for  each 
year  shall  be  liens  upon  the  property  taxed, 
and  shall  take  effect  as  of  the  flrat  Monday 
of  March  of  eadi  year.  Pol.  Code,  {|  3827- 
3829.  This  diaracter  of  legislation  Is  in  force 
In  many  of  the  states  of  the  Union.  Judge 
Cooley  says:  "The  time  when  the  lien  will 
attach  to  land  must  be  determined  by  the 
terms  of  the  statute.  Sometimes  the  statute 
names  a  day  as  that  from  and  after  which 
the  tax  shall  be  a  Hen,  and  when  that  is  done 
it  may  determine,  as  between  subsequent 
purchasers  and  incumbrancers,  the  liability 
tor  the  tax."  Cooley,  Tax'n  (2d  Ed.)  pw  447. 
and  authorities  cited  in  note.  But  the  ques- 
tion as  to  when  taxes  become  a  lien  upon 
property  Is  unimportant  in  the  discussion  of 
the  questions  Involved  in  this  appeal.  The 
only  question  presented  for  our  determina- 
tion now  Is  as  to  whose  duty  It  is  to  extend 
the  city  taxes  of  the  city  of  Butte  on  the  tax 
book  for  the  year  1895.  From  a  considera- 
tion of  the  law  and  the  authorities  referred 
to  above,  we  are  of  opinion  that  it  Is  the  duty 
of  the  dty  treasurer  of  the  dty  of  Butte. 
The  Judgment  of  the  court  is  therefore  af- 
firmed. 

DB  WITT  and  HUNT,  JJ.,  concur. 


(IS  Mont.  BS) 

STATE  V.  BTERa 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Sept  23,  1895.) 

Cbimihai.  Law — Dbclabatiors  of  Conbpiratobs 

— EviDSHOB  AT  Preliminaht  Heariso. 

1.  On  prosecution  for  conspiracy  to  steal 
and  butcher  cattle  and  sell  the  beef,  statements 
and  acts  by  one  of  the  oonspirators,  after  the 
theft,  but  before  the  sale,  are,  as  part  of  the 
res  geatte,  admissible  against  the  other  con- 
spirators. 

2.  A  copy  of  the  stenographic  report  of  the 
evidence  of  a  witness  on  a  preliminary  exam- 
ination, sworn  by  the  stenographer  to  be  a  cor- 
rect copy  of  his  shorthand  notes,  is  admissible 
against  the  defendant  on  trial  for  the  offense, 
where  defendant  was  present  at  the  preliminary 
examination,  and  cross-examined  the  witness, 
and  the  witness  is  dead. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Deer  Lodge  coun- 
ty; Theo.  Brantley,  Judge. 


Angnst  L.  Byen  was  cornlctsd  of  gmnd  lar- 
ceny, and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

X  H.  Duffy,  Francis  Brooks,  and  Mllea  Cav- 
anangh,  tot  appdlant  H.  J.  Haskell,  for  tba 
State. 

PEMBBRTON,  0. 1.  The  above-named  de- 
fendant was  c(Mivlcted  of  the  crime  of  grand 
larceny,  in  Deer  Lodge  ootmiy,  under  an  Infor- 
mation charging  him  and  Fred  Byers  and  Jotm 
F.  Jones  Jointly  with  the  commission  of  that 
crime.  The  said  parties  were  tried  separate- 
ly. From  the  Judgment  against  him  tbe  de- 
fendant appeals. 

Ck)unsd  for  the  appellant  contend  that  the 
trial  court  erred  in  permitting  witnesses  to 
give  evidence  on  the  trial  of  the  appellant  as 
to  the  acts  and  statements  of  his  codef  endants, 
Fred  Byers  and  Jones,  after  the  consummati(m 
of  the  larceny,  as  they  claim,  and  not  In  the 
presence  of  the  appdlant  It  does  not  appear 
that  the  acts  and  statements  of  Fred  Byers 
and  Jones,  testified  to  l^  the  witnesses,  took 
place  and  were  made  after  the  consimimation 
of  the  dfense.  The  prosecution  contended 
that  the  three  defendants  entered  Into  a  con- 
spiracy to  steal  the  cattle  that  were  stolen, 
butcher  them,  and  sell  the  beef.  This  conten- 
tion is  not  without  support  in  the  record.  It 
appears  that  the  acts  and  statements  of  Fred 
Byers  and  Jones,  testified  to  by  the  witnesses, 
todc  place  and  were  made  before  the  betf  was 
sold  in  Butte  by  the  appellant,  and  therefore 
before  the  consummation  of  the  criminal  con- 
spiracy. And,  besides,  we  are  unable  to  find 
In  the  acts  and  statements  of  Fred  Byers  and 
Jones,  testified  to,  anything  to  incriminate  or 
Injure  the  appelant.  Fred  Byers  and  Jones 
Iiersistently  stated  and  insisted  that  tbe  appel- 
lant had  nothing  to  do  with  the  larceny  of  the 
cattle;  that  Fred  Byers  bought  them,  and  that 
the  appellant  had  no  Interest  In  them  whatev- 
er. The  statements  objected  to  do  not  con- 
tain an  admission  or  ctmfession  of  guilt  of  the 
appellant  or  any  one  else.  The  acts  and  state- 
ments objected  to  were  part  of  the  res  gestse. 
The  appellant's  parUdpatlon  In  the  crime  is 
shown  by  other  evidence  and  ch-cumstances 
than  the  acts  and  statements  of  Fred  Byen 
and  Jones. 

At  the  preliminary  examlillitlon  df  the  appel- 
lant one  John  Young  was  a  witness  sworn  and 
examined  on  the  part  of  the  state.  The  appel- 
lant was  present,  and  cross-examined  the  wit- 
ness. His  evidence  was  taken  down  in  full  by 
the  court  stenographer,  and  afterwards  tran- 
scribed and  typewritten  by  hhn.  Before  the 
trial  of  this  cause,  the  witness  Young  died.  On 
the  trial  of  the  case  the  court  permitted  a  tran- 
scribed copy  of  the  stenographer's  notes  of 
Young's  evidence,  supported  by  his  testimony 
that  it  was  correct,  to  be  read  In  evidence,  over 
the  objection  of  appellant  The  admission  of 
this  evidence  is  assigned  as  error.  In  Mattox  v. 
United  States,  156  U.  8.  237, 15  Sup.  Ct  337,— 
a  case  involvliig  precisely  the  same  conditions 
asthecaseatbar, — Mr.  Justice  Brown,  after  an 
I  able  andextendeddlscuBslonoftbe subject,  and 
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collating  the  autborltles,  English  and  Ameri- 
can, old  and  new,  ];«:o  and  con,  says:  "Upon 
the  other  hand,  the  authority  In  favor  of  the 
admissibility  of  such  testimony,  where  the  de- 
fendant was  present  either  at  the  examination 
of  the  deceased  witness  before  a  committing 
magistrate,  or  upon  a  former  trial  of  the  same 
case,  is  overwhelming.  The  question  was 
carefully  considered  in  its  constitutional  aspect 
by  the  supreme  Judicial  court  of  Massachu- 
setts in  Com.  V.  Bichards,  18  Pidc.  434,  in 
which  it  was  said  that  provision  was  made  to 
exclude  any  evidence  by  deposition  which  could 
be  given  orally  in  the  presence  of  the  accused, 
but  was  not  Intended  to  affect  the  question  as 
to  what  was  or  was  not  competent  evidence 
to  be  given  face  to  face  according  to  the  set- 
tled rules  of  conmion  law.'  *  •  •  The  sub- 
stance of  the  constitutional  protection  is  pre- 
served to  the  prisoner  In  the  advantage  he  has 
once  had  of  seeing  the  witness  face  to  face, 
and  of  subjettlng  him  to  the  ordeal  of  a  cross- 
examination.  This,  the  law  says,  he  shall  tm- 
der  no  circumstances  be  deprived  of,  and  ma- 
ny of  the  very  cases  which  hold  testimony  such 
as  this  to  be  admissible  also  bold  that  not  the 
substance  of  his  testimony  only,  but  the  very 
words  of  the  witness,  shall  be  proven.  We  do 
not  wish  to  be  understood  as  expressing  an 
opinion  upon  this  point,  but  all  the  authorities 
hold  that  a  copy  of  the  stenographic  report  of 
his  entire  former  te8tim(»iy,  supported  by  the 
oath  of  the  stenographer  that  it  is  a  correct 
transcript  of  his  notes  and  of  the  testimony  of 
the  deceased  witness,  such  as  was  produced  in 
this  case,  is  competent  evidence  of  what  he 
said."  Counsel  for  appellant  contend  that  this 
evidence  was  not  admissible  under  the  author- 
ity of  State  V.  Lee,  13  Mont.  248,  33  Pac.  690. 
State  V.  Lee  is  widely  distinguished  from  the 
case  at  bar.  In  the  Lee  Case  the  witness 
whose  testimony  was  proved  was  not  dead; 
he  was  absent  from  the  state.  In  that  case 
the  Justice  before  whom  the  absent  witness 
testified  at  the  preliminary  examination  had 
no  notes  of  the  testimony,  and  testlQed  only 
to  an  Imperfect  recollection  of  what  the  testi- 
mony of  the  absent  witness  was.  Under  such 
circumstances  we  held  the  evidence  to  be  in- 
admissible. We  are  of  opinion  that  the  errors 
assigned  in  this  case  are  not  well  taken,  and 
that  the  Judgment  should  be  afHrmed.  It  is 
so  ordered.     Affirmed. 

HUNT  and  DE  WITT.  JJ.,  concur. 


STATE  V.  CAIN. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Sept  23,  1895.) 

ISFOBMATION  —  FiLISO    BT    ConUTT    ATTORSEI — 
ACTBOBITT  TO  FiLE — RbVUC/LTIOK. 

The  district  court  has  power  to  dismiss 
an  information  filed  by  the  county  attorney 
against  a  member  of  the  board  of  oominission- 
ers,  charging  him  with  extortion,  where  it  is 
bron^t  to  the  knowledge  of  the  court  that  the 
grand  jury,  on  investigation  of  the  accounts  of 


the  commissioners,  found  that  defendant  had 
been  illegally  paid  certain  sums,  but  presented 
no  indictment. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Granite  county; 
Theo.  Brantley,  Judge. 

George  B.  Cain,  against  whom  an  informa- 
tion was  hied  charging  him  with  corruptly 
and  extorsively  receiving  certain  sums  aa 
county  commissioner,  moved  to  set  it  aside. 
From  an  order  granting  the  motion  and  dis- 
charging defendant,  the  state  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Wingfleid  L.  Brown,  D.  M.  Durfree,  and  R. 
B.  Smith,  for  the  State.  Rodgers  &  Bodgera, 
for  respondent 

HUNT,  J.  Upon  the  7th  of  May,  1894,  by 
leave  of  court  first  obtained,  the  county  at- 
torney of  Granite  county  filed  an  information 
against  the  defendant,  George  B.  Cain,  a 
member  of  the  board  of  county  commissioo- 
ers  of  Granite  county,  for  corruptly  and  ex- 
torsively taking  and  receiving  a  warrant  for 
$110.40,  part  of  which  amount  was  a  charge 
made  by  said  Cain,  as  county  commissioner, 
for  inspecting  and  supervising  the  construc- 
tion of  a  sewer  about  the  county  Jail  of  Gran- 
ite county,  for  which  services,  there  was  no 
authority  of  law  to  charge,  and  that  the  said 
charge  was  made  with  fraudulent  intent. 
On  the  14th  of  May,  1894,  the  defendant  mov- 
ed to  set  aside  the  infoi-mation,  because,  at 
the  time  the  information  was  filed,  and  leave 
of  court  was  asked  by  the  county  attorney, 
the  cotmty  attorney  had  made  no  statement 
to  the  court  of  the  evidence  or  reason  upon 
which  the  same  was  based,  and  the  court  did 
not  require  the  same  of  him,  and  was  not  in- 
formed at  that  time,  in  any  manner  or  way, 
by  any  person,  of  the  offense,  or  the  facts  up- 
on whidi  the  county  attorney  had  determined 
to  present  the  said  information!.  This  mo- 
tion was  supported  by  the  affidavit  of  W.  B. 
Kodgers,  one  of  the  attorneys  for  the  defend- 
ant. R<>dger8'  statement  was  to  the  e0ect 
that  the  county  attorney,  when  he  asked 
leave  to  file  the  information,  made  no  state- 
ment to  the  court,  and  gave  no  information 
to  the  court  which  he  may  have  had,  and  iq;>- 
oo  which  he  based  the  information,  or  his  be- 
lief that  the  defendant  was  guilty  of  the  of- 
fense charged;  nor  did  the  court  inquire  Into 
the  matter  at  all;  nor  was  the  court  inform- 
ed, in  any  manner,  or  at  all,  at  the  time  of 
filing  the  information,  of  any  facts  which 
had  come  to  the  knowledge  of  the  county  at- 
torney, or  to  the  knowledge  of  anybody,  and 
which  had  caused  the  county  attorney  to  file 
the  information  against  the  defendant  Af- 
fiant further  stated  that  it  appears  by  the  re- 
port of  the  grand  Jury  that  at  the  March 
term  of  said  court  a  grand  Jury  had  made  an 
examination,  as  appears  from  their  report,  of 
the  affairs  of  the  county  commissioners  of 
Granite  county,  and  into  the  conduct  of  the 
offices  of  the  county  commissioners  during 
the  year  1893,  and  that  said  grand  Jury  fail- 
ed to  indict  the  said  George  B.  Cain  for  any 
uigiiizea  oy  ■»^j\^/\-^-i  i^ 


710 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  Vol.  41. 


(Mont 


Offense  whatever.  It  furtber  appears  by  the 
record  that,  at  the  time  the  county  attorney 
asked,  leave  to  file  the  information  against  the 
defendant,  the  report  of  the  grand  Jury, 
which  had  been  made  In  March  preceding  the 
time  of  filing  the  Information,  was  on  file 
with  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Granite 
county.  By  this  report  the  grand  jury  found 
that  the  defendant  had  Illegally  been  paid 
moneys  for  inspecting  the  Jail  and  sewer. 
No  indictment  was  presented.  The  excess  of 
payment  was  the  basis  of  the  criminal 
charge  contained  in  the  information  subee- 
guently  filed  for  extortion.  The  court  sus- 
tained the  motion  to  dismiss  the  Information, 
and  ordered  the  defendant  discharged,  and 
his  bondsmen  exonerated.  The  state  duly  ex- 
cepted, and  appeals  from  the  decision  and 
Judgment. 

This  case  is  within  the  rule  laid  down  In 
State  V.  Brett,  Ifi  Mont  — ,  40  Pac.  873, 
where  It  was  held  that  if  an  instance  should 
arise  where  a  county  attorney  oppressively, 
maliciously,  or  otherwise  illegally  should  at- 
tempt to  unjustly  harass  any  citizen  by  filing 
an  information  against  him  charging  him 
with  crime,  the  court,  either  of  Its  own  mo- 
tion, or  upon  proper  showing,  would  suspend 
or  deny  Its  leave  to  file  a  charge  until  an  in- 
quiry could  be  had  into  the  reasons  for  the 
olUcial  acts  of  the  county  attorney  in  filing 
the  Information,  and  until  It  satisfactorily  ap- 
l)eared  by  the  showing  made  that  the  case 
was  one  where  an  information  should  be  fil- 
ed. The  affidavit  of  W.  B.  Rodgers  was  suffi- 
cient to  have  warranted  the  court  in  refusing 
leave  to  permit  an  information  to  be  filed 
against  the  defendant  until  some  showing 
was  made  by  the  county  attorney  for  char- 
ging the  defendant  with  a  crime  based  upon 
the  identical  acts  into  which  a  grand  jury 
liad  inquired,  but  for  the  doing  of  which  they 
had  failed  to  find  a  true  bill.  The  fact  that 
the  Information  was  already  on  file  when 
these  facts  were  brought  to  the  attention  of 
the  court  cannot  affect  the  right  of  the  court 
to  revoke  the  leave  already  granted.  If  the 
court  In  the  exercise  of  its  sound  Judicial 
discretion,  had  a  right  to  withhold  its  leave 
to  file  the  information  at  all  until  inquiry 
could  be  had,  under  the  limitations  discussed 
in  the  Brett  Case,  supra.  It  had  a  right  to  re- 
voke Its  leave,  where  the  defendant,  directly 
after  his  arrest,  and  at  the  first  opiwrtunity 
presented,  brought  to  the  notice  of  tlie  court 
the  fact  that  his  conduct  had  already  been 
investigated  by  a  grand  jury,  and  no  true 
bill  had  been  foimd.  Such  was  the  effect  of 
the  defendant's  motion.  It  brought  to  the 
attention  of  the  court  matters  upon  the  pres- 
entation of  which  the  court,  in  its  discretion, 
and  for  apparent  good  cause,  suspended  its 
approval  to  file  the  information,  by  revoking 
its  former  leave,  and  setting  aside  the  subse- 
quent proceedings.  The  record  discloses  no 
retiuest  thereafter  by  the  county  attorney  to 
file  another  information,  and  no  attempt  on 
his  part  to  demonstrate  to  the  court  that  the 


case  was  a  proper  one  for  furtber  prosecu- 
tion. The  action  of  the  district  court  being 
within  its  discretionary  power,  and  without 
abuse  thereof,  the  Judgment  is  affirmed. 

PBMBERTON,  0.  J.,  and  DB  WITT,  J., 

concur. 


STATE  V.  MORSE. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Sept  23,  1895.) 

Appeal  from  district  court  Granite  county; 
Theo.  Brantley,  Judge. 

Information  against  G.  W.  Morse  for  receiv- 
ing excessive  fees.  Judgment  for  defendant, 
and  the  state  appeals.    Afiirmed. 

W.  L.  Brown  D.  M.  Durfee,  and  R.  B.  Smith, 
for  the  State.  Rodgers  &  Rodgers,  for  respond- 
ent 

HUNT,  J.  Information  diargin^  defendant,  a 
county  commissionor,  with  extorsiveiy  and  cor- 
ruptly receiving  excessive  fees  from  the  county 
of  Granite.  The  point  herein  raised  is  identical 
with  that  decided  m  State  v.  Cain  (Mont)  41 
Pac.  700,  and,  upon  the  authority  of  that  case, 
the  judgment  of  the  district  court  is  aliirmed. 

PEMBERTON,  C.  J.,  and  DE  WITT,  J., 
concur. 


KNATZ  V.  WISE  et  aL 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Sept  23,  189!>.) 

Pleadino  asd   Pboof  —  JrnOMBST  aoaixst  O.nk 

Defesdast— Interest. 

1.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  SS  239,  240.  al- 
lowing judgment  against  one  of  several  defend- 
ants, plaintiff  having  sued  soTeral  persons  as 
assignees  for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  and  al- 
leged that  they  were  partners  as  W.  &  G.,  and 
that  the  assignment  was  to  said  W.  &  G.,  judg- 
ment may  be  had  against  G.;  it  appearing  that 
the  assignment  was  not  to  the  firm,  but  to  him 
individually. 

2.  Under  the  statutory  provision  allowing 
interest  on  money  due  on  the  settiemont  of  ac- 
counts, from  the  day  of  such  settlement  a  wage 
worlser  to  whom  an  assignor  is  indebted  is  en- 
titled to  interest  from  the  time  he  demands  his 
money  from  the  assignee  for  the  i)enefit  of  cred- 
itors; the  assignee  having  accepted  the  notice 
of  his  claim,  and  acknowledged  its  correctness. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Granite  coun- 
ty;  Theo.  Brantley,  Judge. 

Action  by  William  Knatz  against  Meyer 
Wise  and  otliers.  Judgment  for  plaintiff 
against  defendant  Goodkind,  who  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

This  appeal  stands  upon  the  Judgment  roll, 
and  the  documents  in  the  roll  which  are  per- 
tinent to  this  decision  are  the  complaint,  an- 
swer, findings,  and  Judgment.  The  com- 
plaint sets  up  tliat  the  defendants  Meyer 
Wise,  Charles  Wise,  Edward  I.  Goodldnd, 
and  A.  L.  Goodkind  were  copartners.  It  fur- 
thermore states  that  the  plaintiff  was  work- 
ing for  wages  for  one  Slick,  In  the  town  of 
Philllpsbnrgh;  that  prior  to  April  27,  1893, 
he  had  performed  53\<t  days'  service  for  said 
Slick,  at  $3  per  day;  that  on  said  April  2Tth 
Slick  was  insolvent  and  unable  to  pay  his 


debts;  that  the  firm  of  Wise  & 
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were  his  creditors  to  the  amonnt  of  $600; 
that  on  said  day  he  assigned  and  transferred 
all  of  bis  property,  valned  at  $1,500,  to  said 
Wise  &  Goodklnd;  that  he  notified  defend- 
ants of  the  amount  and  nature  of  said  in- 
debtedness of  Slick,  and  that  defendants  ac- 
cepted such  notice,  and  acknowledged  the 
correctness  ot  the  dalm;  that  said  amount 
has  not  beoi  paid.  As  another  cause  of  ac- 
tion, he  sets  up  that  one  Majers  was  also  a 
wage  worker  for  said  Slick,  and  in  a  posi- 
tion similar  to  that  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that 
said  Majers  assigned  his  account  to  blm  (the 
plaintiff).  No  demurrer  was  interposed  to 
this  complaint  The  case  was  heard  to  the 
court  without  a  jury,  and  the  court  found  all 
of  the  facts  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  all 
the  facta  which  Ixought  the  plaintiff  within 
the  beueflciary  provisions  of  sections  2050  et 
seq.,  dlv.  5,  Gen.  Laws,  known  as  the  "Wage 
Workers'  Law."  The  court  found  that  the 
transfer  made  by  Slick  was  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors.  The  finding, 
however,  is  that  the  assignment  was  made 
to  Edward  I.  Goodklnd,  one  of  the  defend- 
ants. Judgment  was  entered  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff  against  Edward  I.  Goodklnd,  and 
the  action  dismissed  as  to  the  other  defend- 
ants. As  noted  above,  the  appeal  is  from  the 
Judgment,  and  the  record  before  us  Is  the 
Judgment  roll  only. 

F.  N.  &  S.  H.  Mclntlre,  for  appellant.  H. 
K.  Whltehin,  for  respondent. 

DE  WITT,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  defendant,  in  his  brief,  contends  thiit 
the  tocts  in  this  case  distinguish  It  from  the 
cases  of  Flanders  v.  Murphy,  10  Mont.  398,  25 
Pac.  ia52.  and  Marshall  v.  Bank.  11  Mont. 
351,  28  Pac.  312.  But  there  is  no  evidence  In 
the  record,  and  we  have  no  means  of  distin- 
guishing the  facts  herein  from  those  in  the 
cases  cited.  The  findings  clearly  bring  this 
case  within  the  two  cases  cited,  and  the 
Judgment  on  the  general  proposition  must 
be  affirmed,  on  the  authority  of  those  deci- 
sions. 

The  only  other  question  left  Is  as  follows: 
Appellant  contends  that  the  plaintiff  sued 
the  defendants  as  a  copartnership,  and  that 
the  court  was  not  Justified  by  the  pleadings 
in  enteiing  Judgment  against  Edward  L 
Goodkind  alone,  and  dismissing  as  to  the 
others.  It  is  to  be  observed  at  the  outset  that 
while  it  is  alleged  that  the  defendants  are 
partners,  and  that  tlie  assignment  was  made 
to  the  lartnersblp,  yet  this  action  Is  not  one 
upon  a  partnership  debt  or  account;  that  Is 
to  say,  this  action  has  not  to  do  with  partner- 
ship affairs.  It  is  true  that  it  is  alleged  that 
the  assignment  was  made  to  the  partners, 
but  the  facts  showed,  as  found  by  the  court, 
that  Goodklnd  alone  was  the  assignee.  Un- 
der our  statute,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that, 
OS  the  facts  were  found,  Judgment  was  prop- 
erly entered  against  Goodkind,  for  the  ac- 
count of  Knatz,  out  of  the  proceeds  of  the  as- 


signment Sections  238  and  240  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  are  as  follows: 

"Sec.  239.  Judgment  may  be  given  for  or 
against  one  or  more  of  several  plaintiffs,  and 
for  or  against  one  or  more  of  several  defend- 
ants, and  It  may,  when  the  Justice  of  the 
case  requires  It  determine  the  ultimate 
rights  of  the  parties  on  each  side  as  ttetween 
themselves. 

"Sec.  240.  In  an  action  against  several  de- 
fendants the  court  may.  In  its  discretion, 
render  Judgment  against  one  or  more  of  them, 
leaving  tlie  action  to  proceed  against  the 
others  whenever  a  several  Judgment  is  prop- 
er." 

There  was  no  demurrer  to  the  complaint  on 
account  of  mietf oinder  of  parties.  This  question 
was  passed  upon  in  the  case  of  Conklln  t. 
Fox,  3  Mont.  208,  in  which  the  court  says: 
"Under  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  of  this 
territory,  'judgment  may  be  given  for  or 
against  one  or  more  of  several  plaintiffs,  and 
for  or  against  one  or  more  of  several  de- 
fendants.' Section  231.  'In  an  action  against 
several  defendants  the  court  may,  in  Its  dis- 
cretion, render  Judgment  against  one  or  more 
of  them,  leaving  the  action  to  proceed  against 
the  others  whenever  a  several  judgment  is 
proper.'  Code  Civ.  Proc.  S  232.  We  are  sat- 
isfied that  we  may  treat  as  immaterial  the 
allegations  of  the  complaint  concerning  the 
copartnership,  and  that  a  cause  of  action  Is 
stated  against  the  defendants.  The  proof 
showed  that  too  many  persons  had  been  Join- 
ed as  defendants,  but  this  fact  does  not  ap- 
pear upon  the  face  of  the  complaint  and  the 
answer  of  the  appellant  did  not  plead  it  The 
appellant  thereby  waived  his  objection  to 
the  misjoinder  of  the  parties  defendant  If 
no  such  objection  be  taken,  either  by  demur- 
rer or  answer,  the  defendant  shall  be  deemed 
to  have  waived  the  same.'  Code  Civ.  Proc. 
f  86;  Parchen  v.  Peck,  2  Mont.  567.  The  ac- 
tion of  the  court  In  entering  the  Judgment  is 
sustained  by  the  following  authorities:  Pom. 
Rem.  §§  289.  290;  Rowe  v.  Chandler,  1  Cal. 
168;  Rutenberg  v.  Main,  47  Cal.  213;  Claflln 
T.  Butterly,  5  Duer,  327.  In  Mcintosh  t. 
Ensign,  28  N.  Y.  169,  Mr.  Justice  Wright  says: 
'A  plaintiff  is  not  now  to  be  nonsuited  be- 
cause he  has  brought  too  many  parties  Into 
court.  If  he  could  recover  against  any  of  the 
defendants  upon  the  facts  proved,  had  he 
sued  them  alone,  the  recovery  against  them 
is  proper,  although  he  may  have  Joined  oth- 
ers with  them  In  the  action  against  whom  no 
liability  is  shown.'  The  sections  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  supra  embody  the  prin- 
ciple which  Is  maintained  by  these  authori- 
ties. The  allegations  of  the  pleadings  have 
been  liberally  construed,  and  suttstantlal  jus- 
tice has  been  done  between  the  parties.  Code 
Civ.  Proc.  {  98."  See,  also.  Mining  Co.  v. 
Rumley,  1  Mont  201;  Weils  v.  Clarkson,  5 
Mont  336.  5  Pac.  89t;  Rowe  v.  Cliandler,  1 
Cal.  168.  See,  also,  Lewis  v.  Clarkln,  18  Cal. 
389,  where  it  Is  held  that  the  common-law 
rule  that,  in  a  suit  against  several  Joint  debt 
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on,  plaintiff  must  recover  against  all  or  none, 
is  changed  by  the  statute  which  we  bare 
aboye  quoted.  See,  also,  Tay  t.  Hawley,  39 
Cal.  93. 

It  Is  also  contended  that  the  judgment  Is 
erroneous  In  that  the  court  allowed  Interest 
apon  the  account.  Our  statute  provides  that 
Interest  may  be  allowed  "on  money  lent  or 
money  due  on  the  settlement  of  accounts, 
from  the  day  of  such  settlement  of  accountu, 
between  the  parties,  and  ascertaining  tbe 
balance  due."  It  appears  from  the  complaint 
that  on  the  27th  day  of  April,  when  the  plain- 
tiff, as  a  wage  worko',  demanded  his  money 
from  the  assignee,  the  defendant  accepted 
the  notice,  and  acknowledged  the  correctness 
of  plaintiff's  claim.  We  thins  this,  under  the 
statute  above  quoted,  was  a  settlement  of  the 
account  and  the  ascertaining  of  the  balance 
due,  and  think,  therefore,  interest  was  prop- 
erly allowed.  The  judgment  of  the  district 
court  Is  nfflrmed. 

PEMBERTON,  O.  J.,  and  HUNT,  X,  concur, 


MONTANA  MILLING  CO.  v.  JEFFERI8. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    Sept.  23,  1895.) 

AOBBBD  Statement  of  Facts— Amexdhbnt. 

The  court  may  amend  an  agreed  state- 
ment of  facts  by  inserting  the  amount  for  which 
judgment  was  to  be  entered  as  of  a  certain  day 
in  the  event  of  plaintiff's  recovery;  such  amount 
and  date  having,  by  inadrertence  of  counsel, 
been  omitted,  and  it  requiring  no  proof  or  in- 
quiry to  ascertain  them,  they  being  of  record  in 
the  court,  in  a  judgment  referred  to  in  the  state- 
ment. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lewis  &  Clarke 
county;   William  H.  Himt,  Judge. 

ActlMi  by  the  Montana  Milling  Company 
against  C.  M.  Jefferis.  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
Defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

A.  J.  Craven,  for  appellant.    E.  G.  Russell, 

for  respondent. 

PEMBERTON,  C.  J.  This  case  was  origi- 
nally tried  In  the  district  court  on  an  agreed 
statement  of  facts.  Judjtment  was  rendered 
In  favor  of  the  defendant  and  the  plaintiff  ap- 
pealed to  this  com't.  This  Judgment  was  re- 
versed, and  tlie  cause  remanded  to  the  trial 
court,  with  instructions  to  render  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the  amount  of  its  de- 
mand. (Milling  Co.  V.  Jefferis,  14  Mont.  143, 
35  Pac.  908.)  By  the  terms  of  this  agreed 
statement  of  facts,  in  the  event  of  plaintiff's 
recovery,  judgment  was  to  be  entered  In  Its 
favor  for  the  sum  of  $127.34  and  costs  on  Sep- 
tember 22,  1800.  But  by  inadvertence  of 
counsel  this  amount,  and  the  date,  were  omit- 
ted from  said  statement.  After  the  case  had 
been  remonded  to  the  trial  court,  as  stated 
above,  counsel  for  plaintiff  asked  leave  of 
court  to  insert  this  amount  and  date  in  the 
statement  of  facts,  in  order  that  judgment 
Plight  be  rendered  in  accordance  with  the  man- 


date of  this  court  Over  tte  objection  of  the 
defendant,  this  leave  was  granted,  and  judg- 
ment rendered  acccn^lngly.  From  this  action 
of  the  court  the  defendant  appeals. 

The  defendant  contends  that  the  lns»tlon  of 
the  amount  and  date  mentioned  above  into  the 
agreed  statement  of  facts  was  an  amendment 
thereof  which  the  court  had  no  power  to  make. 
But  we  think  the  statement  was  not  amended 
in  any  manner  repugnant  thereto  by  this  ac- 
tion of  the  court  The  amotmt  and  date  ought 
to  have  been  Inserted  in  the  statement  at  the 
time  It  was  prepared,  and  evidently  wex9  in- 
tended by  the  parties  to  have  been  incorpo- 
rated Into  it  but  by  inadvertence  they  were 
omitted.  It  required  no  proof  or  inquiry  to 
ascertain  the  amount  and  date.  They  were  of 
record  in  the  court.  In  a  judgment  therein  ob- 
tained by  plaintiff  against  other  parties,  and 
which  judgment  is  referred  to  in  said  state- 
ment. There  was  no  dispute  at  any  time  as 
to  the  amount  or  date.  Their  insertion  Into 
the  statement  did  not  change  or  alter  its  terms, 
or  the  agreement  and  understanding  of  the 
parties  thereto.  This  action  was  not  repug- 
nant to  the  agreed  statement,  or  any  of  its 
terms.  C(»np.  St  div.  1,  |  280.  In  fact  the 
trial  court  had  to  insert  this  amount  and  date 
in  the  statement  In  order  to  comply  with  the 
mandate  of  this  court  The  appeal  is  entirely 
without  merit     The  judgment  is  affirmed. 

HUNT,  J.,  as  a  judge  of  the  district  court, 
having  made  the  order  appealed  from,  takes  no 
part  in  the  foregoing  decision. 


(12  UUh  84) 
FIRST  NAT.  BANK  OF  HAILEY,  IDAHO, 
V.  LEWIS  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.     Aug.  31,  1895.) 

Estoppel — Fohkiqn  Jddombnt — Action  aoaissi 
execctor. 

1.  Where,  pending  an  action  against  him  in 
Idaho,  the  defendant  dies,  and  exe<'utors  of 
his  estate,  also  legatees,  legally  qualified  under 
the  laws  of  Utah,  voluntarily  appear  as  such  in 
the  action,  on  suggestion  of  their  testator's 
death  without  sncillary  administration,  and  adopt 
tile  answer  of  their  testator,  and  judgment  is 
reudered  against  them,  the  executors  are  es- 
topped, in  an  action  on  the  judgment  in  Utah 
seoking  to  charge  them  as  executors  de  son  tort, 
from  denying  the  validity  of  the  judgment  on 
the  ground  mat  they  were  not  in  fact  In  such 
action  executors. 

2.  An  Idaho  judgment  charging  executors 
duly  qualified  under  the  laws  of  Utah  as  exec- 
utoi-s  de  son  tort  is  not  binding  on  the  estate 
in  Utah. 

3.  The  complaint  in  a  suit  against  one  as 
an  executor  de  son  tort  must  charge  him  as  an 
executor  generally. 

4.  Where  the  complaint  clearly  seeks  to 
charge  the  defendants  as  executors  de  son  tort 
an  allegation  therein  of  presentation  of  the 
claim  sued  on  against  the  estate,  and  rejection 
thereof,  will  he  regarded  as  surplusage. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Fourth  district; 
before  Justice  James  A.  Miner. 
Action  by  the  First  National  Bank  of  £[aU- 
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ey,  Idaho,  against  Hiram  D.  and  J.  S.  Lewis, 
as  executors,  and  others,  on  a  Judgment. 
There  was  a  jndsfment  for  plaintiff,  and  from 
an  order  granting  a  new  trial  It  appeals.  Re- 
versed. 

Brown  &  Henderson,  for  appellant  Kim- 
ball &  Gilbert  and  Maloney  &  Perkins,  for  re- 
spondents- 

KING,  J.  In  May,  1888,  suit  was  com- 
menced in  the  district  court  of  Alturas  coun- 
ty, Idaho,  by  W.  S.  MoC!omlck  &  Co.  against 
J.  S.  Lewis,  W.  H.  Nye,  and  others  to  recover 
the  sum  of  $3,064,  alleged  to  be  due  plaintiffs 
for  money  obtained  by  defendants,  as  copart- 
ners, from  their  bank.  Personal  service  of 
summons  was  made  on  each  defendant,  and 
all  answered  separately,  except  Nye,  against 
whom  judgment  by  default  was  taken.  J.  S. 
Lewis  denied  the  allegations  of  the  complaint, 
and  verlfled  in  person  his  answer.  L.  Price 
appeared  as  his  attorney.  Before  the  case 
was  tried,  Lewis  died,  and  on  the  6th  day  of 
June,  1890,  bis  death  was  suggested  and  en- 
tered of  record  In  the  cause,  and  it  was  or- 
dered that  Hiram  D.  Lewis  and  John  S.  Lew- 
is, executors  of  the  estate  of  decedent,  be 
substituted  for  the  deceased.  On  the  9th  of 
the  same  month  said  Hiram  D.  Lewis  and 
John  S.  Lewis,  executors  of  John  S.  Lewis, 
deceased,  entered  their  appearance  by  Lyttle- 
ton  Price,  their  attorney,  and  by  consent  the 
ease  was  continued  until  the  following  term. 
A.  trial  was  duly  and  regularly  had,  and  the 
issues  found  against  all  the  defendants,  ex- 
cept Tumw,  and  Judgment  entered  (for  the 
amount  claimed)  against  Hiram  D.  Lewie  and 
John  S.  Lewis,  as  executors  of  the  estate  of 
J.  S.  Lewis,  deceased,  and  the  other  defend- 
ants. This  Judgment  was  assigned  to  plain- 
tiff barein,  and  in  February,  1891,  it  brought 
suit  In  the  district  court  of  this  territory 
against  Hiram  D.  Lewis  and  J.  S.  Lewis,  as 
executors  of  J.  8.  Lewis,  deceased,  and  the 
others,  against  whom  Judgment  had  been  ren- 
dered in  the  Idaho  court.  The  complaint  al- 
leged the  partnership  of  the  deceased  and  oth- 
ers in  Idaho,  their  overdraft  at  the  asslgnora' 
bank,  the  suit  in  Idaho,  the  death  of  the  de- 
cedent, testate,  and  that  said  Hiram  D.  Lewis 
and  John  8.  Lewis  were  his  executors  and  per- 
sonal representatives,  and  became  and  were 
his  legatees,  and  as  such  appeared  and  acted 
in  the  further  defense  of  said  action,  and 
were  duly  substituted  for  the  deceased,  and 
appeared  at  the  trial;  that  the  court  was  one 
of  general  Jurisdiction,  and  that  Judgment, 
which  is  set  out  in  hrec  verba,  was  regularly 
entered;  that  the  attorney  who  appeared  for 
the  defendants  was  entitled  to  practice  in 
said  court,  and  emi>owered  and  authorized  to 
act  for  the  parties;  that  the  deceased  died 
testate,  being  a  resident  of  Ogden,  Utah,  at 
the  time,  and  that  said  Hiram  D.  Lewis  and 
John  S.  Lewis  were  the  duly-qualified  and 
acting  executors  of  his  will  at  the  time  tnty 
appeared  In  the  Idaho  court,  and  are  still  so 


acting;  that  a  certified  copy  of  said  Judg- 
ment was  presented  to  them  for  allowance, 
but  was  rejected.  Judgment  Is  demanded 
against  the  defendants.  There  Is  no  prayer 
for  It  to  be  paid  out  of  the  estate.  Hiram 
D.  Lewis  and  John  8.  Lewis  answered,  de- 
nying the  partnership  or  the  overdraft,  or 
any  indebtedness,  but  admitted  that  suit  was 
brought  In  Idaho,  as  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  that  their  testator  was  duly  serv- 
ed and  appeared  in  said  cau8e>  and  that  he 
died  testate,  and  that  they  became  and  were 
and  are  his  executors,  personal  representa- 
tives, and  legatees.  They  allege  that  they 
were  appointed  executors  by  the  probate 
court  of  "Weber  county,  Utah,  and  reside  in 
said  county.  There  was  no  denial  of  ap- 
pearance in  the  action  brought  In  Idaho,  but 
it  was  denied  that  they  appeared  and  acted 
as  executors.  On  Information  it  is  denied 
that  as  executors  they  were  substituted  in 
the  action,  or  that  Judgment  was  obtained 
against  them  as  executors.  It  is  admitted 
that  the  Judgment  pleaded  was  entered  in  a 
court  of  general  Jurisdiction,  but  alleged  to 
have  been  entered  without  authority  or  Ju- 
risdiction over  them  as  executors  of  the  de- 
ceased, and  they  never  were  executors  or 
personal  representatives  in  Idaho.  Upon  the 
trial  the  plaintiff  offered  In  evidence  the 
judgment  roll  from  the  Idaho  court,  duly  au- 
thenticated. It  was  received  ov«*  defend- 
ants' objection.  No  evidence  was  offered  by 
defendants,  and  a  verdict  was  given  for 
plaintiff.  Subsequently  a  new  trial  was 
granted,  defendants  alleging  in  their  motion 
that  It  was  error  to  admit  the  Judgment  roll, 
for  the  reason  that  the  judgment  as  to  the 
defendants  Hiram  D.  Lewis  and  John  8. 
Lewis  was  null  and  void,  and  did  not  show 
that  the  decedent  was  indebted  to  plaintiff. 
Prom  the  order  granting  a  new  trial  plaintiff 
appeals. 

Respondents  contend  that  this  Is  an  action 
against  the  estate,  and  an  attempt  to  sub- 
ject the  assets  of  the  estate  to  the  payment 
of  the  amount  claimed;  that  the  domicile  of 
the  testator  having  been  in  Utah,  and  the 
probate  court  of  Weber  county  having  Juris- 
diction over  his  estate,  and  there  being  no 
ancillary  administration  in  Idaho,  therefore 
they  had  no  authority  whatever  to  appear  in 
said  cause  or  bind  said  estate.  They  call  at- 
tention to  the  statutes  of  Utah  which  require 
that  any  person  having  a  claim  against  a  de- 
ceased person  shall  present  It  to  the  execu- 
tor or  administrator  for  allowance  or  rejec- 
tion, falling  to  do  which,  no  recovery  can  be 
had  therein,  and  also  to  the  statute  of  Idaho 
which  contains  the  same  provisions;  and 
they  insist  that,  no  executor  having  been  ap- 
pointed in  Idaho,  and  the  claim  never  having 
been  presented  there,  the  Judgment  was  a  nul- 
lity. Appellant's  counsel  admit  that  the 
judgment  there  obtained,  and  upon  which 
this  suit  is  founded,  is  not  a  valid  claim 
against  the  estate,  and  can  In  no  wise  be- 
come a  charge  against  it,  and  direct  atten- 
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tlon  to  tia  Btatnto  which  requires  a  Jndg- 
ment  against  an  estate  to  provide  "that  the 
ezecntor  or  administrator  pay  in  due  conrae 
of  administration,  the  amount  ascertained  to 
be  due"  (2  Comp.  Laws,  t  4134),  and  to  the 
Diet  that  the  judgment  sued  npon  does  not 
contain  this  provision,  and  therefore  they  say 
It  cannot  be  regarded  as  the  fonndatlon  of  a 
claim  against  the  estate.  Appellant's  posi- 
tion is  that,  the  defendants  being  the  repre- 
sentatives of  deceased,  and  Ills  legatees,  and 
having  voluntarily  gone  into  the  courts  of 
Idaho  and  entered  their  appearance,  they  be- 
came executors  de  son  tort,  and,  while  they 
were  described  as  executors,  still  the  Judg- 
ment rendered  was  not  de  bonis  testatoris, 
but  de  bonis  proprlis,  and  that  this  action  Is 
against  them  as  executors  de  son  tort,  and 
not  against  the  estate.  We  think  the  defend- 
ants' contention,  that  the  Judgment  obtained 
In  Idaho  is  invalid  as  against  the  estate,  la 
correct.  If  this  is  an  action  to  compel  the 
estate  to  pay  such  Judgment,  then  we  have 
no  hesitancy  In  saying  that  no  error  was 
committed  in  granting  a  new  trlaL  The  dev- 
olution of  property  left  by  deceased  persons 
Is  governed  by  the  law  of  the  domicile,  and 
the  legal  representatives  derive  their  author- 
ity from  the  sovereignty  appointing  them. 
They  cannot  act  extraterritorlally,  and  bind 
the  estate  thereby.  If  property  is  left  by  a 
decedent  In  different  states,  the  legal  repre- 
sentatives must  derive  their  authority  from 
each  of  as  many  soverelgrntles  as  may  have 
Jurisdiction  over  the  property  so  left,  be- 
cause the  territorial  element  of  the  law,  or 
rather  of  the  sovereignty  from  which  the 
law  emanates,  permits  no  other  sovereignty 
to  exercise  authority  over  it,  and  each,  there- 
fore, must  itself  create  the  legal  ownership 
necessary  In  Its  devolution.  But  defendants 
iro  further,  and  claim  that  no  personal  repre- 
sentative can  sue  or  be  sued  in  a  foreign  Ju- 
risdiction; and  It  Is  therefore  argued  that 
the  defendants  could  not  enter  an  appearance, 
and  no  Judgment  could  be  pronounced 
against  them.  In  support  of  this  proposi- 
tion, section  513  of  Story's  Conflict  of  Laws 
is  cited;  also,  Vaughan  v.  Northup,  15  Pet 
5.  Mr.  Story  wrote  the  opinion  in  this  case, 
and  stated  substantially  the  view  expressed 
In  the  section  of  the  work  Just  referred  to, 
the  language  being:  "The  question  Is  broad- 
ly presented,  whether  an  administrator  ap- 
pointed and  deriving  his  authority  from  an- 
other state  is  liable  to  be  sued  here,  in  his 
official  character,  for  assets  lawfully  received 
by  him  under  and  In  virtue  of  bis  original 
letters  of  administration.  We  are  of  opin- 
ion, both  upon  principle  and  authority,  be  Is 
not.  Every  grant  of  administration  is  strict- 
ly confined  in  its  authority  and  operation  to 
the  limits  of  the  territory  of  the  government 
which  grants  it,  and  does  not  de  Jure  extend 
to  other  countries;  •  •  •  and  whatever 
operation  is  allowed  to  It  beyond  the  original 
territory  of  the  grant  Is  a  mere  matter  of 
comity,  which  every  nation  Is  at  liberty  to 


yield  to  or  withhold.  •  •  •  Hence,  It  haa 
become  an  established  doctrine  that  an  ad- 
ministrator appointed  in  an  estate  cannot.  In 
hia  official  capacity,  sue  for  any  debts  due 
his  Intestate  In  the  courts  of  another  state, 
and  that  he  Is  not  liable  to  be  sued  In  that 
capacity  In  the  courts  of  the  latter  by  any 
creditor  for  any  debts  due  them  by  his  In- 
testate." The  meaning  of  this  decision  Is  ap- 
parent when  we  look  to  the  words  "ofSdal 
capacity."  The  personal  representative  can- 
not bind  the  estate  by  his  extraterritorial 
acta.  Where  he  crosses  the  lines  of  the  sov- 
ereignty in  which  he  received  his  appoint- 
ment he  denudes  himself  of  that  authority 
as  the  legal  representative  of  the  decedent  to 
bind  the  estate.  As  conclusive  evidence  of 
the  correct  Interpretation  to  be  placed  on 
this  decision.  It  Is  only  necessary  to  allude 
to  section  614  of  Judge  Story's  work  Just  cit- 
ed. It  reads:  "But  although  an  executor  or 
administrator,  appointed  In  one  state  Is  not 
In  virtue  of  such  appointment  entitled  to  sue, 
nor  Is  he  liable  to  be  sued.  In  his  official  ca- 
pacity. In  another  state  or  country,  yet  there 
are  many  other  questions  which  may  require 
consideration,  and  In  which  a  conflict  of  laws 
may  arise  In  different  countries.  •  •  •  Let 
us  suppose  that  an  executor  or  administra- 
tor should  go  Into  a  foreign  country,  and, 
without  there  taking  out  new  letters  of  ad- 
ministration, should  collect  property.  •  •  • 
The  question  might  arise  whether  be  would 
not  thereby,  to  the  extent  of  the  recdpt  and 
collection  of  such  aaseta;  be  liable  to  be  sued 
In  the  courts  of  that  counttr  by  any  cred- 
itor there.  Upon  general  principles  it  woold 
seem  that  he  would  be  so  liable.  And,  npon 
the  principles  of  the  common  law,  he  woiild 
be  liable  as  an  executor  de  son  tort.  •  •  • 
For  It  would  not  lie  In  his  mouth  to  deny 
that  he  had  rightfully  received  such  assete." 
The  question  then  arises,  the  nooliabillty 
of  the  estate  being  determined,  was  the  Judg- 
ment obtained  In  Idaho  against  the  respond- 
ente  a  valid  Judgment  against  them  aa  ex- 
ecutors de  son  tort?  The  record  is  sUent  as 
to  whether  respondents'  testator  left  assets 
In  the  state  of  Idaho  or  not.  A  fair  pre- 
sumption would  be,  not  only  from  the  plead- 
ings in  the  case  describing  the  deceased  as 
a  partner  in  certain  mining  and  smelting 
works  in  Idaho,  but  also  from  the  fact  of  the 
appearance  of  the  executors  after  his  death, 
that  he  had  property  Interests  there  at  the 
time  of  his  demise.  But  we  do  not  consldet 
it  indispensably  necessary  that  the  de- 
cedent should  have  left  property  In  Idaho, 
In  order  to  place  upon  his  executors  the 
vulnerable  armor  of  executors  de  son  tort 
The  wrongful  Intermeddling  with  the  de- 
cedent's property,  or  the  doing  of  any  act 
characteristic  of  the  office  of  executor,  would 
constitute  them  executors  in  their  own 
wrong.  Respondents  voluntarily  appeared  in 
the  Idaho  court,  had  themselves  substltoted 
as  defendants,  appeared  at  the  trial,  defend- 
ed upon  the  answer  made  by  the  deceased, 
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and  claimed  to  be  and  were  hla  executors. 
Under  the  statutes  of  Idaho,  the  death  of 
Lewis  did  not  abate  the  actiou,  but  the  plain- 
tiff could  proceed  against  his  estate.  His 
personal  representatives  came  In,  and  the 
ault  was  revived  as  to  them.  And  a  per- 
aonal  representative  may  be  admitted  to  de- 
fend an  action  pending  In  a  foreign  Juris- 
diction against  the  deceased  prior  to  his 
death.  Brown  v.  Brown,  35  Minn.  101,  28 
M.  W.  238;  InstituticHi  v.  Jones,  35  N.  J.  Eq. 
406.  Such  conduct  made  them  executors  de 
son  tort  Woemer,  Adm'n,  {{  1B4,  186-193, 
inclusive;  1  WiUiams,  Bx'rs  (Band  &  Tal- 
cott,  Ed.)  pp.  298-322.  If  one  sued  as  right- 
ful executor  answers  and  defends  aa  such, 
he  becomes  thereby  an  executor  de  son  tort 
Lawes,  PI.  190,  note;  HiU  v.  Henderson,  13 
Smedes  &  M.  688;  Norfolk  v.  Oantt  2  Har.  & 
J.  435;  1  Williams,  Bx'rs,  138;  Davis  v.  Con- 
nelly's Ex'rs,  4  B.  Mon.  136.  Respondents 
need  not  have  appeared  in  the  Idaho  court, 
or  they  could  have  pleaded  ne  unques  ex- 
ecutor, and  the  plaintiff  would  have  failed 
in  affixing  liabiiity  to  them.  Ttiey  could  also 
liave  pleaded  plene  administravit,  and  if  their 
testator  had  left  an  estate  in  Idaho,  and  It 
had  been  administered  and  expended,  they 
would  have  prevailed.  Woemer,  Adm'n,  1 194; 
1  WUUams,  Ex'rs,  pp.  312,  313.  Appearing 
in  a  foreign  Jurisdiction  as  they  did,  and  not 
pleading  their  want  of  capacity  to  appear 
and  defend,  they  waived  it  James  v.  Mor- 
gan. 86  Conn.  348;  Dearborn  ▼.  Mather,  128 
Masa.  194.  The  Judgment  in  Idaho  was 
against  the  defendant  executors  personally, 
in  the  sense  that  it  was  not  against  the  es- 
tate, but  as  executors  de  son  tort  In  the 
case  of  Davis  v.  Connelly's  Ex'rs,  supra,  it 
appeared  that  Thomas  Connelly  was  a  resi- 
dent of  Kentucky,  and  lived  and  died  there; 
that  during  his  lifetime  suit  was  brought 
against  him  in  Ohio,  process  duly  served, 
and  he  appeared  and  pleaded  non  assumpsit 
Before  trial  he  died,  and  his  executors,  ap- 
pointed in  Kentucky,  voluntarily  appeared 
In  aald  suit  as  executors,  and  the  same  was 
prosecuted  against  them  on  their  testator's 
plea.  Judgment  was  in  favor  of  plaintiff, 
and  upon  this  judgment  he  sued  them  in 
Kentucky.  They  replied,  alleging  that  they 
were  not  executors  in  the  state  of  Ohlo^  nor 
that  their  testator  left  any  estate  or  assets 
there;  that  the  proceedings  in  the  record  of 
the  suit  declared  on  were  had  in  Ohio  against 
them  as  execntors  under  the  laws  and  within 
the  Jurisdiction  of  Kentucky;  that  the  Judg- 
ment rendered  was  null  and  void,  not  being 
within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  Ohio  court  and 
there  being  no  law  of  Ohio  authorizing  the 
suing  or  reviving  a  suit  already  brought  by 
consent  or  otherwise,  against  executors  quali- 
fied and  acting  in  another  state.  The  court 
say:  "Whatever  may  be  said  of  the  averment 
of  the  plea  that  the  proceedings  against  the 
defendants  In  Ohio  were  had  against  them  as 
executors  under  the  laws  and  within  the  Ju- 
risdiction Of  Kentucky,  the  exact  Import  of 


which  it  might  be  difficult  to  determine^  the 
Judgment  is  against  the  defendants  as  execu- 
tors generally,  and  the  replication  states  that 
they,  professing  to  be  executors  of  Connelly, 
and  acting  as  such,  entered  a  voluntary  ap- 
pearance In  and  to  the  suit  as  his  executors, 
etc.,  as  appears  by  the  record;  which  record 
shows  that  they  were  proceeded  against  as  ex- 
ecntors of  Connelly,  without  this  designation, 
and  that  their  voluntary  appearance  was  the 
ground  of  the  proceeding.  Upon  the  tacts 
stated  in  the  replication,  and  also  in  the  rec- 
ord, they  are  estopped  to  deny  that  they  were 
executors  In  Ohio.  They  have  voluntarily 
assumed  to  be  so,  by  act  of  record,  and  in 
that  character  sustained  the  defense  of  the 
suit  to  final  Judgment  against  them.  Upon 
the  face  of  the  pleadings  and  the  record,  they 
were  the  executors  of  Connelly  In  Ohio,  and  if 
not  lawful  executors  they  made  themselves 
executors  de  son  tact  by  their  acts;  and, 
whether  they  could  or  could  not  have  defeat- 
ed an  attempt  at  a  compulsory  revival  of  the 
suit  against  them  by  timely  denial  of  the 
character  ascribed  to  them.  It  is  now  too  late 
to  retract  or  deny  what  they  voluntarily  and 
solemnly,  not  only  admitted,  but  assumed,  to 
be  their  character,  •  •  •  and  whether 
they  were  so  [executors]  lawfully  or  unlaw- 
fully is  immaterial  to  the  question  of  Juris- 
diction. In  either  case  they  are  equally  es- 
topped from  denying  the  character  In  which 
they  appeared  and  defended  the  suit,  and  the 
judgment  Is  equally  valid  and  conclusive 
against  them." 

There  is  no  pretense  in  the  case  at  bar  that 
the  district  court  of  Alturas  county  did  not 
have  Jiulsdictlon  of  the  subject-matter  of  the 
controversy  and  the  defendants,  including  the 
deceased;  and  it  is  not  contended  that  the  es- 
tate would  not  have  been  bound  if  the  execu- 
tors had  been  properly  before  the  court  after 
anclllaiy  administration,  and  after  presenta- 
tion and  rejection  of  the  claim.  Nor  Is  It 
denied  that  the  respondents  were  actually  be- 
fore the  court  In  i)erson  and  by  attorney, 
and  were  proceeded  against  aa  executors. 
Upon  this  point  the  court  in  the  case  Just 
quoted  from  say:  "But  having  been  recog- 
nized as  executors  of  Connelly  in  the  tri- 
bunals of  OUo,  and  by  the  proceeding  against 
them,  and  baviug  admitted  their  character 
by  not  denying  it  there  was  not  only  no  ne- 
cessity for  proof  In  order  to  authorize  the 
Judgment  against  them,  but  the  record  and 
Judgment  are  conclusive  evidence  sgainst 
them  for  all  the  purposes  and  effects  of  that 
Judgment  and  the  character  which  they 
therein  assumed  actually  belonged  to  them." 
Davis  V.  Connelly's  Ex'rs,  supra.  We  are  of 
opinion  that  the  conduct  of  respondents  In 
appearing  in  a  foreign  Jurisdiction,  and  In 
failing  to  plead  their  want  of  capacity  or  In- 
terpose any  other  plea  by  way  of  abatement 
or  otherwise,  or  to  object  to  proceedings 
against  them  as  executors,  and  in  adopting 
the  answer  of  their  testator,  and  contesting 
the  issues  presented  in  the  cause,  estop  them, 
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when  med  In  tUs  territory  aa  execaton  da 
■on  tort,  trom  denying  that  they  were  execn- 
ton  there,  or  pleading  the  Invalidity  of  the 
judgment  Davis  t.  Connelly's  Bx'n,  supra; 
Oleason  ▼.  Dodd,  4  Mete.  (Mass.)  833;  Moos 
▼.  ftowland,  S  Bush,  605;  Blgelow,  Estop. 
779,  and  note  290;  1  Woemer,  Adm'n,  (  164. 
Where  a  man  has  so  acted  as  to  become  in 
law  an  executor  de  son  tort,  he  thereby  ren- 
ders himself  liable,  not  only  to  an  action  by 
the  rightful  executor,  but  also  to  be  sued  by 
a  creditor  of  the  deceased,  or  by  a  legatee; 
for  an  executor  de  son  tort  baa  all  the  lla^ 
bilitles,  though  none  of  the  privileges,  that 
belong  to  the  character  of  executor.  1  Wil- 
liams, Ex'rs,  p.  810.  And  it  would  seem, 
under  the  facts  in  this  case^  tliat  every  prin- 
ciple of  Justice  must  prompt  to  this  conclu- 
sion, and  that  a  decent  regard  tar  the  sov- 
ereignty of  a  sister  state  and  its  laws  and 
courts,  not  speaking  of  that  comity  which 
ought  to  characterize  the  treatment  by  courts 
of  the  proceedings  of  Judicial  tribunals  in 
other  Jurisdictions,  would  suggest  this  view. 
It  is  not  to  be  overlooked  that  the  respondents 
were  the  legatees  of  the  deceased.  They 
were  in  one  sense  the  real  parties  in  Interest 
hi  this  suit  If  it  could  be  established  that 
the  testator  was  not  a  partner  as  alleged,  or 
did  not  obtain  money  from  the  bank,  and 
was  not  Indebted  as  claimed,  their  distribu- 
tive portion  of  the  estate  would  be  Increased 
pro  tanta  They  had  thdr  day  in  court,  and 
were  defeated,  returned  to  their  domicile  and 
the  home  of  the  deceased,  and  now  in  effect 
say:  "We  were  only  experimenting  with  the 
Idaho  courts.  We  had  no  authority  to  appear 
there,  but  we  did,  and  conducted  a  moot 
case."  Snch  trifling  with  the  courts  is  not  to 
be  viewed  with  favor.  And  even  if  they  are 
not  to  be  regarded  as  executors  de  son  tort, 
we  think  they  are  estopped  from  denying 
the  character  ascribed  to  them,  and  by  them 
voluntarily  assumed.  We  think,  under  the 
peculiar  facts  of  this  case,  that  the  judgment 
obtained  in  the  district  court  of  Idaho  was 
valid  against  the  respondents  as  executors  de 
son  tort,  and  was  not  a  Judgment  against  the 
estate. 

That  brings  ns  to  the  questions:  Is  the  case 
at  bar  brought  against  the  proper  persons? 
Does  the  complaint  contain  the  necessary  al- 
legations to  entitle  plaintiff  to  recover?  Was 
the  proof  offered  on  the  trial  sufficient  to  war- 
rant a  verdict?  And  first  It  Is  to  be  remem- 
bered that  the  only  objection  made  to  the 
complaint  was  that  it  failed  to  state  a  cause 
of  action  against  the  respondents,  either  as 
executors  or  Individually.  It  Is  announced 
by  Mr.  Woemer  (section  193  of  his  work)  that. 
In  an  action  against  an  executor  de  son  tort, 
be  is  to  be  sued  as  executor  generally,  al- 
though a  different  rule  of  liability  applies. 
Tn  an  action  by  a  creditor,  be  shall  be  named 
executor  generally,  for  the  most  obvious  con- 
clusion which  strangers  can  form  from  his 
conduct  is  that  he  has  a  will  of  the  deceased 
wherein  he  is  appointed  executor,  but  be  has 


not  yet  proved  It"    1  wmiams,  Bx'ra,  SIO- 
311.    In  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Connelly's  Bx'r% 
from  which  we  quoted  at  length,  the  Judg- 
ment was  obtained  in  Ohio  in  tbe  same  man- 
ner as  plaintiff's  assignor  obtained  Judgment 
is  Idaho,  and  upon  such  Judgment  suit  was 
iKonght  in  Kentucky  against  the  executors  as 
snch.    They  denied  being  executors  in  Olilo, 
claiming  to  have  derived  their  powers  froni 
tbe  courts  of  Kentucky.    Tbe  replication  was 
that  they  had  assumed  to  act  as  executors  in 
Ohio,  and  it  was  held  the  court  erred  in  sns- 
taining  the  demurro:  to  the  replication.     The 
case  of  Brown  v,  Leavitt,  26  N.  H.  493.  was 
against  the  defendant,  as  executor  of  Morris 
Leavitt,  to  recover  upon  two  promissory  notes. 
Defendant  pleaded  in  bar  that  he  never  was 
the  executor  of  the  last  will  of  deceased,  "and 
never  administered,   as   such   executor,    any 
goods  or  estate  which  were  of  said  Morris." 
Plaintiff  replied  that  he  bad  intermeddled 
with  the  personal  estate  of  said  Morris,  to  tbe 
value  of  the  damages  sustained  by  tbe  plain- 
tiff, and  therefore  as  such  executor  ought  to 
be  charged  therewitb.    The  plea  was  held 
good.     The  authorities  seem  to  be  unanimous 
in  holding  that  the  complaint  must  charge  the 
defendant,   when  sued  as  executor  de  son 
tort,   as    executor   generally,    the   same   as 
though  he  was  In  all  respects  a  proper  and 
legal  executor.     Sawyer  v.  Thayer,   70  M& 
340;   White  v.  Mann,  26  Me.  361;    Shaw  v. 
HaUlhan,  46  Yt  889;   Lee  v.  Chase,  58  M& 
432;   7  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  187.     If  tbe 
Code  system  of  pleading  permitted  a  replica- 
tion to  defendants'  answer,  It  Is  quite  apparent 
the  plaintiff's  plea  to  the  answer  would  have 
been  substantially  the  same  as  that  inter- 
posed in  the  case  of  Davis  v.  Connelly's  Elx'rs, 
supra.    The  plaintiff  could  have  replied:  "Tou 
appeared  in  Idaho.     Tour  answer  admits,  in 
effect,  that  there  were  assets  belonging  to 
the  estate  In  Idaho.     You  have  not  pleaded  a 
failure  of  assets,  and  therefore  bave  admit- 
ted recdving  sufficient  to  meet  this  daim, 
and  are  therefore  liable."     The  words  "as  ex- 
ecutors" In  the  pleadings  are  something  more 
than  descriptlo  personte.     While  the  element 
of  personal  liability  attaches  to  them.  It  is  by 
reason  of  their  representative  capacity,  and 
tbe  voluntary  assumption  of  a  character  which 
could  not  have  been  given  them.     So  that,  as 
to  the  plaintiff  and  Its  assignors,  they  are  In 
one  sense  executors.     But,  under  the  plead- 
ings, the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  meet  the 
plea  of  ne  unques  executor  by  proof  of  tbelr 
having  acted  as  such  in  the  state  of  Idaho. 
And  apon  this  point  the  authenticated  record 
of  tbe  proceedings  and  Judgment  in  that  state 
was,  in  the  absence  of  other  proof  to  the  con- 
trary, sufficient  to  Justify  an  Instruction  for 
the  Jury  to  find  for  the  plaintiff.     If  tbe  plea 
of  plene  admlnistravlt  had  been  made,  and  ev- 
idence offered  to  support  It,  the  case  would 
have  resulted  differently.    This  plea  can  be 
interposed  simultaneously  with  the  plea  of  ne 
nnques  executor  by  an  executor  de  son  toit 
as  well  as  one  de  Jure.    1  .WUUanta,  Kx^a, 
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812;  1  Woern«r,  Adm'n,  |  IM.  Aa  exeentor 
de  ion  tort  is  not  liable  beyond  the  property 
of  the  deceased  coming  to  hla  hands.  But, 
In  order  to  excose  himself  from  liability  if  he 
fklla  on  his  plea  of  ne  nnqnes  exeentor,  be 
mnst  deny  receiving  assets,  or  plead  and 
Drove  that  he  has  fully  administered  and  paid 
out  all  that  he  has  lawfully  received.  1  Wil- 
liams. Bx'rs,  S12,  SIS.  The  answer  of  de- 
fendants was,  in  effect,  that  if  the  Issue  was 
fbnnd  against  them— that  Is,  that  they  were 
not  executors  In  Idaho— then  they  had  receiv- 
ed assets  to  pay  plalntlflTs  debts.  The  answer 
was  met  by  plaintiff  showing  a  legal  and 
valid  estoppel  against  them.  If  they  had 
pleaded  a  full  administration  of  the  estate  In 
Idaho,  and  that  nothing  remained  in  their 
hands,  then  plaintiff  could  only  have  sac- 
oeeded  by  proving  a  valid  claim  against  the 
estate  in  this  territory.  It  Is  true  that  the 
complaint  alleges  a  presentation  of  the  claim, 
and  rejection,  in  the  same  manner  as  if  suit 
were  brought  to  compel  payment  by  the  es- 
tate. But  It  is  evident  that  the  purpose  of 
the  suit  was  to  charge  the  respondents  as  ex- 
ecutors de  son  tort,  because  It  is  well  settled 
that,  on  a  Joint  demand  against  an  executor 
of  a  deceased  obligor  and  surviving  obligors, 
a  Joint  Judgrment  cannot  be  rendered,  for  the 
reason  that,  as  to  the  former,  the  Judgment 
will  be  payable  de  bonis  testatoris,  while,  as 
to  the  latter,  de  bonis  propriis.  And  unnec- 
essary allegations  in  the  pleadings  may  be  re- 
garded as  surplusage.  The  plaintiff  stated 
all  the  Cucts  connected  with  the  case,  and  if 
the  court  can  ascertain  the  purpose  of  the 
pleader,  and  a  cause  of  action  Is  stated.  It  is 
flie  duty  of  the  court  to  sustain  It,  and  not 
aacrlflce  substance  to  shadow  and  form.  The 
respondents,  legatees  and  real  parties  In  in- 
terest as  they  are,  ought  to  be  estopped  from 
denying  the  validity  of  the  Judgment  sued  up- 
on, especially  In  view  of  the  fact  that  their 
answer  in  the  case  at  bar  was  such  as  would 
lead  plaintiff  to  a  reliance  upon  the  Issues 
therein  tendered,  and  to  an  omission  to  pre- 
sent the  original  claim  as  a  liability  against 
tbe  estate.  It  would  be  great  Injustice,  now 
tiiat  the  statute  of  limitations  has  run  against 
the  plaintiff,  to  hold  that  the  respondents  are 
not  liable  in  this  action;  their  conduct  Induced 
this  form  of  action.  To  allow  tliem  now  to 
escape  from  paying  a  claim  which  a  compe- 
tent court  pronounced  Just  and  valid,  and  as 
legatees  carry  off  the  estate  of  the  deeedent, 
would  be  repugnant  to  Justice  and  fair  deal- 
ing. 

We  think  the  court  erred  in  granting  a  new 
trial.  At  most,  the  Judgment  ought  to  be  cor- 
rected so  as  to  Indicate  more  clearly  that  It 
la  against  the  respondents  as  executors  de 
■on  tort  It  la  therefore  ordered  that  the  case 
he  remanded,  with  directions  that  the  Judg- 
ment be  so  amended  as  to  Indicate  that  it  Is 
■salnst  the  respondents  as  executors  de  son 
iott;  and  to  be  collected  oat  ot  their  property. 

MBBBITT,  O.  J.,  and  BABTCH,  J,,  ooncor. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.    Aug.  81,  1885.) 

Absadlt  oh  Pibsos  i.T  Station  — LiADiUTT  01 
CoMPAST— N«w  Triai*— Whbk  hot  Obaktbd 

1.  When  a  peddler  leaves  •  railroad  stai. 
tloh,  to  which  he  came  aa  a  paaaenger,  to  en* 
gage  in  hia  business,  his  relation  aa  a  passen- 
ger ceases,  and  the  company  Is  not  liable  for 
an  assault  on  him,  on  the  company's  grounds 
outside  its  station,  afterwards  ootnmitted  by  its 
•actl<w  foreman,  becanse  of  hia  ill  will,  and  not 
suffered  by  the  company. 

2.  In  an  action  against  a  railroad  company, 
it  appeared  that  piaintiS,  a  traveling  merchant; 
came  as  a  passenger  to  one  of  defendant'a  ata* 
uona,  aituated  in  a  aparsely-aettled  oountry; 
tuat  the  only  meana  of  transportation  to  or  from 
such  atation  was  by  rail;  that  plaintiff,  after 
being  assaulted  outride  of  the  station  by  the 
section  foreman,  started  to  walk  along  the  track 
to  the  next  atation,  when  he  was  robbed  by  oth- 
er persons;  that  he  then  returned  to  the  former 
station,  where  he  was  again  assaulted  by  such 
foreman  and  the  men  who  assaulted  him  on  the 
track;  and  that  the  station  agent,  to  whose  or- 
ders such  foreman  was  subject,  was  present 
and  made  no  earnest  effort  to  protect  him. 
Held,  that  the  eomiiany  was  liable  for  the  laat 
aasaolt. 

3.  Where  a  verdict  Is  right,  and  justice 
has  been  done,  a  new  trial  wiU  not  be  granted 
because  of  errors  on  the  trial. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Third  district; 
before  Justice  S.  A.  Merritt 

Action  by  Joseph  Krantz  against  the  Rio 
Grande  Western  Railway  Company  for  an  as- 
sault committed  by  defendant's  servants,  in 
which  there  was  a  verdict  for  plaintiff.  From 
an  order  granting  a  new  trial,  plaintiff  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

B,  W.  Taylor  and  a  8.  Varlan,  for  appel- 
lant Bennett,  MaishaU  *  Bradley,  for  re- 
spondent 

SMITH,  J.  In  this  cause,  appellant,  the 
plaintiff  below,  brought  suit  to  recover  dam- 
ages on  account  of  alleged  personal  injuries 
inflicted  by  the  respondent's  servants.  There 
are  two  counts  In  the  complaint,  and  upon  the 
trial  a  verdict  was  directed  for  the  respond- 
ent, the  defendant  below,  upon  the  first  count, 
and  a  verdict  returned  In  favor  of  the  appel- 
lant, plaintiff  below,  in  the  sum  of  (4,000 
upon  the  second  count  The  record  discloEea 
the  following  facts:  TTpon  the  18th  of  July, 
1892,  appellant  boarded  one  of  the  passenger 
trains  of  respondent  at  the  station  of  Sunny- 
side,  In  this  territory,  and  paid  his  fare  to  the 
next  station,  Lower  Crossing,  where  he 
alighted  from  the  train.  Appellant  was  51 
years  of  age,  and  a  traveling  merchant  by 
occupation,  at  the  time  engaged  In  traveling 
over  the  country,  selling  spectacles.  Lower 
Crossing  is  simply  a  station  on  the  line  ot 
railway,  and  its  station  house,  together  with 
the  pump  bouse  and  section  house,  were  em- 
braced, practically,  within  one  Incloenre. 
There  was  a  platform  extending  from  the  sta- 
tion bouse  to  the  section  house,  which  was 
but  a  few  yards  distant  In  alighting  from 
the  train,  in  pursuit  of  his  business,  plaintiff 
went  towards  the  section  honae,  for  the  pur< 
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pose,  as  be  says,  to  sell  bis  wares.  Before  be 
reached  tbe  bouse,  the  section  foreman,  then 
in  tbe  employment  of  tbe  company,  wbo,  it 
appears,  was  under  tbe  impression  tbat  tbe 
appellant  was  a  spotter  and  spy  of  tbe  re- 
spondent company,  witbont  provocation  or 
words,  assaulted  bim  wltb  a  shovel,  and 
drove  bim  back  to  tbe  station  bouse,  follow- 
ing bim.  Tbe  foreman  pulled  bim  out  of  tbe 
station  house,  and  ordered  him  to  leave,  say- 
ing tbat  be  would  give  him  five  minutes  to 
get  away,  and  threatening  bim  with  death  un- 
less he  obeyed.  The  ticket  agent  was  pres- 
ent, and  saw  tbe  foreman  assaulting  tbe  ai>- 
pellant  outside  tbe  station  bouse,  and  saw 
them  back  into  tbe  waiting  room.  Plaintiff, 
fearing  further  bodily  injury,  or  worse,  start- 
ed to  walk  on  tbe  track  away  from  tbe  sta- 
tion, and  towards  Grand  Junction,  some  30 
miles  away.  He  was  followed  by  two  un- 
known persons,  designated  In  the  testimony 
as  "tramps,"  who  assaulted  and  robbed  him 
after  be  bad  proceeded  alx>ut  a  quarter  of  a 
mile  upon  his  Journey,  taking  his  satchel, 
containing  his  stock  in  trade,  together  with 
bis  pockctbook,  containing  a  few  dollars  in 
money.  Thereupon  be  returned  to  the  station 
bouse.  Tbe  persons  wbo  robbed  bim  returned 
also,  and,  it  appears,  located  themselves  at  or 
near  the  pump  house,  which  was  opposite 
and  across  the  tracks  from  tbe  station  house. 
Upon  his  return  be  entered  tbe  station  and 
made  complaint  to  tbe  ticket  agent  of  what 
had  happeoed,  and  was  talking  with  bim 
about  sending  telegrams  to  Green  River  sta- 
tion, giving  information  of  the  robbery.  'Xlie 
section  foreman  interfered,  and  directed  tbe 
ticket  agent  not  to  send  the  telegrams,  and 
immediately  after  crossed  the  track  to  where 
tbe  two  tramps  were  standing,  when  all  three 
came  over  to  the  station,  the  foreman  In  ad- 
vance, and,  entering  the  waiting  room,  the 
three  assaulted  tbe  appellant,  brutally  beat- 
ing bim.  Appellant  appealed  to  tbe  agent 
and  tbe  bystanders  for  assistance,  which  was 
Anally  rendered  by  a  sti anger,  the  ticket 
agent  making  no  effort  to  protect  bim,  other 
than,  as  be  says,  to  order  them  all  out  of  tbe 
waiting  room.  He  testifies  that  be  knew  tbe 
section  foreman,  for  some  reason  or  other, 
was  bent  upon  injuring  tbe  appellant,  and 
tbat  be  did  not  interfere  to  protect  bim  be- 
cause be  was  sick;  tbat  he  would  have  had 
to  fight  to  protect  bim;  tbat  tbe  foreman  was 
subject  to  bis  orders  in  tbe  station  house, 
but  would  not  mind  bim,  because  they  were 
at  outs;  tbat  bis  authority  as  station  agent 
would  not  have  been  sufficient  to  protect  ap- 
pellant. Appellant  was  driven  from  tbe  sta- 
tion, and  walked  all  night  to  Price  station,  a 
distance  of  40  miles,  in  bis  sick  and  disabled 
condition,  where  he  received  attention.  The 
injuries  be  received  were  severe  and  perma- 
nent in  their  nature.  The  first  count  in  the 
complaint  charges  the  respondent  company 
with  damages  for  tbe  first  assault  upon  tbe 
appellant  by  tbe  foreman  outside  of  tbe  sta- 
tion house.     Tbe  second  count  charges  the 


company  for  the  assault  and  beating  of  the 
appellant  by  tbe  foreman  and  the  two  tramps 
in  tbe  waiting  room  after  be  had  been  robbcl. 
Tbe  district  judge  charged  tbe  jury  tbat,  in 
order  to  find  for  tbe  plaintiff  upon  Uie  second 
count,  they  must  find  "tbat  this  man  was 
absolutely  a  i)assenger  of  tbe  defendant  com- 
pany; that  the  relation  of  passenger  and  car- 
rier existed  between  them  at  tbe  time  of  the 
assault.  There  Is  a  correlative  duty  existing 
on  both  the  passenger  and  carrier:  tbe  pas- 
senger to  pay,  or  offer  to  pay,  his  fare;  if  it 
is  accepted,  be  then  becomes  a  passenger; 
then  tbe  duty  of  tbe  railroad  company  is  to 
protect,  by  all  means  within  their  power,  dur- 
ing his  transportation,  and  while  be  t^nains 
in  tlie  station  house  in  tbat  cbaracter,  await- 
ing the  coming  of  a  train,  or  tbe  departure  of 
a  train,  as  the  case  may  be.  Tbat  relation- 
ship existing,  it  was  the  duty  of  the  railroad 
company  to  protect  bim  from  assaults,  not 
only  from  its  own  agents  and  servants,  but 
from  other  persons,  if  within  their  power; 
more  especially  from  their  servants  and 
agents.  That  correlative  duty  was  Imposed 
on  tbe  railroad  company,  if  you  find,  I  say. 
gentlemen,  that  he  was  a  passenger  at  tbat 
time;  and,  to  become  a  passenger,  be  must 
have  paid  his  fare,  or  have  offered  and  ten- 
dered to  pay  his  fare."  A  new  trial  was 
granted  upon  tbe  second  count,  and  tbe  plair- 
tiff  appeals  from  the  judgment  against  him 
on  the  first  count,  and  from  the  order  grant- 
ing a  new  trial. 

We  are  of  tbe  opinion  tbat  when  tbe  plain- 
tiff alighted  from  tbe  train  at  Lower  Cross- 
ing, and  made  bis  way  towards  the  section 
bouse,  for  tlie  purpose  of  engaging  In  bis 
regular  business,  his  relation  as  passenger 
to  tbe  respondent  company  bad  ceased,  and 
that  it  no  longer  owed  to  him  any  duty 
as  a  passenger;  tbat  tbe  acts  of  the  section 
foreman  were  not  within  the  scope  of  his  du- 
ties or  employment,  and,  not  being  suffered 
or  permitted  by  tbe  respondent  company,  the 
appellant  cannot  recover  from  the  company. 
We  do  not  think  that  tbe  general  rule  which 
permits  a  passenger  a  reasonable  time  in 
which  to  depart  from  the  company's  prem- 
ises after  alighting  from  his  train  has  any 
application,  and  therefore  a£Blrm  tbe  judg- 
ment upon  this  appeal  upon  tbe  second 
count. 

In  support  of  tbe  order  granting  a  new  trial, 
it  Is  urged  by  respondent's  counsel  that  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial  is  addressed  to  the 
discretion  of  the  trial  court,  and  tbat,  in 
some  i)articulars,  tbe  evidence  being  con- 
flicting, that  court  should  not  disturb  the  or- 
der. It  is  further  claimed  that,  in  order  to- 
entitle  appellant  to  tbe  protection  of  the  re- 
spondent company,  be  must  not  only  bave  in- 
tended to  become  a  passenger,  but  must 
also  bave  annoimced  such  intention,  and  bis 
proposition  must  bave  been  accepted  by  or 
on  behalf  of  the  company.  This  view  was 
adopted  by  the  trial  court,  and  the  case  sub- 
mitted to  tbe  jury  upon  this  theory,  and  this 
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alone.     It  Is  quite  erldent  from  the  entire 
record  that  the  new  trial  was  granted  be- 
cause. In  the  opinion  of  the  trial  judge,  the 
appellant  was  not  a  passenger  or  Intending 
passenger  within  the  rule  declared  In   its 
charge.    In  other  words,  the  new  trial  was 
granted  because,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
the  verdict  was  contrary  to  the  law,  and  not 
because  of  any  conflict  in  the  evidence.     In 
the  Tlew  we  take,  we  are  of  the  opinion  that 
It  is  unnecessary  to  determine  here  when  or 
how  the  relation  of  passenger  begins.     We 
think  the  case  turns  upon  another  rule  of 
law.     It  appears  from  the  record  that  the 
section  house  was  situated  In  a  desert  coon- 
try,  sparsely  settled,  and  with  habitations 
few  and  far  between;  that  the  only  method 
of  transportation  to  and  from  Lower  Oross- 
ing  was  by  rail,  and  the  station  bouse  was 
kept  open  for  the  reception  of  the  public  at 
large,  as  well  as  passengers,  ordinarily,  dar- 
ing all  hours  of  the  day.     It  is  a  matter  of 
common  knowledge,  of  which  the  court  may 
take  notice,  that  these  railroad  station  houses 
scattered    along  the   line   of   railroads   in   a 
sparsely-settled  countty,    such   as  the  local- 
ity here  Is  proven  to  be,  are  thrown  open  for 
the  use  of  the  public,  which,  by  invitation  of 
the  company,  is  permitted  to  use  them  at  all 
times,  before  and  after  the  arrival  and  de- 
parture of  trains;  that  there  was  and  is  ^n 
implied  Invitation  to  aU  persons  intending  to 
avail  themselves  of  the  railroad  service  to 
enter  and  occupy  the  premises,  and  at  any 
time.  In  the  absence  of  reasonable  regula- 
tions to  the  contrary,  made  by  the  company. 
And  the  otTer  to  pay  fare,  or  the  announce. 
ment  of  the  intention  to  pay  fare,  and  the 
acceptance  by  or  on  behalf  of  the  company, 
is  not  necessary  to  be  made,  by  a  p^son  en- 
tering the  station  with  such  or  other  legiti- 
mate pnrpose,  to  entitle  him  to  protection 
against  violence  by  the  company's  servants. 
This  case  does  not  even  depend  upon  this 
qnestlon.   When  the  appellant  was  assaulted 
and  beaten  In  the  waiting  room  of  the  sta- 
tion, the  company  itself  was  present.  In  the 
person  of  the  ticket  agent  In  charge,  who 
was  its  vice  principal,  and  the  injuries  in- 
flicted npon  the  appellant  by  one  servant  of 
a  company,  aided  by  strangers.  In  the  pres- 
ence of  and  under  the  very  eye  of  the  vice 
principal,  who  tamely  acquiesced,  and  failed 
to  exercise  his  authority  for  the  protection 
of  the  appellant,  were  inflicted  by  the  com- 
pany itself.     The  agent  should  have  protect- 
ed appellant,  or,  at  least,  should  have  made 
an  earnest  effort  to  do  so.     Railway  Co.  v. 
Hinds,  53  Pa.  St  512;    Railroad  Co.  v.  Burke, 
tSS  Miss.  227.     We  are  not  prepared  to  sanc- 
tion the  proposition  that  a  man  in  the  situa- 
tion of  the  appellant,  driven  by  the  unpro- 
TOked  and  brutal  violence  of  the  company's 
own  servants  to  seek  the  protection  of  Its 
station  honse  and  waiting  room  in  charge  of 
Its  agmt,  has  no  recourse  against  the  com- 
pany for  the  willful  and  malicious  acts  of  its 
•mployfis,  under  circumstances  which  make 


them  the  acts  of  the  company.  We  think 
such  contention  is  not  only  against  public 
policy,  but  the  settled  rules  of  law.  Upon 
the  evidence,  then,  the  verdict  was  clearly 
right,  and,  in  our  Judgment,  the  amount  was 
not  excessive.  The  district  Judge  erted  in 
his  construction  of  the  law,  and  the  case  was 
submitted  to  the  jury  upon  a  wrong  theory. 

We  are  of  the  opinion  from  this  record 
that  the  appellant  is  entitled  to  recover  from 
the  railroad  company,  and  are  not  disposed, 
and  do  not  find  it  necessary,  to  put  him  to 
the  expense  and  trouble  of  a  new  trial. 
"Why  should  a  verdict  be  set  aside  which  is 
correct,  because  erroneous  principles  of  law 
have  been  announced  by  the  court?  The  ob- 
ject of  a  jury  trial  being  to  do  justice  be- 
tween the  parties,  the  annulment  of  the  ver- 
dict, where  this  has  been  accomplished,  on 
account  of  mistakes  and  misdirections  on 
the  part  of  the  court,  would  seem  akin  to 
the  criticism  which  censured  a  celebrated 
commander  because  he  persisted  in  winning 
victories  in  violation  of  the  rule  of  strategy." 
Railroad  Co.  v.  Burke,  63  Miss.  227.  The 
judgment  upon  the  verdict  as  to  the  first 
count  is  affirmed,  and  the  order  granting  a 
new  trial  as  to  the  second  count  Is  reversed, 
and  the  original  Judgment  npon  the  verdict 
reinstated  as  of  April  28,  1884,  the  date  of 
the  original  entry.  As  the  two  appeals  were 
submitted  upon  practically  one  record,  and 
briefed  together,  the  costs  of  printing  briefs 
and  record  will  be  taxed  in  the  respective 
api)eals  as  apportioned  by  the  clerk. 


BARTCH  and  KINO,  JJ., 
judgment. 


concur  In  the 


(11  Utah,  14») 
BURROWS  et  aL  V.  KIMBALL  et  aL 
(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.    July  27,  1884.) 

TsRBiTOKiES— Power  or  IjEqiblatdbk. 
He  territortal  legislatiire  has  no  power 
to  pass  a  law  authorizing  the  coanty  court  to 
lease  sections  of  land  reserved  by  the  United 
States  for  school  purposes. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  First  district;  be- 
fore Justice  Smith. 

Action  by  W.  L.  Burrows  and  others  against 
Ollrer  O.  Kimball  and  others.  From  a  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiffs,  defendants  appeal.  Re- 
versed. 


Zone    Sc    Zone,    for   appellants. 
King,  for  respondents. 


Wm.    H. 


MINER,  J.  In  this  case  the  Judgment  of 
the  court  below  Is  reveled,  and  a  new  trial 
granted,  on  the  groimd  that  the  territorial  leg- 
islature has  no  right  to  pass  the  law  giving  the 
authority  to  the  county  court  to  lease  sections 
IG  and  36,  reserved  by  the  United  States  for 
common-school  purposes,  as  well  as  upon  the 
ground  that  the  lease  made  by  the  county 
court  of  Emeiy  county  to  the  plaintiff  was  in- 
valid, even  had  the  statute  passed  in  1892 
been  valid,  the  county  court  having  failed  to 
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toUow  the  proTlstons  of  tbe  law  nnda  wblch 
the  law  -was  made.  The  specific  grounds  up- 
on which  this  decision  is  based  will  be  given 
in  the  opinion  of  this  court  hereafter  to  be 
filed.  1 

MERRITT,  0.  J.,  and  BARTCH,  J.,  concur. 


(U  UUh  lit) 

UNITED  STATES  T.  ELLIOTT. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.    Aos.  81.  18S5.) 

JuDOMBHT — Law  or  thb  Case— Pdblio  Laxos— 

Unlawful  Fbkcino. 

1.  The  sn^me  court  may,  on  a  second  ap- 
peal, reverse  its  former  decision,  in  a  case  in- 
Tolving  the  question  of  title  of  the  United  States 
to  lands  in  such  territory,  where  it  is  apparent 
that  injustice  will  be  done,  not  only  in  the  par- 
ticular case,  but  in  other  cases  of  like  character. 

2.  Organic  Act  Utah,  t  15  (Act  Cong.  Sept. 
0,  1850),  provides  that,  when  lands  in  such  ter- 
ritory shall  be  surveyed  under  direction  of  the 
government,  sections  16  and  36  in  each  township 

shall  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby  reserved  for 
the  puri>ose  of  being  applied  to  schools  in  said 
territory,"  etc.  Sdd,  that  such  grant  was  not 
absolute,  and  the  lands,  on  being  surveyed,  were 
not  so  segregated  from  the  public  domain  as  to 
cease  to  be  under  the  protection  of  Act  Cong. 
Feb.  26,  1885,  making  it  unlawful  to  inclose  any 
public  lands  of  the  United  States,  where  the 
party  making  the  indosure  has  no  claim  or  color 
of  title  made  or  acquired  in  good  faith,  etc.  2G 
Pac.  1117,  7  Utah,  389,  reversed. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  First  district; 
before  Justice  H.  W.  Smith. 

Action  by  the  United  States  of  America 
against  Lewis  A.  Scott  Elliott  for  unlawfully 
inclosing  public  lands.  From  a  judgment  for 
defendant,  in  conformity  with  the  decision 
and  direction  of  the  supreme  court  on  a  prior 
appeal  (26  Pac.  1117),  plaintiff  appeals.  Re- 
versed. 

The  United  States  Attorney.  Zane  &  Zane, 
for  respondent 

MERRITT,  C.  3.  The  complaint  in  this 
case  was  filed  on  the  12th  day  of  December, 
1889,  by  the  then  United  States  attorney  for 
Utah,  alleging  that  tbe  lands  in  township  15 
S.  of  range  13  E.,  Salt  Lake  meridian,  situate 
in  Emery  county,  Ctah  territory,  are  public 
lands  of  the  United  States,  and  that  the 
defendant  had  constructed  and  was  maln^ 
taining  a  fence  inclosing  a  body  of  public 
lands  of  the  United  States  of  about  1(5  miles 
in  area;  and  that  none  of  tbe  lands  so  in- 
closed bad  ever  been  entered  for  settlement 
or  purchased  at  any  of  the  offices  of  the 
United  States,  nor  settled  upon  nor  appropri- 
ated with  a  view  to  entering  or  acquiring 
title  to  the  same.  The  complaint  further  al- 
leges that,  at  the  time  the  fence  was  made, 
the  defendant  had  no  claim  or  color  of  title 
to  any  of  the  said  lands  so  fenced,  made  or 
acquired  in  good  faith,  and  had  not  thereto- 
fore asserted,  and  does  not  now  assert,  any 
right  thereto  by  or  under  any  claim  made 
in  good  faith  with  a  view  to  entering  thereof 


1  No  opinion  has  been  filed. 


in  tbe  proper  land  office  nnder  the  general 
laws  of  tbe  United  States.  The  defendant  filed 
his  answer  to  said  complaint  on  the  Ist  day 
of  February,  1880,  In  which  he  denied  that 
all  the  lands  in  township  15  S.  of  range  13 
E.,  Salt  Lake  meridian,  situate  in  Emery 
county,  Utah  tetritory,  were  public  lands  of 
the  United  States,  but  alleged  that  portions 
of  them  bad  passed  irrevocably  out  of  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff,  the  United  States, 
and  that  oth»  portions  thereof  bad  been 
segregated  by  the  plaintiff  from  the  public 
domain.  The  answer  also  denied  that  the  de- 
fendant bad  inclosed  more  than  about  2,460 
acres  of  land,  most  of  whidi  he  alleged  be 
owned  in  fee,  and  that  a  few  acres  of  said 
land  so  inclosed  were  Included  within  the 
limits  of  section  16  of  said  township  and 
range,  for  which  he  had  his  certificate  under 
sections  4  and  6  of  the  act  of  June  19,  1885, 
entitled  "An  act  in  relation  to  county  record- 
ers and  acknowledgments  of  instruments  in 
writing,"  and  which  had  been  s^regated 
from  public  lands  of  the  United  States,  and 
that  the  few  acres  of  said  section  16  so  in- 
closed were  not  public  lands  of  tbe  United 
States.  On  the  5tb  of  Novemb«-,  1890,  tbe 
case  was  heard  before  tbe  Honorable  John 
W.  Blackburn,  Judge  of  the  First  judicial 
district,  and  he  found  tbe  following  facta: 
"That  tbe  lands  in  township  15  south  of 
range  13  east.  Salt  Lake  meridian,  Emery 
county,  Utah  territory,  are  public  lands  of 
the  United  States;  that  tbe  defendant  has 
heretofore  constructed,  and  now  maintains, 
on  and  through  section  16  of  said  township, 
a  fence  built  of  cedar  posts  and  wire,  and 
thereby  incloses  about  447  acres  of  said  sec- 
tion; that  no  part  of  the  said  lands  so  In- 
closed has  ever  been  entered  for  settlement  or 
purchased  in  any  land  office  of  the  plaintiff; 
that  said  land  is  surveyed  lands  of  tbe  plain- 
tiff,  and  was  surveyed  and  designated  by  its 
proper  township  and  section  at  the  time  the 
defendant  entered  thereon;  that,  at  tbe  time 
said  fence  was  made,  said  defendant  had 
no  claim  or  color  of  title  to  said  lands,  or 
any  portion  of  it,  made  or  acquired  in  good 
faitb,  and  has  not  heretofore  asserted  and 
does  not  now  assert  any  right  thereto  by  or 
under  any  claim  made  in  good  faith  with  a 
view  to  entry  th^eof  in  the  proper  land  of- 
fice under  the  general  laws  of  tbe  United 
States."  And  as  conclusions  of  law  from  said 
facts,  the  court  found  that  the  incloeure  was 
unlawful,  and  should  be  destroyed  In  a  sum- 
mary way,  unless  it  was  removed  in  10  daya 
The  case  was  appealed  to  this  court  by  the 
defendant,  and  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  was  reversed  by  this  court.  The  opin- 
ion was  delivered  by  the  Honorable  Thomas 
J.  Anderson,  and  concurred  in  by  Judges 
Zane  and  Miner,  and  will  be  found  at  page 
389,  7  Utah,  and  page  1117,  26  Pac. 

This  proceeding,  as  will  be  seen  from  the 
foregoing  recitals,  was  instituted  by  the  Unit- 
od  States  attorney  nnder  the  act  of  congress 
approved  February  25,  18S5,  making  it  on. 
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lawful  to  IndoBe  any  of  the  public  lands  of 
tbe  United  States  where  the  party  making 
the  inclosure  has  no  "claim  w  color  of  title 
made  or  acquired  in  good  faith  or  an  asserted 
right  thereto  by  or  under  a  claim  made  in 
good  faith  with  a  view  to  the  entry  thereof 
at  the  proper  land  offce  under  the  general 
laws  of  the  United  States  at  the  time  any 
such  inclosure  was  or  shall  be  made."  When 
the  case  was  befwe  this  court  on  a  former 
appeal,  it  was  held  that  the  lands  contained 
in  section  16  were  not  public  lands  of  the 
United  States,  within  the  purview  of  the  act 
of  congress  above  mentioned,  because  of  the 
reservation  of  such  lands  for  school  purposes 
by  the  fifteenth  section  of  the  organic  act  of 
Utah,  which  provides  as  follows:  "That 
when  the  lands  in  said  territory  shall  be  sur- 
veyed under  the  direction  of  the  government 
of  the  United  States  preparatory  to  bringing 
the  same  into  market,  sections  numl>ered  16 
and  36  in  each  township  in  said  territory 
shall  be,  and  the  same  are  hereby,  reserved 
for  the  purpose  of  being  applied  to  schools  in 
said  territory,  and  the  states  and  taritorles 
hereafter  to  be  erected  out  of  the  same." 
The  Judgment  of  the  district  court  having 
been  reversed,  the  cause  was  remanded  with 
the  direction  that  the  First  district  court 
should  proceed  in  conformity  with  the  opin- 
ion In  that  case,  and  on  the  7th  day  of  July, 
1894,  the  following  Judgment  was  entered: 
"In  accordance  with  the  facts  found,  and  the 
decision  of  the  supreme  court  heretofore  ren- 
dered, it  is  hereby  ordered  and  adjudged  that 
the  plalntiec  take  nothing  by  its  complaint, 
and  that  this  action  shall  be,  and  the  same 
is  hereby,  dismissed."  From  this  Judgment, 
the  United  States  has  appealed  to  this  court, 
and  the  case  is  now  here  for  decision. 

The  first  question  is  whether  the  former  de- 
cision of  this  court  is  to  be  considered  an  ad- 
judication by  which  this  court  is  now  bound; 
in  other  words,  whether  it  is  the  "law  of  the 
case"  in  such  a  sense  that  this  court  cannot 
reverse  its  own  Judgment.  In  the  case  of 
Steele  v.  Boley,  6  UUh,  308,  22  Pac.  811,  it 
was  held  that  the  statute  of  limitations  be- 
gins to  nm,  against  one  who  claims  public 
lands  as  grantee  of  the  United  States,  in 
favor  of  the  one  in  possession,  claiming  to 
have  acquired  the  title  thus  acquired  by  the 
patentee,  from  the  date  of  the  patentee's  cer- 
tificate of  the  final  proof  and  payment.  Up- 
on this  holding,  the  judgment  in  the  case  was 
reversed,  and  the  cause  was  remanded  for 
furthK  proceedings.  Such  proceedings  were 
bad  as  resulted  in  a  Judgment  in  accordance 
with  that  holding.  A  further  appeal  having 
been  prosecuted  to  this  court  from  that  Judg- 
ment, the  former  judgment  was  overruled, 
and  this  court  held  that  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions began  to  run  against  the  patentee  of 
public  lands  from  the  United  States  from 
the  date  of  the  issuance  of  the  patent,  and 
not  from  the  date  of  the  final  iwiyment  for 
the  land,  24  Pac.  755.  The  rule  of  former 
adjudication  was  pressed  upon  this  court  in 
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that  case,  but  the  court  declined  to  adopt  the 
suggestion,  and  reversed  its  former  Judg- 
ment. It  is  true  that  the  court  gave  as  a 
reason  that  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  had  decided  the  question  differently 
since;  but  still  the  fact  remains  that,  what- 
ever may  have  been  the  reason  for  the  court's 
action,  it  did  reverse  its  former  Judgment  in 
the  same  case.  The  rule  of  law  which  is 
generally  invoked,  commonly  called  the  "law 
of  the  case,"  while  a  safe  and  salutary  one  to 
be  followed,  has  its  exceptions.  In  the  case 
of  Railway  Co.  v.  Shoup,  28  JSah.  394,  this 
rule  was  Invoked,  and  was  considered  by  the 
court  Judge  Brewer  (then  upon  the  supreme 
bench  of  Kansas,  and  now  upon  the  supreme 
bench  of  the  United  States),  in  the  case  men- 
tioned, used  this  language:  "We  do  not  un- 
derstand that  the  role  that  a  decision  once 
made  becomes  the  established  law  of  the  case 
is  a  cast-iron  rule,  and  incapable  of  relaxa- 
tion in  any  event.  Cases  may  arise  in  which 
It  will  be  clear  that  the  first  decision  was 
erroneous;  that,  not  only  in  the  case  at  bar 
will  wrong  result  from  adhering  to  the  deci- 
sion, but  also  interests  through  the  state  will 
be  Imperiled.  Hence,  we  do  not  doubt  the 
power  of  the  court  to  reconsider  and  reverse 
a  prior  decision  in  the  same  case."  Why 
should  such  not  be  the  case?  Is  the  court  to 
be  bound,  at  all  events,  by  a  technical  rule, 
when  it  is  manifest  that  injustice  will  not 
only  be  done  In  the  individual  case,  but,  by 
the  precedent  made,  injustice  will  follow  In 
other  subsequent  cases  of  like  character? 
Moreover,  it  may  be  suggested  that  this  Is 
not  a  court  of  last  resort  In  cases  of  this  kind, 
and  therefore  the  rule  of  res  adjudlcata  is  in- 
applicable. In  the  case  of  Lawrence  v.  Bal- 
lon, 37  Cal.  518,  the  court  say  "that  the  rule 
that  a  previous  decision  becomes  the  law  of 
the  case  applies  only  to  the  decisions  of  the 
court  of  last  resort" 

I  come  now  to  the  main  question  In  the  case, 
and  that  is,  are  school  lands  reserved  under 
the  flfteaith  section  of  the  organic  act,  here- 
tofore quoted,  so  segregated  from  the  public 
domain  as  to  cease  to  be  under  the  protection 
of  the  act  of  congress  of  February  25,  189.5, 
h^etofore  mentioned?  It  would  seem  that  the 
mere  reading  of  the  two  statutes  ought  to  an- 
swer this  question  in  the  negative.  First,  let 
us  consider  what  is  the  effect  of  the  reserva- 
tion. It  is  said,  in  the  opinion  of  the  court  in 
this  case,  that  "a  reservation  of  the  lands  for 
school  purposes  for  the  use  of  the  people  of  a 
territory  or  state  is,  in  effect,  a  grant,  and 
the  title  passes  as  soon  as  the  lands  are  sur- 
veyed; and  patents  for  school  sections  are  not 
necessary,  and  are  not  issued;  and  the  act  is 
Irrevocable  without  the  consent  of  the  people 
of  the  territory."  I  have  made  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  the  cases  cited  by  the  learned 
Judge  who  wrote  that  opinion,  and  do  not  hes- 
itate to  express  the  opinion  that  not  one  of 
them  Justifies  the  languase  quoted.  And,  con- 
sidered independently  of  the  authorities  cited, 
the  statute  resei-ving  the  lands  cannot,  by  any  ^ 
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posRiblllty,  be  tortured  Into  a  grant  of  the 
lands  to  the  territory  when  the  survey  Is 
made;  much  less  that  the  act  making  the  res- 
ervation becomes  Irrevocable  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  people  of  the  territory.  The  truth 
is,  a  reservation  can  never  be  said,  In  the 
seuRe  of  the  law,  to  vest  a  title  in  the  reservee, 
where  there  was  formerly  no  right  or  title  ex- 
isting in  such  reservee.  There  is  nowhere,  in 
any  of  the  statutes  making  such  reservation, 
any  intimation  that  the  congress  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  intended  that  such  reserved  lands 
should  pass  out  from  under  the  dominion  and 
control  of  the  government;  and.  In  the  en- 
abling act  passed  for  the  benefit  of  the  people 
of  this  territory,  congress  has  granted  such 
lands  to  the  state  to  be  formed  out  of  the  ter- 
ritory, thus  clearly  showing  tliat  at  no  time 
has  congress  understood  the  mere  reservation 
of  the  lands  for  school  purposes  to  be  equiva- 
lent to  a  conveyance  of  the  same  to  the  people 
of  the  territory.  In  the  case  of  Burrows  v. 
Kimball  (decided  by  this  court  at  the  June 
term  of  18S«)  41  Pac.  719,  this  court  held  that 
the  territorial  legislature  bad  no  right  to  pass 
any  law  giving  authority  to  the  county  courts 
of  the  several  counties  to  lease  the  school 
lands  reserved  by  the  organic  act,  and  the 
question  is  pertinent,  if  these  lands  are  not 
under  the  control  of  the  territory,  under  whose 
control  are  they?  This  whole  question  came 
before  the  supreme  court  of  Washington  ter- 
ritory in  February,  1888,  and  that  court,  in  a 
well-reasoned  opinion,  held,  speaking  of  lands 
reserved  for  school  purposes,  tiiat:  "Tlie  mere 
survey  of  these  lands  would  not  cause  them  to 
lose  their  character  of  irablic  lauds.  Such 
change  could  occur  only  when  they  have  lost 
their  public  character  by  reason  of  a  bona  fide 
right  of  private  entry  or  ownership  under  the 
United  States.  Now,  because  of  the  mere 
-eservatlon  or  appropriation  by  the  United 
States  of  these  seclions,  for  the  purpose  of  be> 
Ing  applied  to  the  common  schools  of  the  fu- 
ture, do  th^  lose  their  character  of  public 
lands?  It  is  true  that  they  are  not  public 
lands  in  that  they  are  (^)en  to  entry;  but  tliat 
fact  alone  does  not  prevent  tliem  being,  in  a 
certain  sense,  public  lands.  The  government 
has,  for  a  wise  puriwse,  set  ni)art  and  reserved 
these  lands  from  the  general  domain,  and  an- 
nounced the  purpose  for  which  they  will  be 
devoted.  It  retains  control  and  dominion  over 
these  until  the  happening  of  a  certain  event 
It  Is  somewhat  as  a  trustee  of  an  express 
tnwt.  It  also  retains  the  right,  up  to  a  cer- 
tain time,  to  annul  the  act  by  which  such  sec- 
tions were  reserved,  and  might,  within  that 
limit,  annul  the  former  act,  and  throw  these 
lands  open  as  public  lands.  This  reserved 
right  In  the  government  must  give  it  control 
over  tliese  lands  as  absolute  as  that  of  any 
owner  could  be."  Keasonlng  further,  the  court 
says,  in  speaking  of  the  protection  of  school 
lands  from  trespassers:  "The  power  of  the 
United  States  to  prevent  any  such  wrong 
must  be  conceded,  or  the  ■WTong  would  go  un- 
punished."   Barkley  v.  U.  S.,  19  Pac.  37.    AnC 


such  is  the  case  In  this  territory.  This  court 
has  decided  that  the  territory  has  no  right  to 
pass  any  law  concerning  the  disposition  and 
control  of  the  lands;  and,  If  it  shall  now  hold 
that  the  general  government  bad  no  such  right, 
then  they  are  left  entirely  without  any  protec- 
tion, and  open  to  every  one.  The  supreme 
court  <rf  the  territory  of  Montana  has  likewise 
considered  this  question,  and  has  come  to  a 
conclusion  in  harmony  with  that  of  the  su- 
preme court  of  Washington,  and  at  variance 
with  the  decision  of  this  court.  U.  S.  v.  Bisel, 
19  Pac.  251.  It  will  be  found  by  an  cxamlna- 
tlMi  of  the  opinion  of  the  chief  justice,  McCon- 
nell.  In  the  Montana  case,  that  the  very  cases 
cited  by  the  learned  judge  who  delivered  the 
former  opinion  In  this  case  were  urged  upon 
the  court,  and  that  the  chief  justice  reviews 
these  cases,  and  shows  beyond  question  that 
they  do  not  decide  what  Is  claimed.  This 
court  has  held,  speaking  through  Justice 
Bartch,  In  the  case  of  Hyndman  T.  Stowe, 
9  Utah,  23,  33  Pac.  227,  that  the  title  to  these 
school  sections  Is  In  the  United  States.  This 
opinion  Is  In  direct  conflict  with  the  language 
heretofore  quoted  from  the  case  in  7  Utah. 
The  truth  is,  the  decisions  of  this  court  upon 
this  question  are  in  a  state  quite  confused,  to 
say  the  least. 

ITpon  a  full  review  of  this  case,  I  am  of  the 
opinion  that  the  Judgment  should  be  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new  trlaL 

BARTCH,  J.,  concurs. 


SMITH  V.  KAUFMAN  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    Sept  7,  1895.) 

PlBADINO — FkOBATE  COUHT  Jl'KISDICTION. 

1.  An  allegation  that  S.  is  not  now,  or  nev- 
er has  been,  legally  appointed  assignee  for  X.. 
is  a  conclusion,  and  a  demurrer  thereto  diould 
have  been  sustainetl. 

2.  A  probate  court  has  no  jurisdiction  to 
render  a  judgment  declaring  an  assignment  un- 
d<>r  our  statutes  null  and  void. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  probate  court,  K  county. 

Action  by  S.  Kaufman  &  Co.  against  J.  A. 
Newkirk.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  P.  W. 
Smith  was  summoned  as  garnishee.  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  Smith  brings  error. 
Reversed. 

Kcaton  &  Cottcral,  for  plaintiff  In  errw. 

SCOTT,  J.  On  the  27th  day  of  January, 
1804,  S.  Kaufman  &  Co.  commenced  suit  In 
the  probate  court  of  K  county,  against  J.  A 
Newkirk,  to  recover  the  sum  of  $249.06,  as 
payment  for  general  merchandise  sold  to 
said  J.  A.  Newkirk.  On  the  same  day  the 
defendant  entered  his  appearance,  and  con- 
fessed Judgment  for  the  amount  claimed, 
which  confession  Is  as  follows: 

"Comee  now  the  plaintiff,  and  the  dtfend- 
ant  In  person,  and  says  that  he  Is  Justly  in- 
debted to  said  plaintiff  In  the  sum  of  two 
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hundred  and  forty-nine  and  s/ioo  ($249.06) 
dollars  upon  a  contract  for  goods  and  mer- 
ebandise  sold  and  delivered  to  the  defendant 
In  the  years  of  1893  and  1894,  and,  with  the 
consent  of  the  plaintiff,  confesses  Judgment 
In  open  court,  and  asks  to  have  judgment 
rendered  against  him  thereon  for  the  said 
smn  of  $249.06. 

"J.  A.  Newklrk,  being  duly  sworn,  says 
that  he  has  heard  read  the  statements  in  the 
foregoing  confession  of  Judgment,  and  says 
that  they  are  true,  to  his  knowledge.  J.  A. 
Newklrk. 

"Subscribed  and  sworn  to  before  me,  this 
January  27th,  1894.  B.  N.  Woodson,  Pro- 
bate Judge." 

Thereupon,  on  the  same  day,  judgment  was 
rendered  upon  said  confession  for  the  sum  of 
$249.06  and  costs,  and  execution  Issued 
against  the  property  of  the  said  Newklrk  hi 
the  hands  of  P.  W.  Smith  on  the  30th  day  of 
January,  1894.  On  the  5th  day  of  February, 
1894,  the  plaintiffs  filed  in  the  said  court  an 
affidavit  of  garnishment  against  P.  W.  Smith, 
also  a  bill  in  aid  of  execution,  alleging  that 
the  sheriff  of  said  county  demanded  the  sum 
of  the  said  P.  W.  Smith,  and  alleging  that 
Smith  had  In  bis  possession  more  than  a  sum 
sufficient  to  satisfy  said  execution,  and  that 
said  Smith  refused  to  turn  over  the  sum  of 
money,  for  the  reason  that  he  claimed  the 
same  on  an  assignment  of  J.  A.  Newklrk. 
The  plaintiffs  also  alleged  that  said  Smith 
had  not  been  legally  appointed  assignee  for 
said  Newklrk,  or  the  firm  that  be  represented, 
and  that  he  had  sold  large  quantities  of  prop- 
erty belonging  to  said  Newklrk;  that  the  as 
signee  was  holding  money  of  said  Newklrk 
then  In  his  hands,  under  the  pretense  of  an 
assignee;  and  asked  that  said  Smith  be  re- 
quired to  pay  the  same  into  court,  and  that 
the  assignment  be  declared  null  and  void. 
On  the  same  day  the  probate  court  issued  no- 
tice to  J.  A.  Newkirk  and  P.  W.  Smith  of 
said  application.  On  February  10th  said  P. 
W.  Smith  filed  a  demurrer  to  said  bill,  alleg- 
ing—First, that  the  court  had  no  jurisdiction 
of  the  snbject-matter  of  said  proceeding;  sec- 
ond, that  ttie  court  had  no  jurisdiction  of  the 
person  of  the  defendant  P.  W.  Smith;  and, 
third,  that  sold  bill  failed  to  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action  against 
the  defendant  P.  W.  Smith.  The  court  over- 
ruled the  demurrer,  and  allowed  exception  to 
such  ruling.  Smith  then  filed  his  answer  to 
said  bill,  admitting  his  appointment  as  as- 
signee of  the  estate  of  J.  A.  Newkirk,  and 
alleged  the  same  was  legally  made,  and  that 
bond  was  given  as  required  by  law;  admit- 
ting that  he  had  sold  and  disposed  of  all  of  the 
chattel  pr<^)erty  of  said  Newkirk  belonging 
to  him,  before  the  assignment;  and  alleging 
that  he  was  subject  to  the  orders  of  the  dis- 
trict court  under  said  appointment  as  as- 
signee. Afterwards,  and  on  the  same  day, 
said  Smith  filed  his  answer  in  garnishment, 
denying  that  he  had  ever  had  In  his  posses- 
sion any  sums  of  money  belonging  to  the 


said  Newkirk.  On  the  20th  day  of  February, 
1894,  a  hearing  was  bad,  and  the  court  ren- 
dered judgment  on  the  garnishment  proceed- 
ings against  the  garnishee  in  the  sum  of 
$249.06.  Motion  for  a  new  trial  was  over- 
ruled, and  exception  allowed.  On  the  same 
day  an  execution  was  Issued  against  said 
Smith,  which  was  retmrned  satisfied.  The 
plaintiff  in  error  assigns  numerous  grounds  of 
error  as  reasons  for  asking  a  reversal  of  the 
findings  and  judgment  of  the  probate  court, 
but  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to  notice  all  of 
them  in  order  to  arrive  at  a  proper  conclu- 
sion upon  the  material  questions  involved. 

The  defendants  In  error  filed  In  the  pro- 
bate court  a  pleading,  designated  by  them  as 
a  "bin  in  aid  of  the  collection  of  an  execu- 
tion," having  for  its  object  three  distinct  pur- 
poses,— 1.  e.  to  obtain  judgment  against  one 
P.  W.  Smith,  who  was  not  a  party  to  the  orig- 
inal action;  to  compel  said  Smith  to  pay  Into 
court  the  amount  of  judgment  which  plain- 
tiff had  obtained  against  J.  A.  Newkirk  in  the 
original  action;  and  to  have  the  assignment 
to  said  P.  W.  Smith  declared  null  and  void. 
An  examination  of  the  statutes  relating  to 
the  proceedings  in  aid  of  execution  discloses 
the  fact  that  this  so^alled  "bill"  filed  by  the 
plaintiffs  is,  to  say  the  least,  of  doubtful 
origin,  and  is  not  such  a  pleading  as  is  con- 
templated by  our  Code  practice;  and,  treat- 
ing it  as  a  document  In  the  nature  of  a  peti- 
tion, as  It  seems  to  have  been  treated  by  the 
court  and  the  parties,  it  fails  in  very  essen- 
tial particulars  to  state  a  cause  of  action  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiffs  and  against  the  defend- 
ant, P.  W.  Smith.  The  only  allegation  In  said 
petition  relating  to  the  assignment  made  by 
J.  A.  Newkirk  is  embraced  in  the  following 
language:  "Plaintiff  further  alleges  that  said 
P,  W.  Smith  is  not  now,  or  never  has  been, 
legaUy  appointed  assignee  for  J.  A.  Newkirk, 
or  the  firm  that  said  Newklrk  represented." 
This  allegation  is  totally  inadequate  as  a 
statement  of  a  cause  of  action  to  revoke  or 
annul  an  assignment,  and  there  was  nothing 
In  the  other  allegations  of  the  petition  which 
even  remotely  showed  any  liability  of  the 
said  P.  W.  Smith  In  favor  of  J.  A.  Newkirk; 
and,  this  being  true,  the  probate  court  com- 
mitted manifest  error  when  It  overnded  the 
demurrer  of  defendant  Smith  to  this  bill  or 
petition.  In  the  subsequent  proceedings  there 
is  an  entire  absence  of  any  testimony  going 
to  show  that  Smith  had  any  sum  of  money 
whatever  in  his  hands  belonging  to  the  prin- 
cipal defendant,  J.  A.  Newklrls,  at  the  time 
he  was  served  with  notice  of  the  filing  of  the 
"bill  in  aid  of  execution,"  and  the  order  and 
judgment  of  the  probate  court,  rendered  and 
entered  against  said  Smith,  requiring  him  to 
pay  into  court  the  sum  of  $249.06,  and  the 
costs  of  the  action,  was  not  sustained  by  the 
evidence,  and  was  clearly  erroneous,  and  the 
court  erred  in  not  granting  the  motion  of  the 
defendant  for  a  new  trial  of  said  matters. 

With  respect  to  the  question  of  the  assign- 
ment made  by  Newklrk  to  Smith,  and  the 
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legal  effect  and  validity  of  said  asslg^nment, 
from  aught  that  appears  in  the  record  and 
transcript,  the  action  taken  and  the  steps  pur- 
sued in  i)erfecting  the  assignment  of  prop- 
erty appear  on  their  face  to  be  perfectly  regu- 
lar, and  so  far  in  conformity  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  statute  as  to  make  it  a  legal 
and  valid  assignment,  and  to  vest  the  dis- 
trict court  of  K  county  with  full  control  over 
the  action  of  the  assignee,  and  of  the  funds 
which  came  into  his  hands  as  such  assignee; 
and  we  do  not  think  that  the  probate  court 
had  any  power  or  authority  In  this  collateral 
proceeding  to  take  cognizance  of,  or  exercise 
jurisdiction  over,  the  subject  of  the  assign- 
ment, and  certainly,  under  the  allegations  of 
the  pleadings  of  the  plaintiflTs,  and  in  the 
light  of  the  evidence  introduced,  the  court  had 
no  power  or  authority  to  declare  such  assign- 
ment null  and  void.  This  could  only  have 
been  done  by  direct  action  in  the  district 
court,  having  for  its  object  the  annulment  of 
the  assignment  itself;  and  so  long  as  no  di- 
rect steps  had  been  taken  in  the  proper  court, 
impeaching  the  validity  of  the  assignment, 
the  probate  court  had  no  power  to  order  a 
diversion  of  the  funds  in  the  hands  of  the 
assignee,  and  the  payment  of  one  creditor  to 
the  exclusion  of  others.  And  hence  the  court 
committed  error  in  entering  up  judgment 
against  the  assignee,  Smith,  and  requiring 
him  to  pay  the  money  into  that  court. 

For  the  reasons  given,  it  is  manifest  that 
the  action  of  the  probate  court  must  be  re- 
versed, and  we  need  enter  into  no  discussion 
of  any  of  the  other  questions  raised  in  the 
case.  It  is  ordered  that  the  findings  and 
judgment  of  the  probate  court  of  K  county  be, 
and  the  same  are  hereby,  reversed,  with  In- 
structions to  the  probate  court  to  sustain  the 
demurrer  of  the  defendant  to  the  bill  of  the 
plaintiffs,  and  to  dismiss  said  proceeding,  and 
to  award  execution  in  favor  of  Smith  for  the 
recovery  of  the  amount  paid  into  court  by 
him,  and  ail  costs  of  these  proceedlnga  All 
the  justices  concurring. 
t_ 

BIERER,  J.,  having  been  counsel  In  the 
case,  not  sitting. 


DYSART  et  al.  v.  LURTY  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.    Sept  7,  1805.) 

UsiTBD  States  Makshal  —  tiiABiLiTir  ox  Bosd— 
Trespass  ov  Depdtt. 
A  United  States  marshal  and  the  sure- 
ties on  his  oHicial  bond  are  not  liable,  in  an 
action  on  such  l>ond,  for  the  acts  of  a  deputy 
who  seizes  a  stock  of  liquors,  beer,  and  other 
goods  without  any  writ  or  process,  and  without 
the  knowletlffe,   instructions,   or  assent   of  his 
principal,  and  not  in  the  discharge  of  any  duty 
imposed  upon  him  by  law  as  sucU  officer.    His 
acts,  in  such  case,  constitute  a  naked  trespass, 
for  which  he  alone  is  liable. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Logan  county; 
E.  B.  Gre^i,  Judge. 
Action  by  William  H.  Dysart  and  Barton 


Smith  against  Watren  8.  liorty  and  others. 
Judgment  for  defendants,  and  plaintiffs  ap- 
Affirmed. 


PER  CURIAM.  This  action  was  begun  by 
plaintiffs  in  the  district  court  of  Logan  coim- 
ty,  sitting  with  the  powers  and  jurisdiction  of 
a  circuit  court  of  the  United  States,  to  recover 
a  judgment  against  Warren  S.  Lurty,  on  bis 
official  bond  as  United  States  marshal  for  Ok- 
lahoma, and  against  Joseph  W.  McNeal  and 
Dennis  T.  Flynn,  as  sureties  on  said  bond.  It 
is  alleged  in  the  petition  that  the  defendant 
Lurty  was  the  duly  appointed  and  qualified 
United  States  marshal  for  Oklahoma,  and  that 
the  defendants  JlcXeal  and  I<lynn  were  the 
sureties  on  his  official  bond,  which  bond  had 
been  regularly  executed  and  approved,  and  a 
copy  was  made  part  of  the  complaint;  that  on 
the  4th  day  of  July,  1S90,  one  Joseph  W.  Til- 
lery  was  a  duly  qualifled  and  acting  deputy 
marshal,  appointed  by  said  Lurty;  tliat  a  war- 
rant Issued  by  a  United  States  commissioner 
for  the  arrest  of  the  appellant  Barton  W. 
Smith  for  violations  of  the  revenue  laws  of  the 
United  States  was  placed  In  the  hands  of  said 
Tlllery  to  be  served;  that  at  the  time  said 
warrant  was  served  the  appellants  were  en- 
gaged in  the  saloon  business,  and  were  doing 
a  flourisliing  and  profitable  business,  and  liad 
paid  the  amount  required  by  the  collector  of 
the  district  for  a  stamp  as  retail  dealers  in  liq- 
uors, but  had  not  yet  received  the  stamp,  or 
posted  the  same  In  their  place  of  business; 
that  the  deputy  marshal  served  the  warrant 
on  Smith,  and  also,  at  the  same  time,  arrested 
Dysart,  and  also  took  possession  of  several 
barrels  of  beer,  some  kegs  of  whisky,  boxes  of 
cigars,  bar  fixtures,  soda  pop,  ice,  and  ail  oth- 
er goods  found  in  the  saloon,  and  hauled  the 
same  to  Guthrie,  a  distance  of  several  mUes, 
and  that  in  taking  and  transporting  said  goods 
the  same  were  so  carelessly  and  negligently 
handled  and  cared  for  that  the  beer,  ice,  and 
pop  were  lost  and  destroyed,  and  other  goods 
injured  and  destroyed,  in  the  sum  of  $372.50; 
and  that  they  were  damaged  In  the  sum  of 
$2,000  in  their  business.  The  defendants  an- 
swered, in  substance,  that  the  appellants  were 
at  the  time  violating  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  disturbing  the  peace,  and  selling  liq- 
uors in  violation  of  the  laws  of  the  territory, 
and  that  said  deputy  acted  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  special  orders  of  the  marsbaL  The 
cause  was  submitted  to  a  jury  upon  the  Issues 
and  an  agreed  statement  of  facts,  and  the 
court  Instructed  the  jury  to  return  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants.  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  defendants,  and  the  plaintiffs  appeal. 

The  agreed  statement  of  facts,  upon  which 
the  case  was  disposed  of,  Is  as  follows:  'It 
Is  agreed  between  counsel  that  the  defendant 
Lurty  did  not  know  personally  any  of  the  acta 
committed  by  the  deputy  marshal,  Tlllery, 
on  the  4th  day  of  July,  1890,  at  the  time  they 
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were  committed,  and  did  not  authorise  any  of 
the  acta  committed  on  that  occasion  by  the 
said  Tlllery,  other  than  those  which  the  law 
imposed  upon  him  by  reason  of  his  appointing 
Tlllery  as  his  deputy  to  serve  the  process  re- 
ferred to  In  the  complaint,  and  other  like  pro- 
ceases,  outside  of  what  appears  by  the  writ. 
It  Is  not,  however,  admitted  that  he  did  not 
know  personally  of  the  issuing  of  the  writ, 
and  the  delivery  of  the  writ  to  Tlllery.  That 
question  is  to  be  a  matter  of  evidence.  It  Is 
further  agreed  by  and  between  counsel  for 
plalutitC  and  defendant  that  the  said  Warren 
S.  Lurty  was  the  United  States  marshal  for 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma  on  said  day,  and 
had  been  some  days  prior  to  said  day,  and  re- 
mained such  marshal  for  some  days  subse- 
quent to  said  day.  It  is  also  agreed  that  the 
said  Joseph  W.  Tlllery  was  a  deputy  United 
States  marshal,  appointed  by  the  said  Warren 
8.  Lurty,  and  bad  been  so  appointed  for  some 
days  prior  to  said  day,  and  remained  such  dep- 
utj-  marshal  for  some  days  subsequent  to  said 
day.  It  is  also  agreed  that  the  said  Joseph 
W.  McNeal  and  Dennis  T.  Flynn  were  the  le- 
gal and  qualified  bondsmen  of  said  Lurty  dur- 
ing said  time.  It  is  also  agreed  that  the 
said  Barton  Smith  and  William  H.  Dysart,  de- 
fendants, were  partners,  doing  business  as  al- 
leged in  the  complaint,  and  owned  the  prop- 
erty therein  described,  and  that  said  property 
was  by  the  said  Joseph  W.  lUlery,  as  deputy 
marshal,  and  other  persons  appointed  and  di- 
rected by  him,  seized  and  carried  away  as 
stated  in  plaintiffs  complaint  filed  herein,  and 
that  he  carried  it  away,  claiming  to  act  as  said 
deputy  maishal.  and  that  a  portion  of  said 
property  was  consimaed  or  destroyed;  but  the 
quantity  destroyed,  and  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, and  the  damages  done  said  plaintiffs,  are 
to  be  matters  of  evidence,  subject  to  the  in- 
structions of  the  court.  It  is  admitted  tliat 
on  the  30th  day  of  June,  1890,  the  plaintiffs  In 
the  above-entitled  action  paid  to  Gregory  A. 
Sears,  deputy  collector  at  Guthrie,  Oklahoma 
territory,  special  taxes  required  of  them  by 
the  laws  of  the  United  States  to  entitle  them 
to  engage  In  the  business  of  retailing  splrlt- 
uons,  malt,  and  vinous  liquors  and  tobacco; 
that  they  engaged  In  said  business  on  the  2d 
day  of  July,  1890,  and  had  not  on  the  4th  day 
of  July,  1890,  yet  received  the  license  or  inter- 
nal revenue  stamps  for  the  business."  On 
motion  of  the  defendants  the  court  Instructed 
the  Jury  as  follows:  "The  court  Instructs  the 
Jury  that,  upon  the  statement  of  facts  agreed 
upon  and  filed  in  this  cause,  the  law  is  that  the 
plaintiffs  cannot  recover  In  this  action  against 
tiie  defendants  on  the  official  bond  of  Warren 
8.  liUrty,  on  which  this  action  is  brought,  and 
flie  court  Instructs  the  Jury  to  find  a  verdict 
for  the  defendants."  To  the  giving  of  this 
Instruction  the  plalntUTs  excepted. 

The  one  question  presented  by  this  record 
and  argued  by  counsel  Is  whether  or  not  the 
marshal  is  liable  on  his  ofiiclal  bond  for  the 
acts  of  his  deputy  In  seizing  and  damaging 
the  property  described  in  the  complaint    It 


is  not  contended  that  the  deputy  seized  the 
proi)erty  by  virtue  of  any  process,  or  that  any 
proceedings  were  pending  to  confiscate  the 
property,  or  that  It  had  actually  been  forfeit- 
ed to  the  United  States.  The  deputy  had  a 
warrant  for  the  arrest  of  one  of  the  defend- 
ants on  a  criminal  charge,  and  without  any 
process,  without  any  orders  from  his  princi- 
pal, and  without  his  knowledge,  seized  the 
liquors  and  other  property,  and  took  them 
away  from  apiiellant's  place  of  business. 
There  seems  to  be  considerable  confusion, 
and  some  conflict,  in  the  authorities,  as  to  the 
liability  of  officers  and  their  sureties  for  un- 
authorized acts  of  deputies.  It  is  generally 
conceded  that,  for  acts  done  virtute  officii, 
such  persons  will  be  held  liable;  but,  as  to 
acts  done  colore  officii,  the  authorities  are  not 
Iiannonlous.  It  is  contended  in  this  case 
that  the  seizure  of  this  property  was  done 
colore  officii,  and  that  the  marshal  and  his 
deputies  are  liable  on  the  otHcial  bond.  Acts 
done  colore  officii  are  such  acts  as  the  office 
gives  no  authority  to  perform.  The  appar- 
ent conflict  in  the  adjudicated  cases  exists 
more  in  the  confusion  of  the  application  and 
use  of  terms  than  In  the  principles  enunci- 
ated. Where  an  officer,  while  doing  an  act 
within  the  limits  of  his  official  authority,  ex- 
ercises such  authority  improperly,  or  exceeds 
his  official  powers,  or  abuses  an  official  dis- 
cretion vested  in  him,  he  becomes  liable  on 
his  official  bond  to  the  person  injured.  But 
where  he  acts  without  any  process,  and  with- 
out the  authority  of  his  office,  in  doing  such 
act  he  Is  not  to  be  considered  an  officer,  but  a 
personal  trespcusser.  The  weight  of  authority 
seems  to  support  the  doctrine  that  sureties  on 
an  official  bond  are  only  answerable  for  the 
acts  of  their  principal  while  engaged  in  the 
performance  of  some  duty  Imposed  upon  him 
by  law,  or  for  an  omission  to  perform  some 
such  duty.  Waymlre  v.  State,  80  Ind.  67; 
Governor  v.  Perrine,  23  Ala.  807;  Com.  v. 
Swope,  45  Pa.  St.  535;  Griffith  v.  Com.,  10 
Bush  (Ky.)  281;  Dorr  v.  Mickley,  16  Minn. 
20  (Gil.  8);  Huffman  r.  Eopplekom,  8  Neb. 
344;  State  v.  Mann,  21  Wis.  684;  Turner  v. 
Collier,  4  Helsk.  bO;  Thomas  v.  Browder,  33 
Tex.  783;  Boston  t.  Moore,  3  Allen,  126; 
Schloss  V.  White,  16  Cal.  «5;  People  v.  Pen- 
nock  Co.,  60  N.  Y.  421.  Difficulty  often 
arises  in  determining  whether  the  officer  act- 
ing officially  exceeds  his  authority,  or  wheth- 
er bis  acts  must  be  regarded  as  those  of  an 
Individual.  In  the  case  of  Lammon  v.  Feu- 
8ler,  111  U.  S.  17,  4  Sup.  Ct  286,  relied  on  by 
counsel  for  appellants,  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States  held  a  United  States  mar- 
shal liable  on  his  bond  for  seizing  the  prop- 
erty of  one  upon  a  writ  of  attachment  Issued 
against  the  property  of  another.  This  case 
would  seem  to  support  the  doctrine  that  an 
officer  will  be  held  liable  for  acts  done  colore 
officii,  but  the  case  only  follows  the  weight  of 
authority,  which  is  practically  unanimous 
that  an  officer  who,  in  attempting  to  execute 
a  valid  writ,  levies  on  the  property  of  a  third  > 
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person,  will  be  beld  liable  for  bla  acts.  He 
is  then  acting  otHclally,  under  process  appar- 
ently valid,  and  exceeds  bis  authority,  rather 
than  acting  without  any  authority.  This  case 
Is  not  in  conflict  with  the  ruling  of  the  supreme 
court  of  Kentuclcy  in  Com.  t.  Cole,  7  B. 
Men.  250,  wherein  it  was  beld  that  the  sure- 
ties on  a  constable's  bond  could  not  be  beld 
liable  for  money  collected  imder  false  pre- 
tense of  having  executions  in  bis  liands,  when 
in  fact  he  bad  no  such  executions.  In  the 
latter  case  the  otticer  was  not  acting  ollicial- 
ly;  or  within  the  authority  of  bis  office,  and 
bis  bondsnven  bad  not  undertaken  to  be  re- 
sponsDjIe  for  Ills  personal  conduct.  The 
general  rule  seems  to  be  that  if  the  deputy  is 
acting  under  a  writ  of  process,  and,  while 
attempting  to  execute  the  process,  be  exceeds 
his  authority,  and  commits  a  wrong,  or  fails 
to  perform  the  duty  imposed  upon  blm,  bis 
principal  and  the  principal's  sureties  will  be 
liable  for  any  damages  arising  from  sucb 
acts  or  omissions,  or  if  he  is  acting  without 
process,  and  under  the  orders  or  instructions, 
or  with  the  assent,  of  his  superior,  then  the 
principal  and  sureties  are  liable.  On  tbe 
other  hand.  If  the  deputy  assumes  to  act 
without  process,  or  without  the  knowledge  or 
assent  of  bis  principal,  and  performs  unau- 
thorized acts,  or  commits  a  wrong,  whether 
negligently  or  maliciously,  he  will  be  liable 
for  a  personal  trespass,  but  his  principal,  and 
the  bondsmen  of  the  principal,  are  not  liable. 
There  are  some  exceptions  to,  and  modiflca- 
tions  of,  these  general  rales,  but,  as  general 
principles,  they  are  in  harmony  with  tbe 
weight  of  adjudicated  cases.  Seizing  property 
without  color  of  process,  and  without  au- 
thority of  law,  does  not  render  the  sureties 
of  an  otticer  liable,  but  Is  a  naked  trespass. 
State  V.  Mann,  21  Wla  684;  Gerber  v.  Ackley, 
37  Wis.  43.  AVbere  an  officer,  though  he  as- 
sumes to  act  as  such,  commits  a  wrong  un- 
der circumstances  where  the  law  does  not 
impose  upon  blm  any  duty  to  act  at  all,  the 
wrong  is  not  a  violation  of  any  official  duty, 
and  consequently  is  not  embraced  within  the 
sponsorship  of  the  surety.  Hawkins  v. 
Thomas  (Ind.  App.)  29  N.  E.  157.  In  the 
case  of  Holliman  v.  Carroll,  27  Tex.  23,  tbe 
court  beld  that,  while  a  sherifF  Is  officially 
liable  for  seizing  the  property  of  one  person 
under  an  execution  against  another,  be  Is  not 
liable  for  seizing  such  property  without  any 
writ  at  all.  Tbe  same  principle  is  applied 
in  case  of  Baton  v.  Kelly,  72  N.  C.  110;  Ken- 
dall V.  Aleshbre,  28  Neb.  707,  45  N.  W.  167; 
and  Clinton  v.  Nelson,  2  Utah,  284.  This 
principle  Is  applicable  here.  Tbe  deputy, 
Tillery,  seized  the  property  In  question  with- 
out any  process;  without  any  Instructions 
from,  or  knowledge  of,  his  principal,— and 
not  in  tbe  discharge  of  any  duty  imposed  up- 
on blm  by  law.  And  when  TlUery  seized 
these  goods  be  did  so  without  authority  of 
law,  and  without  color  of  process,  and  it  was 
bis  personal  act,  and  not  in  the  discharge  of 
any  official  duty  that  his  principal  or  their 


bondsmen   bad    contracted   that   he   should 
falthftilly  perform  according  to  law. 

Under  the  agreed  statement  of  facts,  the 
defendants  were  not  liable  for  the  damages 
claimed,  and  there  was  no  error  in  tbe  in- 
struction given.    Judgment  affirmed. 


BRICKNER  V.   SPORLEDER. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oltlahoma.    Sept  7.  1895.) 

Appeal  prom  Probate  Court— Bosd—Objectios 

TO  Sureties. 

1.  Section  5255,  St.  1800,  providing  tisat  an 
appeal  from  a  justice's  court  is  not  effeotual  for 
any  purpose  unless  an  undertaking  be  filed,  with 
two  or  more  sureties,  in  the  sum  of  $100.  etc., 
is  essential  and  mandatory  as  a  condition  pre- 
cedent, and  cannot  be  enlarged  or  expanded  to 
mean  a  single  surety. 

2.  When  tlie  adverse  party  picepts  to  the 
sufficiency  of  the  sureties  as  provided  in  section 
5250.  St.  1890,  the  failure  of  the  party  desiriug 
to  appeal  to  produce  the  same  or  other  sureties, 
to  qualify  as  provided  in  said  section,  renders 
the  appeal  as  though  no  undertaking  had  been 
given. 

3.  Appeals  from  the  final  judgments  of  pro- 
bate courts  under  section  11H2,  St  1890,  ratified 
by  act  of  congress,  shall  be  taken  to  the  su- 
preme court  in  the  same  manner  as  from  the  dis- 
trict court  and  with  like  effect  when  only  ques- 
tions of  law  are  involved  in  the  appeal,  and  to 
the  district  court  of  the  county  when  questions 
of  fact  are  to  lie  tried  in  the  appellate  court; 
the  appeal  to  be  taken  in  the  manner  and  form 
as  appeals  are  taken  from  judgments  of  justices 
of  the  peace. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  to  district  court,  Logan  county;  be- 
fore Chief  Justice  E.  B.  Green. 

Action  by  one  Sporleder  against  one  Brick- 
ner  to  recover  the  sum  of  $300.15.  The  case 
was  tried  by  a  Jury,  and  a  vordlct  rendered  in 
favor  of  the  plaintifl:  for  the  sum  of  $267.89. 
Defendant  brings  error.   Affirmed. 

S.  D.  Decker,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  Keaton 
&  Cotteral,  for  defendant  in  error. 

SCOTT,  J.  Judgment  was  rendered  In  the 
probate  court  for  defendant  in  error,  plaintKf 
In  tbe  court  below,  on  the  16th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1893,  for  the  sum  of  $267.89.  On  the 
16th  day  of  February,  1893,  the  plaintiff  In 
error  gave  notice  of  appeal  to  the  district 
court,  and  on  the  17th  day  of  February,  1888, 
entered  into  an  appeal  bond  as  required  by 
section  5255,  St  Okl.  1890,  with  the  exception 
that  but  one  surety  was  on  the  bond.  To  this 
bond  the  defendant  in  error,  on  the  21st  day 
of  February,  filed  his  written  exceptions. 
The  record  was  then  filed  in  the  district  court 
of  Logan  county.  Tbe  defendant  in  error 
filed  in  said  court  his  motion  to  dismiss  the 
api>eal  for  tbe  following  reasons:  "First. 
Because  no  appeal  bond  with  two  or  more 
sureties,  as  by  law  required,  was  ever  ffied 
In  said  cause.  The  pretended  appeal  bond 
filed  in  said  cause  has  but  one  surety  thereto, 
and  is  wholly  insufficient  In  law.  Second. 
Because  tbe  plaintiff  duly  filed  his  exceptions 
to  the  sufficiency  of  tbe  sureties  on  the  appeal 
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bond  flied  In  said  cause  within  five  days 
after  i..t>  same  was  filed,  and  tbe  defendant 
did  not  produce  the  sureties  to  justify  upon 
said  bond,  upon  notice  given  to  the  plain- 
tiff." Thereafter  the  said  motion  was,  by 
leave  of  the  court,  amended  as  follows: 
"Third.  Because  there  is  no  appeal  to  this 
court  from  the  Judgment  of  the  probate  court 
rendered  In  said  court  and  the  court  has  no 
Jurisdiction  to  entertain  said  appeal."  On 
April  13,  1893,  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Brick- 
ncr,  filed  In  the  district  court  his  motion  and 
application  to  perfect  his  appeal  by  giving  a 
good  and  sufilclent  appeal  bond,  setting  up, 
as  his  grounds  therefor,  that  when  his  appeal 
bond  was  given  he  had  two  sureties— William 
H.  Coyle  and  George  W.  Taylor— to  go  on  his 
bond,  but  that  the  probate  Judge  failed  to 
take  the  second  surety,  for  the  reason  that 
he  held  the  bond  to  be  good  with  one  surety, 
and  approved  It;  which  motion  was  support- 
ed by  affidavit  of  George  W.  Taylor,  and  a 
new  appeal  bond,  with  W.  H.  Coyle  and 
George  W.  Taylor  as  sureties,  attached  there- 
to. On  the  13th  day  of  June,  1893,  the  mo- 
tion of  plaintiff  to  dismiss  the  appeal  was 
sustained,  and  the  appeal  dismissed,  and  ex- 
ception taken  and  allowed,  time  being  given 
to  make  a  case  for  this  court 

The  decisive  question  in  tliis  case  is  wheth- 
er the  undertaking  on  appeal,  executed  by  a 
single  surety,  is  sufflcient,  when  the  terms  of 
the  statute  providing  for  appeals  in  such 
cases  require  two  or  more  sureties.  Tbe 
quesrtion  is  one  of  construction.  The  relevant 
portions  of  the  Oklahoma  Statutes  on  the 
subject  of  appeals  of  this  character  are  in 
terms  as  follows:  "An  appeal  from  a  Jus- 
tice's court  is  not  effectual  for  any  purpose 
unless  an  undertaking  be  filed,  with  two  or 
more  sureties,  in  tbe  sum  of  one  hundred 
dollars  for  the  payment  of  the  costs  on  the 
appeal;  or  If  a  stay  of  proceedings  be 
claimed  in  a  sum  equal  to  twice  the  amount 
of  the  Judgment.  •  •  •  The  adverse  party 
may  except  to  the  sufficiency  of  the  sureties 
within  five  days  after  the  filing  of  the  under- 
taking and  unless  they  or  other  sureties  justi- 
fy before  tbe  Justice  before  whom  the  appeal 
is  taken,  within  five  days  thereafter,  upon 
notice  to  the  adverse  party,  to  the  amount 
stated  in  their  affidavits  the  appeal  must  be 
regarded  as  if  no  such  undertaking  had  been 
given."  St  Okl.  1890,  S  5255.  The  above 
provisions  are  made  applicable  to  proceedings 
for  the  removal  of  causes  from  probate 
courts  to  district  courts  by  appeal  from  final 
Judgments  of  said  probate  courts.  Id.  $  1642. 
It  Is  also  by  virtue  of  the  section  of  the  stat- 
ute last  cited  that  the  district  courts  are  vest- 
ed with  appellate  Jurisdiction  to  review  the 
Judgments  of  probate  courts  of  this  territory 
when  exercising  a  jurisdiction  other  than  tes- 
tamentary, and  as  extended  by  chapter  19 
of  the  Oklahoma  Statutes  of  1890,  and  sub- 
sequently ratified  by  act  of  congress.  This 
statute  vests  in  the  district  courts  the  appel- 
late power  to  review  the  judgments  of  the 


probate  courts  of  the  territory  in  these  cases, 
and  provides  the  mode  of  reviewing  such 
judgment.  The  general  rule  Is  that,  where  a 
valid  statute  provides  the  mode  of  reviewing 
a  judgment,  that  mode  must  be  pursued.  An- 
derson V.  People,  28  111.  App.  317;  Mining 
Co.  V.  Ross,  20  Nev.  127,  18  Pac.  358.  It  is 
a  well-recogulzed  canon  of  construction  in 
these  cases  tliat,  where  a  statutory  remedy 
or  proceeding  Is  specially  provided,  it  cannot 
be  enlarged  by  construction,  nor  made  avail- 
able or  valid  except  on  the  statutory  condi- 
tions; that  is,  by  strictly  following  the  direc- 
tions of  the  act.  Sutb.  St  Const.  §  392,  and 
cases  cited.  This  rule  is  applied  to  the  mode 
of  taking  a  case  to  an  appellate  court,  when 
prescribed  by  statute.  Id.  §  394;  Rlcard  v. 
Smith,  37  Miss.  644;  Humphrey  v.  Chamber- 
lain, 11  N.  Y.  274.  Applying  this  doctrine 
of  the  strict  construction  to  the  case  before 
us,  it  appears  that  the  requirement  of  two  or 
more  sureties  is  essential  and  mandatory  as  a 
condition  precedent,  and  cannot  be  enlarged 
or  eximndcd  to  mean  a  single  surety.  Indeed, 
the  language  of  the  statute  Itself,  which  is 
the  first  principle  of  Interpretation,  is  clear 
and  unambiguous.  It  provlles:  "An  appeal 
•  •  •  is  not  effectual  for  any  purpose,  un- 
less an  imdertaking  be  filed  with  two  or 
more  sureties."  That  is  to  say,  not  effectual 
for  any  purpose,  including  either  stay  of  pro- 
ceedings after  Judgment  in  the  lower  court, 
or  for  the  purpose  of  founding  the  jurisdic- 
tion of  the  appellate  tribunal.  It  is  true  that 
it  devolves  upon  the  appellate  tribunal  to  de- 
cide Its  own  Jurisdiction.  Hungerford  v. 
Cushlng,  8  Wis.  324.  But  in  so  deciding,  it 
must  be  governed  by  organic  law,  valid  acts 
of  the  legislature,  and  the  accepted  rules  of 
construction.  In  view  of  the  plain  enact- 
ments of  the  legislature  upon  this  sul)ject  in 
terms  that  are  clear  and  unambiguous,  we 
arc  not  warranted  In  saying  tliat  an  under- 
taking on  appeal  executed  by  one  surety 
shall  be  effectual,  for  the  purpose  of  founding 
the  appellate  jurisdiction  of  the  district 
court,  when  the  legislature  has  said  that  such 
an  appeal  is  not  effectual  for  any  purpose  un- 
less an  undertaking  be  filed  with  two  or 
more  sureties;  and  tbe  mode  of  taking  the 
appeal  is  recognized  and  applied  by  the  same 
section  that  creates  and  vests  the  appellate 
jurisdiction  of  the  district  courts.  Section 
1G39  relates  in  terms  to  pleadings,  practice, 
and  proceedings  in  said  (probate)  court,  not 
in  the  appellate  court,  and  the  words  "after 
judgment,"  in  that  connection,  could  not 
naturally  be  construed  to  mean  a  grant  of  ap- 
pellate power  and  procedure  in  an  appellate 
court,  which  Is  not  even  mentioned.  Tbe 
cases  of  Judson  v.  Buler  (Dak.)  50  N.  W.  482. 
snd  Towle  v.  Bradley  (S.  D.)  Id.  1057.  relied 
on  by  appellant,  do  not  present  the  point  un- 
der consideration  here.  In  both  of  those 
cases  there  were  two  sureties,  who  executed 
the  undertaking.  In  the  first  case  the  ques- 
tion arose  upon  what  constituted  a  sufflcient 
Justification  under  the^^^gf^  xJ?K.m^^ 
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ond  case  one  of  tbe  two  BuretieB  was  held  dis- 
qualified and  incompetent,  and  tbe  undertak- 
ing, which  had  not  been  duly  excepted  to, 
was,  it  appears,  under  the  circumstances  of 
that  case,  treated  as  a  voidable  obligation, 
rather  than  void.  But  in  this  case  there  Is 
upon  the  face  of  the  proceedings  a  patent 
failure  to  comply  with  the  requirements  of 
tbe  statute,  and  but  one  surety  executes  tbe 
undertalcing,  when  the  law  requires  two  or 
more  as  a  condition  precedent  to  tbe  appeal 
being  effectual  for  any  purpose. 

It  cannot  avail  appellant  that  he  was  inno- 
cently misled  by  the  alleged  statement  of  the 
probate  Judge  that  it  was  unnecessary  for 
more  than  one  surety  to  sign  the  bond,  as  it 
is  good  without  It;  for  the  trial  court  cannot 
decide  upon  the  jurisdiction  of  tbe  appellate 
court.  Hungerford  v.  Cushing,  8  Wis.  324. 
The  appellant  is  presumed  to  know  the  law, 
and  "ignorantia  legis  excusat  nemlnem."  It 
also  appears  that  tbe  defendant  in  error  filed 
exceptions  to  the  sufiidency  of  the  sureties 
under  section  5235,  St.  1890,  and  the  plaintiff 
in  error  failed  to  appear  with  his  sureties  for 
the  purpose  of  justifying  as  provided  In  the 
same  section.  A  failure  to  do  this  rendered 
tbe  appeal  as  though  no  such  undertaking 
had  been  given. 

While  the  jurisdictional  question  raised  as 
to  the  right  of  appeal  from  the  probate  court 
to  tbe  supreme  and  district  courts  is  not 
necessary  to  a  determination  of  this  particu- 
lar case,  yet  it  is  a  question  that  should  be 
settled  by  this  court  at  the  first  opportunity; 
and,  tbe  proposition  being  squarely  In  this 
case,  we  will,  so  far  as  this  case  Is  concern- 
ed, definitely  settle  It.  It  appears,  as  above 
indicated,  that  by  section  1042,  St  Okl.  1890, 
the  district  courts  of  this  territory  are  grant- 
ed appellate  jurisdiction  over  tbe  probate 
courts.  Tbe  language  of  thte  act  is  as  fol- 
lows: "Appeals  from  the  final  judgment  of 
said  probate  courts  shall  be  allowed  and  tak- 
en to  the  supreme  court  of  this  territory  in  the 
same  manner  as  [from]  tne  district  court 
and  with  like  effect  when  only  questions  of 
law  are  involved  in  tbe  appeal  If  questions 
of  fact  are  to  be  re-tried  In  the  appellate 
court  tbe  appeals  shall  be  taken  to  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  county  in  manner  and  form 
as  appeals  are  taken  from  judgments  of  jus- 
tices of  tbe  peace."  A  slight  transposition  of 
this  phraseology  will,  It  seems,  make  the  in- 
tent more  clear.  If  necessary,  thus:  When 
only  questions  of  law  are  Involved,  appeals 
from  the  final  judgment  or  said  probate 
courts  shall  be  allowed  and  taken  to  tlie  su- 
preme court  of  this  territory,  etc.  If  ques- 
tions of  fact  are  to  be  tried  in  the  appellate 
court,  the  appeals  shall  be  taken  to  tbe  dis- 
trict court  of  the  territory  in  the  manner 
and  form  as  appeals  are  taken  from  judg- 
ments of  justices  of  the  peace.  This  sec- 
tion classifies  appeals  with  reference  to 
questions  of  law  and  questions  of  fact,  and 
confers  appellate  jurisdiction  m  the  first  de- 
scription of  cases  upon  the  supreme  court. 


and  In  tbe  second  upon  tbe  district  court  of 
the  county.  In  each  class  of  cases  tne  mode 
of  procedure  is  provided  by  reference.  If  the 
question  involved  is  one  of  law,  tbe  jurisdic- 
tion is  conferred  on  the  supreme  court  to  de- 
termine tbe  appeal,  which  is  taken  "in  tbe 
same  manner  as  [from]  tbe  district  court, 
and  with  like  effect."  If  the  cause  Involves 
questions  of  fact  sought  to  be  retried,  tbe  ap- 
pellate jurisdiction  in  the  premises  is  confer- 
red on  tbe  district  court  of  the  county  "in 
the  manner  and  form  as  appeals  are  taken 
from  the  Judgments  of  justices  of  tbe  peace." 
The  jurisdiction  is  granted  in  each  case  to  a 
designated  court,  and  the  mode  of  exercising 
that  jurisdiction  Is  prescribed.  Applying  this 
obvious  construction  to  tbe  case  as  presented, 
—It  appearing  from  tbe  record  that  the  ap- 
peal from  tbe  probate  court  of  Logan  county 
to  the  district  court  of  that  county  involved 
in  this  case  only  questions  of  law,— it  follows 
that  tbe  district  court  was  without  appellate 
jurisdiction  in  tbe  premises,  and  tbe  Judgment 
of  dismissal  of  the  appeal  by  that  court  was 
proi)erIy  entered.  Even  If  the  provisions  on 
this  subject  were  deemed  dubious  or  uncer- 
tain. It  is  presumed  that  there  was  no  inten- 
tion on  tbe  part  of  the  legislature  to  depart 
from  any  established  policy  of  the  law,  nor 
to  oust  the  jurisdiction  of  the  supreme  court. 
The  judgment  of  the  lower  court  will  be  af- 
firmed. It  is  so  ordered.  All  tbe  Justices 
concurring. 

BIEREIt,  3.,  having  been  counsel  in  the 
case,  not  sitting. 


TERRITORY  ex  rel.  HUSTON  v.  PITTS. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.  Sept  7,  1885.) 
Clehk  op  Coukt— Fees. 
Tlie  legislative  assembly  of  the  territory 
has  no  power  to  enact  laws  regulating  the  com- 
pensiitiun  and  feus  of  clerks  of  the  territorial 
c'oi'rts,  since,  by  the  laws  of  congress  anl  the 
rules  and  reKulntions  of  the  department.  Bucli 
clerks  are  required  to  account  for  all  fees  earned 
by  them,  of  whatever  nature,  to  the  treasury  of 
the  United  States.  Pitts  v.  Logan  Co.,  41  Pac. 
584.  followed. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Action  in  mandamus,  on  the  relation  of  A. 
H.  Huston,  county  attorney,  filed  In  tbe  su- 
preme court  April  15,  1805.  Alternative 
writ  awarded  same  date,  returnable  to  the 
supreme  court  at  the  June  term.  Case  sub- 
mitted on  briefs  and  oral  argument  Per- 
emptory writ  denied. 

A.  H.  Huston,  Co.  Atty.,  for  the  Territory. 
Asp,  Shartel  &  Cottingham,  for  respondent 

SCOTT,  J.  This  is  an  original  proceeding 
in  mandamus  filed  in  this  court  on  the  15th 
day  of  April,  1895,  on  the  relation  of  A.  H. 
Huston,  county  attorney  of  Logtin  countjr,  to 
compel  Louis  E.  Pitts,  clerk  of  the  district 
court  of  Logan  county,  to  pay  into  the  county 
treasury  of  said  Logan  county  certain  fees 
earned  by  bim  as  such  clerli.    Tbe  petition 
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allies:  "Your  relator,  A  H.  Hiuton.  sbows 
to  the  court:  That  be  is  the  dnly  elected, 
qnalified,  and  acting  county  attorney  of  the 
county  of  Logan  and  territory  of  Oklahoma. 
That  the  defendant,  LauIs  E.  Pitts,  is  the 
duly  appointed,  qualilled,  and  acting  clerk  of 
the  district  court  of  the  county  of  Logan  and 
territory  of  Oklahoma.  That  as  such  cleric 
the  said  Louis  E.  Pitts,  from  and  after  the 
8th  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1895,  to  and  includ- 
ing the  31st  day  of  March,  A.  J>.  1805,  col- 
lected, in  fees,  as  clerk  of  such  district  court. 
In  civil  cases,  the  sum  of  sixty-five  ($65)  dol- 
lars. That  it  was  the  duty  of  the  said 
Louis  E.  Pitts,  and  is  the  duty  of  the  said 
Louis  E.  Pitts,  as  such  clerk,  to  pay  over  to 
the  county  treasurer  of  the  county  of  Logan 
and  territory  of  Oklahoma,  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  the  terri- 
torial legislature  of  the  territory  of  Okla- 
homa approved  March  8,  1895,  being  entitled 
'An  act  with  relation  to  fees  and  salaries,' 
all  in  excess  of  the  said  sum  so  collected  over 
and  above  the  sum  of  thirty  and  «>/ioo 
($30.80)  dollars;  the  same  being  the  ratable 
proportion  which  the  said  Louis  E.  Pitts  was 
authorized  by  the  provisions  of  said  act  to 
retain  for  the  portion  of  the  imexplred  quar- 
ter ending  March  31,  1895,  after  the  taking 
effect  of  said  law  as  aforesaid.  The  said 
Louis  E.  Pitts,  notwithstanding  his  duty  in 
the  premises,  and  bis  duty  to  file  an  account 
and  statement  ■with  the  board  of  county  com- 
missioners of  the  amount  of  his  fees  so  col- 
lected  in  civil  cases,  and  to  return  the  excess 
thereof  to  the  board  of  county  commissioners, 
has  failed,  neglected,  and  refused,  upon  de- 
mand thereunto  made  upon  him  so  to  do,  ei- 
ther to  file  his  said  account,  or  pay  into  the 
county  treasury  of  said  county  the  said  sum 
of  twenty-lour  and  »<>/ioo  dollars,  being  the 
excess  of  fees  collected  In  civil  cases  over  and 
above  the  amount  allowed  by  law  to  be  re- 
tained by  bim.  That  your  relator  has  been 
directed  by  the  board  of  coimty  commisslon- 
ers  of  said  county  to  prosecute  this  action  to 
compel  the  said  Louis  E.  Pitts  to  file  the  said 
statement  of  his  said  account  as  aforesaid, 
and  to  pay  over  the  excess  thereof  into  the 
county  treasury  of  the  said  county.  That  your 
relator  is  without  any  other  remedy  than  pro- 
ceedings upon  mandamus,  and  that  your  re- 
lator has  no  adequate  remedy  from  the  or- 
dinary proceedings  at  law  to  compel  the  per- 
formance of  the  said  act  so  as  aforesaid  im- 
posed upon  the  said  Louis  E.  Pitts  by  law. 
Wherefore  your  relator  prays  that  an  alterna- 
tive writ  of  mandamus  may  issue  in  this 
cause,  returnable  according  to  law,  and  that 
upon  final  bearing  hereof  be  have  judgment 
awarding  a  peremptory  writ  of  mandamus 
in  said  cause  to  compel  the  doing  of  the  acta 
refused  by  the  said  defendant."  On  the  same 
day  said  petition  was  presented  to  Chief  Jus- 
tice FRANK  DALE,  and  an  alternative  writ 
was  awarded,  commanding  said  Louis  E. 
Pitts,  the  reqwndent,  to  do  and  perform 
forthwith  the  acts  complained  of,  or  on  the 


8d  day  of  June,  1806,  before  the  supreuje 
court  of  said  territory,  show  cause  why  a 
peremptory  writ  of  mandamus  should  not  is- 
sue to  compel  him  to  do  so.  The  same  ques- 
tion, therefore,  is  involved  in  this  case  as 
presented  in  the  case  of  Pitts  v.  Logan  Co., 
41  Paa  584,  decided  by  this  court  heretofore, 
except  that  in  that  case  the  clerk  had  insti- 
tuted suit  agaiust  Logan  county  for  fees 
earned  by  him,  and  in  this  case  the  county  of 
Logan  institutes  this  proceeding  to  compel 
the  clerk  to  pay  into  the  county  treasury  cer- 
tain fees  alleged  to  be  due  under  the  same 
act  of  the  legislative  assembly.  The  clerk  In 
this  case,  as  in  that  one,  denies  the  authority 
of  the  legislative  assembly  to  prescribe  his 
fees;  claiming,  under  the  organic  act  and 
federal  fee  bill,  that  his  fees  are  fixed  by  a 
superior  authority.  The  question  was  very 
fully  discussed  In  Pitts  v.  Logan  Co.,  supra, 
and  we  there  held  to  this  view:  that  the 
clerk  was  accountable  to  the  United  States 
for  all  the  fees  earned  by  bim,  and,  acting  In 
pursuance  of  these  laws,  declared  the  acts  of 
the  legislature  were  ultra  vires,  as  beyond 
the  prescribed  limits  of  legislative  power. 
The  principle  Involved  in  that  case  is  applica- 
ble here,  and  the  reasoning  supporting  our 
view  there  will  support  the  same  doctrine 
here.  The  peremptory  writ  will  therefore  be 
denied.  It  is  so  ordered.  All  the  Justices 
concurring,  except  BURFORD,  J.,  dissenting. 


UNITED  STATES  ex  rei.  SEARCH  et  al.  t. 
CHOCTAW,  O.  &  G.  B.  CO.  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oklahoma.     Sept.  7,  1805.) 

Indian  Tebritort  —  Location  of  Railroad  — 
Approval  of  Secketaky  or  Interior — Appeal 
BT  United  States— Bond  for  Costs— Phactice 
— Motion  for  New  Trial  — Appeal  —  Making 
Costs  —  Extension  op  Time  —  Kecord  —  Evi- 
dence —  Strikiko  Irrelevant  Matter  from 
Record— Review— Parties — Enjoining  Public 
NrisAKOE  —  Amendment  of  Statute  —  Public 
Lands — Indians — Individual  Ocoopanct. 

1.  By  an  act  of  congress  approved  February 
18.  1888,  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Com- 
pany, a  corporation,  was  invested  and  empow- 
ered with  the  right  of  locating  and  constructing 
a  railway  through  the  Indian  Territory  "by  the 
most  feasible  and  practicable  route."  The  con- 
ditions precedent  stated  in  the  act  were:  (1) 
That  the  corporation  is  authorized  to  use  a  right 
of  way  100  feet  in  width  through  said  territory; 
and  (2)  for  all  the  purposes  of  railway,  and  for 
no  other  purpose;  and  (3)  to  talte  and  use  a 
strip  of  land  200  feet  in  width,  with  a  length 
of  3.(XX)  feet,  in  addition  to  the  right  of  way,  for 
stations,  for  every  10  miles  of  road;  and  (4) 
the  right  to  use  such  additional  ground,  where 
there  are  heavy  cuts  or  fills,  as  may  he  neces- 
sary for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  roadbed,  not  to  exceed  100  feot  in  width  on 
each  side  of  the  right  of  way;  and  (5)  that  no 
more  than  such  addition  of  land  shall  be  talcen 
for  any  one  station;  and  (0)  that  no  part  of  the 
lands  authorized  to  be  taken  should  be  leased 
by  the  company;  and  (7)  that  they  should  not 
be  used  except  in  such  a  manner,  and  for  such 
purposes  only,  as  should  be  necessary  for  the 
construction  of  said  railroad;  and  (8)  that  when 
any  portion  thereof  shall  cease  to  be  used  such 
portion  should  revert  to  the  nation  or  tribe  of 
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Indiana  from  which  the  same  shonld  t>e  talien; 
and  (9)  that  full  compensation  should  be  made 
to  individual  occupants  accordine  to  the  laws, 
usages,  and  customs  of  any  of  the  nations  or 
tribes  through  which  it  might  be  constructed; 
and  (10)  that,  in  case  of  failure  to  make  amica- 
ble settlement,  compensation  was  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  appraisement  of  three  referees, 
one  to  be  appointed  by  the  president,  one  by  the 
chief  of  the  nation  to  which  said  occupant  be- 
longs, and  one  by  the  railway  company,  together 
with  proTisions  for  appeal  to  the  district  court; 
and  (11)  that  upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  it 
judgment  was  for  a  larger  sum  than  the  award 
of  the  referees,  the  costs  of  appeal  were  to  be  ad- 
judged against  the  railway  company;  and  (12) 
that  when  proceedings  were  commenced  in  court 
the  railway  company  was  to  pay  double  the 
amount  of  the  award  into  court,  to  abide  the 
judgment  thereof,  before  having  the  right  to  en- 
ter upon  the  property;  and  (13)  that  the  rail- 
way company  was  to  pay  to  the  secretary  of  the 
interior,  for  the  benefit  of  the  particular  nations 
or  tribes  through  whose  lands  said  railway  may 
be  located,  the  sum  of  $50  per  mile,  in  addition 
to  compensation  provided  for  in  this  act.  The 
defendant  company  complied  with  all  these  con- 
ditions before  filing  its  map  of  survey  in  the  de- 
partment of  the  interior,  and  submitting  it  to 
the  secretary  of  the  interior  for  his  approval. 
It  is  also  provided  in  the  act,  as  conditions  sub- 
sequent, that,  (1)  when  any  portion  thereof 
(that  is,  of  the  land  over  which  the  right  of  way 
was  granted)  shall  cease  to  be  used,  such  pot^ 
tion  shall  revert  to  the  nation  or  tribe  of  In- 
dians from  which  the  same  shall  be  taken;  and 
(2)  that  congress  shall  have  certain  rights,  so 
long  as  said  lands  are  occupied  and  irassessed 
by  said  nations  and  tribes,  etc.;  and,  in  section 
7,  (3)  that  the  servants  of  the  company  may 
reside  upon  the  right  of  way,  but  subject  to  the 
provisions  of  the  Indian  intercourse  laws,  and 
such  rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  estal>- 
lished  by  the  secretary  of  the  interior  in  accord- 
ance with  said  intercourse  laws;  and  (4)  con- 
current jurisdiction  is  provided  over  controver- 
sies arising  between  said  railway  company  and 
the  nations  and  tribes  through  whose  territory 
said  railway  shall  be  constructed,  in  the  United 
States  circuit  and  district  courts  for  the  West- 
ern district  of  Arkansas  and  the  Northern  dis- 
trict of  Texas  (it  being  here  observed  that  juris- 
diction over  controversies  is  provided  for  be- 
tween the  railway  company  and  Indian  nations 
or  tribes  alone,  and  not  between  either  of  them 
and  any  white  cltzen  or  citizens  of  the  United 
States):  and  (5)  that  all  mortgages  executed  by 
the  railway  company  upon  any  portion  of  its 
railroad  were  to  be  recorded  in  the  department 
of  the  interior.  The  act  provided  "that  when 
a  map  showing  any  portion  of  said  railway 
company's  located  line  is  iiled  as  herein  pro- 
vided for,  said  company  shall  commence  grad- 
ing said  located  line  within  six  months  thereaft- 
er or  such  location  shall  be  void:  and  said  lo- 
cation shall  be  approved  by  the  secretary  of  the 
interior  in  sections  of  twenty-five  miles  before 
construction  of  any  such  section  shall  be  be- 
gun." By  a  second  act  of  congress,  apjirovetl 
February  13,  1889,  amending  section  1  of  the 
act  of  1888,  the  company  was  authorized  to 
build  a  branch  line  of  railway,  by  the  "most 
feasible  and  practicable  route,"  to  an  intersec- 
tion with  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6 
Bailway  Company,  in  what  was  then  the  north- 
western part  of  the  Indian  Territory.  In  1890 
the  company  filed  in  the  department  of  the  in- 
terior a  map  of  the  route,  running  from  a  point 
near  the  eastern  line  in  Oklahoma,  in  a  wester- 
ly direction  within  the  territory  of  Oklahoma, 
through  the  Pottawatomie  Indian  Reservation, 
to  a  point  about  25  miles  east  of  Oklahoma  City, 
where  it  connected  with  another  section  of  25 
miles,  which  had  been  theretofore  approved  by 
the  secretary  of  the  interior.  By  Act  Cong. 
May  2,  1890,  the  lands  in  question  had  been  in- 
cluded within  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  sub- 
ject to  the  provision  that:   "Kothing  in  this  act 


shall  be  construed  to  impair  any  right  now  per- 
taining to  any  Indians  or  Indian  tribe  in  said 
territory  under  the  laws,  agreements  and  treat- 
ies of  the  United  .States,  or  to  impair  the  rights 
of  personal  property  pertaining  to  said  Indians, 
or  to  affect  the  authority  of  the  government 
of  the  United  States  to  make  any  regulation  or 
to  make  any  law  respecting  said  Indians,  their 
lands,  property  or  otiier  rights  which  it  wonld 
have  been  competent  to  make  if  this  act  had 
not  been  passed."  Upon  the  opening  of  the 
Pottawatomie  Reservation  to  white  settlement, 
the  town  site  of  Tecumseh  was  reserved,  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  land  department,  for  a 
town  site,  and  the  county  seat  of  Pottawatomie 
county  was  locaced  thereupon.  The  map  for 
this  section,  filed  in  1890,  was  not  acted  upon 
by  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  and  it  was  not 
built  upon  by  the  railway  company.  The  com- 
pany became  insolvent,  its  projierty  was  about 
to  be  sold,  under  foreclosure  of  mortgage,  for 
the  payment  of  its  debts;  and  the  road  was. 
by  reason  thereof,  reorganized  in  1894  under  an 
act  of  congress  approved  August  24,  1894.  by 
which  the  defendant  the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  & 
Gulf  Railroad  Company  was  incorixirated,  and 
authorized  to  purchase  the  property  and  fran- 
chises of  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Com- 
pany, and  was  "vested  with  all  the  right,  title, 
interest  and  property  in  and  to  the  rights  of 
way  and  property  of  the  said  company,  with 
ail  the  rights,  powers,  immunities,  privileges 
and  franchises  which  had  been  hitherto  confer- 
red upon  said  company,"  and  was  required  to  do 
all  the  things  necessary  to  enable  the  said  com- 
pany to  maintain,  use,  and  operate  the  railroads 
which  it  might  iiecome  possessed  of,  in  con- 
formity with  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  con- 
gress relating  to  and  affecting  the  Choctaw 
Coal  &  Railway  Company.  The  defendant 
company,  in  pursuance  of  the  authority  here 
given,  purchased  the  property,  rights,  and  fran- 
chises mentioned  on  the  3d  day  of  October. 
1894,  and  made  a  surrey  of  a  section  of  25 
miles  of  the  said  railway  from  the  point  on  the 
eastern  line  of  Oklahoma  to  a  point  about  25 
miles  east  of  Oklahoma  City,  and  which  is  des- 
ignated in  these  proceedings  as  section  4  of  its 
railway  survey,  and  upon  its  raiiwa.v  map,  and, 
at  the  request  of  the  secretary  of  the  interior, 
filed  the  said  map  in  the  department  of  the  in- 
terior, and  presented  it  to  him  for  his  approval 
in  December  of  1894.  The  survey  of  1890  was 
located  S^  miles  from  where  the  town  of  Te- 
cumseh now  is  (and  which  was  not  then  built 
or  located)  upon  the  amended  map  so  presented 
to  the  secretary.  The  survey  of  1894  was  lo- 
cated between  5  and  6  miles  from  that  town. 
Upon  February  15,  1895,  the  secretory  of  the 
interior  expressed  his  disapproval  of  the  map 
filed  in  the  department  of  the  interior  in  Decem- 
ber, 1894,  except  where  its  line  coincides  with 
the  line  shown  upon  the  original  map  of  the 
fourth  section,  filed  in  the  Indian  ofiice  in  1890. 
The  defendant  company  has  complied  with  all 
the  conditions  precedent  designated  above,  un- 
der the  numbers  1  to  13.  before  filing  the  map  of 
survey,  and  submitting  the  same  to  the  sec- 
retary of  the  interior  for  his  approval.  There- 
upon the  defendant  company  procoHled  to  grade 
its  line  through  Oklahoma  and  Pottawatomie 
counties,  crossing  public  roads,  school  lands, 
and  through  the  Kickapoo  Indian  Reservation, 
which  had  been  several  years  previously  set 
apart,  by  executive  order  of  the  president,  as  a 
reservation  for  the  occupancy  of  the  Kickapoo 
tribe  of  Indians.  The  fee-simple  title  to  said 
lands  was  in  the  United  States,  subject  to  the 
occupancy  of  the  Kickapoo  Indians  by  the  ex- 
ecutive order  of  the  president.  By  agreement 
made  September  9,  1891,  the  Kickapoo  Indians 
ceded  and  relinquished  all  their  interest  in  the 
lands  to  the  United  States  government.  This 
agreement  was  ratified  and  confirmed  by  acts 
of  congress  approved  March  3,  1893.  The 
agreement  provided  that  each  of  said  Kickapoo 
Indians  should  receive  an  allotment  of  80  acres, 
and   that  said    allotments   should    be   held  in 
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trust  by  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  for  the  in- 
diTidual  Indians,  for  the  period  or  25  years, 
and  that  the  allotments  should  not  be  subject  to 
alienation,  and  that  upon  their  being  made 
the  remainder  of  the  reservation  should  be 
opened  for  settlement  by  white  citizens  of  the 
United  States.  Thereafter,  on  the  18th  day  of 
May,  1895,  the  president,  by  his  proclamation 
of  that  date,  declared  that  the  said  lands  should 
be  opened  to  settlement  on  the  23d  day  of  May, 
1895.  The  laws  of  Oklahoma  authorize:  "Any 
railroad  corporation  may,  under  the  prorisions 
of  this  article,  extend  its  road  from  any  point 
named  in  its  charter  or  articles  of  organization, 
or  may  build  branch  roads  either  from  any 
point  on  its  line  of  road  or  from  any  point  on 
the  line  of  any  other  road  connecting  or  to  be 
connected  with  its  roads,"  etc.  It  is  held,  that 
the  defendant  company  having  complied  with 
all  the  conditions  contained  in  the  acts  of  con- 
gress "incorporating  and  authorizing"  and  "in- 
vesting and  empowering"  it  to  locate  and  con- 
struct its  line;  and  said  conditions  having  been 
imposed  for  the  purpose  of  protecting  the  Indian 
interest;  and  said  approval  having  been  re- 
quired from  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  by  sec- 
tion 6  of  the  act  of  1S88,  for  the  purpose  of 
compelling  the  performance  of  said  conditions, 
and  for  the  protection  of  the  Indian  interest; 
and  said  Indian  interest,  as  such,  according 
to  the  laws,  customs,  and  usages  of  Indian  na- 
tions and  tribes,  having  been  extinguished  in 
the  land  over  which  said  section  4,  of  25  miles, 
is  built;  and  the  land  now  being  subject  to  the 
laws  of  Oklahoma  territory  respecting  rail- 
roads; and  the  defendant  having  complied  with 
the  laws  of  the  territory,  so  as  to  authorize  it  to 
claim,  and  to  entitle  it  to,  the  benefit  of  those 
laws:  and  the  railroad  laws  of  this  territory  not 
requiring  the  approval  of  the  secretary  of  the 
interior,— said  approval  is  not  a  necessary  pre- 
requisite to  the  right  of  said  company  to  locate 
and  construct  its  line  of  railroad. 

2.  The  provision  of  section  1001  of  the  Re- 
vised Statutes  of  the  Lnited  States,  that  "when- 
ever a  writ  of  error,  or  other  process  in  law 
•  •  •  issues  from,  or  is  brought  up  to  the  su- 
preme court,  or  circuit  court,  either  of  the 
United  States,  or  by  direction  of  any  depart- 
ment of  the  government,  no  bond,  obligation, 
or  security  shall  be  required  from  the  United 
States,  or  from  any  party  acting  under  the  di- 
rection aforesaid,  either  to  prosecute  said  suit, 
or  to  answer  in  damages  or  costs,"  does  not  ap- 
ply to  a  case  which  is  brought  up  from  a  dis- 
trict court  of  the  territory  to  the  supreme  court 
of  the  territory.  The  Code  of  Procedure,  from 
which  section  1(X)1  is  taken,  does  not  relate  to 
the  territorial  courts.  The  rule  of  this  court, 
therefore,  applies,  which  requires  that  "no 
cause  shall  be  docketed  until  security  for  costs 
shall  be  given."  etc. 

3.  The  practice,  pleadings,  and  forms  and 
modes  of  proceeding  of  the  territorial  courts,  as 
well  as  their  respective  jurisdictions,  subject  to 
such  conditions  as  are  expressed  in  the  organ- 
ic act  itself,  were  intcuded  to  be  left  to  the  ac- 
tion of  the  territorial  legislature,  and  to  such 
mles  as  might  be  adopted  by  the  courts  them- 
aelves.  They  are  not  provided  for  by  the  civil 
procedure  adopted  by  congress  for  the  direction 
of  the  supremo  court  and  circuit  and  district 
courts  of  the  United  States.  The  defendants 
are  entitled  to  an  order  requiring  the  plaintiffs 
to  give  security  for  costs,  to  be  approved  by  the 
clerk  of  the  supreme  court,  conditioned  for  the 
payment  of  all  costs  for  which  the  plaintiffs 
fn  error  are  liable,  before  they  can  require  any 
further  proceeding,  or  demand  any  further  re- 
lief. 

4.  In  an  action  in  which  the  name  and  au- 
thority of  the  United  States  are  authorized  to 
be  used  by  private  parties,  as  relators,  for  the 
protection  of  private  interests,  such  private  par- 
ties would  not  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  a  stat- 
ute which  provides  that  tlie  United  States  shall 
be  exempt  from  tbe  payment  of  or  security  for 
costa  upon  writ  of  error  or  appeal,    lu  such  case 


they  are  the  real  parties  in  interest,  and  are  snb- 
je<;t  to  the  same  liabilities  for  costs  as  are  oth- 
er litigants, 

5.  Our  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  having  been 
adopted  from  the  state  of  Kansas,  this  court 
will  follow  the  principles  of  construction  and 
interpretation  wnich  nave  been  applied  to  it 
by  the  supreme  court  of  that  state. 

6.  The  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  be  filed 
in  strict  conformity  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute,— that  is,  withiu  three  days  after  the 
verdict  was  rendered, — unless  it  is  made  to  ap- 
pear that  the  parly  making  tbe  motion  has  been 
unavoidably  prevented.  And,  when  no  such 
showing  that  the  party  has  been  unavoidably 
prevented  from  filing  his  motion  within  the  time 
specified  has  been  made,  the  court  cannot  con- 
sider or  review  the  errors  occurring  upon  the 
trial. 

7.  The  district  court  or  judge  has  no  pow- 
er to  extend  the  time  for  making  a  case  after 
the  time  fixed  by  the  statute  or  the  time  fixed 
by  the  order  of  the  district  court  for  extension 
of  time  for  making  a  case  made  has  elapsed. 

8.  The  district  court  or  judge,  having  no  ju- 
risdiction to  extend  the  time  by  a  direct  order  to 
that  effect,  cannot  do  so  indirectly  by  revoking 
a  final  judgment  after  it  has  been  made,  and 
undertaking  to  make  another  final  judgment  of 
a  later  date,  and  by  including  in  such  final  judg- 
ment an  order  extending  the  time  for  making 
a  case  made,  and  permitting  at  such  later  date, 
more  than  three  days  after  verdict  and  judg- 
ment, a  motion  for  a  new  trial  to  be  made, 
after  the  time  had  expired  within  which  the 
case  might  be  made,  or  a  motion  be  made  for 
a  now  trial. 

9.  Affidavits,  a  map,  and  letters  purporting 
to  have  been  UEe<l  as  evidence  at  the  hearing  be- 
low, and  an  opinion  of  the  district  court  brought 
here,  annexed  to  the  petition  in  error,  and  certi- 
fied to  by  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  as  "a 
true,  full,  and  complete  copy  of  the  proceedings 
and  papers  in  the  case,  as  the  same  remains  on 
file  m  my  office,"  and  not  having  been  sub- 
mitted to  the  judge  who  should  settle  and  sign 
the  same,  do  not  bring  the  evidence  here  in  such 
form  as  that  it  can  be  reviewed  by  this  court 

10.  The  method  prescribed  by  the  statute  for 
bringing  evidence  into  this  court  by  case  made 
is  the  only  and  exclusive  method  by  which  evi- 
dence can  be  brought  here  to  be  reviewed  and 
examined  upon  error.  A  written  opinion  pre- 
pared and  filed  in  the  case  by  the  judge  of  the 
district  court,  in  which  are  some  of  the  affidavits 
used  as  evidence  at  the  bearing,  and  which  is 
by^  the  decree  expressly  made  a  part  of  the  rec- 
ord, the  de<'ree  at  the  same  time  stating  that 
"the  proofs  are  made  a  part  of  the  record,"  are 
insufficient  to  bring  the  evidence  hero  for  ex- 
amination and  review. 

11.  Upon  trial  of  questions  of  fact  by  the 
court,  if  the  court  makes  specific  findings  of  fact 
and  conclusions  of  law,  and  these  are  entered 
upon  the  journal  at  the  request  of  one  of  tbe 
parties  to  the  cause,  although  not  made  a  part 
of  the  record  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  are  yet  a 
part  of  the  record,  hut  the  voluntary  opinion 
of  the  court,  although  made  in  writing,  not  upon 
the  request  of  one  of  the  parties  to  the  cause, 
and  although  it  includes  a  statement  of  facts, 
is  a  general  finding  only,  and  is  not  a  part  or 
the  record. 

12.  No  evidence,  depositions,  affidavits,  or 
judge's  opinion  is  a  part  of  the  record,  unless 
made  so  oy  being  embodied  in  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions or  case  made;  and  neither  the  clerk,  by 
his  certificate,  nor  the  direction  of  the  judge 
himself,  can  be  effective  to  incorporate  these 
things  in  the  record,  in  the  absence  of  statutory 
autliority. 

13.  A  motion  to  strike  from  the  transcript 
filed  in  tbe  case  affidavits,  certificates,  letters, 
and  map  purporting  to  have  been  used  as  evi- 
dence at  the  hearing  below,  but  not  brought  here 
by  case  made  or  bill  of  exceptions,  for  the  rea- 
son that  they  are  not  a  part  of  the  record,  and 
so  are  improperly  filed  in  the  case,  and  to  tax  the 
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oovta  of  naUnK  IIiom  portlona  of  the  tranBcript 
to  the  plaintltfi.  la  proporiy  made,  and  will  bo 
•oataiDed. 

14.  Evidence  haTlnc  been  prodnced  at  the 
hearing  below,  and  the  Jadgment  of  the  court 
hBTtng  been  rendered  thereapon,  and  the  btI- 
denee  not  having  been  bronght  here  bj  a  case 
made  or  bill  of  exceptiona,  thia  court  will  not 
go  into  an  examination  aa  to  whether  the  trial 
Jadge  erred  in  rendering  the  judgment  which  he 
did.  Every  presumption  Is  in  favor  of  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  finding  of  the  trial  court  upon 
the  facts,  if  it  is  a  court  of  general  jurisdic- 
tion, antii  the  contrary  is  made  to  affirmadvelj 
appear. 

15.  Upon  a  motion  for  judgment  upon  the 
pleadings  the  rule  is  that  if  the  motion  has  not 
been  made  in  the  iriai  court,  and  the  opposite 

Krtj  thereby  notified  of  defects  which  he  would 
entitled  to  amend  in  furtherance  of  justice, 
and  an  opportunity  afforded  to  the  trial  court  to 
consider  and  pass  upon  the  questions  involved, 
and  the  motion  is  made  for  the  first  time  in  this 
court,  the  party  mnkine  the  motion  Is  not  enti- 
tled to  relief,  but  the  judgment  will  be  affirmed 
without  looking  into  the  merits  of  the  action. 

16.  If  an  action  bo  prosecuted  in  the  name 
of  the  government  upon  the  relation  of  indi- 
viduals, the  Individuals  who  thus  prosecute  the 
action  must  be  the  real  parties  in  interest.  If 
the  object  of  the  proceeding  is  to  compel  the 
performance  of  a  public  duty,  or  to  restrain  the 
commission  of  a  public  wrong,  the  people  are  re- 
garded as  the  real  party  in  interest;  and  the 
action  must  be  brought  in  the  name  of  the  ter- 
ritory, upon  the  relation  of  the  prosecuting 
officer,  or  upon  tbe  relation  of  some  member  of 
the  pnblic  who  has  a  personal  interest  in  the 
resnft.  If  the  relief  is  sought  merely  for  the 
protection  of  private  rights,  the  relator  must 
show  some  special  interest  in  the  matter  in  liti- 
gation, since  be  is  regarded  as  the  real  party. 
His  rights  must  clearly  appear. 

17.  In  an  action  for  the  prevention  of  a  pnlv- 
lie  nuisance,  tbe  petition  must  show  that  tbe 
relators  have  suffered  some  special  or  peculiar 
injury  not  shared  by  the  pnblic  alike,  in  order  to 
suatam  the  action. 

18.  If  suit  is  brought  by  the  United  States  for 
the  protection  of  some  private  intereat.  It  must 
appear  that  there  is  some  obligation  subsisting 
under  which  it  is  incumbent  upon  the  United 
States  to  litigate  in  behalf  of  the  public,  or  of 
those  who  offer  themselves  aa  relators  in  the 
proposed  litieation.  If  these  conditions  do  not 
appear,  the  litigation  cannot  be  sustained. 

19.  An  amendment  to  an  act  of  congress, 
which,  by  its  provisions,  is  but  an  amendment  to 
a  single  section  of  that  act,  Is  made  and  must 
be  accepted  subject  to  all  the  provisions  of  the 
original  act  which  has  been  amended. 

20.  The  fact  that  a  railway  corporation  has 
been  incorporated  under  a  special  act  of  con- 
gress, which  provides  special  conditions  under 
which  the  company  mnst  accept  the  benefits 
therein  provided,  and  which  provides  for  the 
protection  of  special  interests,  will  not  prevent 
such  corporation  from  complying  with  a  general 
railway  law  of  this  territory,  and  accepting 
and  availing  Itself  of  the  benefits  thereof,  when 
tiie  special  conditions  nnder  which  it  was  origi- 
nally incorporated  have  been  fulfilled,  and  when 
the  special  Interests  requiring  protection  at  the 
time  of  the  original  incorporation  no  longer  ex- 
ist. 

21.  It  cannot  be  claimed  tbaX  this  is  an  ac- 
tion in  which  the  United  States  itself  is  the  real 

Earty  In  interest.  If  it  were  in  fact  so,  and  this 
I  a  proceeding  In  which  the  United  States  is 
the  real  party  in  interest,  there  would  then  be 
a  misjoinder  of  parties.  The  action  would  be 
tbe  action  of  tbe  United  States,  in  which  the 
relators  have  been  improperly  joined. 

22.  Individual  occupancy  of  land  is  in  pursu- 
ance of  and  a  part  of  the  laws,  customs,  and 
usages  of  th*  Indian  tritws  who  have  a  right 
of  occupancy  only  upon  the  public  domain  of 
th*  United  States  nnder  sxecutiv*  order,  as  it 


is  also  by  tribes  occupying  sudi  lands  aa  an 
held  in  fee  simple  by  the  tribes  tbemselvea. 

23.  ▲  provision  of  an  act  of  oongresa  em- 
powering a  railway  company  to  locate  ito  Uns 
''by  the  moat  feasible  and  praeticabU  ronto" 
is  a  provision  intended  for  the  benefit  of  ths 
railroad  company,  in  order  that  it  may  provide 
for  the  most  economical  line,  and  that  whidi 
would  be  most  beneficial  to  the  commercial  ob- 
jects and  purposes  which  it  has  in  view  in  con- 
structing its  hue,  and  for  the  cheaper  and  more 
advantageous  transportation  of  the  persons  and 
property  of  the  public. 

24.  An  Indian  tribe  having  made  an  agree- 
ment with  the  United  States  upon  September  9, 
ISSl,  by  which  it  agreed  to  cede  all  its  interest 
in  certain  lands  theretofore  occupied  as  a  res- 
ervation, and  congress  having  ratified  snch 
agreement  upon  the  3d  day  of  May,  1893,  and 
certain  allotments  having  been  provided  by 
such  agreement  for  the  Individnal  Indiana  of 
such  tnbe,  and  such  individnal  Indians  having 
accepted  such  allotments,  the  Interest  of  the 
Indian  tribe  In  the  lands  agreed  to  be  ceded  by 
such  agreement  became  thereby  extingnished. 

(Syllabns  by  the  Conrt) 

Error  to  district  court,  Pottawatomie  coant7. 
Af&rmedL 

This  1b  an  Injunction  proceeding,  In  wblcb 
the  plaintiff  below  (plaintiff  in  error  bare) 
prayed  that  an  injunction  be  Issued,  command 
ing  each  and  every  of  tbe  defendants,  their 
oflacers,  serranta,  employes,  agents,  contract- 
ors, and  workmen,  and  all  persons  acting  for 
m  representing  tbe  defendants,  to  refrain  fnsm 
any  further  constructing  or  completing  a  rail- 
road described  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  upon 
tbe  line  of  Its  proposed  location,  as  shown  by 
a  map  filed  in  the  oflice  of  the  secretaTy  of 
the  Interior  In  tbe  year  1894,  and  from  build- 
ing, constructing,  maintaining,  operating,  or  in 
any  manner  nsing,  a  railroad  upon  tbe  loca- 
tion shown  by  said  map,  or  any  other  Une  or 
route  whatsoever,  without  tbe  approval  of  tbe 
secretary  of  the  Interior  first  being  bad  as 
provided  by  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
and  that  upon  the  bearing  of  tbe  cause  the 
order  be  made  perpetual,  and  for  further  re- 
lief. The  case  appears  from  the  pleadings 
herewith  given. 

The  bill  of  complaint  was  filed  on  tbe  19tli 
day  of  March,  1895,  In  the  district  court  for 
Pottawatomie  county.  Third  judicial  districU 
and  sets  forth  that  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica, by  Richard  Olney,  attorney  general  of  the 
United  States,  on  the  relation  of  William  & 
Search,  Samuel  Clay,  Wright  Christian,  Ed- 
ward J.  Kelley,  and  George  A.  Outcelt,  pre- 
sents this  bin  of  complaint  against  the  Choo 
taw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad  Company,  a 
corporation  organized  and  existing  under  and 
in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the  act  of 
congress  approved  August  24,  1894,  and  enti- 
tled "An  act  to  authorize  pnrcbaBera  of  the 
property  and  franchises  of  the  Choctaw  Coal 
and  Railway  Company,  to  organise  a  corpora- 
tion and  to  confer  upon  the  same  all  the  pow- 
ers, privileges  and  franchises  vested  In  the 
company,"  and  George  S.  Good  and  George  8. 
Good  &  Co.,  a  copartnenhlp. 

Plaintiffs  say:  That  by  act  of  congress  ap- 
proved February  18,  1888,  as  amended  by  tbe 
act  of  congreu  approved  Februarjr  13,  1888^ 
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entitled  "An  act  to  amend  an  act  entitled 
«An  act  to  authorize  the  Choctaw  Coal  and 
Bailway  Comiwny  to  construct  and  oper- 
ate a  railway  through  the  Indian  Territo- 
ry,' and  for  otlier  purposes,"  approved  Feb- 
ruary 18,  1888,  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Hallway 
Company,  a  corporation  organized  and  exist- 
ing under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Minnesota, 
was  granted  a  right  of  way  for  a  railroad, 
with  the  right  of  locating,  constructing,  own- 
ing, equipping,  operating,  using,  and  maintain- 
ing a  railway,  telegraph,  and  telephone  line 
through  the  Indian  Territory,  beginning  at  a 
point  on  Red  River,  ♦  ♦  •  in  the  Indian 
Territory,  and  running  thence,  by  the  most  fea- 
sible and  practicable  route  through  the  said 
Indian  Territory,  to  a  point  on  the  east  boun- 
dary line  immediately  contiguous  to  the  west 
boundary  line  of  the  state  of  Arkansas,  also 
a  branch  line  of  railroad  to  be  constructed 
from  the  most  suitable  point  on  the  main  line 
for  obtaining  a  feasible  and  practicable  route, 
In  a  westerly  or  northwesterly  dhrectlon,  to 
the  leased  coal  veins  of  the  Choctaw  Coal  & 
Railway  Company,  in  Tobucksey  county,  Choc- 
taw Nation,  and  thence,  by  the  most  feasible 
and  practicable  route,  to  an  intersection  with 
the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  Fi  Railway  at 
the  most  convenient  point  between  Halifax 
station  and  Ear  creek,  otherwise  known  as  the 
'•North  Fork  of  the  Canadian  River,"  and  that 
In  and  by  said  act  of  congress,  as  so  amended, 
it  is  provided  that  the  said  Choctaw  Coal  & 
Railroad  Company  should  cause  maps  show- 
ing the  route  of  its  located  lines  through  said 
territory  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secre- 
tary of  the  interior,  and  that  the  location  of 
said  lines  should  be  approved  by  the  secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  in  sections  of  25  miles, 
before  the  construction  of  any  such  section 
should  be  begun.  That  the  point  of  Junction 
of  the  branch  line  of  the  said  Choctaw  Coal  & 
Railway  Company  with  the  Atchison,  Topeka 
&  Santa  F6  Railway,  as  selected.  Is  locat- 
ed in  wliat  is  now  Oklahoma  county,  in  Okla- 
homa territory,  formerly  constituting  a  part 
of  the  Indian  Territory.  By  subsequent  acts 
of  congress  the  time  for  the  completion  of 
said  railroad  lines  was  extended  until  Febru- 
ary of  the  year  1896.  In  the  year  1890  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Hallway  Company  filed  In 
the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  a 
map  of  the  fourth  section  (of  25  miles  or  there- 
abouts) of  its  said  branch  road,  extending 
from  Its  main  line  to  the  proposed  Junction 
with  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Rail- 
way; but  the  map  and  the  location  of  section 
4,  as  shown  thereby,  were  never  approved  by 
the  secretary  of  the  interior,  nor  was  any  ac- 
tion ever  taken  by  the  secretary  of  the  interior 
in  relation  thereto,  nor  was  any  effort  ever 
made  by  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Com- 
pany to  build  thereon,  but  on  the  contrary  the 
matter  on  the  said  map,  and  of  Uie  location  of 
the  said  road  as  therein  described,  has  been 
suffered  to  lapse  and  become  of  no  legal  ef- 
fect. TTiat  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Com- 
pany having  become  Insolvent,  as  recited  in 


the  aforesaid  act  of  congress  of  August  24, 

1894,  the  right  of  way,  property,  and  fran- 
chises of  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Com- 
pany were  sold  under  judicial  process  and  de- 
cree of  a  court  having  Jurisdiction  in  the  prem- 
ises; and  thereupon  the  purchasers  at  the  said 
Judicial  sale.and  acting  underand  by  virtueof 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress  of  August 
24,  1894,  organized,  in  accordance  with  said 
provisions,  the  defendant  corporation  the  Choc- 
taw, Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railway  Company,— 
whereby,  the  complaint  Insisted,  the  Choctaw, 
Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railway  Comiuiny  suc- 
ceeded to,  and  became  the  owners  of,  the  said 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company,  and  be- 
came bound  by  the  same  limitations  and  pro- 
visions of  law  in  regard  to  the  use,  enjoyment, 
and  exercise  of  the  same  that  had  been  ob- 
ligatory upon  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway 
Company.  That  the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  & 
Gulf  Railway  Company  did  not  claim  to  pos- 
sess any  corporate  right,  franchise,  or  privi- 
lege other  than  it  derives  from  the  aforesaid 

acts  of  congress.     That  on  or  about  the 

day  of  December,  in  the  year  1894,  the  Choc- 
taw, Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad  Company  filed 
in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  interior, 
in  compliance  with  the  provisicms  of  the  afore- 
said acts  of  1888,  a  map  of  the  route  and  loca- 
tion of  the  fourth  section  of  its  proposed  line 
of  railway,  from  its  main  line  to  the  Junction 
with  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Hall- 
way, of  which  said  map  and  location  proof 
was  to  be  made,  which  section  begins  at  or 
about  section  4,  township  11  N.,  range  2  E.  of 
the  Indian  meridian.  In  Oklahoma  county,  ter- 
ritory of  Oklahoma,  and  thence,  running  in  an 
easterly  or  slightly  southeasterly  direction, 
about  6  miles,  through  the  county  of  Oklaho- 
ma, and  about  T^  miles  through  the  Kickapoo 
Indian  Reservation,  and  about  11  miles  In  Pot- 
tawatomie county,  in  said  territory  of  Okla- 
homa. That  the  map  and  the  location  of  rail- 
way thereby  exhibited  have  never  been  ap- 
proved by  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  nor 
has  his  consent  for  construction  of  the  branch 
line  of  railway  upon  the  route  indicated  ever 
been  granted;  but  on  the  contrary,  and  on  or 
about  the  15th  day  of  February,  1895,  the  sec- 
retary of  the  interior  did  disapprove,  in  part, 
the  proposed  location,  by  writing  on  the  map, 
over  his  signature,  the  words  and  figures: 
"Department  of  the  Interior,  February  15th, 

1895.  The  within  map  Is  hereby  dlsapi«t>ved, 
except  where  said  line  coincides  with  the  line 
shown  upon  the  original  map  of  the  fourth 
section,  filed  in  the  Indian  office  In  1890. 
Hoke  Smith,  Secretary."  That  the  original 
map  of  the  fourth  section,  thus  referred  to  by 
the  secretary  of  the  interior  as  having  been 
filed  in  1890,  is  the  unapproved  map,  hereto- 
fore referred  to,  of  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Rail- 
way Company,  with  which  the  location,  as 
shown  by  the  map  of  the  defendant  railroad 
company  filed  in  1894,  does  not  coincide 
throughout,  but,  on  the  contrary,  widely  de- 
parts therefrom,  from  and  between  section 
35,  township  10  N.,  range  4  E.  of  the  Indian 
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merlcllaD,  Jn  Oklahoma  territory,  in  Pottawat- 
omie county,  and  section  36,  township  11  N., 
range  2  E.  ot  the  Indian  meridian,  in  Okla- 
homa county,  said  divergent  line  passing 
through  the  KIckapoo  Indian  Reservation. 

The  complainant  further  shows  that  no  map 
of  the  location  of  the  fourth  section  of  the 
railroad  has  been  approved,  in  whole  or  In 
part,  by  the  secretary  of  the  Interior.  And 
the  plaintiff  alleges  and  charges  that,  under 
the  acts  of  congress  aforesaid,  it  was  and  is 
not  lawful  for  the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf 
Railroad  Company  to  construct  its  railroad  up- 
on the  location  so  disapproved  as  aforesaid, 
or  upon  any  part  of  the  fourth  section  thereof, 
or  in  any  location,  without  the  approval,  au- 
thority, and  consent  of  the  secretary  of  the  in- 
terior, for  that  purpose  to  be  first  had  and 
obtained.  Nevertheless,  in  disregard  of  said 
disapproval,  and  without  any  approval  by  the 
secretary  of  the  interior  of  the  location  shown 
by  the  map  of  1894,  the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma 
&  G-ulf  Railroad  Company,  its  officers,  agents, 
and  employes,  and  the  said  other  defendants, 
who  are  contractors  with  and  under  the  said 
last-named  railroad  company  for  the  perform- 
ance of  certain  labor  or  the  furnishing  of  ma- 
terial, or  both,  in  the  construction  of  said  road, 
have  bejnm  the  construction  of  said  road  up- 
on the  location  of  section  4,  as  shown  by  the 
map  of  1894,  and  have  cut  and  removed  tim- 
ber from  the  location,  and  have  graded  the 
line  upon  the  location,  or  portions  thereof, 
upon  the  said  section,  as  well  as  upon  that 
part  thereof  disapproved  by  the  secretary  of 
the  interior  as  aforesaid,  as  upon  that  part  of 
the  section  whereupon  the  location,  while  not 
afflrniatlvely  disapproved,  has  not  been  H'p- 
proved,  and  the  defendants,  their  officers, 
agents,  and  employes,  and  servants,  are  now 
constructing  the  railroad  upon  section  4,  and 
are  threatening  to  and  intending  to  con- 
tinue such  construction  thereon  to  comple- 
tion, and  the  railroad  company  threatens  to 
use  and  operate  the  road,  when  constructed, 
over  and  upon  section  4.  with  its  engines  and 
cars,  for  the  transportation  of  passengers  and 
freight  In  the  conduct  of  Its  railroad  business. 
That  such  construction  has  been  over,  across, 
and  upon  public  highways;  some  of  the  high- 
ways being  In  Pottawatomie  count.v,  and  oth- 
ers In  Oklahoma  county,  and  others  In  the 
KIckapoo  Indian  Reservation;  said  KIckapoo 
Indian  Resei-vation  being  surveyed  lands  of 
the  United  States,  divided  into  townshli>a, 
sections,  and  quarter  sections;  and  that  said 
highways  in  each  of  the  said  counties  are.  and 
for  several  years  last  past  have  been,  dedicat- 
ed to  public  use  as  public  roads.  Complain- 
ant charges  that  the  construction  of  the  rail- 
road by  the  defendants,  and  each  of  them,— 
botli  the  part  already  done,  and  also  that 
part  threatened  and  contemplated  to  be  con- 
structed.—Is  an  encroachment  upon  the  lands 
of  the  United  States,  an  Invasion  of  the  rights 
of  the  United  States  In  said  lands  and  high- 
ways, an  injury  to  tlie  right  of  use  by  the 
public  of  such  highways,  and  Is  a  public  nui- 


sance. The  section  of  road  in  question  ex- 
tends from  and  between  section  16,  township 
19  N.,  range  5  W,  of  the  Indian  meridian,  in 
Pottawatomie  county  to  section  4,  township 
11  N.,  of  range  2  R  of  said  Indian  meridian. 
In  Oklahoma  county,  and  the  proposed  loca- 
tion of  said  section,  as  shown  by  the  map  of 
1894,  runs  over  and  across  section  16,  town- 
ship 9  X.,  range  5  E.  of  the  Indian  meridian, 
and  section  36  in  township  10  N.,  range  4  E. 
of  the  Indian  meridian,  known  as  "Public 
School  Lands,"  and  part  of  the  lands  of  the 
United  States,  both  sections  lying  in  Potta- 
watomie county,  and  also  through  the  allot- 
ments of  lands  to  Samuel  Wilson,  Japtha  Wil- 
son, and  others,  all  being  Indians,  holding 
their  allotments  as  members  of  the  Shawnee 
and  Pottawatomie  Indian  tribes,  from  ttie 
United  States,  under  contracts,  and  by  pat- 
ents similar  In  provision  and  character,  to 
those  hereinafter  described  as  made  with,  and 
granted  to,  the  KIckapoo  Indians;  said  con- 
tracts being  made  In  the  year  1890,  and  the 
patents  providing  for  a  trusteeship  by  the 
United  States,  and  a  restriction  of  the  pow- 
ers of  the  Indians  to  convey  or  incumber  such 
allotments  for  25  years  thereafter,  under 
which  contracts  and  patents  said  Indians  yet 
hold  their  respective  allotments,  said  allot- 
ments being  In  Pottawatomie  county;  also 
through,  over,  and  across  section  36,  township 
11,  range  2  B.  of  the  Indian  meridian,  in  Ok- 
lahoma county,  known  as  "public  school 
lands,"  and  parts  of  the  land  of  the  United 
States.  That  the  land  in  the  KIckapoo  In- 
dian Reservation  over  which  the  proposed 
line  is  Intended  to  pass  lias,  under  agreement 
made  by  the  United  States  with  the  KIckapoo 
Indian  tribe  dated  June  21,  1891,  and  ratifled 
and  set  out  in  the  act  of  congress  approved 
March  3,  1893,  been  allotted  to  members  of 
the  Indian  tribe,  except,  to  wit,  one  section, 
which  remains  the  property  of  the  United 
States.  That  under  the  contract  between  the 
United  States  and  the  KIckapoo  Indians  the 
patents  for  the  lands  so  allotted  (some  of  them 
have  lieen,  and  others  are  to  be.  issued  to  said 
Indians)  are  made  with  the  condition  that 
the  United  States  sliall  hold  these  lands  in 
trust  for  the  patentees  for  the  period  of  2.> 
years  from  the  date  of  the  contract  (or  pat- 
ent), at  tlie  end  of  which  period,  unless  such 
period  is  extended  by  the  president  of  the 
United  States,  patents  In  fee  simple  shall  be 
Issued  to  said  allottees,  respectively,  who  are 
prohibited,  during  the  continuance  of  the  said 
2.5  yeare.  from  alienating  any  part  of  the  said 
lands.  Tliat  said  allotments  are  yet  held  by 
the  said  Indians  under  the  contract  and  act 
of  congress.  That  said  KIckapoo  Indian  Res- 
ervation has  not,  by  proclamation  of  the  pres- 
ident of  the  United  States,  been  restored  to 
the  public  domain. 

The  bill  of  complaint  closes  with  the  prayer 
for  relief,  as  set  forth  above,  and  Is  signed 
by  Richard  Olney,  attorney  general,  and  is 
verified  by  the  relatoro,  severally  and  respec- 
tively, as  true,  except  as  to  the  maps,  con- 
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tracts,  and  agreements  with  the  Kickapoos, 
and  acts  of  congress,  wbich  are  yerifled  upon 
knowledge  and  belief. 

Thereupon,  and  in  connection  with  tlie  bill 
of  complaint,  the  relators  filed  their  agree- 
ment and  obligation  in  this  court  in  the  fol- 
lowing terms,  after  entitling  the  obligation 
and  agreement  with  the  title  of  the  cause: 
"■William  S.  Search,  Samuel  Clay,  Wright 
Christian,  and  George  A.  Outcelt,  and  Ed- 
ward J.  Kelley  hereby  agree  that  their  names 
shall  be  used  as  relators  in  the  alxive-entitled 
cause,  and  that  they  will  be  responsible  to 
the  United  States  for  its  costs  incurred  there- 
in. [Signed]  William  S.  Search.  Samuel 
Clay.  Wright  Christian.  Edward  J.  Kelley. 
G.  A.  Outcelt." 

Summons  issued  upon  the  same  day  upon 
which  the  petition  was  filed,  and  upon  the 
next  (the  20th  day  of  May.  1895)  a  temporary 
injunction  was  granted  as  prayed,  and  was  is- 
sued by  the  clerk,  the  original  of  which  has, 
as  stated  in  the  transcript,  been  lost,  and  a 
copy  of  which  cannot  be  supplied.  The  de- 
fendant the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Rail- 
road Company  filed  its  answer  herein  upon 
the  17th  day  of  April,  1805,  in  the  following 
terms: 

"Come  now  the  defendants,  and,  for  sepa- 
rate answers  to  the  petition  in  this  cause,  sev- 
erally deny,  all  and  singular,  the  allegations 
therein  contained  except  such  as  are  herein- 
after expressly  admitted,  and  aver  that  they 
have  a  full  and  complete  answer  to  the  peti- 
tion filed  herein,  and  aver: 

"(1)  That  by  virtue  of  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  the  railroad  company  by  the  act 
of  congress  approved  August  24,  1894,  and 
the  conveyance  made  in  pursuance  of  the  de- 
cree of  the  United  States  court  in  the  Indian 
Territory  and  of  Oklahoma  territory,  the 
said  company  was  invested  and  empowered 
with  full  authority  to  locate  its  line  of  rail- 
road in  Oklahoma  territory,  without  any  su- 
pervision or  interference  whatever  by  the 
secretary  of  the  interior.  That  under  the  act 
of  February  18,  1888,  conferring  upon  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company  the  right 
to  build  said  lines,  and  under  the  laws  of  the 
territory  of  Oklahoma,  to  all  of  which  rights 
the  defendant  company,  under  the  act  of  Au- 
gust 24,  1894,  succeeded,  the  defendant  was 
invested  with  the  sole  right  of  locating  said 
line,  and  the  secretary  of  the  interior  had  no 
legal  light  to  approve  or  disapprove  said  lo- 
cation. 

"(2)  That  immediately  after  the  passage  of 
the  act  of  August  24,  1894,  and  In  pursuance 
of  said  act,  and  by  virtue  of  the  powers  con- 
ferred upon  it  by  said  act,  the  defendant  the 
Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad  Com- 
pany began  to  make  surveys  between  South 
McAllister  and  Oklahoma  City  for  the  pur- 
pose of  making  a  location  of  the  railroad  it 
was  authorized  to  build  under  said  act,  and 
to  secure  the  most  feasible  and  practicable 
route  for  the  same.  And  on  or  a1x)ut  Novem- 
ber 1,  1894,  the  engineers  of  the  company 


made  a  selection  of  the  line  covered  by  the 
map  number  four  in  question,  and  reported 
the  same  to  the  company,  which  line  was 
afterwards  adopted  and  approved  by  the 
board  of  directors  of  said  company.  That 
said  line  was  on  the  most  feasible  and  prac- 
ticable route,  and  was  the  shortest  and 
cheapest  available  route  between  said  points. 
That  the  location  was  made  by  said  company 
in  good  faith,  governed  solely  by  a  desire  to 
secure  the  shortest  and  best  line. 

"(3)  Notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  sec- 
retary of  the  interior  had  no  legal  authority 
In  the  premises,  he  assumed  the  right  to  con- 
trol the  location  of  the  said  line  in  Oklahoma 
territory,  and  after  the  company  had  made 
its  location,  and  bad  commenced  work  on  the 
same,  the  secretary  requested  the  company 
to  submit  to  him  a  map  of  its  location  over 
the  twenty-five  miles  in  question,  for  his  ap- 
proval, and  at  the  same  time  notified  the 
company  that  he  would  not  permit  it  to  con- 
struct any  portion  of  Its  road  without  his  ap- 
proval. And  while  the  company  did  not  ad- 
mit the  secretary's  authority  to  in  any  way 
control  the  location  of  its  line  in  Oklahoma 
territory,  or  concede  or  admit  the  obligation 
or  necessity  of  securing  his  approval,  yet,  in 
deference  to  the  wishes  of  the  secretary,  it 
submitted  to  him  the  map  of  the  location  in 
question,  knowing  that  the  line  selected  was 
the  shortest,  most  feasible  and  practicable, 
and  knowing  that  it  could  in  no  way  preju- 
dice its  rights,  and  believing  that  the  only 
object  of  the  secretary  was  to  secure  the 
most  feasible  and  practicable  route,  it  did 
then  file  with  tlie  secretary  a  map  of  the 
twenty-five  mile  section  in  controversy, 
which  map  is  the  one  referred  to  in  the  peti- 
tion filed  in  this  cause.  At  aliout  this  time 
the  relators  in  this  case,  who  constituted  a 
committee  said  to  represent  the  town  of  Te- 
cumseh,  in  Oklahoma  territory,  through  their 
counsel,  asked  the  secretary  to  withhold  ap- 
proval of  the  map  upon  the  grround  that  a 
line  could  be  located  through  the  town  of 
Tecumseh,  which  would  be  no  more  expen- 
sive, and  would  be  as  practicable  and  feasi- 
ble as  the  line  which  the  company  had  lo- 
cated. The  secretary  then  appointed  a  time 
for  the  hearing  of  the  matter,  at  whtcli  time 
the  counsel  for  the  relators  affirmed  that  a 
line  through  Tecumseh  could  be  located, 
which  would  be  as  short  and  as  cheap  as  the 
company's  line,  which  statement  was  denied 
upon  behalf  of  the  compans',  and  thereupon 
the  secretary  of  the  interior  stated  that  in 
view  of  these  conflicting  statements  he  would 
be  glad  to  obtain  a  report  from  an  engineer 
to  be  selected  by  him,  which  suggestion  was 
approved  and  acquiesced  in  by  the  parties; 
and  thereupon,  at  the  secretary's  request,  the 
representatives  of  the  relators  and  of  the 
company  joined  in  a  telegram  to  James  Dun, 
chief  engineer  of  the  Atchison,  Topekn  & 
Santa  ¥6  Railroad  Company,  requesting  him 
to  designate  an  engineer  to  make  the  exam- 
ination suggested  b^  the  secretary,  aud  to 
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report  the  resnits   thereof,  and  tbereapon 
such  telegram  was  sent,  in  the  form  follow- 
ing, which  telegram  was  prepared  and  dic- 
tated by  the  secretary  himself:     'Washing- 
ton, Dec.  20, 1895.    James  Dun,  Atchison,  To- 
peka  &   Santa  F6  Railroad,  Topeka,  Kas.: 
Upon  the  application  of  the  Choctaw  Rail- 
road for  approval  of  Its  map,  objection  has 
been  made  by  the  people  of  Tecumseh.    The 
line  proposed  by  the  Choctaw  road  runs  six 
miles  north  of  Tecumseh,  and  the  claim  Is 
made  that  it  is  four  miles  shorter,  and  costs 
about  two  hundred  thousand  dollars  less, 
than  a  line  running  through  Tecumseh.    The 
secretary  desires  to  know  whether  this  line 
Is  more  feasible  and  practicable  than  a  line 
through  Tecumseh,  and  to  what  extent,  if 
any,  it  is  cheaper  and  shorter;  also,  what  dif- 
ference will  be  required   between  the  two 
lines,  as  to  grade.     The  secretaiy  decided  to 
refer  this  question  to  a  competent  engineer, 
and,  with  his  approval,  we  request  that  you 
name  such  engineer  to  act  in  conjunction 
with  Mr.  J.  P.  Hinckley,  chief  engineer  of 
the    Choctaw    Railroad,    whose    address    is 
South  McAllister,  Indian  Territory.   Will  you 
please  name  such  engineer  as  soon  as  possi- 
ble, and  advise  Mr.   Hinckley;  Mr.   Horace 
Speed,  at  Guthrie,  Oldahoma;  and  (Jeorge  A. 
Outcelt,  at  Tecumseh,  sending  telegram  to 
latter  place  by  Norman,  Oklahoma.    Horace 
Speed.     Francis  I.  Gowan.'    That  at  the  said 
hearing,  and  prior  to  the  sending  of  the  tele- 
gram, and  after  the  parties  had  agreed  to 
the  suggestion  for  an  independent   investi- 
gation, the  secretary  declared  and  stated  that 
if    the    investigation    showed    that    a    line 
through  Tecumseh  would  be  either  material- 
ly more  expensive,  or  materially  longer,  that 
he  would  then  approve  the  line  as  located  by 
the  company.    Afterwards,  on  the  26th  day 
of  December,  18M,  the  secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior sent  to  James  Dun  the  following  tele- 
gram:    'Washington,  Dec.  28,  18J>t.     James 
Dun,  Chief  Engr.  A.,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  R.,  Tope- 
ka, Kansas:     There  Is  a  difference  between 
the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Road  and  the 
people  of  Tecumseh  in  regard  to  the  location 
of  their  line.     I  have  determined,  after  con- 
ference with  the  representatives  of  both  par- 
ties, to  request  you  to  appoint  an  engineer 
to  go  over  these  lines  with  the  Choctaw  engi- 
neer, and  rei)ort  to  me  the  difference  in  cost 
and  distance  between  the  two  lines.      This 
will  probably   require  work  of  twcnty-flve 
miles  of  road.    Two  lines  have  been  run  by 
the  railroad  in  the  neighborhood  of  Tecum- 
seh.    It  is  claimed  by  the  railroad  authori- 
ties that  the  one  six  miles  north  of  Tecumseh 
is  four  miles  shorter,  and  will  cost  in  the 
neighborhood  of  $200,000  loss  than  the  road 
through   or  near  Tecumseh.     Please  notify 
the  chief  engineer  of  the  Choctaw  road,  by 
wire,  of  your  selection,  and  where  your  engi- 
neer will  meet  him;   also,  notify  the  mayor 
of  Tecumseh.    Hoke  Smith,  Secretary.'    Pur- 
suant to  the  request  contained  In  said  tele- 
gram, one  H.  L.  Marvin  was  named  by  the 


said  Dun  as  the  engineer  to  make  the  exam- 
ination in  question,  and  after  the  sending  of 
said  telegram  the  secretary  requested  one  W. 
T.  Griswold,  an  engineer  attached  to  the  Geo- 
logical Survey,  in  Washington,  to  act  in  con- 
junction with  the  said  Marvin  in  maUng  an 
examination. 

"(4)  That,  as  soon  as  the  suggestion  by  the 
secretary  for  an  Independent  Investigation 
and  report  was  agreed  to  by  the  parties,  the 
relators,  under  the  Instruction  of  their  chief 
counsel,  employed  a  private  engineer  (one  P. 
G.  Bums)  to  survey  the  line  throngh  Tecum- 
seh, who  immediately  commenced  the  survey 
of  said  line,  and  when  the  said  Marvin  and 
Griswold  arrived  on  the  ground,  finding  that 
the  said  Bums  had  the  survey  of  his  line 
nearly  completed,  and  being  satisfied  from 
the  toi)Ography  of  the  country,  and  from  the 
results  of  the  survey  of  said  Bums,  that  the 
same  could  not  help  showing  the  Impracti- 
cability of  the  line  through  Tecumseh  as  com- 
pared with  the  company's  line,  they  did  not 
make  any  Independent  survey  themselves, 
but  confined  theh*  investigation  to  a  personal 
examination  of  the  country,  and  when  the 
survey  of  said  Burns  was  completed  they 
took  bis  figures  as  to  the  length  and  cost  of 
said  line,  and  based  their  report  thereon, 
which  figures  as  to  the  length  and  cost  of 
said  line  the  company  did  not,  and  it  does 
not  now,  accept  as  correct,  but  both  of  said 
reports  showed  conclusively  that  the  line 
through  Tecumseh  was  both  materially  long- 
er and  more  expensive  than  the  company's 
located  line;  and  thereupon  the  secretary 
stated  to  the  representative  of  the  company 
that  these  reports  had  satisfied  him,  and  that 
he  ought  not  consider  a  line  through  Tecum- 
seh, and  that  he  would,  therefore,  give  no  fur- 
ther consideration  to  such  a  line. 

"(5)  And  thereupon  the  relators  again, 
through  their  representative  or  counsel,  ap- 
peared before  the  secretary  for  the  puriwse 
of  endeavoring  to  Induce  him  to  still  withhold 
his  approval  of  the  map  of  location  filed  by 
the  company,  upon  the  ground  tliat  another 
line,  which  would  pass  about  three  and  a 
half  miles  distant  from  the  town  of  Tecum- 
seh, known  as  the  'line  south  of  the  river,' 
was  an  equally  practicable  line;  and  there- 
upon the  secretary,  notwithstanding  his  dec- 
laration that  he  would  approve  the  company's 
line  if  the  line  through  Tecumseh  proved  to 
be  longer  or  more  practicable,  did  give  fur- 
ther consideration  to  the  matter  of  approving 
said  line,  and  finally  agreed  that  It  the  said 
relators  would  procure  for  the  company,  free 
of  all  cost  to  It,  the  right  of  way  on  the  line 
south  of  the  river,  suggested  by  them,  that 
he  would  decide  whether  or  not  he  would  ap- 
prove the  company's  line,  and  gave  the  re- 
lators two  weeks'  time  within  which  to  se- 
cure said  right  of  way,  and  suspended  all 
further  action  upon  said  matter  for  that  time. 
"(C)  That,  at  the  expiration  of  the  time  al- 
lowed by  the  secretary  for  this  purpose,  the 
said  relators  were  able  to  procure  deeds  for 
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onl7  a  Binall  portion  of  tbe  right  of  way 
which  they  had  secured,  and  even  tbe  deeds 
produced  were  shown  to  have  been  executed 
under  such  circumstances  as  would  have 
made  them  illegal  and  worthless  as  convey- 
ances, had  the  company  thereafter  undertak- 
en to  construct  Its  railway  on  said  lino; 
but  notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  com- 
pany had  then  secured  the  right  of  way  on 
its  located  line,  and  had  a  large  portion  of 
the  same  graded,  and  notwithstanding  sub- 
stantially all  the  allottees  on  the  proposed 
line  south  of  the  river  were  objecting  and 
protesting  against  the  construction  of  the 
road  over  their  lands,  and  notwlthstandlhg 
the  ta.ct  that  the  relators  had  utterly  fUled 
to  procure  the  right  of  way  as  proposed  by 
the  secretary,  and  notwithstanding  the  fur- 
ther fact  that  the  proposed  line  south  of  the 
river  was  deemed  by  all  concerned  to  be 
three-fourths  of  a  mile  longer  than  the  com- 
pany's located  line,  yet  the  secretary  of  the 
Interior  stlU  continued  to  hold  tbe  matter  of 
'*^he  approval  of  said  map  under  considera- 
tion, until,  finally,  on  the  15th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1895.  he  returned  to  the  defendant 
company  the  map  in  question,  with  the  fol- 
lowing indorsement:  'Department  of  the  In- 
terior, February  15,  1895.  The  within  map 
Is  hereby  disapproved,  except  where  said  line 
coincides  with  the  line  shown  upon  the  origi- 
nal map  of  tbe  fourth  section  filed  in  the 
Indian  office  in  1890.  Ho!i;e  Smitii,  Secre- 
tary.' 

"(7)  The  defendant  company  further  aver- 
red that  after  tbe  declaration  made  by  the 
secretary,  that  he  would  approve  the  com- 
XMuy's  line  if  one  through  Tecumseh  was 
found  to  be  Impracticable,  the  work  of  grad- 
ing the  line  as  located  by  the  company  was 
continued.  In  reliance  upon  said  declara- 
tion by  the  secretary,  and  upon  the  belief, 
which  turned  out  to  be  well  founded,  that  the 
reports  of  the  engineers  would  show  that  the 
line  through  Tecumseh  was  impracticable; 
and  said  twenty-five  miles  has  been  about 
four-fifths  graded,  at  an  expense  of  about 
eighty  thousand  dollars,  which  sum  would  be 
wholly  lost  to  the  company  should  It  be  pre- 
vented from  building  upon  such  a  line.  Aft- 
er the  secretary  became  convinced  that  the 
location  of  the  line  through  Tecumseh  was 
oat  of  the  question,  and  after  he  had  aban- 
doned all  idea  of  trying  to  compel  the  com- 
pany to  build  through  Tecumseh,  the  only 
reason  stated  by  him  to  the  representatives 
of  the  company  for  withholding  the  approval 
of  the  said  map,  and  for  finally  disapproving 
the  same,  was  that  he  wished  to  prevent  the 
railroad  from  being  built  through  the  town 
of  Shawnee,  which  was  situated  upon  the 
line  as  located  by  the  company,  and  this 
because  he  did  not  want  the  company  to  de- 
rive any  benefit  or  advantage  from  the  In- 
crease In  value  of  certain  lands  which  had 
been  conveyed  to  the  company  by  property 
owners  of  the  town  of  Sliawnee  for  the  pur- 
pose of  aiding  and  assisting  the  comiiany  In 
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the  construction  of  Its  railroad.  At  no  time 
did  the  secretary  assert  or  claim  that  the  line 
located  by  the  company  was  not  the  shortest 
and  most  correct  line  that  could  be  adopted. 
but,  on  the  contrary,  admitted  the  same,  and 
all  the  reports  which  he  had  upon  the  subject 
showed  this  to  be  the  fact,  and  no  other  rea- 
son did  In  fact  exist  than  the  determination 
on  the  part  of  the  secretary  to  deprive  the 
company  of  the  ben^t  of  the  free  gift  of 
lands  in  the  town  of  Shawnee." 

Wherefore  the  defendants  averred  that, 
even  conceding  the  propriety  and  necessity 
of  the  company's  securing  the  approval  of  its 
line  by  the  secretary  of  the  Interior,  the  ac- 
tion of  the  secretary  In  disapproving  said  lo- 
cation was  without  legal  Justification;  and 
defendants  further  averred  that  after  his  dec- 
laration as  aforesaid,  and  the  company's  re- 
liance thereon,  the  secretary  of  the  interior 
was  stopped  from  thereafter  disapproving 
said  line,  and,  as  a  matter  of  law,  must  be 
held  to  have  approved  the  same,  so  far  as  It 
aftects  the  question  of  the  company's  right 
to  construct  its  railroad  over  the  said  25-mlIe 
section. 

Further  answering,  the  defendants  admit- 
ted the  enactment  of  the  acts  of  congress  ap- 
proved, respectively,  August  24,  1884,  Feb- 
ruary 18,  1888,  February  13,  1889,  February 
21,  1891,  and  January  22,  1894;  the  insolven- 
cy of  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Ballway  Company, 
and  the  purdiase  of  Its  property  by  the  de- 
fendants, as  authorized  by  the  act  of  con- 
gress of  Atigust  24,  1894,  and  the  extension 
of  time  for  the  construction  of  the  railroad 
therein  authorized  to  February  18, 1896;  and 
alleged  that  all  of  said  acts  of  congress  are. 
by  the  above  references,  made  a  part  of  the 
defendants'  answer.  Defendants  further 
averred  that  the  said  Choctaw  Coal  &  Rail- 
way Company  and  defendant  the  Choctaw, 
Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Ballroad  Company  were 
by  said  acts  of  congress,  in  addition  to  the 
grants  enumerated,  granted  the  right  to  take 
and  use,  for  all  the  purposes  of  a  railway, 
a  right  of  way  100  feet  In  width  through 
said  Indian  Territory  for  said  main  line,  and 
through  said  Indian  and  Oklahoma  Terri- 
tories for  said  branch  line,  and  to  take  and 
use  a  strip  of  land  200  feet  in  width,  for  a 
length  of  3,000  feet.  In  addition  to  the  right 
of  way,  for  stations,  for  every  10  miles  of 
road,  and  to  construct,  use,  and  maintain  such 
turn-outs,  branches  and  sidings,  and  exten- 
sions as  said  companies  may  deem  to  their 
Interest  to  construct  along  and  upon  the 
right  of  way  and  depot  grounds.  Defendants, 
further  answering,  averred:  That  said  Choc- 
taw Coal  &  Railway  Company,  before  the 
sale  and  transfer  of  said  railroad  and  prop- 
erty as  aforesaid,  and  prior  to  May  2,  1890, 
located  sections  1,  2,  and  3  of  said  branch 
road  wholly  within  Oklahoma  territory.  Sec- 
tion 1  begins  at  the  west  end  of  section  4, 
and  extends,  in  a  westerly  or  northwesterly 
direction  a  distance  of  25  miles.  Section  2 
begins  at  the  west  end  of  section  1,  and  ex- 
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tends,  In  a  westerly  or  northwesteriy  direc- 
tion, a  distance  of  25  miles.  Section  3  begins 
at  the  west  end  of  section  2,  and  extends,  in 
a  westerly  or  northwesterly  direction,  a  dis- 
tance of  nearly  15  miles.  That  before  said 
sale,  and  prior  to  May  2,  1890,  said  company 
caused  maps  showing  the  route  of  Its  said 
located  line  over  sections  1,  2,  and  3  to  be 
filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  the  In- 
terior, which  locations  were  by  him  ap- 
proved. That,  prior  to  said  sale,  said  com- 
pany located  25  miles  of  the  said  branch  of 
the  road,  beginning  at  the  east  end  thereof, 
In  the  Indian  Territory,  and  extending,  in  a 
westerly  or  northwesterly  direction,  said  dis- 
tance,—the  same  being  section  9,— and  caused 
a  map  showing  the  route  of  its  said  located 
line  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary 
of  the  Interior,  who  approved  said  location. 
That,  subsequent  to  said  sale,  the  defendant 
the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad 
Company  located  Its  said  line  from  the  west 
end  of  section  9  to  the  east  end  of  section  4, 
and  caused  maps  showing  the  route  of  said 
located  line  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  sec- 
retary of  the  Interior,  which  were  approved 
by  him.  Said  sections  were  numbered  5,  6, 
and  8,  respectively,  and  are  wholly  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Indian  Territory,  and 
were  also  filed  in  the  offices  of  the  principal 
chiefs  of  the  nations  or  tribes  of  Indians 
through  whose  lands  said  line  was  located. 
Defendants  further  averred  that  said  Choc- 
taw Coal  &  Railway  Company,  before  said 
sale,  constructed  said  railroad  over  sections 
2,  3,  and  9,  and  operated  the  same;  that, 
since  said  purchase,  defendant  the  Choctaw, 
Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad  Company  has 
operated  its  road  over  said  sections,  and  has 
graded  said  sections  1,  5,  0,  and  8,  at  a  great 
expense,  and  Is  ready  to  lay  track  thereon. 
Defendants  further  averred  that  on  or  about 
the  Ist  day  of  Novemljer,  18i)4,  the  defendant 
the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad 
Company  located  Its  said  line  between  the 
east  end  of  section  1  and  the  west  end  of 
section  5,  a  distance  of  25  miles,  and  num- 
bered it  section  4,  tlie  same  being  the  sec- 
tion referred  to  in  plalntlfTs  petition;  that 
its  said  line  over  said  section  was  so  located 
on  the  most  feasible  and  practicable  route; 
that  on  or  about  December  1,  1894,  It  caused 
a  map  of  the  said  route  of  Its  said  located 
line  to  be  filed  In  the  office  of  the  secretary 
of  the  interior,  and  tliat  tlie  defendant  com- 
pany has  complied  with  all  the  conditions  of 
the  SjUd  acts  of  congress  to  authorize  It  to 
construct  said  section;  and,  after  such  com- 
pliance, defendants  entered  thereon,  graded 
and  otherwise  prepared  the  roadbed  for  the 
track,  at  an  expense  of  $80,000,  and  were 
ready  to  complete  said  road  over  said  section, 
when  they  were  stopped  from  proceeding  fur- 
ther by  these  injuuctlon  proceedings.  De- 
fendants further  averred  tlint  all  of  section 
4  Is  within  the  tenitory  of  Oklahoma,  as 
created  and  organized  by  an  act  of  congress 
approved  May  2,  1800. 


Second.  And  defendants,  for  a  separate  and 
second  defense  to  the  bill  of  complaint  In  this 
cause,  severally  denied  all  and  singular  the 
allegations  therein  contained,  except  such  as 
are  expressly  admitted;  and  then,  after  hav- 
ing repeated  the  admissions  as  before  made, 
the  defendants  farther  averred:  That  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company,  before 
said  sale,  constructed  said  railroad  over  sec- 
tions 2,  3,  and  9,  and  operated  the  same,  the 
secretary  of  the  Intertor  having  approved  the 
locations  of  the  same;  and  that  since  the 
purchase,  the  defendant  the  Choctaw,  Okla- 
homa &  Gulf  Railroad  Company  has  oper- 
ated its  road  over  the  sections,  and  has  grad- 
ed said  sections  1,  5,  6,  and  8,  at  a  great  ex- 
I>euse,  and  Is  ready  to  lay  track  thereon. 
That  on  cm:  about  the  Ist  day  of  November, 
1894,  the  defendant  the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma 
&  Guif  Railroad  Company  located  Its  line 
between  the  east  end  of  section  1  and  the 
west  end  of  section  5,  a  distance  of  nearly 
25  miles,  and  numbered  it  section  4;  the 
same  being  the  one  referred  to  In  plalntlfTs 
petition.  That  its  said  line  over  said  section 
was  so  located  on  the  most  feasible  and 
practicable  route.  That  on  or  about  Decem- 
ber 1,  1894,  It  caused  a  map  of  the  route  of 
Its  located  line  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  the  lnt«1or,  fnlly  complying 
with  the  requirements  of  the  law  and  of  the 
secretary  of  the  interior  in  that  regard.  That 
the  defendant  the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  & 
Gulf  Railroad  Company  had  then,  and  has  to 
this  time,  complied  with  all  the  conditions  of 
said  acts  of  congress  to  entitle  It  to  begin 
work,  build,  and  operate  Its  road  over  and  on 
section  4  of  its  located  line.  Tliat  the  secre- 
tary of  the  Interior,  on  the  15th  day  of  Feb- 
ruary, 1895,  refused  to  approve  said  plat, 
for  the  reason  that  he  wanted  the  defendant 
the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad 
Company  to  build  its  said  road  over  a  differ- 
ent route  than  the  one  designated  by  said 
map  of  section  4,  and  over  one  to  be  by  him 
selected,  and  not  because  said  route  desig- 
nated on  said  map  passed  over  public  lands, 
Indian  reservations,  school  lands,  public  high- 
ways, nor  any  other  reason  than  that  above 
given.  That  the  route  which  the  secretary 
of  the  interior  desired  to  select  for  the  sec- 
tion was  not  the  most  feasible  or  practicable 
one,  and  that  his  disapproval  of  said  plat  was 
mainly  for  the  purpose  of  accommodating  and 
pleasing  private  individuals  who  desire  to 
control  the  location  of  the  route  over  section 
4,  for  their  individual  and  private  gain,  with- 
out any  regard  for  the  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant company,  or  the  rights  of  those  to  be 
affected  by  the  construction  of  the  road,  or 
for  carrying  out  his  private  views  In  this 
land  as  to  the  construction  of  railroads.  That 
the  defendant  company  has  complied  with  all 
of  the  conditions  of  the  acts  of  congress  to  au- 
thorize it  to  construct  said  section,  and.  after 
such  compliance,  defendants  entered  there- 
on, graded,  and  otherwise  prepared  the  road- 
bed for  the  track,  at  an  expense  of  $80,000, 
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and  were  ready  to  complete  tbe  road  over  the 
said  section,  when  It  wag  stopped  from  pro- 
ceeding further  by  these  injunction  proceed- 
ings. And  averred  that  all  of  section  4  Is 
within  the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  as  created 
and  organized  by  an  act  of  congress  ap- 
proved May  2,  1800. 

Tliird.  Defendants,  for  a  third  reason,  and 
a  separate  defense  to  the  bill  of  complaint  in 
this  cause,  severally  denied  all  and  singular 
the  allegations  therein  contained,  except  such 
as  are  hereinafter  expressly  admitted,  and 
having  made  the  admissions  of  acts  of  con- 
gress, etc.,  as  hereinbefore  recited,  proceed- 
ed to  aver  that  all  of  section  4  Is  within  tbe 
territory  of  Oklahoma,  as  created  and  organ- 
Izetl  by  an  act  of  congress  approved  May  2, 
1890,  and  within  Pottawatomie  county  of  said 
territory,  and  under  the  Jurisdiction  of  the 
territorial  court  and  authorities  in  said  coun- 
ty, and  subject  to  the  territorial  laws.  Fur- 
ther answering,  the  defendants  averred  that, 
in  addition  to  the  grants  contained  in  the  said 
several  acts  of  congress,  the  defendant  the 
Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad  Com- 
pany has  the  right  to  construct,  equip,  and 
operate  Its  road,  over  and  upon  the  route  des- 
ignated on  the  said  map  of  section  4,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma;  that  said  company,  by  resolution 
of  Its  directors,  entered  In  the  records  of  its 
proceedings,  designated  the  route  of  its  said 
road  from  the  west  line  of  the  Seminole  Na- 
tion, Indian  Territory,  to  Ft.  Reno,  Oklahoma 
territory.  In  the  manner  and  as  required  by 
the  president  and  secretary  of  said  company, 
In  the  office  of  the  secretary  of  said  territory, 
and  caused  the  same  to  be  recorded  as  provid- 
ed by  law;  that  the  route  designated  by  said 
resolution  begins  at  the  east  end  of  section 
4.  and  extends  westward  to  the  west  end 
thereof,  on  the  route  designated  on  map  of 
section  4,  and  IB  in  every  respect  the  same 
rotite.  Defendants,  fm-ther  answering,  aver- 
re<l  that  defendant  the  Choctaw,  Oklaiioma  & 
Gulf  Railroad  Company  has  purchased  of  the 
owners  and  occupants,  and  has  releases  and 
warranty  deeds  from  such  owners  and  occu- 
pants conveying  It,  for  the  right  of  way  and 
station  purposes,  all  lands  over  which  said 
route  on  section  4,  as  designated  by  the  map 
thereof,  runs,  for  the  width  and  to  the  extent 
granted  by  said  acts  of  congress  and  author- 
ized to  be  taken  by  the  laws  of  said  territory, 
and  which  It  was  authorized  to  take,  receive, 
and  purchase  under  the  laws  of  the  United 
States. 

The  defendants,  having  answered,  thereup- 
on prayed  the  court  that  the  injunctions  be 
dissolved,  the  petition  dismissed,  and  the  de- 
fendants discharged,  with  costs,  and  for  other 
and  further  relief.  The  answer  was  sworn 
to  by  the  president  of  the  defendant  company, 
upon  knowledge  and  belief.  No  reply  was 
filed  by  the  plaintiff. 

Upon  the  Issues  thus  Joined,  the  testimony 
submitted  by  affidavits,  as  set  forth  above, 
and  the  acts  of  congress  authorizing  the  Choc- 


taw Coal  &  Railway  Coinpany  to  construct 
and  operate  a  line  of  railway,  as  herein  Set 
out,  the  case  was  submitted  to  the  Judge  at 
chambers  on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1895,  upon 
printed  briefs  and  oral  argument 

The  acts  of  congress  referred  to  In  tbe  plead- 
ings, or  so  much  of  them  as  relate  to  the  mat- 
ters at  issue  In  tbe  case,  are  herewith  given: 

"An  act  to  authorize  the  Choctaw  Coal  & 
Railway  Company  to  construct  and  operate 
a  railroad  through  the  Indian  Territory, 
and  for  other  purposes. 

"Be  It  enacted  by  the  senate  and  house  of 
representatives  of  the  United  States  of  Amer- 
ica In  congress  assembled: 

"That  the  Choctaw  Coal  and  Railway  Com- 
pany, a  corporation  created  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Minnesota,  be 
and  the  same  Is  hereby  invested  and  empow- 
ered with  the  right  of  locating,  constructing, 
owning,  equipping,  operating,  using  and  main- 
taining a  railway  and  telegmph  and  tele- 
phone lines  through  the  Indian  Territory,  be- 
ginning at  a  point  on  the  Red  river,  the  south- 
em  boundary  line,  at  the  bluff  known  as 
'Hockey  ClIfT  In  the  Indian  Territory,  and 
running  thence  by  the  most  feasible  and  prac- 
ticable route  through  the  said  Indian  Terri- 
tory to  a  point  on  the  east  boundary  line.  Im- 
mediately contiguous  to  the  west  boundary 
line  of  Polk  and  Sevier  counties  in  the  state 
of  Arkansas;  also,  a  branch  line  of  railway 
to  be  constructed  from  the  most  suitable  point 
on  said  mail  line  for  obtaining  a  feasible  and 
practicable  route  in  a  north-westerly  direction 
to  the  leased  coal  veins  of  said  Choctaw  Coal 
and  Railway  Company  In  Tobucksey  county, 
Choctaw  Nation;  with  the  right  to  construct, 
use  and  maintain  such  tracks,  turnouts, 
branches,  and  sidings  and  extensions  as  said 
company  may  deem  It  In  their  Interest  to  con- 
struct along  and  upon  the  right  of  way,  and 
depot  groimds  herein  provided  for. 

"Sec.  2.  Tliat  said  corporation  Is  authorized 
to  take  and  use  for  all  purposes  of  railway, 
and  for  no  other  purpose,  a  right  of  way  one 
hundred  feet  In  width  through  said  Indian 
Territory  for  said  main  line  and  branch  of  the 
Choctaw  Coal  and  Railway  Company,  and  to 
take  and  use  a  strip  of  land  two  hundred 
feet  In  width,  with  a  length  of  three  thousand 
feet  in  addition  to  the  right  of  way  for  sta- 
tions, for  every  ten  miles  of  road,  with  the 
right  to  use  such  additional  grounds  where 
there  are  heavy  cuts  or  fills  as  may  be  neces- 
sary for  the  construction  and  maintenance  of 
the  road  bed,  not  exceeding  one  hundred  feet 
In  width  on  each  side  of  said  right  of  way, 
or  as  much  thereof  as  there  may  be  included 
In  said  cut  or  fill:  provided,  that  no  more 
than  said  addition  of  land  shall  be  taken  for 
any  one  station:  provided  further,  that  no 
part  of  the  land  herein  authorized  to  be  taken 
shall  be  leased  or  sold  by  the  company,  and 
they  shall  not  be  used  In  such  manner  and  for 
such  purposes  only  as  shall  be  necessary  for 
the  construction  and  convenient  operation  of 


uigiiizea  by 


Google 


740 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  VoL  4i. 


(QU. 


said  railroad,  telegraph  and  telephone  lines; 
and  -when  any  portion  shall  cease  to  be  used, 
such  portion  shall  revert  to  the  nation  or  tribe 
of  Indians  from  which  the  same  shall  be 
taken. 

"Sec.  3.  That  before  said  railway  shall  be 
constructed  through  any  lands  held  by  tn- 
diyidnal  occupants  according  to  the  laws, 
customs  and  usages  of  any  of  the  Indian  na- 
tions or  tribes  through  which  It  may  be  con- 
structed, full  compensation  shall  be  made  to 
such  occupants  for  all  property  to  be  taken, 
or  damage  done  by  reason  of  the  construc- 
tion of  such  railway.  In  case  of  failure  to 
make  amicable  settlement  with  any  occu- 
pant, such  compensation  shall  be  determined 
by  the  appraisement  of  three  disinterested 
referees  to  be  appointed,  one  (who  shall  act 
as  chairman)  by  the  president,  one  by  the 
chief  of  the  nation  to  which  said  occupant 
belongs,  and  one  by  said  railway  company, 
who,  before  entering  upon  the  duties  of  their 
appointment,  shall  take  and  subscribe,  before 
a  district  judge,  clerk  of  a  district  court,  or 
United  States  commissioner,  an  oath  that 
they  will  faithfully  and  Impartially  discharge 
the  dntlea  of  their  appointment,  which  oath, 
duly  certiaed,  shall  be  returned  with  their 
award,  to.  and  filed  with,  the  secretary  of  the 
Interior  within  sixty  days  from  the  comple- 
tion thereof;  and  a  majority  of  said  referees 
shall  be  competent  to  act  In  case  of  the  ab- 
sence of  a  member,  after  due  notice.  And 
upon  the  failure  of  either  party  to  make  such 
an  appointment  within  thirty  days  after  the 
api>ointment  made  by  the  president,  the  va- 
cancy shall  be  filled  by  the  district  judge  of 
the  court  held  at  Fort  Smith.  Arkansas,  or 
by  the  district  judge  of  the  Northern  district 
of  Texas,  upon  the  application  of  either  par- 
ty. The  chairman  of  said  board  shall  ap- 
point the  time  and  place  for  all  hearings 
within  the  nation  to  which  said  occupant  be- 
longs. Each  of  said  referees  shall  receive 
for  his  services  the  sum  of  four  dollars  per 
day,  for  each  day  they  are  engaged  in  the 
trial  of  any  cause  submitted  to  them  under 
this  act,  with  mileage  at  five  cents  per  mile. 
Witnesses  shall  receive  the  usual  fees  al- 
lowed by  the  courts  of  said  nation.  Costs, 
Including  compensatlona  of  the  referees,  snail 
be  made  a  part  of  the  award  and  be  paid  by 
such  railroad  company.  In  case  the  referees 
cannot  agree,  then  any  two  of  them  are  au- 
thorized to  make  the  award.  Either  party 
being  dissatisfied  with  the  findings  of  the  ref- 
erees, shall  have  the  right  within  ninety  days 
after  making  the  award  and  notice  of  the 
same,  to  appeal  by  original  petition  to  the 
district  court  held  at  Fort  Smith.  Arkansas, 
or  the  district  coiurt  for  the  Northern  district 
of  Texas,  which  court  shall  have  jurisdiction 
to  hear  and  determine  the  subject  matter  of 
said  petition,  according  to  the  laws  of  the 
state  in  which  the  same  shall  be  heard  for 
determining  the  damage  wnen  property  Is 
taken  for  railroad  purposes.  If,  upon  the 
hearing  of  such  appeal,  the  judgment  of  the 


court  Shan  be  for  a  larger  sum  than  the 
award  of  the  referees,  the  costs  of  said  ap- 
peal shall  be  adjudged  against  the  railroad 
company.  If  the  judgment  of  the  court  shall 
be  for  the  same  sum  as  the  award  of  the 
referees,  then  the  costs  shall  be  adjudged 
against  the  appellants.  If  the  judgment  of 
the  court  shall  be  for  a  smaller  sum  than 
awarded  by  the  referees,  then  the  costs  shall 
be  adjudged  against  the  party  claiming  dam- 
ages. When  proceedings  have  been  commen- 
ced In  court,  the  railway  company  shall  pay 
double  the  amount  of  the  award  Into  the 
court,  to  abide  the  judgment  thereof,  and 
then  have  the  right  to  enter  upon  the  prop- 
erty sought  to  be  condemned  and  proceed 
with  the  construction  of  the  railroad. 

"Sec.  4.  That  said  railway  shall  not  charge 
the  Inhabitants  of  said  territory  a  greater 
rate  of  freight  than  the  rate  authorized  by 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Arkansas,  or  Texas, 
for  service  and  transportation  of  the  same 
kind:  provided,  that  passenger  rates  on  said 
railroad  shall  not  exceed  three  cents  per 
mile.  Congress  hereby  reserves  the  right  to 
regulate  the  charges  for  freight  and  passen- 
gers on  said  railway,  and  messages  on  said 
telegraph  and  telephone  line,  until  a  state 
government,  or  governments  shall  exist  in 
said  territory  within  the  limits  of  which 
said  railway  or  a  part  thereof  shall  be  locat- 
ed, and  then  such  state  government  or  gov- 
ernments shall  be  authorized  to  fix  and  regu- 
late the  costs  of  transportation  of  persons 
and  freight  within  their  respective  limits  by 
said  railway;  but  congress  expressly  reserves 
the  right  to  fix  and  regulate  at  all  times  the 
cost  of  such  transportation  by  said  railway 
or  said  company  whenever  such  transporta- 
tion shall  extend  from  one  state  Into  another, 
or  shall  extend  Into  more  than  one  state: 
provided,  however,  that  the  rate  of  such 
transportation  of  passengers,  local  or  inter- 
state, shall  not  exceed  the  rate  above  ex- 
pressed: and  provided  further,  that  said  rail- 
way company  shall  carry  the  mall  at  such 
prices  as  congress  may  by  law  provide,  and 
until  such  rate  Is  fixed  by  law,  the  postmas- 
ter general  may  fix  the  rate  of  compensation. 

"Sec.  5.  That  said  railway  company  shall 
pay  to  the  secretary  of  the  Interior,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  particular  nations  or  tribes 
through  whose  lands  the  said  railway  may  be 
located  the  sum  of  fifty  dollars  m  addition  to 
compensation  provided  for  In  this  act  for 
property  taken  and  damages  done  to  individ- 
ual occupants  by  either,  construction  of  the 
railway  for  each  mile  of  railway  that  It  may 
construct  in  said  territory,  said  payments  to 
be  paid  in  installments  of  five  hundred  dol- 
lars as  each  ten  miles  of  road  Is  graded: 
provided,  that  if  the  general  council  of  either 
of  the  nations  or  tribes  through  whose  lands 
the  said  railway  may  be  located,  shall,  within 
four  months  after  the  filing  of  maps  of  deli- 
nlte  locations,  as  set  forth  In  section  six  of 
this  act,  dissent  from  the  allowance  hereln< 
before  provided  for,  and  shall  entity  the 
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same  to  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  then  all 
compeDsatlon  to  be  paid  to  such  dissenting 
nation  or  tribe  under  the  proTlslon  of  the  act 
sball  be  determined  as  provided  In  section 
three  for  the  determination  of  the  compensa- 
tion to  be  paid  to  the  individual  occupants 
of  land,  -with  the  right  of  appeal  to  the  courts 
upon  the  same  conditions  and  requirements  as 
therein  provided:  provided  further,  that  the 
amount  awarded  or  adjudged  to  be  paid  by  said 
railway  company  for  said  dissenting  nation 
or  tribe  shall  be  in  lieu  of  the  compensation 
that  said  nation  or  tribe  would  be  entitled 
to  receive  under  the  foregoing  provisions. 
Said  company  sball  also  pay,  so  long  as  said 
territory  is  owned  and  occupied  by  the  In- 
dians, to  the  secretary  of  the  interior  the  sum 
of  fifteen  dollars  per  annum  for  each  mile  of 
railway  it  shall  construct  In  said  territory. 
The  money  paid  to  the  secretary  of  the  inte- 
rior under  the  provisions  of  this  act  shall  be 
apportioned  by  him  In  accordance  with  the 
laws  and  treaties  now  In  force  between  the 
United  States  and  said  nations  and  tribes,  ac- 
cording to  the  number  of  miles  of  railway 
that  may  be  constructed  by  said  railway 
company  through  their  lands:  provided,  that 
congress  shall  have  the  right  to,  so  Icug  as 
eald  lands  are  occupied  and  possessed  Dy  said 
nations  and  tribes,  to  impose  such  additional 
taxes  upon  said  railroad  as  it  may  deem  just 
and  proper  for  their  benefit,  and  any  terri- 
tory or  state  hereafter  formed,  through  which 
said  railway  shall  have  been  established,  may 
exercise  the  like  power  as  to  such  part  of 
said  railway  as  may  lie  within  its  limits. 
Said  railway  company  shall  have  the  right  to 
survey  and  locate  its  railway  immediately 
after  the  passage  of  this  act. 

"Sec.  6.  That  said  company  shall  cause 
maps  showing  the  route  of  its  located  lines 
through  said  territory  to  be  filed  In  the  office 
of  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  and  also  to 
be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  principal  chief  of 
each  of  the  nations  or  tribes  through  whose 
lands  said  railway  may  be  located,  and  after 
the  filing  of  said  maps  no  claim  for  a  subse- 
quent settlement  and  the  improvements  upon 
the  right  of  way  shown  by  said  maps  shall  be 
valid,  as  against  said  company;  provided,  that 
when  a  map  showing  any  portion  of  said  rail- 
way company's  located  line  is  filed  as  herein 
provided  for,  said  company  shall  commence 
:  Trading  sold  located  line  within  six  months 
thereafter,  or  such  location  shall  be  void;  and 
said  location  sball  be  approved  by  the  secre- 
tary of  the  interior  in  sections  of  twenty-five 
miles  before  construction  of  any  such  section 
shall  be  begun. 

"Sec.  7.  That  the  officers,  servants  and  em- 
ployees of  said  company  necessary  to  the  con- 
struction and  management  of  said  road  shall 
be  allowed  to  reside,  while  so  engaged,  upon 
such  right  of  way,  but  subject  to  the  provi- 
sions of  the  Indian  intercourse  law,  and  such 
rules  and  regulations  as  may  be  established 
by  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  In  accordance 
with  said  Intercourse  laws. 


"Sec  8.  That  the  United  States  circuit 
courts  for  the  Western  district  of  Arkansas, 
and  the  Northern  district  of  Texas,  and  such 
other  courts  as  may  be  authorized  by  congress, 
shall  have,  without  reference  to  the  amount  In 
controversy,  concurrent  Jurisdiction  over  aU 
controversies  arising  between  said  Choctaw 
Coal  and  Railway  Company  and  the  nations 
and  tribes  through  whose  territory  the  said 
railway  shall  be  constructed.  Said  courts 
shall  have  like  Jurisdiction  without  reference 
to  the  amount  in  controversy,  over  all  contro- 
versies arising  between  the  inhabitants  of  said 
nations  or  tribes  and  said  railway  comi>any, 
and  the  civil  Jurisdiction  of  said  courts  Is  here- 
by extended  within  the  limits  of  said  Indian 
Territory,  without  distinction  as  to  citizenship 
of  parties,  so  far  as  may  be  necessary  to  carry 
out  the  provisions  of  this  act 

"Sec.  9.  That  said  railway  company  Shall 
build  at  least  one  hundred  miles  of  its  ntil- 
way  in  said  territory  within  three  years  after 
the  passage  of  this  act,  and  complete  the  main 
line  of  the  same  within  said  territory  one  year 
thereafter,  or  the  rights  herein  granted  shall 
be  forfeited  as  to  that  portion  not  built;  that 
said  railway  company  shall  construct  and 
maintain  continually  all  road  and  highway 
crossings  and  necessary  bridges  over  said  rail- 
way wherever  said  roads  and  highways  do 
now  or  may  hereafter  doss  said  railway's 
right  of  way,  or  may  be  by  the  proper  author- 
ities laid  out  across  the  same. 

"Sec.  10.  That  the  said  Choctaw  Coal  and 
Railway  Company  shall  accept  this  right  of 
way  upon  the  express  condition,  binding  itself, 
Its  successors  and  assigns,  that  they  will  nei- 
ther aid,  advise  nor  assist  any  effort  looking 
towards  the  changing  or  extinguishing  the 
present  tenure  of  the  Indians  in  their  lands, 
and  will  not  attempt  to  secure  from  the  In- 
dians any  further  grant  of  land,  or  its  occu- 
pancy than  Is  hereinbefore  provided:  provid- 
ed, that  any  violation  of  the  condition  men- 
tioned In  this  section  shall  operate  as  a  for- 
feiture of  all  the  rights  and  privileges  of  said 
railway  company  under  this  act 

"Sec.  11.  That  all  mortgages  executed  by 
said  railway  cmnpany  conveying  any  portion 
of  Its  said  road,  with  Its  finnchlses,  that  may 
be  constructed  in  said  Indian  Territory,  shall 
be  recorded  In  the  department  of  the  Interior, 
and  the  record  thereof  shall  be  evidence  and 
notice  of  their  execution,  and  shall  convey  all 
rights  and  property  of  said  company  as  there- 
in expressed. 

"Sec.  12.  That  congress  may  at  any  time 
amend,  add  to,  alter,  or  repeal  this  act. 

"Sec.  13.  That  the  right  of  way  herein  and 
hereby  granted  shall  not  be  assigned  or  trans- 
ferred in  any  form  whatever  prior  to  the  con- 
struction and  completion  of  the  road,  except 
as  to  mortgages  or  other  liens  that  may  be 
given  or  secured  tiiereoa  to  aid  in  the  con- 
struction thereof. 

"An>roved  Febmaiy  18th,  1888." 

The  amendment  to  said  act  being  an  act  to 
amend  section  1  of  an  act  entitled  "An  act  to 
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autborlze  the  Choctaw  Coal  and  Railway  Com- 
pany to  construct  and  operate  a  railroad 
through  the  Indian  TerrltMy,  and  for  other 
purposes,"  approved  February  13,  1889.  In- 
vests and  empowers  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Rail- 
way Company  with  the  right  of  locatlnR,  con- 
structing, owning,  equipping,  operating,  etc.,  a 
line,  by  the  most  feasible  and  practicable 
route,  through  the  Indian  Territory,  to  the 
west  boundary  line  of  the  state  of  Arkansas, 
and  of  a  branch  line  to  intersect  the  Atcbiscm, 
Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railway  at  the  most  con- 
venient point  between  Hallta.x  station  and 
Ear  creek,  otherwise  known  as  the  North 
Fork  of  the  Canadian  river. 

The  act  approved  August  24,  1894,  being  an 
act  to  authorize  the  purchasers  of  the  prop- 
erty and  franchises  of  the  Choctaw  Coal  & 
Railway  Company  to  organize  a  corporation, 
and  to  confer  upon  the  same  all  the  powers, 
privileges,  and  franchises  vested  in  the  com-  I 
pany,  reads  as  follows:  j 

"An  act  to  authorize  purchasers  of  the  prop- 
erty and  franchises  of  the  Choctaw  Coal 
and  Railway  Company  to  organize  a  corpo- 
ration, and  to  confer  upon  the  same  all  the 
powers,  privileges  and  franchises  vested  In 
the  company. 
"Whereas,  the  Choctaw  Coal  and  Hallway 
Company,  a  corporation  created  under  and  by 
virtue  of  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Minnesota, 
and  now  doing  business  in  the  Indian  Terri- 
tory and  Oklahoma  territory  under  and  by  vir- 
tue of  certain  acts  of  congress  empowering  It 
so  to  do.  Is  insolvent,  and  in  order  to  enable 
the  creditors  and  stockholders  of  the  same  to 
re-organlze  said  compan.v  in  such  a  way  as  to 
secure  the  completion  of  the  railroad  author- 
ized to  be  constructed  by  said  company,  a  sale 
of  its  property  and  franchises  is  necessary." 

The  act  thereupon  {Nxiceeded  to  provide  that 
the  purchasers  of  the  rights  of  way,  railroads, 
and  other  property,  and  the  franchises  of  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company,  at  any 
sale  made  under  any  process  or  decree  of  any 
court  having  jurisdiction  thereof,  shall  be,  and 
are,  hereby  constituted  a  corporation,  and 
shall  be  vested  with  all  the  right,  title,  Inter- 
est, property,  etc.,  in  and  to  such  rights  of 
way,  railroads,  and  other  property  of  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company,  and  with 
all  the  rights,  powers,  immunities,  privileges, 
and  franchises  which  have  been  heretofore 
granted  or  confeiTed  uix)n  said  company  by 
an.v  act  of  congress,  or  which  it  possesses  by 
virtue  of  its  charter  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Minnesota,  and  then  proceeded  to  pro- 
vide that  such  new  corporation  should  not 
have  the  right  to  acquire  and  hold  any  houseo 
or  buildings  at  South  McAllister  situated  off 
the  right  of  way  and  depot  grounds  of  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company.  Section 
2  of  the  act  made  certain  provisions  as  to  the 
time  and  method  of  organization  required  of 
the  new  cori)oratlon.  Section  3  provided  that 
certificates  of  the  organization  of  the  new  cor- 
poration and  of  the  purchase  of  the  property 


of  tlie  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Comjiany 
should  be  Med  In  the  office  of  the  secretary  of 
the  Interior.  The  remaining  sections  of  the 
act  made  various  provisions  with  reference  to 
the  perpetual  succession,  ability  to  sue  and  be 
sued,  enactment  of  by-laws  and  regulations, 
and  generally  to  do  all  and  singular  the  mat- 
ters and  things  which  should  be  necessary  or 
convenient  to  enable  the  said  company  to  main- 
tain, use,  and  operate  their  railroads  and 
mines  which  it  may  become  possessed  of  by 
virtue  thereof  In  conformity  vrtth  the  provi- 
sions of  the  acts  of  congress  relating  to  or  af- 
fecting the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Companj-, 
and  with  reference  to  meetings  of  stockhold- 
ers and  officers,  and  annual  elections,  and  the 
reservation  of  authority  In  congress  to,  at  any 
time,  amend,  alter,  or  repeal  the  act. 

By  an  act  of  congress  approved  February 
21,  1891,  the  provisions  of  the  act  of  congress 
approved  February  18,  1888.  by  which  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company  was  au- 
thorized to  build  its  railroad  through  the  In- 
dian Territory,  were  extended  for  the  period 
of  two  years,  until  February  18,  1894.  when 
the  time  was  again  extended  until  February 
18,  1896. 

Further  proceedings  were  had  In  the  cai^e 
as  follows:  After  the  filing  of  the  answer, 
and  upon  the  19th  day  of  April,  1805.  the 
defendant  filed  his  motion  for  the  dlssi>lutloD 
of  the  temporary  Injunction,  for  the  reasons 
that  (1)  the  petition  did  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  or  to  en- 
title the  plaintiffs  to  an  injunction;  and  that 
(2)  the  answer  and  affidavits  of  the  defend- 
ants show  that  the  defendant  company  has 
an  absolute  and  legal  right  to  construct  its 
railroad  over  the  25-mlle  section  in  question, 
and  the  injunction  should  never  have  been 
granted,  and  should  now  be  dissolved;  and 
that  (3)  the  action  is  improperly  brought  in 
tlie  name  of  the  United  States,  and  because 
there  is  an  adequate  remedy  at  law;  and 
that  (4)  because  no  bond  was  given  by  plain- 
tiff. A  hearing  having  l>een  had  on  the  2Sd 
day  of  April,  18{»,"),  the  judge  of  the  district 
court,  upon  the  Ist  day  of  May,  189."),  deliv- 
ered a  careful,  elaborate,  and  able  opinion 
upon  the  case,  and  ordered  and  adjudged 
that  the  temporary  injunction  be  dissolved. 
The  judgment  of  the  court  is  In  the  following 
terms:  "And  afterwards,  to  wit,  April  23rd, 
1895,  at  9  o'clock  a.  m.,  at  chambers  at  Okla- 
homa City,  O.  T.,  pursuant  to  notice  given 
as  required  by  tlie  order  heretofore  made, 
said  cause  came  on  for  hearing  on  motion  of 
defendants  to  dissolve  the  temporary  injunc- 
tion Issued  herein  March  20th,  1895.  Plain- 
tiffs being  present  by  C.  R.  Brooks,  attorney 
for  the  United  States  of  America  for  the  ter- 
ritory of  Oklahoma,  and  Horace  Speed,  attor- 
ney for  the  relators,  and  defendants  by  J. 
W.  McLoud  and  John  I.  Dllle,  defendants 
submitted  their  evidence  to  sustain  said  mo- 
tion, and  plaintiffs  their  evidence  resisting 
the  same.  Both  parties  having  rested,  and 
the  argument  of  counsel  heard,  the  case  is 
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taken  under  advisement.  And  afterwards, 
to  -wit,  May  Ist,  1895,  at  730  p.  m.,  at  cbam- 
bers  at  Oklahoma  City,  O.  T.,  pursuant  to 
previous  notice,  all  of  the  parties  being  pres- 
ent by  tbeir  said  attorneys,  and  the  judge, 
being  duly  advised  In  the  premises,  finds 
that  the  route  of  the  defendant  the  Choctaw, 
Oklahoma  &  Gulf  Railroad  Company's  locat- 
ed line  over  the  country  in  controversy,  and 
designated  in  the  petition  and  answer  as 
'section  four,'  is  the  one  selected  by  the  said 
company  after  a  careful  survey  of  the  same, 
and  Is  the  most  feasible  and  practicable 
route  over  said  section;  that  said  company 
prepared  in  due  form  a  map  of  said  definite 
route  of  location,  and  filed  the  same  with  the 

secretary  of  the  interior  on  the day  of 

December',  1894,  and  has  compiled  with  all 
the  requirements  of  law  to  entitle  it  to  con- 
struct Its  railroad  over  said  route;  that  said 
section  four  is  wholly  within  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma;  that  there  are  no  lands  held  by 
individual  occupants  according  to  the  laws, 
customs,  aud  usages  of  any  Indian  nation  or 
tribe  within  said  section  foxir;  that  so  much 
of  said  section  six  of  the  act  of  congress  of 
February,  1888,  as  provides  for  the  approval 
of  the  location  by  the  secretary  of  the  Inte- 
rior relates  wholly  to  lands  so  occupied,  and 
that  such  approval  of  the  section  of  the  route 
in  question  is  unnecessary,  and  not  required 
by  law.  It  is  therefore  considered,  ordered, 
and  adjudged  that  said  temporary  Injunction 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  dissolved;  to 
which  plaintiff  excepts.  Plaintiffs  are  al- 
lowed twenty  days  to  prepare  and  serve  a 
case  made.  Defendants  are  allowed  to  sug- 
gest amendments,  aud  case  made  to  be  set- 
tled on  five  days'  notice  to  be  given  by  plain- 
tiffs to  defendants.  Witness  my  hand,  this 
Ist  day  of  May,  A.  D.  1895.  Henry  W.  Scott, 
Judge." 

And  thereafter,  upon  the  23d  day  of  May, 
1895,  a  second  order  was  passed  In  the  case 
in  the  district  court  at  Tecumseh,  in  Potta- 
watomie county,  which,  omitting  the  venue 
and  title  of  the  cause,  reads  as  follows: 
"And  now,  to  wit,  on  this  23rd  day  of  May, 
A  D.  1895,  it  being  one  of  the  regular  judi- 
cial days  of  the  May,  1895,  term  of  the  dis- 
trict court  of  the  Third  judicial  district  in 
aud  for  Pottawatomie  county,  O.  T.,  this 
cause  came  on  for  final  hearing  and  deter- 
mination. And  the  court,  after  being  fully 
advised  In  the  premises,  and  after  consider- 
ing said  cause,  finds  that  the  order  of  the 
Judge  of  the  district  court  of  the  Third  judi- 
cial district  dissolving  a  temporary  Injunc- 
tion on  the  Ist  day  of  May,  1895,  at  cham- 
bers in  Oklahoma  City,  O.  T.,  and  all  orders 
heretofore  made,  are  hereby  set  aside  and 
held  for  naught,  and  it  Is  now  ordered,  ad- 
judged, and  decreed  that  upon  the  pleadings, 
proofs,  and  findings,  by  the  judge  of  this 
court,  of  law  and  fact  lieretofore,  which, 
with  the  opinion  of  the  judge  is  ordered 
made  a  part  of  this  record,  that  this  action 
be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  dismissed;   it 


being  especially  Intended  that  the  temporary 
Injunction  heretofore  Issued  be  dissolved  and 
set  aside,  and  that  this  proceeding  be  dis- 
missed, with  costs.  To  all  of  which  plaintiffs 
except,  wtiicb  exception  is  allowed  by  the 
court.  And  the  plaintiffs  pray  that  a  new 
trial  be  granted,  and  the  court,  after  being 
fully  advised  in  the  premises,  overruled  said 
motion,  which  motion  Is  in  words  and  figures 
following,  to  wit:  'United  States  of  Ameri- 
ca vs.  The  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  &  Gulf  B.  B. 
Co.  et  al. :  The  plaintiff  moves  the  court  for 
a  new  trial  in  the  entitled  cause,  and,  for 
cause  of  new  trial,  says  that  the  decision  is 
not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence;  that  the 
decision  Is  contrary  to  law.  [Signed]  Hor- 
ace Speed,  of  Counsel  for  Plaintiff.'  To 
which  action  of  the  court  the  plaintiffs  ex- 
cept, which  exception  Is  allowed  by  the 
court.  Plaintiffs  thereupon  prayed  an  appeal 
to  the  supreme  court  of  Oklahoma  territory, 
which  was  allowed  by  the  court;  and  ten 
days  is  hereby  allowed  said  plaintiffs  to 
make  and  serve  a  case  made  upon  defend- 
ants. Five  days  are  allowed  for  the  sugges- 
tion of  amendments,  and  case  made  to  be 
settled  five  days  after  service  of  said  case 
made,  or  ten  days  to  appeal  said  cause  upon 
transcript  of  the  record  of  said  cause;  said 
record  to  be  duly  signed,  settled,  and  certi- 
fied as  required  by  law.  Done  at  Tecumseh, 
Pottawatomie  county,  O.  T.,  this  23rd  day  of 
May,  A.  D.  1895.     H.  W.  Scott,  Judge." 

Thereafter,  upon  the  25th  day  of  May,  a 
motion  was  filed  in  the  case,  by  the  defend- 
ants, to  set  aside  the  order  of  May  23d  passed 
by  the  district  court,  and  for  a  new  trial,  for 
the  following  reasons:  (1)  Because,  hereto- 
fore, on  the  Ist  day  of  May,  1895,  the  judge 
of  the  Third  judicial  district,  at  chambers  at 
Oklahoma  City,  Oklahoma  territory,  made  an 
order  dissolving  a  temporary  injunction  there- 
tofore Issued  In  said  cause,  which  order  was 
final,  and  an  appealable  order,  and  thereupon, 
at  the  request  of  the  plaintiffs,  the  judge  of 
said  court  made  an  order  allowing  plaintiffs 
twenty  days  within  which  to  prepare  and 
serve  a  case  made,  which  time  expired  on  the 
2l8t  day  of  May,  1895;  that  plaintiffs,  within 
said  time,  failed  to  prepare  aud  serve  a  case 
made  upon  the  defendants,  and  thereupon 
said  order  dissolving  said  Injunction  became  a 
final  judgment  of  this  court,  which  could  not 
be  appealed  from,  and  was  a  final  adjudica- 
tion of  the  plaintiff's  action  for  the  injunction 
borein.  and  the  court  was  without  jurisdiction 
to  make  the  order  of  May  23,  1895,  above  re- 
ferred to,  and  said  order  was  contrary  to  law 
and  void.  (2)  Because  there  was  no  trial  of 
the  cause  on  the  23d  day  of  May,  189i>,  and 
no  evidence  whatever  offered,  and  the  defend- 
ants were  not  present,  and  were  not  repre- 
sented by  counsel,  and  had  no  notice  whatever 
that  said  order  would  be  applied  for,  and 
would  be  granted,  and  no  one  was  present, 
except  the  counsel  for  the  relators  herein,  and 
said  order  was  either  enteretl  by  the  court 
uix>n  its  own  motion,  or  upon  the  suggestion 
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of  counsel  for  tbe  relators.  (3)  Because  of 
the  happening  of  certain  events  and  the  going 
Into  effect  of  certain  laws;  that  is,  the  law 
opening  the  Klcliapoo  country  to  white  settle- 
ment, and  the  opening  to  white  settlement  of 
the  same,  since  the  making  of  the  order  here- 
in on  May  l,  1895,  as  to  which  defendants  de- 
sire to  file  a  supplemental  answer,  and  here- 
by ask  leave  of  the  court  to  file  the  same. 
This  motion  of  the  defendants  was  submitted 
to  the  court  upon  the  same  day,  and  the  fol- 
lowing order  was  made  therein:  "And  now, 
on  this  25th  day  of  May,  1895,  come  the  de- 
fendants, and  file  a  motion,  supported  by  af- 
fidavit, to  set  aside  the  order  herein  of  May 
23rd,  1895,  which  motion  is  by  the  court  over- 
ruled; to  which  defendants  except,  and  such 
exceptions  are  allowed.  It  Is  further  ordered 
by  the  court  that  the  supplemental  answer  of 
defendants  herein  be  allowed  to  be  filed  of 
this  date,  and  the  same  is  hereby  ordered  to 
be  made  a  part  of  the  record  in  this  case. 
[Signed]    H.  W.  Scott,  Judge." 

Thereupon  the  defendants  filed  ttietr  sui>- 
plemental  answer,  which  bore  indorsement  as 
follows:  "Leave  granted  to  file  as  of  May 
23rd,  1895,  and  prior  to  judgment  of  said  date, 
this  27th  day  of  May,  1895.  [Signed]  H. 
W.  Scott,  Judge."  The  supplemental  answer 
Bets  forth  that  since  the  filing  of  the  petition 
and  answer  herein,  and  motion  to  dissolve 
the  Injunction,  and  since  the  order  of  May  1, 
1895,  dissolving  the  injunction,  the  country  or 
tract  of  lands  described  in  plaintiffs  petition 
as  the  Kickapoo  Indian  Reservation  lias  beeif 
opened  to  homestead  settlement  by  proclama- 
tion of  the  president,  a  copy  of  which  procla- 
mation is  attached,  and  made  a  part  thereof, 
and  said  country,  in  pursuance  of  said  proc- 
lamation, was  (^>ened  to  settlement  on  the 
23d  day  of  May,  1896,  and  thereupon  ceased 
to  be,  in  any  sense,  an  Indian  resen-atlon,  or 
a  reservation  of  any  kind;  and,  further,  show- 
ed that,  since  the  proceedings  heretofore  had 
In  this  case,  the  territorial  authorities  of  Ok- 
lahoma territory,  consisting  of  the  governor, 
secretary,  and  auditor  of  said  territory,  com- 
posing the  board  of  railway  assessors  for 
said  territory,  have  recognized  defendants' 
right  to  the  right  of  way  over  the  25  miles  in 
controversy  by  assessing  the  said  right  of 
way,  and  said  company's  grade  thereon,  for 
taxation  for  the  year  1895.  The  supplemental 
answer  was  verified  upon  belief  by  J.  W.  Mc- 
lioud,  attorney  for  the  defendants. 

In  bringing  the  case  to  this  court  by  peti- 
tion in  error,  tlie  plaintiffs  make  assignments 
of  error  as  follows:  Tliat  (1)  the  court  erred 
in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  and 
in  rendering  judgment  dismissing  the  action; 
and  (2)  in  holding  that  the  approval  of  the 
location  of  railroad  required  by  the  acts  of 
congress,  as  set  out  in  the  complaint,  was 
merely  a  ministerial  act,  not  involving  judg- 
ment or  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  secre- 
taiy  of  the  interior,  and  that,  If  such  acts  on 
the  part  of  tlie  secretary  of  the  interior  were 
unnecessary,  or  merely  ministerial,  the  loca- 


tion could  be  made  in  1894  different  from  the 
location  in  1890,  as  indicated  by  the  ruling  of 
the  secretary  of  the  interior;  and  (3)  In  hold- 
ing that  the  defendant  company  could  locate 
its  line  of  railroad  through  lands  allotted  to 
Indians  in  Pottawatomie  county,  indicated 
and  described  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  be- 
gin the  construction  of  its  road  upon  that  line, 
without  having  the  approval  of  the  secretary 
of  the  interior;  and  (4)  holding  tliat  the  Kick- 
apoo Indian  Reservation  was  not,  at  the  time 
the  complaint  was  filed,  and  the  judgment  of 
the  court  was  rendered,  Indian  country,  and 
that  over  such  reservation,  and  through  the 
counties  of  Oklahoma  and  Pottawatomie,  in 
said  territory,  and  over  and  across  public 
roads  and  highways  in  said  counties,  the  de- 
fendant had  a  right  to  construct  its  line,  with- 
out first  having  a  map  of  location  of  said  line 
of  railroad  approved  by  the  secretary  of  the 
interior;  and  (5)  that  the  defendant  eo»ild  lo- 
cate its  line  of  railroad  as  located  on  section 
4,  and  over  the  land  through  which  it  Is  lo- 
cated In  section  4,  under  the  general  laws  of 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  and  need  not  lo- 
cate its  line  according  to  the  provisions  of  the 
acts  of  congress  specially  authorizing  the  «»- 
struction  of  such  railroad,  setting  out  the 
manner  in  which,  and  the  conditions  under 
which,  such  line  should  be  located  and  con- 
structed, and  In  holding  that  section  6  of  the 
act  of  February  18, 1888,  did  not  apply  to  ap- 
proving of  the  map  of  the  location  of  the 
right  of  way  of  defendant  railroad  company 
at  the  time  its  map  of  location  was  filed  in 
December,  1894,  as  aforesaid;  and  (6)  in  hold- 
ing that  the  act  of  congress  of  1875  granted 
to  railroad  corporations  the  right  to  construct 
lines  of  railroad  across  the  public  lands  with- 
out reference  to  special  legislation,  and  that 
such  acts  governed  the  mode  by  which  the  de- 
fendant railroad  should  acquire  its  right  of 
way,  instead  of  the  special  acts  providing  the 
method  by  which  said  defendant  railroad  and 
its  predecessor  should  acquire  such  rights  of 
way;  and  (7)  in  holding  that  the  provisions 
of  tlie  act  of  congress  granting  the  rights  of 
way  to  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Com- 
pany and  the  defendant  company  were  grants 
of  such  rights  of  way  in  prsesenti,  so  as  to 
cut  out  and  exclude  the  rights  of  the  Indiana, 
and  others  who,  after  the  dates  of  such  acts, 
of  congress,  were  allotted  lands  or  took  home- 
steads over  which  the  line  of  said  railroad 
company  was  thereafter  located;  and  (8)  in 
refusing  to  grant  the  permanent  injunction  as 
prayed  in  the  bill  of  complaint,  and  In  render- 
ing a  final  decree  upon  the  findings  and  con- 
cliisions  indicated  and  set  out  in  the  order  of 
May  23,  1895. 

Richard  Olney,  V.  8.  Atty.  Gen.,  and  0.  R. 
Brooks,  U.  S.  Atty.,  for  the  Territory  of  Ok- 
lahoma, and  Horace  Speed,  for  plaintitE.  J. 
W.  McIiOud  and  Jolm  I.  DiUe,  for  defendants. 

McATEE,  J.  Various  motions  were  filed 
by  the  defendant  company  m  this  court  in 
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this  case  after  the  filing  of  the  petition  in 
error  and  transcript  of  record  here,  upon  June 
6,  1895.  Under  the  direction  of  the  court 
these  motions  were  argued  orally,  and  upon 
printed  briefs.  In  connection  with  the  argu- 
ment upon  the  merits  of  the  case,  as  pre- 
sented in  the  transcript  of  the  record,  and 
will  be  here  reviewed. 

The  defendant  railroad  company  filed  its 
motion  on  June  24,  1895,  in  this  court,  to  re- 
quire the  plaintiffs  to  make  a  deposit  and 
give  security  for  costs.  This  motion  was 
based  upon  rule  second  of  the  rules  of  prac- 
tice of  the  supreme  court  of  the  territory  of 
Oklahoma,  which  reads  as  follows:  "No 
cause  shall  be  docketed,  nor  process  Issued 
thereon  (except  in  cases  wherein  the  territory 
«r  the  United  States  is  appellant)  until  the 
plaintiff  in  error  or  appellant  shall  pay  to  the 
clerk,  ten  dollars  advance  fees;  nor  shall  any 
civil  cause  be  docketed  until  security  for 
costs  shall  be  given,  approved  by  the  clerk 
of  the  supreme  court,  conditioned  for  the  pay- 
ment of  all  costs  for  which  the  plaintiff  in 
error  may  be  liable."  The  argument  admits 
that  In  this  case  no  security  for  coats  has 
been  given  as  provided  by  the  rule.  It  is, 
however,  contended  by  the  plaintiff  in  error 
that  compliance  with  the  rule  is  not  neces- 
sary, since  this  Is  a  suit  by  the  United  States, 
and  that  the  United  States  Is  not  required  to 
pay  costs,  or  to  give  the  security  here  re- 
quired, in  order  to  avail  Itself  of  the  rights 
«nd  remedies  provided  by  and  within  the 
jnrisdiction  of  this  court  This  contention 
the  plaintiff  maintains  upon  the  following 
sections  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  which  are  a  part  of  the  Judiciary 
act  passed  by  congress  in  1798,  which  reads 
as  follows: 

"Sec.  1000.  Bond  In  Error  and  on  Appeal. 
Every  justice  or  judge  signing  a  citation  on 
any  writ  of  error  shall,  except  in  cases 
wrought  up  by  the  United  States  or  by  dlrec- 
lon  of  any  department  of  the  government, 
ake  good  and  sufflciont  security  that  the 
plaintiff  In  error  or  the  appellant  shall  prose- 
cute his  writ  or  appeal  to  effect,  and  if  he 
fail  to  make  his  plea  good,  shall  answer  all 
damages  and  costs,  where  the  writ  Is  a  su- 
persedeas and  stays  execution,  or  all  costs 
only  where  It  Is  not  a  supersedeas  as  afore- 
said. 

"Sec.  1001.  No  Bond  Required  of  United 
States.  Whenever  a  writ  of  error,  appeal, 
or  other  process  in  law,  admiralty,  or  equity. 
Issues  from  or  Is  brought  up  to  the  supreme 
court,  or  circuit  court,  either  by  the  United 
States  or  by  direction  of  any  department  of 
■'he  government,  no  bond,  otjiigation,  or  se- 
?t«rity  shall  be  required  from  the  United 
States,  or  from  any  party  acting  under  the 
iirection  aforesaid,  either  to  prosecute  said 
suit,  or  to  answer  In  damages  or  costs.  In 
■?as€  of  an  adverse  decision,  such  costs  as  by 
law  are  taxable  against  the  United  States,  or 
against  the  party  acting  by  direction  as 
•foresaid,  shall  be  paid  out  of  the  contingent 


fund  of  the  department  under  whose  direc- 
tions the  proceedings  were  instituted." 

The  sections  here  recited  are  a  part  of  the 
procedure  provided  by  congress  for  the  su- 
preme court  and  circuit  and  district  courts  of 
the  United  States,  which  are  provided  for  un- 
der article  3,  {  1,  of  the  constitution  of  the 
United  States,  as  follows: 

"Section  1.  Supreme  and  Inferior  Courts. 
The  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  shall 
be  vested  In  one  supreme  court,  and  in  such 
Inferior  courts  as  the  congress  may  from 
time  to  time  ordain  and  establish.  The 
judges  both  of  the  supreme  court  and  inferior 
courts,  shall  hold  their  ofilces  during  good  be- 
havior.   •    *    •" 

In  providing  a  mode  of  procedure  for  the 
"judicial  power  of  the  United  States,  •  •  • 
vested  in  one  supreme  coiu:t,  ana  m  such  in- 
ferior courts  as  the  congress  may  from  time 
to  time  ordain  and  establish,"  congress  did 
not  provide  a  code  of  procedure  for  the  ter- 
ritorial courts.  So  far  as  congress  has  legis- 
lated with  regard  to  territorial  courts.  It  has 
legislated  under  the  general  powers  which 
congress  possesses  over,  and  to  provide  a  gov- 
ernment for,  the  territories,  and  not  under 
the  constitutional  authority  given  to  It  to  or- 
dain and  establish  one  supreme  court  and  In- 
ferior courts  vested  with  judicial  power  for 
the  United  States.  Insurance  Co.  v.  Canter, 
1  Pet  511;  Stacy  v.  Abbott  1  Am.  Law  T. 
84;  Benner  v.  Porter.  9  How.  Prac.  244. 
The  same  conclusion  must  be  drawn  from  an 
examination  of  the  context  of  the  sections  re- 
lied upon.  Section  1000  provides  that  the 
judge  shall  take  good  and  sufficient  security, 
except  In  cases  brought  up  by  the  United 
States,  or  by  direction  of  any  department  of 
the  government  and  in  section  1001,  next 
ensuing,  it  is  provided  in  what  cases  such 
security  shall  not  be  required;  that  is,  in 
"Issues  •  *  •  brought  up  to  the  supreme 
court,  or  a  circuit  court  either  by  the  United 
States  or  by  direction  of  any  department  of 
the  government,  no  bond,  obligation,  or  se- 
curity shall  be  required  from  the  United 
States,  or  from  any  party  acting  under  direc- 
tion aforesaid,"  etc.  The  prohibition  against 
requiring  security  from  the  United  States,  or 
from  any  i>arty  acting  under  the  direction 
aforesaid,  is  In  cases  brought  up  to  the  su- 
preme court  of  the  United  States,  or  a  circuit 
court  of  the  United  States.  The  prohibition 
Is  not  against  bringing  up  the  case  by  peti- 
tion in  error  from  the  district  court  of  a  ter- 
ritory to  the  supreme  court  of  a  territory. 
And  while  the  organic  act  of  this  territory 
provides  that  its  district  court  "shall  have 
and  exercise,  exclusive  of  any  court  heretofore 
established,  the  same  jurisdiction  in  all  cases 
arisingunder  the  constitution  and  laws  of  the 
United  States  as  Is  vested  In  the  circuit  and 
district  courts  of  the  United  States,"  the  writ 
of  error  here  Is  not  to  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States,  or  to  a  circuit  court  of  the 
United  States,  but  to  the  supreme  court  of 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma.    It  cannot  be  con- 
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tended  that  these  sections  are  Imported  Into 
the  practlc*  of  this  territory.  "Laws  regulat- 
ing the  proceedings  of  the  United  States 
courts  are  of  specific  application,  and  are, 
in  truth  and  In  fact,  locally  inapplicable  to 
the  courts  of  a  territory.  •  •  •  The  acts 
of  congress  respecting  proceedings  In  the 
United  States  courts  are  concerned  with,  and 
confined  to,  those  courts,  considered  as  parts 
of  the  federal  system,  and  as  Invested  with 
the  judicial  power  of  the  United  States  ex- 
pressly conferred  by  the  constitution.  •  •  • 
They  were  not  Intended  as  exertions  of  that 
plenary  municipal  authority  which  congress 
has  over  the  District  of  Columbia  and  the 
territories  of  the  United  States.  They  do  not 
contain  a  word  to  Indicate  any  such  Intent. 
The  fact  that  they  require  the  circuit  and 
district  courts  to  follow  the  practice  of  the 
respective  state  courts  in  cases  at  law,  and 
that  they  supply  no  other  rule  in  such  cases, 
shows  that  they  cannot  apply  to  the  terri- 
torial courts.  As  before  said,  these  acts  have 
specific  application  to  the  courts  of  the  Unit- 
ed States,  which  are  comrts  of  a  peculiar 
character  and  Jurisdiction.  •  •  •  As  a 
general  thing,  subject  to  the  general  scheme 
of  local  government  chalked  out  by  the  or- 
ganic act,  and  such  special  provisions  as  are 
contained  therein,  the  local  legislature  has 
been  intrusted  with  the  enactment  of  the 
entire  system  of  municipal  law,  subject  also, 
however,  to  the  right  of  congress  to  revise, 
alten  and  revoke  at  its  discretion.  •  •  • 
Prom  a  review  of  the  entire  past  legislation 
of  congress  on  the  subject  under  considera- 
tion, our  conclusion  is  that  the  practice, 
pleadings,  and  forms  and  modes  of  proceed- 
ing of  the  territorial  courts,  as  well  as  their 
respective  Jurisdictions,  subject,  as  before 
said,  to  a  few  express  or  Implied  conditions 
In  the  organic  act  itself,  were  intended  to  be 
left  to  the  legislative  action  of  the  territorial 
assemblies,  and  to  the  regulations  which 
might  be  adopted  by  the  courts  themselves." 
Hombuckle  v.  Toombs.  18  Wall.  648-657. 
There  to  In  force  In  the  territory  of  Oklaho- 
ma, and  relating  to  appeals  on  writs  of  error 
from  a  district  court  of  the  territory  to  this 
court,  no  provision  under  which  the  United 
States  Is  exempted  from  the  rule  of  procedure 
of  this  court,  under  which  it  Is  provided  that 
"no  civil  cause  shall  be  docketed  until  securi- 
ty for  costs  shall  be  given,"  etc.  We  under- 
stand the  rule  to  be  that  unless  such  special 
exemption  is  provided  for,  if  the  United 
States  comes  voluntarily  into  the  court.  It 
must  do  so  under  similar  circumstances  and 
upon  the  same  conditions  as  if  it  were  a  pri- 
vate party,  unless,  indeed,  exemption  should 
be  conceded  to  It  upon  the  ground  of  sov- 
ereignty. U.  S.  V.  Thompson,  93  U.  S.  588; 
U.  S.  V.  Union  Pac.  K,  Co.,  105  U.  S.  263. 
And  such  exemption  Is  not  relied  upon  in 
this  case,  since  the  liability  here  discussed 
has  been  provided  against  by  the  require- 
ment made  In  behalf  of  the  United  States, 
and  taken  by  those  who  represent  the  inter- 


est of  the  United  States,  If  It  has  any  In  the 
case,  by  the  agreement,  filed  with  the  bill  of 
complaint,  that  the  relators  should  be  respon- 
sible to  the  United  States  for  Its  costs  in- 
curred therein.  The  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Bryant, 
111  U.  S.  500,  4  Sup.  Ct  601,  has  been  cited 
to  support  the  contention  of  plaintiff  that  sec- 
tions 1000  and  1001  relate  and  are  applicable 
to  writs  of  error  from  the  district  courts  of 
this  territory  to  the  supreme  court  of  this  ter- 
ritory. The  case  does  not  support  the  conten- 
tion. This  was  an  action  at  law  by  the  United 
States  in  th^  circuit  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Southern  district  of  Alabama, 
and  cannot  aid  us  In  reference  to  the  appli- 
cation of  those  sections  to  proceedings  in  the 
territorial  courts. 

If  the  United  States  should  in  fact  itself  be 
exempt  from  the  application  of  the  rule  of 
court  requiring  security  for  costs,  we  should 
yet  hold  that  the  relators  are  themselves  the 
real  parties  in  interest,  and  that,  as  such,  tiiey 
would  not  be  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  ex- 
emption thus  provided  in  behalf  of  the  United 
States.  They,  being  thus  the  real  parties  in 
interest,  and  having  invoked  the  name  and  au- 
thority of  the  United  States  in  the  bringing  of 
this  action,  would  not  be  permitted  to  prose- 
cute it  for  theh:  own  benefit  without  comply- 
ing with  the  rule.  In  the  absence  of  any  spe- 
cial provision,  this  action  must  tte  prosecuted 
In  the  name  of  the  real  parties  in  interest,  and. 
If  these  parties  are  here  with  any  legal  rights, 
it  Is  by  reason  of  being  here  in  that  capacity. 
Artlde  4,  J  26,  Code^lv.  Proc  (page  767.  St 
Okl.);  State  V.  Commissioners  of  Jefferson  Co.. 
11  Kan.  66;  Nixon  v.  School  Dlst.,  32  Kan. 
511.  4  Pac.  1017;  Atdiison,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  Co. 
v.  State,  22  Kan.  17.  The  view  here  taken 
was  undoubtedly  that  of  the  department  of 
justice,  in  charge  of  these  proceedings,  and 
has  been  provided  against  herein,  since  there 
was  filed  in  the  district  court  on  March  19, 
1895,  in  conjunction  with  and  annexed  to  the 
bill  of  complaint,  an  agreement  and  at>Ilga- 
tion  to  the  United  States,  which  recites  that 
William  S.  Search,  Samuel  Clay,  Wright  Chria- 
tlan,  George  A.  Outcelt,  and  Edward  J.  Kel- 
ley  hereby  agree  that  their  names  shall  be 
used  as  relators  in  the  above-entitled  cause, 
and  that  they  will  be  responsible  to  the  United 
States  for  Its  costs  incurred  therein.  We 
hold  that  the  defendants  in  tills  action  are 
entitled  to  an  order  requiring  the  plaintiff 
herein  to  give  security  for  costs,  to  be  ap- 
proved by  the  cletk  of  the  supreme  court,  con- 
ditioned for  the  payment  of  all  costs  for  which 
the  plaintiffs  in  error  may  be  liable,  before 
they  could  require  any  further  proceeding  or 
demand  relief  herein. 

Upon  June  24,  1895,  the  defendant  also  filed 
his  motion  in  the  cause  to  strike  from  the 
transcript  filed  In  the  cause  the  affidavits  of 
Dunn,  Webster,  and  others,  together  -with  cer- 
tificates, letters,  map,  and  opinion  of  Judge 
Heniy  W.  Scott,  tor  the  reason  that  "none  of 
the  same  were  made  a  part  of  the  record  in 
this  case  by  a  bill  of  exceptloBS  or  case  made. 
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and  therefore  are  no  part  of  the  record,  and 
were  Iniproijerlj-  filed  with  said  transcript," 
and  also  moved  the  court  to  tax  the  costs  of 
making  the  portions  of  the  transcript  above 
referred  to,  to  the  plaintiffs  herein,  for  the  rea- 
son that  the  same  were  Improperly  filed  with 
the  transcript  In  this  court.  Two  methods  are 
provided  by  the  statutes  of  this  teiTitory,  ei- 
ther of  which  may  be  adopted  In  brlnf;lng  ap- 
peals to  this  court  from  the  district  courts  In 
all  civil  causes:  (1)  By  a  transcript  of  the 
record;  and  (2)  by  case  made.  The  Code  of 
ClvU  Procedure  (chapter  66,  pp.  8o5,  856,  St. 
Okl.  1893)  provides,  with  reference  to  the  sec- 
ond method  of  taking  an  appeal  from  the  dis- 
trict court,  that: 

"Sec.  .561.  In  all  actions  hereafter  instituted 
by  petition  In  error  in  the  supreme  court,  the 
plaintiff  In  error  .shall  attach  to  and  file  with 
the  petition  In  error,  the  original  case  made, 
filed  in  the  court  below,  or  a  certified  tran- 
script of  the  record  of  said  court.    •    •    • 

"Sec.  565.  A  party  desiring  to  have  any 
Judgment  or  order  of  the  district  court,  or  a 
judge  thereof,  reversed  by  the  supreme  court, 
may  make  a  case  made,  containing  a  state- 
ment of  so  much  of  the  proceedings  and  evi- 
dence, or  other  matters  in  the  action,  as  may 
be  necessary  to  present  the  errors  complained 
of  to  the  supreme  court. 

"Sec.  566.  The  case  so  made,  or  a  copy  there- 
of, shall,  within  three  days  after  the  Judgment 
or  order  is  entered,  be  served  upon  the  oppo- 
site party  or  his  attorney,  who  may  within 
three  days  thereafter  suggest  amendments 
thereto  in  writing,  and  present  the  same  to  the 
party  making  the  case  or  to  his  attorney. 
The  case  and  amendments  shall  be  submitted 
to  the  Judge,  who  shall  settle  and  sign  the 
same,  and  cause  it  to  be  attested  by  the  clerk, 
and  the  seal  of  the  court  to  be  thereto  at- 
tached.   •    •    • 

"Sec.  567.  The  court  or  judge  may,  upon 
good  cause  shown,  extend  the  time  for  mak- 
ing a  case  made  and  the  time  within  which 
the  case  may  be  served;  and  may  also  direct 
notice  to  be  given  of  the  time  when  the  case 
may  be  presented  for  settlement  ofter  the 
game  has  been  made  and  served,  certified  and 
signed  by  the  judge  who  tried  the  cause." 

The  final  judgment  or  order  was  made  by 
the  Judge  of  the  district  court  at  chambers, 
on  the  lat  day  of  May,  1895,  by  which  It  was 
(M-dered  that  "the  temporary  Injunction  be,  and 
the  same  Is  hereby,  dissolved,  to  which  plain- 
tiff excepts."  By  this  order  the  plaintiffs  were 
allowed  20  days  to  pr^)are  and  serve  a  case 
made.  Thereafter,  on  the  23d  day  of  May, 
1.S95,  "it  being  one  of  the  regular  Judicial  days 
of  the  May  term  of  the  district  court,"  the 
court  finds  that  the  order  of  the  Judge  of  the 
district  court  of  the  Third  judicial  district,  dis- 
solving the  temporary  injunction  on  the  1st  day 
of  May,  1895.  at  chambers.  In  Oklahoma  City, 
O.  T.,  and  all  orders  heretofore  made,  are 
hereby  set  aside  and  held  for  naught."  And 
the  court  then  proceeded  especially  to  dissolve 
and  set  aside  the  order  of  May  1,  1895,  to  all 


of  which  the  plaintiff  excepted.  The  plaintiff 
thereupon  made  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  up- 
on the  following  grounds:  (1)  That  the  "deci- 
sion Is  not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence"; 
and  (2)  that  the  "decision  is  contrary  to  law," 
—which  was  overruled,  to  which  the  plaintiff 
excepted.  Upon  which  the  plaintiff  prayed  an 
appeal,  and  the  order  of  the  court  then  passed 
provided  that  "ten  days  Is  hereby  allowed  said 
plaintiffs  to  make  and  sei-ve  a  case  made  up- 
on the  defendants."  The  first  Judgment,  en- 
tered May  1,  1805,  and  the  second  Judgment, 
dated  May  23,  1895,  are,  in  all  essential  re- 
spects, Identical,  except  that  tbe  first  judg- 
ment Includes  no  statement  of  a  motion  for  a 
new  trial  with  ruling  and  exception,  and  with 
the  further  exception  that  In  entering  the  sec- 
ond Judgment  the  court  undertook  to  allow  an 
appeal  to  the  supreme  court,  and  also  allow 
from  that  date  "ten  days  to  make  and  pre- 
pare a  case  upon  the  defendants." 

It  Is  provided  by  the  Code  of  Civil  Prp- 
cedure  (section  320,  p.  814,  St.  Okl.)  that  "the 
application  for  a  new  trial  must  be  made  at 
the  term  the  verdict,  report  or  decision  is  ren- 
dered; and,  except  for  the  cause  of  newly 
discovered  evidence,  m.iterial  for  the  party 
applying,  which  he  could  not  with  reasonable 
diligence,  have  discovered  and  produced  at 
the  trial  shall  be  within  three  days  after  the 
verdict  or  decision  was  rendered,  imless 
avoidably  prevented."  The  decision  rendered 
May  1st  was  in  all  respects  final.  Tbe  deci- 
sion rendered  May  23,  1895,  was,  aa  to  the 
material  thing  ordered  and  accomplished  by 
the  Judgment,— that  Is,  the  dissolution  of  the 
temporary  injunction, — ^in  no  respect  more 
effective  in  Its  terms  than  that  which  had 
been  passed  by  the  court  on  May  Ist  This 
was  an  Injunction  proceeding,  properly  heard 
at  chambers,  and  the  fact  that  the  first  judg- 
ment was  entered  at  chambers  made  It  In  no 
respect  Invalid  or  ineffective.  The  fact  that 
the  second  Judgment  was  entered  upon  a  "Ju- 
dicial day,"  and  by  the  court,  had  no  virtue, 
nor  could  it  make  a  Judgment  dismissing  the 
temporary  injunction  In  any  respect  more 
final  or  conclusive.  There  could  have  been 
no  reason  why  the  court  should  have  under- 
taken to  set  aside  by  the  judgment  entered 
May  23d  the  final  Judgment  which  had  been 
entered  on  May  Ist  in  the  same  matter,  ex- 
cept a  strong  desire  to  oblige  the  plaintiffs 
in  error,  by  enabling  them  to  make  their  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed by  the  statate,  If  possible,  and  for 
tbe  purpose  of  extending  the  time  In  their 
behalf,  within  which  to  prepare  and  serve  a 
case  made  for  the  supreme  court,  or  "ten 
days  to  appeal  said  cause  upon  the  tran- 
script of  the  record  in  said  cause."  Our  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure  has  been  adopted  from 
the  state  of  Kansas,  and  this  court  uniformly 
follows  the  principles  of  Interpretation  and 
construction  which  have  been  applied  to  It 
by  the  supreme  court  of  that  state.  It  has 
been  by  that  court  repeatedly  held,  with  ref- 
erence to  the  motion  for  a  new  trial,  that  a  > 
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motion  mnat  tM  fll«d  In  strict  conformity 
with  the  provMona  of  the  statute,  1.  e.  with- 
in "three  days  after  the  verdict  •  •  •  waa 
rendered,  nnless  unavoidably  prevented" 
(Mercer  y.  Ringer,  40  Kan.  191,  19  Fac.  670; 
Bubb  T.  Cain,  ST  Kan.  892,  16  Pac.  89;  Mc- 
Donald y.  Goopo',  32  Kan.  58,  8  Pac.  786), 
and  that  when  no  showing  has  been  made 
that  the  party  has  been  unavoidably  prevent- 
ed from  filing  his  motion  within  the  time 
specified,  the  court  cannot  consider  or  review 
the  errors  occurring  upon  the  trial  (Odell  v. 
Sargent,  3  Kan.  78;  Mitchell  y.  Milhoan,  11 
Kan.  4Sl;  Nesblt  y.  Bines,  17  Kan.  316; 
Dyal  y.  City  of  Topeka,  35  Kan.  62,  10  Pac. 
161).  And  It  has  been  by  the  same  court 
uniformly  held  that  the  district  judge  has  no 
power  to  extend  the  time  for  malting  a  case 
after  the  time  fixed  by  the  statute,  and  by 
the  order  of  the  court,  has  once  elapsed.  In- 
surance Co.  y.  Koons,  26  Kan.  215;  Dyal  v. 
City  of  Topeka,  35  Kan.  62,  10  Pac.  161; 
Dodd  V.  Abram,  27  Kan.  69.  When,  there- 
fore, the  court.  In  its  judgment  in  this  case, 
of  May  1,  1895,  which  was  final  as  to  the 
«nly  matter  Involved,  to  wit,  the  rsvocatlon 
pf  the  temporary  injunction,  extending  the 
time,  upon  the  application  of  plaintiffs,  for 
20  days,  to  make  a  case  made,  and  when  the 
time  so  extended  had  expired,  upon  the  21st 
'iSay  of  May,  the  district  Judge  had  no  power 
to  extend  the  time  for  making  a  case.  The 
power  did  not  exist  in  him,  in  any  form. 
He  was  without  authority.  He  could  not  ex- 
tend the  time  by  an  order  Intended  simply 
for  that  purpose,  nor  could  he  do  so  by  any 
method  less  simple  and  direct.  Not  having 
Jurisdiction  to  extend  the  time  directly,  he 
could  not  do  so  by  indirection,  and  hence  the 
order  extending  the  time  for  making  a  case 
made  after  the  time  had  expired  within 
which  the  case  was  to  be  made,  under  the 
order  of  May  Ist,  was  void,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  that  It  was  attempted  to  be  accom- 
plished through  the  instrumentality  of  revok- 
ing the  Judgment  of  May  1st,  upon  the  tem- 
porary injunction,  and  renewing  the  order 
for  extension  of  time  by  the  new  order 
dated  May  23,  1895,  and  purporting  to  be  a 
final  judgment,  which  assumed  to  be  the  only 
order  by  which  the  temporary  injunction 
was  then,  for  the  first  time,  revoked.  The 
second  decision,  of  May  23d,  purporting  to 
be  a  final  judgment,  can  have  no  effect  to  ex- 
tend the  time  specified  In  the  statute  for  the 
benefit  of  the  plaintiffs  In  error,  nor  have 
any  other  effect  except  as  a  substantial  testi- 
monial of  the  willingness  of  the  district  Judge 
to  strain  the  limits  of  his  Jurisdiction  In  an 
effort  to  relieve  the  plaintiffs  in  error,  and 
to  aid  them  In  appealing  to  this  court  for 
review. 

The  large  number  of  affidavits,  certificates, 
letters,  and  the  map,  which  are  furnished 
and  annexed  to  the  petition  In  error,  are  cer- 
tified to  by  the  clerk  of  the  district  court  of 
the  Third  judicial  district  as  "a  true,  full, 
and  com{)lete  copy  of  the  proceedings  and 


papcn  In  the  case  of  The  United  States  of 
America  y.  The  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  and  Gulf 
Railroad  Company  and  George  S.  Good  & 
Company  and  others,  a  copartnership,  de- 
fendants, as  the  same  remain  on  file  In  my 
office."  Together  with  other  evldnices  of  Its 
Insufficiency  as  a  case  made.  It  has  not  "been 
submitted  to  the  Judge,  who  shall  settle  and 
sign  the  same."  The  evidence  consisting  of 
affidavits  and  papers  purporting  to  have 
been  used  as  evidence  at  the  hearing  below 
are  not,  therefore,  in  such  form  as  that  they 
can  be  reviewed  by  this  court.  Wenndentand 
the  statute  prescribing  the  method  of  irmting 
up  an  original  case  made,  and  providing  for 
Its  certification,  by  sections  564,  565,  566, 
and  567  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  above 
referred  to,  constitutes  the  only  and  exclu- 
sive method  by  which  evidence  may  be 
brought  Into  this  court  In  such  form  as  that 
It  may  be  reviewed  and  examined  upon  error. 
This  is  the  case,  unless.  Indeed,  it  ehonld  ap- 
pear upon  examination  that,  as  Is  claimed  by 
the  plaintiffs  In  oror,  "the  decree  adopts  the 
opinion,  and  expressly  ma^es  it  a  part  of 
the  record,  and  the  proofs  are  also  made  a 
part  of  the  record;  that  the  findings  are  all 
In  the  opinion";  and  that  this  order  of  the 
court,  making  the  opinion  and  pAMfs  refer- 
red to  therein  parts  of  the  record,  was  suffi- 
cient for  that  purpose. 

It  Id,  by  the  decree  of  the  district  court  dat- 
ed May  1,  1895,  stated  that  the  "defendants 
submitted  their  evidence  to  sustain  said  mo- 
tion, and  plaintiffs  their  evidence  to  resist  the 
same,  and  both  parties  having  rested,"  and  by 
the  subsequent  order,  dated  May  23d,  it  la  "or- 
dered, adjudged,  and  decreed  that  upon  the 
pleadings,  proofs,  and  findings  by  the  judge 
of  this  court,  of  law  and  fact,  heretofore  had, 
with  the  opinion  of  the  Judge,  Is  ordered  made 
a  part  of  this  record." 

We  bold  that  the  decree  of  May  23,  1S95, 
Is  void  as  to  either  of  these  purposes  sought 
to  be  accomplished  by  it,  by  which  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  can  be  made,  or  the  evidence 
from  the  trial  in  the  lower  court  be  brought 
here  for  the  review  of  errors.  In  lieu  of  the 
method  prescribed  by  the  specific  and  exclu- 
sive provisions  which  are  made  by  the  stat- 
ute for  the  bringing  of  evidence  into  this 
court  by  a  case  made,  by  which  "hereafter 
In  all  actions  instituted  In  the  supreme  court 
the  original  case  made  shall  be  attached  to 
the  petition  In  error,"  and  that  such  case 
made  shall  be  "served  upon  the  opposite  par- 
ty or  his  attorney  for  the  suggestion  of 
amendments,"  and  that  the  case  so  made  shall 
then  "be  presented  for  settlement  to  the  judge 
who  shall  settle  and  sign  the  same  and  cause 
It  to  be  attested  by  the  clerk,"  etc.  In  sup- 
port of  their  proposition,  however,  we  are  re- 
ferred by  the  plaintiffs  In  error  to  section 
192,  Elliott,  App.  Proc.;  to  McCullagh  v.  Al- 
len, 10  Kan.  121;  to  Stapleton  y.  Orr,  43  Kan. 
170,  23  Pac.  109;  to  Thomas  y.  Tanner,  14 
How.  Prac.  426;  to  Weyman  y.  Bank.  59 
How.  Prac.  331;  to  Auld  t.  Smith,  23  Kan. 
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42;  to  Smith  ▼.  Auld,  31  Kan.  266;  to  Mitch- 
ell T.  Insley,  83  Kan.  658,  7  Pac.  201;  to  Red- 
den T.  Metzger,  46  Kan.  288,  26  Pac.  6Sd; 
and  to  Lumber  Oo.  v.  Buchtel,  101  U.  S.  633. 
To  review  these  authorities  : 

It  Is  stated  In  Elliott,  App.  Proc.  8  192,  that 
"the  statute  requires  an  order  of  the  court,  In 
the  nature  of  a  special  order,  and,  without 
such  an  order,  instruments  of  evidence.  In- 
structions, or  the  like,  cannot  be  regarded  as 
in  the  record,  unless,  of  course,  brought  In  by 
a  bill  of  exceptions."  The  reference  here 
made  is  to  the  statute  of  the  state  of  Indiana, 
•which  provides  that  "the  transcript  of  mo- 
tions, aflldavits,  and  other  papers,  •  •  • 
depositions,  and  papers  filed  as  mere  evidence, 
shall  not  be  certified,  unless  made  a  part  of 
the  record  by  exception  or  order  of  court." 
We  do  not  practice  under  such  a  statute. 
Our  statute  provides  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  S  430, 
p.  831)  as  follows:  "The  record  shall  be  made 
up  from  the  petition,  the  process,  return,  the 
pleadings  subsequent  thereto,  reports,  ver- 
dicts, orders.  Judgments,  and  all  material  acts 
and  proceedings  of  the  court  •  •  •  Evi- 
dence must  not  be  recorded." 

But  It  Is  urged  by  the  plalntlfT,  upon  the 
authority  of  the  Kansas  cases,  that  the  opin- 
ion contained  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions 
of  law,  and,  "by  order  of  the  court,  all  are 
made  a  part  of  the  record."  We  do  not  find 
that  this  conclusion  can  be  drawn  from  the 
authorities  cited  from  that  state.  Our  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  adopted  from  Kansas,  pro- 
Tides  (section  802,  St.  1893,  p.  812),  that: 
"Upon  the  trial  of  questions  of  fact  by  the 
court,  it  shall  not  be  necessary  for  the  court 
to  state  Its  findings,  except  generally,  for  the 
plaintiff  or  defendant,  unless  one  of  the  par- 
ties request  it,  with  the  view  of  excepting  to 
the  decision  of  the  court  upon  the  questions 
of  law  Involved  In  the  trial;  in  which  case 
the  court  shall  state.  In  writing,  the  conclu- 
sions of  tact  found,  separately  from  the  con- 
clusions of  law."  It  will  be  here  seen  (1) 
that,  in  the  absence  of  an  express  request  by 
one  of  the  parties  to  the  cause,  it  Is  not  made 
the  duty  of  the  "court  to  state  Its  findings, 
except  generally";  and  (2)  that  If  one  of  the 
parties,  with  a  view  of  excepting  to  the  de- 
cision of  the  court  upon  the  questions  of  law 
Involved  In  the  trial,  request  It,  It  shall  then 
become  the  duty  of  the  court  to  state  In  writ- 
ing the  conclusions  of  fact  found,  separately 
from  the  conclusions  of  law.  If  the  court, 
not  being  requested,  and  not  having  In  view 
the  taking  of  exceptions  to  Its  decisions  upon 
the  questions  of  law  Involved  In  the  trial, 
does  yet  volunteer  to  prepare  a  written  opin- 
ion. Including  a  recitation  of  the  facts,  or  a 
part  of  them.  In  so  far  as  it  sees  fit  to  do  so. 
It  Is  yet  acting  under  that  provision  of  the 
statute  which  only  makes  It  Its  duty  to  find 
no  further  or  otherwise  than  "generally  for 
the  plaintiff,  or  for  the  defendant."  The 
voluntary  statement  of  his  opinion  In  writing 
thus  made.  Including  such  facts  as  he  would 
see  fit  to  Include  In  his  opinion,  is  not  such 


special  finding  of  fact  and  conclusion  of  law 
as  is  provided  for'  by  the  statute,  when  ei- 
ther party  to  the  cause  so  requests  it;  and 
such  voluntary  action  of  the  court  has  been 
universally  treated  as  a  general  finding,  only, 
notwithstanding  any  care  which  It  may  have 
taken  In  the  preparation  of  a  written  opinion. 
Such  general  finding,  under  the  voluntary  ac- 
tion of  the  court.  Is  radically  different  from 
the  special  findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of 
law  provided  for  under  the  second  branch  of 
the  statute.  Such  special  findings  of  fact  and 
separate  conclusions  of  law,  when  made  by 
the  court  upon  the  request  of  either  party, 
and  entered  upon  the  Journal,  although  not 
signed  by  the  judge,  or  made  a  part  of  the 
record  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  have  yet  been 
held  to  be  a  jart  of  the  record  by  the  supreme 
court  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  In  McCullagh  v. 
Allen,  10  Kan.  121.  Nor  do  the  other  Kansas 
cases  go  further.  It  Is  urged  by  the  plaintiff 
that  In  the  case  of  Stapleton  v.  Orr,  43  Kan. 
170,  23  Pac.  109,  "the  evidence  in  the  case  Is 
attached  to  the  opinion,  and  referred  to  In 
the  opinion  as  a  part  of  It.  Thereby  the  evi- 
dence becomes  a  part  of  the  record."  The 
fact  in  this  case,  as  extracted  from  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  was  that,  upon  the  motion  to 
dissolve  the  attachment,  "we  could  not,  we 
think,"  examine  the  testimony  submitted  be- 
fore the  district  court,  and  "do  so  In  order  to 
determine  whether  or  not  the  order  of  disso- 
lution was  correct;  but,  as  the  defendant  has 
made  It  a  part  of  Ills  answer,  we  certainly 
can  treat  It  as  a  part  of  the  pleadings  in  this 
case."  It  will  thus  be  seen  that  the  evidence 
was  not  attached  to  the  opinion,  and  referred 
to  In  the  opinion  as  a  part  of  it.  The  case 
does  not  aid  us. 

The  case  of  Lumber  Co.  v.  Buchtel,  101  V. 
S.  G33,  cited  by  the  plaintiff  In  support  of  the 
proposition  that  "the  findings  of  a  referee  up- 
on which  the  Judgment  was  rendered,  like  the 
verdict  of  a  Jury,  constitutes  an  essential  part 
of  the  record  of  the  case."  We  find,  upon  an 
examination  of  the  case,  that  exceptions  were 
taken  to  the  report,  and  overruled  by  the 
court  below.  That  case,  therefore,  came  reg- 
ularly Into  the  supreme  court  by  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, as  we  must  Infer  from  this  state- 
ment In  the  opinion  of  the  court,  and  the  case 
does  not  support  the  statement  of  plaintiff's 
brief  that  the  referee's  report  would  form  part 
of  the  record  without  such  exceptions. 

The  New  York  practice,  pressed  upon  our 
attention  In  the  brief  of  plaintiffs,  in  the  case 
of  Thomas  V.  Tanner,  14  How.  Prag.  420,  and 
Weyman  v.  Bank,  59  How.  Prac.  331,  does 
not  support  their  contention.  It  Is,  in  tlie  syl- 
labus of  the  former  case,  declared  that:  "The 
decision,  which,  by  the  267th  section  of  the 
Code,  Is  required  to  be  given  In  writing  and 
filed  by  the  clerk,  is  a  very  different  thing 
from  the  opinion  which  the  judge  may  thhijc 
proper  to  write.  The  decision  can  only  ap- 
pear by  his  signature  or  allocator.  The  opin- 
ion never  should  be  carried  bodily  into  the  rec- 
ord."   On  the  contrary,   In  the  absence  of 
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snch  a  statutoiy  provision  as  that  found  in  the 
state  of  Indiana,  It  has  been  repeatedly  held 
that  no  evidence,  d^waltlons,  affidavits, 
Judge's  minutes,  notes,  or  opinions  are  a  part 
of  the  record  until  they  are  embodied  in  a 
bill  of  exceptions  or  case  made,  and  that  nei- 
ther the  action  of  the  cleilc,  by  his  certifi- 
cate, nor  the  power  of  the  Judge  himself,  un- 
less authorized  by  statute,  can  be  eftective  to 
incorporate  these  matters  in  the  record  In  any 
other  manner  than  that  which  they  are  limited 
to,  as  prescribed  by  the  legislative  will,  x'he 
provisions  of  the  statute,  as  above  set  out,  are 
made  for  the  protection  of  the  defendant  in 
error.  He  has  a  right  to  avail  himself  of 
them,  and  the  courts  have  no  power  to  de- 
prive him  of  the  benefit  of  those  provisions,  if 
that  Is  demanded.  Haraszthy  v.  Horton,  46 
Cal.  545;  Thome  v.  Hammond.  46  Cal.  531; 
Mill  Co.  T.  Vandall,  1  Minn.  230  (Gil.  195); 
Baltimore  &  P.  R.  Co.  v.  Trustees  of  Sixth 
Presbyterian  Church,  91  U.  S.  130;  Lumber 
Co.  V.  Pennington,  2  Dak.  467,  11  N.  W.  407; 
Backus  V.  Clark,  1  Kan.  287.  The  findiiy;  of 
a  court,  no  matter  how  full  and  exhaustft'e  or 
how  complete  and  adequate  may  appear  to  be 
its  statement  of  facts,  unless  It  appears  by  the 
record  that  it  was  made,  upon  the  request  of 
one  or  both  of  the  parties,  as  a  special  finding 
of  fact  and  conclusion  of  law,  will  be  but  a 
general  finding,  and  not  a  part  of  the  record, 
unless  made  so  by  a  bill  of  exceptions.  Con- 
ner V.  Town  of  Marion,  112  Ind.  517,  14  N.  E. 
488. 

In  an  additional  brief  upon  this  motlMt,  filed 
by  the  plaintiffs  July  26,  1805,  the  cases  of 
Tolman  v.  Railroad  Co.,  92  N.  Y.  353,  and 
Snyder  v.  Snyder,  96  N.  Y.  92,  are  cited  as 
supporting  the  proposition  that  the  order  of 
the  court  made  tlie  opinion  and  proofs  referred 
to  therein  parts  of  the  record,  and  effectual 
in  bringing  the  evidence  here  to  review.  The 
case  of  Tolman  v.  Railroad  Co.  was  an  appeal 
from  an  order  of  the  general  term  affirming 
an  order  of  the  special  term  denying  a  motion 
to  compel  the  plaintiff  to  file  security  for 
costs.  The  only  question  In  the  case  was 
whether  the  lower  court  could  "exercise  its 
discretion  In  requiring  security  for  costs."  The 
question  was  Jurisdictional.  The  court  de- 
clared that  It  "did  not  possess  the  power," 
and  filed  its  decision  in  making  the  order. 
There  was  no  evidence  in  the  record.  It  was 
simply  a  proposition  of  law,  and  the  court  of 
appeals  looked  Into  the  decision  In  order  to 
ascertain  upon  what  grounds  the  lower  court 
declared  "its  want  of  power  to  grant  the  ap- 
plication." It  concluded,  upon  a  comparison  of 
sections  of  the  New  York  statute  cited  in  the 
decision  of  the  lower  court,  that  "the  opinion 
constitutes  an  important  and  material  part  of 
the  record,  and  is  expressly  referred  to  in  the 
orders,"  declaring  at  the  same  time,  as  a  gen- 
eral proposition,  that  "while  the  opinion  can- 
not ordinarily  be  referred  to,  to  show  the 
ground  upon  which  an  order  Is  made,  this  case 
is  not  brought  within  any  such  rule.  The  rea- 
son for  the  rule  Is,  It  forms  no  part  of  the 


record,  and,  therefore,  cannot  be  rrferred  to, 
to  explain  the  meaning  of  the  record."  Upon 
the  authority  of  this  case,  tlie  court  again  de- 
clared in  Snyder  v.  Snyder,  96  N.  Y.  92,  that 
"notwithstanding  the  general  rule  that  an  ap- 
pellate court  is  not  to  look  beyond  the  order 
to  ascertain  the  ground  of  Judgment,  it  may 
do  80  when  the  terms  of  the  order  are  ambig- 
uous, or  when  the  order  itself  refers  to  the 
opinion."  The  opinion  does  not  cite  any  stat- 
ute upon  the  subject,  nor  show  what  the 
statute  of  the  state  of  New  Yorit  provides 
sliall  be  the  contents  of  the  record  brought  to 
the  court  of  appeals,  nor  in  what  manner  the 
contents  of  such  record  shall  be  certified,  as 
we  have  seen  has  been  fully  and  carefully 
provided  for  by  our  own  statute,  and  the  in- 
terpretations made  thereupon  by  the  courts  <fC 
that  state,  from  which  our  Code  was  adopted. 
The  rule  which  now  seems  to  be  accepted  in 
New  York,  upon  the  strength  of  the  case  of 
Tolman  v.  Railroad  Co.,  Is  not  the  rule  here. 
And  these  authorities  do  not  support  the  prop- 
osition that  evidence  can  be  imported  into  the 
record  by  an  order  of  the  court  or  of  the  Judge. 
Such  a  holding  would  render  nugatory  the 
provisions  of  the  statute  for  making  up  the 
record,  and  substitute  for  them  the  choice  of 
the  Judge,  when.  In  ruling  upcm  an  appealable 
matter,  he  might  see  fit  to  exercise  his  discre- 
tion, or  indulge  his  caprice.  The  case  of  In  re 
Holbrook,  99  N.  Y.  543,  544,  2  N.  E.  887,  also 
cited,  furnishes  nothing  further  upon  the  mat- 
ter. We  must,  therefore,  hold  that  the  opin- 
ion of  the  court,  including  such  statenaents  of 
fact  as  may  be  contained  therein,  is  not  a  part 
of  the  record  by  the  order  of  the  Judge;  that 
he  Is  not  authorized  by  the  statute  of  this  ter- 
ritory to  make  such  an  order;  and  that  the  or- 
der so  made  In  the  decree  of  May  23,  1895, 
would  have  no  such  effect  If  the  decree  passed 
May  1, 1895,  had  not  been  final  as  to  the  diaso- 
lution  of  the  temporary  injunction,  which  was 
the  only  matter  then  to  be  determined,  and 
exhausted  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  In  that 
matter.  The  motion  to  strike  from  the  tran- 
script filed  In  the  case  the  affidavits  of  Dunn, 
Webster,  and  others,  together  with  certificates, 
letters,  map,  and  opinion  of  the  Judge  of  the 
district  court,  etc.,  as  described  in  the  motion, 
for  the  reason  that  "none  of  them  were  made  a 
part  of  the  record  in  this  case  by  a  blU  of  ex- 
ceptions or  case  made,  and  are,  therefore,  no 
part  of  the  record,  and  were  Improperly  filed 
with  the  said  transcript,"  and  "to  tax  the  costs 
of  making  the  portions  of  the  transcript,  above 
referred  to,  to  the  plaintiffs,  for  the  reason  that 
they  were  improperly  made  and  filed  with  the 
transcript  In  this  court,"  will  be  sustained. 

It  has  also  been  moved  by  the  defendants 
In  error  that  the  court  affirm  the  Judgment  of 
the  court  below,  without  consideration  of  the 
merits  of  this  action,  for  the  following  rea- 
sons: (1)  For  the  reason  that  the  decision  of 
the  court  below  was  based  upon  evidence 
which  has  not  been  made  a  part  of  the  record 
by  case  made  or  bill  of  exceptions,  and  ia 
not  before  this  fii^J^S^If  «'4WK«M»d  that 
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no  otber  qnestloiis  are  presented  by  the  rec- 
ord for  the  consideration  of  this  court.  This 
motion  presented  the  question  whether,  evi- 
dence having  been  produced  at  the  hearing 
below,  and  the  Judgment  of  the  court  having 
been  rendered  thereupon,  and  the  evidence 
not  having  been  brought  here  by  a  case 
made,  this  court  can  go  Into  an  examination 
as  to  whether  the  trial  Judge  erred  in  render- 
ing the  Judgment  which  he  did.  It  has  been 
uniformly  held  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
state  of  Kansas  that,  "In  order  to  have  the 
question  whether  the  evidence  supports  the 
findings  and  Judgment  examined,  a  case 
made  should  show  that  It  contains  all  the  evi- 
dence." HUl  V.  Bank.  42  Kan.  364.  22  Pac. 
324.  And  it  has  been  uniformly  held  by  this 
court  in  the  case  of  W.  A.  Wood  Co.  v.  Fam- 
bam,  1  Okl.  375,  33  Pac.  867  (Burford,  J.),  that: 
"Unless  the  bill  of  exceptions  Is  shown  on  Its 
face  to  contain  all  the  evidence,  this  court  will 
not  review  the  action  of  the  court  below  In 
ovamiUng  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  because  the 
verdict  Is  not  sustained  by  the  evidence."  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Henly,  88  Ind.  535;  Uallway  Co. 
T.  Murdock,  82  Ind.  381;  Swift  v.  Stlne 
(Wash.  T.)  13  Pac.  904;  Forelander  v.  Hicks, 
8  Ind.  450.  Notwithstanding  the  fact,  there- 
fore, that  a  large  ntmiber  of  affidavits  are  an- 
nexed to  the  transcript  whldi  has  been  brought 
here,  thor  will  not  be  examined  or  reviewed 
by  this  court  No  means  are  furnished  to  us 
by  which  the  correctness  of  the  determination 
upon  the  facts  by  the  district  Judge  can  be 
examined  Jito,  and,  under  such  circumstances, 
the  practice  bas  been  necessary  and  uniform, 
in  both  federal  and  state  courts,  to  affirm  the 
dedaion  ct  the  district  Judge.  Every  pre- 
■omptlon  is  in  favw  of  the  correctness  of  the 
finding  of  the  trial  court  upon  the  facts.  If  It 
is  a  court  of  general  Jurisdiction,  until  the 
oontnuy  Is  made  to  afOrmatively  appear.  Alt- 
■cbiel  ▼.  Smith,  9  Kan.  90;  James  v.  Bank,  7 
Wall.  692;  Mullaney  v.  Humes,  47  Kan.  99, 
27  Pac  817;  Hopkins  v.  Hopkins,  47  Kan. 
103,  27  Pac.  822;  Swift  ▼.  Stlne  (Wash.  T.) 
13  Pac.  904;  Bedford  y.  Ruby,  17  Neb.  97, 
22  N.  W.  76;  Roehl  v.  Roebl,  16  Neb.  666,  19 
N.  W.  682.  But  the  petition,  answer,  and 
Judgment  have  been  properly  brought  here, 
■nd  the  question  arises  whether  the  plaintifTa 
ate  entitled  to  relief  in  this  court  by  way  of 
judgment  on  the  pleadings.  The  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  of  this  territory  (section  424,  p.  830, 
St  1883)  provides  that:  "Where,  upon  the  state- 
ment In  the  pleadings,  one  party  is  entitled  by 
law  to  judgment  In  his  favw,  Judgment  shall 
be  80  rendered  by  the  court,  though  the  ver- 
dict has  been  found  against  such  party."  Up- 
on a  predsdy  similar  statute  in  the  Code  of 
Civil  Procedure  of  the  state  of  Indiana,  the 
■npreme  court  of  that  state  has  repeatedly  held 
that,  no  such  motion  having  been  made  at  the 
trtal,  and  the  defendant  not  being  thereby  no- 
tified of  defects  which  he  would  be  entitled  to 
amend  in  the  furtherance  of  Justice,  and  since 
no  opportunity  was  afforded  the  trial  court  to 
consider  and  decide  the  question,  the  sound 


rule  of  law  Is  that  the  question  of  the  tight  of 
the  party  to  Judgment  on  the  pleadings  cannot 
be  first  made  on  appeal  (Tupp  v.  Campbell, 
103  Ind.  213,  2  N.  E.  565;  Dunham  v.  Court 
nay,  24  Neb.  627,  39  N.  W.  784;  Fowler  v. 
Bank,  113  N.  T.  450,  21  N.  E.  172;  Wilson  v. 
Fuller,  9  Kaa  181;  Kallroad  Co.  t.  Duckett; 
20  Kan.  623.  We  hold,  upon  this  point,  that 
the  defendants  are  entitled  to  have  the  Judg- 
ment below  affirm pd  without  looking  into  the 
merits  of  the  action. 

In  its  motion  to  this  court  for  the  affirma- 
tion of  the  Judgment  below  without  looking 
into  the  merits  of  the  action,  the  defendant 
assigns  as  a  second  reason:  "(2)  That  the 
record  fails  to  show  that  either  the  United 
States  or  the  persons  upon  whose  relation  this 
action  was  brought  have  any  interest  in  the 
subject  of  the  action,  or  would  be  In  any  way 
affected  by  the  construction  of  defendant's 
road  over  section  four,  as  mentioned  in  the 
petition,  or  in  any  way  Interested  in  obtain- 
ing the  relief  prayed."  The  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  of  this  territory  provides  (page 
767,  c.  66,  S  26)  that:  "Every  action  must  be 
prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party  in 
interest  •  *  •"  If  the  relators,  therefore^ 
are  entitled  to  prosecute  this  action,  it  la 
because  they  are  the  real  parties  in  inter- 
est When  the  question  is  one  of  public 
right  and  the  object  of  the  proceeding  is  to 
compel  the  performance  of  a  public  auty  or  to 
restrain  the  commission  of  a  public  wrong, 
the  people  are  regarded  as  the  real  party, 
and  the  action  must  l>e  brought  m  the  name 
of  the  territory,  upon  the  relation  of  the 
prosecuting  officer,  or  upon  the  relation  of 
some  member  of  that  public,  who  bas  a 
personal,  special,  or  peculiar  interest  in  the 
result  as  a  part  of  the  public.  The  de- 
cided weight  of  authority  supports  the  prop- 
osition that,  where  relief  is  sought  merely 
for  the  protection  of  private  rights,  the  re- 
lator must  show  some  separate  and  dis* 
tlnct  personal  Interest  hi  the  matter,  since 
he  is  regarded  as  the  real  party,  and  hla 
rights  must  clearly  appear.  High,  Extr. 
Rem.  8  431;  Pumphrey  v.  Mayor,  etc.  of  Bal- 
timore, 47  Md.  145;  28  Am.  Rep.  446,  and 
note  448;  Dane  v.  Derby,  89  Am.  Dec.  740, 
note,  nie  Interest  of  the  relators  must  ap- 
pear in  the  petition.  If  it  is  sought  in  this 
action  to  prevent  a  wrong  to  the  public,  the 
petition  should,  at  least  show  that  the  re- 
lators are  citizens  or  residents,  and,  as  such, 
are  interested  in  the  execution  of  the  laws. 
If  the  action  is  brought  by  the  relators  for 
the  protection  of  private  rights,  they  should 
ahow  in  the  petition  some  personal  or  spe- 
cial interest  in  the  subject-matter.  The  peti- 
tion shows  neither.  The  relators  are  neither 
described,  nor  is  it  shown  In  any  way  in  the 
pleadings  that  they  are  dtizens,  or  even  resi- 
dents, of  the  territory,  or  of  the  United  States. 
No  interest  is  in  any  manner  exhibited  which 
would  entitle  them  to  appear  as  seeking  re- 
dress and  relief  in  the  preservation  of  either 
public  or  private  rights.  The  relators  appear  in 
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tbe  setfon  u  mere  Tolnnteen,  and  as  racta 
are  not  entitled  to  tbe  relief  aonght  2  High, 
InJ.  1S5S;  State  t.  Board  of  County  Com'ra, 
11  Kan.  66;  State  r.  Marston,  6  Kan.  B24; 
State  y.  McLaajUlln.  16  Kan.  228;  Smith  t. 
Heuston,  6  Ohio,  101;  Pntnam  t.  Valentine,  6 
Ohio,  187. 

It  is  alleged  In  the  petition  that  the  baild- 
ing  of  tbe  defendants'  line,  In  the  manner 
and  at  tbe  places  to  be  enjoined,  la  a  public 
nuisance;  and  in  that  case  the  petition  must 
show  that  the  relators  hare  suffered  some 
special  or  peculiar  injury.  Independent  of, 
and  distinct  from,  the  common  and  general 
Injury  shared  by  the  pnbllc  alike.  No  such 
sx)eclal  or  peculiar  Injury  to  the  relators  is 
alleged  or  shown  in  the  petition.  2  High, 
InJ.  15S5;  Blgelow  t.  Bridge  Co.,  14  Coan. 
666;  DooIIttle  t.  Superrlsors,  18  N.  Y.  160; 
Hlnchman  t.  Railroad  Co..  17  N.  3.  Eq. 
75;  Williams  ▼.  Smith,  22  Wia  694.  It 
cannot  be  claimed  that  this  Is  an  action  In 
which  the  United  States  Itself  is  the  real 
party  in  Interest  If  It  were  in  fact  so,  and 
this  is  a  proceeding  in  which  tbe  United 
States  is  the  real  party  la  interest,  there 
would  then  be  a  misjoinder  of  parties.  The 
action  would  be  tbe  action  of  the  United 
States,  In  which  the  relators  have  been  Im- 
properly Joined.  The  petition  Is  yerlfled  by 
each  of  the  relators,  respectlTely.  This  Terl- 
flcatlon  has  been  made  In  pursuance  of  tbe 
provision  of  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  108  (page 
780,  St  OkL  1893),  which  Is  that:  "In  all 
actions,  allegations  of  the  execution  of  writ- 
ten instruments  •  •  •  dniy  verified  by 
the  affidavit  of  the  party,  his  agent  or  at- 
torney, shall  be  taken  as  true,"  etc.  And 
since  the  verlflcatlon  does  not  show  that  it 
was  made  by  agents  or  attorneys,  and  since 
the  statnte  provides  that  such  verification 
of  pleadings  may  only  be  made  by  the 
party,  bis  agent  or  attorney,  it  must  have 
been  made  by  the  affiants,  who,  being  them- 
selves the  relators,  believed  themselves  to  be, 
and  accepted  responsibility  as,  the  real  par- 
ties in  interest.  Before  the  institution  of 
this  suit,  an  agreement  was  executed  by  tbe 
relators,  by  which  they  bound  themselves 
that  they  would  be  responsible  to  the  United 
States  for  its  costs  incurred  therein.  This 
agreement  was  filed  with  the  petition  in  tbe 
district  court  at  the  time  the  suit  was 
brought  as  has  been  stated,  and  the  fact 
that  it  was  taken  by  the  United  States  from 
the  relators,  and  that  the  relators  verified 
tbe  petition  In  their  own  behalf,  as  the  real 
parties  In  the  case,  abundantly  shows  that 
the  action,  while  it  was  Instituted  In  tbe 
name  of  the  United  States  of  America,  was 
Instituted  for  the  benefit  of  the  relators; 
that  it  is  a  suit  to  protect  a  private  interest 
and  that  the  i>ermi88ion  to  use  tbe  name 
and  authority  of  the  United  States  for  the 
Institution  of  the  action  was  only  permitted 
opon  the  execution  of  this  agreement;  and 
that  the  relators,  and  not  the  United  States, 
bare  been  tbe  active.  Interested,  and  real 


parties  la  bUereat,  and  that  tbe  UnlteA 
States  was  to  stand  no  otherwise  engaged 
than  to  protect  the  Interests  of  the  relaton 
themselves.  If  the  United  States  had  any 
real  Interest  In  the  matter  In  caatioreny 
here.  It  Is  able^  and  It  is  proper  that  It  aboold 
be  responsible  for  and  defray  Its  own  costs. 
Tbe  attorney  general  woold  not  under  such 
circumstances,  call  upon  private  persons  to 
secure  the  United  States  against  the  payment 
of  the  expenses  of  litigation  on  Its  behalf. 
Tbe  United  SUtes  comes  Into  conrt.  If  It 
comes  at  all,  ai>on  precisely  the  same  foot- 
ing, and  upon  the  same  conditions,  with 
private  persons.  It  must  snow  Its  Interest 
It  must  show  that  It  has  been,  or  Is  Itself 
about  to  be,  prejudiced  by  some  action  of 
the  defendant  or  defendants.  It  must  show 
that  It  bas  some  pecuniary  or  other  Interest 
at  stake.  Or,  if  suit  Is  brought  by  the  United 
States  for  the  protection  of  some  public  in- 
terest, or.  at  the  relation  or  private  parties, 
for  the  protection  of  some  private  Interest, 
It  must  appear  that  there  Is  some  obligation 
subsisting  under  which  It  is  incumbent  niKui 
the  United  States  to  Utigate  in  behalf  of  the 
public,  or  of  those  who  offer  themselves  sa 
relators  In  the  proposed  litigation.  If  these 
conditions,  or  some  of  them,  do  not  appear, 
tbe  action  cannot  he  sustained.  And  it  has 
been  declared  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States  that  "If  the  fact  is  manifest 
that  the  suit  has  actually  been  brought  for 
the  benefit  of  some  third  person,  and  that  If 
no  obligation  exists  which  requires  the  Unit- 
ed States  to  bring  It  then  tbe  suit  must  fall." 
U.  S.  V.  San  Jacinto  Tin  Co..  23  Fed.  279; 
Id.,  125  U.  S.  285,  8  Sup.  Ct  850;  U.  &  T. 
Beebe,  127  U.  S.  338,  8  Sup.  Ct  1083. 

So  much  has  been  decided.  But  Is,  In  fact, 
the  United  States  tbe  redresser  of  public  or  of 
private  wrongs?  If  tbe  federal  government 
Is  a  government  of  delegated  powers.  It  Is  In- 
cumbent upon  the  plaintiffs  to  show  that  some 
power  has  been  conceded  by  the  constltutlcra 
or  laws  to  the  United  States,  under  which  It 
Is  authorized  to  conduct  such  proceedings  as 
these.  Under  our  government  power  goes 
from  the  people  to  the  government  and  the 
authority  assumed  by  the  attorney  general,  In 
England,  to  Institute,  In  bis  own  name,  pro- 
ceedings of  a  character  similar  to  this,  as  dt- 
ed  to  us  In  the  brief  of  plalntlfTs,  has  no  ex- 
istence. Nor  does  the  practice  In  the  state 
of  Massachusetts,  similarly  cited  by  plaintiffs 
uiwn  the  authority  of  the  case  of  Attorney 
General  v.  AlKonquin  Club  (Mass.)  27  N.  E.  2, 
aid  us.  Whatever  the  authority  of  the  attorney 
general  may  be  In  England,  or  the  practice, 
under  a  state  statute  or  otherwise,  may  be 
in  Massachusetts,  the  plaintiffs  here  are  the 
United  States  ex  reL  Search  and  others,  and 
the  attorney  general  appears,  not  as  the  party 
In  Interest,  or  as  the  actor  bringing  the  suit 
In  bis  own  name,  but  as  attorney  general,  act- 
ing In  the  usual  capacity  of  attorney,  In  be- 
half of  tbe  plaintiffs  In  the  case.  In  the  con- 
I  duct  of  the  legal  proceedings  In  coort    If  ia 
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fiict  a  {ynbllc  wrong  la  about  to  be  committed, 
and  this  action  Is  brone^Iit  to  restrain  It,  It 
-would  be  brought,  not  In  the  name  and  upon 
the  authority  of  the  United  States,  but  In  the 
name  of  the  territory,  on  relation  of  the  attor- 
ney general  of  the  territory,  or  In  the  name  of 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma,  upon  the  relation 
of  an  Individual  of  that  public,  naming  him, 
who  iB  personally  affected  by  such  wrong,  and 
this  Interest  and  damage  must  affirmatively 
appear  by  the  petition.  This  doctrine  has 
been  held  by  this  court  In  the  case  of  Ter- 
ritory V.  Chicago,  R.  I.  &  P.  Ry  Go.  (1894, 
no  opinion  filed).  Upon  tiie  considerations 
herein  mentioned,  we  hold  that  the  Judgment 
below  should  be  afOrmed  by  this  court,  wltb- 
ont  looking  Into  the  merits  of  the  action, 
because  neither  the  United  States  nor  the 
persons  by  whom  the  action  was  brought 
have  shown  any  Interest  in  the  subject  of 
the  action,  or  have  shown  that  they  are  In 
any  way  Interested  In  obtaining  the  relief 
prayed  for. 

For  a  third  reason  urged  by  the  defendants 
why  tbe  judgment  below  should  be  affirmed 
wlthont  looking  Into  the  merits  of  the  action, 
the  defendants  allege:  "(3)  For  the  reason 
that  plaintiffs'  cause  of  action,  as  set  out  in 
the  petition,  is  based  wholly  and  solely  upon 
the  secretary  of  the  Interior's  alleged  disap- 
proval of  section  four  of  the  route  of  the  de- 
fendants' road;  that  defendants,  by  their 
third  paragraph  of  answer,  set  up  an  afflrmar 
tive  defense  by  alleging,  among  other  things, 
that.  In  addition  to  the  grants  contained  Is 
said  several  acts  of  congress  (mentioned  in 
the  petition  and  answer),  the  defendant  the 
Choctaw,  Oklahoma  and  Oulf  Railroad  Com- 
pany, has  a  right  to  conatruct,  equip,  and  op- 
erate Its  road  over  and  upon  the  route  desig- 
nated on  the  said  map  of  section  four,  under 
and  by  virtue  of  tbe  laws  of  Oklahoma  terri- 
tory; that  said  company,  by  resolution  of  its 
board  of  directors,  entered  in  the  records  of 
its  proceedings,  designated  tbe  route  of  its 
said  road  from  the  west  line  of  the  Seminole 
Nation,  Indian  Territory,  to  Fort  Reno,  Okla- 
homa territory,  In  the  manner  and  as  required 
by  the  laws  of  said  territory,  and  filed  a  copy 
of  such  record,  certified  by  the  president  and 
secretary  of  said  company,  in  the  office  of  the 
secretary  of  the  territory,  and  caused  the 
same  to  be  recorded  as  provided  by  law;  that 
tbe  route  designated  by  said  resolution  be- 
gins at  the  east  end  of  said  section  four,  and 
extends  westward  to  the  west  end  thereof,  on 
the  route  designated  on  said  map  of  section 
fonr,  and  la  In  every  respect  the  same  route; 
that  to  this  answer  plaintiffs  did  not  file  a 
reply,  and  thereby  admitted  said  facts  to  be 
true,  which  warranted  the  judgment  of  the 
court  below;  and  for  the  farther  reason  that 
tbe  evidence  under  this  paragraph  of  defend- 
ants' answer  Is  not  in  the  record,  and  this 
court  cannot  determine  tbe  facts  In  relation 
thereto,  except  as  admitted  by  the  plaintiffs' 
failure  to  reply  to  defendants'  answer,  and 
tbe  Judgment  of  the  court  below  will  be  pre- 
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sumed  to  be  in  accordance  with  the  evidence."* 
Section  128  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure 
(St  OkL  1893,  p.  782)  provides  that:  "Every 
material  allegation  of  the  petition,  not  contro- 
verted by  the  answer,  and  every  material  al- 
legation of  new  matter  in  the  answer,  not 
controverted  by  the  reply,  shall,  for  the  pur- 
poses of  the  action,  be  taken  as  true."  Since 
no  reply  was  filed  by  the  plaintiffs,  and  since 
the  third  paragraph  of  the  answer  of  defend- 
ants, set  forth  in  this  motion,  constitutes  new 
and  affirmative  matter,  and  was  not  contro- 
verted by  the  reply.  Its  allegations  must,  for 
the  purposes  of  the  action,  be  taken  as  true. 
Whether  these  allegations  constitute  such  ma- 
terial matter  as  would,  of  itself,  be  an  ade- 
quate defense  to  the  aotlon  is  a  proposition 
which  will  be  hereinafter  examined.  It  was 
said  by  Judge  Brewer  in  Altschlel  v.  Smith,  8 
Kan.  63,  that  Inasmuch  as  there  was  no  In- 
formation upon  which  the  district  judge  acted, 
although  there  were  some  copies  of  affidavits 
In  the  transcript  and  the  certificate  of  tbe 
clerk,  showing  that  they  were  on  file  the  day 
after  the  decision,  and  inasmuch  as  It  had 
been  decided  In  the  case  of  Backus  v.  Clark, 
1  Kan.  803,  that  affidavits  on  a  motion  in  the 
lower  court,  to  become  a  part  of  the  record  so 
as  to  be  reviewable  by  the  supreme  court, 
must  be  included  in  a  blU  of  exceptions,  and 
"aa  all  presumptions  are  infavorof  thecorrecfc 
ness  of  the  decision  of  the  judge  of  the  dlstrlci 
court,  and  we  are  not  placed  In  possession  ol 
the  testimony  upon  which  he  acted,  we  hav« ' 
no  alternative  than  to  affirm  tbe  decision." 
We  therefore  find  that  the  plaintiffs  would 
not  be  permitted  to  prosecute  this  action  fur- 
ther, for  their  own  benefit,  without  complying 
with  the  rule  of  this  court  requiring  security 
for  costs;  that  while  a  large  number  of  affi- 
davits, map,  and  opinion  accompanied  the 
transcript  of  record,  they  have  not  been 
brought  here  in  such  manner  as  to  enable  us 
to  review  the  evidence;  that  the  affidavits, 
map,  and  opinion  should  be,  therefore,  strick- 
en from  the  files,  and  the  costs  of  bringing 
them  here  taxed,  as  prayed  in  the  motion, 
to  the  plaintiffs;  that,  the  findings  and  judg- 
ment of  tbe  district  court  having  been  made 
upon  the  facts  produced  in  evidence  before 
him,  the  judgment  cannot  be  Inquired  into 
and  reversed,  owing  to  the  absence  of  such 
evidence;  that  the  defendants  are  entitled  to 
have  the  Judgment  affirmed  on  the  pleadings, 
without  looking  into  the  merits  of  the  action, 
no  motion  for  such  relief  having  been  made 
below,  and  since  the  application  for  such  re- 
lief cannot  be  made  for  the  first  time  in  this 
court,  and  because  it  does  not  appear  that  the 
United  States  has  any  Interest  in  the  subject- 
matter  of  the  case,  and  that  the  interest  of 
tbe  relators  has  not  been  made  to  appear, 
either  in  the  subject-matter  of  the  litigation, 
or  even  that  they  are  residents  or  citizens  of 
the  territory,  or  of  the  United  States.  The 
case  will  therefore,  and  for  these  reasons,  be 
dismissed,  and  the  judgment  of  the  lower 
coui-t  affirmed.    This  ia  a  legal  right  of  th( 
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<lefentlants,  of  which,  since  they  are  here  de- 
manding It,  they  cannot  be  deprived. 

It  Is,  however,  In  view  of  the  great  Impor- 
tance of  the  case,  and  the  extensive  Interests 
Involved,  considered  by  the  court  desirable  to 
examine  the  legal  questions  proposed  In  the 
pleadings,  and  concluded  In  the  judgment  of 
the  court  below,  and  to  express  their  views 
thereuiwn,  and  this  examination  will  there- 
fore now  be  made. 

The  sole  question  In  the  case  is  whether, 
uiwn  the  facts  presented  by  the  pleadings  and 
the  acts  of  congress  therein  recited  and  refer- 
red to,  the  defendant  company  may  proceed 
to  construct  and  operate  its  road,  notwith- 
standing the  fact  that  the  secretary  of  the  in- 
terior on  the  l.'rth  day  of  February,  1895,  dis- 
approved the  map  of  the  proposed  new  route, 
except  as  the  same  coincides  with  the  old 
survey,  by  writing  on  the  map:  "Department 
of  the  Interior,  February  l."»th,  18".)o.  The 
within  map  is  hereby  disapproved,  except 
where  said  line  coincides  with  the  line  shown 
upon  the  original  map  of  the  fourth  section, 
filed  in  the  Indian  office  In  1890.  [Signed] 
Hoke  Smith,  Secretary."  The  object  must  be 
to  discover  the  puri>ose  for  which,  and  the  ob- 
ject to  be  promoted  by,  that  provision  of  sec- 
tion 6  of  the  act  of  congress  of  February  18, 
1888,  which  provides:  "That  when  a  map 
showing  any  portion  of  said  railway  com- 
pany's located  line  is  filed  as  herein  provided 
for,  said  company  shall  commence  grading 
said  located  line  within  six  months  there- 
after, or  such  location  shall  be  void;  and  said 
location  shall  be  approved  by  the  secretary  of 
the  Interior  in  sections  of  twenty-five  miles 
liefore  construction  of  any  such  section  shall 
be  begun."  The  concessions  made  by  the  act 
of  congress  referred  to  were  made  seven 
years  ago.  Within  this  period  imixirtant  po- 
litical and  social  changes  liave  occurred  in 
the  Indian  Territory.  In  the  area  of  country 
to  which  the  acts  of  congress  herein  recited 
respectively  relate,  seml-clviUzed  trll)es,  un- 
der the  chjse  and  paternal  guardianship  and 
protection  of  the  Kovernmeut,  and  living  and 
holding  all  their  interests  in  the  lauds  in  com- 
mon, under  the  laws,  usages,  and  customs  of 
Indian  tribes,  trusting  to  the  protection  of  the 
United  States  government,  its  legislature,  and 
its  various  civil  departments,  together  with 
its  army,  for  their  protection,  under  all  cir- 
cumstances of  negotiation,  and  at  all  points 
of  contact  with  the  white  race,  have  given 
place  to  that  white  race  itself.  Rights  of 
possession  and  occuiwncy,  and  the  whole  In- 
dian Interest,  as  such,  upon  this  part  of  the 
public  domain,  have  been  extinguished,  and 
the  possession,  and  a  vested  interest  In  the 
ownership,  of  the  whole  country  have  de- 
volved upon  Individual  Indians,  who  have  re- 
ceived allotments  of  specific  portions  of  the 
lands.  In  which  they  are  now  entitled  to  ac- 
quire an  absolute  and  private  ownership,  sep- 
arate from  any  ownership  In  common,  or  oth- 
erwise, with  other  Indians,  and  upon  Individ- 
ual citizens  of  the  United  States,  endowed 


with  all  the  rights,  and  incumbered  by  all  of 
the  duties,  provided  for  in  the  homestead  act. 
These  changes  in  the  condition  of  the  country 
must  be  observed  and  taken  into  account. 
They  reflect  upon  the  intention  of  congress, 
and  upon  the  purpose  for  which  the  various 
provisions  in  the  acts  of  congress  in  ques- 
tion were  made.  These  circumstances  and 
conditions,  including  the  history  of  the  coun- 
try, its  condition  at  the  time  of  the  passage 
of  the  first  act  referred  to,  and  its  condition 
now,  are  facts  of  such  an  open,  known,  and 
public  cliaracter  that  the  courts  must  take 
notice  of  them.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Barney,  113 
U.  S.  025,  5  Sup.  Ct.  COO;  U.  S.  v.  Denver  & 
R.  G.  Ry.  Co.,  150  U.  S.  1,  14,  14  Sup.  Ct.  11, 
10;  Suth.  St.  Const,  pars.  298.  380.  The  25 
miles  of  road  Included  in  se<-tlon  4.  now  in 
controversy,  is  built  within  the  territory  which 
became  a  part  of  the  public  domain  of  the 
United  States  by  virtue  of  tlie  Tx>uisiana  pur- 
chase from  France  In  1803,  and  is  within 
Oklahoma  territory,  as  constituted  by  the  act 
of  congress  of  May  2,  1890,  and  had  been  con- 
veyed by  the  United  States  to  the  Creek  and 
Seminole  Indians  by  treaties  executed  in  1832 
and  1833,  found  upon  pages  102-106  of  the 
Revision  of  Indian  Treaties.  By  subsequent 
treaties,  executed  March  21st  and  June  14tb, 
respectively,  in  1866,  these  nations  of  In- 
dians re-ceded  these  lands  to  the  United 
States,  "In  compliance  with  the  desire  of  the 
United  States  to  locate  other  Indians  and 
freedmen  thereon."  By  a  subsequent  treaty 
made  with  the  Creek  Nation  for  the  purpose 
of  "entirely  freeing  from  any  limitations  in 
respect  to  the  use  and  enjoyment  thereof,  the 
Interests  of  the  Creek  Nation  were  entirely 
extinguished,"  and  this  agreement  and  treaty 
was  ratified  by  congress  by  the  act  of  March 
1.  1889,  which  provided  that  the  lands  thus 
acquired  by  the  United  States  should  be  a 
imrt  of  tlie  public  domain.  25  Stat.  757-759. 
A  similar  release  and  conveyance  was  ob- 
tained from  the  Seminole  Nation.  An  act  rat- 
ifying such  release  and  extinguishment  of 
Interest  also  provided  that  the  lands  thus  ac- 
quired should  be  a  part  of  the  public  domain. 
Id.  1004-1006.  The  lands  of  the  section  of 
country  in  question  became,  by  these  treaties 
and  conveyances  made  by  the  Indian  tribes, 
and  ratified  by  act  of  congress,  a  part  of  the 
public  domain,  and  were  held  by  the  United 
States  In  fee  simple,  subject  only  to  a  loca- 
tion of  the  Klckapoo  Indians  upon  the  tract, 
including  part  of  the  25-mlIe  section  in  ques- 
tion, by  an  executive  order  of  the  president 
made  upon  August  15.  1883.  Upon  Septem- 
ber 9,  1891,  the  Klckapoo  Indians  entered  in- 
to an  agreement  to  relinquish  their  occupancy 
of  said  lands  to  the  United  States,  which  was 
approved  by  act  of  congress,  March  3,  1893 
(St.  U.  8.  2d  Sess.,  52d  Cong.  1893).  There- 
after the  president  of  the  United  States,  hav- 
ing been  authorized  thereto  by  the  act  of  con- 
gress accepting,  ratifying,  and  confirming  the 
said  agreement  with  the  Klckapoo  Indians, 
approved  March  3,  1893  (27  Stat.  557-563,  { 
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3),  issued  hla  proclamation  upon  tlie  IStli  day 
of  May,  1895,  in .  wbicli,  after  reciting  ttiat 
"by  a  written  agreement  made  on  tlie  9t]i 
day  of  September,  1801,  tbe  Kiclcapoo  Nation 
of  Indians  in  tbe  territory  of  Oklahoma  ceded, 
conveyed,  transferred,  and  rellnqulsbed  for- 
ever and  al>3oiuteiy,  without  any  reservation 
wliatever,  ail  their  claim,  title,  and  interest 
of  every  kind  and  character  in  and  to  the 
lands  particularly  described  in  article  one  of 
the  agreement:  provided  that  in  said  tract  of 
country  there  shall  be  allotted  to  each  and 
every  memlmr,  native  and  adopted,  of  said 
Kickapoo  tril)e  of  Indians,  eighty  acres  of 
land,  in  tlie  manner  and  under  the  condi- 
tions stated  in  said  agreement";  and  that 
"♦  •  •  whereas,  allotments  of  land  in  sev- 
eralty to  said  Kickapoo  Indians  have  been 
made  and  approved  in  accordance  with  law 
and  the  provisions  of  the  before-mentioned 
agreement  with  them";  and  that  "whereas,  all 
the  terms,  conditions,  and  considerations  re- 
quired by  said  agreement  made  with  said 
tribe  of  Indians,  and  by  the  laws  relating 
thereto,  precedent  to  opening  said  lands  to 
settlement,  have  been,  as  I  hereby  declare, 
complied  with,"— the  president  thereupon  pro- 
ceeded to  declare  that  all  "of  said  lands  here- 
inbefore described  acquired  from  tbe  Klcica- 
poo  Indians  by  tbe  agreement  aforesaid 
will,  at  and  after  the  hour  of  twelve  o'clock 
•  •  •  on  the  23d  day  of  tlie  month  of  May, 
1895,  and  not  liefore,  be  opened  to  settlement 
under  the  terms,  and  subject  to  all  the  condi- 
tions, •  •  •  contained  in  the  said  agree- 
ment, the  statutes  above  specified,  and  the 
laws  of  tbe  United  States  applicable  thereto, 
saving  and  excepting  such  tracts  as  have  been 
allotted,  preserved,  or  selected  under  the  laws 
herein  referred  to,  and  such  tracts  as  may  be 
properly  selected  by  the  territory  of  Okla- 
homa under  and  in  accordance  with  tbe  pro- 
visions of  tbe  act  of  March  3,  1893,  berelntte- 
fore  quoted,  prior  to  the  time  herein  fixed  for 
tbe  opening  of  said  lands  to  settlement." 
The  proclamation  referred  to,  and  made  a 
part  of  it,  "a  schedule  of  lands  within  the 
Kickapoo  Reservation,  Oklahoma  territory,  to 
be  opened  to  settlement  by  proclamation  of 
the  president."  And  a  further  provision  was 
made,  attaching  tbe  lauds  of  the  Kickapoo 
Reservation,  then  opened,  to  tbe  Eastern  land 
district  and  Oklahoma  land  district,  both  of 
Oklahoma  territory.  Tbe  allotments  therein 
referred  to  were  tbe  allotments  of  land  In  sev- 
eralty to  individual  Indians,  to  be  held  by 
each  of  them,  respectively,  not  as  parts  of  an 
Indian  reservation,  nor  as  Indian  lands,  nor 
to  be  held  under  tbe  laws,  usages,  and  cus- 
toms of  Indian  tribes  or  nations.  The  In- 
dian interest,  as  such,  was  wholly  extinguish- 
ed. The  reservation,  as  such,  was  obliter- 
ated. The  trilMd  unity  was  destroyed,  to- 
gether with  tbe  tril)ai  rights  of  ownership 
and  occupancy.  Tbe  Indian  allottee  became 
en  individual  owner  of  tbe  separate  tract  of 
land  allotted  and  set  apart  to  him  under  the 
treaty  referred  to,  subject  only  to  the  pro- 


vision that  the  secretary  of  the  interior  should 
bold  the  lands  in  trust  for  his  use  and  benefit, 
and  that  tliey  should  he  incapable  of  aliena- 
tion for  tbe  period  of  25  years.  The  surveil- 
lance, protection,  and  coutitil  of  the  United 
States  government,  mainly  through  tbe  sec- 
retary of  the  interior,  over  the  rights  of  tbe 
Indian  to  his  land  then  allotted,  which  has 
been  uniformly  likened  by  the  courts  to  tljat 
of  a  guardian  over  bis  ward,  ceased.  He  and 
bis  rights  passed,  subject  to  tbe  provisions 
mentioned,  under  tbe  protection  of  the  com- 
mon law,  of  tbe  laws  of  tbe  United  States, 
and  the  laws  of  this  territory;  and  he  became 
entitled  to  all  the  rights  and  subject  to  all  tbe 
duties  of  a  resident,  and  probably  to  those, 
also,  of  a  citizen  of  the  United  States  and  of 
the  territory  of  Oklahoma. 

It  is  contended  by  the  defendants  In  error, 
that  sections  3,  5,  and  6  of  tbe  act  of  1888 
are  applicable  only  to  tbe  Indian  Territory 
as  it  is  now  (at  tbe  time  of  the  hearing  of 
this  case)  constituted,  and  that  these  sections 
were  incorporated  into  tbe  act  for  the  pro- 
tection of  the  Indian  tribes,  and  individual 
occupants  of  these  tribes,  wtiich  would  be 
inapplicable  to  country  owned  and  controlled 
absolutely  by  the  United  States.  We  do  not 
find  tbat  this  contention  can  be  sustained. 
At  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act  of  1888, 
all  of  the  territory  now  comprised  within  the 
boundaries  of  Oklahoma  territory,  together 
with  tliat  i>ortion  of  country  now  included 
within  tbe  boundaries  of  the  Indian  Terri- 
tory, constituted  but  one  territory,  under  tbe 
name  of  the  "Indian  Territory";  and  when, 
la  that  act,  the  Indian  Territory  is  spoken  of, 
we  understand  it  to  refer  to  the  whole  body 
of  land  included  within  the  boundaries  of 
tbe  Indian  Territory  as  it  then  existed.  We 
do  not  understand  tliat  tbe  mere  fact  of  tbe 
separation  of  a  portion  of  tbat  territory,  and 
its  erection  into  the  new  territory  of  Okla- 
homa, by  tbe  act  of  congress  of  May  2,  1890, 
releases  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Cofii- 
pany,  or  its  successor,  the  defendant  in  this 
case,  from  tbe  performance  of  any  of  the  con- 
ditions and  requirements  which  are  Imposed 
by  the  act  of  1888.  We  cannot  hold  that  the 
conditions  stipulated  for  in  the  sections  of 
the  act  of  1888  referred  to  apply  the  less  to 
the  territory  «o  separated  because  It  happens 
to  be  Included  within  the  boundaries  of  the 
territory  of  Oklahoma.  When  tbe  act  under- 
took to  provide  "full  compensation  for  any 
lands  held  by  individual  occupants,  accord- 
ing to  the  laws,  customs  and  usages  of  any 
of  the  Indian  nations  or  tribes"  through 
which  it  may  be  constructed,  together  with 
other  conditions,  including  "the  payment  of 
fifty  dollars  per  mile  to  the  secretary  of  the 
interior,"  etc.,  and  the  provision  tliat  "con- 
gress should  have  the  right,  so  long  as  said 
lands  are  occupied  and  possessed  by  said 
nations  and  tribes,  to  impose  such  additional 
taxes  on  said  railroad  as  it  may  deem  Just  and 
proper  for  their  benefit,"  these  provisions  did 
not  relate  solely  to  those  lands  which  b(-, 
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long  to  the  Indiana  by  &  fee-almple  title 
executed  to  them  by  the  United  States  gor- 
ernment,  but  that  they  also  applied  as  well 
to  such  tribes  as  the  Kickapoos,  who  were 
located  upon  a  part  of  the  public  domain  of 
the  United  States,  with  the  simple  right  of 
possession  and  occupancy,  subject  to  execu- 
tive order.  And  when  by  the  act  of  congress 
of  February  13,  1889,  by  which  section  1  of 
the  act  of  1888  was  amended,  the  Choctaw 
Coal  &  Railway  Company  was  authorised 
to  construct  and  operate  its  railway  through 
that  portion  of  the  Indian  Territory  occupied 
by  the  Klckapoo  tribe  (the  und  In  question 
in  this  case,  and  now  a  part  of  the  territory 
of  Oklahoma),  by  the  most  feasible  and 
practicable  route,  to  an  Intersection  with  the 
Atchison,  Topeka  &.  Santa  F6  Railway,  It  was 
an  amendment  of  a  single  section  of  the  act 
of  1888,  and,  being  such,  was  made  and  ac- 
cepted as  an  amendment,  only,  of  the  or- 
iginal act,  subject  to  all  the  other  provisions 
and  conditions  of  the  act  of  1888.  as  they 
then  stood,  unaltered  and  unchanged.  In- 
dividual occupancy  of  lands  was  In  pursu- 
ance of,  and  a  part  of,  the  laws,  customs, 
and  usages -of  the  Indian  tribes  who  occu- 
pied the  public  domain  of  the  United  States 
under  executive  order,  as  it  was,  also,  of 
tribes  occupying  such  lands  as  were  held  In 
fee  simple  by  the  tribe  Itself.  That  this  was 
the  meaning  and  Intention  of  congress  Is 
manifest  from  the  repeated  provisions  In  the 
act  Itself  with  reference  to  Indian  "occu- 
pancy," and  which  provide  that  congress 
shall  have  certain  tights  "so  long  as  said 
lands  are  occupied  by  said  Indians  and 
tribes";  so  that  the  legislation  related,  not  to 
lands  which  were  owned  by  said  Indian 
tribes,  but  to  lands  which  were  In  the  occu- 
pancy of  such  tribes.  Nor  did  the  passage 
of  the  act  of  August  24,  1894,  by  congress, 
providing  for  the  organization  of  the  de- 
fendant company  as  the  successor  of  the 
Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company,  have  the 
effect  to  render  nugatory,  or  to  abridge 
the  extent  or  force  of,  the  conditions  and 
requirements  of  the  act  of  1888;  relating, 
as  those  provisions  and  conditions  of 
that  act,  including  those  of  February  13, 
1889,  did.  to  the  whole  extent  of  the  de- 
fendant's railway.  Including  that  portion  now 
Included  within  the  territory  of  Oklahoma, 
as  well  as  that  portion  now  included  within 
the  Imlian  Territory,  as  It  Is  at  present  con- 
stituted. The  concessions  and  authoriza- 
tions were  made  to  the  defendant  company 
In  1894,  subject  to  the  provision  that  they 
should,  as  provided  in  section  5  of  the  act  of 
that  date,  be  done  "In  conformity  with  the 
provisions  of  the  acts  of  congress  relating  to 
or  affecting  the  Choctaw  Coal  and  Railway 
Company."  We  hold  this  view  conclusively 
upon  these  considerations,  and  upon  the 
provision  of  the  organic  act  constituttng  the 
territory,  by  which  It  is,  In  a  conditional 
clause  which  forms  a  part  of  the  first  sec- 
tion of  that  act,  passed  Hay  2,  1890,  stipu- 


lated: rrhat  nothing  In  this  act  shall  be  con- 
strued to  Impair  any  right  now  pertaining 
to  any  Indians  or  Indian  tribe  In  said  terri- 
tory under  the  laws,  agreements  and  treaties 
of  the  United  States,  at  to  Impair  the  right 
of  personal  property  pertaining  to  said  In> 
dlans,  or  to  affect  the  authority  of  the  gov- 
«'nment  of  the  United  States  to  make  any 
regulation  or  to  make  any  law  reepectlngr 
said  Indians,  their  lands,  property  or  other 
rights  which  It  would  have  been  competent  to 
make  If  this  act  had  not  been  passed."  If, 
then.  It  should  be  found  that  sections  3,  5, 
and  6  of  the  act  of  1888  woe  Intended  for 
the  protection  of  the  rights  of  any  Indians 
or  Indian  tribe  in  said  territory,— that  i^ 
the  Indian  Territory,— whether  those  rights 
existed  among  the  Indians  or  Indian  tribes 
who  owned  and  occupied  their  lands,  or  as 
they  related  to  Indians  or  Indian  tribes 
who  morely  occupied  and  were  In  posses 
slon  of  certain  portions  of  the  public  do- 
main under  executive  order  from  the  presi- 
dent, this  provision  of  the  organic  act  thus 
plainly  provides  for  their  preservation  and 
protection  as  they  existed  at  the  time  of  Its 
adoption.  We  do  not  now  treat  of  the  ap- 
plicability or  Inapplicability  of  the  sactlona 
of  the  act  of  1888  referred  to,  as  applied  to 
the  changed  conditions  of  the  country,  but 
do  announce  It  as  our  opinion  that  the  act 
of  1888  was  applicable  to  the  land  In  question 
In  this  case,  for  all  the  porposes  and  protec- 
tions Intended  In  that  act,  notwithstanding 
the  fact  of  the  change  of  political  organiza- 
tion, and  the  erection  of  the  new  territory 
of  Oklahoma,  including  the  land  through 
which  the  section  of  25  miles  herein  referred 
to  extends,  designated  as  section  4,  and  ss 
applicable  alike  to  the  defendant  as  original- 
ly to  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway  Company 
Itself,  throughout  the  whole  extent  of  the 
line  bnllt  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  act  of 
1888,  as  well  in  the  Indian  Territory  as  now 
constituted  as  in  that  iKirtlon  of  the  Indian 
Territory  as  It  then  existed,  which  has  since 
been  erected  Into  the  territory  of  Oklahoma. 

It  Is,  In  the  next  place,  urged  by  the  defend- 
ant railroad  company  that  the  acts  of  congress 
gave  to  It  the  sole  right  of  selecting  its  own 
route,  of  locating  its  own  line,  and  of  deter- 
mining for  itself  what  was  the  most  feasible 
and  practicable  route  therefor,  and  that,  if  It 
observed  the  conditions  prescribed  for  It  by 
those  acts  of  congress,  having  accepted  the 
granted  powers  and  entered  upon  its  work,  it 
has  the  right  to  build  Its  line,  notwitlistandlng 
the  fact  that  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  may 
withheld  his  approval  of  the  route  as  selected. 
By  the  act  of  February  18,  1888,  the  Choctaw 
Coal  &  Railway  Company  was  "hereby  in- 
vested and  empowered  with  the  right  of  locat- 
ing, constructing  •  •  •  a  railway  •  •  • 
line  through  the  Indian  Territory  •  •  •  by 
the  most  feasible  and  practicable  route."  It 
was  by  section  5  provided  that  "if  the  general 
council  of  either  of  the  nations  or  tribes 
through  whose  lands  said  raBway  may  be  to- 
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cated,  shall,  within  four  months  after  filing 
the  mai>B  of  definite  location,  as  set  forth  In 
section  six  of  this  act,  dissent  from  the  allow- 
ance, hereinbefore  provided  for,  •  •  •"; 
and  by  the  last  clause  of  section  5  of  the  same 
act  It  was  provided  that  "said  railway  com- 
pany shall  have  the  right  to  survey  and  locate 
Its  railway  Immediately  after  the  passage  of 
this  act."  And  It  Is,  by  section  C,  provided 
that  "said  company  shall  cause  maps  showing 
the  route  of  Its  located  lines  through  said  ter- 
ritory to  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  the  In- 
terior." By  the  act  of  February  13,  1889,  It 
was  again  provided  "that  the  Choctaw  Coal 
and  Railway  Company,  •  •  •  is  hereby  In- 
vested and  empowered  with  the  right  of  locat- 
ing, constructing,  •  •  •  a  railway  •  •  • 
line  through  the  Indian  Territory  •  •  •  and 
thence  by  the  most  feasible  and  practicable 
route  to  an  Intersection  wltli  the  Atchison, 
Topeka  and  Santa  F6  Railway;  *  •  •  oth- 
erwise known  as  a  point  on  the  North  Fork  of 
the  Canadian  river."  The  power  given  by 
these  acts  was  by  the  act  of  August  24,  18&4, 
vested  In  the  defendant  railroad  company,  with 
"all  the  powers,  rights,  immunities,  privileges 
and  franchises  which  have  been  heretofore 
granted  to,  or  conferred  npon,  said  company 
by  any  act  or  acts  of  congress."  "To  locate" 
is  defined  in  Webster's  Dictionary  as  "to 
place;  to  set  In  a  particular  spot  or  position." 
It  Is  defined  in  Stormonth's  Dictionary  as  "to 
set  in  a  particular  place  or  position."  It  Is 
defined  In  the  Century  Dictionary  as  "to  de- 
termine the  sitnatlon  or  limits;  to  locate  a 
tract  of  public  land  by  surveying  it  and  defin- 
ing its  boundaries."  When,  therefore,  the 
lights  and  privileges  of  the  Choctaw  Coal  & 
Railway  Company  devolved  upon  its  successor, 
the  defendant  company,  it  was  Invested  and 
empowered  with  the  right  of  setting  its  rail- 
way line  In  a  particular  spot  or  position;  with 
the  right  of  fixing  the  place  of  its  railway  line, 
and  of  determining  Its  situation,  of  surveying 
the  place  where  it  was  to  go,  and  defining  its 
Iwundary,— unless,  Indeed,  it  should  eventu- 
ally be  determined  tliat  the  clause  of  section. 
6  of  the  act  of  1888,  providing  that  "said  loca- 
tion shall  be  approved  by  the  secretary  of  the 
interior  In  sections  of  twenty-five  miles  before 
the  construction  of  any  such  section  shall  be 
begun,"  should  be  construed  to  authorize  the 
secretary  of  the  interior  to  defeat  the  right  of 
surveying  and  locating  Its  railway  immediate- 
ly after  the  passage  of  that  act,  and  with 
which  the  defendant  company  was  "invested 
and  empowered."  notwithstanding  that  the  de- 
fendant company  had,  as  appears  by  the  plead- 
ings, fulfilled  all  the  conditions  stipulated  in 
the  said  acts  of  congress,  and  notwithstanding 
that  sncb  withholding  of  approval  should  be 
derived  from  some  matter  or  cause  wholly  out- 
side of,  and  disconnected  with,  the  provisions 
of  the  acts  of  congress  by  which  the  authority 
and  power  to  "locate"  were  given.  The  view 
here  taken  is  one  which,  while  seeming  to  re- 
quire no  supitort,  is  in  fact  corroborated  by 
the  geooal  rule,  which  is  that:    "Where  a 


railway  corporation  is  formed  under  a  special 
charter,  authorizing  it  to  construct  Its  road 
between  certain  points,  the  right  of  selecting 
the  route  and  location  of  the  road  Is  left  to  it«> 
discretion,  and  the  question  whether  its  char- 
ter warrants  the  location  as  recorded  is  one  of 
Judicial  construction,  for  the  courts.  But  nei- 
ther a  court  of  equity  nor  of  law  will  attempt 
to  control  the  exercise  of  this  discretion  within 
the  designated  termini."  2  Beach,  Inj.  §  1332; 
2  Wood,  Ry.  Law,  !  23T;  Railroad  Co.  ▼.  Stod- 
dard, 6  Minn.  150  (Gil.  92);  Parke's  Appeal, 
B4  Pa.  St.  137;  Hentz  v.  Railroad  Co.,  13 
Barb.  646;  Railroad  Co.  ▼.  Speer,  56  Pa.  St 
325;  Struthers  v.  Railway  Co.,  87  Pa.  St.  282; 
People  V.  New  York  C.  &  H.  R.  R.  Co.,  74  N. 
Y.  302.  And  upon  an  act  of  congress,  con- 
taming  a  like  provision,  autnorizing  the  Kan- 
sas Pacific  Railway  Company  to  "locate"  its 
line,  it  was  said  by  the  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  in  the  case  of  Railway  Co.  y. 
Dnnmeyer,  113  U.  8.  629,  5  Sup.  Ct  566,  that: 
"We  are  of  opinion  that  under  this  grant,  as 
under  many  other  grants  containing  the  same 
words,  or  words  of  the  same  purport,  an  act 
which  fixes  the  time  of  definite  location  is  the 
act  filing  the  map  or  plat  of  those  lines  in  the 
ofllce  of  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land 
office.  •  •  •  After  this  no  such  rights  can 
oe  attached,  because  the  right  of  the  company 
oecomes,  by  that  act,  vested.  •  *  •  The 
company  muses  its  own  preliminary  and  final 
surveys  by  its  own  officers.  It  selects  for  it- 
self the  precise  line  on  which  the  road  is  to  be 
built,  juid  it  is  by  law  bound  to  report  its  ac- 
tion by  filing  its  map  with  the  commissioner, 
or,  rather,  in  his  office.  The  line  is  then 
fixed." 

It  is,  however,  contended  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error,  that,  if  the  approval  of  the  secretary  of 
the  interior  was  not  necessary,  the  filing  of  the 
map  in  1890  fixed  the  location.  This  conten- 
tion takes  no  account  of  the  changed  condi- 
tions of  the  country,  of  the  extinction  of  In- 
dian Interest  and  of  the  Interest  of  the  United 
States  in  the  land,  as  a  part  of  the  public  do- 
main. Nor  can  it  be  sustained  In  view  of  that 
provision  of  section  6  of  the  act  of  1888,  which 
provides  "that  when  a  map  showing  any  por- 
tion of  said  railway  company's  located  line  is 
filed  as  herein  provided  for,  said  company  shall 
commence  grading  said  located  line  within 
six  months  thereafter,  or  such  location  shall 
be  void."  Nor  could  the  stipulation  Indorsed 
by  the  secretary  of  the  interior  on  February 
15,  1895,  upon  the  map  filed  by  the  defendant 
comx>any  In  the  department  of  the  Interior  in 
December,  1894,  to  the  effect  that  "the  within 
map  is  hereby  disapproved,  except  Where  said 
line  coincides  with  the  line  shown  upon  the 
original  map  of  the  fourth  section  filed  in  the 
Indian  office  in  1890,"  have  Any  effect  to  re- 
store to  the  defendant  company  the  right  to 
build  upon  the  line  upon  which  It  was  express- 
ly declared  by  congress  that  such  location 
should  become  void  if  not  built  upon  within 
six  months  after  filing  its  map  of  location. 

It  is  further  contended  by  the  plaintiff  In 
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error  that  the  filing  of  the  map  In  18»0, 
known  as  the  "Old  Survey,"  exhausts  the 
power  of  the  company  to  file,  and  it  could 
not  make  a  new  selection.  While  it  is  pro- 
vided that.  If  the  company  locates  the  line, 
it  must  commence  grading  said  located  line 
within  six  mouths  thereafter,  or  the  loca- 
tion shall  be  void,  this  provision  does  not 
take  away  the  right  of  the  defendant  com- 
pany to  make  a  new  location,  or  to  build  Its 
line  thereafter,  under  the  act  of  1888,  by 
which  it  was  provided,  in  section  9,  that: 
"Said  railway  company  shall  build  at  least 
one  hundred  miles  of  Its  railway  in  said  ter- 
ritory within  three  years  after  the  passage 
of  this  act,  and  complete  the  main  line  of  the 
same,  within  said  territory,  within  one  year 
thereafter,  or  the  rights  herein  granted  shall 
be  forfeited  as  to  that  portion  not  built." 
Under  the  acts  of  congress  of  February  13, 
1880,  and  of  January  22,  1894,  It  was  pro- 
vided that:  "The  time  for  the  construction 
of  the  railway  of  the  Choctaw  Coal  and  Rail- 
way Company  *  •  •  shall  be  extended 
for  the  period  of  two  years  from  that  date, 
so  that  said  company  shall  have  until  Feb- 
ruary 18th.  189C,  to  construct  the  lines  of 
railway  authorized  by  the  act  approved  Feb- 
ruary, 1888."  The  provisions  of  section  6  of 
the  act  of  1888,  by  which  a  particular  loca- 
tion Is  made  void  if  not  graded  upon  within 
six  months  after  filing  the  map  of  its  locat- 
ed line,  was  doubtless  intenaed  for  the  bene- 
fit of  such  Indians  as,  being  individual  oc- 
cupants, should  desire  to  make  improvements 
subsequent  to  the  filing  of  the  original  plat, 
and  was  a  condition  Intended  to  provide  com- 
pensation for  such  additional  improvements, 
to  the  Indians  so  making  them,  upon  the 
proposed  right  of  way,  if  the  railroad  com- 
pany should  not  proceed  within  the  six 
months  specified  to  build  Its  line  then  lo- 
cated, and  was  not  Intended  to  defeat  the 
final  and  complete  building  of  the  line,  and 
to  make  new  selections  of  location,  if,  by 
reason  of  not  having  begun  grading  thereon, 
n  location  formerly  made  should  become 
void.  The  provisions  made  in  the  first  section 
of  the  act  of  1888,  that  the  company  was  in- 
vested and  empowered  with  the  right  of  lo- 
cating "by  the  most  feasible  and  practicable 
route,"  was  a  provision  Intended,  not  to 
promote  the  interests  of  the  Indian  tribes  or 
nations  through  whose  lands  the  line  was 
then  being  projected,  nor  for  the  benefit  of 
the  United  States,  who  could  have  no  inter- 
est In  the  matter,  but  was  a  provision  for  the 
benefit  of  the  railroad  company,  that  it 
might  provide  the  most  economical  line,  and 
that  which  would  be  the  most  beneficial  to 
the  commercial  objects  and  purposes  which 
it  had  in  view,  and  for  the  cheaper  and  more 
advantageous  transportation  of  the  persons 
and  property  of  the  public.  It  had  the 
means  to  make  such  selection,  and  to  cor- 
rectly ascertain  what  was  in  fact  the  most 
feasible  and  practicable  route. 
The  judge  of  the  district  court,  in  review- 


ing and  summing  up  the  testimony  produced 
before  him  by  the  expert  engineers  who  were 
selected  by  the  secretary  of  the  interior  to 
go  over  and  examine  and  report  to  him  the 
various  routes  surveyed,  as  well  as  a  number 
of  civil  engineers  and  persons  having  knowl- 
edge of  the  matter,  "testified  that  the  line 
In  question  is  the  most  feasible  and  practic- 
able route."  The  conclusions  based  upon  this 
statement  of  the  testimony  will.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  the  testimony,  be  atfirmed  here. 
The  act  of  congress  upon  that  point  has, 
therefore,  been  complied  with,  as  is  also 
stated  by  the  defendant  company  in  its  an- 
swer in  the  case.  If  the  fact  had  l)een  as- 
certained, and  the  findings  made  by  the 
court,  that  the  railroad  company  had,  in  fact, 
not  built  its  line  by  the  most  feasible  and 
practicable  route,  it  would,  indeed,  have 
formed  a  reason  upon  which  the  secretary 
of  the  interior  might  have  acted  in  disapprov- 
ing the  location,  for  it  has  been  repeatedly 
decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  the  United 
States  that  railroads  are,  for  many  purposes, 
public  highways,  in  which  the  convenience 
of  the  public  as  to  transportation  of  persons 
and  property  must  be  consulted,  and  that 
their  construction  should  be  mode  without 
unnecessary  length  between  the  termini  des- 
ignated In  the  acts  authorizing  them,  and 
that  the  road  should  be  constructed  upon  the 
most  direct  and  practicable  line,  and  that 
no  unnecessary  deviation  from  such  line 
should  be  deemed  within  the  contemplation 
of  the  grantor,  and  would  be  rejected  as  not 
in  accordance  with  the  grant.  Woodstock 
Iron  Co.  y.  Richmond  &  D.  Extension  Co., 
129  U.  S.  643,  9  Sup.  Ct.  402;  U.  S.  v.  North- 
ern Pac.  R.  Co.,  152  U.  S.  292,  14  Sup.  Ct  598. 
In  determining  the  purpose  of  the  act  of 
1888.  it  must  be  observed,  with  regard  to 
the  condition  of  the  Indian  Territory,  that 
at  that  time  the  whole  of  it  was  set  apart 
for  the  occupancy  of  Indian  tribes  and  na- 
tions alone.  White  men  were  rigidly  ex- 
cluded from  it,  except  upon  terms  which 
were  carefully  provided  by  the  Indian  in- 
tercourse act  found  in  the  Revised  Statutes 
of  the  United  States.  This  intercourse  act 
was  administered  by  the  interior  depart- 
ment, under  the  general  direction  of  the 
secretary  of  the  Interior.  Persons  other 
than  Indians  were  permitted  to  trade,  and 
to  have  limited  commercial  privileges,  with- 
in the  territory,  only  under  regulations  pro- 
vided by  that  act,  and  by  such  further  regu- 
lations as  should  be  found  necessary  by  the 
secretary  of  the  Interior  himself,  or  by  the 
commissioner  of  Indian  affairs.  But  under 
no  circumstances  were  white  men  permitted 
to  acquire  any  interests  In  land  within  any 
portion  of  the  Indian  O.'erritory,  except  for 
certain  temporary  and  limited  purposes,  un- 
der the  limitations  of  the  Indian  Intercourse 
act,  and  the  regulations  provided  thereun- 
der. And  it  will  be  found,  upon  a  careful 
consideration  of  the  act  of  congress  of  1888, 
and  of  the  subsequent  acts  undw  which  the 
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defendant  company  was  authorized  to  build 
its  line,  that  all  the  conditions  Imposed  by 
congress  upon  the  Choctaw  Coal  &  Railway 
Company  and  its  successor,  the  defendant 
company,  were  provisions  intended  solely 
for  the  protection  of  the  Indian  interests 
in  the  land,  except  such  as  are  intended  for 
the  protection  of  the  railroad  company  it- 
self. It  was  provided  by  the  original  act 
of  1888  that  (1)  the  corporation  is  author- 
ized to  use  a  right  of  way  100  feet  in 
width  tlirough  said  territory,  and  (2)  for 
all  purposes  of  railway,  and  for  no  other 
purpose;  and  (3>  to  take  and  use  a  strip  of 
land  200  feet  in  width,  with  a  length  of  3,000 
feet,  in  addition  to  the  right  of  way,  for 
stations,  for  every  10  miles  of  road;  and 
(4)  the  right  to  use  additional  ground,  where 
there  are  heavy  cuts  or  fills,  as  may  be  nec- 
essary for  the  construction  and  maintenance 
of  the  roadbed,  not  to  exceed  100  feet  in 
width  on  each  side  of  said  right  of  way; 
and  (5)  that  no  more  than  such  addition  of 
land  shall  be  taken  for  any  one  station;  and 
(6)  that  no  part  of  the  lands  authorized  to 
be  taken  should  be  leased  or  sold  by  the 
company;  and  (7)  that  they  should  not  be 
used  except  in  such  a  manner,  and  for  such 
purposes  only,  as  should  be  necessary  for 
the  construction  of  said  railroad;  and  (8) 
that,  when  any  portion  thereof  shall  cease  to 
be  used,  such  portion  sha'.l  revert  to  tlie 
nation  or  tribe  of  Indians  from  which  the 
same  shall  be  taken;  and  (0)  that  full  com- 
pensation shall  be  made  to  individual  oc- 
cupants according  to  the  laws,  usages,  and 
customs  of  any  of  the  nations  or  tribes 
through  which  it  might  construct  its  road; 
and  (10)  that,  In  case  of  failure  to  make 
amicable  settlement,  compensation  was  to 
be  determined  by  the  appraisement  of  three 
referees,  one  to  be  appointed  by  the  presi- 
dent, one  by  the  chief  of  the  nation  to  which 
the  occupant  belongs,  and  one  by  the  rail- 
way company,  together  with  provisions  for 
appeal  to  the  district  court;  and  (11)  that, 
upon  the  hearing  of  the  appeal,  if  Judgment 
was  for  a  larger  sum  than  the  award  of  the 
referees,  the  costs  of  appeal  were  to  be  at- 
tached against  the  railway  company;  and 
(12)  that,  when  proceedings  were  commen- 
ced in  court,  the  railway  comimny  was  to 
pay  double  the  amount  of  award  into  court, 
to  abide  the  Judgment  thereof,  before  hav- 
ing the  right  to  enter  upon  the  property; 
and  (13)  that  the  railway  company  was  to 
pay  to  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  particular  nations  or  tribes 
inrough  whose  lands  said  railway  may  be 
located,  the  sum  of  $50  per  mile,  in  addi- 
tion to  compensation  provided  for  in  that 
act  Other  conditions  of  the  act,  not  here  re- 
cited, indicated  with  equal  clearness  that 
the  conditions  exacted  from  ttte  railroad 
company  were  for  the  benefit  and  protection 
of  Indian  interests  alone.  Other  provisions 
of  the  act  exhibit  with  equal  force  that  the 
right  of  way  which  the  company  was  by 


that  act  authorized  to  locate  had  referents 
to  lands  which  either  belonged  to  Indian 
nations  or  tribes,  or  were  In  their  occu- 
pancy, and  to  no  others.  It  is  provided  Id 
the  act  referred  to,  in  the  last  clause  of  sec- 
tion 2,  that  (1)  "when  any  portion  thereof 
[that  is,  of  the  lands  over  which  the  right 
of  way  has  just  been  granted]  siiall  cease 
to  be  used,  such  portion  shall  revert  to  the 
nation  or  tribe  of  Indians  from  which  the 
same  shall  be  taken";  and  (2)  that  "con- 
gress shall  have  the  right  so  long  as  said 
lands  are  occupied  and  possessed  by  said 
nations  and  tribes,"  etc.;  and,  in  section 
7,  (3)  tliat  the  servants  of  the  company  may 
reside  "upon  the  right  of  way,"  but  subject 
to  the  provisions  of  the  Indian  intercourse 
laws,  and  such  rules  and  regulations  in  ac- 
cordance with  said  intercourse  laws;  and 
(4)  concurrent  Jurisdiction  is  provided,  over 
controversies  arising  between  said  railway 
company  and  the  nations  and  tribes  through 
whose  territory  said  railway  shall  be  con- 
structed, in  the  United  States  chrcult  and 
district  courts  for  the  Western  district  of 
Arkansas  and  the  Northern  district  of  Tex- 
as (it  being  here  observed  that  Jurisdiction 
over  controversies  Is  provided  for  between 
the  railway  company  and  the  Indian  nations 
or  tribes  alone,  and  not  between  either  of 
them  and  any  white  citizen  or  citizens  of 
the  United  States);  and  (5)  that  all  mort- 
gages executed  by  the  railway  company  up- 
on any  portion  of  its  railroad  were  to  be 
recorded  in  the  department  of  the  interior. 
No  conditions  precedent  to  the  right  to  build 
the  road  are  to  be  found  in  the  act  of  1888 
and  those  which  follow  it,  except  such  as 
provided  for  the  protection '  of  the  Indians, 
or  granted  authority  to  the  railroad  com- 
pany. The  railroad  company,  then,  accept- 
ed the  grant  upon  the  conditions  therein 
provided,  and  no  others.  It  had  the  right 
to  rely  upon  the  grant  of  powers  made  to  it, 
upon  condition,  only,  that  it  should  fulfill 
and  comply  with  the  precedent  conditions 
upon  wliich  the  powers  were  granted.  The 
company,  having  accepted  the  conditions  up- 
on which  it  was  provided  that  it  might  build 
its  line  in  the  Indian  Territory,  and  having 
entered  upon  Its  location  and  construction, 
had  a  right  to  locate  and  construct  Its  line 
without  the  imposition  of  further  conditions. 
Congress  itself  would  have  had  no  right  to 
impose  them,  unless  It  should  undertake  to 
do  so  under  the  power,  reserved  In  the  act 
Itself,  "to  amend,  add  to,  alter,  or  repeal 
this  act,"— a  reservation  of  authority  which 
does  not  exist  in  the  secretary  of  the  in- 
terior. 

It  is  apparent  from  the  allegations  of  both 
the  petition  and  answer  that  the  cause  of  the 
secretary's  disapproval  of  the  location  of  sec- 
tion 4,  was  that  "there  was  a  difference  be- 
tween the  Choctaw,  Oklahoma  and  Gulf  Rail- 
road and  the  i)eople  of  Tecumseh  In  regard  to 
the  location  of  their  line.  •  •  •  Two  lines  were 
run  by  the  road  in  the  neighborhood  of  Te- 
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cnmseh,  one  through  Tecumseh,  and  the  other 
about  six  miles  north  of  Tecumseh."  The 
railroad  company's  right  to  build  the  line 
nearest  to  Tecumseh  had  become  void  before 
the  time  that  the  road  upon  which  Tecumseh 
is  built  was  opened  to  settlement  It  would 
have  had  no  right  to  build  on  that  location 
without  making  a  new  survey,  map,  and  loca- 
tion. While  the  motive  of  the  secretary  of 
the  interior  arose,  without  doubt,  from  a  sin- 
cere desire  to  protect  the  interest  of  tliat  city, 
and  of  Its  people,  we  cannot  find  that  the  duty 
approving,  or  the  right  of  disapproving,  can 
be  gathered  from  any  other  source  than  from 
the  terms  of  the  act  which  authorized  the 
railroad  company  to  build  its  line,  and  under 
which  it  did  build  It  from  a  point  eastward 
to  the  eastern  terminus  of  section  4,  and  from 
a  point  westward  to  the  western  terminus  of 
section  4,  thus  leaving  a  most  important 
breach.  wWch  would  remain  unbuilt,  and  de- 
structive, to  a  great  degree,  of  the  value  of 
the  eastern  and  western  sections  of  the  line, 
if  the  completion  of  the  road  could  be  de- 
feated by  reason  of  the  consideration  given 
by  the  secretary  to  interests  which  were  not 
established  at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the 
act  of  1888,  and  could  not  have  been  in  the 
contemplation  of  congress  at  that  time.  The 
government,  too,  of  the  United  States,  had  a 
right  to  exact  of  its  grantee  the  full  perform- 
ance of  those  conditions.  It  had  a  right  to 
make  such  a  provision  as  would  secure  their 
performance.  That  provision  was  made  ha 
the  sixth  section  of  the  act  of  1888,— that 
"said  location  shall  be  approved  by  the  secre- 
tary of  the  interior  in  sections  of  twenty-five 
miles  before  construction  of  any  such  section 
shall  be  begun."  We  understand  that  this 
provision,  authorizing  the  secretary  of  the  in- 
terior to  approve  the  location,  imposed  a  duty 
upon  him,  which  was  to  see  that  the  map  and 
location  were  in  compliance  with,  and  in  con- 
formity to,  those  conditions  which  congress 
had,  in  the  act  of  congress  authorizing  it  to 
build,  imposed  upon  the  railway  company. 
We  do  not  understand  the  secretary  of  the 
interior  to  have  been  charged  with  any  other 
duty,  or  to  have  had  any  matter  involving 
discretion  imposed  upon,  or  committed  to, 
him.  We  believe  this  to  have  been  the  ex- 
tent of  the  authority  reposed  in  the  secretary 
of  the  interior  by  this  act.  If  so,  the  function 
committed  to  him  was  ministerial  only,  and 
not  Judicial. 

It  is  alleged  by  the  answer,  and  not  denied 
by  the  plalntifF,  and  it  is  admitted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  this  discussion,  that  the  conditions  had 
ail  been  complied  with;  and,  with  great  respect 
for  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  we  believe 
that,  whatever  may  be  the  character  of  the  "ap- 
proval" required  of  him  by  other  acts  of  con- 
gress charging  him  with  the  exercise  of  dis- 
cretion, we  do  not  believe  that  the  authority 
committed  to  him  by  this  act  was  any  fur- 
ther or  other  than  to  ascertain  if  the  condi- 
tions of  the  act  had  been  complied  with,  and 
that  the  duty  can  be  interpreted  no  other  at 


larger  than  ministerial  only;  and,  so  holding, 
we  shall  find  that  the  conditions  of  this  act 
had  been  complied  with,  and  that  the  railway 
company  was  entitled  to  have  the  approval 
by  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  under  the  di- 
rection of  the  act  that  "said  location  shall  be 
approved  before  construction  of  any  such  kh 
cation  shall  be  begun."  We  hold  that  the  de- 
fendant company,  having  fulfilled  all  the  con- 
ditions required  of  it  by  the  act  of  congress 
under  which  it  was  built,  should  not  be  re- 
strained from  building  its  line  by  the  with- 
holding of  his  "approval"  by  the  secretary  of 
the  interior. 

In  order  to  show  that  the  "approval"  of  the 
secretary  of  the  interior  was  an  essential  pre- 
requisite to  the  building  of  the  road  upon  the 
location  selected,  the  plaintiff  in  error  has 
cited  the  cases  of  Buttz  v.  Railroad  Co.,  119 
U.  S.  55,  7  Sup.  Ct  100;  Railroad  Co.  t.  Par- 
ker, 143  U.  S.  57,  12  Sup.  Ct.  364;  U.  S.  ▼. 
Missouri,  K.  &  T.  Ry..  141  U.  S.  374,  12  Sup. 
Ot.  13;  Kansas  Pac.  R.  Co.  v.  Atchison,  T.  * 
S.  F.  R.  Co.,  112  U.  S.  414,  5  Sup.  Ct.  208; 
Williams  V.  V.  S.,  138  U.  S.  514,  11  Sup.  Ct. 
757;  Miller  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  the  City  of  New 
York,  100  U.  S.  385,  3  Sup.  Ct  228.  AU  of 
these  cases,  except  the  two  last  named,  relate 
to  concessions  from  the  United  States,  to 
railroad  companies,  of  alternate  sections  of 
the  public  lands.  In  the  acts  of  congress,  re- 
spectively, by  which  the  grants  of  land  were 
made,  it  Is  provided  that  selections  stiall  be 
made  "under  the  direction  of  the  secretary  of 
the  Interior,"  or  that  he  shall  "cause  to  be  se- 
lected," or  that  It  "shaU  be  the  duty  of  the 
secretary  of  the  Interior  to  select,"  the  re- 
spective sections  to  be  conveyed  to  the  rail- 
road companies,  and,  in  doing  so,  to  determine 
whether  or  not  there  still  remains  a  de- 
ficiency in  the  grant,  whether  the  particular 
public  lands  desired  by  the  railroad  company 
could  properly  be  taken,  or  whether  any 
lands  within  the  limits  prescribed  had  been 
disposed  of  to  settlers  under  the  land  laws  of 
the  United  States,  and.  If  so,  to  determine 
what  lands  should  be  selected  and  granted  to 
the  railroad  company  in  lieu  thereof.  In  the 
case  of  Williams  v.  U.  S.,  the  plaintiff  had 
sought,  by  a  gross  fraud,  to  secure  the  con- 
veyance of  a  portion  of  the  public  lands,  and 
to  use  the  rights  provided  under  the  land 
laws  of  the  United  States  to  aid  him  in  the 
I>erpetration  of  this  fraud.  In  order  to  com- 
plete the  fraud,  it  was  necessary  that  he 
should  secure  the  approval  of  the  secretary 
of  the  Interior,  which  was  properly  with- 
held; the  supreme  court,  by  Bi*ewer,  J.,  say- 
ing that:  "We  do  not  mean  to  imply  that 
any  arbitrary  discretion  is  vested  in  the  sec- 
retary; but  we  hold  that  the  statute  requiring 
the  approval  by  the  secretary  of  the  interior 
vests  a  discretion  in  him  by  which  wrongs 
like  this  could  be  righted,  and  equitable  con- 
siderations, so  significant  and  impressive  as 
this,  given  full  force."  The  case  of  Miller  v. 
Mayor  of  New  York  arose  under  an  act  of 
congress  (15  Stat  33(>)  giving  to  the  secretary 
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of  war  supervision  of  the  conBtructlon  of  a 
bridge  across  the  Hudson  river.  The  naviga- 
tion of  that  river  being  of  the  highest  Impor- 
tance, the  act  required  tliat  the  bridge  com- 
pany should  furnish  all  the  necessary  evi- 
dence, Inclnding  the  specifications  of  the 
bridge,  and  of  the  condition  of  the  stream, 
and  such  evidence  as  the  secretary  of  war 
might  need  to  enable  him  to  determine  wheth- 
er or  not  the  bridge,  as  proposed,  would  ob- 
struct navigation^  In  all  of  these  cases  dis- 
cretion was  expressly  committed  to  the  sec- 
retary, and  Its  exercise  was  necessary,  and  in 
each  instance  the  approval  of  the  secretary 
of  the  Interior,  or  of  the  secretary  of  war, 
was  held  to  be  necessary.  But  these  cases 
do  not  aid  us  in  the  interpretation  of  a  stat- 
ute which  commits  no  duty  to  the  secretary, 
except  to  see  that  the  conditions  prescribed 
In  the  act  Imposing  the  duty  upon  him  are 
fulfllled,  where  no  discretion  Is  given  to  the 
secretary  of  the  Interior,  and  where  no  gross 
fraud  upon  the  government  or  upon  Individ- 
uals has  been  alleged  or  sought  to  be  perpe- 
trated. 

After  the  order  made  by  the  district  court 
on  the  23d  day  of  May,  1895,  In  which,  at  the 
instance  of  the  plaintiff,  the  district  court 
undertook  to  set  aside  the  final  Judgment 
which  It  had  rendered  in  the  case  on  May  1, 
1805,  in  the  absence  of,  and  without  notice 
to,  the  defendant,  on  the  25th  day  of  May, 
1895.  filed  its  motion  for  a  new  trial,  which 
application  was,  upon  the  same  day,  by  the 
court  overruled,  and  leave  granted  to  the  de- 
fendant to  file  its  supplemental  answo'  in 
the  case,  at  that  time  tendered  to  be  filed, 
and  an  order  made  that  the  same  should  be 
filed  as  of  May  23,  1803,  and  made  a  part  or 
the  record  In  the  case.  In  this  supplemental 
answer  the  defendant  sets  up  that  "the  Klck- 
apoo  Reservation  had,  since  the  order  of  May 
1,  1805,  dissolving  the  Injunction,  been  open- 
ed to  homestead  settlement  uy  a  proclamation 
of  the  president;  that  said  country  had  been 
opened  to  settlement  on  the  23d  day  of  May, 
1805,  and  thereupon  ceased  to  be  in  any 
sense  an  Indian  reservation,  or  a  reservation 
of  any  kind."  It  Is  by  the  defendant  strong- 
ly urged  In  argument  that,  by  reason  of  their 
compliance  with  the  general  laws  of  Okla- 
homa territory  applicable  to  railroads,  it  is 
now  entitled  to  take  advantage  of  these 
laws,  and  to  build  its  line  without  the  ap- 
proval of  the  secretary  of  the  interior,  since 
these  laws  do  not  reaulre  such  approval. 
As  appears  by  the  proclamation  of  the  presi- 
dent referred  to,  the  Klckapoo  Nation  of 
Indians,  through  which  that  portion  of  "sec- 
tion 4"  in  auestlon  is  located,  "conveyed, 
transferred,  and  relinquished  forever,  and 
absolutely,  all  of  their  claim,  title,  and  In- 
terest of  every  kind"  to  those  lands;  and 
that  this  agreement  was  ratified  and  confirm- 
ed by  act  of  congress  approved  March  3, 
1S03.  The  allotments  of  land,  of  80  acres 
each,  to  individual  Indians,  provided  for  in 
that  act.  having  been  maae.  the  president. 


as  has  been  stated,  upon  the  IStb  day  of  May 
In  the  year  1805,  declared  that  the  lands  of 
the  reservations,  not  already  appropriated 
as  such  allotments  by  individual  Indians, 
would  be  opened  for  settlement  under  the 
homestead  laws  of  the  United  States  on  the 
2.3d  day  of  May,  1805.  These  lands  thereby 
became  a  part  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma. 
By  the  contract  of  September  9,  1891,  by  the 
act  of  congress  ratifying  the  same.  By  the 
making  of  the  allotments  therein  provided 
for,  and  by  the  proclamation  of  the  president, 
the  rights  of  Individual  occupancy  were  ex- 
tinguished, and  the  lands  of  the  whole  reser- 
vation became  subject  to  the  laws  of  the 
territory  of  Oklahoma,  subject  only  to  the 
provision  and  the  agreement  referred  to; 
and  "when  the  allotments  of  land  shall  have 
been  made  and  approved  by  the  secretary  of 
the  interior,  the  title  thereto  should  be  held 
in  trust  for  the  allottees,  respectively,  for  the 
period  of  twenty-five  years  in  the  manner 
and  to  the  extent  provided  In  the  act  of  con- 
gress approved  February  8th,  1887"'  (24  Stat. 
388).  Buttz  V.  Railroad  Co..  119  U.  S.  55,  7 
Sup.  Ct  100.  By  secUon  28,  art  9,  c.  17,  of 
the  Statutes  of  Oklahoma  of  1893,  upon 
"Railroad  Corporations,"  it  is  provided: 
"Any  railroad  corporation  chartered  and  or- 
ganized under  the  laws  of  the  United  States, 
or  any  state  or  territory,  whose  constructed 
railroads  shall  reach  and  Intersect  the  bound- 
ary line  of  this  territory  at  any  point,  may 
extend  its  railroad  into  this  territory  from 
any  such  point  or  points  to  any  place  or 
places  within  the  territory,  and  may  build 
branches  from  any  point  on  auch  extension. 
•  •  *"  It  Is  alleged  In  the  answer,  and 
not  denied  by  the  plaintiff,  that  the  defend- 
ant company  has  complied  with  all  the  re- 
quirements of  this  statute,  which  entitles  it 
to  the  benefits  therein  provided.  By  section 
9  of  the  same  article,  it  is  provided  that: 
"Every  railroad  company  so  authorized  to 
construct,  operate  and  maintain  a  railroad 
In  this  territory  •  •  •  shall  have  the  pow- 
er, first,  to  make  surveys,  •  •  •  fourth, 
to  lay  out  road,  and  fifth,  to  construct  its 
road.  •  •  *"  The  defendant  company  is 
entitled  to  the  provisions  and  benefits  of  the 
general  railway  laws  of  the  territory  of  Ok- 
lahoma to  the  same  extent  as  if  it  had  been 
incorporated  under  the  laws  of  a  state  or 
territory.  In  the  case  of  U.  S.  v.  Denver  & 
B.  G.  B.  Co.,  150  U.  S.  14, 14  Snp.  a.  11,  16,— 
a  case  in  which  the  railroad  company,  hav- 
ing been  Incorporated  under  a  special  act, 
claimed  the  benefit  of  the  general  railroad 
law  of  the  United  States  passed  in  1875,— 
the  court  says:  "Upon  what  principle  does 
the  enjoyment  by  the  defendant  of  the  rights 
and  benefits  conferred  by  the  earlier  special 
act  preclude  or  estop  It  from  accepting  the 
benefits  offered  by  the  latter  general  act, 
after  the  special  rights  and  privileges  had 
terminated?  We  know  of  no  such  principle." 
In  the  case  of  Central  Branch  U.  P.  R.  Co. 
T.  Atchison  T.  &  S.  F.  B.  Co.,  26  Kan.  660.  it 
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was  said  by  the  court  (Brewer,  J.):  "The 
question  simply  is  whether  a  Bpeclally  char- 
tered corporation  can  avail  Itself  of  the  gen- 
eral procedure  established  by  law  tor  all 
railway  corporations,  and  the  question  must 
be  answered  in  the  afflrmatlve." 

We  therefore  hold  that  the  Ohoctaw,  Ok- 
lahoma &  Oulf  Railroad  Company  was  au- 
thorized by  the  acts  of  1888  and  1894  to  lo- 
cate its  own  line  through  the  section  of 
country  wherein  "section  4"  is  built,  and  has 
located  its  line  by  the  most  feasiUe  and  prac- 
ticable route;  and  inasmuch  as  the  rights  of 
location  and  consthictlon  were  dependent 
only  upon  the  performance  of  the  conditions 
set  forth  in  the  acts,  and  these  conditions 
were  for  the  protection  of  the  Indian  tribes 
and  nations,  or  of  Indian  occupants,  under 
the  laws,  customs,  and  usages  of  the  Indian 
tribes  or  nations,  and  that  the  defendant 
company  has  folly  complied  with  the  condi- 
tions,— that  the  defendant  company  is  in- 
vested and  empowered  with  the  right  to  lo- 
cate and  construct  its  line,  and  to  the  ai>- 
proval  of  the  secretary  of  the  interior  there- 
for; and  that,  the  Indian  interest  having 
been  extinguished,  the  land  became  subject 
to  the  laws  of  the  territory  of  Oklahoma 
without  the  Intervention  of  the  limitations 
of  the  Indian  intercourse  act;  and  tliat  tbe 
defendant  company,  having  complied  with 
the  provisions  of  the  laws  of  this  territory 
authorizing  the  laying  out  and  construction 
of  railways,  is  entitled  to  locate  and  con- 
struct its  line  thereunder;  and  that  the  ap- 
proval of  the  secretary  of  the  Interior  is  not 
necessary  under  the  provisions  of  said  act; 
and  that  injunction  will  not  lie  to  restrain 
tbe  defendant  railroad  company  from  build- 
ing its  line  without  such  approval.  The 
judgment  of  the  district  court  is,  therefore, 
affirmed.  All  the  justices  concurring,  except 
SCOTT,  J.,  not  sitting,  having  presided  as 
trial  Judge. 


(23  Nev.  23) 

HOLMES  T.  IOWA  MINING  CO.    (No. 
1.435.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.     Oct  1,  1885.) 

AfpbaI/— Transoript— Orioinal  Papers. 
Where,  instead  of  a  regular  transcript, 
the  orlginalnnpers  are  sent  np  on  the  appeal, 
under  St  1895,  p.  58,  they  must  be  certified  to 
be  such  oriKinals,  and  to  constitute,  m  whole 
or  in  Dart,  the  record  on  appeal.  Where  there 
is  no  certificate  to  that  effect,  the  appeal  will, 
upon  motion,  be  dismissed. 
(Syllabus  by  Bigelow,  C.  J.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Storey  county; 
Charles  E.  Mack,  Judge. 

Action  by  George  M.  Holmes  against  the 
Iowa  Mining  Company.  From  the  judgment 
rendered,  defendant  appeals.  Heard  on  mo- 
tion to  dismiss.    Granted. 

H.  K.  Mitchell,  for  appellant  F.  M.  Huf- 
faker,  for  respondent. 


BIGELOW,  O.  J.  The  respondent  moves 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  upon  the  ground  that 
the  record  is  not  certified  or  authenticated  as 
required  by  law.  It  consists  of  tbe  original 
papers,  as  authorized  by  St  1895,  p.  68.  The 
act  provides  that,  when  the  appellant  de- 
sires to  have  the  original  papers  sent  to  the 
supreme  court,  they  shall  be  "certified  by  the 
clerk  of  the  district  court,  or  by  tbe  respec- 
tive parties  rar  their  attorneys,  to  be  audi 
originals,  and  to  constitute  in  whole  or  Id 
part  the  record  on  appeaL"  Several  of  the 
papers  In  the  case  are  not  cotified  In  any 
manner,  either  as  copies  or  originals,  and 
none  of  them  are  certified  to  constitute.  In 
whole  or  In  part,  the  record  on  appeal.  The 
motion  must,  therefore,  be  granted.  This  is 
a  defect  that  doubtless  could  have  been  rem- 
edied, but.  although  the  motion  was  made 
more  than  two  months  ago,  and  thereby  the 
appellant's  attention  particularly  called  to  th€ 
matter,  no  attempt  has  been  made  to  do  so. 

Objection  is  also  made  to  the  mann»  in 
which  a  question  upon  a  motion  to  set  aside 
a  sheriff's  aale  is  sought  to  be  presented, 
and,  although  unnecessary  to  notice  the  point 
upon  this  appeal.  It  is  not  improper  to  call 
attention  to  the  tact  that  the  statute  men- 
tioned has  in  nowise  altered  the  method  of 
presenting  questions  to  the  supreme  court 
Wherever  a  motion  for  new  trial  or  a  state- 
ment on  appeal  was  previously  necessary  tc 
their  propter  presentation,  It  is  still  neces- 
sary. The  only  difference  Is  that,  instead  of 
having  to  present  a  transcript  of  the  papen- 
to  be  used  on  the  appeal,  the  originals  may 
now  be  certified  up.  The  appeal  Is  dis- 
missed. 

BONNIFIELD  and  BELKNAP.  JJ..  con 
cur. 


(22  Nev.  «irt 
BUCKNEB  V.  LYNIP.    (No.  1,436.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.     Sept  27.  1885. » 

Elbotion  Contest— BAWxyrs—AppBAU 

1.  Gen.  St.  i  1569.  provides  that  where  an 
election  is  annulled  by  the  district  court  and 
no  appeal  has  been  taken  therefrom  within  3(: 
days,  the  certificate,  if  any  has  been  issued, 
shall  thereby  be  rendered  void.  B'ld,  that  a 
judgment  declaring  the  election  of  a  candidate 
whom  the  official  returns  showed  to  have  been 
defeated  did  not  annul  tha  election,  so  as  to 
require  the  dismissal  of  an  appeal  taken  from 
said  judgment  after  the  expiration  of  30  days. 

2.  New  trials  and  appeals  in  contested  elec- 
tion cases  are  regulated  by  the  civil  practice 
act  and  not  by  Gen.  St  {  1524  et  seq.,  relating 
to  elections. 

3.  St  1891.  e.  40.  {  24  (Australian  Ballot 
Law),  provides  that  "no  ballot  shall  be  deposited 
In  the  Sallot  l>ox  unless  the  watermark,  aa  here- 
inbefore provided,  appears  thereon,  and  un- 
less the  sup  containing  the  numl>er  of  the  bal- 
lot has  been  removed  therefrom  by  the  inspect- 
or." Id.  {  26,  provides  that  any  vote  not  bearing 
the  watermark,  and  any  ballot  on  which  ap- 
pear names,  words,  or  marks,  written  or  print- 
ed, shall  not  be  counted.  Hdd,  that  it  was 
proper  to  count  twllots  from  which  the  in- 
spector failed,  through  Ignorance,  to  remove  the 
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■trips  beatlBK  the  nnmber,  though  hit  f aUnre  to 
do  80  matte  tne  yoter's  ballot  capable  of  Identifi- 
cation.    Belknap,  J.,  dissenting. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Humboldt  coon- 
ty;  C.  E.  Mack,  Judge. 

Proceeding  brought  by  B.  F.  Lynip  against 
Lb  A.  Buckner,  to  contest  the  latter's  election 
to  office.  The  contestant  had  Judgment,  and 
the  coin  ostee  appeals.    Beyersed. 

Thos.  E.  Haydon  and  B.  M.  Clarke,  for  aih 
pellant   David  S.  Itumoo,  for  respondent. 

On  Motion  to  Dismiss  Appeal  and  Strike  Oat 
Statement. 

BELKNAP,  3.  This  is  an  election  contest 
The  parties  were  candidates  for  the  office  of 
district  attorney  for  Humboldt  county  at  the 
general  election  of  November,  1894.  Accord- 
ing to  the  official  returns.  Gen.  Buckner  re- 
ceived the  highest  number  of  votes,  and  a 
certificate  of  his  election  was  issued.  There- 
after a  contest  was  Inaugurated  by  respond- 
ent, Iiynip,  and  such  proceedings  had  as  re- 
sulted in  a  Judgment  of  the  district  court  in 
his  favor,  and  against  Buckner.  A  motion 
for  a  new  trial  was  made  in  the  district 
court  by  appellant,  and  denied  by  that  court; 
and  from  the  Judgment,  and  the  order  deny- 
ing the  motion  for  new  trial,  this  appeal  is 
taken.  Respondent  moves  in  this  court  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  it  was 
not  taken  within  the  time  required  by  the 
statutes  of  the  state  for  an  appeal  to  be  taken 
In  election  contests.  The  motion  Is  made  up- 
on the  provisions  of  section  46  of  tne  act  re- 
lating to  elections  (Oen.  St  !  1569),  which 
reads  as  follows:  "1569.  Sec.  46.  Whenever 
an  election  shall  be  annulled  and  set  aside 
by  the  Judgment  of  the  district  court  and  no 
appeal  has  been  taken  therefrom  within  thirty 
days,  such  certificate,  if  any  has  been  issued, 
shall  thereby  be  rendered  void,  and  the  office 
become  vacant."  The  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered February  20,  1895.  The  motion  for 
new  trial  was  denied  upon  the  11th  day  of 
May,— more  than  30  days  thereafter.  The 
Judgment  was  to  the  effect  that  Lynip  was 
the  duly-elected  district  attorney  of  the  coun- 
ty, and,  upon  his  doing  the  acts  required  by 
the  statutes  to  be  done  in  such  cases,  was  en- 
titled to  the  office,  etc.  This  Judgment  is  not 
one  In  which  an  election  has  been  annulled 
and  set  aside.  The  result  of  the  election  has 
been  reversed  in  this:  that  Lynip,  who  was 
shown  by  the  returns  to  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  to  have  t)een  defeated,  was 
declared  elected  by  the  Judgment  of  the  dis- 
trict court  But  the  election  itself  has  nei- 
ther been  annulled  nor  set  aside,  but  on  the 
contrary,  it  has  been  upheld.  If  it  had  beer 
annulled,  the  statute  declares,  the  office  be- 
comes vacant  and,  if  there  is  a  vacancy,  it 
must  be  filled  n  ■  required  by  law.  We  do  not 
understand  counsel  to  admit  that  a  vacancy 
does  exist,  but  It  the  provisions  above  quoted 
are  applicable  to  this  case,  and  the  election 
bas  been  annulled,  a  vacancy  In  the  office 
must  be  the  result 


Our  attention  has  been  called  to  tiie  mean< 
Ing  of  the  words  "annulled  and  set  aside,"  as 
employed  in  section  1561,  Gen.  St  The  sec- 
tion is  as  follows:  "1561.  Sec.  33.  When 
any  election  held  for  an  office  exercised  in 
and  for  a  county,  is  contested  on  account  of 
any  malconduct  on  the  part  of  the  board  of 
Inspectors  of  any  precinct  or  any  member 
thereof,  the  election  shall  not  be  annulled 
and  set  aside  upon  any  proof  thereof,  unless 
the  rejection  of  the  vote  of  such  precinct 
shall  change  the  result  as  to  such  office  in  the 
remaining  vote  of  the  county."  This  provi- 
sion Is  unimportant  to  the  matter  in  hand.  It 
states  a  principle  applicable  to  aU  Section 
contests;  that  is  to  say,  that  the  person  offi- 
cially declared  elected  shall  not  be  disturbed 
by  vain  and  fruitless  cc  tests,  and,  unless  a 
different  result  of  the  election  can  be  reached, 
his  election  shall  not  be  contested. 

Respondent  also  moves  the  court  to  strike 
out  all  of  the  record  in  the  case,  except  the 
Judgment  roll,  upon  the  ground  that  the  dis- 
trict court  had  no  Jurisdiction  of  the  case 
after  the  entry  of  the  Judgment  The  statute 
relating  to  elections  (section  1524  et  seq..  Gen. 
St)  confers  original  Jurisdiction  upon  dis- 
trict courts  In  this  class  of  cases  (section 
1563),  and  provides  that  a  certified  copy  of 
the  Judgment  of  the  supreme  court  may  be 
used  as  proof  in  certain  cases;  but  with 
these  exceptions,  it  is  silent  upon  the  subject. 
Nothing  is  said,  in  direct  terms,  upon  the  sub- 
ject of  new  trials  or  appeals;  and,  under 
these  circumstances,  we  must  look  elsewhere 
for  the  mode  of  procedure.  The  civil  prac- 
tice act  was  adopted  long  before  the  passage 
of  the  act  relating  to  elections.  It  provides 
a  mode  for  review  upon  motion  for  new  trial 
or  appeal  in  all  cases  tried  by  district  courts, 
and,  In  enacting  the  election  law,  it  was  un- 
necessary to  provide  for  any  further  mode  of 
procedure  than  the  practice  act  furnished. 
The  decisions  from  California  to  which  we 
have  been  referred  are  inapplicable  to  our 
statute  concerning  contested  elections.  The 
motions  are  denied. 

BIGELOW,  a  J.,  and  BONNIFIBLD,  X, 
concur. 

On  the  Merits. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.  The  contestant  and  con- 
testee,  who,  for  convenience,  we  shall  call 
plaintiff  and  defendant  were  rival  candidates 
for  the  office  of  district  attorney  of  Humboldt 
county  at  the  election  of  1B94.  Upon  the  re- 
turns, as  canvassed  by  the  boarl  of  county 
commissioners,  the  defendant  had  a  majority 
of  five  votes;  but  upon  the  trla.  of  this  con- 
test in  the  district  court.  It  wa&  found  that 
the  plaintiff  had  received  three  more  votes 
tlian  bis  opponent  and  be  was  accordingly  de- 
clared elected.  From  this  Judgment  and  an 
order  refusing  a  new  trial,  def aidant  appeala 

In  Rebel  Creek  precinct  iri  that  county, 
it  appears  that  defendant  received  15  votos; 
the  plaintiff,  1;  and  another  candidate  (H. 
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Warren),  12.  The  court  rejected  all  the  Totea 
of  that  precinct,  cast  nnder  the  following 
circumstances:  The  ballots  were  printed,  as 
required  by  law,  with  a  strip  on  the  left  side, 
intended  for  a  stub,  sei>arated  from  the  bal- 
lot proper  by  a  perforated  line,  and  with  a 
like  strip  on  the  right  side,  uiso  separated  by 
a  perforated  line.  Upon  each  of  these  strips 
the  number  of  the  ticket  was  printed.  By 
some  accident,  the  binding  of  the  stubs  Into 
book  form  had  become  broken,  permitting 
the  ballots  to  separate  Into  loose  sheets. 
When  a  voter  applied  for  a  blank  ballot,  the 
entire  sheet  was  given  him  by  the  inspect- 
ors, including  the  stub,  which  should  have 
been  separated  from  the  ballot,  and  retained 
by  the  inspectors.  When  the  ballot  was  re- 
turned to  them  for  deposit  in  the  ballot  box, 
the  inspectors  removed  the  strip  Intended 
f<ir  a  stub,  but  failed  to  remove  the  <>ther 
strip.  It  is  not  charged  that  this  was  done 
by  the  Inspectors  fraudulently  or  Intention- 
ally, and  the  evidence  is  clear  and  uncontra- 
dicted that  it  was  the  result  of  a  mistake 
upon  their  part;  they,  and  apparently  every 
one  connected  with  the  election,  supposing 
that  they  had  removed  everything  from  the 
ballot  that  the  law  required  to  be  removed. 
It  does  not  appear  when  thu  mistake  was 
discovered,  but  certainly  not  until  after  the 
polls  had  closed.  Our  statute,  adopting  what 
is  popularly  known  as  the  "Australian  Bal- 
lot Law"  (St  1891,  c.  40,  S  11),  provides  that 
the  secretary  of  state  shall  furnish  to  the 
county  clerks  the  paper  on  which  the  bal- 
lots are  to  be  printed,  which  is  to  be  water- 
marked with  a  design  to  be  chosen  by  the 
secretary.  The  ballots  are  to  be  printed  un- 
der the  direction  of  the  county  clerks.  They 
are  to  contain  the  names  of  all  candidates 
whose  nomination  has  been  certified  and 
filed  according  to  the  provisions  of  the  uct, 
and  no  other  name.  The  names  are  to  be 
arranged  under  the  designation  of  the  olfice, 
and  the  political  designation  of  each  can- 
didate Is  to  be  printed  opposite  his  name. 
When  a  ballot  is  handed  to  a  voter,  the  num- 
ber of  the  ballot  is  to  be  written  on  the 
registry  list,  opposite  his  name.  He  must 
prepare  his  ballot  by  marking  with  a  black 
lead  pencil  a  cross  or  X  after  the  name  of 
the  person  for  whom  he  intends  to  vote. 
Upon  handing  the  ballot  to  the  Inspector, 
that  officer  "shall  separate  the  strip  bear- 
ing the  number  from  the  ballot,  and  shall 
deposit  the  ballot  in  the  ballot  box."  Sec- 
tions 24  and  26  of  the  act,  read  as  follows: 

"Sec.  24.  No  ballot  shall  be  deposited  In  the 
ballot  box  unless  the  water  mark,  as  here- 
inbefore provided,  appears  thereon,  and  un- 
less the  slip  containing  the  number  of  the 
ballot  has  been  removed  therefrom  by  the 
inspector." 

"Sec.  26.  In  counting  the  votes  any  bal- 
lot not  bearing  the  water  mark  as  provided 
in  this  act  shall  not  be  counted,  but  such 
ballot  must  be  preserved  and  returned  with 
the  other  ballots.    When  a  voter  marks  more 


names  than  there  are  persons  to  be  elected 
to  an  office,  or  if  for  any  reason  It  Is  Impossi- 
ble to  determine  the  voter's  choice  for  any 
office,  his  vote  for  such  office  shall  not  be 
counted.  Any  ballot  upon  which  appears 
names,  words  or  marks  written  or  printed, 
except  as  In  this  act  provided,  shall  not  be 
counted." 

Any  officer  willfully  neglecting  or  refusing 
to  perform  any  duty  devolved  upon  him  by 
the  act  Is,  upon  conviction,  to  be  imprisoned 
In  the  state's  prison  for  from  one  to  five 
years. 

It  will  be  noticed  that  the  statute  does  not 
expressly  direct  that  a  ballot  upon  which 
this  strip  has  been  left  shall  not  be  count- 
ed, but  these  ballots  were  rejected  upon  the 
ground  that  they  came  within  the  latter  part 
of  section  26,  which  inhibits  the  counting  of 
ballots  "upon  which  appears  names,  words, 
or  marks  written  or  printed,  except  as  in 
this  act  provided";  and  this  is  the  point  to 
be  determined  upon  the  appeal,  so  far  as 
they  are  concerned.  It  is,  perhaps,  a  close 
question,  and  one  upon  which  courts  and 
Judges  may  easily  disagree.  It  is  to  be  ob- 
served that  the  voters  of  tJils  precinct  were 
themselves  In  no  wise  In  fault  They  pos- 
sessed every  qualiflcation  for  voting,  and 
had  complied  with  every  requirement  of  the 
law  as  to  registration,  marking  their  ballots, 
etc.;  and  it  Is  earnestly  pressed  upon  us  by 
defendant's  counsel  that  If  this  law  Is  to 
be  construed  as  preventing  the  counting  of 
their  votes,  either  for  the  willful  fraud  or 
Innocent  mistake  of  the  inspectors,  in  not 
removing  the  slip,  it  Is  unconstitutional, 
within  the  principles  of  Sttnson  v.  Sweeney. 
17  Nev.  309,  30  Pac.  997;  Davies  v.  McKee- 
by,  5  Nev.  369;  Clayton  v.  Harris,  7  Nev.  64: 
and  similar  cases.  See,  also,  Moyer  v.  Van 
De  Vanter  (Wash.)  41  Pac.  60  (recently  de- 
cided). As  we  are,  however,  of  the  opinion 
that  that  Is  not  the  correct  interpretation 
of  the  act  It  is  unnecessary  to  consider  this 
argument  any  further  than  as  It  -.brows 
light  on  the  proper  construction  of  the  stat- 
ute. It  seems  to  us  that  ballots  cast  under 
the  circumstances  existing  here  should  not 
be  rejected,  and  we  will  now  state,  as  briefly 
as  possible,  the  reasons  upon  which  our 
conclusion  Is  based: 

The  right  of  voting,  and,  of  course,  of  hav- 
ing the  vote  counted,  is  one  of  most  tran- 
scendent imi>ortance,— the  highest  tinder  our 
form  of  government  "That  one  entitled  to 
vote  shall  not  be  deprived  of  his  privilege  by 
action  of  the  authorities  is  a  fundamental 
principle."  Cooley,  Const  Llm.  (Cth  Kd.)  77.\ 
We  need  not  go  outside  the  decisions  Just 
cited  from  our  own  coujrt,  to  show  bow  Jeal- 
ously this  right  Is  guarded.  But  while  the 
legislature  cannot  directly  deprive  the  elect- 
or of  this  privilege,  section  6.  art  2.  of  the 
constitution  specially  authorizes  It  to  enact 
laws  for  the  registration  of  electors,  to  pre- 
serve the  purity  of  elections,  and  to  regulate 
the  manner  of  holding  and  making  returns 
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of  the  same.  Snch  laws  trill  necegsarfly 
Bometlmee  have  the  effect  of  preventing  the 
elector  from  voting.  For  instance,  a  law 
for  the  registration  of  voters,  to  be  effectual, 
mnst  provide  that  one  not  registered  shall  not 
vote;  and,  to  guard  the  purity  of  the  elec- 
tions. It  may  require  him  to  mark  his  ballot 
In  a  certain  way,  and  to  comply  with  many 
other  conditions.  But  In  all  these  matters 
the  voter  had  the  privilege  of  voting,  by  a 
compliance  with  the  law,  and  his  fSilare  to 
do  so  Is  somewhat'  owing  to  his  own  negli- 
gence or  misfortune.  Whether  he  can  also 
be  deprived  of  tt  through  the  fraud,  negli- 
gence, or  mistake  of  others  would  involve  the 
constitutional  question  suggested,  and  upon 
which  we  find  it  unnecessary  to  pass  In  this 
case.  At  least,  this  great  constitatlonal  right  Is 
not  to  be  taken  from  him  upon  any  doubtful 
construction  of  a  statute.  Assuming  the  con- 
stitutionality of  the  law,  before  it  should  be 
construed  to  work  his  disfranchisement  it 
must  be  clear  that,  under  the  circumstances 
th^r  existing,  the  legislature  Intended  such  to 
be  the  case.  The  spirit  in  which  such  laws 
are  to  be  construed  Is  well  stated  by  An- 
drews, J.,  in  Talcott  v.  Pbilbrlck.  59  Conn. 
435,  20  At).  486,  as  follows:  "All  statutes 
tending  to  limit  the  exercise  of  the  elective 
frLnchise  by  the  citizen  should  be  liberally 
construed  in  his  favor,  and,  unless  the  ballot 
comes  within  the  letter  of  the  prohibition 
a(:aInBt  a  particular  kind  of  ballot.  It  should 
be  counted.  A  great  constitutional  privilege 
— the  highest  under  the  government— is  not 
to  be  taken  away  on  a  mere  technicality,  but 
the  most  liberal  intendment  should  be  made 
In  support  of  tbe  elector's  action,  whenever 
the  application  of  tbe  common-sense  rules 
which  are  applied  in  other  cases  will  enable 
the  courts  to  understand  and  render  It  ef- 
fectual." "All  statutes  tending  to  limit  the 
citizen  in  his  exercise  of  this  right  should  be 
liberally  construed  in  his  favor.  Unless  the 
ticket  comes  within  the  letter  of  the  prohl- 
Utlon,  It  should  be  counted."  Owens  v. 
State,  64  Tex.  600.  609.  To  the  same  effect 
are  State  v.  Saxon.  30  Fla.  668,  12  South. 
218;  State  v.  Phillips,  63  Tex.  390;  Boyd  T. 
MUls,  63  Kan.  694,  87  Pac.  16;  Kellogg  v. 
Hickman,  12  Oolo.  266,  21  Fae.  825;  Bowen 
T.  Smith,  111  Ma  61.  20  S.  W.  101;  Parvin 
T.  WImberg,  130  Ind.  661,  80  N.  B.  790;  State 
T.  Russell,  34  Neb.  116,  61  N.  W.  466;  Stack- 
pole  V.  Hallahan  (Mont)  40  Pac.  80. 

LiBws  are  also  to  be  construed  according  to 
their  spirit  and  meaning,  and  not  merely  ac- 
cording to  their  letter.  "It  Is  a  familiar 
canon  of  construction  that  a  thing  which  Is 
within  the  intention  of  the  maken  of  a  stat- 
ute is  as  much  within  the  statute  as  If  It 
were  within  the  letter,  and  a  thing  which  la 
within  the  letter  of  the  statute  is  not  within 
tlie  statute  unless  it  be  within  tbe  Intention 
of  tbe  makers."  Riggs  v.  Palmer,  115  N.  Y. 
606,  22  M.  B.  188.  "It  is  one  of  the  greet 
maxims  of  Interpretation  to  keep  always  In 
▼lew  the  general  scopes  object,  and  purpose 


of  the  bw,  rather  than  Its  mere  letter." 
Rutledge  T.  Crawford,  91  Cal.  533,  27  Pac. 
779.  "A  rigid  and  literal  reading  would.  In 
many  cases,  defeat  the  very  object  of  the 
statute,  and  would  exemplify  the  maxim  that 
'the  letter  klUeth,  while  the  spirit  keepeth 
alive.'  Every  statute  ought  to  be  expound- 
ed, not  according  to  the  letter,  but  accord- 
ing to  the  meaning.  •  •  •  And  the  In- 
tention is  to  govern,  although  such  construc- 
tion may  not,  in  all  resi>ect8,  agree  with  the 
letter  of  the  statute."  The  reason  and  ob- 
ject of  a  statute  are  a  clue  to  Its  meaning, 
and  the  spirit  of  the  law  and  tbe  intention 
of  its  maken  are  diligently  to  be  sought  aft- 
er, and  the  letter  must  bend  to  these.  Tra- 
cy T.  Railroad  Co.,  88  N.  T.  433,  437.  This 
meaning  is  undoubtedly  to  be  ascertained 
from  the  language  of  the  act,  viewed  in  the 
light  of  the  circumstances  under  which  it  is 
used.  If  plain  and  unambiguous.  It  must  be 
construed  as  It  reads,  no  matter  how  unrea- 
sonable its  operation  may  be.  But  as  It  Is 
not  to  be  iffesumed  that  tbe  legislature  In- 
tended to  enact  an  nnreascnable  or  unjust 
law,  where  such  would  be  the  result  of  its 
operation,  if  construed  In  a  certain  way,  and 
the  language  is  not  positive  and  direct  to 
that  effect,  it  Is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  cast 
about  to  see  If  It  Is  not  susceptible  of  some 
other  construction,  and  In  doing  this  they 
shoold  consider,  not  only  tbe  language  used 
In  some  particular  section,  but  the  whole 
scoiw  and  purpose  of  the  act,  and  adopt,  if 
possible,  such  a  construction  as  will  harmo- 
nize the  various  sectl(»is  with  this  purpose, 
and  with  the  demands  of  Justice. 

What  was  tbe  object  and  purpose  of  tba 
enactment  of  the  Australian  ballot  law,  the 
essential  features  of  which  have  now  been 
adopted  by  nearly  every  state  In  the  Union? 
This  question  has  often  been  answered  by 
the  courts,  and  sometimes  in  language  that 
we  shall  not  attempt  to  improve  ux>on.  In 
one  case  the  supreme  court  of  Connecticut 
said:  "The  object  of  tbe  statute  of  1889  Is 
obvious.  It  is  to  secure  an  honest  vote,  cor- 
rectly exi>reeslng  public  sentiment,  by  pre- 
venting fraud,  corruption,  and  intimidation." 
After  speaking  of  certain  provisions  of  the 
Connecticut  law,  the  court  resumed:  "This 
would  seem  to  effectually  prednde  any  op- 
portunity for  fraud  or  Imposition.  Corrup- 
tion, by  making  It  impossible  for  any  one 
who  would  bribe  or  otherwise  corrupt  a  votor 
to  know  that  the  required  vote  was  actually 
deposited.  Intimidation,  1^  giving  to  each 
voteE  an  opportunity  to  select  and  prepare 
his  ballot,  and  to  deposit  It,  free  from  ob- 
servation, and  In  such  manner  that  no  one 
but  himself  can  possibly  know  bow  he  votes, 
nnless  he  chooses  to  disclose  it"  Talcott  ▼. 
PhUbrick,  69  Conn.  472,  478.  20  AtL  436.  In 
another  case  it  was  said:  "A  study  of  the 
statute  up<m  the  subject  of  elections  leaves 
no  doubt  that  its  purpose  is  to  secure  a  fair 
expression  of  the  will  of  tbe  electora  of  the 
state,  by  secret  ballot,  uninfluenced  by  brlb* 
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cry,  corruption,  or  fraud.  The  disfranchise- 
ment of  -whole  precincts  by  reason  of  an  hon- 
est mistake  on  the  part  of  the  election  officers 
Js  inconsistent  with  that  purpose."  Parvln 
T.  Wlmberg.  130  Ind.  r>»51,  30  N.  E.  790. 
And  again:  "The  evident  Intent  of  this  pro- 
vision was  to  provide  against  voters  mark- 
ing the  individual  ballot  which  they  cast  in 
such  manner  as  to  distinguish  It."  Lindstrom 
V.  Board.  94  Mich.  407,  54  N.  W.  280. 

This  being  the  object  of  the  law,  it  should 
be  so  construed  as  to  remedy  the  evil  against 
which  its  provisions  are  directed,  and,  at  the 
same  time,  not  to  disfranchise  voters  further 
tlian  is  necessary  to  attain  that  object.  It 
would  be  almost  the  work  of  omniscience  to 
enact  a  law  in  such  language  that  it  would 
not,  under  any  circumstances,  do  more  nor 
less  than  was  Intended  by  the  lawmaker. 
Even  words  most  carefully  chosen  will,  in 
some  unanticipated  situation,  overrun  that 
intention,  and  hi  others  fall  short  of  it.  It 
is  the  duty  of  the  courts  to  keep  that  inten- 
tion, once  it  is  ascertained,  steadily  in  view, 
and  to  endeavor  to  apply  the  law  where  it 
was  intended  to  apply,  and  to  except  those 
cases  where  it  was  not.  It  being,  then,  the 
purpose  of  the  law^  to  etfectually  prohibit 
and  prevent  intimidation  and  vote  buying,  all 
its  provisions  were  enacted  with  that  end  in 
view.  Where  It  is  forbidden  to  count  bal- 
lots containiug  names,  words,  or  marks  other 
than  those  provided  for  in  the  act,  notwith- 
standing the  generality  of  the  language,  only 
such  as  tend  to  distinguish  the  ballots  were 
Intended,  and  auch  as  were,  or  may  have 
been,  placed  upon  the  ticket  for  that  pur- 
pose. For  instance,  all  nominations  for  state 
offices  are  to  be  filed  in  the  office  of  the  sec- 
retary of  state,  and  he  is  to  certify  them  to 
the  various  county  clerks.  It  certainly  never 
was  intended  that  if  he  should,  either  by  In- 
advertence or  design,  certify  the  name  ut  a 
person  who  had  not  been  nominated,  and 
which  was  therefore  wrongfully  printed  up- 
on the  ballots,  this  should  invalidate,  and  re- 
quire the  rejec-tion  of,  every  vote  cast  in  the 
state;  and  yet  this  would  be  the  result  of 
a  strict  adherence  to  the  letter  of  the  law, 
for  it  would  be  a  name  on  the  ballot  not  pro- 
vided for  by  the  act.  The  same  may  be 
said  of  the  wrongful  printing  of  a  name  on 
the  ballots  by  order  of  the  county  clerk,  or 
the  insertion  by  tlie  printer  of  a  word  or 
mark  not  provided  for  by  the  law.  and  which 
would  be  on  all  tickets  alike.  This  would 
in  no  manner  tend  to  distinguish  one  liaUot 
from  another,  and  could  not  be  used  for  a 
fraudulent  purpose.  Such  a  word  or  mark 
would  not  be  within  the  spirit  of  the  law,  al- 
though within  its  letter;  and  in  such  case 
the  law  should  he  liberally  construed  in  favor 
of  the  voter,  and  not  so  as  to  disfrancliise  a 
whole  county.  This  simply  lilostrates  the 
proposition  ttiat  there  are  situations  in  which 
the  legislature  could  not  have  Intended  that 
ballots  with  forbidden  words  or  marks  upon 
them  should  not  be  coimted.    They  are  in- 


stances of  where  the  language  lias  overran 
the  Intention.  But  In  the  case  we~Iiave  to 
deal  with  here  the  marks  upon  the  ballots 
(admitting  that  marks  upon  the  strip  at- 
tached to  the  ballot  are  marks  upon  the  bal- 
lot itself,  as  is  doubtless  witliin  the  inten- 
tion, if  not  the  letter,  of  the  law),  although 
not  placed  thereon  intentionally,  nor  with  the 
voters'  knowle<lge  or  consent,  are  such  as  to 
identify  the  ballots.  Does  this  alter  the  case? 
Under  the  circumstances  existing  here,  could 
this  fact  have  been  used  for  the  purposes  of 
intimidation  or  bribery?  It  is  not  possible  to 
intimidate  a  man  into  voting  for  men  or 
measures  against  bis  will,  unless  he  has  rea- 
son to  believe  that  If  he  does  not  so  vote  it 
will  become  known  to  the  intlmidator.  Here 
the  voter  knew  that  if  the  law  was  complied 
with  no  one  could  ever  ascertain  how  be  had 
voted.  It  is  not  shown  that  any  Imew  tbat 
it  was  not  being  complied  with,  and  in  fact 
the  fair  inference  from  the  testimony  is  tliat 
it  was  not  known  to  any  one  until  after  the 
polls  had  closed.  All  8upi>osed  tliat  the  slii» 
were  being  removed,  and  it  follows  that  none 
could  have  been  intimidated  by  the  fact  tliat 
they  were  left  on  the  ballots.  But  the  prin- 
cipal reason  for  forbidding  these  distinguish- 
ing marks  was  undoubtedly  to  defeat  brib- 
ery. It  was  believed  that  the  vote  buyer 
would  not  invest  money  in  the  purchase  of 
votes  if  there  was  no  way  by  which  he 
could  ascertain  whether  the  voter  had  voted 
as  agreed.  The  only  way  in  which  this  could 
be  done  by  means  of  marks  would  be  by 
some  mark  being  placed  upon  the  ballot 
whicli  liad  been  agreed  upon  between  them; 
and  it  must  he  done  either  by  the  voter  him- 
self, or  by  some  one  else  with  his  knowledge 
and  consent.  It  is  clear  that  this  slip  was 
left  on  the  ballots  accidentally,  and  not  for 
any  such  puri>ose  as  that;  and  therefore  it 
Is  not  within  the  spirit  or  meaning  of  the 
law,  so  far  as  corruption  is  concerned.  By 
the  blimder  of  the  inspectors,  the  strips  and 
numbers  were  left  upon  the  l>allots.  whereby 
it  was  possible  to  ascertain  Just  bow  each 
one  had  voted.  This  was  done  unintention- 
ally, and  without  the  voters'  knowledge. 
Consequently,  as  we  have  tried  to  show,  it 
could  not  liave  been  made  the  means  of  in- 
timidation, nor  the  agent  of  corruption.  But 
by  reason  of  it,  without  being  at  all  in  fault 
themselves,  the  voters  have  incurred  all  the 
odium  and  disadvantage  of  tiavlng  the  kno-wi- 
edge  of  how  they  voted  made  public.  What 
reason  can  there  be  for  adding  to  their  pun- 
ishment that  of  disfranchisement?  To  so 
hold  would  be  like  piling  Ossa  upon  Pelion. 
and,  it  would  seem,  was  clearly  not  intended 
by  the  law.  To  hold  that  it  was,  would  be 
not  to  liberally  construe  the  act  in  favor  of 
the  voter,  but  strictly  against  him. 

In  addition  to  what  we  have  said  of  the 
scope  and  spirit  of  the  ballot  law,  we  thiuk 
there  is  that  in  the  letter  of  the  act  which 
strengthens  our  conclusion  very  much.  By 
section  24,  already  quoted,  it  is  provided  that 
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no  ballot  shall  te  placed  In  the  ballot  box 
upon  which  the  watermark  does  not  appear, 
nor  from  which  the  slip  has  not  been  remov- 
ed. But,  while  section  26  provides  that  bal- 
lots found  In  the  box  not  bearing  this  water- 
mark shall  not  be  counted,  It  says  nothing 
about  the  slip  being  left  on.  Considering  the 
Juxtaposition  of  those  terms  In  section  24,  it 
Is  hardly  probable  that  the  omission  to  men- 
tion the  slip  In  section  2C  was  accidental. 
If  not,  It  clearly  indicates  an  Intention  that 
leaving  the  slip  on  should  not  cause  the  re- 
jection of  the  ballot  There  Is  reason,  too, 
why  such  a  distinction  should  be  made.  If 
a  citizen  votes  a  ballot  not  bearing  the  water- 
mark, he  is  somewhat  in  fault  himself;  and, 
besides,  there  could  be  but  one  purpose  for 
substituting  such  a  ballot  for  one  that  was 
genuine,  and  that  would  be  fraud.  On  the 
other  band,  the  slip  Is  to  be  removed  by  the 
Inspector  after  the  ticket  Is  surrendered  to 
him,  and  with  this  the  voter  has  nothing  to 
do;  and  very  often,  as  In  this  case,  it  might 
be  left  on  the  ballot  by  oversight  or  accident. 
In  this  connection  we  quote  from  the  recent 
decision  by  the  supreme  court  of  Washing- 
ton, already  mentioned.  Speaking  of  the  de- 
cisions that  have  been  rendered  under  the 
ballot  laws  of  the  different  states,  the  court 
said:  "These  cases  cannot  all  be  harmon- 
ized, but  the  general  trend  thereof  has  been 
to  recognize  a  clear  distinction  between  those 
things  required  of  the  individual  voter  and 
those  Imposed  upon  election  officers.  There 
is  a  disposition  to  hold  the  former  valid  and 
mandatory;  but  where  there  has  been  a  sub- 
stantial compliance  with  the  law  on  the  part 
of  the  Individual  voter,  and  It  is  made  to  ap- 
pear that  there  has  been  In  fact  an  hoRest 
expression  of  the  popular  will,  there  Is  a 
well-deflned  tendency  to  sustain  the  same, 
although  there  may  have  been  a  failure  to 
comply  with  some  of  the  specific  provisions 
of  the  law  upon  the  part  of  the  election  offi- 
cers, or  some  of  them."  Moyer  v.  Van  De 
Vanter  (Wash.)  41  Pac.  60.  In  that  case  the 
law  required  the  Inspector,  or  one  of  the 
Judges,  to  write  his  Initials  on  the  ballot  be- 
fore it  was  ddlvered  to  the  voter,  and  direct- 
ed that  any  ballot  not  bearing  those  Initials 
should  be  void,  and  not  be  counted.  But  It 
was  held  that  the  law  was  unconstitutional, 
and,  where  the  officials  had  failed  to  so  mark 
any  of  the  ballots  of  a  precinct,  that  they 
should  still  be  counted.  There  are  decisions 
conflicting  with  the  views  we  have  express- 
ed, but  we  believe  the  greater  in  number,  and 
the  better-considered  cases,  support  our  con- 
clusions. We  have  examined  them  all,  but  it 
would  be  an  endless  and  unprofitable  task 
to  review  them,  and  we  shall  not  attempt  Tt. 
Our  conclusion  concerning  these  ballots  ren- 
ders It  unnecessary  to  pass  upon  the  other 
ballots  objected  to  by  appellant.  .Tudgmcnt 
and  order  refusing  a  new  trial  reversed,  and 
cause  remanded. 

BONNIPIELD,  J.,  concurs. 


BELKNAP,  J.  (dissenting).  The  law  of 
1891  directs  that  the  number  of  each  ballot 
shall  be  the  same  as  that  of  the  correspond- 
ing stub  (section  12,  c.  40),  and  that  the  nuna- 
ber  of  the  ballot  shall  be  written  upon  tlie 
registry  list,  opposite  the  name  of  the  voter 
receiving  It  (section  19,  c.  40).  After  prepar- 
ing the  ballot.  It  must  be  delivered  to  the  in- 
spector, who  shall  separate  the  strip  bearing 
the  number  from  the  ballot,  and  deposit  the 
ballot  in  the  ballot  box.  Section  20,  c.  40. 
At  Rebel  Creek  precinct,  the  Inspector, 
through  ignorance  of  the  law,  and  not  will- 
fully, neglected  to  separate  the  strip  bearing 
the  number  from  the  ballot.  The  entire  vote- 
of  the  precinct  was  cast  In  this  way.  The 
act  of  the  Inspector  was  In  direct  disobe- 
dience to  the  requirements  of  the  law,  which, 
in  section  20,  c.  40,  declares  that  the  strip 
and  number  shall  be  destroyed  before  the 
ballot  is  cast;  and  by  section  24,  «.  40,  that 
no  ballot  shall  be  deposited  in  the  ballot  box 
unless  the  slip  containing  the  number  of  the 
ballot  has  been  removed  by  the  Inspector.  .  I 
refer  to  these  provisions,  not  as  authorizing 
the  canvassers  to  throw  out  the  ballots,  but 
as  Illustrating  the  Intention  of  the  legislature 
In  passing  the  statute  providing  for  a  secret 
ballot.  The  prohibition  against  counting  bal- 
lots is  contained  In  the  twenty-sixth  section 
of  the  act,  as  follows:  "Sec.  26.  In  count- 
ing the  votes  any  ballot  not  bearing  the  wa- 
ter-mark as  provided  In  this  act,  shall  not  be 
counted,  but  such  ballot  must  be  preserved 
and  returned  with  the  other  ballots.  When 
a  voter  marks  more  names  than  there  are 
persons  to  be  elected  to  any  office,  or  If  for 
any  reason  it  is  impossible  to  determine  the 
voter's  choice  for  any  office,  his  vote  for  such 
office  shall  not  be  counted.  Any  ballot  up- 
on which  appears  names,  words  or  marks, 
written  or  printed,  except  as  In  this  act  pro- 
vided, shall  not  be  counted."  Under  the  last 
sentence  of  this  section,  these  ballots  should 
not  be  counted.  The  purpose  of  the  act,  as 
expressed  in  Ita  title,  is  "An  act  relating  to 
elections  and  to  more  fully  secure  the  se- 
crecy of  the  ballot."  No  act  of  the  inspectors 
was  so  well  calculated  to  expose  the  vote, 
and  defeat  the  intention  of  the  legislature, 
as  their  neglect  to  destroy  the  number  on  the 
slip.  Any  person,  upon  Inspection  of  the 
registry  list,  could  have  ascertained  the  vote 
of  each  elector.  I  admit  that  if  my  views 
are  to  be  adopted  the  voters  of  the  precinct 
at  that  election  will  be  disfranchised,  but  I 
am  confronted  with  what  I  think  are  clear 
and  Imperative  provisions  of  law,  incapable 
of  Judicial  construction.  Under  the  English 
law  of  1872,  the  presiding  officer  at  the  poll- 
ing station  marked  upon  tlie  face  of  the  bal- 
lot given  to  each  the  n'.mber  of  the  voter 
appearing  on  the  burgess  roll,  which  would 
enable  any  one,  upon  Inspection,  to  identify 
the  way  in  which  the  party  had  voted.  Jt 
was  held  that  these  ballots  were  void,  and 
should  not  have  been  counted;  but  the  error 
did  not  affect  the  result  of  the  election;  the 
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preralltng  candidate  having  been  elected,  Ir- 
leepectlve  of  the  contested  ballots.  Wood- 
ward T.  Sarsons,  L.  E.  10  C.  P.  733.  In  West 
T.  Rosa,  63  Mo.  350,  the  law  of  Missouri  re- 
quired the  ballots  to  be  numbered,  and  pro- 
vided that  any  ballot  not  numbered  should 
not  be  counted.  The  judges  of  election, 
through  Inadvertence,  neglected  to  number 
any  of  the  ballots;  but  the  court  held  that 
the  statute  was  mandatory,  and  all  of  the  bal- 
lots were  rejected.  The  court  said:  "This 
case  may  be  a  hard  case,  and  doubtless  Is; 
but  the  legislative  enactment  Is  clear,  and 
although  It  may  deprive  a  portion  of  the  cltl- 
jsens  of  the  county  of  their  right  to  be  heard 
In  the  election  of  a  clerk  at  one  election.  It 
is  better  that  they  should  suffer  this  tempo- 
rary privation  than  that  the  courts  should 
habituate  themselves  to  disregard  or  ignore 
the  plain  law  of  the  land  in  order  to  provide 
for  hard  cases.  In  the  present  lAse  the  leg- 
islature has  provided  and  required  that  the 
ballots  should  be  numbered,  and  then  pro- 
vides, In  express  terms,  that  no  ballot  not 
numbered  shall  be  counted.  Can  we  say  that 
such  ballots  shall  be  counted,  without  an  atr 
tempt  at  judicial  legislation?  I  think  not, 
and  It  would  be  a  misapplication  of  terms  to 
say  that  such  a  statute  is  only  directory." 
For  these  reasons  I  dissent  from  the  Judg- 
ment. 


<22  Nev.  *tn 

DENNIS  T.  OAUGHLIN.     (No.  1,442.) 

(Supreme  Ck>urt  of  Nevada.     Sept.  28,  1895.) 

Australian   Ballot  — DisTUfouisHino    Harks — 

Contest — Eurobs  Considered  on  Appeal. 

1.  St  1891,  p.  40,  H  20,  26  (Anstralian  Bal- 
lot Law),  provide  that  the  voter  shall  place  a 
cross  after  the  name  of  the  person  he  mtends 
to  vote  for;  that  such  markmg  shall  be  done 
onljr  with  a  black  lead  pencil;  that  when  a 
voter  marks  more  names  tnan  there  are  persona 
to  be  elected  to  an  office  his  vote  for  such  oflSce 
■hall  not  be  counted;  and  that  any  ballot  on 
wmch  appear  names,  words,  or  marks,  written 
or  printed,  except  as  in  this  act  provided,  shall 
not  be  connted.  Hdd,  that  a  mark,  appearing 
to  have  been  accidentally  made,  and  not  from 
an  evil  purpose,  should  not  be  construed  as  a 
distinguishing  mark,  so  as  to  avoid  the  ballot. 

2.  On  appeal  in  an  election  contest  the  su- 
preme court  can  consider  only  such  errors  as 
appellant  complains  of. 

Appeal  trom  district  court,  Washoe  coun- 
ty; G.  F.  Talbot,  Judge. 

Proceeding  by  John  H.  Dennis  against  W. 
H.  Caughlln  to  determine  whether  defendant 
or  John  Hayes  was  legally  elected  to  the  of- 
fice of  sheriff  of  Washoe  county.  From  a 
judgment  for  defendant,  plaintiff  appeals. 
Beversed. 

T.  E.  Haydon,  for  appellant  Torreyson  & 
Summerfleld,  for  respondent 

BELKNAP,  J.  This  to  a  contest  brought 
by  John  H.  Dennis,  an  elector  of  Washoe 
county,  against  the  respondent,  to  determine 
whether  John  Hayes  or  W.  H.  Caughlln  Is 
legally  entitled  to  the  office  of  sheriff  of 


Washoe  county.  According  to  the  official  re- 
turns, respondent  received  the  highest  num- 
ber of  votes,  and  was  declared  elected  by  the 
board  of  canvassers.  At  the  trial  it  was  stip- 
ulated that  all  returns  and  all  ballots  of  each 
and  every  precinct  In  the  county  should  be 
examined  and  considered,  and  legal  ballota 
counted  for  whom  cast,  and  under  this  stlpo- 
latlon  the  trial  was  had.  Bespondent  recov- 
ered judgment 

One  of  the  first  questions  to  be  detennlned 
to  whether  we  can  review  all  the  rulings  of 
the  district  court  or  only  such  as  have  been 
assigned  as  error  by  the  appellant  It  has 
frequently  been  decided  that  a  party  who 
has  not  appealed  from  a  judgment  cannot,  on. 
an  appeal  by  the  opposite  party,  obtain  a  re- 
view of  the  rulings  of  the  court  against  him. 
In  Dougherty  v.  Henarle,  47  CaL  9,  the  plain- 
tiff offered  to  dismiss  the  action  as  to  one  of 
the  defendants,  who  objected,  and  the  court 
thereupon  denied  the  motion  to  dismiss,  the 
plaintiff  excepting.  Said  the  court:  "But  he 
cannot  avail  himself  of  his  exception  on  this 
appeal  Having  submitted  to  the  judgment, 
and  prosecuted  no  appeal  from  It,  he  cannot, 
on  an  appeal  by  the  defendants,  review  the 
rulings  of  the  court  which  be  claims  are  to 
his  prejudice."  Maher  v.  Swift,  14  Nev.  324; 
Moresl  v.  Swift,  15  Nev.  215;  Nesbitt  v.  Chls- 
holm,  16  Nev.  40.  Again,  In  Whittam  v.  Za- 
horlk,  59  N.  W.  57,  the  supreme  court  of 
Iowa  said  in  an  election  contest  case:  "The 
appellee  complains  that  ballots  similar  in 
marking  to  some  of  those  we  hold  should 
have  been  excluded  were  offered  by  the  con- 
testant, and  counted  for  him;  but,  as  the  In- 
cumbent does  not  appeal,  we  cannot  deter- 
mine the  question  he  thus  presents."  Our 
conclusion  is  that  only  such  errors  as  the  ap- 
pellant complains  of  can  be  considered  ai>on 
this  appeal. 

The  errors  assigned  by  the  appellant  em- 
brace the  rulings  of  the  district  court  upon 
82  ballots.  These  rulings  Involve  a  construc- 
tion of  the  statute  of  1891  generally  known 
as  the  "Australian  Ballot  Law."  The  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  relating  to  the  prepara- 
tion of  the  ballot  by  the  elector,  and  its  re- 
jection In  certain  cases,  are  as  follows: 

"Sec.  20.  On  receiving  his  ballot  the  voter 
shall  Immediately  retire  alone  to  one  of  the 
places,  booths  or  compartments.  He  shall 
prepare  his  ballot  by  marking  a  cross  or  X 
after  the  name  of  the  person  for  whom  he  In- 
tends to  vote  for  each  office.  In  case  of  a 
constitutional  amendment  or  other  qneetlon 
submitted  to  the  voters,  the  cross  or  X  shall 
be  placed  after  the  answer  which  he  desires 
to  give.  Such  marking  shall  be  done  only 
with  a  black  lead  pencil.  Before  leaving  the 
booth  or  compartment  the  voter  shall  fold  his 
ballot  In  such  manner  that  the  water-mark 
and  the  number  of  the  ballot  shall  appear  on 
the  outside,  without  exposing  the  marks  upon 
the  ballot  and  shall  keep  It  so  folded  until  he 
has  voted.  Having  folded  his  ballot,  the 
voter  shall  deliver  it  to  the  Infipector^  wbo 
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s&all  annoTince  the  name  of  tbe  roter  asd  tk« 
nnmber  of  his  ballot.  The  clerk  haTlng  the 
registry  list  in  his  chargpe,  If  be  finds  the 
nnmber  to  agree  irlth  the  nnmber  of  the  bal- 
lot delivered  to  the  voter  shall  r^eat  the 
name  and  nnmber,  and  shall  mark  opposite 
the  name  the  word  'Voted.'  The  inspector 
shall  then  sextarate  the  strip  bearing  the 
number  from  the  ballot,  and  shall  deposit  the 
ballot  in  the  ballot  box.  Said  strip  and  num- 
ber shall  be  immediately  destroyed." 

"Sec.  26.  In  counting  the  votes  any  ballot 
not  bearing  the  water-mark,  as  provided  in 
this  act,  shall  not  be  counted,  bat  such  ballot 
must  be  preserved  and  returned  with  the  oth^ 
er  ballots.  When  a  voter  marks  more  names 
than  there  are  persons  to  be  elected  to  an 
office,  or  If  for  any  reason  it  is  imiKissible  to 
determine  the  voter's  choice  for  any  office, 
his  vote  for  such  office  shall  not  be  counted. 
Any  ballot  upon  which  appears  names,  words 
or  marks  written  or  printed,  except  as  in  this 
act  provided,  shall  not  be  counted." 

Statutes  more  or  less  similar  in  their  nature 
have  been  adopted  in  many  of  our  sister 
states,  and  a  reference  to  some  will  aid  in  the 
constmctlon  to  be  placed  upon  our  law.  In 
B«  Vote  Marks,  21  AtL  962,  the  supreme  court 
of  Rhode  Island  said:  "A  cross  is  the  only 
mark  authorized  by  the  statute  to  be  used  to 
designate  the  person  voted  for,  and  it  is  only 
by  force  of  the  statute  that  it  gets  its  signifi- 
cance for  that  purpose.  If  another  mark  be 
used,  there  is  nothing  to  certify  its  meaning. 
It  might  be  conjectured  that  it  was  used  inad- 
vertently instead  of  a  cross,  but,  in  our  opin- 
ion, such  a  conjecture  would  not  Justify  the 
counting  of  it.  The  statute  declares:  'No  vot- 
er shall  place  any  maik  upon  his  ballot  by 
which  It  may  be  afterwards  identified  as  the 
one  voted  by  him.'  If  marks  other  than 
crosses  were  counted,  they  might  be  used  both 
to  answer  the  purpose  of  crosses  and  to  iden- 
tify the  ballots."  In  Whittam  v.  Zahorlk,  59 
N.  "W.  57,  in  considering  a  law  of  this  nature 
adopted  in  Iowa,  the  court  said:  "It  Is  not 
practicable  to  adopt  a  rule  la  regard  to  iden- 
tifying marks  which  would  be  applicable  In 
all  cases.  It  will  not  do  to  say  that  all  ballots 
which  bear  marks  not  authorized  by  law 
should  be  rejected.  All  voters  are  not  alike 
skillful  In  marking.  Some  are  not  accustom- 
ed to  using  a  pen  or  pencil,  and  may  place 
some  slight  mark  on  the  ballot  Inadvertently, 
or  a  cross  first  made  may  be  clumsily  re- 
traced. It  Is  evident  that  In  such  cases,  and 
in  others  where  the  unauthorized  mark  is  not 
of  a  character  to  be  used  readily  for  the  pur- 
pose of  identification,  the  ballots  should  be 
counted;  but  where  the  unauthorized  marks 
are  made  deliberately,  and  may  be  used  as 
a  means  of  identifying  the  ballot,  it  should 
be  rejected."  In  Indiana  it  was  provided 
that  the  voter  should  indicate  his  choice 
by  stamping  a  certain  square  opposite  the 
candidate's  name,  and.  If  he  desired  to  vote 
for  ail  candidates  of  one  party,  should  place 
the  stamp  on  the  square  preceding  the  party 
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designation.  The  coort  held  that  the  provi- 
sion concerning  the  use  of  the  stamp  was 
mandatory,  the  stamping  of  the  square  being 
the  only  method  prescribed  by  which  the  vot- 
er can  Indicate  his  choice.  The  statute  was 
amended  at  the  next  session  of  the  legislature 
so  that  a  stamp  placed  upon  a  ballot  which 
does  not  touch  a  square  thereon  was  declared 
to  be  a  distinguishing  mark,  and  was  not  to 
be  counted.  The  court  said:  "This  amend- 
ment was  Intended,  we  think,  to  make  cer- 
tain that  which,  prior  to  its  passage,  was  left 
in  some  measure  to  construction;  but  It  only 
makes  certain  that  which  was  Intended  by 
the  legislature  when  It  passed  the  original  sec- 
tion." Parvhi  V.  Wlmberg,  130  Ind.  561,  30 
N.  B.  790.  la  Maine  the  statute  provides 
that  "the  voter  shall  prepare  his  ballot  by 
marking  on  the  appropriate  margin  or  place  a 
(X)  as  follows:  He  may  place  such  mark  op- 
posite the  name  of  a  party  or  political  desig- 
nation; or  he  may  place  such  mark  opposite 
the  name  of  the  Individual  candidates  of  his 
choice  for  each  office  to  be  filled."  St  Me. 
1891,  c.  102,  8  24.  The  court  said  of  this  pro- 
vision: "Its  distinguishing  feature  was  its 
careful  provision  for  a  secret  ballot.  The 
leading  purpose  of  It  was  to  give  the  elector 
an  oppOTtunlty  to  cast  his  vote  In  such  a  man- 
ner that  no  other  person  would  know  for 
what  candidates  he  voted,  and  thus  to  protect 
him  against  all  improper  influences,  and  ena- 
ble him  to  enjoy  absolute  freedom  from  re- 
straint and  entire  independence  in  the  expres- 
sion of  his  choice."  "If  It  be  conceded  that 
the  intention  of  the  voter  may  be  correctly 
Inferred  from  the  mark  actually  made  by  him 
In  each  of  these  Instances,  it  Is  still  a  fatal 
objection  to  the  ballot  that  such  an  Irregular 
and  unauthorized  mode  of  marking  it  might 
readily  be,  and  probably  would  be,  agreed  up- 
on with  the  voter  as  a  distinguishing  mark  to 
identify  the  ballot  cast  by  him,  whenever 
Identification  was  desired.  Such  a  palpable 
disregard  of  the  plain  requirements  of  the  act 
strikes  at  the  root  of  the  secret-ballot  sys- 
tem." Curran  v.  Clayton,  86  Me.  42,  29  Atl. 
930. 

These  decisions  show  that  the  only  way  the 
voter  can  Indicate  his  choice  is  by  a  cross  or 
X,  used  In  the  manner  required  by  the  stat- 
ute. The  statute  of  this  state  is  less  liberal 
in  its  terms  than  those  of  the  other  states, 
and  If  Its  provisions  relating  to  "marks,"  in 
the  twenty-sixth  section  of  the  act,  are  to  be 
literally  enforced,  many  voters  would  be  dis- 
franchised. This  section  provides  that  any 
names,  words,  or  marks,  except  as  In  the  act 
provided,  shall  invalidate  the  ballot.  Tinder 
the  terms  of  the  statute,  any  mark,  although 
Innocently  or  accidentally  made,  would  come 
within  Its  provisions.  The  evils  against  which 
the  statute  was  directed  were  bribery  and  In- 
timidation, and  to  repress  these  the  secret 
ballot  was  adopted.  Its  aim  was  that  the 
ballot  should  not  disclose  by  whom  it  was 
cast,  and  for  this  reason  all  of  the  means  by 
which  it  may  be  identified  were  Interdicted. 
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Conrts  Should  constnie  statutes  with  such  lib- 
erality, if  practicable,  as  to  advance  the  ob- 
ject and  ccarrect  the  evils  which  the  legisla- 
ture had  in  view.  A  mark  satisfactorily  ap- 
pearing to  have  been  inadvertently  or  acci- 
dentally made,  and  not  for  an  evil  purpose,  is 
not  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute,  and 
should  not  be  construed  as  an  identifying  or 
distinguishing  mark;  and  we  think  the  stat- 
ute should  be  read  as  if  this  qualification 
were  attached  to  it.  Adopting  this  view,  a 
ballot  written  by  a  hand  unaccustomed  to  the 
use  ct  a  pencil,  or  awkwardness  in  its  use,  or 
carelessness,  or  an  apparent  attempt  to  re- 
trace a  clumsily  made  cross  X,  or  an  effort  to 
make  it  more  certain,  and  in  doing  so  employ- 
ing more  lines  than  are  necessary  to  properly 
make  a  cross,  or  a  slightly  blurred  spot  to  cor- 
rect a  mistake,  not  indicating  an  Intention 
to  identify  the  ballot,  or  a  slight  erasure  for 
the  same  purpose,  or  cross  made  when  the 
ballot  paper  was  defective,  and  to  avoid  the 
defect,  and  make  the  vote  more  certain,  a  sec- 
ond cross  was  made,  or  a  slight  pencil  mark, 
clearly  made  by  accident,  and  not  design,  or  a 
st.aln  of  tobacco,  will  not  avoid  the  ballot. 

There  are  15  ballots  numbered  as  follows: 
45,  49.  00,  78,  68,  73,  74,  53,  27,  72,  59,  75, 
40,  36,  66,  to  which  these  objections  were 
made,  and  we  think  that  all  of  them  should 
be  counted  for  the  appellant  But  blurred 
spots,  plainly  made  by  a  lead  pencil,  which 
may  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of  can- 
celing a  cross,  but  which  might  have  been 
made  also  for  Identification,  or  a  cross  not  op- 
posite the  name  of  any  candidate,  or  two  or 
more  crosses  instead  of  one,  or  a  number  of 
crosses  in  a  bunch,  or  a  mark  not  a  cross,  or 
the  use  of  a  blue  lead  pencil  Instead  of  a 

black  one,  or  a  straight  line,  thus, ,  over 

the  word  "No,"  or  writing  a  word  instead  of 
employing  a  cross,  are  grounds  for  rejecting 
the  ballot.  There  are  17  ballots  to  which 
these  objections  apply,  and  we  think  the  court 
properly  rejected  them.  These  ballots  were 
numbered  as  follows:  30,  39,  44,  69,  33,  38, 
60%,  71.  41,  48,  (U!%,  37.  52,  35,  54,  57,  77. 
The  district  court  found  that  Haj-es  was  enti- 
tled to  558  votes,  and  Caughlln  561.  Adding 
to  Hayes'  vote  the  15  votes  that  we  have 
found  for  him,  changes  the  result  of  the  elec- 
tion. 

Similar  motions  were  made  in  this  case  as 
those  in  Buckner  v.  Lynlp  (Nev.)  41  Paa  762, 
and  upon  the  authority  of  that  case  the  mo- 
tions are  dismissed.  Judgment  reversed  and 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

BONNIFIELD,  J.,  concurs. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.  (concurring).  As  held  Jn 
Buckner  v.  Lynio.  22  Nev.  — ,  41  Pac.  762. 
the  spirit  and  purpose  of  the  ballot  law  was 
to  exclude  only  ballots  bearing  distinguishing 
names,  words,  or  marks,  and  not  those  where 
it  satisfactorily  appears  that  the  marks  were 
not  intended  for  distinguishing  marks,  and 
were  not  placed  thereon  with  the  knowledge 


or  consent  of  tbe  voter.  Doubtless,  in  the 
first  instance,  the  presumption  should  be  that 
all  marks  not  authorized  by  law  were  placed 
thereon  for  the  purpose  of  identification,  and, 
in  the  absence  of  satisfactory  evidence  to 
the  contrary,  should  exclude  the  ballot  from 
the  count  But  clearly  it  was  not  the  intent 
of  the  lawmakers  that  marks  that  do  not 
Identify  the  particular  ballot,  or  that  clearly 
appear  to  have  been  accidental  or  inadvert- 
ent, as  where  made  by  the  slip  of  a  pencil, 
by  soiled  fingers,  through  awkwardness  in 
making  the  cross,  or  by  other  unintentional 
means,  and  that  are  not  such  as  to  be  read- 
ily used  for  purposes  of  Identification,  should 
cause  the  rejection  of  the  entire  ticket  On 
the  other  hand,  where  the  marks  were  ap- 
parently made  Intentionally,  and  are  such 
as  to  readily  distinguish  the  ticket,  and  such 
as  may  have  been  made  for  the  purpose  of 
distinguishing  it  it  should  not  be  counted. 
Of  course,  this  rule  calls  for  the  exercise  of 
some  discretion  in  the  canvassers,  and  is  not 
80  simple  as  It  would  be  to  follow  the  letter 
of  the  law,  rnd  reject  all  ballots  upon  which 
any  unauthorized  mark  appears;  but  we  be- 
lieve it  to  be  more  in  consonance  with  the 
spirit  of  the  statute  and  with  the  genius  of 
our  institutions.  Our  government  is  found- 
ed upon  manhood  suffrage,  and  in  the  effort 
to  prevent  intimidation  and  corruption  In  the 
elections,  although  a  most  commendable  pur- 
pose, and  one  we  would  encourage  by  everj- 
means  possible,  it  will  not  do  to  adopt  rules 
so  strict  as  to  practically  disfranchise  a  con- 
siderable number  of  innocent  voters.  This 
would  be  too  heroic  a  remedy.  If  the  sole, 
or  even  the  main,  purpose  be  to  prevent 
fraud  in  the  elections,  this  could  be  best  ac- 
complished by  permitting  no  one  to  vote. 
The  marking  upon  a  ballot  may  be  such  as 
to  prevent  its  being  counted  for  a  particular 
candidate  upon  two  grounds:  Where  it  is 
not  so  marked  as  to  indicate  the  voter's 
choice  as  to  that  office,  and  where  it  bears 
distinguishing  marks.  Upon  the  first  ground, 
no  other  mark  than  that  of  a  cross  or  X, 
placed  after  the  candidate's  name,  will  suf- 
fice; but  a  failure  to  mark  upon  some  office, 
or  a  defective  marking,  should  not  usually  be 
classed  as  a  distinguishing  mark.  Probably 
a  cross  or  an  X  could  be  so  made  as  to  con- 
stitute an  identifying  mark,  but  we  should 
be  very  certain  that  such  was  the  puriwse 
before  we  would  be  justified  in  rejecting  the 
ballot  on  that  ground.  The  statute  recog- 
nizes that  there  may  be  defective  marking 
upon  some  particular  office  that  is  still  not 
sufficient  to  reject  the  entire  ballot  by  pro- 
viding that  when,  for  any  reason.  It  is  im- 
possible to  determine  tlie  voter's  choice  for 
any  office,  his  vote  for  that  office  shall  not 
be  counted.  All  men  do  not  make  crosses 
and  X's  alike,  nor  do  all  possess  the  same 
degree  of  skill  in  making  them.  It  would 
seem  that  any  honest  attempt  to  make  the 
proper  mark,  and  nothing  else,  even  if  in- 
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sufficient  to  antbotfee'  eotiating  the  vote  tor 
that  candidate,  should  not  be  treated  as  suf- 
ficient to  cause  the  ballot's  rejection. 

The  folloTving  examples  will  Illustrate  the 
distinctions  we  think  should  be  drawn:  Bal- 
lot No.  27  has  a  faint  cross,  very  nearly 
erased,  opposite  the  name  of  McNees,  an- 
other candidate  for  the  same  ofilce.  It  is 
evident  that  this  mark  was  made  inadvert- 
ently, and  that  the  voter  sought  to  change 
his  vote  from  McNees  to  Hayes.  It  Is  per- 
fectly clear  for  whom  he  wished  to  vote,  and, 
as  the  faint  outline  of  the  cross  does  not  con- 
stitute a  distinguishing  mark,  no  reason  ap- 
pears why  it  should  not  be  counted  as  Intend- 
ed. No.  49  has  a  mark  opposite  the  name  of 
a  state  candidate  intended  for  an  X,  but  the 
second  stroke  only  comes  down  to,  but  does 
not  cross,  the  first.  While  this  was  a  fail- 
ure to  make  a  cross,  so  that  probably  the 
vote  should  not  have  been  counted  for  that 
candidate.  It  was  clearly  unintentional.  Had 
the  second  stroke  been  extended  the  thirty- 
secondth  part  of  an  inch,  it  would  have  been 
a  cross.  No.  50  has  a  light  third  line  across 
the  X  opposite  the  name  of  a  state  candi- 
date, doubtless  made  through  accident  or 
carelessness.  No.  53  has  a  light  mark,  ap- 
parently made  by  a  dirty  finger,  or  In  an 
attempt  to  erase  a  cross  In  a  square,  but 
which  was  again  made  and  allowed  to  re- 
main. No.  73  has  crosses  made  with  lines 
across  the  top  and  bottom  of  the  X's,  in- 
tended to  be  the  same  as  the  X  Is  made  In 
the  statute.  As  the  act  does  not  provide 
how  the  cross  shall  be  made,  we  do  not  see 
why  that  is  not  as  correct  as  one  made 
simply  with  two  straight  lines  crossing. 
We  think  that  such  ballots  as  these,  and 
similar  ones,  should  be  counted.  On  the 
other  hand,  No.  35  has  in  two  places  a  num- 
ber of  crisscrossed  Hues  nearly  filling  a 
square.  No.  37  has  the  printed  word  "No" 
crossed  out  with  a  pencil.  No.  38  has 
crosses  not  opposite  the  name  of  any  candi- 
date. No.  30  has  a  heavy  round  spot,  made 
with  a  pencil,  apparently  for  the  purpose  of 
covering  up  or  blotting  out  a  cross  in  a 
square  opposite  the  name  of  a  candidate. 
Very  likely,  in  all  these  instances,  the  marks 
were  made  Innocently,  and  not  for  the  pur- 
pose of  distinguishing  the  tickets;  but  they 
were  made  Intentionally,  and  not  by  acci- 
dent or  inadvertence,  and  are  such  as  might 
tiave  been  placed  there  for  identification. 
They  were,  therefore,  proiwrly  rejected. 

All  questions  concerning  the  manner  of 
making  a  cross,  or  of  where  it  shall  be 
placed,  can  be  avoided,  and  an  advantageous 
change  made  in  the  law,  by  the  legislature 
adopting  an  amendment  providing  for  the 
use  of  a  rubber  stamp  Instead  of  a  lead  pen- 
cil, as  Is  directed  by  the  statutes  of  Indiana 
and  some  other  states. 

I  concur  In  the  conclusions  announced  by 
Justice  BELKNAP  as  to  the  ballots  that 
should  or  should  not  be  counted. 


LONES  et  al.  v.  LONES.    (Sac.  No.  3.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  5,  1895,) 

WlIXS— RgVOOATION  ASD  RkVIVAL. 

Under  Civ,  C!ode,  §  1297,  the  mere  execu- 
tion of  a  subsequent  revocatory  will  ends  the 
first  will,  and  such  first  will  is  not  revived  by 
the  revocation  of  the  last  will  unless  it  is  re- 
vived by  the  terms  of  such  revocation. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  Nevada  county;  John  Caldwell, 
Judge. 

Proceeding  by  John  H.  Lones  and  others 
against  William  B.  Lones  in  his  own  right 
and  as  administrator  with  the  will  annexed 
of  the  estate  of  H.  A.  Lones,  deceased,  to 
contest  such  will,  in  which  there  was  a 
judgment  for  contestants.  From  an  order 
refusing  a  new  trial,  defendant  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

Frank  T.  Nilon,  for  appellant  Thos.  S. 
Ford  and  Smith  &  Biley,  for  respondents. 

.  TEMPLE),  J.  This  is  a  contest  of  a  will, 
in  which  the  contestants  recovered  a  judg- 
ment The  appeal  is  from  an  order  refusing 
a  new  trial.  The  deceased  made  a  will  in 
1856,  and  another  in  1884,  which  in  terms  re- 
voked the  will  of  1856;  and  another  in  1885, 
which  In  terms  revoked  all  former  wills.  He 
died  in  1898,  and  the  will  of  1856  was  duly  ad- 
mitted to  probate,  but  within  the  year  the 
plaintifl^s,  who  are  heirs  of  the  decedent,  in- 
augurated this  contest.  The  fact  of  the  ex- 
ecution of  the  subsequent  wills,  and  that  they 
in  terms  revoked  former  wills,  was  established 
beyond  question.  The  defendant,  William  B. 
Lones,  however,  who  was  executor  and  the  sole 
beneficiary  of  the  will  of  1856,  contends  that 
In  the  cancellation  of  the  will  of  18S5  the 
testator  revived  the  will  of  1850.  The  court 
found  against  this  contention,  and  the  state- 
ment does  not  contain  an  iota  of  testimony 
tending  even  in  a  remote  degree  to  prove 
that  at  the  time  of  the  revocation  or  can- 
cellation of  the  will  of  1885  the  testator  in- 
tended to  revive  any  former  will.  The  tes- 
timony does  not  show  when  or  how  that 
will  was  canceled,  and,  of  course,  there 
could  be  no  evidence  tending  to  prove  that 
"by  the  terms  of  such  revocation"  the  for- 
mer will  was  revived.  But  by  no  act  or 
manifestation  of  Intent  in  writing  or  other- 
wise, not  executed  with  the  formalities  with 
which  a  will  should  be  executed,  would  the 
will  of  1856  have  been  revived  upon  the 
canceUation  of  the  will  of  1885.  The  will  of 
1885  did  not  revoke  the  wiU  of  1856,  but  that 
of  1884,  and  only  the  will  of  1884  could  have 
been  revived  by  the  revocation  of  the  will 
of  1885.  That  the  revocation  of  a  revoca- 
tory will  revives  the  will  revoked  by  the 
last  will  is  upon  one  of  two  grounds:  either 
that  the  revocation,  being  Itself  revoked, 
leaves  the  will  which  had  l>een  annulled  by 
the  revocation  then  unrevoked,  or  that  a 
will  is  ambulatory,  and  has  no  operation 
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OBtll  the  death  of  the  testator  and  Ita  pro- 
bate; and,  if  the  rarocatoiy  will  la  UasAt  ro- 
yokeiu,  and  therefore  cannot  be  probated. 
It  never  had  any  operation,  and  therefore 
the  first  never  waa  revoked.  Whichever 
view  Is  taken,  the  revocation  of  the  will  of 
1885  could  not  have  revived  a  will  which 
had  not  been  revoked  by  Its  execution.  But 
all  mch  apeculatlons  are  ended  by  section 
1287,  Civ.  Coda  The  mere  execution  of  a 
subsequent  revocatory  will  ends  the  first  will, 
and  such  will  la  not  revived  by  the  revoca- 
tion of  the  last  will  unless  It  ia  revived  by 
the  terms  of  such  revocation.  What  sort  of 
a  revocation  It  must  be  which  can  by  ita  terms 
revive  a  prior  will  Is  shown  by  the  first  sub- 
division of  section  1292,  Id.  The  order  is  af- 
firmed. 


We    concur: 
SHAW,  J. 


McFABLAMD,   J.;      BBN- 


a08  Cal.  627) 

In   re    WALKBRLTS   ESTATB.    <No.   16,- 
692.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept.  8,  1895.) 

Bk^dbbts  —  CoRDiTioas  ±a  to  Tims  of  Patmbht 

—  FeRFETUITIBS  —  ASSIONIKO  HOHBSTKAD  — 
WlLU— UONBTRCCTIOS— ESTOPPSI-  —  PaBOL  EV- 
ISBNOB. 

1.  A  direct  bequMt  to  a  person,  conditioned, 
however,  that  the  principal  thereof  should  not 
he  paid  till  distribution  of  the  residue  by  trus- 
tees, which  was  not  *o  be  till  after  the  death  of 
such  person,  is  a  present  gift  resting  immediate- 
ly, and  is  independeni  of  the  trust,  except  as 
to  the  time  of  payment,  which,  being  repugnant 
to  the  gift,  as  impossible  on  its  face,  is  void. 

2.  A  devise  of  the  residue  of  an  estate  to 
trustees  to  hold  and  manage  for  a  fixed  period, 
and  then  sell,  and  distribute  among  certain 
persons  or  their  heirs,  is  void  as  creating  a  per> 
petuity;  Civ.  Code,  I  715,  providing  that  the 
absolute  power  of  alienation  shall  not  he  sus- 
pended by  any  condition  or  limitation  longer 
than  during  the  continuance  of  lives  in  being 
at  the  creation  of  the  limitation  or  condition, 
and  section  716  declaring  void  every  future  in- 
terest which,  by  any  possibility,  may  suspend 
such  power  of  alienation  for  a  longer  period, 
and  declaring  that  it  is  suspended  when  there 
are  no  persons  in  being  by  whom  an  absolute 
interest  in  possession  can  be  conveyed. 

8.  Even  though  the  future  interest  of  the 
beneficiary  be  vested  lilie  a  remainder,  and  be 
thus  alienable,  it  is  not  such  an  Interest  as 
will  by  transfer  carry  an  absolute  Interest  in 
possession. 

4.  The  provision  in  a  devise  In  trust  that 
the  trustee  shall  sell  the  property,  and  dis- 
tribute it  among  certain  persons  or  their  heirs 
only  after  the  lapse  of  2S  years,  cannot  be  re- 
jected as  a  condition  void  because  repugnant 
to  the  interest  conveyed. 

5.  Even  If  the  rule  against  perpetuities  did 
not  appiy  to  personal  property,  the  doctrine  of 
equitable  conversion  could  not  be  Invoked,  so 
that  land  devised  in  trust  to  t>e  sold  only  after 
a  fixed  period  should  be  treated  as  already  sold 
and  converted  into  personalty. 

6.  The  word  "heirs,"  in  Code  dv.  Proc. 
I  1468,  declaring  that,  if  the  property  assigned 
as  a  homestead  be  selected  from  the  separate 
property  of  deceased,  the  court  can  only  set 
It  apart  for  a  limited  period,  to  be  designated 
in  the  order,  and  the  title  vests  in  the  heirs  of 
deceased,  subject  to. such  order,  cannot  be  con- 
strued to  mean  "heirs  or  devisees." 


7.  Thoogfa  a  devise  in  trust  allows  Hie  tros- 
tees  to  sell  the  i^roperty  at  any  time,  still,  it 
being  provided  that  the  trustees  sliall  hold  and 
invest  the  proceeds  till  distribution,  which  is 
not  to  lie  made  till  a  definite  time,  a  perpetuity 
Is  created;  Civ.  Code,  i  771,  declaring  that  the 
suspension  of  all  power  to  alienate  the  subject 
of  a  trust  other  than  power  to  exchange  it  for 
other  propertar,  to  lie  held  on  tlie  same  tnut,  or 
to  sell  it,  and  reinvest  the  proeeeds,  to  be  held 
on  the  same  trust,  is  a  suspension  of  the  power 
of  alienatiwa,  within  the  inliibition  of  section 
716. 

a  The  inhibition  of  Civ.  Code,  1 715,  against 
suspeuslMi  of  the  absolute  power  of  alienation, 
applies  to  petsonal  as  well  as  real  property,  the 
section  being  in  that  part  of  the  Code  deaUng- 
with  tlie  modifications  of  ownership  and  re- 
straints on  aUenatioo  of  "property  in  general." 

9.  Though  a  legatee,  by  taking  under  a  will, 
is  estopped  to  deny  its  validity  as  a  will,  she 
may  insist  on  a  due  interpretation  of  its  pro- 
visions disconnected  with  the  bequest,  though 
they  create  a  trust  void  as  against  the  statute 
as  to  perpetuities. 

10.  A  court  whose  duty  It  is,  on  distribution 
of  a  testator's  estate,  to  give  effect  to  liis  legal 
devises  and  bequests,  cannot,  even  with  the 
consent  of  the  parties,  declare  valid  trusts 
which  are  opposed  to  the  express  provision  of 
the  statute  against  perpetuitiea 

11.  Where  the  provisions  of  a  will  are  iriain 
and  unambiguous,  parol  evidence  is  not  admis- 
sible on  the  question  of  testator's  intent. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Ala- 
meda county;  W.  B.  Greene,  Judge. 

In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  William 
Walkerly,  deceased.  From  the  decree  of  dis- 
tribution, teetator's  widow  and  minor  child 
appeal.   Reversed. 

Rodgers  A  Paterson,  for  appellants.  Fred- 
erick B.  Whitney,  H.  O.  Plrebaugh,  B.  B. 
Newman,  Fox,  Kellogg  &  Gray,  H.  W.  Hut- 
ton,  and  F.  D.  Brandon,  for  respondents. 


HBNSHAW,  J.  William  Walkerly  died  tes- 
tate upon  September  16, 18S7,  leaving  as  heirs 
at  law  his  widow,  Blanche  M.  Walkerly,  and 
a  posthumous  child,  bom  February  14,  ISSS. 
This  appeal  Is  by  the  widow  and  the  minor 
child  from  the  decree  of  distribution  rendered 
in  the  matter  of  his  estate. 

Upon  June  2,  1887,  Walkerly  executed  his 
win  containing  the  following  provisions: 
"First  I  declare  that  my  entire  estate  la  mj- 
aeparate  property,  having  lieen  acquired  by 
me  prior  to  my  marriage.  Second.  I  direct 
my  executors  hereinafter  named  to  pay  all 
my  Just  debts  and  funeral  expenses  without 
unnecessary  delay.  Third.  I  give,  bequeath, 
and  devise  to  my  dear  wife,  Blanche  M. 
Walkerly,  all  my  household  furniture,  books, 
plcturea,  jewelry,  and  plate,  to  her  sole  use 
and  benefit  forever.  I  also  give  and  bequeath 
to  her  during  her  widowhood  the  free  uss 
and  enjoyment  of  my  residence  consisting  of 
block  number  121,  with  dwelling,  stable,  etc, 
thereon,  situated  in  the  city  of  Oakland.  Up- 
on the  death  or  second  marrlag:e  of  my  said 
wife,  my  trustees  herein  named  are  her^y 
directed  to  take  possession  and  control  of  said 
dwelling  and  premises,  and  to  manage  and 
administer  the  same  in  the  same  manner  and 
for  tba  Mme  puipom  w  tbegr  an  directed  in 
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tbls  will  to  manage  and  administer  other 
property  bereln  bequeathed  and  devised  to 
them.  Fourth.  I  hereby  give  and  bequeath 
unto  my  dear  wife,  Blanche  M.  Walkerly,  an 
annuity  of  two  thousand  four  hundred  ($2,- 
400)  dollars  during  her  life,  payable  quarter- 
yearly,  In  gold  coin  of  the  United  States,  and 
I  do  hereby  make  the  said  annuity  a  charge 
and  burden  upon  that  certain  piece  of  real 
estate  situate  on  the  northwest  comer  of  Post 
and  Stockton  streets,  in  the  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco,  known  as  the  Walkerly 
Block  or  Building;  and  I  do  request  my  trus- 
tees hereinafter  named  to  see  that  this  an- 
nuity or  allowance  for  the  support  and  main- 
tenance of  my  wife  is  promptly  paid  as  here- 
in directed.  Fifth,  I  give  and  bequeath  unto 
my  grandnephew,  Andrew  Bimigay,  the  sum 
of  two  thousand  dollars.  Sixth.  I  do  herebj 
give,  bequeath,  and  devise  unto  Martin  Ba- 
con, Frank  Baiicer,  and  Columbus  Bartlett  all 
the  rest  and  residue  of  my  estate  of  every  de- 
scription and  wheresoever  situated,  in  trust, 
for  the  folowlng  uses  and  purposes,  to  wit: 
(1)  To  take  the  possession,  charge,  and  man- 
agement of  the  property,  and  collect  the  rents, 
Issues,  and  profits  thereof.  (2)  Out  of  the  in- 
come or  rents  and  profits  to  pay  quarter-year- 
ly the  annuity  or  allowance  hereinbefOTe 
made  to  my  wife,  Blanche  M.  Walkerly,  for 
her  support  and  maintenance.  (3)  To  pay  to 
my  sister,  Mary  WIndley,  the  sum  of  five 
hundred  dollars  per  annum,  during  her  life, 
I>ayable  semiannually.  Should  my  sister  die 
before  her  husband,  then,  and  in  such  case, 
the  annuity  left  shall  not  cease  and  deter- 
mine, but  shall  go  on,  and  shall  be  paid  to 
Stephen  WIndley  during  his  lifetime.  (4)  To 
annually  distribute  the  residue  of  the  rents 
and  profits  of  the  trust  estate,  after  deducting 
the  sum  of  f2,400  to  be  paid  to  my  wife,  and 
the  $500  to  be  paid  to  my  sister,  Mary,  or 
her  husband,  and  the  taxes,  Insurance,  and 
expenses,  and  charges  of  administration, 
equally  among  my  nephews  and  nieces.  Up- 
on the  death  of  any  nephew  or  niece,  his  or 
her  share  shall  go  and  be  divided  equally  be- 
tween his  or  her  children,  share  and  share 
alllcei  (5)  To  sell  and  convey  all  the  trust 
property  and  estate  at  the  expiration  of  twen- 
ty-five years  from  the  date  of  my  death,  and 
to  distribute  the  proceeds  equally  among  my 
nepherws  and  nieces  or  their  heirs,  the  de- 
scendants or  heirs  of  any  deceased  nephew 
or  niece  taking  collectively  the  share  which 
their  father  or  mother  would  take  were  he 
or  she  living.  Provided,  that  no  final  sale  or 
distribution  of  the  trust  estate  be  made  dur- 
ing the  lifetime  of  my  wife,  Blanche  M. 
Walkeriy,  but  only  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty-five  years  from  date  of  my  death,  and 
after  her  death.  Upon  the  distribution  of  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  trust  estate  among 
the  parties  entitled,  then  this  trust  shall  cease 
and  determine.  Should  any  one  or  more  of 
my  said  trustees  die  or  resign,  the  remaining 
trustees  or  trustee  must  immediately  appoint 
some  suitable  person  to  fill  the  vacancy,  80  as 


to  keep  the  number  of  truatces  at  three.  Sev- 
enth. I  hereby  nominate  and  appoint  my  neph- 
ews Martin  Bacon  and  Frank  Barker  and  my 
friend  Columbus  Bartlett  the  executors  of  this 
my  last  will  and  testament,  without  bonds, 
with  full  power  and  authority  to  sell  any  part 
of  my  estate,  real  or  personal,  whenever.  In 
their  Judgment,  or  that  of  a  majority  of  them, 
It  Is  necessary  or  advisable  to  do  so,  excepting 
my  residence  in  the  city  of  Oakland,  and  the 
Walkerly  Building  In  San  Francisco.  In  the 
event  that  the  proceeds  of  the  sales  of  my 
other  property  shall  not  prove  sufllclent  to 
pay  my  debts,  expenses  of  administration, 
etc.,  then.  In  such  case,  but  not  otherwise,  I 
hereby  authorize  my  executors  to  negotiate, 
execute,  and  place  a  mortgage  on  the  Walk- 
erly Building,  for  the  purpose  of  raising  suf- 
ficient funds  to  pay  the  residue  of  my  debts, 
etc.  It  Is  my  will  that  the  Walkerly  Block 
be  transferred  and  delivered  over  to  my  trus- 
tees hereinbefore  named  so  soon  as  can  be 
conveniently  done  after  my  death,  to  be  man- 
aged by  them  in  pursuance  of  the  trust  here- 
inbefore created,  and  that  my  residence  be  not 
sold  while  occupied  by  my  widow.  Should 
she  marry  again,  then  my  trustees  are  direct- 
ed to  take  possession  of  the  same,  and  man- 
age It  for  the  benefit  and  as  part  of  the  trust 
estate,  with  power  to  sell  the  same  whenever 
in  their  Judgment  It  Is  best  to  do  so." 

Upon  September  7,  1887,  he  republished 
said  will  with  the  following  codicil  thereto: 
"I,  WUllam  Walkerly,  of  the  city  of  Oakland. 
Alameda  county,  California,  do  make,  pub- 
lish, and  declare  this  as  and  for  a  codicil  to 
my  last  will  and  testament  That  Is  to  say, 
being  informed  by  my  wife,  Blanche  Walker- 
ly, that  she  Is  pregnant  with  a  child  by  me, 
I  desire  to  make  provision  for  such  child, 
should  it  be  bom  alive,  and  to  make  a  more 
liberal  and  different  provision  for  my  said 
wife  than  I  have  made  in  my  will  to  which 
this  Is  a  codicil.  First  I  hereby  revoke  the 
gifts,  bequests,  and  devises  made  in  my  said 
will  to  and  for  the  benefit  of  my  wife,  Blanche 
Walkerly,  and  In  lieu  thereof  I  do  hereby 
give  and  bequeath  to  her  the  sum  of  one  hun- 
dred thousand  dollars  ($100,000),  to  be  paid 
to  her  when  the  Walkerly  Block  shall  be  scdd, 
as  described  and  provided  tor  In  my  will,  and 
in  the  meantime  to  be  a  lien,  mortgage,  and 
burthen  upon  said  Walkerly  Block,  bearing 
Interest  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  an- 
num. Said  Interest  to  be  paid  to  her  semian- 
nually by  my  trustees,  Martin  Bacon  and 
Columbus  Bartlett.  Second.  I  give,  bequeath, 
and  devise  unto  my  child,  which  shall  be 
bom  unto  me  lawfully,  begotten  upon  the 
body  of  my  wife,  Blanche  Walkerly,  the  sum 
of  one  hundred  thousand  dollars  ($100,000), 
to  be  paid  when  the  Walkerly  Block  shall  be 
sold  as  described  and  provided  for  in  my  will, 
and  In  the  meantime  to  be  a  lien,  mortgage, 
and  burthen  on  said  Walkerly  Block,  bearing 
Interest  at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  an- 
num. And  my  trustees,  Martin  Bacon  and 
Columbus  Bartlett,  are  hereby  directed  to 
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pay  the  Interest  on  this  bequest  semlannn- 
ally  to  the  gruardian  of  such  child.  Third.  I 
hereby  nominate  and  appoint  my  nephew 
Martin  Bacon  the  guardian  of  the  estate  of 
any  child  which  shall  lawfully  be  bom  to  me, 
without  bonds." 

Upon  the  hearing  of  the  petition  for  dis- 
tribution the  court,  first  making  certain  find- 
ings of  fact,  hereinafter  considered,  rendered 
its  decree,  which  itself  contained  a  recital  of 
the  findings  of  fact  above  adverted  to,  and 
which,  after  further  specifically  setting  forth 
the  proceedings  in  probate  showing  that  the 
estate  was  ready  for  distribution,  and  that 
the  widow  had  remarried,  and  was  the  wife 
of  William  F.  Burbank,  made  distribution  as 
follows:  "It  is  hereby  ordered,  adjudged,  and 
decreed  that  the  residue  of  said  estate  of  Wil- 
liam Walkerly,  deceased,  hereinafter  particu- 
larly described,  and  now  remaining  in  the 
liands  of  said  executors,  and  any  other  prop- 
erty now  known  or  which  may  hereafter  be 
discovered  which  may  belong  to  said  estate, 
or  in  which  the  said  deceased  may  have  any 
interest,  be,  and  the  same  is  hereby,  distribu- 
ted unto  Martin  Bacon,  Frank  Barker,  and 
Henry  Davis  Hawks,  In  trust,  for  the  follow- 
ing purposes  and  uses,  to  wit:  First.  To  take 
the  possession,  charge,  and  management 
thereof,  and  to  collect  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof.  Second.  Out  of  the  income 
or  rents  or  profits  of  said  trust  estate  to  pay 
semiannually  $2,500  to  Blanche  Walkerly- 
Rurbank,  formerly  Blanche  M.  Walkerly,  and 
$2,500  to  William  Martin  Walkerly.  a  mhior, 
and  to  distribute  annually  the  residue  of  the 
rents  and  profits  of  said  trust  estate,  after 
the  aforesaid  payments  and  expenses  of  the 
trust  property  have  been  paid,  equally  among 
the  nephews  and  nieces  of  said  William  Walk- 
erly, deceased;  and  upon  the  death  of  any 
nephew  or  niece  his  or  her  share  to  be  di- 
vided equally  between  his  or  her  child  or 
children,  share  and  share  alike.  Third.  To 
sell  and  convey  all  the  trust  property  and  es- 
tate as  soon  as  practicable,  and  convert  the 
same  Into  money,  and  distribute  the  same  as 
follows:  (1)  Out  of  the  proceeds  obtained 
from  the  sale  of  the  Walkerly  Block  in  San 
Francisco,  hereinafter  mentioned,  $100,000  to 
Blanche  Walkerly-Burbank,  with  Interest 
thereon  from  the  27th  day  of  November,  1893, 
at  the  rate  of  five  per  cent,  per  annum,  pay- 
able semiannually.  (2)  Out  of  the  proceeds 
obtained  from  the  sale  of  the  Walkerly  Block 
in  San  Francisco,  $100,000  to  said  William 
Martin  Walkerly,  a  minor,  with  interest 
thereon  from  the  27th  day  of  November,  1893, 
and  after  deducting  therefrom  said  sum  $2,- 
000  paid  as  attorney's  fees  to  Arthur  Rodijers, 
the  attorney  of  said  minor,  appointed  hereto- 
fore by  this  court,  and  interest  as  stated  in 
the  decree.  (3)  The  remainder  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  said  Walkerly  Block  in 
San  Francisco,  and  all  other  property  of  said 
estate,  to  be  equally  divided  among  the  fol- 
lowing named  persons.  *  *  *"  The  neph- 
ews and  nieces  and  the  children  of  deceased 


nephews  and  nieces  are  then  named,  and 
their  respective  shares  allotted  to  them.  The 
residue  so  distributed  to  the  trustees  com- 
prised the  Walkerly  Block,  block  121  in  Oak- 
land, which  had  been  set  apart  to  Blanche 
Walkerly  and  the  child  as  a  homestead  dur- 
ing her  widowhood,  and  personal  property, 
consisting  of  moneys  to  the  amount  of  $4,615, 
and  certain  stocks.  Judgments,  and  claims  of 
considerable  amount,  but  small  actual  value. 
The  first  proposition  urged  by  appellants 
against  the  decree  may  be  thus  stated:  The 
decree  declares  trusts  other  and  different  from 
those  set  up  by  testator  in  his  will.  The 
trusts  sought  to  be  established  by  testator  in 
his  will  are  void.  The  trust  declared  by  the 
decree,  read  by  itself  and  apart  from  the  will, 
whose  provisions  it  is  supposed  to  formulate, 
is  legal,  and  requires  no  independent  con- 
sideration. But  does  it  fairly  interpret  and 
represent  the  trusts  sought  to  be  created  by 
the  will?  This  vital  point  must  first  receive 
attrition  Omitting  fnxn  present  ccHisidera- 
tlon  the  language  of  the  codicil,  Walkerly  be- 
queathed and  devised  the  residue  of  his  es- 
tate to  the  trustees  named  upon  certain  d<^ 
fined  trusts:  (1)  To  pay  an  annuity  of  $2,400 
to  his  widow  during  her  life,  making  the  an- 
nuity a  charge  upon  the  Walkerly  Block;  (2) 
to  pay  an  annuity  of  $500  a  year  to  his  sister 
during  her  life,  and  upon  her  death  to  her  hus- 
band during  his  life;  (3)  annually  to  distribute 
the  remainder  of  the  net  Income  and  prof- 
Its  of  the  estate  to  testator's  nephews  and 
nieces,  and  upon  the  death  of  any  nephew  or 
niece  to  distribute  his  or  her  share  among 
the  cbildrra  of  such  decedent.  The  trusts  so 
declared  belong  to  those  classes  of  expre% 
trusts  which,  as  to  real  property,  are  alone 
permitted  to  be  created  by  our  statutes.  Civ. 
Code,  i  857,  subds.  2,  3.  So  far,  then,  as  con- 
cerns their  objects  and  purposes,  up  to  this 
point  they  contravene  no  law,  and  are  un- 
doubtedly legal.  But  there  Is  still  to  be  con- 
sidered the  life  of  the  trust,— the  event  upon 
the  happening  of  which,  or  the  time  upon  the 
arrival  of  which,  the  testator  has  declared  it 
shall  cease  and  determine.  These  provisions 
are  found  In  sections  5  and  7  of  the  will  alx)ve 
quoted.  At  the  expiration  of  25  years  from 
the  date  of  testator's  death  the  trusteeB  are 
required  to  sell  all  the  trust  property,  and  to 
divide  the  proceeds  among  the  then  living 
nephews  and  nieces  or  their  heirs,  the  "de- 
scendants or  heirs"  of  a  deceased  nephew  or 
niece  taking  collectively  the  share  of  the  an- 
cestor. That  there  may  be  no  room  for  con- 
struction of  his  meaning  as  to  when  the  sale 
shall  be  made,  the  testator  further  declares 
in  the  same  connection  that  "no  final  sale  or 
distribution  of  the  trust  estate  shall  be  made 
during  the  lifetime  of  my  wife,  Blanche  M. 
Walkerly,  but  only  after  the  expiration  of 
twenty-five  years  from  date  of  my  death,  and 
after  her  death."  This  language  is  certain, 
precise,  and  free  from  doubt.  The  testator 
had  left  as  a  legacy  to  his  wife  an  annuity  of 
$2,400,  the  payment  of  which  was  made  a 
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charge  iQMn  tUe  mdst  Valoable  portion  of  fafit 
estate,  the  Walkerly  Block.  His  special  pur- 
pose was  to  preserve  this  property  unallened 
and  inaUenable  for  at  least  25  years;  for  a 
longer  period  If  his  wife  should  live  longer, 
but.  If  she  should  die  sooner,  still  for  25 
years.  This  purpose  is  made  manifest  not  on. 
ly  from  the  clauses  of  the  trust  already  dis- 
cussed, but,  in  addition,  by  the  exemption  of 
this  property  from  the  operation  of  the  po-wer 
of  sale  conferred  in  the  seventh  paragraph 
of  the  will.  To  the  grant  of  power  to  sell, 
therein  made,  is  expressly  attached  a  reserva- 
tion excepting  this  property. 

Turning  now  to  the  codicil,  which  Is  to  be 
construed  with  the  main  instrument,  it  will 
be  seal  that  the  testator's  declared  purpose 
thertin  is  to  make  a  more  liberal  provision 
for  bla  widow  and  for  the  child  with  which 
be  has  been  Informed  she  is  pregnant.  This 
be  does  by  revoking  the  annuity,  and  giving 
her  a  present  legacy  of  $100,000,  with  pay- 
ment only  deferred.  It  is  to  be  paid  "when 
the  Walkerly  Block  shall  be  sold  as  described 
and  provided  for  in  my  will,"  and  in  the 
meantime  to  be  a  charge  upon  tbat  property. 
There  Is  here  not  only  no  modification  of  the 
original  time  of  the  sole  of  this  land  and 
the  extinguishment  of  the  trust,  but  the  pro- 
'Visions  of  the  will  in  this  regard  are  re- 
ferred to  with  particularity  as  fixing  the  time 
of  iMtyment  The  circumstance  that  the 
time  of  payment  thus  fixed  must  be  after 
the  death  of  the  widow,  and  that  therefore, 
the  legacy  could  not  be  paid  to  her,  cannot 
affect  or  modify  the  terms  of  trust.  The 
legacy  Is  put  wholly  without,  and  made  en- 
tirely indeoendent  of.  the  trust,  except  aa  to 
the  date  of  payment  It  is  a  present  gift, 
vesting  immediately,  and,  if  the  condition 
deferring  the  time  of  its  i>ayment  is  repug- 
nant to  it  as  being  impossible  upon  its  face, 
the  condition  would  be  void.  Hone's  Ex'rs 
V.  Van  Schalck,  20  Wend.  568;  Oxley  v. 
Lane,  35  N.  Y.  350.  In  passing  may  be 
pointed  out  the  radical  and  important  dis- 
tinction betwe^i  the  present  gift  to  the  wife 
and  child  each  of  $100,000  to  be  paid  when 
the  Walkerly  Block  is  sold,  and  the  future 
interests  of  the  nephews  and  nieces,  to  whom 
nothing  was  directly  given.  All  of  the  resi- 
due was  devised  to  the  trustees,  who  were 
to  sell  as  provided,  and  upon  sale  to  distrib- 
ute the  proceeds  to  the  nephews  and  nieces 
who  should  be  then  alive,  and  the  "descend- 
ants or  h^rs"  of  those  who  might  be  dead. 
The  legacy  to  the  child  presents  no  features 
meriting  special  attention.  No  other  conclu- 
sion, therefore,  can  be  reached  than  that  the 
general  purpose  of  the  testator  as  to  all  his 
property,  clearly  expressed  by  his  will,  was 
that  It  should  be  held  by  the  trustees  for  25 
years  before  distribution,  and  tbat  his  special 
purpose  as  to  that  particular  property  called 
the  "Walkerly  Block"  vyas  that  in  no  event 
sbould  it  be  sold  or  aliened  before  the  expira- 
tion of  25  years  from  his  death. 

But  the  trust  estate  consisted  (1)  of  the 


Walkferly  Blo(&;  '(^'Of  the  homestead,  bloctt 
121,  in  Oakland;  and  (3)  of  personal  i»op- 
erty;  and,  as  the  terms  and  conditions  of 
the  trusts  are  not  uniform  as  to  these,  a  sep- 
arate and  more  particular  consideration  of 
them  and  of  the  law  bearing  upon  tb^n  be^ 
comes  necessary.    We  proceed  to  consider: 

1.  The  trust  declared  u]?on  the  Walkwly 
Block.  This  property  comprises  by  far  the 
greater  imrtion  in  value  of  the  testator's  es- 
tat&  It  was  devised  to  the  trustees  upon 
the  trusts  indicated,  namely,  to  manage  the 
property,  and  apply  the  proceeds  for  the  use 
of  the  persons  designated,  and  at  the  expira- 
tion of  25  years,  or,  if  the  widow  should  at 
that  time  be  alive,  then  upon  her  death,  to 
sell  the  property,  and  distribute  the  proceeds 
among  the  tben  living  nephews  and  nieces 
and  the  "descendants  or  heirs"  of  those  who 
might  be  dead.  The  puri>oses  Indicated  come 
within  the  purview  of  subdivisions  1  and  3 
of  section  857  of  the  GlvU  Code.  The  fatal 
defect  in  the  trust  is  that  it  provides  for  an 
absolute  period  of  years  for  its  determina- 
tion, during  which  period  the  power  of  alien- 
ati<Mt  is  su8i)ended.  Section  715,  Civ.  Code: 
"The  absolute  power  of  alienation  cannot  be 
suspended,  by  any  limitation  or  condition 
whatever,  for  a  longer  period  than  during  the 
continuance  of  the  lives  of  persons  in  being 
at  the  creation  of  the  limitation  or  condltKm." 
Section  716,  Id.:  "Every  future  Interest  is 
void  In  its  creation  which,  by  any  possibil- 
ity, may  suspend  the  absolute  power  of  alien- 
ation for  a  longer  iieriod  than  is  prescribed 
in  this  chapter.  Such  pown*  of  alienation  is 
suspended  when  there  are  no  persons  in  be- 
ing by  whom  an  absolute  interest  in  posses- 
sion can  be  conveyed."  Section  749.  Id.: 
"The  delivery  of  the  grant,  where  a  llmita- 
ticHt,  condition  or  future  Interest  is  created 
by  grant,  and  the  death  of  the  testator, 
where  it  is  created  by  will,  is  to  be  deemed 
the  time  of  the  creation  of  the  limitation, 
condition  or  interest,  within  the  meaning  of 
this  part  of  the  Code."  Section  771.  Id.: 
"The  suspension  of  all  power  to  alienate  the 
subject  of  a  trust,  other  than  a  power  to  ex- 
change it  for  other  property  to  be  held  ui>on 
the  same  trust,  or  to  sell  it  and  re-Invest  the 
proceeds  to  be  held  upon  the  same  trust,  is 
a  su8x>en8ion  of  the  power  of  alienation,  with- 
in the  meaning  of  section  715."  It  would 
seem  as  though  aU  need  of  discussion  were 
foreclosed  as  to  the  trust  under  consideration 
by  the  plain  terms  of  the  Code  above  set 
forth,  yet,  because  of  the  great  value  of  the 
property  Involved,  and  the  serious  conse- 
quences which  must  follow  to  the  Interests 
of  respMidents,  it  would  perhaps  be  unjust 
to  leave  this  consideration  without  further 
amplification.  We  will  therefore  dlscoss,  so 
far  as  we  have  been  able  to  follow  them, 
the  propositions  made  by  respondents  in  sup- 
port of  this  trust.  A  perpetuity  Is  any  lim- 
itation or  condition  which  may  (not  which 
will  or  must)  take  away  or  suspend  the 
absolute  power  of  alienation  for  a  period 
uigiiizea  oy  ■^^j  \^/ \^/ -^  i  v. 
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beyond  the  eontlnoaitce  of  Urea  la  being. 
The  absolute  power  of  alienation  la  equlr- 
alent  to  the  power  of  conveylngr  an  ab- 
eolnte  fee.  Ghapl.  Snspen.  I  64.  The  law 
against  the  suspension  of  the  power  of  alien- 
ation applies  to  every  kind  of  conveyance  and 
devise.  It  applies  to  all  tmsta,  whether  cre- 
ated by  wUl  or  deed,  whether  providing  for 
remainders  or  executory  devises,  or,  aa  her^ 
merely  restraining  the  power  of  iillenation 
for  a  fixed  period  of  years,  and  then  provid- 
ing for  sale  with  gift  over.  In  short,  it  "cov- 
ers the  entire  field  of  estates.  Interests, 
rights,  and  posBlbiUtles."  Id.  |  2.  Says 
Perry:  "A  it^petulty  will  no  more  be  tol- 
erated when  it  is  covered  by  a  trust  than 
when  it  displays  Itself  undisguised  in  the  set- 
tlement of  a  legal  estate."  Perry,  Trusts,  | 
382.  And  section  771.  Civ.  Code.  Is  but  an 
enactment  of  this  rule.  Bvery  express  trust, 
valid  In  Its  creation,  vests  the  whole  estate 
in  the  trustees.  The  beneficiaries  take  no 
estate  or  Interest  in  the  property,  but  may 
enforce  the  performance  of  the  trust  Sec- 
tion 863.  Id.  If  this  trust  be  not  vaUd  in 
its  creatlcm.  the  trustees  would  take  no  es- 
tate, but  neither  would  the  beneficiaries 
whose  rights  are  dependent  upon  the  valid- 
ity of  the  trust  If  It  be  valid,  then  the 
"whole  estate"  vesta  in  the  trustees.  The 
"whole  estate,"  as  has  been  pointed  out  (Em- 
bury V.  Shddon.  68  N.  Y.  227),  means  the 
whole  of  such  an  estate  as  la  necessary  to 
the  performance  of  the  trust  In  the  one  un- 
der consideration  it  embraces  the  whole  legal 
and  eQuitable  estate  which  the  testator  en- 
Joyed,  since  no  less  would  be  sufficient  to  en- 
able the  trustees  to  carry  out  the  purposes: 
first  to  apply  the  income  for  25  years  (Civ. 
Code,  §  857,  subd.  3);  and,  second,  at  the  ex- 
piration of  that  time  to  sell  the  property,  and 
dispose  of  the  proceeds  (Id.  subd.  1).  The 
beneficiaries  herein,  then,  take  no  estate  as 
such,  their  interest  being  the  right  to  the  en- 
forcement of  the  trust 

But,  if  we  understand  the  position  of  re- 
spondents, it  is  contended  that  the  nephews 
and  nieces  take  a  future  estate,  which  future 
estate  is  vested  and  is  alienable,  and  that, 
therefore,  it  is  a  valid  estate,  since  only 
those  future  Interests  are  void  which  by  pos- 
sibility may  unduly  suspend  the  power  of 
alienation.  Following  this  argument  and 
for  this  purpose  treating  the  interest  of  the 
beneficiaries  as  a  future  interest  or  estate 
within  the  contemplation  of  the  Code  (Civ. 
Code,  i  716),  it  may  be  first  suggested  that 
all  expectant  estates,  whether  vested  in  in- 
terest or  contingent  with  a  vested  right,  or 
entirely  contingent  pass  by  succession,  will, 
and  transfer,  like  nresent  estates  and  inter- 
ests (Id.  i  699).  But  the  fact  that  such  In- 
terests may  pass  does  not  relieve  from  the 
operation  of  the  rule,  unless  there  are  persons 
In  l>eing  who,  by  combining  and  conveying 
all  their  distinct  interests  created  by  the 
original  grant  or  devise,  can  pass  an  abso- 
lute interest  in  possession.    Conceding  that 


tiM  future  Interest  of  the  beneficiaries  is  vest- 
ed in  the  senae  In  which  remainders  are 
Spoken  of  as  vesting,  and  that  the  interest 
would  thua  be  alienable^  it  still  is  not  such 
an  interest  as  would  by  transfer  carry  an 
absolute  Interest  in  possession.  As  is  pointed 
oat  by  the  court  in  Vanderpoel  v.  Loew,  112 
N.  1. 167,  19  N.  E.  481,  the  vesting  of  an  es- 
tate involves  absolute  alienability  only  so  far 
as  that  particular  estate  is  concerned.  The 
fact  that  a  given  remainder  is  vested  renders 
It  abaolutdy  alienablei,  so  &r  aa  it  la  itself 
concerned;  but  the  absolute  fee  may  at  the 
same  time  'be  Inalienable.  Therefore,  to  con- 
vey this  absolute  interest  in  posseasion.  the 
beneficiaries  would  be  comi)elled  to  unite 
with  their  conveyance  that  of  the  trustees  in 
whom  the  fee  is  vested.  But  the  trustees 
cannot  convey  until  the  expiration  of  25 
years.  An  attempt  by  them  to  convey  before 
that  time  would  Mwtravene  the  trust,  and  be 
a  void  act  (Civ.  Code,  |  870),  and  ao  even  by 
this  method  of  progression  our  patb  leads  to 
that  barrier  of  perpetuity  which  cannot  be 
surmounted.  So,  even  though  the  beneficiary 
should  be  a  remainder-man  under  such  a 
trust  as  this,  he  still  could  not  ali«iate  the 
land  within  the  trust  period  so  as  to  a.yolA 
the  statute.  Such  a  trust  cannot  be  termina- 
ted or  destroyed  during  the  period  fixed  for 
the  existence,  even  by  the  consent  and  Joint 
act  of  all  the  trustees  and  beneficiaries. 
Douglas  V.  Cruger,  80  N.  Y.  15:  Penfleld  v. 
Tower,  1  N.  D.  216,  46  N.  W.  413.  Hence 
the  question  whether  the  Interest  of  the  ben- 
eficiaries la  contingent  or  vested  la  here  of  no 
possible  moment  The  absolute  alienability 
required  by  section  715  of  the  Civil  Code  does 
not  imply  vesting,  and  it  affords  no  escape 
from  the  opeiation  of  the  rule  because  the 
Interest  which  the  beneficiaries  take  may  be 
relieved  from  uncertainty  as  to  pers<»i8  or 
event  When  so  relieved,  the  interest  may 
be  said  to  l>e  vested.  But  it  is  not  such  a 
vesting,  nor  yet  such  an  interest,  as  removes 
the  bar  of  the  statute,  since  all  of  the  inter- 
ests and  estates,  contingent  and  vested,  can- 
not convey  the  fee  so  long  as  the  terms  of 
the  trust  from  which  alone  their  interests  are 
derived  stand  in  the  way.  The  perpetuity 
here  does  not  result  from  too  remote  limita- 
tions, or  the  failure  of  future  estates  to  vest 
but  it  arises  by  the  direct  act  ot  the  testator 
in  forbidding  his  trustees  to  alienate  fer  a 
I)eriod  not  tolerated  by  the  law. 

Nor  is  the  25  years  a  "condition"  which 
may  be  rejected  as  void,  becauae  repugnant 
to  the  interest  conveyed.  It  is  a  limitation, 
a  restraint  upon  alienation,  fomUng  an  in- 
tegral part  of  the  trust.  To  the  constltation 
of  every  valid  express  trust  it  is  essential  that 
there  should  l>e  a  trustee,  an  estate  conveyed 
to  him,  a  beneficiary,  a  legal  purpose,  and  a 
legal  term.  While  equity  will  in  certain  In- 
stances make  good  the  absence  of  the  first 
requisite,  if  the  second  or  third  be  lacking, 
or  the  fourth  or  fifth  l>e  illegal,  the  trust  it- 
self must  falL    Of  the  express  trusts  permit- 
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ted  by  the  statute  there  are  two  great  classes, 
one  of  which  does  and  the  other  does  not  In- 
volve a  suspension  of  the  power  of  aliena' 
tlon.  Under  the  first  class  are  Included  all 
those  whoee  very  purpose  and  essence  it  is 
that  the  land  shall  not  be  alienated  by  the 
trustee  during  the  trust  term,  and  where, 
consequently,  a  sale  by  him  would  be  in  di- 
rect contravention  of  the  trust.  In  the  case 
of  such  express  trusts  as  occasion  the  sus- 
pension of  the  absolute  power  of  alienation, 
the  term  of  duration  Is  the  vital  subject  of 
inquiry.  Ghapl.  Suspen.  14G,  148.  Trusts 
such  as  those  under  consideration  in  their 
very  nature  operate  to  suspend  the  power  of 
alienation.  That  power  must  be  suspended  in 
the  one  ease  while  the  trustee  is  distributing 
the  rents  and  profits,  and  In  the  other  case 
it  is  suspended  by  the  express  duty  imposed 
upon  the  trustee  to  sell  only  at  the  expira- 
tion of  a  fixed  period.  The  law  has  seen  ut 
to  insist  that  the  measure  of  the  {teriod  of 
suspension  shall  be  lives  In  being,  and  it  will 
not  countenance  the  suspension  for  any  fixed 
period  or  term  of  years  for  the  suJQclent  rea- 
son that  during  the  time  of  such  a  limita- 
tion, however  short,  the  person  capable  of 
conveying  the  absolute  interest  might  die,— 
a  possibility  not  to  be  endured.  So  it  hap- 
pens that  whenever  a  testator,  through  te- 
merity or  Ignorance,  violates  the  plain  man- 
date of  the  statute,  as  In  this  case,  and  cre- 
ates a  trust  by  which  the  absolute  power  of 
alienation  is  sought  to  be  suspended  for  a 
term  of  years,  he  must  pay  the  penalty  of 
his  rashness  or  folly  in  the  destruction  of  his 
cherished  design.  Such,  though  grievous, 
have  always  been  the  necessary  and  logical 
decisions  of  the  courts,  and  the  books  abound 
in  cases  which,  while  monuments  to  the  learn- 
ing of  the  Judges,  are  equally  monuments  to 
the  persistency  of  testators,  or  to  the  reck- 
lessness of  their  advisers.  Thus  it  is,  as  la 
said  by  the  vice  chancellor  in  Field  v.  Field, 
4  Sandf.  Ch.  528,  that  "the  statute  restricts 
the  suspension  of  alienation  and  ownership 
to  lives  and  lives  only.  It  does  not  admit  of 
a  suspense  for  a  term  of  years,  however  short 
nor  one  dependent  in  part  upon  life  and  In 
part  upon  a  fixed  period  of  time."  The  rule 
has  been  applied  In  New  York  alone  to  terms 
of  varying  length  of  from  21  years  to  S,  from 
tne  leading  case  of  Hone's  EiX'ra  ▼.  Van 
Schalck,  20  Wend.  504,  through  a  long  and 
unvarying  series  of  Judicial  determination 
rBoUes.  Power  Allen,  note  to  section  78, 
where  cases  are  collated),  while  in  other 
states  the  authorities  are  as  unlfwm,  if  not 
«o  numerous.  Mandlebaum  v.  McDonell, 
29  Mich.  78;  Parrand  v.  PeUt,  84  Mich.  671, 
48  N.  W.  156;  DeWolf  v.  Lawson,  61  Wla. 
473,  21  N.  W.  615:  Penfleld  v.  Tower.  1  N. 
D.  216,  46  N.  W.  413. 

Nor  can  the  doctrine  of  equitable  conver- 
sion be  Invoked  to  aid  this  trust.  If  we  un- 
deretand  the  argument  of  counsel  upon  this 
point,  they  urge  that  under  that  doctrine  the 
land  should  be  treated  as  now  sold  and  con- 


verted into  personal  property,  and  that  such 
a  trust  In  personal  property  would  be  valid, 
and  that,  therefore,  this  tmst  must  be  up- 
hdd.  This  would  not  only  be  a  surprising 
application  of  the  doctrine,  but  would  be  a 
novel  and  startling  method  of  evading  the 
law  against  perpetuities  by  Invoking  an 
equitable  fiction.  The  rule  of  equitable  con- 
version merely  amounts  to  this:  that  Where 
there  is  a  mandate  to  sell  at  a  future  time, 
equity,  upon  the  principle  of  regarding  that 
done  which  ought  to  be  done,  will  for  certain 
pm-poses,  and  in  aid  of  Justice,  consider  the 
conversion  as  effected  at  the  time  when  the 
sale  ought  to  take  place,  whether  the  land 
be  then  really  sold  or  not.  But  whenever 
the  direction  is  for  a  future  sale,  up  to  the 
time  fixed  the  land  Is  governed  by  the  law  of 
real  estate.  Savage  v.  Burnham,  17  N.  ¥. 
561;  Vincent  v.  Newhouse,  83  N.  Y.  505; 
Underwood  v.  Curtis,  127  N.  Y.  533,  28  N.  B. 
585;  DeWolf  v.  Lawson,  61  Wis.  469,  21  N. 
W.  615.  Whether  a  trust  of  personalty  for 
a  fixed  term  would  be  valid  is  a  matter  of 
consideration  hereinafter. 

The  intestacy  of  the  testator  as  to  the 
Walkerly  Block  is  the  harsh  result  which 
must  follow  this  void  trust,  and  the  property 
will  descend  to  his  heirs.  It  is  true  that  such 
was  not  the  testator's  Intent,  but  a  testator 
must  do  more  than  merely  evince  an  Inten- 
tion to  disinherit  before  the  heirs'  right  of 
succession  can  be  cut  off.  He  must  make  a 
valid  disposition  of  his  property.  Haberg- 
ham  V.  Vincent,  2  Ves.  Jr.  204;  Hawley  v. 
James,  16  Wend.  160;  Haynee  v.  Sherman, 
117  N.  Y.  433,  22  N.  B.  938. 

2.  The  trust  as  to  block  121.  The  first  ob- 
jection presented  by  the  appellants  to  the  dis- 
position of  this  land  made  in  the  decree  Is 
that  it  has  been  removed  ttom  administra- 
tion, and  no  longer  forms  a  part  of  the  resi- 
due of  the  estate  or  of  the  trust  property. 
The  argument  in  support  of  the  contention 
is  based  upon  the  following  facts:  Upon  ap- 
plication the  court  set  apart  block  121  as  a 
homestead  to  the  widow  and  minor  child 
"during  her  widowhood."  This  life  estate 
was  terminated  by  her  marriage  to  William 
F.  Burbank,  whose  wife  she  now  Is.  Sec- 
tion 1468,  Code  Civ.  Proc,  declares  that  If 
the  property  assigned  as  a  homestead  be  se- 
lected from  the  separate  property  of  the  de- 
ceased, the  court  can  only  set  it  apart  for  a 
limited  period,  to  be  designated  in  the  order, 
and  the  title  vests  in  the  heirs  of  the  de- 
ceased, subject  to  such  order.  The  claim  of 
the  widow,  therefore,  is  that  the  title  to  block 
121,  notwithstanding  the  testamentary  dis- 
position made  of  the  property  to  the  trus- 
tees, vested  in  herself  and  child,  by  vh:tue  of 
this  section,  eo  Instant!,  when  the  court 
made  the  homestead  order,  and  that  conse- 
quently her  subsequent  marriage,  while  It 
terminated  the  homestead  right,  had  no  ef- 
fect upon  the  title  to  the  property  which  had 
vested  in  her  as  an  heir  of  her  husband. 
Against  this  respondents  urge  that  the  wwa, 
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'/heirs"  was  not  oaed  in  the  section  to  ex- 
clude devisees,  and  that  It  should  be  con- 
strued as  broad  enough  to  Include  them. 
The  right  of  testamentary  disposition  is  it- 
self only  a  right  given  by  statute,  and  may 
be  restrained,  modified,  or  abrogated  entire- 
ly. But  still  It  Is  unquestionably  the  gen- 
eral policy  of  our  law  to  allow  full  power  of 
teatamentaiy  disposition,  saving  as  that 
power  may  be  abridged  by  apeciflc  enact- 
ments. The  Code  provisions  making  dispo- 
sition of  the  homestead  and  of  estates  In 
value  less  than  $1,500  are  instances  of  the 
limitations  put  by  the  legislature  upon  the 
free  power  of  testamentary  disposition,  and 
from  the  laclc  of  uniformity  and  harmony  in 
their  terms  these  homestead  provisions  have 
presented  questions  of  much  doubt  and  vex- 
ation to  the  courts.  The  present  question  is 
one  of  that  kind.  Did  the  legislature  mean 
by  section  1468  to  do  more  than  declare  the 
ordinary  rule  of  succession  and  descent  in 
cases  of  Intestacy,  but  subject  always  to  the 
right  of  testamentary  disposition;  or  did  it 
mean  that,  as  to  separate  property,  upon 
which  the  homestead  character  had  been  im- 
pressed by  order  of  court,  any  devise  would 
be  void,  and  the  property  must  descend  to  the 
heirs?  The  latter  view  places  a  limitation 
upon  a  testator's  power,  and  removes  from 
the  disposition  of  a  will  any  property  which 
may  chance  to  be  selected  and  set  apart  to 
the  widow  and  children,  and  may  thus  de- 
feat by  a  curious  uncertainty  the  object  of  a 
testator's  worthy  bounty.  It  may  do  more 
than  that,  as  in  this  case.  The  widow,  to 
whom  a  homestead  of  the  estimated  value  of 
4^000  had  been  set  aside  "during  ner 
widowhood,"— the  time  in  contemplation  of 
a  beneficent  law  during  which  she  may  be 
dependent  and  is  entitled  to  maintenance 
from  the  estate  of  her  deceased  husband,— 
by  marrying  again,  while  thus  cutting  off 
any  further  right  of  homestead  or  mainte- 
nance, is  enabled  to  obtain  a  perfect  and  un- 
trammeled  fee  In  the  property  which  her  hus- 
band had  devised  to  others,  and  which.  In 
the  general  contemplation  of  the  law,  was 
to  be  set  aside  to  her  use  only  during  the 
limited  period  of  her  widowhood  and  depen- 
dency. But  nevertheless  such  an  Interpre- 
tation is  borne  out  by  the  language  of  the 
statute.  Upon  the  other  hand,  the  former 
view  is  certainly  more  in  accord  with  the  ap- 
parent policy  of  the  law;  but  the  language 
of  the  section  before  and  after  amendment 
to  its  present  form  stands  in  the  way  of  Its 
adoption.  Where  a  homestead  has  been  se- 
lected from  the  separate  property  of  a  hus- 
band during  his  life,  and  without  his  con- 
sent, it  goes,  upon  his  death,  to  his  "heirs 
and  devisees,"  subject  to  the  power  of  the 
court  to  assign  the  same  for  a  limited  period, 
under  section  1265  of  the  Civil  Code;  while 
by  section  1474  of  the  Code  ot  Civil  Proce- 
dure the  same  property  vests  in  "the  heirs," 
subject  to  the  same  power  of  limited  assign- 
ment in  the  court    It  is  not  easy  to  see,  as 


this  court  has  before  said,  why  the  rule  of 
devise  or  descent  as  to  a  homestead  upon 
separate  property  declared  during  life  should 
differ  from  that  which  obtains  in  case  it  be 
set  apart  after  death,  and  it  is  still  less  easy 
to  perceive  why  the  two  sections  last  above 
cited  should  be  left  inharmonious;  but  nev- 
ertheless, if  the  legislature  has  seen  fit  to 
prescribe  different  rules,  it  is  the  bounden 
duty  of  the  court  to  give  them  effect.  This 
the  court  was  reluctantly  driven  to  do  in 
Mawson  v.  MawsoD,  50  Cal.  539.  Section 
1465,  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  at  that  time  provided 
that  the  homestead,  on  being  set  apart,  should 
be  the  property  of  the  surviving  widow  or 
husband,  if  there  were  no  minor  children. 
Mawson  died  intestate.  There  were  no  mi- 
nor children.  A  homestead  was  set  apart  to 
the  widow  out  of  the  separate  property.  The 
deceased  left  two  chUdren  of  a  former  mar- 
riage,—heirs  at  law,— and  they  appealed. 
This  court  adjudged  that  the  title  vested  in 
the  widow  to  the  exclusion  of  the  heirs  at 
law.  By  the  amendment  to  section  1465, 
adopted  in  1880,  the  title  under  such  circiun- 
atances  is  now  declared  to  vest  in  the  beiis; 
and  we  cannot,  without  doing  violence  to  the 
meaning  of  the  word,  hold  that  it  includes 
devisees;  nor  can  we,  without  doing  equal 
violence  to  all  rules  of  statutory  construc- 
tion, read  into  the  section  the  words  "or  dev- 
isees." Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  1858.  The  sec- 
tion is  plain  and  unambiguous.  Its  mean- 
ing is  in  no  way  uncertain,  and,  when  that 
meaning  is  found,  nothing  is  left  but  to  de- 
clare it.  The  wisdom  of  the  law  is  for  the 
legislature  alone.  It  is  concluded,  therefore, 
that  the  section  is  a  limitation  upon  the  pow- 
er of  testamentary  disposition,  and  operates 
to  vest  the  title  to  the  homestead  in  the  heirs 
at  law,  and  so  to  withdraw  it  from  the  dis- 
position made  by  the  testator  under  his  will. 
Such  being  the  case,  the  trust  in  block  1:21 
fails  for  lack  of  subject-matter.  But,  were 
the  other  view  to  obtain,  and  the  property  to 
be  considered  a  part  of  the  trust,  the  posi- 
tion of  respondents  would  not  be  bettered: 
for  the  trust  as  to  this  land  differs  from  that 
of  the  Walkerly  Block  only  in  itermitting  a 
sale  of  the  property  before  the  expiration  of 
the  twenty-five  years.  In  all  other  essential 
respects  the  trusts  are  the  same.  In  tbo 
event  (rf  a  sale,  still  the  proceeds  are  to  he 
held  and  Invested  until  distribution,  which. 
as  in  the  case  of  the  Walkerly  Block,  Is  de- 
ferred to  a  fixed  time.  The  mere  power  of 
sale  does  not,  under  such  circumstances,  save 
the  provisions  of  the  trust,  since  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  are  still  to  be  held  in  viola- 
tion of  the  law.  Civ.  Code,  SS  715,  771;  Es- 
tate of  Hinckley,  58  Cal.  457,  481;  Hawley 
V.  James,  16  Wend.  163;  Haynes  t.  Sherman. 
117  N.  Y.  438,  22  N.  E.  938.  Xor  is  it  the  law 
of  this  state  that  the  provisions  against  re 
stralnts  upon  alienation  do  not  apply  to  trusts 
of  personal  property,  as  we  will  proceed  to 
consider. 
S.  The  trust  in  petsonal  pn^rty.    The  es- 
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sential  difference  In  tliis  state  between  trusts 
In  real  property  known  as  "express  trusts" 
and  those  In  personal  property  are:  First,  the 
former  can  only  be  of  the  kinds  permitted  by 
the  statute,  and  ao  others  (Civ.  Ck>de,  i  857), 
while  the  latter  may  be  created  generally  for 
any  purpose  for  which  a  contract  may  be 
made  (Id.  {  2220);  second,  the  former  must 
be  created  and  declared  by  writing  (Id.  {  862), 
while  the  latter  may  rest  niton  iKirol  dd. 
i  2222).  But  to  all  trusts,  whether  of  real  or 
persona]  property,  the  limitation  upon  the  sus- 
pension of  the  power  of  alienation  expressed 
in  section  715,  Cir.  Code,  directly  applies. 
The  section  is  found  in  division  2,  pt.  1,  tit.  2, 
of  the  Code,  where  the  lawmakers  are  deal- 
ing, as  expressly  declared,  with  the  modiflcar 
tlons  of  ownership  and  restraints  upon  alien- 
ation of  "property  In  general."  Again,  sec- 
tion 771,  Civ.  Code,  shows  plainly  the  appli- 
cability of  the  law  to  i)ersonal  property;  for 
if  it  be  only  the  suspension  of  the  power  to 
alienate  real  property  which  is  under  the 
ban,  power  to  sell  the  realty  would  relieve  the 
difficulty,  and  yet  It  is  by  that  section  ex- 
pressly declared  that  personal  property  held 
after  sale  nnder  the  terms  of  the  original  trust 
operates  to  susitend  the  power  of  alienation 
under  section  715,  Id.  And,  finally,  the  ap- 
plicability of  section  716  to  trusts  in  personal 
property  has  often  been  recognized,  and  nev- 
er questioned.  Estateof  Hinckley,  38  CaL  457; 
Goldtree  V.  Thompson,  79  Cal.  613,  22  Pac.  60; 
WllUamBV.WllllamB.73  (3al.99, 14  Pac.  394; 
Whitney  v.  Dodge,  103  Oal.  192,  38  Pac.  636. 
We  ore  not  unmindful  of  the  fact  that  the  stat- 
utes of  the  state  of  New  York  in  express  terms 
put  a  limitation  upon  the  power  to  suspend 
the  ownership  of  personal  property.  1  Rev.  St. 
p.  773,  {  1.  And  we  have  not  overlooked  the 
circumstance  that  the  supreme  courts  of  Mich- 
igan and  Wisconsin  have  uniformly  held  that 
their  statutes,  similar  In  terms  to  our  Code 
provisions,  do  not  apply  to  trusts  in  personal 
property.  But  it  is  to  be  observed  that  the 
legislature  of  this  state,  in  adopting  section 
715  of  the  Civil  Code,  placed  it  where  it  must 
apply;  and  therefore  made  it  apply  to  "prop- 
erty In  general,"  while  the  corresponding  sec- 
tion in  the  Michigan  statutes  (How.  Ann.  St. 
Mich.  {  5531)  and  that  of  the  Wisconsin  stat- 
utes (Rev.  St.  Wis.  {  2039),  are  found  in  the 
chapters  of  the  law  relating  to  estates  in 
real  property,  and  so  have  been  construed  by 
the  courts  to  be  lyiplicable  only  to  trusts  in 
such  property.  Toms  t.  Williams,  41  Mich. 
r»2,  2  N.  W.  814;  Dodge  t.  Williams,  46  Wis. 
70,  1  N.  W.  92,  and  50  N.  W.  1103;  Palms  v. 
Palms,  68  Mich.  355,  36  N.  W.  419;  De  Wolf 
V.  Lawson,  61  Wis.  469,  21  N.  W.  615.  In 
those  states  it  Is  held  that,  as  to  trusts  in  per- 
sonal property,  the  common-law  rule  still  ob- 
tains. And  it  is  for  the  application  of  this  rule 
that  respondents  here  contend.  But  even  this 
would  not  avail  to  save  the  trust  The  com- 
mon-law rule  against  perpetuities  does  not, 
as  counsel  argue,  apply  only  to  landed  estates. 


Bxecutory  devises,  springing  and  shifting 
nses,  and  trusts,  whether  of  realty  or  per- 
sonalty, were  all  within  its  terms.  1  Jaim. 
Wills,  c.  9;  Lewis,  Perp.  159;  Perry,  Trusts, 
H  377,  884;  Lewis,  Trusts,  a  7;  Gray,  Perp. 
i  202;  4  Kent,  Comm.  271;  CSidell  v.  Palmer, 
1  Clark  &  P.  372.  As  Jarman  states:  "To 
the  test  of  the  rule  settled  by  Cadell  t.  Palm- 
er every  gift  of  real  or  personal  estate,  by 
will  or  otherwise,  must  be  brought."  1  Jarm. 
Wills,  217.  By  the  Thelluson  act  (39  &  40 
Geo.  III.  c.  98)  the  maximum  period  during 
which  the  power  of  alienation  could  be  re- 
strained was  lives  in  being  and  21  years  and 
9  months.  Tested  by  that  act,  still  would  this 
trust  be  invalid.  We  hold,  however,  that  sec- 
tion 715  of  the  Civil  Code  not  only  applies  to 
trusts  in  personal  property,  but  also  that  it 
shortens  the  period  permitted  by  the  common 
law  to  lives  in  being.  Private  trusts  in  per- 
sonal property  which  suspend  the  power  of 
alienation  must  be  limited,  like  private  trusts 
In  realty,  to  lives  in  being;  and  the  trusts 
here  are  consequently  destroyed  by  the  same 
vice  which  invalidated  those  first  considered. 
We  have  thus  far  construed  the  trusts  with- 
out noticing  some  objections  urged  by  re- 
spondents against  the  right  of  appellants  to 
be  heard.  Of  those  the  first  is  that  appellants 
are  estopped  from  attacking  the  validity  of 
the  trusts.  No  estoppel  is  found  against  the 
appellants,  but  the  facts  which  were  claimed 
to  establish  one  are  set  forth  In  the  findings. 
Briefly,  those  facts  are  that  the  widow  and 
child  had  been  receiving  a  family  allowance. 
By  stipulation  It  was  agreed  that  the  order 
of  family  allowance  should  be  vacated,  and 
that  the  executors  would  thereafter  pay  the 
widow  and  child  each  $416.66%  per  month. 
being  at  the  rate  of  5  per  cent  per  annum 
upon  the  legacies  provided  to  be  paid  in  the 
codicil  to  the  will;  and  the  amounts  so  paid 
tlhould,  upon  distribution,  be  treated  as  pay- 
ments of  interest  upon  account  of  said  lega- 
cies. The  court  made  its  order  In  accordance 
with  the  stipulation.  No  mention  is  here 
made  of  the  trusts,  and  no  waiver,  express  or 
Implied,  of  the  right  to  demand  a  legal  inter- 
pretation of  them  could  thus  arise.  The  lega- 
cies, as  has  been  pointed  out  were  not  with- 
in the  trusts,  but  were  Independent  and  valid 
bequests.  The  fact  that  under  these  circum- 
stances the  widow  had  elected  to  take  nnder 
the  will  would  have  estopped  her  from  deny- 
ing the  validity  of  the  instrument  as  a  will, 
but  did  not  and  could  not  operate  to  estop 
her  from  Insisting  upon  a  due  Interpretation 
of  the  Instrument  Appellants  still  stand  af- 
firming the  validity  of  the  will  as  a  will,  bnt 
Insist  that  the  trial  court  has  not  correctly  in- 
terpreted some  of  Its  provisions.  It  became 
the  duty  ot  the  court  for  the  first  time  upon 
distribution  to  give  effect  to  the  legal  devises 
and  bequests  of  the  testator,  and  It  could  not 
even  with  the  consent  of  the  parties,  declare 
valid  trusts  such  as  these  which  are  opposed 
to  the  express  mandate  and  policy  of  the  law. 
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It  la  next  urged  that,  as  the  court  aiade 
findings  concerning  the  testator's  intent,  and 
decreed  distribution  In  accordance  with  these 
findings,  and  as  the  findings  are  not  attadced, 
and  will  sustain  the  decree,  and  as  "a  TOlome 
of  extrinsic  circumstances  bearing  on  the 
question  was  introduced  without  objection," 
these  appellants  are  not  in  a  position  to  com< 
bat  the  decree.  But  as  to  this  it  need  only  be 
said  that  It  Is  the  duty  of  the  court  in  all 
cases  to  ascertain  the  Intent  of  the  testator 
from  the  language  of  the  will,  and  the  occa< 
Bions  wltlch  render  parol  evidence  of  circum- 
stances admissible  do  not  here  arise.  Civ. 
Code,  »  1318,  1340.  The  terms  of  the  will 
are  plain  and  unambiguous.  It  may  be  said 
of  all  wills  that  the  testator's  Intent  Is  to 
make  a  valid  disposition  of  his  property,  and 
as  to  most  provisions  which  are  deemed  in- 
valid there  is  no  difficulty  In  arriving  at  his 
actiukl  meaninc  and  Intent  But  a  court  is 
not,  therefore,  authorized  to  modify  or  varj' 
the  plain  language  of  the  testator,  and  thus 
create  a  new  and  valid  will  for  him,  even  if 
It  were  certain  that  the  testator  would  have 
adopted  the  interpretation  of  the  court  had 
he  known  his  own  attempt  was  invalid.  So 
of  the  trusts  decreed  by  the  court  it  may  b« 
said,  as  was  said  In  Coster  v.  LorlUard,  14 
Wend.  340:  "This  would  approximate  nearer 
to  the  will  of  the  testator  than  any  other  pro- 
posed alteration.  But,  after  a  diligent  Inquiry, 
I  have  not  been  able  to  satisfy  myself  that 
there  is  any  principle  or  decision  that  would 
authorize  such  an  interference  It  would  be  ar- 
bitrary, and  establish  a  precedent  for  courta; 
not  to  construe  wills  according  to  the  Intent 
of  the  testator  as  derived  from  a  considera- 
tion of  the  langauge  used  to  express  It,  but 
to  make  a  will  for  him;  such  an  one  as  we 
undertake  to  presume  he  would  have  made, 
if  advised  that  his  own  was  void  as  against 
law.  This  I  cannot  consent  to  do.  Better 
that  the  intent  of  a  testator  should  fail  in  a 
particular  case  than  that  the  court  should  as- 
sume such  arbitrary  and  undefined  discretion 
over  his  estate.  If  we  cannot  execute  the 
whole  will,  or  some  distinct  and  independent 
IK)rtlon  of  it,  the  whole  had  better  be  declar- 
ed void.  The  law  makes  a  better  one  than 
will  usually  be  made  by  the  court."  So,  too, 
where  the  language  of  the  provisions  of  a  will 
is  plain  and  unambijaious,  the  courts  are  not 
permitted  to  wrest  it  from  Its  natural  import 
in  order  to  save  It  from  coodemnatiou.  Cott- 
man  v.  Grace,  112  N.  Y.  200,  19  N.  E.  839. 

The  determination  that  the  trusts  are  void 
renders  unnecessary  any  consideration  of  the 
other  points  presented.  The  trusts  being  void. 
It  follows  as  to  the  property  attempted  to  be 
devised  in  trust,  that  the  testator  died  intes- 
tate. It  therefore  descends  to  the  heirs  living 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  For  the  foregoing 
reasons  the  decree  la  reversed. 

We  conctr:  BEATTY,  C.  J.;  McFAR- 
LAND,  J.;  QAROUTTB,  J.;  HjVUIilSON. 
3.;  TEMPLE,  X;  VAN  FLEET.  J. 


In   re    WALKERLY'S    ESTATE.    (No.    15,- 
592.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  3,  1895.) 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  snperior  court,  Ala- 
meda coimty;    W.  E.  Greene,  Judge. 

In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  William  Walk- 
erly,  deceased.  From  the  decree  of  distribution 
certain  of  the  beneficiaries  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Rodeers  A:  Paterson,  for  appellants.  Fred- 
erick B.  Whitney,  H.  C.  Firebaugh,  B.  B. 
Newman.  Fox,  Kellogg  Sc  Gray,  H.  W.  Hnt- 
ton,  and  F.  D.  Brandon,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  Is  an  appeal  from  the 
decree  of  diatribution  taken  by  some  of  the 
beneficiaries  under  the  trusts  seeking  modifi- 
cation of  the  decree  in  certain  minor  particnlats. 
The  points  raised  are  made  of  no  moment  by 
the  decision  of  this  conrt  upon  the  appeal  of  the 
widow  and  child  from  the  same  decree  (No. 
15,592,  filed  Sept  3,  1895,  41  Pat  772).  The 
modificatioDs  asked  for  are  denied. 


In  re  WALKERLY'S  ESTATE.    (S.   P.   6.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  3,  t8S5.) 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Ala- 
meda county;   W.  E.  Greene,  Judge. 

In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  William  Walk- 
erly,  deceased.  From  the  decree  of  distribation 
certain  beneficiaries  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Rodgers  &  Paterson,  for  appellants.  Fred- 
erick B.  Whitney,  H.  G.  Pirebangh,  B.  B. 
Newman.  Fox,  Kellogg  &  Gray,  H.  W.  Hut- 
ton,  and  F.  D.  Brandon,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  ia  an  appeal  by  certain 
beneficiaries  from  the  decree  of  distribution 
entered  in  the  matter  of  said  estate.  The  de- 
cision of  this  court  in  the  appeal  of  the  widow 
and  child  in  the  same  matter  (No.  15,592,  filed 
Sept  3,  189.^,  41  Pac.  772),  renders  superfiuoua 
anj  consideration  of  the  points  here  presented, 
saving  that  it  may  be  said  that  it  was  the 
duty  of  the  court  in  probate,  upon  distributioQ, 
to  distribute  under  the  will  the  residue  of  the 
estate  to  the  trustees,  upon  the  theory  that  the 
trusts  were  valid.  This  is  what  was  done.  But 
the  tnist  having  been  determined  to  be  void, 
that  attempted  distribution  was.  of  course,  in- 
valid. The  motion  to  dismiss  this  appeal,  while 
in  point  of  fart  perhaps  meritorious,  may  be  de- 
nied under  the  circumstances,  without  injury 
to  the  moving  party.  It  is  denied,  and  the  prop- 
osition of  appellant  that  the  court  had  no  pow- 
er under  the  will  (and  assuming  a  valid  trust) 
to  distribute  to  the  trustees  is  decided  adversely 
to  appellant's  contention. 


In   re  WALKERLY'S  ESTATE.    (S.   F.  6.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  5,  1895.) 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  snperior  court  Ala- 
meda county;   W.  B.  Greene,  Judge. 

In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  William  Walk- 
erly,  deceased.  From  orders,  judgments,  and 
decrees  settling  the  final  account  of  the  exec- 
utors certain  beneficiaries  appeal.  Appeals 
dismissed. 

Rodgers  &  Paterson,  for  appellant  Fred- 
erick E.  Whitney,  H.  O.  Firebaugh.  B.  B. 
Newman,  Fox,  Kellogg  &  Gray,  H.  W.  Hut- 
ton,  and  F.  D.  Brandon,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  It  appearing  from  the  state- 
ment of  counsel  made  in  open  court  that  his  ap- 
peal npon  behalf  of  certain  benefidariea  from 
the  order,  judgment,  and  decree  of  the  snpe- 
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rior  coort  made  and  flTeii  npon  November  27, 
1883,  aettUnK  the  flnaTacoonnt  of  the  executor* 
of  the  will  m  the  matter  of  the  above-entitled 
estate,  and  his  appeal  from  the  order,  judg- 
ment, and  decree  made  and  given  by  the  supe- 
rior court  upon  August  17,  1892,  settling  the 
final  account  of  the  executors  of  the  will  in 
the  matter  of  the  aboTe-entitled  estate,  hare 
been,  and  each  of  them  Is,  abandoned,  and  no 
transcript  npon  these  appeals,  or  either  of  them, 
haTing  been  filed  as  required  br  law  and  the 
mXes  of  this  court,  it  is  ordered  that  said  ap- 
peals be.  and  each  of  them  is,  hereby  dismissed. 


108  Cal.  864 

KOBIXING  ▼.  RUTZ.  (8.  T.  219.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  Sept.  4,  1895.) 
Appbai.  Tajcbn  fob  Delay— DismissaIi—Dahaobs. 
On  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal,  re- 
spondent's attorney  made  aifidayit  that,  prior 
to  giving  notice  of  appeal,  appellant  urged  him 
to  take  less  than  the  amount  of  the  judgment, 
Ukd  said  that,  unless  such  sum  was  accepted, 
an  appeal  would  be  taken,  and  collection  in- 
definitely delayed;  that  delay  was  all  he  want- 
ed; and  that  after  his  refusal,  and  after  no- 
tice of  appeal  was  given,  and  an  undertaking 
filed,  appellant,  through  his  attorneys,  renewed 
the  proposition  to  press  the  appeal  if  the  less 
sum  was  not  accepted.  Appellant  filed  no  tran- 
script, and  did  not  controvert  such  statements. 
Bdi,  that  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed,  with 
damages  against  appellant  for  delay. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  enperior  cc-urt, 
dty  and  county  of  San  Francisco. 

Action  by  Koelllng  against  Rutz,  in  wbich 
defendant  appealed  from  a  jndi;mcat  in  fa- 
vor of  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  more«i  to  dismiss 
the  appeal,  and  for  allowance  of  damages. 
Motion  granted. 

John  3.  Koche  and  Isador  Danlelwltz,  for 
appellant.    Otto  Turn  Suden,  for  respondent 

HARRISON,  J.  A  motion  is  made  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  for  failure  to  file  the  tran- 
script within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  rules 
of  this  conrt,  and  that  the  respondent  be  al- 
lowed damages  upon  the  ground  that  the 
appeal  Is  not  taken  in  good  faith,  but  for  the 
purpose  of  hindering  and  delaying  the  plain- 
tiff in  the  collection  of  the  judgment.  In 
support  of  the  latter  part  of  the  motion,  the 
attorney  for  the  respondent  has  filed  an  affi- 
davit stating  that  after  the  rendition  of  the 
}adgment,  and  prior  to  the  service  of  the  no- 
tice of  appeal,  one  of  the  attorneys  for  the 
defendant  proposed  to  him  that  the  plaintiff 
accept  a  less  sum  than  that  for  which  judg- 
ment bad  been  given,  and  Informed  him  that, 
unless  such  less  sum  was  accepted  in  full 
payment,  an  appeal  would  be  taken,  and  the 
plaintiff  delayed  in  the  collection  of  the 
judgment  for  an  indefinite  period.  To  the 
suggestion  that  the  time  f<»'  presenting  a  bill 
of  exceptions  or  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  had 
expired,  and  that  the  appeal  must  be  upon 
the  judgment  role  alone,  which  was  free 
from  error,  the  attorney  replied  that  delay 
was  all  he  wanted,  and  that  the  plaintiff  bad 
better  take  a  smaller  sum  at  once  than  the 
fall  sum  after  the  disposal  of  an  appeal  and 
lbs  attending  labor  and  trouble;    that  tlie 


t>Ialntlff  ought  to  accept  a  leas  mm  than  the 
amount  of  the  judgment,  and  avoid  tbe  de- 
lays that  an  appeal  would  bring;  and  that, 
for  that  reason,  the  appeal  would  be  taken 
if  a  less  sum  was  not  accepted.  The  plaui- 
tiff's  attorney  declined  to  accept  the  proposi- 
tion, and  notlfled  the  defendant's  attorney 
that  if  the  appeal  were  taken,  and  not  per- 
fected, he  ahonld  ask  for  damages  against 
the  appeUant  for  delay.  Thereafter  tbe  no- 
tice of  appeal  was  taken,  an.  undertaking 
given  to  stay  execution,  and  the  appellant, 
through  his  attorneys,  renewed  his  proposi- 
tion to  press  the  appeal  If  tbe  less  amount 
were  not  accepted. 

The  statements  In  this  afBdavit  are  not 
controverted  by  the  appellant,  and  are  cor- 
roborated by  bis  failure  to  file  any  transcript 
In  this  court  As  they  must,  therefore,  be 
taken  as  admissions  by  him  that  they  are 
correct,  the  re^tondent  is  entitled  to  the 
damages  asked.  Duncan  t.  Urady,  99  CaL 
502,  34  Pac.  112.  Tbe  appeal  is  dismissed, 
and  tbe  respondent  is  allowed  $50  damages 
as  a  part  of  his  costs  on  aiqiieal. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTH,  J.;  VAN 
FLEET.  J. 


108  Cal.  11 

WOODWARD  V.  FAEIS.    (No.  18,439.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  5,  1895.) 

Advsrse  PossEsaios— What  Constitctbs— 
QuiETiNO  Title. 

1.  Where  a  grantee  of  land  takes  and  holds 
possession  of  land  not  described  in  tbe  deed, 
claiming  to  own  it,  his  possession  is  adverse, 
though  such  possession  is  nnder  the  mistaken 
belief  that  the  land  is  within  the  boundaries 
described  in  his  deed.  Smith  v.  Bobarts  (Cal.) 
9  Pac.  104,  distinguished. 

2.  Civ.  Code,  1 1007,  provides  that  occupan- 
cy sufficient  to  bar  an  action  to  recover  property 
"confers  a  title  thereto,  denominated  a  title  by 

Srescription,  which  is  sufficient  against  all. 
'dd,  that  one  who  has  lost  title  to  land  by  ad- 
verse possession  of  another  is  not  entitled  to  a 
decree,  quieting  bis  title  to  such  land,  against  a 
person  in  possession,  who  fails  to  connect  him- 
self with  the  title  of  the  person  who  acquired 
tilJe  by  sucb  adverse  possession. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  Yolo  county;   W.  H.  Grant,  Judge. 

Action  by  George  Woodward,  executor  of 
the  estate  of  Michael  Bemmerly,  deceased, 
against  James  Faris,  to  quint  title,  in  which 
there  was  a  judgment  for  plaintiff.  From  an 
order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  de- 
fendant appeals.     Reversed. 

J.  W.  Hughes  and  F.  E.  Baker,  for  appel- 
lant B.  R.  Bush  and  B.  B.  Mering,  for  ap- 
pellee. 

TEHPLB,  3.  This  is  an  action  brought  to 
quiet  title  by  the  executors  of  M.  Bemmerly, 
deceased.  The  evidence  and  tbe  findings  of 
the  court  show  that  M.  Bemmerly  and  his 
grantors  were  the  owners  of  tbe  record  title 
to  tbe  demanded  premises.  The  findings 
sbow  that  Michael  Bemmerly,  plaintiff's  te»-^ 
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tator,  had  owned  the  sontheast  quarter  of 
section  33  since  18G6,  and  was  tbe  owner  at 
the  time  of  his  death.  But  the  conrt  slao 
found  that  "on  or  about  the  16th  dar  of 
AprU,  1866,  W.  W.  Hannum,  the  defendant's 
predecessor  In  interest  in  and  to  the  said 
south  half  of  said  section  34  (but  not  Includ- 
ing the  lands  described  In  plaintifTs  com- 
plaint), entered  into  possession  of  said  land 
and  premises,  under  claim  of  title  thereto, 
exclusive  of  any  other  right,  founding  sucb 
claim  upon  a  certain  indenture  of  deed,  bear- 
ing date  the  16th  day  of  April,  1866,  duly 
executed,  acknowledged,  and  delivered  by 
one  Peter  Robinson  to  the  Mild  W.  W.  Hao- 
nnm,  as  being  a  conveyance  of  said  land 
and  premises;  that,  at  tbe  time  of  the  exe- 
cution and  delivery  of  said  deed,  the  said 
Peter  Robinson  did  not  have  possession  of 
the  land  described  in  plaintiff's  complaint, 
or  any  part  thereof,  nor  did  he  deliver  pos- 
session of  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  to 
said  Hannum,  at  that  time,  nor  did  the  said 
Hannum  ever,  at  any  time,  take  or  have  pos- 
session of  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  un- 
til some  time  between  the  year  1869  and  the 
year  1872  (the  precise  time  not  being  ascer- 
tainable from  the  evidence);  that  In  the 
deed  from  the  said  Robinson  to  said  Hannum 
the  said  lands  were  described  as  the  south 
half  of  section  34;  that  at  said  date,  between 
the  years  1869  and  1872,  the  said  Hannum, 
supposing  that  the  true  line  of  said  south 
half  of  section  34  included  therein  tbe  lands 
described  In  plaintiff's  complaint,  extended 
his  said  line  so  as  to  Include  said  lands,  and 
the  said  Michael  Bemmerly,  being  at  that 
time  alive,  and  also  supposing  that  the  true 
line  of  said  south  half  of  section  34  included 
said  lands,  made  no  opposition  thereto;  that, 
In  such  supposition  and  belief,  both  the  said 
Hannum  and  the  said  Bemmerly  were  mu- 
tually mistaken;  that  there  waa  never  any 
agreement  of  any  kind  by  and  between  said 
Hannum  and  said  Bemmerly  that  such  line 
should  be  the  true  line  between  their  said 
lands,  but  that  the  same  remained  the  bound- 
ary line  between  said  parties,  as  explained 
in  finding  5  herein,  from  said  date  till  the 
commencement  of  this  suit;  that  from  said 
date,  between  the  years  1869  and  1872,  until 
and  including  the  14th  of  October,  1879,  that 
said  Hannum  was  In  quiet,  peaceable,  open, 
notorious,  and  exclusive  occupancy  and  pos- 
session of  said  lands  and  premises,  claiming 
title  thereto  as  in  this  finding  expressed,  but 
that  such  xx)Bse8slon  and  occupancy  of  said 
Hannum  was  not  adverse  to  said  Bemmerly; 
audi  In  truth  and  In  fact,  the  lands  described 
in  plaintiff's  complaint  were  a  part  and  por- 
tion of  the  said  southwest  quarter  of  section 
33."  It  was  also  found  that  on  the  14th  day 
of  October,  1879,  defendant  entered  into  pos- 
session of  the  south  half  of  section  34,  and  of 
the  land  in  controversy,  under  a  deed  from 
W.  W.  Hannum,  conveying  to  him  the  south 
half  of  section  34,  and  has  since  remained  in 
'  the  sccupancy  of  the  demanded  premisee; 


but  his  possession  was  not 'adverse  to  Kichael 
Bemmerly,  and  defendant  did  not  enter  into 
possession  of  said  land  under  such  deeds  as 
being  conveyances  thereof.  Also,  that  since 
1878  Bemmerly  paid  ail  the  taxes  which  were 
assessed  upon  the  strip  of  land  In  controver- 
sy. It  was  doubtless  upon  this  ground  that 
the  court  considered  that  defendant's  posses- 
sion could  not  be  the  foundation  of  any  ad- 
verse right.  The  court  also  found  as  a  fact 
that  the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action  was  not 
barred  by  the  statute  of  limitations.  Judg- 
ment having  been  renda«d  for  the  plaintiff, 
defendant  moved  for  a  new  trial,  and  now 
appeals  from  an  order  denying  his  motion. 

It  would  seem  to  be  plain  that,  if  Bemmer- 
ly was  the  owner  of  the  disputed  strip  when 
defendant  went  Into  possession  of  It,  to  1879, 
defendant  has  not  been  holding  adversely, 
so  as  to  set  the  statute  of  limitations  moving 
in  his  favor,  because  he  has  not  paid  the 
taxes  on  the  land.  Defendant  contends, 
however,  that  Hannum  was  In  possession, 
claiming  adversely,  for  five  years  prior  to 
1878,  when  the  statute  was  passed  whlcb  re- 
quires the  payment  of  taxes  by  one  in  pos- 
session, claiming  adversely  to  the  true  own- 
er. In  order  to  set  the  statute  running;  that. 
such  being  the  case,  Bemmerly  had  no  title; 
and  as  he  must  recover,  if  at  all,  upon  his 
own  title,  and  not  upon  the  weakness  of 
defendant's  title,  his  suit  must  fail;  that, 
while  the  court  finds  that  Hannum  did  not 
bold  adversely.  It  finds  facts  which  show  that 
he  did  so  hold;  and  that  the  general  finding 
is  manifestly  an  erroneous  conclusion  from 
the  specific  facts  found.  Since  this  appeal 
is  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  and 
there  Is  an  exception  that  the  evidence  Is 
Insufilcient  to  sustain  the  finding  that  plain- 
tifTs testator  was  the  owner  of  the  demand- 
ed premises,  if  the  evidence  sustains  the 
finding  of  specific  facts  we  need  not  consider 
whether  the  finding  of  the  ultimate  fact  will 
control  the  finding  of  the  specific  facts  from, 
which  it  is  a  conclusion. 

The  first  question,  then,  is,  do  such  facts 
show  that  Hannum's  possession  was  ad- 
verse? All  the  elonenta  of  an  adverse  pos- 
session are  found,  but  it  is  supposed  that  the 
holding  was  not  adverse  because  TTnnTmni 
took  possession  of  the  land  in  dispute,  and 
held  possession  (ft  it,  claiming  to  own  it,  un- 
der the  mistaken  belief  that  It  was  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  south  half  of  section 
34.  Since,  therefore,  he  dalmed  no  title  to 
any  land  outside  of  section  34,  and  this  was 
not  Included  in  that  section,  there  was  lack- 
ing an  essential  element  of  adverse  holding. 
to  wit,  the  claim  of  title.  I  find  some  coI<« 
for  this  contention  In  decisions  of  other 
states.  Ross  v.  Gould,  5  Me.  204;  Brown 
V.  Gay,  3  Me.  126.  The  doctrine  has  not. 
however,  obtained  generally,  and  is,  I  think, 
founded  upon  a  fallacy.  Most  cases  of  ad- 
verse possession  which  have  ripened  into  ti- 
tle commenced,  I  doubt  not,  in  mistake.  It 
must   be  either   by   mistake   or  deliberate- 
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vrroDg.  It  M  throogfa  mistake  only  tbaf  6n^ 
can  bonestly  claim  to  own  that  which  really 
belongs  to  another.  But  tbla  discussion  need 
not  be  prolonged,  tor  It  is  only  necessary,  to 
set  the  statute  running,  that  the  party  should 
be  In  possession  as  owner.  The  question 
has  been  passed  upon  by  this  court,  and  there 
Is  no  conflict  in  the  decisions.  SUvarer  v. 
Hansen,  77  Cal.  584,  20  Pac.  136;  Grimm 
T.  Gurley,  43  Cal.  250.  The  reasons  for  the 
role  are  elaborately  considered  In  Pearce  t. 
French,  8  Conn.  439.  See,  also,  Bunce  t. 
Bldwell,  43  Mich.  542,  5  N.  W.  1023. 

The  case  of  Smith  v.  Hobarts  (Cal.)  9  Pac. 
104,  is  not  in  conflict  with  this  position.  If 
Hannum  had  made  his  inclosnre,  not  claim- 
ing that  bis  fences  were  upon  the  line,  but 
expecting  to  move  them  to  the  true  line  when 
It  should  be  determined,  he  would  not,  in 
that  case,  be  claiming  adversely,  and  the 
statute  would  not  run.  In  all  the  cases  cited 
by  the  respondent  upon  this  point  it  appears 
that  the  party  did  not  claim  that  his  fence 
was  upon  the  true  line,  but  admitted,  at 
least,  that  he  was  uncertain  as  to  his  bound- 
ary. In  Buc^  cases  the  parties  may  agree 
upon  a  line  which  shall  be  the  boimdarr. 
whether  right  or  wrong;  but  if  one  of  the 
coterminous  owners  takes  possession,  and 
claims  title  to  the  extent  of  his  possession, 
he  holds  adversely,  although  he  was  induced 
to  locate  his  possession  through  a  mistake  as 
to  the  boundary.  If  this  be  so,  then  Han- 
num, by  adverse  holding,  acquired  a  perfect 
title  to  the  demanded  premises.  Arrington 
V.  Liscom,  34  Cal.  365;  Cannon  v.  Stockmon, 
36  Cal.  540;  WUliams  v.  Sutton,  43  Cal.  65; 
Langford  v.  Poppe,  56  Cal.  73;  Civ.  Code, 
f  1007.  But  when  Hannmn  conveyed  to  de- 
fendant he  simply  described  the  south  half 
of  section  34,  which  does  not  include  the 
land  in  controversy.  Respondent,  therefore, 
contends  that,  as  defendant  haa  not  connect- 
ed himself  with  Hannum'a  title,  he  cannot 
claim  the  benefit  of  any  right  which  Han- 
num may  have  acquired.  There  is  some 
plausibility  in  this  contention,  arising  from 
the  fact  that  it  has  been  constantly  held  that 
the  defense  of  the  statute  is  a  personal  priv- 
ilege, and  is  waived  unless  pleaded.  And  it 
haa  been  hinted  that  no  title  is  acquired  by 
limitation,  but  that  the  bar  is  merely  a  stat- 
utory estoppel.  Grant  v.  Burr,  54  CaL  300. 
Whatever  may  have  been  the  correct  view 
under  the  former  condition  of  things,  there 
can  be  no  doubt  under  the  Code.  Section 
1007  provides  that  occupancy  sufficient  to 
bar  an  action  to  recover  property  "confers  a 
title  thereto,  denominated  a  title  by  pre- 
scription, which  is  sufficient  against  all." 
No  title  can  be  better  or  more  absolute  than 
that.  It  this  be  so,  then  the  estate  of  Bem- 
merly  has  no  title  to  the  land  in  controversy, 
and  is  not  entitled  to  a  decree  quieting  its 
title  thereto. 

It  Is  not  necessary  here  to  discuss  the  rule 
of  pleading  which  requires  a  party  claiming 
title  by  limitations  to  plead  it,  when,  If  he 


derived  his  title  froin  any  other  source,  be 
might  avail  himself  of  it  without  a  sjiectal 
plea,  and  without  stating  the  source  of  his 
title.  That  rule  is  a  survival  from  a  differ- 
ent condition,  or  prevails  because  no  pains 
have  been  taken  to  discriminate  between  ac- 
tions to  recover  land  and  actions  to  enforce 
personal  obligations.  If  that  rule  pretalls 
still,  a  title  acquired  by  limitations  is  as  good 
as  any  other  title,  only,  to  avail  himself  of  it 
as  conferring  a  right,  a  party  must  specially 
plead  it. 

This  appeal  is  only  from  the  order  refusing 
a  new  trial,  and  we  cannot  change  the  judg- 
ment to  make  It  consistent  with  the  find- 
ings. The  Judgment  is,  therefore,  reversed, 
and  a  new  trial  ordered. 


We    concur: 
SHAW,  J. 


McFARLAND,    J.;     HBN- 


IM  Cal.  » 
STEPHENS  et  al.  v.  SOUTHERN  PAC.  CO. 

(No.  18.869.) 
CSuDreme  Court  of  California.    Sept.  7,  1895.) 

COSTRACTS — Pl-BLIC  POLICT — LlMITlltO  LlABILITT. 

1.  A  stipulation,  in  a  lease  by  a  railroad 
company,  exempting  the  lessor  from  liability 
for  damages  by  fire  to  the  lessee's  property 
caused  by  the  lessor's  locomotives,  or  other- 
wise, is  not  void  as  against  public  policy. 

2.  A  contract  that  is  valid  when  made  is 
not  affected  by  a  change  in  public  policy  of  the 
state. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Tulare  county;    W.  A.  Gray,  Judge. 

Action  by  R.  K.  Stephens  and  others 
against  the  Southern  Pacific  Company  to  re- 
cover damages  for  the  value  of  property  de- 
stroyed through  defendant's  negligence. 
Plaintiffs  had  Judgment,  and  defendant  off- 
peals.    Reversed. 

Foshay  Walker,  for  appellant.  Van  Ness 
&  Redman,  tor  respondents. 

GAROUTTB,  J.  The  plaintiff  Stephens 
was  the  owner  of  a  certain  warehouse  situ- 
ated upon  land  adjoining  the  defendant's  de- 
pot grounds  in  the  town  of  Hanford,  Cal. 
The  said  land  was  held  by  Stephens  under  a 
lease  from  the  defendant  One  of  the  coven- 
ants of  said  lease  was  as  follows:  "And  It  is 
further  agreed  that  the  said  party  of  the 
first  part  [defendant]  shall  not  be  responsible 
for  any  damage  caused  by  fire,  whether  from 
railroad  engines  or  from  the  buildings  at  the 
said  party  of  the  first  part,  or  by  fires  caused 
from  any  other  means,  but  the  risk  and  dam- 
age, from  whatever  source,  shall  be  alone 
sustained  by  the  said  party  of  the  second 
part  [Stephens]."  Upon  August  8,  1891,  and 
while  said  lease  was  in  force,  the  said  ware- 
house was  destroyed  by  fire  which  had  been 
kindled  by  defendant's  employes  upon  ad- 
joining land  for  the  purpose  of  burning  the 
dry  grass,  rubbish,  etc.,  thereon.  At  the  time 
of  said  fire,  the  plaintiff  Stephens  was  carry- 
ing Insurance  on  said  warehouse,  in  the  two 
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Insurance  companies,  plaintiffs,  In  the  sum  of 
$9,000.  The  Ineuiance  was  paid,  and  this  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  the  insurers  and  insured 
Jointly  to  recover  from  the  defendant  the 
value  of  the  premises  so  destroyed.  The  ver- 
dict and  Judgment  were  for  the  plaintifrs, 
from  which  Judgment,  and  from  a  subsequent 
order  denying  its  motion  for  a  new  trial,  the 
defendant  has  appealed. 

The  trial  court  held  the  foregoing  provision 
of  the  contract  of  lease  void,  as  against  pub- 
lic policy,  and  our  attention  shall  be  address- 
ed to  the  consideration  of  that  question,  for, 
as  we  view  the  case,  a  solution  of  it  is  de- 
terminative of  the  litigation.  The  fact  that 
the  defendant  la  a  common  carrier  has  no 
place  In  the  case.  The  rights  of  parties  deal- 
ing with  common  carriers,  and  the  duties  of 
common  carriers  towards  parties  with  whom 
they  deal,  and  towards  the  public  In  general, 
are  elements  foreign  to  any  question  here  In- 
volved. At  that  time  It  was  not  dealing  with 
plaintiff  Stephens  as  a  common  carrier,  nor 
was  Stephens  contracting  with  it  upon  any 
such  understanding  or  hypothesis.  As  far  as 
this  transaction  was  concerned,  the  parties, 
when  contracting,  stood  upon  common  ground, 
and  dealt  with  each  other  as  A.  and  B.  might 
deal  with  each  other  with  reference  to  any 
private  business  undertal^lng.  It  follows  that 
all  those  principles  of  law  denying  or  re- 
stricting the  right  of  common  carriers  to 
limit  their  legal  liabilities  for  damages  aris- 
ing from  Injury  to  person  or  property  stand 
upon  a  different  plane,  and  are  not  controlling 
here. 

Is  this  provision  of  the  contract  void  as 
against  public  policy?  That  the  principle  of 
law  Involved  Is  an  original  one,  as  applied  to 
the  present  state  of  facts,  Is  apparent  when 
we  consider  that  but  a  single  case  has  been 
found  directly  In  iwlnt,  although  it  Is  evident 
from  the  argument  that  counsel  upon  both 
sides  have  very  Industriously  sought  for  prec- 
edents. This  provision  of  the  contract  Is  de- 
clared by  respondents  to  be  opposed  to  public 
policy.  In  this:  That  It  has  a  tendency  to 
lessen  the  amount  of  care  that  defendant 
would  exercise,  both  to  the  selection  and  oi>- 
eration  of  Its  machinery,  and  In  the  general 
conduct  of  Its  business,  through  its  employes, 
In  respect  to  the  control  of  fire,  the  element 
here  Involved.  That  the  undoubted  effect  of 
a  contract  exempting  a  party  from  damages 
flowing  from  his  negligent  use  of  fire  is  to 
Increase  the  chances  of  conflagration,— that 
Is,  one  who  Is  protected  by  an  agreement 
against  the  results  of  his  carelessness  In  this 
respect  will  not  take  the  same  care  as  he  oth- 
erwise would,— and,  therefore,  careleBsness  oc- 
casioned and  caused  by  the  agreement,  in- 
creasing the  probabilities  of  conflagrations. 
Injuriously  operates  upon  the  Interests  of  the 
public  at  large. 

The  foregoing  line  of  reasoning  is  Ingeni- 
ous, but  we  cannot  indorse  It  as  sotmd  In  law. 
j  It  has  been  well  said  that  public  policy  Is  an 
'•  unruly  horse,  astride  of  which  you  are  car- 


ried Into  unknown  and  micertoln  paths,  and 
here  that  horse  would  be  carrying  us  beyond 
all  limits  ever  reached  before,  if  respondents' 
ixtsltlon  should  meet  with  our  approval. 
While  contracts  opposed  to  morality  or  law 
should  not  be  allowed  to  show  themselves  in 
courts  of  Justice,  yet  public  pcUcy  requires 
and  encourages  the  making  of  contracts  by 
competent  parties  njpon  all  valid  and  lawful 
considerations,  and  courts,  recognizing  this, 
have  allowed  parties  the  widest  latitude  in 
this  regard;  and,  nnleas  It  is  entirely  plain 
that  a  contract  is  violative  of  sound  public 
policy,  the  court  will  never  so  declare.  "The 
power  of  the  courts  to  declare  a  contract  void 
for  being  In  contravention  of  sound  public 
policy  Is  a  very  delicate  and  undefined  power, 
and,  like  the  power  to  declare  a  statute  un- 
constitutional, should  be  exercised  only  in 
cases  free  from  doubt"  Richmond  v.  Rail- 
way Co.,  26  Iowa,  191.  "Before  a  court 
should  determine  a  transaction  which  has 
been  entered  Into  In  good  faith,  stipulating 
for  nothing  that  Is  malum  in  se,  to  be  void, 
as  contravening  the  policy  of  the  statute.  It 
should  be  satisfied  that  the  advantage  to  ac- 
crue to  the  public  for  so  holding  Is  certain 
and  substantial,  not  theoretical  or  proble- 
matical." K^ogg  V.  Larkin,  3  Pin.  125. 
"No  court  ought  to  refuse  Its  aid  to  enfotce 
a  contract  on  doubtful  and  uncertain  grounds. 
The  burden  Is  on  the  defendant  to  show  that 
Its  enforcement  would  be  In  violation  of  the 
settled  public  i>ollcy  of  this  state,  or  injurious 
to  the  morals  of  Its  people."  Bwann  v.  Swann, 
21  Fed.  299. 

Turning  our  attention  to  this  provision  of 
the  lease,  let  us  concede,  for  present  pur- 
poses only,  this  covenant  to  be  opposed  to 
the  policy  of  the  law,  if  Its  results  are  fairly 
and  truly  stated  by  respondents.  But  we  de- 
ny that  such  results  would  follow.  Respond- 
ents' argument  is  that  the  inevitable  and 
necessary  tendency  of  the  covenant  is  to  re- 
duce In  some  appreciable  degree  the  quantum 
of  care  exercised  by  the  defendant  In  giiard- 
ing  against  the  destruction  of  the  property  of 
the  public  by  fire.  Not  the  warehouse  of  the 
plaintiff  Stephens,  for,  as  between  him  and 
the  defendant,  considered  alone,  there  can 
be  no  question  as  to  the  validity  of  the  con- 
tract under  consideration.  It  Is  the  rights  and 
Interests  of  the  public  which  It  Is  claimed  are 
Infringed  upon,  and  a  trespass  upon  their  in- 
terests and  rights  must  be  shown,  or  a  case 
of  the  present  character  Is  a  total  stranger  to 
any  question  of  public  policy. 

Were  the  dangers  and  risks  to  the  public 
as  to  the  destruction  of  its  property  by  fire 
in  any  degree  Increased  by  the  aforesaid 
covenants?  Answering  respondents'  argu- 
ment by  a  like  argument,  we  say,  "No."  It 
may  be  conceded  that  the  covenant  had  the 
effect,  as  to  plaintiff's  warehouse,  to  lessen 
defendant's  care  in  guarding  against  fire,  but, 
as  defendant's  care  lessened,  the  owner's  care 
ppoportionatoly  Increased.  Knowing  that  the 
defendant  was  absolutely  absolved  from  any 
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legal  responBiblUt}^  for  Its  destnK!ti<i&  by  Are, 
we  must  assume  tbat  plaintiff  Stepliens,  the 
owner.  In  the  protection  of  Us  bnllding  from 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  acts,  ezer> 
clsed  a  degree  of  care  comnteasatate  with  the 
dangers  that  surrounded  it;  for  it  cannot  be 
gainsaid  that  a  man  of  ordinary  business 
understanding,  having  bartered  away  any 
right  of  action  for  damages  for  destruction 
of  his  property  by  fire  which  might  thereafter 
accrue  from  defendant,  would  increase  his 
care  and  watchfulness  in  preserving  his  prop- 
erty from  such  destruction.  We  think  it  must 
be  assumed  that,  In  proportion  as  tlie  amount 
of  care  exercised  by  defendant  In  the  protec- 
tion of  this  property  from  fire  decreased,  the 
amount  of  care  exercised  by  plaintiff  in  its 
protection  Increased.  Having  sold  his  reme- 
dy for  damages  in  case  of  fire,  it  behooved  him 
to  be  ever  on  the  alert  in  the  protection  of  his 
property.  Under  any  aspect  of  the  case,  this 
qnestion  is  tmly  material  in  view  of  the  con- 
tingency of  a  spreading  of  the  conflagration 
tiom  the  warehouse  of  plaintiff  to  the  prop- 
erty of  the  public  in  general,  for  the  whole 
argument  concedes  that,  if  the  danger  and 
risk  by  fire  to  the  property  of  the  public  are 
not  Increased,  then  there  is  nothing  whatever 
in  the  contention.  And  thus  It  is  again  made 
apparent  to  what  distant  and  untrodden  paths 
that  unruly  2iorse,  public  policy,  will  carry 
you,  unless  he  be  guided  by  a  steady  hand 
and  a  strong  rein. 

The  remaining  question  presents  itself:  Is 
the  result  of  this  covenant  necessarily  to 
lessen  the  degree  of  care  formerly  exercised 
by  the  defendant  towards  the  prop«ty  of  the 
public,  and  which  the  law  ever  enjoins  upon 
it  to  exercise  ?  In  other  words,  are  the  prob- 
abilities of  the  destruction  of  the  property 
of  the  public  by  fire  communicated  by  de- 
fendant—not via  the  warehouse  of  plaintiff, 
but  directiy  communicated— increased  by 
reason  of  this  covenant  in  the  lease?  It  is 
argued  that,  defendant's  losses  by  fire  aris- 
ing from  its  negligence  being  materially  re- 
duced if  a  large  number  of  these  contracts 
were  outstanding,  it  would  necessarily  be- 
come careless  in  the  selection  of  its  servants, 
and  neglectful  and  over-economical  in  the 
selection  of  modem  machinery,  and  thus  the 
dangers  to  tlie  public  from  ccmfiagration  would 
be  multiplied.  We  do  not  see  tbat  such  re- 
sult would  follow.  It  must  be  borne  in 
mind  that  the  lessees  of  defendant  under 
these  contracts  ai-e  no  part  of  the  public. 
Each  one  of  them  has  sold  bis  right  as  one 
of  the  public,  and  Is  not  in  a  position  to  com- 
plain as  to  the  burdens  cast  upon  him  as  an 
individual.  The  public  here  are  the  people 
holding  no  leases.  The  defendant  In  this 
case  not  only  owes  the  public  the  same  duty 
after  the  execution  of  the  lease  that  it  did 
before,  but  there  is  no  reason  in  the  world 
why  It  would  not  perform  that  duty  In  tho 
same  way  as  it  had  done  in  the  past,  how- 
ever careful  or  neglectful  tbat  performance 
might  be.    Why  would  not  this  be  so?    For 
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the  pnbUc  had  th«  same  rigbts  and  the  same 
remedies  against  the  defendant  after  as  be- 
fore the  execotion  of  the  lease,  and,  like- 
Wise,  the  defendant  was  liable  for  damages 
in  the  same  amount,  upon  the  same  property, 
and  upon  the  same  facts.  It  thus  appears 
that  the  contract  in  no  way  changed  the  re- 
lations and  conditions  existing  between  the 
defendant  and  the  public;  and,  such  being 
the  fact,  no  reason  exists  for  a  change  upon 
its  part  in  the  manner  of  the  conduct  of  its 
business.  While  it  is  true  that  the  making 
of  this  countract  withdrew  plaintiff  as  one 
of  the  public,  and,  it  may  be  said,  therel>y 
reduced  the  proportions  of  the  public  to  that 
extent,  still  it  would  seem  the  refinement  of 
absurdity  to  hold,  for  such  reason,  that,  the 
public  being  reduced,  the  care  exercised  by 
defendant  towards  the  public  would  be  re- 
duced pro  tanto. 

The  late  case  of  Grlswold  v.  Railway  Co. 
(Iowa)  57  N.  W.  843,  in  its  facts  is  fully  ana- 
logous to  the  case  at  bar,  and,  upon  a  re- 
hearing and  reargument,  a  similar  covenant 
in  a  lease  was  sustained,  as  in  no  manner 
contravening  public  policy.  Especially  is 
this  case  valuable  as  precedent  when  we 
pause  to  consider  the  stringent  provisions  of 
the  Code  of  that  state  In  dealing  with  the 
liability  of  common  carriers  for  damages  to 
property  arising  from  fire  and  other  causes. 
And  doubly  so  in  view  of  the  further  salient 
fact  that  the  lease  in  that  case  upon  its  face 
appears  to  indicate  that  benefits  to  the  lessor 
in  Its  capacity  as  a  common  carrier  would 
accrue  by  reason  of  the  making  thereof. 
These  matters  are  not  found  in  the  case  at 
bar,  and,  to  that  extent,  the  case  occupies 
much  broader  ground  than  we  are  required 
here  to  take.  The  dissenting  opinion  of  the 
learned  chief  Justice  is  based,  to  some  ex- 
tent at  least,  upon  these  provisions  of  v.  he 
Iowa  Code,  and  the  further  claim  that  tne 
railroad  company  was  acting  in  its  capacity 
as  a  common  carrier  in  making  the  lease,— 
conditions  which,  we  have  already  suggest- 
ed, do  not  surround  us  here.  The  remaining 
objection  of  the  learned  chief  justice  to  the 
validity  of  the  judgment  ordered  by  the  ma- 
jority of  that  court  Is  in  line  with  these  re- 
spondents' contention,  and,  we  think,  un- 
sound. 

Farmer  A.  is  in  the  habit  of  burning  his 
stubble  field  In  the  fall  of  the  year.  B. 
leases  from  him  a  small  portion  of  his  farm, 
for  storage  or  residence  purposes,  there  be- 
ing a  clause  in  the  contract  similar  to  the 
one  here  Involved.  Farmer  A.,  in  burning 
his  stubble,  allows  the  fire  to  escape  from 
his  control,  and  B.'s  property  is  destroyed. 
Or  A.  Is  the  owner  of  a  powder  factory,  and 
leases  to  B.  an  adjoining  tract  of  land.  This 
exemption  damage  covenant  is  placed  in  the 
lease.  The  powder  plant  explodes,  and  B.'s 
property  is  destroyed.  These  Illustrations 
in  principle  are  parallel  with  the  case  at 
bar.  Both  the  fanner  and  the  factory  own- 
er owed  the  duty  to  the  public  of  exercising 
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«  c«rtaIo  decree  of  care,  one  In  burning  bla 
■tubble  field,  tbe  other  in  canylng  on  his 
factory.  If  this  covenant  in  the  present 
case  bad  the  effect  to  lessen  tlie  degree  of 
care  exercised  by  defendant,  it  liad  tbe  same 
effect  in  the  lease  of  the  farmer  and  the 
powder  man.  If  the  risks  and  dangers  to 
the  property  of  the  public  from  fire  were  in- 
•ireased  in  this  case  by  reason  of  the  cov- 
»nant,  they  were  likewise  increased  in  those 
cases.  Yet  it  would  seem  a  gross  trespass 
vpon  the  rights  of  parties  to  make  contracts 
to  hold  the  covenant  void,  as  against  tlie 
policy  of  the  law,  in  the  hypothetical  cases 
cited.  To  hold  that  the  interests  of  the  pub- 
lic were  of  such  gravity,  and  were  so  inter- 
woven Into  such  a  contract,  as  to  vitiate  the 
contract,  would  cany  us  far  beyond  any  prin- 
ciple of  law  yet  recognized  by  courts  or  law 
writers. 

If  the  doctrine  enunciated  by  reajMndent 
be  sound,  then  a  multitude  of  contracts,  cov- 
ering many  and  diverse  subjects,  and  which 
are  being  entered  into  every  day  of  the 
world,  and  recognlised  and  acted  upon  both 
by  parties  and  courts,  must  fall  to  the 
ground.  As  a  striking  example,  the  ordina- 
ry contract  of  fire  insurance  cannot  stand 
the  test,  for  it  cannot  t>e  gainsaid  that  such 
a  contract  necessarily  has  the  tendency  to 
lessen  the  care  which  the  owner  would  oth- 
wise  exercise  in  the  protection  of  ills  prop- 
erty from  fire.  Upon  respondents'  line  of 
argument,  such  owner  owes  a  duty  to  the 
public,  possibly  in  the  protection  of  his  own 
property  from  flre,  certainly  in  the  protec- 
tion of  the  property  of  tbe  public,  and,  if  his 
care  is  lessened  in  the  performance  of  that 
<iuty  by  reason  of  the  contract  of  insurance, 
then,  surely,  the  dangers  and  risks  to  the 
property  of  the  public  are  Increased.  Yet, 
uotwithBtanding  this  reasoning,  courts  every- 
where have  upheld  this  class  of  contracts, 
and  repelled  all  assaults  upon  them  as  being 
opposed  to  the  policy  of  the  law.  While  it 
may  not  be  found  in  the  contract  itself  that 
the  negligence  of  the  owner  in  causing  the 
dre  shall  be  no  bar  to  a  recovery,  it  has  been 
lield  always  and  everywhere  that  such  is  the 
law,  even  in  the  absence  of  express  stipula- 
tion to  that  end;  and  an  express  stipulation 
inserted  in  the  contract  In  accordance  with 
the  general  principle  would  certainly  in  no 
wise  weaken  the  doctrine.  As  sustaining 
this  general  principle,  see  Insurance  Co.  r. 
Coulter,  3  Pet  222;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Law- 
rence, 10  Pet  507;  Waters  v.  Insurance  Co., 
11  Pet  213;  Liverpool  Steam  Co.  v.  Phenlz 
Ins.  Co.,  129  U.  S.  438,  9  Sup.  Ct  469. 

Let  us  look  at  another  class  of  contracts 
which  have  been  sustained  by  the  courts, 
but  sustained  wrongfully,  if  the  soundness 
ot  the  argument  advanced  by  respondents 
can  be  maintained.  Courts  have  sustained 
contracts,  made  by  common  carriers  with 
insurance  companies,  whereby  property  un- 
der their  control  and  in  transit  has  been  in- 
sured against  negligence  of  their  employes. 


GaUfomU  Ins.  Go.  r.  Union  Compress  Coi, 
188  n.  S.  387,  10  Sop.  Ct  365;  Phoenix  Ins. 
Co.  T.  Erie  Tranap.  Co.,  117  D.  S.  312,  6  Supi 
Ct  750,  1178.  Following  respcmdents'  line 
of  argument  sorely  such  ccmtracts  would 
have  a  tendency  to  lessen  the  care  otherwise 
exercised  by  common  carriers  in  tbe  trans- 
portation of  goods,  and  would  thereby  tre»' 
pass  upon  the  rights  of  the  public,  and,  so 
trespassing,  would  render  void  all  contracts 
of  that  character.  But  tbe  courts,  after  care- 
ful investigatioo,  have  arrived  at  a  contzary 
conclusion. 

To  support  the  invalidity  of  this  contract 
counsel  rely  upon  an  act  of  the  legislature, 
found  in  the  Statutes  of  1891  (page  473), 
which  declares  a  party  guilty  of  a  misde- 
meanor who  starts  fires  in  certain  localities 
(withont  first  taking  certain  precantlons), 
whereby  the  property  of  an  adjoining  w 
contiguous  owner  is  injured,  damaged,  or  de- 
stroyed. If  for  no  other  reason,  this  act 
of  the  legislature  cannot  be  relied  upon  to 
assist  respondents'  case,  for  tt  was  passed 
subsequent  to  the  making  of  tho  contract 
and.  If  the  contract  was  valid  when  made, 
no  subsequent  act  of  the  legislature  can  ren- 
der It  Invalid.  It  Is  laid  down  as  an  elemen- 
tary principle  In  Greenhood  on  Public  Policy 
that  if  a  contract  conform  to  the  public  pol- 
icy of  the  state  when  made,  a  change  in  pub- 
lic policy  will  not  avoid  it 

We  conclude  that  the  line  of  reasoning  In- 
dulged in  by  respondents  to  support  the  in- 
validity of  this  contract  Is  more  speeioos 
than  sound;  that  the  interests  of  the  public 
in  the  contract  are  more  sentimental  than 
real;  and  that  such  a  contract  violates  no 
statute,  conflicts  with  no  principle  of  law, 
and  in  no  way  infringes  upon  public  policy. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons,  the  Judgment 
and  order  are  reversed,  and  the  cause  le- 
manded. 


We  concur; 
SON,  J. 


VAN   FLBBT.  J.;    HABRI- 


(109  Cal.  S() 
KINO  et  aL  ▼.  SOUTHERN  PAC.  CO.    (So. 

18,370.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  7,  1896.) 
Railboad  Compahibs— Liability  of  Lbsskb— Ljji- 

ITIKO  LlABILITT — F1KE8 — DaHAQBS. 

1.  Defendant  railway  company  leased  eer- 
tain  property,  with  a  stipulation  that  defendant 
should  not  be  liable  for  damage  by  fire  caused 
bv  its  iocotnotiTes  or  otherwise.  Plaintiff  was 
an  employe  of  the  leasee,  and  had  goods  of  hi* 
own  stored  in  tbe  lessee's  warehouse,  which 
were  destroyed  by  fire  caused  by  defendant's 
neglifcence.  Bdd,  that  the  fact  that  plaintiil 
had  knowledge  of  said  stipulation  in  the  least 
would  not  exempt  defendant  from  liability. 

2.  In  an  action  for  tbe  value  of  goods  de- 
■troyed  through  defendant's  negligence,  an 
instruction  directing  the  jury,  if  they  found  for 
plaintiff,  to  assess  bis  damages  at  a  certain 
sum,  with  interest  from  the  date  of  the  fire, 
was  erroneous,  as,  under  Civ.  Code,  |  3288, 
providing  that  in  "an  action  for  breach  of  an 
obligation  arising  from  contract  interest  may 
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be  eiven  In  the  ahcretlon  of  the  Jnry,"  the 
question  of  interest  shouJd  hrre  been  left  to  the 
jury. 

I>ei>artineiit  1.  Appeal  from  eaperlor  court, 
Tulare  county;  William  W.  Croas,  Judge. 

Action  by  Charles  King  and  others  against 
the  Southern  ParClfic  Company  to  recoyer  the 
yalue  of  goods  destroyed  through  defendant's 
negligence.  PlalntifCs  had  judgment,  and  de- 
fendant appeais.    Beversed. 

Foshay  Walker,  for  appellant  Van  Ness 
&  Redman,  for  respondents. 

GAROtlTTB,  J.  In  an  acticni  mtltled 
Stephens  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  (No.  18,369; 
this  day  decided)  41  Pac.  783,  damages  were 
sought  to  be  recovered  from  this  defendant 
for  the  destruction  of  a  certain  ^var^onse 
by  fire  engendered  by  the  negligence  of  de- 
fendant. The  plalntlfT  and  respondent  King, 
In  this  case,  had  charge  of  this  warehouse, 
as  the  agent  of  Stephens,  the  owner,  at  the 
time  of  the  fire,  and  now  seeks  to  recover 
from  defendant  damages  for  the  destruction 
by  that  Are  of  certain  property  belonging  to 
blm,  and  then  stored  in  said  warehouse. 
Judgment  went  against  defendant,  and  this 
Is  an  appeal  from  such  judgment,  and  from 
an  order  denying  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

At  the  trial  defendant  offered  to  prove  that 
the  plaintiff  King  bad  actnal  notice  of  the 
covenant.  In  the  lease  to  Stephens,  exempt- 
ing defendant  from  liability  for  property  de- 
stroyed by  Are,  which  covenant  we  have  con- 
sidered at  length  In  the  above-mentioned  case 
of  Stephens  v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.  Under  ob- 
jection, defendant  was  not  allowed  to  make 
the  proof,  and  the  ruling  of  the  court  In  this 
regard  forms  the  main  ground  for  the  pres- 
ent appeal.  Was  the  auestion  of  plaintltTs 
knowledge  of  the  existence  of  such  a  cove- 
nant material  to  the  merits  of  this  litigation? 
We  fall  to  see  Its  materiality.  It  is  not  nec- 
essary to  determine  the  length  and  breadth 
of  this  covenant,  for,  ot  itself,  It  could  In  no 
way  bind  third  parties.  Whatever  liabilities 
Stephens  assumed  thereunder  were  a  matt» 
solely  with  him  and  the  defendant  And  the 
defendant's  primary  liability  to  third  parties 
was  the  same  after  as  before  the  making  of 
such  a  lease.  Conceding  that  all  property 
stored  in  the  warehouse,  as  between  the  par- 
ties to  the  lease,  was  the  property  of  Ste- 
phens, yet,  as  to  third  parties,  such  conten- 
tion avails  defendant  nothing.  Plaintiff 
King,  as  the  agent  of  Stephens,  received 
goods  In  storage,  and  we  do  not  see  that  he 
can  be  in  a  different  position  by  reason  of 
having  stored  his  own  goods  therein  than 
though  he  had  received  upon  storage  the 
goods  of  other  parties.  These  goods  were 
not  stored  by  King  as  Stephens'  goods,  but 
rather  by  Stephens,  through  his  agent,  as 
King's  goods.  King's  agency  would  seem 
to  be  an  immaterial  element  in  the  case,  and 
no  principle  of  law  Is  cited  that  would  bar  a 
recovery  from  the  defendant,  for  the  destruc- 
tlom  (rf  (ooda  arising  from  its  negligence,  \fy 
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any  person  storing  goods  M  tbi  warehouse 
under  contract  with  the  owner.  The  ques- 
tion of  notice  as  to  this  covenant  would  be 
Immaterial,  as  a  matter  in  which  third  parties 
had  no  Interest.  Let  us  suppose  a  party 
storing  goods  had  notice  of  the  lease  In  this 
particular.  It  would  put  blm  upon  notice  of 
what?  Why,  simply  that  by  the  lease.  In  Its 
widest  possible  sense,  Stephens  would  indem- 
nify the  defendant  against  any  loss  from  the 
destmctlon  by  fire  of  property  situated  upon 
the  leased  land,— a  matter  certainly  of  no  in- 
terest or  moment  to  a  party  contemplating  a 
storage  of  his  goods  in  the  warehouse.  Ste- 
phens could  not  recover  for  the  destruction  of 
his  warehouse,  or  his  property  stored  there- 
in, nor  could  his  lessee,  having  notice  of  the 
covenant  Thomas  v.  Railroad  Co..  82  Mo. 
538;  N<4on  v.  Railroad  Co.,  23  Mo.  App.  355. 
But  plaintiff  King  occupied  no  such  iiosltlon. 
Be  was  no  lessee.  No  rights  or  interests 
ever  passed  to  him  under  the  lease,  and  he 
was  in  no  sense  in  privity  with  Stephens. 
His  right  to  recover  grows  out  ot,  and  la 
based  upon,  the  fact  that  he  was  lawfully 
entitled  to  store  his  goods  In  the  warehouse, 
without  any  regard  to  the  exemption  clause 
of  the  lease  made  by  the  owner,  and  that 
while  so  stored,  they  were  destroyed,  through 
the  negligence  of  the  defendant's  employes. 
The  cases  relied  upon  to  snpiwrt  appellant's 
contention  fall  short  of  the  mark.  McCoy 
V.  RaUway  Co.,  94  Cal.  668,  29  Pac.  1110,  U 
based  upon  a  section  of  the  ClvU  Code,  and 
must  be  read  In  the  light  of  that  section.  If 
the  plaintiff  In  that  case  had  been  a  tenant 
of  the  Boyds,  without  notice  as  to  their  agree- 
ment with  defendant  regarding  the  opening 
In  the  fence,  then  the  doctrine  of  the  Mis- 
souri cases  above  cited  would  probably  have 
been  applicable,  and  a  recovery  sustained; 
but  the  status  of  plaintiff  was  held  to  be  that 
of  a  mere  licensee  of  the  Boyd  Bros.,  they 
being  at  all  times  in  the  actual  possessicm  of 
the  land,  and,  for  the  purposes  of  the  statute 
heretofore  referred  to,  the  owners  thereof. 

The  court  gave  the  Jury  the  following  in- 
struction: "If,  from  the  evidence,  you  are 
satisfied  that  the  plaintiff  King  bad  in  the 
warehouse  and  addition  thereto,  referred  te 
in  the  testimony  as  'Blum's  Warehouse'  the 
property  testified  to  by  him;  and  thai  the 
value  of  said  property  was,  at  the  time  of 
its  destruction  by  fire,  of  the  value  testified 
to  by  him;  and  that  said  fire  and  the  de- 
struction of  said  property  was  cause!  by  the 
negligence  of  the  defendant, — ^yov  will  find  a 
verdict  toe  plaintiffs  for  $5,600,  with  Interest 
thereon  at  the  rate  of  seven  per  cent  per 
annum,  from  the  date  of  the  fire."  This  in- 
struction Is  clearly  erroneous.  In  this,  that  It 
arbitrarily  required  the  Jury  to  add  interest 
from  the  date  of  the  fire  to  such  sum  as  they 
might  find  to  be  the  amount  o.'  the  damage 
caused.  In  a  case  of  this  character,  the  que»  ■ 
tion  of  Interest  must  be  left  to  the  discretloii 
of  the  Jury.  Section  3288,  dv.  Code,  pro- 
vides:  "In  an  action  for  the  breach  of  an  ob^ 
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ligation  arisln;  from  contract,  and  in  vreej 
case  of  oppression,  fraud  or  maUce,  Interest 
may  be  given  In  the  discretion  of  the  Jury." 
We  think  the  exception  to  the  instmctioo  sof- 
fldently  full  and  explicit,  and,  the  verdict  be- 
ing for  a  lump  sum,  a  modlAcation  of  the 
Judgment  cannot  be  made. 

For  this  reason,  the  Judgment  and  order 
are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a 
new  trial. 


We  concur:  VAN  FLEET,  X; 

SON,  J. 
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GIDDINGS  et  al.  t.  76  LAND  ft  WATER 
CO.    (No.  18,452.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept.  11,  1805.) 

CONTKACT — CO.NSTRUCTIOK  —  SPECiriO  PEBFORlf- 
AMCE— TiMI  Ol7EN  PlAINTIFT  TO  FaT  roB  LaSD 

.— DiscRBTioiT  or  CoDKT— Appeal— Biix  or  Bx- 

0BPTI0S8— WbeN  NeCESSAST. 

1.  A  contract  between  plaintiffs  and  defend- 
ant, a  land  and  water  company,  Kave  plaintiff? 
the  option  to  buy  ftom  defendant  land  describe'l 
therem,  at  a  certain  date,  "in  accordance  with 
the  rules  of  the  company,  at  a  price  stated. 
Bdd,  that  plaintiffs  were  not  entitled  to  any 
water  rights  with  the  land,  if  they  elected  to 
buy,  in  the  absence  of  any  rules  by  such  com- 
pany entitlins  them  to  such  rights. 

2.  A  land  and  water  company  adopted  a 
system  to  procure  farmers  to  taVe  leases  of 
lands  on  cropping  contracts,  for  a  period,  with 
the  privilege  of  purchasincr;  "the  purchase 
nrice  of  the  land  to  be  in  full  payment  of,  and 
entitle  the  purchaser  to,  a  permanent  water 
right  to  the  use  of  the  water  from  defendant's 
canal,  corresponding  to  the  naml>er  of  acres 
bought  by  him,  to  wit,  one  inch  of  water,  miners' 
measurement,  per  acre."  Beld,  that  such  sys- 
tem did  not  constitute  "rules"  of  the  company, 
such  as  would  entitle  a  lessee  who  decided  to 
purchase  "in  accordance  with  the  rules"  of 
the  company  to  any  water  rights  with  the  land. 

8.  An  order  denying  a  motion  for  leave  to 
file  a  supplemental  complaint  is  not  one  of 
those  which  are  deemed  to  have  been  excepted 
to,  under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  f  647,  so  that  it 
may  be  reviewed,  on  appeal  from  the  judgment, 
without  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

4.  In  an  action  for  specific  performance  of 
a  contract  to  couvey  land,  and  also  certain 
water  riglits,  where  the  court  finds  plaintiffs 
entitled  to  a  conveyance  of  the  land,  but  not  of 
tile  water  rig-lits,  and  it  appears  that  plaintiffs 
will  not  take  the  land  without  the  water  rights, 
it  is  not  an  abus3  of  discretion  for  the  court, 
by  its  decree,  to  require  plaintiffs  to  pay  for  the 
land  in  10  days. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Tulare  county;   Whoa  ton  A.  Gray,  Jud^e. 

Action  by  B.  Giddings  and  another  against 
the  76  Land  &  Water  Company  for  specific 
performance  of  a  contract  to  convey  land, 
and  also  certain  water  rights.  From  a  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  platntiffs  for  the  land  only, 
they  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Thompson  &  Thompson  and  O.  L.  Abbott, 
for  appellanta  Daggett  &  Adams,  for  re- 
spondent. 

TEMPLE),  J.  This  appeal  is  from  the  Judg- 
ment, wlthoot  a  bill  of  ezceptlona.  Tbe  ac- 


tion was  brought  to  enforoa  apedflc  perform- 
ance of  a  contract  to  conyey  certain  land  and 
water  ris^ta.  The  Judgment  awards  to  plaln- 
tlffa  tbe  rigbt  to  pnrchaae  the  land,  but  de- 
cides that  there  was  no  contract  for  the  sale 
of  any  water  rights.  The  contract  was  in 
writing,  bat  Is  not  set  oat  at  large  In  the 
pleadings  or  In  the  findings;  bnt  the  latter 
contain  the  terms  of  payments  to  be  made, 
and  two  stipulations  taken  from  tiie  contract 
One  Is  as  followa:  "And  it  Is  farther  agreed 
that  the  parties  of  the  second  part,  their  beirs 
and  assigns,  shall  have  the  right  and  privilege 
ot  buying  tbe  land  herein  described,  from  the 
party  of  the  first  part,  on  or  about  October 
first,  1885,  In  accordance  with  the  rules  of 
tbe  party  of  the  first  part,  at  such  rate  or 
price  as  Is  now  fixed  by  it  for  said  land,  vis, 
north  one-halt  of  northwest  one-quarter  at 
twenty-elgbt  dollars  928),  south  one-half  of 
north-west  one-qnarter  and  southwest  one- 
quarter  at  thirty  dollars  ($30),  all  In  section 
seven,  township  sixteen  south,  range  twenty- 
four  east.  Mount  Diablo  base  and  meridian, 

at dollars,  United  States  gold  coin,  per 

acreu"  The  other  stipulation  had  reference  to 
tbe  right  to  continue  the  lease  which  con- 
tained the  contract  for  two  more  years.  The 
court  further  found  as  follows:  "The  court 
finds  the  fact  to  be  that  the  defendant  never 
did.  in  either  of  said  contracts,  or  orally,  or 
otherwise,  or  at  all,  agree  to  sell  or  convey  to 
plaintiffs,  or  either  of  them,  any  waters  or 
any  water  rights  or  water  priTilegea  what- 
ever." The  controversy  Is  as  to  whether  plain- 
tiffs were  entitied  to  any  water  rights  with 
the  land  In  case  they  elected  to  purchase.  It 
is  admitted  that  the  contract  contained  no 
covenant  or  stipulation  to  that  effect,  unless 
It  can  be  found  in  the  agreement  above  recit- 
ed,—that  plaintiffs  shall  have  the  privilege  of 
buying  the  land  "in  accordance  with  the  rules 
of  the  party  of  the  first  part"  Counsel  con- 
tend that  this  provision  distinguishes  this  caaa 
from  Abbott  r.  76  Land  Co.,  101  CaL  567,  38 
Pa&  1,  because  here  Is  an  express  reference 
to  the  rules  of  the  company.  But  no  rules  of 
the  company  upon  the  subject  are  alleged,  or 
found  to  exist  The  allegation  relied  upon  by 
plaintiffs'  counsel  in  this  respect  is  as  follows: 
"That  for  and  In  said  biiainess  of  selling  its 
property,  defendant  on  or  about  the  16tb  day 
of  October,  1883,  adopted  a  system  wblCh  was 
as  follows:  'To  procure  fanners  to  take  leases 
of  parcels  of  sold  lands  upon  cropping  con- 
tracts, for  the  period  of  one  year,  with  the 
privilege  to  the  tenant  of  extending  said  term 
from  year  to  year  for  a  further  period  not  ex- 
ceeding two  years,  and  with  the  privilege  of 
buying,'  etc.,  *  *  *  the  purchase  price  of 
the  land  also  to  be  in  full  payment  of,  and 
entitle  the  purchaser  to,  a  permanent  water 
rigbt  to  tbe  use  of  the  water  from  the  defend- 
ant's canal  corresponding  to  the  number  ot 
acres  boiight  by  him,  to  wit  one  inch  of  wa- 
ter, miners'  measurement  per  acre.'  "  This 
indicates  no  rule  of  the  company,  but  only  a 
aystem  of  sedclng  customers  for  their  land) 
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and  a  practice,  when  a  cnstonier  was  foimd, 
of  entering  Into  a  qteciflc  contract  with  blm. 
If  the  contracts  so  made  were  similar,  this 
would  not  establish  mles  of  the  company, 
such  as  would  satisfy  the  reference  contain- 
ed in  the  contract.  But  the  allegation  Is  de- 
nied In  the  answer,  and  the  above  extract 
from  the  findings  Is  responsire  to  the  iaane  so 
made.  In  the  first  place,  the  answer  con- 
tains a  denial  that  at  the  times  mentioned  in 
the  complaint  the  defendant  had  or  owned 
any  waters  or  water  rights,  by  which  the 
lands  could  or  can  be  irrigated.  And  then  it 
is  denied  that  the  lease  or  agreement  contain- 
ed any  proTlslon  which  entitled  the  porcbaser 
to  a  penuaaent,  or  any,  water  right  And 
lastly  it  Is  averred  that  "tbe  price  established 
for  said  land  described  in  said  amended  com- 
plaint was  $28  per  acre  for  tbe  north  half  of 
the  northwest  quarter  of  section  seven,  de- 
scribed In  said  amended  complaint,  and  the 
sum  of  $30  per  acre  for  the  south  half  of  the 
northwest  quarter  and  the  southwest  quarter 
of  section  seven,  described  in  said  amended 
complaint,  without  any  water  privilege  or 
any  water  right,  and  that  tbe  price  of  said 
land  was  so  established  for  said  land  alone, 
and  without  any  water  privilege  or  water 
right  appurtenant  thereto,  or  in  connection 
therewith."  If  the  reference  is  to  such  sys- 
tem, it  Is  not  proven  that  the  privilege  of  pur- 
chasing tbe  water  right  was  a  part  of  said 
system. 

Appellants  also  complain  of  an  order  !«• 
fusing  to  allow  plalntUfs  to  file  a  supplemen- 
tal complaint  There  is  no  bill  of  exceptions 
In  tbe  record,  and  it  Is  objected  that  we  are 
In  no  way  legally  apprised  of  the  fact,  If  It  be 
so,  that  plaintiffs  ever  asked  for  leave  to  file 
a  supplemental  complaint,  or  that  such  leave 
has  ever  been  refused.  Appellants  contend 
that  the  order  may  be  reviewed  upon  the  ap- 
peal from  the  judgment  because,  as  they 
claim,  It  was  an  order  made  before  judgment, 
and  is  deemed  excepted  to,  under  section  647, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  There  is  printed  In  the 
transcript  although  not  legally  a  part  of  tbe 
record,  what  purports  to  be  a  copy  of  the 
proposed  supplemental  complaint  of  a  cer- 
tain notice,  and  sundry  affidavits;  also,  a 
copy  of  a  minute  order,  and  a  certificate  of 
the  judge  that  in  deciding  the  motion  for 
leave  to  file  the  proposed  supplemental  com- 
plaint he  based  the  decision  upon  the  pro- 
]x>sed  supplemental  complaint  and  the  affi- 
davit of  Giddings.  It  does  not  appear  from 
this  certificate  or  statement  that  notice  was 
given  of  the  hearing  to  the  adverse  party, 
nor  that  it  was  represented  at  tbe  hearing, 
nor  how  tbe  motion  was  decided.  Counsel 
contend  that  this  case  comes  under  section 
851,  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  which  they  say  has 
been  constmed  as  not  requiring  a  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, but  only  that  the  moving  papers  be 
Identified.    Not  conceding  that  any  such  rul- 


ing has  been  made  as  stated,  bat  waiving  ths 
point  it  la  evident  that  the  section  refrared 
to  can  only  apply  to  orders  which  are  them- 
selves appealable.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  What  are  the  papers  used  on  the 
hearing  which  resulted  in  the  judgment? 
Certainly  not  papers  used  on  the  hearing  of 
the  application  to  file  a  supplemental  com- 
plaint for  the  papers  printed  In  the  tran- 
script show  that  it  was  made  some  months 
after  the  trial.  Had  it  been  otherwise,  how- 
ever, the  Judge  could  not  have  certified  that 
they  were  used  on  the  hearing  as  to  the  de- 
cision or  ruling  from  which  the  appeal  was 
taken.  But  the  order  Is  not  one  of  those 
which  are  deemed  to  have  been  excepted  to, 
under  section  647,  Code  Civ.  Proc.  It  Is  not 
an  amendment  to  a  pleading,  and  is  not  so 
classified  in  the  Code.  It  is  only  authorized 
for  tbe  purpose  of  bringing  before  the  court 
"facts  material  to  the  case  occurring  after  the 
former  complaint  or  answer."  Section  464, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  It  leaves  the  former  plead- 
ing Intact,  but  an  amendment  to  a  pleading 
makes  a  substituted  pleading.  Section  472, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  I  see  no  distinction  be- 
tween an  amendment  to  a  pleading  and  an 
amendment  of  a  pleading,  and  if  It  is  proper 
to  say  that  both  expressions  are  used  In  sec- 
tion 473,  Code  Clv.  Proc.,  the  context  shows 
that  they  refer  to  precisely  the  same  thing, 
so  far  as  concerns  this  attempted  distinction. 
I  think  the  ruling  upon  the  application  for 
leave  to  file  a  supplemental  complaint  can- 
not be  reviewed  on  this  appeal. 

The  limitation  of  10  days  which  plaintiffs 
were  allowed,  after  judgment  within  which 
to  pay  for  the  land,  seems  too  short,  unless 
it  appeared  to  the  court  perfectly  obvious 
that  plaintiffs  wotdd  not  complete  the  pur- 
chase. And  It  must  have  so  appeared,  for 
plaintiffs  have  never  offered  to  complete  the 
purchase  without  the  water  right;  and  cocm* 
sel  for  appellants,  in  their  brief  in  this  court, 
say  that  without  the  water  right  the  land 
was  never  worth  the  price  charged  for  it 
and  which  they  arc  required  by  the  decree  to 
pay.  Such  being  the  case,  it  was  not  an 
abuse  of  discretion  on  the  part  of  the  lower 
court  to  allow  bnt  a  short  time  for  payment 
If  the  plaintiffs'  connsel  could  not  procure  a 
modification  of  the  judgment  in  other  re- 
spects, they  would  not  purchase,  and  if  a 
modification  were  obtained  a  new  opportun- 
ity wotdd  necessarily  be  afforded.  I  pre- 
sume the  point  was  made  only  to  enable  this 
court  to  afford  such  opportunity  in  case  ap- 
pellants should  be  successful  In  their  con- 
tention as  to  their  right  to  purchase  the  wa- 
ter right,  and,  if  the  view  here  taken  on  that 
(question  prevails,  the  point  Is  of  no  conse- 
quence.  The  Judgment  Is  affirmed. 

We  concnr:  McFABLANO,  JT.;  HEN- 
SHAW,  J. 
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ETTER  T.  HUGHES  et  si.    (No.  18,402.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  18,  1895.) 
JuDOMBST— Entry  on  a  Vkrdict  aoainst  one 

DEPESnAST  OXLT. 

In  assumpsit  against  W.  and  M.,  bus- 
band  and  wife,  on  a  verdict  "in  favor  of  defend- 
ant M.  against  plaintiff,"  without  meiitioninR 
W.,  judgment  was  entered  that  plaintiff  take 
nothing  by  the  action,  and  that  M.  recover  her 
costs.  Udd.  that  the  judgment  meant  that 
plaintiff  take  nothing  by  his  action  as  against 
M.,  and  the  court  was  authorized  to  enter  judg- 
ment in  favor  of  plaintiff  as  against  W. 

Cjommissloners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Madera  county; 
W.  M.  Conley,  Judge. 

Action  by  A.  J.  Etter  Offainst  Matilda  B. 
Hugbes  and  William  M.  Hughes  for  tbe  re- 
covery of  money.  The  latter  consented  that 
Judgment  be  entered  against  bim,  and,  from 
a  judgment  in  faror  of  Matilda  B.  Hugbes, 
plaintiff  appeals.    Affirmed. 

W.  H.  Larew,  for  appellant  H.  H.  Welsh, 
for  respondents. 

BELCHER,  C.  This  action  was  brought 
to  recover  the  sum  of  $4.')2.70,  alleged  to  be 
due  from  the  defendants,  who  are  husband 
and  wife,  to  the  plaintiff,  for  groceries,  dry 
goods,  and  general  merchandise  sold  and  de- 
livered by  him  to  them  at  their  special  In- 
stance and  request  Defendant  William  M. 
Hughes  answered,  admitting  the  indebted- 
ness as  against  himself,  and  consenting  that 
judgment  be  entered  against  him  for  the 
amount  claimed  by  plaintiff  in  bis  complaint, 
and  all  legal  costs  of  the  action.  Mrs. 
Hughes  answered  separately,  and  denied  gen- 
erally and  specifically  each  and  every  allega- 
tion in  the  complaint  contained.  The  case 
was  tried  before  a  jury,  and  the  verdict  was 
"In  favor  of  the  defendant  Matilda  B.  Hughes 
against  plaintiff,"  without  any  mention  of  the 
other  defendant.  On  this  verdict,  judgment 
was  entered  that  the  plaintiff  take  nothing 
by  reason  of  tbe  action,  and  that  Mrs. 
Hughes  recover  her  costs  and  disbursements 
incurred  in  the  action.  The  plaintiff  appeals 
from  tbe  judgment  on  the  judgment  roll, 
without  any  statement  or  bill  of  exceptions. 

It  was  not  necessary  for  the  jury  to  find 
and  return  a  verdict  upon  the  claim  against 
wailam  M.  Hughes.  As  to  that  claim,  there 
was  no  issue,  and  there  could  be  no  trial. 
And  as  to  him,  the  court  was  authorized  to 
enter  judgment  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon 
the  pleadings,  and  it  may  still  do  so.  "Judg- 
ment may  be  given  for  or  against  one  or 
more  of  several  plaintiffs,  and  for  or  against 
one  or  more  of  several  defendants."  Section 
578,  Code  Civ.  Proc.  The  Judgment  entered, 
when  proj)erly  construed,  was  only  that  the 
plaintiff  take  nothing  by  his  action  as  against 
Mrs.  Hughes,  and  that  she  recover  her  costs. 
There  is  no  substantial  merit  in  the  ap- 
peal, and  the  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    SEARLS,  a;  VANCLIEF,  C. 


PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reaMos  slv«n  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


t  Cat  Cnr^L  1« 
ANDREWS    V.    WILBUR.    (No.    18.3ia) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  12,  1895.) 

Appeal — Extent  op  Review— Confuctisg  Evi- 
dence— UlOBT  TO  INTEKEST. 

1.  On  appeal  from  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial,  only  rulings  of  the  trial  court  assigned  ax 
error,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to  sus- 
tain the  verdict,  can  be  considered. 

2.  The  verdict  of  a  jury  on  conflicting  evi- 
dence will  not  be  disturbed  on  api)eal. 

3.  An  attorney  who  buys  his  client's  note 
at  less  than  its  face  value,  and  then  collects 
from  the  client  its  full  value,  is  liable  for  in- 
terest, on  the  excess  of  the  amount  received  by 
him  over  the  amount  paid,  from  the  date  of  its 
receipt. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Sutter  county;   E.  A.  Davis,  Judge. 

Action  by  Sarah  Andrews  against  J.  L. 
Wilbur.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  From  an 
order  denying  bis  motion  for  a  new  trial,  de- 
fendant appeala    Affirmed. 

Wm.  O.  Murphy  and  M.  C.  Barney,  for  ap- 
pellant.   Forbes  &  Dinsmore,  for  respondent 

HARRISON,  J.  It  is  aUeged  in  the  com- 
plaint that,  while  the  defendant  was  acting 
as  the  attorney  and  confidential  agent  of  tbe 
plaintiff,  be  purchased  a  promissory  note  and 
mortgage  that  bad  been  executed  by  her  to 
one  Wheeler;  that,  by  reason  of  his  x^osltion 
as  her  attorney,  he  received  Information  that 
tbe  note  could  be  purchased  for  less  than  its 
face,  and  that  thereupon  he  did  so  purchase 
it,  in  violation  of  the  confidence  reposed  in 
him  by  her,  and  without  her  knowledge: 
that  afterwards  he  received  from  her  the  full 
amount  of  said  note.  The  plaintiff  there- 
fore asked  judgment  for  the  amount  received 
by  the  defendant  from  her  in  excess  of  the 
amount  paid  by  him  for  the  note.  Tbe  case 
was  tried  by  a  jury,  who  rendered  a  verdict 
In  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  A  new  trial  was 
asked  by  the  defendant,  and  denied  by  tbe 
court,  and  from  this  order  he  nas  appealed. 

The  sufficiency  of  the  complaint  Is  not  In- 
volved in  this  appeal.  Upon  the  appeal  from 
the  order  denying  a  new  trial,  we  can  only 
consider  the  rulings  of  the  court  assigned  as 
error,  and  the  sufficiency  of  the  evidence  to 
sustain  the  verdict.  The  only  ground  sped- 
fled  by  the  appellant,  in  his  statement  on 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  in  which  the  evi- 
dence Is  insufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict, 
is  that  the  evidence  failed  to  show  that  at  tbe 
time  of  the  purchase  of  the  note  he  held  the 
relation  of  agent  or  attorney  to  the  plaintiff. 
Upon  this  iwint  It  Is  only  necessary  to  say 
that  this  proposition  was  sharply  conte8te<l 
at  the  trial,  and  that  the  main  portion  of  the 
transcript,  containing  over  100  pages,  relates 
to  evidence  upon  this  point  The  appellant 
in  his  brief  seeks  to  show  that  the  verdict 
should  have  been  otherwise;  but,  as  we  are 
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precluded  from  wefKhln^  the  testimony,  tbe 
verdict  of  tbe  Jury  thereon  must  be  taken  as 
conclusive. 

No  exception  appears  to  have  been  taken 
to  the  Instructions  to  the  Jury,  and  the  rul- 
ings of  the  court  upon  tbe  admission  of  evi- 
dence, to  which  objections  were  made,  are 
not  such  as  to  Justify  a  reversal. 

The  plalntiCT  was  entitled  to  Interest,  upon 
tbe  amount  received  from  her  by  the  defend- 
ant in  excess  of  the  amount  be  had  paid, 
from  the  date  of  Its  receipt.  It  was  money 
In  his  hands  belonging  to  her,  which  he  bad 
received  to  her  use,  and  which  he  detained 
from  her.  Civ.  Code,  g  1917.  The  order  is 
affirmed. 


We     concur: 
ROUTTE,  J. 


VAN     FLEET,     J.;      GA- 


In  re  WELCH'S  ESTATE. 

WELCH  V.  YOUNG-  et  aL 
(No.  16,010.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept.  12,  1895.) 

Partial  DisTRrBUTioN  of  Decedext's  Estate. 

Partial  distribution  of  a  decedent's  es- 
tate in  the  hands  of  a  special  administrator  ap- 
iwinted  pending  proceedings  to  remove  the  gen- 
eral administrator  cannot  be  decreed. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  V.  Cof- 
fey, Judge. 

In  the  matter  of  the  estate  of  Henry  Welch, 
deceased.  Appeal  by  Mary  C.  Young  and 
Sarah  J.  Phillips  from  a  decree  directing  the 
payment  to  Honor  Welch,  widow  of  said  de- 
ceased, of  a  certain  amount.   Beversed. 

Geo.  W.  Johnson,  for  appellants.  Garret 
W.  McEnerney,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  The  decree  of  partial  dis- 
tribution appealed  from  herein  was  consider- 
ed by  this  court,  upon  an  appeal  from  the 
same  decree  on  behalf  of  the  special  admin- 
istrator, in  case  No.  15,890,  decided  March 
15,  1895  (39  Pac.  805),  and  was  then  declared 
to  have  been  made  without  authority.  Upon 
the  authority  of  that  case,  and  a  stipulation 
filed  herein  on  behalf  of  the  respondent,  the 
decree  Is  vacated  and  set  aside,  without  costs 
to  either  party. 


IM  Cal.  SO 

BROOKS  V.  CITY  OP  SAN  LUIS  OBISPO. 
(No.  19,.549.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  5,  1895.) 

Pbintixo  Assessmkst  List— Got  of  What 
Funds  Payable. 
Under  Act  March  6,  1889,  j|  8,  prohib- 
iting the  drawins  of  a  warrant  for  any  expense 
of  the  improvement  of  a  street  on  any  other 
than  the  special  fund  raised  by  assessment  for 
such  improvement,  the  expenses  of  printing  a 
delinquent  assessment  list  in  proceedings  to 
improve  a  strtet  are  only  payable  out  of  such 
special  fund. 


Commissioners'  declsiai.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Luis  Obispo 
county;  V.  A.  Gregg,  Judge. 

Assumpsit  by  Benjamin  Brooks  against  the 
city  of  San  Luis  Obispo.  Judgment  for  de- 
fendant.    PlalntifT  appeala     Affirmed. 

Wm.  Shipsey,  for  appellant.  W.  H.  Spen- 
cer, for  respondent 

VANCLIEF,  C.  Action  of  the  nature  of 
the  common-law  action  of  assumpsit,  to  re- 
cover from  the  defendant  city  $362.25  for 
publishing  a  delinquent  assessment  list,  pur- 
suant to  section  16  of  the  act  of  the  legisla- 
ture of  March  6.  1889  (St  1889,  p.  70),  en- 
titled "An  act  to  provide  for  laying  out,  open- 
ing, extending,  widening  •  •  •  any  street, 
•  •  •  and  to  acquire  land,"  etc.,  for  those 
purposes.  It  appears  from  the  complaint  that 
the  dellnauent  assessments,  a  list  of  which 
was  published  by  plalntlfT,  were  levied  by 
the  defendant  In  a  proceeding,  under  said 
act,  to  widen  Chorro  street,  and  that  plain- 
tiff, being  the  proprietor  and  publisher  of  a 
newspaper,  published  said  delinquent  list  in 
his  paper  at  the  instance  and  request  of  the 
defendant  and  its  superintendent  of  streets; 
that  the  service  was  reasonably  worth  the 
sum  demanded,  but  that  defendant  refused 
and  failed  to  pay  therefor  any  sum  what- 
ever. The  court  sustained  a  demurrer  to 
plaintitTs  complaint,  and  thereupon,  tbe 
plaintiff  declining  to  amend,  rendered  Judg- 
ment in  favor  of  the  defendant  The  plain- 
tiff brings  this  appeal  from  the  Judgment  on 
the  Judgment  roll. 

It  appears  that  the  demurrer  was  sustain- 
ed on  the  ground  that  the  complaint  does  not 
state  facts  constituting  a  cause  of  action,  be- 
cause, although  it  states  that  there  was  In  the 
general  fund  of  the  treasury  of  the  defendant 
more  than  sufficient  money  to  pay  the  same, 
there  is  no  allegation  that  there  was  any 
money  in  the  special  fund  applicable  to  the 
expenses  of  widening  Chorro  street  Appel- 
lant admits  that  there  was  no  money  In 
said  special  fund  exclusively  devoted  to  the 
payment  of  the  expenses  of  widening  Chorro 
street,  but  contends  that  he  was  not  restrict- 
ed to  such  fund  for  the  payment  of  his  de- 
mand, and  whether  or  not  he  was  so  re- 
stricted is  the  only  question  presented  by 
his  appeal.  Respondent  contends  that  sec- 
tion 8  of  said  act  prohibits  the  defendant 
from  paying  plaintiff's  demand  from  any 
fund  except  the  special  fund  raised  by  as- 
sessment for  the  purpose  of  widening  CJhor- 
ro  street  Section  6  of  the  act,  after  provid- 
ing for  the  appointment  of  commissioners 
to  make  the  assessment,  etc.,  further  pro- 
vides, that  "for  their  services,  the  commis- 
sioners shall  receive  such  compensation  as 
the  city  council  may  determine  from  time 
to  time.  •  *  •  Such  compensation  shall 
be  added  and  be  chargeable  as  a  part  of  the 
expenses  of  the  work  or  Improvement."  Sec- 
tion 7  authorizes  the  commissioners  to  em- 
ploy >ncb  assistance,  legal  or  otherwise,  as, 
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they  may  deem  necessary  and  proper;  also, 
to  rent  an  office,  and  proride  such  maps, 
diagrams,  plans,  books,  stationery,  lights, 
postage,  expressage,  and  incur  such  Inci- 
dental expenses  as  they  may  deem  neces- 
sary. Section  8  ot  the  act  Is  as  follows: 
"All  such  charges  and  expenses  shall  be 
deemed  as  ^penses  of  said  work  or  Im- 
provement, and  be  a  charge  only  upon  the 
funds  devoted  to  the  particular  work  op  Im- 
provement as  provided  hereinafter.  All  pay- 
ments, as  well  for  the  land  and  improve- 
ments taken  or  damaged,  as  for  the  charges 
and  expenses,  shaU  be  paid  by  the  city  treas- 
urer, upon  warrants  drawn  upon  said  fund 
from  time  to  time,  signed  by  said  commis- 
sioners, or  a  majority  of  them.  All  such 
warrants  shall  state  whether  they  are  Issued 
for  land  or  Improvements  taken  or  damaged, 
or  for  charges  and  expenses,  and  that  the 
demand  Is  payable  only  out  of  the  money 
in  said  fund,  and  in  no  event  shall  the  city 
be  liable  for  the  failure  to  collect  any  as- 
sessment made  by  virtue  hereof,  nor  shall 
said  warrant  be  payable  out  of  any  other 
fund,  nor  a  claim  against  the  city."  Counsel 
for  appellant  contends  that  the  decision  of 
the  question  under  consideration  depends 
upon  the  construction  to  be  given  to  the 
phrase,  "all  such  charges  and  expenses,"  in 
section  8,  and,  as  this  phrase  immediately 
follows  sections  6  and  7.  it  refers  only  to  the 
charges  and  expenses  mentioned  in  those 
sections,  which  may  be  Incurred  by  the 
commissioners,  and  does  not  refer  to  the 
expense  of  advertising  authorized  to  be  In- 
curred by  the  superintendent  of  streets.  Con- 
ceding this,  yet  the  subsequent  parts  of  sec- 
tion 8  clearly  prohibit  the  drawing  of  a  war- 
rant for  any  charge  or  expense  of  the  im- 
provement on  any  other  than  the  special 
fund  raised  by  assessment,  and  expressly  de- 
clare, that  "in  no  event  shall  the  city  be  lia- 
ble for  the  failure  to  collect  any  assessment" 
made  by  virtue  of  the  act,  and  that  no  war- 
rant shall  be  a  claim  against  the  city.  The 
decision,  therefore.  Is  not  solely  dependent 
on  the  construction  of  the  single  phrase 
above  mentioned,  but  upon  the  construction 
of  the  whole  section,  of  which  that  phrase 
Is  only  a  small  part  Besides,  there  is  no 
question  that  the  expense  of  advertising  the 
list  of  delinquent  assessments  Is  one  of  the 
necessary  expenses  of  the  Improvement,  and 
I  perceive  no  reason,  and  none  has  been  sug- 
gested, why  its  payment  should  not  be  re- 
stricted to  the  same  fund  out  of  which, 
alone,  the  expenses  of  legal  services,  rent, 
stationery,  and  other  incidental  expenses  are 
to  be  paid.  I  think  the  court  below  correct- 
ly construed  the  eighth  section  of  the  act, 
and  that  its  judgment  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    HAYNES,  C;  SEARLS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  Tor  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


HARBAUGH  ▼.  HONEY  LAKE  VALLEY 
LAND  &  WATER  CO.    (No.  18,360.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  6,  1895.) 

Dbfadlt— When  Set  Aside— Uiscretiox  or 

COUHT. 

In  a  case  having  21  causes  of  action,  on 
November  27th  defendant's  demurrt-r  was  over- 
ruled, and  it  was  given  30  days  to  answer. 
December  5th  it  demanded  a  bill  of  particulars, 
which  waa  furnished  three  days  afterwards. 
December  l!ith  defendant  filed  and  served  writ- 
ten objections  to  auch  bill,  and  moved  for  more 
specific  particulars,  and  on  the  27th  such  mo- 
tion was  granted.  The  following  day  default 
and  judgment  were  entered  against  defendant, 
which,  in  apt  time,  moved  to  set  aside  the  de- 
fault, filing  an  affidavit  of  merits.  It  appeared 
that  defendant's  attorney  made  the  mistake  in 
supposing  that  the  order  for  further  particulars 
operated  to  extend  the  time  for  answering  U 
days.  Hdd,  that  an  order  setting  aside  the  de- 
fault was  on  the  border  line  of  the  court's  dis- 
cretion, but  would  not  be  set  aside. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Lassen  county; 
W.  T.  Hasten,  Judge. 

Action  by  L.  A.  Harbaugh  against  the 
Honey  Lake  Valley  Land  &  Water  Company, 
in  which  there  was  a  judgment  by  default 
in  favor  of  plaintiff.  From  an  order  setting 
aside  the  default  and  vacating  the  judgment, 
plaintiff  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Goodwin  &  Goodwin,  for  appellant.  F.  D. 
Brandon  and  J.  B.  Pardee,  for  respondent 

SEARLS,  0.  This  Is  an  appeal  from  an 
order  setting  aside  a  default  of  defendant 
and  vacating  a  judgment  rendered  thereon  in 
&vor  of  plaintiff.  The  complaint  in  the  ac- 
tion was  filed  In  the  superior  court  in  and 
for  the  county  of  Lassen  on  the  5th  day  of 
August,  1893.  On  the  4th  day  of  September 
following,  defendant  (a  corporation  having 
its  principal  place  of  business  at  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco)  filed  Its  writ- 
ten appearance,  whereupon  It  was  stipu- 
lated by  counsel  for  the  respective  parties 
that  defendant  should  have  30  days  there- 
1  after  to  plead.  On  the  4th  day  of  October 
defendant  filed  and  served  a  demurrer  to  the 
complaint,  and  a  demand  and  notice  of  mo- 
tion to  change  the  place  of  trial  to  San 
Francisco.  On  November  eth  the  motion  to 
change  the  place  ot  trial  was  heard  and 
denied.  On  the  27th  day  of  the  same  month 
the  demurrer  was  submitted  to  the  court 
without  argument,  and  overruled,  and  30 
days  given  to  the  defendant  to  answer.  On 
December  5th  defendant  demanded  a  bill  of 
particulars,  which  was  furnished  December 
8th.  December  20th  defendant  served  and 
filed  written  objections  to  the  bill  of  partic- 
ulars furnished,  and  gave  notice  that  on 
the  20th  Inst.  It  would  apply  to  the  court  for 
an  order  for  further  and  more  specific  par- 
ticulars. This  last  motion  ot  defendant  was 
granted  December  27th,  and  on  the  28th  day 
of  December,  no  answer  having  been  filed, 
the  default  of  defendant  was  entered,  and  a 
judgment  thereon  in  favor  of  plaintiff  toe 
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$6,540.46  and  costs.  Defenaknt  <m  the  tZth 
at  January,  1894,  gave  notice  of  a  motloa  to 
set  aside  tbe  default  and  vacate  tlie  judg- 
ment, wlilch  motion  was  granted  Janoary 
IStb,  upon  condition  that  defendant  pay  to 
plaintiff  Ills  costs  In  tlie  action  up  to  tliat 
date. 

In  addition  to  an  affldayit  of  merits,  de- 
fendant's afladavits  upon  the  motion  allowed 
that  defendant,  its  cfflcers,  and  its  regular 
attorney,  are  residents  of  San  Francisco; 
that  it  takes  two  days  to  communicate  by 
mail  with  Susanvllle,  where  tlie  cause  is 
pending;  that  defendant's  counsel  in  San 
Francisco  supposed  the  time  to  answer  had 
been  extended  by  stipulation,  and  that  the 
conrt  would  grant  further  time  to  answer, 
until  defendant  could  have  the  benefit  of  the 
further  bill  of  particulars  to  aid  it  in  an- 
swering the  21  causes  of  action  which  the 
complaint  contained,  while  the  assistant 
counsel  of  defendant,  who  resided  at  Susan- 
vllle, where  the  cause  was  pending,  made  the 
mistalce  of  supposing  that  the  order  for  fur- 
ther particulars  operated  to  extend  the  time 
for  answering  for  10  days  from  the  date  of 
its  eatrj,  until  it  was  too  late  to  interpose 
an  answer  within  the  time  allowed.  That 
this  was  negligence  on  the  part  of  the  de- 
fendant is  certain.  The  court  below,  in  the 
exercise  of  the  discretion  confided  in  it,  in 
view  of  all  the  circumstances,  deemed  it  wise 
to  open  the  default  and  permit  an  answer. 

We  thloic  the  action  of  the  court  came 
very  near  the  liorder  line  which  divides 
the  exercise  of  discretion  from  the  abuse  of 
such  discretion,  but,  in  view  of  the  fact 
that  plalntifF,  by  his  failure  in  the  first  in- 
stance to  furnish  a  proper  bill  of  jiarticulars, 
was  in  some  sort  the  cause  of  the  failure  to 
answer  in  time,  we  do  not  feel  called  upon 
to  reverse  the  ruling.  It  has  been  said  that 
the  power  of  the  court  should  be  freely  and 
liberally  exercised,  under  section  47ii  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  mold  and  direct 
its  proceedings  so  as  to  dispose  of  cases 
upon  their  substantial  merits,  and  its  order 
will  not  be  reversed  imless  its  power  has 
been  exercised  in  a  manner  which  is  cal- 
culated to  defeat  rather  than  advance  the 
ends  of  Justice.  Bnell  v.  Emerich,  85  Cal. 
116,  24  Pac.  644.  A  default  inadvertently 
permitted  by  a  party  having  a  substantial 
defense  presents  a  case  in  which  great  lati- 
tude should  be  extended  to  the  discretion  of 
the  court  by  which  the  default  was  set  aside. 
Hitchcock  V.  HcElrath,  60  Cal.  634,  11  Pac. 
487;  Bums  v.  Scooffy,  98  Cal.  271,  S3  Pac.  86; 
Watson  V.  Bailroed  Co.,  41  Cal.  17;  WiUlam 
Wolff  ft  Co.  V.  Canadian  Pac.  By.,  89  CaL  832, 
26  Pac.  825.  The  order  appealed  from  should 
be  affirmed. 

We  concnr:   BBLCHEB,  C;  HAYNES,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  tlie  order  appealed 
from  is  affirmed. 


lOt  Cal.  107 
TORBA  V.  WARD.    (No.  19.437.) 
(Sunreme  Court  of  California.    Sept.  7,  1885.) 

In  bank. 

On  iietition  for  rehearing.    Denied. 

For  opinion  on  appeal,  see  88  Pac.  48. 

PER  CURIAM.  After  a  fuU  conslderaUon 
of  this  cause  in  banlE,  we  are  satisfied  with 
the  opinion  heretofore  rendered  in  depart- 
ment 1,  and  for  the  reasons  given  in  that 
opinion  the  judgment  and  order  are  reversed. 
38  Pac.  48. 

I  dissent;    BEATT7.  C.  J. 


108  Cal.  «n 
In  re  CURTTS,  Supervisor.     (No.  18,401.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  4,  1895.) 
Reuoval  of  Public  Officers — Appsllatk  Juris- 

DlCTIOSf. 

Pen.  Code,  I  772,  provides  for  the  re- 
moval of  public  officers,  by  an  accusation  in 
writing,  presented  to  the  superior  court.  Const, 
art.  6,  i  4,  givea  the  supreme  court  appellate 
jurisdiction  in  all  criminal  cases  prosecuted  by 
indictment  or  information.  Beld  that,  a  prose- 
cution imder  section  772  not  being  by  indict- 
ment or  information,  the  supreme  court  has  no 
appellate  jurisdiction  thereof. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Sacramento  county;  A.  P.  C>atlln,  .Tudge. 

An  accusation  was  filed  by  D.  3.  McGowan 
against  WUllam  Curtis  under  Pen.  Code.  S 
772,  for  the  removal  of  the  latter  from  of- 
fice. The  accusation  was  dismissed,  and  Mc- 
Gowan appeals.    Appeal  dismissed. 

Holl  &  Dunn,  for  appellant  White,  Hughes 
&  Seymour  and  Johnson  &  Johnson,  for  re- 
spondent 

HARRISON,  J.  While  the  respondent  held 
the  office  of  supervisor  of  the  Fourth  dis- 
trict of  the  county  of  Sacramento,  an  accu- 
sation was  filed  against  him  in  the  superior 
court  for  that  county  by  D.  J.  McGowan,  un- 
der the  provisions  of  section  772  of  the  Penal 
Code,  charging  him  with  collecting  illegal 
fees  and  neglecting  to  perform  his  official 
duties.  To  this  accusation  the  respondent 
filed  a  demtitrer  upon  various  grounds,  which 
was  sustained  by  the  court  and,  the  accuser 
declining  to  amend  his  accusation,  the  court 
entered  a  judgment  dismissing  the  proceed- 
ing. From  this  judgment  McGowan  lias  ap- 
pealed. The  respondent  has  moved  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  an  ap- 
peal from  the  action  of  the  court  imder  this 
section  of  the  Penal  Code  is  unauthorized. 

The  charge  against  the  respondent  is  of  a 
public  offense,— a  neglect  of  official  duty,  or 
misdemeanor  in  office,— and  the  proceeding 
against  him  is  a  criminal  proceeding  In  the 
nature  of  an  impeachment  In  re  Harks,  45 
Cal.  199.  At  the  common  law  an  officer 
guilty  of  neglect  of  official  duty  was  liable 
to  Indictment  and  punishment  by  removal 
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from  office.  Throop,  Pub.  Off.  c.  32;  Bac. 
Abr.  "Offices  &  Officers,"  N.  See,  also,  opin- 
ion of  Kent,  3.,  In  note  to  People  t.  Danton, 
2  Johns.  Cas.  275.  Article  4,  i  18,  of  the 
constitution  of  this  state,  after  proTldlng 
that  certain  state  offices  shall  be  liable  to 
impeachment  for  misdemeanor  in  office,  de- 
clares: "AU  other  civil  officers  shall  be  tri»d 
for  misdemeanor  in  office  in  such  manner  as 
the  legislature  may  provide."  By  section  772 
of  the  Penal  Code  the  legislature  has  pro- 
vided a  manner  for  the  trial  of  certain  mis- 
demeanors in  office,  by  authorizing  an  accu- 
sation in  writing,  verified  by  the  oath  of  any 
person,  to  be  presented  to  the  superior  court, 
and  If,  upon  a  bearing  thereon,  after  a  cita- 
tion to  the  accused,  the  charges  are  sus- 
tained, the  court  is  authorized  to  remove  the 
accused  from  office.  These  proceedings  are 
intended  to  be  summary,  and,  as  the  legisla- 
ture has  made  no  provision  for  a  review  of 
the  action  of  the  superior  court,  its  Judgment 
Is  final.  See  Appeal  of  Houghton,  42  Cal. 
35;  Blxler's  Appeal,  59  Cal.  550.  By  article 
6,  {  4,  of  the  constitution  the  supreme  court 
is  given  appellate  jurisdiction  "in  all  crimi- 
nal cases  prosecuted  by  indictment  or  infor- 
mation In  a  court  of  record  on  Questions  of 
law  alone."  Section  682  of  the  Penal  Code 
declares  that  "every  public  offense  must  be 
prosecuted  by  Indictment  or  information, 
except  (1)  where  proceedings  are  had  for  the 
removal  of  civil  officers  of  the  state."  The 
"Information"  here  authorized  is  that  named 
in  the  constitution  (article  1,  {  8>  as  the 
equivalent  of  an  indictment,  and  which  la  to 
be  prepared  by  the  district  attorney  under 
the  provisions  of  section  809  of  the  Penal 
Code.  The  case  of  In  re  Marks,  supra,  was 
prosecuted  under  the  provisions  of  the  act 
of  March  14,  1853  (St.  1853,  p.  40),  and  by 
the  provisions  of  section  6  of  that  act  either 
party  might  appeal  to  the  supreme  court  as 
in  other  cases.  The  provisions  of  this  sec- 
tion ceased  to  exist  upon  the  adoption  of  the 
codes,  and  section  1235  of  the  Penal  Code  au- 
thorizes an  appeal  to  this  court  only  in  such 
criminal  actions  as  amount  to  a  felony.  As 
the  appellate  Jurisdiction  of  this  court  in 
criminal  cases  given  by  the  constitution  ex- 
tends only  to  such  as  are  prosecuted  by  In- 
dictment or  information,  we  have  no  Juris- 
diction to  entertain  the  present  appeal.  The 
appeal  is  dismissed, 


We    concur: 
FLEET,  J. 


GAROUTTE,    J.;   VAN 
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COX   V.  LOS  ANGELES  TERMINAL  RY. 
CO.     (No.  19,559.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  7,  1895.) 

Cakriebs — Ejection'  of  Passesobk  —  Liability 
FOR  Damages— RSPCSAL  to  Pat  Fare— Absencb 
OF   Conductor's  Badob — Excessive  Damaobs. 

1.  Plaintiff,  a  girl  10  years  old,  and  three 
-others,  about  the  same  age,  boarded  defendant's 


train  for  a  station  to  which  the  fare  was  10 
cents  each.  Plaintiff  tendered  the  conductor  20 
cents,  as  the  fare  for  all.  He  told  her  that 
unless  they  paid  10  cents  each  they  would  have 
to  get  off.  Plaintiff  said,  if  the  others  had  to 
get  off,  she  would  also.  Thereupon  the  con- 
ductor handed  the  money  back,  and  at  the  next 
station  they  all  got  off.  Held,  that  defendant 
was  not  liable  to  plaintiff  for  damages. 

2.  Neither  the  fact  that,  at  a  previous  time, 
another  conductor  allowed  the  three  grirls  to  ride 
for  10  cents,  or  that  another  passenger  said  she 
would  pay  the  fare  for  the  other  girls,  without 
tendering  it,  rendered  defendant  liable. 

3.  Civ.  Code,  f  488,  requires  every  conduct- 
or to  wear  on  his  cap,  or  other  conspicuous 
place,  a  badge  indicating  his  office,  and  provides 
that  no  conductor  without  such  badge  is  au- 
thorised to  demand  or  receive  fare  from  a  pas- 
senger. Hdd,  that  where  a  passenger  who  re- 
fuses to  pay  fare  recognizes  the  conductor  a» 
such,  and  does  not  refuse  to  pay  fare  because  of 
the  absence  of  such  badge,  or  ohject  to  its  ab- 
sence, and  the  conductor  puts  him  off  the  train, 
the  comoany  is  not  liable  because  such  conduct- 
or wore  no  badge. 

4.  A  verdict  for  $500  in  favor  of  a  girl  10 
years  old  who,  with  three  other  girls,  was  put 
off  a  railroad  train,  at  a  station,  for  failure  to 
pay  fare,  is  excessive,  in  the  absence  of  evi- 
dence justifying  exemplary  damages,  or  taking 
the  case  out  of  the  rule  given  in  Civ.  Code,  i 
3333. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Los  Angeles  county;  W.  A.  Clarke,  Judge. 

Action  by  H.  L.  Cox,  a  minor,  by  W.  E. 
Cox,  guardian  ad  litem,  against  the  Los  An- 
geles Terminal  Railway  Ciompany  to  recover 
damages  for  being  ejected  from  defendant's 
train,  in  which  there  was  a  verdict  for  plain- 
tiff. From  an  order  drying  a  new  trial,  de- 
fendant appeala    Reversed. 

T.  B.  Gibbon,  for  appellant  W.  E.  (3ox 
and  W.  D.  GrOuld,  for  respondent 


HARRISON,  J.  This  action  was  brought 
in  behalf  of  the  plaintiff,  an  infant  of  the  age 
of  10  years,  to  recover  damages  for  having 
been  repelled  from  a  train  of  the  defendant, 
upon  whldi  she  had  taken  passage  as  a  pas- 
senger. At  the  close  of  the  testimony  on  be- 
half of  the  idaintiff,  the  defendant  asked  for 
a  nonsuit,  which  was  denied,  and,  after  other 
testimony  had  been  introduced,  the  cause  was 
submitted  to  the  Jury,  who  rendered  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  ¥500.  A  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial  was  made  and  denied,  and 
the  defendant  has  appealed. 

1.  The  motion  for  a  nonsuit  should  have 
been  granted.  The  plaintiff,  in  company  with 
two  younger  sisters,  and  another  girl  about 
her  own  age,  were  attending  school  at  Trop- 
Ico,  in  the  county  of  Los  Angeles,  and,  on 
the  morning  in  question,  had  takm  passage 
upon  the  cars  of  the  defendant,  at  Bond  sta- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  being  carried  to 
Troplco  station,  about  a  mile  and  a  quarter 
distant.  The  rate  of  fare  between  Bond  sta- 
tion and  Troplco  was  10  cents.  When  tlie 
conductor  asked  for  their  fare,  the  plaintiff 
tendered  him  20  cents  as  the  fare  for  herself 
and  her  two  slaters.  The  conductor  told  her 
that  the  fare  was  10  cents  for  each  of  them, 
and  that  unless  they  paid  that  amount  of  fare 
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l^ey  woold  have  to  get  off.  He  also  toM  the 
plaintiff  tbat  the  20  cents  was  enoagh  to  pay 
for  two  of  them,  but  that  the  others  would 
hare  to  get  off.  The  plaintiff  then  told  the 
conductor  that  she  did  not  like  to  go  on  with- 
out the  others,  and  that.  If  they  got  off,  she 
would  get  off  too.  Thereupon  the  conductor 
handed  the  money  hack  to  plaintiff,  and  when 
the  next  station  was  reached  be  stopped  the 
train,  and  the  plaintiff,  with  her  sisters  and  the 
other  girl,  got  off.  There  was  no  evidence  of 
the  use  of  any  yi(dence  or  oppression  or  force 
towards  the  plaintiff  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant or  Its  employes.  On  the  contrary,  the  entire 
evidence  shows  that  the  conductor  was  civil 
and  gentle  In  his  intercourse  with  the  plaintiff. 

Tbe  plaintiff's  right  of  action  is  limited  to 
the  conductor's  treatment  of  herself  alone, 
and  as,  instead  of  accepting  the  offH*  of  the 
conductor  to  ride  for  the  fare  tendered  by 
her,  she  chose  to  take  back  tbe  money,  and 
get  off  the  car  with  her  sisters,  rather  than  go 
on  without  them,  her  leaving  the  car  must  be 
regarded  as  a  voluntary  act  on  her  jiart.  The 
fact  that,  on  a  previous  occasion,  another  con- 
ductor had  allowed  the  three  girls  to  ride  for 
10  cents,  did  not  render  the  act  of  the  con- 
ductor in  demanding  the  regular  fare  on  this 
day  Improper,  or  place  the  defendant  In  tbe 
wrong.  Nor  Is  the  plaintiff  entitled  to  re- 
cover from  the  defendant  because  another 
passenger  said  that  she  would  pay  the  fare 
for  the  other  girls.  No  tender  of  fare  was 
made  by  her,  and  the  plaintiff,  instead  of 
availing  herself  of  the  offer,  testifies  that  she 
did  not  hear  It  made. 

2.  Section  488,  Giv.  Code,  Is  as  follows:  "Ev- 
ery conductor,  baggage-master,  engineer, 
brakeman,  or  other  employee  of  any  railroad 
corporation,  employed  on  a  passenger  train 
or  at  stations  for  jiosseugers,  must  wear  upon 
bis  bat  or  cap,  or  In  some  conspicuous  place 
on  tbe  breast  of  bla  coat,  a  badge,  Indicating 
his  office  or  station,  and  the  Initial  letters  of 
the  name  ot  the  corporation  by  which  he  Is 
employed.  No  collector  or  conductor,  wltb- 
-oot  such  badge,  is  authorized  to  demand  or  to 
lec^ve  from  any  passenger  any  fare,  toll,  or 
ticket,  or  ^erdse  any  of  the  powers  of  bis 
office  or  station;  and  no  other  officer  or  em- 
ployee, without  such  badge,  has  aity  authority 
to  meddle  or  interfere  with  any  passenger 
or  iMToperty."  There  was  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  the  conductor,  on  this  morning, 
did  not  wear  any  badge  upon  his  cap,  and 
tbe  court  gave  to  the  Jury  tbe  following  in- 
Btmction:  "Every  conductor  employed  on  a 
passenger  train  must  wear  upon  his  hat  or 
cap,  or  In  some  conspicuous  place  upon  the 
breast  of  his  coat,  a  badge  indicating  his  office 
<x  station,  and  the  initial  letters  of  the  name 
of  tbe  corp(«ation  by  which  be  Is  employed; 
and  no  conductor  without  such  badge  Is  au- 
thorized to  demand  or  receive  from  any  pas- 
senger any  fare  or  ticket,  or  exercise  any  of 
tbe  powers  of  bis  office,  and  no  conductor 
without  such  badge  has  any  authority  to  med- 
dle or  interfere  witb  any  passenger  oc  propei^ 


ty,"— and,  further.  Instructed  the  Jury:  "If 
you  find  that  the  conductor  In  this  Instance 
did  not  have  upon  his  cap  or  breast  such  a 
badge,  then  he  had  no  right  to  meddle  or  In- 
terfere with  the  plaintiff;  and  if  he  did  Inter- 
fere, and  compelled  her  to  leave  the  train, 
such  act  would  be  unlawful,  and  your  verdict 
sbonld  be  for  the  plaintiff." 

The  object  of  this  section  is  not  to  limit  tbe 
power  of  tbe  corporation  In  the  conduct  of  Its 
business,  but  It  is  for  tbe  protection  of  pas- 
sengera,  by  requiring  a  designation  of  the  per- 
son whom  they  are  to  recognize  as  entltied 
to  receive  their  fare,  or  to  represent  the  cor- 
poration in  other  respects.  The  restraint 
which  the  section  places  upon  the  authority 
of  a  conductor  Is  to  be  limited  to  the  matters 
specified  therein,  and  Is  not  to  be  extended 
to  cases  not  included  within  the  language  of 
the  section.  Without  a  badge  indicating  his 
office,  the  conductor  Is  not  "authorized"  to 
demand  or  receive  any  fare  or  ticket  from  the 
passenger,  or  to  exercise  any  of  the  powers 
of  his  office  or  station.  The  passenger,  tkt 
such  case,  would  be  Justified  In  refusing  to 
pay  him  the  fare,  or  to  surrender  to  him  bis 
ticket,  or  to  comply  with  his  orders;  but  It 
does  not  follow  that  If  the  passenger  recog- 
nizes him  as  tbe  conductor,  and  pays  his  fare, 
or  complies  with  bis  directions,  be  can  re- 
cover the  fare  back  from  the  corporation,  upon 
the  ground  that  the  conductor  was  not  "au- 
thorized" to  receive  it,  or  maintain  an  action 
against  tbe  corporation  for  cmnplying  witb 
the  directions  of  the  conductor,  on  tiie  ground 
that  be  was  not  authorized  to  ^ve  them.  Tbe 
passenger  does  not  become  entitied  to  free 
transportation  upon  the  railroad  by  reason  of 
the  omission  of  tbe  conductor  to  put  on  this 
badge,  and  If,  after  recognizing  him  as  the 
conductor,  and  treating  witb  him  as  such, 
when  he  Is  without  the  badge,  the  passenger 
would  avail  himself  of  the  protection  intended 
by  this  section,  he  should  place  his  refusal 
to  pay  the  fare,  or  to  comply  with  bia  direc- 
tions, upon  this  ground,  in  order  that  the 
conductor  might  have  an  opiKtrtunity  to  ob- 
viate the  objection.  The  plaintiff  herein  made 
no  objection  to  paying  the  fare  to  the  con- 
ductor at  the  time  he  demanded  it,  but  recog- 
nized him  as  sufficiently  anthorized  to  receive 
It,  Irrespective  of  the  absence  or  presence  of 
a  badge.  Nor  did  she,  at  the  time  she  got 
off  the  car,  make  any  objection  to  so  doing 
upon  the  ground  that  the  conductor  was  with- 
out bis  badge.  As  she  was  not  entitied  to  ride 
upon  the  road  without  paying  her  fare,  she 
was  deprived  of  no  right  by  being  excluded 
from  tbe  cars  for  failure  to  make  such  pay- 
ment; and,  if  there  was  any  reason  why  she 
should  not  have  been  excluded,  abe  ought 
then  to  have  stated  tbe  reason.  After  having 
complied  with  the  order  of  the  conductor, 
without  making  this  objection,  she  cannot 
afterwards  be  allowed  to  raise  an  objection 
which,  if  then  stated,  might  have  been  ob- 
viated. Tbe  latter  clause  of  the  first  of  tbe 
above  instrucUona  goes  beyond  the  .language 
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of  tbe  Code.  Tbe  language  of  fbe  Mcti<Mi  Is 
that  "no  other  <fflcer  or  employee  without  such 
badge  has  any  authority  to  meddle  or  interfere 
■with  any  passenger  or  property,"  ■whereas  the 
jury  were  told  that  "no  conductor  without 
such  badge  has  any  authority  to  meddle  or 
Interfere  with  any  passenger  or  property." 
Tbe  use  of  tbe  term  "other  officer  or  em- 
ployee" expressly  excludes  the  conductor  from 
tbe  limitations  of  authority  contained  in  this 
clause,  and  confines  such  limitation  to  tbe 
acts  specified  in  the  i>receding  clause  of  tbe 
sentence. 

3.  We  are  of  tbe  (pinion  that  the  verdict 
was  excessive.  Without  reviewing  the  evi- 
dence, it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there  was 
no  evidence  befcwe  the  jmry  which  justified 
them  in  giving  punitory  or  exemplary  damages, 
or  to  take  tbe  case  out  of  tbe  rule  given  in 
section  3333  of  the  Civil  Code.  See,  also, 
TarbeU  v.  Railroad  Co,  34  Cal.  G16;  Gorman 
v.  Southern  Pac.  Co.,  97  Cal.  6,  31  Pac.  1112. 
The  judgment  and  order  are  reversed. 

We  concur:    VAN  FLEET,  J.;   QAROVT- 

TE.  J. 


i  Cal.  Unrep.  14t 

Ex  parte  WOODS.     (Or.  62.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  19, 1895.) 

BCROLABT— SdFFICIESOT  OT  JUDOHENT. 

Defendant  pleaded  guilty  to  a  charge  of 
burglary  in  the  first  degree,  and  the  judgment 
recited  that,  "whereas  defendant  has  been  con- 
victed of  tne  crime  of  burjtlary  in  tho  first 
degree,  •  •  •  it  is  ordered,"  etc.  EM,  that 
the  judgment  was  valid,  though  tbe  minutes  of 
the  court  did  not  show  that  any  evidence  was 
heard  to  prove  the  degree  of  the  crime  of  which 
defendant  was  found  guilty,  there  l>eing  noth- 
ing in  the  minutes  to  contradict  the  recitals  of 
the  judgment. 

John  Woods,  convicted  of  burglary  In  the 
first  degree,  petitioned  for  a  writ  of  habeas 
corpus.   Petition  dismissed. 

O.  T.  Jones,  f  OT  petitioner.  H.  F.  Carter, 
Third  Deputy,  for  respondent 

OAROUTTB,  J.  Petitioner  was  charged 
by  information  with  the  crime  of  burglary. 
A  prior  conviction  for  a  like  ofi^ense  was 
also  alleged  against  him.  He  pleaded  guilty, 
and  the  judgment  under  which  he  is  held  re- 
cites that  "whereas  the  defendant,  John 
Woods,  has  been  convicted  of  the  crime  of 
burglary  in  tbe  first  degree  and  a  prior  con- 
viction of  felony,  it  is  ordered  that  be  be  im- 
prisoned In  tbe  state  prison  for  the  term  of 
twenty  years."  Tbe  judgment,  upon  its 
face.  Is  a  valid  and  legal  judgment,  and  one 
which  the  court  clearly  had  power  to  make; 
but  petitioner  insists  that  the  minutes  of  the 
court  taken  at  the  time  defendant  pleaded, 
and  also  when  judgment  was  pronounced, 
fall  to  indicate  that  any  evidence  was  heard 
tending  to  show  tbe  degree  of  the  crime  of 
which  defendant  was  found  guilty.  There  is 
nothing  in  the  point    The  Judgment  itself 


recites  that  tbe  defendant  was  convicted  of 
burglary  of  the  first  d^^ree;  and,  conceding 
that  tbe  minutes  of  the  court  could  be  intro- 
duced upon  this  bearing  for  tbe  purpose  of 
contradicting  recitals  found  in  the  judgment, 
still  we  find  nothing  In  those  minutes  of  a 
contradictory  character.  They  are  silent  ui>- 
on  the  question,  and  under  such  circum- 
stances recitals  in  the  judgment  that  the  pe- 
titioner was  convicted  of  the  crime  of  bur- 
glary in  tbe  first  degree  must  controL  We 
see  no  ground  entitling  the  prisoner  to  his 
discharge.  The  petition  is  dismissed,  and  pe- 
titioner remanded. 


5  Cal.  Unrep.  1« 
MASTBRSON  v.  CLARE,  Sheriff.     (No. 
18.348.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.  Sept.  17,  1895.) 
Replevin— Co  MpLAisT. 
A  complaint  in  replevin,  which  fails  to 
state  that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  or  is  entitled  to 
the  possession  of  the  property  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  is  defective. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  supoior 
court,  Glenn  county:  Seth  Wellington,  Judg& 

Action  by  James  Masterscm.  Jr..  against 
P.  H.  Clai^,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Glenn, 
to  recover  the  possession  or  value  of  certain 
personal  property.  PlaintifT  had  judgment, 
and  defendant  appeals.    Reversed. 

Ben.  F.  Gels,  for  appellant  Charles  Lb 
Donohoe,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  The  plaintiff  brought 
this  action  to  recover  the  possession  or  value 
of  300  head  of  sheep.  The  complaint  was 
filed  September  20,  1893,  and  it  avers  that 
on  tbe  8th  day  of  that  month  plaintiff  was 
tbe  owner  and  entitled  to  tbe  possession  of 
said  sheep;  that  on  the  said  8tb  day  ot 
September  defendant,  without  plaintiffs  con- 
sent and  wrongfully,  came  into  possession 
of  said  propmty,  and  still  retains  xHJBseesion 
of  the  same;  that  on  the  11th  day  of  said 
month  plalntlfT  demanded  of  defMidant  the 
possession  of  said  sheep,  but  to  deliyer  the 
possession  thereof  the  defendant  refused,  and 
still  refuses;  that  defendant  still  unlaw- 
fully withlHrids  and  detains  said  sheep  from 
the  possession  of  plaintlfr,  etc.  A  general 
demurrer  to  tbe  complaint  was  Interposed 
and  overruled.  Tbe  defoidant  then  answer- 
ed, denying  the  plaintlfC's  ownership  or  right 
to  the  possession  of  tbe  sheep,  and  setting 
up  facts  to  justify  his  taking  possession  of 
the  same.  The  case  was  tried,  and  tbe  find- 
ings and  judgment  were  in  favor  of  the 
plaintiff.  The  defendant  appeals  from  the 
judgment  entered  against  him,  and  has 
brought  tbe  case  here  on  the  judgment  roU 
alone.  Tbe  only  question  presented  for  de- 
cision is,  did  the  complaint  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action?  It  is 
contended  for  an>ellant  that  the  complaint 
was  fatally  defective,  because  It  entirely 
failed  to  state  that  the  plaintiff  was  tbe 
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owner  and  eDtltled  to  the  poBMsalon  «f  tlra 
■beep  wben  tlie  actios  was  commenced.  The 
same  aueation  arose  In  Fredericks  t.  Tracy, 
88  Gal.  658.  83  Pac.  760.  In  that  case  the 
complaint  was  very  similar  to  the  complaint 
In  this  case,  and  It  was  held  to  be  defectlTe, 
and  cause  for  reversal.  On  the  authority 
of  that  case  the  judgment  here  appealed 
from  must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  leave  to  the  plaintiff  to  amend 
his  complaint  U  so  advised.     So  ordered. 


(108  an.  <84) 

BRADFORD  T.  WOODWORTH.     (No. 
18,342.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  CaUfomia.  Sept  6,  1895.) 
Sals — Action  for  Prics — Comtbaot. 
In  an  action  to  recover  the  value  of  lum- 
ber sold  to  defendant,  to  be  used  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  quartz  mill  on  the  R.  mine,  it  ap- 
peared that  defendant  was  the  president  of 
the  Y.  Mining  Company,  which  owned  the 
mine,  and  for  which  defendant  was  construct- 
ing the  mill;  that  he  did  not  inform  plaiutifF, 
nor  did  the  latter  know,  that  defendant  was 
acting  as  agent  of  the  X.  Company,  and  that 
the  lumber  w&s  for  such  company,  but  that 
plaintiff  contracted  with  defendant  as  the  own- 
er of  the  R.  mine,  and  as  the  principal  in  the 
transaction.     Bdd,  that  defendant  was  Uable. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior 
dcourt,  Tuolumne  county;  G.  W.  Nlcol,  Judge. 

Action  by  S.  S.  Bradford  against  F.  U. 
Woodwortb  to  recover  the  value  of  lumber 
alleged  to  have  been  sold  to  defendant 
From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
peals.  Affirmed. 

J.  D.  Redding  and  J.  F.  Rooney,  for  appel- 
lant   F.  W.  Street,  for  respondent 

TEMPLE,  J,  Appeal  from  the  Judgment, 
and  from  an  order  denying  a  new  trial. 
This  action  was  brought  to  recover  the  value 
of  lumber  alleged  to  have  been  sold  by  plain- 
tiff to  defendant,  to  be  used  in  the  con- 
struction of  a  quartz  mill  on  the  Rising  Sun 
Mine.  The  answer  denies  all  the  material 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  avers  that 
the  lumber  was  sold  by  plaintiff  to  the  Yo- 
Semite  Mining  Company,  a  corporation  Incor- 
porated in  the  state  of  Illinois. 

The  court  found  that  the  lumber  was 
sold  to  the  defendant,  but  that  at  the  time 
the  defendant  was  the  president  of  the  To- 
semite  Mining  Company,  and,  for  that  com- 
pany, was  In  charge  of,  and  engaged  in  the 
management  of,  the  Rising  Sun  Mine.  Th6 
court  further  found  as  follows:  "That  nei- 
ther at  the  time  the  defendant  contracted 
with  plaintiff  for  the  lumber  and  materi- 
als furnished  defendant  as  aforesaid,  nor  dur- 
ing any  of  the  time  plaintiff  was  furnishing 
the  said  lumber  and  materials,  did  the  de- 
fendant inform  the  plaintiff  that  he,  said 
defendant,  was  acting  as  the  president  of, 
or  as  the  agent  of,  the  Yosemlte  Mining 
Company;  nor  did  the  plaintiff  know  at  or 
during  any  portion  of  the  time  from  Sep- 
tember 15,  1883,  to  and  including  the  2d  day 


of  April,  1884,  that  tbe  defendant  was  the 
president  of,  or  the  agent  of,  the  Yosemlte 
Mining  (Company;  and  the  defendant  did  not, 
at  or  during  any  of  said  time,  inform  plain- 
tiff that  the  said  Yosemlte  Mining  Company 
was  the  owner  of  said  Rising  Sun  Mine,  or 
that  the  lumber  and  materials  furnished  and 
delivered  to  the  defendant  as  aforesaid  were 
for  the  said  Yosemlte  Mining  Company;  and 
plaintiff  did  not  know,  during  any  of  said 
time,  that  said  lumber  and  materials  scrid 
and  delivered  by  him  to  the  def aidant  as 
aforesaid  were  for  the  said  Yosemlte  Mining 
Oomiuiny,  or  that  said  company  was  the  own- 
er of  said  Rising  Sun  Mine.  That  plaintiff 
dealt  and  contracted  with  the  defendant  as 
the  owner  of  said  Rising  Sun  Mine,  and  as 
the  principal  In  the  transaction."  It  is 
claimed  that  the  evidence  does  not  support 
this  finding,  but  a  careful  reading  of  the 
transcript  convinces  me  that  it  is  only  one 
of  numerous  cases  presented  here  where  the 
real  claim  Is  that  the  finding  is  not  sup- 
ported by  the  preponderance  of  the  evi- 
dence. Certainly  the  testimony  of  the  plain- 
tiff himself  supports  the  finding  in  every 
respect,  and  the  opx>oslng  testimony  Is  not 
very  positive  upon  the  most  material  points. 
It  tends  rather  to  show  that  plaintiff  may 
have  known  that  defendant  was  the  agent 
of  some  company.  Under  such  circumstan- 
ces, we  cannot  disturb  the  finding.  The 
facts  being  as  found,  the  defendant  is  lia- 
ble. 

Appellant  also  complains  of  certain  alleged 
errors  of  law  in  refusing  to  admit  evidence 
offered  by  him.  But  I  find  no  prejudicial  er^ 
ror  in  the  rulings.  The  record  does  not  show 
a  stipulation  that  the  minute  book  might  be 
used  in  evidence,  and.  If  It  did,  the  book 
was  not  attached  to  the  deposition,  or  re- 
turned with  it  It  was  then  incumbent  up- 
on defendant  to  prove  Its  Identity,  unless 
that  was  admitted.  The  minute  order  show- 
ing authority  to  purchase  the  mine  was  read 
In  connection  with  the  deposition.  For  all 
other  purposes  for  which  the  book  was  of- 
fered. It  was  clearly  Incompetent,  even  If  Its 
Identity  and  genuineness  had  been  admitted. 
The  Judgments  offered  were  not  competent 
evidence  upon  any  Issue  In  tne  case.  It  was 
proper  to  permit  plaintiff  to  explain,  In  re- 
buttal, the  telegram  which  had  been  Intro- 
duced by  the  defendant  to  contradict  his  tes- 
timony. The  order  and  Judgment  are  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:  McFARLAND,  J.;  HEN- 
SHAW,  J. 


aoe  CaL  66«> 
SPINNBT  T.  DOWNING  et  aL  (No.  18,346.) 
(Supreme  0>nrt  of  CaUfomia.     Sept  4,  1895.) 

OOSTRACT  OP  8aI,I9 — WhBN  C0MPI,I!TB — BsTOPPBL. 

1.  Where  persons  agree  that  a  proposed 
contract  shall  be  made  in  writing,  snch  con- 
tract is  not  binding  on  either  until  reduced  t» 
writing,  and  signed  by  both. 
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'  2.  Where  persons  agree  tbat  a  propoeed  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  brick  shall  be  made  in 
writing,  the  fact  that  the  vendor  delivered  part 
of  the  brick,  and  ihe  vendee  has  signed  a  con- 
tract, will  not  estop  the  vendor  from  asseirting 
that  there  was  no  contract,  because  it  was  not 
reduced  to  writing,  and  signed  by  both  of  them. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Fresno  county;  J.  R.  Webb,  Judge. 

Action  by  Joseph  Spinney  against  H.  W. 
Downing  and  others  to  foreclose  a  mechan- 
ic's lien  for  brick  furnished.  Defendants 
filed  a  cross  complaint  for  breach  of  contract 
to  famish  all  the  brick.  E^rom  a  Judgment 
for  defendants,  and  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial,  plaintiff  appeals.    Reversed. 

L.  L.  Cory,  for  appellant,  F.  H.  Short,  for 
respondents. 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  Action  to  enforce  a  ma- 
terial man's  lien  for  the  value  of  a  quantity 
of  brick  furnished  and  used  In  the  erection 
of  a  certain  building.  By  way  of  cross  com- 
plaint and  ground  for  affirmative  relief,  the 
defendant  Downing  set  up  that  he  and  the 
plaintiff  entered  into  a  certain  contract 
whereby  plaintiff  agreed  to  furnish  and  de- 
liver to  said  defendant  all  the  brick  required 
for  the  construction  of  the  building,  the  brick 
to  be  of  a  certain  quality,  and  at  a  specified 
price  per  thousand;  that  plaintiff  delivered 
a  portion,  only,  of  the  brick  so  contracted 
for,  and  then  neglected  and  refused  to  de- 
liver any  more,  whereby  defendant  was  com- 
pelled to  procure  brick  for  the  completion  of 
the  said  building  elsewhere,  and  at  a  higher 
price  per  thousand,  to  defendant's  damage, 
etc.,  for  which  he  prayed  Judgment.  Judg- 
ment went  against  plaintiff,  and  from  the 
Judgment,  and  an  order  denying  him  a  new 
trial,  he  appeals. 

We  think  it  clear  that  the  alleged  contract 
counted  upon  by  defendant  Downing  in  his 
cross  complaint  never  became  a  completed 
contract.  It  appears,  without  conflict,  that 
it  was  the  understanding  and  agreement  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  Downing  that  the 
proposed  contract  should  be  reduced  to  writ- 
ing, and  signed  by  both  parties.  This  fact 
is  made  very  clear  by  the  evidence.  The  pa- 
per as  drawn  up  was  signed  by  Downing, 
but,  for  some  reason  which  does  not  appear, 
never  was  signed  by  the  plaintiff  Spinney, 
It  therefore  never  became  a  binding  or  sub- 
sisting obligation  upon  either.  It  is  a  gen- 
eral rule,  to  which  this  case  presents  no  ex- 
ception, that,  when  it  is  a  part  of  the  under- 
standing between  the  parties  that  the  terms 
of  their  compact  are  to  be  reduced  to  writ- 
ing, and  signed  by  the  parties,  the  assent  to 
Its  terms  must  be  evidenced  in  the  manner 
agreed  upon,  or  it  does  not  become  a  binding 
obligation  upon  either.  This  is  essentially 
true  when,  as  here,  the  proposed  contract 
contains  reciprocal  stipulations  and  cove- 
nants upon  the  part  of  each  as  a  considera- 
tion for  the  acts  of  the  other.  Ambler  v. 
Whipple,  20  Wall.  546;  Fuller  v.  Reed,  38 
CaL  99;  Morrill  r.  Mining  Co.,  10  Nev.  125. 


]  The  case  last  cited  Is  much  hi  point,  the 
facts  not  being  essentially  dissimilar  to  those 
•of  the  case  at  bar.  In  that  case  the  parties 
agreed  upon  the  terms  of  contract  for  the 
sale  and  delivery  of  a  certain  quantity  of 
wood  by  plaintiff  to  defendant,  but  It  was 
understood  that  the  contract  should  be  put 
In  writing,  and  signed  by  both  parties.  It 
was  accordingly  reduced  to  writing,  and  was 
duly  executed  by  defendant,  but  was  not 
signed  by  plaintiff,  nor  did  the  latter  give  a 
bond,  as  was  required,  for  the  faithful  per- 
formance of  the  contract.  He  did,  however, 
commence  at  once  to  deliver  the  wood,  and 
continued  to  deliver  It  antU  stopped  by  the 
defendant.  He  brought  an  action  for  the 
breach  of  the  contract,  and,  in  passing  upon 
the  case  on  appeal  the  supreme  court  of 
Nevada  say:  "From  the  facts  thus  found, 
we  think,  independent  of  the  giving  of  the 
bond,  tbat  the  contract  declared  on  was  nev- 
er completed.  It  is  true,  the  parties  verbally 
agreed  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  as  stated 
In  the  complaint,  but  it  was  to  be  reduced  to 
writing,  and  signed  by  both  jMirtles.  And  it 
was  signed  by  McDonald,  as  the  agent  for 
defendant,  but  the  plaintiff,  for  what  reason 
does  not  appear,  failed  to  sign  it  at  the  same 
time.  True,  four  days  afterwards  he  went 
to  Waters'  office  for  the  purpose  of  signing 
it,  and,  failing  to  find  it,  proceeded  to  act 
under  its  terms.  But  the  contract  thus  pre- 
pared was  to  be  signed  by  both  parties.  It 
contained  mutual  obligations,  each  of  which 
being  the  consideration  of  the  other,  •  ♦  • 
and,  as  the  plaintiff  failed  thus  to  sign  it,  no 
reciprocal  assent  thereto  can  be  implied. 
There  is  no  contract  unless  the  parties  there- 
to assent;  and  they  must  assent  to  the  same 
thing.  In  the  same  sense.  1  Pars.  Cont.  475. 
It  is  essential  to  the  existence  of  every  con- 
tract that  there  should  be  a  reciprocal  assent 
to  a  definite  proposition,  and,  when  the  par- 
ties to  a  proposed  contract  have  themselves 
fixed  the  manner  In  which  their  assent  Is  to 
be  manifested,  an  assent  thereto  in  any  oth- 
er or  different  mode  will  not  be  presumed. 
Notwithstanding  the  instrument  declared  up- 
on was  fully  executed  on  the  part  of  defend- 
ant, the  contract  was  still  incomplete,  and 
neither  party  bound  thereby." 

It  is  urged,  however,  by  respondent,  that 
the  appellant  is  estopped  to  deny  the  binding 
obligation  of  the  contract  because  he  pro- 
ceeded, with  full  knowledge  of  its  terms,  to 
perform  it  by  delivering  a  portion  of  the 
brick  to  Downing.  We  do  not  think  the 
facts  bring  the  case  within  the  doctrine  con- 
tended for.  The  case  is  not  distinguishable 
in  that  regard  from  the  case  of  Morrill  v. 
Mining  Co.,  supra.  The  same  point  was 
there  made,— that  Morrill,  by  proceeding  to 
execute  the  contract  by  delivering  the  wood, 
thereby  ratified  it,  and  made  it  a  valid  and 
binding  contract,  equally  obligatory  upon  the 
parties  as  though  he  had  signed  it  But  the 
court  held  that  the  doctrine  contended  for 
could  not  apply  in  such  a  case;    and  quote 
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from  Johnston  y;  Feader,  7  Wftttai,  48,  where 
It  Is  said:  "To  render  a  proposed  contract 
binding,  there  mnst  be  an  accession  to  Its 
terms  by  both  parties.  A  mere  voluntary' 
compliance  with  its  condittons  by  one  who 
had  not  previonsly  assented  to  it  does  not 
render  the  other  liable  on  It"  The  court  also 
dte  Northam  v.  Gordon,  46  Cal.  582,  and 
conclude:  "The  action  is  upon  the  contract 
Morrill  neglected  to  sign  the  agreement,  and 
also  neglected  to  give  the  required  bond.  He 
consequently  failed  to  accept  respondent's 
offer  according  to  Its  terms,  and  there  was, 
therefore,  no  contract  such  as  was  declared 
upon."  We  think  that  case  decisive  of  this. 
Furthermore,  estoppels  must  be  mutual,  and 
It  Is  obvious,  under  the  rule  above  laid  down, 
that  Downing  could  not  have  been  held 
bound  under  the  proposed  contract  which 
Spinney  had  failed  to  sign,  but  could  have 
repudiated  it  at  any  time.  In  view  of  this 
conclusion  the  other  questions  do  not  require 
notice,  since  they  will  not  arise  upon  a  new 
trial. 

Judgment  and  order  reversed,  and  a  new 
trial  ordered. 

We  concur:   HARRISON,  J.;    QABOUT- 
TE,  J. 


IW  Cal.  41 

ADLEB  V.  NEWELL  et  al.     (No.  18,415.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  5,  1895.) 

MOBTGAGE— COSFLICTISO    ASSIGNMENTS  —  EFFECT 

o»  Trassferkino  Fokged  Notb 
FOR  Debt— Foreclosure. 
X.  A.  gave  a  mortgage  to  M.  to  secure  a 
note  of  the  same  date,  the  words  "Secured  by 
mortgage"  being  written  on  the  note.  M.  sub- 
seouently  indorsed  the  note  to  a  bank,  and  also 
assigned  the  mortgage,  bnt  did  not  deliver  the 
mortgage  itself,  and  the  assignment  was  not 
recoraed.  Afterwards  M.  made  a  copy  of  the 
note,  forged  A.'s  name  thereto,  and  indorsed 
and  delivered  tha  same,  together  with  the  mort- 
gage itself,  and  a  written  assignment  thereof, 
to  defendant,  who  paid  the  face  value  of  the 
note.  This  assignment  was  recorded,  and  de- 
fendant, who  found  that  the  mortgage  stood  in 
M.'b  name  on  the  records,  and  bad  no  knowl- 
edge of  any  previous  assignment,  supposed  that 
the  note  delivered  to  him  was  genuine.  The 
real  note,  signed  by  A.,  remained  in  posses- 
sion of  the  bank  as  collateral  for  moneys  loan- 
ed to  M.  Beld,  that  the  mortgage  security  of 
the  bank  was  not  affected. 

2.  The  assignment  of  a  mortgage  is  not  a 
"grant  of  an  estate  in  real  property."  within 
Civ.  Code,  g  1107,  which  declares  that  such 
grants  are  conclusive,  except  as  against  one 
who  in  good  faith  acquires  a  title  or  lien  "by  an 
instrnment  that  is  first  duly  recorded." 

3.  A  mortgage,  being  a  mere  incident  to  the 
debt  belongs  to  the  holder  of  the  collateral 
note,  and  can  be  foreclosed  only  by  him. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Xolo  county;  W.  H.  Grant,  Judge. 

Action  by  Moses  Adler  against  Sidney  New- 
ell and  others  to  determine  to  whom  the 
amount  due  upon  a  mortgage  on  plaintifTs 
premises  should  be  paid.  From  a  Judgment 
for  the  Bank  of  LodI,  one  of  the  defendants, 
defendant  R.  C.  Sargent  appeals.     Affirmed. 


IiOttttIt,  Woods  &  Levlnsky,  for  appellant. 
Frank  H.  Smith  and  W.  C.  Green,  for  re- 
spondent 

McFARLAND,  J.  The  plaintiff,  Adler,  be- 
ing the  owner  of  certain  premises  upon  which 
there  was  a  mortgage  executed  by  a  former 
owner,  and  being  desirous  of  paying  the 
amount  of  the  mortgage,  discovered  that  there 
were  hostile  claimants  of  the  ownership  of 
said  mortgage.  Thereupon  he  brought  this  ac- 
tion to  have  It  determined  to  whom  the 
amount  of  money  due  upon  the  mortgage 
should  be  paid,  and  deposited  said  money  in 
court.  He  made  Sidney  Newell,  R.  C.  Sar- 
gent Francis  Cogswell,  and  the  Bank  of  Lodi 
defendants.  The  action  was  dismissed  as  to 
Newell,  and,  Cogswell  having  filed  a  disclaim- 
er, the  contest  was  between  the  defendants 
Sargent  and  the  Bank  of  Lodi.  The  court 
found  in  favor  of  the  Bank  of  Lodi,  and  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  that  the  money  be  paid  to 
said  bank.  Sargent  appeals  from  the  Judg- 
ment, and  from  an  order  denying  his  motion 
for  a  new  trial. 

The  mortgage  in  question  was  executed  on 
October  4,  1890,  by  A.  H.  McBrlde  to  J.  F. 
Moseley,  to  secure  a  promissory  note  of  that 
date,  made  by  McBrlde  to  Moseley  or  order 
for  $7,000,  payable  "one  year,  with  privilege 
of  two  years,  after  date."  On  the  note  was 
written  "Secured  by  mortgage."  The  other 
facts  found  by  the  court,  and  necessary  to  be 
noticed,   are,   briefly,   these:    In   December, 

1890,  the  said  Moseley  Indorsed  said  note  in 
blank,  and  delivered  it  to  Guy  W.  Currier, 
cashier  of  said  Bank  of  Lodi,  "for  the  use  and 
benefit  of  said  bank,  and  not  otherwise,"  and 
also  a  written  assignment  of  said  mortgage; 
but  he  did  not  deliver  the  said  mortgage  to 
the  bank  until  after  the  commencement  of  this 
action.  The  note  and  assignment  remained 
in  the  possession  of  the  bank  continuously 
from  that  time  until  the  commencement  of 
this  action  as  collateral  security  for  moneys 
loaned  by  said  bank  to  said  Moseley.  During 
all  of  that  time  Moseley  was  largely  Indebted 
to  the  bank,  and  at  the  commencement  of  the 
action  he  was  thus  Indebted  In  an  amount 
greater  than  the  amount  due  on  said  mort- 
gage. But  the  said  assignment  was  not  re- 
corded. In  April,  1891,  Moseley  made  a  copy 
of  the  note,  and  forged  the  name  of  McBrlde 
thereto,  and  Indorsed  and  transferred  the 
same,  with  an  assignment  of  the  mortgage, 
and  the  genuine  mortgage  itself,  to  said  de- 
fendant Newell.     Afterwards,  on  August  17, 

1891,  be  made  a  second  copy  of  said  note,  and 
forged  the  name  of  McBrlde  thereto,  and  hav- 
ing, by  some  means,  obtained  possession  of 
the  mortgage  from  Newell,  he  Indorsed  the 
second  copy,  and  delivered  it,  together  with 
the  mortgage,  and  also  a  written  assignment 
of  the  mortgage,  to  the  defendant  Sargent 
who  paid  Moseley  therefor  the  full  amount 
due  upon  the  note.  The  assignment  of  the 
mortgage  had  In  It  this  language:  "Together 
with  the  note  therein  described,  and  the  mon- 
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ey  due  and  fb  gr6w'dn«  tbereon,  with  Intir- 
est"  Tills  assignment  was  recorded  in  tbe 
recorder's  office  of  the  county  where  the  prem- 
ises are  situated  on  August  19,  1891.  Sargent 
had  no  knowledge  that  the  note  bad  been 
transferred  or  the  mortgage  assigned  to  any 
other  person,  and  supposed  that  the  copy 
which  he  received  was  the  genuine  note  re- 
ferred to  In  the  mortgage.  He  also  made  due 
Inquiries,  and  found  that  the  mortgage  stood 
In  Moseley's  name  on  the  records.  In  Decem- 
ber, 1801,  Moseley,  being  Indebted  to  the 
bank  In  the  sum  of  $11,637.31,  gave  his  note 
for  that  amount,  Indorsed  by  Francis  Cogs- 
well; and,  the  said  AIcBride  note  not  being 
considered  sufficient  security,  Moseley  was  re- 
quested to  furnish  more  collateral,  which  he 
promised  to  do;  and  on  the  following  day  he 
sent  to  Cogswell  an  assignment  of  a  forged 
note  and  mortgage  of  one  Clark  for  $23,168. 
In  this  assignment  he  also  Included  an  assign- 
ment of  the  McBrlde  note  and  mortgage 
which  the  bank  already  held,  but  this  was  not 
done  at  the  bank's  request,  as  the  bank  deem- 
ed its  title  perfect.  This  last  assignment  was, 
however,  afterwards  recorded  on  June  30, 
1892.  Cogswell  was  cashier  of  the  bank,  and 
took  said  note  and  assignment  for  the  bank, 
and  never  had  any  interest  in  the  same. 

Appellant  contends  that  some  of  the  find- 
ings of  fact  are  not  sustained  by  the  evidence, 
but  this  contention  cannot  be  sustained.  There 
was  a  fair  amount  of  evidence  tending  to 
prove  each  fact  found.  The  transcript  shows 
over  40  exceptions  to  rulings  of  the  court  in 
relation  to  the  admissibility  of  evidence,  but, 
as  these  exceptions  are  not  much  pressed  In 
the  briefs,  we  will  pass  this  part  of  the  case 
with  tbe  remark  tliat  none  of  said  rulings 
about  the  correctness  of  which  there  can  be 
any  doubt  are  of  importance  enough  to  work 
a  reversal  of  the  case.  The  real  question  In 
the  case,  and  one  that  Is  elaborately  and  ably 
argued,  is  whether,  under  the  facts  found,  the 
court  correctly  awarded  the  mortgage  money 
to  the  bank.  It  Is  contended  that  the  title  of 
tbe  bank  is  Invalid,  because  there  was  no  de- 
livery to  it  of  the  mortgage,— that  is,  the  pa- 
per on  which  the  contract  of  mortgage  was 
written.  But  the  bank  had  the  note  to  secure 
which  the  mortgage  was  executed,  and  "the 
assignment  of  a  debt  secured  by  mortgage 
carries  with  it  the  security."  Civ.  Code,  § 
2936.  Appellant  contends  that  such  assign- 
ment is  good  only  "as  between  the  parties," 
and  void  as  to  certain  third  persons,— subse- 
quent purchasers  In  good  faith,  etc.  But 
transactions  good  between  the  parties  therotn 
are  good  as  against  all  others,  unless  there  be 
gome  law  to  the  contrary.  Now,  the  general 
law  which  governs  the  point  In  question  is 
that  the  assignment  of  the  debt  carries  the 
mortgage;  and,  unless  there  be  some  other 
law  to  the  contrary,  one  In  possession  of  a 
mere  instrument  of  mortgage,  which  purports 
on  Its  face  to  be  security  for  a  certain  note, 
is  bound  to  know  that,  if  tbe  note  had  been 
•sslgned  to  another,  the  mortgage  Is  of  no 


legal  vaMe  to  him.  Tbe  oidy  ottter  law  that 
can  be  plausibly  Invoked  is  to  be  found  in  the 
recordation  laws.  These  are  purely  vatotory, 
and  whoever  founds  a  right  upon  them  must 
point  ont  the  statutory  language  which  glvea 
him  such  right.  Some  of  tbe  argummt  of 
connsel  for  apDcUant  wofold  be  very  forcible 
If  addressed  to  the  question,  what  ought  the 
law  about  the  recordation  of  aasignments  of 
mortgages  to  be?  It  might  be  well,  perliaps, 
if  recording  of,  or  tbe  failure  to  record,  had 
the  same  ^ect  upon  such  assignmenta  as  up- 
on grants,  mortgages,  etc.,  but  such  is  not  the 
provision  of  the  Code.  The  contention  of  ap- 
pellant is  that  the  so-called  assignment  to  him 
on  August  17,  1891,  and  recorded  two  days 
afterwards.  Is  paramount  to  tbe  prior  indorse- 
ment and  transfer  of  the  note  and  assignment 
of  the  mortgage  to  respondent,  because  the 
latter  was  not  recorded.  But,  In  the  first 
place,  there  was  no  valid  assignmoit  to  appel- 
lant, because  the  note  to  which  the  mortgage 
was  an  incidoit  had  already  been  assigned 
to  and  was  in  the  possession  of  the  respond- 
ent, who  had  also  a  written  assignment  of 
the  mortgage,— if  that  were  necessary  to  give 
any  further  validity  to  the  transaction.  And, 
In  the  second  place,  section  HOT  of  the  OvU 
Code,  relied  on  by  appellant,  applies  only  to 
grants  of  real  estate.  The  language  Is,  "Ev- 
ery grant  of  an  estate  in  real  property"  Is 
conclusive,  etc.,  except  as  against  one  who  in 
good  faith  acquires  a  title  or  lien  "by  an  In- 
strument that  is  first  duly  recorded."  But  an 
assignment  of  a  mortgage  is  not  a  "grant  of 
an  estate  in  real  property."  A  mortgage  It- 
self is  not  such  a  grant  although  It  is  specially 
provided  that  mortgages  of  real  property  may 
be  "recorded  In  like  manner  and  with  like 
effect  as  grants  thereof."  Civ.  Code,  S  2932. 
The  provision  about  the  recordation  of  as 
assignment  of  a  mortgage  is  in  section  2934; 
and  the  provision  is  tliat  "such  record  op- 
erates as  notice  to  all  persons  subsequently 
deriving  title  to  the  mortgage  from  the  as- 
signor." There  is  no  provision  as  to  prior  as- 
signees, or  that  the  recordation  should  have 
"like  effect"  as  recordations  of  g^rants.  Prob- 
ably the  legislature  did  not  Intend  to  hamper 
too  greatly  the  transfer  and  exchange  of  debts 
and  obligations  secured  by  mortgages,  which 
are  usually  In  the  shape  of  negotiable  paper; 
but,  whatever  the  reason,  we  must  observe 
the  language  of  the  Code. 

We  see  nothing  in  the  point  that  respondent 
waived  all  prior  rights  by  receiving  the  note 
and  assignment  made  by  Moseley  on  Decem- 
ber 30,  1891.  Tbe  second  assignment  of  the 
McBrlde  mortgage  was,  without  the  request 
or  desire  of  respondent,  included  by  Moseley 
in  an  assignment  which  he  sent  of  the  forged 
Clark  note  and  mortgage.  If  this  was  of  any 
consequence,  it  was,  in  law,  nothing  more 
than  a  further  assurance;  and  Its  acceptance 
by  respondent  was  in  no  sense  a  waiver  of  Its 
existing  title.  Neither  is  It  of  any  importance 
that  appellant  got  possession  of  the  mortgage, 
for,  being  a  mere  Incident  to  the  debt,  it  be- 
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longB  to'thft  hcdder  of  tbenotc,  and  eoOId  lie 
foreclosed  only  by  the  latter.  In  Ord  t.  Mo- 
Kee,  5  Oal.  615,  the  note  bad  been  made  to 
Ord,  and  tbe  mortgage  to  seenre  it  had  been 
made  to  McKee;  and  the  conrt  said:  "Nor 
can  hiB  light  of  action  be  defeated  on  the 
ground  that  the  mortgage  to  Becnre  the  pay- 
ment of  the  note  was  made  to  McKee,  and  not 
to  himself.  A  mortgage  Is  a  mere  incident  to 
the  debt  \7hlch  it  secnres,  and  follows  the 
transfer  of  a  note  with  the  fnll  effect  of  a  reg- 
ular assignment.  Ord,  having  the  right  to 
the  note,  had  nndonbtedly  a  right  to  foreclose 
the  mortgage."  We  see  no  reason  to  disturb 
the  Judgment.  The  appellant,  Sargent,  has, 
no  doubt,  suffered  great  loss;  but  that  la  usu- 
ally the  case  where  a  man,  though  careful  and 
prudent,  has  been  deceived  by  a  forgery.  The 
judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are  affirm- 
ed. 

W«  concur:    HBN8HAW,  J.;  TEMPLE,  3. 


109  Cal.  7S 

DEERIKG  et  al.  v.  RICHAHDSOX-KIM- 
BALL  CO.  et  al.     (No.  19,471.) 

(Supreme  Conrt  of  California.     Sapt.  6,  1895.) 
Afpbalablb  Okdibs— Res  Jodicata  —  Garntsh- 

U1I9IT— FrIORITT  op  lilBNg. 

1.  An  order  formaily  directing  a  gatnishee 
to  pay  the  funds  in  its  possession  to  plaintiff  is 
appealable,  but  an  order  denying  a  motion  to  set 
it  aside,  not  presenting  any  new  features,  is 
not. 

2.  On  an  issue  a»  to  the  priori^  of  various 
mmishments,  plaintiff  introduced  the  judgment 
Id  another  action,  wherein  plaintiff  and  claim- 
ant separately  intervesed,  claiming  priority 
over  tbe  claims  of  plaintiff  in  that  action,  who 
had  twice  garnishea  the  Hame  fund,— once  be- 
fore claimant,  and  both  before  plaintiff;  that, 
after  plaintiff  in  said  action  stated  that  he 
claimed  nothing  under  his  first  garnishment, 
claimant  stated  that  he  would  proceed  no  fur- 
ther with  his  intervention,  he  not  being  further 
interested.  Bdd,  that  said  judgment  did  not 
eatop  claimant  from  asserting  his  priority  in 
■aid  fund,  as  against  plaintiff. 

3.  The  court  should  not  unconditionally  or- 
der a  garnishee  to  pay  the  money  in  its  pos- 
session to  the  judgment  creditor,  where  there 
were  other  and  prior  claimants  to  tbe  fund, 
whose  rights  were  not  adjudicated;  but  the 
creditor  should  be  directed  to  bring  an  action 
under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  §  720,  providing  that  if 
a  person  having  property  of  the  judgment  debt- 
or claims  an  interest  therein  adverse  to  him, 
or  denies  the  debt,  the  court  may  authorize  the 
judgment  creditor  to  institute  an  action  against 
•ncn  person  for  tiie  recovery  of  such  interest 
or  debt. 

4.  A  note  payable  to  defendant,  and  depos- 
ited with  a  bank  as  collateral,  is  subject  to  gar- 
nishment, and  the  lien  so  acquired  extends  to 
the  amount  collected  thereon  by  the  gamishee. 

Oommissloners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  J.  W.  McKlnley,  Judge. 

Motion  by  Deering  &  Co.  for  an  order  re- 
quiring the  Iios  Angeles  National  Bank,  as 
garnishee,  to  apply  the  moneys  In  its  pos- 
session belonging  to  Richardson-Kimball 
Company  to  the  payment  of  Its  Judgment. 
L  A.  Lothian  appeared  as  a  claimant  of  the 
v.llF.no.7 — £1 


fond.  From  an  orter  gitotteg  told  motton, 
and  from  an  order  refnslng  to  set  aside 
said  order,  said  gamishee  and  said  claimant 
appeaL  Reversed  In  part,  and  affirmed  In 
part 

Walter  Bordwell  and  Allen  &  Flint,  for  ap- 
pellants. S.  A.  W.  Carver  and  Carver  & 
Preston,  for  respondents. 

VANCLIEF.  G.  The  controversies  Involv- 
ed In  the  four  appeals  to  be  considered  in  the 
above-entitled  cause  arose  in  proceedings 
supplementary  to  execution  had  in  the  case 
of  Deering  &  Co.  v.  Richardson-Kimball 
Company,  in  which  the  plaintiff  recovered 
a  judgment  against  the  defendant,  Richard- 
son-Kimball Company,  for  the  sum  of  $1,- 
416.74,  on  January  16,  1892,  upon  which  ex- 
ecution was  issued,  and  returned  wholly  uh- 
satisfled,  prior  to  February  24,  1893.  On 
February  24, 1893,  the  plaintiff,  In  due  form, 
upon  affidavit,  applied  to  the  Judge  of  the 
superior  court  for  an  order  requiring  tbe  Los 
Angeles  National  Bank  to  appear  before  said 
judge,  and  answer  concerning  certain  debts, 
moneys,  effects,  credits,  and  other  property 
in  Its  possession,  or  under  Its  control,  alleged 
by  plaintiff  to  be  the  property  of  said  defend- 
ant Thereupon  the  judge  made  an  order 
addressed  to  the  bank,  and  commanding  its 
cashier,  F.  C.  Howes,  to  appear  before  said 
judge  on  February  27,  1893,  to  be  examined 
concerning  such  debts,  moneys,  credits,  and 
other  property  in  the  possession  or  under  the 
control  of  said  bank,  and  further  command- 
ing the  bank  not  to  pay  or  transfer  said 
debts  or  other  property  imtll  duly  released, 
etc.  On  the  day  of  this  application  (Febru- 
ary 24,  1893),  plaintiff  caused  to  be  served 
on  George  H.  Kimball  and  I.  A.  Lothian  a 
notice  to  the  effect  that  on  February  27, 
1893,  and  immediately  after  tbe  examination 
of  Howes,  cashier  of  the  bank,  the  plaintiff 
would  move  the  conrt  for  an  order  requiring 
the  bank  to  apply  any  debts,  credits,  or  other 
property  of  the  defendant,  in  Its  possession 
or  under  Its  control,  to  the  satisfaction  of 
plaintiff's  judgment  On  the  appointed  day 
Howes,  the  cashier,  appeared  and  was  ex- 
amined; and.  in  addition  to  his  testimony, 
certain  documentary  evidence  was  admitted 
against  the  objection  of  Lothian,  who  appear- 
ed, and  opposed  the  motion  on  tbe  ground 
that  a  garnishment  In  his  favor  had  been 
served  on  the  bank  prior  to  that  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  claimed  that  a  judgment  In  his  fa- 
vor against  the  defendant  Klchardson-Klm- 
ball  Company,  should  be  first  satisfied  from 
the  property  of  defendant  in  possession  of 
the  bank.  From  the  testimony  of  the  cash- 
ier of  the  bank,  and  other  evidence,  the  court 
made  written  findings  of  facts,  and,  as  con- 
clusions of  law,  found  that  all  the  property 
of  defendant  In  the  possession  of  the  bank, 
to  wit,  $1,356.22,  should  be  applied  in  pay- 
ment of  plaintiff's  judgment,  and  formally 
ordered  the  bank  to  pay  safd  sum  of  $1,356.- 
22  to  the  plaintiff,  Deering  &  Co.,  "and  that 
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encutton  1b8u«  therefor."  This  order  waa 
entered  and  docketed  as  s  Judgment  on  June 
80.  1893:  and.  within  00  da^s  thereafter, 
Lothian  and  the  bank,  aeiiarateir,  api>eaied 
from  the  order  on  a  bill  of  exceptions  aa  to 
questions  of  both  law  and  fact.  They  also 
each  separately,  moved  the  court  to  vacate 
and  set  aside  said  order.  These  motions  to 
vacate  the  order  having  been  denied,  each 
has  appealed  from  the  order  denying  the  mo- 
tion to  vacate  the  former  order.  The  four 
appeals  are  represented  here  by  one  tran- 
script, containing  only  one  bill  of  exceptions. 
But  counsel  for  all  the  parties  interested 
have  stipulated  that  such  transcript  shall 
constitute  the  record  on  each  of  the  four  ap- 


1.  Counsel  for  respondoit  contend  that  the 
two  appeals  from  the  order  denying  the  mo- 
tions to  vacate  the  former  order  should  be 
dismissed,  and  I  think  this  point  Is  well  tak- 
en, and  should  be  sustained.  The  former  or- 
der was  an  appealable  order  (McCuIlough  t. 
Clark,  41  Gal.  298);  and  an  order  denying  a 
motion  to  set  it  aside,  which  presents  no 
new  features  not  before  the  court  when  It  ex- 
ercised its  judgment  upon  the  original  mat- 
ter, is  not  appealable  (Ballroad  Co.  v.  Mc- 
Grath,  74  Cal.  49;  Goyhinech  v.  Goyhinech, 
80  Cal.  409,  22  Pac.  176;  Harpor  T.  HUdreth, 
00  Cal.  265,  S3  Pac.  1103). 

2.  The  appeal  of  IiOthlan  from  the  former 
order  (applying  the  funds  in  possession  of 
the  bank  to  plaintiff's  Judgment)  will  be  first 
considered,  and  to  that  end  a  further  state- 
ment of  the  material  facts  of  record  Is  necea- 
sary: 

As  to  the  property  of  defendant,  Richard- 
son-Kimball Company,  in  possession  of  the 
bank,  it  was  found  that  it  consisted  of  a 
promissory  note  made  by  F.  3.  Byrne  to  de- 
fendant (whether  negotiable  or  not  does  not 
appear),  indorsed  and  deposited  in  the  bank 
by  defendant  on  June  22,  1SJ8,  as  collateral 
security  for  the  payment  of  defendant's  note 
of  that  date  to  the  balik.  The  bank  obtained 
Judgment  agaliist  Byrne  on  said  collateral 
note  on  May  14, 1890,  for  the  sum  of  f  2393.18, 
which  was  paid  to  the  bank's  attorneys  on  Au- 
gust 28,  1891,  acfi  by  them  delivered  to  the 
bank  on  August  31, 1891,  from  which  the  bank 
realized,  over  expenses  of  collection,  the  net  sum 
of  12,184.55,  so  much  of  which  as  was  neces- 
sary for  that  purpose  the  bank  then  applied 
to  the  full  payment  of  the  debt  for  which 
Byrne's  note  had  been  pledged,  after  which 
payment  there  remained  in  possession  of  the 
bank  the  sum  of  $1,356.22,  for  which  it  was 
responsible  to  defendant,  and  no  part  of 
which  had  been  paid  to  defendant  at  the 
date  of  the  order  appealed  from.  Garnish- 
ments had  been  served  on  the  bank,  in  actions 
against  the  Richardson-Kimball  Company,  In 
the  following  order:  First,  in  an  action  by 
F.  A.  Carter,  on  July  8,  1889;  second,  in  an 
action  by  George  H.  Kimball,  on  August  19, 
1891;  third,  in  an  action  by  I.  A.  Lothian,  on 
August  29,  1891;    fourth,  in  the  attove-mea- 


tloned  action  bgr  Otatgt  H.  Kimball,  anoQier 
gamiahment  was  aerred  on  the  bank  on  Au- 
gust SI,  18B1;  fifth,  in  this  action  by  William 
Deering  ft  Co.,  on  September  7,  1891.  In 
each  of  these  actions  against  the  Richardson- 
Kimball  Company  a  Judgment  in  favor  of 
plalntlCt  had  been  rendered,  entered,  and 
docketed,  before  plaintiff  conunenced  the  pro- 
ceeding supplementary  to  execution  In  qne» 
tion  here.  On  the  bearing  of  plaintlfiTs  mo- 
tion supplementary  to  execution,  Lothian  con- 
tended that,  inasmuch  aa  the  garnishment  la 
his  favor  was  prior  to  that  of  Deering  A  Co., 
his  Judgment  for  the  sum  of  (446.56  should  be 
first  satisfied  from  the  funds  in  possession  of 
the  bank,  and  that  only  the  residue  thereof 
could  be  applied  to  the  Judgment  of  Deering 
&  Co.  In  answer  to  this,  Deering  &  Go.  con- 
tended that  Lothian  was  estopped  from  claim- 
ing priority  of  his  garnishment  by  a  former 
Judgment  in  the  aforesaid  action  of  George  H. 
Khnball  t.  Rlchardaon-Klmball  Company, 
and,  to  prove  the  alleged  estoppel,  offered  in 
evidence  the  Judgment  roll  in  that  action, 
which  was  admitted  against  Lothian's  obJeo> 
tion.  In  that  action,  Lothian  and  Deering  St 
Co.  each  filed  a  separate  Intervention  com- 
plaint,  alleging  that  the  action  and  the  at- 
tachment therein' were  fraudulent,  as  against 
the  creditors  of  the  Rlchardaon-Klmball  Com- 
pany, for  various  reasons,  the  principal  one  of 
which  was  that  the  defendant  therein  was 
not  indebted  to  the  plaintiff,  Kimball,  In  any 
sum  whatever,  at  the  time  that  action  was 
commenced.  The  intervention  complaints  wer« 
In  no  wise  connected  with  each  other,  al- 
though each  was  composed  of  substantially 
the  same  allegations  against  Kimball.  There 
was  no  issue  between  the  interveners  as  to 
the  priority  of  their  respective  gamiahmenta. 
Neither  disputed  the  alleged  date  or  validity 
of  the  other's  garnishment.  Nor  does  the 
Judgment  roll  in  that  case  show  any  trial  or 
decision  as  to  the  relative  dates  or  priorities 
of  garnishments.  The  common  object  of  the 
interveners  was^to  d^eat  the  garnishments 
in  favor  of  Kimball,  only  one  of  which,  how- 
ever, was  prior  to  that  of  Lothian,  while  both 
were  prior  to  that  of  Deering  &  Co.  Lothian 
was  interested  In  defeating  only  the  first. 
The  second  did  not  conflict  with  his  rights. 
When  the  causes  between  the  Interveners  and 
plaintiff  in  that  action  came  to  trial,  the  plain- 
tiff therein  stated  to  the  court  that  he  claimed 
nothing  by  virtue  of  his  first  garnishment, 
served  August  10,  1891.  This  saUsfled  Lothi- 
an, and  thereupon  his  counsel  "stated  in  open 
court  that  he  would  not  proceed  further  ui>on 
his  intervention."  No  evidence  was  Intro- 
duced by  either  party,  excq)t  said  statement 
of  Kimijall;  and  thereupon  the  cause,  upon 
Lothian's  intervention,  was  submitted  to  the 
court  The  court  then  proceeded  to  try  the 
issues  on  the  Intervention  ot  Deering  &  Co.; 
and  the  result  was  a  finding  by  the  court  tbaX 
the  Richardson-Kimball  Cpmpany  was  not  in- 
debted to  Kimball  at  the  time  he  commenced 
his  action,  but  that  he  was  then  largely  In 
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debted'  to  that  company.  '  After  these  trfala 
the  conrt  made  written  findings  ns  to  each 
Intervention.  As  to  Lothian,  It  found  as  fol- 
lows: "The  court  finds  the  following  facts: 
First,  Qp(m  the  intervention  of  I.  A.  Lothian, 
that  the  plaintiff  has  no  claim  of  Uen  upon 
any  money  or  other  property  held  by  the 
Los  Angeles  National  Bank  by  virtue  of  the 
writ  of  attachment  levied  on  August  19, 
1891;  said  attachment  having  been  levied,  as 
alleged  in  the  amendment  to  the  complaint 
in  tbtorvention,  by  I.  A.  Lothian.  As  to  all 
other  facts  In  said  intervention  of  Lothian, 
the  findings  were  waived.  As  conclusions 
of  law,  the  court  finds  that  said  Intervener, 
Lothian,  has  no  cause  for  intervention  here- 
in, and  that  judgment  should  be  entered  ac- 
cordingly against  said  Intervener."  Vpou 
these  findings  the  court  adjudged  "that  the 
intervener,  Lothian,  take  nothing  by  his  in- 
tervention herein." 

This  judgment  la  not  in  accord  with  the 
findings  of  fact,  but,  conceding  that  It  is  a 
valid  judgment,  there  is  nothing  expressed 
or  Implied  in  the  findings  or  judgment  touch- 
ing the  relative  prlorites  or  dates  of  the  gar- 
nishments by  Lothian  and  Deering  &  Co. 
Turning  to  the  pleadings,  we  find  no  issue 
as  to  such  dates  or  priorities.  Each  inter- 
vener alleged  the  date  of  his  garnishment. 
Lothian  alleged  his  to  have  been  served  on 
August  29.  1891,  and  Deering  &  Co.  alleged 
its  garnishment  to  have  been  served  on  Sep- 
tember 7,  1891.  Neither  of  these  allegations 
was  denied.  As  before  remarked,  the  sole 
object  of  each  Intervener  was  to  gain  prefer- 
ence for  his  attachment  over  that  of  Kimball. 
Tet,  in  the  proceeding  supplementary  to  ex- 
ecution by  Deering  &  Co.  against  the  bank, 
the  court  adjudged  that  Lothian  was  estop- 
ped by  the  judgment  in  the  case  of  Kimball 
V.  Kichardson-Klmball  Company  (wherein 
Lothian  and  Deering  &  Co.  were  interveners) 
troBi  claiming  priority  of  his  garnishment 
over  that  of  Deering  &  Co.,  and  tliat  all 
money  in  possession  of  the  bank  belonging 
to  the  Bichardson-Kimball  Company  be  paid 
to  Deering  &  Ca  As  above  stated,  I  think 
the  Judgment  roll  in  the  intervention  case 
appeared  upon  its  face  to  be  irrelevant  to  the 
proceeding  supplementary  to  execution,  and 
for  that  reason  should  have  been  rejected; 
bnt,  however  this  may  be,  it  seems  clear  that 
the  court  below  erred  in  construing  that 
Judgment  to  be  an  estoppel  of  Lothian  to 
claim  priority  or  preference  for  his  attach- 
ment, as  against  that  of  Deering  &  Co. 
"That  only  is  deemed  to  have  been  adjudged 
In  a  former  Judgment  which  appears  on  its 
face  to  have  been  so  adjudged,  or  which  was 
actnally  ^and  necessarily  included  therein  or 
necessary  thereto."  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  1911; 
Black,  Judgm.'  {  509:  LiUla  v.  Ditch  Ca,  95 
Oal.  654,  30  Pac.  1108.  This  solution  of  the 
question  as  to  estoppel  necessitates  a  re- 
vetflol  of  the  order  appealed  from,  as  to  ho- 
thlan.  Other  iraints  made  by  Lothian  are 
also  made  by  the  bank  on  Us  appeal  from 
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the  same  order,  and,  so  ftar  as  nece~sary,  will 
be  considered  on  that  appeal. 

3.  On  the  appeal  by  the  bank,  the  appel- 
lant contends  that  the  court  erred  in  order- 
ing It,  unconditionally,  to  pay  the  money  in 
its  possession  to  Deering  &  Co.,  and  that  up- 
on the  facts  disclosed  by  the  testimony  of 
the  cashier  of  the  bank,  and  found  by  tho 
judge,  as  hereinabove  stated,  the  judge  was 
authorized  only  to  make  as  order  to  the  ef- 
fect that  Deering  &  Co.  ml^t  bring  an  ac- 
tion against  the  bank,  as  provided  by  sec- 
tion 720  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to 
which  action  other  persons  claiming  liens 
upon  the  money  by  prior  attachments  might 
be  made  or  become  parties,  to  the  end  thai 
all  adverse  claims  might  be  adjusted  and 
conclusively  settled  in  such  action,  so  that 
the  bank  would  thereby  be  protected  against 
them.  In  thus  contending  I  think  the  apiiel- 
lant  la  clearly  right,  and  fully  sustained  by 
the  adjudged  cases  in  this  state,  of  which 
the  following  are  more  or  less  directly  In 
point:  Roberts  v.  Landecker,  9  Cal.  282; 
Parker  v.  Page,  38  Cal.  522;  Robinson  v. 
Tevls,  38  Cal.  614;  Hartman  v.  Olvera,  51 
CaL  502;  Ex  parte  HoUis,  59  Cal.  414.  See, 
also,  Hagerman  v.  Tong  Lee,  12  Nev.  S32. 
There  is  no  pretense  of  bad. faith  on  the  part 
of  the  bank,  according  to  the  testimony  of 
whose  cashier  the  judge  found  the  facts.  In- 
deed, there  is  no  dispute  iibout  the  facts.  It 
clearly  appears  that  the  garnishments  of 
Carter  and  Lothian  were  duly  served  on  the 
bank  prior  to  that  of  Deering  &  Co.;  and, 
although  Kimball's  first  gamtahment  had 
been  decided  to  be  invalid  as  against  Deering 
&  Co.  and  Lothian,  Kimball  was  not  es- 
topped from  claiming  it  valid  aigainst  Carter. 
Conceding,  but  not  deciding,  the  extremely 
doubtful  proposition  that  in  summary  pro- 
ceedings of  this  kind  a  judge,  referee,  or 
court  may  try  and  conclusively  settle  all  ad- 
verse claims  to  the  property  sought  to  be  ap- 
plied to  the  satisfaction  of  a  Judgment,  yet 
all  known  adverse  claimants  should  have  an 
opportunity  to  be  beard;  otherwise,  they 
would  not  be  bound  by  any  order  made,  nor 
would  the  garnishee  be  protected  by  any  such 
order  Horn  their  just  claims,  and  might  be 
compelled  to  satisfy  them.  Code  Civ.  Proc 
§  544;  Robinson  v.  Tevis,  38  Cal.  611;  Wade, 
Attachm.  i  604.  In  this  case  neither  Carter, 
the  first  gamlsher,  nor  Kimball,  the  second, 
had  any  notice  of  the  supplementary  proceed- 
ing, and  neither  of  them  appeared.  It  is 
contended  for  respondent,  however,  that  the 
Byrne  note,  in  possession  of  the  bank  as  a 
pledge,  was  not  subject  to  attachment,  and 
that  only  the  money  realised  therefrom  by 
the  bank  was  attachable,  and,  therefore,  that 
Carter  acquired  no  Uen  on  the  money  col- 
lected by  the  bank  after  the  service  of  his 
garnishment;  and  tills  theory  seems  to  have 
been  adopted  by  the  judge  who  heard  the 
motion  and  made  the  order.  But  this  theory 
Is  unsound.  All  debts  and  credits  of  a  de- 
fendant in  possession  of  another  are  attach- 
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aUe  by  garnUhment.  The  Byrne  note,  in 
poBsefislon  of  the  bank  as  collateral  security 
for  a  debt  of  the  defendant  in  attachment, 
Bicbardaon-Klmbail  CcHnpany,  was  a  "cred- 
it,"  and  the  defendant's  Interest  In  it  was  at- 
tachable by  gamiahment  of  the  bank  (Gow 
y.  MarshaU,  90  Cai.  565,  27  Pac.  422);  and 
the  lien  of  Carter's  attachment  not  oniy  fas- 
tened itself  upon  the  note,  but  transferred 
itself  to  the  money,  when  collected  th»eon 
by  the  garnishee  (Robinson  t.  Tevls,  38  Cal. 
614).  The  facts  disclosed  by  the  bajik 
through  the  testimony  of  Its  cashier,  which 
the  judge  found  to  be  true,  was  equivalent 
to  a  denial  of  the  alleged  debt  of  the  bank 
to  the  Richardson-Kimball  Company,  in  the 
sense  of  section  720  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Pro- 
cedmra  In  view  of  the  numerous  attach- 
ments of  that  debt,  the  bank  was  not  obliged 
to  pay  it  to  the  defendant  in  the  attachment 
suits  until  those  attachments  should  be  dis- 
charged. Nor  was  it  bound  to  pay  it  to 
either  of  the  plaintiffs  in  attachment,  or  to 
the  sheriff  for  them,  until  a  settlement  of 
thehr  adverse  claims  thereto  by  a  judicial 
tribunal  whose  determination  would  be  con- 
clusive upon  all  claimants,  and  afCord  ample 
protection  to  the  bank.  Conceding  that  the 
bank  might  have  interpleaded  the  adverse 
claimants,  it  substantially  did  so,  by  fully 
informing  the  Judge  of  all  the  adverse  claims 
and  claimants.  It  was  then  the  duty  of  the 
judge  to  deny  the  motion  for  an  ord«r  on 
the  bank  to  pay  the  money  to  Deerlng  & 
Co.;  but,  if  moved  to  do,  he  might  have 
made  an  order  permitting  Peering  &  Co.  to 
institute  an  action  against  the  bank  as  pro- 
vided in  section  720,  Code  Civ.  Proc.  In  such 
an  action  all  persons  claiming  to  be  inter- 
ested might  and  should  have  been  the  par- 
ties; and,  if  all  such  were  not  made  parties 
by  the  plaintiff,  the  bank  could  have  caused 
them  to  be  brought  in,  and  then  paid  the 
money  into  court,  thereby  relieving  itself  of 
all  responsibility. 

I  think  the  two  appeals  from  the  order  de- 
nying the  motions  to  vacate  the  order  re- 
quiring the  bank  to  pay  to  plaintiff  herein 
the  sum  of  |1,356.22  should  be  dismisaed,  but 
that,  on  the  appeal  of  I.  A.  Lothian  and  the 
Los  Angeles  National  Bank  from  the  last 
above  mentioned  order,  said  last-mentioned 
order  should  be  reversed,  with  leave  to  the 
respondent  to  apply  for  an  order  permitting 
it  to  institute  an  action  against  the  Los  An- 
geles National  Bank,  pursuant  to  section  720 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 

We  concur:    BELCHER,  C;   BBITT,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  appeal  of  I.  A.  Lo- 
thian and  the  appeal  of  the  Los  Angeles  Na- 
tional Bank  from  the  order  denying  appel- 
lants' motions  to  vacate  a  former  order  re- 
quiring said  bank  to  pay  to  respondent  the 
sum  of  $1,356.22  are  dismissed.  But,  on  the 
appeals  by  said  Lothian  and  said  bank  from 


said  former  order,  that  order  Is  reversed,  and 
respondent  corporation  has  leave  to  apply  to 
the  superior  court,  or  to  the  Judge  thereof, 
on  the  findings  of  record  in  the  proceeding 
supplementary  to  execution,  for  an  order  per- 
mitting it  to  institute  an  action  against  the 
Los  Angeles  National  Bank  pursuant  to  sec- 
tion 720  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure. 


5  Cal.  Unrep.   Ut 
SIMPSON  V.  SIMPSON.     (No.  19,487.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  7.  1893.) 
Abatement — Pesdiko  Actiox — Costikuasce. 

1.  The  pendency  of  an  action  by  the  hns- 
baivi  to  annul  the  marriage  on  the  ground  that 
it  was  contracted  under  duress  does  not  pre- 
vent an  action  by  the  wife  for  divorce  on  the 
ground  of  uousnpport. 

2.  In  an  action  for  divorce  the  afSdavit  for 
a  continuance  stated  that  defendant,  a  material 
witness,  was  in  another  state,  and  too  poor  to 
attend  the  trial,  and  that  his  deposition  conld 
not  be  obtained  within  a  month;  that  the  evi- 
dence in  an  action  pending  in  another  state  by 
defendant  against  plaintiff  to  annul  the  mar- 
riage conld  not  be  obtained  by  the  day  set  for 
trial.  Plaintiff  stipulated  that  the  uncertified 
copy  of  the  evidence  in  the  other  action  mijcht 
be  used  as  though  duly  certified,  and  waived  ali- 
mony. Held,  a  continuance  was  properly  re- 
fused. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; George  Puterbaugh,  Judge. 

Action  by  Sarah  B.  Simpson  against  B.  F. 
Simpson  for  a  divorce.  From  a  judgment 
for  plaintiff,  and  an  order  denying  a  new 
trial,  defendant  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Callen  &  Neale,  for  appellant.  William  H. 
Fuller  and  Clarence  L.  Barber,  for  respond- 
ent. 


VANCLIEF,  C.  Action  for  divorce  on  the 
grounds  of  desertion  and  willful  neglect  to 
provide  for  plaintiff  the  common  necessaries 
of  life,  in  which  the  judgment  was  in  favor 
of  plaintiff,  dissolving  the  bonds  of  matri- 
mony. Defendant  has  appealed  from  the 
judgment  and  from  an  order  denying  his 
motion  f<»'  a  new  trial.  The  alleged  de- 
fenses to  the  action  were:  Vtrat,  a  general 
denial  of  eacb  and  every  allegation  of  the 
complaint;  second,  that  the  defendant  mar- 
ried the  plaintiff  imder  dnress,  by  threats  of 
plaintiff's  father  and  brother-in-law  to  kill 
him  unless  be  married  plaintiff;  third,  that 
there  was  another  action  pending  in  the 
state  of  Colorado  between  the  same  parties 
for  the  same  cause. 

1.  The  appellant  contends  that  the  findings 
of  fact  by  the  court  are  not  justified  by  the 
evidence,  but  I  think  the  evidence  quite 
sufficient  to  justify  all  such  findings. 

2.  It  is  contended  that  the  court  erred  in 
deciding  that  the  action  pending  in  the  state 
of  Colorado  was  not  for  the  same  cause  as 
this  action.  The  record  of  that  cause,  which 
was  offered  in  evidence  by  defendant,  shows 
that  It  WW  an  action  brought  by  the  defend- 
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ant  herein  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  action 
to  annul  tbe  alleged  marriage  of  plaintiff 
and  defendant  herein,  on  the  ground  that  the 
plaintiff  in  that  action  submitted  to  the  per> 
forniance  of  the  marriage  ceremony  under 
duress  as  aforesaid,  and  was  not  an  action 
for  divorce.  Surely,  neither  that  canse  of 
action  nor  the  relief  sought  thereby  was  the 
same  as  in  this  action,  and  the  court  did  not 
vrr  in  so  deciding. 

3.  Appellant  contends  that  the  court  erred 
In  denying  defendant's  motion  to  postpone 
the  trial.  The  motion  was  made  on  the 
affidavit  of  one  of  defendant's  attorneys, 
showing  that  defendant  was  a  material  wit- 
ness in  his  own  bebaif  to  i>rove  the  al- 
leged duress;  that  he  resided  in  Denver, 
Colo.,  and  by  reason  of  his  poverty  was  un- 
able to  pay  the  expense  of  a  trip  to  this 
state,  and  therefore  his  testimony  could  be 
procured  only  by  deposition;  that  affiant 
knew  of  no  other  witness  by  whom  the  al- 
leged duress  could  be  proved;  that  a  post- 
ponement of  one  month  would  be  necessary 
to  enable  affiant  to  procure  defendant's  dep- 
osition, but  did  not  state  that  affiant  expect- 
ed to  procure  it  within  that  period.  The 
affidavit  farther  stated  that  the  evidence 
necessary  to  prove  the  plea  of  another  action 
pending  in  the  state  of  Colorado  could  not 
be  procured  In  time  for  the  trial  on  the  day 
set.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  opposed  the  mo- 
tion to  postpone  the  trial,  ahd  offered  to 
stlpnlate,  as  they  afterwards  did,  that  the 
uncertified  copy  of  the  record  of  the  action 
pending  In  ColM-ado,  then  In  possession  of 
defendant's  attorneys,  might  be  admitted  In 
evidence  without  objection,  and  with  the 
same  effect  as  if  duly  certified,  and  also 
waived  plaintiff's  claim  for  alimony.  Plain- 
tiff also  proved  that  summons  was  personal- 
ly served  on  defendant  In  Denver,  Colo., 
four  months  prior  to  the  day  set  for  tbe  trial 
of  the  case.  Considering  all  the  circumstan- 
ces, I  do  not  think  the  denial  of  the  motion 
to  postpone  the  trial  was  an  abuse  of  the 
discretion  of  the  court  But.  even  if  it  can 
be  said  to  have  been  error,  1  think  it  appears 
that  the  defendant  was  not  injured  thereby. 
In  the  first  place.  It  appears  by  the  record 
of  defendant's  suit  in  Colorado  that  he  ear- 
nestly desired  to  free  himself  from  the  bonds 
of  matrimony,  which  were  dissolved  In  this 
action  without  costs,  except  the  sum  of 
$20.15,  which  he  will  probably  never  pay. 
The  only  difference,  in  effect,  between  the 
decree  of  divorce  in  this  action  and  a  decree 
annulling  the  marriage  in  his  action  in  Colo- 
rado Is  that  the  latter  would  scandalize  the 
plaintiff  (to  marry  whom  he  appears  to  have 
been  under  the  strongest  possible  moral  obli- 
gation), and  bastardize  his  natural  son,  born 
after  the  alleged  marriage.  In  the  second 
place,  it  appears  to  be  hardly  possible  that 
defendant's  testimony  as  to  the  alleged  du- 
ress could  prevail  over  the  strong  evidence 
to  the  contrary  given  at  the  trial.  A  new 
trial  should  not  be  granted  on  the  ground  of 


harmless  error.    I  think  the  order  and  Judg- 
ment appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:     HATNES,  C;  BBLCHBE,  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  and  Judg- 
ment appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


10»  CbI.  IB 
MOOItB  V.  HAMERSLAQ.     (No.  18,852.) 
(Supreme  Oonrt  of  California.     Sept.  12,  1896.) 
Public  Lands — Ijooatiok  ik  Anotbkii's  Namb. 

1.  Under  Rev.  St.  U.  S.  <  2822,  vesting  in 
the  locator  of  a  Jiining  claim  the  exclusive  right 
to  its  possession,  a  location  of  a  mining  claim 
may  be  made  by  one  person  in  the  name  of  an- 
other. 

2.  Where  one,  acting  under  Bev.  St.  U.  S. 
!  2322,  vesting  in  a  locator  of  the  mining  claim 
the  exclusive  right  to  its  possession,  locates  and 
has  a  mining  claim  recorded  in  another's  name, 
the  legal  title  thoa  vested  in  the  other  cannot 
be  defeated  by  a  subsequent  parol  agreement 
that  it  is  to  be  held  by  him  in  trust. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  Fresno  cotmty;  S.  A.  Holmes,  Jadg&  ' 

Action  by  S.  C.  Moore  against  A.  Hamer»- 
lag  for  breach  of  contract  to  reconvey  a  min- 
ing claim  alleged  to  have  been  located  by 
agreement  in  bis  name.  From  a  Judgment 
for  plaintiff,  and  an  oi-der  denying  a  new 
trial,  defendant  appeals.    Reversed.  I 

jr.  A.  Hannah,  for  appellant  Sayle  Sb 
Coldwell,  for  respondent 

HARRISON,  J.  The  plaintiff  located  a 
mining  claim  nnder  the  laws  of  the  United 
States,  February  8, 1888,  in  the  name  of  the 
defendant,  s'gned  the  name  of  the  defend- 
ant to  the  location,  and  posted  and  left  the 
notice  on  the  mine.  In  the  following  March 
he  left  a  copy  of  the  notice  with  the  county 
recorder,  to  be  recorded,  unless  he  should 
otherwise  instruct  him  within  a  few  days, 
and  paid  the  fee  for  recording,  but  never 
gave  any  further  instructions  to  the  record- 
er. Shortly  after  this,  he  saw  the  defend- 
ant, and  Informed  him  that  he  had  posted 
notice  on  the  claim  in  his  name;  and  in  his 
testimony  says:  "I  told  him  that  I  Iiad 
posted  a  notice  on  a  claim  In  his  name,  and 
that  before  I  had  It  recorded  I  came  to 
see  him  if  It  was  satisfactory  with  him  to 
have  tbe  mine  stand  In  his  name,  and  deed 
it  back  to  me,  as  Mr.  Stephens  had  formerly 
agreed  to  do;  and  he  said  It  was  agreeable." 
Soon  after  this  Interview  with  the  defendant, 
the  plaintiff  conveyed  an  undivided  half  of 
the  claim  to  one  Broder,  and  he  and  Broder 
continued  In  possession  of  the  mine,  expend- 
ing money  in  working  It,  taking  to  them- 
selves all  the  proceeds.  In  December,  1890, 
tbe  defendant,  at  the  request  of  Broder,  con- 
veyed the  mining  claim  to  him.  In  Febru- 
ary, 1891,  the  plaintiff  demanded  from  the 
defendant  a  conveyance  of  the  claim,  and 
upon  his  refusal  brought  this  action  to  r^ 
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coTcr  damages  for  the  breach  of  his  agree- 
ment to  make  such  conveyance.  Judgment 
■was  rendered  In  his  favor  for  $600.  The 
defendant  has  appealed. 

A  mining  claim  Is  real  estate  (Melton  v. 
Lambard,  51  Cal.  258),  and  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  statute  of  frauds  can  be  trans- 
ferred only  by  operation  of  law,  or  an  In- 
strument In  writing.  The  provision  of  sec- 
tion 2322  of  the  Revised  Statutes  of  the  Unit- 
ed States  conferring  upon  the  locator  of  a 
mining  claim  "the  exclusive  right  of  pos- 
session and  enjoyment"  to  the  claim  Is  in 
the  nature  of  a  legislative  grant  of  Interest 
in  the  land;  and  the  interest  thus  convey- 
ed to  the  locator  by  the  government  can- 
not be  transferred  by  parol,  or  otherwise 
than  in  accordance  with  the  statute  of 
frauds.  Goller  v.  Fett,  30  Cal.  481;  Garthe 
▼.  Hart,  73  Cal.  541,  15  Pac.  93.  The  locaUon 
may  be  made  In  the  name  of  another  than 
the  actual  locator  (Morton  v.  Mining  Co., 
26  Cal.  527;  Rush  v.  French,  1  Ariz.  105,  25 
Pac.  816):  and  when  so  made  the  person 
In  whose  name  It  Is  made  becomes  vested 
with  the  legal  title  to  the  claim  (Van  Val- 
kenburg  v.  HufC,  1  Nev.  142);  and  It  Is  not 
necessary  for  Its  validity  that  It  should  be 
recorded  (Thompson  v.  Spray,  72  Cal.  533, 
14  Pac.  182).  By  virtue  of  the  acts  done 
by  the  plaintiff  in  reference  to  the  mining 
claim  in  question,  the  defendant  became 
vested  with  the  legal  title  thereto  as  fully 
as  if  the  plaintiff  bad  located  the  claim  in 
his  own  name,  and  afterwards,  by  a  convey- 
ance absolute  in  form,  and  without  any 
consideration,  transferred  It  to  the  defend- 
ant. The  defendant  could  not,  by  any  oral 
declarations  subsequent  to  such  conveyance, 
render  himself  a  trustee  for  the  plaintiff, 
or  bind  bimsuif  to  transfer  the  claim  to  him. 
"An  absolute  conveyance  of  lands  cannot, 
after  its  execution,  be  turned  into  a  trust  by 
any  oral  doclai-ations  of  the  parties  there- 
to." Feeney  v.  Howard,  79  CaL  525,  21  Pac. 
984;  Hasshagen  v.  Hasshagen,  80  Cal.  514, 
22  Pac.  294;  Sherman  v.  Sandell  (Cal.)  39 
Pac.  797.  The  plaintiff  did  not  locate  the 
claim  in  the  name  of  the  defendant  by  rea- 
son oi^  any  fiduciary  relations  between  them 
(see  Feeney  v.  Howard,  supra),  nor  was  it 
made  under  any  prior  agreement  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  to  hold  the  same  in  trust 
for  him.  The  cases  of  Gore  v.  McBrayer, 
18  Cal.  583,  and  Morltz  v.  Lavelle,  77  Cal. 
10,  18  Pac.  803,  do  not  aid  the  plaintiff,  and 
are  not  in  contravention  of  tlils  rule.  In 
both  these  cases  the  location  was  made  un- 
der a  prior  agroemeut  between  the  i>artie8 
that  it  should  be  for  the  Joint  interest  of 
both.  At  the  time  of  the  transaction  involv- 
ed in  Gore  v.  McBrayer  a  mining  claim 
could  be  transferred  by  parol,  the  statute 
requiring  it  to  be  in  writing  having  been 
passed  in  18G0;  and  in  Moritz  v.  Lavelle  the 
location  was  made  by  both  parties  in  the 
name  of  the  defendant,  upon  the  express 
agreement  between  them  at  the  time  of  the 


location  that.  In  consideration  of  the  prior 
agreement  of  the  plaintiff  to  furnish  the 
means  for  its  location  and  woriilng,  the  de- 
fendant would  transfer  an  Interest  therein. 
In  Gore  v.  McBrayer  the  location  was  orig- 
nally  made  in  the  name  of  both  parties,  and 
it  was  held  that  the  Interest  thereby  vest- 
ed In  the  plaintiff  could  not  be  defeated 
by  tearing  down  the  notice  and  making 
a  new  location,  in  which  the  plaintiff's  name 
was  omitted.  The  court  should  have  ex- 
cluded the  oral  evidence  of  the  agreement 
by  the  defendant  to  reconvey  the  mining 
claim  to  the  plaintiff,  and  should  have  grant- 
ed the  nonsuit  asked  by  the  defendant  The 
Judgment  and  order  are  reversed. 


We     concur: 
ROOTTE,  J. 


VAN     FLEET,     J.;     GA- 
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TUFFREB  et  al.  v.  POLHBMU8  et  al.     (No. 
19.499.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  CaUfomia.     Sept.  4,  1890.) 
AnvEKSE  Possession— Quieting  Title — Who  mat 
Maintain  Action — Detbbmination  of  Equi- 
table RioBTS— Pakol  Partition. 

1.  One  who  invokes  the  statute  of  limlta- 
tiona  in  his  favor  in  order  to  establish  his  title 
by  adverse  possession  to  portions  of  a  Mexican 
grant  has  tlie  burden  of  showing  that  a  "perfect 
grant"  existed  prior  to  the  issuance  of  his 
patent. 

2.  Title  by  adverse  possession  cannot  bo 
successfully  asserted  by  one  who  has  failed  to 
pay  the  taxes  on  the  property,  especially  against 
one  who  he  asserts  had  agreed  to  pay  them 
for  him. 

3.  It  is  too  late  to  attack  the  sufficiency  of 
a  pleading  after  evidence  has  been  introduced 
in  support  of  its  allegations  without  objection. 

4.  The  owner  of  an  equitable  right  may 
maintain  an  action  to  quiet  his  title  and  havo 
adverse  equities  adjudicated  therein  and  de- 
termined inferior. 

5.  Wbere  a  tract  of  land  was  purchased  by 
five  tenants  in  common,  and,  at  their  direction, 
deeded  to  a  trustee  for  them,  and  they  enterp<t 
into  a  verbal  agreement  that  they  would  each 
select  a  portion  of  the  land  for  cultivation,  and 
that  the  selection  so  made  should  be  owned 
by  the  one  selecting  it  in  severalty,  evidence 
that  one  of  the  five  made  a  parol  gift  of  his  se- 
lection to  his  daughter,  wbo  cultivated  the 
same,  and  made  considerable  improvements 
thereon,  having  exclnsive  possession  for  more 
than  15  years,  establishes,  as  Ijetween  the 
other  cotenants  and  the  daughter,  a  partition  by 
parol,  though  such  other  cotenants  may  not 
have  known  that  she  was  occupying  it  as  a  gift 
from  her  father. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Los  Angeles  county;  W.  H.  Clark,  Judge. 

Action  to  quiet  title  by  Caroline  Borromeo 
Tuffree  and  J.  K.  Tuffree,  her  husband, 
against  C.  B.  Polhemus,  Moses  Hopkins,  Al- 
fred Robinson,  and  others.  There  was  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiffs  against  defendant  Polhe- 
mus, and  for  the  defendants  other  than  Pol- 
hemus against  plaintiffs,  from  which,  so  far 
as  it  is  against  them,  both  parties  appeal. 
Modified. 

A.  M.  Stephens  and  Chapman  &  Hendrick, 
for  plaintiffs.     Stephen  M.  White  and  Brlck- 

nell  &  White,  for  defendants. 

L..'igiiizea  oy  ■* — iv^vy-iiv- 
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GAROUTTE,  J.  Thta  action  was  lnrou(^t 
to  quiet  title  to  a  tract  of  land  containing  640 
acres.  The  complaint  Is  in  the  usual  form, 
and  CMttains  the  additional  allegation  that 
plaintiff  Mrs.  Tullree  had  been  in  the  open, 
notorious,  peaceable,  continuous,  and  adverse 
possession  of  the  tract  for  more  than  16  years. 
The  answer  denied  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  alleged  that  by  a  tripartite  inden- 
ture, executed  in  1868,  between  Abel  Steams 
and  his  wife  of  tbe  first  part,  Alfred  Robin- 
son of  the  second  part,  and  Samuel  Braiman, 
E.  F.  Northam,  Charles  B.  Polhemus,  Edward 
llartin,  and  Abel  Steams,  parties  of  the  third 
part,  they.  Steams  and  wife,  conveyed  to 
Robinson  certain  lands,  including  the  lands 
here  Inyolved.  The  lands  so  conveyed  were 
several  Mexican  grrants,  containing  more  than 
100,000  acres.  The  deed  was  made  to  Rob- 
ioaaa,  in  trust  to  hold  possession,  and  sell  and 
convey  upon  such  terms  and  in  such  quanti- 
ties as  he  might  see  fit,  with  the  consent  of 
the  parties  of  the  third  part  In  the  findings 
of  fact  the  trial  court  declared  "that  about 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  indenture  the 
beneficiaries  (parties  of  the  third  part)  did  en- 
ter into  a  verbal  agreement  that  they  would 
each  select  a  section  from  among  the  lands, 
and  that  these  selections  so  made  should  be 
owned  by  the  persons  selecting  in  severalty; 
their  object  being  to  demonstrate,  by  plant- 
ing and  cultivating,  the  productiveness  of  the 
soil."  The  court  further  found  that  under 
such  agreement  Polhemus  made  a  selection 
of  the  land  here  in  dispute;  that  this  selection 
was  made  in  the  year  1872,  and  Polhemus  ver- 
bally stated  to  his  daughter,  plaintiff  Tuflree, 
that  be  gave  her  the  land;  and  she,  relying 
upon  sucb  statements  and  representations, 
with  his  consent  and  approval,  took  posses- 
sion thereof,  with  her  husband,  cultivated 
and  improved  the  same,  and  has  been  living 
thereon  since  that  time.  The  court  further 
found  that  neither  Robinson  nor  any  of  the 
parties  of  the  third  part,  except  Polhemus, 
knew  that  Mrs.  Tuffree  was  holding  and 
dblmlng  the  land  under  the  gift  from  Polhe- 
mus, nor  did  they  know  that  Polhemus  had 
selected  this  particular  land  under  the  agree- 
ment aforesaid.  At  this  time  Polhemus  own- 
ed one-fourth  of  all  the  land  conveyed  to  the 
trustee,  Robinson.  During  all  the  time  since 
1872,  plaintiffs  have  cultivated  the  land,  and 
have  made  Improvements  thereon  to  the  val- 
ue of  $7,000,  with  the  knowledge  of  the  trus- 
tee and  the  parties  of  the  third  part;  and  dur- 
ing said  time  plaintiff  Mrs.  Tuffree  has  claim- 
ed said  land,  and  asserted  that  she  owned  the 
same  under  an  agreement  with  her  said  fa- 
ther, Polhemus.  The  court  further  found 
"that  the  trustee  had  paid  the  taxes,  and  the 
premises  constituted  a  portion  of  a  Mexican 
grant,  and  that  a  patent  therefor  had  Issued 
on  the  21st  of  May,  1877."  As  conclusions  of 
law  the  court  declared  that  there  was  an  ex- 
ecuted parol  gift  from  Polhemus  to  Mrs.  Tuf- 
free, and  that  such  gift  vested  In  her  all  the 
title  to  said  property  held  by  Polhemus,  but 


not  the  title  of  hia  cotenants.  The  court  also 
concluded  that  there  was  no  executed  parol 
partition  of  the  lands,  nor  any  part  of  them, 
and  that  the  plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  Judg- 
ment against  Polhemus,  and  that  the  defend* 
ants  other  than  Polhemus  were  entitled  to 
Judgment  against  the  plaintiffs.  Both  parties 
appeal  from  the  Judgment  so  far  as  it  is 
against  them,  and  also  from  an  order  deny- 
ing their  respective  motions  for  a  new  trial; 
and  cross  appeals  are  now  before  us  upon  the 
one  transcript. 

1.  Did  the  plaintiff  Mrs.  Tuffree  secure  title 
to  this  property  by  adverse  possession  for  the 
requisite  period?  Without  a  consideration  of 
the  evidence  as  to  the  character  of  her  posses- 
sion, we  are  prepared  to  say  that  she  has  not 
shown  herself  to  be  in  a  position  to  success- 
fully plead  the  statute  of  limitations.  This 
land  constituted  a  portion  of  a  Mexican  grant, 
a  patent  to  which  was  not  Issued  until  May 
21,  1877.  The  statute  of  limitations  did  not 
commence  to  run  until  the  date  of  the  patent. 
Anzar  v.  Miller,  QO  Gal.  342,  27  Pac.  299.  In 
some  of  the  earlier  cases  it  has  been  intimated 
that  possibly  the  statute  might  run  before 
confirmation  and  Issuance  of  patent  where  a 
"perfect  grant"  existed;  but,  when  invoking 
the  statute  of  limitations.  It  would  seem  to 
be  somewhat  of  a  misnomer  to  term  any  Mc- 
lean grant  a  "perfect  grant"  until  confirmed 
by  commission  or  court,  and  a  pat^it  issued 
upon  such  confirmation.  Especially  would 
this  seem  to  be  so  in  view  of  Botiller  v.  Do- 
minguoK,  130  U.  S.  238,  9  Sup.  Ct.  525,  where 
It  is  held  that  every  grant,  however  perfect, 
must  be  submitted  to  and  confirmed  by  the 
proper  authorities  before  any  valid  title  vests. 
But  In  this  case,  if  the  principle  were  other- 
wise, Mrs.  Tuffree  would  not  be  benefited,  for 
the  burden  would  still  be  upon  her  to  show 
the  existence  of  a  "perfect  grant"  prior  to  the 
Issuance  of  the  patent,  and  this  she  has  not 
attempted  to  do.  Since  the  issuance  of  the 
patent  she  has  not  obtained  title  by  adverse 
possession,  for  she  has  paid  no  taxes  upon 
the  land.  Neither  does  it  appear  that  Polhe- 
mus paid  the  taxes  for  her  benefit,  or  at  all; 
for  the  court  has  found  that  Robinson,  the 
trustee,  paid  the  taxes.  As  an  element  In  the 
creation  of  her  title,  it  was  all-important  that 
she  should  have  paid  the  taxes.  This  she  has 
not  done.  Nor  does  the  fact  that  Polhemus 
promised  to  pay  them  for  her  extricate  her 
from  the  difficulty.  Polhemus  is  one  of  the 
parties  against  whom  she  is  invoking  the  stat- 
ute, and  she  certainly  should  not  have  relied 
upou  his  promises.  We  conclude  that  Mrs. 
Tuffree  has  no  title  by  virtue  of  the  statute 
of  limitations. 

2.  Defendants  insist  that,  inasmuch  as  plain- 
tiff's title  is  purely  equitable,  her  remedy  is 
an  action  for  specific  performance,  and  that 
an  action  to  quiet  title  cannot  be  maintained; 
and  further  contend  that,  if  this  conclusion 
be  erroneous,  still,  under  any  circumstances, 
the  facts  showing  her  equitable  title  should 
be  set  out  by  her  complaint    We  do  not  deem 
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It  aecesaary  to  determine  whether  or  not  tbe 
allegatlonB  of  tbe  complaint  are  anfficiently 
liroad  to  JustUy  proot  of  an  eQoltable  title  In 
Mrs.  Tutfree,  for  the  evidence  showing  her 
equitable  title  was  admitted  without  objec- 
tion, and  it  18  now  too  late  to  attack  the  snfB- 
dency  of  the  pleading  in  this  particalar. 

3.  There  are  cases  In  this  state  holding  that 
the  possessor  of  an  equitable  title  cannot 
bring  an  action  to  quiet  such  title  against  the 
bolder  of  the  legal  title  (Von  Dracbenfels  v. 
Doollttle,  77  Cal.  295, 19  Pac,  518;  Nidever  v. 
Ayers,  83  Cal.  30,  23  Pac.  102;  Bryan  v.  Tor- 
mey,  84  Cal.  126,  24  Pac.  319;  Harrlgan  v. 
Mowry,  84  CaL  456,  22  Pac.  658);  and  this  Is 
the  general  doctrine  (Frost  v.  Spitley,  121  U. 
S.  552,  7  Sup.  Ct  1129).  But,  as  this  court 
in  the  past  has  had  occasion  to  remark,  sec- 
tion 738  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  is 
broad  in  its  terms.  It  possesses  no  limita- 
tions or  restrictions,  and  we  see  no  reason 
why  it  does  aot  vest  in  the  holder  of  an  equi- 
table title  the  right  to  come  before  the  court, 
and  have  his  equities  declared  superi<»'  to  any 
and  all  opposing  equities.  If  there  are  out- 
standing and  antagonistic  equities,  we  know 
of  no  sound  i)oUcy  which  would  deny  claim- 
ants thereunder  an  adjudication  upon  them 
by  virtue  of  the  provisions  of  this  section  of 
the  Code.  In  Watson  v.  Sutro,  86  Cal.  500, 
24  Pac.  172,  It  was  held  that  the  owner  of  an 
equitable  Interest  was  entitled  to  have  bis 
Interest  set  aside  In  partition,  and  we  repeat 
with  approval  what  is  there  said  as  to  this 
class  of  estates:  "In  fact,  in  most  cases  In 
this  state  the  difference  between  equitable 
and  legal  estates  is  of  no  practical  importance. 
They  are  both  estates  originating  by  law,  and 
held  under  law,  and  in  that  sense  are  legal 
estates;  and  where  a  court  is  at  liberty  to  rely 
upon  the  rule  of  equity  of  considering  that  as 
done  which  ought  to  be  done,  the  difference 
between  an  estate  so  regarded  and  an  estate 
at  law  Is  not  worthy  of  consideration."  It  is 
apparent  at  a  glance  that,  if  an  action  for  par- 
tition will  lie  in  such  a  case,  then  an  action  by 
the  holder  of  an  equitable  title  against  parties 
claiming  adverse  equities  should  be  recog- 
nized and  countenanced  under  the  foregoing 
section  of  the  Code.  For  these  reasons  we 
think  the  action  maintainable  against  all  the 
defendants  except  Robinson,  the  holder  of  the 
legal  title. 

4  Many  findings  of  the  court  have  been 
attacked  by  the  opposing  appellants  as  un- 
supported in  the  evidence.  It  would  sub- 
serve no  useful  purpose  in  this  opinion  to 
enter  into  an  examination  of  the  record  in  this 
regard  in  detail.  We  have  carefully  gone 
over  it,  and  are  tully  satisfied  that  all  of 
the  material  findings  of  fact  are  supported 
by  the  evidence.  Upon  those  findings  we 
entirely  agree  with  the  trial  court  in  its  con- 
clusion of  law  that  the  parol  gift  of  this  land 
by  Polhemus  to  his  daughter,  Tuffree,  vested 
In  her  his  Interest  therein,  for  that  there  was 
an  executed  parol  gift  to  her  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned by  the  evidence  or  findings. 


S.  Upon  the  remaining  branch  of  the  case 
we  are  compelled  to  arrive  at  a  contiaiy  con- 
clusion from  that  of  *ix  trial  court.  Tbe 
findings  of  fact  establish  an  executed  parol 
partition;  and  that  land  may  be  partitioned 
by  parol  In  this  state  Is  well  settled.  Long 
V.  DolIarUde,  24  Cal.  218.  We  have  here  a 
tract  of  land  containing  more  than  tO0,000 
acres,  owned  by  five  tenants  in  common. 
The  land  appears  to  have  been  wild  and  nn- 
cultivated.  The  title  was  placed  In  the  name 
of  one  Robinson,  who  appears  to  be  a  mere 
naked  trustea  The  cotenants  evidently  were 
desirous  of  renting  and  sdllng;  and  with  the 
object  of  demonstrating,  by  Ranting  and  cul- 
tivating, the  productiveness  of  the  soil,  they 
entered  Into  a  verbal  agreement  that  they 
would  each  select  a  section  from  among  the 
lands  comprising  this  Immense  tract,  and  that 
such  selection,  so  made,  should  be  owned  by 
the  person  selecting  in  severalty.  Under  this 
agreement  Polhemus  sheeted  a  section 
which  he  gave  to  his  daughter,  tbe  plaintiff 
herein.  She  enterea  into  the  possession 
thereof,  claiming  the  same;  has  had  the  ex- 
clusive possession  for  more  than  15  years; 
has  cultivated  the  same,  and  made  improve- 
ments thereon  to  the  value  of  $7,000;  and 
said  cultivation  and  making  of  Improvements 
were  known  to  Robinson  and  all  tbe  coten- 
ants. This  Is  a  strong  showing,  and  clearly 
indicates  an  example  of  an  executed,  parol 
partition,  for  Mrs.  Tuffree  certainly  stands 
in  as  good  a  position  with  reference  to  this 
case  as  Polhemus  himself  would  if  be  had 
done  these  things  and  was  now  seeking  to 
quiet  his  title  against  his  cotenants.  There 
is  nothing  in  the  findings  to  nullify  the  con- 
clusion we  have  arrived  at  upon  the  forego- 
ing facts,  unless  it  be  the  following:  "That 
none  of  said  beneficiaries,  except  the  said 
C.  B.  Polhemus  had  any  knowledge  that  said 
named  plaintiffs  were  occupying  or  improv- 
ing said  land  under  any  gift  from  said  Polhe- 
mns;  nor  did  said  beneficiaries,  or  either  of 
them,  except  said  Polhemus  know  that  said 
land  had  been  selected  as  aforesaid;  nor  did 
they  agree  that  said  land,  so  selected,  should 
be  owned  by  the  said  Polhemus,  or  by  his 
donee,  Caroline  B.  Tuffree,  In  severalty." 
AVe  do  not  see  how  this  finding  could  have 
any  weight  if,  as  previously  suggested,  Pol- 
hemus were  the  party  plaintiff;  and  likewise 
we  think  it  avails  nothing  against  Mrs.  Tuf- 
free. This  finding  of  fact  discloses  nothing 
violative  of  the  original  agreement  of  parti- 
tion. We  do  not  see  how  It  is  material  up- 
on this  question  that  Poinemus'  cotenants 
should  have  had  knowledge  that  Mrs.  Tuffree 
based  her  rights  upon  a  gift  from  her  father; 
nor  how  it  becomes  material  that  the  coten- 
ants should  have  been  informed  that  Polhe- 
mus had  selected  this  particular  tract  of 
land  under  the  agreement;  nor  that  they 
should  have  agreed  after  the  selection  that 
the  land  so  selected  should  be  owned  by  the 
said  Polhemus,  or  his  donee  in  severalty. 
That  whatever  selection  was  made  by  any 
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of  these  cotenants  shoidd  belong  to  tbem  In 
severalty  was  the  original  agreement  in  the 
first  instance,  and  we  see  no  necessity  ft>r  a 
ratlflcation  thereof  after  the  selection  was 
made.  This  tract  of  land  covered  an  im- 
mense territory,  and  Folhemns'  right  of  se- 
lection of  any  particular  tract  was  as  broad 
as  the  territory  itself.  It  is  evident  the  own- 
ers did  not  reside  upon  this  body  of  land, 
and  their  lack  of  knowledge  as  to  Polhemus' 
selection,  or  the  claims  of  Mrs.  Tnffree  there- 
to, may  well  be  accounted  for  upon  this  the- 
ory; but,  be  that  as  it  may,  we  think  none  of 
the  facts  declared  by  this  finding  of  the  court 
defeat  plaintiff's  claims  that  her  acts,  taken 
in  connection  with  those  at  Polhemus,  con- 
stituted an  executed  parol  partition  under 
the  original  agreement.  For  the  foregoing 
reasons,  the  Judgment  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs and  against  the  defendant  Polhemus  Is 
affirmed;  the  Judgment  in  favor  of  the  de- 
fendants, other  than  the  defendant  Robinson, 
is  reversed,  and  the  superior  court  is  directed 
to  enter  Judgment  upon  the  findings  of  fact 
in  fftvor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against  the  said 
defendants  other  than  the  defendant  Robin- 
son. The  order  denying  a  new  trial  to  the 
defendant  Polhemus  and  to  the  plaintiffs  is 
affirmed.  The  costs  of  this  appeal  are  to  be 
taxed  against  the  defendants  other  than  Rob- 
inson. 

We  concur:  HARRISON,  J.;  VAN  rLEET, 
J. 

On  Motion  for  Rehearing. 

(Oct  2,  1896.) 

PER  CURIAM.    The  Judgment  In  favor  of 
the  defendant  Robinson  In  affirmed. 


109  Cai.  1 

STOCKTON  COMBINED  HARVESTER  & 
AGRICULTURAL,  WORKS  v.  HOUS- 
ER.    (Ko.  19.409.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  6,  1895.) 

c0bporat10n8 — liability    of    btockb0i.debs  — 
Sals  of  Shakes— Notice. 

1.  Defendant  sold  a  manufacturing  plant 
to  plaintiff  corporation,  taking  In  part  i)iiyment 
thereof  400  shares  of  its  coqiorate  stock,  at  $50 
per  share.  There  was  no  indorsement  on  the 
certificate  that  it  was  for  fully-paid  or  nonas- 
sessable stock,  nor  was  there  any  such  under- 
standing between  the  parties.  At  the  time  of 
this  transaction  each  of  plaintiff's  stockholders 
had  paid  $50  per  share  on  his  stock.  JIM, 
that  defendant's  stock  was  subject  to  the  same 

;onditions  and  liabilities  that  it  would  have 
been  subject  to  had  he  been  an  original  sub- 
scriber. 

2.  Under  Civ.  Code,  i  337.  which  provides 
that,  if  any  portion  of  the  assessment  levied 
against  the  capilal  stock  of  a  corporation  shall 
remain  unpaid  on  the  day  specified  in  the  as- 
sessment notice,  the  secretary  must,  unless  oth- 
erwise ordered  by  the  board  of  directors,  cause 
to  be  published  "in  the  same  pnpprs"  in  which 
the  notice  of  assessment  was  published  a  notice 
of  sale,  eta,  the  board  may  order  such  notice 
of  sale  to  be  published  in  a.  paper  other  than 
that  in  which  tbe  notice  of  assessment  appear- 
ed. 


3.  The  secretary  of  a  corporation,  on  Hm 
order  of  the  president,  sent  by  mail  to  eadl  of 
the  seven  directors  a  written  notice  of  a  spe- 
cial meeting,  properly  addressed  and  postpaid, 
three  days  nciore  the  time  fixed  for  the  meet- 
ing. Scld,  that  notice  was  given  as  required 
by  Civ.  Code,  §  320,  and  the  acts  of  the  five 
directors  present  were  valid. 

4.  Notice  to  the  directors  of  a  corporation 
of  a  special  meeting  will  be  presumed,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  proof  to  the  contrary,  though  not  re- 
cited in  the  record  of  the  meeting. 

5.  Where  written  notices  of  a  special  meet- 
ing were  properly  addressed,  and  sent  by  mall, 
postpaid,  to  each  of  the  directors  of  a  corpora- 
tion, the  presumption  is  that  the  notices  were 
received. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;    Lucien  Shaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Stockton  Combined  Harvest- 
er &  Agricultural  Works  against  Daniel  Hou- 
ser  to  recover  an  assessment  on  shares  of 
stock.  From  a  judgment  for  defendant, 
plaintiff  appeals.    Reversed. 

Nichol  &  Orr  and  J.  h.  Murphey,  for  ai^- 
pellant.  Anderson  &  Anderson  and  S.  L. 
Carta:,  for  respondent 

BELCHER,  C.  The  plaintiff  Is  a  manufae- 
tm-ing  corporation  organized  under  the  laws 
of  this  state,  and  having  its  principal  place 
of  business  In  the  city  of  Stockton.  Its  cap- 
ital stock  is  $300,000,  divided  Into  3,00© 
shares,  of  the  par  value  of  $100  each.  On 
October  14, 1885,  defendant  became  the  own- 
er of  400  shares  of  plaintifTs  capital  stock, 
and  at  that  time  more  than  one-fourth  of  Ita 
entire  capital  stock  had  been  subscribed  for 
and  taken.  On  the  day  named  there  was  is- 
sued to  and  accepted  by  defendant  a  certifi- 
cate for  the  said  shares  of  stock,  and  ever 
since  he  has  continued  to  be,  and  now  la. 
the  owner  and  holder  thereof.  On  October 
4,  1892,  one-half  of  the  par  value  of  the  sub- 
scribed capital  stock  of  plaintiff  had  been 
paid,  and  no  more.  At  that  time  pUilntlff 
was  indebted  to  divers  creditors  in  sums  ag- 
gregating about  $150,000,  and  was  unable  to 
meet  Its  liabilities  and  satisfy  the  claims  of 
Its  creditors,  and  for  such  purpose  It  was 
necessary  that  an  assessment  of  $25  i)er 
share  on  the  subscribed  capital  stock  of  plain- 
tiff—the  same  being  one-half  of  the  amount 
then  tmpald  on  such  capital  stock— should  be 
levied  and  assessed  by  the  directors  of  plain- 
tiff. On  October  4,  1892,  at  a  regular  meet- 
ing of  the  board  of  directors,  there  was  duly 
adopted  a  resolution  levying  an  assessment 
on  the  subscribed  capital  stock  of  the  corpo- 
ration in  the  sum  of  $25  per  share,  and  up- 
on the  adoption  of  such  resolution  the  plain- 
tiff's secretary  caused  to  be  published  In  a 
newspaper  printed  and  published  in  the  city 
of  Stockton,  for  the  time  and  in  the  manner 
required  by  law,  a  notice  of  such  assessment; 
and  on  the  same  day  copies  of  said  notice 
were  mailed  to  the  several  stockholders  of 
plaintiff,  at  their  several  places  of  residence. 
By  the  resolution  levying  the  assessment, 
November  7, 1892,  was  fixed  as  the  time  wheii> 
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the  Btock  on  which  the  asscBBment  should  re- 
main unpaid  should  become  delinquent,  and 
November  26,  1892,  as  the  day  for  the  sale 
of  delinquent  stock.  No  part  of  defendant's 
assessment  was  paid,  and  on  November  22d 
a  resolution  was  adopted  by  the  board  of  di- 
rectors of  plaintiff  waiving  further  proceed- 
ings for  the  collection  of  said  assessment  by 
sale,  and  electing  to  proceed  by  action  at 
law  to  recover  the  amount  of  the  assessment, 
as  provided  in  section  349  of  the  Civil  Code. 
Pursuant  to  the  resolution  last  above  refer- 
red to,  plaintiff  commenced  this  action  to 
recover  from  defendant  the  sum  of  SIO.OOO, 
— the  amount  of  such  assessment.  The  de- 
fendant answered,  denying  that  he  ever  sub- 
scribed tor  any  of  the  capital  stock  of  the 
plaintiff;  and  alleging  that  in  1885  he  pur- 
chased from  the  plaintiff  400  shares  of  Its 
capital  stock  at  the  price  of  $50  per  share, — 
that  being  the  price  agreed  upon  between 
plaintiff  and  defendant  as  the  full  purchase 
price  of  said  stock,— and  then  and  there  paid 
to  plaintiff  $20,000  in  full  for  said  shares  of 
Btock;  and  further  denying  that  there  is  due 
or  owing  or  impaid  to  the  plaintiff  by  the 
defendant  any  sum  on  account  of  said  as- 
sessment, or  on  any  accoimt.  The  case  was 
tried  by  the  court  without  a  Jury,  and  the 
findings  and  Judgment  were  In  favor  of  the 
defendant.  The  plaintiff  appeals  from  the 
Judgment,  and  brings  the  case  here  on  the 
Judgment  roll  and  a  bill  of  exceptions. 

The  third  and  fifth  findings  of  the  court 
are  as  follows:  (3)  "The  defendant  did  not 
subscribe  for  any  of  the  capital  stock  of 
plaintiff  at  any  time,  or  at  all.  In  the  year 
1885  the  defendant  purchased  and  received 
from  the  plaintiff  400  shares  of  the  capital 
stock  of  plaintiff,  at  the  price  of  fifty  dollars 
per  share.  That  was  the  price  agreed  upon 
between  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  the  full 
purchase  price  of  said  stock,  and  defendant 
then  and  there  paid  to  plaintiff  said  full  pur- 
chase price,  by  conveying  to  the  plaintiff  car- 
tain  property  belonging  to  defendant,  which 
was  accepted  by  said  plaintiff  as  the  full 
purchase  price  of  said  400  shares  of  stock.  In 
lieu  of  the  twenty  thousand  dollars  in  cash." 
(5)  "There  was  not  on  October  4,  1802,  or  at 
any  time  since  defendant  purchased  said  400 
shares  of  stock,  any  amount  or  part  of  the 
value  or  purchase  price  of  said  400  shares 
remaining  unpaid."  It  is  claimed  for  appel- 
lant that  these  findings  were  not  Justified  by 
the  evidence;  and  whether  they  were  Justi- 
fied, or  not,  Is  the  principal  question  present- 
ed for  decision. 

It  was  proved  that  the  plaintiff  was  or- 
ganized as  a  corporation  In  1883,  and  that  at 
the  time  of  the  transaction  with  the  defend- 
ant each  of  its  stockholders  had  paid  to  the 
corporation  $50  per  share  on  their  several 
shares  of  stock.  It  was  also  proved  that  in 
October,  1885,  the  defendant  was  the  owner 
of  a  manufacturing  plant  in  Stockton,  con- 
sisting of  a  block  of  land,  the  buildings 
thereon,    machinery,    tools,    materials,    etc.. 


which  he  offered  to  sell  to  plaintiff  for  $100,- 
000,  to  be  paid  as  follows:  Plaintiff  to  as- 
same  a  mortgage  on  the  property  amounting 
to  the  sum  of  $25,000,  and  to  pay  in  cash 
$30,000  In  30  days  from  date,  and  $25,000  in 
12  months  from  date,  and  to  pay  $20,000  by 
the  issuance  to  defendant  of  400  shares  of  its 
capital  stock  at  $50  per  share.  This  offer 
was  accepted  by  plaintiff,  and  the  trade  was 
consummated  on  October  14th  by  the  deliv- 
ery to  defendant  of  plahitifTs  promissory 
notes  tor  the  two  cash  payments,  and  a  cer- 
tificate for  400  shares  of  its  stock,  and  by 
the  delivery  to  plaintiff  of  defendant's  deed 
of  his  said  property.  The  certificate  was  in 
the  usual  form,  and  was  accepted  and  re- 
ceipted for  by  the  defendant  in  the  nsnal 
manner.  There  was  no  indorsement  on  the 
certificate  that  it  was  for  fully-paid  or  non- 
assessable stock,  and  no  evidence  was  intro- 
duced that  It  was  agreed  or  understood  by 
the  parties  at  the  time  of  its  Issuance,  or  at 
any  time,  that  the  stock  should  be  nonas- 
sessable. Und»  these  circumstances,  it  must 
be  presumed  that  the  stock  so  received  wag 
taken  and  held  by  defendant  subject  to  the 
same  conditions  and  liabilities  that  it  would 
have  been  subject  to  if  he  had  been  an  origi- 
nal subscriber  for  it,  or  had  purchased  it 
from  an  original  subscriber.  In  Upton  v. 
Trlbilcock,  91  U.  S.  45,  an  actual  subscriber 
to  the  stock  of  an  insurance  company,  uiH>n 
which  he  agreed  to  pay  20  per  cent,  was 
held  responsible  tor  the  balance,  and  could 
not  escape  liability  therefor  because  of  rep- 
resentations by  the  agent,  at  the  time  of  the 
subscription,  that  he  would  be  only  responsi- 
ble for  that  amount,  or  by  proving  a  subse- 
quent arrangement  with  the  company  cancel- 
ing the  subscription,  and  accepting,  as  in  full 
payment,  his  note  for  the  20  per  cent  agreed 
to  be  paid.  In  Webster  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S. 
65,  a  person  holding  certificates  of  stock  by 
transfer  from  the  original  subscriber,  and 
standing  upon  the  books  of  the  corporation 
as  a  stockholder,  was  held  liable  for  the  bal- 
ance due  upon  the  stock,  without  proof  of 
an  express  promise  on  his  i>art  to  pay.  In 
Pullman  v.  Upton,  96  U.  S.  328,  a  transferee 
of  stock,  who  caused  the  transfer  to  be  made 
to  himself  on  the  books  of  the  corporation. 
as  security  for  a  debt  of  the  transferrer,  was 
held  liable  for  the  balance  due  on  such  stock 
And  see  Clark  v.  Bever,  139  V.  S.  96,  11  Sup. 
Ct  468,  where  the  foregoing  cases  are  cited, 
and  their  import  stated.  See,  also.  Green  v. 
Abietine  Medical  Co.,  96  Cal.  322,  31  Pac. 
100.  Without  following  the  able  arguments 
of  counsel  further,  or  noticing  the  numerous 
authorities  cited,  it  seems  enough  to  say  that 
In  our  opinion  the  appellant's  contention  that 
the  findings  above  quoted  were  not  Justified 
by  the  evidence  must  be  sustained.  But 
conceding  this  to  be  so,  respondent  stIU  in- 
sists that  there  are  two  other  points  which 
are  fatal  to  appellant's  cause  of  action: 

1.  At  the  meeting  of  the  board  of  directors 
held  October  4th,  at  which  the  assessment 
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was  levied,  the  board  duly  adopted  a  resolu- 
tion directing  the  secretary  of  plaintiff  to 
publish  the  notice  of  the  assessment  In  the 
Stockton  Independent,  and  to  publish  the  no- 
tice of  delinquent  sale  In  the  Erenlng  Mall; 
both  being  newspapers  of  general  circulation, 
printed  and  published  In  the  city  of  Stock- 
ton. This  resolution  was  not  entered  In  the 
minutes  of  the  board,  but  the  notices  were 
published  In  the  papers  as  directed  for  the 
time  and  In  the  manner  required  by  law. 
Section  337  of  the  Civil  Code  provides  that 
"If  any  i)ortion  of  the  assessment  mentioned 
in  the  notice  remains  unpaid  on  the  day  spec- 
ified therein  for  declaring  the  stock  delin- 
quent, the  secretary  must,  unless  otherwise 
ordered  by  the  board  of  directors,  cause  to  be 
published  in  the  same  papers  in  which  the  no- 
tice hereinbefore  provided  for  shall  have 
been  published,  a  notice"  of  sale  substan- 
tially in  a  form  specified.  It  Is  argued  that 
the  meaning  of  this  section  is  that  the  secre- 
tary must  "publish,"  unless  directed  not  to 
publish,  but  that.  If  he  publish  the  notice  at 
all,  it  must  be  in  the  same  paper  that  the  no- 
tice of  assessment  was  published  In,  and  that 
the  result  of  the  failure  to  publish  the  notice 
of  delinquent  sale  in  the  manner  required  by 
the  statute  Is  to  make  all  the  proceedings 
void,  except  the  levy  of  the  assessment  (cit- 
ing section  346,  Civ.  Code),  and  hence  the  de- 
fendant's stock  never  became  delinquent,  and 
the  action  cannot  be  maintained.  We  do  not 
understand  section  337  to  have  the  meaning 
Imputed  to  it.  As  we  read  the  section,  it 
means  that  the  notice  of  sale  must  be  pub- 
lished in  the  same  paper  as  the  notice  of  as- 
sessment, unless  otherwise  ordered  by  the 
board;  but  the  board  may  order  the  notices 
to  be  published  in  different  papers,  and  If 
they  are  regularly  so  published  the  require- 
ments of  the  statute  are  complied  with.  It 
must  be  held,  therefore,  that  the  publication 
in  the  Evening  Mail  was  authorized  and  suf- 
ficient. 

2.  It  is  also  argued  that  the  meeting  of  the 
board  of  directors  on  November  22d  was  a 
special  meeting,  at  which  only  five  of  the 
seven  directors  were  in  attendance,  and  that 
no  sufficient  notice  of  the  meeting  was  given 
to  the  directors,  and  hence  the  members  pres- 
ent were  not  authorized  to  transact  any  busi- 
ness, and  the  action  taken  to  waive  further 
proceedings  for  the  collection  of  defendant's 
assessment  by  sale,  and  to  proceed  by  action 
at  law  to  collect  the  amount  of  the  assess- 
ment, was  unauthorized  and  void.  Section 
320  of  the  Civil  Code  provides:  "When  no 
provision  is  made  In  the  by-laws  for  regular 
meetings  of  the  directors  and  the  mode  of 
calling  special  meetings,  all  meetings  must  be 
called  by  special  notice  in  writing,  to  be  giv- 
en to  each  director  by  the  secretary,  on  the 
order  of  the  president,  or,  if  there  be  none,  on 
the  order  of  two  directors."  The  only  provi- 
sion of  the  by-laws  of  plaintiff  as  to  the  no- 
t  ice  of  special  meetings  is,  that  "notice  there- 
of of  at  least  two  days  shall  be  given  to  the 


directors,  and  shall  be  In  w-iting,  signed  by 
either  the  secretary,  president,  or  the  direct- 
ors making  such  call."  It  was  proved  that 
notice  in  writing  of  the  special  meeting  of 
November  22d,  signed  by  the  secretary,  was 
sent  by  him  by  mall,  properly  addressed  and 
postpaid,  to  each  of  the  directors,  about  three 
days  before  the  day  named  for  the  meeting; 
that  the  notices  were  sent  In  accordance  with 
the  direction  of  the  president;  and  that  five 
of  the  directors  were  present  at  the  meeting, 
and  took  part  in  its  proceedings.  The  pre- 
sumption Is  that  all  of  the  notices  thus  sent 
were  received,  and  there  was  no  evidence 
that  any  one  of  them  was  not  received.  The 
question  then  Is,  was  notice  of  the  meeting 
given  to  each  director  as  required  by  the 
Code  and  by-law?  In  Granger  v.  Mining 
Co.,  59  Cal.  678,  It  was  held  that.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  proof  to  the  contrary,  notice  to  the 
directors  of  a  meeting  will  be  presumed, 
though  not  recited  In  the  record  of  the  meet- 
ing. The  court  said:  "It  Is  contended  that 
there  was  no  authority  to  execute  the  instru- 
ments in  question  vested  In  the  president  and 
secretary  by  the  above  resolution,  because  the 
meeting  at  which  it  was  passed  was  a  spe- 
cial one,  and  there  was  no  evidence  that  such 
a  notice  of  the  meeting  as  was  required  by 
law  (Civ.  Code,  {  320)  was  served  on  the  di- 
rectors. This  question  was  presented  in  Sar- 
gent T.  Webster,  13  Mete.  (Mass.)  497.  In 
that  case  the  board  of  directors  at  a  meeting 
passed  a  vote  authorizing  an  assignment  of 
all  Its  pn^perty  to  one  of  the  creditors  of  the 
corporation,  who  bound  himself,  by  a  coun- 
ter b<md,  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the  prop- 
erty so  assigned  to  the  payment  of  the  debts 
and  obligations  to  him,  and  to  pay  over  to 
the  corporation  any  balance  that  remained. 
There  were  five  directors,  and  three  only  were 
present  at  the  meeting  which  passed  the 
resolution  authorizing  the  assignment  It 
was  contended  that  the  assignment  was  not 
binding  on  the  corporation  because  it  did  not 
appear  that  notice  of  the  meeting  was  given 
to  ail  the  directors.  The  court  per  Shaw,  O. 
J.,  thus  disposed  of  the  point:  'Another  ob- 
jection of  this  same  kind  Is  that  it  does  not 
appear  that  notice  of  the  meeting  was  given 
to  all  the  directors.  But  the  contrary  does 
not  appear,  and  It  would  be  hazardous  to  de- 
cide that  every  vote  passed  by  an  aggregate 
body  Is  void  if  it  do  not  appear  by  the  record 
that  all  were  notified.  We  believe  It  Is  not 
usual.  In  corporate  records,  to  state  how 
members  were  notified.  The  presumption 
"omnia  rite  acta"  covers  multitudes  of  de- 
fects in  such  cases,  and  throws  the  burden 
upon  those  who  would  deny  the  regularity  of 
a  meeting,  for  want  of  due  notice,  to  estab- 
lish it  by  proof.' "  In  Toungiove  v.  Steln- 
man,  80  Cal.  375,  22  Pac.  180,  a  question  sim- 
ilar to  that  now  under  consideration  was  pre- 
sented. The  court  said:  "It  is  contended.  In 
Bupi>ort  of  the  appeal  from  the  Judgment  and 
order  denying  a  new  trial,  that  the  evidence 
shows  that  the  meeting  of  the  board  of  dlrect- 
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<ns  at  which  the  ajsseaament  was  levied  waa 
not  a  legal  meeting,  for  the  reason  that  no  no- 
tice of  the  meeting  was  giyen.  But  the  court 
below  found  that  the  meeting  was  'duly  and 
regularly  convened,'  and  that  the  assessment 
was  'lawfully  and  rightfully'  levied.  This 
included  a  finding  that  the  necessary  notice 
was  given,  and  the  finding  is  supported  by 
snfflclent  evidence."  The  record  in  that  case 
shows  that  written  notices  of  the  meeting 
were  sent  to  all  of  the  directors,  and  that  the 
notice  to  the  plaintiff,  who  was  one  of  the  di- 
rectors, was  sent  to  him  by  mail.  The  case 
of  Harding  v.  Vandewater,  40  Cal.  77,  cited 
and  relied  upon  by  respondent,  is  not  in  point. 
In  that  case  there  was  no  proof  that  any  no- 
tice of  the  meeting  had  been  given  to  the  two 
absent  trustees.  In  view  of  the  authorities, 
we  conclude  that  the  notice  of  the  meeting  of 
November  22d,  as  given  to  the  directors,  waa 
sufficient,  and  that  the  board  was  authorized 
to  take  action  as  it  did.  The  judgment 
should  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded. 

We  concur:    HAYNBS,  O.;  SBARLS,  O. 

PEE  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  is  re- 
versed and  the  cause  remanded. 


(  Cal.  trnrep.  142 

McDONAIiD  T.  SOUTHERN  CALIFORNIA 

BY.  CO.     (No.  19,534.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  11,  1895.) 

CONVETAITOB  OF    RiOHT    OP    WaT— COSSTRUCTIOS 
AKU  BPPBCT. 

A  conveyance  to  a  railroad  company  of 
the  right  of  way  for  its  road,  as  located,  con- 
structed, and  operated  on  the  highway  in  front 
of  the  grantor'B  premises,  to  wit,  on  Third 
street,  '"for  the  full  length  and  frontage  of  lots 
23  and  24  in  block  25,"  of  a  certain  survey,  and 
also  the  right  to  use  "such  street"  for  railroad 
purposes,  with  an  acknowledgment  of  payment 
for  "all  damafres  sustained  by  me  by  reason  of 
the  construction  of  said  railroad  upon  said 
street,  and  by  reason  of  the  operation  thereof, 
and  particularly  •  •  •  for  damages  for  any  in- 
jury caused  by  the  construction  of  said  railroad 
in  front  of  my  property  hereinljefore  described," 
is  a  grant  only  of  the  right  of  way  in  front  of 
the  two  lots;  and  the  damages  for  which  satis- 
faction is  aekuowiedgi'd  are  limited  to  those 
which  had  been  sustained  by  construction  and 
operation  of  the  road  in  front  of  such  lots,  aud 
do  not  apply  to  damages  aftorwanls  sustained 
by  reason  of  a  detective  bridge  ou  the  road, 
not  in  front  of  the  lots. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Bernardino  county;  John  L.  Campbell, 
Judge. 

Action  by  William  McDonald  against  the 
Southern  California  Railway  Company  for 
damages  to  plaintiff's  premises,  caused  by  a 
defectively  constmcted  bridge.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  and  defendant  appeals.    Aflinned. 

W.  J.  Huasaker,  for  appellant  Paris  & 
Allison  and  Goodcell  &  Leonard,  for  respond- 
ent 

HARRISON,  3,  When  this  case  was  here 
upon  the  former  appeal  (101  Cal.  20C,  35  Pac. 


643,  64^  It  appeared  from  the  findings  that 
"said  bridge  and  all  approaches  ther^o  are 
located  within  the  right  of  way  in  said  deed 
described,  and  constitute  part  of  the  premises 
thereby  granted  to  the  California  Gentnl 
Railway  C(Mupany";  and  it  was  held  that, 
by  virtue  of  the  conveyance  from  the  plaintiff 
to  the  predecessor  of  the  defendant,  he  had 
given  a  license  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
bridge  in  the  condition  it  was  at  the  tiine  of 
the  conveyance.  The  cause  was  remanded 
for  a  new  trial,  and  the  siqterlor  court  has 
now  found  "that,  at  the  time  said  deed  was 
executed,  the  bridge  described  in  plaintiff's 
complaint,  and  referred  to  in  the  evidence, 
was  not,  um:  was  any  part  thereof,  sltnated 
upon  the  lands  of  the  plaintiff  described  in 
his  complaint,  or  upon  the  extension  of  Third 
street  in  front  of  his  lands,  but  that  the  east- 
ern  abutment  of  said  bridge  was  situated  uiwn 
the  land  of  Third  street  extended  westerly 
about  150  feet  west  of  the  westerly  line  ot 
plaintiff's  lands."  The  other  facts  found  by 
the  court  being  substantially  the  same  as  upon 
the  former  appeal.  Judgment  was  rendered 
in  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  the  defendant  has 
appealed. 

The  appellant  still  contends  that,  by  reason 
of  the  conveyance  above  referred  to,  tiie  plain- 
tiff is  estopped  from  a  recovery  for  any  dam- 
age sustained  by  reason  of  the  defective  con- 
struction of  the  bridge.  By  that  conveyance; 
the  plaintiff,  in  consideration  of  the  sum  of 
$750,  granted  "the  right  of  way  for  the  main 
track  of  said  railroad,  as  the  same  is  now 
located,  constructed,  and  operated  in  and  upon 
the  highway  in  front  of  grantor's  premises, 
to  wit,  in  and  upon  Third  street,  as  extended 
west  from  the  limits  of  the  city  of  San  Ber- 
nardino, for  the  full  length  and  frontage  of 
lots  23  and  24  In  block  25  of  the  five-acre  sur- 
vey of  the  Rancho  San  Bernardino,"  and  alM 
"the  right  to  exercise  the  right  to  use  such 
street  for  railroad  purposes,  as  it  is  now  doing 
for  its  main  track."  To  this  grant  was  added 
the  following  clause:  "I  do  hereby  acknowl- 
edge full  and  entire  satisfaction  or  payment 
of  any  and  all  danmges  sustained  by  me  by 
reason  of  construction  of  said  railroad  upon 
said  street,  and  by  reason  of  tlie  oiieration 
thereof;  and  particularly  do  I  acknowledge 
payment  for  damages  t(X  any  lujury  caused 
by  the  construction  of  such  railroad  In  front 
of  my  proi)erty  hereinbefore  described."  The 
right  of  way  which  Is  thus  granted  Is  by  its 
terms  limited  to  "the  full  length  and  f rontaga 
of  lots  23  aud  24  in  block  25  of  the  five-acre 
survey  of  the  Rancho  San  Bernardino,"  upon 
Third  street,  as  extended  west  from  the  limits 
of  the  city  of  San  Bernardino;  and  the  fol- 
lowing clause,  granting  the  right  to  use  "such 
street"  for  railroad  purposes,  has  the  same 
limitation.  As  the  plaintiff  could  not  grant  a 
right  of  way  over  property  that  he  did  not 
own,  and  could  not  grant  the  right  to  use  a 
street,  except  in  front  of  his  own  property.  It 
Is  not  to  be  assumed  that  it  was  Intended  that 
his  grant  should  have  ref^'ence  to  any  other 
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proi>erty  than  that  which  he  owned,  or  to  any 
other  street  than  "the  highway  In  front  of 
grantor's  premlseB,"  which  is  described  there- 
in. The  danse  upon  which  the  appellant  re- 
lies In  support  of  Its  dalm  is  that  in  which  the 
plalntUt  actoiowledges  satisfaction  of  "all 
damagea  sostained  by  me  by  reason  of  the 
constnictl(Hi  of  said  railroad  upon  said  street, 
and  by  reason  of  the  opoation  thereof."  We 
are  of  the  (pinion,  howerer,  that  the  "said 
street"  designated  in  this  danse  is  that  por- 
tion of  Third  street  which  had  been  preriously 
named  In  the  Instnunoit,  and  that  the  dam- 
ages for  which  satisfaction  was  acknowledged 
were  limited  to  those  which  had  been  sus- 
tained by  the  constniction  and  operation  of 
the  railroad  In  front  of  the  plaintiff's  proper- 
ty, and  wMch  are  "particularly"  designated  in 
the  last  clause  of  the  instrument  It  would 
require  explicit  language  to  Justify  the  con- 
clusion that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  parties 
that  the  instrument  should  apply  to  damages 
that  the  plaintiff  might  afterwards  sostain  by 
reason  of  a  defectlre  structure  upon  the  road 
at  a  point  remote  from  his  land;  and  for  this 
purpose  It  is  Immaterial  whether  the  structure 
was  ISO  feet  or  a  mile  away.  It  Is  more  rea- 
sonable to  condnde  that  the  negotiation  and 
compensation  were  limited  to  the  property 
respecting  which  he  had  the  right  to  bargain, 
and  wblch  is  particularly  described  in  the  In- 
Btmmfflit.  The  judgment  and  order  are  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTB.  J.;  VAN  FLEET, 
J. 


lOe  Cal.  Ill 

CBNTEEVILI^  &  K.  IRRIGATION 
DITCH  CO.  T.  BACH- 
TOLD.   (Sac.  21.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  11,  1895.) 
BoMD  OH  Separate  Appeals— Motion  to  Dismias 

1.  Where  a  single  bond  is  executed  on  ap- 
peal from  a  judgment  and  orders  other  than 
one  denying  a  new  trial,  and  the  bond  stiites 
that  it  is  executed  "on  such  appeal,"  without 
designating  the  particular  appeal  on  which  it 
is  esccutcu,  all  the  appeals  will  be  dismissed. 

2.  A  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  on  the 
ground  that  the  order  appcnlcd  from  is  not  ap- 
pealable cannot  be  sustained  pending  a  motion 
to  dismiss  the  appeal  on  the  ground  that  the 
appeal  has  not  beon  perfected. 

3.  The  filing  of  a  proper  bond  In  the  appel- 
late court  in  lieu  of  one  void  for  ambiguity  will 
not  confor  jurisdiction  on  audi  coort  to  hear 
the  appeal. 

Department  L  Appeal  from  anperior  court, 
Fresno  county;  E.  W.  Rlaley,  Judge. 

Action,  by  the  Centerville  &  Kingsburg 
Irrigation  Ditch  Company  against  one  Bacli- 
told.  From  a  judgment  for  defeudant,  nn 
order  denying  a  new  trial,  and  one  deny- 
ing a  motion  to  dismiss  the  action,  plaintiff 
appeals.  On  motion  by  defendant  to  dis- 
miss appeaL    Granted. 

Frank  H.  Short,  for  appellant.  Horace 
Harres,  Stanton  L.  Carter,  aad  W.  B.  Good, 
for  rcapondent. 


HARRISON,  J.  The  plaintiff  gave  notice 
to  the  defendant  February  7,  1895,  that  he 
appealed  to  this  court  "from  the  decision 
entered  in  said  action  in  said  superior  court, 
on  the  8th  day  of  July,  1893,  in  favor  of  the 
defendant  in  said  action  and  against  the 
plaintiff,  and  from  the  whole  thereof,  and 
also  from  the  order  denying  plaintiff's  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial,  made  and  entered  in 
the  minutes  of  said  court  on  the  10th  day  of 
December,  1S94,  and  also  from  the  order  of 
the  court  made  and  entered  In  the  minutes 
of  the  court  on  the  7th  day  of  Ff'jruarj-, 
1895,  denying  plaintiff's  motion  to  dismiss 
said  acticm";  and  on  the  same  day  filed 
with  the  clerk  of  the  8ni>erlor  court  an  uu- 
dertaUng  on  the  said  appeals  from  the 
three  orders,  in  which  the  sureties,  "In  con- 
sideration of  such  appeal,"  entered  into  one 
$300  undertaking  for  costs  on  the  appeal. 
The  respondent  has  moved  to  dismiss  the 
appeals  upon  the  ground  that  the  under- 
taking is  defective,  in  that  th^e  should  have 
been  a  separate  undertaking  for  each  of  the 
tliree  appeals  from  the  orders  named  in  the 
notice  of  appeal. 

It  is  the  settled  rule  of  practice  in  this 
court  that  when  an  appeal  is  taken  from  two 
or  more  orders,  or  from  a  Judgment  and  an 
order,  whether  the  notice  of  such  appeal  is 
given  by  separate  notices  or  in  one  instm- 
ment,  the  appellant  must  file  the  Jurisdic- 
tional undertaking  for  |300  for  the  appeal 
from  the  Judgment  and  from  each  of  the 
orders  appealed  from,  except  In  the  single 
Instance  of  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  and 
an  order  denying  a  new  trial.  If  a  single 
undertaking  for  (300  is  given,  and  reters  to 
only  one  of  the  orders  appealed  from,  or  to 
the  Judgment  alone,  this  court  will  have 
Jurisdiction  of  only  the  matter  so  referred 
to  in  the  undertaking,  and  the  other  appeals 
will  be  dismissed.  Horn  v.  Water  Co.,  18 
Cal.  141;  Bomheimer  v.  Baldwin,  38  Cal. 
671;  Berniaud  v.  Beecher,  74  Cal.  617.  16 
Pac.  510;  Wood  v.  Pendola,  77  CaL  82,  19 
Pac.  183;  Schurtz  v.  Romer,  81  Cal.  244, 
22  Pac.  057;  Crew  v.  DUler,  86  CaL  554,  25 
Pac.  66;  Paving  Co.  v.  Bolton,  80  Cal.  154, 
26  Pac.  650.  If  the  undertaking  has  no 
«pe<^al  reference  to  either  matter  appealed 
from,  but  it  is  conditioned  generally  upon 
"such  ai^eal"  (People  v.  Center,  61  Cal.  191; 
Corcoran  v.  Desmond,  71  CaL  100,  11  Pac. 
815),  or  "said  appeals"  (McCormlck  v.  Bel- 
vin,  96  CaL  182,  31  Pac.  16),  all  the  appeals 
will  be  dismissed  upon  the  ground  that  by 
reason  of  Its  ambiguity  it  cannot  be  deter- 
mined for  which  appeal  it  was  ^ven. 

It  is  urged  by  the  respondMit  that  only 
<nie  of  the  orders  named  In  the  notice  of  ap- 
peal is  an  appealable  order,  and  that,  as  the 
appeal  from  that  order  is  the  only  legal 
consideration  for  the  undertaking,  it  must 
be  referred  to  that  appeal  alone;  and,  con> 
sequently,  that  the  foregoing  rule  Is  not  appli. 
cable  to  the  present  case.  We  are  of  the 
opinion,  however,  that,  although  thla  sng- 
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gestlon  Is  not  without  force,  it  is  not  suffl- 
cieut  to  take  the  case  oat  of  the  rule  afore- 
said. There  are  two  classes  of  cases  in 
wliich  an  appeal  may  be  dismissed, — one, 
where  the  order  appealed  from  is  not  an  ap- 
pealable order;  the  other,  when  the  appeal 
has  not  been  perfected  as  prescribed  by  the 
legislature.  Although  the  action  of  the 
court  is  the  same  in  each  class  of  cases,  it  is 
effected  for  different  reasons,  and  is  goy- 
emed  by  a  consideration  of  different  princl- 
pies.  Formerly  it  was  the  practice,  if  the 
appeal  liad  not  been  perfected,  to  decline 
to  hear  the  appellant  (Biagi  t.  Howes,  63 
Cal.  384);  but  the  present  practice  is  to  grant 
a  motion  to  dismiss,  and  thus  remove  an 
apparent  appeal  from  the  records  in  the 
case.  A  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  upon 
the  ground  that  the  order  is  uot  appealable 
assumes  that  the  appeal  has  been  perfected, 
and  tliat  there  is  a  properly  authenticated 
record  before  this  court  of  the  action  of  the 
superior  court.  Whether  the  order  appeal- 
ed from  is  an  appealable  order  is  a  ques- 
tion of  law,  which  can  be  determined  only 
by  a  Judicial  comparison  of  the  record  con- 
taining the  order,  with  the  statutes  prescrib- 
ing the  orders  from  which  appeals  may  be 
taken;  and,  as  this  court  has  no  Jiurisdic- 
tion  of  an  appeal  until  after  it  has  been 
perfected,  we  cannot,  upon  a  motion  to  dis- 
miss an  appeal  upon  the  ground  that  it  has 
not  been  perfected,  look  into  the  record, 
either  for  the  purpose  of  determining  wheth- 
er the  order  appealed  from  is  appealable,  or 
whether  the  appeal  is  without  merit,  or 
whether  the  court  below  has  committed  er- 
ror in  its  rulings.  On  the  other  hand, 
whether  an  appeal  has  been  perfected  is 
a  question  of  fact  depending  upon  proceed- 
ings subsequent  to  the  entry  of  the  order 
in  the  court  below.  When  a  motl<Hi  to  dismiss 
an  appeal  is  made  upon  this  groimd,  the  char- 
acter or  nature  of  the  order  appealed  from 
is  not  involved,  and  the  action  of  the  court 
is  limited  to  determining  whether  the  steps 
taken  for  the  appeal  are  in  compliance  with 
the  statute  prescribing  the  mode  of  taking 
an  appeal.  The  two  motions  proceed  upon 
different  records,— the  one  upon  a  record  of 
the  action  of  the  court  below  culminating 
in  and  including  the  order  appealed  from, 
while  the  other  is  to  be  determined  upon  a 
record  of  proceedings  taken  by  the  appel- 
lant subsequent  to  and  independent  of  tlie 
order  appealed  from.  We  do  not  mean  to 
be  understood  as  holding  that  the  respond- 
ent may  not  waive  any  defects  on  the  part 
of  the  appellant  in  perfecting  his  appeal, 
and  ask  for  a  dismissal  of  the  appeal  from 
a  nonappealable  order,  but  that,  when  a 
motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  is  made  upon 
the  ground  that  the  appeal  has  not  been 
perfected,  the  appellant  cannot  ask  the  court 
to  look  into  the  record  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining whether  the  order  he  has  appeal- 
ed from  is  appealable.  The  appellant  can- 
not protect  himself  against  a  defective  ap- 


peal by  saying  that  be  liad  no  right  to  ap- 
peal. 

The  subsequent  filing  of  an  undertaking 
In  this  court,  approved  by  one  of  the  Justices, 
does  not  obviate  the  objection  to  the  appeal, 
or  confer  any  Jurisdiction  upon  this  court 
to  hear  the  appeal  The  undertaking  filed 
in  the  superior  court  "is  so  ambiguous  that 
it  must  l>e  regarded  as  if  it  had  never  been 
filed."  Home  &  Loan  Associates  v.  WQkins, 
71  CaL  626, 12  Pac.  799.  It  was  held  In  that 
case  that  to  allow  a  new  undertaking  to  be 
filed  under  such  circumstances  would,  in 
effect,  permit  an  appeal  to  be  perfected  aft- 
er the  time  fixed  by  law.  The  motion  to 
dismiss  the  appeals  is  granted. 


We     concur: 
FLEET,  J. 


GARODTTE,      J.;      VAN 


IM  Cal.  1» 
LANGDON  V.  BLACKBURN  et  aL     (No. 
19,583.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  5,  1895.) 

Eqcitt — Vacating  Pbobati  of  Wiii. 

1.  Equity  has  no  jurisdiction  to  set  aside 
the  probate  of  a  will  on  the  ground  of  fraud, 
mistake,  or  forger;-,  this  being  within  the  exdn- 
Bive  jurisdiction  of  the  probate  conrt. 

2.  Equity  will  not  give  relief  by  diarging 
the  executor  of  a  will  or  the  legatee  thereunder 
with  a  trust  in  favor  of  a  third  person,  alleged 
to  be  defrauded  by  the  forged  or  fraudulent 
will,  where  the  probate  court  conld  afford  re- 
lief by  refusing  probate  of  the  will  in  whole  or 
in  part. 

3.  In  an  action  against  the  legatees  under 
a  will,  brought  four  years  after  its  probate,  it 
was  alleged  that  K.,  plaintiff's  intestate,  was 
the  surviving  sister  of  testator;  that  defend- 
ants, to  defraud  K.,  forged  a  will  in  which  all 
of  testator's  estate  was  left  to  them,  and  had 
it  admitted  to  probate;  that  K.  lived  400  miles 
from  the  place  where  her  brother  resided  in  his 
lifetime,  and  that  at  the  time  he  died  she  was 
65  years  old,  and  ignorant  of  legal  and  business 
matters;  that,  shortly  after  testator's  death, 
defendants  sent  K.'s  son  to  her,  who  told  her 
that  her  entire  interest  in  the  will  was  $3,000; 
that  K.,  believing  this,  accepted  that  amount. 
There  was  no  allegation  that  K.  had  not  re- 
ceived notice  of  probate,  as  required  by  law. 
Plaintiff  prayed  that  defendants  be  adjudged 
to  hold  in  trust  for  K.'s  estate  the  amount  K. 
would  have  been  entitled  to  as  decedent's  sur- 
viving sister  had  there  been  no  will.  Bdd,  that 
equity  would  not  grant  such  relief,  there  being 
no  fraud  collateral  to,  and  extrinsic  of,  the  pro- 
cedure which  culminated  in  the  decree  of  the 
probate  court. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Lais  Obt8]K> 
county;    V.  A.  Gregg,  Jadge. 

Action  by  Maria  M.  Langdon,  administra- 
trix of  the  estate  of  Maria  Klrshner,  decens- 
ed,  against  Cecelia  Blackburn  and  another, 
to  enforce  an  alleged  trust  From  a  Judg- 
ment for  defendants,  plaintiff  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Thompson  A;  Thompson,  for  appellant 
Graves  &  Graves,  for  respondents. 

BELCHER,  a  This  is  an  action  to  en- 
force an  alleged  trust     The  avermmts  of 

uigiiizea  oy  >^_j  \^/ *^/ -^  i \^ 


CaL) 


LA."NGDON  V.  BLACKBURN. 


81S 


the  complaint  are  mostly  npon  Information 
and  belief,  and  are  In  snbstance  as  foUows: 
James  H.  Blackburn  died  In  the  county  of 
San  LulB  Obispo  on  January  2T,  1888,  leaving 
a  large  estate,  and,  as  his  only  heirs  at  law, 
two  brothers,  one  sister,  and  the  children  of 
a  deceased  sister.  The  defendant  Daniel  D. 
Blackburn,  who  was  and  Is  the  husband  of 
the  other  defendant,  Cecelia  Blackburn,  was 
one  of  the  surviving  brothers,  and  Maria 
Xlrshuer,  the  plaintiff's  intestate,  who  died 
May  5,  1893,  was  the  surviving  sister.  Long 
prior  to  January  13,  1888,  the  said  James  H. 
Blackburn  l>ecame  weak  physically  and  men- 
tally, and  wholly  subject  to  the  will  and  con- 
trol of  defendants.  He  had  no  volition, 
mind,  or  will  of  his  own,  and  he  so  continued 
ontil  he  died.  While  he  was  in  this  condi- 
tion, the  defendants  conspired  together  to 
defraud  the  said  %Iaria  Kirshner,  and  to 
cheat  her  out  of  her  one-fourth  Interest  in  the 
estate  of  her  brother,  and  to  get  the  whole 
estate  for  themselves.  To  that  end,  they 
procured  and  caused  to  be  drawn  up,  In  legal 
form,  a  paper  which  purported  to  be  the  will 
of  said  James  H.  Blackburn,  giving  his  prop- 
erty to  them,  and  omitting  all  mention  of  bis 
said  sister.  On  the  said  13th  day  of  Janu- 
ary they  caused  him  "to  be  raised  up  In  his 
bed  (to  which  he  was  then  confined  In  mortal 
sickness),  a  pen  placed  in  his  hand  by  a  per- 
son other  than  himself,  and  who  was  In  de- 
fendants' employ,  and,  upon  defendants'  or- 
der, direction,  and  procurement,  and  not  oth- 
erwise, without  the  will,  volition,  or  knowl- 
edge of  said  James  H.  Blackburn,  the  said 
other  i>erBon  moved  the  pen,  and  caused  it 
to  write  the  name  of  said  James  H.  Blnck- 
bom,  as  being  his  signature  to  said  purport- 
ed wUL"  At  the  time  when  bis  signature 
was  so  written  upon  said  purported  will,  "the 
said  James  H.  Blackburn  was  unconscious. 
He  knew  nothing  whatever  of  what  was  be- 
ing done.  He  had  neither  will,  purpose,  nor 
volition  In  said  matter.  He  did  not,  and  he 
never  did,  sign  said  purported  will."  He 
never  directed  or  authorized  Its  preparation, 
and  "he  never  in  any  wise  dictated  or  sug- 
gested its  terms,  or  any  of  them,  or  knew 
anything  about  it  or  of  its  existence."  De- 
fendants thereupon  took  the  said  forged  will, 
and  kept  it  until  after  Blackburn  died.  On 
February  6,  1888,  they  caused  the  same  to  be 
presented  to  the  superior  court  of  San  Luis 
Obispo  county  for  probate,  and  thereafter 
such  proceedings  were  had  that  on  the  28th 
of  that  month  an  order  was  made  admitting 
it  to  probate  as  and  for  the  last  will  of  said 
deceased.  Afterwards,  by  procurement  of 
defendants,  the  property  of  the  estate,  of  the 
value  of  about  $1,000,000,  was  distributed  to 
and  taken  and  held  by  them.  Plaintiff's  in- 
testate was  entitled  to  one-fourth  of  the 
property  of  the  estate,  but  was  awarded  no 
part  of  It.  Plaintiff's  Intestate  was  about 
es  years  of  age,  and  quite  Ignorant  as  to 
legal  and  business  matters.  She  resided  In 
Ynba  county,  more  than  400  miles  from  San 


Late  Obispo  county;  and  as  to  all  of  the  be- 
fore recited  facts  in  regard  to  the  said  pre- 
tended will  she  was  by  the  said  defendants 
purposely,  willfully,  and  carefully  kept  in 
Ignorance,  until  about  seven  months  l)efore 
she  died,  when  she  first  learned  of  the  ex- 
istence of  said  facts,  and  that  she  had  been 
robl>ed  by  said  proceedings.  Shortly  after 
the  death  of  Blackburn,  the  defendants,  to 
carry  out  and  effectuate  their  scheme  to  de- 
prive Mrs.  Kirshner  of  her  share  in  the  es- 
tate of  her  brother,  and  to  prevent  her  from 
making  Inquiries  In  the  matter,  employed 
and  hired  one  Henry  Flndley  (her  son  by 
her  first  marriage)  to  visit  her,  and  tell  her 
that  her  entire  Interest  in  the  estate  of  her 
deceased  brother  was  the  sum  of  $3,000  only. 
By  their  procurement  and  under  their  em- 
ployment, Flndley  did  visit  his  mother  at  her 
home  In  Yuba  county,  and  did  tell  her  that 
her  Interest  in  her  brother's  estate  was 
$3,000,  and  no  more.  She  believed  the  state- 
ments of  her  son,  and  relied  upon  them  as 
true.  Thereupon,  as  a  part  of  their  scheme 
to  defraud  Mrs.  Kirshner  and  to  cheat  her 
oiit  of  her  share  of  the  estate,  defendants 
paid  over  to  her  the  said  sum  of  $3,000, 
which  was  all  she  ever  received  from  the 
said  estate.  "In  their  said  fraudulent  pur- 
pose defendants  succeeded.  Misled  by  her 
said  son  and  his  false  statetnent  aforesaid, 
she,  the  said  Maria  Kirshner,  did  believe 
that  the  $3,000  by  defendants  paid  her  was 
her  full  share  of  the  estate,  and  accordingly 
she  made  no  Inquiry  in  the  premises,  and 
knew  nothing  of  said  probate  proceedings. 
But  for  said  false  statement,  her  reliance 
thereon,  and  the  payment  of  said  money  to 
her,  she,  the  said  Maria  Kirshner,  would 
bave  had  her  suspicions  aroused,  would  have 
made  Inquiries  in  the  premises,  have  discov- 
ered that  said  purported  will  was  a  forgery, 
and  would  have  opposed  the  probate  there- 
of." By  this  fraudulent  scheme  and  its  ac- 
complishment, defendants  received  and  con- 
verted to  their  own  use  property  of  the  value 
of  about  $250,000,  which  should  and  other- 
wise would  have  come  to  said  Maria  Kirsh- 
ner during  her  life,  and  now  properly  belongs 
to  her  estate.  Immediately  on  the  discovery 
of  the  frauds  above  detailed,  as  to  the  for- 
ging of  said  will  and  the  deception  practiced 
upon  her  in  inducing  her  to  believe  that 
$3,000  was  her  full  share  of  the  estate  of  her 
brother,  and  within  a  year  before  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action,  sold  Maria  Kirsh- 
ner demanded  of  defendants  that  they  ac- 
count for  and  turn  over  to  her  the  one-fourth 
part  of  said  estate  so  as  aforesaid  taken  and 
held  by  them;  but  so  to  do  defendants  re- 
fused, and  they  stiU  refuse.  Said  James  H. 
Blackburn,  when  he  died,  left  no  will,  or  pur- 
ported will,  other  than  the  one  above  men- 
tioned. The  prayer  is  that  defendants  be  ad- 
judged to  hold  one-fourth  part  of  the  proper- 
ty of  the  estate  so  received  by  them  In  trust 
for  the  estate  of  Maria  Kirshuer,  and  for  an 
accounting.    A  general  and  special  demur-. 
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rer  to  the  complaint  waa  Interposed  and  ani- 
talned,  and  the  appeal  Ui  from  the  Judgment 
thereupon  entered. 

The  case  In  all  of  Its  main  features,  Is  In 
no  way  distinguishable  from  that  of  the 
Broderlck  WIU  Case,  decided  by  the  supreme 
conrt  of  the  United  States,  and  reported  In 
21  Wall.  503.  In  that  case  the  relief  sought 
was  that  the  will  be  declared  a  forgery,  and 
the  probate  and  all  subsequent  proceedings 
be  annulled  and  set  aside,  or  that  the  de- 
fendants be  charged  as  trustees,  etc.  It  was 
held  that  a  court  of  equity  has  no  Jurisdic- 
tion to  avoid  a  will  or  to  set  aside  the  pro- 
bate thereof  on  the  ground  of  fraud,  mistake, 
or  forgery,  this  being  within  the  exclusive 
Jurisdiction  of  the  courts  of  probate,  and 
also  that  a  court  of  equity  will  not  give  re- 
lief by  charging  the  executor  of  a  will  or  a 
legatee  with  a  trust  in  favor  of  a  third  per- 
son, alleged  to  be  defrauded  by  the  forged 
or  fraudulent  will,  where  the  conrt  of  pro- 
bate could  afford  relief  by  refusing  probate 
of  the  will  in  whole  or  In  part.  The  opinion 
was  delivered  by  Mr.  Justice  Bradley,  and 
in  speaking  of  the  exclusive  Jurisdiction  of 
the  probate  conrt  of  California  in  probate 
cases,  and  the  questions  which  can  be  tried 
in  probate  proceedings,  he,  on  page  616,  said : 
"Incompetency,  restraint,  tmdue  influence, 
fraudulent  representations,  and  any  other 
cause  affecting  the  validity  of  the  win,  are 
specially  mentioned  as  questions  upon  which 
issues  might  thus  be  framed.  Various  pro- 
visions were  added  calculated  to  secure  a 
thorough  investigation  on  the  merits. 
*  *  •  In  view  of  these  provisions,  it  is 
difficult  to  conceive  of  a  more  complete  and 
effective  probate  Jurisdiction,  or  one  better 
calculated  to  attain  the  ends  of  Justice  and 
truth.  The  question  recurs,  do  the  facts 
stated  in  the  present  bill  lay  sufficient  ground 
for  equitable  interference  with  the  probate 
of  Broderick's  will,  or  for  establishing  a 
trust  against  the  purchasers  of  his  estate  in 
favor  of  the  complainants?  It  needs  no  ar- 
gument to  show,  as  it  is  perfectly  apparent, 
that  every  objection  to  the  will  or  the  pro- 
bate thereof  could  have  been  raised,  if  It 
was  not  raised,  during  the  proceedings  insti- 
tuted for  proving  the  will,  or  at  any  time 
within  a  year  after  probate  was  granted, 
and  that  the  relief  sought  by  declaring  the 
purchasers  trustees  for  the  ben^t  of  the 
complainants  would  have  been  fully  com- 
passed by  denying  probate  of  the  will.  On 
the  establishment  or  non-establishment  of 
the  will  depended  the  entire  rights  of  the 
parties,  and  that  was  a  question  entirely  and 
exclusively  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  pro- 
bate court.  In  such  a  case  a  court  of  equity 
will  not  interfere,  for  It  has  no  Jurisdiction 
to  do  so.  The  probate  court  was  fully  com- 
petent to  afford  adequate  relief."  And  In 
State  v.  McGlynn,  20  Cal.  234,  in  which  It 
was  sought  to  have  the  probate  of  the  Brod- 
erlck will  vacated  and  set  aside,  on  the 
ground  that  the  alleged  will  was  a  forged 


paper,  and  to  hare  the  property  of  the  estate 
adjudged  to  have  escheated  to  the  state  of 
California,  Norton,  S.,  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  court,  and,  after  a  review  of  the  au- 
thorities (on  page  274),  said:   "The  conrt  of 
chancery  has  no  capacity,  as  the  authorities 
have  settled,  to  Judge  or  decide  whether  a 
will  is  or  Is  not  a  forgery;  and  hence  there 
would  be  an  Incongruity  In  Its  assuming  to 
set  aside  a  probate  decree  establishing  a 
will,  on  the  ground  that  the  decree  was  pro- 
cured by  fraud,  when  it  can  only  arrive  at 
the  fact  of  such  fraud  by  first  deciding  that 
the  will  waa  a  forgery.    There  seems,  there- 
fore, to  be  a  substantial  reascm,  so  long  as  a 
court  of  chancery  is  not  allowed  to  Judge  of 
the  validity  of  a  will,  except  aa  shown  by  the 
probate,  for  the  exception  of    probate  de- 
crees  from   llie   Jurisdiction    which    courts 
of  chancery  exercise  in  setting  aside  other 
Judgments  obtained  by  fraud.    But  wneth- 
er  the  exception  be  founded  in  good  reason 
or  otherwise.  It  has  become  too  firmly  es- 
tablished  to   be  disregarded.     At  the   pres- 
ent day  it  would  not  be  a  greater  assumption 
to  deny  the  general  rule  that  courts  of  chan- 
cery may  set  aside  Judgments  procured  by 
fraud  than  to  deny  the  exception  to  that  rule 
In  the  case  of  probate  decrees.     We  must  ac- 
quiesce in  the  principle  established  by  the  au- 
thorities. If  we  are  unable  to  approve  of  the 
reason.    Judge  Story  was  a  staunch  advo- 
cate for  the  most  enlarged  Jurisdiction  of 
courts  of  chancery,  and  was  reluctant  to  al- 
low the  exception  in  cases  of  wills,  but  was 
compelled  to  yield  to  the  weight  of  authori- 
ty."—citing  1  Story,  Eq.  Jnr.  f  440.     And  see, 
also,  McDanlel  v.  Pattlson,  98  CaL  86,  32  Pac. 
803,  and  Fealey  v.  Fealey,  104  CaL  354,  38 
Pac.  49. 

The  cases  in  which  a  conrt  of  equity  is 
authorized  to  interfere  and  set  aside  a  for- 
mer Judgment  on  the  ground  of  fraud  are 
those  only  where  the  fraud  was  extrinsic  or 
collateral  to  the  matter  tried.  U.  S.  v. 
Throckmorton,  98  U.  S.  61;  Estate  of  Grif- 
fith, 84  Cal.  107,  23  Pac.  528,  and  24  Pac. 
381;  Pico  v.  Cobn,  91  Cal.  129,  25  Pac.  970, 
and  27  Pac.  537.  In  the  case  last  cited  it  is 
said:  "That  a  former  Judgment  or  decree 
may  be  set  aside  and  annulled  for  some 
frauds  there  can  be  no  question;  but  it  must 
be  a  fraud  extrinsic  or  collateral  to  the  ques- 
tions examined  and  determined  in  the  action. 
And  we  think  it  is  settled  beyond  controver- 
sy that  a  decree  will  not  be  vacated  merely 
because  it  was  obtained  by  forged  documents 
or  perjured  testimony.  The  reason  of  this 
rule  Is  that  there  must  be  an  end  of  litiga- 
tion; and  when  parties  have  once  submitted 
a  matter,  or  have  had  the  opportunity  of  sub- 
mitting it,  for  investigation  and  determina- 
tion, and  when  they  have  exhausted  every 
means  for  reviewing  such  determination  In 
the  sjime  proceeding,  it  must  be  regarded  as 
final  and  conclusive,  unless  it  can  be  shown 
that  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  has  been 
Imposed  upon,  or  that  the  prevailing  party, 
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by  Bome  extrinaie  w  (H^tenl  fraud,  has 
prerented  a  fair  enbmlsalon  of  tbe  controTer- 
sy.  What,  then,  la  an  ertrlnsic  or  collateral 
fraud,  within  the  meaning  of  this  rule? 
Among  tbe  Instances  given  In  the  books  are 
these:  Keeping  the  unsuccessful  party  away 
from  tbe  court  by  a  false  i^mmlse  of  a  com- 
promise, or  purposely  keeping  blm  In  Ignor- 
ance of  the  suit;  or  where  an  attorney  fraud- 
ulently pretends  to  represent  a  party,  and 
conniTes  at  his  defeat,  or,  being  regularly 
employed,  corruptly  sells  out  his  client's  In- 
terest" 

Conceding,  then,  without  deciding,  that  the 
rule  as  to  extrinsic  or  collateral  frauds  ap- 
plies to  judgments  or  decrees  of  probate 
courts,  tbe  question  Is,  are  the  allegations 
here  sufficient  to  bring  this  case  within  the 
rule?  It  is  claimed  for  appellant  that  the 
voluntary  action  of  defendants  In  sending 
to  Mrs.  Kirshner  "her  son  to  assure  her  that 
$3,000  was  coming  to  her,  that  this  was  all 
which  she  was  entitled  to,  and  defendants' 
payment  of  that  money  to  her  as  her  entire 
Interest,  In  view  of  existing  conditions,  were 
an  outside  fraud  collateral  to  and  extrinsic 
of  the  procedure  that  culminated  in  the  de- 
cree." Mrs.  Kirshner  must  have  known  of 
tbe  death  of  ber  brother,  and  that  she  was 
one  of  his  heirs,  and  presumably  must  have 
known  that  he  left  a  large  estata  Tbe  law 
required  that  when  a  petition  for  the  probate 
of  a  will  is  filed,  and  the  will  produced,  the 
time  for  tbe  hearing  must  be  fixed,  and  no- 
tice of  the  hearing  published  In  a  newspaper 
for  a  certain  length  of  time  (Code  Civ.  Proc. 
I  1303),  and  that  copies  of  the  notice  of  tbe 
time  appointed  for  the  probate  of  the  will 
must  be  sent  by  mall  to  tbe  hein  of  the  tes- 
tator residing  in  this  state  (Id.  i  1301).  It 
must  be  presumed,  therefore,  there  being  no 
allegation  to  the  contrary,  that  a  proper  no- 
tice of  the  application  to  probate  the  will  In 
controversy  was  published  and  sent  out  as 
required  by  law,  and  that  Mrs.  Kirshner  re- 
ceived the  notice  sent  to  her;  and,  being  thus 
notified,  it  became  her  duty,  within  a  year  at 
least  after  its  probate,  to  make  inquiry  as 
to  tbe  validity  and  contents  of  the  will.  But 
counsel  say:  "She  might  have  attended 
court,— been  present  all  the  time,— and  seen 
nothing  to  cause  suspicion."  If  that  be  so, 
it  furnisbes  no  excuse  for  her  remaining 
quiet  and  making  no  inquiry  as  to  any  of  the 
transactions  for  nearly  four  years.  It  will 
be  observed  that  it  is  not  alleged  in  the  com- 
plaint that  young  Findley  said  anything  to 
bts  mother  about  the  will  or  its  terms,  or 
tbe  probate  thereof,  or  that  he  advised  or 
even  suggested  that  it  was  unnecessary  for 
her  to  be  present  at  the  hearing,  or  to  em- 
ploy counsel  to  represent  her  thereat,  or  to 
make  any  inauirles  about  the  will  or  the  es- 
tate. He  simply  told  her  that  her  interest 
In  the  estate  was  only  $3,000,  and,  tbe  money 
being  afterwards  paid,  she  quietly  rested  on 
that  assurance  until  after  tbe  time  to  Insti- 
tute a  contest  had  elapsed.  Id.  |  1327.  This 
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did  not,  In  our  oplnlcm,  conatftote  sncta  an  ex- 
trinsic or  collateral  fraud  as  will  enable  tbe 
representatlTe  of  her  estate  to  now  claim  the 
relief  asked  tor.  The  demurrer  was  properly 
sustained,  and  the  Judgment  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:   SEARLS,  G;   HATNES,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  tbe  Judgment  la  af- 
firmed. 


lOf  Cal.  13 
McGAHEY  V.  FORREST  et  al.  (No.  18,425.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  6,  1895.) 

HOBTOAOB    ON     HOMESTBAD— FORCCLOSORB    ArrBR 

Obath  or  MoKTOAooH— Pkeskntatioh  o* 
Claim— Whes  Necbssart. 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  1500,  provides  that 
mortgages  may  be  foreclosed  on  the  property  of 
a  decedent  withoat  previous  presentation  to 
the  administrator  for  allowance,  where  all  re- 
course acrainst  any  other  property  is  expressly 
waived,  but  no  attorney's  fee  is  recoverable. 
Section  1476,  as  amended  in  1880,  provides  that 
where  a  homestead  has  been  selected  from  com- 
munity property  and  recorded  prior  to  the  death 
of  the  husband  or  wife,  and,  after  bis  or  her 
death,  is  returned  in  the  inventory  appraised  at 
not  exceeding  $5,000,  the  superior  court  must 
set  it  oS  to  the  survivor,  and  that  if  there  be 
liens  or  incumbrances  on  it  the  claims  secured 
thereby  must  be  presented  and  allowed  as  oth- 
er claims,  Sdd  that,  where  a  homestead  Is  set 
off  to  the  surviving  husband  or  wife  out  of  com- 
munity property  mortgaged  by  them,  the  mort- 
gage may  be  foreclosed  thereon  without  pre- 
senting it  to  the  administrator  for  allowance,  if 
plaintiff  expressly  waives  all  recourse  against 
other  property  of  the  estate,  and  his  claim  to 
attorney's  fees. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Modoc  county; 
G.  L.  Claflln,  Judge. 

Action  by  John  McGahey  against  Nellie 
Forrest,  administratrix  of  tbe  estate  of  John 
M.  Forrest,  deceased,  and  others,  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage.  From  a  decree  for  plain- 
tiir,  defendants  other  than  Nellie  Forrest, 
Jr.,  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Goodwin  &  Stewart  and  D.  W.  Jenks,  for 
appellants.    G.  F.  Harris,  for  respondent 

SEARLS,  C.  This  Is  an  appeal  by  the 
defendants  Nellie  Forrest  (administratrix  of 
the  estate  of  John  M.  Forrest,  deceased),  Nel- 
lie Forrest,  Sr.  (widow),  and  Mary  Forrest 
and  John  Shannaban  Forrest  (Infant  chil- 
dren of  said  deceased  and  of  said  Nellie  For- 
rest, Sr.),  from  a  Judgment  In  favor  of  plain- 
tiff foreclosing  a  certain  mortgage  executed 
by  John  M.  Forrest,  deceased,  during  his 
lifetime,  upon  two  certain  parcels  of  land 
situate  at  Alturas,  county  of  Modoc,  to  se- 
cure the  payment  of  a  promissory  note  dated 
September  14,  1801,  made  by  said  Forrest 
deceased,  for  $2,400,  and  interest  at  1  per 
cent,  per  month,  payable  one  year  after  date. 
The  mortgage  was  duly  rct-onled.  After  the 
death  of  John  M.  Forrest,  and  the  appoiut- 
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ment  of  bla  administratrix,  one  of  the  par- 
cels of  land  covered  by  the  mortgage,  which 
was  of  the  community  property  of  deceased 
and  his  wife,  Nellie  Forrest,  St.,  was  set 
apart  by  the  court  as  a  homestead  for  the 
family  of  deceased.  Subsequently  the  plain- 
tiff presented  the  following  creditor's  claim 
to  the  administratrix: 

"The  undersigned,  creditor  of  John  M.  For- 
rest, deceased,  presents  his  claim  against 
the  estate  of  said  deceased,  with  the  neces- 
sary Touchers,  for  approval,  as  follows: 

Estate  of  John  M.  Forrest,  Deceased, 

1893.  To  John  McGahey,  Ur. 

June  13th.  To  amount  of  promissory 
note  executed  by  John  M.  Forrest, 
for  the  sum  of  $2,400,  on  the  14th 
day  of  September,  1891,  with  interest 
at  1  per  cent,  per  mouth,  payable  an- 
nually, secured  by  mortgage  o£  even 
date,  as  of  record  upon  the  record 
book  of  Mortgages,  No.  6,  pageb  403- 
4-5,  Modoc  County  Records, — copy 
of  said  note  herewith  attached $2,400 

Interest  for  one  year  to  September 
14th,   1892   (Indorsed) 288 

Interest  for  one  year  to  date,  June 
14th,  1893  216 

Total   ?2,004 

1892.                               Cr. 
September  14th,  by  amount  paid  as  in- 
terest due 288 

$2,616" 

Then  follows  a  copy  of  the  promissory  note, 
and  the  usual  affidavit,  verifying  the  claim, 
which  was  duly  allowed  by  the  administratrix, 
approved  by  the  judge  In  probate,  and  filed 
with  the  clerli,  and  by  blm  duly  registered.  The 
complaint  In  foreclosure  waives  all  recourse 
against  other  property  of  the  estate  than  the 
mortgaged  premises;  waives  counsel  fees, 
etc.  Copies  of  the  mortgage  and  of  the 
claim,  as  presented  to  the  administratrix, 
were  attached  to  the  complaint,  and  made 
a  part  thereof. 

A  demurrer  was  Interposed  by  defendants 
to  the  complaint  upon  the  grounds:  (1)  That 
it  does  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute 
a  cause  of  action.  (2)  That  it  is  ambiguous, 
in  this:  It  cannot  be  determined  therefrom 
whether  the  mortgage  described  in  the  com- 
plaint was  ever  presented  to  the  adminis- 
tratrix of  the  estate  of  John  M.  Forrest, 
deceased,  as  a  claim  against  said  estate. 
(3)  That  It  Is  uncertain;  and  specifying  the 
same  reason  as  that  given  for  its  ambiguity. 
The  demurrer  was  overruled,  an  answer 
filed,  and  the  facts  agreed  to  by  the  parties, 
as  above  stated. 

The  question  presented  here  involves  two 
propositions,  viz.:  (1)  Was  any  presentation 
of  the  claim  of  the  plaintitt  necessary?  (2) 
If  so,  was  the  description  of  the  mortgage 
in  the  claim,  as  presented  to  the  administra- 
trix, suffid'ent? 

The  argument  of  appellant  Is  that,  as  to 
so  much  of  the  mortgaged  property  as  is  cov- 
ered by  the  homestead,  the  mortgage,  as 
such,  should  have  been  presented  to  the 
administratrix,  and  the  claim  secured  there- 


by allowed  as  other  claims,  and  that  this 
was  not  done  for  the  reason  that  the  claim, 
as  presented  and  allowed,  contained  no 
sufficient  description.  Section  1403  of  the 
Code  of  Civil  Procedure  requires  "all  claims 
arising  upon  contracts,  whether  the  same 
be  due  or  not  due  or  contingent,"  to  be  pre- 
sented to  the  executor  or  administrator  for 
allowance,  and  if  not  presented  within  the 
time  limited  they  are  barred  forever,  etc. 
There  is  an  exception  to  the  general  rule  in 
the  case  of  mortgages,  which,  under  section 
1500,  Code  Civ.  Proc.,  may  be  foredosed 
upon  the  property  of  the  decedent  without 
a  previous  presentation,  where  all  recourse 
against  any  other  property  of  the  estate  Is 
expressly  waived  in  the  complaint,  but  In 
such  cases  no  counsel  fees  shall  be  recovered. 
This  right  to  maintain  an  action  upon  a 
claim  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  the  decedent  Is.  it  turn,  limited  by 
section  1475  of  the  same  Code,  as  amended 
In  1880,  which  section  provides,  in  sub- 
stance, that  where  a  homestead  has  been 
selected  and  recorded,  prior  to  the  death  of 
the  decedent,  and  is  returned  In  the  inven- 
tory appraised  at  not  exceeding  $5,000,  etc., 
the  superior  court  must  set  it  off  to  the  per- 
sons in  whom  the  title  is  vested  by  the  pre- 
ceding section;  that  is  to  say,  in  cases  where 
it  was  selected  from  the  community  proper- 
ty, to  the  survivor.  In  such  cases,  If  there 
be  subsisting  liens  or  Incumbrances  apon 
the  homestead,  the  claims  secured  thereby 
must  be  presented  and  allowed  as  other 
claims  against  the  estate,  and  are  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  funds  of  the  estate.  If  sufficient, 
and  can  only  be  enforced  against  the  home- 
stead for  the  deficiency  after  exhausting 
the  other  funds  of  the  estate.  The  necessi- 
ty of  presenting  a  claim  secured  by  mortgage 
upon  a  homestead  to  the  administrator  was 
upheld  In  Bollinger  y.  Manning,  79  CaL  7, 
21  Pac.  375,  and  In  Camp  ▼.  Grider,  62 
Cal.  20.  In  the  case  last  cited  It  was  said 
that  section  1475  creates  an  exception,  in 
case  of  homesteads  declared  In  the  lifetime 
of  the  decedent,  to  the  general  rule  in  cases 
of  mortgages  and  other  liens  provided  for 
in  section  1500,  and  that  the  reason  of  the  rule 
is  to  preserve  the  homestead,  if  possible.  In 
Perkhis  v.  Onyett,  86  Cal.  348,  24  Pac  1024, 
the  necessity  of  presenting  a  claim  to  the 
administrator,  where  secured  by  a  mortgage 
upon  the  homestead,  was  again  upheld. 
There  can  be  no  question  of  the  necessity 
of  presenting  for  allowance  a  claim  secured 
by  mortgage  upon  a  homestead,  within  the 
cases  provided  for  in  section  1475.  But  that 
section,  in  express  terms,  only  applies  to 
"the  homestead  selected  and  recorded  prior 
to  the  death  of  the  decedent"  The  home- 
stead In  this  case  did  not  exist  at  the  time 
of  the  death  of  the  deceased,  but  was  set 
apart  subsequently  by  the  superior  court  hi 
probate,  and  is  what  Is  known  as  a  "probate 
homestead."  Here;  then,  we  have  a  gen- 
eral rule,  provided  by  section  1500,  that  the 
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lioldcr  of  a  mortgage  or  Uen  upon  real  prop- 
erty of  a  decedent  may  enforce  such  mort- 
gage or  lien  without  presentation,  provided 
tic  is  willinK  to  walre  any  claim  against 
decedent's  estate  over  and  beyond  that  upon 
the  property  to  which  the  Uen  attaches. 
This  rule  under  section  1475  does  not  apply 
to  cases  in  which  such  mortgage  or  other 
Uen  exists  upon  a  "homestead  selected  and 
recorded  prior  to  the  death  of  the  decedent," 
but  In  such  cases  the  claim  must  be  present- 
ed to  the  administrator.  To  bold  that  the 
exception  extends  to  probate  homesteads  is 
to  enlarge  its  scope,  and  apply  it  to  a  class 
of  cases  not  included  by  the  language  of  the 
statute  within  its  prorisions,  and  to  enlarge 
the  exception  beyond  the  expressed  Inten- 
tion of  the  lawmakers.  There  appear  some 
reasons  for  not  so  enlarging  the  statute, 
founded  upon  the  fact  that  so  to  do  would, 
in  many  cases,  result  in  shrouding  the  rights 
of  Uen  holders  in  uncertainty.  A.  holds  a 
mortgage  upon  the  property  of  a  decedent. 
He  is  not  required  to  present  it  to  the  ad- 
ministrator for  allowance,  as  a  predicate  to 
his  right  to  enforce  his  lien  as  against  the 
specific  property.  If,  when  the  time  to  pre- 
sent claims  has  run  in  part,  a  probate  home- 
stead is  declared  and  set  apart,  he  must  pre- 
sent his  claim,  he  will  be  deprived,  pro  tanto, 
of  the  time  for  presentation  allowed  to  other 
creditors;  and  if  the  time  for  presentation 
of  claims  has  expired,  as  It  may  well  do, 
and  a  homestead  is  then  set  apart  by  the 
court,  including  the  mortgaged  property, 
one  of  two  things  must  follow:  Either  his 
Uen  Is  cut  off  entirely,  and  his  right  to  fore- 
close without  presentation  of  his  claim  for 
aUowance  is  extinguished,  or  it  must  be  held 
that  In  such  a  case  the  exception  mentioned 
in  section  1475  has  no  application.  "Where 
a  statute  enumerates  the  persons  or  things 
to  be  affected  by  its  proylsions,  there  is  an 
implied  exclusion  of  others.  There  is  then 
a  natural  inference  that  its  appUcatlon  Is 
not  intended  to  be  general."  Suth.  Stat. 
Const,  i  327.  Section  1475  enumerates  the 
things  to  be  affected  by  its  provisions,  via. 
bomesteads  "selected  and  recorded  prior  to 
tbe  death  of  the  decedent,"  and,  by  impli- 
cation, excludes  aU  others.  It  follows  that 
homesteads  set  apart  by  the  order  of  the 
superior  court  during  the  pendency  of  pro- 
bate proceedings,  and  which  had  no  exist- 
ence prior  to  the  death  of  the  decedent,  are 
not  Included  in  section  1475,  but  are  left  to 
tbe  control  of  section  1500  of  the  same  Code, 
and  that  a  prior  lien  thereon  may  be  en- 
forced without  the  necessity  of  presenting 
the  claim  secured  thereby  to  the  executor  or 
administrator,  provided  the  holder  is  wiU- 
Ing  to  expressly  waive  In  his  complaint,  and 
does  waive,  aU  recourse  against  any  other 
property  of  the  estate. 

This  conclusion  renders  it  unnecessary  to 

discuss  the  sufficiency  of  the  description  of 

the   plaintiff's   mortgage    in    his    claim,    as 

presented  to  and  allowed  by  the  administra- 
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trix.    The  judgment  appealed  from  should 
be  affirmed. 

We  concur:  BBIX:;HEIlk  C;  VANOLIEF,  C. 

PBR  CURIAM.  For  tbe  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  appeal- 
ed from  is  affirmed. 


HENET  V.  PESOLI  et  al. 


lot  Cal.  {3 
5.  F.  32.) 


(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  6,  1895.) 

Qdibtiko    Titls— Plaihtiff's    Titlb—Bbp abate 
Pkopbktt  of  Makbied  Woman. 

1.  One  has  title  to  maintain  an  action  to 
quiet  title,  though  she  has  sold  the  land,  and  giv- 
en a  deed  in  escrow,  to  be  delivered  when  the 
last  payment  of  purchase  money  is  made,  and 
the  purchaser  has  gone  into  possession,  the  last 
payment  not  having  been  made,  and  possession, 
by  provision  of  Code  Civ.  Proe.  §  738,  not  being 
necessary  for  maintenance  of  the  action. 

2.  Under  CiT.  Code,  §  162,  providing  that 
all  property  owned  by  the  wife  before  marriage, 
and  that  acquired  afterwards  by  gift,  bequest, 
devise,  or  descent,  with  the  rents,  issues,  and 
profits  thereof,  in  her  separate  property;  and 
section  164  (as  amended  by  St.  1889,  p.  328), 
Drovidlng  that  when  property  is  conveyed  to 
a  married  woman  the  presumption  is  that  title 
is  thereby  vested  in  her  as  her  separate  prop- 
erty,— the  presumption  arising  from  a  deed  to 
a  married  woman,  strengthened  by  the  fact  that 
the  first  payment  was  with  her  separate  prop- 
erty, and  that  at  the  time  of  the  purchase,  when 
her  husband  was  solvent,  they  both  declared 
that  she  was  buying  it  for  nerseif,  with  her  own 
money,  and  was  going  to  pay  for  it,  is  not  re- 
butted by  the  fact  that  the  remaining  payments 
thereon  were  made  with  money  obtained  by 
their  joint  note  and  secured  by  their  Joint  mort- 
gage on  said  land  and  other  separate  property 
of  hers,  he  never  having  paid  anything  on  the 
note,  but  it  having  been  reduced  by  payments 
by  her  from  her  separate  property,  and  the  bal- 
ance having  been  assumed  by  a  purchaser  of 
the  property  from  her. 

Commissioners'  dedalon.  Department  2. 
Api>eal  from  superior  court,  city  and  county 
of  San  Francisco;  J.  C.  B.  Hebbard,  Judge. 

Action  by  Anna  A.  Beney  against  Charles 
F.  Pesoil  and  others.  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff.   Defendants  appeaL    Affirmed. 

H.  W.  Bradley  and  Dorzel  Stoney,  for  ap- 
pellants.   Ash  &  Mathews,  for  respondent. 

SEARLS,  C.  This  Is  an  action  to  quiet  the 
title  of  plaintiff  to  a  city  lot  upon  the  easterly 
side  of  Gough  street,  city  and  county  of  San 
Francisco.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment  quieting 
her  title  as  prayed  In  her  complaint,  from 
which  judgment  defendant  Charles  E.  Pesoil 
appeals.  The  appeal  was  taken  within  60 
days  next  after  the  rendition  of  judgment, 
and  the  record  contains  a  blU  of  exceptions 
setting  out  evidence  introduced  at  the  trial. 
Anna  Heney  was  at  aU  the  times  herein  men- 
tioned up  to  November,  1894,  a  married  wo- 
man, the  wife  of  W.  J.  Heney,  who  deiwirted 
this  Ufe  In  said  month  of  November,  1894, 
Defendant  Pesoil  was  a  creditor  of  W.  J. 
Heney,  and  on  the  3d  day  of  November,  1893, 
he  brought  suit  in  the  superior  court  In  and 
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for  the  dty  and  cotmty  of  San  Franclaco 
against  said  W.  J.  Heney,  to  recover  the  snm 
of  $1,000  and  Interest  thereon,  and  at  the 
same  time  cansed  a  writ  of  attachment  againBt 
the  property  of  said  W.  J.  Heney  to  Issue, 
which  writ  was  levied  upon  the  lot  of  land 
in  dispute  in  this  action.  Such  proceedings 
were  had  in  the  action  of  Pesoli  T.  W.  J. 
Heney  that  on  the  23d  day  of  May,  1894.  the 
superior  court  aforesaid  duly  rendered  and 
entered  a  Judgment  in  said  cause  in  favor  of 
said  Charles  E.  Fesoli  and  against  said  W.  J. 
Heney  for  $1,090.78,  together  with  costs,  etc., 
which  Judgment,  and  the  lien  thereof,  and  the 
lien  of  said  attachment  as  merged  in  the  Judg- 
ment, constitute,  so  far  as  appears,  the  only 
claim  or  interest  of  the  defendant  and  appel- 
lant herein  in  and  to  the  property  in  dispute. 
The  theory  of  defendant  was  and  is  that  the 
land  in  question  was  the  community  property 
of  W.  J.  Heney  and  Anna,  his  wife,  and  that 
as  such  It  was  subject  to  the  payment  of  the 
debts  of  W.  J.  Heney,  the  husband,  and  to  the 
lien  of  defendant's  Judgment,  which  is  still  in 
full  force  and  vigor.  Plaintiff,  on  the  other 
hand,  claims  that  the  property  In  question 
was  purchased  by  her  on  the  28th  day  of  May, 
1880,  and  the  title  thereto  taken  in  her  own 
name,  and  as  her  separate  property  and  es- 
tate,  and  paid  for  with  her  separate  means. 
The  court  found  that  on  the  3d  day  of  No- 
vember, 1893,  and  for  a  long  time  prior  there- 
to, plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  and  in  posses- 
sion of  the  land  and  premises,  and  that  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  she 
was  the  owner  and  holder  of  the  legal  title 
thereto;  that  said  land,  premises,  and  the  Im- 
provements thereon  were  purchased  and  ac- 
quired by  plaintiff  on  May  28,  1889,  in  her 
own  name,  and  as  her  separate  property  and 
estate,  with  her  separate  means;  that  it  was 
and  is  her  separate  property  and  estate,  and 
that  her  husband,  W.  J.  Heney,  never  ac- 
quired or  had  any  interest  or  estate  therein, 
and  that  It  was  not  the  community  property 
of  plaintiff  and  her  husband,  was  not  pur- 
chased or  acquired  with  community  funds, 
and  that  her  husband,  TV.  J.  Heney,  never 
had  any  community  Interest  therein,  and  that 
it  was  not  subject  or  liable  at  any  time  to  at- 
tachment or  lien  or  Judgment  or  execution  as 
the  property  of  W.  J.  Heney,  and  that  the 
defendant  has  no  Hen  thereon. 

There  was  testimony  tending  to  show  that 
in  May,  1889,  the  plaintiff,  Anna  J.  Heney, 
purchased  the  property  from  one  Lyman  C. 
Park  for  $15,000,  and  paid  $4,000  in  cash 
from  her  separate  funds,  was  to  pay  some 
$3,000  and  inte-rest  at  the  end  of  one  ,vear, 
and  assumed  the  payment  of  a  mortgage 
thereon  for  $7,500,  and  received  a  deed  from 
said  Park  to  her  and  in  her  name  under  date 
of  May  28,  18S9,  which  was  duly  acknowl- 
edged and  recorded  May  28,  1890.  Plaintiff 
went  into  possession  of  the  property  at  the 
date  of  her  purchase  in  1889.  There  was 
evidence  tending  to  show  that  on  the  2Sth 
day  of  May,  1890,  plaintiff  and  her  husband 


mortgaged  the  property  to  the  Vallejo  Com- 
mercial Bank  to  secure  the  payment  of  their 
Joint  and  several  promissory  note  for  $11,000 
and  Interest  This  last  mortgage  <»vered 
some  two  or  thjwe  other  lots  of  land  in  San 
Francisco  owned  by  plaintiff,  and  standing 
in  her  name,  and  which  she  testified  was  her 
separate  property.  The  existing  mortgage 
upon  the  lot  here  in  dispute  seems  to  have 
been  taken  up  when  this  $11,000  mortgage 
was  given.  The  evidence  tended  to  show 
tliat  at  the  date  oi  the  purchase  of  the  lot  in 
dispute  W.  J.  Heney  declared  it  was  as  and 
for  his  wife's  s^arate  property  that  the  pur- 
chase was  made,  and  that  her  money  was  to 
pay  for  It  It  was  also  shown  that  prior 
thereto,  and  at  the  date  of  such  purchase, 
W.  J.  Heney  was  solvent  On  the  part  of 
defmdant  there  was  evidence  tending  to 
show  that  on  or  about  March  18, 18&4,  plain- 
tiff and  her  husband  entered  into  a  vrritten 
agreement  with  one  William  H.  Jordan  for 
the  sale  of  the  premises  in  dispute  to  the  lat- 
ter for  $15,800,  to  be  paid  in  installments,  the 
purchaser  to  assume  the  mortgage  to  the  Val- 
lejo Bank,  which  had  been  reduced  by  piam- 
tiff  to  $10,000.  A  deed  of  conveyance  was 
racecuted  by  plaintiff  and  hee  husband,  and 
deposited  in  escrow,  to  be  delivered  to  Jor- 
dan when  the  last  iMiyment  of  purchase  mon- 
ey was  made.  The  purchase  money  had  not 
all  been  paid  at  the  date  of  the  trial,  and  the 
deed  had  not  been  delivered.  Jordan  went 
into  possession  when  the  agreement  was  exe- 
cuted. The  written  agreement  was  objected 
to  by  plaintiff,  and  ruled  out  as  evidence  by 
the  court  but  Its  contents  were  substantially 
proven  by  parol  without  objection. 

Defendant  introduced  his  Judgment  roll  in 
his  action  against  V^.  J.  Heney,  showing  his 
lien  upon  the  property,  provided  said  Heney 
had  any  interest  therein  subject  to  such  lien. 
Counsel  for  appellant  make  three  points  ui>- 
on  which  they  urge  a  reversal  of  tlie  Judg- 
ment, viz.:  (1)  That  plaintiff  failed  to  show 
tiUe  in  herself;  (2)  that  plaintiff's  Utle  had 
passed  to  W.  H.  Jordan;  (3)  that  the  proper- 
ty was  community  property,  having  been 
purchased  with  community  funds,  and  there- 
fore W.  J.  Heney  bad  a  leviable  interest  in 
said  premises. 

The  first  and  second  points  really  Involve 
the  same  proposition,  and  may  be  put  in  the 
form  of  an  interrogatory,  thus:  Had  plaln- 
Uff  title  to  the  land  at  the  date  of  suit 
brought?  We  do  not  doubt  but  that  In  an 
action  to  quiet  title  the  burden  rests  upon 
the  plaintiff  to  show  title  in  himself,  and  if 
he  fails  to  make  out  a  case  he  is  not  entitled 
to  recover.  Winter  v.  McMillan,  87  CaL  256, 
25  Pac.  407;  San  Francisco  v.  EUIs,  54  Cal. 
72.  Possession  was  also  formerly  necessary, 
to  enable  a  party  to  maintain  an  action  to 
quiet  title,  but  under  section  738  of  the  Code 
of  Civil  Procedure,  is  not  now  required. 
Plaintiff,  according  to  the  evidence,  received 
a  deed  to  the  land  in  her  own  name  from 
Park,  dated  in  May,  1889,  but  which  was 
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probably  not  delivered  nntll  the  date  of  ber 
last  payment,  In  May,  1890.  This  (walrlng 
for  the  present  the  question  as  to  whom  the 
title  inured)  vested  the  legal  title  to  the  prem- 
ises in  her,  and,  as  the  agreement  to  convey 
to  Jordan,  and  the  execution  and  placing  in 
escrow  of  a  deed  to  him,  to  be  delivered  up- 
on making  payment  of  the  purchase  price, 
did  not  hare  the  efFeet  of  vesting  title  in 
him  until  payment  was  made,  and  the  deed 
delivered,  it  must  be  held  that  at  the  date  of 
suit  brought,  and  at  the  date  of  the  trial,  as 
jmyment  in  full  had  not  yet  been  made,  and 
no  delivery  of  the  deed  had  been  had,  the  ti- 
tle remained  in  the  plaintlif. 

The  more  important  question  for  considera- 
tion in  the  case  is  as  to  whether  the  premises, 
upon  being  conveyed  to  plaintiff,  became  and 
were  the  community  property  of  said  plaintiff 
and  her  husband,  and  hence  subject  to  the 
lien  of  defendant's  judgment  "Ml  property 
of  the  wife  owned  by  her  before  marriage, 
and  that  acquired  afterwards  by  gift.  Ise- 
quest,  devise,  or  descent,  with  the  rents,  Is- 
sues and  profits  thereof,  is  her  separate  prop- 
erty." Civ.  Code,  {  162.  Section  163  contains 
a  like  provision  in  regard  to  the  separate 
property  of  the  husband.  Section  164  was 
amended  March  18,  1889,  whldi  amendment 
toolc  effect  May  19,  1889  (St.  1889,  p.  328), 
and  reads  as  follows:  "All  other  property  ac- 
quired after  marriage  by  either  husband  or 
wife,  or  both,  Is  community  property;  but 
whenever  any  property  Is  conveyed  to  a  mar- 
ried woman  by  an  instrument  In  writing,  the 
presumption  is  that  the  title  is  thereby  vest- 
ed in  her  as  her  separate  property.  And  in 
case  the  conveyance  be  to  such  married  wo- 
man and  her  husband,  or  to  her  and  any 
other  person,  the  presumption  is  that  the 
married  woman  takes  the  part  conveyed  to 
her  as  tenant  in  common,  unless  a  different 
intention  is  expressed  In  the  instrument,  and 
the  presumption  In  this  section  Is  conclusive 
in  favor  of  a  purchaser  or  Incumbrancer  in 
good  faith  and  for  a  valuable  consideration." 
Prior  to  this  amendment,  property  conveyed  to 
the  wife  during  coverture  was  presumptively 
community  property,  yet  the  wife  might  show 
by  extrinsic  evidence  either  that  it  was  imld 
for  out  of  her  separate  property,  or  that  It 
was  Intended  as  a  deed  of  gift;  and  in  either 
event  it  became  her  separate  iwoperty.  Hlg- 
glns  T.  HlgRlns,  46  Cal.  239;  Rico  v.  Branden- 
stein,  98  Cal.  4C9,  33  Pac.  480.  So,  too.  It  was 
held  that  a  husband  free  from  debt  could  pur- 
chase property  with  community  funds,  and 
direct  a  conveyance  to  his  wife,  with  Intent 
to  make  It  her  separate  estate,  and  the  deed 
would  take  effect  as  a  gift;  and.  If  the  deed 
was  one  of  bargain  and  sale,  reciting  a  valu- 
able consideration.  It  was  competent  to  show 
by  parol  the  real  facts,  in  order  to  rebut  the 
presumption  that  it  was  common  property. 
Woods  V.  Whitney,  42  Cal.  858.  Again,  where 
propfflty  is  acquired  partly  with  separate 
funds  and  partly  with  community  funds.  It 
becomes  in  part  community  property,  In  pro- 


portion to  the  separate  and  community  funds 
invested  in  it.  In  the  case  at  bar  the  plain- 
tiff purcliased  the  property  during  coverture, 
and  took  a  deed  in  her  own  name,  reciting  a 
valuable  consideration.  Such  deed  so  taken 
was,  under  section  164  erf  the  Civil  Code,  as 
amended  in  1889,  prima  fticie  evidence  ttiat 
the  premises  so  purchased  became  and  are 
the  separate  property  of  the  plaintiff.  This 
presumption  is  strengthened  by  testimony 
showing  that  of  the  $16,000  purchase  money 
plaintiff  advanced  and  paid  $4,000  from  ber 
separate  estate  or  funds.  To  this  extent, 
then,  plaintiff.  Irrespective  of  the  presump- 
tion arising  from  her  deed,  under  the  doctrine 
of  Estate  of  Bauer  (Cal.)  21  Pac.  759,  became 
the  owner  of  a  separate  estate  in  the  prop- 
erty. There  is  also  her  own  testimony  and 
the  declarations  of  her  husband,  made  at  the 
time  of  purciiase,  that  his  wife  was  purchas- 
ing It  for  herself,  and  was  going  to  pay  for 
It;  that  she  was  buying  It  with  her  own 
money;  that  she  had  been  without  a  home 
a  good  while,  and  he  was  glad  she  had  se- 
lected it,  so  that  slie  could  Iiave  it,  etc.  This 
was  sufficient  to  show  that  It  was  the  Intent 
of  the  parties  that  plaintiff  should  take  and 
hold  the  property  as  her  separate  property, 
and  to  authorize  the  court  below  in  finding 
that  It  was  her  separate  property,  and  that 
her  husband,  W.  J.  Heney,  had  no  estate  or 
interest  therein,  unless  such  conclusion  Is 
negatived  by  the  fact  that  in  1890  the  hus- 
band, W.  J.  Heney,  joined  with  her  in  exe- 
cuting a  promissory  note  for  |11,000,  and  a 
mortgage  upon  the  premises  in  question  and 
other  lots  of  land,  the  separate  proi>erty  of 
plaintiff,  to  secure  the  payment  of  such  prom- 
issory note.  Had  W.  J.  Heney  advanced  any 
part  of  the  purchase  price  of  the  property 
from  community  funds.  It  would  have  be- 
come pro  tanto  community  property;  but  he 
did  not  do  so.  The  purchase  price  was  $15,- 
000.  Of  this  sum  plaintiff  paid  $4,000,  as- 
sumed a  mortgage  for  $7,500,  and  was  to  pay 
the  residue  at  the  end  of  one  year.  Not  liav- 
ing  funds  in  hand,  she  borrowed  $11,000, 
paid  off  the  existing  mortgage,  made  the 
final  payment,  and  gave  a  new  mortgage,  in 
which  her  husband  joined.  She  sold  some 
separate  proi)erty,  and  reduced  the  mortgage 
to  $10,000,  which  has  been  assumed  by  Jor- 
dan In  his  contract  to  purchase  the  premises. 
Assuming,  then,  that  the  property  was  pur- 
chased by  the  plaintiff  as  and  for  her  sepa- 
rate property,  and  that  her  husband  paid  no 
part  of  the  purchase  price,  we  do  not  find  in 
the  mere  fact  that  her  husband  joined  with 
her  in  a  note  and  mortgage  to  secure  a  part 
of  the  pundmse  price,  but  paid  nothing  on  ac- 
count thereof,  anything  to  rebnt  the  deduc- 
tion that  It  was  and  Is  the  separate  proi)erty 
of  the  plaintiff.  In  Floumoy  v.  Plonrnoy,  86 
Cal.  286,  24  Pac.  1012,  real  estate  had  been 
conveyed  to  the  wife  as  her  separate  prop- 
erty. She  joined  with  her  husband  in  a  note 
and  mortgage  upon  the  land  to  raise  money 
to  pay  off  a  prior  mortgage  thereon,  and  It 
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was  held  tbat  the  money  thns  realized  xtpon 
such  Joint  mortgage  was  her  separate  prop- 
erty. Applying  the  doctrine  of  that  case  to 
the  present  one,  and  it  follows  that  the 
money  secured  by  the  Joint  note  and  mort- 
gage of  plaintiff  and  her  husband,  and  which 
went  to  pay  for  the  land,  was  the  separate 
property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  inured  to  her 
sole  benefit. 

The  case  of  Schuyler  ▼.  Broughton,  70  Cal. 
282,  11  Pac.  719,  which  seems  scarcely  in 
line  with  Floumoy  v.  Flournoy,  supra,  was 
doubted,  though  not  OTerruled  in  the  latter 
case.  We  think  Schuyler  t.  Broughton  may 
lie  differentiated  from  the  present  case.  There 
the  land  was  conveyed  to  the  wife  in  her 
own  name,  by  a  deed  which  upon  its  face 
showed  a  consideration  paid  by  the  wife, 
and  did  not  show  that  the  laud  was  conveyed 
to  her  to  hold  as  her  separate  property.  She 
paid  a  portion,  viz.  $200  of  the  purchase  price 
from  her  separate  property.  Thus  far  the 
case  is  parallel  with  the  one  at  bar,  but  here 
the  parallel  ceases.  In  that  case,  so  far  as 
appears,  there  was  no  showing  by  extrinsic 
evidence  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
spouses  that  the  wife  should  purchase  and 
take  the  title  and  enjoyment  as  her  separate 
estate,  and  hence  the  court  held  that,  as  to 
the  purchase  money  borrowed  by  the  wife, 
but  not  secured  by  any  lien  or  mortgage  up- 
on the  property,  the  money  so  borrowed,  and 
the  estate  bo  far  as  paid  for  therewith,  be- 
came the  community  property  of  the  spooses. 
In  the  present  case,  the  extrinsic  evidence 
tended  to  show  the  Intent  to  purchase  the 
property  by  plaintiff  as  her  separate  estate, 
which  intent  was  acquiesced  In  by  her  hus- 
band. That  being  so,  the  money  borrowed 
and  secured  by  a  mortgage  upon  her  separate 
property  became  also  her  separate  property, 
and  when  it  went  to  pay  the  residue  of  the 
purchase  price  of  the  land  the  whole  estate 
vested  in  the  plaintiff  as  her  separate  prop- 
erty. It  is  rational  to  conclude  that  money 
borrowed  upon  the  security  of  the  separate 
real  estate  of  one  of  the  spouses  will,  in  the 
absence  of  any  showing  to  the  contrary,  be 
treated  as  the  separate  property  of  the  party 
owning  such  real  estate.  A  like  rule  is  ap- 
plicable to  funds  raised  upon  the  security 
of  community  pro];>erty. 

The  agreement  of  plaintiff  to  convey  to 
Jordan  was  property  excluded  as  evidence. 
It  provided  for  a  deed  from  plaintiff  to  be 
executed  and  placed  in  escrow,  to  be  deliv- 
ered upon  final  payment  of  the  purchase 
price.  The  only  object  of  the  evidence  was 
to  serve  as  a  link  in  a  chain  showing  that 
title  had  passed  from  plaintiff,  and  therefore 
that  she  could  not  maintain  the  action.  But 
before  the  agreement  was  offered  in  evidence 
it  had  appeared,  as  it  did  again  later,  that 
the  final  payment  had  not  yet  been  made, 
and  that  the  deed  still  remained  in  escrow. 
This  being  so.  the  agreement  became  unim- 
portant as  evidence.  The  Judgment  appeal- 
ed from  should  be  afiirmed. 


We  concur:    VANCLIEP,  C;    BBITT,  C. 

PBR  CTJBIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  appealed 
from  is  affirmed. 


BRKWBR  ▼.  McCAIN.i 

(Supreme  Court  of  Colorado.     July  1,  1895.) 

PuEADiKQ — AXEKDMBST— Objection — Pakoi.  Evi- 
dence—Harmless Ebrob. 

1.  An  objection  that  separate  causes  of  ae- 
tion  are  improperly  joined  in  one  count  of  the 
complaint,  unless  taken  by  motion,  is  waived. 

2.  Where  a  partnership  agreement  was 
partly  oral  and  partly  in  writing,  one  of  the 
partners  may,  in  one  action,  sue  for  breach  of 
the  written  agreement,  for  an  accomiting  of  the 
profits  arising  from  the  sale  of  partnership 
urooerty  not  mentioned  therein,  and  for  specific 
performance  of  an  agreement  by  defendant  to 
convey  to  him  an  undivided  one^alf  of  certain 
property  purchased  by  the  firm,  title  to  which 
was  taken  in  defendant's  name. 

3.  "Articles  of  special  partnership."  con- 
taining no  provision  for  the  capital  of  the  firm, 
nor  any  clause  specifying  what  either  person 
has  contribated  or  shall  contribute  as  capi- 
tal, and  providing  chiefly  for  the  future  conduct 
of  the  business,  may  be  construed  with  the  aid 
of  parol  evidence. 

4.  £>rror,  if  any,  in  refusing  to  allow  a  wit- 
ness to  relate  a  conversation  held  by  him  with 
one  of  the  parties,  is  rendered  harmless  by  the 
fact  that  the  witness  afterwards  testifies,  from 
another  conversation,  to  circumstances  of  a 
similar  import. 

5.  By  the  terms  of  their  special  articles  of 
partnership,  defendant  was  to  take  certain  prop- 
erty in  his  own  name,  and  deliver  deeds  to  an 
undivided  one-half  interest  therein  to  a  bank,  in 
escrow  for  plaintiff;  the  latter  depositing  with 
the  bank  notes  for  his  share  of  the  nnrchase 
price,  upon  the  payment  of  which,  from  plain- 
tiff's share  of  the  profits  of  the  business,  the 
deeds  were  to  be  delivered.  Tlie  partnership 
was  to  continue  until  dissolved  by  mutual  con- 
sent. Hrld,  that  time  was  not  of  the  essence  of 
the  contract. 

6.  Where  property  was  taken  in  the  name 
of  one  of  the  members  of  a  firm,  and  deeds 
were  executed  by  him  to  his  partner  for  a 
one-half  interest  therein,  to  be  held  in  escrow 
until  the  payment  out  of  such  partner's  share, 
of  the  profits  of  notes  for  his  share  of  the  pur- 
chase money,  the  partner  in  whose  name  the 
lands  were  taken  being  the  financial  member 
of  the  firm,  and  having  the  daty  imposed  on 
him  of  ascertaining  its  profits  by  accountings 
at  stated  intervals,  his  failure  to  do  so  was  a 
waiver  of  the  violation  of  any  time  element  in 
the  contract  by  the  failnre  of  the  other  mem- 
ber to  pay  his  notes  when  due. 

7.  Where  it  is  in  evidence  that  one  of  the 
members  of  a  firm  has  executed  deeds  in  favor 
of  the  other  for  an  undivided  one-half  of  the 
firm  property  held  in  the  former's  name;  that 
he,  in  turn,  has  executed  notes,  in  favor  of  his 
partner,  evidencing  his  share  of  the  purchase 
price;  and  that  these  papers  have  been  placed 
in  escrow,  the  deeds  to  be  delivered  upon  the 
payment  of  the  notes,  reference  to  the  transac- 
tion being  made  in  their  articles  of  partnei^ 
ship, — there  is  no  prejudicial  error  in  admittiag 
parol  testimony  to  establish  an  agreement  by 
which  the  grantee  partner  was  to  have  an  in- 
terest in  the  lands. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Arapahoe  coun- 
ty^  

1  Rehearing  denied  September  30,  1895. 
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Action  by  John  McCain  against  Benn 
Brewer  for  breach  of  an  alleged  partnership 
agreement,  for  an  accounting,  and  for  specific 
I>erforn)ance  of  a  part  thereof.  I''rom  a  Judg- 
ment and  decree  for  plaintiff,  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Afflrmed. 

The  original  complaint  alleged  the  forma- 
tion of  a  partnership  by  the  plaintiff,  Mc- 
Cain, and  the  defendant.  Brewer,  on  the  Ist 
day  of  January,  1887,  the  purpose  of  which 
was  the  manufacture  and  sale  of  bricl^  in 
the  city  of  Denver,  and  that  such  firm,  as 
Brewer  &  McCain,  carried  on  said  business 
for  about  two  years.  It  was  alleged  that 
Just  prior  to,  and  contemporaneous  with,  the 
execution  of  the  written  agreement  of  part- 
nership, the  defendant  agreed  to  deed  to 
the  plaintiff  an  undivided  half  interest  in 
certain  lands,  and  this  agreement  to  convey 
was  one  of  the  inducements  which  led  the 
plaintiff  to  form  the  partnership.  In  pur- 
suance of  this  agreement  touching  the  sale 
of  real  estate.  Brewer  executed  his  deeds 
for  the  interest  to  which  plaintiff  was  en- 
titled, for  which  the  plaintiff,  in  turn,  exe- 
cuted his  promissory  notes  for  the  price 
agreed  upon,  and  the  deeds  and  the  notes 
were  placed  In  escrow  in  the  German  Na- 
tional Banlc  of  Denver,  the  deeds  to  be  de- 
livered when  the  notes  were  paid;  and  as, 
by  their  arrangement.  Brewer  had  charge  of 
the  Itooka  and  the  management  of  the  busi- 
ness of  the  firm,  an  accounting  was  to  be 
made  In  December  of  each  year,  and  Mc- 
Cain's sliare  of  the  profits  was  to  be  applied 
by  Brewer  on  the  payment  of  the  notes. 
There  are  other  allegatirais  of  the  complaint, 
not  necessary  to  mention;  bnt  it  Is  sufficient 
to  say  that  the  complaint  charged  a  viola- 
tion by  the  defendant  of  the  terms  of  the 
I>artnei-Bhip,  and  prayed  for  a  dissolution, 
and  distribution  of  the  assets  in  accordance 
with  the  rights  of  the  parties.  Issues  were 
finally  Joined,  and  trial  begun,  and  after  pro- 
ceeding for  some  time — either  induced  there- 
to by  a  ruling  of  the  court  that  certain  tes- 
timony offered  by  the  plaintiff  was  inad- 
missible, as  the  complaint  then  was,  or  from 
Information  develoi>ed  on  the  trial,  or  possi- 
bly for  both  reasons— the  plaintiff  asl^ed, 
and,  against  the  defendant's  objection,  was 
granted,  leave  to  file  an  amended  complaint 
to  correspond  to  the  facts.  This  amended 
complaint,  and  a  subsequent  amendment 
thereto,  alleged  that  negotiations  loolilng  to 
the  partnership  were  begun  by  these  parties 
prior  to  September,  1880,  and  that,  as  the 
result  of  repeated  conferences,  the  partner- 
ship agreement  was  consummated  some  time 
during  the  latter  part  of  that  year.  The 
partners  selected  as  a  site  for  their  brick- 
yard a  tract  of  land  known  as  the  "Kate 
Clark  Tract,"  but  after  its  purchase  the 
partners  concluded  to  change  the  site.  They 
accordingly  sold  this  tract,  and  purchased 
from  the  Hallack  Lumber  Company  two 
other  certain  tracts  of  land,  aggregating 
about  20  acres,  together  with  certain  chat- 


tels and  appurtenances  to  the  yard,  for  the 
manufacture  of  brick,  the  titles  to  which 
were  taken  In  the  name  of  Brewer,  as  the 
plaintiff  alleges,  for  the  Joint  benefit  of 
himself  and  the  plaintiff.  In  pursuance 
thereof,  and  as  further  evidence  of  the  same. 
Brewer  executed  his  deed  for  the  undivid- 
ed half  of  the  Hallack  lands  to  McCain,  as 
grantee,  and  McCain  gave  his  notes  there- 
for, as  averred  in  the  original  complaint. 
The  amended  complaint  then  proceeds  by  al- 
leging that  contemporaneous  with,  and  Just 
after,  the  making  of  these  deeds  and  notes, 
what  are  called  "Articles  of  Special  Partner- 
ship," in  writing  (which  were  the  same  as 
those  set  up  in  the  original  complaint),  were 
signed  by  the  partners,  relating  particularly 
to  the  future  conduct  of  the  business,  by  the 
terms  of  which  Brewer  was  constituted  the 
manager  of  the  financial  affairs  of  the  part- 
nership, with  power  to  receive  and  take 
charge  of  all  its  moneys  and  assets,  while 
McCain's  duties  consisted  in  the  superintend- 
ence of  the  manufacture  of  brick,  and  the 
delivery  of  the  same  as  ordered.  In  addi- 
tion thereto  is  a  provision  relating  to  these 
deeds  and  notes  in  escrow,  which  is  as  fol- 
lows: "It  is  further  agreed  that,  on  the  first 
Monday  in  December  of  each  and  every  year, 
there  shall  be  made  and  had  a  settlement 
and  accoimting  of  all  the  said  partnership 
business,  and,  after  deducting  all  the  actual 
expenses  of  said  partnership,  the  net  profits 
thereof  shall  be  divided  between  the  said 
parties;  the  profits  or  share  of  said  John 
McCain  to  be  retained  by  said  Benn  Brewer 
to  pay  the  notes  of  said  John  McCain,  now 
in  escrow,  with  deeds,  in  German  National 
Bank  of  Denver,  and,  after  said  notes  and 
interest  are  fully  paid  the  profits  thereafter 
to  be  equally  divided."  A  breach  of  this 
agreement  by  defendant  was  charged, — the 
failure  of  Brewer  to  give  McCain  all  his 
share  of  the  profits  realized  from  the  sale  of 
the  Kate  Clark  tract,  the  refusal  of  Brewer 
to  apply  McCain's  profits  to  the  payment  of 
the  escrow  notes,  and  his  failure  to  deliver 
the  escrow  deeds.  A  prayer  for  dissolution 
of  the  partnership  follows,  and  for  equitable 
relief,  etc.  To  this  amended  complaint  a  de- 
murrer was  filed  by  the  defendant  upon  the 
ground,  among  others,  that  several  distinct 
causes  of  action  were  improperly  united  in 
one  count  of  the  complaint.  It  was  over- 
ruled by  the  court,  whereupon  the  defendant 
filed  his  answer,  denying  the  material  alle- 
gations of  the  amended  complaint.  There- 
after other  slight  amendments  were  made  to 
the  amended  complaint  and  to  the  answer, 
and  a  replication  was  filed.  After  the  suit 
was  begun,  by  agreement  of  parties,  all  per- 
sonal property  of  the  firm  was  converted  into 
money,  and  the  same  held  subject  to  the  de- 
cree to  be  rendered.  Upon  a  trial  to  the 
court  without  a  Jury,  findings  of  fact  were 
made,  and  the  equities  declared  to  be  with 
the  plaintiff.  An  accounting  was  taken,  up- 
on  which    the   court   determined   that  the> 
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plaintiff's  share  In  the  proflte  of  the  copart- 
nership at  the  time  of  the  trial  amounted  to 
the  sum  of  $6,133.47,  and  that  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  a  deed  of  conveyance  for  an 
nndiyided  one-half  Interest  In  the  two  Hal- 
lack  tracts  of  land  described  in  the  escrow 
deeds,  upon  the  payment  by  the  plaintiff  to 
the  defendant  of  the  residue  of  the  notes 
after  deducting  therefrom  plaintiff's  said 
profits.  A  flndins  was  made  to  the  effect 
that,  while  the  Kate  Clark  tract  of  land  was 
Intended  by  the  parties  to  be  a  part  of  the 
partnersMp  property,  the  defendant,  when 
he  sold  the  same,  had  accounted  to  the  plain- 
tiff for  the  latter's  share  of  the  profits  real- 
ized from  the  sale.  Upon  this  appeal,  there- 
fore, this  branch  of  the  case  is  entirely  elim- 
inated. From  this  judgment  and  decree  the 
defendant  appeals,  and  assigns  71  grounds  of 
error. 

C.  J.  Hughes,  Jr.,  for  appellant.  Benedict 
&  Phelps,  for  appellee. 

CAMPBELL,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
In  Tiew  of  our  conclusion,  it  would  be  un- 
profitable, and,  within  the  limits  of  an  opin- 
ion, practically  Impoesible,  to  notice  in  de- 
tail these  various  assignments;  but  they 
may  be  grouped  for  discussion,  as  they  have 
been  by  counsel  in  their  argument,  under 
several  different  heads. 

1.  The  first  objection  urged  is  to  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  penuittlng  the  plaintiff  to 
file  the  amended  complaint.  The  granting  of 
this  permission  was  justifiable,  as  the  exer- 
cise of  a  reasonable  discretion  by  the  court, 
unless  the  cause  of  action  in  the  amended 
complaint  was  a  departure  from  that  in  the 
original.  The  objection  taken,  first  by  de- 
murrer, afterwards  by  answer,  that  three 
separate  and  distinct  causes  of  action  are 
improperly  joined  in  one  count  of  the  com- 
plaint, might  be  summarily  disposed  of  by 
saying  that  this  objection  should  be  taken  by 
motion,  otherwise  it  is  waived.  Bliss,  Code 
PI.  (M  Ed.)  §  423.  But,  upon  more  substan- 
tial grounds,  neither  of  these  objections  is 
tenable.  There  was  no  change  of  the  cause 
of  action.  It  is  said  that  the  first  of  the 
three  causes  of  action  blended  in  one  state- 
ment is  based  upon  the  breach  of  a  written 
agreement  of  partnership;  the  second  is  for 
profits  arising  from  the  sale  of  the  Kate 
Clark  tract  of  land;  and  the  third,  for  the 
specific  performance  of  an  agreement  by 
Brewer  to  sell  and  convey  to  the  plaintiff 
an  undivided  half  interest  In  the  Hallack 
tracts  of  land.  The  objection,  It  will  be  ob- 
served, is  not  that  several  causes  of  action 
have  been  improperly  united  in  the  same 
complaint,  but  that  there  is  not  a  separate 
statement  in  the  complaint  of  the  three 
causes  of  action  which  are  tacitly  recog- 
nized as  proper  to  be  joined  in  one  suit,  but 
In  separate  statements  of  the  complaint. 
The  argument  of  the  defendant  proceeds  up- 
on a  misconception  or  misstatement  of  the 


real  nature  of  plaintiff's  cause  of  actioo. 
The  action  is  based  upon  an  agreement  of 
partnership  formed  by  the  parties  to  this 
suit,  and  the  cause  of  action  Is  the  breach 
of  the  terms  of  that  partnership  by  the  de- 
fendant. In  the  original  complaint  the 
time  of  the  formation  of  this  partnership 
is  designated  as  January  1,  1887,  and  the 
evidence  of  the  agreement  is  alleged  to  be 
in  writing.  In  the  amended  complaint  the 
time,  though  not  definitely  fixed,  is  placed 
at  some  time  in  the  year  18SC,  and  the 
general  agreement  therefor  rested  In  pa- 
rol, and  as  the  result  of  repeated  negotia- 
tions between  the  parties.  But  after  Its 
formation,  and  shortly  after  the  1st  of  Janu- 
ary, 1887,  a  portion,  or  the  concluding  part, 
of  said  agreement  was  reduced  to  writing 
and  signed  by  the  parties,  which  written 
agreement  was  that  set  up  In  the  original 
complaint.  This  writing  relates  chiefly,  if 
not  wholly,  to  the  manner  of  conducting  the 
partnership  affairs  from  that  time  forward, 
— ^the  previous  portions  of  the  partnership 
agreement  resting  In  parol  having  been  sub- 
stantially executed,— and  it  contains  the  ad- 
ditional reference  to  the  payment  of  the 
escrow  notes  and  the  delivery  of  the  escrow 
deeds.  It  is  clear  that  the  divisions  of  the 
complaint  thus  sought  to  be  made  by  the 
defendant  are  not  separate  and  distinct  mat- 
ters, each  of  which  necessarily  constitutes  a 
separate  and  distinct  cause  of  action,  but 
they  are  parts  and  parcels  only  of  one  gen- 
eral transaction,  arising  out  of  one  general 
and  complete  agreement  of  partnership. 
Merely  because  this  agreement  relates  to  a 
number  of  different  Items  Is  no  reason  for 
holding  that  for  a  breach  of  each  the  Injured 
party  must  bring  a  separate  suit;  but.  how- 
ever numerous  are  the  diffei-cnt  matters 
which  pertain  to  the  partnership  and  grow 
out  of  this  agreement,  everj-thlug  relating 
thereto,  and  arising  out  of  the  one  general 
agi-eement,  may  be  properly  litigated  and 
determined  In  one  suit,  and  as  one  cause  of 
action.  It  would  be  lmpos.sIble  properly  to 
adjust  the  partnership  affairs  and  make  di- 
vision of  the  assets  between  the  partners 
without  determining  all  of  the  matters  set 
up  In  this  complaint,  and  there  can  be  no 
valid  reason  for  requiring  the  plaintiff  to 
proceed  by  separate  suits  uiwn  each  one  of 
these  alleged  causes  of  action. 

2.  Many  of  the  assignments  of  error  relate 
to  the  admission  of  Improper  evidence  of- 
fered by  the  plaintiff.  The  questions  of  law, 
as  Is  so  often  the  case,  are  not  so  seriously 
controverted  as  Is  the  application  of  the  law 
to  the  facts  of  the  case.  The  defendant  con- 
tends that  the  court  violated  an  elementary 
rule  of  law,  by  admitting  oral  evidence  of  a 
partnership  agi-eement  In  violation  of  the 
express  terms  of  the  written  agreement  of 
partnership.  Upon  the  face  of  this  writing, 
however,  it  Is  apparent  that  it  was  not  in- 
tended to  constitute  the  entire  agreement. 
It  assumed  the  existence  of  a  partnership 
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theretofore  created.  It  eontalns  no  ptorl- 
sion  for  tbe  capital  of  the  firm,  nor  is  there 
any  clause  specifying  what  either  partner 
has  contributed  as  capital,  or  shall  contrib- 
ute, thereto.  It  purports  to  provide  chiefly, 
If  not  wholly,  for  the  future  conduct  of  the 
business,  and,  besides  this,  contains  a  clause 
relating  to  the  deeds  to  tbe  Hallack  tracts 
of  land.  The  use  of  the  appellation.  "Ar- 
ticles of  Special  Partnership,"  certainly  in 
connection  with  tbe  other  evidence,  is  signi- 
ficant. It  implies,  we  think,  the  existence 
of  a  general  jnrtnership,  while  the  writing 
Itself  related  only  to  a  special  part,  or  a  par- 
ticular feature,  of  the  general  agreement. 
Upon  the  evidence  the  court  found  that  the 
partnership  had  been  entered  into  in  Sep- 
tember, 1886,  for  the  manufacture  and  sale 
of  brick,  and  therein  the  finding  Is  abun- 
dantly supported.  The  rule,  which  undoubt- 
edly exists,  was  not  violated  by  the  admis- 
sion of  this  class  of  evidence,  because,  among 
other  satisfactory  reasons,  this  writing  clear- 
ly did  not  purport  to  embrace  the  entire 
agreement  of  the  parties,  and  did  not  suffi- 
ciently manifest  their  intention.  There  is, 
moreover,  no  difficulty,  from  the  evidence,  in 
reconciling  this  writing  with  the  previous 
oral  agreement  of  the  parties,  and  consid- 
ering it,  as  we  think  it  was,  as  the  closing 
portion,  or  last  clause,  of  the  one  general 
agreement. 

3.  Another  objection  Is  that  parol  evidence 
was  Introduced  to  establish  a  partnership  in 
real  estate,  and  that  in  this  the  statute  of 
frauds  was  violated.  This  class  of  evidence 
related  chiefly  to  the  Kate  Clark  tract  of 
land,  which  feature  of  the  case,  as  we  have 
said,  is  not  now  properly  before  us,  and  most 
of  the  objections  to  the  evidence  fall  with  it; 
so  that  it  is  unnecessary  to  determine  wheth- 
er the  agreement  of  the  parties  constituted  a 
partnership  In  real  estate,  and  equally  use- 
less to  determine  the  law  applicable  to  tbe 
facts  of  this  branch  of  the  case.  What  we 
might  say  thereupon  would  be  obiter,  and 
the  defendant,  having  received  the  benefit 
of  a  finding  that  he  had  already  paid  to  the 
plalntifF  his  share  of  the  profits  arising  from 
the  sale  of  this  Kate  Clark  tract,  is  not  in  a 
position  to  ask  for  our  decision  upon  such 
ruling  of  the  court. 

4.  One  special  objection,  however,  was 
made  to  the  ruling  of  the  court  in  refusing  to 
permit  the  defendant  to  Interrogate  the  wit- 
ness Hammond  as  to  a  conversation  between 
himself  and  the  plaintiff.  This  conversation 
was  objected  to  by  the  counsel  for  the  plain- 
tiff upon  tbe  ground  that  its  effect  tended 
to  impeach  the  credibility  of  the  plaintiff, 
and  was  inadmissible  without  first  having 
laid  a  foundation  therefor,  and  that  the  evi- 
dence was  wholly  Immaterial  to  any  issue  in 
the  case.  The  abstract  of  the  testimony 
does  not  sufficiently  disclose  the  real  point 
at  issue,  but  the  blU  of  exceptions  clearly 
shows  that  the  ruling  of  the  co\irt  was  prop- 
er. The  Issue  to  which  it  was  claimed  this  evi- 


dence \nm  material  was  as  to  ther  manner  of 
payment  of  the  escrow  notes.  By  Hammond 
it  was  attempted  to  show  that  in  a  conver* 
sation  with  McCain  the  latter  had  said  that 
he  wished  to  sell  certain  property  in  order 
to  get  the  money  with  which  to  pay  these 
notes.  The  court  ruled  that  tbe  witness  Mc- 
Cain, being  a  party  to  the  suit,  might  be  im- 
peached without  having  first  laid  the  founda- 
tion therefor,  but  that  alleged  inconsistent 
statements  of  his  could  not  be  admitted,  in 
any  event,  unless  they  related  to  some  mate- 
rial issue  In  the  case,  and  that  tbe  mere 
statement  by  the  plalntifF  that  he  was  en- 
deavoring to  get  money  with  which  to  pay 
these  notes  was  not  material  for  the  purpose 
of  negativing  his  claim  that  tbe  notes  were 
to  be  paid,  as  the  articles  of  special  partner- 
ship provided,  from  his  share  of  tbe  profits 
of  the  business.  But,  even  if  this  ruMng  of 
the  court  was  wrong,  the  witness  Hammond 
was  subsequently  allowed  to  testify,  without 
any  objection  by  the  plaintiff,  that  in  anoth- 
er conversation  with  the  plalntlGt  the  latter 
had  made  a  statement  to  the  effect  that  he 
was  trying  to  borrow  money  for  the  purpose 
of  paying  these  notes;  so  that  we  fall  to 
see  wherein  tbe  defendant  was  prejudiced 
by  the  ruling  of  the  court. 

5.  Another  objection  urged  is  that,  by  the 
escrow  agreement,  time  was  made  the  es- 
sence of  the  contract,  and,  the  plaintiff  not 
having  paid  the  notes  at  their  maturity,  all 
his  rights  to  the  conveyance  terminated. 
When  these  escrow  deeds  were  drawn,  and 
the  notes  executed.  Brewer  and  McCain  took 
them  to  the  German  National  Bank,  and  left 
them  with  the  cashier.  Cooper;  and  from 
information  which  he  swears  was  given  to 
him  either  by  McCain  or  by  Brewer,  and  pos- 
sibly by  both,— but  as  to  this  Mr.  Cooper  is 
not  certain, — he  indorsed  upon  the  envelopa 
Inclosing  these  papers  the  following:  "The 
inclosed  deeds  from  Bonn  Brewer  &  John  A. 
Witter  are  left  in  escrow  with  the  German 
National  Bank,  to  be  delivered  to  John  Mc- 
Cain only  on  payment  in  full  of  Inclosed 
notes.  If  not  promptly  paid  at  matui'ity, 
said  deeds  to  be  returned  to  Benn  Brewer. 
January  4,  1887.  Benn  Brewer  &  John  A. 
W^ltter  to  John  McCain."  This  was  not 
signed  by  either  party.  Brewer  claims  that 
It  correctly  expressed  their  agreement.  On 
the  contrary  McCain  (who  was  very  deaf) 
says  that  it  does  not.  and  that  time  was  not 
made  the  essence  of  the  contract,  but  that 
Brewer  told  him  that  the  documents  were 
left  at  tbe  bank  for  safe-keeping.  Upon  the 
conflicting  testimony,  the  court  apparently 
believed  McCain.  Unquestionably,  time  may 
be  made  the  essence  of  a  contract,  but,  even 
if  the  agreement  was  as  written  by  Cooper, 
still  we  think  time  was  not  intended  to  be 
made  the  essence  of  this  contract;  for,  by 
the  so-called  "Special  Articles  of  Partner- 
ship" signed  by  the  parties  to  this  suit,  the 
notes  were  to  be  paid  from  McCain's  share 
of  the  profits  of  the  business.    The  partner- 
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ship  was  to  continue  until  dissolved  by  mu- 
tual consent.  When  the  notes  matured  there 
might  not  be  profits  sufficient  to  pay  them, 
and  this  recognition  of  such  a  contingency 
Is  luconslstent  with  the  position  that  if  the 
notes  were  not  paid  when  due  the  contract 
was  at  an  end,  and  plaintiff's  rights  became 
forfeited.  But  if  the  writing  Indorsed  by 
Cooper  correctly  evidenced  the  agreement  of 
the  parties,  and  if  thereby  time  was  made 
the  essence  of  the  contract,  the  defendant  Is 
not  In  a  position  to  assert  this  claim.  By  the 
terms  of  special  partnership,  which  must  be 
taken  In  connection  with  this  Indorsement, 
the  defendant  became  the  financial  manager 
ot  the  firm,  kept  or  superintended  its  books, 
and  should  have  ascertained  the  profits,  if 
any,  In  December  of  each  year.  This  he 
did  not  do.  When  the  first  note  became  due 
the  defendant  neither  asked  the  plaintiff  for 
Its  payment,  nor  claimed  that  the  failure  to 
pay  was  a  violation  of  the  contract  Neither 
did  be  make  any  such  claim  when  the  other 
notes  matured.  It  was  not  tmtil  after  dif- 
ferences arose  between  the  parties  that  any 
such  contention  was  made.  Then  it  was 
that  the  defendant  withdrew  from  the  bank 
these  papers,  and  retained  the  deeds,  while 
at  the  same  time  he  had  under  his  control 
all  the  assets  of  the  firm,  and  refused  to 
make  an  accounting  to  determine  what 
amount  the  plaintiff  should  pay.  He  there- 
fore has  waived  the  claim  that  time  was  the 
essence  of  the  contract,  and  that  plaintiff's 
failure  strictly  to  comply  therewith  forfeits 
his  rights  to  this  conveyance. 

6.  Another  contention  is  that  the  court  err- 
ed in  admitting  oral  testimony  to  prove  an 
agreement  for  the  sale  and  conveyance  of  the 
Hallack  lands,  and  that  such  evidence,  If 
admissible,  is  insufficient  to  support  the  find- 
ings and  the  decree  of  the  court  that  the 
plaintiff  was  entitled  to  any  Interest  in  such 
property.  We  are  at  a  loss  to  conceive  how 
the  defendant  was  prejudiced  by  the  ad- 
mission of  any  oral  testimony  admitted  in 
this  case  to  establish  any  such  agreement, 
even  if  such  evidence  was  offered,  because 
the  execution  of  the  deeds  by  the  grantor, 
the  making  of  the  notes  evidencing  the  pur- 
chase price  to  be  paid  by  the  grantee,  and 
the  delivery  of  these  papers  In  escrow,  to- 
gether with  the  reference  to  this  transac- 
tion found  in  the  articles  of  special  partner- 
ship, are  writings  sufficient  to  establish  this 
agreement,  without  reliance  upon  any  oral 
testimony.  The  court  found  that  the  plain- 
tiff's profits  from  the  business  should  be  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  of  the  escrow  notes. 
It  also  found  that  the  defendant  was  enti- 
tled to  a  deed  of  conveyance  for  an  undivid- 
ed one-half  Interest  In  these  two  Hallack 
tracts  when  the  escrow  notes  were  paid. 
There  Is  no  specific  reason  given  for  these 
findings.  Whether  it  was  because  of  the 
proof  of  the  written  agreement  for  the  con- 
veyance, entirely  disconnected  and  Irrespec- 
tive of  the  question  as  to  whether  or  not 


such  agreement  was  a  part  of  the  general 
agreement  for  the  partnership,  or  whether 
this  finding  was  because  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  property  as  a  portion  of  his 
assets  of  the  partnership,  is  ImmateriaL  A 
fair  deduction  from  all  the  evidence  is  that 
this  finding  can  be  sustained  upon  either  or 
both  of  these  hypotheses,  and  we  think  the 
finding  and  decree  of  the  court  In  respect 
thereto  were  right. 

We  are  aware  that  the  foregoing  discus- 
sion does  not,  in  detail,  dispose  of  every  as- 
signment of  error,  but  we  think  it  covers  the 
substantial  grounds  of  the  controverted  ques- 
tions In  the  case.  It  would  be  quite  remark- 
able if  some  slight  errors  were  not  found  in 
a  record  so  voluminous  as  this,  In  a  case  so 
ably  and  strenuously  contested  from  the  in- 
ception to  the  close.  We  have  read  with 
great  care  the  entire  record, — not  only  the 
abstract  and  the  supplemental  abstract,  but 
the  original  record,  including  the  bill  of  ex- 
cepticms,— in  every  case  where  additional 
light  could  be  thrown  upon  the  disputed 
propositions.  Possibly  some  rulings  by  the 
court,  when  subjected  to  close  analysis,  are 
questionable;  but  our  examination  satisfies 
us  that  the  rulings  upon  the  questions  of 
pleading  are  right,  and  that  abundant  evi- 
dence, competent  and  admissible  under  sound 
rules  of  evidence,  was  produced  to  support 
the  findings  and  decree,  and.  what  is  of 
greater  importance,  that  Justice  was  done, 
as  between  the  parties  to  the  action,  and  that 
the  decree  of  the  court  was  right.  The  Judg- 
ment should  theref<»e  be  affirmed.     Affirmed. 


DENVER  CITY  RY.  CO.  v.  CITY  OF  DEN- 
VER, i 

(Supreme  Court  of  Colorado.     July  1,  1895.) 

HuNiciPAL  CoRPOBATiONB— Taxation — License  — 
Enforcement  bt  Penalty. 

1.  Const  art.  10,  i  3,  proTidingr  that  "all  tax- 
es shall  be  uniform,"  and  that  they  shall  be 
levied  and  collected  under  "such  regulations  as 
shall  secure  a  just  valuation  for  taxation  of  all 
property  real  and  personal,"  does  not  prohibit 
a  city  whose  charter  confers  on  it  the  right  to 
tax  street  cars,  by  license,  for  police  purposes, 
from  taxing  the  cars,  by  license,  for  purposes 
of  municipal  revenue.     30  Pac.  1048,  reversed. 

2.  X'nder  Denver  City  Charter,  art.  2,  { 
21.  conferring  upon  the  city  council  power  to 
make  all  ordinances  necessary  for  carrying  in- 
to execution  the  powers  conferred  on  it  an  or- 
dinance levying  a  valid  tax,  by  way  of  license, 
on  street  cars,  may  be  enforced  by  exacting  a 
penalty  for  failure  to  pay  the  Ucense. 

Error  to  court  of  appeals. 

Action  by  the  Denver  City  Railway  Com- 
pany against  the  city  of  Denver  and  its  offi- 
cers to  restrain  the  latter  from  prosecuting 
actions  instituted  by  them  agaiu.<!t  plaintiff  to 
recover  penalties  provided  by  ordinance  for 
the  operation   of  street  cars   without  a  II- 

1  Rehearing  denied  September  30,  1895. 
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cense.  To  a  judgment  dissolving  a  tempo- 
rary Injunction  dismissing  tbe  action,  botli 
parties  prosecuted  writs  of  error  from  tbe 
court  of  appeals.  2  Colo.  App.  34,  30  Pac. 
1048.  From  the  decision  therein  both  par- 
ties again  bring  error.    Affirmed. 

Wolcott  &  Valle  and  H,  F.  May,  for  plain- 
tiff. F.  A.  Williams,  G.  W.  WUtford,  and 
A.  B.  Seaman,  for  defendant 

GODDARD,  J.  On  the  3d  day  of  October, 
1880,  the  Deny»  City  BaUway  Company 
Instituted  this  action  to  restrain  the  city  of 
Denver  and  Its  officers  from  prosecuting 
cases  against  it  and  Its  employes  for  operat- 
ing its  horse  cars  in  violation  of  a  certain 
ordinance  of  the  city,  adopted  in  1886  and 
amended  In  1888,  which  provides,  Inter  alia, 
as  follows: 

"Section  1.  It  shall  be  imlawful  for  any  per^ 
son  or  persons  to  hire  out,  keep  or  use  for 
hire,  or  cause  to  be  kept  or  used  for  hire, 
for  the  carrying  or  conveying  of  persons,  or 
run  on  established  lines  within  the  city  lim- 
its of  the  city  of  Denver,  any  hackney  coach, 
cab,  omnibus,  express  wagon,  berdlc  coach, 
street  car,  vehicle  or  vehicles,  carriage  or 
carriages  of  any  description  or  name  what- 
soever, without  a  license  first  had  and  ob- 
tained so  to  do." 

"Sec.  14.  There  shall  be  charged  and  paid 
to  the  city  treasurer  for  the  nse  of  the  city 
of  Denver,  on  issuing  the  said  licenses,  by 
the  parties  to  whom  they  may  be  granted, 
the  following  sums:  •  •  •  Second.  For  all 
omnibuses  and  accommodation  coaches,  her- 
dic  coaches  and  street  cars  running  upon  es- 
tablished lines  and  at  stated  periods,  from 
place  to  place  within  the  city,  shall  be  char- 
ged for  license,  each,  the  sum  of  ten  dol- 
lars per  annum." 

By  section  14,  as  amended  In  1888,  the 
license  fee  for  each  car  was  increased  from 
$10  to  $25  per  annum.  The  company  aver- 
red its  willingness  to  pay  a  fee  of  $10,  as  it 
bad  theretofore  done,  but  refused  to  pay  the 
sum  of  $25,  on  tbe  ground  that  the  latter  Is 
unreasonable,  and  in  excess  of  the  amount 
necessary  to  pay  the  expenses  of  police  regu- 
lation, and  is  in  fact  a  tax  upon  its  property, 
and  hence  unlawful  and  void.  The  evidence 
Introduced  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  Is  not 
preserved  by  a  bill  of  exceptions,  but  the 
court  below  made  the  following  findings: 
"(1)  That  tbe  license  for  police  regulation 
does  not,  under  the  testimony  offered,  justify 
a  greater  license  than  $17.50  per  car,  as 
heretofore  found,  but  that  the  wording  of 
tbe  <Aty  charter  gives  tbe  city  the  right  to 
tax,  as  well  as  to  license,  for  police  regula- 
tion, and  that  the  charter  of  the  plaintiff 
company,  approved  January  10,  1867,  in  no 
way  exempts  it  from  paying  such  tax.  (2) 
That  the  city  council  having  the  power  to  as- 
sess said  tax  at  tbe  sum  of  $25  per  car,  and 
having  elected  to  do  so,  that  tbe  same  is 
legaL    (3)  That    the   temporary    Injunction 


heretofore  issued  in  this  cause  should  be  dis- 
solved, at  the  cost  of  tbe  plaintiff."  To  the 
judgment  dissolving  tbe  temporary  Injunc- 
tion and  dismissing  tbe  action  the  company 
and  the  city  prosecuted  writs  of  error  from 
the  court  of  appeals.  That  court.  In  an  elab- 
orate opinion,  reported  in  2  Colo.  App.  34, 
30  Pac.  1048,  reversed  tbe  court  below  upon 
Its  finding  that  the  city  was  empowered  to 
tax,  as  well  as  to  license  for  police  regula- 
tion, but  affirmed  Its  judgment  of  dismissal 
ni)on  the  ground  that  tbe  record  was  devoid 
of  any  showing  that  the  sum  of  $25  was  an 
unreasonable  charge  for  police  regulation. 
Both  parties,  being  dissatisfied  with  this 
judgment,  bring  the  case  here  for  review. 
The  company  Insists  that  the  finding  of  the 
court  below  that  tbe  testimony  offered  did 
not  justify  a  charge  of  $25  for  police  regula- 
tion Is  conclusive  as  to  its  right  to  maintain 
the  action,  under  the  doctrine  announced  by 
the  court  of  appeals,— that  the  city  is  not 
authorized  to  assess  a  license  tax.  The  city, 
on  the  contrary,  contends  that  the  court  of 
appeals  erred  in  holding  tliat  the  ordinance 
could  not  be  upheld  as  a  legitimate  exercise 
of  Its  power  to  tax  tbe  business  of  running 
street-railway  cars. 

In  the  view  we  take  of  these  respective  con- 
tentions, it  becomes  unnecessary  to  discuss 
the  validity  of  tbe  ordinance  as  a  police  reg- 
ulation, or  to  determine  whether,  upon  the 
record,  tbe  finding  of  tbe  court  below  Is  con- 
clusive upon  the  fact  that  $25  exceeds  the 
necessary  and  legitimate  expense  of  issuing 
tbe  license  and  providing  police  supervision. 
And  in  this  regard.  If  the  court  of  appeals 
was  correct  in  holding  that  the  finding  of  the 
court  below  was  not  an  authoritative  finding 
of  fact,  based  upon  the  evidence,  but  the  re- 
sult of  personal  observation  only,  and  hence 
not  conclusive  upon  this  review,  we  fully 
concur  in  tbe  conclusions  reached  by  the 
learned  writer  of  that  opinion,— that  "this 
court  cannot  Interpose  its  opinion,  and  guess 
at  a  cost  of  administration,  nor  take  the 
judgment  of  tbe  court  below,  as  against  the 
judgment  of  the  city  council,"  and,  without 
sufficient  data  or  evidence,  pronounce  the  or- 
dinance unreasonable  as  a  police  regulation. 

But  upon  the  more  Important,  and,  as  we 
r^ard  It,  the  decisive,  question  In  the  case, 
—"whether  the  city,  under  its  charter,  has 
the  power  to  tax,  as  well  as  to  license  and 
regulate,  the  business  of  the  railway  com- 
pany,— ^we  are  unable  to  concur  with  either 
tbe  reasoning  oi  tbe  conclusion  of  the  court 
of  appeals.  That  taxation  Is  clearly  a  leg- 
islative prerogative,  and  may  be  conferred 
upon  a  municipality,  by  that  branch  of  the 
government,  in  such  measure  and  for  such 
purpose  as  It  may  deem  expedient,  so  long 
as  It  observes  the  limitations  and  restraints 
of  tbe  organic  law,  is  not  questioned  or  de- 
nied. Nor  do  we  understand  that  the  lan- 
guage of  the  charter  of  1883,  which,  in  ex- 
press terms,  confers  upon  the  city  of  Denver 
power,  "exclusively,  to  license,  regulate  and. 
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Uz  any  or  all  lawfal  occapatlons,"  ete..  is 
held  to  be  insufflcient  to  authorize  tbe  city 
to  Impose  the  tax  In  question,  If  such  grant 
of  power  la  not  Inhibited  by  our  state  consti- 
tution. But  it  is  asserted  that  tbe  charter 
provision,  in  so  far  as  it  attempts  to  confer 
tbe  power  to  tax,  is  In  conflict  with  section 
8,  art  10.  which  provides:  "All  taxes  shall 
be  uniform  upon  the  same  class  of  subjects 
within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  authority 
levying  the  tax,  and  shall  be  levied  and  col- 
lected under  general  laws,  which  shall  pre- 
scribe such  regulations  as  shall  secure  a  just 
valuation  for  taxation  of  all  property,  real 
and  personal."  In  this  we  think  the  court 
of  appeals  is  in  error.  It  seems  to  be  al- 
most universally  accepted  that  this  and  like 
constitutional  provisions  refer  to  the  levy  of 
ad  valorem  taxes  upon  property,  and  do  not 
apply  to  taxation  imposed  on  privileges  and 
occupations.  Sedg.  St  &  Const  Law  (2d 
Ed.)  504-507,  referring  to  similar  provisions 
contained  In  tbe  constitutions  of  various 
states,  says:  "In  construing  these  provisions 
it  has  been  held,  In  many  of  tbe  states,  that 
the  words  'equal  and  nntform'  apply  only  to 
a  direct  tax  on  property,  and  that  tbe  clause 
in  regard  to  uniformity  of  taxation  does  not 
limit  the  power  of  the  legislature  as  to  tbe 
objects  of  taxation,  but  is  only  Intended  to 
prevent  an  arbitrary  taxation  of  property, 
according  to  kind  or  quality,  without  regard 
to  value.  Specific  taxes  have  therefore  been 
sustained,  as  a  valid  exercise  of  the  legisla- 
tive power."  Burroughs,  Tax'n.  S  &^  refer- 
ring to  the  same  subject  says,  "These  pro- 
visions, as  a  general  rule,  are  held  to  apply 
to  property  alone,  and  not  to  include  taxa- 
tion on  privileges  or  occupations."  Among 
the  numerous  decisions  to  tbe  same  efTect 
see  City  of  Newton  v.  Atchison.  31  Kan.  151, 
1  Pat  288;  Ex  parte  Robinson,  12  Nev.  263; 
Walcott  V.  People,  17  Mich.  68;  1  Desty, 
Tax'n,  p.  191.  i  36;  City  of  San  Jos6  v.  San 
Jos6  &  S.  O.  R.  Co..  63  CaL  475;  Ex  parte 
Mirande,  73  CaL  365.  14  Pac.  888;  Sawyer 
V.  City  of  Alton,  3  Scam.  129;  Marmet  v. 
State,  45  Ohio  St  63,  12  N.  B.  463;  Com.  T. 
Moore.  25  Orat  951;  American  Union  Exp. 
Co.  T.  City  of  St  Joseph,  66  Mo.  675;  City 
of  St  Louis  ▼.  Green,  7  Mo.  App.  468;  Davis 
T.  Mayor,  etc.,  64  Ga.  128.  In  the  latter  case 
the  court  bad  under  consideration  an  ordi- 
nance enacted  by  the  city  of  Macon  provid- 
ing that,  among  others,  retail  butchers  should 
pay  a  license  of  $50  per  annum,  and  that  fur- 
ther Imposed  a  tax  of  |25  upon  each  wagon 
used  In  their  business.  The  contention  there 
was  that  tbe  ordinance  was  violative  of  the 
constitutional  requirement  that  all  taxes  shall 
be  uniform,  and  upon  this  point  Justice 
Bleckley,  speaking  for  the  comi;,  says:  "It 
Is  insisted,  further,  that  by  the  tax  upon  tbe 
wagon,  the  ad  valorem  principle  of  the  con- 
stitution is  violated.  This  objection  proceeds 
upon  the  theory  that  the  wagon  is  mere 
property,  and  subject  only  to  state  and  coun- 
ty  taxes,   •    •    *    which  taxes   have   been 


duly  assessed  and  mid.  The  eomplainants 
contend  that  having  paid  all  taxes  on  tbe 
value  of  tbe  wagon,  as  property,  with  which 
they  are  chargeable,  they  cannot  be  required 
to  pay  an  additional  spedflc  tax  to  tbe  dty 
upon  the  same  property.  But  ss  already 
stated,  the  tax  now  in  question  Is  not  a 
propoiy  tax,  but  a  business  tax.  The  wag- 
on is  treated  as  an  instrument  used  in  carry- 
ing on  tbe  business  of  the  complainants  with- 
in the  city;  and  it  has  been  ruled,  and.  do 
doubt,  rightly  ruled,  that  the  nnmber  and 
kind  of  vehides  may  be  regarded,  in  meas- 
arlng  a  tax  of  this  description.  That  the 
complainants  are  in  no  default  to  the  state 
and  county  in  respect  to  taxes  upon  the 
value  of  the  wagon,  as  property,  is  no  pro- 
tection to  them  against  the  business  tax  now 
demanded."  We  quote  thus  fully  because  ot 
the  similarity  of  that  case  in  principle  with 
the  one  at  bar,  and  because  the  language  of 
tbe  learned  justice  is  pertinent  to  the  con- 
tention at  counsel  for  the  company  In  this 
case.  In  the  case  of  City  of  St  Louis  t. 
Green,  supra,  the  court  had  under  considera^ 
tion  the  validity  of  an  ordinance  imposing  a 
tax  upon  wagons  used  in  the  streets  of  St 
Louis  for  purposes  of  traffic  and  tsa  private 
purposes  The  validity  of  the  ordinance  was 
attacked  upon  the  ground  that  it  was  in  doo- 
gatlon  of  a  like  provision  of  the  constitution 
of  Missouri;  and,  in  an  elaborate  argument 
upholding  the  validity  of  tbe  ordinance. 
Judge  Bakewell,  who  delivered  the  opinion 
of  the  conrt  used  this  language:  "Tbe  con- 
stitutional provision  that  all  property  subject 
to  taxation  in  the  state  shall  be  taxed  ac^ 
cording  to  its  valne  la  undoubtedly  binding 
upon  the  legislative  body  when  it  exercises 
the  taxing  power;  but  this  provision  Is  not 
violated  when,  as  in  the  case  at  bar,  the  tax 
Is  not  a  tax  precisely  upon  the  object  itself, 
but  rather  upon  the  exercise  of  the  civil  right 
of  urtng  that  object  •  •  •  And  thougb 
Imposed  for  revenue,  and  not  for  police  pur- 
poses at  all,  it  is  a  tax  of  tbe  nature  of  a  li- 
cense, because  it  Is  a  permission  to  do  that 
whlcli,  after  the  passage  of  the  ordinance,  it 
became  unlawful  to  do  without  having  ob 
tained  tbe  permission."  The  pertinency  of 
this  decision  to  tbe  question  we  have  under 
consideration  is  found  in  tbe  fact  that  the 
tax  therein  upheld  was  imposed  upon  ve- 
hicles subject  also  to  taxation  as  proi>erty, 
and  in  tbe  further  fact  that  the  grant  of 
power  in  the  charter  of  the  city  of  St  Louts 
was  identical  with  that  in  the  charter  of  tbe 
city  of  Denver,  to  wit  "to  license,  regulate 
and  tax."  etc.  This  case,  on  appeal  to  the 
supreme  court  was  affirmed  in  all  particu- 
lars, except  the  holding  of  the  court  of  ap- 
peals to  the  effect  that  tbe  ordinance  was  in> 
valid  in  so  far  as  it  authorised  tbe  convic- 
tion for  a  misdemeanor,  and  punishment  by 
flna.  The  case  of  Palmer  v.  Way,  6  Colft 
106,  is  relied  on  by  the  learned  writer  of 
the  opinion  of  tbe  court  of  apiieals  as  anr 
nounclng  a  dilCerent  doctrine;  and  tbe 
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of  WlteoB  T.  ChUcott,  12  Colo.  600,  21  Pac. 
901,  accepting  the  doctrine  therein  laid  down 
as  stare  decisis.  Is  dted  tberewltb  In  sup- 
port of  the  concluaton  reached  In  that  opin- 
ion. But  since  Its  rendition  those  cases  have 
been  expressly  oyerruled  by  this  conrt  in 
the  case  of  City  of  Denver  v.  Knowles.  17 
Colo.  204,  30  Fac.  1041,  as  being  "against 
the  strong  corrent  of  anthority."  And  the 
role  announced  In  the  latter  case.  In  so  fur 
as  it  has  any  application  to  the  question  be- 
fore us.  Is  in  conformity  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.  It  is  clear  from  the  fore- 
going that  the  imposition  of  a  tax  upon  oc- 
cupations Is  not  governed  by  the  rule  of  uni- 
formity prescribed  In  article  10,  {  3,  of  the 
state  constitution,  and  neither  expressly  nor 
by  implication  Is  the  legislature  Inhibited 
thereby  from  conferring  upon  the  city  the 
power  to  exact  such  a  tax.  And  omr  conclu- 
sion is  that  the  legislature  having.  In  ex- 
press terms,  conferred  uptm  the  city  the  pow- 
er to  tax,  as  well  as  to  license  and  regulate, 
the  enactment  of  the  ordinance  under  consid- 
eration was  a  legitimate  exercise  of  that 
power,  and  the  charge  for  license  therein 
provided  may  be  enforced  as  a  valid  tax. 

It  Is  further  contended  by  counsel  for  plain- 
tiff In  error  that.  If  the  tax  be  valid,  the  or- 
dinance cannot  be  enfcnrced  In  the  manner 
provided;  that  It  must  be  collected  as  other 
taxes,  and  not  by  enforcing  a  penalty  for 
failure  to  pay  for  the  license.  We  cannot 
give  our  assent  to  this  proposition.  Section 
21,  art.  2,  of  the  city  charter  provides,  "The 
city  council  shall  have  power  to  make  all 
ordinances  which  shall  be  necessary  and 
proper  for  carrying  into  execution  the  pow- 
ers specified  in  this  act,  •  •  •  and  to  en- 
force the  same  by  appropriate  fines.  Impris- 
onment or  other  penalties."  In  City  of  St 
Louis  V.  Sternberg,  60  Mo.  289,  Norton,  J., 
speaking  to  this  point,  said,  "Such  ordinances 
have  been  uniformly  upheld,  when  brought 
to  the  attention  of  this  court."  In  support 
of  the  power  of  municipal  corpM-atlons  to 
recover  fines  and  penalties  against  persons 
not  complying  with  similar  ordinances,  he 
cltea  Cincinnati  v.  Buckingham,  10  Ohio,  257; 
Shdton  V.  Mayor,  30  Ala.  640;  In  re  Van- 
dine,  6  Pick.  187;  Chilvers  v.  People,  11 
Mich.  43,— and  adds:  "This  Is  not  a  proceed- 
ing on  the  part  of  the  city  to  collect  the 
amount  of  license  required  by  the  ordinance, 
but  it  is  instituted  to  recover  a  fine  for 
breach  of  it  committed  by  defendant,  in 
practicing  law  without  such  license;  and,  al- 
tboogh  be  may  be  subjected  to  the  payment 
of  the  fine,  he  would  not  thereby  be  entitled 
to  the  license." 

We  are  therefore  of  the  opinion  that  the 
trial  court  was  correct  in  holding  that  the 
city  had  the  right  to  exact  the  sum  claimed 
as  a  license  tax.  tmder  the  terms  of  Its  char- 
ter, and  upon  this  ground  its  judgment  should 
be  sustained;  and  The  judgment  of  the  court 
of  appeals,  affirming  the  dismissal  of  the  ac- 
tion, is  afllxmed. 


OANN  V.  CRIBBS  et  aL 
{Conrt  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.    Sept.  9,  1885.) 

COONTIHS— LlABItITT  TO  GaRNISBMINT. 

A  county  la  not  subject  to  garnishment. 
Stermer  v.  Board  of  Com'rs  (Colo.  App.)  38 
Pac.  830,  foUowed. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Mineral  county. 

Action  by  O.  L.  L.  Oann  against  T.  J.  Cribbs 
and  the  board  of  county  commissioners  of 
Mineral  county,  garnishee.  From  a  judgment 
quashing  the  writ  of  garnishment  and  dis- 
charging the  garnishee,  plaintlfF  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

O.  O.  Wells  and  Dixon  &  Dixon,  for  appel- 
lant.   Albert  L.  Moses,  for  appellees. 

BISSELXi,  J.  This  action  Is  based  on  a 
promissory  note  executed  by  Cribbs  to  the  or- 
der of  P.  T.  McGwire,  who  Indorsed  It  for  h 
valuable  consideration,  before  the  beginning 
of  the  suit,  to  Gann,  the  present  plaintift. 
The  suit  was  begun  early  In  1894,  and  an  at- 
tachment sued  out  In  Its  aid.  Under  the  stat- 
ute process  of  garnishment  was  served  on  the 
board  of  county  commissioners,  who  after- 
wards moved  to  quash  the  writ.  On  the 
hearing  the  writ  was  quashed,  the  county  dis- 
charged, and  from  the  order  made  in  the 
premises  the  attaching  creditor  prosecutes 
this  appeal.  The  case  has  been  quite  elabo- 
rately argued  by  counsel,  and  numerous  cases 
cited  In  support  of  his  position  that  In  this 
state  a  county  is  subject  to  garnishment  The 
whole  question  has  recently  received  very 
much  attention  In  this  coiirt,  and  was  ex- 
haustively examined  by  Judge  Thomson,  who 
prepared  both  the  original  opinion  and  that 
rendered  on  the  petition  for  rehearing  In 
Stermer  v.  Board  of  Com'rs,  38  Pac.  830.  In 
that  case  the  court  had  the  benefit  of  the 
briefs  presented  on  that  appeal  and  those  pre- 
pared in  the  present  suit.  Under  these  cir- 
cumstances it  Is  scarcely  necessary  to  review 
the  authorities,  and  the  case  may  be  affirmed 
by  a  reference  to  that  opinion.  The  judgment 
will  accordingly  be  affirmed.     Afllrmed. 


WEST  V.  HANSON  PRODUCE  CO. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.    Sept.  0,  1895.) 
Fkaudclbst  Cosvbtances— Tbdst  Deed — Pref- 

EKBNCES — OaRNISHMBNT, 

1.  The  preference  given  in  a  trust  deed 
by  an  insolvent  corporation  to  a  bona  fide 
creditor  is  valid. 

2.  The  fact  that  by  a  preference  given  by 
a  corporation,  its  officers  are  relieved  of  their 
individual  liability  on  the  preferred  debt  does 
not  render  the  preference  invalid. 

3.  One  who,  as  triistce,  holds  property  of 
an  InRolvent  to  pay  a  preferred  debt,  cannot  be 
held  a$  Ramishpe  In  a  suit  against  the  insolvent 
by  another  creditor,  if  the  trust  property  is  not 
more  than  enough  to  pay  the  preferred  debt 

Appeal  from  district  court.  La  Plata  coun- 
ty. 

Action,  by  attachment,  by  the  Hanson  Prod- 
uce Company  against  the  Durango  Meat  & 
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Prodnce  Company  (G«orge  B.  West,  assignee 
In  Insolvency  of  defoidant,  garnishee).  From 
a  Judgment  against  defendant  and  gamiSbee, 
the  gamidiee  appeals.    Bevened. 

The  Hanson  Produce  Company  brought 
suit  by  attachment  against  the  Durango 
Meat  &  Produce  Company.  Judgment  by  de- 
fault was  taken.  In  the  attachment  pro- 
ceedings, appellant  was  garntshed,  and  an- 
swered each  interrogatory  in  the  negative. 
The  answer  was  traversed  by  the  plaintiff, 
and  trial  had  to  the  court,  without  a  jury, 
on  the  following  agreed  statement  of  facts: 
"First  Iliat  the  Durango  Meat  &  Produce 
Company,  on  and  prior  to  the  6th  day  of 
July,  1893,  was  a  corporation  existing  under 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Colorado;  and  the 
same  as  to  the  plaintiff,  the  Hanson  Produce 
Company.  That  on  and  prior  to  the  5th  day 
of  July,  1893,  the  Durango  Meat  &  Produce 
Company  was  carrying  on  a  business  in  the 
town  of  Durango,  and  that  on  the  5th  day 
of  July  it  was  in  an  insolvent  condition. 
That  prior  to  July  5,  1893,  Frank  Wingate, 
Robert  A.  Ambold,  and  Lisle  Wainwright 
were  directors,  or  trustees,  rather,  of  the  said 
corporation,  and  that  Lisle  Wainwright  was 
president,  Frank  Wingate  was  secretary,  and 
Robert  A.  Ambold  was  general  manager  of 
the  business.  That,  prior  to  July  5th,  Frank 
Wingate,  Lisle  Wainwright,  and  Robert  A.  Anar 
bold  had  signed  and  given  to  the  First  Na- 
tional Bank  of  Durango  two  promissory 
notes,  amounting  to  $5,500.  That  the  money 
was  borrowed  by  the  company,  and  these 
parties  became  security  for  It,  but  the  bank 
would  not  take  the  company's  paper,  and 
these  three  parties  named  gave  their  notes, 
direct  to  the  bank,  for  the  payment  of  the 
said  money.  When  these  notes  became  due, 
In  the  bank,  the  Durango  Meat  &  Produce 
Company  was  unable  to  pay  them,  and  they 
turned  what  stock  of  goods  they  had  on 
band,  fixtures,  tools  used  in  their  business, 
and  book  accounts,  over  to  John  Harper, 
Lisle  Wainwright,  and  Robert  A.  Ambold,  as 
security  to  pay  the  amount  due  on  those  two 
notes  in  the  bank.  These  three  parties,  in  a 
day  or  two  afterwards,  by  and  with  the  con- 
sent of  all  parties,  except  the  plaintitF  in  this 
action,  turned  the  same  over  to  Oeorge  West, 
the  garnishee  In  this  action,  under  contract 
and  understanding  that  he  was  to  proceed  to 
sell  the  goods,  and  pay  the  money  in,  direct, 
to  the  bank,  and  have  It  credited  on  these 
notes,  and  be  did  sell  the  goods,  and  turn 
the  money  in,  and  had  it'  credited  on  the 
notes;  and  George  West  had  possession  of 
the  goods  and  accounts  at  and  before  fte 
garnishment  in  this  action  was  served  upon 
him,  and  afterwards  contimied  to  sell  as 
theretofore,  and  apply  the  proceeds  on  the 
notes.  That  the  value  of  the  property  and 
accounts  was  sufficient  to  pay  the  amount  of 
plaintiff's  Judgment  and  costs  in  this  action, 
but  would  not  be  sufficient  to  pay  the  aaid 
two  notes  given  to  the  bank.  That  John 
Etaiper,  mentioned  herdn,  acted  am  acent  at 


Frank  Wingate.  At  the  time  tbe  transfer 
was  made,  Messrs.  Wainwright.  Wingate^ 
Ambold,  and  West  all  knew  that  the  com- 
pany was  Insolvent.  At  the  time  of  this 
transfer,  and  previous  thoeto.  and  from 
thence  hitherto,  the  Durango  Meat  &  Ptod- 
nce  Company  was  Indebted  to  the  Hanson 
Produce  Company  in  the  sum  of  $378,901 
That  the  Hanson  Produce  Company  has  re- 
covered Judgment  In  this  case  against  the 
Durango  Meat  &  Produce  Company  for  the 
sum  of  $376.90  and  costa.  That  this  trans- 
fer included  all  the  personal  property,  of 
every  kind  and  description,  owned  by  the 
Durango  Meat  &  Produce  Company.  That 
at  the  time  that  that  company  made  this 
transfer  to  Harper,  Wainwright,  and  Am- 
bold, It  was  carrying  on  business  In  the  city 
of  Durango,  La  Plata  county,  Colcvado." 
Upon  which  the  court  made  ttie  following 
finding,  and  caused  Judgment  to  be  entered: 
"And  it  being  shown  to  tbe  court  that  the 
Hanson  Produce  Company  is  plaintiff  In  at- 
tachment against  the  Durango  Meat  &  Prod- 
uce Company,  and  that  the  said  Oeorge  B. 
West  was  garnished  to  secure  the  claim  of 
the  said  the  Hanson  Produce  Company 
against  tbe  said  the  Durango  Meat  ft  Prod- 
uce Company,  and  that  Judgment  was  here- 
tofore rendered  in  favor  of  the  said  the  Han- 
son Produce  Company  against  the  said  the 
Durango  Meat  &  Produce  Company  for  the 
sum  of  $376.90  and  costs,  amounting  to  $7.- 
77%,  and  the  court  further  finding  the  facts 
to  be  as  stated  in  said  stipulation,  it  is  here- 
upon ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that 
the  said  transfer  of  personal  property  by  the 
said  the  Durango  Meat  &  Produce  Company 
to  the  said  George  E.  West  be  held  fraudu- 
lent and  void  as  to  tbe  said  the  Hanson 
Produce  Company,  and  the  said  the  Durango 
Meat  &  Produce  Company,  for  the  use  of  the 
said  the  Hanson  Produce  Company,  do  have 
and  recover  of  the  said  Oeorge  B.  West,  gar- 
nishee, the  sum  of  $376.90  and  the  costs  of 
said  garnishment  proceedings,  to  be  taxed  at 
$7.77^  and  hereof  let  execution  Issue.  To 
which  finding  and  order  and  judgment  of  the 
court  the  said  garnishee  then  and  there  ex- 
cepts, and  prays  an  appeal  to  the  court  of 
appeals  of  the  state  of  Colorado,  whidi  ap- 
peal is  granted  by  the  court,  and  appeal  bond 
fixed  in  the  sum  of  $650,  to  be  given  within 
thirty  days,  and  to  be  approved  by  the  clerk 
of  this  court,  and  sixty  days  given  for  pres- 
entation of  bill  of  exceptions,  they  having 
been  first  presented  to  counsel  for  plaintiff.'' 
From  which  an  appeal  was  prosecuted  to 
this  court 

Russell  ft  Ritt»,  for  appellant  HlUer  ft 
Beese^  Cor  appellee. 

BBED,  P.  J.  ^fter  stating  Ow  tacts). 
Tbe  facts  being  conceded  and  fully  stated,  tbe 
questions  presented  are  purely  legal.  The 
errors  assigned,  and,  under  the  circumstances, 
all  that  could  b«  assigned,  although  atx  In 
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number,  may  be  consolidated  into  one,— tbat 
the  court  erred  In  applying  the  law  to  the  facts, 
and  in  conseqnence  the  judgment  was  errone- 
ous. It  having  been  conceded  and  agreed  that 
tiie  two  promissory  notes  executed  by  the  of- 
ficers of  the  meat  and  produce  company  (Win- 
gate,  Ambold,  and  Walnwright)  were  given 
for  a  corporate  debt,  and  that  the  money  was 
borrowed  by  the  corporation,  and  that  the  in- 
dividuals named  "became  security  for  it," 
the  case  is  very  much  simplified.  The  only 
questions  to  be  determined  are  (1)  whether, 
under  the  facts,  as  stated,  the  company  could 
legally  turn  over  the  entire  assets  In  pajrment 
of  the  bank  debt,  to  the  exclusion  of  other 
creditors;  (2)  the  relation  appellant,  West, 
bore  to  the  respective  parties.  For  upon  the 
determination  of  the  latter  question  depends 
the  correctness  of  his  answer  as  garnishee. 

1.  Counsel  for  appellee  ably  contends  that 
the  assets  of  a  corporation  are  a  trust  fund 
in  the  hands  of  the  corporation  for  the  pay- 
ment of  its  debts,  when  the  corporation  is 
insolvent,  and  many  authorities  are  cited  in 
support  of  it  Tliere  is  no  question  in  re- 
gard to  the  correctness  of  the  legal  i»«posi- 
tlon.  The  only  question  is  what  it  means. 
Although  aggregate,  and  made  up  of  many  in- 
dividuals, it  materially  simplifies  its  legal 
status  by  regarding  it,  for  all  business  pur- 
poses, as  a  person,  subject  to  the  same  laws 
and  disabilities.  While  the  officers,  as  trustees, 
manage  Its  aftairs,  supposedly,  for  the  benefit 
of  its  stockholders,  if  solvent,  the  interest  of 
stockholders  is  the  surplus  remaining  after 
payment  of  the  corporate  debts.  What  is 
meant  by  the  principle,  although  enunciated  in 
many  different  shapes,  is  that  primarily  the 
assets  are  to  be  devoted  to  the  layment  of  its 
debts,  and  until  sudi  debts  are  paid  neither 
tlie  assets  nor  funds  of  a  corpwatiou  can  be 
distributed  in  dividends  or  otherwise,  for  the 
benefit  of  stockholders.  In  other  words,  the 
property  of  sliareholders  is  the  balance  re- 
maining after  the  debts  are  paid.  It  is  the 
same  with  an  individual  in  business.  His  prop- 
erty is  iKlmarily  liable  tear  the  payment  of  his 
debts.  And  with  the  corporation,  as  vrith 
the  person,  the  law  will  not  permit  the  prop- 
erty to  be  diverted  and  dlssiijated  while  the 
debtfc  are  unpaid.  It  is  conceded  that  the  cor- 
poration was  insolvent  at  the  time  of  the  trans- 
fer of  its  assets  to  appellant  Although  such 
was  the  fact,  it  was  continuing  in  business, 
administering  its  own  affairs,  in  the  posses- 
sion of  its  property.  The  iMwperty  was  not 
"In  custodia  Icgls."  Such  being  the  fttct.  its 
right  to  dispose  of  the  property,  or  transfer 
it  to  a  bona  fide  creditor  in  payment  of  its 
debts,  lias  been  clearly  established  in  this 
state,  by  the  decisions  of  both  the  supreme 
court  and  this  court,  so  frequently  that  a  cita- 
tion of  tlie  cases  Is  unnece^isary;  and  the  same 
has  been  declared  to  be  the  law  in  all  states 
where,  as  in  this,  there  is  no  statute  restrict- 
ing the  right.  It  Is  legally  a  matter  of  no 
importance  whether  It  is  the  disposition  of  a 
part  or  all  of  the  assets;  whether  for  the  ben- 


efit at  all,  pro  rata,  or  dlacrlmlnatlng  against 
all  save  the  creditor  favored  and  preferred. 
The  debt  being  honest,  and  the  transfer  being 
made  in  good  faith,  for  payment,  without  col- 
lusion, and  with  no  secret  trust  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  grantors,  the  transaction  is  valid. 
It  is  stipulated  that  the  entire  property  trans- 
ferred to  appellant  was  InsuflSciMit  to  pay  the 
bank.  Consequently,  the  question  of  a  result- 
ing trust  for  the  benefit  of  the  grantors  is  not 
Involved. 

After  having  stipulated  "that  the  money 
was  borrowed  by  the  company,  and  these  par- 
ties Ijecame  security  for  it,"  counsel  for  ap- 
pellee, in  argument,  fall  into  error  by  regard- 
ing the  debt  as  that  of  the  Indorsers  or  sure- 
ties. They  say,  "But  we  fail  to  find  in  ap- 
pellant's brief  authorities  sustaining  prefer- 
ences made  by  dlrect<ws  of  an  insolvent  cor- 
poration in  favor  of  themselves."  Again, 
"Any  attempt  on  the  part  of  the  directoi-s  of 
an  insolvent  corporation  to  prefer  themselves 
is  a  fraud  upon  the  creditors."  This  mistaken 
theory  of  the  case  is  ably  argued  at  length, 
and  authorities  are  cited,  supposed  to  favor 
the  contention,  but  the  question  is  not  involv- 
ed. The  fact  is  that  they  were  sureties  for 
the  payment  of  the  debt,  and  made  the  note; 
and  although  the  payment  <^  the  note  would 
relieve  them  of  their  liability,  and  may  have 
prompted  them  to  prefer  the  bank,  the  debt 
remained  the  debt  of  the  corporation,  and  did 
not  become  that  of  the  individual  officers.  The 
great  weight  of  modem  authority  is  to  the  ef- 
fect tliat,  as  individuals,  the  officers  of  a 
corporation  can  loan  it  money,  or  legally,  in 
any  other  proper  way,  become  its  creditors, 
and  deal  with  It  in  the  same  manner  as  with 
an  outsider.  If  such  is  the  law,— and  it  seems 
to  be,  where  there  is  no  statutory  prohibition, 
—it  logically  follows  that  the  right  to  become 
a  creditor  carries  with  it  all  the  rights  of  a 
creditor,  and  authorises  the  corporation  to 
prefer  the  c^cer,  if  it  sees  fit. 

2.  The  assets  of  the  debtor  being  personal 
property,  to  be  converted  into  money  to  pay 
the  bank  debt  appellant  was  selected,  as 
trustee,  to  take  the  property  and  the  title  to 
it,  convert  it  into  money,  and  pay  the  proceeds 
to  the  bank.  It  was  a  trust  for  a  specific  pui^ 
pose.  The  only  duty  he  owed  the  assignor  was 
to  realize  all  he  could  by  the  sale,  and  pay 
It  to  the  bank.  The  dnty  he  owed  the  bank 
was  to  account  for  and  pay  the  money  by 
him  received.  And  it  t>eing  conceded  that  the 
property  was  insufficient  to  discharge  the  debt, 
— consequently,  that  there  would  be  no  surplus 
or  balance  to  be  returned  to  the  assignor,— he 
was  fully  Justified,  and  legally  right.  In  his  an- 
swers to  the  Interrogatories  in  the  process  of 
garnishment.  It  is  well  settled  law  that  unless 
the  debtor  has  funds  in  the  hands  of  the  gar- 
nishee, or  some  demand  he  could  enforce 
against  him,  the  creditor  cannot  succeed  by  a 
Ijrocess  of  garnishment.  The  creditor  can  only 
be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  the  debtor,  and 
if  he  has  nothing  the  creilitor  takes  nothing. 
In  this  case  it  will  readily  be  seen  that  the 
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debtor  had  nothing  in  the  hands  of  appellant. 
It  1b  evident  that  the  court  misconceived  the 
law  controlling  the  case,  and  held  the  asslgu- 
ment  void.  Otherwise  there  could  have  been 
no  Judgment.  'Hie  Judgment  must  be  re- 
versed, and  cause  remanded.    Beversed. 


McCLAIR  et  al.  r.  HUDDART. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.    Sept  9,  1895.) 

Action  to  Fokeclose  Lien— NECEasARi  Parties 
— JcDOMEKT— Reversal  is  Part. 

1.  In  an  action  to  foreclose  a  mechanic's 
lien  the  beneficiary  under  a  trust  deed  of  the 
property  ia  a  necessary  party. 

2.  A  judgment  rightfuHy  adjudicating  cer- 
tain matters  inTolved  in  the  action  will  not  be 
reversed  in  toto  on  appeal  for  error  as  to  one 
matter,  where  the  error  can  b«  remedied  by 
amend  meiit  of  the  decree,  or  by  sulwequent  pro- 
ceedings in  the  case. 

Error  to  district  court,  Arapahoe  county. 

Action  by  John  J.  Huddart  against  Samuel 
McClalr  and  others  to  foreclose  a  Hen  for 
services  as  architect.  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
Defendants  bring  error.     Reversed. 

Brinton  Gregory,  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 
Collier  &  Stevick,  for  defendant  in  error. 

BISSELL,  J.  Samuel  McClalr  was  the  own- 
er of  six  lots  in  block  19,  Arlington  Heights 
addition  to  Denver,  In  Arapahoe  county.  He 
entered  Into  a  contract  with  Huddart  &  Ja- 
cobson  to  prepare  plans  and  specifications  for 
some  buildings  to  be  erected  on  the  lots.  The 
employment  contemplated  not  only  the  prep- 
aration of  the  plans,  but  also  the  general  su- 
pervision of  the  construction  of  the  buildings, 
and  the  performance  of  those  duties  which 
generally  devolve  on  architects  under  such 
circumstances.  Jacobson  died,  and  Huddart 
rendered  the  balance  of  the  services,  and 
claimed  to  have  earned  the  fee  which  McClalr 
agreed  to  pay  for  the  work.  Part  of  the  sum 
was  paid,  and  Huddart  sued  for  a  balance  of 
$385.  Some  dispute  arose  between  the  par- 
ties concerning  the  engagement,  and  the 
amount  of  compensation  to  be  paid,  and  Hud- 
dart filed  a  lien  under  the  statute,  and  brought 
the  present  suit  to  foreclose  it.  The  action 
was  brought  against  the  owner  and  divers 
other  parties  who  were  named  as  defendants, 
and  who  were  alleged  to  claim  some  lien  on 
the  property.  One  of  the  defendants  was 
Roswell  W.  Holmes,  named  as  trustee.  The 
rights  and  interests  of  McClalr  and  the  other 
parties  need  neither  be  stated  nor  considered. 
We  are  not  advised  by  the  record  as  to  the 
terms  of  the  trust  laid  on  Holmes  otherwise 
than  as  appears  from  a  motion  to  set  aside 
the  Judgment  and  decree  filed  by  the  North 
America  Loan  &  Trust  Company,  which  claim- 
ed to  be  the  owner  of  the  note  secured  by  the 
deed  which  McClair  made  to  Holmes.  This 
note  was  for  $31,225,  payable  five  years  from 
date,  and  given  on  the  1st  of  February,  1892. 
Holmes  denied  all  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  statement  as  to  the  inferiority 


of  the  lien  which  he  represented.  All  these 
denials  were  statutory  as  to  want  of  sufficient 
knowledge  or  Information  on  which  to  base  a 
belief.  Holmes  did  not  set  up  by  way  of 
cross  complaint  or  by  way  of  defense  the  ex- 
istence of  bis  trust  deed,  or  the  nonpayment 
of  the  note,  or  its  existence  as  an  outstanding 
obligation  in  the  hands  of  the  trust  company 
or  the  original  payee,  Campbell.  When  the 
case  was  tried  it  was  tried  solely  on  the  issues 
tendered  by  the  owner  as  to  the  terms  of  the 
contract,  and  the  amount  which  was  due  un- 
der It.  As  to  the  last  Item  the  contest  re- 
spected both  the  value  of  the  services  and  the 
character  of  the  performance.  The  case  was 
tried  to  the  court,  who  found  with  the  plain- 
tiff, and  entered  a  decree  for  its  foreclosure 
The  lien  was  adjudged  to  have  priority  over 
any  Interest  of  the  other  parties  and  over  the 
deed  of  trust  and  incumbrance.  There  was 
no  finding  In  respect  to  Campbell,  who  was 
named  as  the  original  payee  of  the  note,  but 
who  would  seem  not  to  have  been  served  or 
to  have  been  brought  in.  The  form  of  the  de- 
cree was  erroneous.  The  error,  however,  only 
relates  to  so  much  of  It  as  adjudges  the  me- 
chanic's lien  to  be  prior  to  the  lien  of  the 
trust  deed.  It  will  be  observed  from  the 
statement  that  the  cestui  que  trust,  who  was 
the  holder  of  the  note,  was  not  made  a  party, 
nor  were  bis  rights  In  any  wise  adjudicated, 
except  as  they  may  be  taken  to  be  affected  by 
the  decree  against  the  trustee.  It  is  pretty 
clearly  settled  by  the  authorities  that  in  cases 
of  this  sort  the  cestui  que  trust  is  an  indis- 
pensable party,  where  the  plaintiff  seeks  a  de- 
cree establishing  the  priority  of  his  right  as 
against  the  title  represented  by  the  trust 
deed.  2  Jones,  Liens,  |  1580;  Phil.  Liens,  $ 
391;  Clark  v.  Manning,  95  111.  580;  Gaytes 
V.  Bank,  85  111.  256;  Scanlan  v.  Cobb,  Id.  296; 
McGraw  V.  Bayard,  06  111.  146;  Roman  r. 
Thorn,  83  Ala.  443,  3  South.  759;  Bennltt  v. 
Mining  Co.,  119  111.  9,  7  N.  B.  498;  Paddock  v. 
Stout.  121  111.  571,  13  N.  E.  182.  Since  the 
original  payee  was  not  a  party,  and  the  trans- 
feree was  not  brought  in,  there  could  be  no 
foreclosure  of  the  mechanic's  lien  as  against 
the  trust  deed,  and  no  adjudication  that  the 
lien  was  prior  in  time  and  in  right  to  that  se- 
curity. There  is  nothing  in  the  record  which 
will  enable  us  to  determine  as  a  matter  of 
fact  what  the  rights  and  equities  of  these  par- 
ties may  be.  It  is  quite  possible,  if  Campbell 
or  the  trust  company  or  both  had  been 
brought  into  the  suit,  and  the  question  of  pri- 
ority had  been  presented  and  litigated,  a  de- 
cree could  have  been  entered  establishing  the 
priority  of  the  plaintiff's  claim.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  those  parties  no  such  adjudication 
was  possible.  This  difficulty,  however,  does 
not  compel  the  reversal  of  the  decree  as  an  en- 
tirety. As  between  the  owner  and  the  plain- 
tiff and  all  the  other  parties  in  interest,  the 
legality  and  Justness  of  the  plaintiff's  claim 
has  been  adjudicated,  and  Its  amount  deter- 
mined, and  those  defendants  cannot  relltigate 
these  matters.    It  is  not  always  necessaiy  to 

uigitized  by  VjOO-i  iv^ 


Dofo.) 


BELLY  «.  CANOX. 


;688 


■et  aside  the  enflre'  jaitmeiaH  and  tfire  pit- 
ties  another  opportimlty  to  retry  a  qneetiofa 
-wbich  has  been  tairly  InTestigated  and  fairly 
determined.  We  conclude  tbat,  as  between 
tbe  plaintiff  and  the  owner  and  all  parties  In 
Interest  save  the  cestui  que  trust,  the  matter 
of  the  terms  of  the  contract  and  Its  perform- 
ance and  the  sum  due  have  been  entlcely  and 
correctly  settled  by  the  trial  court.  Under 
such  circumstances  those  parties  shooid  not 
be  permitted  to  relltigate  these  questions.  Of 
course  the  decree  cannot  be  taken  to  conclude 
tbe  present  holders  of  tbe  note.  It  stands, 
however,  as  a  cloud  upon  the  title,  and  those 
jpartlee  should  have  their  day  In  court  Tbe 
judgment  must  therefore  be  reversed  as  to 
so  much  of  It  aa  adjudges  tbe  mechanic's  Hen 
to  be  prior  in  right  and  time  to  tbe  lien  of  the 
trust  deed,  and  valid  as  against  the  holders 
of  the  note.  To  this  extent,  therefore,  the 
judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  remanded  to 
the  court  below,  with  directions  either  to 
modify  the  decree,  or,  If  the  parties  are«o  ad- 
vised, the  plaintiff  should  be  permitted  to 
amend  bis  complaint,  and  make  the  holders  of 
the  note  parties  to  the  suit  They  will  then 
be  permitted  to  file  such  answer  and  cross  bill 
for  the  maintenance  and  protection  of  their 
rights  aa  they  may  be  advised.  To  this  ex- 
tent the  Judgment  below  will  be  set  aside,  and 
opened  for  further  proceedings  In  conformity 
with  these  conclusions.  If  the  plalntifC  should 
conclude  not  to  take  this  course,  the  decree 
will  simply  be  amended  by  the  court  below, 
and  the  Judgment  establishing  tbe  priority  of 
the  Hen  over  the  trust  deed  eliminated  from 
the  entry.  This  proceeding  seems  to  be  In 
accord  with  the  general  rule  which  prevails 
In  such  cases.  Elliott,  App.  Proc.  §  580. 
This  course  has  been  recently  pursued  by  the 
supreme  court  under  somewhat  analogous  cir- 
cumstances, though  no  opinion  was  delivered 
on  the  subject.  It  accords,  however,  with 
what  ought  to  be  the  law.  Where  a  record 
Involves  several  matters,  and  a  part  has  been 
rightfully  adjudicated,  the  reversal  should  on- 
ly extend  to  what  will  Include  the  error  com- 
mitted, If  it  be  remediable  either  by  amend- 
ment of  the  decree  or  by  subsequent  proceed- 
ings In  the  case.  The  course  suggested  wiU 
protect  the  rights  of  all  the  parties,  and  leave 
the  tinaftected  portion  of  the  Judgment  to 
stand.  The  Judgment  of  the  court  below  will 
therefore  be  reversed,  and  the  case  sent  back 
for  further  proceedings  In  conformity  with 
this  opinion.     Reversed. 


KELLY  V.  CANON. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.    Sept.  9,  1895.) 

Note  of  Married  Man— Expenses  of  Family — 
LiABiLiTT  OF  Wife — Effect  of  Statute. 
1.  Sess.  Lfi-WB  1891.  p.  2.S8.  malting  the  ex- 
penses of  the  family  oharKeable  on  both  hus- 
band and  wife,  is  not  retroactive,  and  does  not 
affect  liability  for  such  expenses  contracted  be- 
fore its  enactment 
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2.  Though  husband  and  wife  are  made  lia- 
ble by  Sess.  Laws  1891,  p.  238,  for  expenses 
of  the  family,  the  acceptance  of  the  husband's 
note  therefor  merges  the  orieinal  cause  of  ac- 
tion, and  the  wife  ia  not  liable  on  the  note. 

Error  to  Mesa  county  court. 

Action  by  Benton  Canon  against  W.  8.  Kel- 
ly and  Jennie  Kelly,  his  wife.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff.  Defendant  Jennie  Kelly  brings  er- 
ror.   Reversed. 

Frank  De  Lamar,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
BuekUn,  Stai^  &  Safely,  for  d^endant  in 
error. 

BEBD.  T.  J.  Benton  Canon,  as  plaintiff, ' 
on  the  27th  day  of  April,  1893.  brought  suit 
against  W.  S.  and  Jennie  KeUy  to  coUect 
the  amount  of  two  promissory  notes  made 
by  W.  S.  Kelly  alone.— one  bearing  date  Feb- 
ruary 23,  1889i  for  $318.05,  with  Interest  at 
1%  per  cent  per  month,  and  10  per  c«it 
attorney's  fees,  upon  which,  the  15th  day  of 
May,  1889,  a  payment  was  made  of  $33.60; 
tbe  second  note,  for  183.48,  bearing  date 
February  1.  1890,  Interest  and  attorney's 
fees  same  as  in  the  former.  Both  notes 
were  long  overdue.  In  regard  to  each  note 
the  following  allegation  Is  made  In  the  com- 
plaint: "That  tbe  Indebtedness  for  which 
said  note  was  made  and  delivered  was  for 
the  expenses  of  tbe  family  of  said  defend- 
ants, who  were  then,  and  now  are,  husband 
and  wife."  Service  was  had  upon  the  de- 
fendants, who  did  not  appear  and  defend.  A 
default  was  taken  against  both,  and  Judg- 
ment entered  against  both  for  the  sum  of 
$625,  which  included  Interest  at  1%  per  cent, 
per  month,  and  attorney's  fees.  Jennie  Kel- 
ly brings  tbe  case  here  for  review  by  writ 
of  error. 

The  Judgment  against  plaintiff  in  error 
must  be  reversed.  She  was  not  a  party  to 
the  notes  upon  which  the  suit  was  brought, 
and  tbe  allegation  In  the  complaint  that  the 
notes  were  given  for  goods  for  the  family 
states  no  legal  IlabUIty.  The  statute  mak- 
ing the  expenses  of  the  family  and  educa- 
tion of  children  chargeable  to  both  husband 
and  wife,  or  either  of  them,  did  not  become 
a  law  until  the  summer  of  1891.  See  Sess. 
Laws  1891,  p.  238.  At  the  time  the  Indebt- 
edness was  contracted,  and  of  the  making  of 
the  notes,  there  was  no  such  statute.  No 
retroactive  effect  can  be  given  to  the  statute, 
to  cover  contracts  made  before  its  passage, 
hence  the  allegation  In  the  complaint  was 
of  no  ImiKtrtance. 

Had  there  been  such  a  statute,  the  original 
causes  of  action  were  merged  In  the  Individ- 
ual notes  of  W.  S.  Kelly,  upon  which  the  ac- 
tion was  brought  and  upon  which  Judgment 
for  VA  per  cent,  and  attorney's  fees  was 
given.  The  wife,  under  the  statute,  could 
only  be  held  for  the  original  consideration 
on  proof  that  the  goods  were  furnished  for 
the  family.     Reversed. 
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COLORABO  FUEL  &  IRON  CO.  t.  LBN- 
HART  et  al. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept.  9,  1895.) 

CORPOKATIONS— DlKXCTOKS'     LlABILFTT  —  FaILVBI 
TO  FlLB  StaTBHENTS— ESTOFPEL— LiMlTATIOHS. 

1.  A  corporate  creditor  cannot,  to  avoid 
the  runnine  of  limitations  against  bis  claim, 
waive  a  de&ult  by  the  directors  to  file  the  state- 
ment required  by  Gen.  St.  §  252,  and  avail  him- 
self of  a  similar  default  in  the  following  year. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  facts  showing  that  the 
creditor  has  been  led  to  take  steps  altering  his 
legal  rights  in  consequence  of  the  filing  of  an 
InsnfiBcient  statement  as  in  compliance  with 
Gen.  St.  $  252,  requiring  an  annual  statement 
of  the  condition  of  a  corporation,  the  directors, 
in  an  action  against  them  to  enforce  the  penalty 
therein  provided  for,  are  not  estopped  to  ques- 
tion the  validity  of  such  statement. 

3.  Geu.  St.  i  252,  requiring  that  a  corpora- 
tion shall  annually  file  a  report  of  its  condi- 
tion with  the  recorder  of  deeds  of  the  county 
where  its  business  is  carried  on,  and  providing 
that  if  it  fails  to  do  so  all  its  directors  shall  be 
liable  for  the  debts  contracted  by  it  during  the 
year  preceding,  and  subsequently,  unless  its 
capital  Steele  has  been  fully  paid  in,  is  penal 
in  its  nature,  and  is  therefore  lo  be  strictly 
construed. 

Error  to  district  conrt,  Arapahoe  county. 

Action  by  the  Colorado  Fuel  &  Iron  Com- 
pany against  Michael  Lenhart  and  others,  as 
directors  of  the  Trinidad  Rolllng-MiUs  &  Iron 
Company,  a  corporation,  to  recover  aa  In- 
debtedness owing  to  it  by  the  corporation. 
From  a  judgment  for  defendants,  plalntUt 
appeals.    Affirmed. 

D.  C.  Beaman,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  R. 
D.  Thompson  and  Ben  B.  Llndeey,  for  de- 
fendants In  error. 

THOMSON,  J.  On  the  2l8t  day  of  June, 
1880,  the  Trinidad  RollIng-MUls  &  Iron  Com- 
pany became  Indebted  to  the  Colorado  Fuel 
&  Iron  Company,  for  coal  sold  and  delivered. 
In  the  sum  of  $(523.75.  The  latter  company 
brought  this  suit  to  recover  the  amount 
against  the  defendants  in  error,  alleging 
that  they  were  directors  of  the  rolling-mills 
company  from  the  20th  day  of  May.  1889, 
to  the  1st  day  of  May,  181)0;  that  the  cap- 
ital stock  of  the  company  had  not  been  fully 
paid  in,  and  that  it  did  not  within  60  days 
from  the  1st  day  of  January,  1890,  or  at 
any  time  since  the  20th  day  of  May,  1889, 
make,  and  file  in  the  office  of  the  recorder  of 
the  county  where  the  business  of  the  com- 
pany was  carried  on,  any  report,  as  required 
by  section  252  of  the  General  Statutes  of  Col- 
orado; and  that  by  reason  of  Its  failure  in 
that  respect  the  defendants  became  liable 
jointly  and  severally  to  the  plaintiff  for  the 
amount  of  the  Indebtedness  to  it  of  the 
rolling-mills  company.  The  complaint  was 
filed  August  7,  1890.  The  defendants  an- 
swered, averring  that  they  were  directors  of 
the  rolling-mills  company  from  the  Ist  day 
of  April,  1888,  to  th"  1st  day  of  May,  1890; 
that  the  company  filed  no  report  within  00 
days  from  the  1st  day  of  January,  1889,  as 
required  by  section  252;   and  that  this  ac- 


tion was  not  brought  within  one  year  after 
June  21,  1889.  The  repUcatlon  denied  that 
the  defmdanta  were  directors  prior  to  May 
20,  1889,  and  denied  that  the  required  report 
was  not  filed  within  60  days  from  January 
1,  1889.  The  evidence  was  that  tbe  defend- 
ants were  directors  from  April  10,  188S,  to 
May  1,  1890.  The  plaintiff  offered  In  evi- 
dence the  following  pai>er,  filed  on  tbe  23d 
day  of  Febniary,  1889,  as  being  the  report 
of  the  eompanj  for  that  year,  which,  npon 
objection  by  tbe  defendants,  the  court  ex- 
cluded: 

"Annual  statement  of  the  Trinidad  RolUng- 
MIlls  and  Iron  Company,  January  1,  18S9: 

Amount  paid  in  on  stock $61,841  00 

Donations   5,000  00 

Indebtedness $14,465  10 

1,.500  00 
250  00 
333  33     16,548  43 

$86,389  43 

"I  hereby  certify  the  above  statement  to 

be  correct,  to  the  best  of  my  knowledge  and 

belief.     M.    Lenhart,   President.     [Corporate 

Seal.]    Attest:    E.  J.  Adams,  Secretary." 

The  following  is  section  252  of  the  General 
Statutes:  "Every  such  corporation  shall  an- 
nually, within  sixty  days  from  tbe  first  day 
of  January,  make  a  report,  which  shall  state 
the  amoimt  of  Its  capital  and  the  proportion 
actually  paid  in,  and  the  amount  of  existing 
debts;  which  report  shall  be  signed  by  the 
president,  and  shall  be  verified  by  the  oath 
of  the  president  or  secretary  of  said  com- 
pany, under  its  corporate  seal,  and  filed  In 
the  office  of  the  recorder  of  deeds  of  the 
county  where  the  business  of  the  company 
shall  be  carried  oa  And  If  any  such  corpo- 
ration shall  f&Il  so  to  do,  unless  the  capital 
stock  of  such  corporation  has  been  fully  paid 
In  and  a  certificate  made  and  filed  as  pro- 
vided In  secUon  twelve  a2)  of  this  act,  all 
the  directors  or  trustees  of  the  company 
shall  be  jointly  and  severally  liable  for  all 
the  debts  of  the  company  that  shall  be  con- 
tracted diurlng  the  year  next  preceding  the 
time  when  such  report  should  by  this  section 
have  been  made  and  filed,  and  until  such  re- 
port shall  be  made."  This  section  is  manda- 
tory. A  corporation  must  ffie  its  reports,  ex- 
ecuted and  verified  as  requhred,  and  the  lia- 
bility of  the  directors  for  the  company's 
debts  is  in  the  nature  of  a  penalty  for  a  neg- 
lect to  comply  with  the  law.  The  liability 
covers  all  debts  contracted  by  the  company 
during  the  year  preceding  the  time  when  the 
report  should  be  made,  and  all  debts  con- 
tracted afterwards,  until  the  making  of  the 
proper  report.  Suit  for  the  recovery  of  a 
penalty  must  be  commenced  within  one  year 
after  tbe  cause  of  actlcm  accrues.  Section 
2170,  Gen.  St;  Larsen  v.  James,  1  Colo. 
App.  313,  29  Pac.  183.  If  the  report  due 
within  60  days  from  January  1,  1880,  was 
not  made  when  this  debt  was  contracted, 
the  liability  of  tbe  directors  attached  at  the 
Instant  it  was  contracted,  and  the  statute 
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then  commenced  to  run.  'Sb»  document 
which  was  filed  as  a  report  did  sot  comply 
with  the  law.  The  lack  of  verification  in- 
validated it,  and  it  was  not  a  report 

It  is  contended,  however,  that  because  of 
the  failure  of  the  directors  in  office  during 
the  first  60  Asljb  of  1890  to  make  the  stat- 
utory report,  a  cause  of  action  then  arose 
against  them  for  the  debt,  It  Iiavlng  been 
contracted  during  tlie  year  precedhig  the 
time  when  that  report  should  have  been 
made,  and  that,  therefore,  this  action,  having 
been  commenced  withtai  one  year  from  that 
time,  was  not  barred.  If  this  reasoning  is 
sound,  the  logical  conclusion  is  that  It  is  at 
the  option  of  a  creditor  of  a  corporation  to 
determine  when  the  statute  shall  commence 
to  run  against  the  penalty  recoverable  from 
the  directors.  If  plaintiff  could  waive  the 
default  in  1889,  and  avaU  itself  of  the  default 
in  1890,  as  the  commencement  of  the  direct- 
ors' liability.  It  might  in  like  manner  waive 
the  latter  default,  and  consider  the  liability 
as  commencing  with  a  failure  to  report  the 
following  year;  and  its  waiver  of  defaults 
might  continue  indefinitely,  as  long  as  the 
corporation  had  an  existence.  This  is  not 
the  law.  The  statnte  determines  bow  and 
wb«i  the  liability  arises.  Directors  in  de- 
fault are  liable,  not  only  for  corporate  debts 
made  during  the  preceding  year,  but  for 
those  made  afterwards,  during  the  continu- 
ance of  the  default.  The  ground  of  their 
liability  for  prl»  debts  la  the  failure  to  com- 
l>ly  with  the  law,  and  the  ground  of  their 
liability  for  subsequent  debts  is  the  act  of 
contracting  them  after  neglect  of  the  statu- 
tory duty.  AVhen  the  liability  to  the  penalty 
is  incurred,  the  creditor's  cause  of  action  for 
its  recovery  accrues,  and  the  statute  is  set 
in  motion,  and  does  not  stop  until  the  action 
is  commenced  or  barred.  Rector  v.  Vander- 
bilt,  98  N.  Y.  170;  lArsen  v.  James,  supra. 
In  this  case  the  liability  was  incurred,  and 
the  cause  of  action  accrued,  on  June  21,  1889; 
and  this  action,  not  having  been  commenced 
until  August,  1890,  must  fall,  imless  the 
circumstances  require  us  to  hold  that  the  de- 
fendants are  bound  by  the  report  of  Febru- 
ary 23,  1888,  and  cannot  be  heard  to  deny 
that  it  fnlflUed  the  requirements  of  the 
law.  If,  as  is  contended  by  the  plaintiff, 
they  are  estopped  to  question  the  validity 
of  that  report,  judgment  must  go  against 
them;  for  tb^r  only  defense  is  the  failure 
of  the  plaintiff  to  commence  this  action  in 
time,  and  the  actlcm  was  commenced  In  time, 
If  that  was  a  good  report.  The  effect  of  the 
argument  Is  that,  having  made  a  report 
which  binds  them,  as  being  sufficient,  then, 
if  the  plaintiff  so  elected,  there  was  no  lia- 
bility against  them  on  account  of  the  debt 
until  their  failure  to  report  in  1890.  Ciounsel 
does  not  set  fmrth  very  clearly  the  grounds 
of  the  estoppel  claimed.     It  is  simply  assert- 


ed, as  a  legal  proposition,  that  the  defend- 
ants cannot  take  advantage  of  their  own  dere- 
liction of  official  duty.  But  a  general  state-, 
ment  of  this  kind  throws  no  light  upon  the 
question.  If  there  is  as  estoppel  here  at  all, 
it  is  an  estopp^  by  conduct.  But  conduct 
alone  does  not  create  an  estoppel.  If  no 
rights  have  been  affected  by  the  conduct, 
there  is  no  one  In  whose  behalf  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  can  be  invoked.  To  create  the 
estoppel,  some  other  person  must  have  chan- 
ged his  position  on  the  faith  of  the  conduct. 
The  foundation  upon  which  the  doctrine 
rests  is  that  It  would  be  a  fraud  for  one 
who,  by  his  conduct,  has  induced  others  to 
accept  something  as  a  fact,  to  deny  that  such 
was  the  fact,  after  they  had  acted  upon  their 
belief.  But  there  can  be  no  estoppel  in  fa- 
vor of  one  who  has  not  been  misled,  or  to 
whom  the  assertion  of  the  truth  would  do  no 
injury.  There  is  not  here  the  slightest  pre- 
tense that  by  any  act  of  the  defendants  the 
plaintiff  was  induced  to  believe  that  the 
rolling-mills  company  had  filed  the  report  re- 
quired by  the  statute,  or  tliat  its  transaction 
with  the  latter  company  was  in  any  degree 
influenced  by  belief  or  disbelief  upon  the  sub- 
ject. So  far  as  appears,  it  was  not  spoken 
or  thought  of,  or  deemed  of  any  importance, 
by  either  side;  and  if  the  plaintiff  did  not 
have  actual,  it  had  constructive,  notice  of 
what  had  In  fSact  been  d(me  in  that  regard. 
The  record  discloses  no  reason  why  the  de- 
fendant should  not  be  permitted  to  say  that 
what  was  attempted  to  be  done  was  an  ut- 
ter failure  of  compliance  with  the  law;  that, 
therefore,  the  moment  the  indebtedness  was 
contracted,  they  became  individually  liable 
for  the  amount:  and  that  the  statutory  bar 
had  interposed  in  their  favor. 

But  there  is  another  light  in  which  the 
question  may  be  considered.  The  statute 
which  is  invoked  is  penal  In  its  character. 
The  debt  was  owing  by  the  rolling-mills 
company,  and  not  by  the  defendants.  Its 
amount  was  recoverable  from  them  as  a  pen- 
alty, and  not  as  an  indebtedness.  They  are 
therefore  entitled  to  a  strict  construction  of 
the  statute.  There  are  no  eauities  in  the 
plaintiff's  favor,  as  against  them.  It  is  enti- 
tled to  what  the  letter  of  the  law  gives  it,  and 
no  more  On  account  of  the  failure  to  make 
the  required  report,  the  defendants'  liabili- 
ty attached,  and  was  absolute,  immediately 
upon  the  contraction  of  the  debt.  The  rec- 
ords were  open  to  the  plaintitra  inspection, 
and.  If  it  was  without  knowledge  of  what 
had  been  d«me,  its  ignorance  is  chargeable 
to  its  own  negligence.  To  enable  It  to  recov- 
er. It  must  bring  Itself  strictly  within  the 
law,  and  for  its  failure  to  do  so  it  alone  la 
responsible.  Larsen  v.  James,  supra.  W« 
find  nothing  in  the  record  to  authorize  a  re- 
versal of  the  judgment,  end  it  will  therefore 
be  afOrmed.    Affirmed. 
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McPHBB  «t  aL  ▼.  OOMBB. 
(Oonrt  of  Appeala  of  Colorado.     Sept  9,  189S.) 

Oauiibhhbnt— Patmbnt  ot  JCDOHHirr  asaimst 
Oabnubbb. 
Under  Cir.  Code,  |  US,  dedarinc  that 
gamlahment  la  for  the  security  of  any  judg- 
ment plaintiflF  may  recover  against  defendant, 
and  section  132,  providing  that  the  Judgment 
against  a  garnishee  shall  acquit  him  from  all 
demands  by  the  defendant  for  anything  paid  by 
the  garnishee  by  force  of  such  judgment,  the 
f^mlshee,  notwithstanding  payment  undei  % 
judgment  against  him,  is  liable  to  defendant, 
jurisdiction  of  him  not  having  been  obtained, 
and  judgment  not  having  been  rendered  against 
him. 

Appeal  from  Arapahoe  county  court 
Action  by  P.  P.  Gomer  against  Cbarlee  D. 

McPhee  and  others.    Judgment  for  plalntilt. 

Defendants  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Thomas,  Hartcell,  Bryant  ft  Lee,  for  af»- 
pellants.    J.  W.  Homer,  for  appellee. 

REED,  P.  J.  On  the  Utb  day  of  Novem- 
ber. 1887,  appellants  were  Indebted  for  lum- 
ber to  M.  C.  Jackson  In  the  sum  of  ^55. 
One  Samuel  J.  Levy  brought  suit  by  attach- 
ment against  Jackson  before  a  Justice  of  the 
peace,  and  garnished  appellants,  who  an- 
swered they  were  not  indebted.  The  answer 
was  traversed,  and  It  would  seem  that  a 
trial  was  had,  resulting  in  a  judgment  for 
the  garnishees.  An  appeal  was  taken  to  the 
county  court,  and  a  trial  had  as  to  the  lia- 
bility of  the  garnishees;  a  finding  against 
them,  and  Judgment  for  the  sum  of  $192.40, 
which,  together  with  the  costs,  amounted  to 
$215.65,  was  fully  paid  by  appellants  March 
14,  1888.  Jackson  assigned  his  claim  of 
$956  against  appellants  to  appellee,  who,  on 
May  9,  1888,  brought  suit  for  the  same 
against  the  appellants,  who  upon  the  trial 
made  proof  of  the  judgment  and  the  pay- 
ment of  the  same  as  garnishees  in  the  case 
of  Levy  ▼.  Jackson.  By  the  record  of  the 
last-named  case  it  was  shown  that  Jackson 
was  never  served  with  process,  and  that  no 
Judgment  was  obtained  or  entered  against 
him.  The  court  In  the  present  case  held.  In 
effect,  that,  no  Judgment  having  been  ob- 
tained against  Jackson,  no  valid  Judgment 
could  have  been  had  against  appellants  as 
garnishees;  that  the  payment  of  the  Judg- 
ment by  them  was  voluntary;  and  refused  to 
allow  the  sum  as  a  set-off  against  the  claim  of 
appellee,  and  gave  him  judgment  for  the  en- 
tire sum  found  to  have  been  due  from  ap- 
pellants to  Jackson.  The  regularity  of  that 
Judgment  is  unquestioned,  except  in  so  far 
as  the  court  refused  to  allow  the  set-off. 
The  only  question  presented  upon  this  ap- 
peal Is  whether  the  judgment  of  the  court  In 
refusing  the  set-off  was  erroneous.  The  only 
authority  cited  by  counsel  for  appellants  in 
support  of  their  contention  is  section  132, 
Glv.  Code,  which  Is,  "The  Judgment  against  a 
garnishee  shall  acquit  him  from  all  demands 
by  the  defendant  for  all  goods,  effects,  and 
credits  paid,  delivered  or  accounted  for  by 


the  garnishee  by  force  of  such  Judgment"; 
and  It  Is  regarded  as  conclusive.  If  we  could 
so  regard  it.  and  thus  aummarily  dispose  of 
the  case,  it  would  save  some  labor.  By  sec- 
tion 118,  Id.,  providing  for  the  proceedings 
by  garnishment,  it  Is  said  that  such  proceed- 
ing Is  "for  the  security  of  any  Judgment  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  in  such  action  against 
the  defendant"  It  Is  a  self-evident  proposi- 
tion that  there  can  t>e  no  security  without  a 
principal,  and  no  second  Judgment  as  se- 
curity for  the  payment  of  a  Judgment  that 
has  no  existence.  Consequently,  giving  both 
sections  of  the  Code  full  consideration,  the 
second  and  only  question  Is  whether  it  was 
the  duty  of  the  garnishee  to  ascertain  wbeth- 
er  or  not  there  was  a  Judgment  against  the 
defendant  before  submitting  to  Judgment 
and  paying  the  money,  and  in  this  solution 
we  are  not  aided  by  counsel  for  appellee. 
who  contents  himself  with  citing  only  the 
opinion  of  the  court  In  support  of  itself  when 
it  is  said  "that  until  a  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered against  the  defendant  none  could  be 
rendered  against  the  garnishee,  when  the 
Judgment  against  the  garnishee  and  its  sat- 
isfaction was  of  record  In  the  same  court" 
As  there  was  no  Judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant the  money  could  not  have  been 
paid  over,  and  must  have  remained  in  the 
court  What  garnishees  required  was  a  cred- 
it of  the  amount  paid  on  the  Judgment  ob- 
tained by  appellee.  The  same  court  could 
not  consistently  say  it  had  entered  up  and 
collected  a  void  judgmrat  but  it  having 
been  void,  the  court  would  retain  the  money, 
and  reSqulre  garnishee  to  pay  It  the  second 
time.  Section  132  of  the  OlvU  Code,  taken 
tn  connection  with  section  118,  can  only  be 
construed  as  an  acquittance  to  the  garnishee 
when  the  Judgment  against  him  Is  valid. 
The  proceeding  by  garnishment,  though  an 
independent  suit  is  anxillary  to  the  main 
suit  and  the  Judgment  hypothetical  when 
taken  in  advance  of  a  Judgment  in  the  main 
suit  It  Is  dependent  uiwn  a  Judgment  sub- 
sequently obtained;  and,  when  the  principal 
Judgment  has  been  obtained,  the  validity  of 
the  Judgment  against  the  garnishee  depends 
upon  the  validity  of  the  judgment  against 
the  defendant  In  the  language  of  section 
118,  Civ.  Code,  the  Judgment  against  the  gar- 
nishee Is  only  "security  of  any  Judgment  the 
plalntUC  may  recover  In  snch  action  against 
the  defendant"  "As  the  whole  object  of 
garnishment  is  to  reach  effects  or  credits  in 
the  garnishee's  tiands.  so  as  to  subject  them 
to  the  payment  of  such  Judgment  as  the 
plaintiff  may  recovm  against  the  defendant 
it  results  necessarily  that  there  can  be  no 
Judgment  against  the  garnishee  until  Judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  shall  have  been 
recovered."  Drake,  Attachm.  (  460;  Wash- 
bum  V.  Mining  Co.,  41  vt  60;  Withers  v. 
Fuller,  30  Orat  517;  Ballroad  Co.  T.  Todd. 
11  Helsk.  648.  "He  [the  garnishee]  is  held 
chargeable  if  the  plaintiff  should  make  out 
his  main  case.    The  decree^  though  Uterall]; 
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positive,  and  free  from  all  cohtlngeney,  Is 
qualified  by  law  BO  as  to  render  It  dependent 
upon  the  principal  Judgment."  "The  plain- 
tiff's right  of  action,  the  effectiveness  of  the 
Judgment,  and  the  protection  of  the  gar- 
nishee from  subsequent  attack  after  payment 
under  Judgment,  depend  upon  the  principal 
action;  its  rightful  Institution,  rightful  Judg- 
ment thereon,  and  rightful  execution  of  the 
Judgment."  Wap.  Attachm.  344-347;  Love- 
Joy  V.  Albee,  33  Me.  414;  Greene  v.  Tripp,  11 
R.  I.  424;  Pierce  v.  Carleton,  12  111.  358. 
See,  also,  Wap.  Attachm.  382.  "The  Judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  must  be  a  law- 
ful and  valid  one.  If  it  be  void,  the  Judg- 
ment against  the  garnishee  Is  also  void." 
Drake,  Attachm.  »  450,  606;  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Todd,  supra;  Woodfolk  v.  Whitworth,  5 
Cold.  561;  Melloy  v.  Burtls,  124  Pa.  St.  161, 
16  Atl.  747.  "It  is  of  the  first  Importance, 
therefore,  for  the  garnishee  to  see  that  the 
Judgment  against  defendant  was  not  only  by 
a  court  with  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter, bat  that  Jurisdiction  of  the  defendant,  or 
of  the  property  or  credit,  was  obtained  in 
the  manner  jwlnted  out  by  the  statute. 
Against  a  Judgment  sought  against  himself, 
which  is  based  upon  a  void  Judgment  against 
the  defendant,  he  must  defend  to  the  last, 
and  Is  ordinarily  compelled  to  defend  alone." 
Wade,  Attachm.  S  399;  Laidlaw  v.  Mor^ 
row.  44  Mich.  547,  7  N.  W.  191;  Noble  v. 
OU  Co.,  79  Pa.  St  354.  "When  the  gar- 
nishee pays  a  Judgment  against  himself, 
which  Is  based  upon  a  Judgment  against  de- 
fendant, rendered  without  jurisdiction,  he  is 
not  protected  by  such  payment  against  a 
subsequent  action  brought  by  the  princi- 
pal defendant  or  other  creditor."  Wade, 
Attachm.  399;  Laidlaw  v.  Morrow,  supra. 
When  there  is  no  Judgment  against  the  de- 
fendant, or  a  Judgment  that  Is  void  for  want 
of  Jurisdiction,  and  the  court  erroneously 
render  Judgment  against  the  garnishee,  it 
will  not  be  binding  on  the  defendant,  who 
was  not  a  party  to  the  proceedings.  Wade, 
Attachm.  i  399;  Roy  v.  Baucus,  43  Barb. 
310;   Shaver  v.  Brainard,  20  Barb.  25. 

After  a  careful  review  of  the  authorities, 
it  seems  clear  that  the  law  casts  upon  the 
garnishee  the  duty  of  knowing  or  ascertain- 
ing that  there  Is  a  valid  Judgment  against 
the  defendants;  not  that  be  can  Intervene 
and  defend  in  the  principal  suit,  but  so  far 
as  Is  necessary  to  protect  himself  in  the 
anziliary  suit  In  which  he  is  defendant.  It 
follows  that,  without  Jurisdiction  of  the  de- 
fendant and  a  Judgment  against  him,  the 
Judgment  against  the  garnishees  was  void, 
and  that  its  payment  would  not  protect  tliem 
against  the  assignee  of  Jackson.  A  court 
that  would  enter  such  a  Judgment  and  col- 
lect and  retain  the  money  and  compel  a  liti- 
gation in  regard  to  it  cannot  be  too  severely 
criticised.  The  amount  paid  was  not  techni- 
cally and  legally  a  set-(^  against  the  claim 
of  appellee,  as  the  court  correctly  held,  and 
tbe  Judgment  must  be  affirmed.    AfiBrmed. 


MAJESTIC  MANTF'G  CO.  v.  PUEBLO 
HARDWARE  CO. 

(Court  of  Ainieals  of  Colorado.     Sept  9,  1805.) 

Rbvibw— SomciBiicx  or  Evidbhob. 
A  verdict  dependent  on  the  existence  of 
a  contract  cannot  be  sustained,  though  a  wit- 
ness testifies  that  there  was  such  a  contract, 
where  he  also  details  all  the  conversation  claim- 
ed to  conatitnte  the  contract,  and  it  does  not 
justify  his  inference  that  there  was  a  contract 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Pueblo  county. 

Action  by  the  Majestic  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany against  the  Pueblo  Hardware  Company. 
Judgment  for  defendant.  Plaintiff  appeals. 
Reversed. 

D.  McCaskin,  for  appellant  B.  B.  Hub- 
bell,  for  appellee. 

THOMSON,  J.  Action  by  the  Majestic 
Manufacturing  Company  against  the  Pueblo 
Hardware  Company  to  recover  ?173.50,  the 
value  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise  sold 
by  the  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  Defense, 
a  contract  between  plaintiff  and  defendant 
that  the  defendant  should  have  the  exclusive 
building  and  sale  In  the  city  of  Pueblo,  Colo., 
of  the  plaintiff's  stoves  and  ranges  for  one 
year,  and  that  plaintiff  would  not  sell  stoves 
and  ranges  to  any  other  dealer  In  Pueblo  dur- 
ing that  time,— which  contract  the  plaintiff 
violated  by  selling  and  ddivering,  within  the 
year,  large  numbers  of  stoves  and  ranges  to 
other  dealers  in  Pueblo,  so  that  defendant's 
trade  was  Injured,  and  Its  business  damaged, 
in  the  sum  of  ?150;  also  a  sale  by  plaintiff  t» 
defendant  of  a  range  warranted  to  be  perfect, 
but  which  was  Imperfect  and  useless,  to  the 
defendant's  further  damage  in  the  sum  of  $60; 
also  a  sale  to  defendant  of  a  defective  water 
front,  to  its  damage  $10.  There  was  a  repli- 
cation, denying  the  averments  of  tbe  answer. 
The  cause  was  submitted  to  a  Jury.  It  was 
admitted  that  the  plaintiff  had  sold  the  de- 
fendant goods  and  ranges  of  the  value  of 
$173.iJ0,  which  had  not  been  paid  for.  The 
defendant  made  some  proof  of  the  damage 
sustained  on  account  of  the  defective  range 
and  water  front.  There  was  also  evidence 
concerning  the  loss  of  trade  sustained  by  the 
defendant  on  account  of  sales  by  the  plaintiff 
to  other  dealers.  The  Jury  returned  a  verdict 
for  the  defendant  of  $192.  The  plaintiff 
moved  for  a  new  trial,  on  the  ground,  among 
others,  of  the  insufficiency  of  the  evidence  to 
Justify  a  verdict.  The  motion  was  oven-uled, 
and  the  court  proceeded  to  render  Judgment 
as  follows:  It  computed  interest  on  tbe  ver' 
diet  from  November  11,  1892,  at  8  per  cent 
per  annum,  making  the  amount  $213.69.  It 
also  added  interest  at  the  same  rate,  for  the 
same  period,  to  tbe  $173.50,  admitted  to  be 
due  the  plaintiff,  making  the  total  $193.03.  It 
then  deducted  the  latter  amount  from  the  for- 
mer, and  gave  the  defendant  Judgment  toe 
$20.66,  the  difference.  The  case  is  here  oa 
appeal  from  this  judgment. 

The  singular  action  of  the  court  in  construct-  > 
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Ing  a  judgment  upon  the  verdict  we  do  not 
find  it  necessary  to  comment  upon.  Defend- 
ant's counsel  says  that  the  Jury,  in  addition 
to  theb;  general  verdict,  made  special  findings 
that  the  damage  on  account  of  the  imperfect 
range  was  $34,  and  of  the  defective  water 
front  $8;  and  that  the  defendant  had  been 
damaged  $150  by  the  plaintiff's  breach  of  its 
contract  giving  the  defendant  the  exclusive 
sale  of  its  goods.  These  findings  are  not  in 
the  record,  but  we  shall  accept  counsel's  state- 
ment, and  assume  that  the  general  verdict 
was  composed  of  the  items  he  mentioned. 
Possibly  there  was  enough  of  evidence  to  sus- 
tain the  finding  of  damages  on  account  of 
the  defective  range  and  water  front,  and 
therefore  that  finding  will  not  be  noticed.  It 
was  in  the  proof  necessary  to  entitle  It  to 
the  other  damages  that  the  defendant  failed. 
There  was  no  sufficient  evidence  that  any 
such  contract  concerning  the  exclusive  sale  by 
the  defendant  of  the  plaintiff's  goods,  as  is 
alleged  In  the  answer,  was  ever  made.  The 
principal  witness  for  the  defendant  was  G. 
T.  Kash,  defendant's  general  manager.  He 
testified  that  there  was  a  verbal  contract  be- 
tween him,  as  manager,  and  Mr.  Oder,  the 
plaintltT's  agent,  that  the  defendant  should 
have  the  exclusive  right  to  sell  the  plaintiff's 
goods  in  Pueblo  tor  a  year;  but  the  conversa- 
tion which  he  detailed  between  himself  and 
Mr.  Oder,  as  constituting  the  contract,  made 
no  mention  of  any  exclusive  right  of  any 
kind  to  be  given  to  his  company.  He  was 
closely  pressed  for  the  entire  conversation, 
and  said  that  he  had  given  It  all;  that  to  en- 
able him  to  state  anything  further  concerning 
it  his  memory  must  be  refreshed.  His  mem- 
ory was  not  refreshed.  In  saying  that  he  had 
a  contract,  he  merely  stated  an  Inference  of 
bis  own.  The  facts  from  which  he  inferred 
the  contract  did  not  justify  the  inference. 
Whether  Uiere  was  a  contract  or  not  was  a 
(luestlon  of  law,  to  be  determined  uixin  the 
facts  in  evidence;  and  as  those  facts  did  not 
show  a  contract,  the  conclusion  which  the  wit- 
ness deduced  from  them  is  not  to  be  regard- 
ed. Mr.  Gibbs,  the  defendant's  bookkeeper, 
was  also  a  witness,  and  his  testimony  was 
of  exactly  the  same  character  as  that  of  Mr. 
Xash.  TTie  verdict  was  not  supported  by  the 
evidence,  and  the  judgment  must  he  reversed. 
Reversed. 


SWINK  V.  BOHN. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept.  9,  1895.) 

DlSCHARQB  or  JORT— FoCTNDATtOM  FOR  SECON'DART 
EVIDSNCB. 

1.  It  is  reversible  error  for  the  court,  with- 
out any  sufiicieut  reason  therefor,  but  merely 
because  a  case  was  to  be  adjourned,  to  dis- 
charge a  jury  duly  impaneled  and  Bworn,  and 
to  call  another  when  the  case  is  again  called  for 
trial. 

2.  On  trial  of  a  case  in  the  county  court  on 
appeal  from  a  justice  it  is  error  to  allow  the 
justice  to  testify  as  to  the  contents  of  a  letter, 
merely  on  the  testimony   of   the  justice  that 


the  letter  had  been  Introduced  in  evidence  be- 
fore him,  and  by  him  transmitted  to  the  county 
court,  and  of  the  deputy  clerk  of  the  county 
court  that  he  had  been  unable  to  discover  any 
letter  among  his  files. 

Appeal  from  Otero  county  court 

Action  by  Matt  Bohn  against  L.  C.  Swink. 

Judgment  for  plaintiff.     Defendant  appeals. 

Reversed. 

A.  F.  Thompson  and  Waldron  &  Devine, 
for  appellant. 


BISSELIi,  J.  Bohn  and  Hamilton  were 
employed  by  the  appellant,  Swink,  to  do 
work  and  famish  materials  for  the  repair 
of  certain  farming  machinery  which  be  own- 
ed. The  doing  of  some  work  by  Bohn  and 
Hamilton  is  conceded.  The  dispute  arose 
over  the  character  of  the  materials  furnished 
and  the  kind  of  work  which  the  machUiist 
did.  The  defense  was  based  entirely  on  the 
alleged  use  of  defective  materials  and  an 
unskillful  performance.  Hamilton's  interest 
was  assigned  to  Bohn,  who  brought  suit  to 
recover  $85.  We  are  wholly  unconcerned 
with  the  sufficiency  of  the  testimony,  or  the 
right  of  Bohn  to  recover.  The  errors  for 
which  the  case  must  be  reversed  proceed 
from  sundry  rulings  of  the  court,  made  dur- 
ing the  progress  of  the  trial.  The  trial  of 
the  case  was  commenced  on  the  17th  of  Jan- 
uary, 1804.  It  progressed  to  the  conclusion 
of  the  testimony  of  two  witnesses,  and  was 
adjourned  until  the  ensuing  18th.  On  the 
18th  the  case  was  continued  by  consent  un- 
til the  29th  of  January.  When  the  adjourn- 
ment was  ordered,  the  court,  over  the  de- 
fendant's objection,  proceeded  to  discharge 
the  jury  from  further  consideration  of  the 
case.  No  reason  was  assigned,  nor  la  there 
anything  in  the  record  to  disclose  the  basis 
for  this  order.  The  jury  was  In  no  wise 
attacked,  nor  was  any  member  of  it  shown 
to  be  disqualified,  nor  was  anything  brought 
to  the  attention  of  the  court  w^hich  would 
entitle  him  to  exercise  his  discretion  respect- 
ing the  retention  or  discharge  of  the  Jury. 
The  case  was  originally  tried  before  a  Jus- 
tice, an  appeal  was  taken,  and  the  papett; 
were  then  sent  up  to  the  county  court.  On 
tlie  trial  before  the  Justice  a  letter  of 
Swink's  was  offered  in  evidence,  which,  ac- 
cording to  the  testimony  of  the  justice,  ^ven 
in  the  county  court,  contained  a  damaging 
admission  as  to  the  labor,  and  a  sentence 
which  permitted  an  Inference  of  its  satis- 
factory performance.  It  seems  this  letter 
had  been  used  before  the  justice,  and  was 
transmitted  with  the  papers  to  the  county 
court.  When  the  plaintiff  desired  to  pro- 
duce It,  and  called  on  the  clerk  of  the  coun- 
ty court  for  Its  production,  it  was  not  forth- 
coming. To  establish  the  loss  and  lay  a 
basis  for  the  Introduction  of  secondary  tes- 
timony concerning  its  contents,  the  plaintiff 
produced  the  Justice,  who  swore  that  a  let- 
ter purporting  to  have  been  written  by 
Swink  had  been  produced  in  evidence  on 
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the  trial  before  Mm,  and  tad  t)een  by  Mm 
transmitted  to  the  county  court  The  clerk 
of  the  county  court  was  not  prodaced,  but 
the  deputy  -was  offered,  who  testified  that 
he  had  been  unable  to  discover  any  letter 
among  his  flies.  Whether,  in  point  of  fact, 
the  document  had  ever  reached  the  county 
court  was  not  shown,  nor  was  any  search 
among'  the  files  or  records  of  the  county  court 
proven.  On  this  basis  the  Justice  was  i)er- 
mltted  to  give  testimony  as  to  the  contents 
of  the  letter.  On  the  29th  of  January,  when 
the  case  was  again  called  for  trial,  a  new 
Jury  was  impaneled.  The  court  Instructed 
this  Jury  respecting  the  burden  of  proof. 
This  will  be  commented  on  later  in  the  opin- 
ion. 

The  court  undoubtedly  committed  an  error 
In  discharging  the  Jury  after  they  had  been 
duly  Impaneled  and  sworn  to  try  it.  CJode 
1887,  I  188,  gives  the  court  power  to  dis- 
charge a  Jury  tmder  certain  circumstances. 
The  existence  of  this  authority  as  a  com- 
mon-law right  is  recognized  by  most  of  the 
authorities.  Thomp.  Trials,  c  4,  J  90.  We 
need  not  decide  whether  this  general  com- 
mon-law right  to  discharge  a  Jury  which  has 
been  Impaneled  is  still  possessed  by  Colo- 
rado courts,  notwithstanding  the  legislation 
wMch,  under  exceptional  circumstances,  con- 
fers It.  We  need  not  determine  whether  the 
provisions  of  section  189  must  be  taken  to 
exclude  all  other  basis  for  the  court's  action, 
because,  under  no  role  of  law  that  we  have 
been  able  to  discover,  or  to  which  our  atten- 
tion has  been  called,  has  the  court  any  arbi- 
trary power  to  discharge  a  Jury  after  It  has 
been  Impaneled  and  sworn.  The  parties  are 
entitled  to  have  their  case  heard  by  the  Jury 
which  has  been  selected,  and  they  cannot 
be  deprived  of  that  right  unless  some  suffi- 
cient reason  exists  for  the  exercise  of  the 
court's  power  In,  the  premises.  This  case 
discloses  none.  The  court  simply  discharged 
the  Jury,  and  called  another.  This  he  mani- 
festly had  no  right  to  do.  Of  Itself,  this 
would  ojmrate  to  reverse  the  case. 

The  court  was  equally  at  fault  when  It  per- 
mitted secondary  testimony  concerning  the 
contents  of  the  letter  said  to  have  been  writ- 
ton  by  Swlnk.  It  was  a  most  Important 
piece  of  testimony  bearing  upon  the  only  Is- 
sue In  the  case,  to  wit,  the  character  of  the 
materials  used,  and  the  kind  of  work  which 
had  been  done.  If  the  Jury  were  satisfied 
Swlnk  had  admitted  that  the  materials  were 
good,  and  the  labor  workmanlike,  they  would 
naturally  conclude  Bohn  was  entitled  to  his 
money.  The  plalntlfT  could  have  laid  a  suf- 
ficient foundation  for  the  introduction  of  the 
evidence,  and  when  he  failed  the  court  erred 
In  admitting  it 

The  Instruction  which  the  court  gave  re- 
siHKJtlng  the  burden  of  proof  was  objection- 
able, because  of  the  absence  of  certain  lim- 
itations which  were  essential  to  the  exact 
and  careful  expression  of  the  law  on  the 
subject    The  dividing  line  between   what 


fhe  plaintiff  must  pMv^  in  a  case  of  this  sort 
and  what  the  defendant  must  show  when  he 
alleges  the  materials  were  defective  and  the 
work  onskUlfuUy  done  is  a  rery  narrow  one, 
and  ought  to  be  carefully  guarded  by  the 
court  Of  course,  the  plaintiff  may  not  re- 
cover without  showing  performance,  which, 
in  a  measure,  compels  him  io  establish  that 
be  property  performed  the  labor  which  he 
was  hired  to  do.  On  the  other  band,  when 
the  defendant  allies  that  the  work  was  ua- 
Bklllfully  done,  and  the  materials  defective, 
he  must  maintain  the  issue  which  he  has  ten- 
dered. In  giving  InstructlonB  on  this  sub- 
ject, the  court  should  fairly  indicate  the  di- 
viding line  between  the  two  burdens,  and 
aptly  inform  the  Jury  as  to  what  the  plaintiff 
must  establish,  as  contradistlngulBhed  from 
what  must  be  proven  by  the  defendant.  The 
court's  Instruction  on  this  subject  possibly 
was  not  so  Inexact  that  it  would  have  com- 
pelled the  reversal  of  the  case,  but  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  is  drawn  to  it  that  more  care 
may  be  used  on  the  subBe<]uent  trial  in  out- 
lining the  duty  which  must  be  discharged  by 
the  respective  parties  in  this  xwrtlcular.  For 
the  errors  committed  by  the  trial  court,  this 
case  must  be  reversed,  and  remanded  for  a 
new  trial  in  conformity  with  this  opinion. 
Reversed. 


MATTHEWS  v.  PEOPLE. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept.  9,  1895.) 

Failure  of  Defendant  to  Testifi — Instruction 
AS  to  Inference. 
Failure  to  instruct  that  inference  was 
not  to  be  drawn  against  defendant  because  he 
did  not  testify  is  not  error,  no  request  for  the 
instruction  baring  been  made. 

Error  to  district  court,  Arai>ahoe  county.    ' 
Frank  O.  Matthews  was  convicted  of  ob- 
taining money  by  false  pretenses,  and  brings 
error.    Affirmed. 

James  B.  Belford  and  Thomas  Ward,  Jr., 
for  plaintiff  In  error.  Eugene  Engley,  Atty. 
Oen.  (H.  T.  Sale,  of  counsel),  for  the  People. 

BISSEIili,  J.  The  almost  universal  prac- 
tice, to  pursue  the  defense  of  a  criminal  case 
to  the  "last  ditch,"  will  probably  take  this 
ease  to  the  supreme  court  for  ultimate  deter- 
mination. This  circumstance  removes  all 
necessity  to  give  other  than  the  briefest  ex- 
pression to  our  conclusions  respecting  this 
record.  Matthews,  the  plaintiff  In  error, 
was  prosecuted  for  obtaining  money  from 
Mrs.  Boyle  by  false  pretenses,  which  Is  a 
crime,  under  the  statute.  Mrs.  Boyle  had 
been  the  owner  of  some  realty.  In  Washing- 
ton, which  had  been  sold  under  foreclosure 
proceedings  which  were  alleged  to  have  been 
Illegal,  and  therefore  assailable.  She  like- 
wise had  a  supposed  claim  against  the  gov- 
ernment for  pension  money  due  her  for  serv- 
ices and  disabilities  rendered  and  sustained 
by  her  husband  in  the  late  war.    Matthews 
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ma.  In  some  manner,  an  assumed  teacher 
and  exponent  of  oplrltuallBtic  doctrines,  or 
tbose  of  an  analogous  character,  and  appar- 
ently bad  become  acaualnted  with  Mrs. 
Boyle  by  reason  of  her  attendance  upon  bis 
ministrations.  In  some  way  which  Is  nn- 
dlBclosed,  Matthews  learned  of  Mrs.  Boyle's 
claims,  and  of  her  desire  to  prosecute  them 
for  her  benefit  Durins  the  trial  evidence 
was  offered  which  tended  to  show  a  state- 
ment by  Mrs.  Boyle  to  him  of  her  claims  and 
desires,  and  of  representations  by  Matthews 
that  he  was  in  communication  with  an  emi- 
nent lawyer  in  Washington,  who  would  un- 
dertake the  Institution  of  legal  proceedings 
With  reference  to  the  foreclosure,  and  like- 
wise prosecute  her  claim  before  the  pension 
di^iartment,  upon  the  payment  of  a  fee  of 
$130.  This  was  a  greater  amount  than  Mrs. 
Boyle  had,  but  she  possessed  $120.  as  she 
informed  Matthews,  who  agreed  to  take  that 
money  and  lend  her  the  balance,  and  remit 
the  fee  to  the  attorney  in  Washington,  who 
would  commence  and  prosecute  the  neces- 
sary proceedings  in  both  matters.  Of  neces- 
sity, the  whole  case  turned  on  the  proof  as 
to  whether  he  represented  his  connection 
with  the  lawyer  to  be  as  stated  by  Mrs. 
Boyle,  and  whether  he  falsely  told  her  that 
he  was  in  communication  with  the  attorney, 
and  had  received  advices  from  him,  and  an 
agreement  to  do  the  work  specified  for  the 
sum  named,  and  obtained  the  money  on  the 
strength  of  these  false  representations.  On 
the  conclusion  of  the  case  the  court  instruct- 
ed the  Jury  with  reference  to  the  statutory 
offense,  and  defined  Its  various  elements. 
The  defendants  requested  some  instructions 
which  were  given,  and  some  which  were  re- 
fused. NMie,  however,  were  asked  with  ref- 
erence to  the  right  of  the  defendant  to  testi- 
fy in  his  own  behalf;  nor  was  the  Jury  told 
that  the  defendant  was  not  to  be  prejudiced, 
and  that  no  Inference  was  to  be  drawn 
against  him,  by  reason  of  his  failure  to  tes- 
tify. 

But  two  matters  are  urged  upon  our  atten- 
tion as  constituting  error.  The  principal  one 
Is  that  there  was  no  evidence  to  show  the 
making  of  a  false  representation  by  the  de- 
fendant which  would  make  it  a  statutory 
crime.  On  this  point  the  case  is  argued  at 
considerable  length,  and  we  are  urged  to 
set  aside  the  verdict  of  the  Jury,  which  found 
Matthews  guilty,  because  It  was  not  Justi- 
fied by  the  testimony.  We  decline  to  inter- 
fere, for  we  find  enough  in  the  record  to  sus- 
tain the  verdict  of  the  Jury;  and,  according 
to  the  general  practice  in  such  cases,  it  will 
not  be  disturbed. 

The  error  laid  as  to  the  failure  of  the  In- 
structions to  properly  define  the  crime  seems 
not  to  be  well  alleged.  Taking  the  instruc- 
tions as  a  whole,  they  seem  to  fairly  define 
the  crime,  and  to  state  its  various  elements 
with  sufficient  accuracy  to  advise  the  Jury 
as  to  the  law.  A  point  la  attempted  to  be 
made  on  the  omission  of  the  court  to  in- 


Btmct  the  Jury  respecting  the  defendant's 
failure  to  testify.  It  la  not  well  taken,  for 
the  defendant  asked  no  Instruction  on  the 
subject  If  the  defendant  desired  an  in- 
struction respecting  this  matter.  It  was  his 
duty  to  request  it;  and,  having  Called  to 
present  one.  he  cannot  be  heard  to  complain 
of  the  court's  neglect  to  give  It  when  no  ref- 
erence whatever  was  made  to  the  matter, 
either  in  the  evidence,  or  in  the  arguments  of 
counseL  We  perceive  no  error  in  the  record 
which  necessitates  the  reversal  of  the  Judg- 
ment, and  It  will  accordingly  be  affirmed. 
Affirmed. 


SULLIVAN  V.  PEOPLE. 
(Coort  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept  9,  1895.) 

liAKCBNr— £VID>K0B— OWNSRgHFP  OF  PkoPBBTT— 
AU.B0ATIOK  AND  PBOOF— VabIAKCB. 

1.  An  information  charged  8.  and  another 
with  stealing  $418  from  J.,  who  testified  that 
the  money  consisted  of  four  $100  bills,  and 
silver,  and  waa  taken  in  a  wine  room.  There 
was  evidence  that  there  was  in  the  room,  be- 
sides J.  and  defendants,  one  D.  Hel-d,  that  it 
was  prejudicial  error  to  permit  a  witness  to  tes- 
tify that  a  short  time  after  the  alleged  loss  of 
the  money,  while  he  was  playing  poker,  D. 
came  to  him  with  a  $100  bill,  to  get  it  changed. 

2.  Where  an  information  chargeH  the  lar- 
ceny of  money,  the  property  of  "Michael  J.," 
and  the  evidence  sbowg  it  belonged  to  "Mike 
J.,"  the  variance  is  fatal. 

Error  to  district  court  Arapahoe  county. 
Maud  Sullivan  was  convicted  of  larceny, 
and  appeals.    Revei*sed. 

Thomas  Ward,  Jr.,  and  H.  L.  Emavson, 
for  plaintiff  in  error.  Eugene  Engley,  Atty. 
Gen.,  and  H.  T.  Sale,  for  the  People. 


THOMSON,  3.  The  Information  charges 
that  on  the  29th  day  of  January,  1894,  Maud 
Sullivan  and  Timothy  Drew  feloniously 
stole,  took,  and  carried  away  $418  In  money, 
the  property  of  Michael  Johnson.  The 
prosecuting  witness,  who  claimed  the  own- 
ership of  the  money,  testified  that  his  name 
was  Mike  Johnson,  and  that  the  money  was 
taken  from  him  in  the  wine  room  of  Drew's 
saloon,  and  consisted  of  four  $100  bills  and 
$18  in  silver.  There  was  no  direct  proof 
tliat  the  defendant  Maud  took  the  money, 
or  participated  in  any  way  in  taking  It  or 
ever  had  any  portion  of  it.  The  only  evU 
dence  that  it  was  taken  at  all  was  the  state- 
ment of  Johnson  that  when  he  went  into 
the  wine  room  it  was  In  his  possession, 
and  when  he  was  preparing  to  leave  It  was 
gone.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that 
there  were  in  the  room,  besides  Johnson  and 
the  defendants,  Maud  and  Drew,  one  Esau 
Davis  and  a  man  named. Bums.  A  wit- 
ness (Daniel  Carr)  was  permitted  to  testify, 
against  defendants'  objection,  that  a  short 
time  after  the  alleged  loss  of  the  money, 
while  he  was  engaged  in  a  game  of  poker 
at  the  Arcade  Saloon,  Davis  came  to  him 
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with  a  $100  blQ.  and  asked  him  to  have  It 
changed,  saying  that  he  got  It  from  Drew. 
Neither  of  the  defendants  was  present  when 
thlB  took  place.  Afterwards  the  court  or- 
dered the  statement  of  what  Davis  said 
as  to  where  he  got  the  biU  stricken  out  The 
Jury,  however,  were  not  Instructed  to  disre- 
gard It  The  court  Instructed  the  Jury  to 
return  a  verdict  of  not  guilty,  as  to  Drew, 
and  counsel  for  Maud  requested  a  like  In- 
struction In  her  behalf,  which  was  denied. 
Thla  ruling,  and  that  admitting  the  testi- 
mony of  Carr,  are  assigned  for  error. 

The  theory  of  the  prosecution  Is  that  there 
waa  a  conspiracy  on  the  part  of  Maud, 
Drew,  Davis,  and  Burns  to  rob  Johnson,  and 
that,  in  pursuance  of  this,  Maud  took  the 
money,  and  trausfenred  It  to  Drew,  who 
gave  it  to  Davis.  But  all  this  Is  pure  sup- 
position. There  Is  nothing  whatever  In  the 
evidence  to  authorize  it  There  was  the 
coincidence  that  Johnson  said  his  money 
was  In  iliJO  bills,  and  that  the  bill  Davis 
had  was  a  $100  bill,  and  there  was  also  the 
evidence  that  Davis  was  In  the  room  when 
tha  money  Is  alleged  to  have  been  stolen; 
bat  these  fiurts  fall  considerably  short  of 
establishing  a  conspiracy,  or  a  larceny  by 
Maud,  or  that  the  bill  Davis  had  was  not  his 
own  money.  Whether  the  action  of  the  court 
in  striklnK  out  of  Carr's  testimony  the  state- 
ment of  Davis  as  to  where  he  got  the  bill 
was  sufficient  to  cure  the  error  of  Its  ad- 
mission, we  shall  not  stop  to  discuss.  The 
rest  of  the  testimony  was  permitted  to  stand, 
and  It  does  not  need  the  citation  of  authori- 
ties to  prove  that  It  was  Incompetent,  and 
its  admission  error.  And  It  was  probably 
not  harmless.  The  far-fetched  argument 
drawn  from  the  presence  of  Davis  in  the 
room  at  the  time  of  the  alleged  larceny,  and 
his  subsequent  possession  of  a.  bill  of  the 
same  denomination  with  Johnson's  bills. 
may  have  bad  an  influence  In  persuading 
the  jury  to  adopt  the  prosecution's  theory. 

Furthermore,  the  instruction  to  acquit 
Maud  should  have  been  given  because  the 
proof  of  the  ownership  of  the  money  did 
not  snstaln  the  charge  In  the  information. 
The  allegation  was  that  the  money  was 
the  property  of  Michael  Johnson,  whereas 
the  e>Idence  was  that  It  belonged  to  Mike 
Johnson.  It  was  essential  that  the  Infor- 
mation should  set  forth  the  name.  If  known, 
of  the  owner  of  the  money  alleged  to  have 
been  stolen,  and,  the  name  having  been  set 
forth,  that  It  should  be  proved  precisely  as 
laid.  The  law  gives  the  accused  the  right 
to  know  exactly  what  lie  Is  required  to  meet, 
to  the  full  extent  of  the  ability  of  the 
prosecution  to  inform  him;  and  he  cannot 
be  confronted  with  one  charge,  and  convict- 
ed upon  another.  Moynahan  v.  People,  3 
Colo.  flS7:  Sault  V.  People,  3  Colo.  App.  ^02, 
34  Pac.  263.  Michael  Johnson  Is  not  Mike 
Johnson,  and  the  variance  between  the  al- 
legation and  the  proof  was  fatal.  The  Judg- 
ment wUl  be  reversed.    Beversed. 


(s  coto.  A.  en 

SPENCER  T.  MURPHY. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept  9,  188S.) 

AORONFOR  BtJRHtVO  FbAJHII— BbmBSTI  OF  DAM« 

AOBS — Habmliss  Ebboju 

1.  In  an  action  under  Gen.  St.  |  1036,  aJ- 
lowiog  one  to  recover  from  another  setting  a 

Erairie  on  fire  tht  damages  sustained  by  the 
re,  voluntary  service  by  plaintiff  in  patting  eot 
the  fire  is  not  an  element  of  damages. 

2.  Nor  arc  attorney's  fees,  not  being  spe- 
cifically allowed  by  the  statute,  an  element  of 
damages. 

3.  Exemplary  damages  are  not  allowable 
in  an  action  under  Gen.  St  i  1036,  to  recover 
for  injaries  resulting  from  the  wrongful  set- 
ting of  prairie  fires. 

4.  An  instruction  erroneously  allowing  ex* 
emplary  damages  is  not  reversible  error,  where 
it  appears  that  such  damages  were  not  allowed. 

Appeal  from  Aiapahoe  coonty  court 
Action  by  TimotJiy  Murphy  against  A.  W. 
Spencee.    From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  d»> 
fendant  appeals.    Modified  and  affirmed. 

Ij.  K.  Pratt  and  Z.  L.  Finley,  for  appellant 
Ge<wge  C.  Norrls,  for  appellee. 

REED,  P.  J.  Appellant  set  out  fire  along 
an  Irrigating  ditch  on  his  own  premises,  to 
bum  weeds  that  had  accumulated  in  the 
ditch.  The  flre  caught  on  the  prairie,  got  be- 
yond his  control,  or  was  not  properly  attended 
to,  to  prevent  Its  spreading,  and  was  thought 
to  have  been  exhausted  or  harmless.  The  next 
day,  with  increased  wind  and  a  change  of  di- 
rection, It  reached  the  premises  of  appellee, 
and  destroyed  some  personal  property  and 
winter  pasture  or  grass,— about  50  acres  in 
extent  The  suit  was  brought  for  $129.35, 
before  a  justice  of  the  peace.  Among  the 
items  going  to  make  up  the  amount  was: 
Labor  of  plalntlfiF.  two  nights,  fighting  fire, 
$10;  attorney's  fees,  $20.  There  was  a  ver- 
dict for  the  plaintiff  for  $151.60,— $22.25  !n 
excess  of  the  amount  claimed  by  the  plaintiff. 
An  appeal  was  taken  to  the  comity  court  a 
trial  had  to  a  jury,  a  verdict  for  the  plaintiff 
for  $120.50,  Judgment  upon  the  verdict,  and 
an  appeal  taken  to  this  court.  The  action  was 
brought  under  section  1086,  Gen.  St,  which  Is: 
"If  any  person  shall  set  on  flre  any  woods 
or  prairies  so  as  to  damage  any  other  person, 
such  person  shall  make  satisfaction  for  the 
damage  to  the  party  injured  to  be  recovered 
in  an  action  before  any  court  of  competent 
Jurisdiction."  There  were  no  questions  In  re- 
gard  to  the  facts. 

Several  errors  are  acslgned  that  I  do  not 
find  it  necessary  to  discuss.  The  whole  amount 
claimed  by  the  bill  of  particulars  filed  was 
$129.35,  of  which  $10  was  for  services  of 
plaintiff  in  fighting  fire,  and  $20  for  attorney's 
fees;  leaving  the  daim,  without  those  Items 
$99.35.  Neither  of  those  items  was  a  proper 
element  of  damage.  The  first  was  voluntary. 
There  was  no  employment  by  the  defendant 
The  damage  must  be  confined  to  loss  by  fire, 
and  could  not  Include  compensation  for  serv- 
ices. In  regard  to  the  second,  attorney's  fees 
are  no  part  of  the  damage.    There  Is  no  law  > 
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(or  Buch  allowance.  They  are  only  given 
when  provided  for  by  statute,  and  courts  are 
averse  to  extending  the  rule,  evm  if  legally 
permissible.  See  Joelin  v.  McGee  (not  yet 
officially  reported)  39  Pac.  »49,  where  this 
court  said:  "The  allowance  of  attorney's  fees 
is  not  discretionary  with  the  court.  It  must 
be  tmder  a  statute,  or  by  virtue  of  a  contract." 

Hie  court,  among  others,  gave  the  jury  the 
following  Instruction:  "The  Jury  are  instruct- 
ed that  if  they  believe  from  the  evidence  that 
the  injury  complained  of  -was  caused  by  a 
fire  started  by  the  defendant  or  his  employes, 
and  that  the  conduct  of  the  defendant  in  rela- 
tion to  said  fire  showed  a  wanton  and  reckless 
disregard  of  the  plaintUTs  rights  in  the  prem- 
ises, then.  In  addition  to  actual  damages  sus- 
tained by  the  plaintiff,  you  may  award  him 
reasonable  exemplary  damages."  This  in- 
struction was  erroneous.  In  cases  of  this 
character,  exemplary  or  punitive  damages 
liave  no  place.  Recovery  can  only  be  had  few 
damages  actualiv  sustained.  If  exemplary 
damages  had  been  awarded  a  reversal  would 
be  necessary,  but  the  record  shows  that  the  de- 
fendant waa  not  prejudiced  by  tlie  Instruc- 
tion. The  actual  loes  by  fire,  as  shown  by  tne 
bill  of  particulars  filed,  was  $99.30;  charge 
for  services,  $10;  attorney's  fees,  $20;  mai- 
ing  $120.35.  There  was  a  verdict  and  judg- 
ment for  $120.50.  Deducting  the  items  of 
service  and  fees  leaves,  for  actual  loss,  $90.50, 
—a  sum  less  tlian  shown  by  the  bill  filed,  by 
$8.85.  The  amount  of  actual  damages  sa»- 
tained  was  not  questioned,  but  admitted,  upon 
the  trial.  Consequently  no  exemplary  dam- 
ages could  have  been  included. 

The  Judement  must  be  affirmed  on  the 
common-law  ground  of  negligence,  regard- 
less of  the  construction  of  the  special  stat- 
ute. The  use  of  fire  was  shown  to  have 
been  for  convenience,  not  necessity.  In  the 
use,  for  convenience,  of  an  agent  so  dan- 
gerous, it  must  be  such  as  to  render  damage 
to  others  not  only  Improbable,  but  impossiUe. 
High  winds  and  change  of  wind  will  not  ex- 
onerate, if  loss  occurs.  They  and  other  clim- 
atic changes  are  to  be  anticipated.  After  the 
fire  had  gcme  beyond  his  control,  instead  of 
making  efforts  to  extinguish  it,  he  abandoned 
it,  and  left  his  neighbors  to  suffer  the  conse- 
(luences,  while  be  went  on  a  business  trip  to 
n  town  some  40  miles  distant,  evincing  per- 
fect Indifference  to  the  results.  The  actual 
damage  having  been  conceded  to  have  been 
$90.35,  the  judgment  must  be  afllrmed  for  that 
amount,  and  the  $21.15  in  excess,  for  labor 
and  attorney's  fees,  disallowed.  The  judg- 
ment will  be  modified  by  reducing  it  to  $99.35, 
and,  so  modified,  will  be  affirmed.  Modified 
and  affirmed. 


BONNET  V.  BOBEBTSON  et  al. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept.  0,  1895.) 
Bond— Liability  of  Sureties. 
In  1891.  B.,  proprietor  of  a  bank,  ex- 
ecuted to  B.,  who  was  county  treasurer,  a,  bond 


to  secure  B.,  aa  soch  treasurer,  against  the  low 
of  any  funds  deposited  or  to  be  dopositod  in 
such  bank.  B.'s  term  expired  .Inly  7.  1892, 
but  about  such  date  a  change  was  made  in 
treasurers'  terms,  and  B.  was  appointed  by 
the  county  board  to  serve  until  January,  1893, 
and  he  gave  a  new  bond.  In  1892,  B.  was 
elected  for  another  term,  commencing  in  Janu- 
ary, 1893,  but  he  did  not  qualify  unul  AugusC 
The  bank  failed  July  1,  iJfflS.  Bdd.  that  the 
sureties  on  B.'s  bond  were  not  Itable  for  the 
money  on  deposit  In  the  bank  when  it  failed. 

Error  to  district  court,  Chaffee  county. 

Action  by  Joslah  M.  Bonney  against  Wil- 
liam E.  Bobertson  and  others  on  a  bond  ex- 
ecuted by  Bobertson  as  principal  and  the 
other  defendants  as  sureties.  There  was  a 
judgment  in  favor  of  the  sureties,  and  plain- 
tiff brings  error.    Affirmed. 

In  January,  1891,  Joslah  M.  Bonney  was 
the  treasurer  of  Chaffee  county,  charged  with 
the  duty  of  collecting  the  taxes  due  the  coun- 
ty and  state  as  provided  by  statute.  William 
E.  Robertson  was  at  that  time  proprietor  of 
the  Chaffee  County  Bank,  doing  a  general 
banking  business  at  Sallda,  where  the  treas- 
urer's office  was  located.  Bonney  deposited 
the  various  public  moneys  which  he  collect- 
ed from  time  to  time  in  the  Chaffee  County 
Bank;  and,  to  secure  him  against  loss,  Bob- 
ertson, with  divers  other  persons,  who  sign- 
ed the  bond  as  sureties,  executed  a  bond  in 
the  sum  of  $50,000,  which  contained  the  fol- 
lowing condition:  "Hie  conditions  of  the 
foregoing  obligation  are  such  that,  whereas 
J.  M.  Bonney,  as  treasurer  of  Chaffee  county, 
has  and  does  deposit  certain  sums  of  money 
belonging  to  the  county  and  state  with  Wil- 
liam E.  Robertson,  as  proprietor  of  the  Chaf- 
fee County  Bank,  from  time  to  time,  and  for 
the  purposes  of  securing  said  J.  M.  Bonney. 
as  treasurer  of  said  county,  against  the  loss 
of  any  funds  which  he  may  have  now  or  at 
any  future  time  on  deiroslt  in  the  Chaffee 
County  Bank:  Now,  therefore,  if  the  said 
William  E.  Robertson  shall  in  all  respects 
well  and  truLv  perform  and  pay  over,  when 
called  upon,  all  moneys  so  deposited,  then  tiiLs 
obligation  shall  be  void;  otherwise  It  shall 
be  and  remain  in  full  force  and  virtue."  The 
treasurer  deposited  money  from  time  to  tlm<>, 
amounting  in  the  aggregate  to  a  very  consid- 
erable sum.  The  deposits  were  continued 
until  the  1st  day  of  July,  1893,  when  tlie 
bank  failed,  and  Bobertson  made  a  general 
assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 
It  is  imiwrtant  to  notice  the  dates  and  cir- 
cumstances under  which  the  money  was  pla- 
ced In  Bobertson's  keeping,  and  the  iwsitlon 
which  Bobertson  held  when  these  deposits 
were  made.  Bonney  had  been  elected  treas- 
urer prior  to  the  time  the  bond  was  given. 
The  term  of  office,  which  is  regulated  by 
statute,  for  which  he  had  been  elected,  ex- 
pired on  the  7th  of  July,  1892.  About  this 
time  some  change  was  made  in  the  term  of 
office  of  county  treasurers,  and  the  board  of 
county  commissioners,  who  had  authority  for 
the  purpose,  appointed  Bonney  as  treasurer 
to  serve  until  the  ensuing  January  of  189.'?. 
Under  this  appoin^^p{(;,aBonney.  on  thci^Slst 
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of  July,  1892,  qnaltflea. '  and  garc  a  bonfl  In 
the  sum  of  $50,000  for  the  faltlifnl  perform- 
ance of  his  duties.  His  antecedent  bond  had 
been  for  $100,000.  There  was  no  new  con- 
tract between  Robertson  and  his  sureties  and 
Bonney  after  the  appointment,  and  Bonney 
continued  to  deposit  as  before.  In  the  en- 
suing fall,  at  the  general  election,  Bonney 
was  re-elected  to  the  office  of  treasurer  for 
the  term  commencing  in  January,  1893.  He 
did  not  qualify,  however,  under  the  election, 
until  the  ensuing  August.  He  continued  to 
discharge  the  duties  of  the  office,  and  still 
kept  bis  deposits  in  the  bank  as  before,  and 
at  the  date  of  the  failure,  in  1893,  had  on 
deposit  upward  of  $18,000.  All  these  various 
facts  were  set  up  In  the  answers  filed  by  the 
Boretiea,  to  wliich  the  plaintlfT  in  error  de- 
murred. The  demurrer  was  overruled,  and 
Judgment  entered  for  the  sureties.  The 
treasurer  brings  the  case  here  by  error. 

O.  S.  Llbby  and  O.  K.  Hartenstein.  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Thomas,  Hartsseli,  Bry- 
ant &  Lee,  for  defendants  in  error. 

BISSELL,  J.  (after  stating  the  fiacts).  The 
Jndgment  is  right,  and  the  sureties  are  not 
liable  on  their  undertaking.  No  principle  is 
more  firmly  settled  than  that  a  surety  cannot 
be  beld  beyond  the  express  term  of  his  con- 
tract. Unless  he  be  obligated  by  the  spedflc 
terms  of  his  engagement,  bis  llabUity  cannot 
be  extended  by  implication.  The  rule  is  tml- 
versally  applied  both  in  actions  at  law  and 
in  suits  at  equity,  and  rests  upon  the  most 
salutary  principles.  Where  the  terms  of  the 
undertaking  are  at  all  ambiguous,  the  courtb 
are  always  at  liberty  to  look  both  to  the  re- 
citals of  the  instnunent  and  all  the  circum- 
stances surrounding  the  parties  when  the  con- 
tract was  entered  Into,  and  may  likewise  con- 
sider the  subject-matter  of  the  instrument, 
and  therefrom  determine  the  scope  and  object 
of  the  intended  guaranty.  Le  Roy  y.  Servls, 
Calnes,  Cas.  1;  French  r.  Carhart,  1  N.  Y. 
96;  Bank  v.  Myles,  73  N.  Y.  335.  A  like  prin- 
ciple is  expressed  in  oth»  cases.  In  many  of 
them,  wbece  the  courts  have  undertaken  to 
determine  whether  the  sureties  of  a  treasurer 
or  deputy  should  be  held  liable  for  defaults 
occurring  after  the  term  for  which  he  had 
been  dected  or  appointed,  whether  by  public, 
mnnidpal,  or  private  corporations,  they  have 
resorted  to  the  acts  of  parliament,  the  stat- 
utes, and  the  proceedings  of  the  boards  of 
directors  ot  private  corporations,  to  ascertain 
the  nature  of  the  office  held  by  the  principal, 
the  term  for  which  he  was  elected  or  appoint- 
ed, and  therefrom  deduced  the  conclusion  that, 
even  though  the  duratlMi  of  the  term  was 
not  expressed  In  the  instrument,  It  was  to  be 
taken  by  the  court  as  within  the  contempla- 
tion of  the  parties,  and  therefore  presumably 
was  regarded  by  them  as  the  limit  of  their 
security.  It  l8  therefore  entirely  proper  for 
the  court  to  consider  the  situation  and  cir- 
cumstances of  these  parties  as  they  existed 
when  tills  bond  was  given.    The  Instrument 


perhaps  lacks  an  exact  re(4ta1,  which  In  some 
of  ttte  decisions  lias  been  regarded  as  the  key 
for  the  prt^r  interpretation  of  the  instru- 
ment, but  it  contains  wliat  will  Indicate  the 
purpose  and  intention  of  the  parties  as  clearly 
as  a  definite  recital  of  the  term  for  whidi 
Bonney  had  been  elected.  The  condition  re- 
cites that  Bonney,  as  treasurer,  lias  and  does 
deposit  mMiey  belonging  to  the  county  and 
state  with  the  bank;  and  the  bond  was  given, 
therefore,  for  the  purpose  of  secnring  him  as 
treasurer  against  the  loss  of  any  funds  which 
he  might  deiwslt.  By  the  demurrer,  the  plain- 
tiff admits  Bonney  was  treasurer  when  the 
bond  was  given,  acting  as  such  under  a  stat- 
ute by  virtue  of  which  his  term  of  office  ex- 
pired on  the  7th  of  July,  1892.  We  may  there- 
fore rightfully  conclude  that  the  bond  was 
execnted  for  the  purpose  of  securing  Bonney 
against  loss  during  the  time  for  which,  as 
treasurer,  he  should  receive  and  deposit  money 
tn  the  Chaffee  County  Bank.  The  recital  and 
the  situation  of  the  parties  fully  warrant  this 
conclusion.  The  expiration  of  the  term  on 
the  7th  of  July,  1892,  is  conceded.  The  legal 
effect  of  this  appointment  seems  to  be  thor- 
oughly established.  All  agree,  if  the  bond 
was  an  official  one,  it  would  only  be  a  guar- 
anty against  defaults  happening  during  the 
term  for  which  the  bond  was  given.  The  prin- 
ciple would  be  totally  unaffected  by  the  cir- 
cumstance of  a  re-deetlon  of  the  same  incum- 
bent to  the  same  office  for  another  term.  Un- 
der such  circumstances,  the  election  would  be 
regarded  as  one  to  another  office.  Though 
the  individual  might  be  the  same,  he  would 
in  law  with  reference  to  his  bond  and  his 
sureties  and  bis  defaults,  stand  in  the  same 
light  and  occupy  the  same  legal  iKisltlon  as 
though  he  had  been  another,  and  elected  as  a 
successor  to  the  first.  Bank  v.  Root,  2  Mete. 
(Mass.)  522. 

It  only  remains,  then,  to  determine  whether, 
by  the  terms  of  the  engagement  Into  which 
the  parties  entered,  they  so  expressly  and 
precisely  contracted  as  that  the  sureties  must 
be  held  liable  for  Robertson's  subsequent  de- 
fault We  do  not  so  conclude.  There  is  noth- 
ing in  the  express  language  of  the  Instrument 
which  compels  any  such  deduction.  The  con- 
tract undoubtedly  guaranties  Bonney,  "as 
treasurer  of  said  county,  against  the  loss  of 
any  funds  which  he  may  have  now  or  at  any 
future  time  on  deposit  In  the  Chaffee  County 
BaiA."  We  are  not  at  liberty,  however,  to 
infer  any  intention  on  the  part  of  the  sureties 
to  give  or  continue  an  indefeasible  guaranty 
to  protect  the  treasurer  lor  all  time  against 
the  loss  of  any  money  which,  as  treasurer,  he 
might  deposit  in  the  Chaffee  County  Bank. 
No  such  absolute  agreement  was  entered  into 
and  there  is  no  language  in  the  instrument 
which  compels  this  construction.  Such  bonds 
are  given  l>ecause  of  the  necessities  springing 
from  the  official  positions  which  individuals 
hold,  and  the  absolute  liability  which  they  are 
under  for  the  public  moneys  which  may  come 
into  their  hands.     These  twnds  are  executed  , 
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partly  because  of  the  ezlgencleB  of  pnblle 
butineas,  partly  from  peraooal  considerations, 
and  from  the  many  diverse  but  perBuaslve  mo- 
tires  wMcli  Influence  human  conduct  under 
aocfa  circumstances.  An  Intention  to  become 
a  guarantor  tor  all  time  may  not  be  Inferred. 
It  Is  totally  contrary  to  the  well-known  gen- 
eral  purpose  and  intentions  of  sureties  on 
this  class  of  obligations,  and  it  may  not  be 
presumed  that  a  re-election  was  In  contempla- 
tion or  in  the  minds  of  the  parties  when  they 
signed  the  bond.  Reflections  or  re-appolnt- 
ments  are  far  from  being  certainties  In  pid>- 
Ilc  affairs,  and  the  changed  conditions  which 
result  in  this  Western  country  In  very  short 
periods  of  time  rebut  any  such  expectation. 
Wherever  the  question  has  been  discussed, 
the  courts  have  always  given  great  weight  to 
the  consideration  of  the  time  for  which  the 
party  may  be  bound,  and  the  estimate  which 
he  Is  liable  to  put  on  the  liability  likely  to  de- 
volve on  him  during  that  period,  and  his  Ina- 
bility to  know  what  may  be  cast  on  him  at 
some  future  and  later  date.  If  any  other  rule 
were  adopted,  there  would  seem  to  be  no  ne- 
cessity for  an  absolute  continuity  of  the  term; 
but  a  re-election  after  an  Interregnum,  and  a 
resumption  of  deposits,  followed  by  a  default, 
would  apparently  revive  the  liability  of  the 
Sureties,  and  make  them  guarantors  for  the 
later  deposits,  contrary  to  any  actual  or  ap- 
parent intention  of  the  parties.  Taking  the 
principle  on  which  the  cases  rest,  we  think  it 
may  be  safely  said  that  the  general  construc- 
tion of  the  courts  is  against  this  doctrine. 
Hassell  V.  Long,  2  Manle  &  S.  363;  Mayor  v. 
Dennis,  El„  Bl.  &  EL  660;  Pefpln  v.  Cooper, 
2  Bam.  &  Aid.  431;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Clark, 
33  Barb.  196;  Association  v.  Nugent,  40  N.  J. 
Law,  215;  Hubert  v.  Mendhelm,  04  CaL  213, 
30  Pac.  033;  Chelmsford  Co.  v.  Demarest,  7 
Gray,  1;  Thomas  v.  Summey,  1  Jones  (N.  C.) 
654;  Banner  v.  McMurray,  1  Dev.  210. 

The  facts  pleaded  by  the  defendants  con- 
stituted a  good  defense,  and.  If  established, 
would  relieve  the  Bureties  from  any  liability 
to  respond  for  the  default  of  the  bank  hai>- 
penlng  after  the  expiration  of  the  term  of 
office  which  the  treasurer  was  filling  when 
the  undertaking  was  given.  The  demurrer 
was  properly  overruled,  and  final  Judgment 
must  be  entered  In  favor  of  the  defendants 
in  error.  The  judgment  will  be  affirmed.  Af- 
firmed. 


((  Colo.  A.  6<1) 

8AYRE-NEWT0N  LTTMBRR  CO.  et  al.  t. 
UNION  BANK  OF  DENVER  et  at 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept.  0,  1895.) 

Mecbanics'  Liens— Cosstrcctio!!  or  Cojjtriot— 

SCBOOSTRACTORS. 

1.  By  agreement  between  a  contractor  and 
one  for  whom,  and  on  whose  land,  he  was  to 
erect  buildings,  $5,000  was  deposited  in  a  bank 
aa  an  escrow,  to  be  lield  until  the  time  for  filing 
liens  bj  subcontractors  should  expire,  when  the 
money  was  to  be  paid  to  the  contractor,  nnless 
there  stiould  then  be  pending  and  ansettled  me- 


efaanle^  Uena  against  tk«  bnUdlnga.  In  wfaldi 
case  the  bank  should  retain  the  amount  of  such 
liens  from  the  fund,  and  pay  over  ttie  balance 
to  the  contractor  as  the  liens  shonld  be  dis- 
charged. BtU,  that  lien  claimants  oonld  not 
reach  such  fund;  tlieir  sols  remedy  being 
against  the  property. 

2.  A  contractor  tamed  over  to  claimants 
certain  building  cootracU  wlUch  he  was  unable 
to  complete,  among  them  a  contract  with  W., 
claimants  to  manage  the  woric,  collect  the  mon- 
ey as  It  became  due,  and  disburse  the  same  for 
materials  and  labor.  W.  paid  die  foil  contract 
price  to  claimants,  who  applied  it  to  an  indebfr 
edneas  to  them  from  the  contractor  on  other 
contracts,  and  snbseqnently  filed  liens  against 
W.'s  premises  for  materials.  Bdd,  that  under 
Sees.  Laws  1889,  p.  247,  providing  that  claims 
of  subcontractors  shall  not  t>e  a  Men  on  the 
property  to  any  greater  extent  tlian  the  indebt- 
edness of  the  owner  to  the  contractor,  claim- 
ants were  not  entitled  to  any  lien. 

S.  In  the  absence  of  a  statutory  provlaioB 
therefor,  a  subcontractor  in  the  third  ae«ree  is 
not  entitled  to  a  mechanic's  lien. 

Error  to  district  court,  Arapahoe  county. 

Action  by  the  Union  Bank  of  Denver  against 
Wlmbush  &  Powell  and  the  Denver  Land  & 
Security  Company,  praying  ttiat  a  ceitain 
fund  in  the  hands  of  the  latter  be  applied  on 
notes  due  plaintiff.  The  Sayre-Newton  Lum- 
ber Company  and  other  lien  claimants  were 
made  defendants,  and  original  proceedings 
were  thereafter  filed  by  the  Sayre-Newton 
Lumber  Company  for  the  enforcement  of 
mechanics'  liens,  in  which  answers  and 
cross  complaints  were  filed  by  the  various 
defendants.  The  several  actions  were  con- 
solidated, and  from  the  decree  all  the  Um 
claimants  bring  error.    Affirmed. 

Reginald  Heber  Smith,  for  plaintlflT  In 
error  Sayre-Newton  Lumber  Co.  J.  Warner 
Mills,  for  plaintiffs  In  error  Hallack  Paint, 
Oil  &  Glass  Co.,  and  West  Side  Planing  Mill 
Co.     S.  D.  Wailing,  for  defendants  In  error. 

THOMSON,  J.  On  May  18,  1389.  W.  E. 
Sweet  contracted  with  Wlmbush  &  Powell 
to  construct  for  them  fifteen  houses  and  one 
stable  upon  lots  situated  In  Berkley,  for 
which  they  were  to  pay  him  $39,506.  After- 
wards, on  September  28,  1889,  the  parties 
entered  into  a  supplemental  agreement  con- 
cerning the  same  subject-matter,  as  fol- 
lows: "This  agreement,  made  between  Wil- 
liam E.  Sweet  of  the  first  part,  and  Henry 
A.  Wlmbush  and  Arthur  W.  Powell,  part- 
ners under  the  firm  name  of  Wlmbush  & 
Powell,  of  the  second  part,  supplemental 
to  their  agreement  dated  May  13»  1SS9,  wit- 
nesseth:  In  order  to  provide  an  assurance 
to  the  second  party  against  mechanics'  Uens, 
It  is  agreed  that  the  first  party,  at  the  time 
of  receiving  payment  upon  any  building, 
shall  procure  and  deliver  to  the  second  party 
a  waiver  by  the  material  and  labor  men  of 
their  lien,  and  all  right  to  lien  thereon  ex- 
cept as  to  laborers  or  mechanics  working  by 
the  piece  or  by  the  day,  and  as  to  them 
he  will  exhibit  bis  book,  showing  the  pay- 
ment of  wages.  As  a  further  assurance  It 
Is  agreed  that  the  ^,000  last  falling  due 
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under  said  agreement  of  May  18tb  akaV, 
'When  due,  be  paid  over  to  the  Denver  Na- 
tional Bank  aa  an  escrow  to  be  held  until 
the  time  provided  by  the  law  for  filing  liens 
by  subcontractors  of  all  degrees  shall  have 
expired.  At  the  end  of  said  period  the  same 
shall  be  paid  over  by  said  bank  to  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part,  unless  there  shall  at 
that  time  be  pending  and  unsettled  me- 
chanics' liens  against  one  or  more  of  the 
buildings  mentioned  in  said  agreement  In 
case  there  shall  be  such  unsettled  liens,  said 
Denver  National  Bank  shall  retain  the 
amount  of  all  such  liens  and  60  per  cent, 
additional  from  said  $5,000,  and  pay  over 
the  remainder  to  said  Sweet;  and  the  mon- 
eys so  retained  by  said  check  shall  be  paid 
over  to  said  Sweet  as  such  Ijen  and  liens  are 
settied  and  discharged."  On  July  6,  1S89, 
Sweet  borrowed  from  the  Union  Bank  of 
Denver  $4,000,  and  on  August  2,  1888,  $2,000, 
to  be  used  in  the  construction  of  the  build- 
ings; for  each  of  which  sums,  at  the  time  of 
receiving  it,  he  made  his  note  to  the  ttank, 
due  in  80  days,  with  interest  from  date  at 
10  per  cent.  On  October  17,  1889,  there 
had  been  paid  on  these  notes  sums  aggregat- 
ing $2JL04.44.  On  November  7,  1889,  for  the 
purpose  of  securing  the  balance  due,  Sweet 
executed  to  the  bank  the  following  instru- 
ment: "Whereas  I  am  Indebted  to  the 
Union  Bank  of  Denver  upon  two  promis- 
sory notes,  both  post  due,  to  the  antoimt  of 
four  thousand  dollars,  with  Interest,  and  de- 
sire to  secure  the  payment  thereof,  now  I, 
William  £.  Sweet,  hereby  sell,  assign,  trans- 
fer, and  set  over  to  said  Union  Bank  five 
thousand  dollars,  which  is  to  become  due  to 
me  from  Wimbush  &  Powell,  under  my 
bnllding  contract  with  them,  dated  May  18, 
1889,  and  set  aside  as  an  escrow  to  be  held 
and  paid  out  by  the  Denver  National  Bank 
pursuant  to  my  supplemental  agreement 
with  said  Wimbush  &  Powell,  dated  Sep- 
tember 28,  1889,  and  this  shall  be  taken  and 
considered  as  my  order  to  said  Wimbush  & 
Powell  and  to  the  Denver  National  Bank  to 
pay  over  the  said  moneys  when  payable  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  said  supplemental 
agreement,  to  the  said  Union  Bank.  Wm. 
E.  Sweet."  On  November  11,  1889,  Sweet's 
health  having  failed,  so  that  be  was  unable 
to  give  his  personal  attention  to  the  work, 
he  entered  into  an  agreement  with  the 
Sayre-Kewton  Lumber  Company,  by  the 
terms  of  which  he  turned  over  to  the  lum- 
ber company,  for  completion,  certain  uncom- 
pleted contracts,  among  which  was  that  with 
Wimbush  &  Powell;  the  company  to  con- 
trol and  manage  the  work,  collect  the  mon- 
eys dve  and  to  become  due  on  account  of  It, 
and  disburse  the  same  in  payment  for  such 
material  and  labor  as  had  Iseen  furnished 
and  might  be  necessary  for  the  completion  of 
the  contracts,  including  the  payment  of 
Sweet's  notes  to  the  Union  Bank.  Wimbush 
&  Powell  had  some  kind  of  an  agreement 
wltb  the  Denver  Land  &  Security  Company, 


wbenby  It  ma  to  advance  the  mon^  tor 
the  erection  of  theae  buildings;  and  the  mon- 
ey which  was  to  be  paid  into  the  Denver  Na- 
tional Bank  in  pursuance  of  the  supplemental 
agreement  between  Sweet  and  Wimbush  ft 
Powell  was  to  be  retained  and  held  by  the 
security  company.  It  is  not  very  material 
what  the  arrangement  was  by  which  this 
company  became  the  custodian  of  the  $6,000, 
iBstead  of  the  bank,  because  it  is  entirely 
clear  that  It  vms  the  same  fund  which  was 
aaoigned  by  Sweet  to  the  Union  Bank.  On 
the  17th  day  of  January,  1880,  the  Sayre- 
Newtcm  Lumber  Comftany  filed  in  the  office 
of  the  recorder  of  Arapahoe  county  two  me- 
dM.nic's  lien  statements,  one  against  lota  12, 
IB,  and  14,  block  36,  and  the  other  against 
lots  12,  13,  and  14,  block  8,  both  in  Berkley, 
and  upon  which  two  of  the  houses  provided 
for  in  Sweet's  contract  with  Wimbiish  & 
Powell  were  erected.  On  the  20th  day  of 
January,  1890,  the  Hallack  Paint,  Oil  & 
Olass  Company  filed  in  the  same  office  its 
mechanic's  Hen  statement  against  the  16 
tracts  upon  which  were  the  16  houses  men- 
tioned In  the  contract.  On  the  3d  day  of 
February,  1890,  the  West  Side  Planing  Mill 
Company  filed  its  lien  statement  against  two 
of  these  tracts.  Tbe  claim  of  this  company 
was  subsequently  assigned  to  the  Hallack 
Paint,  Oil  ft  Glass  Company.  On  the  8th  of 
February,  1890,  the  Union  Bank  of  Denver 
filed  its  complaint  against  Wimbush  &  Pow- 
ell and  the  Denver  Land  &  Security  Com~ 
pany,  praying  for  a  decree  that  the  amount 
due  upon  Sweet's  notes  be  paid  to  it  out  of 
the  $5,000  which  had  been  assigned  to  it, 
and  which  was  in  the  hands  of  the  security 
company.  The  Sajre-Newton  Lumber  Com- 
pany, the  Hallack  Paint,  Oil  &  Glass  Com- 
pany, the  West  Side  Planing  Mill  Company, 
and  other  Hen  claimants,  were  m.-ide  par- 
ties defendant  to  the  proceeding.  The  Sayre- 
Newton  Lumber  Company  answered  the 
complaint  The  paint  oil  and  glass  com- 
pany and  the  planing  mill  company  joined 
in  a  cross  complaint  setting  forth  their  re- 
spective lien  claims,  alleging  the  asslgn- 
m«it  by  the  latter  company  of  its  claim  to 
the  former,  and  praying  appropriate  relief. 
The  other  Hen  claimants  filed  ans^vors  and 
cross  complaints.  On  the  7th  day  of  March, 
1890,  the  Sayre-Newton  Lumber  Company 
commenced  original  proceedings  for  the  en- 
forcement of  Its  Hens,  in  which  answers  and 
cross  complaints  were  filed  by  the  various 
parties  defendant.  All  these  several  causes 
were  united,  and  the  consolidated  case  was, 
pursuant  to  a  stipulation  ampng  the  parties, 
referred  to  E.  P.  Harman,  Esq;,  to  try  the 
issues  of  fact  and  law,  and  report  a  finding 
and  Judgment  A  trial  was  accordingly  had, 
and  from  the  evidence  adduced  the  referee 
found  that  there  was  due  from  Wimbush  ft 
Powell  $41.50,  and  from  the  Denver  Land  & 
Security  Company  $."),000;  that  the  Sayre- 
Newton  Lumber  Company  was  not  entitled 
to  a  mechanic's  Hen  on  either  of  the  tracts 
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embraced  In  Its  statement;  and  tliat  nettUeir 
the  West  Side  Planing  Mill  Company  nor 
the  Hallack  Paint,  Oil  &  Glass  Company  was 
entitled  to  a  mechanic's  lien.  The  referee  al- 
so found  that  none  of  the  other  claimants 
was  entitled  to  a  lien.  Tbe  referee's  Judg- 
ment was  that  the  #5,000  and  the  $41.00  be 
paid  Into  court,  out  of  which  should  be  paid 
the  costs  of  reference,  the  amount  due  the 
Union  Bank  and  its  costs,  and  the  costs  of 
the  Denver  Land  &  Security  Company;  that 
the  lien  claimants  pay  the  costs  Incurred 
by  them  respectively,  and  that  the  Sayre- 
Newton  Lumber  Company  pay  the  residue  of 
the  costs.  The  Judgment  of  the  referee  was 
made  the  judgment  of  the  com't.  From  this 
Judgment  the  Sayre-Newton  Lumber  Com- 
pany and  the  HaUack  Paint,  Oil  &  Glass 
Company  have  prosecuted  error  to  this  court 
The  first  objection  which  is  made  goes  to 
the  Judgment  in  t&yat  of  the  Union  Bank. 
The  source  from  which  this  objection  comes 
precludes  Its  consideration.  The  fund  out  of 
which  the  bank's  claim  was  adjudged  was  set 
apart  for  the  protection  of  Wlmbush  &  Powell 
against  a  possible  default  of  Sweet  in  the  dis- 
charge of  his  obligation  to  material  men  and 
laborers,  the  consequence  of  which  might  be 
the  incumbrance  of  the  buildings  and  grounds 
with  mechanics'  liens.  The  agreement  for 
the  withholding  of  this  money  was  made  aft- 
er an  amendment  to  the  mechanic's  lien  law, 
which  we  shall  notice  again,  had  grone  Into  ef- 
fect, and  which  provided  that  payments  made 
by  the  owner  to  the  principal  contractor  be- 
fore the  expiration  of  the  time  within  which 
subcontractors  might  file  their  liens  should  be 
at  bis  own  risk,  and  should  not  be  a  set-off 
against  the  claim  of  a  subcontractor  who 
might  perfect  a  lien  in  compliance  with  the 
act.  By  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  if,  when 
the  time  had  elapsed,  no  liens  were  on  file. 
Sweet  was  entitled  to  the  money.  If  liens 
were  then  on  file.  Sweet  was  entitled  only  to 
any  surplus  which  might  remain  after  de- 
ducting the  amount  of  the  liens  and  60  per 
cent,  in  addition.  The  intention  of  the  par- 
ties to  the  agreement  appears  upon  its  face. 
It  was  to  save  Wlmbush  &  Powell  harmless 
in  case  any  fauure  of  Sweet  in  his  payments 
should  result  In  mechanics'  liens  upon  their 
property.  The  lien  claimants  had  no  Interest 
in  this  fund.  Their  rights  were  fixed  by  the 
statute,  and  that  provides  but  one  kind  of  lien 
available  to  them,  and  but  one  manner  of  en- 
forcing it.  The  lien  is  against  the  real  es- 
tate, and  it  is  enforced  by  a  sale  of  the  real 
estate.  There  is  no  way  by  which  a  party,  in 
a  proceeding  to  enforce  a  mechanic's  lien,  can 
reach  a  fund.  Bis  sole  remedy  is  against  the 
property.  The  assignment  to  the  bank  was, 
except  as  to  Wlmbush  &  Powell,  an  absolute 
transfer  of  the  fund.  It  was  subject  to  a 
right  in  them  to  apply  the  money  in  discharge 
of  mechanics'  liens,  but  it  was  subject  to 
nothing  else.  If  the  fund  was  improperly 
subjected  to  the  payment  of  the  debt  due 
the  bank,  Wimbush  &  Powell  were  the  only 


parties  having  the  right  to  complain;  and,  as 
they  are  not  complaining,  we  cannot  Inqaire 
into  the  Judgment. 

The  ruling  of  the  referee  in  rejecting  the 
several  mechanics*  liens  of  the  plainttfTs  in 
error  is  next  assailed.  The  two  liens  of  the 
Sayre-Newton  Lumber  Company  will  be  first 
looked  into.  On  April  18,  1SS9,  the  median- 
ic's  lien  law  of  1883  was  in  force.  Gen.  St 
1883,  p.  662.  On  thq^t  day  an  act  of  the  leg- 
islature, amending  this  law,  was  approved, 
and  went  into  effect  90  days  later.  Sees. 
Laws  1889,  p.  247.  It  made  important  chan- 
ges In  the  law  as  it  then  stood.  It  repealed 
all  acts  and  parts  of  acts  in  conflict  with  it, 
but  provided  that  it  should  not  be  constmed 
to  affect  existing  rights.  The  law  of  1883 
was  available  for  the  purpose  of  protecting 
rights  which  had  accrued  prior  to  the  taking 
effect  of  the  act  of  1889,  but  rights  subse- 
quently acquired  could  be  preserved  and  en- 
forced only  in  conformity  with  the  provisions 
of  the  new  law.  By  the  law  as  amended, 
whoever  should  do  work  or  furnish  materials 
for  the  construction  of  an  Improvement  opon 
land,  by  contract  with  the  owner,  or  with  the 
principal  contractor  or  a  contractor  imder 
him,  was  entitled  to  a  lien.  The  evidence 
showed  that  there  had  been  i>aid  to  Sweet, 
before  he  relinquished  the  contract,  about  $17,- 
000,  and  to  the  lumber  company,  after  it  took 
charge,  $17,211.34,  and  that  the  total  amount 
of  its  disbursements  on  account  of  materia) 
and  labor  was  $13,955.70,  leaving  an  overplus 
in  its  hands  of  $3,255.64.  out  of  which,  bow 
ever,  it  was  entitled  to  $2,905.79,  on  account 
of  material  furnished  in  the  constructicm  of 
four  of  the  houses,  including  the  two  against 
which  it  asserted  liens.  But  after  making 
this  deduction,  it  sUU  had  $349.85  more  than 
was  due.  Upon  the  face  of  these  figures  the 
claims  for  which  the  liens  were  filed  had  been 
fully  paid,  and  there  was  nothing  to  support 
a  lieu.  The  argument  by  which  it  is  sought 
to  avoid  this  condurton  is  deserving  of  notice. 
It  Is,  in  effect,  as  follows:  The  agreement  be- 
tween the  lumber  company  and  Sweet  in  pur- 
Biiance  of  which  it  completed  the  contract, 
constituted  It  Sweet's  agent  By  contract 
with  Sweet,  or  with  itself  as  Sweet's  agent  it 
had  furnished  material  for  the  construction  of 
the  buildings.  It  was  therefore  acting  in  the 
double  capacity  of  agent  for  Sweet  and  con- 
tractor under  him.  As  Sweet's  agent,  it  col- 
lected the  money  from  Wlmbush  &  Pow^, 
and  paid  for  labor  and  material  elsewhere 
obtained;  and  as  Sweet's  agent  it  settled 
with  Itself  as  subcontractor,  and  paid  Itself 
out  of  the  money  collected.  It  had  contracts 
with  Sweet  to  furnish  material  for  buildings 
other  than  those  In  which  Wimbush  &  Powell 
were  interested,  and  upon  which  Sweet  owed 
it  money;  and  it  collected  from  itself,  as 
Sweet's  agent,  the  money  which  had  been  re- 
ceived from  Wlmbush  &  Powell  upon  their 
contract,  and  paid  it  to  itself  upon  these  oth« 
contracts,  leaving  its  claims  against  the  four 
houses  of  Wlmbush  &  Powell  undischarged. 
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It  would  bave  the  lisht  to  collect  the  mmey 
due  upon  these  outaide  contimctB  ttota  Sweet 
liimself,  notwithstanding  be  received  it  from 
Wlmbuah  &  Powell;  and,  as  It  was  Sweet's 
iigent,  and  stood  in  his  shoes,  it  bad  the  same 
right  to  collect  the  money  from  itself,  and 
iipply  it  in  the  same  way,  without  reference 
to  the  source  from  which  it  was  derived.  The 
reason  why  It  was  entirely  regular  and  proper 
to  proceed  In  this  way  is  given  thus:  "Under 
the  lien  statute  the  owner  pays  the  contractor 
»t  his  peril,  for  where  the  money  passes  into 
the  contractor's  hands  It  is  his.  If  honest,  he 
will  pay  his  8ul>conttactor8.  If  he  don't,  the 
owner  must  still  settle  with  them,  for  he  took 
this  risk  under  the  law  when  he  paid  him 
contrary  to  the  statute.  •  •  *  The  rights 
of  this  lumber  company  were  very  different, 
as  his  agent  under  the  assignment,  from  its 
rights  as  a  subcontractor.  Any  money  com- 
ing into  Its  hands  as  agent  must  be  disbursed 
by  it  as  he  directed.  The  proof  shows  that 
the  company  did  receive  from  the  Berkley 
contract  the  sum  of  $3,255.64  in  excess  of  dis- 
bursements on  same  contracts,  but  it  is 
shown,  too,  that  Sweet,  being  Indebted  to  it 
on  the  other  six  contracts,  directed  it  to  apply 
said  excess  as  a  credit  on  the  amount  owed 
by  him  to  the  company  under  the  other  con- 
tracts. By  this  application,  which  he  certain- 
ly liad  a  right  to  make  of  his  own  money,  the 
lumber  company  was  not  paid  the  sum  of  $2,- 
{K)3.17,  due  on  four  of  said  houses."  What- 
i>rer  we  may  think  of  this  argument  as  an  ex- 
position of  the  law,  it  Is  certainly  lucid 
enough.  We  can  readily  see  how  it  was  that 
Wlmbush  &  Powell,  although  they  fully  paid 
for  all  material  used  In  these  houses,  received 
no  credit  for  their  payments,  but  were  sub- 
jected to  process  to  compel  them  to  pay  the 
amount  over  again.  The  assumption  of  spe- 
cial directions  from  Sweet  Is  not  sustained  by 
the  evidence.  Without  Inquiring  how  closely 
a  court  of  equity  will  scrutinize  a  transaction 
between  a  party  as  principal  and  himself  as 
agent,  where  the  rights  of  others  are  In- 
volved; and  considering  this  as  If  it  had  tak- 
en place  between  Sweet  himself  and  the  com- 
pany, we  shall  proceed  to  Inquire  what  found- 
ation there  is  in  the  statute  for  its  claims. 
It  is  plain  from  counsel's  language  that  he 
takes  it  for  granted  that  whatever  rights  the 
lumber  company  had  were  governed  by  the 
amendatory  act  of  1889.  He  assumes,  as  a 
proposition  which  is  not  subject  to  question, 
that  Wlmbush  &  Powell  paid  the  principal 
contractor.  Sweet,  or  his  agent,  the  lumber 
company,  at  their  own  i>erll;  and  that  when 
they  did  so  they  took  the  risk  of  being  com- 
pelled to  pay  the  money  again  at  the  suit  of 
some  unpaid  subcontractor.  This  Idea  Is  evi- 
dently derived  from  the  amendment  of  1889. 
The  law  of  1883  Is  otherwise.  It  is  not  clear 
from  the  evidence  whether  these  lien  claims 
should  have  been  asserted  under  the  amenda- 
tory or  the  amended  act,  but  It  is  entirely  cer- 
tain that  the  statements  before  us  do  not  con- 
form to  the  requirements  of  the  former.    By 


the  terms  of  the  act  of  1889  the  Uen  state- 
ment must  set  forth  the  name  or  names  of 
the  owner  or  owners  of  the  property.  Com- 
pliance with  this,  as  with  any  other,  require- 
ment of  the  law,  is  essential.  Without  it, 
there  Is  no  lien.  Neither  of  these  statements 
contains,  or  purports  to  contain,  the  names  of 
the  owners  of  the  property.  The  amendment 
also  provides  that,  in  order  to  preserve  a  lien 
for  work  performed  or  materials  furnished  by 
a  subcontractor,  there  must  be  served  upon 
the  owner  of  the  property,  his  agent  or  trus- 
tee, at  or  before  the  time  of  filing  the  state- 
ment with  the  recorder,  a  copy  of  such  state- 
ment; or,  if  neither  the  owner  nor  an  agent 
can  be  found  in  the  county,  an  affidavit  to 
that  effect  must  be  filed  with  the  statement. 
There  is  no  allegation  or  pretense  that  any- 
thing of  that  kind  was  done  In  this  case.  The 
act  of  1880  was  therefore  not  complied  with 
in  the  making  of  these  statements,  and  if,  as 
counsel  seems  to  understand,  the  rights  of  the 
lumber  company  were  governed  by  that  act. 
the  statements  are  worthless,  and  no  Uen  was 
acquired  by  them.  In  form,  however,  they 
are  In  substantial  conformity  with  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  1883;  and,  if  the  rights  of 
the  lumber  company  accrued  in  time  to  entitle 
It  to  avail  itself  of  that  act,  it  is  by  its  terms 
that  the  relief  to  which  the  company  Is  enti- 
tled must  be  measured.  That  law  expressly 
provided  that  claims  of  subcontractors  should 
not,  in  any  event,  be  a  lien  upon  the  property 
to  any  greater  extent  than  the  indebtedness 
of  the  owner  to  the  contractor.  Therefore, 
whatever  the  owner  might,  in  good  faith,  pay 
to  the  contractor,  he  was  entitled  to  credit  foV 
as  against  any  subcontractor  who  might  att- 
crwards  assert  a  lien.  The  money  paid  could 
not  be  diverted  into  some  other  channel  to 
the  prejudice  of  the  owner.  When  the  lum- 
ber company,  as  the  agent  of  Sweet,  received 
full  payment  from  Wlrabush  &  Powell  tor  all 
the  material  furnished  to  their  buildings,  they 
were  to  that  extent  discharged  from  liability: 
and  If  it  used  the  money  received  in  payment 
of  an  indebtedness  from  Sweet  to  it  on  ac- 
count of  other  buildings,  and  thereby  lost  its 
right  to  liens  upon  them,  it  must  take  the  con- 
sequences. 

The  evidence  showed  that  Wlmbush  & 
Powell  had  paid  the  full  contract  price  for 
the  construction  of  their  buildings,  unless  it 
might  be  the  sum  of  $41.50.  What  this  debt 
arose  out  of,  whether  it  was  part  of  the 
originally  agreed  amount,  (W  was  incurred  on 
account  of  something  not  provided  for  by  the 
contract,  is  not  clear.  In  the  assignment  of 
errors  and  In  the  argument  it  seems  to  be 
conceded  that  the  wmtract  price  was  fully 
paid.  The  right  ot  the  lumber  company  to  a 
Judgment  is  throughout  based  upon  grounds 
entirely  different  from  any  failure  of  Wlm- 
bush &  Powell  to  pay  the  contractor,  and  no 
objection  is  anywhere  suggested  to  the  dis- 
position made  of  the  $41.50  by  the  referee. 
We  shall  therefore  treat  the  case  as  the  par- 
ties have  treated  It,  and,  concluding  with 
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tbem,  that  there  was  no  IndebtednMB  from 
Wimbush  &  Powell  to  the  contractor  by  vir- 
tue of  th«  contract,  we  are  bound  to  bold 
that,  pursuant  to  the  provlsiODB  of  the  law 
of  1883,  the  lumber  company  was  not  enti- 
tled to  a  lien,  and,  being  entitled  to  none 
under  the  act  of  1888,  the  decision  of  the 
referee  must  be  upheld. 

The  lien  statement  of  the  Hallack  Paint, 
Oil  &  Olass  Company  is  Told  upon  its  face. 
It  sets  forth  that  the  lien  is  claimed  on  ac- 
count of  material  furnished  for  the  buildings 
on  the  ground  It  describes  at  the  request  of 
Hoffman  &  Millls,  subcontractors.  It  also 
states  that  Hoftman  St  MllUs'  contract  was 
with  William  T.  Straughn,  who  was  a  con- 
tractor under  Sweet,  the  principal  contractor. 
The  grade  of  the  paint  company's  contract 
was,  therefore,  three  removes  from  the  prin- 
cipal contra<:t.  The  statute  provides  for  the 
acquiring  of  mechanics'  liens  by  three  classes 
of  persons:  First,  the  original  contractor; 
second,  the  contractor  under  him ;  and,  third, 
the  contractor  with  the  subcontractor.  The 
contractor  with  the  principal  contractor  is 
designated  as  a  subcontractor  in  the  first  de- 
gree, and  the  contractor  with  this  subcon- 
tractor is  a  subcontractor  in  the  second  de- 
gree. The  statute  allows  a  lien  in  favor  of 
&  subcontractor  in  either  of  these  degrees, 
but  there  it  stops.  The  subcontractor  in  the 
second  degree  is  at  the  bottom  of  the  de- 
scending scale.  A  mechanic's  lien  is  a  crea- 
tion of  the  statute.  Without  a  statute,  there 
is  none;  and  those  persons  only,  in  whose 
favor  the  right  to  liens  is  given,  can  acquire 
them.  As  shown  by  this  lien  statement,  the 
principal  contractor  was  Sweet,  the  subcon- 
tractor In  the  first  degree  was  Straughn,  and 
the  subcontractors  in  the  second  degree  were 
Hoffman  &  Millis.  The  paint  company  was 
a  grade  lower.  It  was  just  one  grade  below 
the  last  grade  in  which  the  law  allows  a  me- 
chanic's lien.  At  the  hearing,  counsel  for 
the  paint  company  asked  leave  to  amend  its 
cross  complaint,  so  as  to  make  it  appear  that 
the  company  was  the  owner  of  the  claim  as 
assignee  of  Hoffman  &  MIIIIb,  and  not  as 
contractor  with  tbem.  This  leave  was  re- 
fused, and  error  is  assigned  upon  the  refusnl. 
Amendments  of  pleadings  to  conform  to  the 
proofs  are  permissible,  after  the  evidence  is 
heard,  upon  a  proper  showing  made;  bui  the 
amendment  askec'  here,  instead  of  conform- 
ing the  cross  complaint  to  the  proofs,  would 
have  directly  contradicted  them.  It  would 
have  contradicted  the  lien  statements,  and  it 
would  have  contradicted  the  witnesses.    The 


sworn  testimony  was  that  Hoffman  St  Minis 
had  a  contract  with  Straughn  to  paint  the 
houses,  and  that  they  procured  the  painting 
material  from  the  Hallack  Paint,  Oil  &  Glass 
Company.  Furthermore,  the  only  daim  which 
Hofl^man  &  Millis  could  have  had  was  a  claim 
for  the  work  of  applying  the  paint  to  the 
buildings;  and  an  amendment  showing  the 
assignment  of  that  claim  would  have  been 
the  introduction  into  the  cross  complaint  of 
a  matter  entirely  foreign  to  the  cross  com- 
plainant's case.  There  are  other  objections 
to  this  lien  statement,— notably  one  that  it 
embraces  15  distinct  and  entirely  separate 
tracts  of  land,— but,  as  it  was  invalid  for  the 
reason  stated.  It  la  vnnecessary  to  discuss 
it  further. 

The  West  Side  Planing  Mill  Company  also 
undertook  to  cover  distinct  tracts  with  one 
lien,  but  we  shall  place  our  disposition  of 
that  lien  upon  other  obvious  grounds.  Waiv- 
ing certain  defects  in  the  cross  complaint,  by 
reason  of  which  there  was  a  failure  to  state 
a  cause  of  action,  there  was  no  proof  that 
any  of  the  material  alleged  to  have  been  sold 
was  used  In  the  houses  built  upon  the  land 
covered  by  the  lien,  or  In  either  of  them. 
The  material  was  sold  for  15  houses,  and  the 
amount  charged  against  the  houses  in  ques- 
tion was  simply  the  unpaid  balance  of  the 
entire  bill.  Where  the  material  sold  was 
actually  used  was  not  shown.  It  does  not 
appear  that  any  of  it  went  into  tbes3  particu- 
lar houses.  The  company  released  its  right 
of  lien  upon  all  the  houses  except  these,  and, 
for  all  that  was  shown,  the  houses  released 
were  the  only  ones  against  which  a  Hen  could 
have  been  asserted.  No  right  whatever  to 
this  lien  was  made  to  appear. 

The  only  remaining  question  arises  upon 
the  disposition  made  of  the  costs.  The  costs 
of  the  Denver  Land  &  Security  Company, 
Wimbush  &  Powell,  the  Union  Bank,  and  the 
costs  of  reference  were  adjudged  to  be  paid 
out  of  the  ?5,041.50  deposited  In  court.  Ther» 
was  Judgment  against  the  several  Hen  claim- 
ants for  the  costs  incurred  by  them,  and 
against  the  Sayre-Newton  Iiumber  Company 
for  all  the  residue.  The  latter  company  com- 
plains of  this  Judgment  The  only  residue 
was  the  costs  occasioned  by  the  company's 
resistance  to  the  action  oif  the  bank,  and  Its 
proceeding  to  enforce  Its  mechanics'  liens, 
in  both  of  which  Judgment  went  against  it, 
and  the  costs,  of  course,  followed  the  Judg- 
ment There  Is  no  error  discoverable  In  the 
proceedings  below,  and  the  Judgment  will  be 
affirmed.    Affirmed. 
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NO.  1  V.  WHALBN  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Oct.  7,  1896.) 

Res  JimiCATA— Assionmkit  of  Cohtbaot— VALn>- 

ITT — ^RBCOaDIMO. 

1.  A  firm  of  contractors  brought  tnit  on 
a  building  contract  to  recover  the  amount  due 
thereon,  and  made  a  bank  party  defendant,  al- 
leging that  they  had  assigned  the  moneys  to 
become  due  under  the  contract  to  the  bank,  as 
collateral  security  for  a  loan.  The  bank  did 
not  appear  in  that  action,  nor  were  its  rights  ad- 
judicated therein.  Beld,  that  the  bank  was  not 
a  necessary  or  proper  party  to  that  action,  and 
was  therefore  not  precluded  from  asserting  its 
lien  in  a  subsequent  action  to  determine  the 
rights  of  the  contractors'  creditors  in  the  fund 
recovered. 

2.  A  building  contract  providing  that  it 
should  not  be  assigned  by  the  contractors  with- 
out the  consent  of  the  Other  party  did  not  pre- 
vent its  assignment  as  collateral  security  for 
a  loan  to  complete  the  building,  and  especially 
will  the  creditors  of  said  contractors  not  be 
heard  to  question  the  validity  of  said  assign- 
ment. 

3.  The  law  in  relation  to  the  acknowledg- 
ment and  registrution  of  chattel  mortgages  is 
not  applicable  to  the  assignment  of  the  moneys 
to  become  due  under  a  building  contract. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  licwls  and 
Clarke  county;    William  H.  Hunt,  Judge. 

Action  t>7  the  board  of  tmsteesof  school 
district  No.  1  against  Stephen  S.  Whaien 
and  others  to  determine  the  respective 
rights  of  defendants  In  a  certain  fund. 
From  the  jndgment  rendered,  certain  de- 
fendants appeal.    Affirmed. 

It  appears  from  the  record  In  this  case  that 
on  the  28th  day  of  August,  1893,  the  de- 
fendants Whaien  &  Grant  recovered  judg- 
ment In  the  district  court  of  Lewis  and 
Clarke  county  against  the  plaintiff  herein 
for  the  snm  of  $24,939.63  and  costs,  upon  a 
contract  theretofore  entered  into  t>etween 
Whaien  &  Grant  and  the  plaintiff  In  this 
suit  tor  the  erection  of  a  seboolhouse  in 
school  district  No.  1.  In  said  suit  Whaien 
&  Grant  made  the  respondent  the  Montana 
National  Bank  a  party  defendant.  Service 
of  summons  against  the  bank  In  that  snit 
was  had  by  serving  the  same  upon  the  as- 
sistant cashier  of  the  bank.  The  bank  made 
no  appearance  in  said  suit  The  default  of 
the  bank  was  entered  In  said  suit.  In  the 
complaint  filed  in  that  suit  the  plaintiffs 
Whaien  &  Grant  alleged  "that  the  said  de- 
fendant, the  Montana  National  Bank,  is, 
and  was  at  the  times  hereinafter  men- 
tioned, a  corporation,  organized  and  exist- 
ing under  the  laws  of  the  United  States  fOT 
hanking  purposes."  The  complaint  was  aft- 
erwards amended,  and  in  their  amended 
complaint  Whaien  &  Grant  alleged:  "And 
that  these  plaintiffs  having  heretofore  as- 
signed as  collateral  security  only  to  the 
defendant  bank  any  and  all  moneys  that 
might  be  payable  to  them  under  the  terms 
of  said  contract  or  under  modifications 
thereof  or  extras,  of  which  said  assignment 
the  said  defendant  trustees  had  received  no- 
tice from  the  defendant  bank  prior  to  the 
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date  la  this  paragraph  last  above  stated, 
also  demanded  and  requested  of  the  defend- 
ant board  of  trustees  that  they  pay  all  mon- 
eys or  any  moneys  then  due  and  owing 
plaintiffs,  whether  by  reason  of  the  contract 
or  extras,  or  by  way  of  modification  to  the 
defendant  bank  or  to  these  plaintiffs,  but  that 
the  defendant  board  of  trustees  failed,  neg- 
lected, and  refused  to  pay  any  part  or  por- 
tion of  the  moneys  so  due  and  owing  either 
to  said  bank  or  to  the  plaintiffs."  In  the 
prayer  of  the  complaint  this  language  Is 
found:  "And  plaintiffs  further  say  that  said 
defendant,  the  Montana  National  Bank, 
claims  some  interest  In  the  said  moneys 
sought  to  be  recovered  in  this  action  from 
the  said  board  of  school  trustees;  and  said 
bank  is  made  a  defendant  hereto,  and  is 
required  to  allege  whatever  interest  It  may 
have  therein,  <f  any.  In  order  that  the  same 
may  be  settled  or  determined  in  this  ac- 
tion." These  are  the  only  references  in  the 
complaint  to  the  defendant  bank  or  to  any 
Interest  it  has  in  the  said  suit.  Prior  to 
the  rendition  of  the  Judgment  in  said  suit, 
some  of  the  defendants  in  this  case  had  at- 
tached Whaien  &  Grant  for  moneys  claimed 
to  be  duo  them,  and  garnished  the  plaintiff 
board  of  trustees.  Defendants  Atkinson  & 
Miller  and  Toole  &  Wallace,  attorneys  for 
Whaloi  &  Grant  in  said  suit  when  said 
Judgment  was  obtained  therein,  filed  liens 
upon  the  Judgment  so  obtained  to  secure  the 
moneys  due  them  as  attorneys  In  that  case. 
After  said  Judgment  was  obtained,  defend- 
ant Marlow,  as  receiver  of  the  said  bank, 
commenced  an  action  against  Whaien  & 
Grant  to  recover  the  sum  of  $12,000,  claim- 
ed to  be  due  him  as  such  receiver  on  ac- 
count of  the  moneys  advanced  by  said  bank 
to  them  to  enable  them  to  carry  out  their 
contract  with  said  trustees  for  the  bnlldln)^ 
of  said  schoolhouse,  claiming  that  sold  Wha- 
ien &  Grant  had  assigned  part  of  the  mon- 
eys coming  to  them  from  said  board  of 
school  trustees  for  the  building  of  said 
schoolhouse  to  secure  the  moneys  so  ad- 
vanced by  said  bank.  Thereupon  this  plain- 
tiff commenced  this  suit  for  the  purpose  of 
determining  the  rights  of  the  several  claim- 
ants to  the  moneys  due  and  owing  by  it  to 
Whaien  &  Grant,  making  all  the  defendants 
parties  to  this  suit,  having,  by  leave  of  court, 
paid  the  amount  of  said  Judgment  into  court, 
to  the  end  that  the  court  might  order  It 
paid  to  the  parties  entitled  thereto.  The  de- 
fendants all  filed  answers,  setting  up  their 
respective  claims  to  said  moneys,  and  plead- 
ing, all  except  Marlow,  the  Judgment  roll  in 
the  case  of  Whaien  &  Grant  against  this 
plaintiff  for  the  purpose  of  showing  that 
Marlow,  as  receiver  of  said  bank,  was  con- 
cluded by  the  Judgment  In  said  suit  of  Wha- 
ien &  Grant  against  the  trustees.  The  de- 
fendant Marlow  claimed  to  have  the  first 
lien  upon  said  moneys,  under  and  by  reason 
of  the  assignments  made  to  the  l>ank  by 
Whaien  &  Grant  to  secure  the  sums  of  mon- 
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ey  advancecl,  as  stated  above,  to  aid  them 
ia  tbe  erection  of  fsaid  building.  The  de- 
fendants  other  than  Maxlow  set  up  In  de- 
fense to  Marlow's  claim.  In  their  respective 
pleadings:  (a)  That  the  bank  was  made  a 
party  to  the  suit  of  Wbalen  &  Grant  against 
the  board  of  school  trustees  for  the  pur- 
pose of  determining  any  claim  it  might 
have  in  and  to  tbe  moneys  claimed  to  be 
due  by  Whalen  &  Grant  from  the  board  of 
school  trustees,  and  waa  personally  served 
with  summons,  and  its  defanlt  was  duly 
entered,  and  the  Judgment  was  rendered 
against  it,  and  that  it  was  estopped  thereby 
from  asserting  any  claim  to  the  moneys  in- 
volved in  this  action,  (b)  That  the  pretend- 
ed conveyances  of  Whalen  &  Grant  to  the 
Montana  National  Bank  were  to  secure  fu- 
ture advances,  without  any  limitation  as  to 
the  amount  or  purpose,  and  that  no  delivery 
was  had  or  possession  taken  of  the  property 
sought  to  be  assigned;  that  no  affidavits  of 
bona  fides  of  the  transaction  were  attached 
to  the  conveyances,  or  acknowledgment  of 
execution  thereof;  and  that  said  conveyan- 
ces, or  certified  copies  thereof,  were  not 
filed  in  the  ofilce  of  the  clerk  and  recorder  of 
the  county  where  Whalen  &  Grant  resided, 
(c)  That,  under  subdivision  8  of  the  contract 
between  Whalen  &  Grant  and  the  board  of 
school  trustees,  no  interest  In  the  contract 
could  be  assigned  without  tbe  written  con- 
sent of  the  trustees  or  the  architect,  Paulson, 
and  that  Paulson  or  the  board  of  trustees 
did  not  consent  to  the  pretended  assign- 
ment. That  thereafter  defendant  Marlow 
moved  the  court  to  strike  from  the  other  de- 
fendants' pleadings  all  allegations  relating 
to  tlie  matters  set  forth  In  the  foregoing  sub- 
divisions a,  b,  and  c,  which  motion  was  by 
the  court  granted,  and  to  which  ruling  the 
defendants  other  than  Marlow  excepted. 
The  court  decreed  that  defendant  Marlow, 
as  receiver  of  said  bank,  had,  and  was  en- 
titled to,  tbe  first  lien  on  the  moneys,  for  tbe 
sum  of  $13,081.10,  and  the  other  parties  to 
tbe  various  sums  set  up  In  the  findings,  and 
In  the  order  named.  From  this  onler  and 
decree,  the  defendants  other  than  Marlow 
appeal. 

Walsh  &  Newman,  Toole  &  Wallace,  M. 
Bullard,  A.  .T.  Craven,  and  T.  C.  Bach,  for 
appellants.    H.  G.  Mdntlre,  for  respondents. 

PEMBERTON,  C.J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  appellants  contend  that  there  was  error 
in  tlie  action  of  the  court  In  striking  from 
their  pleadings  the  allegations  therein  con- 
tained, and  as  set  out  In  subdivisions  a,  b, 
and  c  in  the  statement,  relative  to  Marlow's 
having  been  a  party  to  the  suit  of  Whalen  & 
Grant  against  the  plaintiff  in  this  suit,  the 
entry  of  default  against  him,  and  his  being 
estopped  from  claiming  any  interest  in  the 
moneys  in  dispute  herein  by  reason  of  the 
proceedings  and  default  therein.  This  we  re- 
gard as  the  main  question  involved  in  this 


appeal.  We  think  the  bank  was  not  a  nec- 
essary or  proper  party  in  the  suit  of  Whalen 
&  Grant  against  the  plaintiff  herein.  That 
was  a  suit  at  law  to  collect  the  amount 
Whalen  &  Grant  claimed  to  be  due  and  owing 
them  from  the  board  of  trustees  upon  a  con- 
tract to  build  a  schoolhouse  in  district  No.  1. 
While  the  amended  complaint  in  that  case 
stated  that  Whalen  &  Grant  had  as8igne<] 
the  moneys  due  and  to  become  due  to  them 
on  the  contract  with  said  trustees,  and  that 
the  trustees  refused  to  pay  any  part  of  said 
sum,  either  to  them  or  to  the  bank,  and  tbe 
prayer  of  said  complaint  stated  that  the  l)ank 
claimed  an  Interest  In  the  matter,  and  asked 
tliat  the  bank  be  required  to  assert  its  inter- 
est, still  we  think  tbe  complaint  stated  no 
facts  that  required  the  bank  to  appear  and 
claim  an  adjudication  of  any  rights  it  had  to 
the  moneys  claimed  to  be  due  from  tbe  trus- 
tees to  Whalen  &  Grant.  Whalen  &  Grant. 
In  their  complaint,  disclosed  tbe  Interest  or 
claim  the  bank  had  In  the  moneys  claimed  to 
l)e  due  from  the  trustees  to  them.  They  stat- 
ed that  they  had  assigned  this  money  to  the 
bank.  This  was  not  disputed  by  the  trus- 
tees in  that  suit.  No  issue  was  made  that  de- 
manded the  appearance  of  tbe  bank  to  de- 
fend any  right  involved  in  that  oontroversy. 
No  adjudication  was  had  or  attempted  in  that 
suit  as  to  any  right  of  the  bank  to  any 
moneys  coming  to  Whalen  &  Grant  from  the 
trustees.  Tbe  suit  waa  tried  and  determined 
as  if  tlie  bank  had  never  been  mentioned  in 
the  pleadings.  Nor  are  we  able  to  see  that 
there  was  any  issue  In  that  case  that  In- 
volved or  could  have  involved  any  light  of 
tlie  bank.  Whatever  right  the  bank  had  was 
de]>endent  upon  the  recovery  of  Whalen  & 
Grant.  Wbalen  &  Grant  had  assigned  to  the 
bank  the  right  to  collect  of  the  trusteea,  of 
the  moneys  due  and  to  become  due  on  the 
building  contract,  an  amount  equal  to  the 
amount  advanced  by  the  bank  to  them  to 
enable  them  to  build  the  schoolhouse.  Whal- 
en &  Grant  allege  this  in  their  complaint. 
They  could  not  deny  it.  The  trustees  did  not 
controvert  it.  Then  there  was  no  wmtro- 
versy  into  which  the  bank  could  be  drawn. 
There  was  no  controversy  to  which  It  could 
become  a  party.  There  was  no  controverey 
as  to  this  matter  adjudicated  or  detramined 
in  that  suit  by  the  court,  or  attempted  to  be 
adjudicated  or  determhied.  We  think,  there- 
fore, that  the  allegations  of  the  pleadings  of 
tbe  appellants  which  were  stricken  therefrom 
by  tbe  court,  as  shown  above,  constituted  no 
defense  to  the  bank's  claim  to  the  mcmeys  In 
dispute,  and  that  there  was  no  error  In  the 
action  of  the  court  in  this  respect  It  la  not 
contended  in  that  suit  that  the  bank  was  a 
real  party  in  interest  to  the  extent  that  it 
should  have  been  a  party  thereto. 

Tbe  judgment  entered  in  the  case  of  Whal- 
en &  Grant  against  the  school  board  contained 
this  recital:  "The  default  of  the  defendant 
bank  having  been  duly  entered."  There  U 
no  other  reference  to  the  bank  in  the  Jadg- 
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inent.  Oonnsel  for  the  appellaiits  contend 
tliat,  by  Tlrtoe  of  the  above  recital  ta  the 
Judgment,  the  rights  of  the  bank  to  the 
moneys  In  the  present  suit  were  adjudicated, 
and  that  It  Is  now  estopped  from  asserting 
any  claim  to  any  part  thereof.  But  the  rights 
of  the  bank  to  the  moneys  owing  to  Whalen 
&  Giant  from  the  tmsteee  were  never  even 
attempted  to  be  adjudicated  In  that  suit  No 
Issue  was  made  as  to  their  rights  In  that  salt 
The  entry  of  the  default  of  the  bank  was 
not  a  final  Judgment  from  which  the  bank 
could  have  appealed,  even  If  any  rights  it 
had  had  been  adjudicated  in  the  suit  To 
successfully  Invoke  the  doctrine  of  res  ad- 
Jndioita,  and  assert  that  the  bank  Is  estopped 
by  the  Judgment  In  that  caae  from  claiming 
any  right  to  the  moneys  now  In  dispute,  It 
must  be  shown  that  such  Judgment  was  final 
and  certain  as  to  what  was  adjudicated  and 
determined  by  the  Judgment  Freem.  Judgm. 
f  251;  Herm.  Estop.  {{  47,  252;  Blcketson 
V.  Compton,  23  Cat  650;  Scotland  y.  Bast 
Branch  Mln.  Co.,  66  Oal.  625;  Bussell  r. 
Place,  94  TJ.  S.  610.  In  Bussell  r.  Place  the 
court  says:  "An  estoppel  must  be  certain 
to  every  intent,  and  If,  upon  the  face  of  the 
record,  anything  Is  left  to  conjecture  as  to 
what  was  necessarily  Involved  and  deter- 
mined, there  Is  no  estoppel."  But  the  suit 
of  "Whalen  &  Grant  being  purely  an  action  at 
law.  It  Is  not  certain  by  any  means  that  the 
bank  was  obliged  to  appear  therein  because 
It  was  made  a  party,  and  set  up  a  purely 
equitable  defense.  Hought  v.  Waters,  30  CJaL 
810;  Ayres  v.  Bensley,  32  Cal.  620;  Mc- 
Oreary  v.  Casey,  45  Cal.  128;  HiUs  t.  Sher- 
wood, 48  Cal.  386. 

Tbe  appellants  contend  that  the  bank  ac- 
QUlred  nothing  by  virtue  of  the  assignments 
to  It  by  Whalen  &  Grant  of  the  moneys  com- 
ing to  them  under  the  contract  with  the 
trustees,  for  the  reason  that  the  contract 
Itself  provided  that  they  should  not  assign 
any  Interest  therein  without  the  written  con- 
■ent  of  the  trustees  or  the  architect  We 
think  the  clause  In  the  contract  under  discus- 
sion did  not  prevent,  and  was  not  Intended 
to  prevent  the  giving  of  orders  by  Whal- 
en &  Grant  on  the  trustees  for  money  due 
therennder.  It  was  evidently  Intended  by 
this  clause  to  prevent  Whalen  &  Grant  from 
subletting  the  contract  or  any  part  thereof. 
Without  the  consent  of  the  trustees  or  the 
architect  This  clanse  was  Inserted  for  the 
protection  of  the  tmstees.  They  have  Inter- 
posed no  objection  to  these  assignments.  It 
does  not  now  He  In  the  mouths  of  Whalen 
&  Grant  to  repudiate  these  assignments  after 
having  obtained  thereby  tbe  bank's  money, 
to  enable  them  to  carry  out  their  contract 
wltb  the  trustees;  and,  as  the  appellants 
stand  In  the  shoes  of  Whalen  &  Grant  it  Is 
difficult  to  see  how  they  can  assert  rights 
and  defenses  against  tbe  bank  that  are  not 
allowable  to  Whalen  ft  Giant 

Appellants  contend  that  the  assignments 
made  by  Whalen  &  Grant  were  void  as  to 


tbem,  because  they  were  not  acknowledged; 
that  they  contained  no  a£9davit  as  to  the  bona 
fides  of  tbe  parties,  and  were  not  filed  with 
the  clerk  and  recorder  of  the  county  wherein 
Whalen  &  Grant  resided.  Tbls  contention  is 
based  upon  the  theory  that  the  law  In  rela- 
tion to  chattel  mortgages  is  applicable  to  the 
execution  of  these  assignments.  Whalen  & 
Grant  assigned  to  the  bank  sufficient  of  the 
money  coming  to  them  from  the  trustees  to 
pay  the  amount  advanced  by  the  bank  to 
Whalen  A  Grant  to  enable  them  to  carry 
out  their  contract  with  the  trustees,  and,  in 
the  assignments,  authorized  the  bank  to  col- 
lect and  receipt  for  the  same.  At  the  same 
time  they  delivered  the  building  contract  be- 
tween themselves  and  the  trustees  to  the 
bank,  as  collateral  security.  The  most  they 
did  by  these  assignments  was  to  assign  to 
tbe  bank  the  right  to  recover  that  amount 
of  money  from  the  trustees.  They  assigned 
a  chose  in  action  which  was  defeasible  and 
conditional.  It  was  not  such  personal  prop- 
erty as  was  capable  of  delivery,  or  of  any 
other  delivery  than  was  made.  We  do  not 
think  this  was  such  personal  property  as  is 
contemplated  by  our  statutes  relating  to  chat- 
tel mortgages  of  personal  property.  Jones, 
Chat  Mortg.  |  278,  and  authorities  cited; 
Howe  T.  Jones,  67  Iowa,  138,  8  N.  W.  461, 
and  10  N.  W.  290;  Lawrence  T.  McKenzle 
(Iowa)  66  N.  W.  505. 

There  are  other  errors  assigned,  but  we 
think  the  treatment  above  renders  It  unnec- 
essary to  discuss  them.  With  the  treatment 
above,  they  become  immaterial.  The  Judg- 
ment and  order  appealed  from  are  affirmed. 

DB  WITT,  J.,  concurs.  HTTNT,  J.,  having 
tried  the  case  in  the  court  below,  did  not  sit 
In  the  hearing  of  this  appeal. 


OHitoat.  SK} 

MBRCHANTS*  KAT.  BANS  v.  OBBBN- 

HOOD  et  at 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    Sept  30,  1886.) 

RSHSABIHO — ObIKOTIOKS  HOT  RAISED  OR  FiBST 

Hbabiko. 
A  rehearing  to  present  error  in  the  en- 
try of  the  judgment  will  be  denied  where  snch 
error  is  urged  for  the  first  time  on  the  motion 
for  rehearing,  and  the  record  was  on  file  for 
17  months;  and  the  remittitur  had  t>een  sent 
to  the  lower  court 

On  motion  for  rehearing.    Denied. 
For  former  opinion,  see  41  Pac.  2501 

PBB  CURIAM.  In  this  case  a  motton  for 
rehearing  has  been  filed  and  submitted.  The 
appellants  ask  for  a  rehearing.  In  order  that 
tbey  may  argue  an  objection  to  the  Judgment 
as  entered  in  the  lower  court  Tbe  objection 
which  they  suggest  to  the  Judgment  is  only 
as  to  a  portion  of  the  same.  This  objection 
Is  now  made  for  the  first  time.  The  record 
in  this  case  was  on  file  In  this  court  for  17 
months  before  the  appeal  was  heard.  Tbe 
counsd  filed  briefs  covering  nearly  400  print-  , 
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ed  pages.  On  the  argument  we  extended  the 
time,  and  gave  counsel  more  than  twice  as 
much  time  for  argument  than  the  rule  pre- 
scribes. With  all  this  time  which  coun- 
sel had  to  prepare  the  case,  and  with  the 
extraordinarily  Tolominous  briefs  that  were 
filed,  and  with  the  unusual  time  glren  to  the 
arguments,  counsel  never  suggested  that 
there  was  the  slightest  error  in  the  entry  of 
the  Judgment  below.  We  are  not  prepared 
to  say  that  we  would  never  grant  a  rehear- 
ing upon  a  point  that  was  presented  for  the 
first  time  on  the  motion  for  such  rehearing, 
but,  under  the  extraordinary  circumstances 
of  this  case,  we  do  not  feel  that  we  are 
called  upon  to  entertain  the  motion.  The 
point  presented  now  is  wholly  new,  and  we 
do  not  know  that  it  is  of  great  importance. 
There  has  been  the  amplest  and  the  fairest 
opportunity  for  counsel  to  present  everything 
upon  which  they  relied.  The  remittitur 
even  was  sent  to  the  lower  court,  under  rule 
13  (36  Pac.  ix.),  and  was  recalled  to  await 
the  determination  of  this  motion.  As  to 
such  matters  this  court  said,  in  Mining  Co. 
V.  Holter,  1  Mont  429:  "A  rehearing  wiU 
not  be  granted  in  an  equity  cause  after  it 
has  been  remitted  to  the  court  below  to  carry 
into  effect  ttie  decree  of  the  court  above  ac- 
cording to  Its  mandate."  Again,  the  court 
said  hi  Davis  v.  CUirk,  2  Mont.  394:  "This 
case  is  before  us  upon  motion  of  appellant 
for  a  rehearing.  In  considering  the  ques- 
tions which  have  been  submitted,  we  must 
be  governed  by  the  rule  established  in  Min- 
ing Co.  T.  Holter,  1  Mont.  432.  The  decisions 
of  this  court  will  not  be  reversed  unless  they 
are  in  conflict  with  a  statute  or  controlling 
decision,  to  which  the  attention  of  the  court 
has  not  been  directed,  or  it  appears  that 
some  question  which  is  decisive  of  the  case 
has  been  submitted  by  counsel,  and  been 
overruled  by  the  court."  In  the  case  of 
Beck  v.  Thompson  (Nev.)  41  Pac.  1,  the  court 
said:  "All  the  points  raised  in  the  petition, 
except  as  to  the  rent,  are  new  matters,  and, 
under  the  decisions  of  a  long  line  of  author- 
ities, they  should  not  be  considered  on  peti- 
tion for  rehearing.  'A  rehearing  in  the  su- 
preme court  will  not  be  granted  m  order  to 
consider  points  not  made  in  the  argument 
upon  which  the  case  was  originally  8ul)mit- 
ted."  Kellogg  v.  Cochran,  87  Cal.  102,  25 
Pac.  C77.  'The  supreme  court  will  not  con- 
sider a  petition  for  rehearing  that  attempts 
to  discuss  the  case  upon  grounds  which  were 
not  presented  in  the  original  argument  or 
discussed  in  its  opinion.'  San  Francisco  v. 
Pacific  Bank,  89  Cal.  23,  26  Pac.  615.  'New 
questions  cannot  be  raised  for  the  first  time 
on  motion  for  rehearhig.'  2  Enc.  Pi.  &  Prao. 
386,  and  authorities  cited  in  note  1.  'Coun- 
sel are  presumed  to  have  presented  on  their 
original  argument  all  the  grounds  upon 
which  they  rely  for  the  affirmance  or  rever- 
nal  of  the  Judgment  appealed  from.'  Id., 
and  note  2.  W^e  fully  concur  with  the  above- 
named  authorities.    A  rehearing  is  denied." 


In  the  note  to  2  Enc.  PI.  &  Prac.,  cited  by 
the  Nevada  court,  the  authw  cites  the  fol- 
lowing cases:  Robinson  v.  Allison  (Ala.)  12 
South.  604;  Bank  v.  Ashmead,  23  Fla.  391.  2 
South.  6S7,  665;  Jacksonville,  etc..  By.  Co. 
V.  Penlnsidar  Land,  etc.,  Co.,  27  Fla.  1,  157. 
9  South.  661;  Funk  v.  Rentchler,  134  Ind. 
68,  33  N.  B.  364,  898;  Martin  v.  Mar- 
tin, 74  Ind.  207;  Lawrence  Co.  v.  Hall,  70 
Ind.  477;  Yates  v.  MuUen,  24  Ind.  277; 
Graeter  v.  Williams,  55  Ind.  461;  RUOioff  v. 
Machine  Co.,  68  Ind.  388;  Heavenridge  v. 
Mondy,  34  Ind.  28;  Brooks  y.  Harris,  42  Ind. 
177;  Cramer  v.  City  of  Burlington,  45  Iowa. 
630;  McDermott  v.  Railway  Co.,  85  Iowa. 
180,  52  N.  W.  181;   Dletlln  v.  Egan  (Com.  PL) 

2  Misc.  Rep.  52,  21  N.  Y.  Supp.  6;  Moore  v. 
Beaman.  112  X.  C.  558,  17  S.  E.  676;  Hudson 
v.  Jordan,  110  N.  C.  230,  14  S.  E.  741;  Weld 
V.  Manufacturing  Co.,  84  Wis.  537,  54  N'.  W. 
335;  State  v.  Coulter,  40  Kan.  673,  20  Pac. 
.'>23;   Weathersbee  v.   Farrar,  98  N.   C.  253, 

3  S.  E.  482;  I^ovenberg  v.  Bank  (Tex.  Sup.) 
5  S.  W.  810;  Schrlchte  v.  Stites  Estate,  127 
Ind.  472,  26  N.  B.  77;  Lawrence  Co.  v.  Hail, 
70  Ind.  469;  Bitting  v.  Ten  Eyck,  82  Ind. 
421;  Coleman  v.  Keels,  31  S.  C.  601.  9  S.  B. 
735;  Underwood  v.  Sample,  70  Ind.  450; 
Porter  v.  Choen,  60  Ind.  388;  Railroad  Co. 
v.  Huff.  19  Ind.  315;  Kellogg  v.  Cochran,  .'57 
Cal.  192,  25  Pac.  677;  San  Francisco  y.  Pa- 
cific Bank,  80  Cal.  23,  26  Pac.  615;  Farrell  v. 
Plngree,  5  Utah,  530,  17  Pac.  453;  Rogors  v. 
Lay  tin,  81  N.  Y.  642;  News  Co.  v.  Wlhnarth, 
34  Kan.  254,  8  Pac.  104;  Knoth  v.  Barclay,  S 
Colo.  305,  6  Pac.  924;  Whitehead  v.  Tulane, 
11  La.  Ann.  302;  Broom's  Succession,  14  La. 
Ann.  67.  We  feel  that  it  Is  the  proper  prac- 
tice to  deny  this  motion  for  rehearing.  With 
all  the  diligence  and  lat>or  in  preparing  and 
arguing  this  appeal,  there  is  nothing  whatev- 
er to  Indicate  to  us  any  excuse  for  counsel 
not  having  fully  presented  their  points.  We 
heard  counsel  at  length,  we  studied  their 
briefs  at  length,  and  deliberated  over  their 
case  for  many  weeks;  and,  under  all  these 
circumstances,  we  are  now  of  opinton  that 
as  to  this  case  "Interest  reipublica>  ut  finis 
litlum  sit"    A  rehearing  is  denied. 


STATE  V.  WHALEY.     (No.  6G1.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Sept  30,  1895.) 

Ckimihai.  Latt— Motion  fob  Hew  Trial,— Notics 
— Kbvibw. 

1.  Cr.  Prac.  Act  1887,  i  356,  provides  that 
a  notice  of  motion  for  a  new  trial  must  state 
particularly  the  error  upon  which  the  party 
making  the  application  relies.  Bdd,  that  a 
notice  of  intention  to  move  for  a  new  trial,  not 
spc'ciCyinK  the  alleged  errors,  was  not  cured 
by  the  contemporaneous  service  and  filing  of  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  specifying  said  errors. 

2.  A  stipulation  that  the  bill  of  ezceptiooa 
and  papers  used  on  a  motion  for  a  new  trial 
should  be  allowed  as  a  bill  of  exceptions  on  ap- 
peal, will  not  have  the  effect  of  curing  a  de- 
fective notice  of  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

3.  Irregularities  appearing  on  the  face  of 
a  notice  of  motion  for  a  new  trial  are  not  waiv- 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


'S" 


Mont) 


8TATB  Ci  WHALET. 


858 


•d  by  a  motion  io  iMko  it  out  fbr  othar  rea- 


4.  Or.  Prac.  Act  1887,  I  884,  provide*  that 

rn  appeal  any  decision  oi  the  conrt  made  in 
progresa  of  the  case  may  be  re\ri«wed.  BM, 
Hbat  enoM  onamerated  •»  groonda  for  a  bow 
trial  (oection  354)  cannot  be  considered  nnless 
they  were  first  called  to  tiie  attention  of  the  tri- 
al conrt  by  proper  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

6.  Under  &.  Prac.  Act  1887,  I  8«,  anba. 
8,  providing  f<x  new  trials  when  there  nas  been 
any  abuse  of  discretion,  errors  In  refusing  to  or- 
der a  change  of  venne,  and  overruling  challenges 
to  jarors,  must  be  first  considered  on  a  motion 
for  a  new  trial  before  they  wUl  be  levlewed  oa 
appeaL 

Appeal  from  dlBtrlct  court,  RaTalll  eonnty; 
Frank  H.  Woody,  Judge. 

David  J.  Wbaley  was  convicted  of  grand 
larceny,  and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Marshall  &  Corbett,  Webster  &  Wood,  and 
Toole  &  Wallace,  for  appellant  H.  J.  Has- 
kell and  S.  L.  Knowles,  for  the  State. 

DB  WITT,  J.    This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
Judgment  convicting  the  defendant  ot  the 
crime  of  grand  laromy.   A  notice  of  motion 
for  new  trial  was  served  February  10,  1884, 
and  filed  Febmair  12,  1894.    Another  notice 
of  intention  to  move  for  new  trial  was  served 
June  1,  1884^  and  filed  on  the  same  day. 
Ntither  of  these  notices  of  Intention  stated 
partlcnlarly  the  errors  upon  which  the  party 
making  the  application  relied.    Cr.  Prac.  Act 
1887,  S  366:   State  V.  BtHiA.  15  Mont  14S,  88 
Pae.  074;  State  v.  Fry,  10  Mont  407,  25  Pae. 
1055.    It  Is  conceded  by  the  appellant's  coun- 
sel that  these  notices  do  not  contain  snch 
particular  speclflcatloa     Contemporaneously 
with  filing  the  second  notice  of  intention  to 
move  for  a  new  trial,  the  defendant  served 
and  filed  a  written  motion  for  new  trial. 
While  it  is  conceded  by  counsel  that  the  no- 
tices of  motion  are  insufficient  in  not  specify- 
ing the  particulars,  they  contend  with  great 
earnestness  that  the  motion  for  new  trial 
should  be  construed  to  be  a  notice  of  inten- 
tion to  move.    But  it  is  perfectly  apparent  to 
ns,  from  the  record,  that  this  motion  was  not 
intended  to  be  a  notice  of  motion,  for  the 
sufficient  reason  that  a  notice  of  motion  was 
filed  at  the  Same  time  that  the  motion  was. 
It  certainly  never  was  the  intention  of  coun- 
sel to  consider  their  motion  as  a  notice,  when 
In  fact  they  filed  an  independent  notice  upouj 
the  very  some  day.    We  cannot  distinguish 
this  case'  from  that  of  State  v.  Fry,  supra. 
In  13ie  last-named  case  the  defendant  gave 
a  notice  of  intention,  without  specifying  the 
particular  errors,  but  stating  that  the  motion 
was  to  be  made  upon  the  grounds  to  be  set 
forth  in  the  motion.     Afterwards  the  defend- 
ant served  and  filed  his  motion  for  new  trial, 
which  specified  every  error  that  was  relied 
upon  by  him.    The  motion  was  denied  by 
the  district  court  on  the  ground  that  no  no- 
tice had  been  served.    Page  408,  10  Mont, 
and  page  1056,  25  Pac.    After  citing  the  stat- 
ute (se<:tionB  355,  356^  Cr.  Prac.  Act),  the  su- 
preme court  In  the  Fry  Case,  said:    "The 


■tatnt«B  bare  deaUrnated  tbe  acts  whtA  an 
essential  to  the  notice  of  tbe  Intention  to 
move  for  s  new  trial.    The  court,  in  Burton 
V.  Todd.  68  OaL  485.  8  Pac.  S6S,  bac  said: 
'We  oondnde,  therefore,  (1)  that,  as  tbe  right 
to  move  for  a  new  trial  la  statutory,  it  must 
be  pnraued  In  tbe  manner  pointed  out  by  the 
■tatuteu'   Tbe  appellant  could  not  lawfully 
embody  In  bis  motion  for  a  new  trial  the  par- 
tlculan  which  should  be  stated  in  his  notice 
of  intention.    The  t^pellant  baa  not  filed  or 
■erved  a  props:  notice  of  his  intention  to 
move  for  a  new  trial,  and  the  Judgment  Is  af- 
firmed, and  will  be  executed  as  directed  in 
the  court  below."    It  haa  often  been  said  in 
other  decisions  in  this  court  that  appeals  are 
matters  ot  statutory   regulation,   and    that 
there  must  be  a  substantial  compliance  with 
the  statute  in  order  to  confer  jurisdlctiiMi  upon 
this  court    Gourtright  v.  Berklns,  2  Mont 
404;  Territory  v.  Hanna,  5  Mont  2^,  5  Pac. 
250;    State  T.   Glbbs,  10  Mont  210,  25  Pac. 
288;     State   v.    Northrup,    13    Mont   5S4,   35 
Pac.   228.    While  tile  facts  in  the   caae  of 
State  V.  Black  are  not  wholly  the  same  aa 
In  the  case  at  bar,  and  while  State  t.  Fry, 
above  cited,  is  more  direct  authority  on  the 
matter   now  before  us,  still  the  following  re- 
marks from  the  Black  Case  are  of  general 
application.    In  that  case  we  said:    "We  can 
see  only  two  courses  for  this  court  to  pursue 
In  this  case,— either  to  follow  the  statute,  and 
disregard    the    defendant's    objection,   now 
made  in  his  argument  for  tbe  first  time,  that 
the  Instruction  as  to  alibi  was  error,  or  to  dis- 
regard the  statute,  and  establish  a  rule  of 
practice   in   contravention   thereto.    But   as 
quoted  from  a  decision  in  the  learned  brief 
of  defendant's  counsel,  'Judex  est  custos  non 
condltor  Juris,  Judlcia  exercere  potnlt  facere 
leges  non  potest.'    And  in  the  case  at  bar  the 
law  is  as  we  have  quoted  It  from  the  statute; 
and  If  we  are  the  custodians,  and  not  the 
Cramers,  of  the  law,  there  Is  no  course  before 
us  but  to  follow  the  mandate  of  the  statute, 
and  to  bold  that  the  alleged  objectionable  In- 
struction is  not  now  a  subject  for  review." 
We  cannot  do  otherwise  than  follow  the  au- 
thority of  tbe  Fry  Case,  and  hold  that  the 
foundation  for  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  was 
not  laid,  owing  to  the  fact  that  a  proper  no- 
tice of  intention  was  not  served  and  filed. 

It  is  contended  that  there  is  a  stipulation 
made  between  counsel  which  cures  the  ab- 
sence of  a  proper  notice  of  intention.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  stipulation  does  not 
aid  the  appellant  for  the  reason  that  It  is 
simply  to  the  effect  that  tbe  bill  of  excep- 
tions and  papers  considered  by  the  court  and 
used  on  motion  for  new  trial,  be  settled,  al- 
lowed, and  considered  as  a  bill  of  exceptions 
on  appeal.  Whatever  effect  this  stipulation 
may  have,  it  cannot  be  greater  than  to  sim- 
ply present  to  this  court  what  the  district 
court  acted  upon,  and  cannot  In  any  way  be 
considered  as  a  waiver  of  the  absence  of  a 
notice  of  intention  to  move. 
Again,  It  is  contended  that  the  state's  at 

uigiiizea  oy  v^jw\^-i  i\_ 


°8S4 


PAdnO  BEPOBTBS,  ViA  41. 


(Mont 


tam«7  waived  the  notlm  of  Intention  to 
move,  aa  to  some  parts  o€  tbe  aame^  for  the 
reason  tliat  be  appeared  and  morcd  to  atrlke 
out  the  notice  and  tbe  motion  on  certain 
grounda.  It  la  contended  by  appdlaat  that 
the  motion  to  atrlke  out  was  directed  at  the 
notice  of  intention  only  aa  to  the  lint  four 
BubdlTlaions  of  section  864,  Gr.  Prac.  Act 
1887,  and  was  not  directed  at  the  three  last 
groonda  mentioned  in  said  section.  We  are 
of  <^i;rinlon  that  this  action  by  tbe  state's  at- 
torney was  not  a  waiver  of  the  absence  of 
a  sufficient  notice  As  said  In  Gregg  r.  Gar- 
rett, 13  Mont  13,  31  Pac.  721:  "The  defect 
taken  advantage  of  la  apparent  In  tbe  no- 
tice itself,  and  requires  no  other  matter  in- 
serted In  the  record  to  show  this  fact  This 
irregularity  In  presenting  the  motion,  with- 
out stipulation  or  other  action  amounting  to 
a  waiver  of  proper  notice,  may  have  been 
the  very  ground  upon  which  the  trial  court 
denied  the  motion.  White  v.  Superior  Court, 
72  Cal.  475, 14  Pa&  87;  Hayne,  New  Trial  & 
App.  H  14,  146.  And  we  think,  in  the  ab- 
sence of  anything  in  tbe  record  showing  a 
waiver,  the  objection  by  respondent  should  be 
sustained."  It  has  been  held,  on  settlement 
of  statements  on  motion  for  new  trial  or 
bills  of  exceptions,  that  when  a  party  comes 
in,  and  by  amendment  or  otherwise  assists 
in  making  up  the  record,  that  he  thereby 
waives  certain  defects,  unless  he  objects  to 
tbe  same,  and  makes  his  objection  part  of  the 
record.  Sweeney  v.  Railroad  Co.,  11  Mont 
34,  27  Pac.  347.  But  in  the  matter  before  us, 
as  above  noted,  the  defect  in  the  notice  Is 
perfectly  apparent  on  the  face  of  It  Tbe 
notice  of  intention  Informed  neither  the  coun- 
sel nor  tbe  court  of  the  particular  errors  re- 
lied  upon. 

Counsel  further  contends  that  If  this  court 
concludes  that  It  will  not  examine  the  mo- 
tion for  new  trial,  still  there  were  errors  up- 
on the  trial  which  may  be  reviewed  at  this 
time  without  any  motion  for  new  trial  made; 
He  cites  us  to  sections  394  and  404  of  the 
Criminal  Practice  Act  of  1887,  which  are  as 
follows: 

"Sec.  S&4.  An  appeal  to  tbe  supreme  court 
may  be  taken  by  the  defendant  as  a  matter 
of  right  from  any  Judgment  against  him, 
and,  upon  appeal,  any  decision  of  tbe  court 
or  intermediate  order,  made  in  the  progress 
of  tbe  case,  may  be  reviewed." 

"Sec.  404.  The  appellate  court  may  reverse; 
affirm  or  modify  the  Judgment  appealed 
from,  and  may.  If  necessary,  or  proper,  order 
a  new  trial.  In  either  case  tbe  cause  must 
be  remanded  to  the  court  below,  with  proper 
instructions  and  the  opinion  of  tbe  court 
within  the  time,  and  In  the  manner,  to  be 
prescribed  by  rule  of  court" 

It  is  true  that,  on  appeal  from  the  Judg- 
ment the  supr«ne  court.  In  reviewing  an 
intermediate  order  or  decision,  has  always 
held  that  an  order  denying  a  new  trial  was 
such  an  order,  and  the  same  was  reviewed 
on  appeal  from  the  Judgment    Bat  we  are 


of  opinion  that  It  !■  the  IntenUoa  of  tbs 
criminal  practice  act  that  tbe  errors  enumer- 
ated in  section  354  shall  be  called  to  the  atten- 
tion of  the  district  court  on  motion  tor  new 
trial,  and  that  that  court  shall  thereby  first 
have  an  opportunity  to  correct  Its  own  errors. 

Appellant's  counsel  now  claim  that  we 
should  review  the  alleged  error  of  tbe  district 
court  In  denying  tbe  motion  for  cliange  of 
venue,  and  the  alleged  error  In  overruling 
challenges  to  Jurors.  But  these  are.  mat- 
ten  which  we  think  the  district  court  should 
review  on  motion  for  new  trial.  It  has  long. 
If  not  alwaya,  been  the  pmctlce  in  this  state 
and  territory  that  such  errors  were  so  re- 
viewed first  by  the  district  court  and  tnat 
they  were  then  brought  to  the  supreme  court 
on  appeal  from  the  Judgment  and  thereby 
was  had  a  review  of  the  <wdffir  denying  tbe 
new  trial.  The  sixth  snbdivlsloD  of  sectian  854 
provides  that  a  new  trial  may  be  granted 
"when  the  court  has  either  admitted  iUegal, 
or  excluded  legal,  evideace;  or  there  has  been 
any  abuse  of  discretion  by  wbl^  the  party 
was  prevotted  from  having  a  fair  trial."  A 
party  Is  prevented  from  having  a  fair  trial 
if  the  district  court  abuses  its  discretloa  in 
denying  him  a  change  of  venae  on  the  ground 
of  tbe  existence  of  undue  Influence  of  the 
prosecutors,  or  prejudice  of  the  Inhabitants 
of  the  county  against  the  defendants.  These 
questions  which  the  district  court  passed  up- 
on in  denying  the  motion  for  change  of  venue 
were  purdy  questtoos  of  fact  The  court 
passed  upon  these  questions  as  they  were 
raised  by  affidavits.  Its  decision  was  a  mat- 
ter of  discretion.  If  it  were  abused.  It  oould 
be  reviewed  on  motion  for  new  trial. 

We  are  of  (pinion  that  the  same  prlndp 
pie  obtains  In  reviewing  the  action  of  the 
court  in  overruling  challenges  to  Jurors  In 
this  case.  The  challenges  were  interposed  on 
the  ground  of  the  Jurors  having  formed  and 
expressed  opinions  upon  the  guilt  or  Inno- 
cence of  the  defendant  These  were  ques- 
tions of  fkct  to  be  determined  by  the  district 
court  upon  examination.  The  court  was  the 
trior  of  this  question  of  fact  Gr.  Prac  Ad 
18S7,  {  288.  If  the  court  erred  In  determin- 
ing these  questions  of  fact  It  was  an  abuse 
of  discretion,  which  could  be  reviewed  on  a 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  under  Bubdivisloa  9 
of  section  354. 

As  this  record  Is  before  us,  we  ar«  con- 
strained to  affirm  the  Judgment  It  Is  one  of 
the  cases  which  is  affirmed  with  reluctance, 
for  the  reason  that  we  are  of  opinion  that 
there  were  errors  upon  the  trial  of  the  case 
which  prevented  the  defendant  from  having 
a  fair  trial,  and  which  should  have  been 
properly  presented  to  us  for  review.  We  dis- 
like to  animadvert  upon  the  preparation  of 
appeals  by  counsel,  but  the  ttict  Is  that  this 
record,  and  the  method  of  proceeding  to  bring 
this  case  before  this  court  Is  subject  to  the 
gravest  criticism.  If  errors  occur  In  the  trial 
of  a  criminal  case,  Involving  the  liberty  of  m 
dtlzen,  aa  long  as  the  statute  gives  him  tha 
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right  of  appeal  by  conforming  to  tt«  provi- 
sions It  la  a  great  mtofortune  that  snch  a  de- 
fendant should  be  deprived  of  a  hearing  by 
lessoD  of  neglect  to  properly  present  bis 
case.  These  are  matters,  however,  which  we 
can  regret,  but  not  remedy.  The  defendant's 
only  recourse  now  la  to  another  department 
of  the  government,  to  which  department  we 
commend  a  consideration  of  the  case.  The 
appeal  must  be  dismissed,  which  Is  an  affirm- 
ance of  the  jndgment  (State  v.  Biesman,  12 
Mont- 11,  29  Pac  634),  and  the  same  Is  accord- 
ingly affirmed. 

PBMBERTON,  0.  J.,  and  HUNT,  J.,  con- 
«ur.  ^^^^ 

a<  Mont.  580) 

8TATB  T.  WHALBT.     (Ne.  663.) 
(Supreme  C!oart  of  Montena.     Sept.  30,  18»S.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  BayalU  connty; 
Frank  H.  Woody,  Judge. 

Clement  P.  Whaley  wa»  convicted  of  larceny, 
and  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Marahall  &  Corbett,  Webster  Sc  Wood,  and 
Toole  &  Wallace,  for  appellant  H.  J.  Has- 
kell and  B.  L.  Knowles,  for  the  State. 

PER  OTTRIAM.  This  is  an  appeal  by  the 
defendant  from  a  judgment  convicting  him  of 
the  crime  of  grand  larceny.  As  stated  by  ap- 
nelUnf  s  counsel,  precisely  the  same  questions 
of  procedure  are  involved  in  this  case  as  In  tne 
ease  of  SUte  v.  Whaley  (just  decided)  41  Pac. 
852.  Therefore,  on  the  authority  of  the  last- 
mentioned  case,  the  judgment  «f  the  district 
court  is  afSrmed. 

(16  Mont,  tn) 

8TATB  T.  WHAIiBT.   (wo.  662.) 

(Supreme  0>nrt  of  Montana.     Sept.  30,  1895.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Ravalli  county; 
Frank  H.  Woody.  .Tudge.  .     «  . 

Matthew  L.  Whaley  was  convicted  of  lar- 
ceny, and  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Marshall  &  (Jorbett,  Webster  ft  Wood,  and 
Toole  ft  Wallace,  for  appellant.  H.  J.  Has- 
kell and  B.  L.  Knowlea,  for  the  SUte. 

PBR  (TDRIAM.  This  is  an  appeal  by  the  de- 
fendant from  a  judgment  convictmg  him  of  the 
crime  of  grand  larceny.  As  stated  by  appe^ 
lant's  counsel,  precisely  the  same  questions  of 
procedure  are  inTolved  in  this  case  as  in  the 
case  of  State  v.  Whaley  (just  decided)  41  Paa 
862.  Therefore,  on  the  authority  of  the  last- 
mentioned  case,  the  judgment  of  the  district 
court  is  affirmed. 

O0»  Cal.  160) 

BATES  V.  CORONADO  BBACJH  (X>.     (No. 

(Supreme  Court  of  OaUfomla.     Sept  23,  1896.) 

COBrORAnONS — CoXTRAOTS — PAimSBSEIP  AeKS»- 

MBNT— Ultra  Virss. 
1.  A  finding  that  plaintiff  and  defendant 
entered  into  a  contract  to  deal  in  lands,  and  di- 
vide the  profits  and  losses,  is  not  overcome  by 
evidence  that  defendant's  agents  refused  to 
have  it  reduced  to  writing  till  he  obtained  a  cer- 
tain release,  it  not  being  one  of  the  terms  of 
the  contract  that  it  should  be  reduced  to  writ- 
ing, and  plaintiff  having  paid  to  defendant  his 
contribution  to  the  venture,  and  transferred 
land  to  the  person  designated  by  defendant, 
•nd  defendant  having  used  the  money  to  dis- 
charge obligations  on  the  land,  and  afterwards 
disposed  of  the  land. 


2.  It  Is  not  ultra  vfces  hft  a  corpora^ on  to 
enter  Into  a  contract  with  an  individual  to  en- 
gage in  a  certain  venture,  profits  and  losses  te 
be  divided  equaUy  among  them,  where  aU  ths 
management  of  the  enterprise  Is  intrusted  to 
the  corporation.  _^  .  

8.  The  entering  Into  a  contract  by  a  ew- 
poration,  within  the  apparent  scope  of  iM  busi- 
ness, is  a  determination  on  its  part,  concHMlve 
against  it,  that  the  contract  was  essential, 
within  Oiv.  Code.  {  354,  empowering  a  corpora- 
tion to  enter  into  contracts  essential  to  the 
transaction  of  its  ordinary  affairs. 

4.  Though  plaintiff,  in  entering  into  a  part- 
nership agreement  with  defendant,  violated  his 
obligations  to  a  tWrd  person,  defendant  can- 
not for  this  reason  avoid  liability  for  its  «i  are 
of  the  losses,  the  contract  having  been  fully 
executed  without  objection  of  snch  third  per- 
son. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Diego  county;  George  Puterbangh, 
Jndgei 

Action  by  Frank  B.  Bates  against  the  Cor- 
onado  Beach  Omipany  for  an  accounting  on 
a  partnership  agreement.  Judgment  for 
plaintiff.    Defendant  appeals.    Aflirmed. 

Gibson  ft  Titus,  for  appellant  O.  L.  Bar- 
ber and  0)nklln  ft  Hughes,  for  respondent: 

HARRISON,  J.  The  facts  upon  which  the 
plaintiff  seeks  to  recover  are  stated  In  the 
opinion  upon  the  former  appeal  herein. 
Bates  T.  Babcock,  95  Cal.  479,  30  Pac.  605. 
Upon  a  retrial  of  the  cause  after  It  had  been 
remanded,  a  nonsuit  was  granted  as  to  the 
defendant  Babcock,  and  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  and  against 
the  appellant  The  court  found  that  the 
plaintiff  and  the  appellant  entered  into  a 
contract  February  23,  1888,  by  which  It  was 
agreed  that  they  should  purchase  certain 
lands  and  other  property  from  the  MUlers, 
sell  the  same,  pay  certain  debts  and  incum- 
brances thereon,  and  divide  the  profits  and 
losses  arising  therefrom  equally  between 
them.  This  was  the  main  issue  upon  the 
trial  In  the  superior  court;  and,  as  the  evi- 
dence on  behalf  of  the  plaintiff  was  ample 
to  sustain  the  finding,  the  conclusion  of  the 
court  must  be  accepted  as  detwmlnatlv*  of 
the  Issue.  The  concluirion  of  the  court  Is  not 
overcome  by  the  evidence  to  the  effect  that 
Babcock,  who  acted  In  behalf  of  the  appel- 
lant, refused  to  have  the  contract  put  In 
writing  nntl!  the  plaintiff  should  obtain  ■ 
certain  release  ftom  the  MUlers.  It  was  not 
one  of  the  term*  of  the  contract  between  the 
plaintiff  and  the  appellant  that  It  should  be 
reduced  to  writing  and  signed  by  them;  but 
after  they  had  made  the  contract  and  agreed 
upon  Its  terms,  Slaughter,  an  attorney,  who 
was  present  at  the  negotiation  offered  to  put 
It  in  writing,  but  Babcock  replied  that  he  did 
not  want  a  written  contract  at  that  time. 
Both  of  the  parties  to  the  agreement  Imme- 
diately entered  upon  Its  perfbrmance,  and 
carried  It  out  according  to  Its  terms.  The 
plaintiff  gave  to  the  defendant  the  |15,000 
which  was  his  contribution  to  the  venture, 
and  transferred  the  title  to  the  land  then 
held  by  him  to  the  person  designated  by  the 
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defendant;  and  the  defendant  disposed  of 
the  money  In  discharging  obligations  upon 
the  land,  and  afterwards  disposed  of  the 
land.  Under  these  circumstances,  it  cannot 
be  held  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the  i>ar- 
tles  that  the  agreement  should  not  be  op- 
erative until  It  had  been  reduced  to  writing, 
or  that  the  omissioD  to  have  it  formally  exe- 
cuted deprived  the  plaintitf  of  the  rights  ac- 
quired thereby. 

The  court  was  Justified  la  finding  that  Bab- 
cock  was  authorized  to  make  the  contract  on 
behalf  of  the  appellant  It  was  alleged  In 
the  complaint,  and  not  denied,  that  Babcock 
was  the  president  and  general  manager  of 
the  appellant  corporation;  and  It  fully  ap- 
peared from  the  evidence  that  he  had  assum- 
ed the  management  and  control  of  the  gen- 
eral business  of  the  appellant  with  full 
knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  its  oflScers, 
and  that  at  a  meeting  of  its  stockholders, 
held  subsequent  to  the  making  of  this  con- 
tract, all  of  his  acts  were  i-atlfied  and  con- 
firmed by  them.  Irrespective  of  the  estoppel 
upon  the  appellant  arising  from  the  advan- 
tage derived  by  it  from  the  full  performance 
of  the  contract  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff, 
these  facts  make  the  acts  of  Babcock  in  en- 
tering into  the  contract  binding  upon  the  ap- 
pellant. Crowley  v.  Mining  Co.,  55  Cal.  273; 
McKlernan  v.  Lenzen,  56  Cal.  01;  Seeley  v. 
Lumber  Co.,  59  Cal.  22. 

It  was  not  ultra  vires  for  the  appellant  to 
enter  Into  the  agreement  with  the  plaintiff. 
The  power  of  a  corporation  to  enter  Into  a 
general  partnership  with  an  individual  or 
with  another  corporation  is  not  here  Involved. 
The  ground  upon  which  this  power  Is  some- 
times denied  is  that  a  partnership  implies 
the  power  of  each  partner,  under  his  authori- 
ty as  a  general  agent  for  all  the  purposes  of 
the  partnership,  to  bind  the  others  by  his  in- 
dividual acts,  whereas  tlie  statutes  under 
which  a  corporation  exists  requh-e  its  pow- 
ers to  be  exercised  by  a  board  of  directors, 
and  preclude  It  from  becoming  bound  by  the 
act  of  the  one  who  may  be  only  its  partner. 
There  Is,  however,  in  the  present  case,  no 
question  of  agency  in  the  management  of 
the  affairs  of  the  corporation.  The  plaintiff 
paid  the  money  to  the  appellant,  and  trans- 
ferred to  its  appointee  the  title  to  the  land, 
BO  tliat  the  entire  management  of  the  business 
contemplated  by  the  contract  was  intrusted 
to  the  corporation  itself.  There  Is  no  rule  of 
law  that  will  preclude  a  corporation  from  en- 
tering into  a  contract  with  an  individual 
which  will  have  the  effect  to  carry  out  di- 
rectly or  Indirectly  the  object  of  its  incor- 
poration, and  to  provide  in  that  agreement 
that  the  gains  or  losses  of  the  venture  shall 
be  borne  equally  by  both  parties.  Section  354 
of  the  Civil  Code  provides:  "Jivery  corjiora- 
tlon,  as  such,  has  the  power:  •  •  •  (8)  To 
enter  into  any  obligations  or  contracts  es- 
sential to  the  transaction  of  its  ordinary  af- 
fairs, oc  for  the  purposes  of  the  corporation." 


Whether  a  eoatract  to  "essential"  to  the 
transaction  of  its  ordinary  affairs,  or  for  the 
purpoees  of  the  Gorp<»«tioii,  is  to  be  deter- 
mined by  the  corporation  or  tboee  to  whom 
the  management  ot  its  affairs  is  intrusted. 
If  it  Is  within  the  apparent  scope  of  its  or- 
ganization, the  fact  that  the  contract  has 
been  entered  into  by  it,  or  by  ita  represent- 
ative, is  a  determination  on  the  part  of  the 
corporation  that  it  is  eesendal,  and  the  cor- 
poration will  not  be  permitted  th^eafter  to 
questloo  its  effect  The  appellant  was  in- 
corporated for  the  purpose,  among  others,  of 
selling  or  otherwise  disposing  of  the  lands 
upon  Coronado  Beach,  In  blocks  or  lots.  It 
had  conveyed  the  lots  in  question  to  the 
Millers,  and  held  mortgages  thereon  to  a 
large  amount.  The  property  was  incumber- 
ed with  other  liens.  There  was  a  possibility 
that  insolvency  proceedings  would  be  ctrni- 
menced,  either  by  or  against  the  Millers,  by 
which  the  securities  held  by  the  appellant 
would  be  Impaired.  The  real-estate  market 
was  Inactive,  and,  as  was  soon  ascertained, 
was  in  a  falling  coudition.  Creditors  were 
pressing  their  claims  against  some  of  the 
property,  and  the  appellant  was  anxious  to 
liave  the  property  disposed  of,  In  order  that 
it  might  be  freed  from  these  obligations. 
Under  these  circumstances,  It  must  be  held 
that  the  contract  was  not  only  within  the 
scope  of  its  orgranlzatlon,  and  essential  to 
the  transaction  of  its  ordinary  affairs,  but 
that  It  was  a  prudent  step  on  the  part  of  the 
appellant  fm*  preserving  the  value  of  the  se- 
curities which  it  bad  taken  upon  its  sale  of 
the  lands. 

The  relation  existing  between  the  plaintiff 
and  the  Jlillers  at  the  time  of  entering  into 
the  agreement  cannot  be  made  by  the  ap- 
pellant a  ground  for  repudiating  its  contract 
with  the  plaintiff.  If  it  be  assumed  that  in 
making  the  contract  with  the  appellant  the 
plaintiff  violated  his  oblisntlon  to  the  Millers, 
that  was  a  matto:  for  which  he  waa  liable 
to  them  alone,  and  from  which  he  could  be 
relea.scd  by  them.  After  the  contract  be- 
tween the  plaintiff  and  the  appellant  has 
been  fully  executed,  without  any  objection 
on  the  part  of  the  Millers,  the  appellant  can- 
not all^e  the  possibility  of  an  objection  on 
their  part  as  a  defease  to  its  liaUlity  for  its 
share  of  the  losses,  any  more  than  it  could 
have  alleged  such  matter  as  a  defense  to  the 
plaintiff's  claim  for  his  share  of  the  profits, 
if  there  had  been  any  profits  realized  from 
the  venture. 

Several  rulings  of  the  court  during  the 
progress  of  the  trial  are  assigned  as  error,  but 
none  of  them  seem  entitled  to  any  extended 
consideration,  nor  could  a  different  ruling 
upon  the  respective  matters  have  changed 
the  conclusion  of  the  court  The  Judgment 
and  order  are  affirmed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTB,  J.;  VAN  PLEBT, 
J. 
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OABBEmiNO  r.  KOBBRTS.     (No.  18,326.) 
(Supreme  Conrt  of  Oalifornla.     Sept.  12, 1905.) 

COSTKACT  TO  CoKVeT  liAND — BRBACH. 

A  conTeyance  of  land  to  a  third  person 
by  one  bonnd  by  an  exeoatory  contract  to  eoa- 
Tey  it  to  another  at  a  future  date  ia  not  a 
breach  of  such  contract,  and  does  not  entitle 
such  other  to  treat  the  contract  as  abandoned 
before  the  time  of  performance  arriTea. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  snperior  court, 
Fresno  county;  J.  R.  Webb,  3\i6ge.  , 

Action  by'O.  B.  Garberino  against  James 
Roberts  for  breach  of  contract  to  convey 
land.  From  a  Jndgment  for  defendant, 
plaintiff  appeals.    Affirmed. 

W.  D.  Grady  and  James  Gallagher,  for  ap- 
pellant   Frank  H.  Sbart,  tor  respondent 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  A  general  demurrer  was 
sustained  to  the  complaint,  and,  plalntllf 
electing  not  to  amend.  Judgment  waB  entered 
dismlsslnx  bis  action,  from  wbicb  he  ap- 
peals. 

The  action  was  to  recover  back  the  first 
Installment  paid  under  an  executory  con- 
tract for  the  sale  of  land,  and  damages  for 
the  breach  of  said  contract  by  defendant 
The  material  ar^rm^its  of  the  complaint  are 
that  plaiutltr  and  defendant  on  the  0th  day 
of  November,  1891,  entered  into  a  contract, 
whereby.  In  consideration  of  the  payment  by 
plfLlntur  of  |200  down  and  |400  to  be  paid  In 
one  and  two  years  thereafter,  with  interest, 
defendant  sold  and  ugnei  to  convey  to 
plAlntlfF  a  certain  lot  In  the  town  of  Fresno. 
'Fbat  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
contract  defendant  was  the  owner  of  the  ti- 
tle In  fee  of  the  lot  to  be  conveyed,  but 
thereafter,  on  the  25th  day  of  January,  1892, 
and  before  the  date  at  which  said  contract 
was  to  be  performed,  defendant  without  the 
knowledge  and  against  the  will  and  consent 
of  the  plaintiff,  conveyed  the  said  lot  by 
inimt  to  a  third  party;  and  did  thereby,  as 
it  Is  alleged,  "place  without  and  beyond  his, 
the  said  def«idant*8,  power  the  fulfillment 
and  performance  of  the  covenants,  condi- 
tions, and  agreements  on  his  part  to  be  ob- 
served and  performed,"  t>y  reason  of  which 
plaintiff  "elects  to  rescind  said  agreement." 
The  ouly  question,  of  course,  is  whether  the 
complaint  states  a  cause  of  action,  and  this 
question  depends  upon  the  further  one 
whether  the  facts  plead  show  a  breach  of 
the  alleged  contract  of  sale  by  defendant. 
The  sole  ground  relied  upon  as  constituting 
•uch  breach  is  the  conveyance  of  the  lot  by 
the  defendant  to  a  third  party  pending  his 
contract  with  the  plnlntiff  to  convey  to  the 
latter,  the  plalntiri's  contention  being  that 
tbe  defendant  by  conveying  away  his  title, 
put  It  absolut^  without  his  power  to  fulfill 
his  contract  with  plaintiff,  and  thereby  gave 
plaintiff  an  Immediate  right  of  action  for  re- 
sclMlon.  There  la  no  question  but  that 
where  a  party,  having  contracted  to  do  a 
tbinc  upon  a  given  day,  before  the  day  of 


penfonDAnoe  arrive*  repudiates  his  contract, 
or  voluntarily  puts  it  out  of  his  power  to 
perform,  the  other  party  to  the  contract  may 
treat  It  aa  rescinded,  and  bring  his  action 
for  the  ;;reach  Immediately  and  without 
awaiting  :he  stipulated  day.  But  tbe  ques- 
tion here  la  whether  the  mere  fact  that  d» 
fendant  conveyed  the  lot  under  tbe  circumr 
stances  alleged  had  the  effect  to  put  It  wltlv- 
out  bis  power  to  perform  at  tbe  future  date 
agreed  upon,  since  It  is  not  alleged  that  de- 
fendant has  repudiated  his  contract  or  re- 
fused to  carry  It  out  unless  the  fact  of  con- 
veying the  lot  to  another  Is  the  legal  equiva- 
lent of  such  repudiation.  In  Joyce  v.  Shar 
fer,  07  CaL  335,  32  Pac.  320,— a  case  of  pre- 
cisely the  same  character  as  the  present— It 
was  held  that  the  conveyance  by  tbe  vendor 
of  tbe  land  contracted  for  to  a  third  party 
before  the  time  for  performance  of  tbe  con- 
tract of  sale  is  not  a  breach  of  that  con- 
tract and  does  not  entitle  the  purchaser  to 
treat  the  contract  as  abandoned  or  rescinded 
before  the  time  of  performance  arrives. 
"One  may  sell  land,"  say  the  court  in  that 
case,  "which  he  does  not  own,  and  yet  be 
able,  when  the  time  of  performance  ar- 
rives, to  furnish  a  good  title.  In  the  mean- 
time the  purchaser  would  not  be  at  liberty 
to  disaffirm  the  contract  on  the  ground  that 
then  the  vendor  was  unable  to  make  a  good 
title.  It  would  be  Incumbent  upon  him  to 
offer  to  perform,  or  to  show  that  at  the  time 
of  performance  the  vendor  could  not  furnish 
the  title."  And  in  Shively  v.  Water  Co..  »9 
Cal.  259,  .33  Pac.  848,— another  action  of  like 
character  and  purpose,— it  is  said:  "Reacis- 
slMi  or  abandonment  of  the  contract  by  de- 
fendant gives  plaintiff  his  cause  of  action, 
but  a  transfer  of  the  land  to  third  parties  of 
Itself  does  not  constitute  such  abandonment 
or  rescission.  It  does  not  necessarily  follow 
fnmn  such  transfer  that  defendant  has 
placed  It  out  of  his  iwwer  to  comply  with 
the  terms  of  tbe  contract  Such  transfer 
creates  no  breach  of  the  contract  Non  con- 
stat but  plaintiff's  rights  were  expressly  re- 
served by  its  terms.  Defendant,  as  yet  has 
not  defaulted,  and  might  not  suffer  default 
when  the  balance  of  the  purchase  price  was 
tendered  and  a  deed  demanded;  and  tbe 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover  the  money 
paid  until  he  shows  the  default  of  the  de- 
fendant This  question  was  directly  pre- 
sented In  Joyce  v.  Shafer,  97  Cal.  335,  32 
Pac.  320,  and  it  was  there  held  that  a  con- 
veyance by  the  vendor  was  not  a  breach  of 
tbe  contract,  and  a  demurrer  was  sustained 
to  the  complaint  for  that  reason.  We  are 
entirely  satisfied  with  the  principle  laid 
down  in  that  case." 

Tbe  facts  alleged  in  the  case  at  bar  make 
a  case  not  distinguishable  In  principle  from 
tbe  foregoing.  It  Is  true  that  la  this  case 
the  plaintiff  alleges  that  the  act  of  the  de- 
fendant in  conveying  the  lot  put  it  abso- 
lutely out  of  his  power  to  perform  his  con- 
tract but  that  la  a  m«w  legal  conclusion, 
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drawn  from  tbe  antecedent  facts,  and  In  no 
way  strengthens  or  adds  to  tbe  facts  npon 
wblch  It  to  predicated,  and  which  we  have 
seen  do  not  warrant  such  conclusion.  Nor 
does  the  fact  that  In  both  Joyce  v.  Shafer  and 
In  Shlvely  t.  Water  Co.,  supra,  the  plaintiff 
himself  was  in  default  in  his  payment  for 
the  land  essentially  distinguish  those  cases 
from  the  one  at  bar  as  to  the  point  here  In- 
volved. Although  the  plaintiff  here  Is  not 
himself  In  default,  he  cannot  recover  unless 
he  shows  a  state  of  facts  putting  the  de- 
fendant In  default;  and  this  the  facts  al- 
leged do  not  do.  Plaintiff  treated  the  de- 
fendant's conveyance  as  a  rescission  of  the 
contract,  and  brought  his  action  at  once, 
without  waiting  for  the  day  of  perform- 
ance provided,  whereas.  In  order  to  put  de- 
fendant In  the  wrong,  it  was  Incumbent 
upon  him  to  await  the  time  of  performance 
provided  in  his  contract,  and  thereupon 
malce  his  tender  of  performance  and  demand 
his  deed.  We  think  the  demurrer  was  prop- 
erly sustained,  and  the  judgment  is  affirmed. 

We  concur:    HARRISON,  J.;  GAEOUTTB, 
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WELLS  v.  SNOW  et  *1.     (No.  18,419.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  20, 1805.) 

NoNSOiT— Review  or  Evibexce— New  Trial. 

1.  Where  there  is  evidence  to  sustain  a  ma- 
terial issue  for  plaintiff,  a  motion  for  a  non- 
suit is  properly  denied. 

2.  A  finding  of  fact  by  the  court  will  not  be 
disturbed  where  there  is  a  substantial  conflict 
in  the  evidence. 

S.  Newly-discovered  evidence,  merely  cumu- 
lative in  character,  is  not  ground  for  a  new  trial. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Fresno  county; 
J.  R.  Webb.  Jud^e. 

Action  by  B.  C.  Wells  against  W.  N.  Snow 
and  another.  From  a  judgment  for  plaintiff, 
and  an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  defendants 
appeal.    Affirmed. 

6.  C.  Freeman  and  F.  H.  Short,  for  appel- 
lants.   George  B.  Graham,  for  respondent. 

SEARLS,  C.  This  action  Is  brought  to  re 
cover  $400,  for  so  much  money  alleged  to 
have  been  had  and  received  by  the  defend- 
ants for  the  use  of  plaintiff.  Plaintiff  had 
judgment  for  $350,  Interest,  and  costs,  from 
which  judgment,  and  from  an  order  denying 
their  motion  for  a  new  trial,  defendants  ap- 
peal. On  the  2d  day  of  September,  1S92, 
W.  N.  Snow  and  Mrs.  W.  N.  Snow,  his  wife, 
as  parties  of  the  first  part,  entered  into  a 
written  agieement  with  B.  C.  Wells,  the 
plaintiff  and  respondent  herein,  by  the  terms 
of  which,  in  consideration  of  $13,000,  they 
agreed  to  sell  to  said  Wells  a  certain  tract 
of  land  and  certain  personal  property  there- 
on situate,  in  Fresno  county,  Cal.,  payments 
to  be  made  by  said  Wells  as  follows:  $400 
down,  the  receipt  of  which  is  acknowledged; 


$4,000  on  or  before  January  1,  1808,— posses- 
sion to  be  given  to  Wells  upon  said  payment 
of  $4,000.  The  residue  of  the  payments  were 
to  be  made  as  follows:  $2,G00,  January  1, 
1894;  $3,000,  January  1,  1895,  and  $3,000  <n 
January  1,  1890,— with  interest  on  all  de^ 
ferred  payments,  except  that  of  January  1. 
1893,  at  8  per  cent  per  annum.  B.  C.  Wells 
failed  to  pay  the  sum  of  $4,000  <m  the  1st  of 
January,  1893,  and  has  never  paid  or  offered 
to  pay  any  portion  of  the  purchase  price  of 
the  land  except  said  sum  of  $400  paid  at  the 
date  of  the  contract 

This  action  Is  brought  upon  the  theory  that 
the  contract  was  rescinded  by  agreement  of 
the  parties,  and  hence  that  the  action  will  lie 
against  defendants  for  money  had  and  re- 
ceived by  them  for  the  use  of  plaintiff.  TTie 
answer  denied  all  the  allegations  of  the  com- 
plaint; set  up  the  agreement  to  convey,  the 
failure  of  plaintiff  to  make  payment  or  to 
comply  with  the  terms  of  the  contract,  and 
averred  their  willingness  and  readiness  to 
comply  with  all  the  terms  and  conditions 
thereof;  set  up  a  counterclaim  for  $400  em 
account  of  goods,  wares,  and  merchandise 
sold  and  delivered  to  plaintiff  by  the  defend- 
ants; and,  by  way  of  cross  complaint,  set 
out  the  contract  averred  the  breach  thereof 
by  plaintiff,  averred  their  readiness  to  com- 
ply, and  averred  damages  in  the  sum  of  $2,- 
000,  etc.  The  cause  was  tried  before  the 
court  without  the  intervention  of  a  Jury.  At 
the  trial  the  only  question  of  any  imiwrtance 
litigated  related  to  the  issue  of  the  rescissicm 
of  the  contract;  and,  upon  the  close  of  plain- 
tiff's testimony,  defendants  moved  for  a  judg- 
ment of  nonsuit  which  was  denied,  and  the 
ruling  Is  assigned  as  error. 

There  is  no  claim  of  the  failure  of  title^  of 
fraud  or  mistake,  or  any  other  cause  enti- 
tling plaintiff  without  the  concurrence  of  de- 
fendants to  rescind  the  contract  That  the 
plaintiff  was  unable  to  make  and  failed  to 
make  the  payment  of  $4,000  due  In  January, 
1893,  Is  admitted  by  all  the  tesUmony,  and 
that  the  defendants  were  in  no  wise  in  de- 
fault Is  equally  clear.  The  whole  case,  there- 
fore, turns  upon  the  question  as  to  whether 
or  not  there  was  on  agreement  or  consent 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants  that  the  con- 
tract should  be  rescinded.  The  finding  of 
the  court  is  "that  on  the  2d  day  of  January, 
1893,  said  plaintiff  and  said  defendants  did 
mutually  agree  to  abandon  and  rescind  said 
contract  and  all  of  said  parties  have  from 
hence  hitherto  treated  said  contract  as  aban- 
doned and  rescinded;  but  said  $400,  nor  any 
part  thereof,  has  ever  been  returned  or  re- 
paid to  plaintiff  by  said  defendants  or  any 
other  person."  There  was  some  evidence  on 
the  part  of  plaintiff  going  to  sustain  the  issue 
as  to  rescission  of  the  contract  The  motion 
for  a  nonsuit  was  therefore  proiterly  denied. 

The  evidence,  taken  as  a  whole,  upon  the 
question  of  resclssicm,  is  not  altogether  sat- 
isfactory; but  as  it  Involved  a  substantial 
conflict  we  are  not  at  liberty  to  interfere 
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with  tbe  action  of  the  court  bdow  by  setttngr 
aside  the  finding. 

The  newIy-diBcovered  evidence,  aa  disclosed 
by  the  affidavit  of  L.  B.  Walker,  is  contra- 
dicted by  tbe  affidavit  of  the  plaintiff,  and.  If 
not  so  contradicted,  is  cumulative  to  tbe  tes- 
timony adduced  at  tbe  trial,  and  hence  does 
not  call  for  a  reversaL 

The  Judgment  and  order  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    BEILGHER,  C;   HATNBS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der api>ealed  from  are  affirmed. 
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BREMNER  v.  LEAVITT  et  al.     (No.  18,427.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  17, 1805.) 

ACCODKTINe  BX    PaBTNBBSHIP  — PLBADUia— DB- 

UURKER. 

1.  A  complaint  in  an  action  for  a  partner- 
Rhip  accounting,  allegring  the  nonpayment  to 
the  plaintiff  of  !(1,(X)0  wbich  it  was  agreed  the 
firm  shoulj  pay  him,  profits  made  by  defendants 
by  devoting,  in  yiolatioa  of  their  agreement,  a 
large  part  of  their  time  to  otlier  business,  and 
the  consequent  loss  to  the  firm,  money  and 
property  advanced  by  plaintifi  personally  for 
use  of  the  firm  for  which  he  has  not  been  reim- 
bursed, states  a  single  cause  of  action. 

2.  Immaterial  matter  alleged  in  a  plead- 
ing cannot  be  reached  by  demnrrer. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  Superior 
court,  Lassen  county;   W.  T.  Masten,  Judge. 

Action  by  C.  T.  Bremner  against  B.  H. 
Leavltt,  William  Bremner,  and  V.  B.  Wood- 
son for  an  accounting  and  winding  up  of  a 
copartnership.  From  a  Judgment  for  de- 
fendants, plalntlfF  appeals.    Reversed. 

Spencer  &  Raker,  for  appellant.  F.  C. 
Spencer,  Goodwin  &  Goodwin,  and  Shlnn  & 
Shlnn,  for  respondents. 

VAN  FLEET,  3.  Defendants  Bremner 
and  Woodson  demurred  to  the  complaint, 
and  tbelr  demurrers  were  sustained.  Plain- 
tiff refused  to  amend,  and  a  Judgment  of 
dismissal  was  entered  against  him,  from 
which  he  appeals. 

Tbe  demurrers  were  improperly  sustained. 
The  action  is  tor  an  accounting  and  winding 
np  of  tbe  affairs  of  a  copartnership.  The 
demurrers  were  upon  several  grounds,  but 
tbe  only  ones  that  seemed  to  be  insisted  up- 
on are  that  tbe  complaint  is  uncertain;  that 
several  causes  of  action  ai«  improperly  unit- 
ed; and  that  the  complaint  contains  several 
causes  of  action,  not  separately  stated;  and 
It  was  upon  the  latter  ground,  as  evidenced 
by  tbe  order  of  tbe  court  below,  that  the 
complaint  was  held  bad.  But  the  complaint 
la  not  amenable  to  either  of  the  objections 
made.  In  onr  Judgment,  It  states  but  one 
cause  of  action,  and  Is  free  from  uncertain- 
ty. It  states  various  different  matters  and 
tnuasactlons  between  the  several  members 
of  the  partnership  as  to  which  an  accounting 


la  asked,  but  they  are  all  matters  relating 
to  and  growing  out  of  the  partnership  rela- 
tion of  tbe  parties,  and,  taken  together,  con- 
stitute but  a  single  cause  of  action.  While 
they  are  separate  and  Indep^ident  matters 
In  the  soise  that  they  are  varied  and  dif- 
ferent In  character,  they  are  not  separate 
causes  of  action,  but  Integral  parts  of  one 
and  the  same  cause.  Respondents  have 
very  evidently  fallen  Into  ctMifnslon  as  to 
what  constitutes  a  separate  cause  of  ac- 
tion in  such  a  case.  It  is  alleged,  for  in- 
stance, among  other  matters  for  which  an 
accounting  Is  prayed,  that  at  the  time  of 
the  formation  of  the  partnership  it  was 
agreed  that  tbe  firm  should  pay  to  plaintiff 
the  sum  of  |1,000,  with  interest,  etc.,  which 
has  not  been  paid;  that  tbe  defendants  Lea- 
vltt &  Woodson  have  failed  to  devote  their 
time  and  services  to  said  partnership  busi- 
ness as  agreed,  by  reason  of  which  the  busi- 
ness of  said  partnership  has  suffered  loss 
and  damage,  and  that  said  defendants  have 
devoted  all  their  time  and  energies  to  other 
enterprises,  in  which  they  have  made  large 
profits,  for  which  they  should  be  required  to 
account  to  said  partnership;  that  plaintiff 
has  personally  paid  debts  of  said  partner- 
ship, for  which  he  has  not  been  reimbursed; 
and  that  he  has  furnished  personal  property 
to  said  partnership,  for  whlcb  he  has  not 
been  paid.  These  matters,  and  others  of  a 
like  nature,  are  regarded  and  characterized 
by  respondents  as  "a  complete  Jumble  of 
causes  of  action."  It  is  perfectly  obvious 
that  they  do  not  constitute  separate  and 
distinct  causes  of  action.  They  are  proper 
matters  to  be  alleged  as  grounds  for  an  ac- 
counting between  the  partners,  but  they  are 
all  parts  of  the  same  general  subject-matter, 
and  constitute  but  one  general  cause  of  com- 
plaint. It  was  perfectly  competent  for  the 
partnership  to  assume  and  promise  to  pay  t« 
plaintiff  tbe  Indebtedness  of  a  thousand  dol- 
lars, alleged,  and  In  that  event  It  became 
an  obligation  of  the  partnership,  for  which 
plaintiff  Is  entitled  to  an  accounting.  Her- 
man V.  Paris,  81  Cal.  626,  22  Pac.  971.  The 
Code  provides  that  a  general  partner,  who 
agrees  to  give  his  personal  attention  to  the 
business  of  the  partnership,  may  not  engage 
in  a  business  which  gives  him  an  Interest 
adverse  to  that  of  the  partnership,  or  pre- 
vents him  from  giving  to  the  business  of  the 
partnership  the  degree  of  attention  which 
would  be  advantageous  to  it,  and  that  a 
partner  violating  this  obligation  may  be  call- 
ed ui>on  to  account  to  the  partnership  tot 
the  profits  of  such  adverse  business.  GIv. 
CJode,  Si  2435-2438.  It  was,  therefore,  prop- 
er for  plaintiff  to  allege  the  violation  by  de- 
fendants of  their  obligations  In  this  regard 
as  one  of  the  grounds  of  his  action,  and 
upon  which  he  desired  an  accounting;  and 
the  fact  that  the  breach  of  this  obligation 
by  the  defendants  resulted  in  damages  to 
the  plaintiff  does  not  constitute  It  a  sep- 
arate cause  of  action  at  law  for  damagea, 
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as  contended  by  respondents.  Such  dam- 
ages are  bat  an  incident  of  the  general  canse 
of  action  assigned.  Partners  cannot  sne  one 
another  at  law  f<»'  any  breach  of  the  duties 
or  obligations  arising  from  tliat  relation. 
This  can  only  be  done  in  chancery  by  asking 
a  dissolution  and  accounting,  and,  if  dam- 
ages accrue  from  any  cause  in  such  i^Voceed- 
ing,  they  must  be  adjusted  by  some  appro- 
priate method  In  that  tribunal.  Stone  t. 
Fouse,  8  Cal.  202.  Equity  does  nothing  by 
halves,  but  gives  full  relief  In  such  cases. 
When  It  ondertalceB  to  adjust  the  differ- 
ences bet'vreen  partners,  it  adjusts  them  all. 
"The  whole  subject-matter  in  controversy 
between  the  parties,  which  Includes  all  the 
partnership  transactions  of  each  and  all  the 
partners,  Is  the  subject  of  the  adjudication; 
and  the  account  and  decree  must  include  all 
these  matters,  and  leave  nothing  open  for 
future  litigation  or  controversy.  Equity  will 
mot  adjudicate  causes  piecemeal."  Griggs 
V.  Clark,  23  Cal.  427.  The  same  general 
considerations  apply  to  the  other  matters 
alleged.  It  Is  not  only  proper,  but  neces- 
8ai7,  to  set  forth  In  such  an  action  all  the 
transactions  of  the  firm  and  its  members 
sought  to  be  Included  in  the  accounting, 
however  varied  In  their  nature,  and,  taken 
us  a  whole,  they  go  to  make  up  and  con- 
stitute the  plaintiff's  cause  of  action.  It 
may  be  that  some  of  the  matters  alleged  are 
not  relevant  or  material  to  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion stated,  and  do  not  tend  to  constitute 
proper  subject-matter  for  an  accounting  be- 
tween the  parties.  Such  matter,  however, 
should  be  made  the  subject  of  a  motion  to 
strike  out  It  does  not  affect  the  sufficiency 
of  the  complaint,  and  cannot  be  reached  by 
demurrer.  If  it  exists,  it  will  not  Impede 
the  administration  of  proper  relief,  since  It 
may  be  eliminated  on  the  trial,  as  evidence 
will  not  be  received  upon  immaterial  matters. 
The  Judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded,  with  directions  to  the  lower  court 
to  overrule  the  demurrers,  and  permit  de- 
fendants to  answer. 


We  concur:    HARRISON,  J.;  GAROUTTK, 
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SHARP  V.  FRANK.     (No.  18.350.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  21,  1805.) 

FisninoB  bt  Court— Indbpihiteness. 

Where,  In  an  action  to  quiet  title.  In- 
volving the  question  whether  a  conveyance  to 
plaintiff  was  with  intent  to  delay  or  defraud 
creditors  (declared  in  aueh  case  by  Civ.  Code, 
§  34.S9,  to  be  void),  the  jury  returned  answers 
to  interrogatories,  which  the  court  adopted,  sub- 
ject to  its  findings  of  fact,  such  findings  to  gov- 
ern in  case  of  conflict  with  the  answers,  and 
the  jury  found  that  plaintiff's  husband  conveyed 
the  property  to  her  to  prevent  defendant  from 
satisfying  his  claim  against  him,  that  plaintiff 
knew  her  husband  was  insolvent^  and  that  he 
made  the  deed  to  plaintiff  with  intent  to  hin- 
der and  delay,  but  not  to  defraud,  defendant; 
and  the  court  found  that  the  deed  to  plaintiff 


was  not  executed  "with  a  view  to  conceal  his 
property  from  defendant  or  his  other  creditors, 
nor  improperly  to  hinder  or  delay  them," — the 
findings  will  be  held  too  indefinite  to  support  a 
judgment  for  plaintiff. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Fresno  county; 
W.  M.  Conley,  Judge. 

Action  by  Francis  W.  Sharp  against  F.  A. 
Frank.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Defendant 
appeals.     Reversed. 

Sayle  &  Coldwell,  for  appellant  F.  H. 
Short  and  W.  H.  Larew,  for  respondent. 

SEARLS,  C.  This  is  an  action  to  quiet  the 
title  of  plaintiff  to  an  undivided  third  Interest 
in  and  to  lots  8,  0,  and  10,  in  block  40,  situate 
in  the  town  of  Iladera,  county  of  Madera, 
state  of  California.  The  cause  was  tried  be- 
fore a  Jury,  and  written  answers  returned  ^to 
certain  special  Issues  and  Interrogatories  pro- 
pounded to  them,  which  the  court  approved 
nnd  adopted,  and,  In  addition  thereto,  made 
and  filed  certain  other  findings  of  fact  and  Us 
conclusions  of  law  thereupon,  upon  which  a 
decree  was  entered  quieting  the  title  of  plaiu- 
tiff,  and  decreeing  the  defendant  to  tiave  no 
right  title,  estate,  or  Interest  in  or  to  tiie  siiUl 
lots  of  land  and  premises,  or  in  or  to  any 
part  thereof.  Defendant  appeals  from  xlw 
Judgment,  and  from  an  order  denying  his  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trlaL 

The  plaintiff,  a  married  woman,  claims  title 
by  deed  executed  to  her  by  her  husband,  tt.  O. 
Sharp,  on  the  18th  day  of  October,  1892.  De- 
fendant claims  title  as  a  Judgment  creditor  of 
the  said  L.  O.  Sharp,  and  under  an  execution, 
levy,  sale,  certificate  of  sale,  and  sherifTs 
deed  of  said  property,  and  asserts  that  the 
deed  executed  by  L.  O.  Sharp  to  his  wife,  the 
plaintiff  here,  was  and  is  void  as  to  him, 
because  the  same  was  made  with  Intent  to 
hinder,  delay,  and  defraud  him  of  his  claim  as 
a  creditor  against  L.  O.  Sharp.  Some  40  in- 
terrogatories were  propounded  to  the  Jury,  to 
which  answers  were  returned.  The  court 
having  considered  the  special  verdict  as  ren- 
dered by  the  Jury,  entered  an  order  that  it 
"does  hereby  adc^t  the  same,  and  approve 
the  same,  and  the  same  are  hereby  made  the 
findings  of  the  court,  subject  only  to  the  find- 
ings of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  hereinafter 
set  forth  and  specified;  and  wherein.  If  in  any 
particular,  said  answers  of  said  Jury  vary  or 
differ  from  findings  of  the  court  the  findings 
of  the  court  shall  govern,  and  said  answers 
are  hereby  modified  to  that  extent  and  to 
that  extent  only."  The  court  then  proceeded 
to  make  additional  findings,  some  of  which 
are  in  accord  with  those  alreody  found  by  the 
Jury,  others  of  which  conflict  to  an  uncertala 
extent  with  those  of  the  Jury,  and  still  others 
are  antagonistic  to  those  of  ttie  Jury.  The 
result  of  all  this  constitutes  a' Jumbled  maa 
of  uncertainties  from  which  no  intelligent  1» 
gal  conclusions  can  be  drawn.  To  Illustrate: 
The  Jury  found,  in  substance,  flkat  L.  O. 
Sharp  conveyed  the  property  to  the  plalntifF 
tor  the  purpose  ot  preventing  the  defendant 
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tram  Mititytag  tato  claim  agialoBt  Um:  tlmt 
pbdntlfl  knew  her  boabaitd  wh  uuoiTein. 
and  unable  to  pay  Mb  debts;  tbat  the  deed 
from  L.  O.  Sharp  to  the  plalntlfl  was  made 
with  Intent  to  hinder  and  delay,  but  not  to  de- 
trand  defendant.  Upon  this  qaeetlon  the 
court  found  that  the  deed  to  plaintiff  was  not 
executed  by  L.  O.  Sharp  "with  a  view  to  con- 
ceal his  property  from  defendant  or  his  other 
creditors,  nor  improperly  to  hinder  or  delay 
them."  Krery  transfer  of  prt^erty  "with  in- 
tent to  delay  or  defraud  any  creditor  or  other 
person  of  his  demands  Is  void  against  all 
creditors,"  etc.  Civ.  Code,  f  3439.  What  the 
court  below  meant  by  the  term  "improperly  to 
hinder  or  delay"  Is  not  clear.  The  findings, 
taken  together,  are  as  Indefinite  as  those  held 
insufficient  In  Warren  y.  Robinson,  71  Cal. 
380.  12  Pac.  265;  Ladd  v.  Tully,  51  CaL  277; 
and  Eardenberg  y.  Hardenberg,  54  Cal.  591. 
We  have  no  means  of  determining  what  the 
court  deemed  an  Improper  hindrance  or  delay 
of  creditors,  and  hence  cannot  say  how  far  It 
tended  to  modify  the  finding  of  the  Jury  tbat 
the  deed  was  executed  to  hinder  and  delay 
such  creditors.  The  proper  course  would 
k&re  been  to  set  aside  and  annul  such  of  the 
Andlngs  of  the  Jury  as  failed  to  meet  the  ap- 
probation of  the  coiut,  and  then  to  find  upon 
the  Issues  thus  left  at  large.  The  judgment 
and  order  appealed  from  should  be  reyersad, 
and  a  new  trial  ordered. 

We  concur:    BRITT,  C;  HATNES,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  order 
appealed  from  are  reversed,  and  a  new  trial 
ordered. 
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McCARTT  y.  OWENS  et  al.     (No.  18,451.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  20,  1895.) 
AsnaaMRiv  of  CoarBAor— Actios  aoaisst  A»- 

BIGNSB. 

In  ar  action  against  the  assignee  of  a 
parlns  contract  for  material  furnished,  it  ap- 
peared that  the  assignment  was  absolute  on  its 
lace;  that,  after  the  assignment,  the  assignees 
kept  no  account  with  the  assignor;  that  they 
famished  all  other  materials  not  furnished  by 
plaintiff,  paid  the  bills,  and  received  pay  for 
the  work,  and  stated  in  a  yerified  complaint  to 
collect  an  assessment  for  the  work  that  they 
beeame  and  were,  by  assignment,  contractors  to 
perform  the  work.  Bdd,  that  plaintiff  could 
recoyer. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Joaauin 
county;  J.  K.  Law,  Judge. 

Action  by  M.  McCarty  against  F.  J.  Owens 
and  bis  assignees  for  the  purcliase  price  of 
materials  furnished.  From  a  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  and  an  order  denying  them  a  new 
trial,  defendant  assignees  appeal.    Affirmed. 

James  A.  Loutltt  for  appellants.  F.  H. 
Gould  and  James  H.  &  J,  E.  Budd,  for  re- 
spondent. 


nBLGHSB,  O.  On  September  12, 1892,  tbe 
defendant  F.  J.  Owens  entered  Into  a  oon- 
tisu!t  with  the  superintendent  of  streets  of 
ttie  city  of  Stockton  to  pave  a  portion  of 
Channel  street  In  that  dty  with  bitumen  and 
basalt  blocka  On  Sei»tember  22,  1892, 
Owens  assigned  hla  said  contract  to  the  de- 
fendants Olrvlu,  Baldwin,  and  Byre^  and  the 
asaigunent  appeased  (m  its  face  to  be  abao- 
late.  The  w<xk  under  the  contract  was  per- 
formed, and  Owena  anparlntended  it,  but  G^ 
Tin,  Baldwin,  and  Eyre  kept  the  books,  fur- 
nished tbe  materials,  paid  the  bills,  and  re- 
o^yed  the  moneys  paid  on  account  of  the 
work.  They  also  tnatitated  suits  against 
property  ewaers  to  collect  assesBments  al- 
leged to  be  due  them  for  wotk  done  under 
the  contracL  Plalntlfl  furnished  basalt 
blocks,  bitumen,  curbing,  tools,  labor,  eFtc, 
oaed  in  performing  the  contract,  and  In  De- 
cember, 1892,  he  commenced  this  action 
agatnat  Owens  to  recover  the  yaloe  of  the 
same,  alleged  to  be  ^1,371.63.  In  April,  1898, 
by  leave  of  the  court,  he  filed  an  amended 
oomplaint,  making  Oirvln,  Baldwin,  and  Byre 
parties  defendant,  and  alleging  Joint  liability 
on  the  part  of  the  defendants.  The  complaint 
contained  eight  separate  causes  of  action, 
briefly  stated  aa  follows:  (1>  For  basalt 
blocks  sc^d  to  defendants,  1805.04;  (2)  for 
money  loaned  to  defendants,  (118;  (3)  for 
money  paid  for  use  of  defendants,  (114.89; 
(4)  for  services  rendered  by  plaintiff,  (95; 
(!S)  for  balance  on  assigned  claim  lot  services, 
$113;  (6)  for  curbing  and  corners  sold  to  de- 
fendants, $309.60;  (7>  for  bitumen  sold  to 
defendants,  $89.75;  (8)  for  planking  and  use 
of  tools  furnished  defendants,  (96.35.  Judg- 
ment was  asked  against  the  defendants  for 
the  aggregate  sum  of  $1,371.63.  Defendant 
Owens  did  not  appear.  Tbe  other  defendants 
answered,  denying  their  liability  for  each  and 
all  of  the  claims  set  up  in  the  complaint  The 
case  was  tried  before  a  Jury,  and  a  verdict 
was  returned  In  favor  of  plaintiff  for  $400, 
on  whidi  Judgment  was  entered.  Tbe  de- 
fendants Girvln,  Baldwin,  and  Eyre  moved 
for  a  new  trial,  which  was  denied,  and  then 
appealed  from  the  Judgment  and  order. 

Appellants  contend  that  the  verdict  was 
not  Justified  by  the  evidence,  and  hence  their 
motion  should  have  been  granted.  This  con- 
tention is  based  upon  the  aesumed  fact  that 
Owens  assigned  his  c<Hitract  to  them  merely 
as  security  for  advances  made  and  to  be 
made  by  them  to  him,  and  that  all  materials, 
etc.,  furnished  by  plaintiff  were  furnished  to 
Owens  solely  on  his  Individual  account  and 
responsibility;  and  In  support  of  their  claim 
that,  under  such  circumstances,  they  cannot 
be  held  liable,  they  cite  the  case  of  Stone  v. 
Owens,  105  Cal.  292,  38  Pac.  72«.  In  the  case 
cited  the  assignments  were  expressly  made 
as  security  for  advances  made  and  to  be 
made  by  the  assignee  to  the  assignors,  and 
tbe  parol  evidence  was  positive,  without  con- 
flict, that  the  assignee  had  nothing  to  do 
with  the  work  jwrformed  under  the  contracts ; 
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that  he  neither  dlrecdy  nor  ladhreetly  em- 
ployed or  dlsduirged  any  lab<»er,  or  paid  for 
any  part  of  audi  labor.  He  paid  orders  or 
dtecka  drawn  on  blm  by  the  aaslgnon,  but 
charged  the  amount  ao  paid  to  them.  That 
case  la  not  In  point  here  nnleaa  the  theory 
of  appellants  as  to  the  diaracter  of  the  as- 
signment to  them  is  sustained  by  the  eri- 
dence,  and  whether  it  Is  or  not  is  the  principal 
question  to  be  considered.  As  before  stat- 
ed, the  assignment  to  appellants  was  absolute 
In  form,  and  It  was  proTed  that,  after  the 
assignment,  they  kept  no  account  with 
Owena.  The  account  appeared  on  their 
books  as  the  ''Channel  Street  Oontract." 
They  furnished  all  the  materials  except  that 
furnished  by  the  plahitiff,  paid  aU  the  biUs, 
and  received  all  the  monys  paid  on  account 
of  the  work.  And,  in  one  of  the  suits  Instl- 
tated  by  them  to  collect  an  assessment  for 
woilc  done  under  the  contract,  they  stated, 
in  their  verified  complaint,  "that  on  the  22d 
day  of  September,  1802,  the  said  F.  J.  Owms, 
In  writing  and  for  value,  transferred  and  as- 
signed the  aforesaid  contract,  and  all  his 
rights  and  claims  thereunder,  to  these  plaln- 
tUfs,  who  thm  became,  hence  hitherto  Iiave 
been,  and  now  are,  the  assignees  of  said  F. 
3.  Owens,  and  contractors  for  the  doing  and 
performing  of  said  work  by  assignment,  as 
afaresaid."  The  facts  proved,  as  above  stat- 
ed, were  clearly  sufficient  to  distinguish  this 
case  from  that  of  Stone  r.  Owens,  supra; 
and,  while  there  was  a  conflict  In  the  evi- 
dence, It  was,  in  our  opinion,  quite  sufficient 
to  Justify  the  Jury  in  finding  that  appellants 
were  liable  to  the  plaintifF  for  at  least  as 
large  a  sum  as  that  named  in  the  verdict 
The  Judgment  should,  ther^ore,  not  be  re- 
versed for  want  of  evidence  to  support  the 
verdict  Objection  is  made  to  some  of  the  In- 
structions given  to  the  Jury,  but  It  Is  baaed 
npon  the  theory  that  appellants  held  tibe 
contract  only  as  security,  and  therefore  the 
Instructions  were  misleading  and  erroneous 
As  we  view  the  case,  we  see  no  error  in  the 
Instructions  complained  of.  They  seem  to 
have  stated  the  law  applicable  to  the  ques- 
tions before  the  Jury  very  fully  and  fairly. 
The  Judgment  and  order  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    SBARLS,  O.;  VANOLIBF,  OL 

PER  CURIAM,  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgmmt  and  or- 
dor  are  affirmed. 
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PEOPLE  V.  SHORT.  (No.  21,196.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.  Sept  23,  1805.) 
Crimikal  Law— Rbvibw. 
Where  no  brief  U  filed,  a  conviction  will 
be  affirmed  if  it  appears  that  the  evidence  sus- 
tains the  verdict  and  no  exception  was  taken 
to  any  ruling  of  the  court 

Oommissioners*  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  city  and  county 
of  San  Frandsoo;  William  T.  WaUace,  Judge. 


Orvllle  B.  Short  was  convicted  of  targeej. 
and  appeals.    AfBrmed. 

Oea  Hhyford,  for  appellant  W.  V.  FUx- 
gerald,  Attjr.  Gen„  for  the  People. 

BELCHER,  O.  The  defendant  was  charged 
with  the  crime  of  forgery,  and  on  his  arraign- 
ment pleaded  guilty  as  charged.  That  plea 
was  subsequently  withdrawn,  and  a  plea,  of 
not  guilty  entered.  The  case  was  tried,  and 
the  only  defense  Interposed  was  that  of  in- 
sanity. The  verdict  was:  "We,  the  Jury, 
And  the  defendant  guilty  as  charged,  and  so 
say  we  alL"  A  motion  for  new  trial  was 
made  and  denied,  and  thereupon  Judgment 
was  entered  that  the  defendant  be  punished 
by  Imprisonment  In  the  state  prison  for  the 
term  of  six  years.  From  that  Judgment  the 
defendant  appeals,  but  no  brief  has  been  filed 
hi  his  behalf  or  on  behalf  of  the  people. 
We  have  examined  the  record,  and  find  In  It 
no  ground  for  a  reversal  The  evidence  was 
amply  sufficient  to  Justify  the  ve^lict,  and 
the  Instructions  of  the  court  to  the  Jory  were 
ftiU  and  fair,  and  stated  the  law  applicable 
to  the  case  correctly.  It  does  not  appear 
that  any  exception  was  taken  to  any  of  the 
rulings  of  the  court  The  Judgment  should 
be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    VANCLIBP,  C;   SEARLS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  is  af- 
firmed. 


ao>  Cat  iss) 
BROWN  ▼.  CLINB.     (No.  19,571.) 
(Supreme  Coart  of  California.     Sept  23,  1895.) 
Attaobmbkt— JusTiriojLTiON— Nsir  Tbial 

1.  To  justify  the  taking,  on  an  attachment 
acalnst  C,  of  property  transferred  by  him  to 
plaintiff,  by  transfer  good  except  aa  against 
creditors  of  C,  it  must  be  shown  that  at  the 
time  of  the  attachment  plaintiff  in  attachment 
was  a  creditor  of  C. ;  and  the  papers  in  the  at- 
tachment suit  are  not  enoueb  to  show  this. 

2.  Defendant  not  haviuj;  ueeu  granted  a  new 
trial  on  condition  that  be  pay  plaintiff's  co$t.~ 
within  five  days,  otherwise  his  motion  to  be 
denied,  the  court  cannot,  after  expiration  of 
such  time,  payment  not  having  been  made, 
make  a  final  order  granting  his  motion. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;  Waldo  M.  York,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  Alexander  Brown  against  J. 
O.  Cllne.  Judgment  for  plalntiflr,  and  new 
trial  granted  to  defendant  Plaintiff  ap- 
peal.    Reversed. 

O.  W.  Pendleton  and  Edlsoa  A.  Meserve, 
for  appellant  Walter  F.  Haas  and  A.  a 
Brodersen,  for  respondent. 

BELCHER,  a  ThU  action  was  brought 
to  recover  the  possession  or  value  of  certain 
personal  property,  with  damages,  alleged  to 
have  been  owned  by  the  plaintUf,  and  to 
have  been  wrongfully  taken  from  his  posse*- 
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Blon  by  the  defendant  in  October,  1S03.  The 
answer  denied  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
or  in  possession  of  the  property  described  in 
the  complaint,  or  any  part  thereof,  and  al- 
leged that  the  said  property  was  owned  by 
and  in  the  possession  of  one  W.  H.  Cooper. 
The  answer  further  alleged  that  defendant 
was  the  sheriff  of  Los  Angeles  county,  and 
that,  as  snch  sheriff,  he  took  the  said  prop- 
erty into  his  possession  as  the  property  of 
said  W.  H.  Cooper,  on  October  11,  1893,  un- 
der a  writ  of  attachment  duly  Issued  out  of 
the  superior  court  of  Los  Angeles  county, 
and  to  him  directed  and  delivered,  in  an  ac- 
tion commenced  in  said  court  against  said 
Cooper;  and  that  he  held  the  said  property 
as  such  oflScer  under  said  writ,  and  not  other- 
wise, up  to  October  17,  1893>  when  the  same 
was  taken  from  him  by  the  coroner  of  the 
county,  in  his  official  capacity,  under  and  in 
pursuance  of  the  demand  of  plaintiff,  and 
upon  the  proceedings  had;  and  that  the  said 
coroner  and  the  plaintiff  ever  since  the  date 
last  mentioned  have  been,  and  now  are,  in 
possession  of  all  of  said  property.  And  the 
prayer  was  for  Judgment  that  the  plaintiff 
be  compiled  to  return  the  said  property  to 
defendant,  or,  if  the  same  could  not  be  re- 
turned, then  for  the  value  thereof  and  dam- 
ages. The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  with- 
out a  Jury,  and  the  foldings  were  that  on  the 
11th  day  of  October,  1893,  plaintiff  was  the 
owner  and  in  i>ossession  of  the  personal 
property  described  In  the  complaint,  and  that 
on  that  day  defendant,  without  plaintiff's 
consent,  and  wrongfully,  took  said  personal 
property  from  the  possession  of  plaintiff; 
that  defendant  was  the  sheriff  of  Los  An- 
geles county,  and  took  the  property  under 
and  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment,  as 
stated  in  the  answer;  and  that  upon  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  and  upon  prop- 
er proceedings  had,  the  coroner  of  the  county 
took  said  property  from  defendant,  and  held 
the  same  until  the  20th  of  October,  when  he 
delivered  the  same  to  the  plaintiff;  and  that 
by  reason  of  the  loss  during  such  time  of 
the  use  thereof  plaintiff  had  been  damaged 
in  the  sum  of  f  125.  Judgment  was  accord- 
ingly entered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
sum  of  $125  as  damages,  together  with  his 
costs,  amounting  to  $85.55.  The  judgment 
was  entered  March  2,  1894,  and  on  March 
10th  defendant  filed  his  notice  of  intention 
to  move  for  a  new  trial  upon  the  grounds: 
First,  that  the  evidence  was  insufBclent  to 
Justify  the  decision  of  the  court;  second, 
that  the  decision  was  contrary  to  law;  and, 
third,  error  In  law  occurring  at  the  trial  and 
excepted  to  by  the  defendant.  The  motion 
was  made  on  a  statement  of  the  ease,  and  on 
Jane  15,  189-1,  the  court  made  the  following 
order:  "It  is  ordered  that  defendant's  mo- 
tion for  new  trial  be,  and  the  same  hereby 
Is,  granted  upon  the  payment  by  defendant 
to  plaintiff  or  his  attorneys  of  the  costs  taxed 
herein,  to  wit,  $85.53,  within  five  days  after 
notice  hereof.    It  is  ordered  that.  If  said  con- 


dition be  compiled  with,  that  thereupon  thft 
Judgment  entered  herein  shall  be  vacated, 
and  said  cause  placed  upon  the  calendar  of 
this  court  for  a  new  trial;  and  that.  If  said 
condition  be  not  complied  with  within  said 
five  days,  then,  at  the  expiration  of  that 
time,  said  motion  for  a  new  trial  shall  be  de- 
nied." On  September  17,  1864,  the  defendant 
moved  the  court  "for  a  final  order  granting 
his  motion  for  a  new  trial,"  and  the  same 
was  thereupon  granted.  From  this  Vast  or- 
der the  plaintiff  appeals. 

1.  It  was  clearly  proved  at  the  trial  that 
the  plaintiff  purchased  the  property  in  ques- 
tion of  W.  H.  Cooper  in  good  faith,  and  paid 
for  it  its  full  value;  and  the  principal  question 
was  as  to  whether  or  not  the  transfer  was 
accompanied  by  an  immediate  delivery,  and 
followed  by  an  actual  and  continued  change 
of  possession  of  the  things  transferred,  as 
required  by  section  3440  of  the  Civil  Code. 
There  was  some  little  conflict  in  the  evi- 
dence, but  that  Introduced  by  the  plaintiff 
was  amply  sufficient  to  sustain  his  theory 
as  to  the  transaction  and  to  establish  his 
right  to  recover. 

2.  The  transfer  was  unquestionably  good 
as  against  all  the  world  except  creditors  or 
a  bona  flde  purchaser;  and  to  Justify  the 
taking  of  the  property  by  defendant  It  was 
necessary  for  him  to  prove  that  Maclay,  the 
plaintiff  in  the  attachment  suit,  was  a  cred- 
itor of  Cooper  at  the  time  of  the  attachment. 
The  rule  is  that,  when  property  is  found  in 
the  possession  of  a  stranger  to  the  suit, 
claiming  title  thereto,  it  Is  necessary  to  show 
a  Judgment  or  prove  the  debt  for  which  Judg- 
ment Is  demanded.  And  to  accomplish  that 
end  the  papers  In  the  attachment  suit  are 
not  sufflciont  Sexey  v.  Adkinson,  34  Cai. 
346;  Banning  v.  Marleau,  101  Cal.  238,  35 
Pac.  772.  Here  there  was  no  sufficient  evi- 
dence that  Maclay  was  a  creditor  of  Cooper, 
and,  If  a  finding  that  he  was  such  had  been 
made,  it  would  not  have  been  Justified  by  the 
evidence. 

3.  The  rulings  of  the  court  specified  in  the 
statement  as  errors  of  law  are  not  urged  by 
respondent,  and,  in  our  opinion,  they  were 
proper,  and  furnish  no  ground  of  complaint. 

4.  The  order  of  June  15, 1894,  granting  the 
defendant's  motion  for  a  new  trial  upon  con- 
dition that  he  pay  to  the  plaintiff  or  his  at- 
torneys within  five  days  the  sum  of  $85.55, 
taxed  as  costs  In  the  action,  was  never  com- 
plied with  by  defendant  The  money  was 
not  paid  to  the  plaintiff  or  to  either  of  his 
attorneys  within  five  days,  or  at  all.  It  is 
claimed,  however,  that  four  days  after  the 
order  was  made  one  of  defendant's  attorneys 
paid  the  money  to  the  county  clerk  for  the 
use  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he  was  Justified 
In  so  doing.  But  the  affidavits  read  at  the 
hearing  of  the  motion  for  a  "final  order"  on 
September  17th  do  not,  in  our  opinion,  show 
that  the  payment  to  the  county  clerk  was  au- 
thorized, or  a  compliance  with  the  order  of 
June  loth.     The  case  must  be  treated,  there- 
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fore,  as  if  eo  paymeiit  or  attempted  pay- 
ment had  been  made,  and  aa  If  at  the  end 
of  the  five  days  the  motion  for  new  trial  had 
been  denied.  Garontte  ▼.  Haley  (Cal.)  38 
Pac.  IM.  This  being  so,  the  coart  had  no 
iwwer  to  make  the  order  of  September  17th. 
Bank  T.  Deuprey,  66  Cal.  168,  4  Pac.  1173; 
Borland  t.  Cunningham,  66  Cal.  484,  6  Pac. 
135;  Orechn  v.  Marker,  67  Cal.  304,  7  Pac. 
783.  The  order  appealed  from  should  be  re- 
versed. 

We  concur:    HAYNES,  C;  SEABLS,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  appealed 
from  la  reversed. 


lOt  Cftl.  IS! 

HOWLAND  V.  BOARD  OF  SUP'RS  OF  SAN 

JOAQUIN  COUNTY.     (No.  18.332.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  23,  1895.) 

IsBDB  or  ConKTT  Bonds  —  Blbctobs  —  Fbovuioh 
FOR  Interest  and  Sinking  Fcnd. 

1.  Under  Const,  art.  11.  §  18,  proTiding  that 
no  county  shall  incur  liability  exceeding  a  cer- 
tain amount  without  the  assent  of  two-thirds 
of  the  electors  thereof  voting  at  an  election  to 
be  held  for  that  purpose,  it  is  necessary  only 
that  two-thirds  of  those  yoting  on  the  question 
vote  to  incur  the  liability,  and  not  that  two- 
thirds  of  all  those  voting  at  the  general  elec- 
tion, held  at  the  same  time,  vote  for  it. 

2.  Const,  art.  11,  {  18,  providing  that  a 
county  shall  not  incur  an  indebtedness  exceed- 
ing in  any  year  the  income  and  revenue  pro- 
vided for  it  for  such  year,  unless  before  or  at 
the  time  of  incurring  it  provision  be  made  for 
collection  of  an  annual  tax  to  pay  the  interest 
as  it  falls  due,  and  to  constitute  a  sinking  fund 
to  Da7  the  principal  within  20  years,  does  not 
require  that,  at  the  time  of  incurring  the  debt, 
the  tax  be  levied,  but  only  that  it  be  provided 
for,  and  it  is  enough  that  the  bonds  be  ex- 
pressly issued  under  St.  1891,  p.  295,  providing 
for  the  interest  and  sinking  fund. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Joaquin  county;  Ansel  Smith,  Judge. 

Proceeding  by  C.  F.  Howland  against  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  San  Joaquin  county. 
Judgment  for  defendant.  Petitioner  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

Nlcol  &  Orr,  for  appellant  W.  B.  Nutter 
and  Marlon  De  Vrles,  Dist  Atty.,  for  respond- 
ent 

GAROUTTE,  J.  This  Is  an  appeal  from  a 
judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  San  Joaquin 
county  against  petitioner,  in  a  proceeding  to 
review  the  action  of  the  board  of  supervisors 
of  that  county  in  the  matter  of  contracting  a 
bonded  indebtedness  of  said  county,  and  of 
issuing  the  bonds  thereof  for  the  purpose  of 
creating  a  fund  for  the  purchase  of  land  and 
the  erection  thereon  of  suitable  buildings  and 
improvements  for  a  county  hospital,  poor- 
house,  and  farm.  Petitioner  claims  that  the 
board  of  supervisors  exceeded  Its  power,  in 
directing  the  issuance  of  said  bonds  and  in 
contracting  said  indebtedness,  for  two  rea- 
^ns: 


1.  It  Is  biBlsted  that  two-thirds  of  tiie  qoaU- 
fled  electors  of  the  county  of  San  Joaquin, 
voting  at  the  general  election,  November  8, 
1892,  did  not  vote  in  favor  of  the  issuance  of 
these  bonds,  and  for  that  reason  tlie  propo- 
sition to  Lssue  was  defeated.  The  returns  of 
the  general  election  show  that  6,5(XI  votes  were 
cast  thereat;  that  3,880  electors  voted  in  fa- 
vor of  the  issuance  of  bonds,  and  1,006  voted 
against  their  issuance;  and  it  thus  clearly  ap- 
pears that,  if  two-thirds  of  all  the  votes  cast 
were  necessary  to  legally  Justify  the  board  of 
supervisors  in  the  issuance  of  the  bonds,  then 
the  proposition  was  defeated.  But  does  the 
law  BO  decUire?  The  foundation  of  the  entire 
proceeding  may  be  found  in  article  11,  8  18,  of 
the  constitution  of  this  state,  which  provides: 
"No  county  •  •  •  shall  incur  any  indebt- 
edness or  liability  In  any  manner,  or  for  any 
purpose,  exceeding  in  any  year  the  income  and 
revenue  provided  for  It  for  such  year,  with- 
out the  assent  of  two-thirds  of  the  qualitii-d 
electors  thereof  voting  at  an  election  to  l>e 
held  for  that  purpose."  If  there  bad  been  no 
general  election  held  at  the  same  time  tlils 
bond  election  was  held,  there  would  l>e  u« 
question  but  that  two-thirds  of  the  qualilio<I 
electors  of  the  county  voting  assented  thereto, 
and  the  fact  that  the  county,  by  its  board  of 
supervisors,  embraced  the  privilege  extended 
to  it  by  the  legislature,  by  the  act  of  1891,  and 
held  the  election  upon  the  day  and  at  ilie 
same  place  as  the  general  election,  we  think 
wholly  immaterial.  The  constitution  provides 
that  the  voting  upon  the  proposition  must  be 
done  at  an  election  held  for  that  purpose,  and. 
if  there  was  not  an  election  held  upon  this 
day  for  the  purpose  of  allowing  the  qualified 
electors  of  San  Joaquin  county  an  opportuni- 
ty to  express  their  opinions  iqKin  this  propo- 
sition, then  it  would  be  impossible  to  submit 
the  question  to  the  electors  at  a  general  elec- 
tion. This  cannot  be  true,  and  it  is  qmte  evi- 
dent that  there  was  an  election  held  t<a  the 
purpose  of  submitting  the  proposition  to  the 
qualified  electors  of  San  Joaquin  county.  At 
that  election  3,880  votes  were  cast  In  favor 
of  the  Issuance  of  the  bonds,  and  1,006  votes 
against  such  Issuance.  It  follows  that  two- 
thirds  of  the  qualified  electors  of  the  county, 
voting  at  an  election  held  for  the  purpose, 
assented  to  the  Incurring  of  the  Indebtedness 
and  the  Issuance  of  the  bonds,  and  that  the 
constitutional  provision  In  this  regard  is  sat- 
isfied. If  additional  argument  were  neces- 
sary to  sustain  a  construction  already  quite 
plain.  It  may  be  suggested  that  the  election 
held  upon  this  day,  as  far  as  the  bond  ques- 
tion is  concerned,  was  a  special  election.  The 
election  was  called  by  proclamation  of  the 
board  of  supervisors  of  San  Joaquin  county, 
for  a  single,  definite  purpose,  and.  ex  necessi- 
tate, was  a  special  election,  and  the  votes  cast 
for  and  against  the  issuance  of  bonds  were 
all  the  votes  cast  at  that  election.  As  al- 
ready suggested,  the  fact  that  the  legislature 
granted  the  county  the  right  to  use  the  ma- 
chinery of  the  state  in  conducting  the  election 
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If  It  so  desired,  and  that  ft  embraced  tbe  right 
granted,  in  no  way  changes  the  legal  aspect 
of  the  case.  There  Is  no  antbortty  cited,  and 
\re  know  of  none,  opposed  to  this  conclusion. 

2.  It  Is  Insisted  that  the  entire  proceeding 
Is  void,  upon  the  ground  that  the  board  of 
supervisors,  neither  at  the  time  of  Incurring 
said  indebtedness,  nor  at  any  time  prior  there- 
to, made  any  provision  for  the  collection  of  an 
annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay  the  Interest  on 
Bald  Indebtedness  as  It  falls  due,  or  to  con- 
stitute a  sinking  fund  for  the  payment  of  the 
principal  within  20  years  from  the  time  when 
the  Indebtedness  was  contracted.  The  sec- 
tion of  the  constitution,  a  part  of  which  we 
have  already  quoted  In  speaking  as  to  this 
question  of  Indebtedness,  provides:  "Nor  un- 
less before  or  at  the  time  of  Incurring  such  In- 
debtedness, provision  shall  be  made  for  the 
collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay 
the  Interest  on  such  Indebtedness  as  it  falls 
due,  and  also  to  constitute  a  sinking  fund  for 
the  payment  of  the  principal  thereof  within 
twenty  years  from  the  time  of  contracting 
the  same.  Any  indebtedness  or  liability  In- 
curred contrary  to  this  provision  shall  be 
▼old."  This  provision  of  the  constitution  does 
not  require  that,  at  the  time  of  the  sale  or  is- 
suance of  bonds  or  the  incurring  of  the  bond- 
«d  indebtedness,  a  sinking  fund  or  Interest 
tax  be  levied.  It  only  requures  that  before  or 
at  such  time  provision  must  be  made  for  the 
collection  of  an  annual  tax  sufficient  to  pay 
the  Interest  on  such  Indebtedness  as  it  falls 
due,  and  also  to  constitute  a  sinking  fund  for 
the  payment  of  the  principal.  These  bonds 
were  Issued  by  express  terms  under  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  of  the  legislature  found  In 
St  1891,  p.  296.  The  notices  so  prescribed, 
and  the  bonds  themselves  upon  their  face  so 
recite.  That  statute  fully  and  completely  pro- 
vides for  the  payment  of  the  Interest  npon 
these  bODds,  and  also  for  the  creation  of  a 
sinking  fund  to  extinguish  the  original  indebt- 
edness. See  Id.,  pp.  303,  304,  snbds.  c-e 
We  conclude  there  la  nothing  In  this  point. 

For  the  foregoing  reasons  the  judgment  Is 
affirmed. 

Weconcor:  HARRISON,  J. ;  VAN  FLEET. X 


(V»  Oai.  ITO) 

MILLET  V.  BRADBURY  et  al.     (No.  19,563.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  25,  1895.) 

WvTCkh  Account— Limitations. 

Within  Code  Civ.  Proc.  t  344,  declaring 
that  in  an  action  to  recover  a  balance  due  on  a 
mntnal,  open,  and  current  account,  where  there 
have  been  reciprocal  demands  between  the  par- 
ties, the  cause  of  action  shall  accrue  from  the 
time  of  the  last  item,  there  is  not  a  mutual  ac- 
count where  defendant's  testntor  owed  plain- 
tiff for  services,  and  testator  had  intrusted  to 
plaintiff  money  to  be  expended  for  testator  at 
nis  direction*  some  of  which  was  still  in  plain- 
tififs  hands  at  testator's  death,  as  plaintiff  could 
not  apply  it  on  testator's  debt  to  him,  and  plain- 
tiff was  not  indebted  on  account  thereof,  but 
nerely  held  it  in  trust. 
v.4lF.no.8 — 65 


Department  L  Appeal  from  ntperlor  eonit, 
Los  Angeles  county;  Lucten  Shaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  Mrs.  N.  M.  HUIet  against  Si- 
mona  U.  Bradbury  and  others,  executors  of 
Lewis  L.  Bradbury,  deceased.  From  a  judg- 
ment for  plalntlft  for  part  only  of  her  claim, 
she  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Davis  &  Hill  and  Tboa.  R.  Owen,  for  appel- 
lant   Blcknell  &  Trask,  tor  respondents. 

HARRISON,  X  The  plalntUf  presented  to 
the  defendants,  as  the  executors  of  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  L.  L  Bradbury,  de- 
ceased, a  claim  in  the  foDowIng  form:  "To 
balance  due  this  claimant  upon  an  open,  mu- 
tual, current  and  unsettled  account,  and 
upon  reciprocal  demands  existing  between 
the  decedent  and  this  claimant  up  to  the 
time  of  the  death  of  said  decedent  the  same 
having  arisen  out  of  and  being  upon  said  ac- 
count and  reciprocal  demands,  and  on  this 
claimant's  side  particularly  for  and  on  ac- 
count of  work,  labor,  and  personal  services  ot 
a  domestic,  confidential,  and  fiduciary  char- 
acter, of  the  greatest  difficulty,  Importance^ 
and  value  to  the  decedent  his  family,  prop- 
erty, and  estate,  the  last  Item  of  said  open 
and  mutual  account,  and  of  said  reciprocal 
demands,  having  accrued  and  become  due 
and  payable  on  the  14th  day  of  July,  A.  D. 
1892;  said  balance  being  $36,000."  Upon 
their  refusal  to  allow  ber  claim  she  brought 
this  action  to  establish  the  same.  The  de- 
fendants, In  their  answer,  denied  the  allega^ 
tlons  of  her  complaint,  and  also  pleaded  the 
statute  of  limitations.  Prior  to  the  trial  of 
the  cause  the  plalntUf,  upon  the  demand  of 
the  defendants,  furnished  them  with  a  bill 
of  particulars,  or  copy  of  the  account  sued 
upon,  from  which  It  appeared  that  her  claim 
consisted  of  items  for  work,  labor,  and  serv- 
ices rendered  the  deceased  in  each  year 
from  18T3  untU  his  death.  In  July,  1892;  that 
no  compensation  had  been  agreed  upon  be- 
tween them  for  said  services,  but  that  the 
reasonable  value  thereof  amounted  to  $47,- 
000;  that  during  that  period  the  deceased 
had  made  various  payments  upon  said  claim, 
the  last  of  which  was  made  in  the  year  1887, 
and  that  the  aggregate  amount  of  the  said 
payments  was  $10,900.  In  the  copy  ot  the 
account  furnished  the  defendants  by  the 
plaintlfC  was  the  statement  that  during  the 
time  covered  thereby  "the  decedent  delivered 
to  and  Intrusted  with  plaintiff  various  sums 
of  money,  to  be  by  her  expended  for  his  use 
and  benefit  from  time  to  time,  and  as  directed 
by  him,  in  connection  therewith,  at  or  after 
the  intrusting  thereof  by  him  with  her;  aU 
of  which  moneys  were  from  time  to  time, 
prior  to  the  death  of  said  decedent  laid  out 
and  expended  by  plaintiff  for  his  use  and 
benefit  under  his  directions,  save  and  ex- 
cept $130."  At  the  trial  the  court,  upon  the 
objection  of  the  defendants,  excluded  any 
evidence  of  services  rendered  by  the  plaintiff 
at  any  time  prior  to  two  years  before  the 
death  of  Bradbury.    Judgment  was  rendered 
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in  favor  M  the  plaintUt  for  $1,000,  from  wUch 
she  has  appealed. 

The  bill  of  particulars  whidi  was  furnished 
to  the  defendants  is  to  be  regarded  as  an 
ampllflcatlon  of  tbe  complaint,  and  for  the 
purpose  of  determining  the  plalntltC's  right 
of  recovery,  or  the  admissibility  of  evidence 
that  may  be  offered  in  support  of  her  claim, 
is  to  be  regarded  as  If  It  had  been  incorpo- 
rated into  the  complaint  as  originally  filed. 
It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  that  the  ac- 
count of  the  moneys  that  bad  been  deposited 
with  her  by  Bradbury  to  be  disbursed  by  her 
according  to  his  directions,  of  which  there 
remained  $130  in  her  hands  at  the  time  of  his 
death,  had  the  eftectby  virtue  of  the  provi- 
sions of  section  344,  Code  Civ.  Proc,  to  take 
her  claim  out  of  the  statute  of  limitations.  That 
section  is  as  follows:  "In  an  action  brought 
to  recover  a  balance  due  upon  a  mutual, 
open  and  current  account,  where  there  have 
been  reciprocal  demands  between  the  par- 
ties, the  cause  of  action  Is  deemed  to  have 
accrued  from  the  time  of  the  last  item  ap> 
proved  in  the  account  on  either  side."  The 
reference  in  the  section  to  "an  action  brought 
to  recover  a  balance  due  upon  a  mutual, 
open  and  current  account"  contemplates  that 
the  transactions  between  the  parties  are  sus- 
ceptible of  being  reduced  to  a  single  account, 
in  which  all  the  items  on  one  side  may  be 
grouped  in  opposition  to  those  on  the  other 
side,  and  treated  as  payments  or  oftsets,  and 
a  recovery  had  for  the  balance.  "A  balance 
due  upon  an  account"  implies  an  account 
between  the  two  parties,  in  which  the  amount 
of  the  items  upon  one  side  of  the  account 
are  deducted  from  the  amount  of  the  items 
upon  the  other  side,  and  the  balance  thus 
ascertained.  The  term  "account"  involves 
the  idea  of  debit  and  credit,  and  the  balance 
of  an  account  is  the  result  of  the  debit  and 
credit  sides  of  the  account  which  constitutes 
a  debt  or  claim,  for  which  the  party  in  whose 
favor  it  exists  has  the  right  of  recovery.  "It 
has  uniformly  been  held  that  distinct  and 
different  items  of  charge  In  an  open  and  mu- 
tual account  do  not  constitute  seitarate 
claims,  but  that  tbe  claim  or  debt  Is  found  in 
the  balance  of  the  account,  and  that  it  is  the 
balance  only  that  constitutes  tbe  claim  of  the 
party  to  whom  it  is  due."  Hodge  v.  Manley, 
25  Vt.  210.  It  is  immaterial  whether  the  ac- 
count of  these  transactions  is  kept  by  one 
or  by  both  of  the  parties,  nor  is  the  form  in 
which  the  account  is  kept  material.  "The 
particular  mode  of  keeping  the  account, 
whether  on  book  or  loose  scraps  of  papw,  or 
without  any  written  charges,  or  whether  it 
is  all  kept  in  one  shape  or  in  different  forms, 
as  in  the  present  case.  Is  unimportant  If  all 
the  Items  in  the  expectation  of  the  parties 
liave  reference  to  and  are  to  be  adjusted  in 
one  accounting,  it  may  be  considered  as  one 
cransaction,  so  far  as  the  statute  of  limita- 
tions Is  concerned."  Abbott  v.  Keith,  11  Vt. 
025.  It  is,  however,  essential  that  the  Items 
upon  the  two  sides  of  the  accoont  shall  have 


resulted  from  mutual  dealings  between  the 
parties,  and  constitute  reciprocal  demands 
between  than.  The  "reciprocal  demands" 
named  in  the  section  is  only  a  synonym  or 
equivalent  of  the  "mutual  account"  named  in 
the  first  part  of  the  section.  Green  t.  Dis- 
brow,  79  N.  Y.  1.  "Mutual  accounts  are 
made  up  of  matters  of  set-ofT.  There  must 
be  a  mutual  credit,  founded  on  a  subsisting 
debt  on  the  other  side,  or  an  implied  agree- 
ment for  a  set-off  of  mutual  debts."  Norton 
V.  Larco,  30  Cal.  130.  The  account  is  not 
mutual  unless  the  parties  have  dealt  with 
each  other  In  the  same  relation,  and  unless 
the  items  upon  the  different  sides  of  the  ac- 
count are  capable  of  being  set  off  against 
each  other.  Tbe  demands  must  be  reciprocal; 
that  is,  they  must  be  of  such  a  character  that 
each  party  has  an  immediate  right  of  action 
against  the  other.  "Where  there  are  mutual 
accounts  between  two  persons.  It  is  always 
the  understanding  that  the  account  upon  one 
side  shall  offset  that  upon  the  other;  and  in 
law  the  debt  due  from  one  to  the  other  is 
only  the  balance  left  after  the  application  In 
reduction  of  the  accounts  on  the  opposite 
side.  In  any  form  of  action  ttie  recovery 
can  only  be  for  the  balance.  The  very  theory 
upon  which  this  statute  is  based  is  that  the 
credits  are  mutual,  and  that  the  account  is 
permitted  to  run  with  tbe  view  of  ultimate 
adjustment  by  a  settlement  and  payment  of 
the  balance;  and  this  theory  is  recognized 
In  the  statute,  as  it  mentions  an  action 
"brought  to  recover  a  balance  due'  uiwn  an 
account."  Green  t.  Disbrow,  supra.  This 
limitation  of  the  right  of  recovery  to  the  bal- 
ance of  the  account  implies  the  right  of  the 
plaintiff  to  apply  the  Items  upon  the  defend- 
ant's side  of  the  account  in  reduction  or  extin- 
guishment of  the  amount  npon  liis  own  side; 
and  such  application  can  be  made  only  when 
the  transactions  between  the  parties  have 
been  had  in  the  same  capacity.  It  tbe  ac- 
counts between  them  do  not  affect  them  in 
the  same  relation,— as,  for  example,  If  upon 
one  side  of  the  account  the  party  is  Individ- 
ually liable,  while  the  transactions  upon  the 
other  side  of  the  account  have  been  had  in  his 
representative  capacity,  as  executor,  guard- 
Ian,  or  trustee,— the  demands  are  not  recip- 
rocal. The  theory  upon  which  a  "mutual  ac- 
count" is  taken  out  of  the  statute  is  that 
the  obligations  on  the  one  side  are  in  law  ap- 
plied as  payments  or  offsets  to  those  on  the 
other;  but,  if  a  transaction  between  the  iwr- 
tles  does  not  create  a  debt  or  claim  which 
may  be  so  applied,  such  transaction  cannot 
be  regarded  as  a  payment  or  offset  to  a  debt, 
or  be  the  foundation  of  a  mutual  account  or 
reciprocal  demand.  The  right  to  demand  an 
article  of  property  tliat  has  been  deposited 
with  another,  and  the  right  to  demand  a 
debt  due  from  the  depositor,  are  not  recip- 
rocal. If  the  depositor  has  the  right  to  de- 
mand the  property  itself,  the  other  is  merely 
a  bailee  or  depositary,  and  the  foundation 
of  an  account  is  wanting.    There  can  be  no 
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debt  unless  fbe'  oinMerHtlbii  for  whlcli  tiie 
debt  is  claimed  to  exist  has  ceased  to  be  the 
property  of  the  claimant,  and  has  become 
that  of  the  other.  Unless  the  one  with  trhom 
property  has  been  deposited  has  thereby  be- 
come Its  proprietor,  there  Is  no  debt  for  the 
property  so  deposited,  whether  the  same  be 
money  or  merchandise.  One  cannot  be  a 
creditor  for  money  which  Is  his  own,  and  of 
which  he  still  retains  the  right  of  disposal. 
By  section  20  of  the  banlzmpt  act  of  the 
United  States  (14  Stat  526),  ptovldlng  for 
proving  claims  In  bankruptcy,  it  Is  declared 
that  "in  an  cases  of  mutual  debts  or  mutual 
credits  between  the  parties,  the  account  be- 
tween them  shall  be  stated,  and  one  debt  set 
off  against  the  other,  and  the  balance  only 
shall  be  allowed  or  paid."  In  Llbby  t.  Hop* 
kins,  104  U.  8.  303,  Hopkins,  at  the  time  of 
going  into  bankruptcy,  was  indebted  to  the 
plaintiffs  upon  an  open  account  for  mer- 
chandise, and  also  upon  a  mortgage  debt. 
He  was  also  accustomed  to  deposit  moneys 
with  the  plaintiffs,  against  which  he  would 
draw  in  favor  of  his  creditors.  Prior  to  go- 
ing Into  bankruptcy,  Hopkins  had  transmitted 
to  the  plaintiffs  a  certain  sum  of  money,  with 
directions  to  apply  it  upon  his  mortgage 
debt  But  instead  of  doing  so,  they,  with- 
out any  authority  from  him,  applied  it  to  his 
credit  upon  their  open  merchandise  account 
against  him.  In  an  action  between  the  plaln- 
tlflB  and  the  assignee  of  the  bankrupt  con- 
cerning their  respective  rights  to  the  money 
thus  remitted  to  the  plaintiffs,  and  applied 
by  them,  the  court  held  that  the  merchandise 
account  of  the  plaintiffs  against  Hopkins,  and 
the  moneys  remitted  to  them  by  Hopkins, 
were  not  mutual  debts  which  could  be  set  off 
against  each  other  under  the  foregoing  sec- 
tion of  the  bankrupt  act;  saying:  "To  au- 
thorize a  Bet-off,  there  must  be  mutual  cred- 
its or  mutual  debts.  The  remitting  of  certain 
money  assets  by  Hopkins  to  the  plaintiffs, 
to  be  applied  by  them  according  to  bis  di- 
rections, did  not  make  them  his  debtors,  but 
bis  trustees;  so  that  there  were  in  the  case 
no  mutual  credits  or  debts.  The  indebted- 
ness was  all  on  the  side  of  Hopkins.  The 
plaintiffs  owed  him  nothing.  They  held  his 
money  in  trust,  to  apply  it  as  directed  by 
him." 

In  view  of  these  principles,  It  must  be  held 
that  the  resi>ective  claims  of  the  plaintiff 
and  Bradbury  did  not  constitute  a  mutual 
account  and  that  the  respective  demands  or 
claims  of  the  one  against  the  other  were  not 
reciprocal.  Bradbury  was  her  debtor  for  the 
services  rendered  by  her,  and  was  at  all 
times  liable  to  an  action  by  her  for  the 
amount  of  her  claim.  On  the  other  hand,  she 
was  at  no  time  his  debtor,  or  liable  to  an  ac- 
tion by  him  for  the  money  which  he  bad  de- 
posited with  her,  tmtll  after  a  previous  de- 
mand by  him  and  refusal  on  her  part  Schroe- 
der  V.  Jahns,  27  Cal.  274.  The  money  was 
deposited  by  him  upon  an  express  trust,  and 
the  terms  of  the  trust  constituted  a  contract 
Cal.Rep.  41-^  P.— 17 


between  fUem,  whrch  treasured  the  extent 
of  their  relative  liability.  Blther  party  could 
have  terminated  the  trust  at  any  time;  but, 
so  long  as  the  trust  continued,  Bradbury  had 
exclusive  power  to  direct  the  disposition  of 
the  money,  and  her  power  over  the  same  was 
limited  to  following  his  directions.  The  rules 
applicable  in  the  case  of  an  involuntary  trust 
or  where  money  has  come  into  the  hands  of 
one  who,  by  his  own  agreement,  or  by  oper- 
ation of  law,  has  become  liable  to  pay  It  to 
another,  have  no  application  here.  In  such 
a  case  an  action  may  be  brought  without  any 
previous  demand.  It  Is  otherwise,  how- 
ever, where  money  Is  held  under  a  trust  cre- 
ated by  an  agreement  between  the  parties. 
Bradbury  could  at  any  time  have  demanded 
that  the  plaintiff  pay  over  to  him  the  money 
in  her  hands,  and  her  refusal  to  do  so  would 
have  been  a  conversion,  for  which  he  could 
have  sued  her  In  tort,  or  he  could  have  elect- 
ed to  treat  her  as  liable  In  contract  for  the 
money.  But  this  right  of  election  was  never 
available  to  her.  She  never  had  the  right  to 
apply  the  money  deposited  with  her  In  pay- 
ment of  her  claim  against  him  (Civ.  Oode,  { 
2229),  and,  if  she  had  done  so,  it  would  have 
constituted  a  tort  or  conversion  by  her,  for 
which  he  would  have  had  an  immediate 
right  of  action;  and  in  such  action  it  would 
have  been  no  defense  that  he  was  indebted 
to  her  for  services.  For  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining whether  the  account  was  mutual, 
it  is  immaterial  that  at  the  death  of  Brad- 
bury she  had  in  her  hands  any  of  this  money 
that  had  been  deposited  by  him.  If  the  ac- 
count was  mutual,  It  was  so  by  reason  of 
its  own  nature,  rather  than  by  the  fact  of 
Bradbury's  death.  If  the  plaintiff  had  died, 
the  money  in  her  bands  would  not  have  con- 
stituted a  part  of  her  estate,  and  Bradbury 
could  have  recovered  It  in  a  direct  action 
against  her  executor,  without  the  necessity 
of  presenting  a  claim  against  her  estate. 
Latbrop  v.  Bampton,  31  Cal.  25.  If  Brad- 
bury had  died  insolvent,  the  money  in  her 
hands  would  have  formed  a  part  of  bis  estate, 
irrespective  of  her  claim  against  the  estate. 
The  death  of  Bradbury  did  not  give  to  the 
plaintiff  any  rights  In  regard  to  the  money 
that  she  did  not  have  prior  thereto.  As  she 
did  not  in  his  lifetime  have  the  right  to  ap- 
ply the  money  in  payment  of  her  claim  for 
services,  she  did  not  upon  his  death  become 
entitled  to  moke  such  application,  and  the  de- 
mand against  her  which  passed  to  his  ex- 
ecutors is  the  same  in  character  as  was  held 
by  Bradbury  in  his  lifetime,  and  is  not  a  de- 
mand reciprocal  to  that  of  the  plaintiff. 

The  court  did  not  err  In  refusing  to  allow 
the  plaintiff  to  amend  the  bill  of  particulars. 
The  amendment  proposed  was  not  in  any 
material  respect  different  from  that  which 
had  already  been  given  to  the  defendants, 
and  the  plalntUTs  attorney  stated  at  the  time 
of  making  the  motion  that  under  the  proposed 
amendment  he  expected  to  show  that  the 
money,  when  placed  in  her  possession,  was 
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nnderstood  between  Bradbury  and  ha  to  be 
his  money,  and  that  it  was  to  be  expended 
for  his  use  and  benefit  The  Jndgment  is  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:  GAROUTTB.J.;  VAN  FLEET, 


109  Cal.  133 

HOPKINS  et  al.  v.  WARNER  et  al.     (No. 

18.321.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  17,  1895.) 

ASSDIIPTIOX  OF   HOBTOAQE    DEBT  BT    SnBSEQCBHT 

Grantee— DErioiBNCT  Jddombnt— Findikob. 

1.  Under  Civ.  Code,  {  2854,  giving  a  cred- 
itor the  right,  on  maturity  of  the  debt,  to  the 
benefit  of  any  security  given  to  a  surety  of  the 
debt,  a  deficiency  judgment  may  be  rendered 
against  a  mortgagor's  grantee  who  agreed  "to 
hold  the  grantor  narmless"  against  the  mort- 
gage. 

2.  Where  findings  covering  all  the  issues  in 
a  cause  are  made,  an  additional  finding  that  all 
the  allegations  in  the  complaint  are  true  and 
denials  of  the  answer  untrue,  except  as  "here- 
in otherwise  found,"  is  surplusage. 

3.  A  judgment  and  findings  may  be  incor- 
porated in  the  same  instrument. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Fresno  county;  J.  R.  Webb,  Judge. 

Action  by  Sarah  Hopkins  and  others 
against  H.  C.  Wam^  and  others,  mortga- 
gors, and  J.  T.  Bonesteii  and  others,  their 
grantees,  for  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage  and 
a  deflolency  Judgment  From  a  Judgment 
for  plalntitTs,  the  grantees  appeal.   Affirmed. 

Fox,  Kellogg  &  Gray,  for  appellants. 
FranlE  H.  Shortt,  for  respondents. 

HARRISON,  J.  The  defendant  Warner 
executed  to  the  plaintiffs  a  mortgage  upon 
certain  lands  in  the  county  of  Fresno,  to  se- 
cure hlfi  promissory  note  for  the  sum  of  f 4,- 
500,  and  subsequently  conveyed  the  mwt- 
gaged  lands  to  the  appellants.  In  their  com- 
plaint for  the  foreclosure  of  this  mortgage 
the  plaintiffs  allege  that  the  appellants,  in 
consideration  of  the  conveyance  to  them,  as- 
sumed and  agreed  to  pay  the  mortgage  debt, 
and  ask  for  Judgment  against  them,  as  well 
as  Warner,  for  any  deficiency  in  the  pro- 
ceeds of  sale.  Judgment  was  rendered  in 
their  favor  in  accordance  with  the  prayer 
of  their  complaint,  and  the  grantees  of  War- 
ner have  appealed. 

At  the  trial  the  following  instrument,  exe- 
cuted by  the  appellants  to  Warner,  was  in- 
troduced in  evidence:  "In  consideration  of 
the  transfer  this  day  made  to  us  by  H.  C. 
Warner,  of  Fresno,  California,  of  certain  real 
estate,  •  •  •  we  agree  to  hold  the  said 
Warner  Iiarmless  as  against  any  and  all  the 
mortgages  existing  upon  the  real  estate  this 
day  transferred  to  us,  which  mortgages  are 
four  in  number,  one  of  $4,500  to  the  Hopkins; 
•  •  *  and  the  mortgages  are  to  be  settled 
at  such  time  and  in  such  manner  as  the  un- 
dersigned or  their  survivors  or  survivor  may 
determine,  provided  that  the  said  Warner 
shall  at  all  times  be  held  Iiarmless  as  to  the 


same"  It  was  admitted  that  the  mortgage 
under  foreclosure  Is  the  one  specified  above 
in  the  Instrument  The  plaintiffs  are  not 
seeking  by  an  action  at  law,  or  under  the 
provisions  of  section  1559.  Civ.  Code,  to  re- 
cover Jndgment  against  the  appellants  npon 
the  promise  made  by  them  to  Warner;  and 
the  cases  cited  by  the  appellants  to  the  effect 
that  an  action  at  law  cannot  be  maintained 
by  a  third  party  upon  a  promise  made  by  one 
person  to  anoth^,  from  which  sncb  third 
person  may  derive  a  benefit,  are  inapplicabla 
The  right  of  the  plaintiffs  to  maintain  this 
action  against  the  appellants  springs  from 
the  well-known  rule  in  equity  that  a  credltw 
is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  obligations 
or  securities  given  by  his  debtor  to  one  who 
has  become  a  surety  of  such  debtor  for  the 
payment  of  the  debt.  Sheld.  Subr.  S  85; 
Jones,  Mortg.  §  755;  Pom.  Eq.  Jar.  {  1206; 
Keller  v.  Ashford,  133  U.  8.  622,  10  Sup.  Ct 
494;  Crowell  v.  Currier.  27  N.  J.  Bq.  154; 
Williams  V.  Naftzger,  103  Cal.  438,  37  Pac. 
411.  This  rule  in  equity  does  not  dei>end  up- 
on the  character  of  the  liability  of  the  prin- 
dpal  debtor  to  the  creditor,  or  upon  the  ex- 
istence of  any  relation  between  the  creditor 
and  the  surety  for  the  principal  debtor,  but 
Is  founded  wholly  npon  the  right  of  the  cred- 
itor to  avail  himself  of  whatever  rights  the 
surety  has  as  against  the  principal  debtor. 
It  has  been  formulated  in  section  2854  of  the 
Civil  Ck>de,  as  follows:  "A  creditor  is  en- 
titled to  the  benefit  of  everything  whlcfli  a 
surety  has  received  from  the  debtor  by  way 
of  security  for  the  performance  of  the  obli- 
gation, and  may,  upon  the  maturity  of  the 
obligation,  compel  the  application  of  such  se- 
curity to  its  satisfaction."  It  Is  under  the 
application  of  this  principle  that  in  the  fore> 
closure  of  a  mortgage  a  Judgment  for  a  de- 
ficiency may  be  rendered  against  a  grantee 
of  the  mortgagor  who  has  assumed  the  pay- 
ment of  the  mortgage  debt  Williams  v. 
Naftzger,  supra.  By  the  purchase  of  the 
mortgaged  premises  and  the  agreement  on 
the  part  of  the  purchaser  to  discharge  the 
mortgage  debt,  there  results  as  between  the 
mortgagor  and  his  grantee  a  substitution  of 
the  liability  to  the  mortgagee,  by  which  the 
grantee  becomes  the  principal  debtor  to  the 
mortgagee,  and  the  liability  of  the  mortgagcH: 
is  merely  that  of  a  surety  for  his  grantee. 
This  agreement  of  the  grantee  to  discharge 
the  mortgage  debt  Is  an  obligation  in  the 
Iiands  of  the  mortgagor,  which  the  mort- 
gagee may  enforce  for  his  own  benefit  when 
he  seeks  to  obtain  satisfaction  of  the  mort- 
gage debt,  to  the  same  extent  that  It  could 
be  enforced  by  the  mortgagor.  The  mort- 
gagee, in  his  action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage, 
may  proceed  against  the  mortgagor  alone  for 
any  deficiency  in  the  proceeds  of  sale,  or  hs 
may  avail  himself  of  his  right  to  proceed 
against  the  mortgagor  and  his  grantee  In  the 
same  action.  If  he  proceeds  against  the 
mortgagor  alone,  and  a  Judgment  is  docketed 
against  him  for  any  deficiency,  the  latter  has 
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a  rlgbt  of  action  orer  against  hlB  grantee 
npon  bla  agreement  to  assume  tlie  mortgage 
debt.  Under  the  rule  for  the  forecloeute  of 
mortgages  in  this  state,  there  can  be  no  per- 
sonal liability  ui)on  the  mortgage  debt,  ex- 
cept for  a  deflclercy  therein  after  the  sale  of 
the  mortgaged  premises,  and  prior  to  such 
sale  the  mortgagor  will  have  no  right  of  ac>- 
tlon  upon  this  agreement  of  his  grantee;  but 
to  avoid  circuity  of  action,  and  to  protect  the 
mortgagor,  as  the  Intermediate  party,  from 
being  compelled  to  pay  the  debt,  and  then  to 
seek  redress  from  bis  grantee  who  has  as- 
sumed the  mortgage  debt,  equity  permits  the 
mortgagee  to  bring  all  the  parties  who  are 
liable  for  the  debt,  whether  principally  or 
ultimately,  before  the  court,  and  have  their 
rights  adjusted  in  a  single  suit.  In  such  an 
action  the  mortgagee  represents  the  mort- 
gagor for  the  purpose  of  enforcing  this  ob- 
ligation of  the  purctkaser  to  bim,  and  his  right 
to  enforce  this  obligation  has  the  same  ex- 
tent and  is  subject  to  the  same  limitations 
as  would  be  that  of  the  mortgagor  In  a  sep- 
arate action  against  his  grantee.  It  Is  not 
necessary  that  there  should  be  a  formal 
promise  on  the  part  of  the  grantee  to  pay  the 
mortgage  debt,  in  order  to  render  him  liable 
therefor,  it  bis  intention  to  assume  the  debt 
appears  from  a  consideration  of  the  entire 
instrument.  The  obligation  may  be  made 
orally  or  In  a  separate  instrument.  It  may 
be  Implied  from  the  transaction  of  the  par- 
ties, or  It  may  be  shown  by  the  circumstan- 
ces under  which  the  purchase  was  made,  as 
well  as  by  the  language  used  in  the  agree- 
ment. Jones,  Mortg..  $  748;  Canfield  v.  Shear, 
49  Mich.  313, 13  N.  W.  605;  Held  v.  Vreeland, 
30  N.  J.  Eq.  591. 

The  terms  used  by  the  parties  to  the  agree- 
ment in  the  present  case  indicate  clearly  an 
Intention  on  the  part  of  the  appellants  to  as- 
sume the  mortgage  debt  to  the  plaintiffs. 
The  provision  In  the  agreement  that  "the 
mortgages  are  to  be  settled  at  such  time  and 
in  such  manner"  as  the  appellants  might  de- 
termine is  to  be  read  in  connection  with  the 
subsequent  proviso,  and  cannot  be  construed 
as  giving  to  the  appellants  the  right  to  de- 
termine the  manner  and  select  the  time  at 
which  they  will  settle  the  plalntifrs'  mort- 
gage, irrespective  of  their  agreement  that 
"the  said  Warner  shall  at  all  times  be  held 
harmless  as  to  the  same."  The  word  "set- 
tled," as  used  In  this  instrument,  is  equiva- 
lent to  "paid"  (Pinlcerton  v.  Bailey,  8  Wend. 
600;  Stilwell  v.  Coope,  4  Denlo,  225;  Moore 
V.  Hyman,  13  Ired.  272),  and,  while  the  ap- 
pellants might  not  be  required  to  pay  the 
mortgage  debt  until  It  should  be  demanded 
by  the  plaintiffs,  yet,  by  delaying  to  settle 
the  debt  until  after  the  commencement  of 
the  action  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  they 
lost  the  right  to  select  the  time  and  manner 
of  Its  settlement,  which  they  bad  reserved 
In  their  agreement  with  Warner,  and  their 
liability  to  pay  the  debt  became  equal  to  that 
of  Warner.    The  commencement  of  the  ac- 


tion to  fweclose  the  mortgage  rendered  their 
agreement  to  save  him  harmless  a  binding 
obligation,  which  the  plaintiffs,  as  bis  repre- 
sentatives, and  for  their  own  benefit,  are  en- 
titled to  enforce.  It  must  be  borne  in  mind 
that,  unless  there  shall  be  a  deficiency  in  t&e 
proceeds  of  sale,  tbere  will  be  no  liability  on 
the  part  of  Warner,  and  consequently  none 
on  the  part  of  the  appellants,  and  that  this 
cannot  be  known  until  after  a  sale  under  the 
Judg:ment.  If  there  shall  be  a  deficiency.  It 
will  then  be  docketed  against  the  appellants 
as  well  as  against  Warner,  and  the  appellants 
will  not  bold  him  harmless  against  it  unless 
they  can  at  that  time  be  compelled  to  release 
him  from  Its  effect.  The  docketing  of  a  Judg- 
ment for  this  deficiency  against  them  at  that 
time  is  the  protection  which  is  given  to  War- 
ner by  the  above  rule  in  equity,  and  affords 
an  opportunity  to  the  appellants  to  discharge 
their  obligation  to  Warner  without  increasing 
Its  burden  upon  them. 

The  appellants  object  to  the  sufliciency  of 
the  findings  to  support  the  Judgment,  upon 
the  ground  that,  after  making  findings  upon 
all  the  Issues  in  the  case,  the  court  has  also 
found  "that  each  and  all  the  allegations  and 
averments  In  plaintiffs'  complaint  contained 
are  tme  and  correct,  except  as  hereinbefore 
otherwise  found,  and  that  all  the  denials  of 
the  answer  of  the  defendants  who  have  ap- 
peared herein  are  untrue,  except  as  herein- 
before otherwise  found."  The  appellants 
have  not,  however,  pointed  out  any  Issue  up- 
on which  the  court  has  failed  to  make  a  find- 
ing, nor  do  they  contend  that  the  findings 
do  not  cover  all  the  issues  In  the  case.  Hils 
additional  finding  does  not  render  the  other 
findings  defective,  but  Is  to  be  regarded  mere- 
ly as  surplusage. 

The  Judgment  is  not  rendered  Ineffective 
by  reason  of  being  contained  In  the  same 
document  with  the  findings.  There  is  no 
rule  which  requires  the  findings  and  the  Judg- 
ment to  be  incorporated  In  separate  docu- 
ments. The  Judgment  and  order  are  affirm- 
ed. 


We    concoR 
OUTTB,  J. 


VAN     PLEBT,     J.;     QAB- 


lOt  Cal.  l*t 
CAPITAL  GAS  CO.  v.  YOUNG,  City  Auditor. 
(So.  18.380.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.  Sept.  18,  1895.) 
Contracts  o»  Citt— Gas  Sdpplt. 
Gas  compnnies,  under  Civ.  Code,  I  829.  • 
are  required,  under  penalty,  to  furnish  iras  up- 
on demand.  The  city  charter  of  Sacramento 
(section  211)  provides  that  no  officer  of  the  city 
shall  be  interested  in  the  sale  of  any  article  to 
the  city,  and  declares  that  such  sales  shall  be 
void.  Ilfld,  that  a  city  whose  mayor  was  pres- 
ident of  the  Rns  company  was  liable  for  the  val- 
ue of  gas  supplied  under  an  implied  contract 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Sacramento 
county;   A.  P.  Catlin.  Judge. 
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Application  for  writ  of  mandamus  by  the 
Capital  Gaa  Company  against  J.  D.  Young, 
auditor  of  the  city  of  Sacramento.  From  a 
Judgment  awarding  the  writ,  the  respond- 
ent below  appeals.    Affirmed. 

J.  Frank  Brown  and  Clinton  L^  White,  for 
appellant    A.  L.  Hart,  for  respondent. 

SEARLS,  G.  The  Capital  Gas  Company,  a 
corporation  organized  and  existing  under  the 
laws  of  the  state  of  California,  is,  and  for 
more  than  12  years  last  past  has  been,  en- 
gaged in  the  business  of  furnishing  gas  to 
the  residents  of  the  city  of  Sacramento  (a 
municipal  corx>oration),  and  to  consumers 
generally,  for  profit,  and  has  had  shares  of 
stock  issued  to  and  held  by  divers  persons; 
and  C.  EL  Cummlngs  is,  and  for  more  than 
one  year  last  past  has  been,  the  duly-ap- 
pointed and  acting  secretary  of  said  corpora- 
tion. The  said  corporation  has  during  a  pe- 
riod of  more  than  12  years  last  past  been 
engaged  in  said  business,  under  and  pursu- 
ant to  certain  franchises  duly  granted  to  it 
by  said  city  of  Sacramento.  On  the  11th 
day  of  January,  18S2,  the  board  of  trustees 
of  said  Capital  Gas  Company,  by  resolution 
regularly  passed,  fixed  the  price  to  be  paid 
by  consumers  thereof  at  $3  for  each  1,000 
cubic  feet.  J.  D.  Toung,  the  appellant  here- 
in, is,  and  for  more  than  three  years  last 
past  has  been,  the  duly  elected  and  qualified 
auditor  of  said  city  of  Sacramento;  and  un- 
der the  provisions  of  the  charter  thereof, 
duly  adopted,  It  is  the  duty  of  said  auditor 
to  draw  and  sign  all  warrants  upon  the 
treasury  for  claims  against  said  city  which 
have  been  allowed  by  the  board  of  trustees 
thereof.  The  fire  department  is,  and  for 
more  than  one  year  prior  to  ISiM  was,  one  of 
the  departments  of  the  municipal  govern- 
ment of  the  city  of  Sacramento.  At  all  the 
times  herein  mentioned,  B.  U.  Stelnman  was, 
and  still  is,  the  holder  and  owner  of  stock  in 
said  Capital  Gas  Company,  and  was,  and 
still  is,  the  president  of  said  company,  and 
since  the  first  Monday  in  January,  18!>1,  has 
been,  and  still  Is,  the  duly-elected  and  acting 
mayor  of  said  city  of  Sacramento.  Between 
the  1st  day  of  February,  1894,  and  the  1st 
day  of  March,  18&4,  the  fire  department  of 
the  city  of  Sacramento  used  and  consumed 
8,600  cubic  feet  of  gas,  furnished  and  distrib- 
uted by  the  Capital  Gas  Company,  which 
gas,  according  to  the  rate  fixed  as  aforesaid, 
was  of  the  value  of  $25.80;  and  thereafter, 
and  on  the  Ist  of  March,  1884,  the  said  gas 
company  presented  its  bill  therefor  in  said 
amount,  duly  Itemized  and  verified,  to  the 
board  of  trustees  of  said  city,  which  bill  was 
allowed  by  said  board  for  said  sum  of  $25.80, 
and  presented  to  the  auditor  aforesaid,  who 
rejected  the  same,  and  returned  it  to  the 
board  as  provided  by  the  charter.  There- 
after the  same  bill  was  again  allowed  and 
approved  by  the  board  of  trustees  and  by 
B.  U.  Stelnman,  the  mayor,  in  due  form,  and 


was  again  presented  to  the  auditor,  who  re- 
fused to  audit  the  same  or  to  draw  his  war- 
rant therefor  on  the  treasurer  of  said  city  in 
favor  of  the  said  gas  company.  Said  sum  of 
$2o.80  is  still  due  and  owing  from  the  said 
city  to  said  gas  company.  The  gas  so  fur- 
nished was  not  furnished  under  any  express 
contract,  nor  was  it  furnished  pursuant  to 
any  contract  entered  into  before  the  election 
of  said  mayor,  except  that  it  was  so  furnish- 
ed pursuant  to  the  franchises  of  the  said  gas 
company  and  the  law  applicable  to  said  gas 
company. 

Section  211  of  the  charter  of  the  city  of 
Sacramento  provides  as  follows:  "No  mem- 
ber of  the  board  of  trustees,  and  no  officer  of 
or  employee  of  the  city,  shall  be  or  become 
directly  or  indirectly  interested  In  or  with 
the  performance  of  any  contract,  work  or 
business,  or  in  the  sale  of  any  article,  the 
expense,  price  or  consideration  of  which  is 
payable  from  the  city  treasury,  or  In  the 
purchase  or  lease  of  any  real  estate  or  prop- 
erty belonging  to  or  taken  by  the  city,  or 
which  shall  be  sold  for  taxes  or  assessments, 
or  by  virtue  of  legal  process  at  the  suit  of 
the  city.  Any  member  of  the  board  or  any 
officer  or  employee  of  this  city  violating  the 
provisions  of  this  section,  or  who  shall  be 
directly  or  Indirectly  Interested  In  any  fran- 
chise, right  or  privilege  granted  by  the  city 
while  he  is  such  member,  officer  or  ^nployee, 
unless  the  same  shall  devolve  upon  him  by 
law,  shall  forfeit  his  office,  and  be  forever 
disqualified  from  holding  any  position  in  the 
service  of  the  city;  and  all  contracts  made, 
or  rights  or  franchises  granted,  in  violation 
of  this  section  shall  be  absolutely  void." 

Upon  the  facts  as  found  by  the  court,  of 
which  the  foregoing  is  a  condensed  state- 
ment, the  court  below  adjudged  that  an 
alternative  writ  of  mandate  theretofore  Is- 
sued In  the  cause  be  made  peremptory,  re- 
quiring the  appellant  herein,  as  auditor,  to 
Issue  his  warrant  uiton  the  treasury  of  the 
city  of  Sacramento,  and  upon  the  proper 
fund  therein,  for  the  amount  of  the  demand. 
\iz.  for  $25.80.  The  defendant,  auditor  as 
aforesaid,  appeals  from  the  Judgment,  and 
the  cause  comes  up  on  the  Judgment  roll. 

The  officers  of  a  municipal  corporation,  like 
those  of  private  corporations,  are  agents  of 
the  corporate  body.  It  is  a  cardinal  doc- 
trine of  the  law  of  agency  that,  "whenever 
an  agent  is  Invested  with  authority  to  use 
any  discretion  In  the  exercise  of  the  powers 
conferred  upon  him,  It  is  an  implied  condi- 
tion that  this  discretion  shall  be  used  in  good 
faith  for  the  benefit  of  the  principal,  and  in 
accordance  with  the  true  purpose  of  the 
agent's  appointment.  To  this  extent  every 
agency  which  Is  not  a  purely  ministerial  one 
Involves  a  fiduciary  relation  between  the 
parties."  Mor.  Priv.  Corp.  {  516.  It  Is  hi 
consonance  with  this  principle  that  officers 
Of  a  coriwratlon  may  not,  under  any  circum- 
stances, use  their  official  i>osltion  for  their 
own  benefit,  or  for  the  benefit  of  any  one  ex- 
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eept  the  corporation  Itself,'  and  they  may  not 
represent  the  corporation  in  any  contract  or 
transaction  in  which  they  are  personally  in- 
terested in  obtaining  an  advantage  at  the  ex- 
pense of  the  corporation.  In  such  cases  it  Is 
said  the  corporation  would  not  have  the 
benefit  of  their  unbiased  judgment,  as  self- 
interest  would  prompt  them  to  prefer  their 
own  advantage  to  that  of  the  company.  San 
Diego  V.  San  Diego  &  L.  A.  E.  Oo.,  44  Cal. 
106;  Shakespear  v.  Smith,  77  Cal.  638,  20 
Pac.  294;  Finch  v.  Hallway  Co.,  87  Cal.  597, 
25  Pac.  765;  Wlckersham  t.  Crittenden,  93 
Cal.  29,  28  Pac.  788;  Capron  T.  Hitchcock, 
OS  Cal.  427,  33  Pac.  431;  DIU.  Mnn.  Corp.  g 
444.  The  rule  embodied  In  the  foregoing  de- 
cisions, and  which  has  the  support  of  a  host 
of  others  which  might  be  mentioned,  Is  not 
an  arbitrary  one.  In  other  words,  it  Is 
founded  in  reason,  and  is  not  to  be  Indiscrim- 
inately applied  Irrespective  of  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  Mor.  Priv.  Corp.  $  521. 
It  would  seem  that  the  circumstances  of 
the  present  case  bring  it  within  the  excep- 
tions for  the  following  reasons:  (1)  The  au- 
thority to  transact  the  business  of  the  mu- 
nicipal corporation  of  the  city  of  Sacramento, 
to  procure  supplies  therefor,  and  to  audit 
and  allow  claims  against  the  city.  Is  vested 
in  the  board  of  trustees;  and  B.  U.  Stein- 
man,  as  mayor  of  the  city,  has  not,  so  far  as 
appears  from  the  record,  any  authority  In 
the  premises.  (2)  The  gas  furnished  to  the 
city  was  not  supplied  under  or  pursuant  to 
any  express  contract  with  the  respondent 
corporation,  of  which  Steinman  is  president, 
and  the  right  to  recover  the  reasonable  value 
thereof  is  based  upon  the  Implied  promise 
which  the  law  raises.  (3)  Under  section  629 
of  the  Civil  Code,  the  respondent  was  bound, 
upon  proper  demand,  to  furnish  gas  to  the 
city,  and,  upon  refusal  so  to  do,  was  liable 
to  a  penalty  of  |50  as  liquidated  damages, 
and  $5  a  day  as  liquidated  damages  for  each 
day  such  refusal  or  neglect  continues  there- 
after. Under  the  operation  of  this  law,  the 
gas  company  was  not  a  free  agent  with  pow- 
er to  contract  or  refuse  to  do  so,  but  It  be- 
came Its  duty  upon  demand  to  furnish  gas 
to  the  city.  Irrespective  of  the  status  of  Its 
president  This  duty  to  furnish  gas  to  the 
dty  devolved  upon  the  respondent,  not  by 
virtue  of  any  contract,  but  by  operation  of 
law;  and  hence  the  laws  governing  ordinary 
contracts  resting  In  the  volition  of  the  par- 
ties thereto  has  no  application.  Where  the 
law  affixes  a  penalty  for  the  nonperformance 
of  an  act.  Its  performance  should  not  be  ad- 
Judged  illegal,  or  subject  the  party  perform- 
ing to  the  Implication  of  having  violated  a 
duty.  Had  the  city  of  Sacramento  been  in 
need  of  the  land  of  its  mayor  pursuant  to 
some  public  use,  and  had  it,  by  proceedings 
for  the  condemnation  thereof,  under  the  law 
of  eminent  domain,  succeeded  to  the  title, 
the  proceeding  would  have  been  so  far  an  ad- 
versary one  that  there  would  have  been  no 
liability  on  the  part  of  such  mayor  for  a  vio- 


lation of  section  211  of  the  rtty  charter,  here- 
inbefore quoted.  The  case  at  bar  does  not 
differ  essentially  In  principle  from  the  one 
supposed.  Section  211  of  the  city  charter, 
which  inhibits  its  ofilcers  from  being  Inter- 
ested in  any  contracts  or  sales  to  the  city  in- 
volving the  payment  of  money  from  Its  treas- 
ury, or  from  being  interested  In  any  fran- 
chise, right,  or  privilege  granted  by  the  city 
while  they  are  in  office,  la,  except  as  to  the 
penalty  imposed  thereby.  In  substance  a  dec- 
laration of  the  common  law  as  it  previously, 
existed,  and  is  founded  In  wisdom  and  jus- 
tice. It  is  intended  as  a  slileid  to  the  city 
against  the  selfishness  and  greed  of  officials, 
but  was  not  Intended  and  may  not  be  used 
as  a  medium  by  which  the  city  can  take  the 
property  of  others  without  their  consent,  un- 
der the  form  of  law,  and  then  refuse  to  pay 
therefor  Its  reasonable  worth,  because  an 
officer  of  the  city  is  Interested  in  such  prop- 
erty. We  hold  that  section  211  of  the  city 
charter  has  no  application  to  a  case  like  the 
present,  where  the  gas  company  Is  required 
by  positive  law  to  furnish  gas  to  the  city  up- 
on demand,  and,  having  furnished  the  com- 
modity, has  presented  its  bill  for  the  reason- 
able value  thereof,  although  the  mayor  of 
the  city  owns  stock  in  the  gas  company  and 
Is  president  th»eof.  The  city,  having  re- 
ceived and  used  the  gas  pursuant  to  a  right 
which  It  enjoyed  Independent  of  the  volition 
of  respondent.  Is,  In  equity  and  conscience, 
boimd  to  pay  the  reasonable  value  thereof. 
The  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:    VANCLIBF,  C;  HAYNBS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  appeal- 
ed from  is  affirmed. 


IM  Cal.  IM 
KELLER  T.  HEWITT  et  aL     (No.  18,325.) 
(Sapreme  Court  of  Callfomia.     Sept.  19,  1896.) 

Tbachers'  Cbrtificates  —  Handahus  to  Board 
or  Bdvcatiok. 

1.  Pol.  Code,  i  1771,  provides  that  the  board 
of  education  shall  prescribe  rules  for  the  exam- 
ination of  teachers,  and  examine  applicants, 
and  prescribe  a  standard  of  proficiency.  Sda 
that,  after  the  board  has  determined  that  the 
applicant  is  in  every  way  conq>etent  to  teach,  it 
has  no  riKht  to  refuse  to  issue  a  certificate. 

2.  By  Pol.  Code,  8  1768,  the  county  super- 
intendent of  schools  is  made  a  meml>er  of  the 
board  of  education.  Bdd,  that  it  was  not  nec- 
essary to  make  said  superintendent  a  separate 
party  defendant  to  a  petition  for  mandamus  to 
compel  the  board  to  issue  a  teacher's  certificate. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Sutter  county;  E.  A.  Davis,  Judge. 

Petition  by  Augustine  Keller  for  writ  of 
mandamus  to  compel  A.  H.  Hewitt  and  oth- 
ers, constituting  the  board  of  education  of 
Sutter  county,  to  issue  to  him  a  teacher's  cer- 
tificate. A  demurrer  to  the  petition  was  sus- 
tained, and  petitioner  appeals.     Reversed. 
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W.  H.  CarUn  and  M.  B.  Sanborn,  for  appel- 
lant   W.  T.  Phlpps,  for  respondents. 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  Appellant  made  applica- 
tion to  respondents,  as  the  county  board  of  ed- 
ucation of  Sutter  county,  for  a  grammar  grade 
certificate  as  a  teacher  in  the  public  schools 
of  the  county,  and  upon  examination  by  said 
board  for  the  purpose,  in  accordance  with  its 
rules,  -was  awarded  a  percentage  of  proficien- 
cy upon  all  of  the  studies,  subjects,  and  mat- 
ters included  in  his  examination  above  tiiat 
required  by  law  and  the  rules  of  the  board 
to  entitle  him  to  a  certificate  of  the  grade 
applied  for;  and  the  board  found  and  decided 
that  petitioner  was  of  good  moral  character, 
and  in  every  way  fit  and  competent  to  receive 
such  certificate.  But,  notwithstanding  this 
finding  and  that  nothing  further  remained  to 
be  performed  by  appellant  to  entitle  him 
thereto,  the  board  arbitrarily  and  without 
cause  refused  to  issue  such  certificate  to  ap- 
pellant After  a  formal  demand  for  the  is- 
suance of  the  certificate,  and  its  continued  re- 
fusal, appellant  applied  to  the  superior  court 
of  the  county  for  a  writ  of  mandate  against 
the  board,  requiring  the  issuance  to  him  of 
such  certificate,  setting  forth  with  great  full- 
ness and  detail  in  his  affidavit  or  petition  the 
facts  of  which  the  foregoing  is  a  brief  sum- 
mary. The  superior  court  sustained  a  de- 
murrer to  the  petition,  and,  upon  a  failure  to 
amend,  entered  judgment  against  the  peti- 
tioner, from  which  he  appeals. 
!  We  think  the  ruling  of  the  court  below  was 
clearly  erroneous.  The  theory  upon  which 
that  court  proceeded  in  sustaining  the  demur- 
rer, and  that  now  contended  for  by  respond- 
ent; is  that  the  law  vests  in  the  board  of  edu- 
cation the  absolute  power  and  discretion  to 
determine  in  any  instance  whether  a  certifi- 
cate shall  issue  to  an  applicant,  irrespective 
of  the  question  of  bis  fitness  as  shown  by  his 
examination,  and  that  its  determination  in 
the  premises  is  final,  and  not  subject  to  re- 
view by  the  courts.  This  view  of  the  law  can- 
not in  our  judgment  be  sustained.  It  was 
never  Intended  to  vest  In  the  board  of  educa- 
tion any  such  absolute  power  in  the  premises. 
The  law  gives  the  board  large  discretionary 
powers  unquestionably,  but  there  are  limits 
beyond  which  their  discretion  does  not  go,  and 
wliere  rights  arise  which  It  is  not  within  their 
discretion  to  refuse.  They  have  power  to 
prescribe  and  enforce  rules  for  the  examina- 
tion of  teachers,  and  to  examine  applicants, 
and  prescribe  a  standard  of  proficiency  which 
the  person  examined  must  reach  to  entitle 
him  to  a  certificate  (Pol.  Code,  J  1771);  and, 
no  doubt  in  the  exercise  of  these  functions, 
the  board  Is  vested  with  such  discretionary 
judgment  that  their  action  could  not  be  re- 
viewed, as,  for  instance.  In  determining  the 
degree  of  proficiency  and  fitness  shown  by  an 
applicant  upon  any  matter  Involved  In  his  ex- 
amination, and  perhaps  In  prescribing  the 
standard  of  proficiency  and  subjects  of  exam- 
ination.   In  such  matters  it  may  be  safely 


assumed  that  thdr  fonctioa  being  largely,  if 
not  whoily,  discretionary,  and  involving  an  ex- 
ercise of  judgment,  their  determination  would  ' 
be  held  finaL  But  having  established  such 
rules  and  fixed  such  standard,  and  having  ex- 
amined an  applicant  under  those  rules,  and 
determined  that  they  have  been  complied 
with,  and  in  all  respects  the  prescribed  stand- 
ard of  proficiency  reached,  it  was  not  intended 
that  they  should,  nevertheless,  have  the  arbi- 
trary power  to  say  that  In  such  a  case  a  cer- 
tificate shall  not  issue.  When,  under  the  law 
and  their  rules,  the  question  of  an  applicant's 
fitness  to  receive  a  certificate  has  been  deter- 
mined in  his  favor,  the  limit  of  the  Doaid'a 
discretionary  functions  in  the  premises  has 
been  reached,  and  a  plain  legal  duty  results. 
The  applicant  thereupon  becomes  entitled  to  a 
certificate,  and  the  board  rests  imder  a  cor- 
responding obligation  to  grant  it.  It  is  such 
a  case  that  is  made  by  the  x>etition.  All  of 
the  prescribed  requirements  of  the  board  have 
been  met  and  compiled  with  by  petitioner, 
and  the  possession  of  all  the  necessary  qualifi- 
cations determined  in  his  favor.  Taking  the 
facts  alleged  to  be  true,  as  we  must  the  pe- 
tition, in  our  judgment,  clearly  states  a  case 
for  relief  which  can  be  reached  by  mandate. 
And  this  view  in  no  sense  trenches  upon  the 
general  doctrine  contended  for  by  respond- 
ents, that  mandamus  will  not  lie  to  control  or 
direct  mere  discretion  or  judgment  Bespond- 
ents  devote  much  space  and  cite  many  au- 
thorities in  support  of  that  rule.  Its  discus- 
sion was  a  work  of  supererogation.  There 
is  no  question  of  its  general  correctness,  al- 
though It  has  its  limitations  and  exceptions 
(Wood  V.  Strother,  76  Cal.  545,  18  Pac.  766; 
Baisch  V.  Board  of  Ed.,  81  Cal.  542,  22  Pac 
S90);  but  It  Is  wholly  beside  the  question, 
since  the  act  here  sought  to  be  compelled  Is 
not  a  discretionary  act,  but  a  purely  ministe- 
rial duty,  resulting  from  the  antecedent  acts 
of  the  board.  It  is  a  case  not  distinguisha- 
ble from  that  which  would  arise  should  a 
superior  court  which  is  given  the  power  to 
examine  and  admit  applicants  to  the  ba.T, 
proceed  to  examine  an  applicant,  and  as  a  re- 
sult determine  and  announce  that  It  found  the 
applicant  possessed  of  the  requisite  age,  char- 
acter, and  fitness  under  the  law  to  entitle  him 
to  admission,  yet  should  refuse  without  cause 
to  admit  htm.  Would  it  be  contended  for  a 
moment  that  such  refusal  was  within  the  dis- 
cretion of  the  court,  and  that  the  admission 
of  the  applicant  could  not  be  enforced  by 
mandate?  We  apprehend  not  and  yet  that  is 
exactly  this  case.  The  court  in  the  case  sup- 
posed would  have  exhausted  Its  discretionary 
powers,  and  have  reached  a  point  where 
nothing  remained  but  to  grant  the  right  to 
which  the  party  had  shown  himself  entitled. 
The  principle  Involved  Is  aptly  Illustrated  by 
the  case  of  Sansom  v.  Mercer,  68  Tex.  488. 
5  S.  W.  62.  That  was  a  case  arising  under 
a  statute  of  Texas  providing  that  the  territo- 
rial limits  of  a  city  could  be  diminished  by  a 
vote  of  the  people  at  an  election  to  be  called 
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'  by  the  mayor,  apon  application  made  to  him 
by  petition,  signed  by  a  certain  number  of 
electors.  Before  making  a  call  for  sucli  elec- 
tion, the  mayor  was  required  to  determine 
two  things:  First,  tliat  there  was  an  excess 
of  territory  over  the  limit  prescribed  by  the 
act;  and,  second,  that  at  least  50  electors  bad 
signed  the  petition.  Application  was  made 
to  the  mayor  under  the  act  to  call  an  election, 
which  he  refused,  and  mandamus  was  sought 
to  compel  him  to  make  the  call.  It  was  urg- 
ed that,  his  function  Involving  the  exercise  of 
judgment  upon  his  part  in  passing  upon  the 
matters  submitted  to  him,  he  could  not  be  re- 
quired to  act  In  a  particular  way.  It  is  said 
by  the  court:  "It  is  well  setUed  that,  if  the 
duty  an  oflBcer  is  called  uiwn  to  perform  re- 
quires the  exercise  of  an  act  of  Judgment  on 
his  part,  his  decision  is  not  subject  to  be  re- 
viewed by  a  proceeding  for  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus. Ewing  V.  Cohen,  63  Tex.  483;  Bledsoe  y. 
Eailroad  Co.,  40  Tex.  554;  Arberry  v.  Beavers, 
6  Tex.  457;  Commissioners  v.  Smith,  5  Tex. 
471;  Cullem  t.  Latimer,  4  Tex.  329.  And  it 
is  apparent  that,  in  a  proceeding  to  procure 
an  order  for  an  election  under  the  statute  be- 
fore cited,  the  mayor  is  required  to  determine 
two  facts  in  order  to  Justify  him  In  making 
the  order  for  the  election:  (1)  That  there  Is  a 
surplus  of  territory  over  the  limit  prescribed 
by  the  statute;  and  (2)  that  at  least  50  quali- 
fied voters  of  that  territory  have  signed  the 
petition.  If  there  be  any  controversy  aa  to 
the  existence  of  these  facts,  his  function  is 
discretionary,  and  he  cannot  be  compelled  to 
order  the  election.  But  taking  the  facts  of 
ihe  petition  to  be  true,  as  the  demurrer  ad- 
mits, the  surplus  territory  exists,  and  more 
than  the  requisite  number  of  voters  have  sign- 
ed the  application.  In  such  a  case  the  discre- 
tion of  tlie  mayor  ceases.  The  act  to  t)e  done 
is  purely  ministerial.  His  duty  becomes  ab- 
solute, and  he  can  be  compelled  to  perform 
It.  The  fact  that  preliminary  to  his  action 
he  must  know  that  there  is  an  excess  of  terri- 
tory beyond  the  statutory  requirements,  and 
that  the  requisite  number  of  voters  have  sign- 
ed the  petition,  does  not  invest  him  with  the 
discretion  to  refuse  to  order  the  election  when, 
as  a  matter  of  fact,  there  is  no  controversy  as 
to  the  excess,  or  as  to  the  number  and  quali- 
fications of  the  signers."  Many  other  cases 
support  a  like  view,  but  we  deem  It  unneces- 
sary to  multiply  them.  The  case  of  Bailey 
T.  Ewart,  52  Iowa,  111,  2  N.  W.  1009,  largely 
relied  upon  by  respondents  as  supporting  their 
view,  we  do  not  regard  as  in  point  or  as  in 
any  way  in  conflict  with  the  principles  above 
announced.  It  is  apparent  from  the  reading 
of  that  case  that  the  certificate  was  there  re- 
fused because  the  applicant  was  not  found 
qualified;  and  it  was  properly  held,  under  the 
general  rule  above  stated,  that  this  question 
was  a  discretionary  one,  and  could  not  be  re- 
viewed. A  very  different  question  would  have 
been  presented  had  the  applicant  been  found 
competent,  and  the  certificate  then  refused. 
Had  the  court  reached  the  conclusion  it  did 


under  such  a  state  of  facts,  the  case  would 
hdve  presented  some  analogy  to  the  one  be- 
fore us.  For  these  reasons  the  general  de- 
muiTer  should  have  been  overruled. 

Nor  do  we  think  there  Is  anything  In  the 
special  ground  of  demurrer  that  there  Is  a 
defect  of  parties  defendant.  In  that  the  county 
superintendent,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
such,  should  have  been  made  a  party  defend- 
ant. Under  the  statute,  the  county  superin- 
tendent is  made  a  member  of  the  board  of  ed- 
ucation (Pol.  Code,  §  1768);  and  It  is  only  In 
the  latter  capacity  that  he  has  any  function  to 
perform  In  the  premises  counted  upon.  It 
was  only  by  reason  of  his  being  a  constituent 
part  of  the  board,  therefore,  that  it  was  nec- 
essary to  make  him  a  party  at  all,  and,  as  such, 
he  is  made  a  defendant.  It  Is  true  that  the 
constitution  commits  to  county  superintend- 
ents and  county  boards  of  education  control 
of  the  examination  of  teachers,  and  the  grant- 
ing of  certificates  within  their  respective  Ju- 
risdictions; but  it  has  left  it  to  the  legislature 
to  provide  the  machinery  for  putting  this  pow- 
er In  motion,  and  prescribe  the  mode  and 
manner  of  its  exercise  and  the  limitations  of 
the  power  vested.  This  the  legislature  has 
done,  and  has  seen  fit  to  prescrit>e  txiat  the 
functions  of  the  superintendent  in  this  regard, 
except  in  certain  respects  not  here  Involved, 
are  to  be  performed  as  a  memtter  of  the  board 
of  education.  In  his  separate  capacity  of  su- 
perintendent, therefore,  the  latter  was  neither 
a  necessary  nor  a  proper  party  to  the  proceed- 
ing. 

It  follows  that  the  Judgment  should  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  with  direc- 
tions to  the  lower  court  to  overrtde  the  de- 
murrer.    It  Is  so  ordered. 


We    concur: 
SON,  J. 


GAROUTTE,    J.;     HABBI- 


10»  Cal.  m 
CORBETT  et  al.  v.  CHAMBERS  et  ai 
(No.  19,417.) 
(Supreme  CJourt  of  California.     Sept.  25.  1895.) 

IfECnAITIC'S  I.TES  CLAIM  —  ScPFICrEXCT— FiLINO. 

1.  The  provision  in  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  1187, 
requiring  the  claim  filed  by  a  mechanic's  lien 
claimant  to  state  "the  name  of  the  owner  or  re- 
puted owner,  if  known,"  means  the  owner  or 
reputed  owner  at  time  the  claim  is  filed. 

2.  Objections  to  a  mechanic's  lien  claim 
that  the  verification  states  that  the  facts  stated 
therein  are  true,  instead  of  that  the  claim  is 
true,  and  that  a  certain  person  is  the  owner  of 
the  "premises"  instead  of  the  "building,"  are 
frivolous. 

3.  An  objection  tbnt  a  mechanic's  lien  claim 
was  not  made  or  61ed  by  the  claimant  shonid 
be  overruled  when  it  appears  that  the  claimant 
signed  the  claim,  and  gave  it  to  another  to  file, 
and  it  was  indorsed  by  the  recorder  as  filed  by 
the  claimant. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Diego  county;   E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Action  by  W,  C.  Corbett  aad  others  against 
W.  D.  Chambers  and  others  for  foreclosure 
of  mechanic's  lien.  From  a  Judgment  foe 
defendants,  plalntifCs  appeaL    Reyecsed, 
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J.  W.  Goodwin  and  Henry  J.  Stevens,  for 
appellants.  Z.  Montgomery  &  Son  and  F. 
W.  Bwlng,  for  respondents. 

HARRISON,  J.  Action  for  the  foreclosure 
of  four  mechanics'  Hens  upon  certain  prop- 
erty In  the  county  of  San  Diego.  When  the 
notices  of  lien  were  offered  in  evidence  the 
defendants  objected  to  their  sufficiency,  and 
they  were  excluded  by  the  court,  and  Judg- 
ment rendered  In  favor  of  the  defendants. 
Plaintiffs  have  appealed. 

The  complaint  alleges  "that  from  about  the 
Ist  day  of  January,  1892,  to  about  the  1st 
day  of  May,  1892,  W.  D.  Chambers  was  the 
owner  of  the  real  property  hereinafter  de- 
scribed; that,  as  these  plaintiffs  are  inform- 
ed and  believed,  ever  since  about  the  Ist  day 
of  May,  1B92,  said  property  has  stood  In  the 
name  of  F.  W.  Swing,  and  that  said  F.  W. 
Ewlng  has  been  the  owner  thereof."  The 
notices  of  Hen  are  substantially  in  the  same 
form,  and  contain  the  following  statements: 
"That  F.  W.  Ewlng  is  the  name  of  the  owner 
or  reputed  owner  of  said  premises;  that  W. 
D.  Chambers  is  the  name  of  the  person  by 
whom  this  claimant  was  employed  to  work 
on  said  premises."  One  of  the  objections 
which  the  defendants  made  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  these  notices,  and  the  one  which  has 
been  chiefly  argued  in  their  brief,  is  that  the 
notices  should  state  the  name  of  the  owner 
at  the  time  the  claimant  made  bis  contract 
with  Chambers,  and  should  also  state  that 
the  person  for  whom  the  labor  was  perform- 
ed had  some  ccmtractual  relation  with  the 
person  named  In  the  notice  as  the  owner  of 
the  building,  whereas  the  notices  herein 
merely  state  the  name  of  the  owner  at  the 
time  of  filing  the  claim  of  lien,  and  do  not 
purport  to  state  the  name  of  the  owner  at 
the  time  the  contract  was  made,  and  that 
they  fall  to  show  any  contractual  or  other  re- 
lation between  the  owner  and  Chambers. 
The  steps  which  are  requisite  to  the  enforce- 
ment of  a  mechanic's  lien  are  entirely  of 
statutory  creation,  and  the  same  rule  which 
makes  it  essential  that  all  statutory  require- 
ments be  complied  with  in  order  to  perfect 
the  lien  renders  it  unnecessary  to  take  any 
other  step  than  Is  thus  required.  In  order, 
therefore,  to  determine  whether  a  notice  of 
lien  is  sufficient.  It  Is  only  necessary  to  com- 
pare its  terms  with  the  terms  of  the  statute 
which  provide  for  the  notice.  Section  1187, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  re'qulres  the  claimant  to  file 
for  record  with  the  county  recorder  "a  claim 
containing  a  statement  of  his  demand,  after 
deducting  all  just  credits  and  off  sets,  with 
the  name  of  the  owner  or  reputed  owner.  If 
known,  and  also  the  name  of  the  person  by 
whom  he  was  employed,  or  to  whom  he  fur- 
nished the  materials."  The  requirements 
that  are  made  by  the  statutes  In  many  other 
states  differ  from  those  required  in  this  state, 
and,  as  It  Is  only  necessary  to  consider  the 
requirements  of  the  above  section,  it  is  un- 
profitable to  consider  what  decisions  may 


have  been  made  under  different  statntes.  In 
the  absence  of  any  qualifying  term,  a  stat- 
ute must  be  Interpreted  according  to  the  nat- 
ural Import  of  its  language.  There  1b  no 
limitation  upon  the  term  "owner,"  as  used  In 
the  above  section  of  the  Code,  nor  does  It 
refer  to  the  owner  with  whom  the  contract 
for  the  Improvement  was  made,  or  to  the 
owner  at  any  other  time  than  at  the  date  of 
filing  the  claim.  To  bold  that  the  notice 
must  state  the  name  of  the  "owner"  who 
originally  entered  into  the  contract  and» 
which  the  work  was  done  would  be  to  re- 
quire something  of  the  claimant  which  the 
statute  has  not  required;  and  to  hold  that  a 
statement  of  the  name  of  the  owner  at  the 
time  of  filing  his  claim  Is  Insufficient  would 
be  to  deprive  him  of  a  lien  when  he  has  fnl- 
ly  complied  with  the  requirements  of  the 
statute.  The  object  of  requiring  the  claim 
to  be  filed  in  order  to  perfect  the  lien  Is  to 
give  notice  of  the  Hen  to  those  Interested  in 
the  property  upon  which  It  is  claimed;  and, 
as  the  owner  at  the  time  of  filing  the  claim 
is  the  party  to  be  affected  thereby,  rather 
than  one  who  has  parted  with  the  property 
subsequent  to  the  making  of  the  original  con- 
tract, It  Is  reasonable  to  suppose  that  the 
legislature  intended  the  name  of  the  owner 
at  the  time  the  claim  is  filed,  rather  than 
that  of  any  previous  owner. 

The  present  mechanic's  lien  law  is  an  evo- 
lution from  prior  statutes  upon  the  same  sub- 
ject, resulting  from  the  desire  of  the  legisla- 
ture to  adjust  the  respective  rights  of  lien 
claimants  with  those  of  the  owners  of  prop- 
erty Improved  by  their  labor  and  material 
An  examination  of  these  statutes  confirms 
the  conclusion  that  the  "owner"  whose  name 
Is  to  be  given  in  the  dalm  of  Hen  Is  the  own- 
er at  the  time  of  filing  the  claim.  The  act 
of  1850,  i  2  (St  1850,  p,  212),  required  the 
claimant  to  give  a  notice  in  writing  to  the 
"owner"  of  the  building  on  which  his  labor 
or  materials  had  been  expended.  By  the  act 
of  1855,  I  3  (St  185S,  p.  157),  the  claimant 
was  required  to  file  his  claim  In  the  recorders 
office,  and  within  five  days  thereafter  serve 
a  copy  thereof  on  the  owner  of  the  building, 
or  his  agent  in  case  the  owner  resided  out  of 
the  county;  and,  if  he  had  no  agent,  to  post 
It  on  the  building  charged  with  the  Uen.  In 
1858  (St  1858,  p.  225)  this  act  was  amended 
by  authorizing  the  copy  of  the  notice  to  be 
left  at  the  residence  of  the  owner,  or  depos- 
ited In  the  i>ost  office,  directed  to  him,  in- 
stead of  being  posted  upon  the  building.  In 
the  act  of  1862,  |  5  (St  1862,  p.  385),  the 
claimant  was  required  to  give  a  notice  of  the 
nature  and  extent  of  his  claim  to  the  "em- 
ployer" of  the  original  contractM.  The  stat- 
ute was  again  revised  In  1808,  and  the  act  of 
that  year  (St  1868,  p.  589)  contains  substan- 
tially the  present  provisions  of  the  Code  on 
this  subject.  Instead  of  requiring  the  notice 
to  be  given  to  the  "employer"  of  the  orig- 
inal contractor,  as  was  required  by  the  act  of 
1862,  this  act  brings  the  "owner"  Into  < 
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tlou  witb  the  daimant,  as  did  the  sta^tes 
prior  to  1802,  and.  Instead  of  reauiring  tbat 
the  notice  of  claim  be  peraoiiaUy  served  upon 
Um.  authorizes  It  to  be  filed  for  record  with 
the  county  recorder.  By  the  act  of  1862  the 
notice  was  to  be  given  to  the  "employer"  of 
the  orglnal  contractor,  irrespective  of  any  in- 
terest he  might  then  have  in  the  property; 
and  the  restoration  of  the  term  "owner"  In 
1868  indicates  that  the  legislature  deemed 
that  notice  to  the  employer  might  not  be  suf- 
ficient if  such  employer  was  not  also  the 
owner.  As  the  main  object  of  giving  per- 
sonal notice  of  the  claim  to  the  owner  of  the 
building  la  to  affect  him  with  notice  of  the 
lien,  and  afford  him  an  opportunity  of  pro- 
tecting himself  against  the  same  in  his  deal- 
ings with  the  original  contractor,  It  must  be 
assumed  that  when  the  legislature  substi- 
tuted the  recording  of  the  claim,  with  the 
name  of  the  owner  therein,  for  the  personal 
notice  previously  required  to  be  given  to  him, 
it  Intended  the  owner  of  the  property  who 
would  be  affected  by  the  Hen,  rather  than  a 
prior  owner,  who  had  authorized  the  Im- 
provemoit,  and  who,  by  an  intervening  sale, 
had  ceased  to  have  any  Interest  in  the  prop- 
erty, or  In  any  lien  thereon.  Another  object 
of  having  the  notice  made  a  matter  of  public 
record  is  for  the  protection  of  those  who  may 
deal  with  the  owner  of  the  property.  By 
Pol.  Code,  i  4236  (16),  the  county  recwder  is 
required  to  keep  "an  Index  of  notices  of  me- 
chanics' liens,  labelled  'Mechanics'  Liens,' 
each  page  divided  into  three  columns,  headed, 
respectively,  'Parties  Claiming  Liens,'  'Against 
Whom  Claimed,'  'Notices  When  and  Where 
Recorded.'"  The  same  provision  is  found 
in  section  125  of  the  several  county  govern- 
ment acts  that  have  been  passed.  It  is  by 
this  index  that  a  subsequent  dealer  with  the 
property  is  to  be  guided  in  ascertaining 
whether  there  are  any  incumbrances  upon  the 
owner's  title,  and  it  Is  apparent  that  this  In- 
dex would  afford  no  notice  to  subsequent  pur- 
chasers or  Incumbranceis  If  the  owner  whose 
name  Is  to  be  stated  in  the  claim  is  one  who 
at  some  previous  time  had  been  the  owner, 
but  who  had,  long  prior  to  filing  the  claim, 
parted  with  aU  interest  in  the  property.  As 
the  claim  of  Hen  which  is  to  be  filed  with  the 
county  recorder  is  not  the  enforcement  of  the 
lien,  or  any  step  for  its  enforcement,  but 
merely  one  of  the  acts  to  be  performed  in 
perfecting  the  lien,  it  is  apparent  that  It  Is 
not  essential  that  this  notice  shall  contain  a 
statement  of  all  the  facts  essential  to  estab- 
lishing the  Hen,  or  anything  more  than  is  re- 
quired by  the  statute.  The  office  of  filing 
the  statement  Is  to  give  notice  of  the  dalm, 
and  not  to  serve  as  evidence  of  the  Hen.  The 
statute  does  not  require  the  claimant  to  state 
In  his  notice  that  the  person  to  whom  he  fur- 
nished the  materials,  or  for  whom  he  per- 
formed labor  upon  the  building,  had  any  con- 
tract with  the  owner,  or  with  the  person 
whose  name  is  given  as  the  owner.  The  only 
notice  that  the  claimant  is  required  to  give 


is  the  name  of  the  person  with  whom  he  dealt 
or  contracted.  He  may  not  know  the  name 
of  the  ownei'.  and  it  he  is  Ignorant  of  his 
name  he  Is  not  required  to  state  It.  Lumber 
Co.  v.  Newklik,  80  CaL  275, 22  Pac  231.  The 
person  with  whom  he  dealt  may  be  unknown' 
to  the  owner.  He  may  be  a  subcontractor 
with  whom  the  owner  had  no  contractual  re- 
lation, and  the  statute  provides  that  the  la- 
borer may  have  a  Hen,  Irrespective  of  the 
existence  of  a  contract  on  the  part  of  the 
owner.  In  the  action  to  enforce  the  Hen. 
however,  the  claimant  must  state  In  his  com- 
plaint ail  the  facts  essential  to  a  recovery, 
and  show  that  the  person  with  whom  he 
dealt  had  authority  from  the  owner,  either 
express  or  Implied,  to  create  a  Hen  upon  his 
property.  If  the  owner  who  contracted  for 
the  Improvement  has  In  the  meantime  parted 
with  aU  Interest  In  the  property,  whether  be- 
fore or  after  filing  the  notice,  the  claimant 
cannot  enforce  his  Hen  In  an  action  against 
him  alone,  but  must  make  as  a  defendant 
the  owner  at  the  time  of  bringing  the  suit. 
The  statute  is  a  remedial  statute,  adopted  In 
obedience  to  the  requirements  of  the  constita- 
tlon  (article  20,  t  15),  and  Is  to  be  UberaUy 
construed  in  ftntherance  of  the  purposes  for 
which  it  was  authorized.  The  persons  tor 
whose  benefit  the  statute  is  enacted  are  not 
presumed  to  be  versed  in  the  niceties  of 
pleading,  and  the  notlbes  which,  under  its 
provisions,  they  are  authorized  to  give,  have 
regard  to  substance  rather  than  form.  The 
terms  of  the  section  clearly  Indicate  that  it 
was  not  the  intention  of  the  legislature  that 
in  the  claim  of  lien  which  he  flies  f<M:  record 
the  claimant  shaU  state  the  name  of  the  real 
owner,  at  the  risk  of  losing  his  Uen  if  it  shall 
turn  out  that  he  was  in  error.  The  prorl- 
sion  therein  that  the  claimant  shall  give  the 
"name  of  the  owner,  or  reputed  owner,  If 
known,"  impUes  that,  If  he  does  not  know 
the  name  of  the  owner,  he  may  state  this 
fact,  and  perfect  his  lien  without  naming  an 
owner  (Lumber  Co.  v.  Newkirk,  supra);  and 
also  that,  if  In  good  faith  he  gives  the  name 
of  a  reputed  owner,  he  shall  not  lose  his  lien 
If  he  shall  afterwards  ascertain  that  some 
other  person  was  the  owner.  See  Lelegne  v. 
Schwarzler,  67  How.  Praa  130.  Under  this 
view  of  the  object  of  the  section,  it  must  be 
held  that  the  claimant  does  not  fail  In  per- 
fecting his  Hen  If,  as  in  the  present  case,  he 
states  the  name  of  the  owner,  or  reputed 
owner,  in  the  alternative.  As  he  is  not  re- 
quired to  ascertain  at  his  peril  the  name  of 
the  true  owner,  and  as  It  is  sufficient  If  he 
gives  the  name  of  the  reputed  owner,  the 
sufficiency  of  the  notice  is  not  impaired  by 
the  same  person  being  designated  as  owner 
or  reputed  owner.  In  either  case  it  Is  only 
the  opinion  of  the  claimant  upon  matters 
that  are  not  presumptively  within  his  knowl- 
edge, but  which  he  has  formed  from  external 
information;  and  in  that  respect  the  notice 
which  he  is  to  file  differs  from  a  pleading  in 
which  a  fact  essential  to  a  recovery  must  b^ 
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deanlteir  averred.  The  object  of  this  state- 
ment In  his  claim  is,  as  we  have  seen,  to 
desig^nate  the  person  against  whom  be  seeks 
to  establish  the  lien,  as  well  as  to  protect  oth- 
ers In  their  dealings  with  the  property.  The 
purpose  of  this  Investigation  Is  to  point  out 
the  Individual  who  Is  to  be  affected  thereby, 
rather  than  the  attribute  of  ownership;  and, 
If  the  Individual  against  whose  property  the 
lien  is  claimed  is  specified,  he  receives  all  the 
notice  which  is  Intended  by  the  statute,  Irre- 
spective of  whether  he  Is  designated  as  own- 
er or  reputed  owner.  See  Reed  v.  Norton,  90 
Cal.  586,  26  Pac.  767,  and  27  Pac.  426. 

Many  other  objections  were  made  by  the 
respondents  to  the  introduction  of  the  notice, 
but  they  have  not  been  presented  in  their 
brief.  The  court  sustained  the  objections  as 
a  whole,  without  specifying  those  which  it 
deemed  valid.  We  have,  however,  examined 
the  record  with  reference  to  all  of  the  objec- 
tions, but  do  not  deem  that  any  of  them  re- 
quire further  consideration.  The  objection 
that  in  the  verification  of  one  of  the  claims 
It  Is  stated  "that  the  facta  stated  therein  are 
true,"  instead  of  stating  that  the  claim  Is  true, 
as  well  as  the  objection  to  another  of  the  no- 
tices that  It  stated  that  Ewlng  was  the  own- 
er of  the  "premises,"  Instead  of  stating  that 
he  was  the  owner  of  the  "building,"  are 
frivolous.  The  only  objection  to  the  claim  of 
the  iJlalntiff  Wellington  was  that  It  had  not 
been  filed  In  the  recorder's  office,  or  made  by 
the  claimant.  Wellington,  however,  testified 
that  he  had  signed  the  claim,  and  given  it  to 
T^ee  to  be  recorded;  and  upon  this  testimony, 
in  connection  with  the  Indorsement  upon  the 
claim,  the  objection  should  have  been  over- 
ruled.  The  Judgment  Is  reversed. 


We     concur: 
FLEET,  J. 


GAROUTTE,      J.;       VAX 


109  Cnl.  221 

BALFOUR  V.  FRESNO  CANAL  &  IRRIGA- 
TION CO.     (No.  18,437.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  27, 1803.) 
iRuiOATioj*  — Contracts  —  Cosstkuctiox— Parol 

EVIUESCE. 

A  contract  proridinff  that  for  $1,(XX) 
down  and  a  yearly  rontal  defendant  should  fur- 
nish plaintiff  from  "defendant's  maiu  canal,  or 
from  a  branch  thereof,"  a  certain  amount  of 
water  for  irrigation,  defendant  to  "place  a  suita- 
l)le  box  or  gate  in  the  bank  of  said  main  canal, 
or  a  branch  thereof,  at  the  most  conveuieiit 
point  for  the  conveyance  of  the  water  to  said 
land,"  as  soon  as  plaintiff  should  commence  con- 
struction of  a  ditch,  which  it  was  iirovided  he 
should  Ijuild  "from  said  box  or  pate  to  said 
land,  at  his  own  risk,  cost,  and  expense,"  for 
the  purpose  of  taking  the  water  on  his  land, 
plaintiff  to  pay  annually  to  defendant  $100, 
"the  first  payment  to  be  made  the  first  Mon- 
day in  September,  after  the  water  has  been 
brousht  upon  the  said  land,"  is  so  ambiguous  as 
to  whether  the  yearly  payment  was  to  com- 
mence the  September  after  plaintiff  took  the 
water  upon  the  land  through  the  ditch  to  be 
constructed  by  him,  or  the  September  after  de- 
fendant had  brought  the  water  to  the  land 
ready  for  plaiutifi,  that  parol  evidence  of  the 


snrronnding  drcamstancea  and  the  Intent  of 
the  parties  la  admiasible  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  snperlor  court, 
Fresno  county;   M.  K.  Harris,  Judge. 

Action  by  Robert  Balfonr  against  the  Fres- 
no Canal  &  Irrigation  (company.  Judgment 
for  defendant.    FlaintUt  appeaJs.    Reversed. 

L.  L.  Cory,  for  appellant  Geo.  E.  Cburcb, 
for  respondent. 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  The  parties  hereto.  In 
November,  1889,  entered  Into  four  several 
contracts,  whereby  defendant  sold  and  con- 
veyed to  plaintiff  certain  water  rights  or 
privileges  for  the  Irrigation  of  a  section  of 
land  in  Fresno  county.  The  contracts  were 
identical  In  terms,  except  that  each  referred 
to  a  different  quarter  section.  So  far  as  nec- 
essary to  be  stated,  the  stipulations  were 
that  the  defendant,  for  the  consideration  of 
|1,000  paid  down  and  a  yearly  rental  herein- 
after mentioned,  agreed  to  furnish  to  plain- 
tiff from  "defendant's  main  canal,  or  from  a 
branch  thereof,"  the  quantity  of  water  con- 
tracted for;  that  the  defendant  should  "place 
a  suitable  box  or  gate  In  the  bank  of  said 
main  canal,  or  a  branch  thereof,  at  tiie  most 
convenient  point  for  the  conveyance  of  the 
water  to  said  land,"  as  soon  as  the  plaintiff 
should  commence  the  construction  of  a  ditch, 
which  it  was  provided  he  should  build  "from 
said  box  or  gate  to  said  land,  at  liis  own 
risk,  cost,  and  expense,"  for  the  purpose  of 
taking  said  water  uixtn  his  land.  It  Is  then 
provided  that  plaintiff  and  his  successors, 
etc.,  will  pay  annually  to  the  defendant  for 
a  designated  period  the  sum  of  $100,  "the 
first  payment  to  be  made  the  first  Monday  in 
September,  after  the  water  has  been  brought 
upon  the  said  land."  And  it  is  provided 
that,  in  case  of  default  in  such  payment  in 
any  year  for  a  space  of  30  days  after  It  be- 
comes due,  the  agreement  shall  become  void 
at  the  option  of  the  canai  company.  Under 
those  contracts  defendant,  prior  to  Septem- 
ber, 1801,  carried  its  canal  to  a  point  acces- 
sible to  plaintiff's  land,  and  In  fact  partly 
upon  the  line  of  said  land,  but  plaintiff  has 
not  constinicted,  or  commenced  to  construct, 
any  ditch  to  take  the  water  from  said  canal 
upon  his  land,  nor  has  he  ever  otherwise 
taken  or  used  said  water.  In  due  time  after 
the  completion  of  Its  canal,  as  aforesaid,  the 
defendant  made  demand  upon  the  plaintiff 
for  the  payment  of  rent  under  each  of  said 
contracts  for  the  year  1891,  which  plaintiff 
refused;  and  plaintiff  likewise  refused  a  de- 
mand for  said  rent  claimed  by  defendant  for 
the  year  1892.  Instead,  plaintiff  brought  this 
action  to  have  it  decreed  tliat  there  is  noth- 
ing due  from  him  to  the  defendant  under 
said  contracts,  and  to  enjoin  defendant  from 
attempting  to  terminate  or  annul  plaintiff's 
rights  thereunder.  Defendant  filed  a  cross 
complaint,  alleging  Its  full  compliance  with 
the  terms  of  the  contracts,  and  that  the  two 
annual  payments  of  rent  for  the  years  1891 


uigiiizea  oy  >.j\^vy 


6" 


CoL) 


BALFOUB  V.  TUESNO  CANAL  ft  IBBIQATION  CO. 


877 


and  1802  were  due  had  unpaid,  and  aaked  a 
decree  enforcing  the  payment  of  the  same. 
The  conrt  found  that  defendant  bad  fnlly 
performed  the  contracts  on  Its  part,  and  ren- 
dered a  decree  In  favor  of  defendant  iot  the 
amount  claimed,  and  from  said  decree,  and 
an  order  denying  a  new  trial,  plalutifl  ap- 
peals. 

The  whole  controrer^  turns  upon  the  ques- 
tion as  to  when,  under  the  contracts,  plaln- 
tifT's  obligation  to  make  the  annual  pay- 
ments of  rent  provided  for  commences,  and 
the  solution  of  this  question  depends  npon 
the  construction  to  be  given  that  particular 
clause  which  provides  that  the  first  annual 
payment  is  to  be  made  "the  first  Monday  in 
September,  after  the  water  has  been  brought 
upon  said  land."  Plaintiff  contends  that 
this  language,  while  somewhat  ambiguous 
and  uncertain,  was  used  and  intended  to  re- 
fer to  the  taking  of  the  water  up<«i  the  land 
from  defendant's  canal,  by  the  plaintiff, 
through  the  medium  of  the  ditch  to  be  con- 
structed by  him,  and  that  no  annual  pay- 
ment is  to  become  due  until  such  actual  tak- 
ing by  plaintiff;  while  defendant's  conten- 
tion Is  that  the  clause  plainly  has  reference 
to  the  bringing  of  the  water  to  the  land  by 
the  water  company,  and  is  in  no  degree  am- 
biguous; and  that,  when  defendant  com- 
pleted the  construction  of  its  canal,  and  car- 
ried the  water  to  said  land  at  an  accessible 
point,  from  whence  It  could  be  conducted  up- 
on the  land  by  means  of  the  ditch  to  be  con- 
structed by  the  plaintiff,  the  condition  upon 
which  depended  defendant's  right  to  the  an- 
nual rent  was  fully  complied  with,  and  that 
defendant  is  entitled  to  said  rent,  regard- 
less of  whether  plaintiff  was  then  ready  to 
take  or  use  the  water  upon  his  land.  In  sup- 
port of  the  construction  contended  for  by 
him,  plaintiff  introduced  evidence  at  the  trial 
tending  to  show  that  during  the  negotia- 
tions between  the  plaintiff  and  the  officers  of 
the  defendant,  which  ended  in  the  execution 
of  the  contracts,  plaintiff  for  some  time  re- 
fused to  take  the  said  water  rights,  because 
be  was  making  no  use  of  the  land  which  re- 
quired water,  and  he  did  not  desire  to  enter 
into  the  contracts,  and  be  compelled  to  pay 
rent  for  water  that  be  then  had  no  use  for, 
and  so  stated  to  defendant;  that  the  latter 
was  anxious  to  have  plaintiff  purchase  said 
water  rights,  and  he  was  assured  by  the 
president  of  defendant,  with  whom  the  ne- 
gotiation was  had,  that,  if  plaintiff  would 
take  the  contracts,  and  pay  a  thousand  dol- 
lars each,  which  price  wag  somewhat  higher 
than  that  for  which  similar  rights  had  been 
sold  to  others,  he  should  not  be  required  to 
pay  rent  until  such  time  as  he  should  take 
the  water  upon  his  land  for  use;  that  it  was 
With  this  understanding  that  plaintiff  entered 
Into  said  contracts,  and  that  this  was  what 
the  parties  intended  to  express  by  the  lan- 
guage used.  The  evidence  further  tended  to 
show  that  the  language  above  quoted  was 
inserted  In  writing  in  a  blank  left  la  the 


printed  form  of  contract  used  by  the  water 
company,  and  that  the  clause  as  there  ln< 
aerted  differed  from  that  found  in  the  other 
water-right  contracts  made  by  the  company; 
the  provision  usually  inserted  being  that  the 
rent  should  be  paid  after  the  1st  of  Septem- 
ber of  a  certain  year,  without  reference  to 
when  the  water  Mm.B  brought  on  the  land;- 
while  some  of  them  provided  that  rent 
should  be  paid  after  the  water  was  brought 
to  the  land;  but  that  the  contracts  sued  up- 
on were  the  only  ones  providing  that  the 
rent  should  not  be  paid  until  the  water  was 
brought  upon  the  land.  This  evidence  was 
admitted  by  the  court  against  defendant's 
ot^ectlon  that  It  was  Incomi)etent,  as  tending 
to  vary  the  terms  of  the  writing,  and  because 
all  prior  negotiations  were  deemed  merged  in 
the  written  contract,  and  could  not  be  shown 
by  parol.  The  court  subsequently  adopted 
this  view,  and  struck  the  evidence  out,  and 
It  is  upon  this  ruling  that  the  question  in^ 
Tolved  arises. 

If  the  language  of  the  contract  is,  as  de- 
fendant contends,  plain  a<>4  unambiguous, 
and  susceptible  of  but  <«e  construction,  then 
the  objection  was  good,  and  the  evidence 
prcqjerly  excluded.  If,  however,  the  langiuge 
employed  be  fairly  susceptible  of  either  one 
of  the  two  Interpretations  contended  for, 
without  doing  violence  to  Its  usual  and  ordi- 
nary import,  or  some  established  rule  of  con- 
struction, then  an  ambiguity  arises,  which 
extrinsic  evidence  may  be  resorted  to  for 
the  purpose  of  explaining.  This  Is  not  allow- 
ing parol  evidence  for  the  purpose  of  vary- 
ing or  altering  the  contract,  or  of  putting  a 
different  sense  and  construction  upon  its  lan- 
guage fnan  that  which  it  would  naturally 
bear,  but  for  the  purpose  of  showing  the 
circumstances  under  which  the  language  was 
used,  and  applying  it  according  to  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties.  "The  true  interpretation 
of  every  instrument  being  manifestly  that 
which  will  make  the  Instrument  speak  the 
Intention  of  the  party  at  the  time  it  was 
made,  It  has  always  been  considered  an  ex- 
ception, or  perhaps  a  corollary,  to  the  general 
rule  above  stated,  that  when  any  doubt  arises 
upon  the  true  sense  and  meaning  of  the  words 
themselves,  or  any  diffieulty  as  to  their  ap- 
plication under  the  surrounding  circumstan- 
ces, the  sense  and  meaning  of  the  language 
may  be  investigated  and  ascertained  by  evi- 
dence dehors  the  instrument  itself."  Sand- 
ford  V.  Railroad  Co.,  37  N.  J.  Law,  1, 3.  For 
the  purpose  of  determining  what  the  parties 
intended  by  the  language  used,  it  Is  compe- 
tent to  show  not  only  the  circumstances  un- 
der which  the  contract  was  made,  but  also 
to  prove  that  the  parties  intended  and  un- 
derstood the  language  in  the  sense  contend- 
ed for;  and  for  that  purpose  the  conversa- 
tion between  and  declarations  of  the  parties 
during  the  negotiations  at  and  before  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  contract  may  be 
shown.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  {{  1860,  1861;  City 
of  Atlanta  T.  Schmeltzer  (Ga.)  10  S.  K  S43, 
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546;  Keller  v.  Webb,  125  Masa.  88;  Lonsr  T. 
Long,  44  Mo.  App.  141;  Swett  v.  Shumway, 
102  Mass.  3G5.  In  oar  Judgment,  the  con- 
tracts  in  question  are  so  far  ambiguous,  In 
the  particular  under  consideration,  as  to  fall 
witliin  the  principles  here  announced,  and 
that  the  excluded  evidence  was  of  a  char- 
acter admissible  to  explain  and  fix  the  inten- 
tion of  the  parties  In  the  employment  of  the 
language  used.  It  may  be  that,  standing 
alone,  the  contracts  would  receive  the  con- 
struction urged  by  defendant  Irrigation  Co. 
V.  Dunbar,  80  Cal.  530,  22  Pac.  275.  The  lan- 
guage is,  perhaps,  not  so  essentially  dlfCaent 
from  that  under  consideration  in  the  case 
just  cited  as,  In  the  absence  of  any  extrinsic 
facts  tending  to  show  a  contrary  Intention, 
to  call  for  a  different  construction.  But  at 
the  same  time  It  Is  likewise,  we  think,  per- 
fectly susceptible  of  the  construction  contend- 
ed for  by  plaintlft,  if  such  was  the  meaning 
intended  by  the  parties,  and  that  without  do- 
ing violence  to  the  ordinary  sense  or  mean- 
ing of  the  language  employed,  or  importing 
any  new  term  Into  the  contract  Nor  does 
such  construction  make  the  contract  appear 
so  unreasonable  or  Improbable  as  to  preclude 
It  In  determining  the  meaning  of  the  par- 
ties In  the  particular  clause,  we  will  look  at 
every  part  of  the  Instrument  "It  Is  a  true 
and  important  rule  of  construction  that  the 
sense  and  meaning  of  the  parties  to  any  par- 
ticular instrument  should  be  collected  ex  an- 
tecedentibus  et  consoquentibns;  that  Is  to 
say,  every  part  of  It  should  be  brought  Into 
action.  In  order  to  collect  from  the  whole 
one  uniform  and  consistent  sense.  If  that  may 
be  done."  Broome,  Leg.  Max.  442.  Apply- 
ing this  rule,  and  regarding  the  different  pro- 
visions of  the  contract  In  the  light  of  the  cir- 
cumstances surrounding  the  x>artle8,  as  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence,  the  construction 
sought  to  be  established  by  plaintiff  Is  neither 
unreasonable  nor  necessarily  Inconsistent 
with  the  general  purpose  Intended  to  be  ac- 
complished. Plaintiff  paid  $1,000  in  cash  for 
each  of  the  rights  acquired  by  him  under 
the  contracts.  Defendant  was  to  take  the 
water  to  the  land,  or  furnish  it  at  a  con- 
venient point  from  where  It  could  be  taken 
out  by  plaintiff.  The  contracts  do  not,  In 
terms,  require  defendant  to  take  the  water 
upon  the  land,  but  only  to  a  point  where  It 
shall  be  accessible  or  convenient;  but  It  does 
In  express  terms  provide  for  the  water  being 
taken  upon  the  land  by  plaintiff  himself. 
The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  defendant 
was  very  anxious  to  sell  these  rights  to  plain- 
tiff. Possibly  it  was  In  need  of  the  ^,000 
It  would  receive  In  cash  payments,  or  had 
other  special  reason  for  desiring  to  make  the 
sale.  It  is  not  at  all  unreasonable  and  may 
well  be  that  under  the  circumstances  and 
in  consideration  of  making  the  sale  for  the 
price  asked,  the  defendant  was  willing  to 
forego  the  annual  rent  until  the  water  should 
be  actually  taken  upon  the  land  by  plaintiff. 
If  such  was  the  intent  sought  to  be  express- 


ed, the  contract  should  be  so  constraed,  bo 
long  as  the  language  used  may  faiiiy  include 
it  And  without  regard  to  the  sense  In 
which  the  language  was  used  by  the  defend- 
ant, the  grantor,  if  it  Is  shown  that  It  sup- 
posed, or  had  reason  to  suppose,  that  the 
plaintiff,  its  grantee,  understood  it  in  this 
sense,  and  If  the  sense  and  meaning  contend- 
ed for  by  plaintiff  be  a  proper,  althongta  not 
a  necessary,  one,  and  Is  more  favorable  to 
him,  in  either  case  that  construction  should 
be  adopted.  Code  Or.  Proc.  S  1864;  C!Iv. 
Ciode,  f  1649.  We  conclude,  therefore,  that 
the  court  below  should  have  retained  the  of- 
fered evidence,  and  considered  it  In  deter- 
mining the  proper  construction  to  be  given 
the  provision  in  question,  and  that  its  exclu- 
sion was  an  error  for  which  a  reversal  must 
be  bad.  Judgment  and  order  denying:  new 
trial  reversed,  and  cause  remanded. 

We  concur:  HARRISON,  J.;  QARODTTE, 


5  Cal.  Unrep.  IJI 

SCOTT  V.  RHODES  et  at     (No.  19,537.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     S^t  4,  1885.) 

Estoppel  by  Rbcobd  —  Ejsctmemt  —  Plbasisg 

asd  PRoor. 

1.  One  claiming  nnder  a  grant  by  a  certain 
name  ia  conclusively  bound  by  a  judicial  deter- 
mination and  definition  of  what  land  was  meant 
bj  that  name. 

2.  Recovery  cannot  be  had  in  ejectment  for 
land  not  specified  in  the  complaint 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; E.  S.  Torrance,  Judge. 

Ejectment  by  Maria  A.  Scott  against  A.  G. 
Rhodes  and  others.  From  a  Judgm^tt  for 
defendants  for  costs,  and  from  an  order  de- 
nying a  motion  for  a  new  trial,  plaintiff  ap- 
peals.   Affirmed. 

Hunsaker  &  Stevens,  Chalmers  Scott  and 

B.  Parker,  for  appellant    J.  O.  W.  Paine,  and 

C.  H.  Rippey,  for  respondents. 

VANCLIEF,  0.  Action  of  ejectment  to  re- 
cover possession  of  the  north  half  of  a  tract 
of  land  situate  in  the  county  of  San  Diego, 
described  in  the  complaint  by  the  name 
"Rancho  Buena  Vista,"  and  not  otherwise. 
The  complaint  is  In  the  most  general  form, 
alleging  plaintiff's  ownership  and  possession 
of  the  north  half  of  said  tract  and  that  de- 
fendants ejected  her  therefrom,  and  with- 
hold from  her  the  possession  thereof.  The 
defendants  denied  plaintiff's  alleged  owner- 
ship and  possession,  and  further  denied  that 
they  ever  entered  upon  or  ejected  plaintiff 
from  the  land  described  In  the  complaint  or 
that  they  ever  withheld  the  possession  there- 
of from  the  plaintiff.  The  cause  was  tried 
by  the  court  without  a  Jury,  and  the  court 
found  that  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  en- 
titled to  the  possession  of  the  land  described 
in  her  complaint  as  "the  north  half  of  the 
Rancho  Buena  Vista,"  but  further  found  that 
neither  of  the  defendants  ever  entered  upon 
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or  ejected  the  plaintiff  from  taid  north  haJf, 
or  any  part  thereof,  or  ever  Tvithtaeld  the  pos- 
session of  the  same,  or  any  part  thereof,  from 
the  plaintiff;  and  as  a  conduslon  of  law 
found  "that  the  plaintiff  should  take  noth- 
ing by  this  action,  and  that  the  defendants 
are  entitled  to  Judgment  against  the  plain- 
tiff for  tbtir  costs,"  and  rendered  judgment 
acGCWdlngly.  The  plaintiff  appeals  from  the 
Judgment,  and  from  an  order  denying  her 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  principal  question  for  decision  is  one 
of  fact:  Did  the  defendants,  or  any  one  of 
them,  oust  or  eject  the  plaintiff  from  any 
X>art  of  the  land  described  In  her  complaint 
as  the  "north  haJf  of  Rancho  Buena  Vista," 
or  withhold  from  her  the  possession  of  any 
part  thereof?  The  evidence  shows  with  rea- 
sonable certainty  what  lands  the  defendants 
entered  upon  and  withheld  from  the  plain- 
tiff. Eiacb  one  of  them,  as  pre-emptoc  or 
homestead  claimant,  separately  entered  upou 
a  small,  defined  tract  of  what  he  claimed  to 
be  government  land,  outside  and  west  of  the 
Rancho  Buena  Vista;  so  that  the  controversy 
ultimately  relates  only  to  the  location  of  the 
western  boundary  line  of  the  Rancho  Buena 
Vista.  The  plaintiff  derived  her  title  from  a 
Mexican  grant,  made  by  Gov.  Pio  Pico  to 
an  Indian  named  Felipe  In  the  year  1845,  and 
confirmed  by  the  United  States  board  of  land 
commissioners  for  this  state,  and  by  the  Unit- 
ed States  district  court  The  petition  of 
Felipe  for  the  grant  describes  the  land  as  a 
"small  piece  of  land  called  'Buena  Vista,' 
*  *  *  which  piece  of  land  consists  of  half 
a  league  In  length  and  one-baJf  in  breadth, 
en  which  I  maintain  some  little  stock  that 
serve  for  the  maintenance  of  myself  and 
family."  After  reciting  this  petition.  Gov. 
Pico  made  the  grant  la  the  following  words: 
"After  having  previously  made  the  neces- 
sary Investigation  according  to  law  and  regu- 
lations, In  the  exercise  of  the  powers  vested 
In  me,  in  the  name  of  the  Mexican  nation,  I 
have  concluded  to  grant  him  the  mentioned 
land,  declaring  It  his  property  by  the  pres- 
ent letters  patent  and  under  the  fc^owing 
conditions:  First.  •  •  •  Second.  He  will 
solicit  of  the  respective  judge  to  give  him 
Joridlcal  possession  in  virtue  of  this  docu- 
ment, by  whom  the  boundaries  are  to  be 
marked,  putting  the  necessary  landmarks. 
Third.  The  land  granted  Is  of  an  extent  of 
half  a  square  league,  and  the  same  he  ac- 
tually occupies.  The  Judge  who  shall  give 
the  possessicm  will  cause  it  to  be  measured 
according  to  ordinance^  leaving  the  surplus 
that  may  result  to  the  benefit  of  the  nation 
for  convenient  purposes."  The  judge  who 
gave  juridical  possession  reported  the  meas- 
urements and  boundaries  of  the  possession 
given  as  follows:  "As  we  stood  at  one  of 
the  boundaries  of  the  garden  of  the  Indian 
Felipe,  the  Hue  was  drawn  east,  and  there 
were  measured  and  counted  two  thousand 
five  hundred  varas,  which  terminated  at  the 
boundary  of  Don  Lorenzo  Soto,  where  the 


party  lnt6reiAea  was  ordered  to  place  his 
landmark.  From  this  place  the  line  was 
drawn  in  a  south  course.  There  were  meas- 
ured and  counted  two  thousand  five  hundred 
varas,  which  ended  at  a  small  peak,  where 
stand  two  locka  joined  together.  Here  the 
party  Interested  waa  wdered  to  place  his 
landmark.  From  this  point  the  line  was 
drawn,  course  west,  and  there  were  meas- 
ured and  counted  two  thousand  five  hundred 
varas,  which  ended  at  a  small  red  hill,  where 
the  party  Interested  was  ordered  to  place  his 
landmark.  From  this  point  the  line  was 
drawn,  course  north.  There  were  measured 
and  counted  two  thousand  five  hundred  varas, 
which  ended  upon  a  hill  where  there  stands 
a  large  rock,  and  the  party  In  Interest  was 
ordered  to  place  his  landmark."  In  the  or- 
der of  conflrnuUlon  by  the  United  States  land 
commission,  the  grant  la  described  as  follows: 
"The  lands  of  which  confirmation  is  here- 
by made  are  known  by  the  name  of  'Buena 
A''ista,'  and  are  bounded  and  described  as  fol- 
lows, to  wit:  Commencing  at  the  northwest 
comer  of  the  garden  of  the  Indian  Felipe, 
and  running  east  two  thousand  and  five  hun- 
dred varas  to  the  boundary  line  of  Lorenzo 
Soto's;  thence  running  south  two  thousand 
five  hundred  varas  to  a  small  peak,  where 
stand  two  rocks,  joined  together;  thence 
running  west  two  thousand  five  hundred 
varas  to  a  small  red  hill;  thence  running 
north  two  thousand  five  hundred  varas  to 
the  pla<;e  of  beginning,  on  a  hill,  where  there 
Is  a  rock,— containing  In  all  one-half  of  a 
square  league.  Reference  for  further  descrip- 
tion is  had  to  the  original  grant  and  to  the 
translation  of  the  original  record  of  Judicial 
possession,  both  of  which  aocuments  are  on 
file  as  evidence  in  the  cause."  In  the  judg- 
ment of  the  United  States  district  court,  af- 
firming that  of  land  commission,  the  grant 
is  described  as  follows:  "And  It  Is  further 
ordered,  adjudged,  and  decreed  that  the  claim 
of  the  appellee  is  a  good  and  valid  claim,  and 
that  the  said  claim  be,  and  the  same  Is  here- 
by, confirmed  to  the  extent  of  one-half  of 
a  square  league  of  land,  a  little  more  or  less, 
being  the  same  land  which  Is  situated  in  the 
county  of  San  Diego,  known  by  the  came 
of  'Buena  Vista,'  and  bounded  and  described 
as  follows:  Commencing  at  the  northwest 
corner  of  the  garden  of  the  Indian  Felipe, 
and  running  east  two  thousand  five  hundred 
vans  to  the  boundary  line  of  Lorenzo  Soto's; 
thence  running  south  two  thousand  five  hun- 
dred varas  to  a  small  peak,  where  stand  two 
rocks,  Joined  together;  thence  running  west 
two  thousand  and  five  hundred  varas  to  a 
small  red  hill;  thence  running  north  two 
thousand  five  hundred  varas  to  the  place  of 
beginning,  on  a  hill,  where  there  is  a  rock,— 
containing  in  all  one-half  of  a  square  league. 
Reference  for  farther  description  to  be  had  to 
the  original  grant  and  to  the  translation  of 
the  original  record  of  judicial  possession." 
The  grant  has  been  surveyed  by  five  differ- 
ent United  States  deputy  Burveyors,— first,. 
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tqr  J.  O.  Baytm,  in  18B7;  second,  by  Max  Stro- 
bel.  In  1867;  third,  by  William  Mlnto,  In 
1881;  fourth,  by  W.  G.  Wheeler,  In  1884; 
fifth,  by  H.  I.  Willey,  In  1888.  All  these 
saireys  have  been  set  aside  by  the  Interior 
deportment,  and  a  sixth  sorvey  ordered, 
which  had  not  been  executed  at  the  time  of 
the  trial  of  this  case.  The  plaintiff  claims 
that  the  survey  by  Wheeler  Is  correct,  but 
would  be  satisfied  with  that  by  Willey.  By 
these  two  surreys  the  western  and  southern 
boundaries  are  Identical,  and  include  the 
land  claimed  by  each  defendant 


In  the  fonowtncr  diagram  the  qnadrangla 
A,  B,  O,  X>,  represents  the  Wheeler  snrrey; 
that  of  A,  B,  C,  B,  the  Willey  surrey;  and 
that  of  F,  O,  H,  I,  dmwn  by  me,  is  intended 
to  represent,  proximately,  the  boundaries  of 
the  grant  according  to  courses  and  distances 
as  stated  In  the  order  of  confirmation  by  the 
United  States  land  commission,  and  also  in 
the  Judgment  of  the  United  States  district 
court,  without  regard  to  landmarks,  except 
that  of  the  northwest  comer  of  Felipe's  gait- 
den  as  the  point  of  commencement;  it  belns 
agreed  by  counsel  that  the  carden  is  correct- 
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ly  located.  The  quadrangle  F,  J,  K,  I,  repre- 
sents a  private  survey  made  for  defendants, 
which  they  claim  to  be  a  correct  survey  of 
the  land  granted. 

No  scale  of  distances  upon  which  the  map 
was  drawn  appears  in  the  transcript  except 
!»y  inference.  Mr.  Chalmers  Scott,  the  hus- 
1>i)nd  of  the  plaintiff,  testified  that  he  was 
a  civil  engineer  and  an  attorney  at  law, 
and  in  explaining  the  map,  among  other 
things,  said:  "Plaintiff  claims  point  A  as 
the  northwest  comer  of  the  ranch,  point  B 
as  the  southwest  comer,  point  O  as  the 
soutUeast  comer,  and  point  B  as  the  north- 
east corner,  although  point  B  is  not  so  far 
east  as  we  would  be  entitled  to  go,  In  my 
opinion.  This  would  make  the  north  line 
of  the  ranch  (reduced  to  Mexican  or  Span- 
ish varas)  5,028.92  varas,  the  east  line  5,132.- 
63  varas,  the  south  line  4,784.47  varas,  and 
the  west  line  4,246.9  varas.  In  length.  This 
1b  according  to  the  Willey  survey.  By  the 
Wheeler  survey  the  north  line  is  5,&41.54 
varas,  and  the  east  line  5,126.22  varas,  in 
length;  the  south  and  west  lines  being  iden- 
tical with  the  WlUey  surv^."  This  how- 
ever, does  not  quite  agree  with  the  lengths 
of  the  lines  as  expressed  In  chains  on  the 
map,  assuming  that  a  Mexican  vara  is  equal 
to  33  Inches  English  measure,  as  it  Is  under- 
stood to  be  in  this  state;  and,  further  as- 
suming that  all  the  lines  of  the  map  were 
drawn  upon  the  same  scale,  the  length  of 
the  north  line  (A,  E)  of  the  Willey  survey, 
as  expressed  in  chains  on  the  map,  must  be 
a  gross  error,  for  though  it  is  nearly  one- 
eighth  of  an  inch  longer  than  the  south  line 
of  the  same  survey,  It  purports  to  be  68 
chains  shorter  than  the  south  line.  Mr. 
Chalmers  also  testified  that  the  broken 
lines  on  the  map  show  the  location  of  the 
section  and  quarter-section  lines  projected 
from  adjoining  government  surveys.  If 
this  Is  true,  the  map  must  be  on  a  scale  of 
two  Inches  for  a  mile;  and  this  agrees  very 
nearly  with  the  measurements  by  chain  as 
written  on  the  map,  except  in  case  of  the 
north  line  (A,  E)  of  the  Willey  survey, 
which  should  be  about  280  chains  Instead 
of  133.58. 

The  burden  of  proving  that  defendants 
had  ousted  the  plaintiff  from,  or  withheld 
from  her  the  possession  of  some  part  of  the 
grant,  as  properly  located,  was  on  the  plain- 
tiff; but  I  think  she  failed  to  sustain  it. 
The  grant  In  this  caae  is  not  of  a  specific 
quantity  within  exterior  boundaries  inclos- 
ing more  than  the  specific  quantity  granted. 
In  her  complaint  the  plaintiff  has  described 
the  demanded  premises  only  by  a  name; 
but  In  proving  her  title  she  proved  a  judi- 
cial determination  and  definition  of  what 
land  was  meant  by  that  name,  by  which 
determination  and  definition  she  is  conclu- 
alvely  bound.  In  the  Judicial  proceedings 
before  the  United  States  land  commission 
and  In  the  United  States  district  court,  to 
which  her  predecessor  In  interest  was  a 
v.4lP.no.8— 60 


Iiarty,  the  Mexican  grant  under  which  she 
claims  was  construed  to  be  a  grant  of  a 
specific  tract  of  land  described  by  courses, 
distances,  monuments,  and  quantity;  and 
there  is  no  dispute  as  to  the  location  of  the 
monument  named  as  the  point  of  commence- 
ment of  the  Judicial  description,  to  wit, 
"the  nwrtheast  comer  of  Felipe's  garden." 
Thence  running  east  2,500  varas  to  the 
boundary  of  the  land  of  Lorenzo  Soto,  which 
boundary  is  described  by  the  witnesses  as  a 
ridge,  and  not  otherwise;  and  its  location 
by  witnesses  for  plaintiff  is  consistent  with 
the  call  for  distance  on  the  west  course. 
"Thence  ranning  south  2,500  varas  to  a 
small  peak,  where  stand  two  rocks,  joined 
together."  The  witnesses  for  defendants 
testified  that  they  found  the  small  peak  and 
the  two  rocks  called  for  at  the  comer 
marked  K  on  the  diagram,  whereas  plain- 
tiffs witnesses  testified  that  the  peak  and 
rocks  called  for  are  about  a  mile  further 
south,  at  the  comer  C  on  the  diagram,  and 
that  the  rocks  and  peak  at  K  do  not  answer 
the  call.  On  this  point  the  evidence  was 
confiicting;  but,  since  point  K  answers  the 
call  for  distance  and  quantity,  and  approxi- 
mates that  for  course,  I  think  the  prepon- 
derance of  evidence  on  this  question  is  in 
fiivor  of  the  defendants.  Thence  west  2,500 
Taras  "to  a  small  red  hill."  Defendants' 
witnesses  professed  to  have  found  the  "small 
red  hill"  at  point  J  on  the  diagram,  while 
plaintiff's  witnesses  located  It  two  miles 
further  west  as  point  B.  It  was  not  denied 
that  there  was  a  small  hill  of  a  reddish  color 
at  point  J,  but  plaintiff's  witnesses  claimed 
that  it  was  not  so  red  as  that  at  point  B; 
and,  on  the  other  hand,  witnesses  for  de- 
fendants claimed  that  the  hill  at  B  was  not 
a  small  hill,  but  was  a  large  hill.  Consider- 
ing the  great  ^cess  over  the  calls  for  dis- 
tance and  quantity  in  extending  the  south 
line  west  to  B,  I  think  the  evidence  fully 
justified  its  termination  at  poi^t  J.  Thence 
rnns  the  fourth  and  last  course  north  2,500 
varas  "to  the  place  of  beginning  on  a  hill 
where  there  Is  a  rock,— containing  in  all 
one-half  of  a  square  league."  Plaintiff's 
witnesses  locate  this  closing  point  at  A, 
nearly  a  mile  and  a  half  from  the  northwest 
corner  of  Felipe's  garden,  which  must  be 
accepted  as  the  place  of  beginning,  though 
It  Is  not  on  a  hill,  and  no  rock  answering  the 
call  was  found  within  a  thousand  feet  of  it, 
and  though  the  hill  on  which  point  A  Is  lo- 
cated has  upon  it  a  vast  number  of  rocks 
scattered  over  a  large  area  of  ground,  as 
testified  by  the  witnesses;  since  to  dispute 
that  one  of  the  boundaries  of  that  garden  is 
the  place  of  beginning  from  which  the  first 
course  ran  east  is  to  dispute  the  record  of 
the  grant,  and  to  dispute  that  the  northwest 
corner  of  the  garden  is  the  place  of  begin- 
ning is  to  dispute  the  record  of  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  United  States  land  commission, 
and  of  the  United  States  district  court,  con- 
firming the  grant,  by  which  judgments,  as 
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before  remarked,  the  plaipUff  is  condnalTe- 
ly  bound. 

Other  objections  to  the  location  and  extent 
of  the  west  line  by  the  Wllley  survey  are: 
(1)  That  it  does  not  close  the  surrey  by 
nearly  a  mile  and  a  half;  (2)  to  close  the 
survey  by  running  from  point  A  to  the  gar- 
den would  malie  the  grant  qulntangular, 
instead  of  a  quadrangle,  as  called  for;  (3) 
it  incloses  more  than  three  times  as  much 
land  as  called  for;  and  (4)  the  west  line  is 
nearly  a  mile  longer  than  called  for.  I 
think  it  clear  that  the  evidence  Justified  a 
finding  by  the  lower  court  that  the  west 
boimdary  line  of  the  grant  is  not  further 
west  than  a  north  and  south  line  intersect- 
ing the  northwest  corner  of  Felipe's  garden; 
and,  as  there  is  no  evidence  tending  to 
prove  that  any  one  of  the  defendants  ever 
entered  upon  or  ejected  the  plaintiff  from 
any  land  east  of  said  north  and  south  line, 
the  court  was  also  justified  in  finding,  as  it 
did,  that  none  of  the  defendants  ever  en- 
tered upon  or  ousted  the  plaintiff  fr»m  the 
premises  described  in  the  complaint,  or  with- 
held the  possession  of  any  part  thereof  from 
the  plaintiff. 

The  plaintiff  contends,  however,  that  she 
was  in  actual  possession  of  land  west  of  the 
said  north  and  south  line,  from  which  the 
defendants  ejected  her,  and  which  she  is  en- 
titled to  recover  in  this  action,  even  though 
it  is  not  within  the  boundaries  of  the  Bancho 
Buena  Vista  as  properly  located.  For  two 
sufficient  reasons  this  point  cannot  be  sus- 
tained: (1)  She  sued  for  and  described  in 
Iier  complaint  only  the  Bancho  Buena  Vista; 
she  tendered  no  issue  as  to  any  other  land; 
there  was  no  issue  as  to  any  other  land 
tried;  and  therefore  she  cannot  recover  any 
other  land  In  this  action.  (2)  The  evidence 
does  not  tend  to  prove  that  any  one  of  the 
defendants  entered  upon  any  land  while  she 
was  in  the  actual  possession  thereof,  or  up- 
on any  land  within  any  Inclosure.  I  think 
the  order  and  Judgment  appealed  from 
should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    SE.\BLS,  C;    BELCHER,  O. 

PEB  CI'BIAM.  For  the  reasons  given 
in  the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  and 
judgment  appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


I)E  COLTS  V.  LAFKIN  et  ai.     (No.  10,!536.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  4,  1895.) 

Donartmont  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  DieKO  county;   E.  S.  Torrance.  Judge. 

Action  of  ejectment  by  Ysidora  B.  De  Coats 
ni^ninst  .Tamen  Laflcin  and  others.  From  a 
judKinent  for  defendnnts,  and  an  order  denying 
a  new  trial,  plaintiff  api)eal8.     Affirmed. 

Hnnaaker.  Britt  &  Goodrich,  Hunaaker  & 
Stevens,  ('halmers  Scott,  and  E.  Parker,  for  ap- 
pellant. J.  O.  W.  Paine  and  C.  H.  Bippey, 
for  respondenta. 

PER  OT'RIAM.  ThiB  is  an  action  to  recov- 
er posscaaion  of  land  aituate  in  the  county  of 


San  Dieeo,  and  described  as  "the  aonth  half  of 
Bancho  Buena  Vi«ta."  The  case  in  erery  re- 
spect ia  like  that  of  Scott  v.  Rhodes  (No.  19,.i;i7. 
just  decided)  41  Pac.  878.  Upon  the  authority 
of  that  decision,  the  judgment  and  order  appeal- 
ed from  must  be  affirmed,  and  it  is  so  orderoti. 


THOMAS  V.  GBAND  LODGE  OF  AXCIEXT 

ORDER  OF  UNITED  WOBKMEX 

OF  WASHINGTON. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Waahington.     Aug.  5,  18S6.) 

Hdtuii.  Benefit  Insukakcb — Chaxoe  or  Bbnk- 

riCIAHIES — API-UOATIOK — UaTEBIAUTT 

OF  Answers. 

1.  The  interest  of  the  l)eneficiary  of  a  cer- 
tificate in  a  benerolent  association  is  not  vest- 
ed before  the  death  of  the  member,  but  is  a 
mere  expectancy,  which  may  be  changed  at  any 
time  by  such  member. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  a  showing  to  the  con- 
trary, it  will  be  presumed  that  a  member  of  a 
benevolent  society  has  power  to  change  the 
certificate  of  membership. 

3.  In  an  action  on  a  beneficiary  certificate 
in  a  benevolent  association,  evidence  of  declara- 
tions by  the  member  as  to  the  truth  of  state- 
ments made  in  application  for  memberstiip  are 
admissible  against  the  beneficiary. 

4.  The  answers  to  questions  in  an  applica- 
tion for  membership  in  a  benevolent  society  are 
merely  representations,  and,  if  untrue,  affect 
the  rights  of  the  applicant  in  so  far  only  as  he 
knew  them  to  be  untrue  when  he  made  the  ap- 
plication. 

5.  Where  the  application,  signed  br  both 
parties,  provided  tltat  the  answers  to  all  ques- 
tions should  be  considered  material,  it  was  er- 
ror, iu  an  action  on  a  beneficiary  certificate  is- 
sued to  such  applicant,  to  refuse  to  charge  that 
such  answers  were  material. 

Dunbar,  J.,  dissenting. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  Pierce  county: 
John  C.  Stallcup,  Judge. 

Action  by  Louise  M.  Thomas  against  the 
Grand  Lodge  of  the  Ancient  Order  of  United 
Workmen  of  Washington  on  a  beneficiary 
certificate.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant appeals.    Beversed. 

W.  W.  Likens  and  A.  B.  Heilig,  for  appel- 
lant    Ira  A.  Town,  for  respondent 

HOYT,  C.  J.  This  action  was  brought  to 
recover  upon  wliat  is  known  as  a  "l»eneficlary 
certificate"  Issued  by  the  authority  of  the  Sn- 
I>reme  Lodge  of  the  Ancient  Order  of  United 
Workmen,  wherein  It  was  recited  that  Broth- 
er W.  Hill  Thomas,  a  worlcman  degree  mem- 
ber of  Lodge  No.  32  of  said  order,  was  enti- 
tled to  ali  the  rights  and  privileges  of  mem- 
t)er8hip  in  the  order,  and  to  designate  the 
l)eneficiary  to  whom  the  sum  of  $2,000  of  the 
beneficiary  fund  of  the  order  should  at  tiis 
death  be  paid  Such  certificate  was  issued 
upon  certain  conditions  therein  expressed, 
and  therein  the  respondent  Louise  M.  Thom- 
as, wife  of  the  said  W.  Hill  Thomas,  was 
designated  as  the  beneficiary.  Upon  the 
trial  it  was  conceded  that  said  W.  HIU  Thom- 
as, in  his  lifetime,  was  a  member  of  the  or- 
der, under  the  authority  of  which  the  benefi- 
ciary certificate  was  Issued;  that  he  was 
dead;  tliat  snfilcient  ptw>f  thereof  had  been 
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made  under  the  rules  of  the  <wder;  and  that 
the  respondent  was  his  widow,  and  entitled 
to  recover  the  amount  due  under  said  bene- 
ficiary certificate,  If  such  certificate  was  of 
force  against  said  order.  It  was  claimed, 
however,  that  such  certificate  was  void  and 
of  no  effect.  The  ground  of  this  contention 
was  the  alleged  fact  that  in  the  application 
of  said  W.  HIU  Thomas  for  membership  he 
had  answered  certain  questions  therein  pro- 
pounded by  the  order  for  the  purpose  of  de- 
termining whether  or  not  the  applicant 
should  be  received  as  a  member,  and  In  such 
answers  had  misrepresented  the  facts.  The 
substantial  controversy  upon  the  trial  was— 
First,  as  to  whether  or  not  his  answers  to 
the  questions  thus  propounded  were  or  were 
not  true;  and,  second,  as  to  the  effect  of  such 
answers,  if  untrue,  upon  the  beneficiary  cer- 
tificate. Incident  to  tills  controversy  were 
certain  questions  relating  to  the  kind  of 
proof  which  was  admissible  for  the  purpose 
of  showing  that  his  answers  were  untrue. 
A  large  number  of  exceptions  were  taken  by 
the  appellant  during  the  progress  of  the  trial, 
and  they  have  been  grouped  and  argued  here 
under  various  assignments  of  error.  We 
have  carefully  examined  the  questions  raised 
by  such  exceptions,  but  they  are  too  numer- 
ous for  separate  discussion  in  this  opinion. 
The  many  questions  raised  thereby  will  be 
substantially  covered  by  an  Investigation  as 
to  the  rulings  of  the  court  In  the  admission  of 
testimony,  and  as  to  the  effect  of  the  an- 
swers to  the  questions  propounded  In  the  ap- 
plication. 

It  is  claimed  by  the  appellant  that  the 
court  wrongfully  construed  the  beneficiary 
certificate  as  an  ordinary  life  insurance  poli- 
cy, and  thereby  committed  error  to  Its  preju- 
dice. Authorities  are  cited  which  satisfy  us 
that,  if  the  court  so  construed  this  beneficiary 
certificate,  it  made  a  mistake;  but  the  ap- 
pellant was  not  Injured  by  the  conception  of 
the  court  as  to  the  nature  of  the  contract,  ex- 
cepting so  far  as  such  conception  may  have 
Influenced  its  action  in  the  reception  or  rejec- 
tion of  testimony  or  in  instructing  the  jury. 

Upon  the  trial  the  appellant  offered  to  show 
by  the  declarations  of  said  W.  Hill  Thomas, 
made  after  the  Issue  of  the  certificate,  that 
his  answers  to  some  of  the  questions  pro- 
pounded in  the  application  were  untrue,  to 
his  knowledge  at  the  time  they  were  made. 
This  evidence  was  excluded  upon  the  appar- 
ent ground  that  upon  the  issue  of  such  certifi- 
cate the  beneficiary  therein  acquired,  a  vest- 
ed Interest,  which  could  not  be  divested  by 
the  acts  of  the  member  ui)on  whose  life  the 
benefit  depended.  That  such  is  the  nature  of 
the  Interest  of  the  beneficiary  In  an  ordinary 
life  insurance  policy  Is  established  by  the 
great  weight  of  authority,  but,  as  to  bene- 
ficiary certificates  of  the  nature  of  the  one 
In  controversy,  a  like  weight  of  authority 
has  established  the  doctrine  that  the  inter- 
ests of  the  beneficiary  before  the  death  of 
the  member  is  a  mere  expectancy,  which  may 


be  changed  at  any  time  by  the  action  of  the 
assured. 

Upon  the  argument  there  was  much  contro- 
versy as  to  whether  or  not  a  certain  article 
of  the  by-laws  of  the  order  was  properly  in 
evidence  under  the  pleadings.  The  effect  of 
this  by-law  was  to  give  to  the  member  the 
right  to  change  the  beneficiary  named  in  the 
certificate  at  any  time  before  his  death,  upon 
complying  with  certain  conditions.  If  this 
was  properly  In  evidence,  there  could  be  no 
question  about  the  right  of  the  member  to 
so  control  the  benefit  that  the  Interest  of  the 
beneficiary  named  in  the  certificate  would  be 
only  one  of  expectancy;  and,  even  If  it  vwis 
not  In  evidence,  it  will  be  presumed  that  he 
had  full  right  to  control  the  benefit  until  the 
contrary  is  made  to  appear.  The  authorities 
upon  this  prox)oeItlon  are  not  entirely  uni- 
form, but,  as  above  suggested,  a  great  ma- 
jority of  the  cases  have  so  held.  This  rule  is 
announced  in  section  212  of  NIblack  on 
Mutual  Benefit  Societies,  and,  upon  the  au- 
thority of  that  author  and  the  cases  therein 
cited,  we  believe  it  to  be  the  correct  one. 
The  courts  of  some  of  the  states  have  held 
directly  to  the  contrary,  and  have  construed 
the  Interest  of  the  beneficiary  in  certificates 
of  this  kind  the  same  as  In  ordinary  life  in- 
surance policies.  The  courts  of  the  state  of 
Indiana  are  perhaps  the  most  pronounced 
upon  this  side  of  the  question,  but  It  Is  shown 
by  the  opinions  of  the  courts  of  that  state 
that  the  weight  of  authority  is  in  favor  of 
the  proposition  that  it  will  be  presumed  that 
the  member  has  a  right  to  change  the  benefi- 
ciary, unless  the  contrary  is  made  to  appear. 
This  will  sufficiently  appear  by  the  following 
quotation  from  the  case  of  Assurance  Fund 
V.  AUen,  106  Ind.  593,  7  N.  E.  317:  "The 
weight  of  authority,  as  will  appear  from  an 
examination  of  the  cases  cited.  Is  In  favor  of 
the  general  doctrine  that  beneficiaries  may  be 
changed  In  cases  where  policies  like  the  one 
before  us  are  Issued  by  such  associations  as 
the  present,  and  that  in  this  respect  such  pol- 
icies are  not  governed  by  the  general  rule 
which  governs  ordinary  insurance  contracts." 
It  is  stated  by  the  author  above  cited,  and  in 
most  of  the  cases,  that  it  Is  difficult  to  assign 
any  reason  for  the  distinction  in  this  regard 
between  this  class  of  certificates  and  ordi- 
nary life  policies.  This  may  be  true,  but  one 
good  reason  suggests  itself,  and  that  Is  that 
these  certificates  are  not  In  themselves  an 
absolute  contract  which  could,  under  the  con- 
stitution and  by-laws  of  the  order,  be  entered 
Into  with  any  person.  Under  such  constitu- 
tion and  by-laws,  these  beneficiary  certificates 
can  only  be  Issued  to  members.  Hence  It 
seems  reasonable  that  anything  which  would 
affect  the  right  to  membership  would  affect 
the  right  to  the  beneficiary  certificate,  and 
that,  since  the  membership  can  at  any  time 
be  changed  by  the  member  without  the  con- 
sent of  the  beneficiary,  he  can  also  change 
the  certificate.  Upon  reason  and  authority, 
the  beneficiary  certificate  should  be  presum- 
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ed  to  be  within  the  control  of  the  member. 
This  being  so,  nearly  all  the  cases  hold  that 
his  declarations  after  the  certificate  la  Issued 
may  be  Introduced  In  evidence  against  the 
beneficiary.  If  he  had  the  control  of  the  cer- 
tificate, he  was  the  one  interested  therein, 
and,  under  well-settled  rules,  bis  declarations 
would  be  competent  testimony,  and.  If  against 
his  Interest,  would  be  available  to  alTect 
them.  This  rule  Is  sufficiently  established 
by  section  325  of  Bicknell  on  Mutual  Benefit 
Societies,  and  cases  therein  cited.  It  follows 
that  the  appellant  bad  the  right  to  put  in  evi- 
dence the  declarations  of  said  W.  Hill  Thom- 
as after  the  Issue  of  the  beneficiary  certifi- 
cate, and  that  the  refusal  of  his  offer  to  do 
so  was  error. 

As  to  the  effect  of  the  answers  to  the  ques- 
tions propounded  In  the  application.  It  Is 
claimed  on  the  part  of  the  appellant  that  the 
applicant  was  so  bound  thereby  that  the  cer- 
tificate Issued  thereon  would  be  void  if  they 
were  untrue,  whether  or  not,  at  the  time 
they  were  made,  they  were  known  by  the  ap- 
plicant to  be  untrue.  With  this  contention 
we  are  unable  to  agree.  In  our  opinion,  the 
answers  to  such  questions  were  but  repre- 
sentations, and.  If  untrue,  would  only  affect 
the  rights  of  the  applicant  If  at  the  time  he 
made  them  he  knew  them  to  be  untrue. 
This  was  substantially  what  the  court  In- 
structed the  jury  upon  that  question,  and  we 
think  that  in  so  doing  it  committed  no  error. 

It  is  true  that  the  first  instruction  of  which 
complaint  Is  made  by  the  appellant.  If  given 
to  the  Jury  divided  into  sentences,  as  It  ap- 
pears in  the  transcript,  might  have  been  mis- 
leading. But  to  have  so  divided  it  would 
have  made  the  sentence  Immediately  follow- 
ing the  part  to  which  objection  Is  made  non- 
sensical and  without  force,  while  such  sen- 
tence, as  a  part  of  the  one  Immediately  pre- 
ceding it,  was  necessary  to  express  that  which 
plainly  appears  to  have  been  in  the  mind  of 
the  court.  We,  therefore,  assume  that  the 
language  which  appears  In  the  transcript  as 
an  isolated  sentence  was,  in  fact,  given  as  a 
part  of  the  one  preceding  It  Thus  con- 
strued, the  entire  Instruction  stated  the  law 
of  the  case  upon  that  question. 

The  appellant,  among  other  things,  asked 
the  court  to  instruct  the  jury  that  each  ques- 
tion propounded  In  the  application  and  Its 
answer  must  be  considered  material,  for  the 
reason  that  the  parties  had  made  it  so,  and 
that  It  was  not  the  province  of  the  jury  to  In- 
quire Into  the  materiality  of  such  questions 
and  answers.  This  Instruction  should  have 
been  given,  and  the  refusal  to  give  it  was 
prejudicial  error. 

In  the  application  was  the  following  clause: 
"I  hereby  certify  that  the  answers  to  the 
above  questions  are  correct;  that  they  are 
given  with  a  full  knowledge  on  my  part 
that  any  misstatement  or  perversion  of  facts 
will  work  forfeiture  of  all  my  rights  as  a  ben- 
eficiary of  the  order."  This  was  signed  by 
the  applicant,  and  thereby  every  question 


and  answer  was,  aa  between  the  parties, 
made  material  to  the  risk. 

We  deem  It  onnecessaiy  to  go  Into  further 
detail  as  to  the  allegations  of  error  shown  by 
the  record.  In  what  we  have  said  the  law 
of  the  case  Is  sufficiently  Indicated  for  the 
purposes  of  retrlaL  The  Judgment  mnst  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a  new 
trial. 


SCOTT,  ANDERS,  and  GORDON,  W, 
cur.    DUNBAR,  X,  dissents. 


(12  Wash.  491) 

6TATB  T.  ROBINSON.^ 

(Snpreme  Court  of  Washington.     Aug.  S,  1895.) 

Homicide — Formeb  Jkopardt  —  EvmExcs  —  Da- 

OBEB  OF  Crime — Inbtbuctioks — Review. 

1.  On  trial  for  murder,  where  it  was  shown 
that  a  conspiracy  of  which  defendant  was  a 
member  resulted  in  the  killing  of  two  men, 
proof  of  an  acquittal  on  a  prosecution  for  the 
killing  of  one  of  the  victims  is  not  available  as 
proof  of  acquittal  on  a  prosecution  for  murder 
of  the  other,  since  the  killing  of  each  was  a 
separate  offense. 

2.  Evidence  of  statements  made  by  persona 
who  examined  the  body  immediat^y  after  the 
killins,  and  at  the  place  where  the  killing  oc- 
curred, is  admissible  as  res  gestae.  Anders  and 
Scott  JJ..  dissenting. 

3.  Where  the  record  does  not  contain  all 
the  evidence  on  a  certain  issne,  rulings  of  the 
court  on  snch  evidence  will  not  be  disturbed  on 
the  ground  that  they  are  not  supported  by  evi- 
dence. 

4.  Where  a  witness  testified  that  he  was 
In  the  habit  of  using  morphine,  a  physidan  may 
testify  to  the  general  effect  of  morphine  on  the 
mental  faculties,  but  cannot  give  an  opinion  as 
to  its  effect  on  the  veracity  of  the  witness. 

5.  On  an  issue  as  to  whether  a  homicide 
was  committed  in  a  public  highway,  proof  that 
the  highway  was  not  reprularly  established  on 
the  putilic  records  of  the  county  is  insufficient  to 
show  that  it  was  not  a  legal  highway. 

6.  Where  it  was  shown  that  the  homicide 
was  a  result  of  a  conspiracy  to  kill,  and  that 
defendant  was  present  aiding  and  abetting  the 
killing,  the  jury  is  not  bound,  under  an  indict- 
ment for  murder  in  the  first  degree,  to  convict 
defendant  of  murder  in  the  first  degree  or  ac- 
quit him,  but  may  convict  of  murder  in  the 
second  degree. 

7.  The  court  is  not  bound  to  address  in- 
structions to  each  one  of  the  Jury,  and  a  request 
to  charge  that  "each  and  every  one  of  the  jury" 
must  be  satisfied  of  defendant's  gnilt  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt  was  properly  modified  by 
striking  the  qualifying  words. 

8.  A  general  exception  to  the  refusal  to 
give  instructions  is  insnfiicient  to  review  a  mod- 
ification by  the  court  of  a  request  to  charge. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Snohomish 
county;  John  O.  Denney,  Judge. 

James  Robinson  was  convicted  of  murder 
in  the  second  degree,  and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Clark  &  Allen,  for  appellant  L.  O.  Whit- 
ney, Pros.  Atty.,  for  the  State. 

HOTT,  O.  J.  In  December,  1892,  George 
Schultz  and  Frederick  Smith  were  shot  and 
killed  on  what  was  known  as  the  "John 
White  Road"  In  Snohomish  county,  state  of 
Washington.  On  account  of  such  killing  ar 
Information  was  filed  in  the  superior  court 
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of  said  county,  charting  appellant,  with  otb- 
era,  with  murder  In  the  first  degree  In  the 
kUUng  of  George  Schultz.  Upon  this  In- 
formation defendant,  npon  bis  demand,  was 
sex>aratel7  tried,  and  upon  the  trial  a  verdict 
of  not  guilty  was  returned  by  the  Jury. 
Thereafter  an  information  was  filed  In  said 
court  charging  him  with  murder  In  the  first 
degree  in  the  killing  of  Frederick  Smith. 
The  defendant,  by  bis  counsel,  filed  a  plea  in 
writing,  setting  up  the  alleged  facts  as  to  the 
killing  of  the  said  Schultz  and  Smith,  and 
his  acquittal  upon  bis  trial  for  the  killing  of 
the  former,  and  thereupon  moved  the  court 
for  his  discharge  for  the  reason  that  he  had 
been  so  acquitted.  This  motion  was  denied, 
but  the  written  plea  was  allowed  to  stand, 
and  In  connection  therewith  a  plea  of  not 
guilty  was  Interposed  In  open  court  Upon 
this  state  of  the  record  the  cause  was  tried, 
and  a  verdict  of  guilty  of  murder  in  the  sec- 
ond degree  returned  by  the  Jury.  Judgment 
and  sentence  followed,  from  which  this  ap- 
peal has  been  prosecuted. 

The  first  allegations  of  error  all  relate  to 
the  action  of  the  court  upon  the  plea  of  for- 
mer acquittal.  First,  It  Is  claimed  that  the 
motion  for  discharge  on  that  account  should 
have  been  granted;  second,  that  appellant 
was  entitled  to  a  separate  trial  upon  the 
questions  presented  by  sucb  plea;  and  third, 
that  the  court  took  the  consideration  of  all 
questions  relating  thereto  from  the  jury.  It 
Is  only  necessary  to  refer  to  the  action  of 
the  court  In  Instructing  the  Jury  to  disregard 
all  evidence  relating  to  the  question  of  for- 
mer acquittal.  The  ruling  of  the  court  In 
so  doing  was  founded  upon  the  theory  that 
the  undisputed  facts  showed  that  appellant 
had  never  been  acquitted  of  the  crime  with 
which  be  was  charged  In  the  Information  up- 
on which  he  was  on  trial.  This  instruction 
was  clearly  erroneous.  If  any  proof  had  been 
introduced  which  tended  In  any  degree  to 
show  that  the  appellant  bad  been  acquitted 
of  the  crime  so  charged.  If  there  was  no 
such  proof,  defendant  has  no  right  to  com- 
plain of  the  ruling  of  the  court  In  denying 
his  motion  for  a  discharge,  or  in  not  giving 
him  a  separate  trial  upon  the  Issues  raised 
upon  the  plea  of  former  acquittal.  The  un- 
disputed facts  show  that,  In  an  affray  at 
which  the  appellant  was  present,  two  men, 
the  said  Schultz  and  the  said  Smith,  were 
killed;  that  the  appellant  had  been  acquit- 
ted upon  trial  for  the  killing  of  Schultz,  but 
that  he  bad  never  before  been  on  trial  for 
the  killing  of  Smith.  It  follows  that,  if  the 
killing  of  each  of  the  men  constituted  a  dis- 
tinct crime,  there  was  no  proof  tending  to 
show  that  the  appellant  had  been  formerly 
acquitted  of  the  crime  alleged  to  have  been 
committed  In  the  killing  of  Smith.  The  fact 
that  the  same  line  of  proof  was  introduced 
for  the  purpose  of  showing  that  he  was 
guilty  of  the  killing  of  Schultz  as  that  Intro- 
duced to  show  bis  guilt  in  the  killing  of 
Smith  would  in  no  manner  tend  to  show 


that  an  acquittal  for  the  killing  of  the  tormet 
would  constitute  an  acquittal  for  the  killing 
of  the  latter.  If  the  killing  of  each  was  a  dis- 
tinct crime.  That  sucb  proofs  in  reference 
to  two  prosecutions  for  the  commission  of  a 
single  otFense  would  be  proper  to  go  to  a  Jury 
upon  the  question  of  former  acquittal  or  con- 
viction Is  beyond  question,  but  to  us  it  seems 
equally  clear  that  proof  which  was  necessary 
and  competent  to  convict  of  one  crime  would 
have  no  weight  npon  such  question  in  the 
prosecution  for  another,  even  although  the 
same  criminating  circumstances  were  relied 
npon  In  the  latter  as  in  the  former  case. 
Was  the  killing  of  each  of  these  men  a  dis- 
tinct crime?  They  were  killed  in  a  single 
affray,  and  the  connection  of  the  apitellant 
was  substantially  the  same  in  his  relations 
to  such  affray,  as  it  related  to  each  of  such 
men.  If  the  result  of  the  meeting  at  which 
the  two  were  killed  had  been  the  death  of 
only  one  of  them,  a  prosecution  for  murder 
could  have  been  founded  upon  his  death,  and 
under  the  circumstances  of  this  case  this 
would  have  been  true  whether  the  one  so 
killed  had  been  Schultz  or  Smith;  and  there 
can  be  no  good  reason  why  that  which  would 
have  warranted  a  prosecution  for  murder 
should  lose  force  by  reason  of  the  fact  that 
another  circumstance,  which  in  itself  would 
warrant  such  a  prosecution,  occurred  at  the 
same  time  and  place.  If  the  prosecution 
bad  been  founded  upon  the  killing  of  the 
two,  and  the  case  had  gone  to  trial  upon  a 
plea  of  not  guilty,  proof  of  the  killing  of 
either  of  them  would  have  warranted  a  con- 
viction. It  follows  that  the  killing  of  each 
was,  so  far  as  the  homicide  was  concerned,  a 
distinct  transaction.  The  taking  of  a  human 
life  with  certain  intent  constitutes  murder, 
and  neither  law  nor  public  policy  will  Justify 
a  holding  that  each  life  is  of  less  value  when 
tiiken  with  another  than  it  would  be  if  taken 
alone.  If  a  person  without  Justification  In- 
tends to  kill  A.,  and  does  so,  he  will  be  guilty 
of  a  crime;  If  he  Intends  to  kill  B.,  be  will 
be  guilty  of  another  and  a  different  crime; 
and  the  fact  that  he  entertains  the  Intent  to 
kiU  both,  and  carries  such  Intent  Into  effect 
at  the  same  time  and  place,  should  not  be 
held  to  make  of  that  which  would  otherwise 
be  a  foundation  for  two  distinct  prosecutions 
a  foundation  for  only  one.  In  our  opinion, 
the  undisputed  proofs,  when  Interpreted  In 
the  light  of  the  law  which  It  was  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  find,  clearly  showed  that  the 
appellant  had  never  been  on  trial  for  the  kill- 
ing of  Smith. 

We  shall  next  notice  the  alleged  errors 
growing  out  of  the  admission  of  certain 
testimony;  and  first  as  to  that  of  Harry 
Knowles,  George  Llndsey,  and  Robert 
Leckie,  all  of  whom  were  allowed  to  testify 
as  to  the  conditions  surrounding  the  bodies 
at  the  place  of  the  killing  shortly  thereafter, 
and  also  as  to  what  was  said  at  the  time  by 
peroons  who  were  present  as  to  such  sur- 
roundings.   That  It  was  proper  for  them  to 
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testify  as  to  the  conditions  surroandlng  the 
place  of  the  homicide  so  soon  thereafter  is 
not  serionsly  controverted,  but  It  Is  earnestly- 
contended  that  what  was  said  by  those  who 
were  making  the  examination  should  not 
have  been  allowed  In  evidence.  There  is 
force  in  this  contention,  bat  under  the  par- 
ticular circumstances  of  this  case  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  the  testimony  was  properly 
admitted,  and  If  It  was  not,  that  It  was  of 
such  a  nature  that  It  is  not  reasonable  to 
suppose  that  the  minds  of  the  Jury  were  af- 
fected by  it.  What  was  said  at  the  time 
might  be  reasonably  held  to  have  been  a  part 
of  the  res  gest«,  not  t>erhap8  of  the  act  of 
the  killing,  but  of  the  circumstances  sur- 
rounding It. 

William  Noble  and  Alfred  Elliott  were  al- 
lowed to  testify  as  to  statements  made  by 
William  Robinson  shortly  before  the  homi- 
cide, and  it  Is  claimed  that  this  was  error, 
for  the  reason  that  there  was  no  testimony 
tending  so  to  connect  William  Robinson  with 
the  appellant  as  to  make  the  statements  of 
one  evidence  against  the  other;  In  other 
words,  that  there  had  been  no  proof  of  the 
conspiracy  sufBcient  to  warrant  the  Introduc- 
tion of  such  testimony  upon  that  theory.  It 
appears  from  the  statement  of  facts  that 
there  had  been  some  proof  tending  to  estab- 
lish a  conspiracy  between  the  appellant,  the 
said  William  Robinson,  and  others  to  com- 
mit the  homicide,  and  this  was  probably  suffi- 
cient to  warrant  the  introduction  of  the  tes- 
timony to  which  objection  was  made.  But, 
however  this  may  be,  the  record  would  not 
warrant  a  reversal,  for  the  reason  that  It 
does  not  appear  therefrom  that  there  was 
sufficient  proof  as  to  the  conspiracy.  Such 
record  does  not  purport  to  contain  all  of 
the  testimony  introduced  at  the  trial,  nor  is 
it  made  to  appear  therefrom  that  it  contains 
all  the  testimony  upon  the  question  of  con- 
spiracy, or  any  other  question  presented  at 
the  trial.  This  being  so.  It  is  evident  that 
no  ruling  of  the  trial  court  should  be  re- 
versed, for  the  reason  that  such  ruling  was 
erroneous,  because  the  necessary  evidence 
had  not  been  Introduced  to  authorize  it. 

One  W.  H.  Marsh  had  testified  as  a  wit- 
ness, and  had  admitted  upon  the  stand  that 
be  was  In  the  habit  of  using  a  certain  amount 
of  morphine  dally.  For  the  purpose  of  weak- 
ening his  testimony,  the  appellant  called  Dr. 
Limerick  to  show  the  effect  of  the  use  of 
that  quantity  of  morphine,  and  if  the  ques- 
tion propounded  had  gone  generally  to  the 
effect  upon  the  mental  faculties  of  such  use, 
it  would,  In  our  opinion,  have  been  error  to 
have  excluded  the  answer.  But  by  the  form 
of  the  question  the  witness  was  asked  to  ex- 
press his  opinion  as  to  the  effect  of  such  use 
upon  the  veracity  of  the  witness,  and,  so 
limited,  the  exclusion  of  the  answer  was 
proper. 

The  evidence  offered  by  the  appellant  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  that  the  place  of  the 
homicide  was  not  in  a  public  highway,  was 


not  suflBclent  for  that  purpose,  and  for  that 
reason  we  are  not  called  npon  to  decide  as  to 
whether  or  not  it  was  proper  for  the  appel- 
lant to  show  that  it  was  not  In  a  highway. 
All  that  be  offered  to  show  was  that  it  did  not 
appear  from  the  public  records  of  Snohomish 
county  to  have  been  a  regularly  established 
highway,  but  that  fact  would  not  have  been 
sufficient  to  show  that  it  was  not  a  legal 
highway.  Highways  may  be  such  without 
that  fact  appearing  upon  the  public  rec<»ds. 

Appellant  founds  error  upon  the  giving  of 
certain  Instructions  by  the  court,  and  its  re- 
fusal to  give  one  of  those  asked  by  him.  His 
objections  to  Instructions  Nos.  3,  8,  9,  and  14, 
given  by  the  court,  are  founded  upon  the 
claim  that,  since  there  was  proof  tending  to 
show  a  conspiracy  to  kill.  It  was  the  duty  of 
the  Jury  to  convict  the  appellant  of  murder 
In  the  first  degree,  or  acquit  him.  If  the  ap- 
pellant had  not  been  presoit  at  the  time  of 
the  homicide,  and  his  only  connection  with 
It  had  been  the  conspiring  to  have  It  done 
by  others,  the  rule  announced  by  this  court 
at  this  term  In  the  case  of  State  v.  Robinson 
(decided  July  17,  1895)  41  Pac.  51,  would 
probably  require  us  to  uphold  this  claim  of 
the  appellant.  But  there  was  proof  tending 
to  show  that  the  appellant  was  present, 
aiding  and  abetting  whatever  was  done,  at 
the  time  of  the  homicide,  and  for  that  reason 
he  stands  In  the  same  situation  as  though 
the  proof  had  shown  that  he  was  the  one 
who  fired  the  shots  which  caused  the  death 
of  Smith.  Except'ons  were  taken  to  other 
Instructions  given  to  the  Jury,  but  no  error 
has  been  assigned  thereon  In  the  brief  of 
appellant. 

The  appellant  asked  the  court  to  Instruct 
the  Jury  that:  "You  are  further  Instructed 
that,  since  the  defendant  is  presumed  to  be 
innocent  until  his  guilt  is  established  by  such 
evidence  as  excludes  from  the  Jury  every 
reasonable  doubt,  the  law  requires  that  no 
man  shall  be  convicted  of  crime  until  each 
and  every  one  of  the  jury  is  satisfied  by  the 
evidence  in  the  case,  to  the  exclusion  of 
every  reasonable  doubt,  of  the  truth  of  every 
material  allegation  charged  in  the  Informa- 
tion. So,  In  this  case,  if  the  jury  entertain 
any  reasonable  doubt  of  the  defendant's 
guilt,  they  should  acquit  him;  or,  if  any  one 
of  the  Jury,  after  having  duly  considered 
all  the  evidence,  and  after  having  consulted 
with  his  fellow  Jurors,  should  entertain  such 
reasonable  doubt,  the  jury  cannot  In  such 
case  find  the  defendant  guilty."  The  court 
gave  this  Instruction,  except  that  It  omitted 
therefrom  the  reference  to  "each  and  every 
one"  of  the  Jury  In  one  place,  and  "any  <»e 
of  in  another;,  and  It  is  claimed  on  the  part 
of  the  appellant  that  the  instruction  should 
have  been  given  as  requestedr  without  sucti 
modification.  The  claim  of  error  founded  on 
this  action  of  the  court  must  be  denied  for  at 
least  two  reasons:  One,  that  it  was  not  the 
duty  of  the  court  to  address  Its  instructions 
to  each  one  of  the  Jury  aa  Individuals.    It 
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waa  anfflclent  If  tbe  law  was  correctly  stated 
as  It  applied  to  the  duties  of  the  Jury  as  a 
o^ectiTe  body.  Second,  no  sufficient  ex- 
ception was  taken  to  the  modification.  Tbe 
exception  waa  to  the  refusal  to  give  the  in- 
struction as  requested;  and  In  view  of  the 
fact  tliat  It  was  giren  with  only  slight  modlfl- 
catloo,  this  general  exception  was  not  suffi- 
cient. The  exceptiCHi  shonld  have  been  to  the 
modification  of  the  instruction. 

We  are  satisfied  that  the  defendant  had  a 
fair  trial,  and  the  Judgment  and  sentence  will 
be  affirmed. 

DUNBAR,  J.,  concurs.  GORDON,  J.,  con- 
curs In  affirming  the  Judgment. 

ANDERS,  J.  (dissenting).  As  I  am  unable 
to  say  that  the  hearsay  evidence  admitted 
by  the  trial  conrt  and  referred  to  in  the  fore- 
going opinion  could  not  have  prejudiced  the 
appellant,  I  am  constrained  to  dissent. 

SCX>TT,  S.,  concurs  with  ANDERS,  J. 


STATE  T.  HOLMES. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Aug.  20, 
1895.) 
Cbiminal  Law — Rxvibw  on  Apfsal. 
Whero  there  was  sufiBcient  evidence  to 
prove  murder  in  the  firat  degree  beyond  a  rea- 
Bonable  doubt,  the  degree  of  the  crime  cannot 
be  reduced,  or  a  new  trial  awarded,  merely  be- 
cause the  testimony  would  not  be  so  convincing 
to  tiie  appellate  court. 

On  petition  fbr  rehearing.    Denied. 
For  original  opinion,  see  40  Pac.  735. 

DUNBAB,  J.  The  attorneys  for  the  de- 
fendant In  this  case  have  filed  with  this  court 
a  very  earnest  and  feeling  petition  asking  for 
a  rehearing  of  the  case.  So  far  as  the  ques- 
tions ot  Jurisdiction,  nonwaiver,  and  miscon- 
duct ot  the  Jury  are  concerned,  they  were  ex- 
amined with  great  care  upon  the  original 
hearing,  and  no  argument  is  presented  in  thu 
petition  which  convinces  us  that  the  conclu- 
sion we  reached  upon  the  argument  of  the 
case  and  announced  in  the  opinion  rendered 
should  In  any  wise  be  modified.  It  is  insist- 
ed that,  from  the  fact  that  the  court  in  its 
opinion  expressed  some  doubt  as  to  the  cor- 
rectness of  the  vffl^lct  under  the  testlmMiy, 
it  is  the  duty  of  the  court  to  grant  the  re- 
hearing asked  for,  or  at  least  to  set  aside  the 
verdict  for  murder  in  the  first  d^ree  and  im- 
pose tliat  of  murder  In  the  second  degree; 
and  the  case  of  State  v.  Preidrlch,  reported 
In  4  Wash.  204,  29  Pac.  1055,  30  Pac.  328, 
and  31  Pac.  332,  is  relied  upon  by  the  peti- 
tioners to  sustain  this  contention.  We  have 
re-examined  the  case  of  State  v.  Freldrich, 
supra,  but  we  think  that  it  is  not  in  point  in 
this  case.  There  this  court  found  that  there 
was  no  evidence  whatever  to  sustain  a  ver- 
dict for  murder  in  the  first  degree,  because 
there  was  no  evidence  of  premeditation,  no 
testimony  which,  If  undisputed,  would  have 


warranted  the  Jury  Ln  coming  to  the  conclu- 
sion that  the  defendant,  Freldrich,  was  guilty 
of  murder  In  the  first  degree.  But  In  the 
case  at  bar  there  was  testimony  tending  to 
prove  premedltatlom  on  the  part  of  the  defend- 
ant, and,  while  that  testimony  might  not  have 
been  sufficient  to  have  satisfled  tne  mmds  of 
this  court,  yet  It  has  been  our  uniform  hold- 
ing that,  where  a  question  of  fact  was  legally 
presented  to  a  Jury,  and  there  was  sufficient 
testimony  from  which  the  Jury  could  draw 
an  Inference  of  guilt,  thla  court  would  not 
substitute  Its  Judgment  for  the  Judgment  of 
the  Jury,  and  reverse  their  decree.  It  was 
said  by  this  court  in  the  case  of  Burden  v. 
Gropp,  7  Wash.  108,  34  Pac.  834:  "It  Is  not 
enough,  to  authorize  us  to  disturb  the  verdict 
of  a  Jury,  that  we  should  be  of  the  opinion 
that  the  evidence  upon  the  other  side  was  en- 
titled to  a  greater  weight  than  that  upon 
which  the  verdict  seems  to  have  been  found- 
ed. It  is  enough  if  there  waa  any  evidence 
which,  if  uncontradicted,  would  be  sufficient 
to  establish  all  the  facts  necessary  to  sus- 
tain the  complaint  of  the  successful  party." 
It  Is  true  that  was  a  civil  action,  but  the  rule 
Is  tlie  same  In  criminal  cases,  while,  of 
course,  the  degree  of  conviction  In  the  mind 
of  the  Juror  must  be  greater.  In  one  case  It 
rests  upon  a  preponderance  of  the  testunony, 
and  in  the  other  upon  a  belief  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt.  But  In  a  criminal  case,  if 
the  court  can  determine  that  the  Jury  uad 
sufficient  testimony  before  them  to  convince 
their  minds  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  of  the 
guilt  of  tbe  defendant,  the  fact  that  such  testi- 
mony would  not  be  so  convincing  to  the  minds 
of  the  members  of  this  court  would  not  Jus- 
tify the  usurpation  of  the  functions  or  the 
Jury  by  this  court.  As  we  view  the  testi- 
mony, the  circumstances  tending  to  prove  and 
disprove  premeditation  are  coufiictlng,  and, 
notwithstanding  the  fact  that  the  conclusion 
reached  by  the  Jury  might  not  coincide  with 
our  Judgment,  under  the  law  announced  by 
this  court,  and  by  all  courts  in  cases  of  trial 
by  Jury,  we  are  compelled  to  accept  the  de- 
cision of  the  Jury  as  conclusive.  The  peti- 
tion for  rehearing  will  therefore  be  denied. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  ANDERS  and  SCOTT, 
JJ.,  concur. 


GUARANTEE  LOAN  &  TRUST  CO.  v.  GAL- 

LIHER  et  al. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Aug.  5,  1895.) 
Action  on  Note  bt  Indorsbb  —  Dbpbnsb— Ap- 

PBAI,. 

1.  The  fact  that  defendant,  after  iodorsinfr 
a  matured  note  to  plaintiff,  requested  plaintiff 
to  give  the  maker  further  time  for  payment,  was 
proporly  pleaded  in  an  action  on  the  indorse- 
ment, though  it  did  not  appear  that  such  re- 
quest was  in  writing. 

2.  The  refusal  to  grant  a  motion  to  strike 
out  testimony  will  not  be  reviewed  on  appeal 
unless  It  appears  that  the  precise  grounds  of  the 
motion  were  called  to  tbe  attention  of  the  lower 
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Appeal  ftom  superior  court,  Thurston  coun- 
ty;  M.  J.  Gordon,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Guarantee  Loan  &  Trust 
Company  against  Milas  GaJUher  and  others 
on  a  note.  Plaintiff  had  judgment,  and  de- 
fendant GalUher  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Troy  &  Falknor,  lor  appellant.  Strudwlck 
&  Peters,  for  respondent. 

SCOTT,  J.  This  action,  as  against  appel- 
lant, was  brought  to  recover  the  balance  due 
upon  a  promissory  note  which  had  been  exe- 
cuted to  him  by  a  third  party,  and  negotiated 
by  him  to  the  respondent  after  Its  maturity, 
he  at  the  time  indorsing  the  same  tn  blank. 
No  effort  was  made  by  the  respondent  to  col- 
lect the  note  until  nearly  a  year  and  a  half 
had  elapsed  after  Its  purchase.  Appellant's 
defense  to  the  note,  as  indicated  by  his  brief, 
is  that,  under  the  transfer  and  guaranty,  the 
respondent  was  bound  to  proceed  within  a 
reasonable  time  to  collect  the  note,  and  that, 
having  failed  to  do  so,  appellant  was  re- 
leased from  liability.  It  is  further  contended 
that  the  court  erred  In  allowing  the  respond- 
ent to  Introduce  proof  to  the  effect  that,  at 
the  time  of  the  transfer  of  the  note,  appellant 
had  requested  respondent  to  give  the  makers 
of  the  note  additional  time,  and  that  he  con- 
sented to  such  delay. 

As  to  whether  the  respondent  proceeded 
with  reasonable  diligence,  must  depend  upon 
the  circumstances  of  the  case,  as  there  Is  no 
absolute  rule  for  every  case.  But,  before  de- 
ciding as  to  whether  there  is  any  merit  In  ap- 
pellant's contention  In  ttiis  particular,  we 
must  consider  certain  matters  urged  by  the 
respondent,  as  to  whether  the  questions 
sought  to  be  raised  by  appellant  here  were 
presented  to  the  lower  court  for  determina- 
tion. 

It  appears  that  appellant  moved  to  strike 
an  allegation  contained  In  the  complaint, — 
that  he  "requested  plaintiff  to  let  said  note 
run  as  long  as  possible,  in  pursuance  of  which 
plaintiff  allowed  said  note  to  run  until  Octo- 
ber 13,  1803,"  at  which  time  respondent 
sought  to  enforce  payment.  This  motion  was 
made  on  the  ground  that  the  allegation  was 
surplusage.  Immaterial,  and  frivolous.  The 
motion  was  overruled,  whereupon  appellant 
demurred  to  the  complaint  on  the  ground 
that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  consti- 
tute a  cause  of  action,  and  the  court  over- 
ruled the  demurrer.  No  error  can  be  based 
on  the  contention  of  appellant  In  this  respect 
The  allegation  was  material,  under  the  cir- 
cumstances, and  it  did  not  appear  at  that 
time  that  such  request  was  by  pai-ol,  and  not 
in  writing.  Upon  the  trial  of  the  cause,  ap- 
pellant withdrew  all  denials  of  the  allega- 
tions of  the  complaint,  e.Kcept  the  one  esi^e- 
cially  raised  In  his  answer,— that  he  made  no 
request,  contract,  or  agreement  of  any  kind 
or  nature,  whereby  the  plaintiff  was  to  let  the 
note  In  suit  run  as  long  as  possible,  or  for 
any  length  of  time  whatever.     Upon  this  Is- 


sue the  cause,  as  to  him,  was  tried;  and  tes- 
thuony  was  Introduced  to  support  said  alle- 
gation in  the  complaint,  whereby  it  appeared 
that  appellant  had  requested  respondent  to 
extend  the  time,  and  allow  the  note  to  run, 
as  claimed.  No  objection  was  made  to  this 
testimony,  but,  after  Us  introduction,  apiH-l- 
lant  moved  to  strike  all  of  the  testimony  of 
the  witness  so  testifying,  except  answen;  to 
the  first  five  questions,  which  related  to  other 
features  of  the  case.  This  motion  was  de- 
nied. No  ground  was  stated  by  appellant  as 
a  basis  for  the  motion,  nor  was  any  ground 
of  objection  urged  against  the  testimony: 
and  we  are  unable  to  say  from  the  record 
that  the  question  upon  which  appellant 
now  relies,  to  the  effect  that  parol  testi- 
mony was  not  admissible  to  vary  or  contra- 
dict the  contract  implied  by  the  indorse- 
ment if  the  testimony  did  tend  to  vary  or 
contradict  it  was  presented  to  the  lower 
court;  and  such  being  the  case,  under  the 
well-settled  rule  in  such  cases,  error  cannot 
be  based  thereon.  It  must  appear  that  the 
precise  point  upon  which  an  appellant  relies 
for  a  reversal  was  called  to  the  attention  of 
the  lower  court  and  passed  upon.  The  mo- 
tion may  have  been  based  upon  another  and 
entirely  insufficient  ground,  and,  If  so,  it 
would  not  be  consonant  with  good  practice 
that  wpellant  should  be  allowed  to  urge  an- 
other gnxmd  upon  appeal.  This  would  not 
be  doing  Justice  to  the  adverse  party,  or  to 
the  trial  court  and  would  not  be  in  keeping 
with  the  duties  of  appellate  courts.  We  are 
of  the  opinion  that  respondent's  contention 
against  the  consideration  of  the  questions 
sought  to  be  raised  by  appellant  is  well 
taken,  and  that  the  Judgment  must  be  af- 
firmed. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  ANDERS,  J.,  concur. 


WINSTON  V.   CITY  OP   SPOKANE   et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washiugtoo.     Aug.  22, 

18»5.) 

Municipal  Cobporatioxs  —  Limitation   of  Is- 

DEBTEDXESS. 

Const,  art.  8,  i  6,  providing  that  no  city 
"shall  become  indeoted  m  any  manner"  over 
a  certain  amoimt  does  not  prohibit  a  city,  in- 
debted over  said  amount,  from  borrowinfc  mon- 
ey to  complete  waterworks,  where  the  loan  was 
to  be  paid  out  of  a  special  fund  created  by  the 
receipts  derived  from  such  waterworlts,  without 
imposiuK  any  further  liability  on  the  general 
funds  of  the  city.  Dunbar  and  Scott,  JJ.,  dis- 
senting. 

Appeal  from  superior  court  Spokane  coun- 
ty;  James  Z.  Moore,  Judge, 

Action  by  Patrick  H.  Winston,  on  behalf 
of  himself  and  all  others  similarly  situated, 
against  the  city  of  Spokane  and  others. 
Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  defendants  ap- 
peal.    Reversed. 

James  Dawson  and  Blake  &  Post  for  appel- 
lants.   Winston  &  Winston,  for  respondent 
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HOYT;  C.  J.  Tbe  foundation  of  this  ac- 
tion was  tbe  aUeKed  invalidity  of  a  certain 
ordinance  of  tlie  city  of  SiDokane  (No.  A  583). 
Tbe  superior  court  found  sucb  ordinance  to 
be  iDTalid,  and  by  reason  of  such  finding  de- 
creed to  plaintiff  tbe  relief  prayed  for  in  his 
complaint.  The  claim  that  sucb  ordinance 
Tras  invalid  ^rows  out  of  tbe  fact  alleged  in 
the  complaint,  and  admitted  in  the  answer, 
that  the  existing  indebtedness  of  the  city  of 
Spokane  was  in  excess  of  the  limit  authorized 
by  the  constitution,  and  it  is  not  claimed 
tliat  said  ordinance  is  invalid  for  any  other 
reason.  Such  ordinance  authorizes  the  city 
to  enter  into  a  contract  with  Theis  &  Bar- 
roll  for  tbe  furnishing  of  money  f o^  the  com- 
pletion of  a  system  of  waterworks  for  the 
city,  and  provides  for  the  issuance  to  them, 
for  the  money  so  advanced,  of  the  obligations 
of  the  city  payable  out  of  a  special  fund,  to 
be  created  by  placing  therein  CO  per  cent, 
of  the  receipts  derived  from  such  water- 
works. And  it  is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the 
respondent  that  the  entering  into  of  said  con- 
tract and  the  issuance  of  such  obligations 
of  the  city  is  the  incurring  of  an  indebted- 
ness, within  the  meaning  of  the  constitution, 
and  that  to  do  so  at  the  present  time  is  not 
within  tbe  power  of  the  city,  for  the  reason 
that  it  is  already  indebted  beyond  the  con- 
stitutional limit  It  will  be  seen  that  tbe 
sole  question  presented  for  our  considera- 
tion is  as  to  whether  or  not  the  ordinance  in 
question,  the  contract  to  be  executed  in  pursu- 
ance thereof,  or  the  obligations  provided  for 
in  said  contract,  will  create  an  Indebtedness 
of  the  city,  within  the  meaning  of  the  provi- 
sions of  the  constitution  in  relation  thereto. 
Said  ordinance  and  contract,  when  construed 
together,  provide  that  the  obligations  to  be  is- 
sued in  pursuance  thereof  shall  be  payable 
only  out  of  the  special  fund,  to  be  created  out 
of  the  receipts  of  the  waterworks  as  above 
specified,  and  tliat  the  city  shall  not  be  in 
any  manner  liable  to  pay  the  same,  except 
out  of  moneys  In  said  special  fund.  For  the 
purposes  of  this  case.  It  must  be  conceded 
that  said  waterworks  will,  in  addition  to  sup- 
plying the  money  for  the  creation  of  such 
fund,  as  provided  for  In  said  ordinance,  pay 
all  the  expenses  incident  to  their  operation, 
and  for  that  reason  the  creation  of  such  spe- 
cial fund  can  occasion  no  liability  upon  the 
part  of  the  city  to  make  any  payment  out  of 
its  general  funds.  This  being  so,  we  are  of 
the  opinion  that  neither  the  ordinance,  the 
contract,  nor  the  obligations  to  be  Issued  by 
the  city  In  pursuance  thereof,  do  or  will  con- 
stitute a  debt  of  the  city,  within  the  consti- 
tutional definition.  The  only  obligation  as- 
sumed on  the  part  of  the  city  is  to  pay  out 
of  the  special  fund,  and  it  Is  in  no  manner 
otherwise  liable  to  the  beneficiaries  under 
the  contract  The  general  credit  of  the  city 
is  in  no  manner  pledged,  except  for  the  per- 
formance of  its  duty  in  the  creation  of  such 
special  fund.  The  transaction,  therefore,  is 
no  more  tbe  incurring  of  an  Indebtedness  on 


the  part  of  the  dty  than  is  th&lMue  of  war- 
rants payable  out  of  a  special  fund  created 
by  an  assessment  upon  property  to  be  bene- 
fited by  a  local  improvement.  Hence,  the 
question  is  upon  principle  within  tbe  one  de- 
cided by  this  court  in  Baker  v.  City  of  Seat- 
tle, 2  Wash.  St  576,  27  Pac.  462,  in  which  It 
was  held  that  warrants  issued  to  a  con- 
tractor for  a  street  Improvement,  and  paya- 
ble out  of  a  special  fund  to  be  created  by  an 
assessment  therefor,  were  not  an  indebted- 
ness of  the  city,  within  the  meaning  of  our 
constitution.  In  that  case  It  was  not  decid- 
ed whether  or  not  the  city  would  be  liable  for 
negligence  in  failing  to  take  tbe  necessary 
steps  for  the  creation  of  the  special  fund  out 
of  which  the  warrants  were  to  be  paid,  but, 
from  what  was  decided,  it  Is  clear  that,  in 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  the  fact  of  such  con- 
tingent liability.  If  it  existed,  was  not  suffi- 
cient to  make  the  obligations  issued  against 
the  fund  a  part  of  the  indebtedness  of  the 
city.  The  case  at  bar  is,  in  our  opinion, 
within  the  principle  decided  in  that  one,  and, 
as  we  are  satisfied  with  what  was  therein 
held,  it  is  not  necessary  to  further  pursue  the 
subject  We  would,  however,  call  atten- 
tion to  the  case  of  City  of  Valparaiso  v.  Gard- 
ner, 97  Ind.  1,  which  seems  to  fully  sustain 
the  contention  of  the  appellants.  A  large 
number  of  other  cases  to  the  same  efCect 
might  be  cited.  In  our  opinion,  the  ordi- 
nance, construed  in  the  light  of  the  facts 
stated  In  the  complaint  and  the  answer  there- 
to, was  a  valid  one,  and  the  contract  provid- 
ed for  ther^n,  when  entered  into,  would  be 
binding,  as  against  the  city,  for  the  reason 
that  the  obligations  to  be  issued  in  pursu- 
ance thereof  would  not  constitute  an  indebt- 
edness, within  the  meaning  of  the  constitu- 
tional provision.  The  judgment  will  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  with  in- 
structions to  dismiss  the  action. 

AN'DERS  and  GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 

DUNBAR  and  SCOTT,  JJ.,  dissent 


MARQUIS  V.  WILLAUD  et  al. 

HIBNBR  V.  SAME. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.   5, 
1805.) 

LiABiLiTT  ON  Official  Boxes  —  Acts  Doke  Un- 
BEK  Color  or  Office. 
The  sureties  on  the  bond  of  a  chief  of 
police,  who,  by  virtue  of  his  office,  was  kooper  of 
the  ^ail,  aro  not  liable  for  the  acts  of  such  ofiS- 
cer  in  recpiviug  into  the  prison,  without  any 
process  authorizing  him  so  to  do,  persons  who 
were  arrested  without  probable  cause  to  be- 
lieve them  guilty  of  crime. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  King  county; 
T.  J.  Himics,  Judge. 

Separate  actions  by  S.  J.  Marquis  and  P. 
D.  Hibner  against  D.  F.  Willard  and  others 
on  a  bond.  Separate  demurrers  to  the  com- 
plaints were  sustained,  and  plaintiffs  appeal 
Affirmed. 
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McLangUln,  Remsberg  &  Atkinson  and 
Thompson,  Edsen  &  Humphries,  for  appel- 
lants James  Leddy,  W.  T.  Scott,  and  Frank 
A.  Stede,  for  respondents. 

HOYT,  C.  J.  These  actions  were  prose- 
cuted against  the  respondent  D.  F.  Willard 
as  principal,  and  the  other  respondents  as 
sureties  npon  the  official  bond  of  said  WiUard 
as  chief  of  police  of  the  city  of  Seattle.  The 
8ni>erior  court  sustained  the  separate  demur- 
rers of  the  several  respondents,  and,  the  plain- 
tifTs  refusing  to  amend,  Judgments  were  enter- 
ed dismissing  the  actions.  By  stipulation  of 
the  parties,  It  is  agreed  that  the  Inyestigatlcm 
shall  be  confined  to  the  ruling  of  the  superior 
court  npon  the  demurrers  of  the  sureties,  and, 
if  It  la  found  that  such  demurrers  were  right- 
fully sustained,  that  the  Judgments  shall,  as 
a  whole,  be  affirmed,  by  reason  of  which  we 
are  not  called  ui>on  to  determine  the  question 
as  to  whether  or  not  the  comi)lalnt8  stated 
causes  of  action  against  the  respondent  Wil- 
lard, and  have  only  to  determine  their  suffi- 
ciency as  against  the  sureties  In  the  said 
bond. 

The  acts  of  the  respondent  Willard,  which 
are  set  out  In  the  complalnta,  and  relied  up- 
oa  as  constituting  a  breach  of  the  conditions 
of  the  bond,  consisted  in  receiving  into  the 
city  prison— of  which  it  was  alleged  be  was, 
by  ylrtae  of  bis  office,  the  keeper— the  plaln- 
tUfs,  who  had  been  arrested  by  certain  police 
officers  of  the  city  of  Seattle  upon  suspicion 
that  they  had  been  guilty  of  a  crime,  and  de- 
taining them  in  such  prison  for  32  hours, 
without  any  warrant  or  other  process  author- 
izing him  80  to  do.  It  is  not  alleged  in  the 
complaints  that  the  defendant  Willard,  as 
chief  of  police  or  otherwise,  arrested  the 
plaintlflTs;  and  the  only  connection  whldi  he 
is  alleged  to  bare  had  with  the  transactions 
was  to  receive  them  into  the  prison,  and  detain 
them  as  above  stated.  Did  this  action  on 
his  part  make  the  sureties  upon  his  official 
bond  liable  in  damages  to  the  plaintiffs?  It 
Is  open  to  serious  question  whether  or  not 
tbese  acts  were.  In  any  sense,  official  acts. 
Xo  case  has  been  called  to  our  attention  by 
appellants,  nor  have  we  been  able  to  find  one, 
which  goes  to  the  extent  of  holding  that  the 
keeper  of  a  prison,  in  his  official  capacity  as 
such,  has  any  right  to  receive  and  detain  any 
person  without  some  warrant,  or  other  pro- 
cess, authorizing  him  so  to  do;  and  if  he  has 
no  such  authority  in  the  absence  of  process, 
if  he  receive  a  person  without  one,  his  act  In 
80  doing  is  not  within  the  scope  of  Ills  au- 
thority as  keeper  of  the  prison.  If  It  be  the 
rule  that  the  keeper  of  a  prison  has  no  au- 
thority as  such,  except  by  virtue  of  process 
delivered  to  him.  It  must  follow  that  In  receiv- 
ing a  prisoner,  without  warrant,  from  an 
officer  who  had  arrested  him,  he  would  be  act- 
ing in  his  private  capacity,  as  the  agent  of 
such  officer.  Until  some  case  has  been  cited 
holding  that  the  keeper  of  a  prison  has  au- 
thority, without  process,  to  receive  and  detain 


a  person  accused  of  crime,  we  should  be 
strongly  inclined  to  hold,  were  it  necessary, 
that  he  has  no  such  authority.  Bat  in  the 
cases  at  bar  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  de- 
cide this  question;  for  even  If  It  be  conceded 
that  the  respondent  Willard,  as  keeper  of  the 
prison,  had  authority.  In  a  proper  case,  to 
receive  and  detain  a  person  suspected  of 
crime,  without  process  delivered  to  blm  for 
that  purpose,  the  allegattons  of  the  complaints 
negative  the  conclusion  that  in  so  receiving 
and  detaining  the  plaintiffs  he  acted  by  vir- 
tue of  his  office  as  chief  of  police  and  keeper 
of  the  prison.  It  Is  therein  allied  that,  at 
the  time  he  committed  the  acts  complained  of, 
there  was  no  probable  cause  to  believe  the 
plaintiffs  guilty  of  any  crime.  This  being  so, 
the  respondent  Willard,  in  receiving  them 
witbout  process,  did  not  do  so  by  virtue  of  his 
office,  but,  at  most,  only  under  color  of  oBice. 
This  is  conceded  in  the  brief  of  appellants. 
Were  such  acts,  under  color  of  office,  without 
process,  such  official  acts  that  the  sureties  up- 
on bis  c^clal  bond  are  liable  therefor? 

There  is  great  diversity  of  opinion  upon  the 
question  as  to  the  liability  of  sureties  upon 
official  bonds  for  acts  done  under  color  of 
office.  The  cases  uniformly  hold  that  such 
sureties  are  liable  for  wrongful  performance 
of  acts  whidi,  if  prc^erly  done,  would  be 
Justified  by  his  official  character.  But  upon 
the  question  as  to  their  liability  when  the 
act  is  one  which  is  a  trespass  from  tbe  begin- 
ning, and  unauthorized  by  his  official  charac- 
ter, however  performed,  there  Is  great  ap- 
parent want  of  harmony  among  the  cases. 
We  say  "apparent  want  of  harmony,"  for  the 
reason  that  in  our  opinion  a  careful  examina- 
tion will  show  that  the  conflict  between  the 
courts  of  most  of  the  states  is  more  apparent 
than  reaL  The  most  of  the  cases  which  have 
held  that  the  sureties  were  liable,  even  though 
the  action  of  the  officer  was  but  a  naked  tree- 
pass,  have  been  those  in  which  the  officer, 
having  process  In  his  hands  which  authorized 
his  acts  as  against  tbe  person  or  property 
therein  named,  had  wrongfully  enforced  the 
same  against  other  property,  or  a  different 
persoa  It  Is  clear  that  in  such  a  case  the  pro- 
cess furnishes  no  Justification  to  the  offlcn-, 
and  he  is  as  much  a  trespasser  when,  by 
virtue  thereof,  be  levies  upon  the  property  of 
a  person  not  named  therein,  as  he  would  have 
been  without  process.  Yet  many,  and  per- 
haps a  majority,  of  the  courts  have  held  that 
the  person  whose  property  is  so  taken  may 
maintain  an  action  upon  the  official  bond  to  re- 
cover damages  therefor.  And  it  is  claimed  on 
the  part  of  the  appellants  that  these  cases  are 
in  point  upon  the  question  under  considera- 
tion. All  the  cases  cited  by  them,  with  the 
exception  of  those  from  the  state  of  Iowa, 
and  perhaps  one  from  the  appellate  court  of 
tbe  state  of  Illinois,  were  of  this  nature.  And 
if,  in  our  opinion,  they  were  In  point  here, 
we  should  be  Inclined  to  agree  with  their  con- 
tention that  the  weight  of  authority  required 
us  to  hold  that  tbe  complaints  stated  causes 
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of  action  agaiiiBt  the  sureties,  tbough  cuea 
can  be  found  from  other  courts  of  equal  au- 
thority which  hold  that  a  levy  upon  the  prop- 
erty of  a  third  person,  under  process  directed 
to  the  officer,  will  not  authorlBe  a  recovery 
by  such  third  person  upon  bis  official  bond. 
But  this  class  of  cases,  however  decided,  can 
have  but  little  weight  in  deciding  the  question 
under  consideration.  For  an  officer  to  serve 
process  placed  In  his  hands  for  that  purpose 
is  a  strictly  official  act,  and,  while  such  pro- 
cess would  only  Justify  him  in  a  proper  serv- 
ice of  it,  yet  an  Improper  service  might  be  in 
an  attempt  to  obey  its  command.  It  was  as 
an  officer  that  he  received  the  process,  and 
bis  acts  under  it,  whether  rightful  or  not,  may 
well  be  held  to  have  been  by  virtue  of  the 
office.  But  for  the  office,  he  would  not  have 
had  the  process.  Without  it,  his  acts  would 
have  been  Impossible.  Hence  such  acts  might 
well  be  said  to  l>e  official.  And  since,  under 
all  the  authorities,  the  sureties  are  liable  for 
acts  done  by  virtue  of  the  office,  there  is  rea- 
son for  holding  them  liable  for  the  wrongful 
acts  of  the  officer  in  the  execution  of  process, 
even  though,  In  doing  them,  he  so  departs 
from  Its  command  as  to  be  a  trespasser.  But 
when  an  officer,  without  process,  does  an  act 
which,  under  the  law,  he  has  no  right  to  do, 
he  cannot,  in  any  proper  sense,  be  said  to  l>e 
acting  by  virtue  of  his  office,  and  It  Is  going  far 
enough  to  hold  that  in  so  doing  he  is  acting  un- 
der color  of  office.  Such  is  the  reasonable  rule. 
Wlien  he  has  neither  process  in  Iiis  hands  au- 
thorizing him  to  act,  nor  any  provision  of  law 
upon  which  he  can  found  his  action,  there  would 
seem  to  be  no  reason  for  holding  that  the  act 
was  by  virtue  of  his  character  as  an  officer. 
This  conclusion  is,  in  out  opinion,  sustained 
by  the  great  weight  of  authority. 

In  State  v.  McDonough,  9  Mo.  App.  63, 
the  breach  of  the  bond  was  charged  to  be 
that  the  principal,  "without  warrant  or  au- 
thority of  law,  as  chief  of  police,  and  by 
virtue  of,  and  under  color  of,  his  office, 
wrongfully  and  maliciously  arrested  the  re- 
lator, and  imprisoned  him,"  etc.  A  demur- 
rer to  the  complaint  was  sustained  upon  the 
ground  that  the  act  was  not  by  virtue  of 
his  office,  but  was,  at  most,  only  by  color  of 
office.  In  the  opinion  occurs  the  following 
language:  "The  fact  that  under  color  of  his 
office  an  officer  does  an  act  which  is,  in  its 
Inception,  beyond,  and  out  of  the  line  of,  his 
duty,  does  not  show,  or  tend  to  show,  that 
In  any  case  be  did  not  faithfully  perform  it; 
and,  if  be  does  this,  why  should  his  sureties 
be  held,  whose  obligation  cannot  be  extend- 
ed beyond  the  terms  of  the  bond?  Here, 
assuming  what  is  stated  to  be  true,  the  de- 
fendant, not  in  the  manner  of  doing  what 
it  was  his  duty  to  do,  but  in  taking  any  ac- 
tion, went  outside  of,  and  beyond,  his  du- 
ties. The  act  done  was  not  within  the  scope 
of  the  bond.  Thus,  though  it  was  done  col- 
ore officii,  the  sureties  are  not  liable."  In 
HufTman  v.  Kopplekom,  S  Neb.  344^  it  was 
contended  that  the  sureties  were  not  liable 


because  the  act  done  was  not  by  vilrtue  of 
the  office,  but  only  under  color  of  it;  and 
the  court,  in  its  opinion,  made  use  of  the  fol- 
lowing language:  "The  second  objection  to 
this  petition,  and  the  <«e  moat  relied  on  in 
this  argument,  is  that  an  action  can  be 
maintained  on  an  official  bond  only  for  inju- 
ries done  vlrtute  officii,  and  not  for  acts 
done  colore  officii  merely.  And  so  we  be- 
lieve the  law  to  be,  according  to  the  best 
authorities."  In  Ottensteln  v.  Alpaugh,  9 
Neb.  237,  2  N.  W.  219,  It  was  again  held,  by 
the  same  court,  that  the  sureties  on  an  o(&- 
cial  bond  are  answerable  only  for  such  acts 
of  their  principals  as  are  dMie  vlrtute  officii. 
In  0«-ber  r.  Ackley,  37  Wis.  43,  it  was  held 
that  the  sureties  were  only  liable  for  acts 
done  by  virtue  «C  the  office,  and  not  merely 
for  acts  done  under  color  of  office.  In  this 
case  the  facts  showed  that  the  officer  v^as 
assuming  to  act  under  a  writ  of  replevin, 
and,  under  many  authorities,  what  be  did 
would  have  been  held  to  have  been  by  virtue 
of  his  office;  yet,  notwithstanding  this  fact, 
that  learned  court  held  that  bis  sureties 
were  not  liable.  In  32  Wis.  233,  the  same 
case  had  l>een  before  the  court,  and  a  similar 
ruling  Intimated,  but,  owing  to  the  state  of 
the  pleadings,  not  definitely  announced. 
State  V.  Mann,  21  Wis.  692,  is  to  the  same 
efTect.  In  McLendon  v.  State,  22  S.  W.  200, 
the  supreme  court  of  Tennessee  held  that 
the  sureties  upon  an  official  bond  were  not 
liable  for  the  action  of  an  officer  under  a 
process  which  was  void  upon  Its  face. 

As  we  have  before  suggested,  a  large  num- 
ber of  cases  have  been  cited  by  the  appel- 
lants to  establish  a  contrary  doctrine;  but 
a  careful  examination  has  satisfied  us  that, 
with  the  exception  of  those  frcma  the  state 
of  Iowa,  they  tend  slightly,  if  at  all,  to  over- 
throw the  authority  of  the  cases  cited  by 
the  respondents.  They  nearly  all  belong  to 
the  class  which,  as  we  have  seen,  are  not 
in  point  where  the  facts  are  as  in  the  case 
at  bar,  and  some  of  them  show  upon  their 
face  that  the  court  had  In  mind  the  distinc- 
tion between  the  case  under  consideration 
and  one  where  the  facts  were  as  in  these. 
The  case  of  State  v.  Beckner,  182  Ind.  371, 
31  N.  E.  950,  furnishes  an  example  of  cases 
of  this  kind.  It  was  there  held  that  the 
sureties  were  liable  for  a  mistake  made  by 
an  officer  in  the  service  of  process  placed  in 
his  hands,  yet  that  the  court  intended  to 
announce  a  principle  which  would  apply 
whore  the  facts  were  as  in  the  case  at  bar 
Is  directly  negatived  by  the  incorporation  in 
its  opinion  of  the  following  language:  "It 
Is  contended  by  counsel  for  the  appellant 
that.  In  view  of  the  facts  disclosed  by  the 
verdict,  the  constable  was  acting  vlrtute  of- 
ficii, not  merely  colore  officii.  With  this  con- 
tention we  are  in  accord.  The  constable  had 
a  legal  process,  and  his  sole  purpose  seems 
to  have  been  the  execution  of  the  command 
which  it  carried  to  him.  There  Is  some  con- 
flict of  authority  as  to  whether  or  not  there 
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Is  a  right  of  action  on  tbe  bond  of  a  minia- 
tcrlal  officer  for  an  unlawful  act  done  colore 
officii.  But,  when  the  officer  is  acting  vlr- 
tute  officii,  the  authorities  all  agree  that  a 
suit  will  lie  upon  his  bond."  The  case  of  Ex 
parte  Reed,  4  Hill,  572,  is  relied  upon  by  the 
appellants,  and  has  been  cited  as  authority 
in  nearly  all  of  tbe  cases  cited  by  them. 
An  examination  of  tbe  facts  upon  which  it 
was  decided  will  show  that  the  officer  was 
acting  under  process.  For  that  reason  this 
case,  and  those  founded  upon  it,  are  not  In 
point  upon  the  question  here  presented. 

The  ruling  of  the  superior  court  was  In  ac- 
cordance with  reason,  and  is  sustained  by  a 
decided  weight  of  authority.  The  Judgment 
will  be  affirmed. 

ANDERS,  GORDON,  and  SCOTT,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


BROWN  V.  COEY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  7, 
1805.) 

Appeal— iNscFFiciENcr  op  Exceptioss. 
Where  there  are  no  sufficient  exceptions, 
the  matteib  sought  to  be  raised  on  appeal  will 
not  be  considered. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Spokane  coun- 
ty; Norman  Buclj,  .Tudge. 

Action  by  George  D.  Brown  against  Charles 
P.  Coey.  Plaintiff  had  judgment,  and  de- 
fendant appeals.   Affirmed. 

Dawson  &  Plattor,  for  appellant.  J.  S. 
McCarty  and  Rothrock  &  Leigh,  for  respond- 
ent. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  action  was  tried  by 
the  court  without  a  Jury.  Findings  of  fact 
were  made,  and  the  only  exception  taken 
thereto  was  at  the  conclusion  of  tbe  findings 
and  the  decree,  and  was  general  in  form  to 
the  whole.  Some  of  the  findings  were  un- 
questionably correct,  and,  there  being  no  suf- 
ficient exception,  the  matters  sought  to  be 
raised  upon  this  appeal  cannot  be  considered, 
and  the  Judgment  Is  affirmed. 


TAGGART  t.   FIRST  NAT.  BANK  OP 
ANACORTES. 


(Supreme  Court  of  Washington. 
1895.) 


Sept.  10, 


ACCBPTAXCB  OP  ORnER. 

In  an  action  against  a  bank  on  an  order 
drawn  thereon  in  favor  of  plaintiff  it  appeared 
that  the  bank  was  the  aBciit  for  the  collection 
of  the  price  of  logs  on  which  pliiintiff  held  a 
chattel  mortgage,  and  Hint  by  agreement  of  all 
parties  the  bank  was  to  pay  plaintiff  from  the 
proceeds  of  the  bills  of  lailing  left  in  its  pos- 
session. The  bank  retained  the  order  for  sev- 
eral months,  during  which  time  it  received  as 
proceeds  of  the  bills  of  lading  more  than  enough 
to  pay  the  claim,  but  allowe<l  the  mortgagor  to 
draw  out  such  receipts  by  checks  for  other 
matters.  Bdd,  that  the  bank  was  liable  ou  the 
order. 


Appeal  from  superior  court,  Skagit  county; 
Henry  McBride,  Judge. 

Action  by  C.  L.  Taggart  against  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Anacortes  on  an  order  for 
the  payment  of  money.  Plaintiff  bad  judg- 
ment, and  defendant  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Hastings  &  Stedman,  for  appellant.  Mil- 
lion &  Houser,  for  respondent 

SCOTT.  J.  Plaintiff  sued  the  defendant  to 
recover  the  balance  due  bim  upon  a  certain 
order  given  to  him  by  one  John  Doner,  and 
at  the  conclusion  of  tlie  testimony  tbe  court 
directed  the  jury  to  bring  in  a  verdict  in  his 
favor  for  the  amount  claimed,  whereupon 
this  appeal  was  taken. 

The  evidence  disclosed  the  following  facts: 
One  Le  Balllster  was,  on  the  15th  day  of 
December,  1803,  the  owner  of  a  boom  of  logs 
lying  at  Anacortes,  on  which  tbe  plaintiff 
held  a  chattel  mortgage  for  $093.65,  and  the 
firm  of  Taggart  &  Gilkey,  of  which  plaintiff 
was  a  member,  held  a  second  chattel  mort- 
gage for  $303.  On  said  day  Le  Balllster, 
through  his  agent,  John  Doser,  sold  the  logs 
to  the  Nelson  &  Son  Manufacturing  Com- 
pany, to  be  cut  Into  shingles  and  shipped. 
The  proceeds  of  ev«y  other  car  of  shingles 
were  to  be  applied  towards  paying  for  the 
logs,  and  tbe  bill  of  lading  thereof  was  to  be 
deposited  with  the  defendant  in  furtherance 
of  this  purpose.  Tbe  contract  containing  tbe 
terms  of  sale  was  deposited  with  one  Perrln, 
defendant's  cashier,  to  be  held  by  the  bank, 
as  were  also  the  two  chattel  mortgages  and 
notes  which  they  secured.  The  bank  collect- 
ed the  amount  of  the  purchase  price  of  tbe 
logs,  and  placed  the  amount  as  a  special  de- 
posit or  account  to  the  credit  of  John  Doser, 
agent  As  soon  aa  the  bank  began  to  re- 
ceive money  on  the  bills  of  lading,  Perrln 
wrote  to  Doeer  that  according  to  his  under- 
standing, the  amount  of  the  plaintitTs  claim 
by  virtue  of  the  chattel  mortgages  upon  the 
logs  aforesaid  was  to  be  paid  before  anything 
went  to  Doser.  Doser  answered,  directing 
the  money  to  be  placed  to  his  credit,  and 
asking  for  a  check  book,  saying  that  be  would 
pay  the  plaintiffs  claims  by  check.  Shortly 
after  this,  Perrin  wrote  both  Doser  and  the 
plaintiff  on  tbe  same  day,  suggesting  that  Do- 
ser and  plaintiff  agree  on  the  exact  amount 
due  the  plaintiff  on  said  mortgage  claims, 
and  that  Doser  give  the  plaintiff  an  order 
for  tbe  amount,  and  send  it  to  tbe  banK,  say- 
ing it  would  be  paid  out  of  the  proceeds  of 
the  bills  of  lading.  This  was  done,  and  on 
the  next  day  the  plaintiff  sent  the  order  to 
the  bank,  as  requested.  The  bank  received 
the  order,  and  retained  it  for  several  months, 
and  during  this  time  received  as  proceeds  of 
the  bills  of  lading  more  than  enough  to  pay 
the  claim,  but,  instead  of  paying  it,  applied 
tbe  same  In  payment  of  checks  drawn  by 
Doser  for  other  matters.  It  appears  that 
there  was  not  enough  money  In  the  bank  to 
pay  this  order  In  full  at  any  one  time,  and 
also  that  the  bank  at  one  time,  upon  the 
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plaintiff's  aaktn;  fer  money,  Informed  Um 
that  they  wonld  pay  the  amonnt  then  on 
band  If  he  Tronld  get  a  check  from  Doeer  for 
that  amount;  whereupon  Doeer  gave  the 
plaintiff  a  check  for  $200,  which  the  bank 
paid,  and  Indorsed  the  amount  upon  the  orig- 
inal order.  There  was  no  conflict  In  the  tes- 
timony as  to  any  of  these  matters.  The  de- 
fendant admitted  that  the  letters  aforesaid 
were  written  by  Perrln,  its  cashier,  to  Doeer 
and  the  plaintiff,  as  aforesaid,  and  that  dnr- 
Ing  all  the  times  mentioned  it  held  all  of  the 
papers.  After  holding  the  same  for  several 
months,  and  lecelving  the  money  as  afore- 
said, and  allowing  Doser  to  check  It  out  con- 
trary to  the  terms  of  the  agreement,  the  de- 
fendant returned  the  order  to  plaintiff,  and 
refused  payment  It  is  contended  upon  the 
part  of  appelant  that  these  circumstances 
did  not  bind  the  bank  to  bold  the  moneys  re- 
ceived as  aforesaid  for  the  plaintiff  until  Ills 
order  was  paid,  and  that,  notwithstanding  It, 
the  bank  was  bound  to  pay  the  subsequent 
checks  drawn  upon  it  by  Doser.  But  we  do 
not  so  understand  it  The  bank  was  a  party 
to  this  understanding,  and  It  was  by  the  sug- 
gestion of  its  cashier  that  the  plaintiff  took 
the  order  as  aforesaid  for  the  amount  of  his 
claim,  and  deposited  It  with  the  bank,  and 
upon  its  promise  that  It  would  apply  the  pro- 
ceeds received  from  the  logs  In  payment  of  It. 
This  was  binding  upon  the  bank,  and  there- 
fore It  bad  no  right  to  pay  out  such  proceeds 
upon  subsequent  checks  given  by  Doser  for 
other  matters,  without  retaining  enough  to 
pay  the  plaintiff's  claim. 

It  was  further  claimed  by  appellant  that 
there  was  a  conflict  in  the  evidence.  This 
was  true  as  to  one  or  two  immaterial  points, 
but  the  material  facts  were  conclusively  es- 
tablished by  the  written  correspondence  of 
the  parties,  and  these  were  all  in  evidence, 
and  admitted  to  be  genuine  by  the  defendant 
Judgment  affirmed. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  DUNBAR,  ANDERS,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


STATB  ex  rel.  JONES,  Attorney  General,  T. 
McGRAW,  Governor,  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  "Washington.     Sept.  10, 
1895.) 

State  Bohds— Ismitatioh'  or  Iitoebtedhess. 
Act  March  22,  18&5,  in  providing  for  the 
funding  of  outstanding  indebtedness  of  the  state 
by  Ute  issue  of  $1,500,000  vroTtb  of  bonds,  to  be 
"sold  after  notice  as  provided  has  been  given, 
violates  Const  art  8,  §  1,  aathorizin?  the  state 
to  contract  debts  to  raise  revenue,  provided  that 
"sndi  debts,  direct  and  contingent  singly  or  in 
the  aggregate,  shall  not  at  any  time  exceed 
four  hundred  thousand  dollars  ($400,000)." 
Hoyt  C.  J.,  dissenting. 

Application  on  relation  of  W.  O.  Jones,  at- 
torney general,  against  John  H.  McGraw, 
governor,  and  others,  for  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus to  compel  the  d^endants  to  Issue  bonds. 
Denied. 


James  A.  Halght,  for  plaintiff.  F.  C.  0'Vi> 
Ings,  for  defendants. 

GORDON,  J.  This  Is  an  application  for  a 
writ  of  mandate  commanding  the  respond- 
ents, as  the  state  board  of  finance,  to  issue 
bonds  of  the  state  to  an  amount  aggregating 
upward  of  $1,600,000,  and  to  cause  the  same 
to  be  sold,  for  the  purpose  of  funding  the 
outstanding  warrants  drawn  on  the  general, 
military,  and  tide-land  funds,  pursuant  to  the 
act  of  the  legiBlatut<e  approved  March  22, 1895, 
entitled  "An  act  relating  to  the  fiscal  affairs 
of  the  state  of  Washington,  and  declaring  an 
emergency,"  which  act  among  other  things, 
provides: 

"Section  1.  There  is  hereby  created  a  fund 
In  the  treasury  of  the  state  known  as  the 
'Loan  and  Interest  Fund.'  There  Is  hereby 
created  a  board,  consisting  of  the  governor, 
state  auditor  and  state  treasurer,  known  as 
the  'State  Board  of  Finance.'    •    •    • 

"Sec.  2.  •  •  •  Said  board  shall  proceed  to 
fund  the  outstanding  warrants  on  the  general, 
military  and  tide  land  funds  ofthestate  by  the 
issue  of  bonds  payable  solely  out  of  said  'loan 
and  Interest  fund.'  Said  bonds  shall  bear 
interest  at  a  rate  not  to  ezceed  four  per  cent 
per  annum  and  shall  run  twenty  years,  save 
that  five  per  cent,  of  said  bonds  shall  be  re- 
deemed annually,  said  interest  and  redemp- 
tion payments  to  be  made  ont  of  said  'loan 
and  interest  fund.'  Said  board  shall  publish 
notice  of  the  sale  of  spid  bonds  in  four  cities 
of  said  state  once  a  week  for  three  consecu- 
tive weeks.  Said  bonds  shall  be  sold  after 
notice  as  hereinafter  provided  ui>on  sealed 
bids  to  the  highest  bidder.  ♦  •  •  Provided, 
that  said  bonds  shall  not  be  sold  for  less  than 
par,  and  the  board  shall  have  the  right  to 
reject  all  bids." 

The  constitutionality  of  this  enactment  Is 
assailed  upon  many  grounds,  only  one  of 
which,  however,  need  be  noticed,  as  Its  de- 
termination disposes  of  the  case.  Section  1, 
art.  8,  of  the  state  constitution  is  as  follows: 
"Section  1.  The  state  may,  to  meet  casual 
deficits  or  failures  la  revenues,  or  for  ex- 
penses not  provided  for,  contract  debts,  but 
such  debts,  direct  and  contingent,  singly  or 
In  the  aggregate,  shall  not  at  any  time  exceed 
four  hundred  thousand  dollars  ($400,000)  and 
the  moneys  arising  from  the  loans  creating 
such  debts  shall  be  applied  to  the  purpose 
for  which  they  were  obtained,  or  to  repay 
the  debts  so  contracted,  and  to  no  other  pur- 
pose whatever."  Sections  2  and  3  of  the 
same  article  of  the  constitution  provide  for 
the  incurring  of  additional  Indebtedness  for 
the  purpose  of  repelling  invasion,  suppress- 
ing Insurrectlcm,  and  otiier  purposes  therein 
enumerated.  But  it  is  conceded  that  these 
latter  sections  In  no  wise  affect  the  subject- 
matter  Involved  in  this  proceeding.  It  will 
be  observed  that  the  authority  conferred  up- 
on the  respondents  by  the  act  in  question  is 
to  Issue  and  sell  said  bonds,  after  notice,  to 
the  highest  bidder;   and,  conceding  that  It. 
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la  fairly  to  be  Inferred  from  tbe  act  that  the 
funds  realized  from  such  sale  shall  be  ap- 
plied to  the  payment  and  discharge  of  the 
present  Indebtedness  of  the  state,  it  Is  ap- 
parent that  aftMT  said  bonds  are  sold,  and 
until  the  proceeds  thereof  are  so  applied,  the 
Indebtedness  of  the  state  would  be  increased 
upward  of  $1,500,000,  or  to  an  amount  be- 
yond the  limit  of  indebtedness  as  fixed  by 
the  constitution.  Nor  is  it,  in  our  opinion,  a 
flufilclent  answer  to  say  that  it  must  be  pre- 
sumed that  the  officers  Intrusted  to  carry  out 
the  proTislons  of  this  act  will  fully  discharge 
their  duties,  and  that  the  present  Indebted- 
ness of  the  state  will  be  ectingulshed  by  the 
proceeds  of  the  bonds,  and  ultimately  the  in- 
debtedness of  the  state  be  reduced  to  Its 
present  limit.  The  prohibition  in  the  consti- 
tution is  that  "such  debts,  »  *  •  singly 
or  in  the  aggregate,  shall  not  at  any  time  ex- 
ceed four  hundred  thousand  dollars,"  and 
constitutes  an  "impassable  barria:"  to  the 
creation  of  any  indebtedness  in  excess  there- 
of for  any  period  of  time,  however  brief,  or 
for  any  purpose,  however  worthy.  The  con- 
stitution of  the  state  of  Iowa  (article  11,  {  8) 
provides  that  "no  county  or  other  political 
or  municipal  corporation  shall  be  allowed  to 
become  indebted  in  any  manner,  oe  for  any 
purpose,  to  an  amount  in  the  aggregate  ex- 
ceeding five  per  centum  on  tbe  value  of  the 
taxable  property  within  such  county  or  cor- 
Iioration,— to  be  ascertained  by  the  last  state 
and  county  tax  lists,  previous  to  the  incur- 
ring of  such  Indebtedness."  The  terms  of 
the  statute  of  Iowa  of  1880  (chapter  132) 
authorized  any  independent  school  district  or 
district  township  having  a  bonded  indebted- 
ness outstanding  to  issue  negotiable  bonds 
for  the  purpose  of  funding  that  Indebtedness, 
and  the  act  provided  tlrnt  "the  treasurer  of 
such  district  Is  hereby  authorized  to  sell  the 
bonds  provided  for  in  this  act  at  not  less 
than  their  par  value,  and  apply  tue  proceeds 
thereof  to  the  payment  of  the  outstanding 
bonded  indebtedness  of  the  district,  or  he 
may  exchange  such  bonds  for  outstanding 
bonds  par  for  par."  In  construing  this  Iowa 
statute  with  reference  to  the  provision  of 
their  constitution  above  quoted,  the  supreme 
court  of  the  TTnlted  States,  speaking  by  Mr. 
Justice  Gray,  in  Doon  Tp.  v.  Cummins,  142  U. 
S.  366,  12  Sup.  Ct.  220,  say:  "There  is  a  wide 
dllTerence  in  the  two  alternatives  which  this 
statute  undertakes  to  authorize.  The  second 
alternative,  of  exchanging  bonds  issued  un- 
der the  statute  for  outstanding  bonds,  by 
which  the  new  bonds,  as  soon  as  issued  to 
the  holders  of  the  old  <Hie8,  would  be  a  sub- 
stitute for  and  an  extinguishment  of  them, 
BO  that  the  aggregate  outstanding  indebted- 
ness of  the  corporation  would  not  be  in- 
creased, might  be  consistent  with  the  con- 
stitution. But  under  the  first  alternative,  by 
which  the  treasurer  is  authorized  to  sell  the 
new  bonds,  and  to  apply  the  proceeds  of  the 
sale  to  the  payment  of  the  outstanding  ones, 
it  is  evident  that,  if  new  bonds  are  issued 


without  a  cancellation  or  surrender  of  the 
old  ones,  the  aggregate  debt  outstanding, 
and  <Hi  which  the  corporation  is  liable  to  be 
sued,  is  at  once  and  necessarily  Increased, 
and,  if  new  bonds,  equal  in  amount  to  tbe 
old  ones,  are  so  Issued  at  one  time,  is  dou- 
bled; and  that  it  will  remain  at  the  increas- 
ed amount  until  the  proceeds  of  the  new 
bonds  are  applied  to  the  payment  of  the  old 
ones,  or  until  some  of  the  obligations  are 
otherwise  discharged.  It  is  true  that,  if  tbe 
proceeds  of  the  sale  are  used  by  the  munic- 
ipal officers,  as  directed  by  the  statute,  in 
paying  ofT  the  old  debt,  the  aggregate  in- 
debtedness will  ultimately  be  reduced  to  the 
former  limit.  But  It  la  n<Hie  the  less  true 
that  It  has  been  Increased  in  the  Interval; 
and  that,  unless  those  oi&c&n  do  their  duty, 
the  increase  will  be  permanent.  It  would 
be  inconsistent  alike  with  the  words  and 
with  the  object  of  the  constitational  provi- 
sion, framed  to  protect  municipal  corpora- 
tions from  being  loaded  with  debt  beyond  a 
certain  limit,  to  make  their  liability  to  be 
charged  with  debts  contracted  beyond  that 
limit  depend  solely  upon  the  discretion  or 
the  honesty  of  their  officers."  We  are  fully 
satisfied  with  the  reasoning  of  the  conrt  in 
that  case,  and  accept  it  as  authority  upon  the 
proposition  here  discussed.  To  the  same  ef- 
fect is  the  case  of  Bannock  Co.  v.  C.  Bunting 
&  Co.  (Idaho)  37  Pac.  2T7.  In  that  case, 
after  reciting  the  order  of  the  board  of  com- 
missioners of  the  county  which  directed  that 
the  outstanding  indebtedness  of  the  said 
county  should  be  funded  by  the  Issue  and 
sale  of  negotiable  bonds  for  the  purpose  of 
paying,  redeeming,  and  funding  all  of  the 
indebtedness  of  the  county,  tbe  supreme 
court  of  Idaho  say:  "The  purpose  Is  stated 
to  be  to  pay,  redeem,  and  fund  the  princi- 
pal and  interest  of  all  Indebtedness  of  said 
county.  Suppose,  however,  that  the  com- 
missioners, or  their  successors  in  office,  when 
the  money  came  Into  the  treasury,  should 
conclude  to  use  it,  or  a  portion  of  It,  for 
some  other  purpose.  Of  course,  the  presump- 
tion of  this  court  is  that  the  commissioners 
would  scrupulously  carry  out  the  apparent 
intention  of  the  board  when  the  bonds  were 
sold,  as  expressed  in  the  above  order;  bat 
the  court  cannot  deal  in  presumptions  in  fa- 
vor of  proceedings  taken  without  compliance 
with  the  constitution.  Again,  until  the  mon- 
ey was  actually  so  applied,  the  debt  would 
be  more  than  doubled."  Our  conclusion, 
therefore,  is  that  the  act  of  March  22,  1895, 
is  in  conflict  with  the  provisions  of  the  con- 
stitution above  quoted,  and  the  application 
will  be  denied. 

ANDERS,  SCOTT,  and  DUNBAR,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 

HOYT,  C.  J.  fdissentlng).  In  my  opinion, 
the  statute  under  consideration  cwiferred  au- 
thority upon  the  board  therein  provided  for 
to  cliauge  the  form  of  the  evidences  of  the 
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debt  which  -vnu  owed  hj  the  states  and  did 
not  in  any  manner  contemplate  the  increase 
of  snch  deht.  If  this  he  so,  a  oompUance 
therewith  would  not  be  the  creation  of  a 
debt,  witUn  the  meanlnjr  of  the  coaBtltntlon- 
al  proTialon  up<»i  tliat  eubject  The  issuing 
of  a  warrant  in  the  ordinary  course  of  busi- 
ness is  not  the  creation  of  a  debt.  The  ob- 
ligation for  which  the  warrant  is  issued  Is 
tiie  debt  whldt  the  state  owes,  and  the  issu- 
ing of  the  warrant  is  the  method  provided 
by  statute  for  the  payment  thereof.  When 
there  Is  no  money  in  the  treasury  to  meet  a 
warrant  issued  for  that  purpose,  such  war- 
rant may  constitute  the  evidence  of  the  in- 
debtedness, but  not  the  indebtedness  itself. 
Warrants  which  there  is  money  in  the  treas- 
ury to  pay  are  not  in  any  sense  an  indebted- 
ness of  the  state.  For  this  reason  I  am  un- 
able to  agree  with  the  conclusion  of  the  ma- 
jority that,  until  the  money  realized  from  the 
sale  of  the  bonds  had  been  actually  applied 
upon  the  warrants  for  the  payment  of  which 
such  money  had  been  i>Iaced  in  the  treasury, 
such  warrants,  as  well  as  the  bonds,  would 
be  an  Indebtedness  of  the  state,  or  even  evi- 
dence of  such  indebtedness.  That  the  legis- 
lature has  the  authority  to  authorize  a  change 
in  the  form  of  the  Indebtedness  of  the  state  is 
beyond  question,  and,  in  my  opinion,  the  stat- 
ute In  question  did  no  more. 


STATE  v.  OLIVER  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  11, 

1896.) 

Repbai.  of  Pe:«ai.  Code  —  Effect  on  Priob  Or- 

PENSES. 

The  repeal  of  Pen.  Code,  J  192,  making 
adultery  a  cnmmal  offense,  by  Laws  1895,  p. 
371,  without  any  saviui;  clause  as  to  the  prior 
offenses,  is  a  bar  to  a  prosecution  for  such  an 
offense  committed  prior  to  the  repeal. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Thurston  coun- 
ty; T.  M.  Reed,  Jr.,  Judge. 

W.  L.  Oliver  and  another  were  Indicted  for 
adultery,  and  from  an  order  sustaining  a  de- 
murrer and  disciiarging  the  defendants,  the 
state  appeals.    Dismissed. 

MUo  A.  Root,  for  the  State.  John  R. 
Mitchell,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  The  defendants  were  char- 
ged by  information  with  living  In  open  and 
notorious  adultery,  and  demurred  on  the 
ground  that  the  Information  did  not  state 
facts  constituting  any  crime.  The  court  sus- 
tained the  demmrer,  and  discharged  the  de- 
fendants, and  the  state  has  appealed.  It  is 
contended  that  the  court  sustained  ihe  de- 
murrer on  the  ground  that  the  section  of  the 
Code  under  which  the  action  was  brought, 
which  was  enacted  while  we  were  under  a 
territorial  form  of  government,  had  been  re- 
pealed by  an  act  of  congress  applying  to  the 
territories,  commonly  called  the  "Edmtmds 
Act"   24  Stat  635.   However  this  may  be, 


an  act  waa  passed  at  the  last  session  of  the 
legislature  expressly  repealing  the  section  of 
the  Code  aforesaid,  without  any  saving  clause 
as  to  prior  offenses  or  poiding  cases.  Laws 
1895,  p.  371.  As  this  law  would  bar  any  fur- 
ther prosecution  of  the  defendants  for  the  of- 
fense charged  in  any  event,  a  determination 
of  the  question  as  to  the  sufficiency  of  the 
information  would  be  fruitless,  and  for  that 
reason  we  decline  to  enter  upon  Its  considera- 
tion, and  order  the  appeal  dismissed. 


STATE  ex  rel.  PACIFIC  COAST  STEAM- 
SHIP CO.  V.  SUPERIOR  COURT  OP 
JEFFERSON  COUNTY  et  al. 

(Supreme  (Tourt  of  Washington.     Sept  11, 
1895.) 

JOSTICS  OF  THE  FeaCE— DeFACLT  JDDOMBXT— 

Review. 
In  case  of  default  judgment  before  a 
justice  of  the  peace  for  want  of  answer,  there 
can  be  no  review  by  appeal  under  2  Hill's  Code, 
{  1(530,  but  only  a  review  of  errors  of  law  by 
certiorari  proceedings  under  section  1621. 
Hoyt,  C.  J.,  dissenting. 

Applicatlou  Of  the  Pacific  Coast  Steamship 
Company  for  mandamus  to  the  superior  court 
of  Washington,  for  Jefferson  county,  and  R. 
A.  Balllnger,  judge  thereof.     Writ  denied. 

Andrew  F.  Burleigh  and  J.  E.  Lilly,  for  re- 
lator.    Morris  B.  Sachs,  for  respondents. 

GORDON,  J.  This  Is  an  application  for  a 
writ  of  mandamus  requiring  the  superior 
court  of  Jefferson  cotmty,  and  the  judge  there- 
of, to  proceed  to  take  cognizance  of  an  ap- 
peal taken  by  the  rdator  as  defendant  in 
an  action  commenced  in  Justice's  court  in  said 
county,  before  J.  A.  Wood,  Esq.,  a  justice  of 
the  peace.  In  which  action  the  People's  Mar- 
ket was  plaintiff.  It  appears  from  the  rec- 
ord that  complaint  and  notice  were  personal- 
ly served  upon  the  defendant  in  the  action 
prosecuted  In  the  Justice's  com-t;  tliat,  upon 
the  retmm  day,  the  defendant  therein,  by  its 
attorney,  appeared  and  filed  an  afildavit  and 
application  for  a  continuance  for  a  period  of 
four  weeks,  for  the  purpose  of  procuring  the 
presence  of  material  witnesses  necessary  to 
Its  defense  of  said  action;  that  said  appli- 
cation for  a  continuance  was  dented  by  the 
Justice;  that  thereupon,  for  want  of  an  an- 
swer or  other  pleading  upon  the  part  of  the 
defendant.  Judgment  was  giveu  and  made  by 
said  justice  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  therein 
against  the  defendant,  for  the  sum  demanded 
in  the  complaint;  that,  from  said  Judgment, 
defendant  appealed  to  the  superior  court  of 
said  Jefferson  county,  and  in  said  court  ap- 
plied for  leave  to  serve  and  file  an  answer  In 
said  cause,  which  application  was  denied  and 
said  appeal  dismissed,  for  the  reason  (as  ap- 
pears by  the  return)  that  respondent  "was 
powerless  to  permit  any  original  answer  to 
be  filed  in  the  suiierior  court,  where  none  had 
been  filed  In  the  Justice  court" 

2  Hill's  Code,  {  1530,  relating  to  civil  ac- 
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tlons  In  Justices'  courts,  prorldes,  wbere  a 
defeadaat  has  been  serred  with  a  true  copy 
of  the  complaint,  Judgment  shall  be  giren 
for  the  plaintiff  for  the  sum  specified  in  the 
complaint,  without  further  evidence,  "when 
the  defendant  fails  to  appear  and  plead  at  the 
time  specifled  In  the  notice,  or  within  one 
hour  thereafter."  Of  this  statute  it  was 
said  in  McCoy  t.  Bell,  1  Wash.  St  501.  20 
Pac.  503:  "But  the  statute  is  imperatlre. 
He  [defendant]  must  api)ear  ♦  *  *  with- 
in the  hour.  And  when  a  defendant  who 
lias  l»een  served  with  a  true  copy  of  the 
complaint  and  notice  fails  to  appear  and 
plead  within  the  time  specified  In  the  notice, 
or  within  an  hour  thereafter,  it  is  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  enter  up  Judement  without 
further  proof  or  evidence.  The  court  has  no 
discretion  or  alternative.  It  is  a  duty  en- 
Joined  by  the  statute,  and  the  plaintiff  can 
demand  it  as  a  matter  of  right"  We  do 
not  decide  that  the  Justice  could  not,  upon 
a  proper  showing,  extend  the  time  for  filing 
an  answer  and  grant  a  continuance  for  that 
purpose.  That  question  is  not  here  Involved, 
as  will  hereinafter  l>e  made  to  appear.  It 
must  be  conre<led  that  the  defendant,  al- 
though personally  served  with  a  copy  of  the 
complaint  in  the  action  before  the  Justice,  fail- 
ed to  plead,  and  that  the  Judgment  from 
which  it  attempted  to  appeal  to  the  superior 
court  was  a  Judgment  by  default:  and  we 
think  that  the  contention  of  relator  tliat  said 
Judgment  was  Improperly  granted  could  not 
be  reviewed  by  the  superior  court  on  a  gen- 
eral appeal,  but  should  have  been  brought  to 
that  court  by  certiorari  proceeding.  2  Hill's 
Code,  {  1621,  provides:  "If  any  person  shall 
conceive  himself  injured  by  error  in  any 
process,  proceeding.  Judgment,  or  order  given 
by  any  justice  of  the  peace  within  this  state. 
It  shall  be  lawful  for  such  person  to  remove 
such  process,  procee<ilng.  Judgment,  or  or- 
der to  the  superior  court,  as  hereinafter  pro- 
vided." This  section  afforded  the  relator  an 
ample  remedy  for  the  correction  of  the  er- 
ror of  the  Justice  (if  error  it  was)  In  over- 
ruling the  application  for  a  continuance,  and 
rendering  the  Judgment,  under  the  circum- 
stances of  the  case.  But  the  ruling  of  the 
Justice  in  that  regard  could  not  be  reviewed 
upon  an  appeal  from  the  Judgment  under  sec- 
tion 1030.  No  provision  is  made  by  statute 
in  this  state  for  reviewing  errors  of  law  oc- 
curring before  a  Justice  of  the  peace  in  the 
trial  of  a  civil  cause,  other  tlian  that  provid- 
ed by  section  1621,  supra.  It  seems  to  us 
that  unless  this  right  of  appeal  from  a  de- 
fault Judgment  belongs  to  every  defendant 
who  may  for  any  reason  see  fit  to  ignore  the 
process  of  the  Justice's  court,  and  decline  to 
litigate  therein  those  controversies  which  the 
legislature  has  invested  that  court  with  the 
power  to  hear  and  determine,  it  follows  that 
the  order  of  tlie  superior  court  dismissing 
relator's  appeal  was  rightful,  and  that  the 
present  application  should  be  denied. 
As  a  general  proposition,  it  seems  to  be 


well  settled  that  an  appeal  will  not  lie  from 
a  Judgment  by  default.  Dorr  w  Binge,  8 
Barb.  351;  Colden  v.  Knickerbacker,  2  Cow. 
31;  Harvester  Works  v.  Hedges  iXeb.)  7  X. 
W.  631;  Brayton  v.  Delaware  Co.,  18  Iowa. 
44;  Clendenning  v.  Crawford,  7  Neb.  474; 
People  T.  El  Dorado  Co.  Ct,  10  Cat  19; 
Long  T.  Sharp,  5  Or.  438.  In  tlie  case  last 
cited,  the  court  say:  "By  the  ruling  of  the 
Justice  of  the  peace,  the  answer  which  bad 
been  filed  by  appellant  in  this  case  had  been 
stricken  out  and  set  aside;  and,  the  defend- 
ant declining  to  fiirther  answer  or  plead. 
Judgment  was  rendered  against  him  as  for 
want  of  an  answer.  *  *  •  If  any  error 
was  committed  by  the  Justice,  it  was  an  er- 
ror of  law  which  could  be  most  conveniently 
corrected  by  writ  of  review,  wbere  the  court 
has  authority  to  remand  the  cause  for  such 
further  proceedings  as  the  nature  of  tlie  case 
and  the  ends  of  Justice  may  require.  •  •  * 
The  Judgment  in  this  case  was  'a  Judgment 
for  want  of  answer,'  and  such  a  Judgment 
as  the  lawmakers  contemplated  should  be 
reviewed  by  writ  of  review,  and  not  by  ap- 
peal, to  the  circuit  court"  The  reasons  for 
the  rule  are  given  by  the  supreme  court  of 
Nebraska  in  Clendenning  v.  Crawford,  su- 
pra, in  which  case  the  court  say:  "It  seems 
clearly  to  be  the  legislative  intent  that  ac- 
tions in  Justices'  courts  must  be  tried  upon 
the  merits  of  both  the  claim  of  the  one  piirty 
and~  the  defense  of  the  other,  before  an  ap- 
peal shall  be  taken  to  the  district  court;  and 
this  rule  seems  to  be  reasonable  and  Just, 
for,  where  the  law  establishes  the  cotut  in 
which  a  i>arty  shall  bring  his  action,  the  ad- 
verse party  should  not  be  allowed  to  disre- 
gard the  process  of  such  court,  and  then  se- 
lect the  forum  of  his  own  choice  In  which 
the  cause  shall  be  first  tried  ui)on  the  merits 
of  the  case.  If  such  a  practice  were  penrit- 
ted,  it  would  defeat  the  main  object  for 
which  the  Justices'  courts  were  established, 
namely,  the  trial  and  disposal  of  causes  or 
controversies  with  the  least  possible  ex- 
pense to  the  parties,  where  the  amount  in- 
volved does  not  exceed  one  hundred  dollars." 
In  People  v.  El  Dorado  Co.  Ct,  supra,  the 
court  say:  "In  this  case,  tlie  defendant,  by  his 
default,  admitted  the  facts  alleged  in  the 
complaint.  There  being  no  issue  of  fact  the 
facts  were  conceded,  and  the  Justice  could 
commit  no  error  as  to  them;  and,  as  the  Jus- 
tice could  commit  no  error  as  to  the  fnt.'ts 
conceded,  there  could  be  no  appeal  from  his 
Judgment  in  reference  to  the  facts.  The  de- 
fendant, having  conceded  the  facts  to  be  true 
as  allej^ed,  could  not  appeal  against  his  own 
admission.  •  •  •  Our  conclusion  is  that 
in  all  cases  the  issue  of  fact  must  be  made 
in  the  court  of  original  Jurisdiction." 

For  the  purposes  of  determining  the  motion 
in  the  superior  court  to  dismiss  the  appeal, 
and  for  present  purposes,  the  ruling  of  the 
Justice  denying  relator's  application  for  a 
continuance  must  be  presumed  to  have  been 
proper,  inasmuch,  as  iias  been  already  seen. 
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as  It  ODuId  not  be  tevtewed  upon  appeal;  aad, 
when  8o  considered,  this  proceeding  presente 
the  sole  question  of  the  right  to  appeal  from 
a  default  Judgment  in  a  cafie  where  personal 
service  of  the  complaint  U  had,  and  no  rea- 
son exists  iHreventing  a  determination  in  the 
Justice's  court  upon  the  merits.  Upon  the 
authority  of  the  cases  above  cited  (notwith- 
standing that  a  difference  exists  between 
the  statutes  of  some  of  the  states  from  which 
these  cases  are  cited  and  our  own,  upon  the 
subject  of  appeals),  and  the  sound  sense  of 
the  rule  which  we  think  is  established  by 
them,  it  must  be  held  that  no  appeal  will 
lie.  In  such  a  case  the  defendant  "voluntari- 
ly sufTered  Judgment  to  be  entered  •  •  • 
by  default,  and  from  such  judgment,  for 
manifest  reasons,  a  direct  appeal  will  not 
lie."  Port  V.  Parflt,  4  Wash.  369,  30  Pac. 
328.  We  think,  too,  that  the  ruling  of  the 
superior  court  In  this  case  is  supported  by 
the  authority  of  Gabriel  v.  Railway  Co.,  7 
Wash.  515,  35  Pac.  410,  in  which  this  comt 
said:  "Whatever  the  effect  was,  or  whatever 
rights  defendant  may  have  in  introducing  a 
defense  in  a  Justice's  court  which  is  beyond 
the  Jurisdiction  of  said  court,  as  to  offsetting 
the  same  or  any  portion  of  the  damages 
proved  thereunder  against  the  claim  of  the 
plaintiff,  this  defense  was  disposed  of  in  said 
ooort;  and,  if  defendant  desired  to  review 
the  ruling  of  the  Justice  thereon,  he  should 
have  removed  said  cause  to  the  superior  court 
by  certiorari  proceedings,  and  not  by  taking 
a  general  appeal."  Mandamus  to  the  su- 
perior court  will  be  denied,  with  costs. 

ANDERS,  SCOTT,  and  DUNBAB,  JX,  con- 
cur.    HO£T,  C.  J.,  dissents. 


STATE  ex  rel.  TREMBLAT  v.  McQUADE. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  12, 
1895.) 

Are.;AL— Rbcobd— Appoistke  or  Town  Council 
— Removal— Plbadino. 

1.  Bill  of  exceptions  or  rement  of  facts 
is  not  necessary  on  appeal  where  the  case  is 
tried  on  the  complaint  and  demurrer  thereto, 
and  they  are  in  the  record. 

2.  Facts  appearing  in  a  brief,  but  not  of 
record,  in  a  cause,  cannot  be  considered. 

3.  A  complaint  in  proceedings  to  try  title 
to  the  office  of  town  marshal  is  sufficient  in  its 
allegation  that  respondent  was  duly  removed 
from  the  office  by  the  common  council  for  cause 
deemed  sufficient,  without  stating  that  it  was 
after  notice  of  the  accusation  against  him.  even 
if  it  is  necessary  to  show  that  notice  was  first 
given  to  Lim. 

4.  Under  Gen.  St.  §  663,  providing  that  of- 
ficers appointed  by  a  town  council,  shall  hold 
their  office  during  the  pleasure  of  said  council, 
and  section  G91.  providing  that  all  officers  elect- 
ed by  the  council  are  subject  to  removal  by  that 
body  at  any  time  for  cause  deemed  sufficient, 
such  an  officer  may  be  removed  without  notice. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  King  county; 
J.  W.  Langley,  Judge. 

Proceeding  by  Ed.  Tremblay  against  John 
McQuade.  A  demurrer  was  sustained  to  the 
complaint,  aud  relator  appeals.  Motion  to 
v.4lP.no.8— 67 


dismiss  appeal  deniedi,   and  Jndcment  M- 
versed. 

P.  V.  Davis  and  Fred  H.  Peterson,  for  ap- 
pellant   P.  P.  Carroll,  for  respondent. 

ANDERS,  J.  This  Is  a  proceeding  In  the 
nature  of  a  quo  warranto,  instituted  by  the 
relator  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  posses- 
sion of  the  office  of  marshal  of  the  town  of 
Gllman,  and  of  ousting  the  respondent  there- 
from. The  respondent  moves  the  court  to 
dismiss  the  appeal,  on  the  alleged  grounds 
(1)  that  at  the  time  of  serving  the  notice  of 
appeal  In  this  cause  there  was  no  Judgment 
of  record  to  appeal  from;  (2)  that  no  state- 
ment of  fbcts  or  bill  of  exceptions  has  been 
filed,  served,  and  certified  as  required  by 
law;  and  (3)  that  said  relator  Is  not  an  offi- 
cer, as  alleged  in  his  information,  and  is  no 
longer  entitled  to  prosecute  this  action  as 
said  town  marshal. 

The  statute  relating  to  appeals  to  the  su- 
IM^me  court  (Laws  1893,  p.  120,  |  4)  provides, 
among  other  things,  that  "if  the  appeal  be 
not  taken  at  the  time  when  the  Judgment  or 
order  appealed  from  is  rendered  or  made, 
then  the  party  desiring  to  appeal  may,  by 
himself  or  his  attorney,  within  the  time  pre- 
scribed in  section  three  of  this  act,  serve 
written  notice  on  the  prevailing  party  or  his 
attorney  that  he  appeals  from  such  Judgment 
or  order  to  the  supreme  court."  The  appeal 
In  this  case  was  not  taken  at  the  time  when 
the  Judgment  appealed  from  was  rendered, 
and  It  was  therefore  necessary  to  serve  a 
notice  In  writing  upon  the  adverse  party 
within  the  time  prescribed  by  the  statute, 
which  was  done  by  the  appellant.  The  Judg- 
ment appealed  from,  as  shown  by  the  rec- 
ord, was  rendered  on  November  20, 1894,  and 
the  notice  of  appeal  was  duly  served  on  the 
respondent  on  the  20th  day  of  December  fol- 
lowing. Under  the  statute,  the  notice  was 
certainly  served  within  the  time  limited  by 
section  3  of  the  act,  and  there  Is  no  objec- 
tion to  its  form  or  substance.  The  appeal 
was  theref<M«  properly  taken.  The  cause 
was  tried  upon  the  complaint  and  the  demur- 
rer of  the  respondent,  and,  as  the  complaint 
and  demurrer  cmtstltuted  portions  of  the  rec- 
ord in  the  cause,  no  bill  of  exceptions  or 
statement  of  facta  was  necessary  or  proper. 

In  support  of  the  proposition  that  the  re- 
lator Is  not  an  officer,  as  alleged  in  his  in- 
formation, and  Is  no  longer  entitled  to  prose- 
cute this  action  as  marshal  of  said  town,  the 
respondent  has  inserted  in  his  brief  certain 
proceedings  of  the  town  council  which  are 
not  of  record  In  the  cause,  and  therefore 
cannot  be  here  considered.  The  motion  to 
dismiss  is  denied. 

The  complaint  or  information  alleges  that 
"the  town  of  Gilman,  during  all  of  the  time 
and  times  herein,  was  and  is  a  municipal 
corporation  of  the  fourth  class,  organized  and 
existing  under  the  laws  of  the  state  of  Wash- 
ington; that  on  the  9th  day  of  January,  1894, 
one  John  McQuade  was  appointed  marshal 
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of  said  town  of  Gilman,  by  the  common 
council  of  said  town,  to  bold  said  office  at  tbe 
pleasure  of  said  council,  and  said  McQuade 
Immediately  thereafter  entered  upon  the  du- 
ties of  said  office,  and  continued  therein  un- 
til his  removal  as  herein  alleged;  that  on  the 
6tb  day  of  July,  18H,  said  respondent,  Mc- 
Quade, was  duly  removed  from  said  office 
by  said  council  for  cause  deemed  sufficient, 
by  resolution  entered  upon  the  records  of 
said  council;  that,  immediately  after  the  re- 
moval of  the  respondent  as  aforesaid,  said 
Tremblay  was  duly  appointed  town  marshal 
by  the  council  of  said  town  to  fill  the  vacancy 
caused  by  the  removal  of  said  respondent 
as  aforesaid;  that  said  Tremblay  accepted 
the  said  office,  and,  In  the  form  and  within 
the  time  required  by  law  and  the  ordinances 
of  said  town,  took  and  subscribed  the  con- 
stitutional oath  of  office,  and  filed  the  same 
with  the  clerk  of  said  town,  and  executed 
the  official  bond  required  by  law  and  the 
ordinances  of  said  town,  which  bond  was 
duly  approved  by  the  council  of  said  town, 
and  the  same  filed  with  the  clerk  of  said 
town,  and  the  said  relator  thereby  became 
entitled  to  hold  said  office  of  marshal;  that 
said  Tremblay,  after  qualifying  for  said  of- 
fice and  filing  said  bond,  demanded  of  said 
respondent  the  possession  of  said  office,  to- 
gether with  all  books,  papers,  and  records 
thereof,  and  of  the  keys  of  the  town  Jail  and 
one  certain  revolver,  all  of  said  property  be- 
longing to  said  town  and  pertaining  to  said 
office  of  marshal,— and  said  respondent  has 
at  all  times  refused,  and  does  now  refuse,  to 
comply  with  said  demand;  that  said  re- 
spondent still  continues  to  hold,  exercise,  and 
usurp  said  <rfBce  of  marshal,  to  the  exclu- 
sion of  said  Tremblay;  that,  by  reason  of 
the  usurpation  of  said  office  by  said  Mc- 
Quade unlawfully  exercising  the  rights  of 
said  office,  this  relator  has  been  damaged  in 
the  sum  of  $50."  We  are  clearly  of  the 
opinion  that  this  complaint  states  a  cause  of 
action  against  the  respondent.  If,  ns  Is  ad- 
mitted by  the  demurrer,  the  resiiondent  was 
appointed  marshal  by  the  common  council, 
to  hold  office  at  the  pleasure  of  said  council, 
and  was  duly  removed  from  said  office  by 
said  council  for  cause  deemed  sufficient,  and 
the  relator  was  duly  appointed  marshal  to 
fill  the  vacancy  catised  by  such  removal,  and 
accepted  the  office  and  duly  qualified  there- 
for in  accordance  with  law,  he  was  certainly 
entitled  to  the  relief  demanded  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  the  demurrer  should  have  been 
overruled.  It  appears,  however,  that  the 
learned  trial  court  was  of  the  opinion  that 
the  complaint  was  defective  because  it  failed 
to  allege  that  the  respondent  was  removed 
by  the  common  council,  after  notice  of  the 
accusation  against  him,  and  an  opi)ortunlty 
given  to  be  heard  in  defense  thereof.  If  it 
were  necessary  to  show  that  notice  was  first 
given  to  the  respondent,  we  still  think  that 
the  allegations  of  the  complaint  were  suffi- 
cient.    See  2  Boone,  Code  PI.  p.  376.     But, 


!  as  matt«>  of  fttct,  tuder  tiie  statute,  no  iire- 
vious  notice  was  necessary.  Secticm  663  of 
the  General  Statutes  provides  that  "the  may- 
or, members  of  the  common  council,  and  the 
treasurer  shall  be  elected  by  the  qualified 
Sectors  of  such  a  town  at  a  general  munici- 
pal election  to  be  held  therein  upon  the  Tues- 
day after  the  first  Monday  in  December  in 
each  year.  The  treasurer  shall  hold  office 
for  the  period  of  one  year  from  and  after  the 
second  Tuesday  In  January  next  succeeding 
the  day  of  snch  electlcm  and  until  bia  suc- 
cessor is  elected  and  qualified.  The  mayor 
and  the  members  of  the  council  shall  hold 
office  for  the  i>erlod  of  two  years  from  and 
after  the  second  Tuesday  in  January  next 
succeeding  the  day  of  snch  election,  and  un- 
til their  successors  are  elected  and  qualified. 
*  *  *  The  council  shall  appoint  a  marshal 
and  clerk,  and  may.  In  their  discretion,  ap- 
point an  attorney,  a  pound  master,  a  super- 
intendent of  streets  and  a  civil  engineer,  and 
such  police  and  other  subordinate  officers  as 
In  their  Judgment  may  be  deemed  necessary, 
and  fix  their  compensation,  which  said  otB- 
cers  shall  hold  their  office  during  the  pleas- 
ure of  said  council."  And  by  sectlMi  691  it 
is  provided  that  "all  officers  elected  by  the 
council  are  subject  to  removal  by  that  body 
at  any  time  for  cause  deemed  sufficient.** 
The  law  seems  to  be  pretty  well  settled  that 
an  officer  holding  under  statutes  like  ours 
may  be  removed  without  notice,  at  the  pleas- 
ure of  the  appointing  power.  Judge  Dillon 
states  the  law  as  follows:  "Where  an  officer 
is  appointed  during  pleasure,  or  where  the 
power  of  removal  Is  discretionary,  the  power 
to  remove  may  be  exercised  without  notice 
or  hearing.  But  where  the  appointment  is 
during  good  behavior,  or  wh«e  the  removal 
can  only  be  for  certain  specified  causes,  the 
power  of  removal  cannot,  as  will  presently 
be  shown,  be  exercised,  unless  there  be  a 
formulated  charge  against  the  officer,  notice 
to  him  of  the  accusation,  and  a  hearing  of 
the  evidence  in  support  of  the  charge,  and  an 
opportunity  given  to  the  party  of  making 
defense."  1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  (4th  Bd.)  i 
250.  See,  also,  Throop,  Pub.  Off.  {  3(51: 
Mechem,  Pub.  Off.  |  454;  People  v.  "Wliit- 
lock,  92  N.  Y.  191;  People  v.  Mayor,  etc.. 
82  N.  Y.  491;  State  v.  Burke,  8  Wash.  412, 
86  Pac.  281.  In  the  latter  cose  this  ques- 
tion was  thoroughly  discussed,  and  it  is  not 
necessary  to  recapitulate  what  was  then 
said.  We  think  the  statute  is  too  clear  to 
admit  of  construction,  and  that  the  legis- 
lature, by  the  language  used.  Intended  to  con- 
fer upon  the  council  the  power  to  remove  the 
marshal  for  any  cause  deemed  sufficient  to 
themselves,  and  without  notice  to  the  re- 
spondent. 

The  Judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause 
remanded,  with  directions  to  overrule  the  de- 
murrer. 

HOYT,  O.  J.,  and  GORDON.  SCX)TT,  and 
DUNBAR,  JJ.,  concur. 
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CoKOinoxAii  Saui  ov  lium  —  Bbsoiwioii— Fob* 
rsmiKB  ov  Patmbnts. 

A  contract  for  the  sale  of  land  proTldin? 
that,  if  the  yendee  failed  to  pay  the  price  or 
the  interest  thereon  witiliin  a  time  gpecined,  th« 
vendor  could  rescind  the  contract,  and  that  all 
improrementa  and  payments  made  by  the  yen- 
dee  aboDld  therenpon  be  forfeited,  !•  a  con- 
tract of  conditional  sale,  and,  in  the  absence  of 
fraud,  cannot  be  construed  as  an  equitable  mort- 
gage, so  as  to  relieve  the  yendee  from  forfeiture 
on  rescission  by  the  vendor  for  default  in  pay- 
ment of  interest.  Gordon  and  Scott,  JJ.,  dis- 
senting. 

Appeal  from  saperlor  conrt.  King  oonnty; 
R  Osbom,  Judge. 

Action  by  Hiram  H.  Pease  and  wife  against 
SntcUfCe  Baxter  and  others  to  recover  land 
and  to  quiet  title.  Judgment  for  defendants, 
and  plaintiffs  appeaL    Reversed. 

Greene  &  Turner,  for  appellants.  Bnike, 
Shepard  &  Woods,  for  respondents. 

DUNBAR,  J.  On  the  6th  day  of  August, 
1890,  the  appellants,  Hiram  H.  Pease  and 
Mercie  Pease,  husband  and  wife,  negotiated 
a  sale  of  the  land  In  question  to  Sutcllffe 
Baxter,  one  of  the  respondents,  and  Guy  C. 
Phlnney,  now  deceased.  The  amount  to  be 
paid  for  the  land  was  about  $26,000.  The 
contract,  which  was  signed  by  the  appellants 
herein  and  by  Phlnney  and  Baxter,  provided 
for  the  pasrment  of  the  purchase  money  In  in- 
stallments, and  that  such  premises  should 
be  conveyed  to  the  grantees  when  the  pur- 
chase price  should  have  been  fully  paid.  In 
strict  compliance  with  the  terms  of  the  con- 
tract The  seventh  paragraph  of  the  contract 
la  as  follows:  "If  said  parties  of  the  sec- 
ond part,  their  heirs,  personal  representa- 
tives, or  assigns,  fall  to  pay  the  whole  or  any 
part  of  said  purchase  price  or  interest  with- 
in the  time  and  on  or  before  the  day  above 
specified  whereon  or  within  which  the  same 
Is  by  the  terms  of  this  contract  due  or  pay- 
able, or  fall  to  observe  or  do  an;^  other  of 
the  acts  or  things  by  them  according  to  the 
terms  of  this  contract  to  be  observed  or 
done,  then  the  said  party  of  the  first  part, 
his  heirs,  personal  representatives,  or  as- 
signs, may.  If  he  or  they  so  elect,  and  at  his 
or  their  mere  option,  rescind  this  contract; 
and  In  that  case  all  payments  and  all  im- 
provements on  said  premises  theretofore 
made  by  said  parties  of  the  second  part,  their 
heirs,  personal  representatives,  or  assigns, 
shall  be  forfeited  to  the  said  party  of  the  first 
part,  his  heirs,  personal  representatives,  or 
assigns,  and  the  party  of  the  first  part,  his 
personal  representatives  or  assigns,  may 
forOiwlth  re-enter  upon  said  premises  and 
any  or  every  part  thereof,  and  expel  all  per- 
sons therefrom."  The  t>artles  of  the  second 
part  entered  Into  possession  under  this  con- 
tract, made  the  payments  according  to  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  nntll  about  half  the 
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purchase  price,  or  |13,000,  was  paid.  They 
also  expended  several  thousand  dollars  In 
permanent  improvements  upon  the  land.  It 
was,  moreover,  provided  In  the  contract  titiat 
the  parties  of  the  second  part  should  keep 
the  premises  Insured  for  the  sum  of  $3,000. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  when  the  time 
came  for  payment  of  the  Interest  due  on  the 
6th  of  June,  1893,  amounting  to  $52.08,  it 
was  not  paid,  and  had  not  been  paid  at  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and 
that  the  Insurance  agreed  upon  In  the  con- 
tract had  been  suffered  by  Phlnney  and  Bax- 
ter to  fall  below  the  amount  covenanted. 
T7pon  the  failure  to  pay  this  Interest,  the 
plalntUfs  elected  to  rescind  the  contract  ac- 
cording to  its  terms,  and  served  on  the  vari- 
ous parties  entitled  to  notice  the  notice  which 
the  contract  provided  for,  and  demanded  pos- 
session of  the  premises.  This  demand  being 
refused,  appellants  brought  their  action  un- 
der the  statute  to  recover  possession  and 
quiet  their  title.  The  answer  admitted  the 
contract,  but,  among  other  things,  pleaded 
afllrmatlvely  that  it  was  the  intention  of  the 
parties  to  consider  the  contract,  not  as  a  con- 
ditional sale,  but  as  an  equitable  mortgage; 
and  proof  was  offered,  over  the  objection  of 
the  appellants  to  sustain  this  contention.  It 
was  also  alleged  in  the  answer  that  the  title 
was  defective,  and  that  the  appellants  were 
unable  to  convey  to  them  a  good  and  suffi- 
cient title  to  the  land  In  question.  There 
were  other  defenses,  but  we  think  these  two 
propositions  involve  all  that  it  Is  necessary 
to  discuss  in  this  case. 

It  will  be  observed  that  the  main  conten- 
tion Is  as  to  the  construction  of  this  contract; 
the  appellants  Insisting  that  It  was  a  condi- 
tional sale,  that  the  conditions  were  not  com- 
piled with,  and  that  they  were  entitled  to 
rescind  the  contract  according  to  the  strict 
letter  of  its  terms;  while  the  contention  of 
the  respondents  Is  that  the  contract  was  in 
fact  a  mortgage,  and  that  the  remedy  of  the 
appellants  is  to  foreclose  the  mortgage,  the 
land  being  only  a  security  for  the  purchase 
price.  The  fact  that  this  case  seems  to  In- 
volve a  hardship— that,  if  the  contention  of 
the  appellants  Is  to  be  sustained,  the  re- 
spondents are  to  be  deprived  both  of  the  land 
and  of  the  large  amounts  which  they  have 
already  paid  as  part  of  the  purchase  price, 
and  also  large  amounts  expended  by  them  in 
Improvements— has  led  us  to  a  somewhat 
painstaking  investigation  of  the  law  govern- 
ing such  a  case;  but  we  are  convinced  that 
as  long  as  people  are  privileged  under  the 
law  to  make  contracts  for  themselves,  if 
they  are  unwise  enough  to  make  contracts 
which  are  burdensome,  the  law  cannot  re- 
lieve them.  This  case  was  substantially  be- 
fore the  court  In  Reddish  t.  Smith,  88  Pac. 
1003,  10  Wash.  178;  and  It  was  there  decided 
that  under  the  provision  of  a  contract  for 
aale  of  land,  that  In  case  the  purchaser  falls 
to  pay  promptly  the  monthly  Installments 
provided  for  after  a  demand  of  80  days,  the 
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vendor  could  declare  the  contract  forfeited, 
was  entitled  to  enter  upon  and  repossess 
himself  of  the  premiBes,  and  thereupon  the 
contract  should  be  at  an  end,  there  was  a 
forfeiture  of  the  payments  made;  and  it  was 
further  decided  that  under  such  contract.  If 
any  of  the  monthly  payments  were  not  made 
by  the  purchaser  when  due,  It  was  not  a 
waiver  of  the  vendor's  right  of  forfeiture 
that  he  did  not  declare  It  until  three  pay- 
ments had  become  due.  The  contract  in  the 
case  cited  Is  not  nearly  so  explicit  as  that 
in  the  one  at  bar.  The  language  discussed 
In  that  contract  was  as  follows:  "In  case 
the  party  of  the  second  part  shall  fail  to  pay 
promptly  the  monthly  installments  herein 
provided  for,  after  a  demand  made  on  him 
for  the  same  of  thirty  days,  then  the  party 
of  the  first  part  may,  at  his  option,  declare 
this  contract  forfeited,  and  he  shall  enter 
upon  and  repossess  himself  of  the  said  prem- 
ises, and  thereupon  this  contract  shall  be  at 
an  end."  In  that  case  It  was  contended 
that  the  provision  was  simply  for  the  for- 
feiture of  the  contract  and  not  for  the  for- 
feiture of  the  payments  made  under  the  pro- 
visions of  the  contract,  and  this  court  said: 
"■While  it  is  true  that  the  courts  will  not  sup- 
ply language  to  create  a  forfeiture  where  the 
forfeiture  is  not  specially  provided  for  by 
the  parties  themselves,  yet  it  seems  to  us 
that  It  was  the  clear,  unequivocal  Intention 
of  the  parties  to  this  contract  that  the  pay- 
ments made  by  the  appellants  should  be  for- 
feited, in  case  the  respondents  elected  so  to 
do,  upon  the  nonperformance  of  the  contract 
by  the  appellants."  But  In  the  case  at  bar 
there  is  no  possible  room  for  construction, 
and,  if  parties  have  a  right  under  any  cir- 
cumstances to  make  provisions  for  a  for- 
feiture of  payments  in  case  of  a  sale  of  laud, 
they  certainly  have  been  particular  to  make 
those  provisions  specific  and  certain  in  this 
contract.  Whether  we  give  to  the  language 
used  a  technical  meaning  or  the  meaning 
which  Is  ordinarily  given  to  such  words,  the 
conclusion  Is  irresistible  that  a  forfeiture 
was  provided  for,  or  else  the  language  used 
Is  absolutely  meaningless.  To  prevent  any 
misconception  of  the  right  of  the  vendor  to 
elect  to  rescind  this  contract,  the  draftsman 
of  the  contract  went  beyond  the  ordinary 
form  of  words  employed  In  such  cases,  and 
provided  that  they  might,  at  their  mere  op- 
tion, rescind  this  contract;  and  It  was  not 
left  for  the  courts  to  determine  the  rights 
of  the  parties  when  once  the  vendor  had 
elected  to  rescind,  but  it  is  especially  provid- 
ed that  In  such  cases  all  payments  and  all 
improvements  on  said  premises  theretofore 
made  should  be  forfeited  to  said  party  of  the 
first  part.  And,  as  still  more  conclusively 
showing  that  the  idea  of  a  forfeiture  was  one 
of  the  prominent  ideas  Incorporated  in  the 
contract,  paragraph  8  provides  that  "at  any 
time  after  the  payment  of  the  value  of  said 
improvements  and  the  sum  that  amounts 
to  the  expenses  of  getting  possession  under 


Bald  lease,  the  said  parties  of  the  second 
part"  shall  have  the  right  to  rescind  this  c<»- 
tract  under  certain  conditions;  and  the  con- 
tract provides:  "And  In  that  case,  also,  all 
payments  and  all  Improvements  upon  said 
premises  theretofore  made  by  said  parties  of 
the  second  part  •  •  •  shall  be  forfeited 
to  said  party  of  the  first  part." 

It  is  urged  by  the  respondents  that  ths 
principle  for  which  they  contend,  viz.  that 
the  contract  shall  be  construed  to  be  a  mort- 
gage, la  no  more  of  a  violation  of  tbe  well- 
established  rule  that  oral  testimony  shall  not 
be  admitted  to  vary  or  contradict  the  terms 
of  a  written  wmtract  than  the  principle  which 
allows  an  Instrument  upon  its  face  a  deed  to 
be  proven  to  be  a  mortgage.  This  exception 
to  the  general  rule  is  so  well  established  that 
it  cannot  now  with  propriety  be  overthrown. 
But  while  that  is  true,  and  whatever  may 
have  been  the  reason  in  the  first  Instance  for 
the  adoption  of  this  exception,  we  do  not 
think  that  the  rule  should  be  extended  to 
other  Instruments.  A  deed  Is  really  a  por- 
tion of  a  mortgage,  or.  In  other  words,  tbe 
provisions  which  make  It  a  mortgage  are 
something  additional  to  the  provisions  of  the 
deed,  and  they  are  In  no  way  contradictory 
or  Inconsistent  But  here  it  is  too  evident  to 
admit  of  argument  that  this  instrument  could 
only  be  construed  to  be  a  mortgage,  which 
would  destroy  the  right  of  forfeiture,  by  flatly 
contradicting  the  express  terms  of  the  con- 
tract Itself. 

It  is  claimed  that  the  question  of  the  equi- 
table right  of  the  vendee  was  not  raised  be- 
fore this  court  In  the  case  of  Reddish  v. 
Smith,  supra;  but  while  It  Is  true  that  the 
subject  was  not  discussed  under  the  head  of 
"equitable  mortgages,"  as  It  Is  by  the  learn- 
ed counsel  In  this  case,  the  equltauxe  Inter- 
ests of  the  vendee  were  contended  for  m  that 
case,  and  the  principle  discussed  was  the 
same,  viz.  the  right  of  the  vendor  to  rescind 
the  contract  and  enforce  the  forfeiture  pro- 
vided for.  A  great  number  of  cases  have 
been  cited  by  the  respondents  to  sustain 
their  contention,  all  of  which  we  have  care- 
fully examined,  but  none  of  them,  we  think, 
are  In  point.  Most  of  them  refer  to  the  prop- 
osition which  we  have  just  spoken  of  in  rela- 
tion to  the  construction  of  deeds,  and  In 
none  of  them  Is  there  construed  a  contract 
which  bears  any  relation  whatev«  to  the 
contract  In  question.  It  Is  true,  in  Klsk  v. 
Stewart,  24  Minn.  97,  the  court  held  that 
"when  the  real  nature  of  a  transaction  be- 
tween parties  is  confessedly  that  of  a  loan 
of  money  advanced  upon  the  security  of  real 
estate  granted  to  the  party  making  the  loan, 
whatever  the  form  of  the  instrument  taken 
as  the  security.  It  is  always  treated  In  equity 
as  a  mortgage."  to  which  is  annexed  as  an 
inseparable  incident  the  right  to  an  equity 
of  redemption.  But  It  Is  not  ccmfessedly  a 
loan  In  this  case,  but,  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  contract,  it  was  a  sale  of  real  estate, 
and  the  case  cited  does  not  bear  upon  the 
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qnesttons  Involred  In  fhe  case  at  bar.  In 
Gale  V.  Morris,  29  N.  J.  Eq.  222,  which  was 
an  action  to  reform  a  mortgage,  the  court  held 
that  an  equitable  mortgage  could  arise  from 
an  unsuccessful  attempt  to  make  a  valid 
mortgage  deed;  and  this  is  simply  In  accord- 
ance with  the  law  which  we  noticed  above, 
that,  where  It  was  shown  conclusively  that 
tt  was  the  Intention  of  the  parties  that  the  in- 
strument In  question  should  be  a  mortgage 
Instead  of  a  deed,  the  courts  would  construe 
it  to  be  a  mortgage;  and  none  of  the  cases 
clte<i  go  further  than  this.  No  case  is  cited 
by  either  side  which  is  directly  in  point,  and 
we  must  conclude  that  the  presumption  has 
always  obtained  in  all  courts  that  where  a 
contract  was  plain  and  specific  in  its  terms, 
and  no  fraud  is  alleged,  the  contract  must  be 
enforced.  As  was  said  by  the  court  in  Gray 
V.  Blanchard,  8  Pick.  284:  "It  is  a  harsh  pro- 
ceeding on  his  [appellant's]  part,  but  it  is  ac- 
cording to  his  contract,  which  must  be  en- 
forced If  he  Insists  upon  It."  EJven  if  It  had 
been  proper  to  have  admitted  oral  testimony 
to  explain  away  or  change  the  meaning  of 
this  contract,  the  evidence  was  not  of  that 
positive  character  which  would  be  sufficient 
to  destroy  the  presumption  that  the  Intention 
of  the  parties  to  the  contract  and  their  final 
agreement  had  been  merged  In  the  written 
contract.  Baxter  testified  that  he  had  a  con- 
versation with  Pease  in  which  Pease  stated 
that  he  did  not  want  the  principal;  tliat  he 
wanted  to  jjet  it  converted  into  an  interest- 
bearing  proposition;  that  he  wanted  to  have 
a  monthly  income  on  which  himself  and 
wife  could  live.  Conceding  this  to  be  true. 
It  is  not  at  all  inconsistent  with  the  idea  that 
he  intended  to  demand  his  right  of  forfeiture 
under  the  contract  If  the  interest  was  not 
paid  and  his  monthly  Income  ceased;  for, 
even  construing  it  to  be  a  mortgage,  he  would 
have  a  right  to  foreclose  his  lien  upon  the 
failure  of  the  vendees  to  pay  according  to  the 
i«tms  olf  their  contract,  and  that  would  equal- 
ly destroy  the  idea  of  a  monthly  Income. 
When  asked  If  anything  was  said  about  a 
forfeiture  or  anything  of  that  sort,  the  wit- 
ness answered:  "Nothing  said  abont  a  for- 
feiture at  aU."  This  conversation,  however, 
the  witness  testifies,  was  held  some  time  dur- 
ing the  last  part  of  July,  while  the  contract 
was  entered  into  on  the  8th  day  of  August, 
and  at  that  time  something  certainly  was 
said  about  a  forfeiture,  and  that  was  the  time 
when  these  respondents  should  have  objected 
to  signing  the  contract  If  It  embodied  a  dif- 
ferent proposition  from  the  one  which  they 
had  agreed  to  a  week  or  10  days  prior.  They 
solemnly  executed  this  contract,  and.  In  the 
absence  of  fraud.  It  Is  conclusively  presumed 
to  speak  the  minds  of  the  contracting  par- 
ties. Any  other  construction  would  destroy 
The  force  and  effect  of  all  written  obliga- 
tions, and  leave  everything  to  the  chance  of 
slippery  memory,— the  very  thing  which  a 
written  contract  Is  Intended  to  guard  against. 
Tbe  other  proposition  urged    by   the  re- 


spondents,—that  the  forfeiture  could  not  be 
compelled  until  the  question  of  title,  which  is 
raised  by  the  answer,  had  been  decided,— we 
think,  is  not  tenable,  especially  under  this 
contract.  These  parties  have  made  a  law 
for  themselves,  have  provided  In  that  con- 
tract for  almost  every  em«*gency,  and  the 
question  of  fftlliu'e  to  give  to  the  parties  ot 
the  second  part  a  good  and  sufficient  deed 
was  not  neglected,  for  paragraph  9  provides 
that,  upon  the  fulfillment  by  the  parties  of 
the  second  part  of  their  contract,  the  party 
of  the  first  part  will  give  a  good  and  sufficient 
deed  of  the  premises,  and,  in  case  of  failure 
to  do  so,  binds  himself  and  his  belts  and  per- 
sonal representatives  to  pay  them  the  sum  of 
$100,000.  This  is  the  security  which  they 
saw  fit  to  take  at  the  time  the  contract  was 
entered  Into  with  reference  to  the  tiUe,  and 
they  cannot  now  demand  new  or  additional 
security. 

The  Judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  instructions  to  the  low- 
er court  to  render  Judgment  for  the  plaintiffs 
in  the  case,  In  accordance  with  the  prayer  of 
the  complaint 

HOYT,  O.  J.,  and  ANDEUS,  J.,  concur. 
GORDON  and  SCOTT,  JJ.,  dissent. 


PATTON  V.  BARNETT,  Sheriff. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  18, 
1895.) 

ESTOFPEL — Ac<iUIBSCEIlCB. 

One  left  in  charge  of  a  stock  of  goods, 
who  knew  of  a  sale  by  the  owner,  and  surren- 
dered possession  to  the  purchaser  without  ob- 
jection, is  estopped  to  claim  an  interest  in  the 
goods  under  a  partnership  agreement  with  the 
owner  which  was  unknown  to  the  purchaser. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Lewis  county; 
M.  J.  Gordon,  Judge. 

Action  by  Thomas  N.  Patton  against  J<riin 
W.  Bamett,  sheriff,  to  recover  goods  seized 
under  attachment.  From  a  Judgment  of  non- 
soit,  plaintiff  appeals.    Reversed. 

Elliott  &  Forney  and  Edward  F.  Hunter, 
for  appellant.  Reynolds  &  Stewart,  Millet 
&  Harmon,  and  Cox,  Cotton,  Teal  &  Minor, 
for  respondent 

DUNBAR,  J.  In  the  spring  of  1891.  one 
E.  Richardson  embarked  In  a  commercTal 
business  In  Chehalis  In  this  state.  After 
transacting  business  for  a  few  months,  he 
left  leaving  his  business  In  charge  of  H. 
W.  Richardson  as  clerk  and  manager.  The 
business  was  carried  on  in  the  name  of  E. 
Richardson.  In  February,  1893,  E.  Richard- 
son executed  to  one  W.  P.  Keenan  a  power 
of  attorney,  under  which  Keenan  took  pos- 
session of  the  entire  stock  of  goods,  which 
he  afterwards  sold  to  the  appellant,  and  de- 
livered to  him  the  possession  of  the  same. 
Shortly  after  possession  of  these  goods  was 
taken  by  the  appellant,  the  resiKindent,  as 
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sheriff,  by  virtue  <rf  certain  writs  of  attach- 
ment sued  out  by  various  parties  against  £. 
RIcliardson,  tooli  said  stoclc  of  goods  from 
appellant's  possession.  After  demand  for 
restoration  and  refusal  thereof,  this  action 
■was  brought.  The  respondent  denied  the  ti- 
tle and  ownership  of  the  appellant,  and  Jus- 
tified under  the  writs  of  attachment  against 
E.  Ricluu-dson.  During  the  progress  of  the 
trial  It  was  developed  that  there  existed  be- 
tween E.  Richardson  and  H.  W.  Richardson 
a  contract,  which  was  executed  prior  to  the 
execution  of  the  power  of  attorney  to  Kee- 
nan,  with  reference  to  the  goods,  their  sale 
and  disposition,  and  the  conduct  of  the  busi- 
ness. It  is  contended  by  respondent  that 
this  contract  constituted  a  contract  of  part- 
nership between  E.  Richardson  and  H.  W. 
Richardson;  that  the  power  of  attorney  giv- 
en by  the  former  to  Keenan  did  not  author- 
ize the  sale  of  any  goods  except  those  be- 
longing to  E.  Richardson;  that  under  this 
contract  H.  W.  Richardson  was  entitled  to 
the  sole  and  exclusive  possession  of  the 
stock  of  goods  sought  to  be  recovered  In 
this  action  for  the  period  of  Ave  years,  ter- 
minating January  1,  1898;  that  as  against 
partnersliip  creditors  no  sale  could  be  made 
to  appellant,  Patton,  with  knowledge  that 
the  money  was  to  be  usd  to  pay  E.  Richard- 
son's private  debts,  as  opposed  to  the  claims 
of  attaching  creditors.  A  motion  based  up- 
on this  contention  was  made,  whereupon  the 
plaintiff  rested  his  case,  and  a  nonsuit  was 
granted  by  the  court  upon  such  motion.  It 
appears  from  the  testimony  of  both  the  ap- 
pellant, Patton,  and  Keenan,  who  made  the 
sale  under  the  power  of  attorney,  that  they 
were  not  aware  of  this  contract  that  had 
been  entered  into  between  E.  Richardson  and 
H.  W.  Richardson  until  it  was  developed  in 
the  testimony  of  the  latter  during  the  trial. 
We  have  very  grave  doubts  whether  the 
contract  relied  upon  by  the  respondent 
would  constitute  a  partnership  in  these 
goods.  But.  be  that  as  it  may.  the  uncon- 
tradicted testlmon.v  shows  that  H.  W.  Rich- 
ardson was  in  the  possession  of  these  goods 
at  the  time  they  were  sold  by  the  attorney, 
Keenan,  to  the  appellant,  Patton;  that  Kee- 
nan told  him  be  was  going  to  sell  the  goods 
to  Patton,  and  afterwards  told  him  that  he 
had  so  sold  them;  that  a  portion  of  the  con- 
versation which  led  up  to  the  ti-ade  between 
Patton  and  Keenan  was  carried  on  in  the 
store  presided  over  by  H.  W.  Richardson; 
that,  after  the  contract  of  sale  was  made. 
Richardson  and  the  appellant  talked  the  mat- 
ter over  while  they  were  invoicing  the  goods, 
and  discussscd  the  probability  of  appellant 
having  made  a  good  trade,  and  the  pros- 
pect of  his  conducting  a  good  business;  and, 
while  it  is  not  so  stated  in  terms,  it  plainly 
appears  from  the  evidence  that,  upon  the 
consummation  of  the  trade  H.  W.  Richard- 
son, without  any  objections,  yielded  up  the 
possession  of  the  goods  to  the  purchaser, 
Patton.     Certainly,   the  creditors  could  not 


be  placed  in  any  better  position,  so  far  as 
the  appellant  is  concerned,  than  H.  W.  Rich- 
ardson himself,  and  he,  having  consented  to 
this  sale,  and  having  ratified  it  after  it  was 
executed  by  delivering  the  possession  of  tlu> 
goods  to  the  purchaser,  would  be  estoppetl 
from  now  claiming  any  interest  In  them. 
There  Is  nothing  in  the  testimony  to  indi- 
cate fraud  of  any  kind.  Uncontradicted,  it 
plainly  appears  that  Patton  was  an  inno- 
cent purchaser  in  good  faith,  and  that,  If  H. 
W.  Richardson  had  any  legal  rights  In  this 
property,  he  waived  them  by  express  acts. 
It  follows,  then,  that  under  the  testimony 
the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to  recover  these 
goods,  and  that  the  court  erred  in  granting 
the  motion  for  a  nonsuit.  The  judgment 
will  therefore  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  instructions  to  the  court  to 
overrule  the  motion  for  nonsuit 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  SCOTT  and  ANDERS, 
JJ.,  concur. 


STATE  V.  ROBINSON. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept  18, 
180.5.) 

HoMicins — Manslaightrr — Scfficibxct  of  Evi- 
dence. 

1.  Proof  of  facts  charged  in  an  indictment 
for  mnrder  in  the  first  deirree  are  suflicient  t« 
support  a  verdict  of  manslaughter.  Per  Hovt. 
C.  J.,  dissenting. 

2.  On  trial  for  murder  which  was  the  result 
of  a  conspiracy,  the  proof  tended  as  stronglr 
to  show  that  the  conspiracy  was  to  unlawfully 
prevent  deceased  from  traveling  on  a  certain 
road  as  that  it  was  to  kill  him.  and  the  evidenre 
was  such  as  would  support  a  verdict  of  man- 
slaughter against  s>ich  conspirators  as  actually 
took  part  in  tlie  Itilling.  Hdd  thnt.  under  such 
evidence,  a  conspirator,  not  an  active  participant 
in  the  liilling,  could  l>e  convicted  onfy  of  man- 
slaughter.    Per  Hcyt,  C.  J.,  dissenting. 

Dissenting  opinion.     Fop  majority  opinion, 
see  41  Pac.  51. 

HOYT,  C.  J.  The  authorities  all  agr«e  that 
a  cliarge  for  murder  in  the  first  degree  includes 
a  charge  of  murder  in  the  second  degree  and 
of  manslaughter,  and  that  an  Indictment  for 
the  flrat  offense  will  support  a  conviction  for 
eitlicr  of  the  others.  This  is  conceded  in  the 
opinion  of  the  majority  of  the  court  Under 
our  statute,  an  indictment  consists  of  a  state- 
ment of  the  facts  which  constitute  the  crime, 
in  ordinary  and  concise  language.  This  being 
so,  it  must  follow  that  a  gooil  indictment  for 
manslaughter  must  state  facts  which,  under 
the  law,  constitute  manslaughter.  Hence,  if 
an  indictment  charging  the  crime  of  murder 
in  the  first  degree  will  support  a  verdict  of 
guilty  of  manslaughter,  it  must  be  because 
the  facts  which  are  therein  alleged  to  have 
constituted  the  crime  of  murder  in  the  first 
degree  also  include  the  facts  which  constitute 
the  crime  of  manslaughter.  The  only  reason 
which  will  warrant  the  courts  in  holding  that 
an  indictment  charging  murder  in  the  first 
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dejjree  also  includes  a  charge  of  murder  In 
the  second  degree  and  manslaughter  la  that 
the  unlawful  taking  of  human  life  is  man- 
plaiighter,  that  when  such  unlawful  taking  Ib 
coupled  with  malice  it  Is  murder  In  the  sec- 
ond deprree,  and  when  such  malice  is  premedi- 
tated it  Is  murder  in  the  first  degree,  and  that 
the  fact  that  malice,  either  premeditated  or 
i^npremedltated,  exists,  In  no  manner  detracts 
from  the  unlawfulness  of  the  killing;  for 
which  reason  every  killing  is  held  to  be  un- 
lawful; and,  since  every  unlawful  killing  Is 
manslaughter,  the  fact  that  other  character- 
istics necessary  to  constitute  a  higher  degree 
of  homicide  accompany  the  killing  in  no  man- 
ner takes  from  the  act  of  killing  those  ele- 
ments which  make  it  manslaughter.  The 
taking  of  human  life,  when  not  Justifiable,  Is 
manslaughter  at  least,  and  when  accompanied 
with  malice  is  more  than  manslaughter.  But 
the  fact  that  when  so  accompanied  it  is  more 
than  manslaughter  can  In  no  manner  take 
from  It  those  elements  which  make  It  man- 
slaughter. The  whole  Is  not  only  equal  to, 
but  must  include  all  its  parts.  Murder  in  the 
first  degree  is  made  up  of  an  unlawful  kill- 
ing, coupled  with  premeditated  malice.  But 
the  fact  that  premeditation  and  malice  accom- 
pany the  unlawful  act  of  killing  does  not  take 
from  it  Its  unlawful  character.  It  must  fol- 
low that  whenever  facts  are  charged  which 
show  the  killing  to  have  been  with  malice 
and  premeditation,  the  fact  Is  also  charged 
that  It  was  unlawful,  and  for  that  reason  the 
fact  of  an  imlawful  killing  is  so  set  out  that 
It  will  support  a  verdict  of  manslaughter. 
The  proposition  above  stated  Is  not  disputed 
by  the  authorities  cited  in  the  majority  opin- 
ion, nor  In  that  opinion,  when  considered 
simply  as  a  question  of  pleading;  but  when 
It  Is  considered  as  a  question  of  proof  It  is 
held  that  killing  with  malice  and  premedita- 
tion In  no  degree  tends  to  establish  an  un- 
lawful killing  simply.  I  am  unable  to  see 
any  reason  for  this  distinction.  An  indict- 
ment must  state  the  facts  necessary  to  be  es- 
tablished to  constitute  the  otCense,  and.  If  the 
facts  stated  in  the  Indictment  are  proven  to 
the  satisfaction  of  the  jury,  a  verdict  In  ac- 
cordance with  such  charge  should  be  ren- 
dered. But  If,  as  we  have  seen,  an  Indict- 
ment for  murder  In  the  first  degree  is  by  all 
the  courts  held  to  be  sufficient  to  support  a 
verdict  for  manslaughter,  it  should.  In  my 
opinion,  be  also  held  that  proof  of  the  facts 
which  are  charged  In  an  Indictment  for  mur- 
der In  the  first  degree  would  be  sufficient  to 
support  a  verdict  of  manslaughter.  If,  as  a 
matter  of  pleading,  the  acts  which  constitute 
murder  In  the  first  degree  include  those  which 
constitute  the  crime  of  manslaughter,  it 
would  seem  that  when  the  same  acts  are  put 
In  proof  such  proof  would  tend  to  establish 
the  crime  of  manslaughter  as  well  as  that  of 
murder  in  the  first  degree.  In  short,  the  stat- 
utes of  this  state  and  of  all  of  the  states 
which  recognize  degrees  of  crime  In  homicide, 
and  authorize  a  conviction  for  any  of  the  low- 


er degrees  upon  an  Indictment  charging  a 
higher,  can  be  sustained  only  upon  the  the- 
ory that  each  higher  degree  consists  of  a 
lower  degree  and  something  more.  For  in- 
stance, the  crime  of  manslaughter  is  the  un- 
lawful taking  of  hnman  life;  the  crime  of 
murder  in  the  second  degree  Is  manslaughter, 
— that  is,  the  unlawful  taking  of  human  life, — 
with  an  additional  characteristic,  but  such 
characteristic  In  no  manner  detracts  from  the 
force  of  the  other  elements  which,  without 
It,  would  constitute  the  crime  of  manslaugh- 
ter. Murder  in  the  first  degree  includes  man- 
slaughter, with  an  additional  characteristic 
which  would  make  It  murder  In  the  second 
degree,  and  still  another  necessary  to  the 
crime  of  murder  In  the  first  degree.  Hence 
every  murder  In  the  first  degree  Is,  under 
these  statutes,  manslaughter,  and  murder  in 
the  second  degree,  and  something  more;  mur- 
der in  the  second  degree  is  manslaughter  and 
something  more.  Upon  any  other  theory  an 
Indictment  for  murder  in  the  first  degree 
would  not  support  a  verdict  of  manslaughter, 
for  the  reason  that  the  constitution  requires 
the  facts  constituting  the  crime  to  be  set  out 
in  the  indictment.  And  If,  when  It  Is  alleged 
as  a  fact  that  the  defendant  killed  a  person 
with  premeditation  and  malice,  it  is  not  also 
alleged  as  a  fact  that  he  unlawfully  killed 
the  man,  within  the  meaning  of  the  statute 
as  to  manslaughter,  then  a  verdict  of  man- 
slaughter would  have  no  facts  In  an  indict- 
ment for  murder  In  the  first  degree  upon 
which  it  could  stand.  This  seems  to  me  to  be 
the  reason  of  the  rule  which  has  grown  up 
and  become  too  well  established  to  be  now 
questioned,  that  a  defendant  can  be  convicted 
of  one  of  the  lower  degrees  of  homicide  upon 
an  Indictment  charging  a  higher  degree. 

As  I  understand  it,  the  ease  of  State  v. 
Grier  (Wash.)  39  Pac.  874,  was  decided  by 
this  course  of  reasoning,  and  can  be  sus- 
tained on  no  other.  The  role  announced  In 
the  majority  opinion  In  the  case  at  bar  Is  in 
direct  opposition  to  this  theory,  and,  in  my 
opinion,  unsound.  Besides,  Its  practical  ap- 
plication, when  carried  to  Its  logical  conclu- 
sion, will  greatly  embarrass  the  administra- 
tion of  the  criminal  law.  If  facts  which  tend 
to  show  that  the  taking  of  life  was  with  pre- 
meditation and  malice  have  no  tendency  to 
show  that  the  crime  of  manslaughter  has  been 
committed,  then,  upon  a  conviction  for  man- 
slaughter, where  the  indictment  charged  a 
higher  degree  of  homicide,  It  will  be  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  set  aside  such  verdict,  how- 
ever much  testimony  there  may  be  which 
tends  to  show  a  premeditated  and  malicious 
killing,  unless  there  is  testimony  which  tends 
to  show  simply  an  unlawful  killing,  sufficient 
to  support  it  without  the  aid  of  any  testimony 
tending  to  show  a  higher  degree  of  homicide. 
It  Is  a  well-known  fact  that  Juries  are  usually 
inclined  to  return  verdicts  for  a  less  degree 
of  homicide  than  those  charged  in  the  Indict- 
ments, even  when  the  most  of  the  evidence 
has  tended  to  establish  the  degree  charged; 
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and  If  erery  conviction  of  a  lower  degree  Is  to 
be  set  aside  where  the  testimony  which  tends 
to  show  that  degree,  without  the  aid  of  that 
which  tends  to  show  a  higher,  is  not  sufficient 
to  support  the  verdict,  the  most  of  such  ver- 
dicts must  be  set  aside;  and  since  the  law 
probably  is,  as  intimated  by  the  majority,  tiiat 
the  rendition  of  such  a  verdict  Is  equivalent 
to  a  verdict  of  not  guilty  as  to  the  higher  de- 
grees covered  by  the  Indictment,  the  result 
will  be  that  but  few  of  those  who  are  really 
guilty  of  some  degree  of  felonious  homicide 
will  be  punished  for  the  crime. 

There  is  another  ground  upon  which  the 
verdict  under  consideration  can  be  sustained. 
The  proof  tended  as  strongly  to  show  that  the 
object  of  the  conspiracy  was  to  prevent,  by 
the  use  of  unlawful  means,  if  necessary,  the 
traveling  of  the  road  known  as  the  "White 
Road"  by  the  persons  who  were  killed  as  that 
it  was  for  the  purpose  of  securlug  their  death. 
Hence,  for  the  purposes  of  this  case,  it  should 
be  assumed,  if  necessary  to  support  the  ver- 
dict of  the  Jury,  that  they  found  that  the 
conspiracy  Into  which  the  defendant,  with 
others,  liad  entered  was  the  doing  of  an  un- 
law^ful  act,  and  not  the  commission  of  murder; 
and  while  this  would  not  relieve  him  from 
responsibility  for  all  acts  done  in  further- 
ance of  the  objects  of  the  conspiracy,  he 
would,  under  such  a  state  of  facts,  be  guilty 
of  murder  in  the  first  degree  only  when  such 
acts  resulted  in  a  homicide  of  that  grade; 
and,  as  there  was  abundant  testimony  upon 
which  the  Jury  could  have  found  the  active 
participants  In  the  execution  of  the  objects  of 
the  conspiracy  to  have  been  guilty  only  of 
manslaughter.  It  follows  that  the  defendant 
coidd  properly,  under  such  testimony,  be 
found  guilty  of  manslaughter  only.  In  my 
opinion,  the  verdict  was  supported  by  the 
proofs.  The  judgment  and  sentence  should  be 
affirmed. 


CAINB  et  al.  ▼.  SEATTLE  &  N.  BY.  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Wnshington.     Sept.  21, 
1805.) 

DeMDRRRR— ASOTBER  ACTIOS  PeSDINO— PlEA  IS 

Abatement— AcTiox  is  Federal  Court. 

1.  Tinder  Code  Proc.  I  189.  providini?  that 
defendant  may  demur  to  the  complaint  on  the 
gronud  of  the  pendenc.v  of  another  action  l)e- 
twcen  the  same  parties  for  the  same  cause, 
plaintiff  may  demur  to  a  oounterolaim  on  such 
grounds,  since,  as  to  such  counterclaim,  plain- 
tiff is  a  defendant. 

2.  A  i)lca  in  abatement  to  a  counterelaim 
in  an  action  at  law  in  a  state  court  on  the 
ground  of  the  pendency  in  a  federal  court  of 
another  action  between  the  same  parties  on 
the  same  subject-matter  cannot  be  sustained. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  King  county; 
T.  J.  Humes,  Judge. 

Action  by  E.  E.  Calne  and  another  against 
the  Seattle  &  Nortliern  Railway  Coiuimny. 
Judgment  for  plaintiffs,  and  defendant  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

Andrew  F.  Burleigh,  for  appellant. 


ANDERS,  3.  Respondents,  who  were  plain- 
tiffs  In  the  court  below,  filed  a  complaint  al- 
leging that  between  May  1, 1890,  and  June  1, 
1890,  they,  at  the  special  instance  and  request 
of  the  defendant,  performed  services  with 
their  steamer  J.  C.  Brltton  in  transporting 
certain  steel  rails,  spikes,  and  fish  plates  from 
Seattle  to  Anacortea;  that  the  reasonable 
value  of  said  services  was  $665.42,  no  part  of 
which  sum  has  been  paid;  and  demanding 
Judgment  for  that  sum,  and  interest  thereon 
from  June  1,  1890.  The  defendant  filed  its 
answer,  consisting  of  denials,  and  also  a 
counterclaim  alleging,  in  substance,  that 
plaintiffs  had  undertaken  to  transport  a  large 
quantity  of  steel  rails  and  other  material  for 
defendant,  subject  to  the  usual  obligations  of 
a  ciMnmon  carrier,  and  had  lost  such  rails  and 
material,  and  demanding  judgment  against 
plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  |T,UOO,  the  value  of 
the  material  alleged  to  have  been  lost.  The 
plaintiffs  demurred  to  this  new  matter,  wMch 
demurrer,  after  argument,  was  overruled. 
Thereupon  they  filed  their  reply,  setting  up 
an  agreement  with  the  defendant  substantial- 
ly as  stated  in  defendant's  counterclaim,  and 
averring  that  the  loss  of  said  material  was 
occasioned  by  unavoidable  accident  and  the 
perils  of  the  sea,  and  also  that  an  action  was 
pending  In  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  Xorthem  district  of  Washing- 
ton by  said  defendant  as  libelant  against  the 
steamer  J.  C.  Brltton  as  resxwndent,  and  that 
plaiutiffs  in  this  action  were  the  claimants 
of  the  J.  C.  Brltton.  When  the  cause  came 
on  for  trial,  a  stipulation  was  entered  into  in 
open  court  by  counsel  for  the  respective  par- 
ties, whereby  they  waived  a  Jury,  and  con- 
sented that  the  cause  should  be  tried  before 
the  court.  The  cause  then  proceeded  to  trial, 
and  thereupon  plaintiffs  objected  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  matter  alleged  in  the  answer 
of  the  defendant  as  an  affirmative  defense  to 
plaintiffs'  complaint,  on  the  ground  that  at 
the  time  when  said  affirmative  defense  was 
filed  in  this  cause  there  was,  and  still  is, 
pending  In  the  district  court  of  the  United 
States  for  the  district  of  Washington,  North- 
em  division,  another  action  for  the  same 
cause  set  forth  in  said  affirmative  defense, 
which  action  is  In  admiralty,  and  is  numbered 
78  on  the  docket  of  said  court,  and  In  which 
suit  the  defendant  herein  Is  libelant,  said 
steamer  J.  C.  Brltton  Is  respondent,  and  these 
plaintiffs  are  claimants;  in  which  action  the 
defendant  Is  seeking  to  recover  the  value  of 
the  same  cargo  referred  to  in  said  affirma- 
tive defense,  for  the  same  reason  and  upon 
the  same  grounds  alleged  In  said  defense. 
The  defendant,  by  Its  attorney,  conceded  the 
facts  in  said  affirmative  defense  to  be  as  al- 
leged by  plaintiffs  in  their  objection,  ana 
thereupon  the  court  sustained  the  objection  of 
the  plaintiffs,  and  directed  that  the  new  mat- 
ter set  up  in  the  defendant's  answer  should 
not  be  considered  in  this  cause,  on  the 
ground  of  another  action  pending  concerning 
the  same  matter  in  the  district  court  of  the 
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United  State*.  Thereupon  defendant  waived 
each  and  every  of  the  denials  contained  In  Its 
answer,  and  conceded  in  open  court  that,  but 
for  the  facts  pleaded  in  Its  affirmative  de- 
fense, plaintiffs  were  entitled  to  judgment 
as  prayed  In  the  complaint;  and,  defendant 
electing  to  stand  upon  its  answer.  Judgment 
was  accordingly  entered  In  favor  of  plaintiffs 
for  the  amount  claimed  In  the  complaint. 
From  this  Judgment  defendant  prosecutes 
this  appeal. 

The  Code  of  Procedure  provides  (section 
180)  that  the  defendant  may  demur  to  the 
complaint  when  It  shall  appear  upon  the  face 
thereof  that  there  Is  another  action  pending 
between  the  same  parties  for  the  same  cause; 
and  that,  when  the  objection  does  not  ap- 
pear uimn  the  face  of  the  complaint,  It  may 
be  taken  by  answer  (section  191).  Inasmuch 
as,  by  the  terms  of  the  statute,  the  defendant 
may  interpose  the  objection  of  another  ac- 
tion pending,  the  question  Is  suggested 
whether  the  statute  Is  applicable  to  a  case  of 
this  character.  We  have  no  doubt  that  It  is, 
and  that  the  court  was  right  In  eo  assuming. 
This  results  from  the  fact  that  a  counter- 
claim Is  in  the  nature  of  a  cross  complaint, 
and  must  state  a  cause  of  action  against  the 
plaintiffs.  Code  Proc.  1 195.  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  as  to  a  counterclaim  the  plaintiffs 
are  really  defendants. 

The  only  remaining  qoestlon  to  be  deter- 
mined on  this  appeal  Is  whether  the  pend- 
en(7  of  an  action  In  rem  In  the  district  court 
of  the  United  States  for  the  recovery  of  this 
same  counterclaim  is  a  valid  objection  to  its 
being  pleaded  In  this  action.  We  are  dearly 
of  the  opinion  that  it  is  not.  The  general  rule 
on  this  question  is  laid  down  in  Bliss,  Code 
PI.  (3d  Ed.)  {  410,  as  follows:  "It  was  early 
held  by  the  supreme  court  of  New  Yol-k  that 
section  144  of  the  Code,  in  stating  this  ground 
of  demurrer,  did  not  change  the  law  as  before 
existing,  and  that  a  demurrer  or  answer,  be- 
cause another  action  is  pending  in  the  courts 
of  the  United  States  or  of  another  state, 
raises  no  valid  objection  to  the  pleading,  and 
states  no  defense.  The  creditor  may  pursue 
the  debtor  or  his  property  to  judgment  in 
different  jurisdictions,  but  a  'satisfaction'  In 
one  may  be  pleaded  in  bar  in  all  others." 
See,  also,  Burrows  v.  MlUer,  5  How.  Prac.  51; 
Cook  V.  iiltchfleld,  5  Sandf.  330;  De  Armond 
V.  Bohn,  12  Ind.  607;  Wadleigh  v.  Veazle,  3 
Sumn.  165,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,031;  Bowne  T. 
Joy,  9  Johns.  221;  Stanton  v.  Embrey,  93  U. 
S.  548;  Hatch  v.  Spofford,  22  Conn.  485.  In 
the  latter  case  the  court  says:  "  'A  plea  in 
abatement  to  an  action  at  law  on  the  ground 
of  a  pendency  of  a  bill  in  equity  for  the  same 
matter,  between  the  same  parties,  In  another 
court,  it  is  believed  has  never  been  sustained 
in  any  conrt,  foreign  or  domestic'  There  is 
much  in  the  peculiar  nature  and  extent  of 
the  jurisdiction  in  these  different  courts  to 
sustain  tills  exception  to  the  general  rule. 
Besides,  the  rules  of  procedure  and  the  man- 
ner of  execution  In  these  courts  are  not  alike. 


•  •  *  But,  if  we  are  mistaken  in  this  lim- 
itation of  the  general  rule,  there  is  another, 
which  is  not  less  obvious  and  decisive,  viz.  the 
suits  must  be  pending  in  the  same  jurisdiction. 
This  has  long  been  the  law  in  England."  To 
the  same  effect  Is  Insurance  Co.  v.  Brune's 
Assignee,  96  U.  S.  588.  Moreover,  it  seems 
that,  where  the  remedies  are  different,  two 
actions  for  the  same  cause  may  be  maintain- 
ed concurrently,  even  in  the  same  court  The 
Normandie,  40  Fed.  591.  See,  also.  Wolf  v. 
Cook,  Id.  432;  Insurance  Co.  v.  Wager,  35 
Fed.  364.  And  In  Toby  t.  Brown,  11  Ark. 
308,  It  was  held  that  a  judgment  in  rem 
against  a  steamboat,  if  unsatisfied,  cannot  be 
pleaded  as  a  bar  in  a  subsequent  action 
against  the  owners.  Sloan  v.  McDowell,  75 
N.  C.  29,  was  a  case  almost  Identical  in  point 
of  fact  with  the  one  at  bar.  There  the  de- 
fendant had  previously  instituted  an  action 
In  the  circuit  court  of  the  United  States  for 
the  Southern  district  of  Georgia,  based  upon 
the  same  cause  of  action  set  up  in  his  coun- 
terclaim In  the  suit  then  bsfore  the  North 
Carolina  court,  and  In  respect  thereto  the 
court  used  the  following  language:  "The 
provision  in  Code  Civ.  Prcc.  g  95,  allowing  as 
cause  for  demurrer  that  there  is  another  ac- 
tion pending  between  the  same  parties  for 
the  same  cause,  must  be  confined  to  the  courts 
of  the  state,  where  the  remedies  are  precisely 
the  same;  the  object  belr.g  to  protect  par- 
ties from  vexation  and  the  courts  from  mul- 
tiplicity of  suits.  But  in  different  states  or 
governments  the  remedies  are  not  the  same, 
and  there  may  be  reasons  why  our  courts 
should  not  take  notice  of  proceedings  outside 
of  the  state  wMch  would  not  be  appllcnWe  to 
our  own  courts."  In  view  ot  these  authori- 
ties, and  many  others  which  might  be  cited, 
we  have  no  hesitation  in  saying  that  the 
learned  trial  court  erred  In  Its  ruling  on  the 
objection  Interposed  by  plaintiffs.  The  judg- 
ment is  therefore  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded, with  directions  to  overrule  the  ob- 
jection to  defendant's  counterclaim. 

HOYT,  O.  J.,  and  DUNBAR,  SCOTT,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


RIDDELL  V.  PRICHARD  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  21. 
1895.) 

Action  on  Nots— Pabtibs— Rbvibw  on  Appbal. 

1.  An  al  comey  to  whom  a  note  Is  assigned 
for  a  nominal  consideration,  and  for  the  pur- 
pose of  collection  only,  has  such  a  title  as  will 
support  an  action  on  the  note. 

2.  Findings  of  fact  based  on  conflicting  evi- 
dence will  not  be  disturbed. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  Pierce  county; 
Emmett  N.  Parker,  Judge. 

Action  by  C.  M.  Rlddell  against  Anthony 
P.  Prlehard  and  another  on  a  promissory 
note.  Jtidgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant* 
appeal.     Affirmed.  ^  j 

uigiiized  by  VjOOQ  IC 


9^6 


PACIFIC  RBPOBTEH.  VoL  43b. 


(Wash. 


Parsons,  Corell  &  Parsons,  for  appellants. 
Fenley  Bryan,  for  respondent 

HOYT,  0.  J.  This  appeal  is  from  a  judg- 
ment rendered  against  the  appellants,  as 
makers  of  a  certain  promissory  note.  The 
grounds  upon  which  it  is  claimed  that  it 
should  be  reversed  are  (1)  that  the  plaintiff 
did  not  have  such  title  to  the  note  as  would 
authorize  him  to  maintain  an  action  thereon; 

(2)  that  the  note  bad  been  satisfied  by  the 
acceptance  by  the  bank  which  owned  it  of 
the  note  of  A.  P.  Prichard  in  its  place;   and 

(3)  that  Gilman  W.  Prichard  was  only  a  sure- 
ty upon  the  note,  and  had  been  released  by 
the  extension  of  the  time  of  payment 

The  question  raised  by  the  first  assignment 
of  error  was  decided  by  this  court  adversely 
to  the  contention  of  the  appellants  in  Mc- 
Daniel  v.  Pressler,  3  Wash.  St.  636,  29  Pac. 
209.  It  la  true  that  in  that  case  the  as- 
signee of  the  note  was  not  an  attorney  at 
law,  but  we  are  not  aware  of  any  law  which 
would  warrant  us  In  holding  that  an  attor- 
ney at  law  would  not  take  the  same  title  and 
rights  under  the  assignment  as  any  other 
l)erson. 

The  other  two  assignments  are  founded  up- 
on the  evidence  introduced  at  the  trial.  The 
trial  court,  upon  such  evidence,  found  as  facts 
tliat  the  note  had  not  been  paid,  and  that  its 
time  of  payment  had  not  been  extended; 
and,  for  the  reason  that  there  was  a  substan- 
tial conflict  In  the  testimony  upon  these  ques- 
tions. It  is  not  within  the  province  of  this 
court  to  disturb  such  findings,  and,  as  they 
were  sufficient  to  warrant  the  conclusions  of 
law  drawn  therefrom,  the  Judgment  rendered 
thereon  must  be  affirmed. 

ANDERS.  SCOTT,  DUNBAR,  and  GOB- 
DON,  J.r.,  concur. 


STATE  ex  rel.  BARTON  v.  HOPKINS, 
County  Auditor,  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  21, 
1805.) 

CODSTI   COMMISBIONEIIS— COKTROL  OP  OODNTT 
FUITDS. 

County  commissioners  have  no  authority 
to  order  the  transfer  of  money  from  the  gener- 
al fund  to  a  fund  created  by  themselves  to  ex- 
pedite the  payment  of  current  county  expenses. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Thurston  coun- 
ty;  T.  M.  Reed,  Jr.,  Judge. 

Application,  on  relation  of  W.  B.  Barton, 
against  George  S.  Hopkins  and  another  to 
t'ompel  defendants,  as  county  auditor  and 
treasurer,  respectively,  the  first  to  issue  a 
warrant  on  the  "incidental  fund,"  and  the 
latter  to  transfer  thereto  money  from  the 
general  fund  on  order  of  commissioners. 
From  a  Judgment  sustaining  a  demurrer  to 
the  petition,  relator  appeals.     Affirmed. 

Milo  A.  Root,  for  appellant  Troy  &  Falk- 
nor,  for  respondents. 


SCOTT,  J.  The  relator,  at  the  Instance 
of  the  county  commissioners,  performed  serv- 
ices for  the  county  in  sinking  a  well  to  sup- 
ply the  courthouse  with  water,  for  which 
work  the  commissioners  allowed  his  bin,  and 
ordered  the  county  auditor  to  draw  a  warrant 
therefor  upon  a  fund  designated  as  the  "in- 
cidental fund,"  which  had  been  created  by 
an  order  of  the  commissioners,  who  from  time 
to  time  directed  the  coun^  treasurer  to 
transfer  to  the  credit  of  said  fund  moneys 
from  the  general  county  fund.  The  respond- 
ents, Hopkins  and  G^bach,  were,  respective- 
ly, auditor  and  treasurer  of  said  county. 
The  auditor  refused  to  draw  the  warrant  up- 
on the  fund  specified,  and  the  treasurer  re- 
fused to  transfer  moneys  from  the  general 
ftind  to  the  credit  of  the  so-called  "incidental 
fund."  Whereupon  the  relator  instituted 
this  proceeding  for  a  mandamus  against  said 
officers  to  compel  them  to  comply  with  the 
orders  made  by  the  commissioners.  The  re- 
spondents demurred  to  the  relator's  petition 
on  the  ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  suf- 
ficient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The 
demurrv  was  sustained  by  the  superior 
court,  and  this  appeal  has  been  prosecuted 
therefrom.  Some  questions  have  been  ar- 
gued In  the  relator's  brief  which  we  are  not 
called  upon  by  the  record  to  decide.  One  of 
these  is  as  to  the  validity  of  certain  out- 
standing county  warrants  upon  the  general 
fund.  It  Is  also  claimed  in  the  relator's 
brief  that  unless  the  county  commissioners 
have  authority  to  transfer  moneys  from  the 
general  county  fund  to  an  incidental  fund  to 
meet  the  necessary  current  expenses  of  the 
county,  the  conduct  of  the  county's  business, 
owing  to  the  state  of  Its  finances,  will  be 
greatly  impeded  and  interfered  with,  if  not 
rendered  impossible.  In  view  of  the  fact  that 
this  court  has  held.  In  Mason  v.  Purdy,  11 
Wash.  — ,  40  Pac.  130,  that  county  warrants 
must  be  paid  In  the  order  of  their  Issuance 
and  presentment.  And  it  Is  contended  that 
it  is  necessary,  for  the  maintenance  of  the 
county's  business,  that  the  commissioners 
should  have  a  right  to  transfer  moneys  from 
the  general  county  fund  to  an  incidental 
fund,  with  which  to  pay  the  necessary  cur- 
rent expenses  of  the  county.  A  stronger 
case  is  presented  in  the  relator's  brief.  In  this 
respect  also,  than  the  record  submitted  Justi- 
fies, for  no  such  state  of  facts  appears  there- 
by. The  writer  of  this  opinion  did  not  con- 
cur in  the  decision  reached  in  Mason  v.  Pur- 
dy. but  it  may  be  weU  to  say  that  no  such 
question  as  the  relator  argues  was  decided 
In  that  case,  as  the  decision  there  Involved 
the  priority  of  warrants  apparently  upon  an 
equal  footing,  drawn  against  the  general 
county  fund.  Of  cotirse,  it  Is  evident  that 
the  maintenance  of  the  state  and  municipal 
governments  is  of  paramount  consideration, 
and  the  necessary  means  must  be  provided 
therefor  or  devoted  thereto.  But,  whatever 
the  law  may  be  as  to  giving  a  preference  to 
the  necessary  expenses   of  conducting  the 
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municipal  or'  state  business,  as  against  the 
Incoming  revenues  assessed  for  the  years  In 
"Which  the  same  are  Incurred,  we  are  clearly 
of  the  opinion  that  there  Is  no  law  authoriz- 
ing the  conunissioners  to  withdraw  money 
from  the  general  county  fund  to  create  an 
incidental  fund  for  the  purpose  of  meeting 
such  expenses.  The  general  county  fund  Is 
created  by  law  for  the  express  purpose  of 
meeting  all  such  expenses  as  the  mainte- 
nance and  conduct  of  the  county's  business, 
and  the  county  treasurer  Is  directed  to  place 
to  the  credit  of  this  fund  all  moneys  received 
by  him  from  taxes  belonging  thereto.  A 
rule  which  would  authorize  the  county  com- 
missioners to  withdraw  moneys  belonging 
to  this  general  county  fund  and  place  the 
same  to  the  credit  of  another  fund  of  their 
own  creation,  would  be  to  the  detriment  of 
holders  of  all  warrants  against  the  general 
county  fund,  and  clearly  a  most  vicions  one 
generally.  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that  there 
is  no  authority  of  law  therefor.  If  this  could 
be  done,  the  money  belonging  to  any  fund  of 
the  county  might  be  taken  therefrom,  and 
placed  to  the  credit  of  a  different  fund  which 
the  cornmissioners  might  see  fit  to  create  or 
designate,  and  the  administration  of  munic- 
ipal affairs  would  be  placed  In  hopeless  coil- 
fusion.  We  think  the  decision  of  the  supe- 
rior court  was  right  In  the  premises,  and  it 
is  affirmed. 

HOYT,    C.   J.,    and  GORDON,    ANDERS, 
and  DUNBAR,  JJ.,  concur. 


ROTTING  V.  CLEMAN  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.    Sept.  27, 
1895.) 

Review  on  Appeal— Grant  op  New  Triai» 
Where  a  party  moTod  for  a  new  trial  on 
the  ground  that  the  evidence  was  not  sufficient 
to  justify  the  verdict,  and  on  other  grounds,  and 
it  appeared  that  there  was  a  substantial  con- 
flict in  the  testimony,  the  discretion  of  the  court 
in  granting  the  motion  will  not  be  reviewed  on 
appeal,  though  it  is  not  apparent  upon  what 
ground  the  motion  was  granted.  Dunbar,  J,, 
dissenting. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Kittitas  coun- 
ty;  Carroll  B.  Graves,  Judge. 

Action  by  Nlc  Rotting  against  Jacob  Cle- 
man  and  others  on  a  note.  From  an  order 
granting  a  new  trial,  defendant  J.  H.  Ramm 
appeals.   Affirmed. 

B.  Pmyn,  for  appellant  Mires  &  Warner, 
for  respondent. 

ANDERS,  J.  This  was  an  action  on  a 
promissory  note  executed  and  delivered  to 
the  plaintiff  by  the  defendants.  The  com- 
plaint Is  In  the  ordinary  form,  and  Its  suffi- 
ciency is  not  questioned.  All  of  the  defend- 
ants defaulted  except  Ramm,  who  filed  an 
answer,  admitting  the  .execution  of  the  note 
set  out  in  the  complaint,  but  alleging  that 
he  signed  it  as  a  surety  for  the  other  de- 


fendants, and  that  he  received  no  part  of 
the  consideration  thereof,  but  signed  said 
note  solely  for  the  accommodation  of  his 
codefendants;  that  on  or  about  the  1st  day 
of  February,  1894,  and  a  long  time  after 
the  note  became  due,  he  gave  to  plaintiff 
a  written  notice  that  he  was  surety  upon 
the  note,  and  that  he  requested  plaintiff  to 
forthwith  institute  an  action  upon  said  prom- 
issory note;  that  plaintiff  did  not,  until  the 
21st  day  of  June,  1894,  institute  any  action 
upon  said  note;  that  the  plaintiff  did  not, 
within  a  reasonable  time,  bring  his  action 
upon  said  note,  and  prosecute  the  same  to 
Judgment  and  execution,  and  that  defend- 
ant was  thereby  discharged,  and  wholly  re- 
lieved from  any  liability  on  the  note.  For  a 
second  affirmative  defense  the  defendant  al- 
leged that  the  plaintiff  did,  on  the  20th  day 
of  April,  1894,  for  a  valuable  consideration, 
without  the  knowledge  or  consent  of  the 
defendant,  agree  to  extend  to  the  other  de- 
fendants herein  the  time  of  the  payment  of 
said  note  for  a  period  of  six  months  from 
and  after  the  20th  day  of  April  aforesaid. 
The  plaintiff.  In  his  reply,  denied  receiving 
the  notice  mentioned  In  the  defendant's  an- 
swer, and  averred  that  after  the  time  at 
which  the  alleged  notice  to  sue  was  given 
by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  the  defendant  in- 
structed the  plaintiff  not  to  sue  upon  said 
note.  The  defense  of  extension  of  time  of 
payment  seems  to  have  been  abandoned  by 
the  defendant,  and  the  cause  proceeded  to 
trial  upon  the  other  issues  raised  by  the 
pleadings.  A  verdict  was  rendered  by  the 
Jury  in  favor  of  the  defendant.  Thereupon 
the  plaintiff  moved  for  a  new  trial  upon  the 
grounds  (1)  that  the  evidence  was  insuffi- 
cient to  Justify  the  verdict;  (2)  that  the  ver- 
dict was  against  the  law;  and  (3)  error  in 
law  occurring  at  the  trial,  and  excepted  to 
at  the  time.  After  argument  and  due  con- 
sideration, the  court  sustained  the  motion, 
and  granted  a  new  trial,  and  the  defendant 
appealed. 

The  statute  (Code  Proc.  (  400)  provides 
that  the  trial  court  may  set  aside  the  ver- 
dict of  a  Jury,  and  grant  a  new  trial,  upon 
either  of  the  grounds  specified  In  the  motion 
therefor  in  this  case.  Although  not  directly 
BO  stated,  we  gather  from  the  record  that 
the  motion  was  sustained  upon  the  first- 
mentioned  ground,  but  whether  that  be  cor- 
rect or  not  is  Immaterial,  as  we  will  pres- 
ently show.  A  motion  for  a  new  trial  is  ad- 
dressed to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  court, 
and  will  not  be  interfered  with  on  appeal 
unless  it  is  manifest  that  the  discretion 
vested  in  the  court  was  grossly  abused. 
Barnes  v.  Merrick,  6  Wis.  57;  Van  Valken- 
burgh  V.  Hoskins,  7  Wis.  496.  And  where 
the  record  shows  that  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  was  made  on  several  grounds,  but  does 
not  show  upon  which  of  them  the  ruling  of 
the  court  was  based,  the  order  will  not  be 
reversed  if  it  was  within  the  sound  discre- 
tion of  the  court  to  make  it  upon  any  of 
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the  grounds  stated.  Onllaban  y.  Starbnck, 
21  Cal.  414.  In  this  case  it  was  within  the 
discretion  of  the  court  to  giant  a  new  trial 
on  the  ground  of  Insufficiency  of  the  evi- 
dence to  Justify  the  verdict  While  It  is  the 
duty  of  the  trial  court  to  grant  a  new  trial 
when  It  appears  to  the  court  that  the  ver- 
dict is  manifestly  against  the  weight  of  the 
evidence  and  the  justice  of  the  case,  the  rule 
Is  different  In  appellate  courts.  On  appeal 
the  orders  of  the  trial  court  In  granting  or 
refusing  new  trials  will  not  be  disturbed 
where  the  record  shows  a  substantial  con- 
flict in  the  testimony.  Mr.  Hayne,  in  his 
work  on  New  Trial  and  Appeal  (at  section 
288),  says:  "Where  there  is  &  substantial 
conflict  in  the  evidence,  the  supreme  court 
will  not  disturb  the  decision  of  the  court  be- 
low. This  rule  has  been  announced  more 
frequently  than  any  other  rule  of  practice. 
It  applies  equally  where  the  court  below 
granted  as  where  It  denied  the  motion  for 
new  trial."  In  this  case  the  record  discloses 
that  there  Is  a  substantial  conflict  In  the  evi- 
dence as  to  all  of  the  Issues  tried  before 
the  court,  and  under  the  rule  above  laid 
down,  and  which  has  been  repeatedly  rec- 
ognized by  this  court,  the  order  of  the  court 
below  must  be  affirmed. 

HOYT,  0.  J.,  and  SCOTT  and  GORDON, 
JJ.,  concur.    DUNBAR,  J.,  dissents. 


(U  Wuh.  62T) 

HOWE  V.  BAKTO  et  al 

(SuDreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  27. 

1895.) 

Tax  Deeds  as  Evidence— Powbks  of  Mujjicipal- 

ITIBS. 

1.  It  was  competent  for  a  city  in  adopting 
Its  charter  to  provide  that  a  tax  deed  of  land 
sold  by  the  proper  officer  for  city  taxes  should 
be  prima  facie  evidence  of  the  regularity  of 
the  tHX  proceedings. 

2.  The  provision  in  a  city  charter  that  a 
tax  deed  issued  by  the  proper  officer  on  sale  of 
land  for  nonpayment  of  city  taxes  should  be 
prima  fncie  evidence  of  the  regulnrlty  of  the 
tax  proceedings  is  not  objectionable,  as  pre- 
scribing a  rule  of  evidence  for  state  courts. 

Appeal  from  superior  court.  King  coimty; 
T.  J.  Humes,  Judge. 

Action  of  ejectment  by  J.  L.  Howe  against 
Ella  Barto  and  others.  From  a  jiidsment  of 
nonsuit,  plaintiff  appeals.     Reversed. 

Clise  &  King,  for  appellant  Strudwick  & 
Peters,  for  respondents. 

HOYT,  C.  J.  But  a  single  question  is  in- 
volved in  this  appeal,  and  that  is  as  to 
whether  or  not  the  courts  must  give  force  to 
certain  sections  in  the  freeholders'  charter 
of  the  city  of  Seattle,  relating  to  tax  deeds. 
Such  sections  are  a  part  of  the  article  relating 
to  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes,  and 
provide  that  deeds  executed  by  the  proper 
officer  upon  sale  of  land  for  taxes  assessed 
as  provided  In  said  article  shall  prima  facie 
establish  the  fact  that  the  proceedings  pro- 


vided for  In  said  aitlcla,  and  recited  in  the 
deed,  have  been  taken  as  provided  for  In  tbe 
charter.  It  Is  claimed  by  the  respondents 
that  these  sections  prescribe  a  rule  of  evi- 
dence for  state  courts,  and  that  to  do  so  was 
not  within  the  power  of  the  city  in  adopting 
Its  charter  under  the  constitution  and  laws  of 
the  state.  If  the  etTect  of  such  sections  was 
to  prescribe  the  manner  in  which  a  state 
court  should  transact  Its  business,  the  claim 
of  respondents  would  have  to  be  sustained. 
But,  as  we  understand  them,  they  provide 
for  no  such  thing.  It  Is  unquestioned  that 
under  the  constitution  and  laws  it  was  com- 
petent for  the  city  to  provide  In  its  charter 
for  the  assessment  and  collection  of  taxes, 
and,  to  make  such  authority  of  any  benefit 
It  must  be  held  that  it  bad  tbe  right  to  pro- 
vide a  penalty  for  failure  to  pay  taxes  so  as- 
sessed, to  provide  for  the  sale  of  the  property 
for  the  payment  of  the  taxes  thereon,  and 
for  the  conveyance  thereof  by  the  proper  offi- 
cers of  the  city  to  the  purchaser  at  such  sale. 
This  much  must  be  conceded,  and  is  not  dis- 
puted by  the  respondents.  If  the  city  has 
the  power  to  provide  tor  the  conveyance  of 
the  property,  we  can  see  no  reason  wtiy  It  is 
not  competent  for  It  to  provide,  within  prop- 
er constitutional  limitations,  what  stiall  be 
the  effect  of  the  conveyance.  The  deed  Is 
executed  for  the  purpose  of  conveying  to  the 
purchaser  the  property  described  therein.  If 
the  charter  could  provide  that  it  should  have 
such  force,  there  seems  to  be  no  good  reason 
why  It  could  not  provide  tbat  it  should  have 
such  further  force  as  to  prove  itself.  To  do  so 
would  no  more  Interfere  with  the  course  of 
proceeding  In  a  state  court  than  would  the 
provision  providing  for  a  tax  levy  and  for  a 
sale  thereunder.  The  city  was  clothed  with 
the  power  to  provide  for  the  levy  of  taxes, 
and  for  the  enforcement  of  their  collection; 
and,  as  a  part  of  such  power,  it  might  prop- 
erly provide  that.  If  the  taxes  were  not  paid, 
the  property  should  be  conveyed  In  satisfac- 
tion thereof;  and.  If  It  could  provide  that 
such  conveyance  passed  title,  we  see  no  rea- 
son why  It  could  not  provide  that  such  deed 
should  not  only  have  force  to  pass  title,  but 
should  further  liave  such  force  as  would 
prove  itself  and  the  recitals  therein.  It 
might  be  beyond  Its  power  to  provide  that  tiie 
deed  should  conclusively  establish  the  facts 
recited  therein,  for  the  reason  that  constitu- 
tional rights  might  thus  be  cut  off,  but  to  give 
It  such  prima  facie  force  could  In  no  manner 
affect  such  constitutional  rights.  In  our  opin- 
ion. It  was  within  the  power  of  the  city  to 
enact  as  a  part  of  its  charter,  the  sections 
under  consideration,  and  that  it  was  the  duty 
of  the  court  to  give  force  to  their  provisions, 
so  far  at  least  as  they  provided  for  the  prima 
facie  force  of  the  conveyance.  .  The  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  a  new  triaL 

ANDERS.      GORDON,      DUNBAR,      and 
SCOTT,  JJ.,  concur. 
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BLAKB  ▼.  STATE  SAV.  BANK  et  aL 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept  27, 

1805.) 

Appxixiti  JoKisoionos — InaoLfmvt  Bamx — Ao- 

nOK  TO  RtCOVSB  DiFoeiT. 

1.  The  aupreme  court  haa  appellate  jnriMUc- 
tion  of  an  action  to  rescind  a  contract  of  de- 
posit on  the  ground  that  the  bank  was  insolvent 
at  the  time  of  the  deoosit,  though  the  amount 
involved  ia  less  than  $200.  . 

2.  To  recover  monera  deposited  with  an  in- 
solvent bank,  the  party  may  file  his  petition  m 
the  action  wherein  a  receiver  for  said  bank  has 
been  appointed. 

3.  One  who  at  variona  times  depoaited  mon- 
eys with  a  bank,  not  knowing  of  its  insolvency, 
and  from  time  to  time  drew  checks  on  the 
amount,  cannot,  after  the  bank  has  been  de- 
clared insolvent,  recover  from  the  receiver  the 
amount  remaining  to  his  credit,  as  the  fund  was 
not  Impressed  with  a  special  trust  in  his  favor, 
and  could  not  be  identified  and  traced  into  the 
hands  of  the  receiver. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Pierce  county; 
John  C.  Stallcup,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  W.  Blake  against  State  Sav- 
ings Bank  for  the  appointment  of  a  receiver. 
W.  G.  Houser  filed  a  petition  therein  to  re- 
scind a  contract  made  with  said  bank.  A 
demurrer  to  the  petition  was  sustained,  and 
said  Houser  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Lueders  &  Leo,  for  a^tellant  Stiles,  Ste- 
Tens  &  Tlllinghast,  for  respondent 

ANDKRS,  J.  This  was  a  proceeding  insti- 
tuted by  the  appellant,  W.  G.  Houser,  to  re- 
scind a  contract  of  deposit  with  the  State 
Savings  Bank,  and  to  secure  an  order  of  the 
court  requiring  the  receiver  of  said  bank  to 
deliver  to  appellant  a  certain  balance  alleged 
to  be  due  him  from  the  bank.  On  May  11, 
18dl,  the  State  Savings  Bank,  baring  become 
Insolvent  suspended  business,  and  on  the  fol- 
lowing day,  at  the  suit  of  J.  W.  BUike,  one 
J.  S.  Whltebouse  was  appointed  receiver,  and 
immediately  took  possession  of  the  assets  of 
the  bank.  Thereafter  the  appellant  tiled  a 
petition  In  the  case  of  Blake  against  the 
bank,  setting  up,  among  other  things,  which 
it  is  not  necessary  to  mention,  that  said  State 
Savings  Bank  was,  on  the  7th,  8th,  0th.  and 
10th  days  of  May,  1S94,  and  long  prior  there- 
to. In  falling  circumstances,  hopelessly  insol- 
vent, and  unable  to  meet  Its  liabilities  and 
obligations;  and  on  said  May  7,  1894,  said 
bank  and  its  president  and  cashier  became 
and  were  well  aware  of  its  said  falling  cir^ 
cumstances  and  hopeless  insolvency;  that 
during  all  of  said  month  of  May,  1804,  and 
long  prior  thereto,  petitioner  was  a  regular 
(leiH>sitor  with  and  a  customer  of  said  bank, 
and  on  April  30,  1804,  had  on  deposit  to  his 
credit  therein  the  sum  of  $443.4G;  that  from 
and  after  said  April  30,  1894,  to  and  includ- 
ing May  10,  1894,  he  made  farther  deposits 
with  said  bank,  amounting  in  all  to  the  sum 
of  $980.46;  that  during  said  month  of  May, 
18d4.  and  up  to  and  Including  May  11,  1894, 
be  drew  against  his  credits  and  deposits  In 
said  bank  hi*  check  and  drafts  In  the  total 


amoant  of  $1,261.38,  thereby  leaving  tn  said 
bank,  when  it  suspended  business,  on  May 
11,  1894,  a  balance  of  $108.54  of  the  different 
deposits  by  him  made  therewith  on  and  be- 
tween May  7  and  May  10,  1894;  that  during 
all  the  time  petitioner  dealt  with  said  bank 
as  aforesaid  be  was  wholly  unaware  of  its 
failing  circumstances  and  inscdvency,  and 
without  means  of  Informing  himself  of  Its 
condition,  and  always,  until  its  suspension, 
fully  believed  said  bank  to  be  solvent;  that 
although  said  bank  and  its  said  officers  on 
said  May  7,  1894,  became  and  were  aware  of 
the  Insolvency  thereof  they,  intending  and 
contriving  to  cheat  and  defraud  petitions, 
wrongfully  withheld  and  concealed  from  him 
all  knowledge  and  Information  of  its  loadir 
vent  condition,  and,  intending  and  contriving 
to  cheat  and  defraud  petitioner,  did  wnmg- 
fuUy  and  fraudulently  receive  and  accept 
from  him  the  various  sums  by  him  offered  as 
deiKisits  on  and  between  May  7  and  May  11, 
1894;  that  said  bank,  although  requested  by 
petitioner  to  return  to  him  said  balance  of 
money  so  deposited  as  aforesaid,  has  failed, 
refused,  and  neglected  to  return  the  same,  or 
any  part  thereof;  that  on  May  11,  1894,  and 
while  said  bank  still  held  the  sum  of  $168.- 
54  of  the  money  so  obtained  from  petitioner, 
said  bank  suspended  payment,  and  discontin- 
ued business,  and  openly  announced  Its  insol- 
vency; that  one  J.  S.  Whltehouse  was,  by  the 
order  of  the  court,  duly  appointed  as  receiver 
of  said  bank  to  wind  up  the  affairs  thereof, 
and  on  May  12,  1894,  said  Whltehouse  duly 
qualified  and  entered  upon  the  discharge  of 
his  duties  as  such  receiver,  and  did  as  such 
receiver,  on  the  12th  day  of  May,  1894,  take 
into  and  still  retains  In  bis  possession  said 
sum  of  $168.54,  money  of  petitioner  so  re- 
ceived and  obtained  from  petitioner  as  afore- 
said; that  petitioner  has,  since  the  appoint- 
ment of  said  receiver,  demanded  of  him  the 
return  of  said  money,  to  wit,  said  sum  of 
$168.54,  but  said  receiver  has  refused  and  de- 
clined to  return  the  same,  or  any  part  there- 
of, to  petitioner.  The  respondent  interposed 
a  general  demurrer  to  this  petition,  which 
was  sustained  by  the  court,  and,  appellant  de- 
clining to  further  plead,  a  judgment  was  en- 
tered, dismissing  the  petition,  from  which 
Judgment  the  petitioner  appealed  to  this 
court. 

It  is  insisted  on  behalf  of  the  respondent 
tliat  this  court  has  no  Jurisdiction  to  review 
the  Judgment  of  the  superior  court,  because 
the  amount  involved  is  less  than  $200,  and 
the  true  nature  of  the  proceeding  had  was 
that  of  an  action  at  law  for  money  had  and 
received.  But,  as  It  Is  not  uncommon  for 
courts  to  entertain  suits  in  equity  for  such  re- 
lief as  is  demanded  in  this  proceeding,  and  as 
the  petition  puri>ort8  to  state  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion Involving  at  least  one  question  of  equita- 
ble cognizance,  we  are  not  dlsiMsed  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal  for  want  of  Jurisdiction. 

It  is  also  Insisted  that  the  petitioner  should 
not  have  been  allowed  to  present  his  claim 
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against  the  receiver  by  petition,  Init  shonld 
hare  been  compelled  to  resort  to  an  inde- 
pendent action,  and  it  may  be  true  tliat  an 
ordinary  action  would  have  better  subserred 
the  Interests  of  all  parties  than  this  proceed- 
ing. But  the  question  does  not  appear  to 
hAve  been  raised  in  the  court  below,  and,  be- 
sides, it  seems  that  It  Is  within  the  discretion 
of  the  court  either  to  determine  claims  against 
a  receiver  by  petition  in  the  original  action 
In  which  he  was  appointed  or  by  an  inde- 
pendent suit.  20  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law,  p. 
251. 

The  next  question  is,  do  the  facts  stated  in 
the  petition  entitle  the  appellant  to  an  order 
directing  the  respondent  to  pay  over  to  him 
the  full  amount  of  his  claim  in  preference  to 
other  creditors;  or,  in  other  words,  does  the 
petition  state  a  cause  of  action?  We  are  of 
the  opinion  that  It  does  not,  for  the  reasons 
(1)  that  the  specific  fund  sought  to  be  recov- 
ered Is  not  Impressed  with  a  si)ecial  trust  In 
favor  of  appellant,  and  (2)  that  it  has  not 
been  identified  and  traced  into  the  hands  of 
the  respondent.  It  seems  clear  to  us  that 
when  appellant  deposited  his  money  in  the 
bank  in  the  ordinary  course  of  business,  the 
relation  of  debtor  and  creditor  was  at  once 
created.  The  title  to  the  money  passed  to 
the  bank,  and  appellant  became  the  bank's 
creditor  to  the  extent  of  the  amount  of  de- 
posits. That  appellant  considered  the  bank 
his  debtor  in  the  ordinary  sense,  and  not  a 
mere  trustee  of  his  funds,  is  evident  from  the 
fact  that  from  time  to  time  he  drew  checks 
upon  the  bank  for  various  amounts,  which, 
when  paid,  he  knew  would  l>e  charged  to  his 
account.  And  none  of  the  authorities  cited 
by  appellant  announce  a  doctrine  at  variance 
with  that  which  we  have  stated.  But  it  is 
claimed  by  appellant  that  by  reason  of  the 
fraud  practiced  upon  him  by  the  officers  of 
the  bank  in  receiving  his  deposit,  and  at  the 
same  time  withholding  and  concealing  from 
him  the  Insolvent  condition  of  the  bank,  the 
contract  of  deposit  between  him  and  the  bank 
was  void,  and  the  title  to  the  moneys  deposit- 
ed never  vested  in  the  bank,  and  tiiat  it  be- 
came simply  a  trustee  ex  maleficlo  of  his 
funds.  The  case  of  Cragie  v.  Hadley,  89  N. 
y.  131, 1  N.  E.  537,  Is  mainly  relied  on  to  sup- 
port this  contention,  but  we  think  the  facts 
in  the  case  at  bar  are  such  that  that  case 
is  not  an  authority  in  favor  of  appellant. 
That  was  an  action  against  a  receiver  to  re- 
cover the  proceeds  of  certain  drafts  sent  to 
other  parties  by  an  insolvent  bank  for  collec- 
tion, and  which  were  collected  by  them,  and 
the  money  paid  into  court.  In  delivering  the 
opinion  of  the  court,  Andrews,  J.,  said:  "The 
general  doctrine  that,  upon  a  deposit  being 
made  by  a  customer,  in  a  bank,  in  the  ordi- 
nary course  of  business,  of  money,  or  of 
drafts  or  checks  received  and  credited  as 
money,  the  title  to  the  money,  or  to  the 
drafts  or  checks,  is  immediately  vested  in 
and  becomes  the  property  of  the  liank.  is  not 
open  to  question.   Bank  r.  Hughes,  17  Wend. 


94;  Bank  v.  Loyd,  90  N.  T.  530.  The  trans- 
action. In  legal  efTect,  is  a  transfer  of  the 
money  or  drafts  or  checks,  as  the  case  may 
be,  by  the  customer  to  the  l>ank,  upon  an 
implied  contract  on  the  part  of  the  latter  to 
repay  the  amount  of  the  deposit  upon  the 
checks  of  the  depositor.  Tfie  bank  acquires 
title  to  the  money,  drafts,  or  checks  oa  an 
implied  agreement  to  pay  an  equivalent  con- 
sideration when  called  upon  by  the  depositor 
in  the  usual  course  of  business.  The  fur- 
ther rule  that  one  who  has  been  induced  to 
part  with  his  property  by  the  fraud  of  an- 
other, under  guise  of  a  contract,  may,  upon 
discovery  of  the  fraud,  rescind  the  contract, 
and  reclaim  the  property,  unless  it  lias  come 
to  the  possession  of  a  bona  fide  holder,  is 
equally  well  settled,  and  does  not  at  all  de- 
pend upon  the  character  of  the  wrongdoer, 
whether  a  corporation  or  natural  person. 
•  *  *  The  right  to  a  restoration  in  such 
case  may  be  defeated  by  the  acts  or  acquies- 
cence of  the  defrauded  party,  or  because  the 
property  has  lost  its  Identity  and  cannot  be 
traced,  or  other  persons  have  Innocently  ac- 
quired Intei-ests  in  ignorance  of  the  fraud." 
It  will  be  seen  from  this  quotation  from  that 
case  that  what  the  court  really  decided  was 
that  the  reception  of  deposits  by  a  bank  un- 
der the  circumstances  stated  was  such  a 
fraud  upon  the  depositor  as  gave  him  a 
right  to  rescind  the  contract  of  deposit,  and 
reclaim  the  drafts  or  their  proceeds,  which. 
In  tliat  case,  were  easily  distinguishable  from 
the  other  assets  of  the  liank.  The  conclusion 
of  the  court  would  no  doubt  have  been  dif- 
ferent If  the  money  had  "lost  its  identity." 
and  could  not  be  traced.  In  this  case  the 
specific  money  sought  to  be  recovered  is  not 
identified  in  any  way,  or  even  traced  into 
the  hands  of  the  receive.  It  is  true  that  the 
$168..'V1  claimed  by  appellant  Is  said  In  the 
petition  to  be  a  part  of  the  moneys  deposited 
after  May  7, 1894,  but  the  assertion  is  a  mere 
conclusion  from  facts  previously  stated,  and 
is,  as  matter  of  fact,  a  non  sequitur.  It  is 
positively  alleged  that  during  the  month  of 
May,  1894,  and  prior  to  the  suspension  of 
the  bank,  appellant  deposited  therein  the  ag- 
gregate sum  of  $986.46,  and  drew  out  upon 
checks  the  sum  of  $1,261.38;  and,  if  that  be 
true,  we  are  unable  to  perceive  how  it  can 
be  said  that  any  particular  $168.54  Is  a  part 
of  the  funds  deposited  after  May  7th,— the 
time  at  which  the  ofllcers  of  the  bank  be- 
came aware  of  its  insolvency.  When  appel- 
lant's deposits  became  commingled  with 
the  general  funds  of  like  character  in  the 
bank,  the  means  of  identification  failed,  and 
the  money  could  not  be  reclaimed.  See 
Story,  Eq.  Jur.  |  1258;  Wilson  v.  Cobum 
(Neb.)  53  N.  W.  466;  In  re  North  River  Bank 
(Sup.)  14  N.  Y.  Supp.  261;  City  of  Somer- 
viUe  V.  Beal,  49  Fed.  790.  If  it  bad  been  de- 
livered to  the  bank,  not  as  a  general  deposit, 
but  for  a  particular  purpose.  It  would  have 
been  a  trust  fund  in  the  first  instance,  and 
the  title  would  not  have  passed  to  the  bank; 
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but  even  then  It  conid  not  have  been  recov- 
ered without  showing  that  it  had  gone  into 
the  hands  of  the  receiver.  In  Cavin  v.  Glea- 
son,  105  M.  X.  256,  11  N.  E.  604,  the  petition- 
ers delivered  to  one  Wiiite,  a  private  bank- 
er, $3,000,  to  be  Invested  in  a  ttoud  and  mort- 
gage. The  investment  was  not  made,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  White  spent  all  but  $30  of 
the  money  so  received  in  paying  his  person- 
al debts  and  liabilities,  aud  afterwards  made 
an  assignment  for  the  benefit  of  his  creditors. 
The  remaining  $30  was  traced  to  the  posses- 
sion of  the  assignee,  and  the  couxt  held  that 
an  order  directing  the  assignee  to  pay  more 
than  the  $30  to  petitioners  was  erroneous. 
In  reference  to  the  question  under  considera- 
tion the  court  said:  "The  sole  inquiry  is 
whether  a  case  is  made  for  equitable  inter- 
vention in  favor  of  the  petitioners,  in  the 
admiuUtration  of  the  insolvent  estate.  It  is 
clear,  we  think,  that  upon  an  accounting  in 
bankruptcy  or  Insolvency  a  trust  creditor  is 
not  entitled  to  a  preference  over  general 
creditors  of  the  insolvent,  merely  on  the 
ground  of  the  nature  of  his  claim;  that  is, 
that  be  is  a  trust  creditor,  as  distinguished 
from  a  general  creditor.  We  know  of  no  au- 
thority for  such  a  contention.  The  equitable 
doctrine  that,  as  between  creditors,  equality 
Is  equity,  admits,  so  far  as  we  know,  of  no 
exception  founded  on  the  greater  supposed 
sacredness  of  one  debt,  or  that  it  arose  out 
of  a  violation  of  duty,  or  that  its  loss  in- 
volves greater  apparent  hardship  in  one  case 
than  another,  unless  it  appears  in  addition 
that  there  Is  some  specific  recognized  equity 
founded  on  some  agreement,  or  the  relation 
of  the  debt  to  the  assigned  property,  which 
entitles  the  claimant,  according  to  equitable 
principles,  to  preferential  payment.  •  »  • 
But  it  is  the  general  rule,  as  well  in  a  court 
of  equity  as  in  a  court  of  law,  that.  In  or- 
der to  follow  trust  funds,  and  subject  them 
to  the  operation  of  the  trust,  they  must  be 
identified."  And  in  the  later  case  of  Atkin- 
son V.  Printing  Co.,  114  N.  Y.  108,  21  N.  E. 
178,  the  court  used  this  language:  "The  fact 
that  the  defendant  became  a  creditor  of  the 
Insolvent  bank  through  the  fraud  of  its  ofii- 
oers,  and  the  l)ank  a  trustee  ex  malefido, 
gave  the  defendant  no  right  to  a  preference 
over  other  creditors,  unless  it  could  trace  and 
recover  its  property."  To  the  same  effect  are 
the  cases  of  Wilson  v.  Coburn  and  In  re 
North  River  Bank,  above  cltod,  both  of  wliich 
are  directly  in  point  in  this  case.  The  Judg- 
ment must  be  affirmed. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  SCOTT  and  GORDON, 
JJ.,  concur. 


HAMILTON  V.  CARTER,  Sheriff,  et  aL 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Aug.  16, 
1895.) 

ExBcuTios  —  Balb  op  Mortoaoed  Chattels  — 
Restkainixo  Fokbcloscrb. 
1.  Plaintiff    purchased    at    execution    sale 
property  on  whioi  a  chattel  mortgage  existed, 


the  deputy  sheriff  who  made  the  sale  and  the 
mortgagee  agreeing  that  the  mortgage,  a  decree 
of  foreclosure  of  which  had  been  rendered, 
should  be  first  satisfied  with  the  money  paid  by 
plaintiff.  The  deputy  paid  over  the  money  to 
the  clerk,  and  made  return  that  the  property 
was  sold  subject  to  the  mortRage.  Srld,  tliat 
plaintiff  purchased  the  property  subject  to  the 
mortgage,  and  that,  as  the  deputy  had  no  power 
to  bind  the  sheriff  by  such  an  agreement,  no  ac- 
tion would  lie  to  enjoin  the  sale  tliereof  under 
the  mortgage. 

2,  The  fact  that  the  mortgagee  of  chattels 
delayed  for  five  months  the  sale  under  a  decree 
of  foreclosure,  after  a  sale  of  the  property,  sub- 
ject to  the  mortgage,  on  execution  against  the 
mortgagor,  does  not  entitle  the  purchaser  at  ex- 
ecution sale  to  restrain  sale  under  the  foreclo- 
sure decree  rendered  before  the  execution  sale. 

Appeal  from  superior  conrt,  Chehalis  coun- 
ty; Mason  Irwin,  Judge. 

Action  by  Lewis  M.  Hamilton  against  H. 
H.  Carter  and  another  to  enjoin  defendants 
from  selling  certain  property.  Plaintiff  had 
Judgment,  and  defendants  appeal.    Reversed. 

Austin  E.  Grlfflths,  for  appellant  Carter. 
J.  B.  Bridges,  for  appellant  HoUoway.  M. 
J.  Cochran,  for  respondent. 

ANDERS,  J.  The  firm  of  Ninemire  &  Mor- 
gan recovered  a  judgment  in  the  superior 
court  of  Chehalis  county  against  one  J.  F. 
HIatt,  and  caused  an  execution  to  be  issued 
thereon  and  placed  In  the  hands  of  the  de- 
fendant Carter,  who  was  then  sheriff  of  said 
county.  In  pursuance  of  the  writ,  one  Geiss- 
ler,  who  was  deputy  sheriff,  seized,  adver- 
tised, and  on  November  9,  1891,  sold  certain 
personal  property  belonging  to  the  defendant 
Hiatt  to  the  respondent  Hamilton,  for  the 
sum  of  $425.  At  and  prior  to  the  execution 
sale,  defendant  HoUoway  held  a  chattel 
mortgage  on  the  property  sold,  which  he  had 
caused  to  be  foreclosed,  the  decree  of  fore- 
closure having  been  rendered  two  days  prior 
to  the  sale.  It  appears  from  the  complaint 
herein  that  Hamilton  was  apprised  of  the  ex- 
isteuce  of  this  mortgage  when  he  bid  in  the 
property,  and  the  sheriff  and  his  deputy  were 
also  aware  of  it  But  it  seems  that  both 
Hamilton  and  HoUoway  understood  that  the 
mortgage  would  be  satisfied  out  of  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  ssle.  On  November  30th  the 
deputy  sheriff  paid  the  money  received  from 
Hamilton,  and  returned  the  execution  with 
his  doings  thereon,  to  the  clerk  of  the  court. 
On  December  5th  following  the  court  ordered 
the  clerk  to  pay  this  money  to  the  execution 
plaintiffs  In  part  satisfaction  of  their  Judg- 
ment. Whether  Hamilton  or  HoUoway  was 
cognizant  of  this  order  does  not  appear  from 
the  evidence.  In  April,  1892,  HoUoway 
caused  an  order  of  sale  to  be  Issued  upon 
his  Judgment  and  decree  of  foreclosure,  and 
delivered  to  the  sheriff.  The  sherMf,  In  pur- 
suance thereof,  was  about  to  sell  the  mort- 
gaged property,  when  Hamilton  instituted 
this  action  against  him  and  HoUoway  to  en- 
Join  the  proceeding.  It  Is  alleged  in  the 
complaint,  among  other  things,  in  substance, 
that  at  the  execution  sale  the  sheriff  refused 
to  accept  any  bid  less  than  |425,  the  amount 
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snppoeed  to  be  necessary  to  satisfy  the  mort- 
gage lien,  and  that  plaintiff  was  Induced  to 
bid  and  pay  that  sum  for  the  property  by 
the  repree»itatlon  of  the  sheriff  that  it  would 
be  applied  In  satisfaction  of  said  mortgage 
lien;  that  Holloway  was  present,  and  heard 
said  representation,  and  assented  thereto; 
that  afterwards,  and  for  the  purxMse  of  in- 
juring and  defrauding  plaintiff,  the  sheriff 
refused  to  apply  the  money  so  paid  to  the 
satisfaction  of  said  mortgage,  bat  returned 
upon  the  execution  that  he  sold  all  the  right, 
title,  and  Interest  of  Hlatt  in  and  to  the 
property,  subject  to  a  mortgage  in  fayor  of 
A.  B.  Holloway  for  the  sum  of  $300  and 
costs;  that  the  retam  was  so  made  to  injure 
and  defraud  plaintiff,  and  was  false;  that, 
since  the  plaintiff  paid  orer  to  the  said  sher- 
iff the  said  sum  of  $425,  the  defendant  Hol- 
loway has  caused  an  order  of  sale  to  issue 
out  of  the  superior  court,  commanding  the 
said  sheriff  to  sell  all  of  the  property  so  sold 
to  plaintiff,  and  that,  in  pursuance  of  said 
order  of  sale,  the  sheriff  threatens  and  is 
about  to  sell  the  whole  of  said  property,  to 
plaintiff's  lastljig  injury  and  damag;e  in  the 
sum  of  $500;  and  tLat,  unless  the  sheriff  and 
his  codefendant  be  restrained  from  further 
action  under  said  order  of  sale,  the  plaintiff 
win  suffer  great  and  irreparable  injury.  The 
defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint  upon 
the  grounds,  among  others,  that  it  failed  to 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  that  there  was  a  defect  of  parties 
defendant.  The  court  overruled  the  demur- 
rer, and  the  defendants  excepted.  Carter 
then  answered,  denying  the  representations 
alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  affirmatively 
averred  that  prior  to  the  date  of  the  sale  Hol- 
loway had  a  mortgage  ll^i  upon  said  prop- 
erty, and  that  the  goods  were  purchased  by 
Hamilton  at  said  sale  subject  to  the  Hen  of 
said  mortgage,  and  that  Hamilton  had 
bought  other  property  from  Hlatt,  the  mort- 
gagor, subject  to  the  same  mortgage,  and 
had  agreed  with  Hlatt  to  pay  Holloway  suffi- 
cient of  the  purchase  price  to  satisfy  said 
mortsage.  Holloway  separately  answered, 
and  likewise  denied  the  alleged  representa- 
tions of  the  sheriff,  and  alleged  that  Hamil- 
ton bought  this  and  other  property  without 
bis  procurement  or  consent,  and  subject  to 
bis  mortgage,  and  that  before  the  sale  he 
told  Hamilton  not  to  buy  the  property  un- 
less he  paid  the  mortgage,  and  that  Hamil- 
ton bought  other  property  from  Hlatt,  agree- 
ing to  pay  the  mortgage  with  part  of  the  pur- 
chase price,  but  had  failed  so  to  do,  and  fur- 
ther alleging  that  if  the  injunction  be  grant- 
ed he,  Holloway,  would  never  recover  any 
money  due  him  from  Hlatt  under  said  de- 
cree, and  prayed  Judgment  against  plaintiff 
for  dissolution  of  the  preliminary  injunction, 
dismissal  of  the  complaint,  and  for  damages 
and  costs  of  the  action.  The  plaintiff's  re- 
ply was  a  general  denial  of  the  affirmative 
allegations  of  both  answers.  Upon  tiiese 
pleadings  and  issues  the  cause  was  tried  by 


the  court  Findings  of  fact  and  concluslona 
of  law  were  made  and  tiled,  and  a  decree 
rendered  thereon  perpetually  enjoining  both 
Carter  and  Holloway  from  enforcing  the  de- 
cree and  order  of  sale;  that  Carter  amend 
the  return  upon  the  execution  to  show  that 
at  the  sale  the  property  was  sold  for  $425. 
and  this  sum  was  received  by  him  as  sheriff 
to  apply  to  the  discharge  of  the  decree  in 
the  Holloway  cause,  and  that  said  sum  be  a 
trust  fund  with  which  to  satisfy  in  full  the 
decree  in  favor  of  Holloway,  and  that  within 
10  days  Carter  pay  said  sum  into  court,  with 
legal  Interest  from  date  of  sale,  to  satisfy 
said  decree,  and  In  ease  of  failure  tbat  exe- 
cution issue  therefor  In  favor  of  Holloway, 
and  that  plaintiff  and  defendant  Holloway 
severally  recover  their  costs  from  Carter, 
and  that  execution  issue  therefor.  Tbe  de- 
fendant Carter  gave  written  notice  of  appeal 
from  the  Judgment  and  decree  of  the  court, 
and  every  part  thereof,  and  afterwards  Hcd- 
loway  Joined  in  his  appeal. 

After  a  careful  consideration  of  the  facts  in 
this  case  and  the  law  applicable  thereto,  we 
are  unable  to  discover  any  grounds  upon 
which  the  Judgment  and  decree  can  be  sus- 
tained. The  complaint  seems  to  have  been 
framed  on  the  theory  that  the  plaintiff  pur- 
chased at  the  execution  sale  the  entire  and 
exclusive  property  in  the  goods,  instead  of  the 
mere  Interest  of  the  exectition  defendant 
But  this  theory  Is  contrary  to  law,  and  there- 
fore entirely  Indefensible.  The  statute  pro- 
vides that  the  interest  of  the  mortgagor  may 
be  seized  and  sold,  subject,  however,  to  the 
mortgage.  1  Hill's  Code,  {  1659.  And,  gen- 
erally, when  a  purchaser  at  an  execution  sale 
buys  property  which  he  knows  is  subject  to 
a  legal  or  equitable  claim  of  a  third  person, 
the  title  he  acquires  Is  without  prejudice  to 
;  such  claim.  In  speaking  of  the  rights  of  pur- 
I  chasers  In  cases  like  this,  Mr.  Freeman  lays 
]  down  the  law  as  follows:  "But  a  purchaser 
at  a  sale  under  a  Judgment  Is,  to  the  same 
extent  as  If  he  were  purchaser  at  a  private  or 
voluntary  sale,  protected  from  claims  previ- 
ously acquired  by  third  i)ersons  from  the 
Judgment  debtor,  of  which  he  has  no  actual 
nor  constructive  notice.  But  if,  at  the  time 
of  the  sale,  the  purchaser  has  actual  notice  of 
any  legal  or  equitable  right  in  a  third  per- 
son, or  if.  In  the  absence  of  such  notice,  the 
instrument  evidencing  such  right  is  property 
of  record,  or  tf  pos.sesslon  is  held  under  It 
then  the  title  acquired  by  the  purchaser  can- 
not prejudice  the  Interests  of  such  third  t)er- 
son."  2  Freem.  Ex'ns  (2d  Ed.)  f  336.  The 
court  below  must  have  deemed  this  an  ex- 
ceptional case,  for  its  conclusion  is  at  variance 
with  the  rule  above  stated.  It  fouud  as  facts 
that  the  sheriff,  at  the  time  of  the  execu- 
tion sale,  represented  to  plaintiff  Hamilton 
that  his  bid  of  $425  should,  so  far  as  the 
same  was  necessary,  be  applied  to  the  satis- 
faction and  discharge  of  the  decree  of  fore- 
closure; that  he  refused  to  so  apply  It,  but 
ai)plied  it  to  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judgment 
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of  Nlnemlre  &  Morgan,  and  In  hia  return 
made  It  appear  that  he  had  sold  the  property 
subject  to  Hamilton's  lien;  and  that  Hollo- 
way  was  present,  neard  the  aforesaid  repre- 
sentation, and  made  no  objection  thereto. 
But,  eren  upon  that  state  of  facts,  it  is  diffl- 
cult  to  understand  why  Holloway  should  re- 
ceive nothing  upon  his  Judgment  and  decree, 
or  why  the  sheriff  should  be  restrained  from 
executing  the  order  of  sale  In  the  foreclosure 
proceedings.  If  the  sheriff  agreed  to  pay  off 
and  discharge  Holloway's  Judgment  with  the 
proceeds  of  the  sale  of  the  very  property  up- 
on which  Holloway  relied  for  security,  why 
should  Holloway  bare  objected  to  the  sale? 
AH  he  desired  was  payment,  and  it  made  no 
difference  to  him  whether  Nlnemlre  &  Morgan 
sold  the  property  and  paid  him,  or  whether 
he  sold  it  himself,  as  he  had  a  right  to  do 
under  his  decree  of  foreclosure,  hi  satisfaction 
of  his  claim.  Moreover,  HoUoway  bad  no 
right  to  object  to  the  sale  of  Hiatt's  interest, 
for  the  law  gave  Nlnemlre  &  Morgan  the 
right  to  sell  that  upon  their  execution,  and 
there  Is  no  evidence  that  HoUoway  ever  in- 
tmded  for  a  moment  to  relinquish  his  lien 
without  payment  of  his  claim.  He  even  testi- 
fies that  he  notified  Hamilton's  agent  not  to 
boy  the  property  unless  he  paid  off  the  mort- 
gage, and  there  is  no  evidence  disputing  him. 
Under  these  circumstances,  to  say  that,  be- 
cause he  did  not  further  object  to  the  sale,  b« 
thereby  forever  relinquished  his  lien,  would  be 
to  extend  the  doctrine  of  estoppel  by  acqui- 
escence beyond  the  limits  of  Justice,  equity, 
or  reason.  Valid  liens  sboiild  not  be  thus 
Ugbtly  set  aside.  If  Hamilton  expected  that 
Holloway's  mortgage  would  be  paid  out  of 
the  sum  bid  by  him,  why  did  he  not  make 
some  effort  to  have  it  so  applied?  Be  says 
he  relied  upon  the  undertalUng  or  representa- 
tion of  the  sheriff,  but  he  ought  to  have 
known,  and  Is  presumed  to  have  known, 
that  the  sheriff,  under  the  law,  could  not 
receive  money  on  an  execution  in  oae  case 
and  pay  it  out  In  satisfaction  of  a  Judg- 
ment in  another  case  with  which  he  at  the 
time  had  nothing  whatever  to  do.  The  order 
of  sale  was  not  in  his  hands  at  that  time, 
and  he  would  have  been  guilty  of  official  mis- 
conduct if  he  had  made  such  an  application 
of  the  funds.  The  law  required  him  to  pay  it 
to  the  clerk  of  the  court,  and  he  did  so,  and 
returned  the  execution  accordingly.  2  Hill's 
Code,  §{  467,  4G9.  »)7.  Although  be  did  all 
the  law  required  him  to  do,  he  is  nevertheless 
commanded  by  the  decree  of  the  court  to  pay 
8  sum  of  money  wliich  is  not  in  his  possession 
or  under  his  control  and  which  he  has  no 
means  of  recovering,  to  his  codctendant,  Hol- 
loway, who  did  not  ask  for,  and  is  not  entitled 
to,  any  such  relief.  We  are  aware  of  no  pow- 
er or  authority  in  the  courts  to  compel  a  sher- 
iff, or  any  other  person,  to  do  that  which  is 
contrary  to  law,  even  if  he  may  have  prom- 
ised to  perform  the  Illegal  act.  But  the  fact 
Is,  the  evidence  does  not  show  that  the  sheriff 
himself  ever  represented  to  the  respondent 
v.41r.no.8— r)8 


that  the  proceeds  of  the  sale  would  be  applied 
to  the  discharge  of  the  Holloway  decree  and 
lien.  If  any  such  representations  were  made 
at  all,  they  were  made  by  the  deputy  sheriff, 
and  were  no  part  of  his  official  acts  or  duties, 
and  amounted  to  a  personal  engagement  on 
his  part  for  which  the  sheriff  was  in  no  way 
responsible.  If  the  respondent  is  in  such  a 
position  that  he  can  stx)w  that  he  was  dam- 
aged by  the  representation  of  the  deputy,  he 
must  look  to  him  for  indemnity,  and  not  to 
the  sheriff.  Marshall  v.  Hosmer,  4  Mass.  60; 
Waterhouse  v.  Waite,  11  Mass.  207;  Tobey 
T.  Leonard,  15  Mass.  200;  Q  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  p.  635,  note  1. 

It  Is  said,  however,  that  appellant  Hollo- 
way was  guilty  of  such  laches,  in  withholding 
his  order  of  sale  for  a  period  of  five  months, 
that  It  would  now  be  inequttable  to  i)ermlt 
him  to  avail  himself  of  it.  But  we  fall  to  see 
any  force  in  this  suggestion.  Our  statute 
provides  that  execution  may  issue  on  a  Judg- 
ment of  a  court  of  record  at  any  time,  pro- 
vided tliat,  after  the  lapse  of  five  years,  the 
Judgment  must  first  be  revived  in  the  manner 
provided  by  law.  2  Hill's  Code,  (  464.  An 
order  of  sale  is,  in  effect,  merely  an  execu- 
tion. Bow,  then,  can  it  be  said  that  such  an 
order  shall  be  of  no  effect  or  validity  simply 
because.  In  the  opinion  of  some  one,  it  might, 
or  ought  to,  liave  been  issued  at  an  earlier 
date?  There  is,  manifestly,  no  merit  In  such 
a  proposition.  Upon  the  case  made  by  the 
pleadings  and  proofs,  it  appears  clear  to  us 
that  the  reqMndent  is  entitled  to  no  relief  In 
this  action.  The  Judgment  will  therefore  be 
reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded,  with  In- 
structions to  dismiss  the  complaint. 

BOYT,  0.  3.,  and  SCOTT.  DUNBAR,  and 
GORDON.  JJ,,  concur. 


NOnTHERX  COUNTIES  INVESTMENT 
TRUST,  Limited,  v.  HENDER  et  ux. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Wasliington.     Sept  13, 

1895.) 

AfpbaI/—Noticb— Appeal  Bond— Atpidavits  of 
Sureties. 

1.  Act  March  8.  1893.  {  4,  provides  that  a 
party  desiring  to  appeal  to  the  supreme  court 
may  give  notice  in  open  rourt  when  the  judg- 
ment is  rendered.  Code  Proc.  §  379,  provides 
that  on  trial  of  an  issue  of  fact  by  the  court, 
its  decision,  soparnteljr  stating  the  facts  found 
and  conehtsions  of  law,  slinll  be  given  in  writ- 
ing, and  filed  with  the  clerk,  and  judgment  on 
the  decision  shall  be  entered  accordingly.  MHd, 
that  iu  such  a  case  judBment  is  not  "rendered' 
till  the  findintra  and  juciRmont.  or  at  Icist  an 
order  for  judgment,  are  filed  with  the  clerk ;  the 
signing  and  dating  of  the  findinm  is  not  enough. 

2.  Under  Act  March  8,  ISSiJJ,  {  ti,  declaring 
that  an  appeal  shall  be  ineffectual  unless  an  ap- 
peal bond  be  filed  in  the  superior  eonrt  within  a 
certain  time;  and  section  10.  declaring  that  an 
appeal  bond  shall  be  of  no  force  unless  accom- 
panied by  the  afTulavit  of  the  sureties,  contain- 
ing etatemciits  as  to  their  responsibility, — appeal 
is  ineffectual  where  tliere  is  no  accompanying 
afiidavit.    Duubar,  J.,  dissenting. 
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3.  The  supreme  court  cannot,  in  the  absence 
of  statutory  authority,  allow  amendment  of  an 
api>eal  bond  or  the  giving  of  a  new  one. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Garfield  coun- 
ty;  R.  F.  Sturdevant,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Northern  Counties  Invest- 
ment Trust,  IJmlted.  against  Henry  Hender 
and  wife,  to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  Judgment 
for  defendants.  Flalutiff  appeals.  Appeal 
dismissed. 

S.  G.  Cosgrove  and  M.  M.  Godman,  for  ap- 
pellant   M.  F.  Gose,  for  respondents. 

ANDERS,  J.  The  respondents  move  to  dis- 
miss the  appeal,  for  the  alleged  reason  that 
the  court  has  no  Jurisdiction  to  hear  and  de- 
termine the  matters  in  controversy.  The  spe- 
cific grounds  for  dismissal  set  forth  in  the 
motion  are  that  no  notice  of  appeal  has  been 
j^lvon.  served,  or  filed  herein  as  by  law  re- 
uuired;  that  tlie  appeal  bond  is  not  in  form 
or  substance  such  as  to  render  the  appeal  ef- 
fectual; that  the  pretended  bond  filed  herein  ' 
is  void,  because  none  of  the  makers  of  said  < 
bond  have  justified  as  by  law  required,  or  at  ' 
all;  and  that  the  guardian  ad  litem  of  de- 
fendant, Henry  Hender,  has  not  been  made 
a  i)ariy  to  the  appeal,  and  no  notice  of  the  ap- 
peal has  been  served  upon  Mm. 

It  Is  provided  in  section  4  of  the  act  of 
March  8.  1803,  relating  to  appeals  to  the  su- 
preme court  (Laws  1893,  p.  120),  that  "a  i 
]>arty  desiring  to  appeal  to  the  supreme  court 
imder  the  provisions  of  this  act  may,  by  taim- 
fself  or  Ms  attorney,  give  notice  in  open  court 
or  before  the  Judge,  if  the  Judgment  or  order 
api)ealed  from  is  rendered  or  made  at  cham- 
bers, at  the  time  when  such  Judgment  or  or- 
der la  rendered  or  made,  that  be  appeals 
from  such  judgment  or  order  to  the  supreme 
court,  and  thereupon  the  court  or  Judge  shall 
direct  the  clerk  to  make  an  entry  of  such  no- 
tice in  the  Journal  of  the  court.  If  the  ap- 
peal be  not  taken  at  the  time  when  the  judg- 
ment or  order  appealed  from  is  rendered  or 
made,  then  the  pariy  desiring  to  appeal  may, 
by  himself  or  bis  attorney,  within  tlie  time 
prescribed  In  section  three  of  this  act,  serve 
written  notice  on  the  prevailing  party  or  his 
attorney  that  he  appeals  from  such  Judgment 
or  order  to  the  supreme  court,  and  within 
five  days  after  the  service  of  such  notice 
shall  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  superior  court 
the  original  or  a  copy  of  such  notice,  with 
proof  or  the  written  admission  of  the  service 
thereof,  and  thereupon  the  clerk  shall  enter 
such  notice,  with  the  proof  or  admission  of 
service  thereof.  In  the  journal  of  the  court." 
It  Is  conceded  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was 
given  in  open  coiurt,  and  tlie  record  shows 
that  the  notice  was  entered  in  the  Journal  of 
the  court  by  order  of  the  Judge.  It  was  given 
In  strict  conformity  to  the  statute,  and  there 
Is  no  objection  to  it  on  the  ground  of  infor- 
mality. But  the  respondents  insist  that  the 
notice  was  Ineftectual,  because  it  was  not 
given  at  the  time  the  Judgment  appealed 
from  was  rendered  or  made,  and  because  said 


Judgment  was  not  rendered  at  chambers; 
the  latter  ground  being  based  on  the  unten- 
able proposition  that  the  notice  in  open  conrt 
or  before  the  Judge  is  limited  to  Judgments 
or  orders  rendered  or  made  at  chambers. 
The  action  was  brought  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage, and  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a 
Jm-y.  The  record  di^-ioses  the  fact  that  the 
appeal  bond  and  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
were  filed  on  September  12,  18i>l.  It  further 
appears  that  the  notice  of  appeal  was  given 
at  the  time  when  the  motion  for  a  new  trial 
was  ovemled,  and  when  the  coivt  ordered 
judgment  to  be  entered  In  favor  of  the  de- 
fendants in  accordance  with  the  findings  of 
fact  and  conclusions  of  law  theretofore  made. 
The  statute,  it  will  be  observed,  reaulres  the 
notice  of  appeal,  if  given  in  open  court,  to  be 
given  at  the  time  when  the  judgment  or  or- 
der appealed  from  la  rendered  or  made,  and 
the  question  is,  when  was  the  judgment  and 
decree  rendered  in  this  case?  The  court  made 
findings  of  fact  and  conclusions  of  law  In  ac- 
cordance with  section  379  of  the  Code  of 
Procedure,  which  is  as  follows:  "Upon  the 
trial  of  an  issue  of  ttict  by  the  court,  Its  de- 
cision shall  be  given  In  writing  and  filed 
with  the  clerk.  In  giving  the  decision,  the 
facts  found  and  the  conclusions  of  law  shall 
be  separately  stated.  Judgment  upon  the  de- 
cisions shall  be  entered  accordingly."  The 
findings  and  the  conclusions  of  the  court,  as 
well  as  the  Judgment  based  thereon,  were 
dated  September  11, 1894;  and  it  is  urged  on 
l)ebalf  of  the  respondents  that  the  Judgment 
was  rendered  on  that  date,  and  that,  there- 
fore, the  notice  which  was  not  given  at  that 
time  was  too  late  to  effect  an  appeal.  The 
record,  however,  discloses  that  neither  the 
findings  of  fact,  conclusions  of  law,  nor  Judg- 
ment were  filed  until  the  12th  of  September; 
and,  inasmuch  as  the  statute  requires  the  de- 
cisions of  the  court  In  cases  tried  without  a 
Jury  to  be  given  In  writing  and  filed  with 
the  clerk,  it  follows  that  the  Judgment  was 
not  rendered  until  it  was  filed  in  accordance 
with  the  order  of  the  court.  It  Is  not  the 
mere  signing  of  the  findings,  but  the  filing, 
that  is  essential  to  the  decision  contemplated 
by  the  statute.  The  action  was  not  deter- 
mined until  the  findings  and  Judgment,  or  at 
least  an  order  for  a  judgment,  were  filed 
with  the  clerk.  This  Is  evident  from  the 
fact  that,  at  any  time  before  filing,  the  find- 
ings might  have  been  changed  by  the  court, 
or  new  findings  substituted.  See  Comstock 
Quicksilver  Mln.  Co.  v.  Sui)erior  Court,  57 
Cal.  625,  and  Adams  r.  Nellis,  59  How.  Prac. 
385.  As  the  notice  of  appeal  was  given  at 
the  time  when  the  court  ordered  judgment  to 
be  entered.  It  follows  from  what  we  have 
said  tliat  it  was  given  within  the  time  con- 
templated by  law;  that  Is,  when  the  Judg- 
ment was  actually  rendered. 

But  we  are  forced  to  the  conclusion  that 

the  objection  to  the  appeal  bond  is  well  taken, 

and  that  the  appeal  was  not  perfected  in  the 

manner  prescribed  by  law.     The  bond  filed 
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by  appellant  In  the  court  below  was  properly 
conditioned  to  effect  the  appeal,  bnt  as  It 
was  not  accompanied  by  the  affidavit  of  the 
sureties  required  by  section  10  of  the  act 
of  March  8,  1893,  or  by  any  affidavit  what- 
ever. It  was  absolutely  without  force,  and 
was  therefore,  In  effect,  no  bond  at  all.  Sec- 
tion 6  of  the  act  above  mentioned  provides 
that  "an  appeal  In  a  dvU  action  or  proceed- 
ing shall  become  ineffectual  for  any  purpose 
unless  at  or  before  the  time  when  the  notice 
of  appeal  is  given  or  served,  or  within  five 
days  thereafter,  an  appeal  bond  to  the  ad- 
verse party  conditioned  for  the  payment  of 
costs  and  images,  as  prescribed  in  section 
seven  of  this  act,  be  filed  with  the  clerk  of 
the  superior  court,  or  money  in  the  sum  of 
two  hundred  dollars  be  deposited  with  the 
clerk  in  lieu  thereof.  •  •  •"  And  In  sec- 
tion 10  It  Is  declared  that  "an  appeal  bond, 
whether  conditioned  so  as  to  effect  a  stay  of 
proceedings  or  not,  shall  be  of  no  force  un> 
less  accompanied  by  the  affidavit  of  the  sure- 
ty or  sureties  therein,  attached  thereto,  in 
which  each  surety  shall  state  that  he  is  a 
resident  of  this  state  and  is  worth  a  certain 
sum  mentioned  in  such  affidavit,  over  and 
above  all  debts  and  liabilities,  in  property 
within  this  state,  exclusive  of  property  ex- 
empt from  execution,  and  which  sums  so 
sworn  to  by  the  surety  or  sureties  shall  be  at 
least  equal  to  the  penalty  named  in  the  bond 
if  there  be  but  one  surety,  or  shall  amount 
in  all  to  at  least  twice  such  penalty  If  there 
be  more  than  cme  surety."  In  Morshaw  v. 
McDowdl,  89  N.  C.  181,  the  court  held  that 
language  similar  in  substance  to  that  used  In 
these  sections  was  not  directory  merriy,  but 
mandatory,  and  that  an  appeal  must  be  per- 
fected in  accordance  with  the  requirements 
of  the  statutes  or  It  will  be  dismissed.  That 
the  affidavits  of  sureties  required  by  statute 
must  acctMnpany  the  bond  to  give  it  validity 
seems  to  be  the  settled  doctrine  of  the  courts. 
See  Bryson  v.  Lucas,  85  N.  C.  397;  Bailey  ▼. 
Butjes,  91  N.  C.  420;  State  v.  Wagner,  Id. 
521;  Turner  v.  Quinn,  Id.  92;  Anthony  ▼. 
Carter,  Id.  229;  Holcomb  v.  Teal,  4  Or.  352; 
Alberson  v.  Mahaffey,  6  Or.  412;  State  v.  Me- 
Kinmore,  8  Or.  207;  Pencinse  v.  Burton,  » 
Or.  178.  It  is  true  that  this  court,  actuated 
then,  as  now,  by  the  desire  to  hear  every  case 
uiKMi  its  merits,  declined  to  dismiss  the  ap- 
peals in  McEachem  v.  Brockett,  8  Wash.  652, 
36  Pac.  690,  and  Warburton  v.  Ralph,  9  Wasn. 
537,  38  Pac.  140,  and  perhaps  some  other 
cases,  in  which  the  affidavits  were  defective 
in  not  stating  some  one  of  the  jMirtlcular 
things  mentioned  in  the  statute.  In  so  do- 
ing, we  were  certainly  more  liberal  than 
some  other  courts  have  been  under  similar 
provisions  of  law,  and,  perhaps,  went  beyond 
the  strict  letter  of  the  statute.  But,  be  this 
as  It  may,  we  here  have  a  bond  unaccom- 
panied by  any  affidavit  whatever,  not  one 
with  a  defective  or  informal  affidavit  merely, 
and  hence  this  case  is  distinguishable  from 
those  above  mentioned,  and  must  be  deter- 


mined on  the  facts  presented  and  the  law  ap-, 
plicable  thereto.  The  law  says  that  the  bond 
before  us  is  of  no  force,  and  it  is  the  plain 
duty  of  the  court  to  so  declare  it.  To  rem- 
edy the  difficulty  confronting  tliem,  the  learn- 
ed counsel  for  the  appellant  have  tendered, 
and  asked  to  have  filed,  in  this  court,  a  new 
bond,  accompanied  by  a  proper  affidavit  of 
the  sureties.  Whether  such  a  bond  as  the 
law  requires  to  be  filed  in  the  trial  court  with- 
in a  limited  time,  can,  after  the  expiration 
of  that  time,  properly  be  filed  in  this  court, 
is  a  question  the  solution  of  which  depends 
upon  the  authority  conferred  upon  the  court 
to  correct  or  supplement  the  record  of  the 
court  below.  This  is  an  appellate  tribunal, 
so  far  as  this  and  kindred  cases  are  con- 
cerned, and  It  can  amend  the  records  sent  up 
to  It  for  review  only  in  so  ftir  as  it  Is  there- 
unto authorized  by  statute.  Accordingly,  it 
is  stated  In  1  Enc.  PI.  &  Prac.  p.  993,  that 
appellate  courts  cannot  allow  a  substantially 
defective  appeal  bond  to  be  amended  without 
statutory  authority,  and  the  cases  cited  seem 
ample  to  sustain  the  proposition. 

What,  then,  is  the  statutory  authority  of 
this  court  In  respect  to  the  matter  before  us? 
It  has  authority  to  allow  all  amendments  in 
mattes  of  form  curative  of  defects  In  appel- 
late proceedings  (Laws  1893,  p.  129,  f  19); 
but  the  defect  under  consideration  is  not 
merely  one  of  form,  but  of  substance,  and 
therefore  that  provision  does  not  meet  tlie 
present  emergency.  Again,  we  are  dlrecte<l 
to  disregard  all  technicalities,  and  hear,  upon 
their  merits,  all  cases  brought  before  the 
court  In  the  manner  i>rovided  by  law.  But 
that  cannot  be  said  to  be  a  technicality  which 
goes  to  the  substance  of  the  appeal.  In  fact, 
by  the  express  terms  of  our  statute,  this 
court  only  acquires  Jurisdiction  of  an  appeal 
njpon  the  taking  of  an  appeal  by  notice  as 
therein  prescribed,  and  the  filing  of  a  bond  to 
render  the  appeal  effectual.  Laws  1893,  p. 
128,  i  16.  As  we  have  seen,  the  bond  filed  to 
render  the  appeal  effectual  In  this  Instance 
was  without  force,  and  it  may  well  be  said 
that  this  court  has  not  acquired  jurisdictlou 
to  hear  this  appeal.  The  filing  of  the  bond 
to  perfect  the  appeal  was  just  as  necessary 
as  the  giving  of  notice  of  the  appeal  within 
the  time  limited,  and  the  one  can  no  more 
be  dispensed  with  than  the  other.  Works, 
Courts,  p.  734.  In  many  of  the  states  pro- 
vision is  made  by  law  for  the  amendment  of 
a  defective  appeal  bond  or  the  giving  of  a 
new  one,  but  we  find  no  such  provision  In  our 
statute,  nor  any  provision  or  provisions  which 
can  be  construed  as  giving  the  court  the 
power  to  allow  the  filing  of  a  new  bond,  un- 
der such  circumstances  as  appear  in  this 
case.  The  appeal  must  be  dismissed,  and  it 
Is  accordingly  so  ordered. 

GORDON  and  SCOTT,  JX,  concur. 

HOYT,  C.  X  (concurring).  In  my  opinion, 
the  conclusion  of  the  majMity  of  the  court  to- 
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Inconsistent  with  the  holding  In  McKachem 
V.  Brackett,  8  Wash.  652,  36  Pac.  600,  and 
Warburton  v.  Ralph,  9  Wash.  537,  38  Pac. 
140,  referred  to  therein,  and  I  tblnk  the  bet- 
ter practice  would  have  been  to  retain  this 
case  for  hearing  upon  the  merits,  upon  tne 
authority  of  those.  A  construction  of  a  stat- 
ute relating  to  practice  announced  by  this 
court  should  control  decisions  made  thereaft- 
er, as  certainty  is  the  Important  thing. 

However,  as  the  conclusion  of  the  majority 
In  this  cajse  is,  In  my  oplnlcm,  the  correct  one, 
as  shown  by  my  dissent  from  the  opinions  in 
the  cases  above  referred  to^  I  am  content  tc 
concur  In  the  result. 

DUNBAR,  J.  (dissenting).  1  fully  Indorse 
what  Chief  Justice  HOYT  has  said  In  the 
first  paragraph  of  his  concurring  opinion, 
concerning  the  Importance  of  uniform  hold- 
ings on  ciuestlons  of  practice;  and,  as  I  am 
satisfied  with  the  rule  laid  down  In  the  for- 
mer decisions  of  this  court  above  referred  to, 
I  am  compelled  to  dissent  from  the  conclu- 
sion reached  by  the  majority  In  this  case. 


STATE  ex  rel.  BUTH  v.  PBATHEB  et  al., 

Board  of  County  Commiaaioners. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  27, 

isas.) 

UlOBWATS— Rbcordiso  Subtets. 
Laws  1895,  c.  77,  §  8,  provides  that  all 
field  notes  shall  be  collected  by  the  surveyor, 
perfected,  and  recorded  in  his  office,  in  the 
same  manner  as  records  of  surveys  are  required 
to  be  made  by  the  provisioDS  of  this  act.  Sec- 
tion 5  provides  that  each  county  surveyor  shall 
record  in  a  suitable  booli  all  surveys  made  by 
him  and  his  depuHes,  except  such  as  are  made 
for  a  temporary  purpose  and  surveys  of  high- 
ways and  village  plats.  Mdd,  that  a  county 
surveyor  has  no  authoribr  to  record  notes  and 
surveys  of  highways.     Gordon,  J.,  dissenting. 

I    Appeal  from  superior  court,  Thurston  coun- 
ty; T.  M.  Reed,  Jr.,  Judge. 

Petition  for  mandamus  by  the  state,  upon 
the  relation  of  A.  S.  Ruth,  against  Thomas 
Prather  and  others,  constituting  the  board  of 
county  commissioners.  From  a  Judgment  for 
petitioner,  defendants  appeal.    Reversed. 

MUo  A.  Root,  for  appellants.  Troy  &  Falk- 
nor,  for  respondent. 

DUNBAR,  J.  Tills  case  involves  simply 
the  construction  of  a  stntute,  and  admits  of 
veiy  little  discussion.  We  think,  however, 
that  construing  section  8,  c.  77,  Laws  1895 
(which  provides  that  "all  field  notes,"  etc., 
"shall  be  collected  by  the  surveyor,  perfected 
and  recorded  in  his  office  In  tlie  same  manner 
as  records  of  sur\'eys  are  required  to  be  made 
by  the  provisions  of  this  act"),  in  connection 
with  section  5  ^  of  the  same  act  (which  ex- 

1  I^aws  1805,  c.  77,  §  5,  Is  as  follows:  "Each 
county  surveyor  shall  record  in  a  suitable  book 
ail  surveys  made  by  him  and  his  deputies,  ex- 
cept such  as  are  made  for  a  temporary  purpose, 
And  surveys  of  highways  and  village  plats. 


cepts,  from  the  record  which  tbe  sorreyor  to 
authorized  to  make.  Burreys  of  highways), 
the  construction  placed  upon  the  statute  by 
the  lower  court  is  not  Justified,  and  that  the 
exception  In  section  6  must  be  considered  to 
apply  also  to  tho  provisions  of  sectioB  8.  The 
Judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  the  canse  re- 
manded to  the  lower  court,  with  Instmctlona 
to  sustain  the  demurrer  to  the  complaint. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  ANDERS  and  SCOTT, 
JJ.,  concur.    GORDON,  J.,  dissents. 


CHAPIN  T.  KENOTEB  et  aL 
(Supreme  Ckiurt  of  Washington.     S^t.  10^ 

1895.) 
BcFREiiB  CocsT— Jurisdiction. 
Where  lumber  upon  which  plaintiff  claim- 
ed a  lien  was  removed  by  defendant,  and  ren- 
dered incapable  of  identification,  the  action  is 
one  for  damages,  and  the  supreme  court  has  no 
appellate  jurisdiction  thereof  if  the  amount  in- 
volved Is  less  than  1^200. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Whatcom  coun- 
ty; John  R.  Winn,  Judge. 

Action  by  E.  S.  Chapin,  by  W.  W.  Cbapln, 
tils  next  friend,  against  John  Kenoyer  and 
others,  to  recover  for  services  rendered. 
PlaintifC  had  Judgment,  and  certain  defend- 
ants appeal.     Dismissed. 

Black  &  Leaming  and  Bailee,  Sbepard  & 
Woods,  for  appellants.  Bruce,  Brown  & 
Cleveland,  for  respondent. 

SCOTT,  J.   The  plaintiff  began  an  action, 

alleging,  in  snbstance,  that  'the  defatdants 
Kenoyer  employed  him  to  render  Bervices  in 
the  manufacture  of  timber  into  shingles,  and 
that  pursuant  thereto  he  performed  labor  for 
said  defendants  in  manufacturing  about  150,- 
000  shingles,  and  that  there  was  due  him 
therefor  the  sum  of  $96.91,  for  which  he  was 
entitled  to  a  Hen  upon  the  shingles  manu- 
factured; and  that  he  had  filed  the  necessary 
notice  of  such  claim,  but  that  the  defendants 
Underwood  and  the  Great  Northern  Railway 
Company,  having  full  knowledge  of  his 
rlghtB,  did,  without  Ills  consent,  remove, 
eloign,  and  take  away  145,000  of  said  shin- 
gles, and  rendered  the  same  Impossible  of 
identification,  without  paying  the  amount  of 
his  claim;  and  he  prayed  Judgment  therefor, 
with  interest  and  attorney's  fees,  against  the 
contractors,  and  also  against  the  other  de- 
fendants, under  the  provisions  of  section  20, 
p.  434,  Laws  189S.  Issue  was  Joined,  and  a 
trial  had,  and  Judgment  rendered  for  the 
plaintiff  in  the  sum  of  $137.90.  Thereafter 
the  defendant  the  Great  N<«ttaeni  Railway 
Company  petitioned  the  court  to  set  aside 
said  Judgment,  which  i)etltlon,  after  hearing, 
was  denied,  whereupon  the  defendant  last 
named  and  the  defendant  Underwood  appeal- 
ed from  the  original  Judgment  in  the  action, 
and  also  from  the  Judgment  of  the  court  de- 
nying the  petition  to  vacate.  When  tlie 
cause  was  called  for  argument  here  a  motion 
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was  made  by  the  respondent  to  dismiss  said 
appeals,  on  the  ground  that  this  court  had  no 
jurisdiction  thereof,  the  amount  In  controver- 
sy being  less  than  $200.  We  think  this  mo- 
tion well  taken.  The  property  having  been 
removed,  and  rendered  Impossible  of  identifi- 
cation, the  action  was  substantially  one  for 
damages.    Dismissed. 

HOYT,  C.   J.,  and  ANDEHS,   GORDON, 
and  DUNBAB,  JTJ.,  concur. 


STATE  ex  rel.  DODOB  ▼.   IiANOHOKNH, 
Judge. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  19, 
1896.) 

MODiriCATIOK    OF   JCDOMENT. 

After  the  relator  interpleaded  in  an  in- 
solvency proceeding,  and  recovered  judgment  on 
an  interest  in  a  fond  arising  from  another  jndg^ 
ment  which  had  been  assigned  to  him  by  the 
assignors,  the  court  cannot,  upon  the  petition  of 
a  witness  In  the  action  wherein  said  fund  was 
recovered,  modify  the  judgment  in  favor  of 
relator  so  as  to  compel  relator  to  pay  to  said 
witness  his  fees,  though  there  was  an  agree- 
ment between  said  assignors  and  relator  that 
the  relator  was  to  pay  a  portion  of  the  costs. 

Petition  by  the  state,  upon  the  relation  of 
P.  H.  Dodge,  for  writ  of  prohibition  to  re- 
strain W.  W.  Laugborne,  judge,  from  taking 
any  further  proceedings  in  the  matter  of  ea- 
forcing  a  certain  order.    Writ  Issued. 

Bdward  F.  Hunter,  for  relator.  Reynolds 
&  Stewart,  for  respondent. 

ANDERS,  J.  In  March,  1891,  P.  H.  Dodge, 
the  relator  herein,  recovered  judgment  In  the 
Btiperlor  court  of  Lewis  county,  against  Box 
&  Rhodes,  known  as  the  Chehalls  Shingle 
Company,  for  the  sum  of  $1,338.85  and  costs. 
On  July  27,  1891,  the  shingle  company  satls- 
lled  that  Judgment  by  assigning  to  the  re- 
lator a  one-third  Interest  In  an  unliquidated 
claim  for  damages  which  they  had  against 
the  firm  of  Webster,  Kelso  &  Dare.  Subse- 
quently, and  according  to  agreement  between 
the  relator  and  the  Chehalls  Shingle  Com- 
pany, the  latter  commenced  an  action  In  the 
superior  court  against  Webster,  Kelso  &  Dare 
to  recover  the  amount  of  their  claim.  This 
action  resulted  in  a  judgment  for  the  plain- 
tiffs for  the  sum  of  $1,378  and  costs,  taxed 
at  $229.90,  which  judgment  was  rendered 
July  29,  1892.  On  March  7,  1893,  the  judg- 
ment and  Interest  were  iwiid  In  full  by  the 
defendants,  and  then  amounted  to  $1,829.76. 
During  the  pendency  of  this  action  the  Che- 
halls Shingle  Company  made  an  assignment 
for  the  benefit  of  their  creditors,  under  the 
state  Insolvency  law,  and  one  Newland  was 
apixrfnted  assignee.  There  being  a  disagree- 
ment between  the  relator,  the  assignee,  and 
some  other  parties  as  to  the  relator's  Interest 
In  this  fund,  the  whole  thereof  was,  by  order 
of  the  court,  delivered  to  the  clerk  to  be  held 


for  future  distribution.    On  March  13,  1893, 
the   relator    herein   commenced    an    action, 
which  he  termed  an  Intervention,  but  which 
was  more  In  the  nature  of  an  Interpleader,  to 
recover  the  one-third  Interest  In  the  amount 
of  this  judgment  which  he  claimed  under  the 
assignment  from  the  Chehalls  Shingle  Com- 
pany;  and  on  June  30,  1893,  he  recovered  a 
judgment  for  the  sum  of  $632.34,  which  sum 
was  accordingly  paid  him  by  the  clerk  of  the 
court.    By   agreement   between  the   relator 
and  the  Chehalls  Shingle  Company,  the  re- 
lator was  to  pay  one-third  of  all  the  costs  and 
expenses  of  the  suit  against  Webster,  Kelso 
&  Dare,  and  the  judgment  which  be  recov- 
ered in  the  proceeding  lu  intervention  includ- 
ed certahi  witness  fees  which  be  alleged  that 
he  had  theretofore  paid.    The  judgment  and 
decision  of  the  court  In  favor  of  the  relator 
was  not  appealed  from  by  any  of  the  parties 
Interested  In  the  proceeding,  but  on  January 
26,  1894,  one  James  McAndrews  presented  to 
the  judge  of  said  court  a  petition  reciting  that 
be  was  a  witness  for  the  plaintiff  in  the  ac- 
tion brought  by  the  Chehalls  Shingle  Com- 
pany against  Webster,  Kelso  &  Dare,  and 
that  bis  fees,  charged  up  In  the  cost  bill  In 
that  action,  and  to  which  he  was  entitled, 
amounted  to  the  sum  of  $58.20,  which  sum 
has  not  been  paid  to  him,  or  any  part  thereof, 
except  the  sum  of  $23.75,  which  was  paid  to 
htm  by  said  Chehalls  Shingle  Company  Octo- 
ber 26,  1891;    that  said  Dodge  wrongfuUy 
claimed  and  received  from  the  clerk  of  this 
court  the  sum  of  $58.20,  witness  fees  belong- 
ing to  petitioner,  and  that  he  had  not  since 
paid  to  the  petitioner  the  said  sum  of  $58.20, 
or  any  part  thereof;   that  of  the  amount  so 
wrongfully  withdrawn  from  the  registry  of 
the  court  by  the  said  Dodge,  the  sum  of 
$34.45  belonged  to  and  should  be  paid  to  your 
petitioner;    and  the  petition  prayed  for  an 
order  directing  said   Dodge   to   return   into 
court  said  sum  of  $58.20,  withdrawn  by  him, 
and  that  the  court  order  and  direct  that  the 
amount  due  to  this  petitioner  for  his  witness 
fees,  when  paid  into  court,  be  paid   to  the 
petitioner.     This  petition  was  verified  by  the 
said  James  McAndrews.     The  judge  of  said 
court  thereupon  made  an  order  directing  the 
relator  to  appear  before  the  court  on  Febru- 
ary 5,  1895,  to  show  cause  why  the  prayer  of 
said  petition  should  not  be  granted,  aud  fur- 
ther ordered  and  directed  that  a  copy  of  the 
order  should  be  delivered  to  the  relator,  or  to 
his  attorney,  Edward  F.  Hunter.    In  accord- 
ance with  the  order  of  the  court,  a  copy  of 
the  petition  and  order  was  served  upon  the 
attorney  for  the  relator  on  January  26,  1894, 
as  shown  by  his  admission  indorsed  on  the 
original  petition  and  order.     On  February  5, 
1894,  the  relator,  by  his  attorney,  filed  a  mo- 
tion to  quash  the  court's  citation,  on  the 
grounds  (1)  that  same  was  not  Issued  In  the 
name  of  the  state  of  Washington;  (2)  that  It 
Is  not  signed  by  the  clerk  of  said  court;  and 
(3)  that  It  has  not  the  seal  of  the  court.    The 
r^ator  appeared  specially  for  the  purpose  of 
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this  motion.  The  court  oyermled  the  moHon 
to  quash,  and  the  relator  duly  excepted. 
Nothing  further  was  done  In  the  matter  un- 
til April  24,  1895,  when  a  notice  of  motion 
for  an  order  requiring  the  relator  to  pay  the 
money  into  court  was  served  upon  him,  re- 
quiring him  to  appear  before  the  court  on 
May  8,  1895.  The  relator  failed  to  appear  In 
response  to  that  notice,  and  the  court  made 
an  order  requiring  him  to  pay  the  money  to 
the  clerk  of  the  court,  and  directed  that  he  be 
cited  to  api)ear  In  court  on  the  3d  day  of 
June,  1895,  to  show  cause.  If  any  be  had,  why 
he  had  not  complied  with  the  order  of  the 
court.  In  response  to  this  order,  the  relator 
and  his  attorney  appeared  in  court  and  filed 
an  answer  setting  up  the  previous  orders  and 
proceedings  of  the  court.  Including  the  judg- 
ment in  his  favor  in  the  proceeding  in  inter- 
vention, and  claiming  that  that  judgment 
was  final  and  conclusive,  and  that  the  court 
did  not  have  jurisdiction  at  the  time  of  Issu- 
ing the  citation,  or  at  any  time  since,  over 
the  subject-matter  or  the  person  of  the  relat- 
or. The  petitioner,  by  his  attorneys,  moved 
to  strike  this  answer  from  the  files  for  the 
reason  that  it  was  not  responsive  to  the  alle- 
gations of  the  petition,  which  motion  was 
granted  by  the  court,  and  thereupon  the 
court  entered  a  peremptory  order  that  the  re- 
lator pay  the  said  sum  of  $58.20  to  the  clerk 
of  the  court.  A  stay  of  proceedings  was  then 
had,  by  agreement  of  the  parties,  for  the 
period  of  15  days.  The  relator  having  failed 
to  comply  with  this  last  order  of  the  court 
within  the  time  limited,  an  affidavit  was  pre- 
sented to  the  court  by  one  David  Stewart,  at- 
torney for  the  petitioner,  stating  the  fact  of 
noncompliance,  and  requesting  the  court  to 
make  an  order  compelling  the  relator  to  com- 
ply with  the  orders  of  the  court,  and  to  pun- 
ish him  as  for  a  contempt  of  court.  Upon 
the  presentation  of  this  alHdavlt  and  a  mo- 
tion founded  thereon,  the  court  directed  that 
a  warrant  of  arrest  issue  for  the  purpose  of 
bringing  the  relator  before  the  court  to  show 
cause  why  he  should  not  be  adjudged  guilty 
of  contempt,  which  was  accordingly  done. 
At  this  stage  of  the  proceedings,  the  relator 
applied  to  this  court  for  a  writ  of  prohibition 
to  restrain  the  court  from  further  proceeding 
in  the  matter  of  enforcing  the  order. 

It  Is  contended  here  by  the  relator,  as  It 
was  contended  at  all  stages  of  the  proceed- 
ings In  the  court  below,  that  the  court  had 
no  jurisdiction  to  make  the  order  which  It 
was  attempting  to  enforce.  On  the  other 
hand,  it  Is  Insisted  on  behalf  of  respondent 
that  the  court  had  Jurisdiction  to  hear  and 
determine  the  questions  presented  by  the  pe- 
tition of  McAndrews,  for  the  reason  that  the 
relator  had  Intervened  In  the  Insolvency  pro- 
ceeding of  the  Chehalis  Shingle  Company, 
and  was  therefore  bound  by  every  order 
made  therein  of  which  he  had  notice.  But  It 
is  difficult  to  perceive  how  the  fact  that  he 
intervened  In  that  proceeding  can  confer  ju- 
risdiction upon  the  court  In  this  matter.    We 


think  the  question  of  Jurisdiction  most  be 
determined  without  reference  to  that  action. 
It  must  be  recollected  that  the  petitioner, 
McAndrews,  bases  his  right  to  relief  upon 
the  fact  that  he  was  a  witness  In  the  case  of 
the  shingle  company  against  Webster.  Kelso 
&  Dare,  and  was  therefore  entitled  to  a  por- 
tion of  the  costs  taxed  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiffs in  that  case  as  witness  fees.  He  was 
not  a  party  either  to  that  action  or  to  the 
insolvency  proceedings,  and  if  the  object  of 
his  petition  was  to  set  aside  or  modify  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  in  favor  of  the  rela- 
tor, then  It  Is  evident  that  be  did  not  pro- 
ceed In  accordance  with  the  provisions  of  the 
statute.  Furthermore,  not  having  been  a 
party  to  the  proceeding  in  which  he  has  as- 
sumed to  entitle  his  petition,  he  had  no  right 
to  move  to  set  aside  the  Judgment  in  any 
event.  It  is  only  a  party  to  an  action  who 
Is  entitled  to  move  to  set  aside  the  Judgment 
See  Code  Proc.  tit.  14.  If  the  petitioner  had 
any  claim  for  fees  or  anything  else  against 
the  relator,  it  was  his  duty  to  Institute  some 
proceeding  In  accordance  with  law  directly 
against  the  relator  for  the  recovery  of  the 
amount  of  his  claim.  This  be  did  not  do  in 
this  instance.  His  petition  cannot  be  consid- 
ered a  complaint,  because  it  Is  not  such  ei- 
ther in  form  or  substance,  and  apparently 
was  not  Intended  to  be  such.  Oonceding  all 
of  the  facts  stated  in  it  to  be  true,  it  is  man- 
ifest that  he  has  no  cause  of  action  of  any 
character  whatever  against  the  relator.  He 
has,  by  his  own  showing,  no  Interest  In  the 
costs  taxed  in  the  Judgment  against  Web- 
ster, Keiao  &  Dare,  as  a  witness  or  other- 
wise. Now,  it  has  been  said  by  ttie  highest 
authority  that  jurisdiction  is  the  power  to 
hear  and  determine  a  cause  (U.  S.  v.  Arredon- 
do,  6  Pet.  691);  but  the  power  to  bear  and 
determine  must  be  exercised  in  accordance 
with  the  modes  prescribed  by  law.  And 
though  the  jurisdiction  of  a  court  may  he 
undoubted,  its  decision  may  nevertheless  be 
invalid  for  the  reason  that  it  is  not  such  as 
is  authorized  by  law.  As  to  Jurisdiction,  it 
Is  said  by  a  text  writer  of  r^ute  that: 
"There  must  be  a  right  In  dispute  betn-een 
two  or  more  parties;  a  proceeding,  commen- 
ced under  the  proper  rules  of  the  law;  pro- 
cess, formal  In  its  character,  served  on  the 
opposite  party  or  parties  to  the  proceeding; 
the  subject-matter  must  be  one  that  the  court 
is  empowered  to  hear  and  determine;  the 
parties  must  Iiave  the  right  to  be  heard,  and 
be  within  the  Jurisdiction  of  tbe  court,  or 
the  property,  if  that  be  the  subject  of  the 
action,  must  be  within  such  jurisdiction;  and 
the  owner  or  t>«r8on  having  the  right  to  claim 
it,  or  to  be  heard,  must  be  notified  as  required 
by  law  of  the  pendency  of  the  proceeding." 
Brown,  Jur.  §  1.  The  same  writer  (section  3), 
in  speaking  of  tbe  mode  of  exercising  Judicial 
power,  f  urth»  says:  "Ordinarily  there  must 
be  a  petition  or  declaration,  filed  in  the  tri- 
bunal having  the  capacity  or  Jurisdiction  to 
hear,  try,  and  determine  the  particular  quea- 
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tlon  inTolTed,  and  tbls  must  set  forth  a  state 
of  facts  showing  that  a  controversy  exists 
between  the  plaintlfF  and  defendant,  that  the 
defendant  or  his  property  is  within  the  Juris- 
diction of  the  court,  or  may  be  brought  by 
process  within  it,  and  that  the  plaintiff  has 
the  right  or  capacity  to  sue,  setting  forth 
such  a  right  to  the  subject  of  the  action  as 
gives  a  sufficient  interest  in  the  plaintlfF  or 
complainant  to  bring  the  suit."  And  in 
Wladsor  v.  McVdgh,  93  TJ.  S.  274,  the  court 
says:  "A  departure  from  established  modes 
of  procedure  will  often  render  the  judgment 
void.  Thus,  the  sentence  of  a  person  charged 
with  felony,  upon  conviction  by  the  court 
without  the  Intervention  of  a  Jury,  would  be 
invalid  for  any  purpose.  The  decree  of  a 
court  of  equity  upon  oral  allegations,  with- 
out written  pleadings,  would  be  an  Idle  act, 
of  no  force  beycmd  that  of  an  advisory  pro- 
ceeding of  the  chancellor.  And  the  reason  is 
that  the  courts  are  not  authorized  to  exert 
their  power  In  that  way." 

Even  if  it  be  conceded  that,  in  this  instance, 
the  court  bad  Jurisdiction  of  the  subject-mat- 
ter and  of  tl»e  relator,  it  does  not  follow,  ac- 
cording to  the  principles  laid  down  in  the 
above  authorities,  that  it  had  the  right  or 
power  to  make  the  order  which  it  is  attempt- 
ing to  enforce.  In  fact,  it  appears  that  the 
court  clearly  transcended  its  power  in  mak- 
ing the  order.  It  assumed  to  act  without  the 
filing  of  a  complaint,  and  to  determine  with- 
out luvestigation  or  proof.  This  was  an  at- 
tempt to  give  effect  to  the  will  of  the  court, 
rather  than  that  of  the  law.  When  the  court 
struck  out  the  answer  of  the  relator,  which 
was  certainly  relevant  and  material,  as  it 
was  In  effect  a  plea  to  the  Jurisdiction  of 
the  court,  it  committed  error,  and  when  it 
entered  an  order  without  a  bearing  its  act 
was  contrary  to  a  fundamental  principle  of 
law.  We  have  seen  that,  in  order  to  try  and 
determine  a  controversy,  the  defendant  must 
be  brought  before  the  court  by  some  process 
known  to  the  statute.  In  this  case  that  was 
not  done.  The  order  of  the  court  was  sub- 
stituted for  the  summons  provided  for  by 
law,  and  even  the  substituted  process  or  "ci- 
tation" should  have  been  quashed  on  motion 
of  the  relator  for  the  causes  stated  therein. 
It  Is  evident  that  the  petitioner  could  have 
no  right  to  any  part  of  the  Judgment  in  a 
cause  by  reason  of  his  having  been  a  witness 
therein.  It  is  also  evident,  from  the  record 
and  the  law  governing  the  procedure  of 
courts,  that  the  learned  court  exceeded  Its 
power  and  Jurisdiction  in  making  the  order 
in  question;  and,  the  order  being  illegal  and 
Invalid,  It  follows  that  the  relator  cannot  be 
punished  for  a  contempt  in  violating  it.  See 
People  V.  O'Neil,  47  Cal.  109;  Ex  parte  H<ri- 
lls,  59  Cal.  405;  Brown  v.  Moore,  61  Cal.  432; 
Leopold  V.  People  (111.  Sup.)  30  N.  B.  348. 
Let  the  writ  of  prohibition  issue. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  SCOTT,  DUNBAR,  and 
GORDON,  JJ.,  concur. 


MACKAT  ▼.  BLWOOD. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Sept.  18, 
1895.) 

CoRPORATioss — Action  on  Subscription  bt  As- 

BIOKEE. 

1.  Where  It  was  alleged,  in  an  action  by  an 
assignee  to  recover  the  unpaid  balance  on  a. 
subscription  to  stock,  that  the  corporation  was 
duly  organized  and  existing,  it  was  not  neces- 
sary to  allecc  that  all  the  capital  stock  bad 
been  subscribed. 

2.  It  is  no  defense  to  an  action  by  an  as- 
signee to  recover  the  unpaid  balance  on  a  sub- 
scription to  stock  that  no  call  bad  been  made 
by  the  directors  prior  to  the  assignment,  where 
the  assets  of  the  corporation,  including  unpaid 
subscriptions,  were  insufficient  to  meet  its  lia- 
bilities. 

3.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  unpaid  bal- 
ance to  a  subseription  for  stock  it  cannot  be 
shown  as  a  defense  under  a  general  denial  that 
all  the  capital  stock  was  not  subscribed  for.        , 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Whatcom  coun- 
ty;  .Tolin  R.  Winn,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  D.  Mackay,  assignee  of  the 
W.  J.  Pratt  Hardware  Company,  against 
John  Elwood,  to  recover  the  unpaid  balance 
of  the  purchase  price  of  certain  stock.  From 
a  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  from  an  order 
denying  his  motion  for  a  new  trial,  defend- 
ant appeals.    Affirmed. 

Fairchild  &  Rawson,  for  appellant  Kerr 
&  McCord,  for  respondent. 

GORDON,  J.  In  1890  the  Pratt  Hardware 
Company  filed  its  articles  of  Incorporation 
pitrsuant  to  the  laws  of  this  state,  and  com- 
menced business  in  the  city  of  Whatcom, 
with  a  capital  stock  of  ?40,000,  divided  into 
400  shares  of  the  par  value  of  $100  each.  In 
June,  1892,  a  receiver  was  appointed  for  said 
corporation,  who  qualified,  and  took  posses- 
sion of  Its  assets.  Thereafter  said  corpora- 
tion made  an  assignment  of  all  of  its  assets 
to  Charles  Requa,  for  the  benefit  of  all  Its 
creditors  pro  rata  In  proportion  to  their  re- 
spective claims,  which  deed  of  assignment 
was  executed  in  pursuance  of  the  resolution 
of  the  board  of  directors  of  said  corporation, 
acting  under  the  authority  and  direction  of 
its  stockholders.  The  assignee  qualified, 
and  b^;an  proceedings  to  remove  the  receiv- 
er, and  to  possess  himself  of  the  property  of 
the  corporation,  pending  which  proceedings 
the  respondent,  Mackay,  was  selected  to  act  as 
assignee  by  the  creditors  of  said  corporation 
at  a  meeting  called  for  that  purpose.  There- 
upon said  Requa  (the  original  assignee),  in 
pursuance  of  an  order  of  court,  and  of  a  mu- 
tual arrangement  between  all  parties  con- 
cerned, made  in  open  court,  deeded  all  the 
property  of  said  corporation  to  respondent, 
and  the  receiver  surrendered  to  him  the  pos- 
session thereof.  Said  Mackay  qualified  as 
assignee,  and  proceeded  to  dispose  of  the 
property  of  the  estate,  realizing  therefor 
about  $7,000;  and  claims  of  creditors  were 
filed  with  and  allowed  by  him  aggregating 

upwards  of  $21,000.     At  the  time  of  said  as- 
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Blgnment  there  was  due  the  corporation  from 
Tarlons  stockholders  upon  unpaid  stock  sub- 
scriptions about  $10,000,  which  amount  (if 
fully  paid  in),  together  with  the  other  assets 
of  the  corporation,  would  have  been  inade- 
quate to  discharge  the  Indebtedness  owing 
by  the  estate.  The  assignee  having  made 
application  to  the  superior  court  of  Whatcom 
county  for  that  purpose,  a  call  was  issued 
for  the  balance  remaining  unpaid  upon  sub- 
scriptions to  the  stock  of  said  corporation. 
Appellant  was  a  subscriber  originally  to  10 
shares  of  said  stock  (of  the  par  value  of  $!,• 
000),  and  thereafter,  and  In  addition  to  said 
subscription,  had  agreed  orally  to  take  an 
additional  40  shares  of  said  stock  (amounting 
to  the  par  value  of  $4,000),  and  had  paid 
Into  the  treasury  of  said  corporation,  on  ac- 
count of  the  said  subscription,  the  sum  of 
$3,750,  prior  to  the  making  of  said  assign- 
ment, leaving  an  unpaid  balance  of  $1,250, 
to  recover  which  last-mentioned  sum  this  ac- 
tion (after  the  making  of  saia  call,  demand, 
and  refusal  of  payment)  was  instituted  in 
the  superior  court  A  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint having  been  overruled,  appellant  an- 
swered by  a  general  denial;  and  from  a  judg- 
ment on  the  verdict  of  a  Jury  In  favor  of  the 
respondent,  and  from  an  order  denying  ap- 
pellant's motion  for  a  new  trial  below,  this 
appeal  was  taken. 

It  is  first  contended  that  the  court  below 
erred  In  overruling  the  demurrer  to  the  com- 
plaint, and  counsel  for  appellant  urges  in 
this  court  that  said  complaint  is  defective  In 
that  It  does  appear  therefrom  (1)  that  the 
capital  stock  of  said  corporation  had  been 
all  subscribed;  (2)  that  It  affirmatively  ap- 
pears that  at  the  time  of  the  execution  of  the 
deed  by  the  corporation  to  Requa  no  call  had 
been  made  by  the  trustees  for  the  balance 
remaining  unpaid  upon  appellant's  stock  sub- 
scription. In  answer  to  the  first  objection, 
It  Is  sufficient  to  say  that,  for  the  purposes 
of  this  action,  it  was  not  necessary  for  the 
pleader,  in  framing  bis  complaint,  to  allege 
that  all  of  the  stock  of  the  corporation  had 
been  subscribed,  nor  to  anticipate  defenses 
growing  out  of  Irregularities  In  the  organiza- 
tion of  the  corporation.  The  complaint, 
among  other  things,  alleges  that  the  "W. 
J.  Pratt  Hardware  Company  is,  and  at  and 
during  all  the  time  hereinafter  mentioned  has 
been,  a  duly-organized  and  existing  corpora- 
tion." This  allegation  we  think  sufficient 
Boone,  Code  PI.  $  138,  and  authorities  there 
cited.  As  a  general  rule.  It  is  weU  settled 
that  a  want  of  capacity  to  sue  must  appear 
from  the  facts  that  are  stated,  and  not  from 
the  omission  of  facts  that  would  have  ex- 
posed such  want.  Id.  $  48.  The  remaining 
objection  to  the  complaint  Involves  necessa- 
rily a  consideration  of  the  nature  and  effect 
of  the  original  deed  of  assignment  by  the 
corporation  to  Requa.  The  appellant  Insists 
that  the  law  of  this  state  governing  assign- 
ments for  the  benefit  of  creditors  has  no  ap- 
plication to  insolvent  corporations,  and  such 


was  the  holding  of  this  court  In  Nyman  v. 
Berry,  3  Wash.  St  784,  29  Pac.  557,  In  con- 
struing the  provisions  of  chapter  143  of  the 
Code  of  1881.  An  examination  convinces  us 
that  the  reasons  for  the  holding  In  Nyman 
T.  Berry  are  aa  applicable  to  the  existing 
statute  as  to  the  one  under  consideration  <n 
that  case,  and  that  the  ccmtentton  of  appel- 
lant In  this  regard  must  be  npheld.  But 
respondent  Insists  that  the  assignment  Is  suf- 
ficient and  effectual  as  a  common-law  deed 
of  assignment  In  Nyman  v.  Berry,  supra, 
this  court  held  that  In  this  state  an  insolvent 
corporation  might  make  a  common-law  deed 
of  assignment  of  all  Its  pn^ierty  to  a  tmstee 
toe  the  benefit  of  all  Its  creditors.  That  a 
corporation,'  unless  restrained  by  the  act  un- 
der which  It  la  Incorporated,  or  prevented  by 
other  provision  of  statute,  may  assign  Its 
property  to  a  trustee,  to  sell  the  same!,  and 
apply  the  proceeds  to  the  payment  of  its 
debts.  Is  fully  sustained  by  the  authorities. 
Ardesco  Oil  Co.  t.  North  American  Oil  & 
Mining  Co.,  66  Pa.  8t  375;  De  Rnyter  t. 
St  Peter's  Church,  3  Barb.  Ob.  119;  RoUns 
T.  Kmbry,  Smedes  &  M.  Cb.  207;  Dana  v. 
Bank,  6  Watts  &  S.  223;  Haxtun  v.  Bishop, 
3  Wend.  13;  Lenox  v.  Roberts,  2  Wheat.  373. 
The  appellant  seems  to  concede  that  the  as- 
signment to  Requa  was  effectual  as  a  com- 
mon-law asslgnmoit  but  contends  that  a 
stockholder  is  not  liable  on  a  stock  subscrip- 
tion until  after  a  call  or  assessment  is  made 
by  the  directors  of  such  corporation;  and 
that  inasmuch  as  no  call  therefor  had  been 
made  at  the  time  of  the  assignment  to  Re- 
qua, his  liability  had  not  ripened  into  an  ob- 
ligation upon  which  an  action  could  be  main- 
tained, and  was  not  at  that  time  an  existing 
asset  and  did  not  pass  by  the  deed  to  the 
trustee.  We  are  unable  to  find  any  author- 
ity that  will  support  this  contention.  1 
HUl's  Code,  i  1511,  provides:  '••  •  ♦  Each 
and  every  stockholder  shall  be  personally  lia- 
ble to  the  creditors  of  the  company,  to  the 
amount  of  what  remains  unpaid  upon  his 
subscription  to  the  capital  stock,  and  not 
otherwise."  It  has  long  been  the  settled  rule 
In  this  country  that  the  assets  of  a  corpora- 
tion constitute  a  trust  fund  for  the  x>ayment 
of  all  its  creditors,  and  every  stockholder  is 
conclusively  charged  with  notice  of  the  trust 
character  which  it  attaches  to  the  capital 
stock.  Clapp  V.  Peterson,  104  111.  26;  Wood 
V.  Dummer,  3  Mason,  308,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  17,- 
944;  Bank  v.  Douglass,  1  McCrary,  86,  Fed. 
Cas.  No.  14,375.  The  supreme  court  of  the 
United  States,  In  Sanger  v.  Upton,  91  U.  S. 
66,  say:  "The  capital  stock  of  an  Incorporat- 
ed company  Is  a  fund  set  apart  for  the  pay- 
ment of  its  debts.  It  is  a  substitute  for  the 
personal  liability  which  subsists  in  private 
copartnerships.  •  •  *  It  is  publicly  pledged 
to  those  who  deal  with  the  corporation,  for 
their  security.  Unpaid  stock  Is  as  much  a 
part  of  this  pledge,  and  as  much  a  part  of  the 
assets  of  the  company,  as  the  cash  which  has 
been  paid  in  upon  It     Creditors  have  the 
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same  right  to  look  to  It  as  to  anything  else, 
and  the  same  right  to  insist  upon  its  pay- 
ment as  upon  the  payment  of  any  otlier  debt 
due  to  the  company.  As  regards  creditors, 
there  Is  no  distinction  between  such  a  de- 
mand and  any  other  asset  which  may  form 
a  part  of  the  property  and  effects  of  the  cor- 
p<M-ation."  The  authorities  upon  this  propo- 
sition are  orerwheiming  and  conclusive.  Car- 
ran  V.  Arkansas,  15  How.  301;  Slee  T.  Bloom, 
19  Johns.  40&;  Brlggs  t.  Fenniman,  8  Cow. 
387;  Ward  t.  Manufacturing  Co.,  16  Conn. 
edS;  Fowler  t.  Robinson,  31  Me.  189;  Bank 
V.  Douglass,  supra;  Wait,  Insolv.  Corp.  141. 
Nor  can  the  appellant— a  stockholder  of  an 
Instdvent  corporation— be  heard  to  urge  the 
objection  that  the  directors  of  ills  company 
failed  to  make  a  call  for  the  balance  remain- 
ing unpaid  upon  the  subscription,  where,  as 
here,  it  Is  established  that  the  Indebtedness 
of  the  corporation  largely  exceeded  its  cor- 
porate assets,  inclusive  of  unpaid  subscrip- 
tion. Upon  this  point  the  supreme  court  of 
the  United  States,  speaking  by  Mr.  Justice 
Strong,  in  Hatch  v.  Dana,  101  U.  S.  20a,  say: 
"Assuming  that  such  a  clause  In  the  sub- 
scription ["payable  as  called  for  by  the  com- 
pany"] meant  more  than  an  agreement  to 
pay  on  demand,  and  that  it  contemplated  a 
formal  call  upon  all  subscribers  to  the  stock 
of  the  company,  the  subscriptions  were  still 
in  the  nature  of  a  fund  for  the  payment  of 
the  company's  debts,  and  it  was  the  duty  of 
the  company  to  make  the  calls  whenever  the 
funds  were  needed  for  such  payment  If 
they  were  not  made,  the  officers  of  the  com- 
pany violated  tUeIr  trust,  held  both  for  the 
stockholders  and  the  company;  and  It  would 
seem  to  be  singular  If  the  stockholders  could 
protect  themselves  from  paying  what  they 
owe  by  setting  up  the  default  of  their  own 
agents.  *  *  •  It  is  well  settled  that  a  court 
of  equity  may  enforce  payment  of  stock 
subscriptions  though  thei-e  have  been  no 
calls  for  them  by  the  company."  We  think, 
also,  that  from  the  time  of  an  assignment  by 
a  corporation,  the  obligation  of  each  stock- 
holder to  make  payment  of  tlie  amount  re- 
maining unpaid  on  his  subscription  to  stock, 
or  so  much  thereof  as  might  be  necessary  to 
satisfy  the  indebtedness  of  the  corporation, 
must  be  treated  as  a  debt  that  is  presently 
due  because,  after  the  assignment,  no  power 
remains  in  the  directors  to  make  a  call,  and 
it  would  be  contrary  to  all  considerations  of 
right  to  permit  the  stockholder  thereby  to 
avoid  making  payment  for  his  stock  as 
against  creditors  of  the  corporation.  But, 
however  this  may  be,  a  call  was  made  by 
direction  of  the  court  prior  to  the  institution 
of  this  suit,  and  this  was  at  least  sufficient. 
Sanger  t.  Upton,  supra;  Cook,  Stock  & 
Stockh.  (2d  Ed.)  207;  Marson  v.  Deither 
(Minn.)  52  N.  W.  38.  In  the  case  last  cited, 
the  court  say:  "The  cause  of  action  alleged 
is  founded  on  the  subscription  contract.  Of 
course,  the  money  did  not  become  due  or 
payable  until  a  call  had  been  made  by  the 


directors,  or  some  authorized  -  demand  for 
payment  made,  equivalent  to  such  a  call. 
But  this  is  but  a  step  in  the  process  of  col- 
lection, and  the  order  of  court,  which  was 
equivalent  to  a  'call,'  was  pleaded,  not  as 
the  basis  of  defendant's  liability,  but  to  show 
that  the  money  had  become  due  and  payable 
according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract  The 
authority  and  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  in 
which  the  Insolvency  proceedings  were  pend- 
ing to  make  an  order  requiring  payment  of 
unpaid  stock  subscriptions,  as  the  directors 
might  have  done  before  the  insolvency  pro- 
ceedings, is  so  well  established  as  hardly  to 
require  the  citation  of  authorities.  The 
court  will,  in  such  cases,  do,  in  belialf  of 
credltcws,  what  it  is  the  duty  of  the  corpora- 
tion to  do  in  respect  to  calls,  and  may  itself 
make  the  call,  although,  by  the  terms  of  the 
contract  of  subscription,  the  money  Is  pay- 
able on  the  call  of  the  directors."  We  think 
that  the  deed  from  Requa  to  the  respondent 
was,  under  the  circumstances  of  this  case, 
sufficient  to  invest  him  with  all  the  rights, 
and  subjected  him  to  all  of  the  duties  and 
responsibilities,  Imposed  upon  Requa  by  the 
original  deed.  In  any  event,  the  respondent, 
pursuant  to  the  arrangement  already  noticed, 
undertook  to  execute  the  trust,  and  has  near- 
ly completed  It,  and  the  appellant  Is  not  in 
a  x)oaltlon  to  assail  his  right  to  do  so.  The 
demurrer  was  properly  overruled. 

The  other  errors  complained  of  need  but 
little  attention.    They  relate  mainly  to  ob- 
jections at  the  trial,  raising  in  different  forms 
the  questions  which  have  already  been  con- 
sidered in  this  opinion.     The  court  did  not 
err  in  overruling  the  motion  for  nonsuit,  nor 
in  denying  appellant's  request  for  a  peremp- 
tory Instruction  In  his  favor  at  the  close  of 
the  evidence.     Upon  the  trial,  the  app^ant 
was  permitted  (over  the  objection  of  respond- 
ent at  tlie  time)  to  offer  proof  that  all  of  the 
capital  stock  of  the  corporation  had  not  l>een 
subscribed,  and  in  rebuttal  the  respondent 
submitted  testimony  tending  to  show  acts 
and  conduct  upon  the  part  of  the  appellant 
amounting  to  an  estoppel.     Wo  think  it  very 
clear  that  under  the  pleadings  the  appellant 
was  not  entitled  to  show  that  all  of  the  capi- 
tal stock  had   not  been   subscribed.      That 
question  was  not  Involved  in  the  issue  Joined, 
and,  while  a  good  defense  when  properly  set 
up,  could  not  be  litigated  under  a  general  de- 
nial.    Hence  the  proof  should  have  been  ex- 
,  eluded,  and  appellant  cannot  be  heard  to 
'  complain  of  the  court's  instructions  to  the 
I  Jury  as  to  what  acts  and  conduct  would 
I  estop  the  appellant  from  urging  the  nonsub- 
I  scriptlon  of  all  of  the  capital  stock  as  a  de- 
I  fense.     The  instruction  complained  of  was 
;  more  favorable  to  the  appellant  than  the  con- 
!  ditlon  of  the  pleadings  entitled  him  to.     We 
may  add  that  it  is  not  apparent  that  the  in- 
struction was  prejudicial  to  the  appellant, 
even  were  we  to  hold  that  the  inquiry  to 
which  it  was  applicable  was  a  proper  one 
for  the  consideration  of  the  Jury.    Finding 
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no  reversible  error  In  the  record,  the  Judg- 
ment Is  affirmed. 

HOYT,  C.  J.,  and  ANDERS,  J.,  concur. 


COCHRANE  et  al.  v.  KING  COUNTY  et  aL 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washington.     Aug.  10, 
1895.) 

AePEAL  of  STA.TDTIt — ERECTION  OF  CODKTI  BOILD- 

mas. 

1.  Code  1881, 1 2688,  provided  that  the  comi- 
ty commissioners  should  submit  an  estimate  for 
county  buildings  to  the  people,  and.  if  a  ma- 
jority voted  in  favor  of  erection,  should  levy 
and  collect  a  aoecial  tax  in  the  same  manner  as 
other  county  taxes  are  collected.  Section  2684 
nrovided  that  the  act  should  not  prevent  the 
commissioners  from  erecting  buildings  when 
there  were  funds  in  the  treasury  sufficient  for 
that  purpose.  Act  Feb.  3,  1886,  amended  sec- 
tion 2683  of  the  Code  of  1881,  but  left  the 
above  provision  in  such  section  unchanged. 
Laws  1887-88,  p.  74,  relating  to  the  same  sub- 
ject-matter, provided  that  the  commissioners 
could  incur  an  indebtedness  not  exceeding  1  per 
cent,  of  the  value  of  the  taxable  property  of  the 
county  for  the  purpose  of  erecting  county  build- 
ings without  submitting  the  question  to  a  vote 
of  the  people,  and  expressly  repealed  Act  Feb. 
3,  1886.  Hdrf,  that  Code  1881,  §f  2683,  2684, 
were  also  repealed. 

2.  Act  March  21,  1890,  relating  to  the  same 
subject-matter  as  Acts  1887-88,  p.  74,  and  pro- 
viding that  the  county  commissioners  may  incur 
indebtedness  to  the  extent  of  1%  per  cent,  for 
general  county  purposes  without  submitting  the 
question  to  a  vote  of  the  people,  does  not  re- 
peal the  latter  act,  but.  in  case  it  did  so  oper- 
ate, would  not  revive  Code  1881,  S§  26811,  2»W4, 
which  were  repealed  by  Acts  1887-88,  p.  74. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  King  county; 
J.  W.  Langley,  Judge. 

Action  by  William  Cochrane  and  others 
against  the  county  of  King  and  others,  to  re- 
strain the  carrying  out  of  county  contracts, 
and  the  payment  of  •warrants  pursuant  there- 
to. Judgment  for  defendants,  and  plaintiffs 
appeal.    Affirmed. 

Greene  &  Turner,  for  appellants.  White, 
Munday  &  Fulton  and  S.  H.  Piles,  for  re- 
spondents. 

HOYT,  C.  J.  This  action  was  brought  by 
certain  taxpayers  of  King  county  against 
such  county,  Its  board  of  county  commission- 
ers, treasurer,  and  auditor,  and  W.  A.  Ritchie 
and  John  Rlgby,  for  the  purjwse  of  Imvtug 
certain  contracts  made  in  behalf  of  .said  coun- 
ty with  said  Ritchie  and  Rlgby  declared  in- 
valid, and  to  restrain  the  officers  of  the  coun- 
ty from  further  proceeding  in  the  execution 
of  said  contracts,  and  the  treasurer  from  pay- 
ing the  warrants  already  issued  in  payment 
of  services  rendered  In  pursuance  thereof.  A 
demurrer  to  the  complaint  was  sustained  by 
the  superior  court,  and  judgment  rendered 
thereon  dismissing  the  action.  The  contracts 
in  question  had  reference  to  the  erection  of  a 
building  for  the  county  to  be  used  in  the  care 
and  maintenance  of  its  paupers.  It  appeared 
from  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  that 
there  was  no  money  on  hand  to  pay  for  the 


erection  of  the  building,  and  that  by  Use 
terms  of  the  contracts  the  services  performed 
In  its  erection  were  to  be  paid  for  by  war- 
rants drawn  upon  the  county  treasurer.  It 
was  further  alleged  In  the  complaint  that  at 
no  time  had  said  defendants  Gasch,  Wood- 
ing, and  Rutherfwd,  or  any  of  them,  as  coun- 
ty commissioners  or  otherwise,  ever  estimat- 
ed the  cost  of  said  building  and  submitted 
the  same  to  the  people  of  their  county  at  the 
then  next  general  election,  or  given  notice 
that  the  same  would  be  submitted  at  any 
election,  nor  had  the  same  ever  been  submit- 
ted to  or  voted  upon  by  the  i»eople  of  the 
county. 

It  is  evident,  from  the  language  of  the  com- 
plaint, that  It  was  drawn  upon  the  theory 
that  sections  2682-2684  of  the  Code  of  1881 
were  in  force,  and  that  by  virtue  of  their  pro- 
visions It  was  not  within  the  power  of  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  to  provide  for 
the  erection  of  the  building  without  having 
first  submitted  the  question  to  the  people,  as 
provided  for  in  said  section  2683.  If  the  sec- 
tions above  referred  to  were  In  force,  there 
was  foundation  for  the  theory  upon  which 
the  complaint  was  drawn,  though  it  might  be 
an  open  question,  even  then,  whether  or  not 
their  provisions  had  any  reference  to  the  In- 
curring of  indebtedness  by  the  board  of  cotm- 
ty  commissioners  for  any  proper  county  pur- 
pose. It  might  be  contended  that  the  only 
thing  that  was  prohibited,  in  connection  with 
the  erection  of  such  buildings,  was  the  levy 
of  a  special  tax  therefor.  Neither  of  the  sec- 
tions In  any  manner  refers  to  the  contracting 
of  indebtedness.  The  first  provides  that  the 
board  of  county  commissioners  shall  have  no 
power  to  levy  a  special  tax  except  in  the 
manner  hereinafter  provided.  The  second 
provides  that.  If  they  think  the  public  good 
requires  a  county  building,  they  shall  submit 
the  estimate  thereof  to  the  people,  and  if  a 
majority  vote  in  favor  of  the  proposition, 
shall  levy  and  collect  a  special  tax  in  tlie 
same  manner  as  other  county  taxes  are  col- 
lected. The  third  provides  that  nothing  in 
the  act  shall  be  so  construed  as  to  prevent 
the  board  of  county  commissioners  from  erect- 
ing such  buildings  wlien  there  are  funds  in 
the  treasury  of  the  county  sufficient  for  that 
purpose.  It  is  clear  that  neither  the  first  nor 
second  section  in  any  manner  relate  to  the 
incurring  of  indebtedness  for  coimty  pur- 
poses, but  it  might  be  held  that  the  third 
only  authorized  the  erection  of  such  buildings 
(except  in  pursuance  of  the  provisions  of  the 
preceding  setrtlon)  when  there  were  funds  in 
the  treasury  sufficient  for  the  purpose,  and 
by  inference  prohibited  the  incurring  of  any 
indebtedness  in  behalf  of  the  county  for  that 
jjurpose.  It  is  not  necessary  for  us  to  de- 
termine as  to  whether  or  not  these  sections 
prohibit  the  board  of  cotmty  commissioners 
from  running  the  county  in  debt  in  the  erec- 
tion of  county  buildings.  That  question  was 
only  suggested  upon  the  argument,  and  what 
we  have  said  has  not  been  because  of  the 
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necessity  of  deciding  the  question,  bnt  for 
the  reasm  that  the  proviBlons  In  that  regard 
might  haye  some  Influence  upon  the  Qoestion 
to  which  the  argument  vaa  mainly  directed. 
That  was  as  to  the  effect  of  subsequent  legis- 
lation upon  said  sections  of  the  Code.  Feb- 
ruary 8,  1886,  an  act  was  passed  amending 
section  2683  (Laws  of  1885-86,  p.  172),  but 
such  amendment  left  the  section,  so  far  as  the 
questions  under  consideration  are  concerned, 
substantially  the  same  as  It  was  before.  In 
1888  another  act  was  passed  (Laws  1887-88, 
p.  74),  which,  it  Is  claimed  on  the  part  of  the 
respondents,  repealed  by  Implication  all  of 
the  sections  of  the  Ck>de  abore  referred  to. 
On  the  part  of  the  appellants  It  la  contwtded 
thct  such  act  bad  no  such  effect  They  found 
this  contention  largely  upon  the  fact  that 
there  was  no  general  repealing  clause  con- 
tained In  the  act,  while  there  was  a  special 
repeal  of  the  act  of  February  3,  188&  The 
proylslons  of  the  act  under  consideration  are 
such  that  It  la  clear  that  the  legislature  In^ 
tended  to  affect  other  sections  of  the  Code 
than  the  one  si>eclally  repealed.  This  being 
so,  it  most  be  held  that  the  object  of  the 
legislature  in  specially  repealing  the  act  of 
1886  was  to  put  all  of  the  sections  of  the 
Code  Intended  to  be  affected  upon  the  same 
basis,  so  that  they  would  be  affected  In  a  like 
manner  by  the  proylsiona  of  the  act,  and  all 
repealed  so  far,  and  only  so  far,  as  incon- 
sistent with  Its  provisions.  This  being  so,  it 
follows,  upon  familiar  principles,  that  sec- 
tions 2683  and  2684  were  repealed  by  the 
act  If  it  in  substance  related  to  and  covered 
the  whole  of  the  same  subject-matter.  An 
examination  of  Its  provisions  compels  us  to 
agree  with  the  claim  of  the  respcMidents  that 
the  subject-matter  embodied  in  said  sections 
2683  and  26S4  was  so  covered  by  the  proyt- 
sions  of  the  act  that  they  were  repealed 
thereby;  and  it  follows  that,  after  its  enact- 
ment, the  powers  of  the  board  of  county 
commissioners  in  relation  to  the  incurring  of 
Indebtedness  for  all  county  purposes,  includ- 
ing the  erection  of  buildings  for  the  county, 
were  governed  thereby.  And  since  It  Is 
clear  that  thereunder  the  board  ot  county 
commissioners  could  incur  an  Indebtedness 
not  exceeding  1  per  cent  of  the  value  of  the 
taxable  property  of  the  county  for  the  pur- 
pose of  erecting  a  county  building  without 
the  submission  of  the  question  to  a  vote  of 
the  people,  and  since  there  is  no  allegation 
in  the  complaint  that  the  indebtedneea  to  be 
incurred  in  the  erection  of  the  building  In 
question,  added  to  all  the  other  Indebtedness 
of  the  cotml7,  would  exceed  1  per  cent  of 
the  valuation  of  Its  taxable  property,  it  must 
follow  that,  if  this  law  was  still  in  force,  the 
county  commissioners  did  not  exceed  their 
authority  In  letting  the  contracts  In  question, 
and  that  the  proceedings  thereunder,  and  the 
warrants  Issued  In  pursuance  thereof,  were 
legal  and  of  full  force. 

The  only  statute  which,  it  is  claimed,  had 
•ay  effect  upon  this  one  Is  that  of  March  21, 


iSdO  (Sess.  Laws  188&-M,  p.  87).  This  stat- 
ute provides  that  a  county,  by  Its  board  of 
suxiervlsorB,  may  Incur  indebtedness  to  the 
extent  of  l\i  per  cent,  for  general  county  pur- 
Iiasefl  without  submlasion  of  the  question  to 
a  vote  of  the  people.  It  also  contains  a  pro- 
vision that  further  Indebtedness  may  be  In- 
curred for  strictly  county  purposes  when  au- 
thorized by  such  a  vote.  This  act  contains 
no  repealing  clause,  and  if  it  bad  any  effect 
on  the  act  of  1888,  It  was  by  implication  only. 
If  It  had  the  effect  of  repealing  It,  It  was  be- 
cause the  entire  subject-matter  was  enacted 
upon,  and  If  this  was  so,  the  effect  of  such  ro- 
peal  would  not  be  to  revive  the  sections  ot 
the  Code  repealed  by  the  act  of  1888,  as  con- 
tended by  the  appellants.  If  the  act  of  1888 
had  been  specially  repealed  in  one  not  cover- 
ing its  entire  subject-matter,  such  contention 
of  the  appellants  could  be  successfully  main- 
tained. But  it  Is  evident  that  the  effect  of  a 
repeal,  flowing  from  the  fact  that  the  entire 
subject-matter  of  the  act  had  been  Included 
In  a  subsequent  statute,  would  not  be  to  i«- 
yive  a  former  statute,  which  liad  itself  been 
repealed  In  the  same  way.  Nor  would  a  dif- 
ferent result  be  reached  if  the  contention  of 
the  appellants  that  the  act  of  1890  only  modi- 
fled  that  of  1888  should  be  sustained.  In  our 
opinion,  the  act  of  1890  was  Intended  by  the 
legislature  to  cover  the  entire  subject  of  the 
incurring  of  indebtedness  by  counties  tar 
general  county  piuposes,  and  that  the  fact 
that  the  term  "strictly  county  purposes"  la 
used  in  one  section,  and  "general  county  pur- 
poses" In  another,  has  no  effect  upon  the  ob- 
jects for  which  the  indebtedness  may  be  in- 
curred. Under  its  provisions,  the  board  of 
county  commissioners,  without  a  vote^  may 
Incur  Indebtedness  not  exceeding  1^  per 
cent  for  any  proper  county  purposes,  and 
when  approved  by  a  vote  of  the  people  may 
Incur  Indebtedness  for  like  purposes  to  the 
extent  of  S  per  cent  of  the  valuation  of  tha 
taxable  property  of  the  county.  It  follows 
that  the  officers  of  the  county  were  acting  In 
pursuance  of  the  authority  conferred  by  the 
act  of  1888  or  that  of  1890,  and  that  In  either 
case  their  acts  were  authorized  by  the  statute 
under  which  they  were  acting.  The  action  of 
the  superior  court  in  sustaining  the  demurrer 
to  the  complaint  was  proper.  The  judgment 
will  be  affirmed. 

ANDERS,      DUNBAR,      GOEDON,     and 
SCOTT,  JJ.,  concur. 


(12  Wash.  605) 

KUHN  y.  CITT  OP  PORT  TOWNSEND 
et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Washm^ton.     Sept  24, 

1895J 

UuNioiPAL  Corporations  — AXKEXATioH  or  Taa 

RITORT— COLLATSRAl.  ATTACK. 

1.  Tlie  legality  of  proceedinBS  by  which  ter- 
ritory was  annexed  to  a  city  cannot  be  ques- 
tioned in  an  actios  to  restrain  the  collection  of 
taxes.  . 
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2.  WTiere  a  dty  has  by  Btatatory  i>roeeed- 
ings  annexed  and  assumed  jurisdiction  over  ad- 
jacent  territory,  one  who  petitioned  for  the  an- 
nexation, and  accepted  the  benefits  of  improve- 
ments, cannot,  after  the  lapse  of  four  years, 
question  the  jurisdiction  of  the  dty  to  assess 
taxes  against  a  part  of  the  annexed  territory 
belonging  to  him. 

Appeal  from  superior  court,  Jefferson  coun- 
ty;  R.  A.  BalUnger,  Judge. 

Action  by  Joseph  A.  Kuhn,  for  the  benefit 
of  himself  and  others  similarly  situated, 
against  the  city  of  Port  Townsend  and  others, 
to  restrain  the  collection  of  taxes.  From  a 
judgment  for  defendants,  plalntUI  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

Morris  B.  Sachs,  for  appelhint  Trambull 
&  Trumbull,  for  resiwndents. 

GORDON,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought 
In  the  superior  court  of  the  county  of  Jeffer- 
son for  the  purpose  of  restraining  the  collec- 
tion of  taxes  assessed  against  the  lands  of 
plaintiff  for  municipal  purposes.  The  ground 
upon  which  relief  Is  sought  Is  that  the  proper- 
ty against  which  said  taxes  are  levied  Is  sit- 
tiated  within  that  portion  of  territory  at- 
tempted to  be  annexed  to  the  city  of  Port 
Townsend  by  virtue  of  certain  proceedings 
upon  the  part  of  the  officers  of  said  city, 
which  proceedings,  he  alleges,  were  had  and 
taken  without  authority  of  law,  and  are 
therefore  void.  Issue  of  fact  was  Joined  by 
answer  and  reply,  and  thereafter,  upon  mo- 
tion of  the  respondents,  judgment  was  ren- 
dered upon  the  pleadings  In  favor  of  re- 
spondents, from  which  judgment  this  appeal 
Is  prosecuted. 

•  The  dty  of  Port  Townsend  was  Incorporat- 
ed under  an  act  of  the  legislature  of  the  ter- 
ritory of  Washington,  approved  November 
29,  1881.  The  theory  of  the  complaint,  and 
the  sole  ground  upon  which  the  relief  Is 
sought,  Is  that  the  attempted  annexation  pro- 
ceedings were  void.  The  prayer  of  the  com- 
plaint Is:  "That  upon  the  final  hearing  here- 
in the  court  will  order  and  declare  the  said 
attempted  annexation  of  said  property  so  as 
hereinbefore  set  forth  attempted  to  be  an- 
nexed to  said  dty  of  Port  Townsend,  and  the 
acts  and  doings  of  said  city  of  Port  Town- 
send  in  relation  thereto,  void,  and  of  no  ef- 
fect." 

Various  errors  are  assigned  in  the  appel- 
lant's brief,  relating  principally  to  matters 
within  the  discretion  of  the  lower  court,  aU 
of  which,  save  those  hereinafter  noticed,  were 
abandoned  upon  the  oral  argument  in  this 
court;  and,  although  we  have  examined  and 
considered  them,  we  do  not  thinic  that  any  of 
them  are  of  sufficient  importance  to  warrant 
a  reversal  of  the  cause.  Section  9  of  the  act 
of  March  27,  1890,  being  section  501,  1  Hill's 
Code,  Is  as  follows:  "The  boundaries  of  any 
municipal  corporation  may  be  altered  and 
new  territory  Included  therein,  after  proceed- 
ings had  as  required  in  this  section.  The 
council,  or  other  legislative  bo<ly  of  such  cor- 
poration, shall,   upon    receiving    a  petition 


therefor,  signed  by  not  less  than  one  fifth  of 
the  qualified  electors  thereof,  as  shown  by 
the  Tote  cast  at  the  last  municipal  election 
held  therein,  submit  to  the  electors  of  such 
corporation,  and  to  the  electors  residing  in 
the  territory  proposed  by  such  petition  to  be 
annexed  to  such  corporation,  the  question 
whether  such  territory  shall  be  annexed  to 
such  corporation  and  become  a  part  there- 
of." The  section  further  provides  for  the 
calling  of  a  special  election  to  be  held  for 
that  puriKMe,  and  giving  notice  therefor,  and 
provision  la  made  for  canvassing  and  declar- 
ing the  result.  Continuing,  the  section  pro- 
vides that:  "If  It  shall  appear  niion  snch 
canvass  that  a  majority  of  all  the  votes  cast 
In  such  territory  and  a  majority  of  all  the 
votes  cast  In  such  corporation  shall  be  for 
annexation,  such  legislative  body  shall,  by  an 
order  entered  upon  their  minutes,  cause  their 
clerk,  or  other  officer  performing  the  duties 
of  clerk,  to  make  and  transmit  to  the  secrt 
tary  of  state  a  certified  abstract  of  such  vote, 
which  abstract  shall  show  the  whole  numbet 
of  electors  voting  In  such  territory,  the  whole 
number  of  electors  voting  In  such  corpora- 
tion, the  number  of  votes  cast  In  each  for 
annexation  and  the  number  of  votes  cast  In 
each  against  annexation."  It  then  provides 
that  "from  and  after  the  date  of  the  filing 
of  such  abstract  such  annexation  shall  be 
deemed  complete,  and  thereafter  such  terri- 
tory shall  be  and  remain  a  imrt  of  such  cor- 
poration." It  is  alleged  In  the  complaint 
that  this  section  does  not  apply  to,  and  has 
no  relation  whatsoever  to,  the  dty  of  Port 
Townsend.  Learned  counsel  for  the  appel- 
lant, in  his  very  able  and  exhaustive  brief, 
has  failed  to  advance  any  reasoning  In  sup- 
port of  the  podtlon  thus  assumed.  A  similar 
question  was  Involved  In  the  case  of  State 
▼.  Warner,  4  Wash.  773,  31  Pac.  25,  and  of 
that  section  this  court  there  said:  "In  our 
judgment,  there  can  be  no  doubt  that  the  in- 
tention was  to  make  It  apply  to  municipal 
corporations  of  every  class,  whether  existing 
under  special  territorial  chartere  or  trader 
the  constitution  and  subsequent  laws  of  the 
state."  Flirther  consideration  convinces  us 
that  this  is  the  tme  meaning  of  that  section. 
It  appears  from  the  complaint  in  this  ac- 
tion that  In  September,  1890,  a  petition  was 
presented  to  the  council  of  the  said  city, 
signed  by  a  number  of  persons,  requesting 
that  said  outlying  territory  (describing  It, 
and  which  Includes  the  lands  of  appellanti 
be  annexed  to  the  city  of  Port  Townsend, 
and  that  the  city  limits  be  extended  so  as 
to  Include  the  same.  Continuing,  the  com- 
plaint alleges  that  "the  said  dty  council,  In 
pursuance  thereof,  and  In  attempting  to  an- 
nex the  said  property  and  extend  said  bound- 
aries, caused  a  notice  of  a  special  election 
to  be  published."  Then  follows  the  notice, 
the  sufficiency  of  which  Is  not  questioned. 
"That  said  city  council  caused  said  notice  of 
said  election  to  be  published  for  the  time 
required  by  law  In  a  newspaper  printed  and 
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published  within  the  nmits  of  th«  dty  of 
Port  Townsend,  as  required  by  the  acts  ot 
the  legislature  aforesaid."  Further,  it  alle- 
geB  that  "on  October  27,  1880,  an  Section 
was  held  under  and  by  virtue  of  said  notice, 
and  thereafter  the  council  proceeded  to  de- 
clare the  result,  and  made  Its  finding  and 
declaration  In  respect  thereto,  showing  a 
majority  of  341  In  favor  of  annexation,  and 
thereupon  the  city  council  made  an  Mder 
that  the  city  attorney  and  clerk  draw  an  ab- 
stract to  be  filed  with  the  secretary  of  state." 
Continuing,  the  complaint  alleges  "that  ever 
since  the  finding  and  declaration  aforesaid 
as  to  the  canvassing  of  said  vote  and  the 
drawing  and  filing  of  the  abstract  aforesaid 
with  the  secretary  of  state,  the  said  city  of 
Port  Townsend  has  assumed  and  taken  con- 
trol of  and  legislated  for  and  assessed  taxes 
for  general  and  special  purposes  upon  and 
against  all  the  property,  both  real  and  per- 
Bonal.  within  the  limits  described  In  and 
mentioned  In  said  notice  of  election."  It  is 
alleged  In  the  answer,  and  admitted  by  the 
reply,  that  the  plaintiff  was  a  slgna:  of  the 
petition  (already  mentioned)  which  was  pre- 
sented to  the  council,  asking  for  such  annex- 
ation. It  is  also  admitted  that  since  said 
attempted  annexation  various  streets  have 
been  laid  out  within  the  twritory  so  an- 
nexed, by  authority  of  said  dty,  and  im- 
provements made  thereon,  aggregating  thou- 
sands of  dollars;  that  the  appellant  also 
signed  some  of  the  petitions  to  the  council 
praying  for  said  Improvements  and  the  grad- 
ing of  said  streets.  It  also  appears  that  dur- 
ing the  years  1891-92  he  furnished  the  as- 
sessor ot  the -city  with  a  detailed  list  of  all 
his  property  within  the  limits  thereof,  In- 
cluding in  said  list  his  property  situated  in 
the  annexed  portion  of  said  city.  Upon  the 
facts  above  noticed,  we  think  the  Judgment 
appealed  from  must  be  affirmed  for  two 
principal  reasons,  vie.:  (1)  A  private  citizen 
cannot  question  the  right  of  a  municipal  cor^ 
poratlon  to  exercise  the  authority,  powMS, 
and  functions  of  an  incorporated  city.  This 
can  be  done  only  in  a  direct  proceeding, 
prosecuted  by  the  proper  public  officers  of 
the  state.  (2)  The  appellant  Is  precluded  by 
Ub  conduct  from  maintaining  the  present 
action.  The  following  authorities,  and  many 
others  that  might  be  cited,  support  the  first 
proposition  above  laid  down:  Voss  v.  School 
Dlst,  18  Kan.  467;  School  Dist.  No.  25  v. 
State,  29  Kan.  57;  Graham  v.  City  of  Green- 
ville (Tes.  Sup.)  2  S.  W.  742;  Stockle  v.  Slls- 
bee.  41  Mich.  615,  2  N.  "W.  000;  Clement  v. 
Everest,  29  Mich.  19;  Mnllikln  v.  City  of 
Bloomlngton,  72  Ind.  161;  Railroad  Co.  t. 
Wilson  (Kan.)  6  Pac.  281.  In  the  case  last 
above  cited  the  court  say:  "To  maintain  this 
suit,  and  to  defeat  the  tax  complained  of, 
the  platntlir  must  establish,  and  the  court 
must  determine,  that  the  organizatlmi  of  the 
district  is  illegal.  This  cannot  be  done  in 
the  present  action.  The  legality  of  the 
organization  cannot  be  questioned  in  a  col- 


lateral proceeding,  nor  at  the  suit  of  a  pri- 
vate party.  The  organization  cannot  be  at- 
tacked, nor  any  action  taken  affecting 
the  existence  of  the  corporation,  except  in 
a  direct  proceeding,  prosecuted  at  the  in- 
stance of  the  state  by  the  proper  public  offi- 
cer." In  Clement  v.  Everest,  supra,  it  is 
said:  "It  would  be  dangerous  and  wrong 
to  permit  the  existence  of  municipalities  to 
depend  on  the  result  of  private  litigation. 
IrregnlaritleB  are  common  and  unavoidable 
in  the  organization  of  such  lK>diee;  and  botb 
law  and  policy  require  that  they  shall  not 
be  disturbed,  except  by  some  direct  process, 
authorized  by  law,  and  then  only  for  very 
grave  reasons."  In  Mulllkin  ▼.  City  of 
Bloomlngton,  supra,  the  court  say:  "As  there 
Is  a  statute  under  which  the  town  might 
have  become  a  city,  and  the  complaint  shows 
an  attempt  to  comply  with  this  statute,  and 
shows  also  acta  performed,  after  such  at- 
tempt (conceding  that  the  statute  was  not 
strictly  complied  with),  as  a  city  corpora- 
tion, and  that  powers  were  asserted  under 
the  general  act  for  the  incorporation  of  cit- 
ies, a  citizen,  in  his  own  behalf,  cannot  at- 
tack the  right  of  the  corporation  to  exercise 
the  functions,  powov,  and  authority  of  an 
InccMrporated  city.  In  such  cases  as  the  pres- 
ent the  right  to  exercise  the  powers  and  au- 
thority of  a  corporation  can  only  be  ques- 
tioned by  a  proceeding  In  the  nature  of  a  quo 
warranto,  filed  by  some  one  possessing  cmn- 
petent  auth<^ty.  In  behalf  of  the  state." 
Without  multiplying  anthortties  upon  a  prop- 
osition so  generally  recognized  and  under- 
stood, we  think  It  can  be  safely  said  that, 
where  the  legislature  has  conferred  upon  a 
city  the  power  to  enlarge  Its  corporate  lim- 
its, and,  liaving  Jurisdiction  of  the  general 
subject-matter  thereof,  the  city  authorities 
proceed  to  uct  and  to  declare  a  result,  and 
thereafter  to  act  upon  such  result,  the  legal- 
ity of  such  acts  cannot  l>e  called  In  question 
In  a  collateral  proceeding.  So  here  the  sub- 
ject of  annexing  territory  to  the  city  was 
one  over  which  the  council  of  the  city  of 
Port  Townsend  had  Jurisdiction  by  virtue 
of  section  9  of  the  act  of  1890,  supra.  That 
Jurisdiction  was  brought  into  exercise  by 
the  filing  of  the  petition,  regardless  of  wheth- 
er the  petition  complied  with  the  statute, 
and  regardless  of  any  errors  or  Irregularities 
In  the  proceedings  of  the  council.  "The 
power  to  heer  and  determine  a  case  Is  Juris- 
diction; It  Is  'coram  Judlce'  whenever  a  case 
Is  presented  which  brings  this  power  into 
action."  U.  S.  v.  Arredondo,  6  Pet.  691.  In 
Morrow  T.  Weed,  4  Iowa,  77,  it  was  held: 
"If  there  be  a  petition,  or  the  proper  matter 
of  that  nature,  to  call  into  action  the  power 
or  Jurisdiction  of  the  court.  Its  sufficiency 
cannot  be  called  in  question  In  a  collateral 
pro<;eedlng."  To  the  same  effect  Is  the  very 
well  considered  case  of  City  of  Terre  Haule 
V.  Beach.  96  Ind.  143.  The  objections  urged 
against  the  proceedings  of  the  council  of  the 
respondent  city  do  not  go  to  any  question  of 
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Jnrlidlctioti,  bat  constltnte  mainly  irregular- 
Itiefl  and  Informalities  not  affecting  jurisdic- 
tion, and  afford  no  ground  for  collateral  at- 
tack. 

Tbe  appellant's  participation  In  the  an- 
nexation proceedings,  his  subsequent  recogni- 
tion of  the  Jurisdiction  of  the  city  authori- 
ties, his  acquiescence  in  tbe  result  reached 
and  declared  by  them,  and  his  gross  laches 
In  the  assertion  of  his  rights,  constitute  an 
equitable  l>ar  to  the  cause  of  action  which 
he,  after  the  lapse  of  nearly  three  years, 
first  attempted  to  assert;  and  it  would  be 
immaterial  to  the  result  were  we  to  deteis 
mine  that  his  conduct  amounted  to  a  ratifi- 
cation, or  an  election,  or  requires  tbe  applica- 
tion of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel.  Strosser  t. 
City  of  Ft  Wayne,  100  Ind.  443;  Hayward 
T.  Bank,  96  U.  S.  611;  Graham  y.  City  of 
Oreenville,  supra.  In  Strosser  t.  City  of  Ft 
Wayne,  supra,  it  is  said:  "If  a  taxpayer 
were  permitted  to  long  acquiesce  in  the  or- 
der of  annexation,  and  then  secure  its  over- 
throw, great  confusion  would  ensue,  and 
much  injustice  be  often  done.  High  consid- 
erations of  public  policy  and  of  Justice  re- 
4]Ulre  that  a  taxpayer  who  Is  notified  that  a 
public  corporation  claims  to  have  extended 
Its  limits  so  as  to  take  In  his  property  should 
act  with  promptness,  and  proceed  with  dili- 
gence, if  he  would  resist  the  attempted  an- 
nexation." We  think  the  lower  court  was 
right  in  giving  Judgment  for  tbe  respond- 
ents and  in  denying  appellant's  application 
for  leave  to  amend,  and  said  Judgment  Is 
aflSrmed. 

HOTT,  C.  J.,  and  AJ7DBBS  and  DUNBAB, 
JJ.,  concur. 

(29  Or.  583) 

NOBTON  V.  BLWEBT. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Oct  7,  1895.) 

iKJtmcTios— Rbmovai,  o»  Wali- 

1.  Injunction  will  lie  to  compel  removal  of 
the  wall  of  a  building  placed  by  defendant  on 
plaintiff's  side  of  a  boundary,  there  being  no 
adequate  and  plain  remedy  at  law. 

2.  Injunction  to  compel  removal  of  a  wall 
will  be  made  perpetual,  without  resort  to  law  to 
determine  title,  where  the  queetions  of  titie 
and  right  of  possession  are  only  incident  to  the 
question  of  boundary. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Multnomah 
county;   L.  B.  Stearns,  Judge. 

Suit  by  Sarah  Norton  against  J.  B.  Bilwert 
Decree  for  plaintiff.  Defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

This  is  a  suit  for  a  mandatory  injunction,  to 
compel  the  removal  of  a  wall,  and  to  recover 
damages  resulting  from  its  erection,  involving 
the  location  and  establishment  of  a  disputed 
boundary  line  between  the  lands  of  the  plain- 
tiff and  tbe  defendant  The  facts  are  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  owner  of  the  north  45  feet  and 
the  defendant  of  the  south  6  feet,  of  lot  3, 
and  all  of  lot  4,  in  blodc  218,  situated  at  tbe 
northwest  comer  of  YamhlU  and  West  Faik 


streets.  In  the  city  of  Portland;  that  Is  1881 
the  plaintiff  built  a  two^tory  frame  boose, 
which  cost  about  $12,000,  upon  her  part  of 
tbe  lot,  and  in  the  f<rilowing  year  the  defend- 
ant commenced  to  repair  and  construct  three 
buildings  upon  her  adjoining  land,  and  upon 
tbe  plaintiff's  failure,  after  notice,  to  remove 
from  her  building  certain  projections  whidi 
it  was  claimed  extended  over  the  boundary 
line,  removed  the  water  table,  window  silla 
and  caps,  cornice,  rafters,  sheathing,  and 
shingles  from  a  large  part  of  the  soutb  side 
thereof,  with  a  view  to  tbe  erection  of  a 
brick  wall  against  it,  along  the  supposed 
boundary  line.  The  suit  was  commenced  Oc- 
tober 10,  1892,  by  filing  a  complaint  wherein 
the  plaintiff  alleges  tliat  tbe  defendant  <m 
tbe  preceding  day,  commenced  the  erection  of 
a  house,  partiy  on  her  own  ground,  bat  that 
the  north  wall  thereof  was,  for  a  distance  of 
about  60  feet  being  constructed  from  V^  to 
2  inches  upon  plaintiff's  premises;  that  the 
wall  did  not  then  extend  the  entire  length  of 
her  boose,  bat  that  tbe  defendant  threatened 
to  so  extend  it  as  to  exclude  the  light  and  to 
remove  the  projections  of  her  building  which 
then  remained,  and  that  If  the  threat  should 
be  executed,  she  would  sustain  irreparable 
Injury;  that  she  haa  no  adequate  remedy  at 
law;  and  prays  for  a  temporary  restraining 
order,  which  she  asks  might  at  tbe  hearing  be 
made  mandatory,  requiring  the  defoidant  to 
remove  the  wall  from  her  premises  and  for 
$5,000  damages.  The  defendant  having  de- 
nied tbe  material  allegations  of  the  complaint 
the  cause  was  referred  and  the  evidence 
taken,  from  which  tbe  referee  found  that  the 
wall  at  the  northeast  com»  of  defendant's 
building  extends  upon  tbe  plaintiff's  prem- 
ises, at  and  below  the  surface  of  the  ground, 
one-half  inch,  and,  at  a  point  6  feet  above 
tbe  surface,  VA  Inches,  which  extension  con- 
tinues upward  to  the  top  and  westward  about 
00  feet  to  a  point  from  which  it  begins  to  re- 
cede, and  at  the  northwest  comer  is  one-half 
Inch  south  of  tbe  boundary;  and,  as  conda- 
sions  of  law,  that  plaintiff  was  entiUed  to  a 
decree  for  $1,750  and  a  mandatory  injunc- 
tion, compelling  the  defendant  to  remove  the 
wall;  and  tbe  court  having  approved  these 
findings,  rendoed  a  decree  in  accordance 
tberewltb,  tr<nn  which  tbe  defendant  appeala 

B.  B.  Watson,  for  appellant  J.  W.  Whal- 
ley,  for  respondent 

HOORB,  J.  (after  stating  the  facta).  It  Is 
contended  that  the  defendant  having  erected 
the  wall  upon  and  being  In  poBseaslon  of  the 
locus  in  quo,  a  court  of  equity  should  not 
grant  a  mandatory  Injunction  to  compel  the 
removal  of  the  structure  until  tbe  legal  title 
to  the  premises  occupied  by  it  shall  have 
been  determined  in  an  action  at  law,  and  that 
to  grant  the  relief  prayed  for  would  be  to 
sabstitate  a  suit  in  equity  for  an  action  in 
ejectment,  thus  depriving  her  of  the  consUtu- 
tional  right  to  a  trial  by  Jury.    It  Is  a  fa- 
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miliar  principle,  which  has  existed  since  the 
origin  of  a  court  of  chancery,  that  equity- 
will  not  interpose  its  JuriBdictlon  to  try  an 
issue  where  the  party  has  a  plain,  adequate, 
and  complete  remedy  at  law;  asd,  since  the 
legal  title  to  and  possession  of  land  can  ordi- 
narily be  tried  and  recovered  in  an  action  at 
law,  a  court  of  equity  will  not,  in  the  absence 
of  fraud,  mistake,  or  some  other  interyeningr 
equity,  try  the  legal  title  to,  or,  unless  as  an 
auxiliary  relief,  restore  the  possession  of, 
land,  except  in  cases  of  disputed  boundaries, 
partition,  and  the  assignment  of  dower,  and. 
In  these,  only  where  the  issue  and  relief  are 
Incidents  to  the  principal  objects  of  the  suit. 
Pom.  Bq.  Jur.  S  177.  While  courts  of  equity 
originally  declined  to  restrain  waste  or  tres- 
patw,  they  now  frequently  interpose,  and  by 
temporary  injunction  prevent  an  injury  to 
land,  even  where  the  right  thereto  is  in  dis- 
pute and  the  defendant  is  in  possession, 
claiming  by  an  adverse  title,  if  the  threat- 
ened injury  will  be  productive  of  irreparable 
damage  (2  Wat.  Tresp.  f  1128;  Bracken  v. 
Preston,  1  Pin.  584;  Long  v.  Kasebeer.  28 
Kan.  226;  Webster  v.  Cooke,  23  Kan.  637); 
and  an  Injury  Is  irreparable  if  of  such  a 
nature  that  It  cannot  be  adequately  compen- 
sated In  damages,  or  cannot  be  measured  by 
any  certain  pecuniary  standard  (Wilson  v. 
City  of  Mineral  Point,  3»  Wis.  100).  The 
right  of  a  court  of  equity,  in  cases  of  Ir- 
reparable injury,  to  Interpose,  and  by  tempo- 
rary injunction  preserve  the  status  quo,  and 
restrain  a  tresijass  upon  the  land  the  right  to 
which  is  in  dispute  until  the  title  can  be  de- 
termined in  an  action  at  law,  Is  no  longer 
seriously  controverted  (Clayton  v.  Shoemak- 
er, 67  Md.  216,  9  Atl.  635;  Wilson  v.  Rock- 
weU.  29  Fed.  674;  Erhardt  v.  Boaro,  113  U. 
S.  537,  5  Sup.  Ct.  565;  1  Spel.  Extr.  Rel. 
t  367) ;  and  the  refusal  of  a  court  to  award  a 
preliminary  injunction  in  such  cases  would, 
in  effect,  be  a  denial  of  Justice  (Wilson  v. 
City  of  Mineral  Point,  supra). 

The  right  to  grant  a  preliminary  Injimctlon 
under  such  circumstances  being  conceded,  the 
rule,  nevertheless,  seems  universal  that  where 
the  legal  title  to  the  locus  In  quo  is  put  in  Is- 
sue, and  the  Jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity 
is  challenged,  an  Injunction  to  restrain  a  tres- 
pass, though  temporarily  granted,  will  not  be 
made  perpetual  until  the  legal  title  to  the  dis- 
puted premises  has  been  tried  In  an  action  at 
law.  1  High,  InJ.  f  701;  10  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc. 
Law,  799.  So  that,  before  an  Injunction  will 
be  made  perpetual,  the  following  conditions 
must  coexist:  First,  the  plaintiff's  title  must 
be  admitted  or  established  at  law;  and,  sec- 
ond, the  Injury  complained  of  must  be  Ir- 
reparable In  Its  nature,  or  productive  of  a 
multiplicity  of  actions  against  different  par- 
ties asserting  the  same  right.  1  High,  InJ. 
J  701;  2  Beach,  InJ.  |  1142;  1  Spel.  Extr. 
Rel.  J  308;  Hatcher  v.  Hampton,  7  Ga.  50; 
Thorn  v.  Sweeney,  12  Nev.  2."»1 ;  Poyer  v.  Vil- 
lage of  Des  Plalnes,  12:5  HI.  Ill,  13  N.  E.  819. 

In  Echelkamp  v.  Schrader,  45  Mo.  SOo,  the 


plaintiff  and  defendant  were  owners  of  ad- 
Joining  tracts  of  land,  upon  which  was  erect- 
ed a  double  nouse,  containing  a  partition, 
which  was  supposed  to  be  on  the  line  be- 
tween their  several  estates,  but,  by  a  careful 
survey.  It  was  discovered  that  the  boundary 
extended  across  the  plaintiff's  section  of  the 
house  about  three  feet  from  the  partition. 
The  defendant,  desiring  to  remove  the  por- 
tion of  the  house  upon  his  land,  commenced 
to  saw  through  the  plaintiff's  part  on  the  line 
of  the  new  survey,  to  prevent  which  he  was 
enjoined  at  the  suit  of  the  plaintiff,  who  had 
for  about  17  years  occupied  to  the  partition 
the  section  so  claimed  by  him.  The  prelim- 
inary injunction  which  had  been  issued  hav- 
ing been  made  perpetual,  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed, and  the  court,  in  reversing  the  de- 
cree, said:  "It  is  usual  In  eases  like  this, 
where  the  title  comes  In  controversy,  to  grant 
a  temporary  injunction  to  await  the  event  of 
an  action  at  law  to  be  prosecuted  by  the 
plaintiff.  But  here  the  plaintiff  is  in  actual 
possession,  and  has  been  for  many  years,  and 
is  therefore  not  in  a  position,  nor  has  he  any 
occasion,  to  sue.  The  defendant  is  the  prop- 
er party  to  bring  an  action  and  test  the 
rights  of  the  respective  parties  at  law.  If 
he  neglects  to  do  this  in  a  reasonable  time, 
he  will  have  no  just  grounds  of  complaint  if 
the  injunction  is  made  perpetual  against  him 
in  consequence  of  his  own  negligence."  In 
the  case  last  cited,  there  was  no  conflict  In  re- 
lation to  the  boundary,  but,  the  plaintiff  hav- 
ing been  in  possession  for  about  17  years  of 
that  part  of  the  house  which  extended  to  the 
partition,  the  legal  title  thereto  was  In  donbt, 
and  hence  it  waa  proper  to  deny  the  per- 
petual injunction  until  the  legal  right  could 
be  tried  In  an  action  at  law. 

In  the  case  of  Haines  v.  Hall,  17  Or.  105, 
20  Pac.  831,  the  defendant  attempted  to  drive 
logs  in  a  stream  flowing  through  the  plaln- 
tlfTs  premises,  but,  the  quantity  of  water 
therein  being  insufficient  for  that  purpose, 
the  logs  cut  away  the  plaintiff's  land,  there- 
by producing  Irreparable  Injury,  to  prevent  a 
recurrence  of  which  the  plaintiff  commenced 
a  suit  to  restrain  the  trespass  and  for  dam- 
ages. The  Issue  made  by  the  pleadings  was 
the  navigability  of  the  stream;  and  it  ap- 
pearing that  the  plaintiff.  In  an  action  against 
another  party  who  asserted  the  same  right, 
had  recovered  damages  resulting  from  a  sim- 
ilar trespass  (Haines  v.  Welch,  14  Or.  319, 
12  Pac.  502),  it  was  held  by  the  majority  of 
the  court  that  equity  would  grant  the  relief 
prayed  for;  but  Strahan,  J.,  In  a  dissenting 
opinion,  held  that  in  the  case  of  Haines  v. 
Welch,  supra,  the  navigability  of  the  stream 
In  question  was  not  adjudicated,  and,  since 
that  was  not  the  issue  in  the  case  then  pend- 
ing, equity  should  not  award  a  perpetual  in- 
junction until  the  legal  right  had  been  tried 
in  an  action  at  law. 

The  case  of  Mendenhall  v.  Water-Power  Co. 
(Or.)  39  Pac.  399,  was  a  suit  to  enjoin  the  de- 
fendant from  trespassing  npon  the  plaintiff's^ 
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premises,  and  InTolved-  a  question  of  the 
width  and  boundaries  of  its  rlgtit  of  way 
across  the  plaintlfTs  land.  The  lower  court, 
after  the  evidence  was  taken,  subject  to  ob- 
jection, haying  denied  a  motion  for  leave  to 
amend  the  answer  so  as  to  allege  an  adverse 
user,  no  question  of  title  was  In  issue,  and 
the  defendant  having  threatened  the  destruc- 
tion of  tlie  plaintiff's  estate,  in  the  luanner  In 
which  it  was  enjoyed,  it  was  held  that  equity 
would  assume  jurisdiction  and  grant  final  re- 
lief. To  entitle  a  party  to  relief  by  per- 
manent injunction  to  prevent  a  trespass  upon 
land,  he  must  ordinarily  allege  and  prove,  in 
addition  to  the  establishment  or  admission  of 
his  legal  title,  that  he  is  in  the  actual  posses- 
sion, as  well  as  entitled  to  the  possession,  of 
the  locus  in  quo.  2  Beach,  Inj.  §  1142;  1 
Spel.  Extr.  Rel.  {  364,  and  cases  cited.  At 
the  common  law,  the  owner  of  an  estate  in 
land  from  which  he  had  been  ousted  could 
not  maintain  an  action  to  recover  mesne  prof- 
its, for  the  reason  the  tenant  had  need  of 
them  to  enable  him  to  perform  the  feudal 
services.  3  Bl.  Comm.  *1S7.  In  an  action  of 
ejectment  the  damages  recoverable  were 
nominal,  but,  after  the  possession  of  the  land 
had  been  restored,  the  plaintiff,  in  a  subse- 
quent action  of  trespass,  might  recover  the 
mesne  profits  from  the  person  who  had  un- 
lawfully received  them  (Id.  ♦205);  and,  to 
maintain  an  action  of  trespass,  it  was  nec- 
essary for  the  plaintiff  to  allege  and  prove 
that  he  had  an  Interest  in  the  soil,  and  was 
in  actual  possession  by  entry,  before  be 
could  recover  damages;  but  in  the  case  of 
disseisin  he  might  maintain  an  action  against 
the  disseisor  for  the  Injury  done  by  the  dis- 
seisin itself,  but  he  could  not  recover  any 
damages  for  an  injury  done  after  the  dis- 
seisin until  he  had  gained  possession  by  re- 
entry, and  then  he  might  recover  the  imme- 
diate damage  done  (Id.  *210).  In  Menden- 
hall  V.  Water-Power  Co.,  supra,  the  plaintiff, 
being  the  owner  of  the  fee,  was  constructive- 
ly in  possession  of  the  locus  in  quo,  subject 
to  the  defendant's  right  to  occupy  the  ease- 
ment, and,  the  possession  of  each  being  law- 
ful, the  question  of  plaintiff's  ouster  was  not 
in  issue.  So,  too,  in  Haines  v.  Hall,  supra, 
the  defendant's  possession  of  the  stream  was 
founded  upon  its  assumed  navigability,  ami 
in  no  way  Interfered  with  the  plaintiff's  own- 
ership of  the  fee  and  right  of  possession, 
which  was  subject  only  to  the  paramount 
easement,  and  hence  the  exclusive  posses- 
sion of  the  defendant  was  not  there  in  issue. 
The  common-law  actions  of  ejectment  and 
trespass  to  try  the  tlUe  and  to  recover  the  pos- 
session of  land,  and  for  the  recovery  of  mesne 
profits  as  well  as  diunages  resulting  from 
Injuries  to  the  estate,  have  been  united  by 
the  statutory  action  at  law  for  the  recovery 
of  possession  of  real  property  with  damages 
for  withholding  the  same.  1  Hill's  Code,  $ 
316;  Goldsmith  v.  Smith,  10  Sawy.  294.  21 
Fed.  611;  Wythe  v.  Myers,  3  Sawy.  505.  Fed. 
Cas.  Xo.  18,119.    These  common-law  actions 


having  been  tiiqa  united,  we  can  perceive  no 
Just  reason,  in  cases  where  the  title  Is  ad- 
mitted or  has  been  established  at  law,  why 
a  party  out  of  possession,  when  be  shows 
such  equitable  circumstances  as  to  clearly 
entitle  him  to  relief,  may  not  Invoke  the  aid 
of  a  court  of  equity,  and  be  restored  to  his 
estate;  and  though  it  must  be  admitted  that 
equity  will  generally  refuse  to  permanently 
enjoin  a  trespass  where  the  defendant  is  in 
actual  possession,  but  will  leave  the  parties 
to  their  legal  remedies,  it  is,  nevertheless,  a 
general  principle  that  the  remedy  which  war- 
rants a  refusal  of  relief  by  injunction  miist 
be  plain  and  adequate.  1  SpeL  Extr.  Kel. 
S  370. 

Applying  these  rules  to  the  case  made  by 
the  record,  the  inquiry  Is  elicited  whether, 
admitting  the  allegations  of  the  complaint  to 
be  true,  the  plaintiff  will  suffer  Irreparable 
injury,  and,  if  so,  has  she  a  plain  and  ade- 
quate remedy  at  law?  If,  in  an  acti<«i  of 
ejectment,  the  wall  cannot  be  removed,  the 
injury  resulting  from  its  erection  could  not 
be  compensated  by  any  measure  of  dam- 
ages, however  great  the  sum  which  a  Jury 
might  award,  for  It  would,  in  effect,  amount 
to  a  condemnation  of  the  plaintlfTs  property, 
and  an  appropriation  of  It  to  the  defendant's 
private  use;  and  to  concede  that  ever  so 
small  a  strip  of  plaintiff's  premises  could  l>e 
thus  taken  would  be  to  admit  a  rule  of  law 
which  must  necessarily  be  almost  limitless  hi 
its  application.  In  an  action  at  law  it  would 
be  difficult  for  the  plaintiff  to  regain  posses- 
sion of  that  portion  of  her  land  occupied  by 
the  wall,  for  the  sheriff,  when  called  upon, 
might  well  hesitate  to  execute  a  writ  com- 
manding a  restoration  of  the  premises,  sine.' 
he  must  cut  the  wall  to  the  division  line,  and 
in  doing  so  he  might  take  more  than  the 
"merchant's  pound  of  flesh,"  and  thus  render 
himself  liable  in  damages  to  the  defendant. 
Baron  v.  Kom,  127  N.  Y.  224,  27  N.  E.  804. 
The  removal  of  the  wall  being  difficult,  the 
plaintiff  has  no  plain  remedy  at  law,  and 
hence  she  must  suffer  irreparable  injury.  anC 
for  the  recovery  ot  the  damages  resulting 
therefrom  she  could  have  no  adequate  reme- 
dy at  law.  In  all  such  cases,  equity  will. 
upon  the  theory  that  wherever  thei-e  is  a  right 
there  is  also  a  remedy,  interpose  and  grant 
complete  relief,  and  for  that  purpose  will. 
where  there  has  been  no  unreasonable  delaj- 
in  seeking  the  relief,  award  a  mandatory  In- 
junction, and  place  the  obligation  of  remov- 
ing the  structure  upon  the  party  who  caused 
it  to  be  erected.  Murdock's  Case,  20  Am. 
Dec.  381;  Starkie  v.  Richmond,  155  Mass. 
188,  29  N.  E.  770. 

In  the  case  at  bar,  the  boundary  between 
the  two  estates,  as  evidenced  by  the  deeds  of 
the  parties,  being  coincident,  and  there  being 
no  claim  of  title  by  adverse  occupancy,  there 
can  be  no  dispute  concerning  the  legal  title. 
It  Is  true  there  is  a  contention  about  the 
boundary,  the  plaintiff  claiming  that  It  1b 
located  on  one  line,  and  the  defendant  In- 
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slstlng  it  Is  on  another,  between  which  there 
is  a  narrow  atrip  of  land;  but,  when  the 
boundary  is  established,  the  controversy  is 
adjudicated.  The  title  to  this  strip  is  only 
an  Incident  to  the  principal  cause  of  suit, 
and  hence  not  necessarily  involved  in  the  fs- 
Bue.  ^Vbile  it  is  admitted  that  the  defend- 
ant is  in  the  actual  possession  of  the  disputed 
strip,  her  right  of  possession  depends  upon 
the  legal  title  thereto;  and,  there  being  no 
Issue  upon  that  question,  it  follows  that  there 
Is  no  issue  upon  the  question  of  the  right 
of  possession.  If  the  plaintiff  had  brought 
an  action  in  ejectment,  all  she  could  have  ob- 
tained would  have  been  a  judgment  that  she 
was  the  owner  and  entitled  to  the  possession, 
both  of  which  conclusions  are  conceded  to 
be  dependent  upon  the  location  of  the  dis- 
puted iKtundary.  A  court  of  law,  It  must  be 
admitted,  has  exclusive  Jurisdiction  to  try  a 
question  of  disputed  boundary,  unless  there 
are  connected  with  the  case  some  peculiar 
circumstances  which  render  the  relief,  and 
the  mode  of  obtaining  it,  in  that  court  less 
efficient  than  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  in  all 
such  cases  the  concurrent  jurisdiction  of  equi- 
ty attaches.  1  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  f  180.  It  is 
evident  that  the  relief  at  law,  if  a  judgment 
were  there  rendered,  determining  the  legal 
light  in  plaintifTs  favor,  wonld  be  difflciflt 
of  enforcement,  and  certainly  less  efficient 
than  in  equity,  and  therefore  the  concurrent 
Jurisdiction  of  the  Utter  must  necessarily 
attach.  Nor  is  this  conclusion  in  conflict 
with  the  rule  announced  In  King  v.  Brigham, 
23  Or.  262,  31  Pac.  flOl,  as  tending  to  deprive 
a  party  of  his  constitutional  ri^nt  of  a  trial 
by  jury;  for  here  the  defendant,  by  con- 
structing the  wall,— conceding  it  to  be  on 
plaintilTs  premises,— cannot  take  advantage 
of  her  own  wrong,  and  thus  Insist  upon  a 
strict  legal  right,  or  deprive  a  court  of  equity 
of  its  right  to  assume  concurrent  Jnrtsdic- 
tion.  Neither  can  the  defendant's  possession 
of  the  premises  occupied  by  the  wall  deprive 
equity  of  its  jurisdiction,  for  it  is  necessary 
to  the  exercise  of  that  right  that  the  plaintiff 
should  show  that  some  portion  of  her  land, 
In  respect  to  which  the  establishment  of  the 
boundary  is  sought,  is  in  possession  of  the 
defendant.     3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  {  1385. 

The  record  discloses  that,  in  order  to  estab- 
lish the  boundary  in  dispute,  the  parties,  by 
their  respective  attorneys,  entered  into  the 
following  written  agreement:  "It  is  hereby 
stipulated  that  the  monument  at  the  inter- 
section of  the  center  lines  of  Front  and 
Washington  streets,  and  the  base  line  run 
therefrom,  as  referred  to  and  established  by 
Ordinance  177  of  the  city  of  Portland,  Ore- 
gon, are  to  be  taken  and  recognized  by  the 
parties  hereto  as  the  true  and  correct  monu- 
ment and  base  line  for  all  surveys  in  the 
said  city,  and  particularly  for  the  survey  of 
the  boundary  line  between  plaintiff's  and  de- 
fendant's premises  in  dispute  in  tMs  cause, 
and  that  said  monument  Is  the  correct  initial 
point  from  which  said  surrey  sliail  start" 
T.4lP.no.8— 59 


This  ordinance  prescribes  the  sise  of  blocki, 
and  the  width  of  streets,  and  provides  for  the 
establishment  of  a  stone  monimient  at  the 
intersection  of  Front  and  Yamhill  streets, 
from  widch  point  all  surveys  of  streets  in 
that  part  of  the  city  in  which  the  property 
in  question  is  situated  shall  be  extended.  It 
also  appears  from  a  copy  of  a  map  of  the  city, 
offered  in  evidence,  that  the  distance  on  the 
center  line  of  Front  street,  from  the  initial 
point,  south  to  the  intersection  of  the  center 
line  of  Tamhlll  street,  is  780  feet;  and  from 
this  point,  west  on  the  center  line  of  Yamhill 
street,  to  the  west  side  of  West  Park  street, 
is  2,860  feet.  Pleasuring  north  from  this 
.point  30  feet— one-half  the  width  of  Yamhill 
street— locates  the  southeast  corner,  and  85 
feet  the  northeast  comer,  of  the  defendant's 
premises;  and  by  extending  a  line  from  the 
point  last  named,  parallel  with  Yamhill 
street,  establishes  the  boundary  in  dispute. 
The  evidence  shows  that  careful  surveys 
have  been  made,  and  the  lines  run  from  the 
initial  point,  as  above  indicated,  resulting  in 
the  establishment  of  the  boundary  as  found 
by  the  court  and  referee. 

The  defendant  having  changed  her  attor- 
neys since  the  trial  of  the  cause  in  the  court 
below,  those  now  representing  her  insisted 
upon  the  argument  that  the  stipulation  estab- 
lished a  fact  which  was  contradicted  by  other 
evidence  offered  by  the  defendant  both  before 
and  after  the  stipulation  was  executed.  This 
evidence  showed  that  a  stone  monument, 
containing  a  point  intended  to  mark  the  in- 
tersection of  the  center  lines  of  Front  and 
Yamhill  streets,  had  been  set  at  an  early 
day  by  one  C.  W.  Burrage,  at  a  point  779.92 
feet  south  of  the  Initial  point,  and  that  E. 
W.  Pagett,  as  clly  surveyor,  had  indicated 
on  this  monument  another  point  of  intersec- 
tion, 780.06  feet  from  said  point;  so  that. 
If  a  right  angle  were  turned  at  the  Burrage 
point  upon  the  base  on  Front  street,  the 
boundary  in  question  would  be  .46  of  an  inch 
north  of  the  defendant's  wall;  but,  if  turned 
upon  the  same  base  at  the  Pagett  point,  the 
line  would  fall  1.22  inches  south  of  the  north 
line  of  the  wall,  or  .72  of  an  inch  further  to 
the  south  than  when  determined  by  an  angle 
turned  at  a  point  780  feet  from  the  initial 
point.  Section  4  of  the  ordinance  referred 
to  i>rovides  that  "the  surveyor  of  the  city  of 
Portland  shall  erect  and  establish  additional 
stone  monuments,  not  exceeding  fifty  in  num- 
ber, at  such  places  as  the  city  council  shall 
direct:  provided,  that  all  such  additional 
monuments  shall  be  located  at  the  points  of 
intersection  of  the  streets  running  parallel 
with  said  base  line  and  those  running  at 
right  angles  therewith,  which  points  of  In- 
tersection shall  be  ascertained  and  deter- 
mined by  surveys  made  from  the  said  stone 
monuments  at  the  intersection  of  Front  and 
Washington  streets,  when  established  pur- 
suant to  section  1  of  this  ordinance;  such 
additional  monuments,  when  so  erected  and 
established,  shall  be  the  places  of  beginning 
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for  subsequent  surreys  of  streets,  and  such 
surveys  made  therefrom  as  places  of  begin- 
ning shall  be  valid,  the  same  as  if  made  from 
tbe  stone  monument  provided  for  In  section 
1  of  this  ordinance."  No  evidence  was  Intro- 
duced to  show  that  C.  W.  Burrage,  when  he 
placed  the  monument  at  Front  and  Yamhill 
streets,  was  tbe  city  surveyor  of  Portland, 
or  that  he  set  it  as  required  by  tbe  provisions 
of  section  4  of  Ordinance  No.  177. 

Tbe  conclusion  reached  upon  the  location 
of  the  boundary  in  dispute  is  predicated  up- 
on the  survey  extended  from  the  initial  point, 
and,  under  the  evidence  before  us,  is,  In  our 
judgment,  decisive  of  the  question,  irrespec- 
tive of  tbe  stipulation. 

Upon  the  question  of  damages,  it  is  im- 
possible to  determine  the  amount  that 
should,  in  Justice,  be  awarded.  Tbe  evi- 
dence Introduced  by  tbe  plaintiff  tended  to 
show  that  her  building  had  been  damaged  in 
the  sum  of  $4,000,  and  the  defendant  of- 
fered no  evidence  which  tended  to  show  that 
the  plaintiff's  building  could  be  restored  to 
its  former  condition  for  a  less  sum;  and,  tbe 
court  having  awarded  |1,750,  we  cannot  say 
that  it  is  excessive,  in  view  of  tbe  record 
before  us.  It  follows  that  the  decree  must 
be  affirmed,  and  it  Is  so  ordered. 


JACKSON  COUNTY  v.  BLOOMER  et  al. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     Oct.  7,  1885.) 

NoTioB  OF  Appeal — Asvbksb  Fabtt. 

Hill's  Ann.  Laws,  {  687,  provides  that 

notice  of  appeal  shall  be  served  on  the  adverse 

party.     Mela,  in  an  action  on  a  bond  against  a 

principal  and  his  sureties  wherein  the  sureties 

had  judgment  and  the  principal  defaulted,  that 

the  principal  was  an  adverse  party,  within  the 

meaning  of  said  section. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court.  Jackson  county; 
H.  K.  Hanna,  Judge. 

Action  by  Jackson  county  against  George 
E.  Bloomer  and  others  on  a  bond.  Defend- 
ants had  Judgment,  and  plaintift  appeals. 
Dismissed. 

H.  L.  Benson,  DIst  Atty.,  and  L.  R.  Web- 
ster, for  appellant.  E.  B.  Watson,  for  re- 
spondents. 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  is  an  action  brought  by 
the  county  of  Jackson  against  George  S. 
Bloomer  and  tbe  sureties  on  his  bond  as  treas- 
urer of  such  county  to  recover  for  his  alleged 
defalcation  as  such  official.  The  complaint, 
Inter  alia,  alleges  the  qualification  of  Bloomer 
by  giving  the  bond  in  suit,  and  that,  between 
the  dates  mentioned  in  the  complaint,  he, 
as  such  treasurer,  collected  and  received  |7,- 
852.75  belonging  to  the  county,  which,  in 
breach  of  his  trust,  and  in  violation  of  the 
conditions  of  his  undertaking,  he  failed  and 
neglected  to  account  for  or  pay  over.  Bloom- 
er, although  served  with  summons,  made  de- 
fault, and  the  sureties  answered  Jointly,  deny- 
ing the  defalcation  alleged  In  the  complaint; 
and  upon  the  Issues  thus  made  tbe  cause  was 


tried,  and  a  Judgment  rendered  In  Oxelv  favor 
on  the  merits.    From  this  Judgment  tbe  plain- 
tiff appealed,  without  serving  a  notice  upon 
Bloomer.     For  this  reason  the  respondents 
move  to  dismiss  the  appeal,   claiming  that 
Bloomer  is  an  adverse  party  to  the  appellant, 
and   shoidd   have   been   served   with  notice. 
The  rule  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that 
every  party  to  a  litigation  whose  interests 
In  relation  to  tbe  Judgment  or  decree  appealed 
from  are  in  conflict  with  the  modification  or 
reversal  sought  by  tbe  appeal  is  an  adverse 
party,  within  tbe  meaning  of  section  537  of 
Hill's  Annotated  Laws  of  Oregon,  and  must 
be  served  with  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  if 
not   served  the  appeal   must   be   dismissed. 
And  the  fact  that  a  party  whose  interests 
are  adverse  to  the  appellant  has  made  de- 
fault does  not  preclude  tbe  necessity  of  serv- 
ing such  notice  of  appeal  upon  him.    The  Vic- 
torian, 24  Or.  121,  32  Pac.  1040;    Moody  v. 
MiUer,  24  Or.  179,  33  Pac.  402;   Hamilton  v. 
Blair,  23  Or.  64,  31  Pac.  197.    If,  then.  Bloom- 
er has  an  Interest  in  sustaining  the  Judgment 
from  which  this  appeal  is  taken,  he  is  an  ad- 
verse party  to  the  appellant,  and  tbe  failure  to 
serve  blm  with  notice  of  the  appeal  is  fatal, 
and  the  appeal  should  be  dismissed.     Now, 
the  undertaking  on   which  this  action   was 
brought  is  a  Joint  obligation  of  Bloomer  and 
tbe  sureties,  in  so  far,  at  least,  that  all  are 
liable  or  none,  and  therefore,   although   he 
made  default,  the  defense  successfully  made 
by  the  other  defendants,  going  as  it  did  to 
the  merits,  and  showing  that  the  plaintiff  had 
no  right  of  action  against  any  of  the  defend- 
ants, Intires  to  his  benefit,  and  prevents  the 
entry  of  Judgment  against  him  on  his  default 
The  rule  on  this  question  Is  thus  clearly  stat- 
ed by  Mr.  Black  in  bis  work  on  Judgments: 
"In  an  action  of  contract  against  several  de- 
fendants, if  one  of  them  suffers  default,  and 
another,  under  the  general  issue,  sets  up  and 
maintains   a   defense   which   negatives   tbe 
plaintiffs  right  to  recover  against  either  of 
the  defendants,  and  shows  that  he  has  no 
cause  of  action,  the  plaintiff  will  not  be  en- 
titled to  Judgment  against  the  one  who  was 
defaulted,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the  saccessfnl 
defense  will  inure  to  the  latter's  benefit,  and 
Judgment  must  be  rendered  for  both  the  de- 
fendants."    Section  209.     And  to  this  effect 
are  the  authorities.    French  t.  Neal,  24  Pick. 
55;  State  v.  Gibson,  21  Ark.  140;  Morrison  v. 
Stoner,  7  Iowa,  493;  Adderton  v.  Collier,  32 
Mo.  507;    Waugh  v.  Suter,  3  111.  App.  271; 
Stapp  y.   Davis,  78  Ind.  128.     From  this  it 
seems  manifest  that  Bloomer's  Interests  would 
be  materially  affected  by  the  reversal  of  this 
Judgment,  for  the  reason  that  it  appears  from 
the  record  as  it  now  stands  that  plaintiff  has 
no  right  of  action  against  him  or  his  sureties 
for  a  breach  of  the  conditions  of  his  undei> 
taking  on  account  of  any  of  the  matters  or 
things  alleged  in  the  complaint,  and  so  long 
as  the  Judgment  stands  unreversed  it  is  in  ef- 
fect a  Judgment  in  his  favor,  and  prevents  tbe 
&itry  of  a  Judgment  on  his  default    He  Is 
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therefore  vitally  Interested  In  sustaining  the 
judgment  aa  It  now  stands,  and  consequently 
la  an  adverse  party  to  this  appeal.  It  was 
suggested  by  plaintiff's  attorneys  that  Bloom- 
er was  not  a  necessary  party  to  this  action, 
and  was  never  In  fact  legally  served  with 
summons,  but  these  questions  are  hardly 
open  to  the  plaintiff  here.  Whether  he  wa» 
a  necessary  party  or  not,  the  plaintiff  saw  fit 
to  make  him  a  party,  caused  a  writ  of  attach- 
ment to  issue  and  be  levied  upon  his  property, 
obtained  an  order  for  the  publication  of  sum- 
mons, caused  the  summons  to  be  published 
directed  to  him,  and  an  alleged  proof  of  such 
publication  to  be  made,  and  the  record  shows 
that  all  the  defendants  appeared  and  demur- 
red to  the  original  complaint,  and  that  when 
the  cause  came  on  for  trial  Bloomer  "made 
default."  Under  these  circumstances  the 
court  win  not,  at  plaintlfTs  suggestion,  critic- 
ally examine  the  procedure  by  which  It  sought 
and  claimed  to  have  obtained  jurisdiction  of 
Bloomer,  for  the  purpose  of  avoiding  the  ef- 
fect of  a  failure  to  serve  him  with  a  notice  of 
appeoL  Motion  allowed,  and  appeal  dismiss- 
ed. 


NORTHERN  COUNTIES  INVESTMENT 

TRUST,  limited,  v.  SEARS,  Sheriff. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     Oct.  7,  1895.) 
Statctes  —  Gexsral  Laws  —  ScB/acT  op  Act  — 
Revenue  Acts— "Justicb  with- 
out PUKCHASE.  " 

1.  Act  Feb.  22,  1893,  which  was  introduced 
seven  days  before,  but  became  a  law  two  days 
after,  the  act  creating  Lincoln  county,  and 
which  provides  that  "each  of  the  county  clerks 
of  the  several  counties  in  this  state  in  which 
there  exists  such  office  shall  receive  a  salary  as 
follows";  that  "the  sherifEs  of  the  several  coun- 
ties in  this  state  shall  receive  an  annual  salary 
as  follows";  that  "it  shall  be  the  duty  of  the 
several  clerks  of  the  circuit  and  county  courts 
in  the  state,"  etc.— is  a  general  law.  the  pro- 
visions of  which  the  clerk  and  sheriff  of  Lin- 
coln county  are  bound  to  observe,  though  fol- 
lowing the  provisions  for  salary  is  a  list  con- 
taining all  the  counties,  except  Lincoln,  with  the 
amount  of  salary  set  opposite  each  county,  and 
the  act  declares  that  the  salaries  "herein  pro- 
vided" for  in  favor  of  "said"  county  clerks  and 
sheriffs  shall  be  audited,  and  no  one  of  "such" 
officials  shall  be  entitled  to  other  compensation. 

2.  A  statute  is  not  within  the  purview  of, 
and  does  not  contravene.  Const,  art.  4,  f  22,  pro- 
viding that  "no  act  shall  ever  be  revised  or 
amended  by  mere  reference  to  its  title,  but  the 
act  revised  or  section  amended  shall  be  set  forth 
and  published  at  full  length,"  where  it  is  not 
amendatory  or  revisory  in  character,  but  orig- 
inal in  form,  and  complete  within  itself,  exhib- 
iting on  its  face  its  purpose  and  scope,  though 
it  may  amend  or  modify  existing  laws  on  the 
same  subject  by  implication,  and  though  the 
title  purports  "to  change  in  part  the  compensa- 
tion and  mode  of  payment  of  certain  public 
officers,  and  "to  repeal  certain  provisions  of 
statute." 

3.  Act  Feb.  22.  1803,  does  not  violate  Const. 
art  4,  §  20,  providing  that  every  act  shall  em- 
brace but  one  subject,  as  all  its  provisions  tend 
to  but  one  general  object.— to  prescribe  the  com- 
pensation and  duties  of  certain  county  officers. 

4.  An  act  prescribing  fees  to  be  paid  by 
individuals  to  sheriffs  and  clerks  of  courts  for 
aenrices,  and  requiring  the  money  received  by 


them  to  be  turned  into  the  county  treasury,  they 
to  be  paid  salaries,  is  not  an  act  for  raising  rev- 
enue, required  by  Const,  art.  4,  j!  18,  to  orig' 
inate  in  the  house  of  representatives. 

5.  Act  Feb.  22,  1893,  requiring  payment  to 
a  clerk  of  court,  by  plaintiff,  on  instituting  a 
suit,  of  $5,  and,  at  trial,  of  $2,  and  providing 
for  payment  to  the  sheriff  of  certain  fees  for 
serving  papers,  etc.,  does  not  contravene  Const, 
art  1,  I  10,  requiring  that  justice  shall  be  ad- 
ministered openly  and  without  purchase. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Multnomah  coun- 
ty; E.  D.  Sbattuck,  Judge. 

Application  of  the  Northern  Counties  In- 
vestment Trust,  Limited,  for  mandamus  to 
George  C.  Sears,  as  sheriff  of  Multnomah 
county.  From  a  judgment  directing  a  per- 
emptory writ  to  Issue,  defendant  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

Geo.  B.  Chamberlain,  for  appellant.  W. 
McCamant  and  M.  W.  Smith,  for  respondent. 

WOLVERTON,  J.  This  Is  a  mandamus 
proceeding  against  the  sheriff  of  Multnomah 
county,  to  compel  him,  as  such  officer,  to 
serve  a  summons  upon  the  defendants  In  a 
cause  pending  In  the  circuit  court  of  the  state 
of  Oregon  for  Multnomah  county,  wherein 
the  Northern  Counties  Investment  Trust, 
Limited,  is  plaintiff,  and  George  H.  Dedman 
et  at  are  defendants.  The  mileage  fee  for 
the  service  was  paid  to  the  defendant,  but  he 
refused  to  comply  with  the  request  of  said 
plaintiff  to  serve  such  summons  unless  other 
fees  were  also  paid  to  him  In  accordance  with, 
and  as  allowed  by,  the  act  of  October  26, 
1882.  After  a  full  hearing  the  court  below 
directed  a  peremptory  mandamus  to  issue, 
commanding  the  defendant  to  forth  with  serve 
the  summons  and  papers  in  question,  without 
further  compensation.  From  this  judgment 
the  defendant  appeals. 

The  determination  of  the  question  brought 
up  by  this  appeal  involves  the  construction 
and  constitutionality  of  an  act  entitled  "An 
act  to  change  in  pt^  the  compensation  and 
mode  of  payment  thereof  to  the  county  clerks, 
recorders  of  conveyances,  clerks  of  the  circuit 
courts  and  county  courts  in  the  state,  and  of 
the  sheriffs  of  the  several  counties;  to  repeal 
certain  provisions  of  statute  providing  for 
the  payment  of  certain  fees  to  said  officers 
and  of  trial  fees  In  certain  cases;  to  provide 
for  the  payment  by  parties  to  appeals,  ac- 
tions, suits,  and  proceedings  of  certain  sums 
to  assist  the  state  and  the  several  counties 
in  defraying  expenses  consequent  upon  the 
administration  of  justice;  to  provide  for  the 
appointment  of  deputies  for  the  various  of- 
fices above  enumerated  in  certain  cases  and 
for  their  compensation,  and  for  the  payment 
to  the  state  and  several  counties  of  sums  of 
money  and  fees  paid  to  said  officers  by  par- 
ties litigant,"— filed  In  the  office  of  the  secre- 
tary of  state  February  22,  1893,  and  an  act 
amendatory  thereof,  approved  FelwTiary  25, 
1895.  For  the  purposes  of  this  Inquiry  the 
two  acts  are  essentially  the  same,  and  what 
'is  predicated  of  the  one  might  generally  be 
predicated  of  the  other.    They  will  therefore 
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be  treated  as  one  act,  except  in  so  far  as  it 
is  necessary  to  note  distinctions  touching  their 
relative  proTiaions,  or  the  surrounding  cir- 
cumstances attending  tbeir  adoption. 

It  is  contended  that  the  act  of  February  22, 
1893,  Is  nnconstitntlonal  because— First,  it  is 
in  conflict  with  subdlTlsion  10,  i  23,  art  4, 
of  the  constitution,  which  proTldes  that  the 
legislative  assembly  shall  not  pass  local  or 
special  laws  t<x  the  assessment  and  collection 
of  taxes  for  state,  county,  township,  or  road 
purposes ;  aeo(Mid,  it  is  a  local  law,  "regulat- 
ing the  practice  in  courts  of  JuBtice,"  con- 
trary to  subdivision  3,  §  23,  art  4;  third,  it  is 
in  violation  of  section  22,  art.  4,  which  pro- 
vides that  "no  act  shall  ever  be  revised  or 
amended  by  mere  reference  to  its  title,  but 
the  act  revised  or  section  amended  shall  be 
set  forth  and  published  at  full  length"; 
fourth,  the  act  treats  of  several  distinct  and 
unconnected  subjects,  contrary  to  section  20, 
art.  4,  which  provides  that  "every  act  shall 
embrace  but  one  subject,  and  matters  prop- 
erly connected  therewith,  which  subject  shall 
be  expressed  in  the  title";  fifth,  it  is  an  act 
for  raising  revenue,  and  originated  in  the 
senate,  in  contravention  of  section  18,  art.  4, 
requiring  that  bills  for  raising  revenue  shall 
originate  in  the  house  of  representatives; 
and,  sbcth,  it  contravenes  section  10,  art  1, 
which  requires  that  "Justice  shall  be  admin- 
istered openly  and  without  purchase." 

1.  The  act  provides  for  a  fixed  salary  for 
the  clerks,  sheriff,  and  recorder,  in  each  of 
the  counties  of  the  state,  with  the  exception 
of  Lincoln,  and  it  is  claimed  that  this  omis- 
sion is  fatal  to  the  act,  under  Manning  v. 
KUppel,  9  Or.  367.  A  proper  construction  of 
the  act  will  determine  whether  or  not  It 
comes  within  the  doctrine  of  that  case.  As 
to  whether  or  not  the  fees  which  the  several 
officers  are  redjulred  to  collect  and  turn  over 
to  the  county  treasurer  are  taxes,  within  the 
meaning  of  subdivision  10,  §  23,  art  4,  of  the 
constitution,  it  is  unnecessary  for  the  court 
to  decide  at  the  present  time.  But  if  it  be 
conceded  that  they  are  taxes,  within  the 
meaning  of  that  clause,  it  does  not  follow 
that  the  act  is  local,  and  therefore  void. 
Section  1  thereof  provides  that  "each  of  the 
county  clerks  of  the  several  counties  in  this 
state  in  which  there  exists  such  office  shall 
receive  a  salary  as  follows."  Then  follows  a 
list  containing  the  names  of  ail  the  counties, 
except  Lincoln,  with  the  amount  of  the  sal- 
ary set  opposite  each  county  In  said  list. 
Section  2  relates  to  clerks  of  the  circuit  and 
county  courts  chosen  in  counties  where  such 
offices  exist  separate  from  the  office  of  coun- 
ty clerk.  Section  3  relates  to  recorders  of 
conveyances.  Section  4  provides  that  "the 
sheriffs  of  the  several  counties  in  this  state 
shall  receive  an  annual  salary  as  follows." 
Then  follows  a  list  of  the  coimties,  with  the 
amount  of  salary  set  opposite,  Lincoln  coun- 
ty being  omitted.  Section  5  provides  that: 
"The  salaries  herein  provided  for  in  favor  of 
said  county  clerks,  recorders  of  conveyances, 


clerks  of  the  circuit  and  county  courts  and 
sheriffs,  shall  be  audited  and  paid  by  the 
several  counties  to  the  respective  parties  en- 
titled thereto,  in  monthly  payments,  and  in 
the  same  manner  that  other  county  charges 
are  paid;  and  no  one  of  such  officials  shall 
be  entitled  to  receive  any  fees  or  other  com- 
pensation for  his  services  than  as  above  pro- 
vided, and  except  as  hereinafter  provided, 
except  for  furnishing  to  private  parties 
copies  of  the  records  and  files  in  bis  office 
for  their  benefit  and  convenience,  in  which 
case  he  shall  be  entitled  to  charge  such  pri- 
vate parties  therefor  at  the  rate  of  ten  cents 
a  folio,  but  shall  not  be  entitled  to  anything 
for  authenticating  such  copies,  beyond  in- 
cluding the  number  of  words  contained  in 
the  certificate  of  authentication  in  his  com- 
putation of  the  number  of  folios."  Section  6 
provides,  in  ^ect,  that  "the  sheriffs  of  the 
several  counties  in  the  state  shall  be  enti- 
tled to  receive  the  same  compensation  now 
allowed  by  law  for  the  board  and  keeping 
of  prisoners  confined  in  the  county  Jail  of 
his  county."  They  shall  be  entitled  to  any 
reward  offered  for  the  apprehension  of  per- 
sons charged  with  crime,  and  to  receive  from 
the  state  the  fees  now  allowed  by  law  for 
transporting  convicts  to  the  penitentiary,  and 
insane  and  idiotic  persons  to  the  asylum. 
They  shall  also  be  entitled  to  claim  from  the 
plaintiff  or  moving  party  In  any  action  or 
proceeding  such  reasonable  sums  of  money 
as  they  may  have  been  compelled  to  pay  or 
Incur  on  account  of  the  care  of  property  In 
their  custody  under  attachment  execution, 
etc.;  and,  where  they  are  required  to  travel 
into  another  county  or  state  to  make  an  ar- 
rest or  receive  a  prisoner,  they  shall  receive 
their  actual  or  necessary  expenses  incurred. 
By  the  amendment  of  February  25.  1S05, 
three  provisions  are  added,  all  applicable  to 
counties  of  more  than  50,000  inhabitants,  but 
none  other.  The  first  provides  for  letting 
the  board  of  prisoners  to  the  lowest  bidder; 
the  second  requires  the  payment  of  fees  re- 
ceived from  the  state  for  conveying  con- 
victs to  the  penitentiary,  and  insane  to  the 
asylum,  to  be  paid  into  the  county  treasury, 
and  the  payment  by  the  county  of  the  actual 
expenses  incurred;  and  the  third  is  as  fol- 
lows: "Provided  further,  also,  that  in  coun- 
ties containing  more  than  fifty  thousand  in- 
habitants the  sheriff  shall  be  entitled  to  re- 
ceive all  mileage  for  serving  process  or  pa- 
pers in  civil  cases,  but  shall  not  receive  any 
mileage  in  criminal  cases  whatever,  or  on 
executions  in  civil  or  criminal  cases."  Sec- 
tion 7  provides  that  the  "coroners  of  the  sev- 
eral  counties  shall  also  be  entitled  to  the 
same  fees  now  allowed  for  the  performance 
of  service  in  an  action,  suit  or  proceeding 
where  the  sheriff  is  a  party,  and-  the  party 
paying  the  same  shall  be  entitled  to  recover 
the  amount  paid  from  the  adverse  party.** 
Section  8  provides  that:  "It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  several  clerks  of  the  circuit  and 
county  courts  in  the.  state  at  the  time  any 
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Bult,  action  or  prooeMtng  for  the  enfocoe- 
ment  of  private  rights,  inclQdlng  appeals  and 
■writs  of  review,  but  not  proceedings  In  pro- 
bate matters,  Is  Instituted  to  exact  from  the 
plaintiff  or  moving  party  In  such  suit,  actkm 
or  proceeding,  the  sum  of  Ave  debars. 
•  *  •  Such  clerk  shall  also,  at  the  time  of 
filing  any  answer,  demurrer  or  motion  in 
any  such  action,  suit  or  proceeding  upon  the 
part  of  such  defendant  exact  from  such  de- 
fendant the  sum  of  three  doUan  *  *  • 
and  •  *  *  shall  also  exact  frmn  such 
plaintiff  or  movUig  porty  at  the  time  such 
suit,  action  or  proceeding  comes  on  for  trial 
or  hearing  upon  a  question  of  fact  or  law  in- 
volved therein,  unless  referred  to  a  refCTee, 
and  except  upon  demurrer,  an  additional  sum 
of  twelve  dollars.  •  •  •  And  every  such 
clerk  upon  receiving  any  money  as  provided 
In  this  section,  shall  immediat^y  pay  the 
same  over  to  the  county  treasurer  of  his 
county  and  take  his  receipt  therefor."  The 
amendment  of  1865  enlarges  the  fees  above 
provided  for,  where  the  amount  in  contro- 
versy Is  above  $500,  and  reduces  the  trial  fee 
in  all  cases  to  $2.  It  also  provides  for  the 
payment  of  s  fee  in  probate  proceedings. 
8ectl(m  9  provides  that:  "The  several  sums 
required  to  be  paid  by  parties  litigant  to  the 
respective  officials  on  appeals,  actions,  suits 
and  proceedings,  as  provided  for  In  the  two 
preceding  sections  of  this  act  are  Intended 
to  be  in  lieu  of  the  fees  such  parties  have 
heretofore  been  required  to  pay  said  officials 
in  such  matters,  and  also  in  lieu  of  the  trial 
fee  such  parties  were  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  this  act  required  by  law  to  pay,  and  no 
such  fees  or  trial  fee  last  referred  to  shall 
be  exacted  team  such  parties  In  such  cases. 
In  all  other  eases,  however,  In  which  fees 
are  allowed  to  county  clerks,  recorders  of 
conveyances,  clerks  of  the  circuit  and  county 
courts  and  sheriffs  in  civil  matters  Including 
fees  in  probate  proceedings.  It  shall  be  the 
duty  of  the  said  officials  respectively  to  ex- 
act and  recrfve  from  the  parties  required  by 
law  to  pay  the  same  •  •  •  which  fee  shall 
upon  the  day  it  Is  paid  to  the  official,  be 
paid  over  by  him  to  the  county  treasurer  of 
his  county."  This  section,  as  amended  by 
the  act  of  1805,  reads  as  follows:  "The  sev- 
eral sums  required  to  be  paid  by  the  par- 
ties litigant  to  the  clerk  of  the  circuit  or 
county  court  In  appeals,  actions,  suits  and 
proceedings  as  provided  for  in  the  two  pre- 
ceding sections  of  this  act,  are  to  be  In  lieu 
of  all  the  fees  such  parties  have  heretofore 
been  required  to  pay  to  clerks,  sheriffs  and 
all  oth«:  <^clals  in  such  matters,  and  the 
trial  fee  provided  for  in  the  preceding  sec- 
tion of  this  act  shall  be  in  lieu  of  the  trial 
fee  such  parties  were,  prior  to  the  adoption 
of  this  act,  required  by  law  to  pay,  and  no 
such  fees  or  trial  fee  last  referred  to,  or  any 
other  fee,  shall  hereinafter  be  exacted  from 
the  parties  In  any  suit,  action  or  proceedlnp." 
The  provisions  of  this  act  are  thus  fully  set 
forth    that  its  scope  and  purpose  may  be 


readily  comprehended.  In  the  inquiry  as  to 
the  intentioD  of  the  leglslatare,  where  the 
language  employed  is  of  doubtful  significa- 
tion or  import;  we  are  permitted  to  consider 
the  surrounding  circumstances  attending  the 
adoption  of  the  act.  "The  true  meaning  of 
any  passage,"  says  Mr.  Endllch  in  his  work 
on  InterpretatlMi  of  Statutes  (section  27),  "Is 
to  be  found,  not  merely  in  the  words  of  that 
passage,  but  In  comparing  It  with  every  oth- 
er part  of  the  law,  ascertaining  also  what 
Twre  the  circumstances  with  reference  to 
which  the  w<HrdB  were  used,  and  what  was 
the  object,  appearing  from  those  circumstan- 
ces, which  the  legislature  had  In  view,  and 
what  were  the  cause  and  occasion  of  the 
passage  of  the  act,  and  the  purpose  intend- 
ed to  be  accomplished  by  it,  in  the  light  of 
the  circumstance*  at  the  time,  and  the  neces- 
sity of  its  enactment"  See,  also,  section  28, 
and  Keith  v.  Quinney,  1  Or.  364.  The  act  of 
1898  was  introduced  in  the  senate  on  Jan- 
uary 11th,  and  the  act  creating  liincoln  coun- 
ty was  Introduced  in  the  same  house  Jan- 
uary 18th,— seven  days  later,— but  the  latter 
act  became  a  law  and  took  effect  two  days 
prior  to  the  passage  of  the  former.  Howev- 
er, It  is  apparent  that  when  the  act  under 
consideration  was  drafted  and  Introduced,  it 
provided  a  salary  for  the  clerk  and  8hei4S 
of  every  county  In  the  state;  and  it  Is  rea- 
sonable to  suppose  that  the  fact  that  Lincoln 
county  hai  been  created  was  overlooked,  In 
Its  final  passage,  otherwise  It  would  have 
been  added  by  way  of  amendment.  But  be 
this  as  it  may,  and  If  connected  with  the 
further  fact  that  the  legislature  amended  the 
act  at  a  subsequent  session,  and  again  omit- 
ted Llnccdn  county,  it  is  nevertheless  man- 
ifest that  the  legislature  intended  to  provide 
a  salary  for  all  the  clerks  and  sheriffs  in 
every  county  in  the  state,  and  the  fftct  only 
remains  that  It  did  not  do  so.  These  facts 
and  attendant  circumstances  are  adverted  to, 
not  that  they  will  In  any  event  warrant  the 
court  In  construing  the  act,  in  the  slightest 
degree,  different  from  what  the  language  Im- 
ports, but  because  they  enable  us  to  ascertain 
what  was  meant  by  the  legislature,  the  lan- 
guage employed  by  It  being  ambiguous  and 
of  doubtful  significance.  "Were  It  not  for  the 
fact  that  salaries  were  fixed  for  the  clerks 
and  sheriffs  of  all  the  other  counties  in  the 
state,  except  Lincoln,  and  the  provisions  of 
section  6,  which  declare  that  "the  salaries 
herein  provided  for  In  favor  of  the  said  coun- 
ty clerks,  recorders  of  conveyances,  clerks  of 
the  circuit  and  county  courts,  and  sheriffs 
shall  be  audited,"  and  "no  one  of  such  of- 
ficials shall  be  entitled  to  receive  any  fees 
or  comi)en8atlon  for  his  services  than  as 
above  provided,"  which  leave  the  Impression 
that  the  legislature  was  dealing  with  the 
clerks  and  sheriffs  only  In  the  counties 
named,  and  not  with  the  clerks  and  sheriffs 
of  all  the  counties  in  the  state,  there  could 
scarcely  be  any  question  made  as  to  the  cor- 
rect interpretation  of  th^,  act,^  ^^^Ifo^rpl 
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tenor  of  the  language  employed  indicates 
very  clearlj  that  the  leg^lalature  was  dealing 
with  the  clerks  and  sheriffs  of  all  the  coun- 
ties of  the  state,  withoat  excepting  any  from 
its  purview,  which,  taken  In  connectlmi  with 
the  eyident  leg-islatlve  belief  that  all  were 
included  in  the  list  of  salaries  affixed,  leaves 
no  doubt  as  to  Its  correct  interpretation.  To 
illustrate:  Section  1  provides  that  "each  of 
the  county  clerks  of  the  several  counties  in 
this  state  in  which  there  exists  such  office 
shall  receive  a  salary  as  follows";  section  4f 
that  "the  sheriffs  of  the  several  counties  in 
this  state  shall  receive  an  annual  salary  as 
f<dlow8";  section  6,  that  "the  sherifCs  of  the 
several  counties  in  the  state  shall  be  entitled 
to  receive,"  etc.;  and  section  8,  "it  shall  be 
the  duty  of  the  several  clerks  of  the  circuit 
and  county  courts  In  the  state."  These,  and 
other  clauses  that  may  be  noted,  all  Indi- 
cate general  legislation,  with  the  purpose  of 
affecting  all  clerks  and  sheriffs  of  the  state 
alike,  and  such  Is  the  effect  of  the  act  The 
legislature  has  simply  omitted  to  fix  a  salary 
for  the  clerk  and  sheriff  of  Lincoln  county, 
but  they  are  not  less  bound  to  the  observance 
of  the  provisions  of  the  act  than  the  other 
clerks  and  sheriffs  of  the  stata  The  act  is 
therefore  not  local,  and  does  not  contravene 
the  provisions  of  subdivision  10,  |  23,  art  4, 
of  the  constitution.  This  also  disposes  of  the 
counsel's  second  contention,— that  it  Is  a  local 
law,  regulating  the  practice  of  courts  of  Jus- 
tice, contrary  to  subdivision  3,  S  23,  art  4,  of 
the  constitution. 

Another  question  in  this  connection:  The 
view  is  advanced  that  under  section  8  the 
sheriffs  in  all  the  counties  are  required  to 
collect  from  litigants  the  fees  prescribed  by 
the  law  of  1882,  which  formerly  obtained, 
for  the  performance  of  similar  duties.  The 
wording  of  the  first  clauses  of  section  9  is 
peculiar,  and  their  meaning  not  entirely 
clear.  They  provide  that  "the  several  sums 
required  to  be  paid  by  parties  litigant  to  the 
respective  officials  in  appeals,  actions,  suits, 
and  proceedings,  as  provided  for  In  the  two 
preceding  sections  of  this  act  are  intended  to 
be  in  lieu  of  the  fees  such  parties  have  here- 
tofore been  required  to  pay  such  officials  In 
such  matters."  The  legislature  has,  however, 
by  the  amendatory  act,  furnished  us  with 
its  own  interpretation  of  these  clauses,  as 
follows:  "The  several  sums  required  to  be 
paid  by  the  parties  litigant  to  the  clerk  of 
the  circuit  or  county  court  in  appeals,  ac- 
tions, suits  and  proceedings  as  provided  for 
in  the  two  preceding  sections  of  this  act,  are 
to  be  in  lieu  of  all  the  fees  such  parties  have 
heretofore  been  required  to  pay  to  clerks, 
sheriffs  and  all  other  officials  in  such  mat- 
ters." This  is  the  most  re«i8onabIe  construc- 
tion of  the  ambiguous  clauses  in  section  9  ot 
the  act  of  1883,  above  referred  to,  and  is  but 
a  legislative  declaration  as  to  their  proper 
meaning  and  interpretation.  Sheriffs  are 
therefore  not  required  to  collect  from  liti- 
gants fees  provided  for  by  the  act  of  1882, 


ezicept  such  as  the  act  now  under  considothi 
tion  permits  and  directs. 

2.  Does  the  act  of  1893  contravene  section 
22,  art  4,  of  the  state  constitution,  which 
provides  that  "no  act  shall  ever  be  revised 
or  amended  by  mere  reference  to  its  title, 
but  the  act  revised  or  section  amended  shall 
be  set  forth  and  published  at  full  length." 
The  purpose  and  effect  of  this  clause  of  the 
constitution  has  received  extended  and  intelli- 
gent consideration  at  the  hands  of  Lord,  C. 
J.,  In  Warren  v.  Crosby,  24  Or.  558,  34  Pac 
6S1,— a  recent  case,— and.  If  applicable  bere^ 
la  decisive  of  this  case  alsa  It  was  there 
established  that  "statutes  not  amendatory  or 
revisory  In  character,  but  original  In  form, 
and  complete  within  themselves,  exhibiting 
on  their  face  their  purpose  and  scope,"  do  not 
come  within  the  purview  of  this  clause  of  the 
constitution,  even  though  they  may  amend  or 
modify  existing  laws  upon  the  same  subject 
by  Implication.  The  act  under  consideration 
In  Warren  ▼.  Crosby  had  the  effect  to  trans- 
fer the  power  to  collect  and  assess  taxes- 
conferred  on  the  Incorporated  towns  and  cit- 
ies of  the  state,  by  their  respective  charters, 
and  also  upon  the  different  school  districts, 
by  law— to  the  county  officers  designated 
therein,  and  therefore  was  amendatory,  by  Im- 
plication, of  all  the  city  charters  of  tbe  state, 
as  well  as  the  statutes  regulating  the  assess- 
ment and  collection  of  taxes  by  school  dis- 
tricts within  the  state.  It  was,  however,  an 
Independent  act,  designed  to  accomplish  an 
independent  and  distinct  purpose,  standing 
and  depending  alone  upon  the  force  of  its  own 
provisions  for  the  accomplishment  of  the  ob- 
ject it  sought  to  obtain.  Its  scope  and  pur- 
poses were  distinctly  defined  and  declared 
within  itself,  and,  upon  Its  face,  it  did  not 
seek  or  purport  to  revise  or  amend  any 
known  law;  and  hence  It  was  held  to  be  a 
valid  enactment,  under  the  constitution.  The 
act  under  consideration  is  of  the  same  na- 
ture. True,  the  title  of  the  act  purports  to 
change  in  part  "the  compensation,  mode  of 
payment,"  etc.,  of  certain  public  officers,  and 
"to  repeal  certain  provisions  of  statute";  but 
the  act  itself  accomplishes  the  object  of  its 
enactment  by  force  of  its  own  terms  and  pro- 
visions, and  its  scope  and  purposes  are  per- 
fectly manifest  upon  the  face  of  it  It  does 
not  purport  to  revise  or  amend  any  section  ot 
the  statute,  or  any  previous  enactment  of  the 
legislature,  and  it  Is  none  the  less  an  original 
and  independent  act  if  its  extraneous  opera- 
tion does  affect  other  statutes.  The  llmltar 
tion  imposed  by  the  constitution  is  not  upon 
the  power  of  the  legislature  to  make  laws, 
but  upon  the  mode  in  which  that  power 
should beexerclsedlntheenactment  of  amend- 
atory or  revisory  laws,  and  was  intended  to 
prevent  the  amending  or  revising  of  existing 
statutes  or  previous  enactments  by  substitut- 
ing one  phrase  for  another,  or  by  inserting  a 
sentence,  or  by  repeating  or  striking  out  a 
sentence  or  a  part  of  a  sentence,  which 
would,  la  and  of  themselves,  convey  no  meao- 
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Ing,  iMt  would  depend  for  tbdr  opemtlbn  and 
4iffeet  npon  a  proper  Interpolation,  Bnb0tltii< 
tlon,  or  eUmlnatlom  In  compariaoa  with  the 
original  statute  or  enactmenta.  Wanen  ▼. 
Ooaby,  supra. 

&  It  la  next  contended  tbat  "this  act  pnv 
▼Idea  aalarlee,  levies  taxes,  and  ptoTldes  for 
tbe  app<dntment  of  deputies,  and  all  tbree 
subjects  are  expressed  In  the  title,"  and  tbat 
neither  the  act  nor  tbe  title  of  the  act  Is  sin- 
gle, but  embraces  more  than  one  subject, 
cmitrarjr  to  the  reqnlremoits  ot  section  20. 
art  4,  of  the  constitution,  above  quoted.  We 
are  required  to  look  to  the  body  of  the  act, 
and  the  provisions  therein  contained,  tor  tbe 
aaceitalnment  of  the  subject-matter.  The 
title  is  of  but  little  Importance,  etxcept  to  In- 
dex and  fairly  Indicate  tbe  subject  of  legis- 
lation. Matters  germane  to  or  properly  con- 
nected with  the  subject,  or  matters  of  detail, 
have  no  place  in  the  title,  although  the  cir- 
cmnstaince  of  their  being  found  there  affords 
no  eonsUtntlonal  reason  for  rendering  the  act 
void  or  inoperative.  People  v.  McCann,  60 
Am.  Dec.  645;  State  v.  Silver,  9  Nev.  231. 
The  object  of  this  clause  of  the  constitution, 
so  far  as  the  objection  here  made  to  the  act 
Is  concerned.  Is  to  prevent  tbe  combining  of 
IncongruouB  matters,  and  objects  totally  dis- 
tinct and  having  no  connection  not  relation 
with  each  other,  in  one  and  the  same  bill,  as 
well  as  to  discourage  Improper  combinations 
by  the  members  of  the  legislature,  which 
would  secure  support  for  a  bill  of  an  omnibus 
nature,  with  discordant  riders  attached, 
which,  if  acted  upon  singly,  would  neither 
merit  nor  receive  sufficient  support  to  secure 
their  adoption.  In  short,  as  expressed  by 
Mr.  Cooley  In  his  work  on  Constitutional 
Limitations  (173),  It  was  "to  prevent  hodge- 
podge or  logrolling  legislation."  The  provi- 
sions <^  tbe  act  under  cooslderatlon  tend  to 
but  one  general  object,— that  Is,  to  prescribe 
the  compensation  and  duties  of  county  clerks, 
recorders  of  conveyances,  clerks  of  the  cir- 
cuit and  county  courts,  and  sheriffs  of  the 
several  counties  in  the  state;  and  tbey  are 
all  germane  to,  and  properly  connected  with, 
this  one  general  head.  The  act  of  October 
25,  1880,  which  the  court  had  under  consld- 
emtlon  In  Manning  v.  Kllppel,  supra,  was  of 
the  same  nature,  and  similarly  entitled;  and 
It  was  then  thought  the  act  was  valid,  under 
this  clause  of  the  constitution.  We  think  the 
objection  of  counsel  here  made  Is  not  well 
taken,  and  that  the  act  contains  but  one  gen- 
eral subject  of  legislation. 

4.  The  next  objection  made  is  that  the  act 
nnder  consideration  is  one  for  raising  reve- 
nue, and  i^riginated  in  the  senate,  contrary  to 
the  reauirements  of  section  18,  art  4,  of  the 
constitution.  This  proceeds,  again,  upon  the 
assumption  that  the  fees  which  are  required 
to  be  paid  to  the  officers  named  In  the  bill, 
and  which  are  to  be  turned  Into  the  county 
treasuries,  are  taxes.  Whether  this  assump- 
tion Is  right  or  wrong,  we  do  not  decide;  but, 
U  it  be  conceded  tbat  the  assumption  is  well 


feonded  in  law,  non  constat  that  tbe  act  is 
one  for  raising  revenue.  Bills  for  raising 
revenue  are  required  to  have  their  origin  in 
the  lower  branch  of  the  legldature  because 
It  la  the  more  numerous  of  the  two  bodies, 
and,  being  oftener  renewed  by  elections,  pre- 
sumptirely  it  more  closely  and  directly  rep- 
oesents  tlie  pe<q;>Ie.  Cooley,  Const  Ltan.  157. 
The  controlling  feature  which  charaxTterlMs 
Mils  at  this  nature,  says  Johnson,  J.,  is  that 
they  'Impose  taxes  ujion  the  people,  either 
directly  or  Indirectly,  or  lay  duties,  imposts, 
or  excises,  toe  the  use  of  the  government,  and 
give  to  the  persons  tram  whom  the  money  is 
eaaicted  no  equivalent  in  return,  unless  in  the 
enjoyment,  in  common  with  the  rest  of  the 
dtleens,  of  the  benefit  of  good  government" 
U.  8.  T.  James,  18  Blatchf.  207,  Fed.  Cas.  No. 
iB,40i.  This  case  was  Instltated  to  test  tbe 
validity  of  an  act  of  congress  Increasing  the 
rate  of  postage  upon  third-class  matt«',  under 
the  national  constitution,  providing  that  "all 
Mils  for  raising  revenue  shall  originate  in 
the  house  of  representatives,"  and  it  was  fur- 
ther observed  by  the  court  that:  "A  bill  reg- 
ulatlng  postal  rates  for  postal  service  pro- 
vides an  equivalent  for  the  money  which  the 
citizen  may  choose  voluntarily  to  pay.  He 
gets  the  fixed  service  for  the  fixed  rate,  or  he 
lets  It  alone,  as  he  pleases,  and  as  his  own 
interests  dictate."  And  hence  it  was  con- 
cluded that  the  bill  was  not  one  for  raising 
revenue.  Mr.  Story  in  discussing  this  clause 
of  the  national  constitution,  says,  "The  his- 
tory of  the  origin  of  the  power  already  sug^ 
gested  abundantly  proves  that  It  has  been 
confined  to  bills  to  levy  taxes,  in  the  strict 
sense  of  the  words,  and  has  not  been  under- 
stood to  extend  to  bills  for  other  purposes, 
which  may  Incidentally  create  revenue." 
Story,  Const  |  880.  And  this  is  the  trend  of 
subsequent  decisions  of  the  national  courts 
touching  the  construction  of  this  clause  ot 
the  constitution.  See  V.  S.  r.  Norton,  91  U. 
S.  B69;  U.  S.  V.  Hill,  128  U.  8.  684,  8  Sup.  Ot. 
808;  U.  8.  T.  Broadhead,  127  U.  S.  212,  8  Sup. 
Ot.  1191;  The  NashvUle,  4  Blss.  188,  Fed. 
Gas.  No.  10,028;  and  Investment  Co.  v.  Par- 
rish,  24  Fed.  200.  In  The  Nashville  the  court 
say:  "It  Is  certain  that  the  practical  con- 
struction of  the  provlslcm  by  congress  has 
been  to  confine  Its  operation  to  bills,  the  di- 
rect and  principal  object  of  which  has  been 
to  raise  revenue,  and  not  as  Including  bills 
out  of  which  money  may  incidentally  go  into 
the  treasury,  or  revenue  incidentally  arise." 
Deady,  J.,  in  Investment  Co.  r.  Parrish,  says: 
"A  bill  for  raising  revenue,  or  a  'money  bill,' 
as  it  was  technically  called  at  common  law, 
is  a  bill  levying  a  tax  on  all  or  some  of  the 
pereons,  property,  or  business  of  the  country, 
for  a  public  purpose;  and  the  assessment  or 
listing  and  valuation  of  the  polls  or  property 
preliminary  thereto,  and  all  laws  regulating 
the  same,  are  merely  measures  to  secure 
what  may  be  deemed  a  just  or  expedient  ba. 
sis  for  the  levying  of  a  tax  or  raising  a  reve- 
nue thereon."   This  was  predicated  of  tbe 
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••itaortgragia  tax"   law,   which  formerly  pre^ 
vailed  In  this  state.     In  Mnmford  t.  Sewall, 
U.  Or.  87,  4  Pac.  SS5,  which  inTolved  an  In- 
reaOgatioa  at  that  law,  with  reference  to  tti 
validltr.  nnder  the  same  danae  of  onr  state 
conatitutloQ,  this  court  did  not  feel  warranted 
in  declaring  it  nnoonstitutlonal,   because  It 
waa  not  Bofflcientlr  clear  that  a  law  which 
merely  declared  that  certain  property  thereto^ 
fore  exempt  shoold  thereafter  be  subject  to 
taxation  was  strictly  a  law  for  raising:  rere- 
nne.    Considering  the  similarity  of  the  state 
and  national  constitntlons  tonching  bills  for 
raising  revenue,  and  the  high  and  unbroken 
Une  of  authority  upon  the  proper  constmc- 
'  Hon  of  the  latter,  it  Is  certainly  a  very  per^ 
auaslve  and  weighty  argument  for  applying 
!the  same  constmctlon  to  the  former.     The 
lyery  cogent  reasoning  employed  undoubted- 
'  ly  has  application  here,  and  impels  us  to  the 
same  conclnsion  touching  our  own  state  con- 
stitution.    A  law  which  requires  a  fee  to  be 
;paid  to  an  officer,  and  finally  covered  into 
the  treasury,   of   a   county,   for   which   the 
party  paying  the  fee  receives  some  equiva- 
lent In  return,  other  than  the  benefit  of  good 
government  which  la  enjoyed  by  the  whole 
commimlty,  and  which  the  party  may  pay 
and  obtain  the  benefits  under  the  law,  or  let 
I  It  alone,  as  he  chooses,  does  not  come  within 
'the  category  of  an  act  for  raising  revenue, 
and   hence  the  objection   made  under  this 
'■  clause  of  the  constitution  is  not  well  taken. 
I'    5.  Lastly,  it  is  contended  that  the  act  is  in 
i  violation  of  section  10,  art  1,  of  the  constitu- 
tion,  requiring  that  "Justice  shall  be  admin- 
iistered  openly  and  without  purchase."     The 
;  idea  of  Justice,  as  contained  in  this  clause  of 
ithe  constitution,   was  first  promulgated  by 
the  Magna  Charta,  and  the  reasons  which  led 
up  to  the  declaration  will  serve  us  in  con- 
stiuing  the  clause.    In  the  days  of  the  an- 
Iclent  Idngs  of  England,  Justice  was  a  thing 
'  of  commerce,  and  was  avowedly  bought  and 
sold.     The  king's   court— the   supreme   Jndi- 
'  ciary  of  the  kingdom— was  open  to  none  who 
'  came  not  with  presents  to  the  king.    Bribes 
were  openly  given  for  the  expedition,  delay, 
suppression,  and  for  the  preservation  of  Jus- 
tice.    The  barons  of  the  exchequer,  the  first 
nobility  of  the  kingdom,  were  awarded  mon- 
ey in  exchange  for  fair  dealing,  for  preserv- 
ing liberties   under   the  king's   charter,   for 
helping  to  recover  debts,  for  permission  to 
make  defenses,  for  "free  law,"  and  the  like. 
To  prevent  and  overthrow  this  barbarous  and 
shameless  practice  of  the  times,  It  was  stlpn- 
lated  In  the  Great  Charter  that  "to  none  wlU 
we  sell,  to  none  will  we  deny  or  delay  right 
or  Justice."    Harrison  v.  Willis,  7  Helsk.  4a 
The  long-flxed  meaning  of   these   words  Is 
that  the  right,  attainment  of  Justice,— the  end 
of  the  law,— must  be  administered   without 
sale.    Original  process  must   issue   wlthoat 
price,  except  what  the  law  fixes,  and  without 
denial,  though  the  defendant  be  a  favorite  of 
the  king  or  the  government  who  interferes 
in  his  behalf,  and  must  be  ^iroceeded  with  by 


tha  jQdgM,  after  anlt  IiutltntBd,  wltheat  de- 
lay by  themselvea  or  by  order  ot  the  liing, 
and  that  proper  Judicial  process  must  issue 
by  the  Jndgee,  without  fee  or  reward,  except 
that  fixed  by  the  law.  Townsend  t.  Town- 
send,  Peck  (Tenn.)  IS.  This  court  has  al- 
ready construed  the  danse  In  qneatlon.  In 
BaUey  ▼.  Fmsh,  5  Or.  13S.  Bonham,  J., 
speaking  for  the  court,  says:  "We  b<M  that 
the  langaage  of  oar  constitution  •  *  • 
means  simply  that  Justice  shall  not  be  bought 
wtth  bribes,  nor  ahall  the  attendant  or  inci- 
dental expenses  of  litigation,  in  the  nature  of 
costs  and  disbursements,  be  so  exorbitant 
and  onerous  aa  to  virtually  doee  the  doors  of 
courts  of  Justice  to  those  who  may  have  occa- 
sion to  enter  there.  In  other  words,  that  the 
rights  of  the  iwor  man  to  a  redress  ot  his 
grievances  shall  be  equally  respected  with 
those  of  the  rich,  and  that  equal  and  exact 
Justice  shall  be  dealt  out  alike  to  all."  The 
requirements  of  this  act,  as  they  relate  to  the 
fees  and  charges  to  be  paid  by  litigants  and 
others,  do  not  impinge  nor  intrench  upon  the 
constitution,  as  thus  interpreted.  These  con- 
clusions affirm  the  Judgment  of  the  court  be- 
low, and  It  la  80  ordered. 


PARWBLL  ▼.  NEEDHAM,  County  Clerk. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     Oct.  7,  1895.) 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  linn  countr; 
GeorKe  H.  Burnett,  Judge. 

Petition  for  mandamus  by  H.  Farwell  against 
N.  Nee<)ham,  county  clerk  of  Linn  county,  to 
compel  defendant  to  file  a  complaint.  Defend- 
ant had  judgment,  and  plaintift  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

Geo.  O.  Bingham  and  Thos.  H.  Tongue,  for 
appellant. 

WOLVERTON,  J.  This  is  a  mandamus  pro- 
ceeding instituted  for  the  purpose  of  requirinj 
the  defendant,  who  is  the  county  clerk  of  Linn 
county,  Dr.,  as  such  officer,  to  file  a  complaint 
in  a  cause  entitled  in  the  circuit  court  of  the 
state  of  Oregon  for  Linn  county,  wherein  H. 
Farwell.  the  plaintiff  herein,  was  plaintiff,  and 
against  one  John  N.  Hoffman.  The  plaintiff 
tendered  with  the  complaint  the  fee  allowed  the 
clerk  under  the  act  of  October  26.  1882,  but  the 
defendant  refused  to  make  the  filing  deaired  un- 
til plaintiff  should  pay  the  fee  fixed  by  the  act 
of  February  22,  1893,  and  by  said  act  required 
to  be  paid  before  any  filing  conld  take  place. 
The  alternatiTe  writ  was  issued.  To  this  a  de- 
murrer was  interposed,  and  sustained  by  the 
court  below,  and  the  writ  dismissed.  Plaintiff 
appeals.  The  same  questions  involved  here 
were  considered  in  Investment  Trust  v.  Sears 
(just  decided)  41  Pac.  031,  and  there  passed  up- 
on adversely  to  the  contention  of  plaintiff.  That 
case  is  tlterefore  decisive  of  this.  The  judf- 
meat  of  the  court  below  will  therefore  be  affirm- 
ed. 


BISHOP  T.  BAlSLEnr  et  all 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     Oct.  7,  ISSS.) 

HiNBS  AVO  MtNiNO — FoRrsTrDRB  or  CLAnt— Rf 

COVERT  OF  POSSKSSIOK — Pl.BAniS08. 

1.  In  an  action  by  a  prior  against  a  sutwe- 
quent  locator  of  a  nuning  claim,  the  latter,  in 
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order  to  show  a  forfeiture  by  tbe  former  before 
his  own  location,  most  specially  plead  it. 

2.  The  allowance,  under  objection,  of  an 
amendment  of  a  pleading  to  conform  to  evi- 
dence offered  and  objected  to.  is  rendered  barm- 
lesa  by  allowing  farther  eridenc*  on  the  quea* 
tion  raised  by  each  evidence. 

3.  In  an  action  by  a  prior  again 8t  a  subae- 

Snent  locator  of  a  mining  claim,  the  objection 
bat  the  answer  after  stating  the  facta  showintr 
a  forfeiture  before  defendant  made  hia  loca- 
tion, did  not  allege  "that  thereby  the  claim  waa 
forfeited,"  cannot  be  urged  after  trial. 

4.  Picking  rock  from  the  walls  of  a  abaft 
or  outcropping  of  a  ledge,  in  small  onantities, 
from  day  to  day,  and  testing  it,  in  order  to  find 
a  paying  Tein,  cannot  be  credited  as  part  of  the 
$100  worth  of  "work  and  improvements"  requir- 
ed to  be  made  by  a  locator  on  his  claim  within 
one  year  from  the  date  of  his  location,  by  Bev. 
St.  U.  S.  I  2324,  as  amended  by  Supp.  Bev.  St 

V.  s.  p^Jre. 

5.  where  a  mining  claim  has  been  forfeited 
by  the  locator,  his  going  onto  the  claim,  with 
tools,  and  securing  samples  of  ore.  Is  not  a  re- 
sumption of  his  work,  within  Rev.  St.  U.  S.  I 
2324.  declaring  a  mining  claim  forfeited,  and 
allowing  a  relocation,  if  the  original  locator  has 
failed  to  put  $100  worth  of  work  and  improve- 
ments thereon  during  any  year  preceding  the 
issue  of  a  patent,  provided  that  the  original  lo- 
cator has  not  "resumed  work"  before  the  at- 
tempted relocation. 

6l  a  suit  in  equity  will  lie  to  restrain  a 
continuing  trespass  on  a  mining  claim  by  the 
removal  of  valuable  ore,  and  for  damages  al- 
ready done  by  such  trespsss,  where  the  title  to 
the  property  is  seriously  in  doubt,  though  the 
question  of  title  has  not  been  presented  in  a 
court  of  law. 

Appeal  from  circuit  coxirt.  Baker  county; 
Bobert  Kakln,  Judge. 

Action  by  FhllUp  B.  Bishop  against  James 
L.  Balsley  and  others  to  restrain  and  recover 
for  trespaaa  on  a  mining  claim.  From  a  de- 
cree for  defendants,  plaintiff  appeals.  Affirm- 
ed. 

This  suit  was  brought  to  restralB  trespass 
upon  a  mining  claim,  and  to  recover  damages 
for  the  Injiirlouj  use  of  it  by  the  defendants. 
Tbe  plaintiff,  after  showing  his  citlsKnship,  al- 
leges. In  substance,  that  he  is  now,  and  was  at 
all  times  mentioned  in  his  complaint,  the  own- 
er, by  reason  of  location  and  possession  under 
tbe  general  mining  laws  of  the  United  States, 
of  a  certain  quartz  mining  claim,  situated  in 
Baker  county,  Or.,  generally  known  and  des- 
ignated as  the  "White  Pigeon  Quartz  Claim" 
(then  follows  a  description  of  the  claim  by 
metes  and  bounds) ;  that  on  or  about  tbe  Ist 
day  of  May,  1893,  while  be  was  such  owner 
and  in  possession  of  said  mining  claim,  the 
defendants  wrongfully  entered  and  trespassed 
thereon,  and  dug  a  shaft  many  feet  deep  up- 
on the  vein  therein,  and  at  said  time,  and  at 
various  and  divers  times  since,  took  out,  car- 
ried away,  and  converted  to  their  own  use, 
large  quantities  of  very  rich  gold-bearing 
quartz,  claiming  the  right  so  to  do,  thereby 
destroying  tbe  substance  of  said  mine  and 
depreciating  the  value  thereof,  and  that  they 
threatened  to  continue,  and  were  continuing, 
said  trespass  and  waste,  to  tbe  Irrepai'able  In- 
jury of  the  premises;  that  the  defendants  ex- 
tracted gold  from  said  mine  to  the  value  of 
$30,000;  that  plaintiff  has  been  greatly  hinder- 


ed In  the  posBesslon  and  working  of  said  dUm, 
to  his  damage  in  tbe  sum  of  $50,000;  and  Huit 
be  has  no  plain,  speedy,  or  adequate  remedy  at 
lav.  Tbe  relief  asked  Is  for  a  decree  perpet- 
ually enjoining  defendants  from  further  tres- 
passing upon  said  claim,  or  interfering  with 
plaintiff's  poeaeBBlon;  that  defendants  acconnt 
to  plaintiff  for  the  gold  extracted  by  them; 
and  for  damages  In  the  sum  of  $50,000.  The 
answer  puts  in  issue  every  material  allega- 
tion of  the  c<Mnplaint,  except  tbe  citizenship 
of  defendants  and  for  a  further  defense  al- 
leges. In  substance,  that  at  all  the  times  there- 
in stated  the  premises  therein  described  were 
vacant  public  lands  of  the  United  States, 
chiefly  valuable  for  the  mineral  they  contained, 
and  were  subject  to  location  as  mineral  lands; 
that  on  tbe  1st  day  of  May,  18d3,  defendant 
J.  Ik  Balsley  made  a  good  and  valid  location 
of  the  Mabel  quarts  claim  In  Baker  coimty, 
Or.  Here  follows  a  description  of  the  claim, 
and  other  allegations  as  to  the  manner  of  its 
location.  Continuing,  tbe  answer  shows,  sub- 
stantially, that  ever  since  May  1,  1893,  de- 
fendants have  been,  and  now  are,  the  owners 
of  said  claim,  by  virtue  of  location  and  oc- 
cupancy, and  have  at  all  times  been,  and  now 
are,  in  the  open,  notorious,  exclusive,  and  ac- 
tual possession  thereof,  claiming  title  thereto^ 
The  reply  denies  speclflcally  the  material  al- 
legations of  the  answer,  and,  further  replying 
thereto,  alleges,  in  substance,  that  about  I>e- 
cember  12,  1892,  defendants  applied  to  and 
obtained  plaintiff's  permission  to  enter  upon 
the  said  White  Pigeon  claim,  and  to  prospect 
the  quarts  ledge  therecm,  and  that  their  entry 
upon  said  claim  waa  made  under  said  license, 
with  full  knowledge  of  plaintiff's  claim  and 
right  of  possession,  and  in  subordination  there- 
to; that  while  so  in  possession  they  wrongful- 
ly and  fraudulently  attempted  to  make  the 
alleged  location  of  the  Mabel  claim,  which  cov- 
ers plaintiff's  claim  for  a  distance  of  1,2G0 
feet  from  the  northeast  line  thereof,  with  In- 
tent to  defraud  plaintiff  of  his  rights;  and 
that  by  reason  of  the  premises  the  defendants 
are  estopped  from  contesting  the  right  of 
plaintiff  to  the  ownership  and  possession  of 
said  White  Pigeon  mining  claim. 

Upon  the  issues  being  thus  joined,  a  referee 
was  appointed  by  the  court  to  take  the  testi- 
mony, and  to  report  his  findings  of  fact  and 
conclusions  of  law.  In  due  time  all  the  testi- 
mony which  the  parties  had  to  offer  was  tak- 
en, and  on  June  25,  1884,  the  referee  reported 
the  same,  together  with  his  findings  of  fact 
and  la  vv.  which  were  favorable  to  plaintiff.  On 
the  same  day  defendants  filed  a  motion  for 
leave  to  file  an  amended  answer,  which  was 
allowed  by  the  court,  over  plaintiff's  protest. 
Defendants  thereupon  filed  an  amended  an- 
swer, similar  to  the  first,  except  that  the  de- 
fendants set  up  therein  the  location  of  an  ad- 
ditional claim  on  May  1,  1893,  designated  as 
the  "Queen  of  the  West,"  which  covers  the 
remaining  240  feet  of  the  White  Pigeon  not 
covered  by  the  Mabel,  and  by  way  of  a  fur- 
.  thee  defense  allege,  lu  substance,  that  nclther> 

uigiiizea  oy  ■^^_j\^/\^/^i\- 


938 


PACIFIC  REPORTER,  Vol.  41. 


(Or. 


the  plaintiff,  nor  any  of  bis  grantors  or  pred- 
eceasors  In  Interest,  did  or  performed,  or 
caused  to  be  done  or  performed,  any  work, 
labor,  or  Improvements,  of  any  kind,  nature, 
or  description,  upon,  or  for  the  use  or  benefit 
of,  said  alleged  White  Pigeon  claim,  under  or 
by  virtue  of  said  alleged  location  of  plaintiff, 
and  that  plaintiff  and  his  grantors  wholly  fail- 
ed and  neglected  to  represent  said  claim, 
after  the  date  of  said  alleged  location,  in  any 
manner  or  form  whatever,  or  to  the  value  of 
anything.  The  plaintiff,  by  his  amended  re- 
ply, put  in  issue  all  these  and  other  allegations 
of  the  amended  answer,  and  the  court  there- 
upon referred  the  case  back  to  the  referee 
to  take  such  further  testimony  as  the  parties 
had  to  offer.  Other  testimony  was  accord- 
ingly taken,  mainly  upon  the  question  as  to 
whether  plaintiff  had  performed  $100  worth  of 
assessment  work  iirior  to  January  1,  1803, 
whereupon  the  referee  reported  the  case  back, 
with  his  findings  again  in  favor  of  plaintiff. 
Bxceptions  and  objections  were  filed  to  the 
reiwrt  by  both  parties.  The  defendants,  ex- 
cepting only  to  the  amount  of  damages  found, 
moved  the  court  for  a  confirmation  of  the  re- 
port as  to  all  the  other  findings.  The  court 
thereupon  modified  the  findings  of  the  referee, 
and  rendered  a  decree  for  the  defendants, 
from  which  plaintiff  appeals.  The  testimony 
necessary  to  a  full  understanding  of  the  case 
is  noted  in  the  opinion. 

J.  H.  Slater  and  R.  3.  Slater,  for  appellanv. 
Chas.  A.  Johns,  for  respondents. 

WOLVERTON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
There  is  no  doubt  but  that  plaintiff  and  one 
C.  J.  Finn  made  a  sufiiclent  and  valid  loca- 
tion of  the  White  Pigeon  claim,  November 
25,  1891.  This  Is  the  finding  of  both  the  ref- 
eree and  the  court  below,  and  is  borne  out  by 
the  testimony.  On  October  24,  1802,  Finn 
sold  and  conveyed  his  interest  in  the  claim  to 
plaintiff,  and  thereupon  plaintiCF  became  the 
sole  owner  thereof.  The  fact  that  J.  L.  Bais- 
ley  made  a  sufficient  and  valid  location  of 
the  Mabel  claim,  and  S.  B.  Baisley  of  the 
Queen  of  the  West,  on  or  about  the  12th  day 
of  May,  1892,  is  also  placed  beyond  dispute 
by  the  testimony,  provided  the  lands  and 
premises  occupied  by  them  were  at  that  time 
open  for  location  and  occupancy  by  the  pub- 
lic. The  Mabel  claim  Is  identical  with  the 
AVhIte  Pigeon  for  a  distance  of  1,280  feet 
southwestward  from  its  northeast  line,  and 
the  Queen  of  the  West  covers  the  rest  of  It. 
The  question  then  is,  wlilch  of  these  parties 
has  the  better  title  to  the  premises  occupied 
by  the  White  Pigeon  claim?  It  is  claimed  by 
defendants  that  plaintiff  forfeited  his  claim 
by  not  representing  it  as  required  by  law, — 
that  Is  to  say,  by  failing  to  perform  work  and 
labor  thereon,  in  prospecting  and  developing 
it.  to  the  amount  of  $100,  prior  to  January  1, 
1893,— and,  therefore,  that  it  was  open  to  ex- 
ploration and  location  at  the  time  defendants 
made  their  location  of  the  Mabel  and  Queen 
of  the  West  claims,  and  consequently  their 


locations  were  valid,  and  that  their  title  and 
right  of  poBsesalon  are  superior  to  plaintiff's. 

Under  the  United  States  statutes  governing 
the  location  of  mines,  and  the  acquirements 
of  patents  therefor,  the  locator  has  one  year 
from  the  1st  day  of  January  succeeding  the 
date  of  his  location  in  which  to  perform  his 
first  annual  work.  Rev.  St.  U.  S.  I  2324,  as 
anieuded  January  22.  1880  (Supp.  Rev.  St  p. 
270).  The  plaintiff  therefore  had  untllJanuary 
1, 1893,  in  which  to  perform  hie  annual  labor 
upon  the  White  Pigeon.  If  he  failed  to  per- 
form the  required  amount  of  labor  prior  to 
the  last-named  date,  the  claim  would  there- 
after be  open  for  relocation  by  any  person 
competent  under  the  statute.  But  if,  having 
failed  in  performing  his  annual  labor,  be  re- 
sumed and  performed  work  thereafter  to  the 
extent  required  by  law,  his  rights,  aftM'  re- 
sumption, would  have  been  the  same  as  if 
no  default  liad  occurred.  Belk  v.  Meagher, 
lot  U.  S.  282;  Honaker  v.  Martin  (Mont)  27 
Pac.  397.  But  whether,  if  having  resumed, 
and  while  In  the  actual  possession,  perform- 
ing labor,  and  prior  to  the  full  performance 
of  the  amount  required  by  law,  the  claim 
would  be  open  for  relocation,  the  authorities 
are  divided.  See  Mining  Co.  v.  DefernirL 
62  Cai.  160,  and  Honaker  v.  Martin,  supra. 
The  facts  here  do  not  present  such  a  case. 
It  is,  however,  plain  that  if  plaintiff  had  per- 
formed $100  worth  of  work  on  his  claim 
prior  to  the  date  of  the  alleged  location  by 
defendants  of  their  claims,  as  he  insists  that 
he  has  done,  the  territory  covered  by  the 
White  Pigeon  was  not  open  for  relocation, 
and  hence  their  locations  could  not  be  valid. 
But,  aside  from  the  question  of  work,  plain- 
tiff claims— First,  that,  before  defendants 
can  avail  themselves  of  a  forfeiture,  the.v 
must  plead  it;  second,  that  the  court  erred 
in  allowing  defendants  to  file  their  amended 
answer,  by  which  they  attempt  to  allege  a 
forfeiture;  third,  that  If  the  court  rightfully 
allowed  the  amended  answer  to  be  filed,  then 
the  forfeiture  is  insufficiently  alleged;  and. 
fourth,  that  forfeiture  was  not  shown  by  the 
testimony.     Of  these  in  their  wder: 

1.  A  mining  claim,  subsequent  to  a  valid 
location,  is  property,  In  the  highest  sense  of 
the  term.  It  may  be  bought  and  sold,  and 
will  pass  by  descent.  It  carries  with  It  the 
"exclusive  right  of  possession  and  enjoyment 
of  all  the  surface  included  within  the  lines" 
of  location.  The  right  is  a  valuable  one,  and 
is  protected  by  law.  It  continues  until  there 
shall  be  a  failure  to  represent  the  claim;  that 
is,  to  do  the  requisite  amount  of  work  within 
the  prescribed  time.  The  right  of  possession 
and  enjoyment  acquired  by  location  is  kept 
alive  by  the  representation  prescribed  by 
law,  but,  when  not  thus  kept  alive,  the  right 
is  forfeited,  and  the  claim  is  ther^fter  open 
for  relocation.  In  order,  therefore,  to  secure 
a  valid  location,  it  must  be  established  that 
rights  acquired  under  a  prior  one  upon  the 
same  claim  have  been  forfeited.  The  affirma- 
tive of  this  proposition  Is  always  cast  upon 
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the  party  seeking  to  esUblUb  tt,  and  hence, 
under  the  rules  of  pleading,  it  must  be  spe- 
cially pleaded,  where  opportuiilty  is  offered, 
Ijefore  a.  panty  can  be  heard  to  support  It 
with  evidence.  Kenshaw  t.  Switzer  (Mont) 
13  Pae.  127;  Hammer  t.  MlUing  C!o.,  130  U. 
S.  291,  »  Sup.  Ct.  548;  Belk  t.  Meagher,  104 
U.  S.  279;  Morenhaut  ▼.  Wilson,  52  Oal.  263; 
Wulff  V.  Manuel  (Mont.)  23  Pac.  723;  Quig- 
ley  V.  Glllett  (Oal.)  35  Pac.  1040;  Mattlngly 
V.  Lewisohn  (Mont)  Id.  114.  Furthermore, 
"a  forfeiture  cannot  be  established,  except 
upon  clear  and  convincing  proof  of  the  fail- 
ure of  the  former  owner  to  have  work  per- 
foi-med,  or  to  have  improvements  made,  to 
the  amount  required  by  law."  Hammer  v. 
Milling  Co.,  supra. 

2.  Plaintiff  contends  that  as  objection  had 
been  interposed  to  all  the  evidence  offered  by 
defendants  to  show  that  plaintiff  had  not 
done  or  performed  $100  worth  of  labor  upon 
the  WMte  Pigeon  claim,  as  recpilred  by  law, 
for  the  puripose  of  establishing  a  forfeiture 
on  the  part  of  the  plaintifiT,  and  that  as  plain- 
tiff had  not  offered  his  full  evidence  in  refu- 
tation of  the  claim  of  forfeiture,  all  of  which 
was  shown  by  affidavit,  the  court  erred  in  al- 
lowing defendants'  motion  for  leave  to  file 
the  amended  answer.  The  rule  is  well  estab- 
lished that  a  party  Is  not  entitled  to  have  his 
pleadings  amended  to  conform  to  the  proof 
where  objection  was  made  to  the  introduction 
of  evidence  to  cover  which  the  amendment  is 
desired.  Mendenhall  v.  Water-Power  Co. 
(Or.)  89  Pac.  399;  Beard  v.  Tilghman  (Sup.) 
20  K.  Y.  Supp.  736.  But  the  court  below  met 
this  objection  by  referring  the  cause  back 
to  the  referee,  with  directions  to  allow  the 
parties  to  introduce  other  evidence  touching 
the  additional  questions  raised  by  the  amend- 
ed pleadings,  so  that  the  cause  might  ije  tried 
fully  upon  its  merits.  This,  we  think,  was 
within  the  sotmd  discretion  of  the  court,  and 
in  furtherance  of  Jtistice.  Courts  are  always 
solicitous  to  reach  the  merits  of  every  cause, 
and,  to  that  end,  are  liberal  In  allowing 
amendments.  There  was  no  error  in  allow- 
ing the  motion. 

3.  The  ground  of  the  next  contention  Is 
tliat  the  amended  answer,  after  stating  the 
facts  relied  upon  as  constituting  the  for- 
feiture of  plaintiff's  claim,  fails  to  state 
"that  thereby  the  claim  was  forfeited";  cit- 
ing Gelston  v.  Hoyt,  3  Wheat  247.  This 
was  a  case  of  seizure  of  a  ship  and  cargo  for 
a  supposed  forfeiture,  and  under  the  com- 
mon-law form  of  pleading,  then  in  use.  It 
was  held  that,  after  stating  the  facts,  it  was 
necessary  to  aver  "that  thereby  the  property 
became  and  was  actually  forfeited,  and  was 
seized  as  forfeited."  But  under  our  practice 
these  technical  forms  of  pleading  are  abol- 
ished, and  it  is  now  only  necessary  to  set 
forth  the  facts  constituting  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion or  defense,  concisely,  without  unneces- 
sary repetition.  Not  tiaving  been  tested  by 
a  demurrer,  the  allegations  of  forfeiture  are 
sufficient  after  triaL 


4.  Has  a  forfeiture  of  the  White  Pigeon 
claim  by  plaintiff  1>een  established  by  the 
testimony?  Numerous  witnesses  were  pro- 
duced, and  testified  relative  to  the  labor  done 
upon  the  claim  prior  to  January  1,  1803; 
and,  while  they  differed  widely  as  regards 
the  estimated  value  of  the  work  observed  by 
them  as  liaving  l>een  done  in  the  years  1891 
and  1892,  they  substantially  agreed  as  to  its 
amount  and  extent  Many  years  prior  to 
the  location  of  the  White  Pigeon  there  had 
been  sunk  on  the  ledge  three  different  shafts. 
Some  witnesses  say  two,  but  there  were  un- 
doubtedly three.  The  larger  one  is  some- 
times called  an  "incline."  These  shafts 
ranged  from  two  to  eight  feet  in  depth,  and 
were  of  different  relative  dimensions.  The 
witnesses  gathered  their  information  by 
passing  over  the  claim;  some  casually,  and 
some  for  the  express  purpose  of  ascertain- 
ing what  work  had  been  done.  All  of  them 
describe  a  new  cut  at  the  southwest  corner 
of  the  claim.  Some  think  it  was  within  the 
boundary  and  others  say  it  was  outside,  but 
It  Is  immaterial  to  this  Inquiry  whether  It 
was  within  or  beyond  the  boundary.  This 
cut  was  evidently  made  with  the  purpose  of 
tunneling  into  the  hillside,  and  thereby  to 
strike  the  ledge  at  some  distance  under  the 
surface.  It  was  from  20  to  25  feet  long,  3 
to  4  feet  wide,  and  in  the  face  of  the  cut, 
or  at  Its  deepest  point,  4  to  6  feet  deep. 
They  testify,  also,  to  some  fresh  work  that 
bad  been  done  in  one  of  the  old  shafts.  This 
Is  as  far  as  they  all  agree.  One  of  the  wit- 
nesses (C.  M.  Foster),  in  rebuttal,  recalleu 
having  seen  a  cut,  spoken  of  as  a  "crosscut" 
running  across  the  ledge,  presumably  for  the 
purpose  of  exposing  it.  The  dimensions  of 
this  cut  are  given  by  the  plaintiff  as  from 
8  to  10  feet  long,  probably  16  Inches  wide, 
and  about  12  inches  deep.  A  witness  m: 
two  relate  having  seen  some  small  prospect 
holes,  two  or  three  in  number,  sunk  in  the 
earth  at  a  point  whore  the  ledge  Is  broken 
off  and  lost  sight  of,  probably  for  the  pur- 
pose of  finding  the  ledge  again.  This  is  a 
synopsis  of  all  the  work  observed  by  the  de- 
fendants' witnesses  which  liad  been  done  in 
the  years  1891  and  1892,  after  the  date  of 
the  location  of  the  White  Pigeon.  It  was 
comparatively  easy  to  distinguish  the  new 
work  from  that  done  in  sinking  the  shafts 
years  prior,  from  the  action  and  indications 
left  by  the  elements  upon  the  exposures 
made  by  the  excavations.  Many  of  these 
witnesses  were  practical  miners,  and  knew 
the  value  of  mining  labor,  and  their  estimate 
of  the  value  of  the  labor  thus  expended 
ranged  from  $9  to  $30,— none  placing  it  high- 
er than  the  latter  sum.  Of  the  testimony 
offered  to  overcome  this  showing,  that  of 
plaintiff.  In  his  own  behalf.  Is  the  strongest, 
and  is  practically  all  that  he  has  offered 
upon  the  question,  except  as  he  Is  corrobo- 
rated by  other  witnesses.  The  work  on  the 
cut  at  the  southwest  comer  of  the  claim 
was  done  by  Howard,  Heffrom,  and  Ellis,  un- 
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der  his  directions,  for  which  work  he  paid 
Howard  |10.  Howard  describes  how  it  was 
done,  aud  gives  the  time  expended  In  doing 
It  He  says  he  worked  2^  days,  4  hours 
counting  as  a  day's  work.  HeCrom  and  Bi- 
lls each  worked  an  hour  and  a  half,  and 
Bishop  worked  the  same  length  of  time. 
Bishop  testifies  that  he  himself  put  In  about 
20  days  on  the  claim,  one  of  which  Is  the 
1%  hours'  work  referred  to  by  Howard. 
He  says:  "My  work  consisted  of  crosscut- 
ting  the  ledge,  sinking  boles,  prospecting 
cropplngs,  and  working  the  cropping*  by 
hand  and  mortar,  and  reducing  the  ore  to 
pulp  with  water  and  quicksilver,  using  acids, 
and  separating  the  gold  from  the  quicksilver 
after  working  It."  On  cross-examination  he 
describes  minutely  what  work  he  did,  and 
how.  He  lived  at  Baker  City,  and  generally 
went  from  his  home  to  the  mine,  a  distance 
of  12  miles,  and  back  again,  each  .day  he 
worked  upon  It  Speaking  of  the  first  and 
tjcond  days  that  he  was  there,  he  says:  "I 
pixwpected  the  ledge,— the  cropplngs."  "Proa- 
p>3cted  by  breaking  the  rock  oC  the  ledge, 
and  sr.zi^Jng  it"  "I  worked  tLtvag  the 
ledge  thek.,  picking  and  tauntiog  fer  free- 
gold  rock,  kaowlng  that  she  cnrrled  free 
gold."  "That  was  all  I  done  these  trips." 
Of  the  third  time,  he  says:  "I  started  to  do 
surface  work,— that  is,  top  work,— where 
there  was  no  ledge  on  the  break  of  the  bill, 
westerly  from  the  old  shaft,  vhere  the  led^e 
Is  broken  off,  and  no  one  bas  found  it." 
"There  were  several  holes  there  that  I  dug  at 
that  time.  I  cannot  tell  how  many."  Also: 
"Worked  on  the  ledge  matter."  "I  picked 
rock,  examined  it,  and  prospected  for  the 
gold  streak  that  I  knew  was  there."  In  re- 
gard to  the  fourth  trip,  la  April,  1892,— the 
former  being  along  in  Murch,— he  says:  "I 
prospected  around  on  that  trip  on  the  mlne^ 
ecst  of  tLe  old  shaft  on  the  westerly  end." 
"Removed  n*  dirt  at  that  time."  "Removed 
some  rock;  yes."  The  trace  left  was  "by 
the  ledge  being  disturbed  by  breaking  it" 
The  fifth  time,  "Broke  off  rock,  put  It  In  a 
mortar;  panned  it  out  with  a  gold  pan."  "I 
worked  a  little  in  the  old  shaft  aud  hole  No. 
2,  from  the  old  shaft  with  a  pick  and  shov- 
el." The  sixth  trip  "I  run  a  crosscut  at  that 
time."  "I  removed  some  dirt— uot  a  great 
deal— away  from  the  hanging  wall  on  the 
southwest,  westerly  from  the  old  prospect 
shaft"  The  seventh  trip  "I  cleared  away 
around  the  ledge,  took  off  rock,  sampled  it 
marked  it,  and  worked  In  liole  No.  2  with 
pick  and  shovel,  threw  out  some  dirt  at  that 
time,  sampled  it,  and  broupht  them  to  town." 
luighth  trip  "I  worked  on  this  slope  westerly, 
to  eee  if  I  cotild  find  the  ledge  where  the 
break  was,  ae^r  tha  old  i>rospect  shaft  with 
the  Intention,  If  I  could  find  it  of  running 
a  tunnel,  and  sinking  and  clearing  out  the 
•Id  prcapect  shaft"  "Pi'OBpected  around 
with  the  pick  some.  I  would  break  off  por- 
tions of  the  ledge  matter  with  my  pick,  and 
would  break  the  rock  with  the  eye  of  the 


pick,  or  a  small  bammer  I  had  with  m& 
I  would  take  my  glass,  and  examine  the 
rock,  and  If  it  did  not  suit  me  I  would  leave 
that  portion  of  the  ledge,  and  go  to  another 
portion.  I  was  hunting  the  pay  chute.  The 
reason  I  was  hunting  the  pay  chute  was,  I 
found  a  piece  of  rock  three  Inches  long  and 
one-half  Inch  wide,  and  about  one-half  an 
inch  deep,  that  had  free  gold  In  it"  The 
ninth  trip  "I  picked  down  the  rock  la  small 
pieces,  marked  them,  and  cut  Into  the  ledge 
quite  a  little  i^ece."  "I  took  some  samples 
out  of  the  old  shaft  No.  1,  marked  them,  and 
the  part  of  the  ledge  they  came  from,  and 
brought  them  out,  and  took  them  back  with 
me."  Without  following  this  testimony  fur- 
ther In  detail,  suffice  It  to  say  that  the  fore- 
going fully  Illustrates  the  nature  of  the  work 
done  by  plaintiff,  for  which  he  claims  2lt 
days.  When  asked  to  "give  the  number, 
size,  and  dimensions  of  any  and  all  new 
boles  and  crosscuts  which  were  made  on  the 
claim  after  its  location,  up  to  January  1, 
1893,"  be  replied:  "On  the  westerly  slope 
of  the  White  Pige<»,  westerly  of  tbe  old 
shaft  there  Is  a  crosscut  in  the  hill,  croas- 
cutting  the  ledge,  I  should  Judge,  perbc;* 
fifteen  feet  or  more.  It  would  be  about  two 
feet  to  thirty  Incbea  wide,  twenty-four  Inches 
deep.  And  several  holes— I  don't  recollect 
bow  many— in  the  vicinity  of  where  this 
crosscut  is  would  average  about  three  feet 
I  should  Judge,  In  lensth,  and  about  two  in 
depth.  Tb<;re  is  a  gTeat  n^j-b^r  of  these— 
I  don't  recellect  how  nvcy— svnk,  several  of 
them  to  try  and  find  t>e  let^e  runnlag  par- 
alM  with  the  sMn  White  Pigeon,  which  I 
tMsk  would  averp^e  tvo  v  three  feet  and 
about  twenty  icchss  or  t^o  feet  in  depth. 
There  was  a  iuAe,  lio.  3,  an  old  p^aft  to  the 
best  of  my  recollection,  about  four  feet  long, 
about  thirty  Inches  wide,  and  about  two 
feet  deep.  I  ecCarged  Lole  No.  2  by  work- 
ing, I  should  judge,  aNrat  ooe-thlrd.  The 
old  shaft  I  have  made  that  larger,  I  should 
judge,  about  one  foot  The  length  on  one 
side  was  ten  feet  I  had  work  done  on  the 
tunnel  site  in  the  fall  of  1892,  about  twenty 
feet  long,  four  feet  wide,  and  about  four 
and  oue-half  or  five  feet  deep  at  the  big 
end."  He  further  testifies  that  G.  J.  Finn 
rendered  him  a  statement  of  13  days'  work 
that  he  did  upon  the  claim,  but  be  has  no 
pei'sonal  knowledge  of  his  having  done  any 
work,  except  that  he  saw  Finn  at  the  mine 
one  day  in  June,  1S92,  and  at  that  time  he 
was  prospecting  the  ledge  for  ore  samples, 
some  of  which  he  produced.  He  further 
states  that  he  speut  8  days  at  home  testing 
the  samples  of  rock  which  be  had  taken  from 
the  mine,  and  had  some  12  assays  mi>de  ot 
them,  and  that  it  was  worth  |l.iiO  et>.ch  to 
make  such  assays.  All  this  work,  he  says, 
would  "exceed  one  hundred  dollars  In  val- 
ue." The  fact  was  established  that  miners' 
labor  was  worth  from  ^  to  |3.50  per  day. 

It  may  be  conceded  that  if  the  nature  of 
the  work  done  and  performed  by  the  plaintiff 
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una  the  measare  of  work  reqnlred  to  b« 
done  annually  on  all  unpatented  claims,  he 
has  compiled  with  the  law,  but,  if  it  does 
not,  that  he  has  fallen  short  of  It  A  sum- 
mary of  the  value  of  the  labor  performed 
will  therefore  be  unnecessary,  whether 
classed  as  assessment  work  or  not.  Section 
2324,  Rev.  St  IT.  S.,  requires  that  on  each 
claim  located  after  the  10th  day  of  May,  1872, 
and  until  a  patent  has  been  Issued  therefor, 
not  less  than  $100  wMth  of  labor  shall  be 
performed,  or  improvements  made,  during 
each  year.  The  time  in  which  the  first  an- 
nual labor  after  location  is  required  to  be 
performed  has  been  noted.  Mr.  Justice  Mil- 
ler, In  Chambers  v.  Harrlntrtop,  111  U.  8. 
353,  355,  4  Sup.  Ot.  42S,  after  explaining  tbe 
reasons  for  the  adoption  of  tt'M  statute,  says: 
"Clearly,  the  purpose  was  the  same  as  in 
the  matter  of  similar  regulations  by  the  min- 
ers, namely,  to  require  every  person  who  as- 
serted an  SKClusive  rt<;ht  to  his  discovery  or 
claim  to  exiiend  something  of  labor  or  value 
on  it  aa  evidence  of  his  good  faith,  and  to 
show  thiU  ho  was  not  acting  on  tbe  principle 
of  the  dog  in  tho  nuu^er."  Wade,  C.  J.,  In 
Remmington  v.  KaudK  <  Ment  141,  9  Pac. 
819,  says:  "Tbe  purpose  of  requiring  one 
hundred  dol>r8'  worth  of  work  or  improve- 
ments on  a  mluing  claim  each  year  is  to  so 
develop  ttt-i  mine  aa  that  a  patent  may  issue 
for  th»  claim.  It  is  not  the  policy  of  the 
goveniEie"t  to  issue  patents  for  the  mineral 
lauds  untU  thero  ira  been  a  discovery,  and 
sufflcievt  work  iasi»  ap»a  the  claim  to  deiu- 
onstrate  its  value.  •  *  *  A  liberal  con- 
struction should  be  given  tbe  mining  act  of 
1872,  but  it  should  not  be  so  liberal  as  to  au- 
thorise a  claim  to  be  held  without  repres^t- 
tatlon,  or  a  patent  to  be  procured  before  any 
work  had  been  done  on  tbe  claim."  This 
language  is  quoted  with  approval  in  Honaker 
T.  MarUn  (Moat)  27  Pac.  388,— a  later  case 
from  the  same  state.  Before  patent  can  is- 
sue, ttie  claimant  is  required  to  file  with  the 
register  a  certiQcate  of  the  United  States 
surveyor  general  showing  that  $500  woi-th  of 
labor  or  improvements  has  been  done  or 
made  by  himself  or  grantors.  Rev,  St  U. 
S.  §  2S25.  So  that  it  is  apparent  the  statute 
touching  the  location  and  acquirement  of 
minibg  claims  was  enacted  to  subserve  two 
purpvseii,  namely,  to  insure  good  faith  in  the 
locator  or  claimant,  and  to  require  of  him 
tba''  he  exhibit  a  claim  w^ich,  by  reason  of 
Its  development  or  the  improvements  made 
thereof  or  for  its  benefit  is  of  some  value; 
and  it  wa&  assumed  by  congress  that  $500 
worth  of  labor  or  improremeuts  would  dem- 
onstrate its  value  as  a  mine.  As  to  the  na- 
ture oC  t^  ~  la»or  or  improvements,  the  stat- 
ute would  seem  to  require  that  the  labor  be 
performed  or  the  Improvements  made  for 
the  derelopmenl  of  the  claim;  that  is,  to 
facilitate  tbe  extraction  of  the  metals  it  may 
contain.  Smelting  Co.  v.  Kemp,  104  U.  S. 
636;  Remmington  v.  Baudit,  supra. 
But  it  la  insisted  that  whatever  labor  Is 


pertonaed  for  the  purpose  of  prospecting  a 
mine  fills  the  requirements  of  the  statute, 
and,  In  support  of  this  position,  counsel  cites 
U.  S.  V.  Iron-Silver  Mln.  Co.,  24  Fed.  568, 
and  Book  v.  Mining  Co.,  58  Fed.  lOT.  In  the 
former  of  these  cases,  language  is  employed 
which  would  seem  to  indicate  that  tbe  term 
"prospecting"  was  used  In  Its  broadest  sense. 
It  Is  there  said  that  "work  done  for  the  pur- 
pose of  discovering  mineral,  whatever  the 
particular  form  <«  character  of  the  deposit 
which  is  the  object  of  the  search.  Is  within 
the  spirit  of  the  statute."  It  is  disclosed, 
however,  by  the  opinion,  that  labor  was 
claimed  for  digging  prospect  holes  on  a  plac- 
er mine,  evidently  in  trying  to  find  veins, 
leads,  and  lodes,  and  It  was  contended  that 
no  work  in  that  direction  and  for  that  pur- 
pose ought  to  be  cotmted  in  an  application 
for  a  patent  to  placer  mining  g^round;  and  It 
was  with  reference  to  this  state  of  facts  that 
Brewer,  J.,  with  some  hesitancy,  used  the 
language  above  quoted.  The  latter  case  sim- 
ply announces  the  well-settled  doctrine  that 
"labor  and  Improvements,  within  the  mean- 
ing of  the  Btartutc,  are  deemed  to  be  done 
upoB  the  location  when  tbe  labor  is  pattona- 
ed  or  improvements  made  for  the  express 
putpese  of  working,  prospecting,  or  devel- 
<^lng  the  ground  embraced  in  the  location," 
and  was  Bal4  with  reference  to  a  tunnel  com- 
menced outside  of  the  mining  claim  in  dis- 
pute, and  Intended  for  its  development  as 
well  as  other  contiguous  claims.  The  word 
"proftoectln*,"  when  used  with  reference  to 
aimual  lab»r  to  be  expended  upon  a  mining 
claim,  is  Incapable  of  so  broad  a  significa- 
tion as  is  claimed  for  it  It  is  not  used  in 
the  sense  of  "exploration  and  discovery," 
which  is  necessary  before  a  valid  location 
can  be  made,  but  rather  in  the  sense  of  "de- 
velopment and  demonstration,"  that  the 
value  of  the  ledge  may  be  determined,  as 
distinguished  from  the  ascertainment  of  its 
existence.  Now  the  question  recurs  whether 
picking  rock  from  the  walls  of  a  shaft  or 
from  the  side  or  outcropplngs  of  a  ledge,  in 
small  quantities,  from  day  to  day,  making 
tests  for  tbe  purpose  of  sampling  It,  break- 
ing and  examining  it  under  a  glass,  crushing 
It  in  a  mortar  and  panning  it  out,  and  car- 
rying It  away  and  making  assays  of  it  inr 
attempting  to  find  the  "pay  chute,"  as  It  fg 
termed,  is  such  as  the  law  will  permit  the 
claimant  to  be  credited  with  upon  his  ac- 
eoimt  for  annual  labor  performed.  Such  la- 
bor does  not  add  to  the  value  of  the  claim, 
DOT  does  it  tend  to  tlie  development  of  the 
mine.  Five  hundred  dollars'  worth  of  labor 
of  this  nature  could  easily  be  expended,  and 
yet  the  surveyor  general  would  not  be  able 
to  certify,  from  aa  Inspection  of  the  mine, 
that  It  had  been  done.  On  the  contrary,  on 
applying  the  test  of  neasonable  value,  he 
would  find  It  far  short  of  this  amount  Mat- 
tingly  V.  Lewisohn  (Mont)  85  Pac.  114;  Dn 
Prat  V.  James  (Cal.)  4  Pac.  562.  Such  work 
naturally  leads  one  to  question  the  good 


uigiiizea  oy  >.j\^\^ 


S" 


942 


PACIFIC  BEPOBTBR.  Vol.  41. 


(Or. 


faith  of  the  claimant,  and  to  doubt  hla  pur- 
pose to  represent  the  claim  except  upMi  find- 
ing the  "pay  chute."  This  class  of  lalxw  Is 
not  such  as  the  statute  contemplated,  and 
will  not  ayall  the  plaintifF,  and  It  is  apparent 
that,  without  it,  he  has  failed  In  performing; 
the  $100  worth  of  labor  or  improvements  re- 
quired by  law.  The  actual  work  that  he 
did  which  can  ayail  him  consists  in  the  cut 
at  the  southwest  corner  of  the  claim,  which 
cost  him  $10;  the  crosscut  made  by  him  In 
one  day  for  the  purpose  of  exposing  the 
ledge;  several  prospect  holes  that  he  sunk 
for  the  same  purpose,  which  could  be  done 
within  five  days,  as  the  outside  limit;  and 
an  enlargement  of  one  oe  two  of  the  old 
shafts.  The  court  below  very  properly  found 
that  the  assessment  work  did  not  exceed  $50. 
The  claim  was  therefore  open  to  re-entry  on 
January  1,  189G;  and,  unless  plaintiff  had 
resimied  work  thereafter  as  required  by 
law,i  it  was  likewise  open  at  the  time  de- 
fendants relocated  it.  Plaintiff,  In  April, 
1893,  entered  one  of  the  <dd  shafts,  and 
spent  an  hour  or  so  with  pick  and  hammer, 
in  securing  samples  of  the  ore,  and  it  is 
claimed  for  this  that  it  was  a  resumption  of 
work;  but  this  is  not  a  resumption,  under 
any  of  the  authorities.  See  Honaker  t.  Mar- 
tin, supra. 

It  was  further  contended  that  defendants' 
entry  was  under  a  license  from  the  plaintiff, 
but  it  is  sufficient  to  say  that  this  contention 
is  not  established  by  the  evidence. 

This  disposes  of  the  case,  with  the  excep- 
tion of  a  question  which  is  made  as  to  the 
Jurisdiction  of  a  court  of  equity  to  take  cog- 
nizance of  the  matter  in  issue,  the  possession 
and  title  tteing  In  dispute.  It  is  clear  from 
the  testimony  that  at  the  commencement  of 
the  suit  the  plaintiff  was  absolutd.y  out,  and 
the  defendants  were  in  full  possession  of  the 
claim.  The  Inquiry  has  heretofore  proceed- 
ed upon  the  assumption  that  the  court  had 
Jurisdiction  to  determine  all  matters  connect- 
ed with  the  suit  We  will  now  consider  the 
contention  of  the  respective  partiee  upon  this 
proposition. 

This  may  be  termed  a  suit  to  enjoin  a  tres- 
pass, and  for  an  account.  It  falls  within  the 
category  of  remedies  which  are  of  purely 
equitable  cognizance.  The  trespass,  threat- 
ened or  actual,  is  the  element  which,  in  prop- 
er cases,  lays  the  foundation  for  equitable 
Interference.  It  is  the  primary  "cause  of 
suit."  The  power  to  assess  damages  is  in- 
cidental, and  does  not  exist  as  an  equitable 
remedy,  except  in  connection  with  the  in- 
junction to  restrain  the  trespass,  and  is  sus- 
tained upon  the  principle  that,  as  a  general 
rule,  a  court  of  equity,  having  acquired  juris* 
diction  for  one  purpose,  will  retain  it  for  all, 

1  Rev.  St.  V.  S.  J  2324,  as  amended  by  Supp. 
Rev.  St.  p.  276.  declares  a  mining  claim  for- 
feited by  failing  to  put  $100  worth  of  work 
and  improvements  thereon  during  any  year 
prior  to  the  issue  of  a  patent,  and  allows  a 
relocation  by  another  person,  provided  the 
original  locators  "have  not  resumed  work." 


and  proceed  to  the  adjudication  of  legal  as 
well  as  equitable  rights,  with  a  view  to  the 
administration  of  full  relief.  Flelschner  ▼. 
Investment  Co.,  25  Or.  130,  35  Pac.  174.  And, 
upon  the  further  ground  of  preventing  a  mul- 
tiplicity of  suits.  Chancellor  Kent,  in  Living- 
ston V.  Livingston,  10  Am.  Dec.  354,  says, 
"This  protection  is  now  granted  in  the  case 
of  timber,  coals,  lead  ore,  quarries,  etc.,"  and 
quotes  from  Lord  Eldon,  in  Thomas  y.  Oak- 
ley, 18  Yes.  184,  as  follows:  "The  present 
established  course  was  to  sustain  the  bill 
for  the  purpose  of  injunction,  connecUng  it 
with  the  account  In  both  cases  (waste  and 
trespass),  and  not  to  put  the  plaintiff  to  come 
here  for  an  injunction,  and  to  go  to  law  for 
damages."  Mr.  Daniell  says:  "The  account 
depends  entirely  upon  the  injunction.  It  Is 
incidental  to,  and  consequential  upon  It 
And,  if  a  person  is  entitled  to  the  one,  he  is 
entitled  to  the  other,  also,  on  the  principle 
of  preventing  a  multiplicity  of  suits;  for  oth- 
erwise be  would  be  obliged  to  bring  his  ac- 
tion at  law,  as  well  as  in  equity,— his  action, 
by  way  of  satisfaction;  his  bill,  by  way  of 
prevention."  2  Daniell,  Oh.  Prac.  •1634. 
Courts  of  equity  will  enjoin  a  trespass  only 
when  there  exists  some  equitable  grounds 
for  interference,  as  where  there  is  danger  of 
irreparable  mischief,  or  that  the  value  of  the 
inheritance  is  put  in  jeopardy  by  a  umtlnu- 
ance  of  the  trespass,  or  when  it  becomes 
necessary  to  prevent  a  multiplicity  of  suits. 
The  primary  purpose  of  the  suit  is  to  quiet 
the  possession.  In  ordinary  trespass,  or 
Where  the  law  affords  an  adequate  remedy, 
equity  refuses  to  Interfere.  Bracken  v.  Pres- 
ton, 44  Am.  Dec.  420.  The  law  is  very  old 
which  permits  the  use  of  an  Injunction  In 
restraint  of  waste.  Lord  Eldon  says  there 
is  a  writ  at  common  law  after  action  to  re- 
strain waste.  Smith  t.  Gollyer,  8  Yes.  90. 
An  injunction  tor  this  purpose  was,  and  is 
now,  allowed  a  party  out  of  possession 
against  one  in  jKtssession  of  lands,  to  re- 
strain Irremediable  damage  to  the  inherit- 
ance, but  the  parties  must  be  privies  in  title 
or  estate,  such  as  landlord  and  tenant,  mort- 
gagor and  mortgagee,  or  tenant  of  a  particu- 
lar estate  and  remainder-man;  and  the  in- 
junction will  be  allowed  in  all  cases  where 
an  action  will  lie  to  recover  possession  of 
lands  wasted,  or  damages  for  the  waste. 
Chapman  v.  Toy  Long,  4  Sawy.  33,  Fed.  Cas. 
No.  2,610,  and  3  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  {  1348.  But 
the  remedy  which  permits  an  injunction 
against  trespass  is  of  more  recent  origin, 
and  was  first  granted  by  Lord  Thurlow,  late 
in  the  eighteenth  century.  Lord  Eldon  re- 
lates the  instance,  of  which  he  had  a  note,— 
the  case  in  which  the  order  was  made  being 
now  known  as  the  "Flamang  Case,"— as  fol- 
lows: "There  was  a  demise  of  dose  A.  to 
a  tenant  for  life,  the  lessor  being  landlord 
of  an  adjoining  close,  B.  The  tenant  dug  a 
mine  in  the  former  close.  That  was  waste 
from  the  privity.  But  when  we  asked  an 
injunction  against  his  digging  in  the  other 
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close,  thongrb  a  continuation  of  the  working 
In  tbe  former  close.  Lord  Thurlow  hesitated 
mnch,  but  did  at  last  grant  tbe  injunction— 
First,  from  the  irreparable  min  of  the  proper- 
ty as  a  mine;  secondly,  It  was  a  species  of 
trade;  and,  thirdly,  upon  the  principle  of  this 
court  enjoining  in  matter  of  trespass  where 
Irreparable  damage  is  the  consequence."  Han- 
son v.  Gardiner,  7  Ves.  307.  See,  also,  Mitch- 
ell T.  Dors,  6  Ves.  147.  Since  the  time  of  Lords 
Thurlow  and  Eldon,  the  remedy  against  tres- 
pass by  injunction  has  become  well  establish- 
ed, and  is  now  constantly  brought  Into  requi- 
sition. But,  contrary  to  the  injunction  against 
waste,  It  is  allowed  a  party  in  possession 
against  a  stranger  whose  entry  is  unlawfuL 
1  Spell.  Extr.  EeL  {  336. 

It  is  said  that  injunctions  are  now  granted 
much  more  liberally  than  formerly,  and  that 
the  tendency  is  to  break  through  the  old  dis- 
tinction existing  between  waste  and  trespass. 
Chapman  v.  Toy  Long,  supra;  Lowndes  v. 
Settle,  33  lAW  J.  Ch.  451.  The  authorities, 
however,  when  closely  observed,  would  seem 
to  Indicate  that  the  distinction  which  has 
been  broken  through  is  mostly  the  distinc- 
tion which  formerly  existed  In  granting  thie 
Injunction  in  one  instance  while  refusing  It 
In  the  other.  The  same  conditions  which 
lay  the  foundation  for,  or  that  will  support, 
an  Injunction  in  case  of  waste  will  not  suf- 
fice as  against  trespass.  The  material  and 
vital  distinction  regards  the  possession  of 
the  relative  parties  litigant.  In  case  of 
waste  the  iMlvity  existing  between  the  par- 
ties will  always  enable  the  plalntifT,  while 
oat  of  possession,  to  maintain  the  suit;  while, 
without  the  privity  of  estate  or  title,  as  In 
case  of  trespass,  possession,  or,  what  is  tan- 
tamount thereto,  the  adjudicated  or  admit- 
ted right  of  possession,  or  an  action  pending 
therefore.  Is  necessary  to  Justify  the  interfer- 
ence of  a  conrt  of  equity.  1  Spell.  Bxtr.  Rel,  ( 
Ses.  Deady,  J.,  in  Chapman  v.To:^  Long,  supnf, 
states  the  rule  broadly.  He  says:  "It  Is 
also  insisted  that  the  complainants  must  first 
obtain  possession  of  the  premises  by  an  ac- 
tion at  law,  before  a  court  of  equity  will  in- 
terfere to  restrain  the  defendants  from  com- 
mitting the  threatened  trespasses.  «  •  « 
Wherever  a  trespass  is  attended  with  Irrep- 
arable mischief,  or  a  multiplicity  of  suits, 
or  vexations  litigation,  the  remedy  by  injunc- 
tion will  be  applied,  the  same  as  if  it  were 
A  technical  waste."  That  was  a  suit  for  In- 
Janction,  with  an  account,  against  some  Chi- 
namen who  were  in  possession  of  a  placer 
mine,  and  who  were  disqualified  from  locat- 
ing and  acquiring  title  to  mines  from  the  gov- 
ernment The  plaintiff  had  made  location, 
and,  without  acquiring  possession,  had  enter- 
ed salt.  The  court,  however,  only  awarded  a 
temporary  Injunction.  The  result  of  this 
case  Is  approved  by  Mr.  Justice  Field  in  Er- 
bardt  v.  Boaro,  113  U.  S.  539,  5  Sup.  Ct.  566, 
wltbout  adopting  the  reasoning.  He  says: 
■The  authority  of  the  court  is  exercised  in 
■acta  cases  throngh  its  preventive  writ,  to 


preserve  the  property  from  destruction  pend-' 
ing  legal  proceedings  for  the  determination  of 
the  title."  The  doctrine  of  the  latter  case  Is 
that  injunction  will  issue,  at  the  suit  of  a  per- 
son out  of  possession,  to  restrain  Irremedia- 
ble mischief  going  to  the  destruction  of  the 
substance  of  the  estate,  where  the  title  Is  be- 
ing litigated  on  the  law  side  of  the  court 
But  we  are  now  dealing  with  a  suit  for  an 
injunction,  coupled  with  an  account  for  dam- 
ages. It  is  sought  to  make  the  injunction 
peri>etnal,  and,  at  the  same  time,  recover 
damages  for  injuries  sustained.  The  suit  in 
its  object  and  purposes,  is  essentially  differ- 
ent from  one  wherein  a  temporaly  or  pre- 
llmlnary  injunction  only  is  sought  to  restrain 
injurious  acts,  irreparable  in  their  nature, 
pending  an  action  at  law  to  determine  ad- 
verse title  or  the  right  of  possession.  The' 
iatt&e  is  ancillary  in  its  nature  to  the  action 
at  law,  and  In  aid  of  it  that  the  plaintiff 
may  reap  the  full  benefit  of  his  Judgment 
when  duly  obtained;  while,  upon  the  other 
hand,  as  we  shall  finally  see,  the  action  at 
law  Is  in  some  measure  anxiUary  to  a  suit 
for  peremptory  Injonctlon  coupled  with  an 
account 

It  is  a  well-settled  rale  of  law  that  where 
the  title  is  seriously  in  dispute  the  court  will 
not  entertain  the  injunction,  except  It  be  pre- 
liminary in  Its  nature,  and  for  temporary  pur- 
poses only,  to  abide  the  adjudication  of  title 
by  an  actitm  at  law,  wtaere  the  estate  is  legal 
and  not  equitable.  ▲  peremptory  or  perpet- 
ual injunction  is  never  granted  in  such  cases 
as  that  would  be,  to  try  the  title  In  a  court  of 
equity,  where  the  remedy  is  purely  legaL 
Clayton  v.  Shoemaker,  67  Md.  219,  9  AG.  635; 
Old  Telegraph  MIn.  Co.  v.  Central  Smelting 
Co.,  7  Morr.  Min.  R.  566;  Stevens  v.  Williams, 
5  Morr.  MIn.  R.  452.  Equity  wIU  not  try  title 
to  real  property  where  the  party  Invoking  its 
aid  has  ample  facilities,  and  is  in  a  position, 
to  settle  the  question  at  law;  in  other  words, 
where  he  has  an  adequate  remedy  at  law. 
The  underiylng  reason  for  remitting  a  suitor 
to  a  conrt  of  law  is  that  the  right  of  trial  by 
jury  may  not  be  denied  any  person  under  the 
pretense  of  equitable  cognizance.  So  It  Is 
that  in  a  suit  to  restrain  a  trespass,  if  the  re- 
lief sought  is  a  peremptory  and  permanent 
Injunction,  which  would  in  effect  estop  sub- 
sequent adjudication  as  to  title,  the  plaintiff 
mast  iHwsess  and  show  such  a  title,  as  against 
the  defendant,  as  will  protect  him  in  the  pos- 
session. A  mere  prima  facie  title,  pospesscxy 
In  its  nature,  if  not  disputed,  is  sufficient 
1  Spell.  Extr.  ReL  8  365.  But  whatever  this 
title  may  be.  If  seriously  questioned,  so  that 
the  validity  thereof,  whether  possessory  or 
otherwise,  becomes  one  of  the  primary  issues 
in  the  case,  then  a  court  of  equity  will  refuse 
the  relief,  at  least  to  the  extent  of  making 
the  writ  peremptory  until  the  title  Is  settled 
at  law.  The  rule  of  practice  is  well  spoken 
by  Wheeler,  J.,  in  Burnley  y.  Cook,  IS  Tex. 
689.  He  says:  "In  all  cases  where  the  right 
la  doubttal,  tiis  court  will  direct  a  trial,  and 
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in  the  meantime^  if  there  he  danger  of  Ir- 
reparable mischief,  or  If  there  Is  any  other 
good  conse  of  granting  a  temporary  injunc- 
tion, it  will  be  ordered,  so  as  to  restrain  all 
injurious  proceedings;  and  when  the  plain- 
tiff's right  is  fully  established  a  perpetual  In- 
junction will  be  decreed."  Buffum,  C.  J.,  in 
Irwin  T.  Davidson,  3  Ired.  Eq.  317,  says: 
"But  it  is  plain  tiiat  the  Jurisdiction  to  re- 
strain trespasses,  like  that  to  restrain  nui- 
sances, is  not  an  original  Jurisdiction  of  the 
court  of  equity,  which  enables  this  court,  un- 
der the  semblance  of  preventing  an  irrep- 
arable injury  to  a  legal  estate,  to  take  a  Ju- 
risdiction of  deciding  exclusively  upon  the 
legal  title  Itself.  Therefore,  in  such  case,  the 
plaintiff  ought  to  establish  bis  title  at  law, 
or  show  a  good  reason  for  not  doing  so;  and, 
If  he  will  not,  this  court  cannot  undertake, 
against  a  defendant's  answer,  to  try  the  ques- 
tions ot  title  and  trespass  and  nuisance. 
*  *  *  and  that  the  court  of  equity  should 
only  grant  the  injunction  where  the  plaintiff 
is  endeavoring  to  establish  his  title  at  law, 
and  ontU  he  should  have  had  a  reasonable 
time  allowed  for  that  purpose."  It  is  ob- 
served in  Stevens  v.  Williams,  6  Morr.  Min. 
B.  453,  that:  "Begularly,  the  law  action 
should  be  brought  before  application  is  made 
for  an  injunction,  and  that  fact  should  be 
averred  in  the  bill;  but  where  that  has  been 
(onitted  through  mistake  or  inadvertence  the 
role  has  been,  so  far,  relaxed  to  admit  of  the 
bringing  of  such  suit  after  the  filing  of  the 
biU,— the  plaintiff  being  put  upon  terms  of 
commencing  the  suit  within  a  short  time  and 
prosecuting  It  with  diligence."  In  Clayton 
V.  Shoemaker,  supra,  it  is  held  that  In  a  case 
erf  controversy  concerning  the  legal  title  the 
injunction  will  issue  temporarily,  so  as  to  re- 
tain a  statu  quo  condition  until  the  legal 
title  is  determined,  and,  if  the  result  Is  favor- 
able to  petitioners,  then  that  the  injunction 
should  be  made  perpetual.  That  was  a  case 
of  continuing  trespass.  From  these  authori- 
ties we  get  the  principle,  and  the  rule  of 
procedure.  A  court  of  equity,  always  sollcit- 
008  that  there  should  not  be  a  failure  of  Jus- 
tice, will  make  its  relief  effective,  so  that  if, 
when  the  legal  title  and  right  of  possession 
are  settled,  the  preliminary  injunction  does 
not  answer  the  purposes  of  the  suit,  a  per- 
emptory injunction  will  issue,  and  such  other 
and  further  relief  will  be  granted  as  is  con- 
sistent with  equity.  The  injunctive  Jurlsdio- 
tion  of  courts  of  equity  will  be  freely  exer- 
cised to  prevent  trespass  upon  mines,  as  the 
digging  and  removing  ores  therefrom,  and  ex- 
tracting and  disposing  of  their  products, 
reaches  to  the  very  substance  and  value  of 
the  estate,  and  goes  to  the  destruction  of  the 
very  essence  thereof.  A  continued  trespass 
of  such  a  character  would  almost  Inevitably 
lead  to  a  multiplicity  of  actions  for  damagea 
2  Beach,  InJ.  {  115o.  The  general  rule  re- 
quiring the  plaintiff  to  come  with  an  uncon- 
tpoverted  legal  title  extends  also  to  trespass 
against  mines^  bvit  iA.retaJced  somewhat  in 


fhe  case  (rf  Irreparable  Injury  going  to  the 
very  sabstance  of  the  estate.  10  Ao.  &  Bng. 
Bna  Law,  883;  U.  S.  v.  Farrott,  1  McAU. 
271,  Fed.  Gas.  No.  15,998.  Lord,  C.  J.,  in  Al- 
len V.  Dunlap,  24  Or.  232,  33  Pac.  675,  says: 
"The  general  rule  that  a  court  of  equity  will 
refuse  to  take  Jurisdiction,  and  award  even  a 
temporary  injunction,  in  cases  of  a  mere  tree- 
pass,  is  conceded;  bat  there  is  an  established 
exception  in  cases  of  mines,  timber,  and  the 
like,  in  which  an  injunction  will  be  granted 
to  restrain  the  commission  of  acts  by  which 
the  substance  of  an  estate  Is  injnred,  de- 
stroyed, or  carried  away.  In  such  cases,  the 
Injury  being  irreparable,  w  difficult  of  ascer- 
tainment In  damages,  the  remedy  at  law  Is 
inadequate." 

It  itas  been  held  In  tbia  state  that  ejectment 
will  not  lie  to  recover  a  quarts  mine  located 
under  the  laws  of  the  United  States,  prior  to 
the  entire  cMnpllance  with  the  requirements 
thereof,  entitling  the  locator  or  ovnier  to  a 
patent,  but  that,  the  right  being  possessory 
only,  an  actl<m  may  be  maintained  in  the 
Justice's  court  fw  the  recovery  of  the  mine, 
and  that  that  Is  the  prc^per  fMiun  In  which 
to  determine  such  right  Duffy  v.  Mix,  24  Or. 
265,  33  Pac.  807.  A  possessory  action  estab- 
lishes the  only  title  extant  whoi  it  estab- 
lishes the  right  of  possession.  Now,  the  Jo- 
rlsdlctlon  of  a  Justice's  court,  as  regards  a 
question  of  damages,  extends  in  amount  to 
9250  only,  if.  Indeed,  any  damages  could  be 
recovered  at  all  In  an  action  for  the  recovery 
of  the  possession  of  a  mining  claim.  But,  If 
ejectment  would  lie,  It  Is  problematica)  wlieth- 
er  damages  for  withholding  It  would  be  ade- 
quate, because  of  the  difficulty  of  their  as- 
certainment. Besides,  damaires  could  only  be 
recovered  to  the  date  of  the  commencement 
of  the  action,  while  equity,  with  its  injunc- 
tive powers,  wUl  afford  full  relief.  Hence, 
plaintiff  is  required  to  go  to  the  Justices 
court  for  his  possession,  and  to  the  circuit 
court  for  his  damages,  and.  If  this  does  not 
prove  effective,  he  must  come  here,  to  a 
court  of  equity,  for  his  injunction;  thus  en- 
tailing a  multiplicity  of  actions,  which  It  ia 
the  province  of  equity  to  prevent  So  that 
here,  owing  to  the  peculiar  state  of  the  law, 
we  find  additional  reason  for  the  Interposi- 
tion of  a  court  of  equity  by  injunction;  and 
therefore,  where  an  action  has  been  com- 
menced or  is  pending  in  a  Justice's  court  to 
determine  the  possessory  title  to  a  mine,  by  a 
party  out  of  possession,  and  damage  is  being 
done,  going  to  the  impairment  or  destruction 
of  the  substance  of  the  estate,  the  plaintiff 
In  the  action  is  entitled  to  an  injunction,  with 
an  account  in  a  suit  Institnted  for  that  pnr>- 
pose.  An  injunction  will  Issue  temporarily, 
however,  to  abide  the  result  of  the  action; 
and,  should  the  action  resnit  favorably  to 
plaintiff.  It  will  be  made  permanent,  with  an 
award  of  damages  commensurate  with  the 
injuries  sustained.  ISven  where  no  action  baa 
been  commenced.  In  a  strong  case,  the  a>- 
Junction  wlU.lasae;  bat  the  eonrt  will  direct 
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a  speedy  trial  at  law,  to  determine  the  tlfle 
and  right  of  posaemion,  where  conttoyerted 
by  the  defendant,  and  the  peremptory  charac- 
ter of  the  Injunction  made  to  depend  upon 
the  result  of  the  law  action.  1  Spell.  Extr. 
BeL  S  367.  From  the  testimony  adduced  at 
the  trial,  It  Is  apparent  that  plalntlflC  has  not 
made  such  a  caae  as  would  entitle  him  to 
even  a  temporary  injunction  to  abide  an  ac- 
tion to  determine  the  right  of  possession. 
The  decree  of  the  court  below  Is  therefore 
affirmed.  — •. 


(U  Kaa.  «T4) 

STATE  T.  LABBRTBW. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct  5,  1895.) 
ItABCEKT  —  Debckiptfou  o»  Owubb  — Evidevcb — 

lKIX>KSaMBKT  OF  WiTHBMCB. 

1.  Where  cattle  belonging  to  Mra.  N.  are 
stolen,  and  before  the  fihng  of  the  informa- 
tion she  nmrries  and  becomes  Mrs.  A.,  an  in- 
formation charging  the  larceny  of  the  cattle  of 
Mrs.  N.  is  not  cbieetlonable  in  form  on  accouni 
of  her  change  of  name,  and  where  her  name  is 
indorsed  on  the  information  as  Mrs.  N.,  she  way 
properly  testify  aj  a  witness  without  any  new 
or  diJf.^rent  iciorsement. 

2.  v7here  tje  defendant  is  charged  with  the 
larceny  of  3  head  of  cattle  I>elonging  to  N.,  and 
it  appears  on  tbe  trial  that  13  head  of  other 
cattle  b3longlng  to  rarious  individuals  were 
stolen  and  driren  aT7a^  at  tbe  same  time  with 
those  described  in  the  information,  it  is  not  er> 
ror  to  permit  wita33ses  to  teatify  with  refer- 
ence to  all  the  cattle  taken  and  the  ownership 
of  them,  and  to  the  fact  that  they  were  aU 
fonnd  together  in  the  possession  of  the  defend- 
ant. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Cheyenne  coun- 
ty;  A.  O.  T.  Geiger,  Judge. 

W.  B.  Labertew  was  conyicted  of  larceny, 
and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Bertram  &  McElroy,  W.  B.  Ingersoll,  and 
Thos.  F.  Egan,  for  appellant  F.  B.  Dawes, 
Atty.  Gen.,  and  I.  M.  Egan,  for  the  State. 

ALLEN,  J.  Tbe  defendant  was  charged 
with  the  larceny  of  16  head  of  cattle.  The 
information  contained  six  counts.  The  first 
one  charged  the  taking  of  a  two  year  old  bull 
and  two  heifers  belonging  to  Martha  J.  Nich- 
ols. The  other  counts  charged  the  larceny  of 
cattle  belonging  to  other  parties,  alleged  to 
have  been  taken  at  the  same  time  from  the 
premises  of  said  Martha  3.  Nichols.  On  mo- 
tion of  the  defendant,  the  county  attorney 
was  required  to  elect  «m  which  count  of  the 
information  the  state  would  rely  for  convic- 
tion, and  he  elected  to  stand  on  the  first 
count  The  trial  resulted  in  the  conviction 
of  the  defendant,  from  which  be  appeals. 
Many  errors  are  alleged,  but  we  think  none 
of  them  require  extended  notice.  After  the 
larceny  and  before  tbe  filing  of  the  informa- 
tion, Martha  3.  Nichols  married  a  man  named 
Arnold,  and  it  is  said  that  the  information 
is  defective  because  it  charges  the  larceny  of 
the  property  of  Martha  J.  Nichols.  The  ob- 
jection is  not  good.  The  Information  cor- 
rectly states  the  ownership  of  the  propei-ty 
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at  the  time  of  the  larceny.  Tlie  name, 
Martha  J.  Nichols,  was  Indorsed  on  the  infor- 
mation. Objection  was  made  to  the  examina- 
tion of  Martha  J.  Arnold  as  a  witness,  be- 
cause her  name  did  not  appear  on  the  Infor- 
mation. The  witness  was  the  same  person 
as  the  one  whose  name  was  indorsed  on  the 
Information,  and  the  defendant  must  certain- 
ly have  known  who  was  intended,  and  could 
not  have  been  surprised  by  the  introduction 
of  her  testimony,  she  l>eing  the  person  whose 
property  was  charged  to  have  been  stolen. 

The  evidence  in  the  case  showed  that  Mrs. 
Nichols  lived  near  Bird  City;  that  sihe,  with 
tbe  aid  of  her  sons,  kept  a  herd  of  cattle; 
that  they  were  placed  in  a  corral  at  night 
There  were  about  75  head  of  cattle  in  the 
cmral.  On  tbe  night  of  Saturday,  June  11, 
1893,  the  cattle  were  placed  In  the  corral, 
which  was  closed  with  a  wire  gate.  On  the 
next  morning  tbe  gate  was  found  open, 
thrown  inside,  asd  all  the  cattle  but  16  head 
were  found  out  in  tbe  oat  field.  Mrs.  Nichols' 
sons,  with  a  neighbor,  tracked  the  missing 
cf  ttle  to  the  vicinity  of  St.  Fraccis,  and 
found  them  in  a  car,  which  the  defendant 
had  engaged,  ready  to  be  shipped  to  Omaha. 
They  found  the  whole  16  head  together,  in- 
cluding the  cattle  belonging  to  IVIrs.  Nichols 
as  well  as  those  l>elongIng  to  other  parties 
and  described  in  the  subsequent  counts  of  the 
information.  The  owners  of  the  other  cattle 
were  called  as  witnesses,  and  testified  to  the 
fact  of  ownership,  and  also  to  finding  their 
cattle  in  the  stock  yards  at  St  FrEincls  on  the 
day  after  they  were  discovered  In  the  car, 
they  having  been  turned  into  the  stock  yards 
from  the  car.  Some  of  this  testimony  was 
stricken  out,  (m  motion  of  the  defendant,  but 
it  is  claimed  that  there  was  error  in  the  ad- 
mission of  the  testimony,  and  that  it  was  not 
cured  by  the  attempt  to  withdraw  it  from 
the  jury.  Under  the  facts  in  this  cose,  we 
think  there  was  no  error  in  the  admission  of 
the  testimony  in  the  first  Instance.  In  prov- 
ing the  larceny  of  Mrs.  Nichols'  cattle,  it  was 
entirely  proper  to  show  just  what  was  done. 
Mrs.  Nichols'  cattle  were  not  taken  separate- 
ly, but  together  with  13  others,  and  it  was 
entirely  proper  to  show  that  the  13  others 
were  taken  from  the  same  corral  at  the  same 
time,  that  they  were  found  in  the  stock  yards 
at  St  Frauds,  and  also  to  show  to  whom 
they  bdonged,  not  for  the  purpose  of  con- 
victing the  defendant  of  dlBferent  larcenies, 
but  as  facts  directly  connected  with  the  lar- 
ceny of  the  cattle  belonging  to  Mrs.  NIcfaola 

We  perceive  no  error  in  the  ruling  of  tbe 
court  on  the  cross-examination  ol  Orbln 
Boggs,  nor  in  permitting  the  indorsement  of 
the  niune  of  A.  Riddle  on  the  information. 

The  seventh  and  eighth  Instructions  correct- 
ly state  tbe  law,  and  were  applicable  to  the 
facts. 

Complaint  Is  also  made  of  the  remarks  of 
the  county  attorney  In  his  argument  of  the 
case  to  the  jury.  It  appears  that  he  attempt- 
ed to  discuss  some  matters  not  properly  in 
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the  case,  but,  on  objection  by  the  defendant,' 
wag  promptly  cautioned  by  the  court  to  con- 
fine his  ar^rument  within  legitimate  limits. 
Although  we  cannot  say  that  all  of  the  re- 
marks of  the  county  attorney  were  proper, 
yet  we  are  unable  to  find  anything  of  aufil- 
clent  importance  to  require  a  reversal  of  the 
case. 

A  motion  for  a  new  trial  waa  made  and 
overruled.  This,  also,  is  assigned  as  error. 
It  is  claimed  that  a  preponderance  of  the 
evidence  is  in  favor  of  the  innocence,  rather 
than  the  guilt,  of  the  defendant,  and  that 
the  evidence  entirely  falls  to  show  the  lar- 
ceny of  the  three  cattle  charged  to  have  been 
taken,  but  shows  that  there  was  one  bull, 
one  heifer,  and  one  steer,  instead  of  one  bull 
and  two  heifers,  as  charged  in  the  informa- 
tion. To  sustain  a  conviction  proof  of  the 
larceny  of  any  one  of  the  three  animals  char- 
ged to  have  been  taken  is  sufficient  We 
have  examined  the  testimony  in  the  case, 
and  find  ample  and  satisfactory  evidence  sup- 
porting the  verdict  of  the  Jury.  The  cattle 
were  taken  on  Saturday  night,  and  were 
found  in  the  possession  of  the  defendant 
Sunday  night,  ready  to  be  shipped  out  on  a 
train  then  about  to  leave  for  Omaha.  There 
are  many  circumstances  Indicating  that  the 
larceny  was  committed  by  the  defendant, 
aside  from  the  mere  fact  that  he  was  found 
in  the  possession  of  the  cattle.  His  story 
that  he  bought  them  of  Hanson,  and  that 
Hanson  delivered  them  to  him  a  mile  and  a 
half  up  the  river,  and  Hanson's  statement 
in  his  deposition  that  he  sold  the  cattle  to 
liabertew,  and  delivered  to  him  16  head  be- 
longing to  Mrs.  Sawyer,  Is  not  very  convin- 
cing proof  of  his  innocence.  It  is  possible 
that  Hanson  may  have  had  some  connection 
with  the  larceny,  but  we  think  the  evidence 
very  satisfactorily  shows  that  no  such  trans- 
action took  place  as  that  of  the  sale  and  de- 
livery of  these  cattle  by  Hanson  to  Labcrtew. 
It  Is  very  clear  that  the  cattle  found  in  the 
defendant's  possession  came  from  Mrs.  Nich- 
ols' corral,  and  not  from  Mrs.  Sawyer's.  It 
is  seldom  that  a  more  satisfactorj'  showing 
of  guilt  is  made,  and  we  find  no  reason  to  set 
aside  the  action  of  the  court  or  Jury  in  the 
case.  The  Judgment  is  affirmed.  All  the 
Justices  concurring. 


(U  Kan.  730) 

CITY  OF  ARGENTINE  v.  ATCHISON.  T.  & 
S.  F.  R.  CO. 
(Supreme  Couit  of  Kansas.     Oct.  5,  1895.) 
Railkoad  CoMPAXiHS— Viaducts  im  Citibs. 
A  city  of  the  second  class  is  vested  with 
power  to  construct  at  its  own  expense,  or  to  re- 
quiro  the  construction  by  a  railroad  company 
at  its  expense,  of  a  viaduct  or  bridge  over  rail- 
road tracks  within  the  city,   where  the  safety 
and   convenience  of  the  public  make  it  neces- 
sary;   and,  when  it  is  deemed  to  be  just  that 
the  cost  of  such  a  structure  should  be  divided 
between  the  city  and  the  railroad  company,  the 
city  may  contribute  or  bind  itself  to  pay   a 
share  of  such  cost 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 


Error  from  district  court,  Wyandotte  coun- 
ty; Henry  L.  Alden,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa 
F6  Raih-oad  Company  against  the  city  of 
Argentine.  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  de- 
fendant brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Waters  &  Waters,  for  plaintiflf  In  error.  A, 
A.  Hurd  and  Mills,  Smith  &  Hobbs,  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

JOHNSTON,  J.  This  action  waa  brought 
by  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad 
Company  against  the  city  of  Argentine  to  re- 
cover $3,000,  being  a  share  of  the  cost  of  two 
viaducts  constructed  In  the  dty  of  Argentine 
by  the  railroad  company,  and  which  the  city 
had  agreed  to  pay.  It  appears  that  prior  to 
the  settlement  of  Argentine  the  railroad  com- 
pany had  established  large  yards,  with  many 
tracks,  at  that  location,  and  that  afterwards 
people  settled  and  built  homes  on  botb  sides 
of  the  railroad  yards.  Two  streets  were  laid 
out  and  opened  across  the  yards,  which  the 
inhabitants  of  the  dty  used  in  going  from 
one  side  of  the  yards  to  the  other.  When  the 
city  reached  a  population  of  5,000,  and  had 
within  its  limits  a  smelter  and  a  number  of 
elevators,  making  a  great  deal  of  business  in 
the  yards,  crossing  over  the  same  at  grade 
was  deemed  to  be  Inconvenient  and  danger- 
ous. An  ordinance  was  then  adopted  by  the 
clt}'  directing  the  railroad  company  to  con- 
struct a  viaduct  over  all  the  railroad  tracks 
operated  by  it,  at  a  point  near  a  certain  ave- 
nue, to  t>e  selected  by  the  city  council,  and 
which  was  to  be  20  feet  wide,  and,  with  the 
approaches,  would  be  about  1,338  feet  long. 
It  was  to  be  constructed  according  to  certain 
plans  and  specifications  which  had  been  pre- 
pared, at  an  estimated  cost  of  $15,000.  A 
further  provision  was  that  the  railroad  com- 
pany should  also  build  a  foot  viaduct  over  the 
same  tracks  at  another  point;  and  it  was 
provided  that,  on  the  completion  of  both  via- 
ducts in  accordance  with  the  plans  and  speci- 
fications, the  city  of  Argentine  should  pay  to 
the  railroad  company  $3,000  of  the  cost  there- 
of. It  was  provided  that,  on  the  completion 
of  the  viaducts,  they  should  be  public  high- 
ways, to  be  used  by  the  public  instead  of  the 
grade  crossings,  and  should  be  forever  main- 
tained and  kept  in  repair  by  the  city,  without 
expense  to  the  railroad  company.  Oth»  pro- 
visions were  made  with  respect  to  the  change 
of  the  grade  of  the  streets  to  correspond  with 
the  approaches  to  the  viaducts,  as  well  as 
for  the  reconstruction  or  widening  of  the 
same  in  certain  contingencies,  and  for  the  lay- 
ing of  water  and  gas  mains  under  the  tracks 
of  the  railroad  company.  It  was  finally  or- 
dained that  if,  within  30  days  after  the  pass- 
age of  the  ordinance,  the  railroad  company 
should  file  in  the  office  of  the  city  clerk  a 
written  acceptance  of  the  provisions  of  the 
ordinance,  it  should  then  become  a  contract 
between  the  city  and  the  railroad  company, 
binding  upon  both  parties.  Within  the  time 
limited,  the  terms  ^^  and  conditipn|^(^^  ot^ 
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dlnance  were  accepted  br  the  ntUtoad  com- 
pany, "me  city  sdected  tbe  locations  for 
tbe  TlaductB,  and  tbey  were  built  by  tbe  rail- 
road company  in  compliance  with  tbe  pro- 
vlaloDS  of  tbB  ordinance,  and  with  the  plans 
and  apeciflcatlona  wbidi  bad  been  prepared, 
at  an  actual  cost  to  tlie  railroad  company  of 
aboat  $15,700;  and,  if  tbe  usual  charges  for 
transx>ortation  of  material  were  made,  it 
would  add  to  the  amount  named  from  $1,600 
to  $2,000.  mie  city  and  its  officers  knew  of 
the  bnllding  of  the  viaducts,  and  no  legal 
steps  were  taken  to  prevent  it,  and  since  then 
the  viaducts  have  been  in  constant  use  by 
the  inhabitants  and  others  for  teams,  ve- 
hicles, and  pedestrians.  At  a  special  election 
in  the  dty,  bonds  to  pay  the  $3,000  claim  of 
the  railroad  company,  and  for  the  constmc- 
tl<m  of  certain  sewers  and  the  building  of  a 
city  hall,  were  voted  upon.  The  bonds  have 
been  Issued  and  sold  for  such  purxtosea  Tax- 
es have  been  levied  in  the  city  to  pay  these 
bonds,  and  the  sum  of  $3,000  is  in  the  hands 
of  the  city  treasurer,  set  apart  as  the  via- 
duct fund,  having  been  derived  from  the  sale 
of  the  bonds  voted  for  the  purpose  of  paying 
the  $3,000  claim  of  the  railroad  company. 
The  claim  was  duly  presented  in  writing  by 
the  railroad  company  to  the  mayor  and  coun- 
cil, with  a  full  account  of  the  items  thereof, 
duly  verified  as  required  by  law,  but  pay- 
ment was  refused  by  the  city,  when  the  pres- 
ent action  was  brought.  The  railroad  com- 
pany recovered  the  full  amount  claimed,  and 
the  city  complains  and  presents  the  single 
proposition  that  It  bad  no  power  to  make  the 
contract  whiCh  was  made  with  the  railroad 
company. 

Argentine  is  a  dty  of  the  second  class,  and, 
although  there  is  no  statute  which  in  express 
terms  provides  for  the  building  of  viaducts 
in  dties  of  that  class,  there  appears  to  be 
ample  authority  for  such  a  dty  to  build  or 
require  the  building  of  viaducts  or  bridges 
over  railroad  tracks  where  the  convenience 
and  safety  of  the  public  make  it  necessary. 
In  the  act  governing  cities  of  the  second 
class,  authority  is  given  to  open  and  im- 
prove streets,  avenues,  and  alleys,  and  to 
build  bridges,  within  the  city.  Gen.  St.  1889, 
I>ar.  788.  It  Is  also  provided  that  the  dty 
may  provide  tor  the  passage  of  railways 
through  the  streets  and  grounds  of  the  city, 
regulate  depots,  depot  grounds,  the  crossing 
of  railway  tracks^  the  running  of  railway  en- 
gines, cars,  and  trains  within  the  limits  of 
the  city,  and  make  any  other  and  further  pro- 
visions to  prevent  accidents  at  crossings  and 
on  the  tracks  of  railways.  Paragraph  821. 
In  addition  to  these,  there  are  provisions 
vesting  the  care,  management,  and  control  of 
the  dty  in  the  mayor  and  council,  authorizing 
them  to  open,  widen,  extend,  or  otherwise 
improve  the  streets  and  avenues  of  the  city, 
and  to  prevent  all  encroachments  upon  them, 
and  granting  authority  to  them  to  enact  all 
such  ordinances  as  they  shall  deem  exi>edlent 
for  maintaining  the  good  government  and 


welfare  of  the  dty,  its  trade  and  commerce. 
Paragraphs  787,  811,  812,  824.  Under  these 
general  provisions,  we  think  there  is  ample 
power  in  a  city  of  tbe  second  class  to  con- 
struct  or  require  the  construction  of  viaducts 
over  railroad  traclia  In  addition  to  these, 
however,  there  is  express  authority  given  for 
the  construction  of  bridges.  In  the  more 
enlarged  sense  of  that  word,  viaducts  over 
railroad  tracks  are  included.  Worcester  de- 
fines the  word  "bridge":  "A  pathway  erected 
over  a  river,  canal,  road,  etc.,  in  order  that 
a  passage  may  be  made  fr<Mn  one  side  to  the 
otlier."  Webster  defines  it  as  "a  structure, 
usually  of  wood»  stone,  brick,  or  iron,  erected 
over  a  river  or  othet  water  course,  or  over  a 
ravine,  railroad,  etc.,  to  make  a  continuous 
roadway  from  one  bank  to  the  other."  The 
last-named  authority  defines  the  word  "via- 
duct" as  "a  bridge."  According  to  modem 
usage,  the  term  "bridge"  may  be  appropriate- 
ly applied  to  the  viaducts  which  were  con- 
structed by  the  railroad  company;  and  we 
think  it  may  be  fairly  said  that  the  term  was 
used  in  tliat  sense  in  the  statute.  Gen.  St. 
1880,  par.  788;  State  v.  Oorham,  37  Me.  401. 

It  Is  conceded  by  the  city  that  it  had  the 
power  to  compel  the  railroad  company  to 
build,  the  viaducts  wholly  at  the  expense  of 
the  comi>any,  and  that  the  dty  can  build 
them  at  its  own  expense  under  the  provisions 
mentioned  there  can  be  little  doubt.  As  tbe 
city  may  construct  them  entirely  at  its  own 
expense,  no  reason  Is  seen  why  It  may  not 
contribute  a  part  of  the  expense  of  viaducts 
determined  to  be  necessary.  Tbe  questions 
of  necessity  and  expediency  of  viaducts,  the 
character  and  cost  of  those  which  the  safety 
and  convenience  of  the  public  may  require, 
and  the  means  of  providing  them.  Including 
what  proportion  of  the  expense  should  be 
borne  by  the  dty  and  what  by  the  railroad 
company,  are  tor  the  determination  of  the 
mayor  and  council,  rather  than  the  court. 
The  fact  that  the  dty  can  compel  the  rail- 
road company  to  build  a  viaduct  upon  cer- 
tain conditions  at  its  own  expense  does  not 
prevent  the  dty  from  sharing  the  expense 
under  other  circumstances  where  it  is  deemed 
to  be  Just  that  a  division  of  the  expense 
gbonld  be  made;  and  that  question,  like  the 
others  which  have  been  mentioned,  so  far  as 
the  municipality  Is  concerned,  rests  with  the 
legislative  authority  of  the  city. 

It  is  contended  that  the  viaduct  Is  not  a 
public  highway,  but  is  constructed  over  the 
private  property  of  tbe  railroad  comi»any, 
and  for  this  reason,  also,  the  power  of  the 
dty  is  questioned.  Tbe  viaducts  were  to  be 
constructed  at  a  place  to  be  designated  by 
tbe  dty,  and  to  connect  with  the  streets  on 
each  side  of  the  tracks  and  yards.  Tbey  were 
supported  by  posts  of  Iron,  resting  on  founda- 
tions of  masonry,  braced  with  iron  bolts  and 
sway  rods,  so  as  to  make  a  safe  and  substan- 
tial structure.  It  was  provided  that  the  via- 
ducts, when  constructed,  should  be  and  re- 
main public  highways,  for  the  use  of  tbe  pt)b- 
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He.  Tbe  nDhroad  company,  bavlnir  accepted 
the  provlsloiu  of  the  ordinance  and  eoo- 
atructed  the  vladncte  over  Its  yards,  has  ef- 
fectually dedicated  the  land  as  a  pabllc  high- 
way, and  wotdd  be  estopped  from  Interfering 
with  the  easement  so  lonir  as  It  Is  maintain- 
ed as  a  pabUc  highway. 

Onr  opinion  is  that  the  district  court  reach- 
ed a  correct  conclusion  In  holding  that  the 
city  had  the  tx>wer  to  contract  with  tbe  rail- 
road company  for  the  construction  of  the 
viaducts,  and  that  It  is  liable  for  the  share  of 
the  cost  of  the  same  which  it  agreed  to  pay. 
It  Is  tmnecessaiy  to  determine  the  validity 
of  the  provisions  as  to  future  maintenance, 
and  upon  that  question  we  express  no  opin- 
ion. The  Judgment  of  the  district  court  will 
be  afiOrmed.    All  the  justices  concurring. 


(S6  Kan.  SM) 

STATB  T.  LEW  ALLEN. 

(Snpreme  Conrt  of  Kansas.     Oct.  B,  1SSS.) 

Cbucihal  Law— Dismissal  of  Appbai<— Rbvibw— 

ixstbdction. 

1.  The  document  brought  up  for  review  be- 
ing apparently  a  bill  of  exceptions,  and  nothing 
more,  the  case  might  properly  be  diamissed,  and 
would  be,  if  insisted  on  by  Uie  state. 

2.  As  it  does  not  affirmatively  appear  that 
the  document  called  a  "record"  contains  all  the 
evidence,  we  cannot  aay  that  the  defendant  did 
not  counsel,  aid,  or  abet  the  original  tailing  of 
the  ho;;. 

3.  An  Instmction  that  If  the  Jury  should 
find  that  the  defendant  conspired  and  confed- 
erated with  other  persons  for  the  commission 
of  the  alleged  crime,  and  that  he  did  in  any  way 
aid  or  abet  In  its  commission,  either  by  connsel, 
assistance,  or  concealment,  he  mieht  be  con- 
victed, is  not  properly  subject  to  the  criticism 
that  under  it  the  Jnry  would  be  authorized  to 
convict  where  there  was  no  evidence  showing 
any  connection  of  tile  defendant  with  the  orig- 
inal tailing. 

(SyUabus  by  the  Oonrt) 

Appeal  from  district  conrt,  Finney  county; 
A.  J.  Abbott,  Judge. 

Joseph  Lewallen  was  convicted  <^  theft, 
and  appeals.   Affirmed. 

6.  Lk  Miller,  for  appellant  F.  B.  Dawes, 
Atty.  Gen.,  B.  F.  Stoclts,  and  H.  M.  Mason, 
for  the  State. 

MARTIN,  C.  J.  1.  The  record  In  this  case 
Is  very  unsatisfactory  In  form.  It  purports 
to  be,  from  beginning  to  end,  including  the 
Judgment  and  tbe  notice  of  appeal,  only  a 
bin  of  exceptions;  thus  apparently  exclud- 
ing the  Idea  that  there  would  be  any  record 
In  tbe  case  except  for  the  bill  of  exceptions. 
It  even  contains  the  original  signature  ot 
the  Judge,  although  it  Is  certified  by  the 
clerk  as  a  transcript  of  the  record.  We 
would  probably  be  Justified  in  dismissing 
the  case,  but,  as  no  point  Is  made  on  the 
form  of  the  record  by  counsel  for  the  state, 
ve  have  concluded  to  looic  Into  It. 

2.  The  defendant  was  charged  with  steal- 
ing a  hog  of  the  value  of  $10,  being  the  per- 
sonal property  of  B.  M.  Knox,  on  January 
U,  188S.    He  was  cwTlcteA  at  February 


term,  1S9B,  and  aentanoed  to  imprlaomiieiit 
In  the  xtenltentlaty  for  two  years  and  a  half. 
The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the  bog 
waa  stdan  and  killed  by  David  Fluke.  Jamea 
Davla,  and  the  defendant's  son.  In  the  night- 
time; and  that  It  was  thereafter  taken  te 
tlie  defendant's  house,  where  It  waa  dresaed; 
and  that  the  next  morning  tbe  defendant 
assisted  In  cutting  It  up,  and  concealing;  It  la 
a  barrel  of  shelled  com.  It  la  dalmed  that 
the  evidence  does  not  show  that  the  defend- 
ant either  counseled,  aided,  or  abetted  In  the 
original  taking  of  the  hog,  and  when  It  was 
brought  to  his  house  It  waa  not  the  sub- 
ject of  grand  larceny,  without  respect  to 
value,  having  been  at  the  time  transformed 
Into  pork.  If  the  record  should  plainly  show 
that  we  have  all  the  evidence  before  us, 
there  might  be  force  In  this  claim,  bat  It  Is 
not  afilrmatlvely  shown  that  the  record  con- 
tains all  tbe  evidence;  hence  be  may  have 
counseled,  aided,  or  abetted  the  taking,  and. 
If  so,  might  lawfully  be  charged,  tried,  and 
convicted  as  If  be  were  a  principal.  Gods 
Or.  Proc.  I  115. 

8.  The  defendant  complains  at  tbe  follow- 
ing Instruction:  "If,  therefore.  In  this  case 
yon  should  find  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  the  defendant,  Joseph  Lewallen,  con- 
spired and  confederated  with  other  persons 
for  the  commission  of  the  crime  alleged  In 
the  information,  and  that  he  did  In  any  way 
aid  or  abet  In  Its  commission,  either  by 
counsel,  assistance,  or  concealment,  then  he 
Is  guilty  as  though  be  had  himself,  without 
assistance,  committed  tbe  offense."  In  com- 
menting upon  this  InstructlMi,  conna^  for 
the  defendant  says:  "Under  the  circumstan- 
ces of  this  case^  the  above  Instruction  au- 
thorised the  Jury  to  convict  tbe  defoidant  ot 
a  felony,  where  there  waa  no  evidence  show- 
ing any  connection  of  the  defendant  wlUi 
the  original  taking."  We  do  not  take  this 
view  of  the  Instruction.  It  only  authorized 
the  Jury  to  convict  If  tbey  found  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt  that  the  defendant  con- 
spired and  confederated  with  other  persons 
for  the  commission  of  the  crime,  and  that  he 
aided  or  abetted  in  Its  commission,  either 
counseling,  assisting  or  concealing.  The 
Judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  af- 
firmed.  All  the  Justices  concurring. 


(55  Kan.  6E0) 
CHICAGO.  K.  &  W.  R.  CO.  v.  BTTTTa 
(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct  B,  1895.) 
Rbtjsw  on  Appeai,  —  Imtbblocdtort  Ordbb  — 

BUBSTITOTIOK  — BmINBNT  DoXAIN. 

1.  An  order  of  sobstitotion  is  not  a  finsl 
one,  and,  if  a  petition  in  error  Is  filed  within 
one  year  after  the  rendition  of  the  Judgment, 
this  court  will  review,  not  only  the  judgment, 
but  the  intermediate  and  interlocntory  orders 
made  at  any  time  in  the  progress  of  the  case. 

2.  In  an  appeal  to  the  district  court  from 
an  award  of  damages  in  a  railway  condemna- 
tion, the  landowner  becomes  the  pl^tifE,  and 
the  railway  company  the  defendant 

3.  Upon  the  facts  disclosed  by  the  record, 
ield,  that  tbe  plaintiff  in  sRor  did  not  oonsest 
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to  tbe  rertror  or  mbstittiti<m.  ud  volntrtwrlly 
>earance. 
m*j  corporatloiif  pending  «n 


•tttor  ftjnnenl  •ppearai 
4.  Where  a  »ilw»r 


Appeal  against  it  in  a  right  of  way  condemna- 
tion, consolidatea  with  other  companies,  no  pro- 
ceeding for  revivvr  or  aubstltation  agaiaat  the 
new  corporation  can  be  commenced  after  one 
year  from  the  conaoUdation,  except  by  its  con- 
•ent  Following  Railway  Ck).  t.  Smith,  19  Pac 
636.  40  Kan.  VSZ,  and  CanUe  r.  Bailroad  Co., 
40Pac  184.  54  Kan.  194. 
(Syllabna  by  the  Oonrt.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Sninner  county; 
James  A.  Bay,  JnOge. 

Condemnation  proceedings  by  the  Obic&tro, 
Kansas  &  Western  KaUroad  Company.  From 
a  Judgment  In  favor  of  a  J.  Butts,  a  land- 
owner, the  railroad  company  brings  error. 
Beversed. 

This  case  arose  out  of  a  condemnation  pro- 
ceeding originally  Instituted  by  the  Le  Roy  A 
Western  Hallway  Company.  The  commis- 
sioners for  condemnation  filed  their  report 
April  22,  1886.  S.  J.  Butts,  a  landowner,  ap- 
pealed from  the  award.  On  or  about  May  81, 
1888,  the  said  Le  Roy  &  Western  Railway 
Company  entered  into  articles  of  consolida- 
tion with  several  other  railway  companies  of 
the  state,  thus  forming  the  consolidated  cor- 
poration known  as  the  Chicago,  Kansas  St 
Western  Railroad  Company.  It  is  the  same 
consolidation  proceeding  referred  to  in  the 
case  of  Railway  Co.  v.  Smith,  40  Kan.  192,  19 
Pac.  636.  Notwithstanding  said  const^lda- 
tlon,  however,  said  S.  J.  Butts,  as  plaintiff  ta 
the  court  below,  on  October  20, 1886,  filed  his 
petition  against  the  said  Le  Roy  &  Western 
Railway  Company,  claiming  damages  In  a 
large  sum;  and  on  November  1,  1886,  the 
Le  Roy  &  Western  Railway  Company  filed 
Its  answer,  admitting  all  the  allegations  of 
the  petition,  except  those  of  value  and  dam- 
ages, and  alleging  that  the  amount  allowed 
by  the  commissioners  was  adequate.  The 
consolidation  proceeding  was  not  referred  to 
either  in  the  petition  or  answer.  The  case 
was  tried  in  the  district  court  of  Sumner 
county  in  December,  1886,  and  the  plaintiff 
below  was  awarded  the  sum  of  $2,706.85  as 
damages.  The  said  Le  Roy  &  Western  Rail- 
way Company  prosecuted  Its  petition  In  er^ 
ror  In  this  court,  where  the  Judgment  was  re- 
versed at  July  term,  18S8,  on  questions  of 
evidence.  40  Kan.  1S9,  19  Pac.  625.  Noth- 
ing was  said  or  intimated  In  this  court  about 
the  consolidation.  On  November  8,  ISbO,  ihe 
plaintiff  In  the  court  below  filed  his  motion 
that  the  Chicago,  Kansas  &  Western  Rail- 
road Company  be  substituted  as  the  party  de- 
fendant, and  that  the  plaintiff  be  permitted 
to  file  an  amended  itetitlon  against  said  con- 
solidated company.  The  consolidation  was 
averred  In  the  motion,  and  It  waa  further  al- 
legt-d  that  the  Le  Roy  &  Western  Railway 
Company  ceased  to  exist  aa  a  corporation  by 
the  terms  and  conditions  4^  the  articles  of 
consolidation,  and  that  the  Chicago,  Kansas 
A  Western  Bailroad  Company  had  succeeded 
to  Its  rights,  and  had  assumed  and  agreed  to 
pay  Its  obligations.    This  motion  was  beard 


Jtme  18,  1890.  the  proceeding  belnr  tntltled 
as  in  the  orfjglnal  actloD,— the  plaintiff  ap. 
pearing  by  his  attorneys,  and  the  Le  Boy  41 
Western  Railway  appearing  by  Its  attorneys) 
and  after  hearing  the  arguments  of  coimsel 
said  motion  was  snatalned,  and  the  plalntUC 
was  allowed  to  file  his  snpplemental  and 
amended  petition,  the  deftodant  and  the  Chi- 
cago, Kansas  &  Western  Bailroad  Company 
excepting,  and  the  CblcagOk  Kansas  &  West* 
em  Bailroad  Company  was  granted  80  days 
In  which  to  plead  to  the  supplemental  and 
amended  petition.  The  record  does  not  show 
that  any  notice  or  snmmona  was  served  upon 
the  Chicago,  Kansas  &  Western  Bailroad 
Company.  The  supplemental  and  amended 
petition  was  filed,  setting  np  qnite  fully  the 
prlM  proceedings.  Including  the  consolidation, 
and  alleging,  among  other  things,  that  ths 
Le  Boy  ds  Western  Railway  Company  ceased 
to  exist  as  a  corporate  entity  on  May  31, 
188a  The  Chicago,  Kansas  &  Western  Rail- 
road Company  fliled  its  answer,  being  a  gen- 
eral denial,  and  a  further  defense  to  the  ef- 
fect that  the  order  of  the  court  reviving  the 
action,  and  substituting  the  Chicago,  Kansas 
&  Western  Railroad  Company  instead  of  the 
Le  Hoy  &  Western  Railway  Company,  was 
not  made  wftbin  one  year,  nor  by  its  con^ 
sent,  but  that  it  objected  to  the  same,  and 
now  asked  that  the  action  be  dismissed.  The 
ease  came  on  for  trial  September  28,  1890, 
when  the  defendant  objected  to  the  introduc- 
tion of  any  evidence  for  the  reason  that  the 
supplemental  and  amended  petition  did  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action,  and  affirmatively  showed  that  the  ac- 
tion waa  not  revived  in  time.  At  the  dose  of 
the  plaintiff's  evidence  the  defendant  de- 
murred thereto^  and  after  the  testimony  waa 
concluded  on  both  sides  the  defendant  re- 
quested the  court  to  Instruct  the  Jury  that  the 
plaintiff  was  not  entitled  to  recover  against 
the  Chicago,  Kansas  &  Western  Railroad 
Company,  and  that  they  return  a  verdict  In 
fttvor  of  the  defendant  A  verdict  was  re- 
turned in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  for  $3,399.61, 
and  Judgment  was  entered  on  the  verdict 
The  defendant  filed  a  motion  for  a  new  trial, 
alleging,  among  other  things,  that  the  court 
erred  in  making  the  order  of  revivor  and  sub- 
stituting the  Chicago,  Kansas  &  Western 
Railroad  Company.  A  petition  in  error  waa 
filed  In  this  court  July  16, 1891. 

A  A  Hurd,  W.  Littiefield,  and  O.  J.  Wood, 
for  plaintiff  in  errqr.  A  B.  Parker,  for  d»- 
fendant  In  error. 

MARTIN,  C.  X  (after  stating  the  tacts).  1. 
The  defendant  In  error  claims  that  the  order 
of  substitution  cannot  be  reviewed,  because 
It  was  made  more  than  one  year  prior  to  the 
filing  of  the  petition  in  error  In  this  court  It 
is  enacted  by  section  550  of  the  Cods,  as 
amended  in  1881,  that  "no  proceeding  for  t» 
versing,  vacating  ot  modifying  Jadgments  oc 
final  orders  shall  be  commenced,  unless  with* 
in  one  year  after  the  rendition  ot  the  Jud|^^ 
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ment  or  makiog  of  tbe  final  order  eompjaloed 
of."  Tbe  order  of  gubstltutlon,  bowerer,  waa 
nelttaer  a  Judgment  nor  a  final  order,  witbln 
tbe  meaning  of  said  section,  nor  of  sections 
S42  and  543  of  tbe  Code;  and,  as  tbe  petition 
In  error  was  filed  witbin  less  than  one  year 
after  tbe  Judgment  was  rendered.  It  is  tbe 
duty  of  tbls  court  to  examine,  not  only  tbe 
final  Judgment,  but  tbe  intermediate  and  in- 
terlocutory orders  made  at  wbatever  time  in 
tbe  progress  of  tbe  case,  tbe  same  being  In^ 
Tolved  in  tbe  Judgment 

2.  It  is  also  contended  that,  where  a  rail- 
road company  institutes  a  condemnation  pro- 
ceeding, it  ia  really  tbe  plaintiff,  and  if  any 
revlror  or  substitution  was  necessary,  tbe 
proceeding  should  be  instituted  by  tbe  rail- 
road company,  and  it  bad  no  right  to  com- 
plain because  tbe  landowner  did  so  after  tbe 
expiration  of  one  year.  This  contention  can- 
not be  maintained.  In  Boom  Co.  t.  Patterson, 
88  U.  S.  403,  Patterson  had  talien  an  appeal 
to  tbe  district  court  from  an  award  of  con- 
demnation In  a  proceeding  instituted  by  tbe 
Boom  Company.  On  petition  of  tbe  Boom  Com- 
pany, tbe  cause  was  removed  to  tbe  Federal 
court,  and  it  became  an  important  question 
there  whether  tbe  proceeding  was  a  suit  at 
law  or  in  equity,  for  otherwise  it  could  not 
be  removed.  The  court  says:  "The  proceed- 
ing in  the  present  case  before  the  commis- 
sioners appointed  to  appraise  the  land  was  in 
the  nature  of  an  Inquest  to  ascertain  its  value, 
and  not  a  suit  at  law.  In  tbe  ordinary  sense 
of  those  terms.  But,  when  it  was  transfer- 
red to  the  district  court  by  appeal  from  tbe 
award  of  the  commissioners,  it  took,  under 
tbe  statute  of  the  state,  the  form  of  a  suit 
at  law,  and  was  thenceforth  subject  to  its  or- 
dinary rules  and  Incidents.  Tbe  point  in  is- 
sue was  tbe  compensation  to  be  made  to  tbe 
owner  of  the  laud-;  In  other  words,  the  value 
of  the  property  taken.  •  •  »  The  case 
would  have  been  in  no  essential  particular 
different  had  tbe  state  authorized  tbe  com- 
pany, by  statute,  to  appropriate  tbe  particular 
property  in  question,  and  the  owners  to  bring 
suit  against  the  company  in  the  courts  of  law 
for  Its  value."  This  court  has  also  held  that 
tbe  appealing  landowner  Is  properly  tbe  plain- 
tiff in  the  case.  Railroad  Co.  t.  Owen,  8 
Kan.  274;  Railroad  Ca  y.  Orr,  Id.  280;  Reis- 
ner  t.  Strong,  24  Kan.  297. 

3.  Tbe  claim  that  the  Chicago,  Kansas  ft 
Western  Railroad  Company  consented  to  the 
revivor  or  substitution,  and  voluntarily  enter- 
ed a  general  appearance.  Is  not  Justified  by 
the  record.  Altbougb  the  motion  for  sut)8tl- 
tutlon  was  filed  in  the  original  case  November 
8,  1889,  it  does  not  appear  that  any  notice 
was  given  of  its  pendency.  It  was  called  up 
on  June  16,  1890.  In  the  name  of  the  original 
parties  only,  but  when  the  order  was  made 
tbe  Chlca^,  Kansas  &  Western  Railroad 
Company  excepted.  When  It  filed  answer,  as 
It  was  bound  to  do  under  the  order  of  tbe 
eonn.  It  made  the  defense  that  tbe  proceed- 


ings toe  revlTor  at  snlMtltiitloD  were  Invalid, 
and  at  every  stage  of  the  case  it  held  to  thia 
position.  We  cannot  say  that  novwltbstand- 
Ing  all  tbla  It  consented  to  tbe  revivor  or  sub- 
stitution, and  Toiuntarily  entered  ita  appear- 
ance. 

4.  This  brings  us  to  the  main  question,— «• 
to  said  order  of  revivor  or  substitution. 
Counsel  for  defendant  in  error  earnestly  and 
ably  contends  that  the  construction  hereto- 
fore given  to  sections  40  and  425  to  435  of  the 
Code,  in  treating  old  corporations  which  tiave 
consolidated  into  a  new  one  as  defunct,  so 
as  to  require  a  revivor  or  substitution  within 
one  year  (unless  by  consent),  in  the  same 
manner  as  in  tbe  case  of  a  deceased  party 
being  a  natural  person,  cannot  be  maintained 
on  reason  or  authority,  and  tiiat  an  order  of 
substitution  of  the  new  company  in  place  of 
the  old  can  be  made  at  any  time,— as  well 
after  as  before  the  expiration  of  one  year 
from  tbe  consolidation,— and  without  tbe  con- 
sent of  the  new  corporation.  We  liave  given 
due  consideration  to  the  argument  of  counsel, 
but  it  falls  to  satisfy  us  that  the  doctrine  an- 
nounced by  the  court  in  Railway  Ca  r.  Smith, 
40  Kan.  192,  19  Fac.  636,  and  Cunkle  ▼.  Rail- 
road Co.,  54  Kan.  194,  40  Pac.  184,  was  ep- 
roneous,  and  we  feel  It  our  duty  to  follow 
those  decisiona.  The  limitation  of  one  year 
may  work  a  hardship  in  this  case  and  in  oth- 
ers, as  It  may  do  in  the  case  of  natural  per^ 
sons  who  die  during  the  pendency  of  an  ac- 
tion. The  means  of  knowledge  of  a  consolida- 
tion of  railway  corporations  are  much  better 
than  those  respecting  the  death  of  a  natural 
person  who  may  reside  far  away.  Such  con- 
solidation is  generally  a  matter  of  public  no- 
toriety along  the  line  of  the  railway,  and  the 
articles  must  be  filed  in  the  office  of  tbe  sec- 
retary of  state,  and  thus  become  a  public  rec- 
ord, accessible  to  all  Inquirers.  It  may  seem 
strange,  also,  that,  after  counsel  liave  appear- 
ed for  a  defunct  corporation  for  more  than  a 
year  after  Its  consolidation  Into  a  new  com- 
pany, the  latter  may  successfully  Insist  that  It 
cannot  be  substituted  In  pla<:e  of  tbe  old  one; 
but  this  Is  a  necessary  consequence  of  tbe  po- 
sition that  by  the  consolidation  the  old  com- 
pany baa  ceased  to  exist,  and  that  revivor 
proceedings  are  necessary  to  keep  the  case 
pending  in  court  against  its  successor.  In 
the  case  above  cited  from  40  Kan.  192,  19 
Pac.  636,  under  this  same  consolidation,  the 
landowner  succeeded  in  obtaining  Judgment 
against  tbe  old  company,  which  commenced 
a  proceeding  In  error  in  this  conrt;  but  on 
motion  of  the  landowner  tbe  case  was  dla- 
missed,  this  court  holding  that  all  tbe  proceed- 
ings Bubseqnent  to  tbe  consolidation  wo* 
▼old.  This,  of  course^  left  the  landowner 
without  any  valid  Judgment.  What  proceed- 
ing, if  any,  can  be  maintained  by  the  land- 
owner in  such  cases,  we  need  not  discusa 
The  Judgment  of  the  district  conrt  will  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded  for  fnrtber 
proceedings.     All  the  Justices  concurring. 
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Ok  Kan.  (78) 

8TATBI  T.  ORTJBB. 

(Bupreme  Conrt  of  Kansaa.     Oct  6,  1896.) 

Opihiok  Evisbrcb — Raps — Ihstbcotioxs. 

1.  After  fully  stating,  aa  far  as  practica- 
ble, the  means  of  knowledge  and  the  basis  of  an 
opinion  as  to  the  a^  of  an  absent  person,  any 
witness  should  be  allowed  to  give  such  opinion. 

2.  Proof  of  actual  penetration  is  necessary 
to  support  a  conviction  for  rape.  "Actual  con- 
tact of  the  sexual  organs"  alone  is  inanfficient. 
And  in  this  caoe  the  jury  ought  also  to  have 
been  instructed  as  to  the  law  of  an  attempt  to 
commit  the  crime  of  rape. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  conrt,  Jackson  connty; 
Iiouls  A.  Myers,  Judge. 

EU  Grubb  was  convicted  of  crime,  and  ap- 
peals.   Reversed. 

C.  F.  HurreU,  IL  O.  Robinson,  and  R.  W. 
Blalr,  for  appellant  F.  B.  Dawcs^  Atty.  Gen., 
and  A.  B.  Crane,  tor  tbe  Stata 

MARTIN,  a  J.  At  Match  tenn,  189B.  of 
tbe  district  court  of  Jackson  connty,  the  de> 
fendant  was  convicted  of  the  crime  of  rape 
upon  the  person  of  Anna  Bleidlssd,  a  female 
onder  the  age  of  18  years,  to  wit,  the  age  of 
16  years  and  about  2  months,  and  be  was 
sentenced  to  the  penitentiary  for  a  term  of 
five  years. 

1.  Ansa  Bleidlssel  was  not  present  at  the 
trial,  and  she  gave  no  testimony  by  dejMMl- 
tlon  or  otherwise.  Her  father  and  her  moth- 
er testified  that  she  was  bom  December  28, 
187S.  The  offense  was  alleged  to  have  been 
conunltted  February  17,  1895.  Some  of  tbe 
witnesses  for  the  state  testified  In  cross-ex- 
amination that  In  their  opinion  she  was  18 
years  of  age  or  m(x«.  Several  witnesses 
called  for  the  defense  stated  the  extent  of 
their  acquaintance  with  Anna,  described  her 
as  to  height,  weight,  and  development,  and 
were  then  asked  their  opinions  as  to  her  age. 
On  objection  made  by  tbe  state,  these  wit- 
nesses were  not  permitted  to  give  their  sev- 
eral opinions  as  to  her  age.  This  was  error. 
After  fully  stating,  as  f ar  aa  practicable,  the 
means  of  knowledge  and  the  basis  of  an 
opinion  as  to  the  age  of  an  absent  person, 
any  witness  should  be  allowed  to  give  such 
opinion.  Lawson,  Exp.  Ev.  473;  Rogers, 
Exp.  Test  10;  Foltz  v.  State,  33  Ind.  215,  217; 
Benson  v.  McFadden,  60  Ind.  431,  433;  Kan- 
sas Pac.  Ry.  Co.  V.  Miller,  2  Colo.  444;  Morse 
T.  State,  6  Conn.  9,  13;  Porter  v.  Manufac- 
turing Co.,  17  Conn.  249,  257,  258;  State  T. 
Douglass,  48  Mo.  App.  39;  Commonwealth 
y.  O'Brien,  134  Mass.  198,  200;  Gamer  v. 
State,  28  Tex.  App.  661,  662,  13  S.  W.  1004; 
Jones  V.  State,  32  Tex.  Cr.  R  108,  22  8.  W. 
149;  Weed  v.  State,  56  Ala.  13,  15.  In  some 
of  the  cases  this  kind  of  evidence  has  been 
admitted  on  tbe  same  principle  that  allows 
the  opinions  of  nonprofessional  witnesses 
to  be  given  as  to  the  sanity  or  mental  con- 
dition of  a  person,  after  first  stating  the  facts 
which  have  come  within  their  observation. 
Baughman  v.  Baughman,  82  Kan.  638,  643, 


4  pac.  1003.  The  etrctmistanee  tluX  Anna's 
parents  had  testified  to  her  age  did  not  ren- 
der the  opinion  evidence  of  others  Incompe- 
tent The  jury  might  not  deem  the  testi- 
mony of  the  parents  worthy  of  credit  There 
are  no  degrees  of  partd  evidence.  1  Best 
Bv.  I  87.  And  It  is  for  the  jury  to  Judge 
what  weight  shall  be  given  to  direct  and 
opinion  evidence,  respectively,  both  of  which 
are  admissible  In  proof  of  the  same  fact 

2.  The  court  although  using  the  term  "car- 
nal knowledge"  In  the  fourth  Instruction  to 
the  Jury,  did  not  anywhere  define  It,  but  In 
tbe  fifth  seemed  to  assume  that  evidence 
of  "actual  contact  of  the  sexual  organs"  was 
snfilclent  to  warrant  a  conviction.  Proof  of 
actual  penetration  was  necessary,  and  the 
Jury  ought  to  have  been  so  Informed.  Code 
Or.  Proc.  i  213;  State  v.  Frazler,  64  Kan. 
719.  726,  39  Pac.  819;  2  Blsh.  Gr.  Law,  i 
1127.  The  evidence  tended  to  show  that  the 
defendant  and  Martin  Fish  were  dnmk; 
that  Mrs.  Fish  had  also  been  drinking;  and 
that  these  three~and  Anna  were  In  the  rooms 
occupied  by  the  Fish  family  at  least  a  por- 
tion, i)erhaps  all,  of  the  night,  the  defend- 
ant and  Anna  being  In  bed  together  part  of 
the  time.  There  was  no  direct  proof  of  sex- 
ual intercourse.  It  was  therefore  Important 
to  Instruct  the  Jury  clearly  as  to  the  evidence 
necessary  to  a  conviction  for  rape  upon  a  fe- 
male under  the  age  of  18  years;  and,  al- 
though the  defendant  did  not  ask  any  in- 
struction as  to  the  law  of  an  attempt  to  com- 
mit the  crime,  yet  we  think  tbe  court  ought 
to  have  Informed  the  Jury  upon  the  subject 
Code  Cr.  Proc.  H  121,  122,  230;  Crimes  Act, 
par.  2557,  Gen.  St  1889;  In  re  Lloyd,  SI 
Kan.  501,  33  Pac.  807. 

Some  other  questions  are  snggested.  but 
as  they  are  not  likely  to  arise  again,  we  have 
considered  It  unnecessary  to  decide  them. 
Judgment  reversed,  and  case  remanded  (or 
a  new  trlaL    All  the  Justices  concurring. 


(6E  Kan.  OS) 
STATE  T.  WADE. 
(Snoreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct  5,  1895.) 

LaKCENT— IHDIOTKEHT— VSHUa. 

Where  property  Is  stolen  in  one  connty, 
and  taken  by  the  thief  into  another,  he  may  be 
charged  in  the  latter  county  with  the  larceny 
therein,  without  stating  the  place  of  the  orig- 
inal taking. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Wilson  eonaty; 
L.  StlUweU,  Judge. 

Oscar  Wade  was  convicted  of  larceny,  and 
appeals.    Affirmed. 

S.  S.  Klrkpatrlck,  (or  appellant  F.  B. 
Dawes,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  P.  O.  Young,  for  the 
Bute. 

ALLEN,  J.  Tbe  iy>p^lant,  Oscar  Wade, 
was  charged  by  information  In  the  district 
court  of  Wilson  county  with  the  larceny  of 
cattle  In  Wilson  county.    The  proof  showed  y 
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that  the  original  taking  waa  In  Wk.  The 
only  question  raised  on  the  record  is  wheth- 
er, In  order  to  convict  the  defendant  on  the 
facts  as  developed  at  the  trial,  it  was  neces- 
sary to  charge  in  the  information  that  the 
original  taking  was  in  Elk  connty.  In  Mc- 
Farland  v.  State,  4  Kan.  68,  a  conviction  un- 
der an  information  charging  the  defendant 
with  the  larceny  of  goods  la  Leavenworth 
county,  when  the  proof  showed  the  original 
taking  to  have  been  in  Missouri,  was  sus- 
tained under  the  provisions  of  the  statute 
then  in  force,  and  now  as  paragraph  255fl  of 
the  General  Statutes  of  1889.  In  the  case 
of  State  V.  Price,  55  Kan.  — ,  40  Pac.  1000, 
it  was  held  that  section  26  of  the  Ode  of 
Criminal  Procedure,  which  provides  that 
"when  property  taken  in  one  county  by  bur- 
glary, robbery,  larceny,  or  embezzlement,  has 
been  brought  into  another  county,  the  Juris- 
diction Is  in  either  connty."  was  constitu- 
tional and  did  not  violate  that  provision  of 
section  10  of  the  bill  of  rights  which  secures 
to  the  accused  a  trial  by  an  Impartial  jury 
of  the  county  or  district  In  which  the  ofTense 
is  alleged  to  have  been  committed.  Both  of 
the  cases  cited  are  based  on  the  recognized 
doctrine  of  the  common  law  that  "each  as- 
portation from  one  county  to  another  is  a 
fresh  theft,  and  a  prosecution  may  he  main- 
tained in  either."  See,  also,  State  v.  Brown, 
55  Kan.  — ,  40  Pac.  1001.  As  the  asportation 
of  the  stolen  property  within  the  county  of 
Wilson  was  sufficient  to  constitute  the  of- 
fense of  larceny,  it  was  not  necessary  to  al- 
lege the  place  of  the  original  taking.  The 
Judgment  is  affirmed.  All  the  Justices  con- 
curring. 


(U  Kan.  ni) 

ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  P.  R.  CO.  T.  HENRY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct.  5,  1805.) 

Caukieks— Assault  on  Passesger— Excessive 
Damaosh. 

1.  The  contract  of  a  common  carrier  with 
a  passenger  requires  the  carrier  to  protect  the 
I)nRsenKer  against  interference  or  injury  arising 
from  the  negligence  or  willful  misconduct  of  Its 
servants  while  engaged  in  performing  the  dur 
ties  which  the  carrier  owes  to  the  passenKcr; 
and,  where  a  passenger  upon  a  railroad  train  is 
unjustifiably  assaulted  and  beaten  by  an  em- 
ploye who  owed  him  the  duty  of  protection,  the 
railroad  company  is  responsible  for  his  acts  and 
liable  for  the  injury  suffered. 

2.  A  railroad  company  which  is  carrying 
passengers  is  liable  for  an  illegal  arrest  and  the 
false  imprisonment  of  a  passenger  caused  to  be 
made  by  the  conductor  in  charge  of  the  train  on 
which  the  passenger  was  riding  while  acting 
in  the  line  of  his  employment. 

3.  The  testimony  examined,  and  it  is  held 
that  the  damages  awarded  are  not  so  excessive 
as  to  warrant  the  disturbance  of  the  verdict. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Sumner  county; 
James  A.  Ray,  Judge. 

-Vction  by  TV.  T.  Henry  against  the  Atchi- 
son, Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Company, 
Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  dcfcuduut  brings 
error.     Affirmed. 


W.  T.  Henry  brought  an  action  against  the 
Atchison,  Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Com- 
pany to  recover  damages  for  injuries  bob- 
tained  by  him  on  account  of  the  alleged 
WTongdoing  of  the  company,  and  in  his  i»eti- 
tion  alleged  tliat  on  January  9,  1890,  he 
boarded  a  train  of  the  railroad  company  at 
Kansas  City,  Mo.,  fot  the  purpose  of  riding 
over  the  Southern  Kansas  Division  of  that 
railroad  to  Wellington,  Kan.;  that  he  was 
provided  with  a  ticket  or  stock  contract  en- 
titling him  to  ride  over  the  road  between  the 
points  named;  and  that  the  conductor  in 
cliarge  of  the  train  refused  to  accept  his  tick- 
et or  stock  contract,  and  required  him  to  pay 
In  cash  the  sum  of  $7.50  for  his  transporta- 
tion to  Wellington.  In  the  second  count  of 
his  petition,  he  alleges  tliat,  while  he  was  rid- 
ing as  a  passenger  and  deporting  himself  in 
a  proper  and  orderly  manner,  the  agents 
and  servants  of  the  company,  in  the  pretend- 
ed exercise  of  authority  to  preserve  order  on 
the  train,  wrongfully  and  wantonly  assaulted 
him  by  striking  hhn  on  the  heed  and  body 
several  times,  with  great  force  and  violence, 
with  a  heavy  lantern,  thereby  causing  him  to 
suffer  great  injury  in  body  and  mind.  In  the 
third  count  it  is  alleged  that,  while  be  was 
condnctlng  himself  In  a  quiet  and  proper 
manner,  the  defendant,  by  Its  agents  and 
servants.  In  the  pretended  exercise  of  au- 
thority, and  to  preserve  ordw  in  and  about 
the  train,  at  Ottawa,  did  arrest  him,  without 
any  warrant  or  authority  of  law,  and  did 
forcibly  remove  him  to  the  common  jail  of 
the  county,  where  he  was  detained  for  twelve 
hours  without  any  reasonable  or  probable 
cause,  by  reason  of  which  he  suffered  great 
physical  injuries,  and  that  he  was  also  grent- 
ly  humiliated  and  injured  in  his  circum- 
stances and  credit.  For  all  these  things  he 
prayed  damages  in  the  sum  of  $10,000.  The 
answer  of  the  defendant  was  a  general  de- 
nial. Henry  finally  withdrew  any  claim  for 
the  amount  he  paid  out  for  railroad  fare  from 
Kansas  City  to  Wellington,  and  the  case  was 
flnall.y  submitted  upon  the  claims  in  the  sec- 
ond and  third  counts  of  the  petition.  In  an- 
swer to  special  Interrogatories  which  were 
submitted,  the  following  findings  of  fact 
were  made:  "(1)  On  what  train  of  cars  did 
plaintiff  take  passage  from  Kansas  City,  Mo., 
on  the  9th  day  of  January,  1890,  and  over 
what  road  did  the  same  run?  Ans.  On  Santa 
F6  train,  on  Santa  F6  road,  Southern  Kansas 
Division.  (2)  In  what  car  on  said  train  did 
plaintiff  first  taJre  passage?  Ans.  Smoking 
car.  (3)  How  long  did  he  remain  in  such  car 
in  InteiTogatory  No.  2  mentioned,  before  go- 
ing Into  the  ladles'  car?  Ans.  A  very  short 
time;  say,  a  few  minutes.  (4)  Did  plaintiff 
go  to  sleep  soon  after  taking  a  scat  in  the 
ladies'  car?  Ans.  He  did.  (3)  If  you  an- 
swer InteiTogatory  No.  4,  'Yes.'  state  whether 
he  remained  asleep  until  the  conductor  waked 
hUn  up  to  colloct  his  fare?  Ans.  According 
to  evidence,  yes.     (C)  How  many  times  did 
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■tat*  to  '6lm  Is  regaM  to  prbdncfln?  lib  tick- 
et or  paying  his  taxe,  before  plaintiff  paid  the 
■ameT  Ana.  Bitber  two  <x  three  times;  ask- 
ed him  tor  ticket  three  tlme&  (7)  What  was 
the  name  of  the  condnctor  on  the  train  Jann- 
azy  8, 18907  Ana.  Ml  Parsona.  {S)  Upon  the 
payment  of  plalnturs  fare,  did  the  conductor 
crive  him  a  receipt  therefor?  Ana.  Tee.  (9) 
Was  not  the  plaintiff  under  the  Influence  of 
Intoxicating  liquors  when  he  entered  the  train 
at  Kansas  GltyY  Ans.  To  a  certain  extent, 
yea  (10)  After  plaintiff  had  paid  his  fare, 
did  he  not,  at  several  times  thereafter,  use 
profane  and  mlgar  langruasre  while  fn  the 
ladles'  car?  Ans.  The  evidence  on  this  ques- 
tion is  contradictory.  We  think,  howeverv 
that  he  used  profane  words  a  few  times.  (11) 
If  yon  answer  Interrogatory  No.  10,  Tes,' 
then  please  state  whether  or  not  tiiere  were 
any  ladies  present  In  the  car  at  the  time. 
Ana  Tes.  (12)  Is  It  not  a  t&ct  that,  while  In 
the  ladles'  car,  the  plaintiff  made  threats  of 
doing  the  condnctor  personal  Injury  and  vio- 
lence? Ans.  The  preponderance  of  evidence  is, 
we  think,  against  such  a  conclusion.  (13)  If 
you  answer  Interrogatory  No.  12,  'Tes,'  please 
4tate  If  such  threats  were  communicated  to 
the  conductor  by  any  of  the  passengers  in 
«tld  car.  Ana  •  •  •  (U)  Was  not  the 
plaintiff  drunk  and  boisterous  while  In  the 
ladles'  car  on  said  train?  Ans.  No.  (15)  Is 
It  not  a  fact  that  the  conductor  removed  the 
plaintiff  from  the  ladles'  car  to  the  smoker  on 
account  of  his  being  drunk  and  disorderly? 
Ans.  No."  "(18)  While  in  the  smoking  car, 
did  not  the  plaintiff  have  an  open  knife  in  his 
bands,  and  was  not  such  knife  and  the  blade 
thereof  long  and  thin?  Ans.  Tes.  (19)  Did 
not  the  plaintiff  while  In  the  smoking  car 
threaten  to  do  the  conductor  personal  vio- 
lence and  Injury?  Ana.  No;  we  think  not" 
"(21)  When  the  conductor  and  brakeman  came 
Into  the  smoking  car,  did  the  plaintiff  have 
the  knife  above  referred  to  in  his  hands,  and 
was  the  same  open?  Ana  Tes.  (22)  Did 
not  some  of  the  passengers  in  the  smoking 
car,  when  the  conductor  and  brakeman  came 
In,  say,  'Look  out!  he  [meaning  the  plain tlffl 
has  got  a  knife'?  Ana.  Tes.  (23)  Did  not 
the  brakeman  order  the  plaintiff  to  drop  the 
knife  before  striking  him  with  the  lantern? 
Ans.  Tes.  (24)  How  many  times  did  the 
brakeman  order  the  plaintiff  to  drop  the 
knife?  Ans.  Once.  (25)  How  many  times 
did  the  brakeman  strike  the  plaintiff  with  a 
lantern?  Ans.  Three  times.  ^6)  Did  not  the 
brakeman,  after  striking  the  plaintiff  with 
the  lantern  the  last  time,  say  to  him,  'If  you 
make  such  a  pass  at  me  again,  you  will  be 
carried  oat  of  this  car  a  corpse,'  or  words  to 
that  effect?  Ans.  Tea  (2T)  During  all  the 
time  the  plaintiff  was  on  the  train  of  cars, 
what  was  the  treatment  and  demeanor  of  the 
conductor  to  him?  Ans.  His  treatment  of 
and  demeanor  towards  the  plaintiff  was  good, 
with  the  exception  of  his  action  in  causing 
the  arrest  of  said  plaintiff."  The  Jury  re- 
turned a  general  verdict  In  favor  of  Hemy, 


and  assessing  dkmagaa  agalnri;  the  nlltswd 
company  at  $S,000.  Motions  to  set  aside  thfl 
verdict  and  for  a  new  trial  were  overmled. 
and  Judgment  was  awarded  for  the  amounf 
named  in  the  verdict  The  railroad  company 
alleges  en  or. 

A.  A.  Hnrd,  W.  Llttlefleld,  and  O.  J.  Wood, 
for  plaintiff  In  error.  7.  B.  Halsell,  for  de- 
fendant in  error. 

JOHNSTON.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
At  the  trial  the  plaintiff  below,  W.  T.  Henry, 
relied  upon  two  grounds  of  recovery:  One 
for  the  alleged  assault  made  upon  him  by  the 
brakeman  while  Henry  was  a  passenger  on 
the  train  of  the  railroad  compiiny,  and  the 
other  for  the  unlawful  arrest  alleged  to  have 
been  made  at  the  instance  of  the  railroad 
company  while  he  was  a  passenger  upon  the 
train,  and  his  illegal  imprisonment  for  about 
12  hours  in  the  jail  of  Franklin  county.  Hei^ 
ry  was  a  farmer  and  stock  shipper,  who  made 
a  shipment  of  cattle  from  Wellington  to  Kan- 
sas City  in  January,  1890,  and  who.  In  consid- 
eration of  the  shipment,  received  a  ticket  or 
stock  pass  entitling  him  not  only  to  accom- 
pany the  cattle  to  Kansas  City,  but  to  a  re- 
turn passage  from  that  place  to  Wellington. 
On  the  return  trip  he  was  unable  to  find  his 
stock  pass,  and  was  required  by  the  conductor 
to  pay  a  cash  fare.  Some  difficulty  arose  be- 
tween him  and  the  conductor  concerning  the 
collection  of  the  fare.  In  which  it  was  con- 
tended by  the  employes  of  the  company  that 
Henry  became  profane,  violent,  and  abusive, 
and  threatened  violence  to  the  conductor.  It 
Is  claimed  that  the  threats  were  communicat- 
ed to  the  conductor,  who,  when  passing 
through  the  train,  accompanied  by  a  brake- 
man,  found  Henry  with  an  open  knife  in  bis 
hand  in  a  threatening  attitude;  that  the 
brakeman  approached  him,  and  demanded 
that  he  should  throw  the  knife  down,  but 
Henry  refused,  when  the  brakeman  struck 
him  three  times  upon  the  head  with  a  lan- 
tern. The  theory  of  the  railroad  company 
was  that  Henry  was  drunk,  abusive,  and  vio- 
lent; that  he  had  become  enraged  because  of 
the  collection  of  his  fare,  and  had  threatened 
the  lives  of  the  employes  of  the  company; 
and  that,  with  an  open  knife,  he  was  endeav- 
oring to  carry  out  his  threats  at  the  time  he 
was  attacked  by  the  brakeman;  and  that 
therefore,  the  conductor  and  brakeman  were 
justified  In  committing  the  assault  upon  Hen- 
ry and  inflicting  upon  him  the  punishment 
wUch  they  did.  On  the  other  hand,  Henry 
claims  that  he  was  not  drunk  nor  disorderly; 
that  while  he  complained  of  the  collection  of 
the  fare,  and  the  failure  to  return  it  after  his 
stock  pass  had  been  found,  be  made  no  threats 
against  the  conductor,  nor  any  attempt  to  at- 
tack him  with  a  knife  or  in  any  other  man- 
ner. He  claimed  that  he  was  using  his  knife 
to  cut  a  chew  from  a  plug  of  tobacco  which 
he  held  In  his  hand.  The  jury  have  specially 
found,  upon  confilcting  evidence,  that,  while 
Henry  used  some  profane  language  on  the 
train,  he  was  not  drunk  or  boisterous;  that 
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)>e  made  no  Uu-e&tB  of  doing  personal  injnry 
or  violence  to  the  conductor  upon  either  of 
the  cars  on  which  he  rode.  There  was  a  fur- 
ther finding  that  the  brakeman  struck  Henry 
twice  after  he  had  dropped  the  knife. 

According  to  the  testimony  which  was  ac- 
cepted by  the  Jury,  the  action  of  the  brake- 
man  In  assaulting  Henry  was  a  gross  viola- 
tion of  the  duty  of  the  railroad  company  to- 
wards a  passenger.  As  the  relation  of  car- 
rier and  passenger  existed,  be  was  entitled  to 
the  highest  degree  of  care  and  protection 
against  violence  or  interference  by  others  so 
long  as  he  conducted  himself  in  a  proper 
manner.  If,  through  the  negligence  of  the 
company  In  attordlng  htm  the  care  and  pro- 
tection to  which  he  was  entitled,  the  passen- 
ger had  suffered  an  Injury,  the  company 
would  be  liable;  and  certainly  the  liability  is 
no  less  where  the  Injury  is  intentionally  In- 
flicted by  an  employ6  of  the  company  who 
was  required  to  exercise  care  and  protection 
towards  the  passenger.  It  Is  true,  if  Henry 
was  drunk  and  disorderly,  and  his  conduct 
such  as  to  render  his  presence  offensive  or 
dangerous,  they  would  have  been  Justified  in 
excluding  him  from  the  train;  and  It  Is  also 
true,  as  contended  by  the  company,  that  the 
brakeman  and  conductor  might  repress  acts 
of  violence  on  his  part,  and  under  certain  cir- 
cumstances defend  themselves  or  repel  a 
threatened  attack.  The  finding  of  the  jury, 
however,  makes  the  brakeman  the  aggressor, 
and  his  attack  upon  the  passenger  unjustifia- 
ble. Stewart  v.  Railroad  Co.,  90  N.  Y.  588; 
Ray,  Neg.  Imp.  Dut.  §§  106,  107. 

It  Is  next  contended  that  the  company  is 
not  liable  for  the  illegal  arrest  and  false  Im- 
prisonment of  Henry.  The  arrest  was  made 
without  a  warrant,  and  the  imprisonment 
continued  for  about  12  hours  in  the  county 
Jail  of  Franklin  county.  It  occurred  about 
one-half  an  hour  after  the  termination  of  the 
difficulty  on  the  train,  at  a  time  when  Henry 
was  quiet  and  orderly.  "When  the  train 
reached  Ottawa,  the  conductor  reported  the 
occurrence  of  the  dlfilculty  to  a  superintend- 
ent, who  advised  that  Henry  should  be  taken 
from  the  train.  The  conductor  inquired  for 
an  officer,  and,  when  one  was  found,  they 
went  together  into  the  train,  where  the  con- 
ductor pointed  out  Henry,  who  was  at  once 
arrested  by  the  officer,  and  taken  to  prison. 
Under  these  circumstances,  there  can  be  but 
little  doubt  that  the  conductor  procured  the 
false  arrest  to  be  made  while  in  the  line  of 
his  employment,  and  at  a  time  when  the  re- 
lation of  passenger  and  carrier  existed  be- 
tween the  company  and  Henry.  It  is  well 
settled  that  when  one  In  charge  of  a  train, 
and  engaged  In  the  business  which  has  been 
Intrusted  to  him  by  the  company,  causes  the 
arrest  of  a  passenger,  the  company  for  which 
he  is  acting  cannot  escape  liability.  Accord- 
ing to  the  testimony  which  the  jury  believed, 
Henry  was  arrested  at  midnight,  when  he 
was  quietly  seated  in  a  car;  and,  without 
process  or  any  information  as  to  the  cause  of 


his  arrest,  he  was  hurried  from  the  train, 
and  placed  in  Jail,  where  he  was  searched, 
and  shut  up  until  about  noon  the  next  day. 
The  action  of  the  conductor,  who  must  be 
held  to  have  been  acting  for  the  company, 
was  clearly  a  breach  of  the  contract  between 
the  carrier  and  the  passenger,  which  required 
that  Henry  should  be  carried  In  safety  to  his 
destination,  and  protected  from  interference 
by  strangers  or  against  the  misconduct  of  the 
company's  servants.  Where  the  relatlm  of 
carrier  and  passenger  exists.  It  Is  held  that 
no  matter  what  the  motive  is  which  causes  a 
servant  of  the  carrier  to  commit  an  unlawful 
act,  or  to  wrongfully  Inflict  an  Injury  upon  a 
passenger,  the  carrier  Is  responsible  for  the 
act  and  its  natural  and  legitimate  conse- 
quences. Dwlnelle  v.  Railroad  Co.,  120  N.  Y. 
122,  24  N.  B.  319;  Hamel  v.  Ferry  Ca 
(Sup.)  6  N.  y.  Supp.  102;  FalmHl  v.  Railroad 
Co.  (N.  Y.)  30  N.  E.  1001;  Gllllngham  v. 
RaUroad  Co.,  35  W.  Va.  588,  14  S.  B.  243; 
Ray,  Neg.  Imp.  Dut  S 109. 

There  Is  some  testimony  tending  to  show 
that  the  officer  who  made  the  arrest  was  em- 
ployed by  and  received  compensation  from 
the  rallro&d  company.  Some  testimony  ot  an 
objectionable  nature  In  regard  to  his  authori- 
ty, as  well  as  in  regard  to  the  authority  of 
the  superintendent,  was  received;  but  in  view 
of  the  conclusion  that  has  been  reached,  that 
the  conductor,  acting  in  the  line  of  bis  em- 
ployment, caused  the  arrest  to  be  made,  the 
objectionable  testimony  with  respect  to  the 
authority  of  the  police  officer  and  of  the  su- 
perintendent becomes  Immaterial.  The  final 
complaint  Is  that  the  damages  awarded  by 
the  jury  are  excessive,  but  the  view  which 
the  jury  has  taken  of  the  facts  would  Justify 
the  allowance  of  punitive  damages  against 
the  company,  and,  looking  at  all  the  clrcum- 
stances  of  the  case,  we  cannot  say  that  the 
award  of  |3,000  is  so  excessive  as  to  indicate 
passion  or  prejudice  In  the  Jury,  or  Justify 
the  court  In  disturbing  the  verdict.  The  Judg- 
ment of  the  district  court  will  be  aflarmed. 
All  the  justices  concurring. 


(U  Kan.  711) 
STATE  V.  OLIVER. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct.  5,  18%.) 

Amendment  or  Information  —  RiFiLtNO  —  Dis- 

pi»ACEMEXT  op  Rails— Evidencb  of 

Defesdast. 

1.  Where  an  information  charging  an  of- 
fense as  l>eing  committed  on  the  day  after  it  is 
filed  is  afterwards  amended,  by  leave  of  the 
court,  again  verified,  and  refiled  on  a  day  sub- 
sequent to  that  on  which  the  offense  is  alleged 
to  have  been  committed,  the  defect  in  stating 
the  date  of  the  offense  becomes  immaterial. 

2.  An  information,  charging  the  removal 
and  displacement  of  rails  on  a  railroad  track. 
nnder  section  103  of  the  act  regulating  crimes 
and  punishments,  which  states  the  offense  sub- 
stantially in  the  language  of  the  statute,  and 
charges  the  act  to  have  been  done  with  intent 
to  injure  the  company,  and  to  kill  and  wound 
Its  passengers  and  employes,  is  sufficient. 

3.  The  statements  of  a  defendant  made  on 
the  witness  stand  at  a  former  trial  are  admis- 
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•ibie  against  Ii!m,  and  their  falsitjr  may  be 
•hown  by  other  witnesgea;  and,  though  It  ia 
competent  for  him  to  show  that  hia  former  tea- 
timony  was  different  from  that  stated  by  the 
plaiutiCTs  tritnesses,  he  cannot  use  such  former 
testimony  for  any  other  purpose  than  to  show 
what  he  did,  in  fact,  then  te«tifF- 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Reno  county; 
F.  L.  Martin,  Judge. 

0.  W.  OUvcr  was  convicted  of  train  wreck- 
ing, and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Davidson  &  Williams,  for  appellant.  F.  B. 
Dawes,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  L.  M.  Fall,  for  the 

State. 

ALLEN,  T.  The  Information,  omitting  the 
formal  parts,  Is  as  follows:  "That  on  the 
20th  day  of  September,  A.  D.  1894,  In  said 
county  of  Reno  and  state  of  Kansas,  one  CW. 
Oliver  did  then  and  there,  unlawfully,  feloni- 
ously, and  willfully,  remove,  displace,  and 
Injure  certain  rails  on  the  traclc  of  the  At- 
chison, Topeica  and  Santa  FS  Railroad  Com- 
pany, and  then  and  there  being  operated  by 
said  Santa  F€  Railroad  Company,  a  corpora- 
tion duly  organized  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  laws  of  the  state  of  Kansas,  through  and 
by  Its  receivers,  by  removing  from  fish 
plates,  and  drawing  spikes  from  both  sides 
of  rails,  and  prying  rails  out  of  line,  with 
the  Intent  end  for  the  purpose  of  derailing 
and  wrecking  the  trams  of  said  railroad  com- 
pany, and  Injuring  it,  and  for  the  purpose 
vt  and  with  the  intent  to  kill  and  wound 
Its  passengers  and  employes."  The  Informa- 
tion in  this  form  was  filed  on  the  19th  of 
September,  1894.  Afterwards,  by  leave  of 
the  court.  It  was  amended  by  Inserting  the 
■word  "bolts"  between  the  words  "removing" 
and  "from."  It  was  then  reverlfled  and  re- 
flled  on  the  4th  day  of  January,  1895.  A 
motion  to  quash  the  Information  was  made 
before  the  amendment,  and  renewed  after- 
wards, on  the  ground  that  It  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  an  offense  under 
the  laws  of  the  state.  It  will  be  noticed  that 
the  oflfense  is  alleged  to  have  been  committed 
on  the  20th  day  of  September,  1894,  while  the 
original  information  was  filed  on  the  19th 
day  of  the  same  month.  It  Is  urged  that  the 
charge  as  originally  made  was  an  Impossibil- 
ity, because  the  offense  was  alleged  as  com- 
mitted In  the  future.  Authorities  are  cited 
to  sustain  the  proposition  that  such  a  charge 
Is  bad,  and  that  a  conviction  under  It  cannot 
be  upheld.  On  the  other  hand.  It  Is  said 
that  the  date  alleged  Is  clearly  a  mere  cleri- 
cal error,  which  may  be  disregarded. 

We  do  not  think  that  the  record  presents 
the  question  fairly.  The  defendant  was  tried 
on  the  amended  information.  That  amended 
Information  was  filed  In  January,  1895,  long 
after  the  day  on  which  the  offense  Is  alleged 
to  have  been  committed.  It  is  urged  that  this 
refiling  was  without  the  consent  of  the  court, 
bat  we  think  permission  to  amend  the  in- 
formation carried  with  It  necessarily  permls- 
flton  to  file  tt.    It  was  necessary  that  the  in- 


formation as  amended  should  "he  verified,  and 
the  practice  of  refiling  after  amendment  and 
verification  seems  to  be  a  proper  one. 

Further  objections  are  made  to  the  form  of 
the  information,  because  It  charges  that  the 
offense  was  committed  with  the  Intent  to 
Injure  the  company,  and  its  passengers  and 
employes,  while  the  section  of  the  statute 
(Gen.  St.  c.  31,  t  103)  under  which  the  infor- 
mation was  drawn  defines  an  offense  against 
property  only;  that  the  Information  charges 
the  removal  and  displacement  of  rails  "on" 
the  track,  when  the  statute  says  It  must  be 
"or'  a  railroad;  and  that  the  information  Is 
deficient  in  failing  to  state  the  Idnd  of  rail 
that  was  displaced,  and  the  material  of  which 
It  was  made.  The  Information  charges  the  of- 
fense substantially  in  the  language  of  the 
statute;  and  while  the  word  "on"  may  be 
open  to  criticism,  and  Is  not  the  most  apt 
that  could  be  chosen,  the  information  very 
clearly  charges  the  displacement  of  a  rafl 
which  formed  a  part  of  the  track  used  by  the 
railroad  company,  and  the  material  of  which 
that  rail  is  made  Is  unimportant,  for  the  stat- 
ute Includes  "any  iron,  wooden,  or  other 
rail."  We  perceive  no  objection  to  the  aver^ 
ment  that  the  act  was  done  with  Intent  to  In- 
jure the  company,  and  to  kill  and  wound  its 
passengers  and  employes.  These  would  be 
the  natural  and  probable  consequences  of 
the  act  charged,  and  the  purpose  of  the  stat- 
ute is  not  merely  to  protect  the  property  of 
the  company,  but  the  lives  and  limbs  of  em- 
ployes and  passengers  traveling  on  the 
road.  The  information  fairly  apprised  the 
defendant  of  the  specific  charge  made  against 
him,  and  there  Is  nothing  substantial  In  the 
criticisms  made  on  Its  form. 

Brror  Is  claimed  in  permitting  the  witness 
Moore  to  state  what  the  testimony  of  the  de- 
fendant was  on  the  former  trial  of  the  case, 
and  then  contradicting  these  statements  by 
other  witnesses.  It  Is  conceded  that  admis- 
sions made  by  the  defendant  might  be  used 
against  blm,  but  it  Is  claimed  that  the  pur- 
pose of  this  evidence  was  to  show  that  the 
defendant  had  sworn  falsely  on  the  former 
trial;  that,  for  the  purpose  of  obtaining  an 
acquittal  on  that  trial,  he  had  concocted  and 
testified  to  a  story  which  was  untrue.  It  is 
always  competent  to  show  the  statements 
and  claims  made  by  a  person  charged  with 
crime  with  reference  thereto,  and  to  show 
that  such  statements  are  false.  The  fact 
that  a  defendant  In  a  criminal  case  resorts 
to  falsehood  is  a  circumstance  which  may. 
In  connection  with  other  facts  In  the  case, 
tend  to  prove  guilt. 

The  tenth  instruction,  with  reference  to  the 
defense  of  an  alibi,  Is  substantially  the  same 
as  that  given  In  the  case  of  State  v.  Price, 
55  Kan.  — ,  40  Pac.  1001,  which  was  held 
good  by  this  court 

The  defendant  offered  In  evidence  a  tran- 
script of  his  testimony  taken  on  the  torm» 
trial.  The  court  Instructed  the  Jury  that  this 
evidence  was  admitted,  and  to  be  considered. 
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only  for  the  pnrpou  of  Impeaching  or  rebat- 
tlng  the  eTideace  of  the  wltneaa,  who  on* 
dertoolc  to  detail  his  eTldence  at  a  former 
trial.  Thla  Instruction  waa  proper.  The  de- 
fendant had  a  right  to  show  Just  what  hta 
former  testimony  -was,  and  to  correct  any 
misstatements  made  by  the  plaintiff's  wit- 
nesses; but  the  statements  made  by  him  at 
the  former  trial  were  not  competent  evidence 
in  his  behalf,  for  other  purposes.  If  be  de- 
sired to  testify  on  this  trial,  he  had  a  right  to 
do  so;  but  be  could  not  make  testimony  for 
himself  by  the  Introduction  of  statements 
made  at  another  time,  whether  under  oath  or 
not  The  judgment  Is  affirmed.  All  the  Jus- 
tices concurring. 


(ES  Kan.  S94) 

In  re  JAHN. 
(Snpreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct.  B,  1895.) 

IXTOZIOATING    lilQCOBS — RsonLATINO   SlLE — CoN- 

BtrrunoitAL  Law— Bioht  or  Appbu/— Tain, 
BT  Jdbt— Bail— Habbab  Cospus. 

1.  An  ordinance  of  a  city  of  the  third  clan, 
tegnlatiug  the  sale  of  "malt,  hop  tea  tonic,  gin- 
ger ale,  cider,  or  any  other  drink  of  like  na- 
tare"  by  prohibiting  the  lale  thereof  in  less 
qaantlties  than  one  gallon,  and  forbidding  the 
drinking  of  the  same  at  the  place  of  sale,  !■  a 
Talid  police  regulation.  Monroe  t.  City  of 
Lawrence,  24  Pac.  1113,  44  Kan.  607,  followed. 

2.  An  ordinance  of  a  city  of  the  uiird  class, 
prohibiting  the  unlawful  sale  of  intoxicating 
Uqnors,  and  the  keeping  of  any  place  for  car- 
rying on  sales  of  the  same.  Is  ralid,  notwith- 
standing the  penal  laws  of  the  state  cover  the 
same  subject 

8.  A  prosecution  In  the  police  court  under 
an  ordinance  prohibitine  the  unlawful  sale  of 
Intoxicating  liquors  and  the  keeping  of  any 
place  for  conducting  sales  of  the  same,  Is  crim- 
inal in  Its  nature;  and  that  clause  of  paragraph 
1010,  Oen.  8t.  18S9,  reqnirtng  the  recognizance 
on  an  appeal  in  sncli  case  to  be  conditioned  "for 
the  payment  of  such  fine  and  coats  aa  shall  be 
imposed"  on  the  appellant  if  the  case  shall  be 
determined  aeainat  him,  is  an  unreasonable  re- 
striction on  the  right  of  appeal,  and  in  conflict 
with  the  constitutional  guaranty  that  "the  right 
of  trial  by  Jury  shall  be  inviolate."  BiU  of 
BlghU,  f  5. 

4.  The  Inability  of  a  person  charged  with 
an  offense  to  trive  bail  by  reason  of  poverty  is 
no  ground  for  his  discharge  on  habeas  corpus. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 


Application  by  John  Z.  Jahn  for  discharge 
on  habeas  corpus.     Application  denied. 

Geo.  D.  Abel  and  David  Ritchie,  for  peti- 
tioner. G.  M.  Weeks  and  O.  B.  Daughters, 
for  respondent 

MARTIN,  O.  J.  The  petitioner  was  con- 
victed in  the  police  court  of  the  dty  of  Lin- 
coln Center  upon  three  counts  for  violation 
of  Ordinance  No.  139,  and  upon  two  counts 
for  violation  of  Ordinance  No.  113  of  said 
city,  which  is  of  the  third  class.  Ordinance 
No.  139  makes  It  unlawful  for  any  person 
to  barter,  sell,  or  give  away  any  malt,  hop 
tea  tonic,  ginger  ale,  cider,  or  other  drink 
of  like  nature  In  less  quantltlea  than  one 
gallMi,  or  to  permit  or  allow  the  same  to  be 
drank  at  any  store  or  other  place  of  sale 
Ordinance  No.  113  declares  it  unlawful  for 


any  person  other  than  a  dmgglst  bavins  • 
permit  to  sell  or  barter  any  Intozicating  llq< 
uors.  The  petitioner  denied  the  rlgbt  of  the 
court  to  try  him  under  either  ordinance, 
claiming  that  both  are  invalid;  but  this  «»n- 
tentlon  waa  overruled.  He  next  demanded 
a  trial  by  jury,  but  this  was  refnsed.  He 
waa  then  tried  by  the  court,  and  found 
guilty  upon  each  count,  and  was  adjudged 
to  pay  fines  amounting  to  $200,  besides  $95.40 
costs,  and  he  was  committed  to  jail  nntil  the 
fine  and  costs  should  be  paid.  The  court 
fixed  the  appeal  bond  at  $500.  Afterwards 
the  petitioner  made  a  showing  to  the  court 
of  his  Inability  to  give  an  appeal  bond,  and 
he  asked  to  l>e  discharged  from  imprison- 
ment, but  this  was  refused. 

1.  The  petitioner  claims  that  said  Ordl- 
nance  No.  139  is  void,  but  In  Monroe  v.  City 
of  Lawrence.  44  Kan.  607,  24  Pac.  1113.  this 
court  decided  that  an  ordinance  of  the  city 
of  Lawrence  of  the  same  general  nature  was 
valid.  The  reasoning  in  that  case  is  applica- 
ble here,  and  we  consider  it  controlling. 

2.  The  petitioner  further  contends  that 
sold  Ordinance  No.  113  Is  Invalid  on  the 
ground  that  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors 
is  regulated  by  the  laws  of  the  state,  and 
any  unlawful  sale  thereof,  or  the  keeping  of 
any  place  for  carrying  on  such  sales,  is  pun- 
ishable under  said  laws,  and  not  under  city 
ordinances  covering  the  same  subject  If 
this  question  were  new,  we  might  think  the 
position  of  counsel  for  petitioner  a  strong 
one,  but  under  the  old  dramshop  act  as  well 
88  the  prohibitory  amendment  and  the  laws 
made  In  pursuance  thereof,  it  lias  been  held 
that  the  state  may  confer  upon<  municipali- 
ties the  right  to  punish,  in  pursuance  of 
their  ordinances,  illegal  sales  of  intoxicating 
liquors,  or  the  keeping  of  any  place  for  con- 
ducting such  business  within  their  limits. 
City  of  Emporia  v.  Volmer,  12  Kan.  633; 
City  of  Sallna  v.  Seitz,  16  Kan.  143;  State  v. 
Young,  17  Kan.  414;  Franklin  v.  Westfall, 
27  Kan.  614;  City  of  Topeka  v.  Myers,  34 
Kan.  500,  8  Pac.  726;  Junction  City  v.  Keefl^e, 
40  Kan.  27S,  279,  280^  19  Pac.  735.  And 
many  decisions  in  other  states  are  in  accord 
with  the  foregoing.  Tested  by  these  au- 
thorities, we  think  that  Ordinance  No.  113 
is  valid. 

S.  The  next  claim  of  the  petitioner  is  that 
be  was  entitled  to  a  jury  In  the  police  court 
especially  upon  the  charges  under  Ordinanoe 
No.  113  for  unlawfully  selling  intoxicating 
IlSqnors  and  keeping  a  place  where  such  Uq- 
noiB  were  nnlawfully  sold.  A  distinction 
has  always  been  taken  between  offenses 
against  mere  municipal  regulations  and  those 
which  are  made  penal  by  the  laws  of  ths 
state  because  of  their  supposed  evil  cons»' 
quences  to  society;  the  courts  holding  that 
the  former  might  be  punished  summarily  by 
proceedings  in  the  municipal  court  while  as 
to  the  latter  the  defendant  is  entitled  to  • 
trial  by  jury.  In  Neltsel  v.  City  of  Concor- 
dia, 14  Kan.  446,  thla  court  held  that  a  pross> 
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cation  in  the  iwUce  coart  for  selling  liquor 
without  a  license  contraiy  to  the  ordinance 
of  the  city  was  criminal  in  ita  nature,  and 
after  a  trial  on  appeal  by  the  district  court 
could  only  be  brought  here  by  appeal.  The 
complaint  against  the  petitioner  for  the  sale 
of  intoxicating  liquors  must,  we  thinlc,  be 
treated  as  criminal  In  its  character,  and  un- 
der secticm  5  of  the  bill  of  rights,  declaring 
that  "the  right  of  trial  by  Jury  shall  be  in- 
violate," he  is  entitled  to  a  trial  by  Jury. 
But  it  was  long  ago  settled  by  this  court  that 
where  a  statute  authcHrizes  a  trial  before  a 
municipal  court  without  a  Jury  for  a  Tiola- 
tlon  of  a  city  ordinance,  and  at  the  same 
time  secures  to  the  defendant  an  appeal 
therefrom,  clogged  by  no  unreasonable  re- 
strictions, to  an  appellate  court,  in  which  he 
has  a  right  to  a  trial  by  Jury,  such  summary 
proceeding  Is  not  in  conflict  with  said  sec- 
tion 5  of  the  bill  of  rights.  City  of  Emporia 
T.  Volmer,  12  Kan.  622;  In  re  Holfs,  30  Kan. 
758,  1  Pac.  523.  And  this  position  has  been 
established  by  other  courts,  although  the  su- 
preme coitrt  of  the  United  States  takes  a 
different  view  of  the  subject,  under  a  some- 
what simllnr  provision  of  the  federal  consti- 
tution. 1  Dill.  Mun.  Corp.  <4th  Ed.)  «  439 
(original  section  307),  and  cases  cited.  The 
petitioner  claims,  however,  that  he  is  not 
allowed  an  appeal  "clogged  by  no  unreason- 
able restrictions,"  because,  under  paragraph 
1010,  Oen.  St  1889,  he  cannot  appeal  without 
entering  into  recognizance  with  good  and 
sufficient  surety  conditioned  for  his  personal 
appearance  before  the  district  court  on  the 
first  day  of  the  next  term,  "and  for  the  pay- 
ment of  such  flue  and  costs  as  shall  be  im- 
posed oa  liim  if  the  case  shall  be  determined 
against  the  appellant."  In  Mclnemey  v. 
City  of  Denver,  17  Colo.  302,  29  Pac.  516,  It 
was  held  that  such  a  provision  as  the  forego- 
ing, coupled  with  a  further  condition  that 
the  defendant  must  pay  all  costs  accrued  in 
the  police  court  before  the  appeal  should  be 
perfected,  constituted  unreasonable  restric- 
tions upon  the  right  of  appeal,  and  we  think 
it  unreasonable  to  impose  the  condition  for 
the  payment  of  the  fine  and  costs  if  the 
case  should  be  determined  against  the  appel* 
lant,  and  that  the  recognizance  should  pro- 
vide for  nothing  more  than  the  appearance 
of  the  appellant  before  the  district  court  of 
the  county  on  the  first  day  of  the  next  term 
thereof,  which,  of  course,  implies  tliat  he  will 
remain  until  his  case  is  called  and  disposed 
of.  Almost  any  man  can  obtain  security  for 
his  appearance  in  a  case  where  he  is  ctiar- 
ged  only  wltli  a  misdemeanor,  but  it  is  very 
different  when  a  neighbor  is  asked  to  be- 
come security  for  the  payment  of  a  fine,  even 
upon  a  contingency,  after  it  has  been  once 
imposed.  We  think  that  the  provision  in 
said  paragraph  1010  for  the  payment  of  such 
fine  and  costs  as  shall  be  imposed  is  incon- 
sistent with  the  constitutional  guaranty  that 
the  right  of  trial  by  Jury  shall  be  Inviolate, 
and  therefore  ire  hold  this  clause  of  said 


paragrapli  to  be  Inoperative  and  void.  If  the 
petitioner  had  tendered  a  recognizance  with 
good  and  sufficient  surety  for  his  appearance, 
we  think  it  would  have  been  the  duty  of  the 
poUce  Judge  to  have  accepted  and  approved 
the  same. 

4.  Hie  petitioner  claims  that  he  was  un- 
able to  give  any  security  by  reason  of  Iiia 
poverty,  and  urges  that  he  should  be  dis- 
charged for  this  reason,  but  he  does  not  cite 
any  authority  in  support  of  this  proposition, 
and  we  Imow  of  none.  Such  a  doctrine  is 
too  dangerous  to  be  entertained.  The  order 
of  the  court  is  that  the  petitioner  Ite  re- 
manded to  the  custody  of  the  respondent, 
but  on  enta^ng  into  recognl^sance  in  the  sum 
of  $600  within  10  days,  with  good  and  suffi- 
cient security,  to  be  approved  by  the  police 
Judge,  conditioned  for  the  personal  appear- 
ance of  the  appellant  before  the  district  court 
of  the  county  on  the  first  day  of  the  next 
term  thereof,  he  will  lie  discharged  from  im- 
prisonment   All  the  Justices  concurring. 


In  re  TUTT. 


(iS  aKn.  706) 


(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct.  6,  1895.) 

CoKSTiTOTtoSAL  Law— TiTLB  or  Act— Chuel  asd 

ITnusuai.  Punisbment— Sentence— BuBQijiRT. 

1.  Section  3  of  chapter  121  of  the  Laws  of 
1871  is  constitutional  and  valid. 

2.  Where  a  defendant  was  chareed  with 
burglary  in  a  freight  ear,  under  section  1  of 
chapter  121  of  the  Laws  of  1871,  and  also  with 
larceny  under  Bection  3  of  said  act,  and  found 
guilty  of  burglary  and  larceny  as  charged  in  the 
information,  and  the  value  of  the  property 
stolen  is  found  to  have  been  six  dollars,  held, 
tliat  a  sentence,  based  on  such  verdict,  to  con- 
finement in  the  penitentiary  at  hard  labor  for 
five  years,  is  not  void;  that,  while  the  convic- 
tion for  burglary  is  a  nullity,  the  conviction  of 
irccny,  under  section  3,  is  sufficient  to  support 
the  sentence  imposed. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 
Application  by  Kol)ert  Tutt  for  a  writ  of 
habeas  corpus.    Application  denied. 

F.  M.  McHale,  for  petitioner.  F.  B. 
Dawes,  Atty.  Gen.,  A.  0.  Mitchell,  and  S.  D. 
Bishop,  for  defendant 

ALLEN,  J.  The  i>etitloner  la  confined  in 
the  state  penitential^  under  a  sentence  of  the 
district  court  of  Douglass  county.  He  was 
charged  with  burglary  in  a  freight  car,  and 
with  having  stolen  therein  a  crate  of  to- 
bacco cutters.  After  the  trial  of  tlie  case, 
the  Jury  rendered  a  verdict  as  follows:  "We, 
the  Jury  in  the  above-entitled  action,  find 
the  defendant  Robert  Tntt,  guilty  of  bur- 
glary In  the  second  degree,  as  cliarged  in 
the  information,  and  larceny  as  charged  in 
the  Information;  and  we  find  the  value  of 
property  stolen  to  be  six  dollars."  On  this 
verdict  the  petitioner  was  sentenced  to  con- 
finement in  the  penitentiary  for  five  yeara. 
It  is  claimed  on  his  behalf  that  the  Judgment 
is  void,  for  the  reason  that  chapter  121 
of  the  Laws  of  1871,  entitled  "An  act  pre- 
scribing the  punishment  for  certain,  oftenaes 
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against  railroad  property,  and  In  railroad 
cars  and  buildings,"  Is  nnconstltntlonal— 
First  Because  the  act  contains  more  than 
one  subject.  The  act  does  not  include  any- 
thing more  than  crimes  and  punishments, 
and  is  not  open  to  this  objection.  Second. 
Because  section  3  provides  a  cruel  and  un- 
usual punishment  for  the  offense  of  larceny. 
This  section  reads:  "If  any  larceny  be  com- 
mitted in  any  railway  depot,  station  house, 
telegraph  office,  passenger  coach,  baggage, 
express  or  freight  car,  or  any  caboose  on 
any  railway  in  this  state,  the  offender  may 
be  punished  by  confinement  and  hard  labor 
not  exceeding  seven  years."  While  the  pun- 
ishment prescribed  is  severe,  It  is  of  the  kind 
usually  Inflicted  on  offenders.  This  is  not 
the  only  case  in  which  larceny  of  property 
of  the  value  of  less  than  $20  is  made  punish- 
able by  statute  by  confinement  in  the  peni- 
tentiary. The  same  punishment  is  prescrib- 
ed for  larceny  in  a  dwelling  house,  boat,  or 
vessel,  or  from  the  x>erson  in  the  nighttime. 
The  third  objection  made  is  that  the  law 
does  not  have  a  uniform  operation  through- 
out the  state.  The  argument  is  that  tobacco 
cutters  stolen  from  a  car  are  no  more  valua- 
ble and  the  offense  can  be  no  greater  than 
when  they  are  stolen  from  a  store  or  any 
other  place.  The  legislature  has  deemed  the 
place  where  and  the  circumstances  under 
which  a  larceny  is  committed  of  Importance. 
The  law  applies  uniformly  throughout  the 
state  to  all  offenses  committed  under  like 
circumstances,  and  Is  therefore  not  open  to 
this  objection.  Aside  from  the  question  of 
the  constitutionality  of  the  law,  it  is  claimed 
that  the  sentence  Is  void,  because  this  court, 
in  the  case  of  State  v.  Gulnney,  40  Pac. 
026,  held  sections  1  and  2  of  chapter  121  of 
the  I^ws  of  1871  unconstitutional;  that  the 
conviction  of  burglary  therefore  falls,  because 
there  Is  no  valid  law  to  support  it;  that 
the  Jury,  by  finding  the  value  of  the  proper- 
ty at  six  dollars,  have  rendered  a  verdict  of 
guilty  of  petit  larceny  only;  and  that,  un- 
der such  a  verdict  the  defendant  could  not 
be  punished  by  confinement  in  the  peniten- 
tiary. But  the  verdict  finds  the  defendant 
guilty  of  larceny  as  charged  in  the  informa- 
tion, and  the  lareeny  cht  rged  in  the  informa- 
tion is  larceny  in  a  freight  car.  A  fair  inter- 
pretation of  the  verdict  Is  that  the  larceny 
was  committed  in  a  car,  and  that  the  value 
of  the  property  there  stolen  was  six  dollars. 
This  alone  might  subject  the  defendant,  un- 
der the  statute,  to  a  sentence  for  seven  years. 
That  Imposed  by  the  court,  being  but  for  five 
years,  is  within  the  limit  authorized  by  law 
for  the  lareeny.  In  this  proceeding  we  can- 
not consider  any  mere  question  of  error  in 
the  manner  of  rendering  judgment.  The  sole 
question  is  whether  the  court  had  the  power 
to  render  the  judgment  it  did  on  the  verdict, 
and  this  question  must  be  answered  against 
the  petitioner.  His  application  for  a  dis- 
charge will  be  denied.  All  the  Justices  con- 
curring. 


(55  Kan.  724) 


In  re  PRYOR. 


(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct.  5,  1895.) 

POWBKS  OP  CiTT— RlODLATIKO  PKICE  OP  Ga8. 

In  1886,  Ida,  a  city  of  the  third  class, 
granted  to  the  lola  Gas  &  Coal  Company,  its 
Ruccessors  and  assigns,  the  right  to  lay  gas 
nines  and  mains  in  the  streets  and  public 
grounds  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  the  dty 
and  its  inhabitants  with  gas.  No  rates  were 
prescribed,  except  that  the  company  should  not 
charge  the  city  more  than  one  dollar  per  1,000 
cubic  feet  of  gas  for  lighting  the  pubiic  build- 
ings. On  September  12,  1889,  the  company, 
with  the  a!,8ent  of  the  city,  assigned  all  its 
rights  and  interests  to  W.  S.  Pryor  and  Joseph 
Faullin,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  one  of  the  con- 
ditions being  that  said  assignees  would  furnish 
private  families  with  gas  at  a  price  not  exceed- 
ing $2.50  per  stove  per  month  and  40  cents  per 
month  per  burner  for  illuminating  purposes: 
and  for  some  years  past  said  assignees  have 
been  furnislilng  natural  gas  to  the  city  and  its 
inhabitants.  On  May  10,  1895,  the  city  enact- 
ed an  ordinance  prondinic.  among  other  things, 
that  it  should  be  unlawful  for  any  person,  firm, 
or  corporation  furnishing  gas  in  said  city  to 
charge  anything  in  excess  of  the  prices  therein 
fixed,  which  were  very  much  lower  than  those 
named  in  the  assignment  and  lower  than  those 
collected  from  consumers.  Bdd,  that  said  or- 
dinance is  inoperative  and  void  as  to  said  Pryor 
&  Panllln,  their  heirs  and  assigns,  in  so  far  as 
the  same  purports  to  establish  prices  for  gas 
furnished  by  them  to  private  consumers. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Application  by  W.  S.  Pryor  for  discharge 
on  a  habeas  corpus.    Petitioner  discharged. 

lola  is,  and  at  all  times  hereinafter  men- 
tioned was,  a  city  of  the  third  class  in  Allen 
county.  On  July  1,  1886,  an  ordinance  of 
said  city,  being  No.  268,  vreat  Into  effect 
purporting  to  grant  to  the  lola  Gas  &  Coal 
Company,  its  successors  and  assigns,  the 
right  and  privilege  of  laying  and  maintain- 
ing gas  pipes  and  mains  in  the  streets,  ave- 
nues, alleys,  parka,  and  public  grounds  of  the 
dt.v,  for  the  purpose  of  supplying  and  con- 
veying gas  or  other  volatile  substances  for 
manufacturing,  heating,  lighting,  fuel,  do- 
mestic, and  other  purposes.  No  rates  were 
prescribed,  except  that  the  company  should 
not  charge  the  city  more  than  one  dollar  per 
1,000  cubic  feet  of  gas  for  lighting  the  public 
buildings.  It  was  tHx>vided  that  the  gas  and 
coal  company  should  file  Its  written  accept- 
ance with  the  clerk  within  10  days,  after 
which  said  ordinance  should  become  a  con- 
tract between  the  city  and  said  gas  and  coal 
company.  Within  the  time  limited  the  com- 
pany duly  filed  its  acceptance.  It  expended 
a  considerable  sum  In  sinking  gas  wells,  lay- 
ing pipes,  etc.,  but  with  Indlfl'erent  succes, 
the  supply  of  natural  gas  not  being  adequate. 
On  September  12,  1889.  the  gas  and  coal 
company,  with  the  assent  of  the  city,  as- 
signed Its  rights  and  privileges  under  said 
ordinance  to  W.  S.  Pryor  and  Joseph  Paullin 
upon  certain  terms  and  conditions,  one  of 
whidi  was  that  said  assignees  should  famish 
private  families  with  gas  at  n  rate  not  ex- 
ceeding $2.50  per  stove  per  month  and  40 
cents  per  month  per  burner  for  illuminating 
purposes.    Pryor  &  Paullin  proceeded  to  slnli 
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««na,  and  tanprors  and  aactsnd  tbe 
plant,  and  at  lensth  obtained  an  adequate 
■npp^  of  natoral  gaa,  which  they  have  been 
tnrnlshlng  to  the  dty  and  Ita  Inhabitants  at 
contract  rates.  On  May  10.  1895,  Ordinance 
No.  828  took  effect  by  publication,  the  same 
pnrportlns  to  anfborlze  oorporatlooa,  firms, 
companies,  w  Indivldnals  to  lay  and  main- 
tain pipes  In  the  streets,  arennes^  alleys, 
lanes,  and  pnbllc  grounds  for  the  purpose  of 
supplying  said  dty  and  Ita  Inhabltanta  with 
natural  gas  for  heating  and  lUnmlnatlng  pnr> 
poses,  and  regulating  the  manner  of  laying 
snch  pipes,  the  Icind  and  quality  of  same,  and 
fixing  the  maximum  rates  to  be  charged  the 
consumers  of  gas  therefor,  and  providing  pen- 
alties for  the  violation  of  the  provisions  of 
the  ordinance.  It  was  declared  unlawful  for 
any  person  to  make  collections  for  gas  fur- 
nished without  filing  a  written  acceptance  of 
the  conditions  of  the  ordinance,  and  the  rates 
fixed  for  gas  for  the  use  of  families  were 
▼ery  much  lower  than  those  named  lb  said 
assignment  to  Pryor  &  Paullln,  and  lower 
than  they  had  been  collecting  from  consum- 
ers. Pryor  A  Paullln  have  never  filed  any 
written  acceptance  of  the  terms  of  the  or- 
dinance,  and  they  have  no  competitor  in  the 
business  as  yet  Complaint  was  made  before 
the  police  Judge  that  W.  S.  Pryor  had  col- 
lected from  S.  Bevlngton  |1.S0  for  each  of  the 
months  of  June  and  July,  1896,  for  supplying 
a  No.  8  cook  stove,  in  violation  of  said  Or^ 
dlnance  No.  828,  which  allowed  only  $1  per 
month;  and  he  was  convicted,  and  fined  in 
the  sum  of  9S0  and  |18  costs,  and  was  or- 
dered to  be  committed  to  the  city  prison  until 
the  fine  and  costs  should  be  paid.  He  claims 
that  such  Imprisonment  is  unlawful,  and 
asks  to  be  disdiatged  therefrom. 

Oampbdl  &  Hawkins  and  C  E.  Benton,  for 
petitioner.    H.  A.  Ewlng,  for  defendant 

MARTIN,  a  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  only  question  arising  upon  the  record 
Is  whether  the  city  of  lola  had  authority  to 
fix  the  rates  to  be  charged  for  natural  gas 
famished  to  private  consumers  by  Pryor  & 
Paullln  under  the  circumstances  above  stat- 
ed. In  this  country,  mnnlclpal  corporationa 
(tsc^t  the  city  of  Washington)  are  the  crea- 
tares  of  the  states  in  which  they  are  located. 
They  derive  their  powers  from  the  constitu- 
tion and  the  statutes.  In  Anderson  v.  City 
of  Wellington,  40  Kan.  176.  19  Pac.  719, 
this  court  said:  "The  power  to  pass  a  city 
ordinance  must  be  vested  in  the  governing 
foody  of  the  city  by  the  legislature  in  ex- 
press terms,  or  be  necessarily  or  fairly  Im- 
plied In  and  Incident  to  the  powers  expressly 
granted,  and  must  bo  essential  to  the  declar- 
ed purposes  of  the  cori>oratlon;  not  simply 
convenient,  but  indispensable.  •  •  •  Any 
tair  and  reasonable  doubt  concerning  the  ex- 
istence of  the  power  is  resolved  by  the  courts 
■gslnst  the  eoiporatlon,  and  the  power  la  de- 


nied." Sesk  fliaok  1.  DHL  Mnn.  Corp.  (4tli  Bd.) 
1 80.  Tbe  act  providing  for  the  organtaatloD 
and  government  of  cities  of  the  third  class 
contains  no  espress  grant  or  power  to  fix 
or  regulate  the  prices  of  gas,  water,  or  any 
other  article  of  necessity  or  Inxory.  General 
authority  is  given  to  enact  ordinances  tot 
the  good  government  and  w^fare  of  tbe 
dty  (Gen.  St  1889,  p«ia.  9fi8,  991),  and  such 
dtiefl  may  provide  for  and  regulate  the  light- 
ing of  streets,  and  they  have  power  to  make 
contracts  with  any  person,  company,  or  as- 
sociation to  erect  gas  works,  with  the  priv- 
ilege of  furnishing  gas  to  light  the  streets, 
lanes,  and  alleys  of  the  city  for  any  length 
of  time  not  exceeding  21  years  (Id.  par.  984). 
The  respondent  relies  principally  upon  a  sec- 
timi  of  the  corporatiMi  law  of  1868  relating 
to  gas  and  water  corporationa,  and  publish- 
ed as  paragraph  1401,  Gen.  St  1889,  which 
reads  as  follows:  "Any  gas  or  water  cor- 
potatiim  shall  have  full  power  to  numufac- 
tnre  and  sell  and  to  furnish  snch  quantities 
ot  gas  or  wat^  aa  may  be  required  by  the 
dty,  town  or  village  where  located,  for  pub- 
lic or  private  buildings  or  for  other  pur- 
poses; and  such  cmrttoratlons  shall  have  pow- 
er to  lay  pipes,  mains  and  conductors  for 
conducting  gas  or  water  through  the  streets, 
lanes,  alleys  and  squares  in  such  dty,  town 
or  village,  with  the  consent  of  the  munldpal 
anthorltlea  thereof  and  imder  such  regula- 
tions as  they  may  prescrib&"  Certainly 
there  is  no  express  power  conferred  upon  the 
municipal  authorities  by  this  section  to  reg- 
ulate the  price  at  gas  or  water.  Whether 
they  might,  as  a  condition  of  thdr  consent, 
provide  that  gaa  or  water  should  be  furnish- 
ed to  the  dty  or  to  its  inhabitants  at  not  ex- 
ceeding certain  prescribed  rates,  we  need  not 
now  inqulra  (}onsent  was  granted  by  Ordi- 
nance Na  268  to  the  lola  Gas  &  Coal  Ciom- 
pany,  its  successors  and  assigns,  without  an- 
nexing any  condition  as  to  rates,  except  that 
no  more  than  one  dollar  per  1,000  cubic  feet 
of  gas  should  be  charged  for  lighting  the 
public  buildings.  In  certain  cases  the  state 
may  fix  and  regulate  the  prices  of  commodi- 
ties and  the  compensation  for  services,  but 
thia  Is  a  sovorelgn  power,  which  may  not  be 
delegated  to  cities  or  subordinate  subdivi- 
sions of  the  state,  except  in  Kcpreas  terms, 
or  by  necessary  Implication.  No  snch  power 
is  expressly  conferred  upon  cities  of  the  third 
class,  and  we  do  not  think  the  right  can  be 
Implied  from  any  repress  provision,  unless 
possibly  that  in  the  grant  of  consent  to  any 
person  or  corporation  to  so  use  the  streets 
and  public  grounds  of  the  city  a  condition 
might  be  Imposed  as  to  the  maximum  rates 
to  be  charged.  In  Lewlsville  Natural  Gas 
<».  V.  States  135  Ind.  49,  84  N.  E.  702,  It 
was  held  that  municipal  corporations  at  In- 
diana have  no  power  at  common  law  to  fix 
by  ordinance  the  price  at  which  natural  gas 
shall  be  supplied  to  consumers,  and  that  the 
act  of  March  7,  1887,  providing  "that  the 


Digitized  by 


Google 


980 


PACIFIO  RSPOBTEB.  VoL  41. 


(Saa 


boards  6f  trniiteM  oCtbwnt  ana-tiie  common 
council  of  cities  •  •  •  shall  have  power 
to  provide  by  ordinance  reaacniable  regular 
tlons  for  the  eafe  supply,  distribution  and 
consumption  of  natural  gas  within  the  re- 
spective limits  of  such  towns  and  cities," 
does  not  confer  the  power  to  regulate  the 
price  at  which  natural  gas  shall  be  furnish- 
ed; overruling  the  case  of  City  of  Rush- 
ville  V.  RusbviUe  Natural  Oas  Co.,  132  Ind. 
575,  28  N.  B.  853.  In  the  opinion  the  court 
says:  "To  secure  the  safe  supply  and  use 
of  natural  gas  is  one  thing,  and  to  fix  the 
price  at  which  gas  shall  be  supplied  is  an- 
other and  a  different  thing."  In  City  of  St 
Louis  V.  Bell  Tol.  Co.,  96  Mo.  623,  10  S.  W. 
107,  it  was  held  tha.t  neither  under  its  au- 
thority to  regulate  the  use  of  streets,  nor 
the  power  to  license,  tax,  and  regulate  varl- 
ous  professions  and  businesses,  nor  the  gen- 
eral welfare  clause  permitting  the  passage 
of  all  such  ordinances  not  inconsistent  with 
the  provisions  of  the  charter  or  the  laws  of 
the  state  as  may  be  ^cpedient  in  maintain- 
ing the  peace,  good  government,  health,  and 
welfare  of  the  city,  its  trade,  commerce,  and 
manufactures,  can  the  city  of  St.  Louis  reg- 
ulate by  ordinance  the  tariff  of  charges  of  a 
telephone  company.  In  the  opinion  the  court 
says:  "We  are  at  a  loss  to  see  what  this 
power  to  regulate  the  use  of  the  streets  has 
to  do  with  the  power  to  fix  telephone  char- 
ges. The  power  to  regulate  the  charges  for 
telephone  service  is  neither  Included  in  nor 
Incident  to  the  power  to  regulate  the  use 
of  streets,  and  the  ordinance  cannot  be  up- 
held on  any  such  grounds."  Under  the  sec- 
tion of  our  statute  hereinbefore  fully  quoted 
a  gas  or  water  company  may  lay  Its  pipes 
and  mains  through  the  streets  of  a  city  only 
with  the  consent  of  the  municipal  authori- 
ties, and  under  such  regulations  as  they  may 
prescribe;  but  the  regulations  are  only  as  to 
the  laying  of  pipes  and  mains,  and  have 
nothing  to  do  with  the  price  of  the  gas  or 
water  passing  through  the  pipes,  and  sup- 
plied to  consumers.  Counsel  for  the  respond- 
ent cite  the  leading  case  of  Munn  v.  Illinois, 
94  U.  S.  113,  and  otters  of  like  character,  to 
the  effect  that,  where  the  owner  of  property 
devotes  It  to  a  use  In  which  the  public  have 
an  interest,  he  must,  to  the  extent  of  the 
Interest  thus  acquired  by  the  public,  submit 
to  the  control  of  such  property  by  the  public 
for  the  common  good.  But  In  these  cases 
the  control  was  exercised  by  the  legislature 
either  directly  or  through  municipalities  or 
agencies  clothed  by  it  with  the  power.  In 
the  present  case  the  legislative  authority  is 
wanting.  We  must  therefore  hold  that  said 
Ordinance  No.  368  Is  inoperative  and  void 
as  to  said  Pryor  &  PauUin,  their  heirs  and 
assigns,  In  so  far  as  the  same  purports  to 
establish  the  price  for  gas  furnished  by  them 
to  private  consumers.  The  petitioner  will 
be  discharged  from  custody.  All  the  justices 
concurring. 


(5SKaa.no 
In  i«  KELLAM. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct.  5,  1895.) 

COS8T1TCTIOS*L  LaVT— ARREST  WITHOUT  WaRHAST. 

The  statute  conferring  authority  upon 
the  police  officers  of  a  dtv  of  the  first  class  to 
make  anr  arrest  (Oen.  St.  1889,  par.  623),  so  far 
as  it  attempts  to  authorize  an  arrest  without  a 
warrant  for  misdemeanors  not  committed  in 
the  view  of  the  officer,  and  merely  upon  sus- 
picion, is  unconstitutional  and  void. 
(Syiiabus  by  the  Court) 

Joseph  S.  Kellam  applies  for  a  writ  of  ha- 
beas corpus.     Petitioner  discharged. 

Eugene  Hagan,  David  Overmyer,  and  F. 
G.  Hen  tig,  for  petitioner.  W.  A.  S.  Bird,  for 
respondent 

JOHNSTON,  J.  On  August  3, 1895,  Joseph 
S.  Kellam  was  arrested  by  John  M.  Wllker- 
son,  chief  of  poUco  of  the  city  of  T<q>eka, 
upon  a  charge  of  selling  intoxicating  liquors 
In  Topeka  contrary  to  the  dty  ordinances 
and  to  the  laws  of  the  state.  No  written 
complaint  was  ever  filed,  nor  was  there  any 
warrant  Issued  authorizing  the  arrest,  but 
persons  whmn  the  chief  of  police  deemed  to 
be  reliable  had  informed  him  that  Kellam 
was  engaged  In  the  unlawful  sale  of  Uquon. 
The  chief  of  police  had  no  iiersonal  knowl- 
edge that  an  offense  bad  been  committed, 
but  upon  Information  so  recrived,  he  al- 
leged that  he  had  reasonable  suspicion  that 
an  offense  had  been  committed,  and  there- 
fore he  arrested  Kellam,  and  committed  him 
to  jalL  Kellam  thereupon  Instituted  this 
proceeding,  alleging  that  an  arrest  without 
a  warrant  or  other  process,  upon  the  mete 
suspicion  of  an  officer  that  a  misdemeanor 
had  been  committed,  is  UlegaL 

As  an  authority  and  a  Justification  for  the 
arrest  the  respondent  calls  our  attention  to 
the  following  statute,  conferring  authority 
upon  police  officers  of  cities  of  the  first 
class:  "The  city  marshal  or  any  policeman 
shall  at  all  times  have  power  to  make  or 
order  an  arrest  upon  view  of  an  offense  be- 
ing committed,  or  upon  reasonable  suspicion 
that  an  offense  has  been  committed,  with  or 
without  process,  for  any  offense  against  the 
laws  of  the  state  or  of  the  ordinances  of  the 
city,  and  to  bring  the  offender  for  trial  be- 
fore the  proper  officer  of  the  city:  provided, 
that  any  person  arrested  for  any  offense 
without  process  shall  be  entitled,  on  demand 
before  trial,  to  have  filed  a  c<MDplaint  on 
oath  in  writing;  and  such  person  shall  not 
at  that  time  be  tried  for  any  other  offense 
than  that  for  which  he  was  arrested  and  for 
which  the  complaint  shall  be  filed."  Gen. 
St.  18S9,  par.  623.  In  pursuance  of  this  stat- 
utory provision,  the  city  has  enacted  an  or- 
dinance which  provides  that  policemen  may 
arrest,  with  or  without  warrant,  all  persons 
found  In  the  act  of  violating  a  law  or  ordi- 
nance or  in  any  manner  disturbing  the  peace 
and  good  order  of  the  city  or  any  of  its  la- 
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luibltants.  It  also  antborizes  tbem  to  "ac- 
rest  all  persons  found  under  anspiciouB  cir- 
cnmBtances,  who  cannot  give  a  good  account 
of  themselves."  The  statute  quoted  certain- 
ly purports  to  giye  police  ofScers  power  to 
make  arrests,  without  warrants  or  other  pro- 
cess, upon  the  mere  suspicion  that  misde- 
meanors have  been  committed.  But  can 
such  authority  be  constitutionally  giren? 
We  think  not.  The  liberties  of  the  people 
do  not  rest  upon  so  uncertain  and  insecure 
a  basis  as  the  surmise  or  conjecture  of  an 
officer  that  some  petty  offense  has  been  com- 
mitted. In  section  15  of  the  bill  of  rights  it 
Is  ordained  that  "the  right  of  the  people  to 
be  secure  in  their  persona  and  property 
against  unreasonable  searches  and  seizures 
shall  be  iuTlolate,"  etc  This  proTlsion  guar- 
anties protection  against  unreasonable  ar- 
rests, and  when  it  was  placed  in  the  consti- 
tution, and  in  fact  ever  since  tliat  time,  an 
arrest  for  a  minor  oilense  without  a  war- 
rant, and  not  in  the  view  of  the  officer,  was 
deemed  to  be  unreasonable  and  unlawful. 
Under  the  common  law,  arrests  without  war- 
rants were  not  permitted,  except  for  of- 
fenses committed  in  the  view  of  the  officer; 
and,  in  cases  of  felony  actually  committed, 
the  officer  might  also  arrest  without  pro- 
cess upon  a  reasonable  suspicion.  The  lib- 
erty of  the  citizen  was  so  highly  regarded, 
however,  that  the  officer  arresting  the  sup- 
posed felon  without  warrant  must  have  act- 
ed in  good  faith,  and  upon  grounds  of  pr'ot>- 
able  suspicion  that  the  person  arrested  was 
the  actual  felon.  Felonies  were  excepted  on 
account  of  the  gravity  of  such  ofTenses,  and 
because  the  public  safety  and  the  prompt 
apprehension  of  criminals  charged  with  of- 
fenses so  heinous  seemed  to  require  that 
such  arrests  should  be  made  without  war- 
rant The  powers  of  officers  to  make  ar^ 
rests  have  been  extended  to  some  extent  by 
statutes,  but  It  Is  generally  held  that  officers 
cannot  be  constitutionally  clothed  with  au- 
thority to  arrest  without  warrant  for  minor 
offenses  not  committed  in  their  presence  ot 
view.  Pinkerton  v.  Verberg,  78  Mich.  573, 
44  N.  W.  579;  Roblson  v.  Miner,  68  Mich. 
549,  37  X.  W.  2;  Shanley  v.  Wells,  71  111.  78; 
Jamison  v.  Oaernett,  10  Bush,  221;  State  v. 
Freeman,  86  N.  C.  683;  Doerlng  v.  State,  49 
Ind.  50;  11  Cent  Law  J.  321;  1  Am.  &  Eng. 
Enc.  Law,  732;  7  Am.  &  Eng.  Enc.  Law, 
C75.  In  considering  the  question  of  an  offi- 
cer making  an  arrest  without  a  warrant  for 
a  misdemeanor  committed  at  a  past  time, 
the  supreme  court  of  Michigan  said:  "Any 
law  which  would  place  the  keeping  and  safe 
conduct  of  another  in  the  hands  of  even  a 
conservator  of  the  peace,  unless  for  some 
breach  of  the  peace  committed  in  his  pres- 
ence, or  upon  suspicion  of  felony,  would  be 
most  oppressive  and  unjust,  and  destroy  all 
the  rights  which  our  constitution  guaran- 
ties. These  are  rights  which  existed  long 
before  our  constitution,  and  we  have  taken 
Just  pride  in  their  maintenance,  making 
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them  a  part  of  the  fundamental  lair  of  the 
land."  Pinkerton  v.  Verberg,  supra.  In  the 
same  case  tt  was  said:  "If  persons  can  be 
restrained  of  their  liberty  and  assaulted  and 
imprisoned  under  such  circumstances  with- 
out complaint  or  warrant,  then  there  is  no 
limit  to  the  power  of  a  police  officer." 

Our  constitution  not  only  provides  that  the 
right  of  the  people  to  be  secure  against  unr 
reasonable  searches  and  seizures  shall  be  in- 
violate, but  It  also  declares,  In  the  same  sec- 
tion, that  no  warrants  shall  issue  but  on 
probable  cause,  supiKurted  by  oath  or  affir- 
mation. In  interpreting  that  provision  this 
court  has  held  that  it  la  only  declaratory  of 
the  fundamental  rights  of  the  citizen,  and  is 
intended  to  protect  him  In  his  liberty  and 
property  against  the  arbitrary  action  of 
those  In  authority,  and  that  a  warrant  based 
on  a  complaint  verified  only  on  information 
and  belief  is  insufficient  and  an  arreei.  upon 
such  a  warrant  is  illegal.  It  was  also  said 
that  "if  no  warrant  issue  but  upon  probable 
cause,  supported  by  oath  or  affirmation,  the 
support  must  be  more  than  hearsay  or  be- 
lief." State  V.  Uleason,  32  Kan.  245,  4  Pac. 
363.  If  an  arrest  cannot  be  made  or  Justi- 
fied on  a  warrant  resting  only  on  hearsay 
or  belief,  how  can  an  arrest  for  a  petty  of- 
fense without  a  warrant  upon  the  mere  sus- 
picion of  an  officer,  not  resting  even  on  hear- 
say or  belief,  be  Justified?  He  may  be  irre- 
sponsible, have  heard  only  an  idle  rumor, 
and  may  be  actuated  by  malice  or  some  oth- 
er unworthy  motive;  and  to  give  an  officer 
unlimited  authority  to  arrest  without  a  war- 
rant in  all  cases  upon  mere  suspicion  is  un- 
reasonable^ and  a  clear  infringement  of  the 
constitutional  rights  of  the  people.  It  is.  In 
effect  a  revival  of  the  odious  general  war- 
rants, which  placed  the  liberty  of  every  man 
In  the  hands  of  every  petty  officer,  and 
which  long  ago  received  Judicial  condemna- 
tion. To  prevent  their  use  and  the  exercise 
of  such  arbitrary  power  at  the  discretion  of 
an  officer,  "it  has  not  been  deemed  unwise 
to  repeat  in  the  state  constitutions,  as  well 
as  in  the  constitution  of  the  United  States, 
the  principles  already  settled  in  the  common 
law  upon  this  vital  point  in  civil  liberty." 
Ck>oley,  Const  Lim.  364,  and  notes. 

We  readily  conclude  that  the  statute  In 
question,  which  undertakes  to  authorize  an 
officer  to  make  an  arrest  In  cases  of  misde- 
meanor without  a  warrant,  except  upon  view 
of  the  offense.  Is  unconstitutional,  and  for 
that  reason  the  arrest  of  the  petitioner  must 
be  held  to  be  Illegal.  The  petitioner  will  be 
discharged.    All  the  Justices  concurring. 


(U  Kan.  M7) 
ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  ▼.  STEWART. 
(Supreme  Couit  of  Kansas.     Oct  5,  1895.) 

IVlVrtr  TO  PaSSENGBB— EXEHPLAKT  Uamaoes. 

1.  In  an  action  for  personal  injuries  an 
allowance  for  attorney's  fees,  apart  from  and 
in  addition  to  an  allowance  for  exemplary  dam- 
ages, is  erroneous. 
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i.  Where  a  passenger  Is  injured  in  endeav- 
oring  to  alight  from  a  train,  through  the  negli- 
gence of  the  railroad  company,  but  where  there 
18  nothing  in  the  conduct  of  the  employes  in 
charge  of  the  train  to  indicate  malice  or  op- 
pression, or  any  wanton,  willful,  or  deliberate 
disregara  of  the  rights  of  the  injured  passenger, 
no  exemplary  damages  can  be  allowed. 

3.  T%e  testimony  in  the  case  examined,  and 
hdd  to  be  sufficient  to  sustain  the  award  made 
for  actoal  damages,  but  insufficient  to  justify  an 
award  for  exemplary  damages  or  attorney's 
fees. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  cotirt,  Butler  coanty;  O. 
A.  Leland,  Judge. 

Action  by  Mary  Stewart  against  the  Atchi- 
son, Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Company. 
Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  defendant  brings 
error.    Modified. 

On  November  16, 1890,  Mary  Stewart  was  a 
passenger  on  a  train  of  the  Atchison,  Topeka 
&  Santa  F6  Railroad  Company,  en  route 
from  Augusta  to  Douglass,  in  Butler  county. 
On  her  arriyal  at  Douglass,  and  while  she 
was  attempting  to  alight,  the  train  was  start- 
ed, and  she  was  thrown  to  the  ground  be- 
tween the  depot  platf<H:m  and  the  wheels  of 
the  cars,  resulting  in  her  personal  Injury. 
She  brought  this  action  against  the  company, 
alleging  that  the  Injury  was  due  to  the  neg- 
ligence of  the  company  In  failing  to  stop  the 
train  a  sufiQclent  length  of  time  for  her  to 
alight  and  leave  the  train.  She  avers  that 
by  reason  of  this  negligence  she  was  thrown 
with  great  force  and  violence  to  the  ground, 
receiving  severe  Internal  injuries,  which  are 
of  a  lasting  and  permanent  nature,  and  which 
have  rendered  her  incapable  of  earning  her 
livelihood.  She  therefore  asks  damages  in 
the  sum  of  $10,000.  The  defendant  com- 
pany denied  the  charge  of  negligence,  and 
alleged  that  the  injury  sustained  by  the 
plalntlflT  was  the  result  of  her  own  want  of 
care  In  holding  on  the  guard  rail  of  the 
train  for  a  long  period  of  time— nearly 
two  minutes— after  she  had  alighted  from 
the  same,  by  which  means  she  fell  down, 
or  was  thrown  down,  causing  the  injuries 
complained  of.  A  trial  was  had  with  a 
Jury,  and  the  following  special  findings  of 
fact  were  made  and  returned:  "(1)  Where 
and  when  did  the  accident  alleged  in  the 
plaintiff's  petition  happen?  A.  Douglass, 
November  16, 1890.  (2)  Was  the  train  in  mo- 
tion when  the  plaintifF  got  off?  A.  She  was 
thrown  off.  (3)  Did  the  accident  occur  to  the 
plaintiff  as  she  was  alighting  from  the  train? 
A.  No.  (4)  Did  the  plaintiff  get  off  of  the 
train  onto  the  platform  before  any  accident 
occurred?  A.  No.  (5)  Was  the  plaintiff  hold- 
ing on  to  the  railing  on  the  side  of  the  car 
after  she  had  alighted  from  the  train?  A. 
No.  (6)  Is  it  not  a  fact  that  the  train  stop- 
ped and  the  plaintiff  got  off  the  train  onto 
the  platform  without  any  accident  happening 
to  her?  A.  No.  (7)  Did  not  the  plaintiff,  aft- 
er siie  got  off  the  train  onto  the  platform,  turn 
her  back  toward  the  way  the  train  was  go- 
ing, and  hold  on  to  the  iron  railing  on  the 


side  of  the  car  after  she  had  safely  got  off 
the  train?  A.  No,  (8)  Would  the  accident 
have  happened  to  the  i^intlff  liad  she  not 
have  held  on  to  the  iron  railing  on  the  side 
of  the  car  after  she  had  got  off  the  train  onto 
the  piatfMTO?  A.  Never  got  off."  "(10» 
Did  not  the  brakeman  use  all  reasonable 
means  to  prevent  the  Injury  to  the  plaintiff? 
A.  No.  (10%)  Should  you  answer  the  above 
question  in  the  negative,  state  wherein  they 
failed.  A.  Brakeman  indifferent,  not  asslst- 
hig  plaintiff,  and  conductor  starting  train  too 
Boon.  (11)  Did  not  the  plaintiff,  after  the  ac- 
cident, walk  away  without  any  assistance? 
A.  No.  a2)  When  was  It  that  the  plaintiff 
was  first  examined  or  treated  by  any  physi- 
cian? A.  About  the  19th  of  Novemljer,  1800. 
(13)  What  business  was  the  plaintiff  engaged 
In  at  the  time  of  the  accident,  and  what  were 
her  duties  in  connection  with  tne  show  busl- 
ness?  A.  Show  business,  and  doorkeeper  of 
the  same.  (14)  Did  the  injuries  of  the  plats' 
tiff  interfere  with  or  prevent  the  plaintiff 
from  carrying  on  her  business  ?  A.  Yes.  (15) 
Did  not  the  plaintiff  continue  right  along 
with  the  troupe  that  she  was  with,  after  the 
accident,  imtil  the  troupe  disbanded  at  the 
city  of  Yates  Center  over  a  week  after  the 
said  accident?  A.  Yes.  (16)  Did  not  the 
plaintiff  come  to  El  Dorado  on  Tuesday  fol- 
lowing the  Sunday  after  the  accident?  A. 
No.  (17)  Did  she  not,  while  at  El  Dorado, 
walk  without  any  assistance?  A.  No.  (1S» 
Where  did  the  plaintiff  go  from  El  Dorado? 
A.  Yates  Center.  (19)  Did  not  the  plaintiff 
perform  her  pert  In  the  show  she  was  with 
at  Yates  Center,  Kansas?  A.  Probably,  as 
collector,  -part  of  the  time.  (20)  How  long 
was  this  after  the  accident?  A.  About  two 
weeks.  (21)  Did  not  the  plaintiff  get  about 
the  streets  of  Yates  Center  while  she  was 
there  as  well  as  a  woman  of  her  age  usually 
does?  A.  We  think  not.  (22)  How  long  did 
the  plaintiff  remain  at  Yates  Center?  A. 
About  two  weeks.  (23)  Where  did  the  plain- 
tiff go  from  Yates  Center?  A.  lola.  (24) 
Where  did  the  plaintiff  go  from  lola?  A. 
Kansas  City.  (25)  Was  not  the  accident  caus- 
ed by  the  act  of  the  plaintiff  in  holding  on  to 
the  iron  railing  on  the  side  of  the  car  after 
she  had  alighted  from  the  train?  A.  No.  (26) 
Did  the  accident  which  caused  the  alleged  In- 
Jury  happen  by  reason  of  the  i^aintlff's  at- 
tempting to  get  off  of  the  train  while  the 
same  was  in  motion?  A.  No;  tlirown  off 
while  in  motion.  (27)  Did  the  train  stop  and 
start  from  the  station  before  the  plaintiff  got 
off  the  train?  A.  Yes.  (28)  Did  the  plaintiff 
get  off  the  train  after  the  same  had  started 
from  the  station  and  while  it  was  in  motion. 
A.  No;  thrown  off.  (29)  Did  not  the  brake- 
man  request  the  plaintiff  to  let  go  the  iron 
railing  after  she  had  alighted  and  was  stand- 
ing upon  the  platform  prior  to  the  time  of  the 
accident?  A.  No.  (30)  Did  not  the  conductor 
stop  the  train  as  speedily  as  he  could,  at  the 
time  of  the  accident?  A.  Yes.  (31)  Did  not 
the  brakeman  catch  bold  of  the  plaintlS  and 
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prevent  her  from  being  run  over  by  the  cars? 
A.  No."  "(34)  How  much  do  you  allow  for 
attorney's  fees  In  this  case?  A.  One  hundred 
and  fifty  dollars  ($150).  (35)  How  much  do 
you  allow  as  exemplary  or  punitive  damages? 
A.  Five  hundred  doUars  ($500)."  "(37)  How 
much  do  you  allow  as  damages  for  the  in- 
juries sustained  by  the  plaintiff?  A.  Two 
thousand  doUars  ($2,000)."  "(39)  Is  not  the 
plaintiff  a  colored  woman  over  fifty  years 
old?  A.  Yes;  colored.  Do  not  know  her  age. 
(40)  Was  she  not  a  married  woman  at  the 
brealdng  out  of  the  late  Civil  War,  and  the 
mother  of  eleven  children  at  that  time?  A. 
We  do  not  know.  (41)  What  was  the  amount 
of  the  ordinary  compensation  the  plaintiff 
was  able  to  earn  per  day  before  the  accident? 
A.  We  don't  know."  The  general  verdict 
awarded  the  plaintiff  the  sum  of  $2,650, 
which  was  made  up  of  tlie  following  items: 
For  damages  sustained,  $2,000;  for  punitive 
damages,  $500;  for  attcwney's  fees,  $150.  Mo- 
tions were  made  to  require  the  jury  to  an- 
swer questions  which  they  bad  failed  to  an- 
swer, and  for  a  new  trial,  wnlch  were  over- 
ruled, and  Judgment  awarded  In  accordance 
with  the  verdict  of  the  jury.  The  railroad 
company  alleges  error. 

A.  A.  Hnrd  and  Redden  &  Schumacher,  for 
plaintiff  in  error.  Gardner  &  Kramer,  for  de- 
fendant In  error. 

JOHNSTON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
It  Is  contended  that  the  amount  awarded  by 
the  jury  is  not  warranted  by  the  testimony, 
and  that  It  Is  so  excessive  as  to  betray  pas- 
sion and  prejudice  on  the  part  of  the  jury. 
That  Mary  Stewart  fell  while  leaving  the 
train,  and  that  it  resulted  in  some  injury  to 
her,  must  be  conceded,  but  the  cause  of  the 
accident  and  the  extent  of  the  injury  are 
matters  of  dispute.  Her  theory  is  that  the 
train  did  not  stop  at  the  station  of  Douglass 
a  sufficient  time  to  allow  the  passengers  to 
alight  from  the  cars,  and  that  the  train  start- 
ed while  she  was  on  the  lower  step  of  the 
car,  attempting  to  step  to  the  depot  platform, 
and  that  she  was  thereby  thrown  between 
the  cars  and  the  platform.  On  the  part  of 
the  railroad  company  it  is  claimed  that  the 
train  was  stopped  the  usual  length  of  time, 
and  that  Mary  Stewart  had  alighted  from 
the  train  but  was  holding  to  the  railing  of 
one  of  the  cars  when  the  train  started,  and 
she  was  thereby,  through  her  own  fault,  jerk- 
ed down  and  Injured.  A  reading  of  the  tes- 
timony satisfies  us  that  it  is  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain the  finding  of  the  jury  that  the  company 
was  negligent  in  starting  the  train  while  she 
was  endeavoring  to  alight,  and  also  sufficient 
to  sustain  the  award  of  actual  damages.  The 
amount  of  the  award  is  quite  large,  but  the 
testimony  offered  In  behalf  of  the  plaintiff 
below  tends  to  Show  that  the  Injury  occa- 
sioned by  the  fall  was  severe,  that  It  resulted 
in  blood  passing  from  her  and  In  sinking 
■pells,  and  that  She  has  suffered  pain  ever 


since  the  time  of  the  injury  and  was  unable, . 
by  reason  of  her  suffering,  to  perform  labor . 
or  obtain  rest  and  sleep.  Considerable  testi- 
mony was  produced  In  behalf  of  the  company 
to  the  effect  that  she  was  not  Interrupted  in 
her  regular  employment,  and  that  she  did  not 
thereafter  show  evidences  of  pain  or  suffer- 
ing. The  confilct,  however,  has  been  deter- 
mined by  the  jury,  and  we  are  unable  to 
say  that  the  sum  of  $2,000  allowed  by  the 
jury  Is  so  excessive  as  to  require  a  reversal. 
The  items  of  $500  as  exemplary  damages  and 
$150  as  attorney's  fees  which  were  awarded 
by  the  jury  cannot  be  allowed  to  stand.  The 
allowance  of  an  attorney's  fee  in  addition  to 
one  for  exemplary  damages  is  conceded  to  be 
erroneous,  and  we  find  nothing  in  the  testi- 
mony which  justifies  an  award  In  any  amount 
as  exemplary  damages.  Nothing  In  the  con- 
duct of  the  emijdoyes  In  charge  of  the  train 
indicates  malice  or  oppression,  or  any  wan- 
ton, willful,  and  deliberate  disregard  of  the 
rights  of  the  plaintiff  below.  -  As  she  was 
not  entitled  to  exemplary  damages,  no  in- 
structlMi  upon  that  question  should  have 
been  given,  and  the  award  made  by  the  jury 
beyond  actual  damages  should  have  been 
stricken  out.  We  do  not  regard  the  rulings 
upon  the  testimony  to  have  been  prejudicial, 
nor  do  we  deem  the  objections  raised  upon 
the  special  questions  to  be  material.  The 
jury,  in  answer  to  questions  concerning  the 
age  of  the  plaintiff  and  the  compensation  she 
was  able  to  earn,  stated,  "We  don't  know." 
The  testimony  upon  these  questions  was  some- 
what confused  and  uncertain,  and  hence  the 
jury  may  not  have  felt  able  to  give  satisfac- 
tory answers.  We  do  not  think,  however, 
that  the  questions  are  very  material,  nor  that 
any  error  was  committed  by  the  refusal  to 
compel  the  jury  to  answer  them.  We  find 
no  other  matters  in  the  record  which  require 
discussion.  The  cause  will  he  remanded, 
with  directions  to  the  district  court  to  disal- 
low and  strike  out  the  items  for  exemplary 
damages  and  attorney's  fees,  and  when  the 
judgment  Is  so  modified  it  will  stand  affirm- 
ed. The  costs  of  this  court  will  be  divided 
between  the  parties.  All  the  justices  concur- 
ring. 


BAIN  V.  HOOD. 
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(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct.  5,  1895.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Lyon  county; 
Charles  B.  Graves,  Judge. 

Action  by  C.  Hood  aeainftt  Lucy  Bain.  Plain- 
tiff had  judgment,  and  defendant  brings  error. 
Modified. 

J.  G.  Hutchison,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  C.  N. 
Sterry  and  Edwin  A.  Austin,  for  defendant  In 

error. 

PER  CURIAM.  Action  by  C.  Hood  to  re- 
cover a  debt  and  foreclose  two  mortgages  giv- 
en to  secure  the  payment  of  the  same.  It  re- 
sulted in  a  judgment  against  I.incy  Bain  and 
Robert  Martin  for  $2,611,  and  the  foreclosure 
of  the  mortgages.  A  number  of  mlings  upon 
the  pleadings  and  In  the  trial  of  the  cause  are 
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assigned  for  error,  which  hare  been  carefully 
examined,  bnt  we  find  that  no  reTersible  error 
was  cominitted,  nor  does  it  appear  that  any  of 
the  questions  presented  require  comment  or 
discussion.  The  amount  awarded,  however,  ap- 
pears to  be  excessive,  resulting,  no  doubt,  from 
an  error  in  the  computation  of  interest  upon 
the  debt.  The  amount  of  the  excess  is  $105.11. 
which  would  reduce  the  judgment  from  S2,611 
to  $2,505.89.  The  cause  will  be  remanded  to 
the  district  court,  with  directions  to  modify  the 
judgment  in  this  respect,  and.  when  so  modified, 
it  will  stand  affirmed.  The  costs  in  this  court 
will  be  divided. 


(U  Kan.  708) 

STATE  ex  rel.  ATTT.  GESN.  v.  MISSOURI 
PAO.  RY.  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.  Oct.  5,  1885.) 
Mandamcs  —  Enforcembvt  or  Obobr  bt  Rati/- 
K0i.D  Commissioners. 
A  railroad  company,  which  had  been 
running  an  exclusive  passenger  train  as  well 
as  a  freight  train  each  way  every  day  over  one 
of  its  branches,  finding  the  revenues  from  the 
service  insufficient  to  meet  the  expenses  of 
maintenance  and  operation,  withdrew  the  pas- 
senger train,  and  thereafter  only  ran  a  daily 
train  each  way,  which  carried  both  passengers 
and  freight.  Upon  complaint  to  the  board  of 
railroad  commissioners,  that  tribunal  made  an 
order  directing  the  railroad  company  to  restore 
and  operate  the  passenger  train  as  before.  The 
railroad  company  declined  to  comply  with  the 
order,  and  in  a  proceeding  in  mandamus  it  ia 
held  that  the  order  is  not  final  or  conclusive, 
and  cannot  be  specifically  enforced  in  the  courts. 
State  V.  Kansas  Cent.  R.  Co.,  28  I'ac.  208,  47 
Kan.  497. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Original  application  In  the  name  of  tbe 
state  on  the  relation  of  the  attorney  general 
for  mandamus  to  the  Missouri  Pacific  Rail- 
way Company.     Denied. 

P.  B.  Dawes,  Atty.  Gen.,  for  plaintiff. 
Waggener,  Horton  &  Orr,  for  defendant. 

JOHNSTON,  3.  The  Le  Roy  &  Caney  Val- 
ley Air-Line  Railroad  Company  constructed 
a  short  line  of  railroad,  which  was  leased  to 
the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Company,  and 
which  afterwards  formed  a  branch  of, the 
Missouri  Pacific  system.  Prior  to  October 
20,  1889,  the  Missouri  Pacific  Railway  Com- 
pany, operating  the  branch  road  under  the 
lease,  ran  a  daily  passenger  train  each  way 
over  the  branch,  and,  In  addition  thereto,  a 
freight  train  each  way  per  day.  The  re- 
ceipts of  revenue  from  the  operation  of  tbe 
train  being  Insufficient  to  meet  tbe  expense 
of  maintenance  and  operation,  tbe  railway 
company,  on  October  20,  1889,  withdrew  tbe 
passenger  train,  and  thereafter  only  a  dally 
train,  carrying  both  passengers  and  freight, 
was  run  over  the  road  each  way.  On  No- 
vember 1,  1889,  a  petition  was  presented  to 
the  board  of  railroad  commissioners,  signed 
by  citizens  living  along  the  line  of  the  rail- 
road, complaining  of  tbe  withdrawal  of  the 
passenger  train  from  the  road,  and  the  dis- 
continuance of  the  operation  of  the  same,  and 
praying  for  an  order  from  that  board  for  its 
restoration  and  operation  as  theretofore.  Aft- 
er ft  beanng,  and  on  January  20,  1890,  the 


board  of  railroad  commissioners  rendered  a 
decision  in  fttror  of  the  petitionera,  and  or- 
dered the  railroad  comitany  to  restore  the 
passenger  train  service  within  30  days  from 
that  date.  Afterwards  an  extension  of  time 
for  putting  on  tbe  passenger  train  service 
was  ordered,  and  a  rehearing  had,  which  re- 
sulted In  an  affirmance  of  the  first  order,  and 
a  direction  that  the  passenger  train  should 
be  restored  to  the  road  on  or  before  May  1, 
1890.  The  railway  company  declined  to 
comply  with  this  order,  and  the  present  pro- 
ceeding was  brought  to  compel  compliance 
with  and  specifically  enforce  the  order  of 
the  railroad  commissioners. 

The  controlling  question  is  whether  the 
court  has  power  to  enforce  such  an  order  of 
the  board  of  railroad  commissioners.  Tlds 
question  has,  In  effect,  been  answered  in  the 
negative  by  a  decision  which  was  made  since 
tbe  present  action  was  begtm.  State  v.  Kan- 
sas Cent  R.  Co.,  47  Kan.  497,  28  Pac.  208. 
In  that  case  it  was  held  that  an  order  of  the 
board  requiring  the  railroad  company  to  re- 
pair Its  track  so  as  to  promote  tbe  safety  and 
convenience  of  the  public  is  advisory  only, 
and  Is  not  final  and  conclusive  upon  the  rail- 
road company,  or  in  tbe  courts.  The  powers 
of  the  board  In  the  matter  of  requiring  a  rail- 
road company  to  properly  operate  its  road 
and  furnish  sufficient  passenger  service  are 
to  be  found  In  section  5  of  tbe  act  creating 
the  board  and  defining  its  powers  and  duties. 
Gen.  St.  1889,  par.  1328.  This  is  the  section 
which  was  construed  In  the  cited  case,  and 
the  powers  of  the  board  with  respect  to  the 
operation  of  the  road  are  no  greater  or  more 
extended  than  with  respect  to  tlie  making  of 
repairs.  As  was  there  held,  the  board  Is 
not  clothed  with  Judicial  power,  and  its  or- 
der, under  the  provisions  mentioned,  is  not 
final  and  conclusive;  nor  has  any  legislative 
provision  ever  been  made  for  the  specific  en- 
forcement of  such  orders  by  mandamus  or 
other  judicial  proceeding.  The  statute,  in- 
stead of  providing  for  the  enforcement  of 
such  an  order  when  compliance  is  refused, 
merely  directs  the  board  to  make  a  report  of 
its  proceedings  and  decision  to  the  governor. 
Following  that  decision,  it  must  be  held 
that  the  state  is  not  entitled  to  tbe  relief 
which  is  asked,  and  therefore  the  peremptory 
writ  will  be  denied. 

ALLEN,  J.,  concurs.  MARTIN,  C.  J., 
having  been  of  counsel,  did  not  sit  in  the 
case. 


(»Kaa.«M) 
ROACH  V.  ST.  JOSEPH  &  L  R.  CO. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.    Oct.  5,  1893.) 
Railboad  Cbossikos— Faildbb  to  OrvB  Siotials 

— CONTKIBOTOBY  NEOI4IOBMCB. 

1.  Whether  it  is  negligence  for  the  engi- 
neer not  to  give  signals  of  danger  hy  whistling 
or  ringing  a  bell  in  the  neighborhood  of  a  dan- 
gerous private  railroad  crossing  or  not  is  a 
question  which  may  properly  be  aubmitted  to 
the  jury. 
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2.  A  person  who  drives  a  team  onto  a  rail- 
road crossing  at  a  time  when  a  regular  pas- 
senger train  la  about  due,  and  neglects  to  look 
for  an  approaching  train,  which  he  might  have 
seen  in  time  to  have  avoided  injury  to  himself 
if  he  had  looked,  is  guilty  of  contributory  neg- 
ligence barring  a  recovery  for  an  injury  receiv- 
ed from  such  train. 

Martin,  C.  J.,  dissenting. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Btror  from  district  court.  Brown  county;  B. 
O.  Bassett,  Judge. 

Action  by  Hannah  M.  Roacb,  administratrix 
of  the  estate  of  Mitchell  Roacb,  deceased, 
against  the  St.  Joseph  &  Iowa  Railroad  Com- 
pany, to  recover  for  the  death  of  decedent 
Defendant  Iiad  judgment  on  demurrer  to  the 
evidence,  and  plaintiff  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

P.  M.  Webb  and  Grant  W.  Harrington,  for 
plalntift  in  error.  M.  A.  Low  and  W.  F. 
Evans,  for  defendant  in  error. 

ALLEN,  J.  Mitchell  Roach,  the  husband  of 
the  plaintiff  in  error,  was  killed  on  the  line 
of  railroad  then  operated  by  the  defendant 
in  error  at  a  private  crossing  on  bis  farm  in 
Brown  coimty,  on  the  Hth  of  January,  1888. 
The  crossing  where  the  accident  occurred  was 
on  a  private  road  extending  from  the  highway 
to  the  plaintiff's  residence,  situated  on  the 
west  side  of  the  railroad  track.  The  railroad 
track  enters  a  cut  witliin  a  very  few  feet 
north  from  the  crossing,  and  curves  to  the 
northwest  through  the  cut,  a  distance  of  about 
900  feet  A  short  distance  south  of  the  cut 
the  railroad  passes  over  a  trestle.  From  the 
highway  the  private  road  ascends  all  the 
way  to  the  railroad  track,  and  a  person  com- 
ing in  from  that  way  cannot  see  the  railroad 
track,  or  a  train  on  it.  until  it  emerges  from 
the  cut,  at  any  point  further  from  the  track 
than  about  30  feet  from  the  east  rail.  At  this 
point,  it  is  clearly  shown  by  the  testimony  of 
all  the  witnesses  who  testified  with  reference 
to  it,  a  view  of  the  track  for  the  whole  length 
of  the  cut  can  l>e  had,  and  a  person  in  a 
wagon  can  see  the  track,  and  anything  that 
may  be  npon  it,  through  the  whole  length  of 
the  cut  A  person  on  the  public  highway  near 
the  entrance  to  Roach's  place  cannot  see  a 
train  of  cars  while  in  the  cut  The  accident 
occurred  in  the  afternoon,  and  was  witnessed 
by  the  plaintiff  and  H.  G.  Beed,  a  neighbor, 
who  lived  across  the  public  road  from  Roach's 
place.  The  testimony  shows  tliat  the  de- 
ceased, Mitchell  Roacb,  drove  into  the  private 
road  from  the  highway  with  a  team  of  mules 
and  a  lumber  wagon,  in  which  he  was  stand- 
ing; that  the  mules  walked  at  a  pretty  brisk 
rate,  without  stopping,  until  their  fore  feet 
were  upon  or  near  the  east  rail  of  the  rail- 
road track,  when  Boach  pulled  back,  and  en- 
deavored to  stop  them,  and  then  attempted  to 
jnmp  from  his  wagon.  The  mules  sprang  for- 
ward, and  the  engine  of  a  train  coming  out  of 
the  cut  from  the  north  struck  the  front  wheels 
of  the  wagon,  threw  him  out,  and  killed  him. 
It  is  charged  that  the  defendant  was  negli- 
gent in  failing  to  give  any  signal,  either  by 


whistling  or  ringing  a  bell,  before  reaching 
the  crossing.  On  the  part  of  the  railroad  com- 
pany it  is  contended  that  there  was  no  obli- 
gation to  whistle  or  ring  when  approaching 
this  private  crossing.  It  clearly  appears  from 
the  evidence  that  this  was  a  very  dangerous 
crossing,  and  we  think  it  was  a  question  pr<^ 
er  to  be  left  to  the  Jury  whether,  in  the  exer- 
cise of  reasonable  care,  signals  should  have 
been  given  to  warn  persons  at  the  crossing  of 
an  approaching  train.  Ballroad  Co.  v.  Hague, 
54  Kan.  284,  38  Pac.  257.  The  evidence 
shows  that  no  signal  was  given  until  It  was 
too  late  to  be  of  any  service.  The  court  sus- 
tained a  demurrer  to  the  plaintiff's  evidence. 
On  the  question  of  the  negligence  of  the 
defendant  there  was  some  evldraice  to  go  to 
the  Jury,  but  we  liave  to  further  Inquire 
whether  contributory  negligence  on  the  part 
of  the  deceased  Is  shown.  It  appears  that  the 
railroad  had  been  In  operation  for  several 
years  prior  to  the  accident,  and  that  the  de- 
ceased had  lived  there  ever  since  its  construc- 
tion. The  train  which  caused  Us  death  was  a 
regular  passenger  train,  on  time,  and  running 
on  a  time  schedule  that  had  been  In  force 
for  several  months.  The  deceased  was  cer- 
tainly as  familiar  with  the  surroundings  of 
the  crossing,  and  with  Its  dangers,  as  were 
the  employes  of  the  company.  As  this  pri- 
vate way  was  the  usual  approach  from  the 
public  road  to  his  house,  and  often  used  by 
Um,  he  Is  certainly  chargeable  with  knowl- 
edge of  its  dangers.  The  evidence  of  H.  G. 
Reed  shows  that  he  saw  Mr.  Boach  come 
along  the  public  road  from  the  north,  standing 
up  in  a  lumber  wagon,  driving  a  span  of 
mules;  that  he  watched  him  all  the  way  till 
he  got  to  the  railroad  crossing;  that  Just 
about  the  time  the  mules  were  stepping  over 
the  east  rail  he  saw  him  pull  back  on  his 
lines,  and  Just  about  the  same  instant  the 
engine  struck  the  wagon,  and  he  was  Icilled; 
that  he  was  driving  on  a  walk,  at  a  pretty 
fsooa  gait  all  the  time;  that  he  could  not  see 
that  the  mules  were  frightened.  Mrs.  Boach, 
the  plaintiff,  testified  that  when  she  was  at 
the  well,  north  from  their  house,  she  looked 
under  the  trestle,  and  saw  her  husband  enter 
the  place  off  the  public  road.  She  then  start- 
ed towards  the  house,  and  when  she  got  a  lit- 
tle over  half  way  up  the  hill  she  heard  the 
train,  and  about  the  same  instant  saw  It  come 
out  of  the  cut;  that  at  Just  alxiut  the  same 
time  she  saw  her  husband  in  the  act  of  com- 
ing on  the  track;  that  the  mules  had  Just  got 
their  front  feet  across  the  rail;  that  she  then 
hallooed,  and  clapped  her  hands;  that  her 
husband  made  an  effort  to  pull  the  mules  off 
the  track,  and  then  he  attempted  to  Jump  out 
towards  the  back  end  of  the  wagon,  the 
mules  bounded  across  the  track,  and  the  en- 
gine struck  the  front  wheel  of  the  wagon. 
The  place  where  Mrs.  Boach  was  standing 
was  considerably  lower  than  the  crossing,  so 
that  she  could  only  see  her  husband's  head 
and  shoulders  Just  as  he  came  up  near  the 
track.    She  also  testifl^e^,j^h^t^^Oe^?v9^1«e 
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on,  with  ear  flaps  dropped  down  loosely  orer 
hlB  ears;  that  when  she  first  saw  him  he 
appeared  to  be  looking  towards  the  north- 
west, which  would  be  in  the  direction  from 
which  the  train  was  approaching;  and  that 
the  train  was  running  very  fast  The  en- 
gineer in  charge  of  the  train  testified  that  the 
train  was  running  at  about  the  usual  rate  of 
■peed,  not  to  exceed  25  miles  an  hour;  that 
his  attention  was  first  called  to  the  team  by 
his  fireman,  who  had  been  busy  putting  in 
coal,  and  as  he  looked  out  he  exclaimed,  "My 
God,  there's  a  team  coming  on  the  track!" 
that  Just  at  that  time  he  saw  the  heads  of  the 
animals;  that  he  applied  the  air  brakes,  whis- 
tled, and  reversed  the  engine  as  quick  as  he 
could.  All  the  evidence  In  the  case  shows 
without  controversy  that  when  30  feet  away 
from  the  track  the  deceased  could  have  seen 
the  approaching  train,  if  he  had  looked.  The 
evidence  of  the  witness  Reed  is  to  the  effect 
that  Roach  api)eared  to  be  looking  straight 
ahead  towards  the  crossing,  but,  as  Reed  was 
some  distance  behind  him,  this  statement  is 
not  entitled  to  much  weight  At  this  point 
the  deceased  either  did  or  did  not  look.  If  he 
did  look,  he  most  have  perceived  his  danger, 
and  it  was  his  duty  to  have  stopped  at  once. 
It  was  bis  duty  to  look,  but  the  evidence  indi- 
cates very  strongly  that  he  did  not  look  when 
he  first  came  in  sight  of  the  approaching 
train.  All  the  circumstances  indicate  that  he 
did  not  perceive  his  danger  until  the  mule's 
feet  were  close  to  the  east  rails.  Reed  testi- 
fies that  the  mules  continued  to  walk  until 
that  time,  and  both  he  and  Mrs.  Roach  testify 
that  he  then  pulled  back  on  the  lines  in  an 
effort  to  back  them  off.  It  la  true  that  tlie 
distance  between  the  point  where  he  co'  Id 
have  first  obtained  a  view  of  the  approaching 
train  and  the  track  is  short,  but,  knowing  the 
danger  of  his  surroundings,  it  was  clearly  his 
duty  to  have  looked  at  the  first  opportunity, 
and,  if  he  saw  danger  approaching,  to  have 
stopped,  or  endeavored  to  stop,  at  once.  This 
he  did  not  do.  The  dangers  of  the  situation, 
with  which  he  certainly  must  have  been  fa- 
miliar, called  for  a  degree  of  caution  com- 
mensurate therewith.  In  Railway  Co.  t. 
Adams,  33  Kan.  427,  6  Pac.  529,  It  was  held: 
"It  is  the  duty  of  a  person  about  to  cross  a 
railroad  track  to  make  a  vigilant  use  of  his 
jenses  as  far  as  there  Is  an  opportunity,  In  or- 
der to  ascertain  whether  there  Is  a  present 
danger  in  crossing.  A  failure  to  listen  or 
look,  when  by  taking  this  precaution  the  In- 
Jury  might  have  been  avoided,  is  negligence 
that  win  bar  a  recovery,  notwithstanding  the 
negligence  of  the  railroad  company  in  failing 
to  give  signals  contributed  to  the  injury." 
The  same  rule  is  declared  In  Clark  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  35  Kan.  350,  11  Pac.  134;  Railroad 
Co.  v.  Davis.  37  Kan.  743, 16  Pac.  78;  Rail- 
road Co.  V.  Townsend,  39  Kan.  116,  17  Pac. 
804;  Railroad  Co.  t.  Priest  60  Kan.  16,  31 
Pac.  674.  Of  the  soundness  of  the  rule  fol- 
lowed in  these  cases  there  can  be  no  question. 
Clearly,  one  who  tails  to  exercise  reasonable 


care  for  his  own  safety,  and  thereby  receive* 
an  injury  which  he  might  have  avoided,  ought 
not  to  subject  another  to  an  action  for  dant- 
ages  because  of  his  negligence  of  a  like  kind 
contributing  to  the  injury.  The  Judgment  is 
affirmed. 

JOHNSTON,  J.,  concurring. 

MARTIN,  C.  J.  I  am  constrained  to  differ 
with  my  brethren  In  this  case.  The  deceased 
and  those  In  the  management  of  the  train  had 
an  equal  light  to  the  use  of  the  crossing,  and 
it  was  their  duty  to  be  on  the  lookout.  It 
is  quite  evident  that  they  did  not  see  each 
other  in  time  to  avoid  the  fatal  collisioD.  The 
train  was  in  a  curved  cut,  and  running  fast 
When  the  deceased,  with  his  team,  might 
have  been  first  seen  from  the  pilot,  the  view 
of  the  engineer  was  probably  cut  off  by  the 
boiler.  The  fireman  had  a  better  opportonity 
of  seeing  the  danger,  but  it  was  his  duty  to 
keep  the  engine  hot,  and  he  conld  not  be  look- 
ing ahead  every  moment  for  obstructions. 
Perhaps  both  the  engineer  and  the  fireman 
exercised  ordinary  care  as  to  keeping  a  prop- 
er lookout  In  any  event,  the  criticism  of  the 
majority  of  the  court  upon  their  conduct  is 
placed  on  another  ground,  namely,  their  fail- 
ure to  give  signals  while  running  through  the 
cut.  Now,  the  court  cannot  say  that  the  de- 
ceased had  no  other  duty  than  to  look  out 
for  this  train.  It  was  his  duty  to  watch  for 
trains  In  both  directions,  as  well  as  to  look 
ahead  in  the  road  over  which  he  was  driving. 
He  was  going  up  hill,  and  had  his  team  to 
manage  and  keep  in  the  road.  Had  he  been 
looking  for  this  train,  and  thinking  of  nothing 
else,  he  could  not  have  seen  it  more  than  SO 
seconds  before  the  collision.  Was  his  failure 
to  see  it  sooner  than  he  did  conclusive  evi- 
dence of  a  want  of  ordinary  care  <hi  his  part? 
I  think  not.  In  my  opinion,  the  case  comes 
within  the  rule  early  asserted  and  often  fol- 
lowed by  this  court,  that  when  the  circum- 
stances are  such  that  different  men  might 
arrive  at  different  conclusions  as  to  the  degree 
of  care  exercised,  it  is  then  a  question  for 
the  Jury  to  decide.  Railway  Co.  v.  Pointer, 
14  Kan.  37;  Railway  Co.  v.  Fltzsimmons,  22 
Kan.  686;  Osage  City  v.  Brown,  27  Kan.  74. 


(S5  Kan.  t») 
NEVE  et  aL  v.  ALLEN. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct  5.  1895.) 

QCIBTIKO  TriLB — TiTLB  TO    BOPPOKT — ^Pl,BADTIia — 
SsTOPPBL. 

1.  Where  an  action  was  brought  under  sec- 
tion 594  of  the  Code  to  quiet  the  title  to  a  tract 
of  land,  and  the  defendants  pleaded  facta  show- 
ing that  they  were  tenants  m  common  as  to  a 
one-third  interest,  and  the  plaintifC  in  reply  ad- 
mitted that  the  defendants  held  the  naked  legal 
title  to  the  extent  of  a  one-third  intfcrest,  but  al- 
leged that  they  had  sold  and  received  •he  con- 
sideration for  such  interest  and  that  a  deed  waa 
given  therefor  by  their  consent  by  one  suppoited 
by  all  parties  to  have  authority  as  trustee  ut 
do  so,  held,  that  the  reply  did  not  conatitnte  s 
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'departnre  from  the  cause  of  aetloii  alleged  la 
the  petition. 

2.  The  naked  legal  title  to  a  onMUid  in- 
terest in  teal  estate  does  not  draw  to  the  de- 
fendants the  right  of  posaession  as  against  one 
kaTing  the  exdnslre  possession  nnder  a  full 
eqnitable  title  to  the  whole  premises,  so  as  to 
defeat  the  ri^t  «f  the  latter  to  bare  his  title 
quieted. 

S.  Under  the  facts  of  this  case,  the  Neres 
are  estopped  from  claiming  title  as  against  Al- 
len; and  the  other  defendants,  haring  purchased 
with  notice,  are  in  no  better  situation  tlian  the 
Keves. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  lUtcb^  county; 
Oyms  Heren,  Judge. 

Action  by  Jotm  H.  Allen  againat  John  Ner« 
and  others  to  qolet  title.  PlainUff  had  judg- 
ment, and  defendants  bring  errw.    Afflrmed. 

li.  3.  Cnxm  and  D.  IC.  Thorp,  tor  plalntiSs 
In  error.  A.  H.  Ellis  and  V.  T.  Bumham,  for 
defendant  in  error. 

MARTIN,  O.  J.  1.  On  March  21, 1887,  John 
H.  Allen  filed  his  petition  against  John  Neve 
and  Wealthy  A.  Nere,  alleging  that  he  was, 
and  for  a  long  time  had  been,  in  possession 
of  N.  B.  %  of  S.  W.  %  and  N.  W.  %  of  a  E. 
%  of  section  27,  township  6  S.  of  range  9  W., 
except  the  18  acres,  more  or  less,  inclnded  in 
the  town  site  of  West  Hampton;  that  he 
claimed  title  in  fee  to  the  premises,  and  that 
the  defendants  claimed  an  estate  or  interest 
therein  adverse  to  the  plaintiff,  but  that  said 
claim  of  the  defendants  was  without  any 
Tight,  title,  or  Interest  whatever  in  said  prem- 
ises, or  any  part  thereof;  and  praying  the 
conrt  to  quiet  his  title  to  said  premises. 
Service  by  publication  was  attemi>ted  in  the 
case,  but  on  October  8,  1887,  such  service  was 
set  aside  by  tlie  court,  and  thereupon  Frank 
J.  Kelley,  J.  O.  McNemey,  and  D.  M.  Thorp, 
were,  on  their  own  motion,  made  parties  de- 
fendant, and  they  were  allowed  to  answer, 
and  the  cose  was  continued  for  service  as  to 
John  Neve  and  Wealthy  A.  Neve.  The  de- 
fendants Kelley,  McNemey,  and  Thorp  duly 
filed  their  separate  answers,  and  afterwards 
Wealthy  A.  Neve  and  John  Neve  filed  their 
joint  answer.  The  answers  were  of  the  same 
general  import,  to  the  effect  that  D.  W.  Spen- 
cer pre-empted  said  two  40-acre  tracts,  but 
died,  leaving  a  son,  Milton  Spencer,  and  two 
married  daughters,  namely,  Maria  L.  Hunt- 
ington and  Wealthy  A.  Neve,  surviving  him 
as  his  only  heirs;  that  on  May  20.  1874,  a 
I>atent  was  issued,  vesting  the  title  In  said 
three  heirs;  that  by  divers  conveyances  the 
undivided  interests  of  Milton  Spenco*  and 
Maria  L.  Huntington  were  vested  In  the 
plaintiff,  John  BL  Allen,  in  fee,  and  that  after- 
wards the  undivided  interest  of  said  Wealthy 
A.  Neve  was  vested  In  the  defendants  Frank 
J.  Kelley,  J.  O.  McNemey,  and  D.  M.  Thorp 
by  deed  from  said  Wealthy  A.  Neve  and  her 
husband;  that  the  plaintiff  was,  and  ever 
since  February,  1880,  had  been,  in  the  posses- 
sion of  the  whole  tract,  except  13  acres,  more 
or  less,  mcluded  In  the  townsite  of  West 


Hiimpton,  and  dming  the  same  time  received 
the  rents,  issues,  and  profits  thereof,  amount- 
ing to  13,000,  and  had  wholly  and  wrongfully 
deprived  the  defendants  of  their  part  and 
portion  thereof,  and  for  a  long  time  prlcnr  to 
tbe  commencement  of  the  action,  and  by  the 
bringing  of  the  same,  denied  the  defendants' 
right  to  any  portion  of  or  Interest  in  said 
premises;  and  praying  for  a  partition  of  their 
one-third  interest,  and  an  accounting  for  tb6 
rents  and  profits.  The  plaintiff's  replies  to 
said  answers  were  to  the  effect:  That  od 
April  21,  1875,  MUton  Spencer,  Maria  L. 
Huntlngtcm,  and  Wealthy  A.  Neve  were  the 
owners  of  said  land,  as  heirs  of  D.  W.  Spen- 
cer, deceased;  that  on  said  date  said  MUton 
Spencer  and  wife  and  the  said  Wealthy  A. 
Neve  and  husband  sold  their  several  taiter- 
ests  in  said  land  to  Catherine  A.  Arthur,  and 
the  said  Milton  Spencer  and  wife  then  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  to  said  Catherine  A.  Ar- 
thur a  deed  of  general  warranty,  it  being 
then  understood,  intended,  and  believed  be- 
tween said  Catherine  A.  Arthur,  Milton  Spen- 
cer and  wife,  and  Wealthy  A.  Neve  and  hus- 
band that  the  deed  operated  as  a  convey- 
ance of  the  Interest  of  Wealthy  A.  Neve  and 
husband  to  the  same  extent  as  the  estate  of 
the  said  Milton  Spencer,  for  the  reason 
that  the  patent  granted  the  title  to  the 
heirs  of  D.  W.  Spencer,  deceased,  and  re- 
cited that  Milton  Spencer  had  made  proof 
and  i>ayment  for  said  heirs  and  all  believed 
that  said  patent  constituted  said  MUton  Spen- 
cer the  trustee  of  said  heirs,  with  full  power 
to  convey  the  interests  of  all,  and  they  were 
so  advised  by  counsel  prior  to  the  execution 
of  said  deed,  and  that  said  sale  was  the  tree 
and  voluntary  act  of  said  Wealthy  A.  Neve 
and  husband,  who  then  and  there  received 
full  value  for  the  same,  and  they  then  and 
there  considered  that  by  said  deed  they 
sold  and  conveyed  their  interest  In  said  land 
to  Catherine  A.  Arthur;  that  immediately 
thereafter  said  Wealthy  A.  Neve  and  hus- 
band removed  from  said  land  to  a  distant 
part  of  this  state,  and  thence  to  Colorado, 
where  they  have  ever  since  remained,  never 
asserting  any  right  or  claim  to  said  land  until 
May,  1887,  and  never  exercising  any  control 
of  the  same;  that  said  Catherine  A.  Arthur 
paid  to  said  Wealthy  A.  Neve  $500  In  money 
as  the  purchase  price  of  her  interest,  and 
sold  Catherine  A.  Arthur  was  put  in  posses- 
sion of  said  land  by  said  Milton  Spencer  and 
said  Wealthy  A.  Neve,  and  said  Catherine  A. 
Arthur  and  those  holding  under  her  have  ever 
since  been  in  the  exclusive,  peaceable,  open, 
notorious,  undisputed,  and  continuous  posses- 
sion of  said  premises,  and  have  expended 
much  money,  and  made  great,  valuable,  and 
lasting  improvements  thereon;  that  on  Feb- 
ruary 11,  1880,  said  Catherine  A.  Arthur  and 
her  husband,  James  Arthur,  conveyed  said 
land  to  the  plaintiff  by  deed  of  general  war- 
ranty, duly  acknowledged  and  recorded, 
whereby  the  plaintiff  claimed  to  be  the  own- 
er thereof  in  fee  simple;  that  said  hmd  at  , 
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the  time  of  defendants'  convoyanoe  to  Cathw- 
Ine  A.  Arthur  waa  not  worth  more  than 
|1,00U,  bat  by  reason  ot  the  money  and  labor 
expended  and  the  improvementa  made  there- 
on said  ixx)i>erty  has  Increased  to  the  value 
of  $10,000;  that  said  Maria  L.  HontlnKton 
and  her  husband,  on  April  IS,  18S6,  conveyed 
to  said  Milton  Spencer,  by  a  Quitclaim  deed, 
all  their  right,  title,  and  interest  In  said  land, 
and  that  said  defendants  Frank  J.  Kelley,  J. 
G.  McNemey,  and  D.  M.  Thorp  had  full  notice 
of  all  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  in  and  to  said 
premises  long  before  the  execution  of  the 
deed  by  Wealthy  A.  Keve  and  husband  to 
them,  and  by  reason  of  the  premises  it  would 
be  Inequitable  and  unjust  to  permit  said  de- 
fendants to  assert  ot  maintain  any  right, 
title,  estate.  Interest,  or  claim  whatsoever  in 
or  to  the  real  property  In  controversy.  The 
defendants  below,  who  are  plaintiffs  in  error, 
claimed  in  the  court  below  that  the  replies 
were  inconsistent  with  the  petition,  and  con- 
stituted a  departure  from  it;  that  the  petition 
stated  a  cause  of  action  to  quiet  title,  while 
the  replies  set  forth  grounds  for  specific  per- 
formance; and  they  moved  the  court  to  com- 
j>el  the  plaintiff  below  to  elect  whether  he 
would  proceed  in  the  action  to  quiet  title  or 
for  specific  performance,  but  the  court  over- 
ruled this  motion,  holding  that  the  pleadings 
stated  only  a  cause  of  action  to  quiet  title. 
Ciounsel  controvert  this  position  with  great 
earnestness  and  at  much  length.  They  refer 
to  Lord  Coke  as  stating  that  "a  departure  In 
pleading  Is  said  to  be  when  the  second  plea 
containeth  matter  not  pursuant  to  his  former, 
and  which  fortifleth  not  the  same,  and  there- 
fore It  Is  called  'decessus,'  because  he  de- 
partetb  from  bis  former  plea."  The  action 
was  doubtless  Intended  to  be  brought  under 
section  594  of  the  C!ode  of  Civil  Procedure. 
All  that  was  necessary  to  allege  was  that  the 
plaintiff  was  in  possession,  by  himself  or  tei>- 
ant,  of  the  real  property  described;  that  the 
defendants  claimed  an  estate  or  interest 
therein  adverse  to  him;  and  asking  for  the 
determining  of  such  adverse  estate  or  Inter- 
est. It  was  averred  in  the  petition  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  In  fee  as  well  as  in 
possession.  The  answers  were  to  the  effect 
that  Wealthy  A.  Neve  was  the  fee-simple 
owner  of  an  undivided  one-third  interest,  and 
the  replies  must  be  taken  to  concede  that  she 
did  hold  the  naked  legal  title  to  such  one- 
third  Interest,  the  plaintiff  claiming,  how- 
ever, that  she  had  no  equitable  title  whatever 
to  the  premises,  such  being  wholly  in  him. 
We  do  not  think,  however,  that  this  conces- 
sion changes  substantially  the  claim  made  in 
the  petition,  which  need  not  have  contained 
anything  about  the  nature  of  the  title,  wheth- 
er legal  or  equitable.  The  replies  met  fully 
the  averments  contained  in  the  answers,  sub- 
stantially admitting  their  truth  as  to  the 
legal  title,  but  stating  facts  showing  that  It 
would  be  inequitable  for  the  defendants  to 
set  up  such  naked  legal  title  to  defeat  his  full 
equitable  claim  to  the  whole  premises.    Kel- 


tber  do  we  think  that  tba  replies  stated  a 
cause  of  action  for  specific  performance.  It 
ia  not  averred  that  Wealthjr  A.  Neve  and 
husband  entered  Into  an  agreement,  either  In 
writing  ot  by  parol,  to  convey  the  premises 
to  Catherine  A.  Arthnr;  bnt  the  eobatanoe  of 
the  allegation  In  this  respect  is  that  the 
Nevea  represented  that  the  title  stood  in  the 
name  of  MUtoa  Spencer,  who  occupied  the 
relation  of  trustee;  and  that  hia  deed  was 
saffldent  to  convey  their  title  as  well  ae  hia 
own;  and  on  this  assumption  they  received 
their  full  share  of  the  purchase  money,  and 
tbns  the  equitable  title  was  vested  in  Cath- 
erine A.  Arthur.  We  think  the  replies  did 
not  depart  from  the  petition. 

2.  It  is  ftirther  contended  that  by  virtue  of 
the  admissloD  in  the  replies  the  legal  title  to 
the  extent  of  an  undivided  cHie-tbird  interest 
was  in  Wealthy  A.  Neve,  and,  as  the  possee- 
sion  of  one  tenant  in  common  is  the  possea- 
slon  of  all,  she  and  her  grantees  must  like- 
wise be  deemed  in  possession,  and  th^%foie 
the  action  to  quiet  title  will  not  lie.  But  a 
tenant  in  common  may  oust  his  cotenaut,  and 
the  latter  may  have  his  remedy  therefor  by 
ejectment  ScantUn  v.  Allison,  32  Kan.  376, 
378,  378,  4  Fac.  618.  In  this  case,  however. 
It  Is  averred  In  the  answer  that  the  plaintiff 
was  in  i)08Ses8ion  of  the  whole  tract,  and 
had  been  ever  since  February  11,  ISSO,  deny- 
ing any  right  In  the  defendants,  and  this  Is 
substantially  admitted  by  the  replies.  Now, 
as  the  plaintiff  was  In  possession  under  a 
legal  title  to  the  undivided  two^tbirda  and 
an  eauitabie  title  to  the  whole  estate,  it  can- 
not be  said  that  Wealthy  A.  Neve  was  in  poe- 
session  merely  because  she  had  the  naked 
legal  title  to  an  undivided  one-third.  Posses- 
sion under  a  full  equitable  title  la  sufilclent  to 
give  the  plaintiff  a  standing  In  court.  Sec- 
tion 594  of  the  Code  Is  broad  and  general  In 
Its  terma.  A  person  in  actual  possession  un- 
der claim  of  title  may  have  his  rights  adjudi- 
cated as  against  any  adverse  claimant  GU- 
tenan  t.  Lemert,  13  Kan.  47& 

3.  We  deem  it  unnecessary  to  discuss  the 
evidence.  It  strongly  tends  to  prove  the 
substantial  allegations  of  the  replies.  The 
discrepancies  are  unimportant  The  court 
made  very  full  findings  of  fact  in  substantial 
agreement  with  the  averments  contained  In 
the  replies,  and  these  findings  were  well  sup- 
ported by  the  evidence.  After  the  transac- 
tion between  the  Arthurs,  the  Neves,  and  the 
Spencers,  it  would  be  most  inequitable  and 
unjust  to  permit  the  Neves  to  claim  any  lnte^ 
est  in  the  premises  In  controversy.  The 
transaction  embraces  every  element  of  an 
estoppel  as  against  them,  as  laid  down  in 
Clark  V.  CooUdge,  8  Kan.  189,  196.  The  de- 
fendants Kelley,  McNerney,  and  Thorp  re- 
ceived their  deed  on  or  about  May  23,  18S7, 
and  they  stand  in  no  better  position  than  the 
Neves.  It  is  true,  they  did  not  know  of  the 
transaction  between  the  Neves,  the  Spencers, 
and  the  Arthurs  in  1873,  whereby  James  Ai^ 
thur  was  to  have  this  80-acre  tract  and  an  inr 
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terest  In  the  mill  property  In  conMderaaon 
of  the  transfer  by  him  of  a  gawmlll  at  Caw- 
ker  City,  a  pair  of  com-bnhrs,  and  a  quarter 
aecfion  of  land  near  Cawker  City,  but  they 
knew  that  the  plaintiff  below  was  in  posses- 
sion of  the  premises,  dalming  full  ownership; 
that  his  grantor  had  a  deed  from  Milton 
Spencer  and  wife,  purporting  to  convey  the 
fall  title;  and  that  suit  had  been  commenced 
by  the  plaintiff  below  for  the  purpose  of 
quieting  his  title  as  against  the  Neves,  whose 
adverse  claim  was  alleged  to  be  groundless; 
fOr  they  had  examined  the  petition  in  this 
case  before  the  delivery  of  the  deed  to  them. 
They  paid  their  money  and  toot  their  chan- 
ces, well  knowing  that  the  title  was  in  dis- 
pute. The  judgment  of  the  district  court  will 
be  affirmed.    All  the  Justices  concurring. 


(S  Kan.  S4S) 

SOPER  et  aL  v.  6ABB  «t  nx. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct  S,  1896.) 

Bpkcipio  PxxronwANcs  —  Tksdek  of  Trn,s  — 
Pliadimo— JusavsNT. 

1.  Where,  by  the  terms  of  a  contract  for 
the  sale  and  conveyance  of  land,  the  purchase 
price  is  made  payable  in  installments,  and  the 
conveyance  is  to  be  made  upon  the  payment  of 
the  Inst  installment  and  where  default  is  made 
by  the  purchasers  in  the  payments,  and  no  ac- 
tion is  brousht  by  the  vendors  to  enforce  the 
contract  until  after  the  maturity  of  the  last  in- 
stallment, the  obligations  of  the  parties  to  the 
contract  are  mutual  and  dependent,  and  the 
vendors  cannot  maintain  an  action  to  specifical- 
ly enforce  the  contract  or  to  recover  any  part 
of  the  purchase  money  until  they  make  or  ten- 
der a  conveyance  of  the  land. 

2.  A  petition  filed  by  the  vendors  In  an  ac- 
tion to  enforce  such  a  contract  which  contains 
no  averment  of  a  tender  of  conveyance,  and  al- 
leges no  excuse  for  the  failure  to  make  such  a 
tender,  is  fatally  defective,  and  a  demurrer 
thereto  should  be  sustained. 

3.  The  allegations  of  the  answer  of  the 
purchasers,  and  the  testimony  with  respect  to 
their  statements  and  conduct,  examined,  and 
held,  that  they  did  not  constitute  a  waiver  of 
the  essential  averments  and  proof  of  a  tender 
of  conveyance  by  the  vendors. 

4.  A  Judgment  in  such  action  which  awards 
to  the  vendors  the  full  purchase  price  of  the 
land,  without  requiring  thorn  to  convey  the  same 
to  the  purchasers  by  a  good  title,  is  erroneous, 
and  the  error  is  reversible  in  this  court  altbouRh 
no  exception  was  taken  to  the  same  in  tiie  trial 
court. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  ^ourt,  Mitchell  county; 
Cjran  Heren,  Judge. 

Action  by  William  H.  P.  Gabe  and  Wllhel- 
uiiua  F.  A.  6al)e  against  D.  W.  Soper  and 
others.  Plaintiffs  bad  Judgment,  and  de- 
fendants bring  error.    R«ver8ed. 

On  May  21,  1887,  William  H.  P.  Gabe  and 
his  wife  sold  165  acres  of  land  to  D.  W. 
Soper  and  13  others,  at  the  agreed  price  of 
$14,000.  A  cash  payment  of  ?2,800wa8  made, 
and  the  balance,  which  was  to  bear  interest 
at  8  per  cent.,  was  to  be  paid  in  installments 
of  $2,800  every  thr'ie  months,  making  the 
last  payment  due  upon  May  21,  18S8.  The 
purchasers  ware  to  have  possession  of  the 


land  three  months  after  the  sale,  togethee 
with  a  share  of  the  crops  growing  thereon. 
Among  other  things,  the  written  agpreement 
of  the  parties  stipulated  that  punctual  pay- 
ment of  the  Installments  shoutd  be  made  as 
they  became  due,  and  that  the  purchasers' 
should  seasonably  pay  all  taxes  and  assess- 
ments that  might  thereafter  become  due  up- 
on the  premises.  It  also  contained  the  fol- 
lowing provision:  "In  case  the  second  party 
[the  purchasers],  his  legal  representative  or 
assigns,  shall  pay  the  several  sums  of  money 
aforesaid  punctually  and  at  the  times  above 
limited,  and  shall  strictly  and  literally  per- 
form all  and  singular  the  agreeTUents  and 
stipulations  aforesaid,  after  their  true  tenor 
and  intent,  then  the  first  party  [the  Gabes) 
will  cause  to  be  made  and  executed  unto  the 
said  second  party,  his  heirs  or  assigns  (upon 
request,  at  the  office  of  the  first  party,  and 
the  surrender  of  this  contract),  a  good  and 
sufficient  warranty  deed,  free  and  clear  of 
all  incumbrances  existing  against  said  prem- 
ises at  the  date  of  this  contract.  And  It  1> 
hereby  agreed  and  covenanted  by  the  par- 
ties hereto  that  time  and  punctuality  are 
material  and  essential  Ingredients  of  this 
contract  And  in  case  the  second  party  shall 
fail  to  make  payments  aforesaid,  and  each 
of  them,  punctually  and  upon  the  strict  terms 
and  times  above  limited,  and  likewise  to  per- 
form and  complete  all  and  each  of  the  agree- 
ments and  stipulations  aforesaid,  strictly  and 
literally,  without  any  failure  or  default,  then 
this  contract  so  far  as  it  may  bind  said  first 
party,  shall  become  utterly  null  and  void, 
and  all  rights  and  Interests  hereby  created 
or  then  existing  in  favor  of  or  d^ved  from 
the  second  party  shall  utterly  cease  and  de- 
termine, and  the  right  of  possession  and  all 
equitable  and  legal  interests  In  the  premises 
hereby  contracted  shall  revert  to  and  revest 
in  the  said  first  party  without  any  declara- 
tion or  forfeiture  or  act  of  re-entry  or  any 
other  act  by  said  first  party  to  be  performed, 
and  without  any  right  of  said  second  party 
of  reclamation  or  compensation  for  moneys 
paid  or  services  performed,  as  absolutely, 
fully,  and  perfectly  as  if  this  contract  had 
never  been  made."  The  purchasers  failed  to 
make  the  payments  provided  for;  and  on 
August  6,  1889,  the  Gabes  brought  an  action 
against  the  purchasers  for  the  specific  per- 
formance of  the  contract  In  their  petition 
they  set  the  contract  forth,  and  allege  that 
$3,000  had  been  paid,  together  with  interest 
on  the  balance  up  to  May  22,  18SS,  and  that 
the  remaindCT  of  the  purchase  money,  with 
Interest  from  the  last  date,  amounting  to 
$11,000,  was  due  under  and  by  the  terms  of 
the  contract.  It  was  further  alleged  that  the 
purchasers  had  enjoyed  the  use  and  peacea- 
ble possession  of  the  premises  ever  since  the 
making  of  the  contract  and  that  the  plain- 
tiffs were  ready  and  willing  to  perform  their 
part  of  the  agreement  and  to  convey  the 
premises,  upon  payment  of  the  remainder  of 
the  purchase  money.    The  prayer   of   the  > 
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Slalnttfb  was  for  a  indgvaeat  for  specific  per- 
formance, for  tbe  amonnt  dne  under  theoon- 
tr&ct,  and  an  ayerment  alleging  wllllngnesa 
to  perform  their  part  of  the  agreement  by 
the  execution  of  a  proper  conveyance  of  the 
premises.  The  defendants,  who  were  the  pur- 
chasers, demurred  to  the  petition,  upon  the 
ground  that  it  did  not  state  facts  sufficient 
to  constitute  a  cause  of  action,  but  the  de- 
murrer was  overruled.  Afterwards,  the  de- 
fendants answered.  The  answer  contained: 
First,  a  general  denial;  second,  that,  by  rea- 
son of  tbe  default  of  the  defendants  to  make 
tbe  payments  agreed  upon,  the  contract  had 
become  null  and  void,  and  all  rights  there- 
imder  in  favor  of  either  party  had  ceased  and 
determined;  and,  third,  that  the  plaintiffs, 
prior  to  the  bringing  of  the  action,  had  avail- 
ed themselves  of  the  right  under  the  con- 
tract to  accept  a  forfeiture  arising  by  reason 
of  the  default  of  tbe  defendants,  and  had, 
prior  to  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
with  the  consent  of  the  defendants,  accepted 
and  taken  possession  of  the  land,  and  re- 
tained all  of  the  money  paid  on  the  contract, 
which,  it  is  averred,  was  equal  to  the  real 
value  of  the  land.  A  trial  was  had  with  a 
jury,  and,  when  the  testimony  of  the  plain- 
tiffs was  concluded,  the  defendants  demurred 
to  the  evidence,  but  tbe  demurrer  was  over- 
ruled. The  jury  returned  a  verdict  for  the 
plaintiffs  for  $13,072.70.  Upon  this  verdict 
an  unconditional  judgment  for  the  payment 
of  money  was  rendered  against  tbe  defend- 
ants for  the  full  amount  of  the  unpaid  pur- 
cliase  money,  and  no  provision  was  made 
whatever  for  securing  a  title  to  the  land  to 
the  defendants,  nor  that  the  plaintiffs  should 
execute  a  deed  to  the  defendants  upon  the 
satisfaction  of  the  judgment,  or  at  any  oth» 
time.  Tbe  defendants  complain  of  the  rul- 
ings made,  and  bring  the  case  here  for  re- 
view. 

X  D.  McFarland,  for  plaintiffs  In  error.  A. 
H.  Ellis,  E.  a.  Ellis,  and  F.  T.  Bumham, 
for  defendants  in  error. 

JOHNSTOX,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  first  point  to  which  our  attention  is 
called  is  the  insufficiency  of  the  petition. 
It  contained  no  averment  that  a  deed  con- 
veying a  good  title  to  the  land,  or  that  any 
deed,  was  ever  executed  by  the  Gabes  to  the 
purchasers,  or  that  before  the  commencement 
of  the  action  or  at  any  other  time  the  Gabes 
bad  tendered  the  purchasers  a  conveyance 
of  the  premises  purchased,  nor  did  It  con- 
tain any  excuse  for  the  failure  to  tender  a 
deed.  The  obligations  of  tbe  contract  are 
mutual  and  dependent,  and,  before  one  party 
can  enforce  performance,  it  must  appear  that 
he  is  not  himself  in  default  The  Gabes 
might  have  enforced  tbe  collection  of  all  tbe 
installments  preceding  the  last  one  without 
having  tendered  a  conveyance  of  tbe  prop- 
erty sold,  but,  as  no  steps  were  taken  to  col- 
lect tbe  several  installments  until  after  tbe 


last  one  was  due,  a  sin^e  cause  of  action 
exists  for  the  collection  of  the  purchase  num- 
ey,  and  payment  cannot  be  compelled  until 
they  have  complied  or  tendered  compliance 
with  the  obligations  resting  upon  them.  In 
a  somewhat  similar  case  it  was  said  that  "all 
the  parties  to  the  papers  must  perform  at 
the  same  time,  neither  being  under  any  obli- 
gation to  trust  the  other.  As  it  appears  that 
Ellcdge  has  neither  delivered  nor  tendered 
a  deed,  he  cannot  maintain  an  action  for  tbe 
purchase  money  embraced  in  the  note  sued 
on."  nes  T.  Elledge,  18  Kan.  29G.  In  a 
later  case  of  the  same  character,  and  where 
the  agreements  of  the  parties  were  held  to  be 
mutual  and  dependent,  it  was  said  that  "nei- 
ther party  can  put  the  other  In  default  save 
by  a  perfcHmance  or  an  offer  to  perform  on 
bis  part  No  action  can  be  maintained  on 
the  note,  not  even  to  adjudge  it  a  lien,  until 
the  plaintiff  has  offered  to  convey  the  prnn- 
toes.  •  •  •  At  any  rate,  before  either  par- 
ty can  justly  summon  the  other  Into  court, 
and  Impose  the  expense  and  annoyance  of  a 
suit,  he  should  at  least  tender  performance 
on  hto  part."  Morris<xi  v.  Terrell,  27  Kan. 
326.  See,  also.  Close  v.  Dunn,  24  Kan.  270; 
Sanford  v.  Bartholomew,  33  Kan.  38,  5  Pac. 
420. 

It  is  well  settled  in  this  state  that  a  ven- 
dor cannot  enforce  a  contract  like  the  one  in 
question,  and  c<^ect  the  purchase-price  of 
the  land  which  he  has  agreed  to  convey, 
without  alleging  and  proving  that  he  has 
performed  his  own  obligation  by  making  and 
tendering  a  deed  of  conveyance.  As .  the 
delivery  or  tender  of  a  deed  Is  a  prerequisite 
to  c<Hnpel  a  performance,  allegations  ot  a 
tender  or  offer  of  performance  In  the  petition 
were  essential;  and,  as  the  petition  of  the 
plaintiffs  below  wholly  failed  in  this  particu- 
lar, no  right  of  action  was  shown,  and  tbe 
court  committed  error  in  overruling  the  de- 
murrer. 

The  demurrer  to  the  evidence  shoidd  have 
been  sustained  for  the  same  reason.  No 
proof  of  performance  was  offered,  nor  was 
any  excuse  for  the  want  of  It  shown.  Tbe 
allegations  of  the  answer  did  not  supply  tbe 
essential  averment  of  tender,  nor  did  they 
constitute  a  waiver  of  such  averment  and 
proof. 

It  is  contended  that  the  tender  of  a  deed 
was  unnecessary,  because  the  proof  showed 
that  the  defendants  below  (the  purchasers) 
had  repudiated  the  contract  and  declined  to 
carry  out  its  provisions,  before  tbe  commence- 
ment of  the  action.  One  of  the  defendants 
testified  upon  rebuttal  that  at  an  interview 
with  the  Gabes,  prior  to  the  beginning  of  the 
action,  he  told  them  that  the  defendants 
"bad  concluded  to  let  the  land  go  back."  It 
does  not  appear  that  be  had  authority  to 
speak  for  his  associates.  A  single  remark 
of  this  kind  by  one  of  the  14  purchasers  Is 
hardly  sufficient  to  show  that  a  tender  would 
have  been  declined,  and  is  wholly  Insuffi- 
cient of  itself  to  constitute  a  waiver. 
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The  plaintiffs  In  error  contend  that  the  de- 
lay of  the  Gabea  in  attempting  to  secure  per- 
formance, or  in  ai)plying  to  the  court  for  re- 
lief, amounts  to  waiver  of  their  rights  undo: 
the  contract,  and  to  an  acceptance  of  the  for- 
feiture. It  Is  true  that,  -trhere  time  is  made 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract,  a  party,  to 
obtain  specific  performance,  must  have  acted 
without  unreasonable  delay.  In  this  case, 
however,  the  conduct  of  the  parties  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  case  indicate  that  the 
Gabes  had  waived  the  payment  of  the  money 
upon  the  day  It  was  due,  and  that  they  and 
the  other  parties  had  treated  the  contract  as 
BtiU  in  force.  The  purchasers  were  given 
possession  of  the  premises  about  the  time  of 
the  purchase,  and  they  continued  in  posses- 
sion of  the  land  until  after  the  present  action 
was  brought.  The  testimony  further  tends 
to  show  that  the  purchasers  had  obtained  an 
extension  of  time  within  which  to  make  pay- 
ment, and,  although  that  time  had  expired, 
the  Gabes  were  still  endeavoring  to  secure 
the  payment  of  the  money.  Under  these 
circumstances.  If  a  tender  had  been  made  or 
waived,  the  Gabes  would  be  entitled  to  a 
specific  performance  of  the  contract 

The  Judgment  that  was  rendered  in  the 
case  is  not  sustained  either  by  the  pleadings 
or  the  testimony,  and  this  objection  is  of 
Itself  Bufdcient  to  require  a  reversal  and  a 
new  trial  of  the  cause.  Under  Its  terms,  the 
purchasers  are  required  to  specifically  per- 
form, and  to  pay  the  full  purchase  price  of 
the  land,  without  obtaining  the  title  thereto 
or  any  credit  for  the  value  of  the  same.  The 
obligations  of  the  contract,  as  we  have  seen, 
were  mutual,  and  no  Judgment  should  have 
been  rendered  requiring  performance  by  one 
of  the  parties  without  also  requiring  it  of 
the  other.  Instead  of  that,  the  judgment 
awards  to  the  Gabes  the  full  purchase  price 
of  the  land,  and  permits  them  to  retain  the 
land  which  represents  the  purchase  price. 
To  entitie  the  plaintiffs  below  to  judgment 
for  specific  performance,  it  devolved  upon 
them  to  allege  and  prove  a  tender  of  p^- 
formance.  Unless  a  tender  has  been  waived, 
they  must  allege  and  show  the  tender  of  a 
deed  conveying  a  good  title,  and  the  tender 
sboTfld  be  kept  good  until  the  judgment  is 
rendered.  In  this  case  there  was  no  proof 
as  to  the  ability  of  the  Gabes  to  convey  the 
titie  which  they  had  contracted  to  convey, 
nor  any  showing  as  to  the  condition  of  the 
title  when  the  Judgment  was  rendered. 
There  being  no  inquiry  or  finding  concerning 
the  title  or  the  ability  of  the  Gabes  to  con- 
vey, this  court  is  without  power  to  direct  any 
modification  of  the  judgment  respecting  titie. 
The  error  In  the  Judgment  is  not  a  mere 
technical  defect  in  form,  but  it  Is  a  substan- 
tial one,  in  failing  to  protect  the  rights  of 
the  purchasers,  and  in  adjudging  a  speclfl'c 
performance,  without  providing  for  a  convey- 
ance to  them  of  the  property  for  which  they 
were  required  to  pay. 

The  error  In  the  final  Judgment  Is  review- 


able In  this  court,  although  no  exception  wag 
taken  to  the  same,  nor  any  motion  to  correct 
the  error  In  the  trial  court 

The  remaining  questions  that  have  been 
discussed,  upon  the  admission  of  testimony, 
and  upon  the  instructions  of  the  court  have 
been  examined,  but  we  find  nothing  in  them 
which  requires  special  comment  The  Judg- 
ment of  the  district  court  wlU  be  reversed, 
and  the  cause  remanded  for  another  triaL 
All  the  Justices  concurring. 


(55  Kan.  «81) 
BOWERSOCK  V.  ADAMS,  Sheriff. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.     Oct  6,  3.886.) 

Fr^DOUXBNT  CoNVBTANOEB  —  CiCOSS-EZilMIKATIOir 

or  Witness— EviDENCB — Rboobds — 
Injunction. 

1.  In  a  controversy  where  it  is  claimed  that 
a  transfer  of  property  was  a  pretense  and  a 
fraud,  and  where  it  is  attended  by  some  unusual 
drcumstances,  the  court  should  allow  an  ex- 
tended inquiry  and  great  latitude  in  cross-exam- 
ination of  the  parties  thereto  as  to  the  consid- 
eration of  the  transfer,  the  means  of  the  par- 
ties thereto,  their  conduct,  and  the  drcumstan- 
ces of  the  transfer. 

2.  Certified  copies  of  personal  property 
statements  made  for  purposes  of  taxation, 
which  have  been  sigrned  and  verified  by  the  list- 
ing parties,  and  preserved  in  the  office  of  the 
county  clerk,  may  be  received  in  evidence  where 
the  originals  would  be  competent  and  where 
they  are  not  in  the  possession  nor  under  the 
control  of  the  party  desiring  to  use  the  same. 

8.  Where  the  plaintiff  alleges  that  property 
which  he  is  seeking  to  recover  was  seized  by  a 
sheriff  under  an  execution  issued  out  of  a  cer- 
tain court,  and  directed  to  the  ofiicer  as  sheriff, 
and  there  is  no  averment  that  the  execution  was 
irregular  in  form  or  invalid  for  any  reason,  it 
will  be  presumed  that  the  execution  is  valid  and 
sufficient  to  justify  the  seizure  of  the  property. 

4.  In  proceedings  in  aid  of  execution  before 
a  probate  judge,  the  orders  made  and  proceed- 
intrs  taken  do  not  become  records  of  the  probate 
court,  and  copies  of  the  same  certified  to  by  the 
probate  judge  are  not  admissible  in  evidence  for 
the  purpose  of  showing  what  orders  and  pro- 
ceedings were  made  and  had. 

6.  An  order  of  injunction  restraining  the 
sale  of  property  will  not  affect  one  who  is  not 
a  party  or  a  privy  to  the  proceeding,  and  who 
has  had  no  notice  and  is  without  knowledge 
that  such  an  order  has  been  made. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Sumner  county; 
James  A.  Ray,  Judge. 

Action  of  replevin  by  J.  D.  Bowersock 
against  T.  M.  Adams,  sheriff.  Defendant 
had  Judgment  and  plaintiff  brings  error. 
Reversed. 

A.  B.  Parker,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  Thom- 
as George  and  W.  W.  Schwlnn,  for  defend- 
ant In  error. 

JOHNSTON,  J.  This  was  an  action  of  re- 
plevin, brought  by  J.  D.  Bowersock,  to  re- 
cover from  T.  M.  Adams,  who  was  sheriff 
of  Sumner  county,  the  possession  of  ten 
horses,  two  omnibuses,  two  hacks,  wie  bag- 
gage wagon,  and  five  sets  of  harness,  of  the 
alleged  value  of  ?3,070.  The  sheriff  had 
seized  the  animals  and  articles  mentioned 
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upon  an  ezecation  as  the  property  of  Henry 
Tl8dale.  The  property  had  belonged  to  Tls- 
dale,  bnt  Boweraock  claimed  that  Tlsdale 
was  indebted  to  him  in  a  large  snm  of  mon- 
ey, and  that  the  property  was  sold  and 
transferred  to  him  as  part  payment  of  tlutt 
indebtedness.  The  defendant  claimed  that 
the  property  in  fact  belonged  to  Tisdale  at 
the  time  of  the  levy  thereon,  and  that  the 
transfer  was  not  made  in  good  faith,  bat 
rather  for  the  purpose  of  coverlnj;  it  up  so 
as  to  defeat  the  creditors  of  Tlsdale. 

The  bona  fides  ot  the  transfer  was  the 
principal  inquiry  in  the  litigation,  and  upon 
that  proposition  the  findings  and  Judgment 
of  the  coart  were  against  the  plaintiff.  He 
first  complains  that  the  range  given  to  the 
cross-examination  of  some  of  the  witnesses 
was  too  wide,  the  result  of  which  was  preju- 
dicial to  him.  The  statements  made  by  the 
plalntifiT  In  Bererai  of  the  pleadings  and  in 
his  testimony,  together  with  some  unusual 
circumstances  which  were  brought  out  in 
the  case.  Justified  an  extended  inquiry  and 
great  latitude  in  cross-examination  as  to  the 
consideration  of  the  transfer,  the  means  ot 
the  parties  thereto,  their  conduct,  and  the 
circumstances  of  the  transfer.  In  this  view, 
we  cannot  say  that  prejudicial  error  was 
committed  In  ruling  upon  the  objections  to 
the  cross-examination  of  plaintiff's  wit- 
nesses. 

In  the  course  of  the  trial,  certified  copies 
of  personal  property  statements,  listing  the 
property  owned  or  formerly  owned  by  Tls- 
dale, were  received  in  evld«ice.  These 
statements,  when  signed  and  verified  by  the 
listing  parties,  are  required  to  be  returned 
to  the  county  clerk,  and  preserved  in  his  of- 
fice. Gen.  St  1889,  par.  C914.  As  they  are 
official  papers,  required  by  law  to  be  filed 
and  preserved  In  a  public  office,  copies  of 
them  duly  certified  by  the  county  clerk  un- 
der his  official  seal  may  be  received  In  evi- 
dence with  the  same  effect  as  the  originals, 
where  the  originals  are  not  In  the  possession 
nor  under  the  control  of  the  party  desiring 
to  use  the  same.  Civ.  Code,  §  372.  The 
statements  In  question  were  made  before  and 
after  the  alleged  transfer,  and  tended  to 
throw  some  liglit  on  the  question  of  a  change 
of  possesslcn,  and  of  the  management  and 
control  of  the  property  by  the  parties  to 
that  transfer.  We  think  no  en-or  was  com- 
mitted in  receiving  them. 

Nor  can  we  sustain  the  objection  to  the 
proof  of  the  process  under  which  the  prop- 
erty was  seized  and  held  by  the  sheriff. 
The  only  proof  offered  In  that  respect  was  a 
certified  copy  of  an  execution  Issued  upon  a 
judgment  of  the  district  court  of  Sedgwick 
county.  The  certificate  of  the  clerk  was  suf- 
ficient in  form  to  make  the  copy  of  the  exe- 
cution admissible  where  the  original  was 
out  of  the  possession  and  beyond  the  control 
of  the  sheriff,  but  no  proof  of  the  Judgment 
upon  which  the  execution  was  based  was 
produced.    To  Justify  such  a  seizure  by  an 


officer,  It  Is  generally  necessary  that  bis 
official  character  and  the  proceedings  and 
process  under  which  he  acted  should  be 
shown.  In  this  case,  however,  the  official 
character  of  the  officer  was  alleged  in  the 
petition,  and  It  also  contained  an  averment 
that  he  took  possession  of  the  property  as 
sheriff  under  and  by  virtue  of  a  "supposed" 
writ  of  execution  Issued  out  of  the  district 
court  of  Sedgwick  county,  Kan.,  and  direct- 
ed to  him  as  sheriff.  There  was  no  aver- 
ment that  the  execution  was  irregular  in 
form  or  invalid  for  any  reason;  and  as  the 
plaintiff  alleged  the  existence  of  process 
which.  If  valid,  would  Justify  a  seizure  of 
the  property.  Its  validity,  in  the  absence  of 
an  averment  to  the  contrary,  will  be  pre- 
sumed. 

A  more  serious  objection,  however,  was 
the  admission  in  evidence  of  certified  copies 
of  certain  proceedings  in  aid  of  execution 
had  before  the  probate  Judge  of  Douglas 
county.  They  purport  to  have  been  bad  be- 
fore the  probate  Judge  In  October,  1888,  and 
were  Instituted  upon  affidavit  alleging  that 
In  the  district  court  of  Sedgwick  county  a 
Judgment  had  been  obtained  against  Henry 
Tlsdale  In  favor  of  Samuel  Wickery  for  $1,- 
800;  that  an  execution  issued  thereon  had 
been  returned  unsatisfied;  and  that  Tlsdale 
had  property  which  he  unjustly  refused  to 
apply  towards  the  satisfaction  of  the  Judg- 
ment Upon  this  affidavit  the  probate  Judge 
Issued  an  order  requiring  Tisdale  to  appear 
and  answer  concerning  his  property.  In  ac- 
cordance with  this  order,  he  appeared  on 
October  3,  1888,  which  was  about  a  year 
before  the  alleged  transfer,  and  submitted 
to  an  examination  concerning  his  property, 
which  was  made  upon  oath  and  reduced  to 
writing.  At  the  close  of  the  examination, 
the  probate  Judge  ordered  him  to  turn  over 
a  small  sum  of  money  which  he  admitted  to 
have  on  his  person,  and  ordered  that  he  lie 
restrained  from  interfering  with  or  dispos- 
ing of  any  of  the  property  mentioned  in  his 
evidence.  These  proceedings  purport  to  have 
been  before  John  Q.  A.  Norton,  probate 
Judge,  while  the  certificate  attached  to  the 
papers  is  made  by  B.  .7.  Horton,  a  successor, 
who  certifies  them  to  be  copies  of  papers  in 
the  proceedings  referred  to,  wMch  he  finds 
among  tlie  papers  of  the  Douglas  county 
probate  court.  The  certified  copies  do  not 
reach  the  rank  of  evidence,  and  their  admis- 
sion was  error.  The  papers  in  question  were 
not  records  of  the  probate  court  While  the 
proceedings  were  had  before  the  probate 
Judge,  they  were  not  an  exercise  of  probate 
Jurisdiction,  nor  was  a  record  of  them  re- 
quired to  be  kept  in  the  probate  court  The 
Judge  was  exercising  judicial  functions  In  a 
case  in  the  district  court  and  was  In  fact 
acting  as  a  subordinate  oSlcer  of  that  court, 
and  imder  Its  supervisory  controL  Toung  v. 
Ledrick,  14  Kan.  92.  Under  the  statute,  the 
Judge  is  required  to  "reduce  all  his  orders  to 
writing,  which,  together  with  a  minute  of 


uigiiizea  oy  >.j\^vy 


6" 


E«D^) 


FOOB£  v..fOOBB. 


978 


hla  proceedings,  signed  by  himself,  shall  be 
filed  with  the  clerk  of  the  court  of  the 
county  In  which  judgment  Is  rendered  or  the 
transcript  of  the  Justice  filed,  and  the  clerk 
shall  enter  on  his  execution  docket  the  time 
of  fiUng  the  same."  Civ.  Code,  f  4SQ.  Under 
this  provision.  It  became  the  duty  of  the  pro- 
bate judge  of  Douglas  county  to  transmit 
and  file  with  the  clerk  of  the  district  court 
of  Sedgwick  county  the  orders  and  proceed- 
ings which  have  been  mentioned;  and  the 
clerk  of  that  court,  who  had  the  legal  cus- 
tody of  the  records,  was  the  only  ofllcer  who 
was  competent  to  give  certified  copies  of  the 
same  that  might  be  used  as  evidence.  As 
there  was  no  valid  proof  offered  of  these 
proceedings  or  of  the  order  of  Injunction 
made  by  the  probate  judge  of  Douglas  coun- 
ty, the  admission  of  the  testimony  was  prej- 
udicial error.  As  this  was  the  only  testi- 
mony concerning  the  Injunction,  the  court 
committed  error  in  refusing  to  Instruct  the 
Jury  that  there  was  no  sufficient  evidence 
that  Tlsdale  had  been  enjoined  or  restrained 
from  selling  or  disposing  of  the  property  In 
controversy  at  the  time  that  he  claimed  to 
have  sold  It  to  Bowersock.  In  his  testi- 
mony, Bowersock  stated  that  he  had  no  no- 
tice or  knowledge  of  the  restraining  order; 
and,  tf  it  had  been  shown  that  such  an  or- 
der had  been  made,  then  the  court  should 
htve  granted  the  request  of  plalntlfr,  and  In- 
structed the  Jury  that  an  Injunction  al- 
lowed against  Tlsdale  would  not  affect  the 
plaintiff  In  the  matter  of  the  purchase  of  the 
property,  unless  he  had  been  notified  of  the 
Injunction  before  the  purchase  of  the  prop- 
erty, or  had  knowledge  that  such  injunction 
had  been  issued. 

For  the  errors  mentioned,  the  Judgment 
will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
for  a  new  trial.    AH  the  justices  concurring. 


(»KaiL«87) 

POORK  et  al.  v.  POORB. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Kansas.  Oct.  6,  1895.) 
WiuLB— Construction. 
An  instmmpnt  in  writinK.  denominated 
on  its  face  as  a  last  will  and  testament,  which 
purports  to  give  no  present  iuterost  in  any  prop- 
er^, but  only  the  estate  of  which  thp  maltors 
die  seised,  sit^ed  by  the  parties,  and  rielivpred 
to  the  devisee  tliereiu  named  before  the  death 
of  the  makers,  but  which  ia  not  witnessed  nor 
subscribed  by  any  person  other  than  the  miiliera, 
Is  without  lepral  force,  either  as  a  eonyerance 
Inter  vivos  or  a  will. 

tSyllabus  hy  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court.  Cloud  county;  T. 
W.  Sturges,  Judge. 

Action  by  David  F.  Poore  aRalnst  Hanni- 
bal Poore  and  James  M.  Poore.  Plaintiff  had 
judgment,  and  defendants  bring  error.  Re- 
versed. 

This  action  was  brought  by  the  defendant 
in  error,  as  plaintiff  below,  against  the  plain- 
tiffs In  error,  who  are  his  brothers,  for  the 
purpose  of  establishing  his  right  to  the  en- 


tire estate  of  Addl  and  Hannte  Poore,  de- 
ceased sisters  of  the  parties  to  the  suit.  In 
his  petition  the  plaintiff  alleged  the  relation- 
ship of  the  parties,  the  ownership  by  said 
Adell  and  Hanuie  of  certain  real  and  per- 
sonal property  therein  described,  and  that 
an  agreement  was  made  between  said  plain- 
tiff and  said  Adell  and  Hannle  In  writing, 
by  the  terms  of  which,  In  consideration  of 
certain  services  to  be  performed  by  said 
plaintiff,  they  agreed  that  they  would  by  wlU 
give,  devise,  and  bequeath  to  him  all  of  the 
property  which  they  should  own  at  the  time 
of  their  decease.  TbsX  he  had  fully  compiled 
with  all  the  terms  of  said  agreement  on  bis 
part  That  for  the  purpose  of  carrying  out 
such  contract  they  executed  the  following  In- 
strument In  writing:  "The  Last  Will  and 
Testament  of  Adell  and  Hannle  Poore.  Con- 
cordia, Kansas  (Cloud  Co.).  We,  the  under- 
signed, do  hereby  give  and  bequeath  all  our 
real  estate  and  personal  property  of  which 
we  die  possessed  or  seised  to  David  F.  Poorer 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  to  hold,  own,  and  pos- 
sess forever,  and  use  as  their  own.  We  here- 
unto set  our  hands  and  seal  this  tenth  day 
of  March.  Adell  Poore.  Hannle  Poore." 
That  on  the  10th  day  of  March,  1890,  they 
delivered  said  Instrument  to  the  plaintiff. 
That  the  plaintiff  is  advised  that  said  Instru- 
ment Is  Insufficient  In  law  to  pass  the  title 
of  said  property  to  said  plaintiff,  and  that 
the  plaintiff  is  In  possession  of  all  said  prop- 
erty. The  petition  concludes  with  a  prayer 
for  a  Judgment  requiring  the  defendants  to 
execute  and  deliver  to  him  deeds  conveying 
their  Interests  in  the  property,  and  adjudging 
him  to  be  the  absolute  owner  of  the  whole 
thereof.  The  action  was  tried  by  the  court, 
and  full  findings  of  fact  were  made,  from 
which  It  appears  that  the  sisters  committed 
suicide  by  drowning  on  March  11,  1890.  The 
plaintiff  claimed  that  the  written  contract 
mentioned  in  the  petition  was  In  the  form  of 
a  letter  from  his  sisters  to  him.  The  court 
finds  that  no  such  letter  was  written,  and 
that  no  valid  contract  of  the  character  stated 
In  the  petition  was  made.  The  court  finds 
that  the  Instrument  above  copied  was  not 
attested,  nor  subscribed  by  any  witnesses, 
and  that  there  is  no  evidence  of  any  witness 
to  Its  execution;  that  It  was  delivered  to  the 
plaintiff  by  his  sisters,  in  a  lx)X  with  other 
papers,  a  watch,  and  some  money;  and  that 
It  was  unquestionably  written  by  Adeil 
Poore,  and  signed  by  her  and  her  sister.  As 
conclusions  of  law  the  court  held:  "Al- 
though the  paper  purporting  to  be  the  last 
will  and  testament  of  the  said  Adell  and 
Hannle  was  not  executed  as  required  by  stat- 
ute, nor  in  pursuance  of  any  binding  con- 
tract to  make  a  will,  yet,  as  It  was  unques- 
tionably written  and  executed  by  them  at 
a  time  when  they  were  of  full  age,  and  of 
sound  mind,  memory,  and  mental  capacity 
sufficient  to  make  a  will  without  any  undue 
infiuence,  as  its  provisions  were,  under  the 
circumstances,  In  accordance  with  a  right, 
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and  JtiBt  disposition  of  their  property,  and  In 
accordance  with  what  had  been  the  expecta- 
tion of  plaintiff  and  Intmtlon  of  the  makers 
for  a  long  time  prior  thereto  as  when  It  was 
executed,  as  the  makers  believed  to  be  suf- 
ficient to  convey  their  property  to  plaintiff, 
and  was  by  the  makers  delivered  to  the  plain- 
tiff nnder  such  circumstances  as  to  Indicate 
a  then  present  intention  to  convey  all  the 
property  of  the  makers  to  the  plaintiff,  the 
will  of  the  makers  as  to  a  fair  and  Just  dis- 
position of  what  was  their  own,  as  this  was, 
ought  not  to  be  thwarted  and  set  aside,  but, 
on  the  contrary,  carried  out  and  enforced. 
The  plaintiff  is  therefore  entitled  to  Judg- 
ment that  he  is  the  absolute  owner  of  the 
property  described  in  the  petition,  and  her^n 
free  from  any  claim  of  the  defendants,  or 
either  of  them."  Thereupon  Judgment  was 
rendered  for  the  plaintiff  in  accordance  with 
these  conclusions  of  law. 

Pulslfer  &  Alexander,  for  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror. W.  W.  Caldw^l  and  A.  H.  Ellis,  for 
defendant  in  enror. 

ALLEN,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  The 
court  having  found  against  the  plaintiff's 
claim  of  the  existence  of  a  contract  of  any 
cliaracter  binding  his  sisters  to  convey  their 
property  to  him,  the  only  question  in  the 
case  Is  whether  the  Instrument  delivered  by 
them  to  the  plaintiff  shortly  before  their 
death  could  have  operation  either  as  a  con- 
veyance Inter  vivos  or  as  a  will.  We  find  no 
difficulty  In  reaching  the  conclusion  that  it 
passed  no  Interest  to  the  plaintiff  on  delivery 
to  him.  It  is  named  a  will,  and  in  terms 
gives  him  no  estate  during  the  life  of  the 
makers,  bnt  expressly  provides  that  be  shall 
have  that,  and  that  only,  of  which  they 
might  die  possessed.  Neither  can  there  be 
any  doubt  that  this  instrument  is  utterly  void 
as  a  will.  Section  2  of  the  act  relating  to 
wills  expressly  requires  that  every  will  shall 
be  attested  and  subscribed,  in  the  presence 
of  the  party  making  the  same,  by  two  or 
more  competent  witnesses.  This  was  not 
done.  The  paper  was  not  a  will,  could  not 
be  probated  as  such,  could  not  and  did  not 
confer  any  rights  on  the  plaintiff.  The  Judg- 
ment is  reversed,  and  on  the  facts  found  by 
the  district  court  it  is  ordered  that  Judgment 
be  entered  in  favor  of  the  defendants  for 
their  costs.    All  the  Justices  concun-ing. 


(l  Kan.  A  UO) 

MORRIS  V.  TRUMBO. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, £.  O.    Sept.  18,  1885.) 
Review  of  Evidbxce  and  Instructions. 

1.  A  general  jury  finding  on  disputed  facts 
and  conflicting  testimony,  and  being  approved 
by  the  district  court,  will  not  be  disturbed. 
Peacock  v.  Boyle,  21  Pac.  .586,  41  Kan.  492. 

2.  Instrnctions  to  the  jury  must  be  taken 
together,  and  considered  and  construed  as  a 
whole,  and  where  it  appears  from  an  examina- 
tion of  the  entire  record  that  no  prejudicial  er- 


ror was  committed  by  the  trial  court,  the  judg- 
ment will  be  affirmed.     Railroad  Co.  v.  Midgett 
(Kan.  App.)  40  Pac.  995. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Pottawatomie 
county;  William  Thomson,  Judge. 

Action  by  E.  M.  Trumbo  against  Charles  B. 
Morris.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  defend- 
ant brings  error.    Affirmed. 

J.  W.  Fitzgerald  &  Son,  Carver  &  Bond, 
and  J.  F.  Pringle,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Spragne  &  Tracy,  for  defendant  in  error. 

CLARE,  X  On  the  4th  day  of  January. 
1889,  Long  Bros.,  as  plaintiffs,  commenced 
an  action  in  the  district  court  of  Pottawato- 
mie county  against  E.  G.  Olson  and  Charles 
A.  Ullerick,  partners  doing  business  under 
the  firm  name  of  Olson  &  Ullerick,  alleging 
an  indebtedness  to  the  said  plaintiffs  in  the 
sum  of  $444.53  on  an  account  for  groceries 
sold  and  delivered  to  them  from  November 
8tb  to  December  6th,  and  further  alleging 
that  the  defendants  had  fraudulently  assign- 
ed their  firm  property  without  valuable  con- 
sideration for  the  purpose  of  defrauding  their 
creditors.  An  attachment  was  Issued  out 
of  said  court  in  said  action,  and  was  on  tiie 
5th  day  of  January  levied  upon  a  portion  of 
the  goods  In  controversy,  of  the  value  of 
$1,527.99.  On  the  14th  day  of  January  the 
defendant  in  error  brought  tliis  action  against 
the  sheriff  for  the  possession  of  the  goods 
attached,  alleging  her  ownership,  and  right 
of  possession  thereto.  The  plaintiff  in  error, 
as  defendant  in  that  action,  filed  a  general 
denial  to  the  petition,  and  upon  the  trial  the 
Jury  found  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
possession  of  the  goods  attached,  and  as- 
sessed her  damages  for  their  detention.  A 
motion  for  a  new  trial  was  promptly  filed, 
setting  up  the  statutory  grounds,  which  was 
overruled,  and  the  defendant,  as  plaintiff  in 
error,  has  brought  the  case  to  this  court  for 
review,  alleging  error  in  the  admission  of 
evidence,  error  in  the  giving  and  refusing  cer- 
tain Instructions  to  the  Jury,  and  error  in 
overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trlaL 

The  record  discloses  that  E.  6.  Olson  and 
Charles  A.  Ullerick,  for  several  years  prior 
to  January  1,  1889,  had  been  carrying  on  a 
general  grocery  business  in  the  city  of  St. 
Mary's  under  the  firm  name  of  Olson  &  Ul- 
lerick; that  about  the  middle  of  November. 
1889,  Z.  T.  Trumbo  and  J.  6.  Strong,  husband 
and  father,  respectively,  of  the  defendant, 
began  negotiations  with  Olson  &  Ullerick  for 
the  purchase  of  their  stock  of  goods.  Many 
propositions  as  to  the  price  to  be  paid  for 
the  said  goods  were  made  and  rejected,  and, 
while  no  regular  invoice  of  the  stock  was 
taken,  estimates  thereof  were  made,  and  an 
Inventory  of  the  drugs  and  fixtures  was  sub- 
mitted to  an  examination  thereof  made  by 
the  agents  of  the  defendant  in  error;  and 
finally,  on  December  21,  1888,  an  agreement 
was  reached  between  the  parties,  and  said 
stock  of  goods  was  purchased  by  the  defend- 
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ant  In  error,  the  consideration  therefor  being 
?2,700,  which  was  evidenced  by  eight  notes 
executed  by  Mrs.  £.  M.  Trumbo,  each  for 
the  sum  of  $337.50,  four  of  which  were  made 
payable  to  the  said  B.  G.  Olson  and  four  to 
the  said  Charles  A.  Ullerlck.  Two  of  these 
notes  were  made  payable  May  1, 1880,  two  Sep- 
tember 1,  1889,  two  January  1,  1890,  and  two 
May  1,  1890.  The  two  notes  maturing  on  the 
latter  date  were,  at  the  time  of  their  execution 
and  deliyery,  each  Indorsed  with  the  payment 
of  $150,  the  same  being  estimated  value  of  a 
horse  and  buggy  taken  by  Olson  &  Ullerlck 
from  the  defendant  In  error  In  part  payment  of 
the  purchase  price,  leaving  a  balance  dne  on 
said  purchase  of  $2,400,  which  was  secured 
by  a  chattel  mortgage  on  all  the  property 
purchased  by  Mrs.  Trumbo  from  said  firm. 
The  record  shows  that  the  value  of  the  stock 
80  sold  was  about  the  amount  agreed  upon 
as  Its  value  at  the  time  of  Its  purchase  by 
the  defendant  In  error.  B.  O.  Olson,  Charles 
A.  nierlck,  Mr.  and  Mrs.  Trumbo,  and  Mr. 
Strong  all  testified  that  this  sale  was  an  hon- 
est bona  fide  one.  Olson  &  Ullerlck  testi- 
fied that  there  was  no  Intention  on  the  part 
of  said  firm,  or  either  member  thereof,  to  de- 
fraud their  creditors,  and  Mrs.  Trumbo  and 
her  agents  testified  that  they  had  no  Intention 
In  said  purchase  to  assist  the  said  firm  In  de- 
frauding their  creditors.  At  the  time  of  said 
purchase  the  defendant  In  error  was  the 
owner  of  real  and  personal  property  of  the 
value  of  over  $2,000  above  Incumbrance 
thereon.  Mr.  Ullerlck  stated  to  Mr.  Strong 
In  the  early  part  of  the  negotiation  alluded 
to  that  the  bidebtedness  of  the  firm  was 
about  $1,200,  but  that  It  was  not  troublUig 
them;  that  with  the  book  accounts  they  had 
property  enough  outside  of  the  stock  of 
goods  to  pay  their  Indebtedness;  that  they 
did  not  have  to  sell,  but  were  willing  to  do 
so.  This  was  the  only  Information  which  the 
defendant  In  error  or  either  of  her  agents 
obtained  during  the  several  weeks  they  were 
engaged  In  making  this  purchase  as  to  the  lia- 
bilities or  assets  of  the  firm  of  Olson  &  Ul- 
lerlck. There  was  evidence  submitted  at  the 
trial  bearing  upon  the  question  of  the  sale 
and  delivery  of  the  stock  of  goods  to  Mrs. 
Trumbo,  December  31,  1888,  and  of  the  de- 
livery by  her  to  the  said  firm  of  the  note* 
and  chattel  mortgage  and  the  horse  and 
buggy,  In  payment  thereof  on  said  day;  that 
the  bill  of  sale  of  the  stock  of  goods,  the  in- 
surance policy,  and  the  key  to  the  store 
were  delivered  to  Mrs.  Trumbo  on  December 
31st,  and  that  she  had  possession  of  said  prop- 
erty through  her  agent,  Z.  T.  Trumbo,  at  the 
time  the  order  of  attachment  was  levied. 
Whether  the  account  of  Long  Bros.,  upon 
which  the  suit  was  brought,  was  a  valid  claim 
against  Olson  &  Ullerlck  is  not  disclosed  by 
the  record.  The  plalntlfiT  In  error  offered  In 
evidence  In  the  court  below  the  petition  and 
afildavlt  and  undertaking  for  attachment, 
and  the  order  of  attachment,  with  the  sher- 
ICT's  return  thereon,  In  the  case  of  Long  Bros. 
T.Olaen  &  Ullerlck.   Thia  evidence  would  tend 


to  ^ow  the  authority  under  which  theplatntifC 
In  error  held  the  goods  In  question,  but  did 
not  establish  the  fact  as  to  whether  or  not 
Olson  &  Ullerlck  were  indebted  to  Long  Bros, 
in  any  sum,  nor  is  there  any  evidence  \a  the 
record  that  Olson  &  Ullerlck  were  indebted 
to  any  one  at  the  time  of  this  sale  except  to 
Mr.  Warren,  whose  claim  was  satisfied  by 
an  assignment  of  some  book  accounts,  and 
excepting  also  a  debt  of  about  $150,  which 
was  partially  satisfied  by  the  sale  under 
execution  of  the  horse  taken  by  Olson  &  Ul- 
lerlck from  Mrs.  Trumbo  In  part  payment 
of  the  stock  of  goods.  True,  Mr.  Olson  testi- 
fied that  he  supposed  at  the  time  of  the  sale 
that  the  firm  was  Indebted  somewhere  from 
fifteen  to  eighteen  himdred  dollars,  but  that  he 
had  no  knowledge  with  reference  thereto,  ex- 
cept from  Information  imparted  to  him  by  his 
partner,  who,  it  appears,  had  the  entire  charge 
and  management  of  the  business  of  the  firm, 
and  who,  under  the  rulings  of  the  court,  was 
not  permitted  to  testify  as  to  the  amount  of 
the  firm  Indebtedness;  but  no  complaint 
Is  made  of  this  ruling.  Z.  T.  Trumbo,  J.  G. 
Strong,  and  S.  W.  Strong,  the  husband, 
father,  and  uncle,  respectively,  of  the  defend- 
ant In  error,  had  for  several  years  been  en- 
gaged in  the  mUling  business,  both  at  St 
Mary's  and  Laclede  under  the  firm  name  of 
Trumbo  &  Co.,  and  were  so  engaged  at  the 
time  of  this  sale.  They  had  known  Olson  & 
Ullerlck,  both  socially  and  In  a  business 
way,  for  several  years;  had  sold  them  about 
all  the  flour  they  had  retailed  there  for  three 
years,  the  indebtedness  therefor  at  times 
amounting  to  from  two  to  three  hundred  dol- 
lars, but  were  not  Indebted  to  them  at  the 
time  of  the  sale.  They  had  the  reputation  of 
being  honest  and  prompt  in  the  payment  of 
their  debts,  and  Trumbo  &  Co.  had  full  con- 
fidence in  their  business  Integrity.  Imme- 
diately after  the  sale  the  Trumbo  notes  to  the 
amount  of  $1,725,  together  with  other  notes 
belonging  to  the  firm  of  Olson  &  UUerlck, 
and  the  chattel  mortgage  securing  the  pay- 
ment of  the  Trumbo  notes,  were  assigned  to 
Mr.  Warren,  a  banker  of  St.  Mary's,  for  the 
benefit  of  the  creditors  of  Olson  A  Ullerick. 
The  record  Is  silent  as  to  when  this  transfer 
and  assignment  were  made,  except,  that  it 
was  prior  to  the  date  the  attachment  was 
levied.  These  notes  and  chattel  mortgage  were 
soon  thereafter  turned  over  by  Mr.  Warren 
to  Mr.  Ullerlck.  What  disposition  was  then 
made  of  these  notes  by  Mr.  Ullerick,  or 
whether  or  not  they  had  been  transferred  to 
an  Innocent  purchaser  prior  to  the  time  the 
defendant  in  error  first  learned  that  Olson 
&  Ullerick  Intended,  by  the  sale  of  the  stock 
of  goods,  to  defraud  their  creditors  (if  any 
such  fraudulent  Intention  existed),  the  record 
does  not  disclose. 

The  plaintiff  In  error  complains  of  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  In  the  admission  of  certain 
evidence.  Mr.  Olson,  as  a  witness  called  by 
the  plaintlfT  In  error,  had  testified  in  his  ex- 
amination in  chief  that  he  turned  over  all  of 
the  Trumbo  notes  to  Mr.  Warren.    He  after-. 
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^ards  modified  tbat  statement  by  saying  that 
he  turned  them  all  oyer  except  the  two  which 
matured  May  1,  1889,  one  of  wfcdch  was 
retained  by  him  and  the  other  by  Mr.  XJl- 
lericic,  and  this  question  was  then  asked  him 
on  cross-examination:  "I  will  ask  yon  If 
yours  was  paid?"  The  defendant  objected 
to  the  question,  and  his  objection  was  over- 
ruled, and  the  answer  was,  "Yes,  sir."  The 
inference  might  fairly  be  drawn  from  this 
question  and  answer  that  the  note  maturing 
May  1, 1889,  payable  to  E.  Q.  Olson,  was  paid 
or  had  been  paid  at  the  time  the  other  notes 
were  turned  over  to  Mr.  Warren,  which  was 
prior  to  the  attachment  levy.  While  this  note 
was  not  due,  by  its  terms,  for  nearly  four 
months  thereafter,  Mrs.  Trumbo  sold  certain 
real  estate  in  St  Mary's  belonging  to  her 
soon  after  the  purchase  of  the  stock  of  goodt, 
and,  for  aught  that  appears  in  the  recorJ, 
she  may  have  discounted  this  note  even  be- 
fore the  attachment  suit  was  commenced; 
and  the  plaintiff  in  error  cannot  now  be 
heard  to  complain  of  the  ruling  of  the  court 
In  this  instance,  as  no  attempt  was  made 
,  upon  his  part  to  ascertain  whether  or  not 
this  note  was  paid  prior  to  the  date  of  the 
attachment  levy,  or  prior  to  the  time  Mrs. 
Trumbo  first  learned  of  the  fraud  attempted  to 
be  perpetrated  by  Olson  &  Ullerick  upon  their 
creditors.  If  any  such  intention  existed. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  record  and 
the  evidence  submitted  at  the  trial,  together 
with  the  instructions  given  and  those  refused, 
I  and  we  cannot  say  that  any  prejudicial  error 
was  committed  by  the  trial  court  There  was 
some  proper  evidence  submitted  at  the  trial 
tending  to  prove  every  material  fact  neces- 
I  sary  to  be  found  by  the  jury  to  authorize  the 
verdict  that  was  returned,  and,  the  questions 
having  been  passed  upon  by  the  jury,  and  its 
findings  approved  by  the  trial  court  this 
court  cannot  disturb  the  judgment.  As  was 
said  in  Weil  v.  Eckard,  87  Kan.  700,  16  Pae. 
022:  "We  mnst  hold,  in  accordance  with 
established  principles  and  repeated  decisions, 
tbat  the  general  finding  and  Judgment  include 
every  material  fact  necessary  to  sustain 
such  judgment;"  and  that  in  legal  contem- 
plation tbere  is  a  finding  by  the  jury  that  the 
sale  of  the  property  in  question  was  made 
in  good  faith  upon  a  sufficient  consideration, 
and  that  Mrs.  Trumbo  was  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser thereof,  and  entitled  to  Its  possession. 
The  Judgment  must  be  afllrmed. 

GILKESON.  P.  J.,  concurs.  GARTER,  J., 
not  sitting  in  the  case,  having  been  of  counsel 
In  the  court  below. 


(1  Kan.A.  U7) 

HEASTON  T.  MILLER. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, K  D.    Sept  18,  1895.) 

APPSAL — BDPFIOIESOT  op  TRANSCniPT. 

When  the  record  bronpht  up  for  a  review 
of  the  rulinRS  of  tlie  district  court  is  hnsed  upon 
the  transcript,  it  is  essential  that  it  shall  con- 


tain all  the  proceedings  of  the  case,  as  shown 
by  the  record  of  the  court  below,  and  that  it  is 
a  complete  transcript  must  appear  from  the  cer- 
tificate of  the  clerk. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Doniphan  coun- 
ty;  R.  C.  Bassett,  Judge. 

ActiiMi  by  Benjamin  F.  Heaston,  adminis- 
trator of  the  estate  of  Jacob  Heaston,  de- 
ceased, against  Jacob  Miller,  individnally 
and  as  guardian  of  Elizabeth  Miller  and  Ja- 
cob G.  Heaston.  To  the  Judgment  rendered, 
plalntUt  brings  error.    Dismissed. 

Albert  Perry,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  S.  h. 
Ryan,  for  defendant  In  error. 

GILKESON,  P.  J.  This  proceeding  was 
brought  to  review  the  Judgment  of  the  dis- 
trict court  of  Doniphan  county  on  proceed- 
ings in  error  In  that  court  to  review  a  Judg- 
ment of  the  probate  court  of  said  county. 
The  right  to  review  is  challenged  upon  the 
ground  that  the  record  Is  insufficient  The 
petition  in  error  is  founded  upon  a  tran- 
script, and  the  clerk,  in  his  certificate  there- 
to, certifies  "that  the  within  and  foregoing 
Is  a  true  copy  of  the  case  of  Benjamin  F. 
Heaston,  Administrator  of  the  Estate  of 
Jacob  Heaston,  vs.  Jacob  Miller  and  Jacob 
Miller,  Guardian  of  Elizabeth  Miller  and  Ja- 
cob G.  Heaston,  as  the  same  appears  of  rec- 
ord in  this  court."  The  certificate  fails  to 
show  that  the  record  contains  a  complete 
transcript  of  the  proceedings  in  the  case, 
and,  as  a  matter  of  fact  an  Inspection  of 
the  record  discloses  that  all  the  procee<llngs 
had  are  not  contained  in  the  transcript,  and 
there  Is  nothing  to  show  that  the  proceed- 
ings in  cither  court  (probate  or  district)  are 
full  and  complete.  Nothing  short  of  a  full 
transcript  of  all  the  proceedings  is  sufficient 
and  that  it  is  a  full  transcript  must  appear 
from  the  certificate  of  the  clerk.  Westbrook 
V.  Sehmaus,  51  Kan.  214,  32  Pac.  802.  And. 
from  our  examination  of  the  record,  we 
think  the  Judgment  of  the  court  below  is 
correct.  The  proceedings  will  be  dismissed. 
All  the  Judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan.A.  U9) 
FIRST  NAT.  BANK  OF  FRANKFORT  et  sL 
V.  FIRST  NAT.  BANK  OF 
WESTMORELAND. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment E.  D.    Sept  18,  1893.) 

Appeal  bt  Intebvenbkb — Review. 

Where,  in  an  action  brought  against  the 
three  makers  of  a  promissory  note,  and  against 
whom  a  personal  judgment  is  subsequently  ren- 
dered, certain  personal  property  belonging  to 
the  principal  deDtor  is  attached,  and  third  par- 
ties, who  claim  liens  on  the  attached  property 
by  virtue  of  certain  chattel  mortgages  thereon 
given  to  secure  the  payment  of  promissory 
notes  executed  hy  the  principal  debtor  and  one 
of  his  codefendau*s  to  such  third  parties,  upon 
leave  of  the  court  interplead  in  said  action,  and 
upon  the  trial  between  the  piaintifC  and  the 
interpleaders  the  attachment  u  sustained,  and 
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tbe  proceeda  of  the  attached  property  are  by  tiie 
court  ordered  to  be  applied  In  payment  of  the 
Jndsaent  rendered  In  the  action  in  faror  of  the 

Jilaintia  and  aKainat  all  of  the  defendants,  such 
Ddgment  cannot  be  reviewed  by  an  appellate 
court,  when  the  judgment  debtor  who  wag  not 
Uable  to  the  interpleadei«,  and  whose  rights  will 
necessarily  be  pr«udioed  by  a  roTersal  or  modi- 
fication of  tiie  judgment  complained  of,  is  not 
made  a  party  to  the  proceedings  in  error. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Pottawatomie 
county;  William  Thomson,  Judge. 

In  an  action  by  the  First  National  Bank  of 
Westmoreland  against  3.  D.  Landrnm  and 
others,  tbe  First  National  Bank  of  Frankfort 
and  another  Inteiyened.  From  the  Judgment 
rendered,  Interveners  bring  error.   Dismissed. 

W.  J.  Gregg  and  John  V.  Ooon,  for  plaln- 
tlffa  in  error.  R.  S.  Hick  and  B.  O.  Hatt(m, 
for  defendant  In  error. 

CLARK,  J.  On  Angnst  26,  1890,  fbe  de- 
fendant In  error  commenced  its  action  In  the 
district  court  of  Pottawatomie  county  against 
3.  D.  Landrum,  Mary  A.  Landnim,  and  James 
Osbom  upon  a  promissory  note  for  $1,790 
dated  December  11,  1889,  payable  three 
months  thereafter,  executed  by  the  defend- 
ants to  A.  B.  Pomeroy,  cashier  of  the  First 
National  Bank  of  Westmoreland,  and  In  said 
action  certain  property  belonging  to  the  de- 
fendants was  attached.  On  September  23, 
1890,  the  plaintiff  filed  Its  motion  for  an  order 
of  sale  of  said  personal  property  "because  of 
Its  perishable  nature,  because  of  its  being  live 
stock,  and  because  of  the  cost  of  keeping  It" 
On  September  26,  1890,  the  plaintiffs  In  error 
filed  their  separate  motions  In  said  cause  for 
leave  to  Interplead,  each  claiming  an  interest 
in  and  to  the  property  attached  by  virtue  of 
certain  chattel  mortgages  thereon,  which  mo- 
tions were  allowed  by  the  court  On  October 
1, 1890,  an  order  was  issued  for  the  sale  of  the 
property  attached,  and  said  property  was  sold 
thereunder,  the  proceeds  thereof  amoimtlng  to 
less  than  the  amount  of  tbe  plaintiffs  claim 
upon  which  suit  'was  brought  in  this  action. 
Tbe  First  National  Bank  of  Frankfort  filed  its 
mterplea,  and  therein  claimed  a  Hen  on  cer- 
tain of  the  property  attached  under  a  chattel 
mortgage  executed  by  the  defendant  J.  D. 
Landrnm  to  tbe  defendant  James  Osbom,  to 
secure  the  payment  of  a  note  of  $1,200,  and  al- 
leged that  said  note  had  been  assigned  to  It 
as  collateral  security  for  the  payment  of  a 
note  for  $1,643.28,  signed  by  J.  D.  Landrum 
and  James  Osbom,  and  prayed  judgment  In 
its  favor  against  the  defendant  J.  D.  Landrnm 
for  tbe  amount  due  on  said  collateral  note  and 
mortgage,  and  that  the  same  be  declared  a 
first  lien  on  said  property,  that  It  be  given 
possession  of  said  property,  or.  In  default 
thereof,  that  It  have  judgment  against  the 
plaintiff  for  Its  value,  which  was  alleged  to 
be  $522.  P.  P.  Thomas,  in  bis  Interplea, 
claimed  a  Hen  on  certain  of  the  personal  proi>- 
erty  attached  by  virtue  of  a  chattel  mortgage 
executed  by  J.  D.  Landram  to  the  defendant 
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James  Osbom  to  secure  the  payment  of  a  note 
due  the  latter  for  $2,100,  which  was  assigned 
to  P.  P.  Thomas  and  A.  B.  Pomeroy  as  collat- 
eral security  to  certain  notes  owned  by  Thom- 
as, amounting  to  $522.22  and  interest  thereon, 
against  J.  D.  Landrnm,  James  Osbom,  and 
one  C.  M.  Osbom,  and  one  note  owned  by  A. 
B.  Pomeroy,  cashier,  for  about  $1,750,  signed 
by  J.  D.  Landrum  and  James  Osbom,  and  al< 
leged  that,  by  tbe  terms  of  said  assignment, 
the  proceeds  of  the  sale  under  the  mortgage 
were  to  be  applied  to  the  payment  of  these 
notes  pro  rata;  and  Thomas  asked  Judgment 
against  J.  D.  Landram  and  James  Osbom  for 
the  amount  due  on  his  notes,  and  that  Bucb 
Judgment  be  declared  a  Hen  on  the  property 
covered  by  said  mortgage  which  was  taken  In 
attachment,  that  he  be  given  possession  of 
said  property,  or,  In  default  thereof,  that  be 
have  Judgment  against  tbe  plaintiff  for  its 
valne.  To  these  Interpleas  the  plaintiff  an- 
swered by  a  general  denial,  and  also  alleged 
that  the  debt  for  the  recovery  of  which  said 
action  was  brought  against  J.  D.  Landrum, 
Mary  A.  Landrum,  and  James  Osbom  is  the 
same  debt  as  that  referred  to  In  the  assign- 
ment of  the  $2,100  note,  a  copy  of  which  was 
attached  to  the  interplea  filed  by  Thomas.  A 
trial  was  had  In  said  cause,  on  the  Issues 
Joined  between  the  interpleaders  and  the 
plaintiff,  by  the  court  without  a  jury. 

It  appears  from  the  record  that  the  court 
found  the  Issues  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and 
rendered  Judgment  In  Its  favor  and  against 
the  interpleaders  for  costs,  that  the  attach- 
ment was  sustained,  and  that,  as  between  tbO' 
Interpleaders  and  the  plaintiff,  the  chattd 
mortgages  created  no  lien  on  the  property  at* 
tached.  That  irortlon  of  the  Journal  entry  re- 
lating to  the  disposition  ot  the  proceeds  ct 
the  attached  property  reads  as  follows:  "And 
it  Is  further  ordered  tbat  the  proceeds  of  tbe 
sale  of  the  attached  property  herein,  sold  un- 
der the  former  order  of  this  court,  and  now  In 
possession  of  and  held  by  the  clerk  and  sher- 
iff of  this  court,  be  applied  on  the  Judgment 
of  this  plaintiff  herein  obtained  against  tbe 
defendants,  J.  D.  Landrum,  Mary  A.  Lan- 
drum, and  James  Osbom,  first  to  the  pay- 
ment of  the  costs  of  said  Judgment,  and  then 
that  the  balance  be  paid  over  to  this  plaintiff 
as  a  credit  on  its  said  Judgment,  and  that  the 
clerk  and  the  sheriff  are  directed  to  pay  over 
said  money  In  accordance  herewith,  to  which 
rulings,  orders,  and  decrees  of  the  court  the 
interpleaders  at  tbe  time  excepted  and  ex- 
cept." The  plaintiffs  in  error  complain  of  this 
Judgment  and  seek  a  reversal  thereof.  The 
defendant  In  error  Insists  that  there  Is  a  de- 
fect of  parties  defendant,  and  that  by  reason 
thereof  this  court  Is  precluded  from  reviewing 
said  Judgment  By  this  Judgment  the  pro- 
ceeds of  the  sale  of  the  property  In  controver- 
sy were  ordered  to  be  applied  to  the  payment 
of  a  Judgment  rendered  against  Mary  A.  Lan- 
drnm and  others.  Mary  A.  Landrum  Is  not 
liable  upon  any  note  held  by  either  of  the  In- 
terpleaders, and  It  is  to  her  Interest  that  the 
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Judgment  of  the  court  belov  ahonld  not  be 
disturbed.  The  proceeds  of  tbe  sale  of  the  at- 
tached property  were  Ingnfflcient  to  satisfy 
the  plaintiffs'  claim.  If  the  Judgment  com- 
plained of  by  the  plaintiffs  In  error  wore  re- 
versed or  modified,  the  liability  of  the  defend- 
ant Mary  A.  Landrum  to  the  defendant  in  er- 
ror would  be  correspondingly  increased.  Any 
modification  of  said  Judgment  which  would  In 
any  manner  subject  the  attached  property  to 
the  payment  of  the  claims  of  plaintiffs  in  er- 
ror, would  be  prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  Mrs. 
Landrum,  and  as  she  is  not  made  a  party  to 
this  proceeding  in  this  court,  a  review  of  tbe 
Judgment  of  the  trial  court  cannot  be  had, 
'and  tbe  petition  In  error  must  be  dismissed. 


iX  Kan.  A.  m) 

ABBET  T.  Mcpherson. 

<Coart  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, E.  D.    Sept.  18,  1896.) 

CONBTHOOTION  OF  DlBD— BOUKDARIia. 

1.  In  constrning  a  conreyance  of  real  es- 
tate containing  repugnant  calls,  for  the  parpoae 
of  determining  the  location  of  the  land  granted, 
the  descriptlTe  courses  will  be  varied  to  malce 
them  conform  to  the  mouumentB  fixed  by  the 
terms  of  the  conveyance  as  boundary  or  loca- 
tive calls. 

2.  Where  the  sonthem  boundary  of  land 
conveyed  is  described  in  the  instrument  of  con- 
veyance as  beginning  at  a  certain  point  therein 
named,  and  running  "thence  east  to  the  south- 
west comer  of  the  land  of  C.  on  said  quarter 
section,"  the  southwest  comer  of  the  land  of 
O.  becomes  a  monnment  of  description,  and,  if 
its  location  is  definitely  ascertained,  the  south- 
em  bonndary  of  the  land  conveyed  would  be 
Indicated  by  a  straight  line  running  from  the 
point  named  to  the  southwest  corner  of  the  land 
of  O.,  notwithstanding  the  line  would  run  in 
a  southeasterly  direction,  and  the  quantity  of 
land  conveyed  would  be  about  35  acres,  instead 
of  "30  acres,  more  or  less,"  as  given  in  the  in- 
strument of  conveyance. 

(Syllabns  by  the  Conrt.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Doniphan  coun- 
ty;   R.  0.  Bassett,  Judge. 

Action  of  ejectment  by  Robert  McPherson 
against  Elmer  Abbey.  Plaintiff  had  Judg- 
ment, and  defendant  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Albert  Perry,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  S.  L. 
Ryan,  for  defendant  in  error. 

CLARK,  J.  The  record  in  this  case  dis- 
closes that  one  Nelson  Abbey  formerly  owned 
all  of  tbe  northwest  quarter  of  section  3S, 
township  S,  range  22,  in  Doniphan  county; 
that  In  March,  1859,  he  conveyed  to  one 
James  Abbey  10  acres  off  the  west  side  of  the 
northwest  quarter  of  said  quarter  section, 
the  same  being  a  strip  of  land  20  rods  wide 
east  and  west  and  80  rods  long  north  and 
south;  that  on  December  12,  1873,  be  con- 
veyed to  Henry  Hughs  a  tract  of  land  ad- 
Joining  the  tract  last  described,  bounded  as 
follows:  "Beginning  at  the  northeast  comer 
of  the  James  Abbey  tract,  running  thence 
east  twenty  rods,  thence  south  eighty  toda, 
thence  west  twenty  rods,  thence  north  eighty 
rods,  to  the  place  of  beginning;   containing 


ten  acna,  mon  or  teas."  On  Jannsry  4  VSn, 
he  conveyed  to  Michael  Conley  part  of  said 
quarter  section,  containing  twenty  aerea 
bounded  as  follows:  "Beginning  at  the  north- 
east comer  of  said  quarter  section,  mnnlng 
thence  west  forty  rods,  tbence  south  eighty 
rods,  thence  east  for^  rods,  thence  north 
eighty  rods,  'o  the  place  of  beginning."  On 
September  7,  1871,  be  conveyed  to  tbe  said 
Michael  Conley  an  L-sbaped  tract  of  the  same 
quaiter  section,  bounded  as  follows:  "Begin- 
ning forty  rods  west  of  the  northeast  cor- 
ner of  said  quarter  section,  mnning  west 
twenty  rods,  thence  south  one  hundred  alx 
and  two-thirds  rods,  thence  east  sixty  rods, 
thence  north  twenty-six  and  two-thirds, 
thence  west  forty  rods,  thence  north  eighty 
rods,  to  the  place  of  beginning."  Nelson  Ab- 
bey died  testate,  and  bis  will  was  duly  ad- 
mitted to  probate  on  the  Sd  day  of  July, 
1875,  and  his  widow  duly  elected  to  take  un- 
der the  wilL  By  tbe  terms  of  his  wHI  his 
executors  were  empowered  and  directed  to 
sell  and  convey  a  portion  of  said  quarter 
section,  and  to  pay  the  proceeds  of  such  sale 
to  his  wife,  Emellne  Abbey.  The  land  so 
ordered  sold  was  described  in  the  wHI  as  fol- 
lows: "Beginning  at  tbe  north  line  of  said 
quarter  section,  s.t  the  northeast  comer  of  the 
land  of  Henry  Hughs  in  said  quarter  sec- 
tion of  land,  running  thence  south  to  the 
southeast  comer  of  the  land  belonging  to 
said  Hughs,  thence  east  to  the  southwest 
comer  of  the  land  of  Michael  Conley  on 
said  quarter  section,  thence  north  with  said 
Gonley's  land  to  the  north  line  of  said  quar- 
ter section  of  land,  tbence  west  on  the  said 
line  to  the  place  of  beginning."  He  de- 
vised to  his  wife  a  life  estate  in  all  the  re- 
mainder of  bis  propoty,  both  real  and  per- 
sonal, making  his  son  Volney  Abbey  hla  sole 
residuary  legatee.  At  his  death  Nelson  Ab- 
bey owned  all  of  the  northeast  quarter  of 
said  section  35,  except  the  portions  which  be 
had  conveyed  to  James  Abbey,  Michael  Con- 
ley, and  Henry  Hughs,  as  above  described. 
Emellne  Abbey  died  testate,  and  on  Decem- 
ber 11,  1883,  Alvin  Healy  was  duly  qualified 
as  administrator  of  her  estate^  and  under  an 
order  of  the  probate  court  he  sold  to  tbe  de- 
fendant In  error,  for  tbe  sum  of  (380  cash, 
after  it  had  been  duly  appraised  at  $12  pa- 
acre,  the  real  estate  which  the  executors  ot 
Nelson  Abbey  were,  under  said  will,  empow- 
ered and  directed  to  sell  for  the  benefit  of 
Emellne  Abbey,  describing  the  same  aa  aet 
out  in  said  wilL  On  March  25,  1885,  for  a 
consideration  of  $100,  Volney  Abbey  convey- 
ed to  the  plaintiff  in  error,  by  deed,  a  part 
of  the  said  quarter  section,  under  tbe  follow- 
ing description:  "Beginning  at  the  sontheast 
comer  of  said  quarter  section  of  land,  mn- 
nlng thence  one  hundred  sizty  rods  west, 
thence  eighty  tods  north,  tbence  eaat  one 
hundred  rods,  thotce  south  twenty-six  and 
two-thirds  rods,  thence  east  sixty  rods,  thence 
south  fifty-three  and  one-third  rods,  to  flw 
place  ot  beginning;  containing  seremy  acres^ 
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more  or  leaa."  On  July  23, 1888,  the  defend- 
ant In  error  brought  suit  In  ejectment  against 
Elmer  Abbey,  the  plaintiff  In  error,  to  obtain 
poaaesslon  of  a  triangular  tract  of  land  lo- 
cated near  the  center  of  this  quarter  section, 
containing  about  five  acres,  which  may  be 
more  particularly  described  as  follows:  Be- 
ginning at  a  point  eighty  rods  south  of  the 
north  line  and  forty  rods  east  of  the  west 
line  of  said  quarter  section  (being  at  the 
southeast  corner  of  the  land  conveyed  to 
Henry  Hughs),  running  thence  east  sixty 
rods  (to  the  west  line  of  the  Conley  land), 
thence  south  twenty-six  and  two-thirds  rods 
(to  the  southwest  comer  of  the  Conley  land), 
thence  in  a  northwesterly  direction  to  the 
place  of  beginning,— and  the  question  raised 
is  as  to  the  interpretation  of  the  particular 
language  used  in  the  will  by  Nelson  Abbey, 
and  which  was  followed  In  the  description 
given  in  the  administrator's  deed  under 
which  the  defendant  in  error  claims  title.  As 
will  be  observed,  there  are  repugnant  calls 
In  the  will  and  the  administrator's  deed. 
There  Is  no  contention  as  to  the  location  of 
the  southeast  corner  of  the  Hughs  land.  The 
next  call  in  the  description  given  in  the  will 
und  administrator's  deed  is  "thence  east  to 
the  southwest  corner  of  the  land  of  Michael 
Conley  on  said  quarter  section  of  land."  The 
southwest  comer  of  Conley's  land  is  as  a 
matter  of  fact  26%  rods  south  of  a  point  di- 
rectly east  of  tile  southeast  corner  of  the 
Hughs  land;  and,  In  order  to  properly  lo- 
cate the  southern  boundary  of  the  land  de- 
vised to  the  widow,  either  the  direction  or 
the  point  of  location  given  In  this  call  must 
be  rejected.  The  testator  had,  as  before 
stated,  at  one  time,  owned  all  the  quarter 
section,  but  bad  at  various  times  sold  and 
conveyed  certain  portions  thereof,  all  of 
which  were  described  In  the  deeds  by  metes 
and  bounds;  and  It  is  presumed  that  he  knew 
the  location  and  lines  of  the  different  tracts 
conveyed  by  him  prior  to  the  execution  of  bis 
wilL  There  Is  nothing  in  the  findings  of 
tact  to  Indicate  whether  the  land  of  Michael 
Conley  had  been  surveyed  or  fenced,  or 
whether  any  artificial  monuments  had  been 
placed  at  the  southwest  comer  thereof,  but 
the  exact  location  of  the  southwest  comer 
of  his  land  was  easy  of  ascertainment.  It  is 
contended  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  that  the 
testator  had  in  mind  the  southwest  comer  of 
the  tract  first  conveyed  to  Conley,  which  Is  di- 
rectly east  of  the  southeast  comer  of  the 
Hughs  land,  btit  be  overloolied  the  t&ct  that 
this  corner  was  east  of  the  west  line  of  the 
last  tract  conveyed  to  Conley;  that  such  an 
error  would  more  likely  occur  than  that  he 
Inteatlonally  ran  the  line  In  a  southeasterly 
direction;  while  the  defendant  in  error  claims 
that,  the  corners  of  the  several  tracts  previ- 
ously conveyed  being  fixed  by  distance  from 
each  given  point,  it  must  be  presumed  that 
the  testator  was  perfectly  acquainted  with  the 
location  of  this  comer,  and  had  it  in  mind 
tai    describing  the  tract  devised  to  Bmeline 


Abbey,  and  that  It  mnst  be  presumed  that 
the  error  In  the  description  was  made  either 
by  omitting  the  word  "south"  as  qualifying 
the  word  "east,"  or  that  the  word  "east"  was 
inadvertently  inserted  in  the  description,  and 
that  it  was  intended  that  the  line  should  run 
from  the  southeast  corner  of  the  Hughs  land 
to  the  southwest  corner  of  the  Conley  land,  in 
which  case  it  would  be  presumed  that  a 
straight  line  was  Intended  between  those  two 
points.  The  general  rule  Is  that  in  the  con- 
struction of  conveyances  of  real  estate  both 
course  and  quantity  must  give  way  to  natural 
or  artificial  monuments  or  objects,  and  courses 
must  be  varied  so  as  to  conform  to  the  natural 
or  ascertained  objects  or  bounds  called  for  by 
the  conveyance;  and  this  is  true  notwithstand- 
ing, the  quantity  of  the  land  included  in  the 
description  may  be  either  greater  or  less 
than  that  named  in  the  instrument  of  convey- 
ance; and  before  course,  distance,  or  qtian- 
tlty  la  permitted  to  determine  the  bound- 
aries of  land  where  there  are  repugnant  calls, 
every  means  of  fixing  the  location  of  the 
monuments  must  be  resorted  to.  The  south- 
west comer  of  Conley's  land  being  certain, 
definite,  and  fixed,  that  corner  will  control 
over  the  course  and  quantity  Indicated  In  the 
will  and  deed.  That,  where  land  is  described 
by  another's  land,  the  latter  becomes  a  monu- 
ment of  description,  and  the  true  line  there- 
of will  control  the  courses  and  quantity  given 
in  the  deed.  See  Tied.  Real  Prop.  I  839;  Park 
▼.  Pratt,  88  Vt  652;  Colton  v.  Seavey,  22 
Cal.  497;  Howe  v.  Bass,  2  Mass.  380;  Bailey 
T.  White,  41  N.  H.  33T;  Pemam  v.  vVead,  (? 
Mass.  131;  Wendall  v.  Jackson,  8  Wena. 
183;  8  Washb.  Real  Prop.  (5th  Ed.)  p.  428; 
Edson  T.  Knox  (Wash.)  36  Pac.  698;  Haynes 
V.  Young,  36  Me.  557;  Sayers  v.  City  of  Ly- 
ons, 10  Iowa,  249.  In  the  latter  case  It  was 
held  that:  "In  the  construction  of  a  grant 
for  the  purpose  of  determining  the  location 
of  the  land,  granted  courses  and  distances 
will  be  varied,  when  necessary,  to  make 
them  conform  to  natural  or  artificial  monu- 
ments or  objects  fixed  by  the  terms  of  the 
grant  as  boundary  or  locative  calla  When 
one  call  of  a  grant  was  the  comer  of  a  lot 
In  an  Incorporated  town,  and  anoth^  the 
low-water  line  of  a  navigable  stream,  it  was 
held  that  both  must  be  adhered  to  In  deter- 
mining the  location  of  the  land  granted,  even 
when  they  do  not  correspond  with  the 
courses,  distances,  and  quantity  named  In 
the  description."  In  Pemam  r.  Wead,  mi- 
pra,  it  la  held  that  where  the  boundaries  of 
land  tM  mentioned  in  a  conveyance  are  fixed, 
known,  and  unquestionable  monuments,  al- 
thongb  neither  the  courses  nor  distances  nor 
the  computed  contents  as  described  In  th« 
conveyance  correspond  therewith,  the  monu- 
ments will  govern.  In  that  case  the  bounda- 
ries of  two  sides  were  described  as  the  lands 
of  other  individuals  named  in  the  deed.  The 
court  held  that  the  boundary  lines  of  these 
lands  were  fixed  monuments.  In  this  cas9 
the  court  below  held  that  the  proper  construe- 
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tton  to  give  to  the  clause  In  the  will  and 
deed  under  consideration  Is  that  the  south 
line  of  the  real  estate  devised  to  the  widow 
was  Intended  to  run  from  the  southeast  cor- 
ner of  the  Hughs  land  In  a  southeasterly 
direction  to  the  southwest  comer  of  the  Con- 
ley  land,  so  as  to  include  the  triangular  tract 
which  Is  the  subject  of  this  controversy,  and 
rendered  judgment  In  favor  of  the  defend- 
ant In  error;  and  this  court  Is  of  the  opin- 
ion that  the  construction  so  placed  upon  said 
Instrument  Is  the  correct  one,  and  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  court  below  is  affirmed. 


(1  Kan.A.  124) 

STATE  T,  CONLEY. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kanaas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, E.  D.    Sept  IS,  1895.) 

iNTOZin^TINO  Ll<)0OBS— CHIMIiiAL  PROSECUTION— 
CONTINUANCK  —  ImsTKL'CTIONS. 

1.  An  application  for  a  continuance  upon 
the  FTOund  of  an  absent  witness  should,  upon 
a  good  cause  show-n,  be  Iieard  at  any  stage  of  a 
proceeding;  and,  if  sufficient,  a  continuance 
should  be  granted,  unless  the  adverse  party  will 
conHent  that  the  facts  alleged  therein  may  be 
read  and  treated  as  the  deposition  of  the  ab- 
sent witness. 

2.  Where  an  information  charges  the  de- 
fendant, in  fteneral  terms,  with  havmg  sold  in- 
toxicating liqnors  contrary  to  the  prohibitory 
law,  and  the  information  further  alleges  that 
the  defendant  had  a  permit  issued  by  the  prop- 
er county,  and  said  information  is  attacked  at 
the  proper  time  by  motion,  held,  that  such  in- 
formation is  insufficient 

3.  Instructions  in  a  ciiminal  prosecation 
should  run  to  the  facta  that  are  in  evidence,  and 
to  all  probable  interpretations  of  them,  but  not 
to  questions  which  are  not  in  fact  presented  by 
the  evidence.  And  where  the  information  filed 
alleges  that  the  defendant  bad  a  permit,  and 
charges  him  with  selling  intoxicating  Uquor 
under  a  permit,  and  does  not  allege  that  the  per- 
mit 80  granted  to  and  held  by  him  is  illegal  or 
invalid,  nor  in  any  manner  attack  said  permit, 
an  instruction  which  conveys  to  the  jury  the  im- 
pression that  they  may  find  the  defendant  guilty 
of  any  sale,  regardless  of  the  existence  of  the 
permit,  is  erroneous. 

4.  The  evidence  in  this  case  examined,  and 
held  to  be  insufficient  to  support  the  verdict 
aeainst  the  defendant  Conley. 

(Syllabus  by  tne  Court.) 

Error  to  district  court,  Wyandotte  county; 
Alden,  Judge. 

J.  B.  Couley,  having  been  convicted  of  sell- 
ing intoxicating  llQUors  unlawfully,  brings  er- 
ror.   Keversed. 

S.  C.  Miller,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  Caskadon 
&  Johnson  and  John  A.  Uale,  for  defendant 
in  error. 

GILKESOX,  P.  J.  This  was  a  criminal 
prosecution  under  the  prohibition  law.  The 
Information  was  filed  In  the  court  of  common 
pleas  of  Wyandotte  county  on  the  8th  day  of 
August,  1892,  attempting  to  charge  the  de- 
fendants J.  R.  Conley  and  W.  O.  Goodwell, 
jointly,  m  six  seiwrate  counts,  with  six  sepa- 
rate violations  of  said  law.  The  offense  was 
charged  as  having  been  committed  on  the 
day  of  July,  A.  D.  1882.    The  Informa- 


tion was  sworn  to  positively  by  M.  A.  Spang- 
ler,  as  a  private  citizen,  and  verified  by  the 
Information  and  belief  of  W.  3.  Morse,  as  dep- 
uty county  attorney,  of  said  county.  The  ver- 
ification shows  that  the  county  attorney  was 
at  the  time  absent  from  the  state.  The  de- ; 
fendant  J.  R.  Conley  made  several  mottons, 
among  which  were  motions  for  a  cootinn- 
ance,  to  quash  the  information.  In  arrest  of 
judgment,  and  also  objected  to  the  Introduc- 
tion of  any  testimony  under  each  and  every 
count  of  the  information.  All  of  said  mo- 
tions and  the  objection  were  overruled  by  the 
court,  which  rulings  were  excepted  to  by  the 
defendant.  The  record  does  not  show  that 
the  defendant  Conley  was  ever  ordered  to 
plead,  or  refused  to  plead.  A  trial  was  bad 
before  a  court  and  jury,  as  to  defendant  Con- 
ley. What  became  of  defendant  Goodwell, 
after  his  arrest,  the  record  does  not  show. 
Nor  does  It  show  that  he  was  ever  present 
during  the  trial,  or  that  a  separate  trial  was 
demanded  by  defendants  and  allowed  by  the 
court.  After  the  testimony  was  introduced 
the  state  elected  to  rely  for  a  conviction  upon 
the  first  cotmt,  viz.  "Maintaining  a  nuisance 
by  defendants,  as  charged,"  and  upon  the 
second,  "The  sale  of  beer  to  R.  E.  Gilbert  In 
July,  1802."  The  jury  found  tioth  defendants 
guilty  upon  the  said  first  and  second  counts, 
and  not  guilty  as  to  the  other  four  counts, 
of  the  Information.  Defendant  Conley  moved 
for  a  new  trial  ui>on  various  grounds,  which 
motion  was  overruled  by  the  court,  and  de- 
fendant excited.  On  the  27th  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 1895  (over  two  years  after  the  verdict 
was  returned),  the  court  sentenced  the  de- 
fendant Conley  "to  c(Hifinement  In  the  county 
Jail  for  ninety  (90)  days,  and  pay  a  fine  of  five 
hundred  dollars  and  costs  of  prosecution,  and 
stand  committed  nntil  such  fine  and  costs 
were  paid,  and  that  he  be  sentenced  upon  the 
second  count  In  said  information,  of  which  he 
was  found  guilty,  to  confinement  in  the  coun- 
ty jail  for  the  term  of  sixty  (CO)  days,  and 
that  he  pay  a  fine  of  $200  and  costs  of  prose- 
cution." To  which  sentence  and  Judgment 
the  defendant  excepted,  and  now  appeals  to 
this  court.  There  are  numerous  errors,  but 
we  will  only  refer  to  the  more  Important. 

We  think  the  application  for  time  to  com- 
plete the  motion  for  continuance  should  have 
been  granted,  and  when  so  completed  the  de- 
fendant should  have  been  allowed  to  present 
It  to  the  court;  and  the  refusal  to  allow  him 
to  present  the  same  was  unreasonable,  unjust 
and  contrary  to  the  liberal  spirit  of  our  Code, 
which  provides  that  (paragraph  4411)  "^e 
court  may  for  good  cause  shown  continue  an 
action  under  any  stage  of  the  proceedings." 

Tlie  next  error  complained  of  which  we  will 
notice  is  the  overruling  of  defendant's  mo- 
tion "to  make  the  information  more  definite 
and  certain,  so  that  he  may  be  advised  of 
the  nature  of  the  charge  against  him."  Both 
counts  of  the  Information  relied  upon  by  the 
state  for  conviction  are  drawn  In  general 
terms,  are  defective  and  Indefinite,  and  do  not 
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state  the  i)artici]lar  kind  of  offense  for  -which 
the  defendant  -was  tried.  The  information 
charges  in  both  counts  that  the  defendant  bad 
a  permit,  and  In  the  first  count  charges  gen- 
erally that  the  defendant,  then  and  there,  at 
the  time  and  place  specified,  unlawfully  did 
keep  and  maintain  the  place  where  Intoxicat- 
ing liquors  were,  and  have  been,  and  still  are 
continuing  to  be  sold,  bartered,  and  given 
away  In  violation  of  an  act  of  the  legislature 
of  the  state  of  Kansas  entitled  "An  act  re- 
lating to  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors,"  ap- 
proved March  5,  1887,  to  the  common  nui- 
sance of  the  citizens  and  people  of  the  state 
of  Kansaa.  The  sufficiency  of  this  first  count 
was  challenged  by  motion,  and  also  by  objec- 
tion to  the  introduction  of  any  testimony 
thereunder,  as  weU  as  by  motion  in  arrest  of 
Judgment.  This  Is  a  general  charge.  In  what 
particular  the  sales  were  unlawful,  is  not 
pointed  out  by  the  information.  Under  our 
statutes  an  offense  may  be  committed  through 
the  sale  of  liquor  in  various  ways,  and  so  a 
place  may  become  a  nuisance,  under  our  stat- 
utes, by  sales  of  liquors  therein  In  various 
ways  and  different  manners.  A  druggist, 
having  a  permit,  who  sliall  sell  otherwise 
than  in  the  manner  and  for  the  purpose  men-, 
tloned  In  the  act,— who  may  sell  to  minors, 
or  to  a  person  In  the  habit  of  becoming  intox- 
icated,— may  be  guilty  of  an  offense,  and,  by 
continuing  so  to  do,  his  place  of  business  may 
become  a  nuisance.  While  many  of  the  strict 
rules  which  formerly  obtained  In  criminal  pro- 
ceedings have  been  done  away  with,  sec- 
tion 103  of  the  Code  of  Criminal  Procedure 
still  requires  that  the  information  must  con- 
tain "a  statement  of  the  facts  constituting  the 
offense  in  plain  and  concise  language  without 
repetition."  State  v.  Burkett,  51  Kan.  175.  32 
Pac.  025.  The  second  count  is  quite  as  Indef- 
inite, charging,  in  a  general  way,  that  these 
Itarties  "sold  and  bartered  for  other  than 
mechanical,  medicinal,  and  scientific  purposes, 
contrary  to  the  statutes."  In  what  particular 
did  they  sell  for  other  than  the  excepted  pur- 
poses, or  to  whom  they  sold  contrary  to  the 
statutes,  is  not  pointed  out.  Did  they  sell 
without  being  registered  pharmacists,  without 
an  affidavit  in  the  proper  form?  Did  they 
make  more  than  one  sale  or  delivery  on  any 
one  affidavit,  or  in  any  other  manner  which 
makes  sales  illegal  under  the  statutes?  Nei- 
ther of  these  counts  contains  such  a  state- 
ment. In  the  case  of  State  v.  Batner,  4A 
Kan.  429,  24  Pac.  933,  where  it  was  admitted 
that  the  defendant  was  a  duly-registered 
pharmacist,  holding  a  legal  permit  to  sell  In- 
toxicating liquors,  no  objection  was  raised  to 
the  form  of  the  Information  until  after  the 
verdict,  when  it  was  challenged  by  motion  in 
arrest  of  Judgment.  Mr.  Justice  Johnson,  In 
speaking  for  the  court,  says:  "If  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  had  been  called  to  the  in- 
dcfiniteness  of  the  charge,  it  probably,  and 
properly,  would  have  required  the  state  to 
describe  the  offense  with  greater  particulari- 
ty.   The  fact  that  a  charge  in  an  information 


is  stated  In  general  terms  will  not  be  held 
bad  after  verdict  and  Judgment,  although  it 
might  have  been  held  Insufficient  on  a  de- 
murrer, or  motion  to  quash."  As  has  been 
said  by  Justice  Allen  in  State  v.  Burkett,  51 
Kan.  175,  32  Pac  025:  "While  we  have  no 
disposition  to  destroy  the  force  of  the  statute 
by  nice  technicalities,  we  are  constrained  to 
declare  that  the  defendant  who  challenges 
the  sufficiency  of  an  Information  filed  against 
him  in  due  time  Is  entitled  to  know  the  pre- 
cise charge  that  is  made  against  him,  and 
to  know  in  what  particular  it  is  claimed  a 
sale  of  intoxicating  liquor  made  by  him  is 
illegal." 

The  other  error  complained  of  is  the  giving 
of  certain  instructions.  We  think  the  court  err- 
ed in  giving  paragraph  19  of  the  instructions, 
to  wit :  "If  you  find  from  the  ev  idence  that  there 
is  a  drug  store  kept  in  the  premises,  or  part  of 
them,  described  in  the  information,  and  such 
drug  store  is  owned  by  some  other  person  or 
persons  or  corporation  than  the  defendants,  or 
either  of  them,  then  I  say  to  you  a  druggist's 
permit  Issued  by  the  probate  Judge  of  Wyan- 
dotte county  to  any  person  other  than  the 
real  owner  of  such  drug  store  would  not  au- 
thorize any  sale  of  intoxicating  liquors  for 
any  purpose,  or  by  any  person.  A  druggist's 
permit  can  only  issue  lawfully  to  a  person 
actually  engaged  himself  in  the  business,  as 
druggist  on  his  own  behalf."  While  it  is 
true  that  a  permit  Issued  illegally  wotfid  not 
protect  the  party  selling  under  It,  yet,  before 
the  legality  or  illegality  of  a  permit  can  be 
questioned,  it  must  be  alleged.  But  in  the 
case  at  bar  no  such  averment  is  made.  On 
the  contrary,  the  state  lias  alleged  that  the 
defendants  had  a  permit,  and  no  question  is 
raised  in  the  information  as  to  its  regularity 
or  validity;  and  they  are  attempted  to  be 
charged  with  selling  liquors  as  druggists  hav- 
ing a  ijermit,  but  selling  contrary  to  the  law 
governing  sales  under  a  permit.  And  the  in- 
structions so  given  would  practically  say  to 
the  Jury  that  they  would  be  warranted  in 
finding  the  defendants  guilty  if  the  testimony 
should  show  that  any  sale  had  been  made, 
without  reference  to  the  manner  In  which  it 
was  made,  or  even  if  made  upon  an  applica- 
tion as  provided  by  statute. 

We  have  caiefully  examined  the  testimony 
in  this  case,  and  must  hold  that  the  verdict 
was  not  supported  by  sufficient  evidence.  In 
fact,  there  is  no  evidence  to  warrant  a  convic- 
tion of  the  defendant  Conley  upon  either  of 
the  counts  in  the  information.  It  is  true, 
there  is  some  evidence  of  sales  having  been 
made  at  the  place  described  on  the  23d  day  of 
July,  1S02,  but  whether  they  were  made  upon 
application  or  affidavit  is  not  shown.  They 
were  made  within  a  few  moments  of  each 
other,  and  these  are  the  only  sales  shown. 
There  is  no  evidence  that  Conley  ever  direct- 
ed or  ratified  or  had  any  Information  or 
knowledge  of  any  of  these  sales  having  been 
made,  or  that  the  party  making  them  was 
in  hla  employ  or  under  his  control,  or  that  ha 
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waB  either  owner  or  Joint  owner  of  the  place 
of  buslnem;  and  that  he  waa  not  present 
when  the  sales  were  made  la  undented. 

We  deem  It  unnecessary  to  consider  the 
ether  matters  brought  to  our  attention.  And 
for  the  reasons  herein  set  forth  the  Judgment 
will  be  reversed,  and  case  remanded  to  the 
court  of  common  pleas  of  Wyandotte  county, 
with  Instructions  to  sustain  the  motion  to 
quash,  and  that  further  proceedings  be  had 
In  this  case  In  accordance  with  the  views 
herein  expressed.     All  the  Judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan.  A.  7U) 

CARR  T.  HUFFMAN.* 
(Oonrt  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.    Oct.  1.  1895.) 
Ripuiyiii — ^Admission  bt  Fleadinob — EXBCunon 
— Tbiat,  bt  Coobt. 

1.  The  wrongful  detention  of  personal  prop- 
erty l8  the  gist  of  an  action  in  replevin. 

2.  A  party,  having  once  solemnly  admitted 
a  fact  fay  his  pleading,  is  estopped  from  after- 
wards denying  the  truth  of  such  admisslOD  by 
the  withdrawing  of  such  pleading. 

8.  When  an  officer  levies  on  property  under 
an  ezecntion,  it  is  a  aeimre  of  the  property,  a 
taking  the  possession  of  the  same,  and  It  ia 
then  under  the  dominion  of  snch  officer. 

4.  Where  a  cause  ia  tried  before  the  court, 
and  the  oonrt  makes  special  findings  of  facts, 
and  all  the  facts  found  by  the  court  are  in  favor 
of  the  plaintiff,  and,  when  taken  in  connection 
with  the  admitted  fact,  the  plaintifC  is  entitled 
to  recover,  it  is  error  for  the  court  to  overrule 
a  motion  for  judgment  for  the  plaintiff  on  the 
facta  as  found  by  the  court. 
(SyUabus  by  the  Court) 

Brror  from  district  court,  Hamilton  county; 
A.  J.  Abbott,  Judge. 

Action  by  Sallie  H.  Carr  against  A.  H. 
Huffman,  sherUF  of  Hamilton  county.  De- 
fendant bad  Judgment,  and  plaintiff  brings 
error.     Reversed. 

On  the  25th  of  Januaiy,  1888,  the  plaintiff, 
Sallle  H.  Carr,  filed  her  petition  with  the 
clerk  of  the  district  court  of  Hamilton  couo- 
ty  against  A.  H.  Huffman,  sheriff  of  said 
county.  In  which  she  alleges  am  her  cause  of 
action:  That  on  the  13th  day  of  January, 
1888,  she  was  the  owner  ot  the  following 
specific  personal  property:  "One  J.  &  C. 
Fischer  Piano,  J,  No.  68,547,  of  the  ralue  of 
$300."  That  said  defendant  wrongfully  to<A: 
said  propffty  from  said  plaintiff,  and  has 
ever  since  that  date  wrongfully  detained  said 
property  from  her,  and  so  wrongifuUy  detain- 
ed said  property  from  said  plaintiff,  to  her 
great  damage,  to  wit.  In  the  sum  of  $100. 
That  said  plaintiff  at  the  time  of  said  wrong- 
ful taking,  and  ever  since,  to  the  present  time, 
was  and  Is  the  owner  of  said  described  prop- 
erty, and  entitled  to  the  immediate  possession 
thereof,  and  that  said  property  was  then 
and  still  Is  of  the  value  ot  $300.  The  plain- 
tiff demands  Judgment  against  the  defendant 
for  the  sum  <^  $100  damagres  sustained  and 
for  the  wrongful  detention  of  the  property; 
also  demands  Judgment  against  defendant 
for  the  recovery  and  return  of  said  property, 
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and.  In  the  event  fliat  said  propoly  cannot 
be  returned,  then  a  Judgment  for  $300,  th« 
value  of  said  proper^,  and  cost  of  this  ac- 
tion. Plaintiff  also  at  the  time  filed  her 
affidavit  in  replevin;  also  her  bond,  which 
was  duly  approved  by  the  clerfc  of  said  coort. 
Summons  was  duly  Issued  In  said  case  and 
served  on  the  defendant,  and  also  an  order 
of  delivery  issued,  which  was  duly  returned 
into  court  with  a  redelivery  bond.  On  the 
24th  day  of  February,  1888,  the  defendant 
filed  his  answer  to  said  petition,  containing 
two  separate  counts.  Tbe  first  answer  is  a 
general  denial  of  each  and  every  allegatloo 
contained  In  the  petition,  except  those  alle- 
gations hereinafter  admitted;  second,  defend- 
ant, further  answering,  states  that  he  ia  the 
duly  elected  and  qualified  sheriff  of  Hamilton 
county,  state  of  Kansas,  and  has  been  such 
sheriff  ever  since  the  8th  day  of  January,  A 
D.  1888,  and  that  mi  the  12th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1888,  he  received  the  writ  of  execution 
Issued  to  him  out  of  the  district  court  of  said 
state  of  Kansas  In  and  for  said  county  of 
Hamilton,  27th  Judicial  district.  In  favor  of 
M.  F.  Stafford  against  Samuel  H.  Carr,  for 
the  sum  of  $200,  and  $5  as  costs  of  suit;  and 
■that,  by  virtue  of  said  writ  of  execution,  he 
levied  upon  the  piano  described  In  said  peti- 
tion as  the  property  of  Samuel  H.  Carr.  A 
copy  of  said  execution  is  attached  to  said 
answer,  marked  "Exhibit  A,"  and  made  a 
part  thereof.  This  answer  Is  duly  verified  by 
the  aflldavlt  of  said  defendant  aa  true.  On 
the  8th  day  of  August,  1888,  over  the  objec- 
tion of  the  plaintiff,  the  court  permitted  the 
defendant  to  withdraw  his  answer,  and  file 
a  motion  to  quash  the  order  of  delivery;  and 
the  motion  to  quash  was  by  the  court  sus- 
tained, and  the  plaintiff  duly  excepted,  and 
the  case  was  taken  to  the  supreme  court  of 
Kansas  on  said  exceptions,  and  the  ruling  of 
the  district  court  was  there  reversed.  Carr 
V.  Huffman,  47  Kan.  188,  27  Pac.  827,  in 
which  the  supreme  court  holds  that  "the  or- 
der of  delivery  cannot  be  set  aside  and  va- 
cated by  the  district  court  after  answer  for 
any  Informality  or  Irregularity  in  its  issue, 
or  because  praecipe  was  not  filed  by  the  par- 
ty desiring  It" 

After  the  case  was  taken  to  the  supreme 
court  on  the  exceptions  to  the  quashing  and 
setting  aside  of  the  order  of  delivery,  and 
before  the  case  was  heard  and  decided  In 
the  supreme  court,  the  defendant,  by  leave  of 
court,  filed  an  answer  to  the  petition  of  the 
plaintiff,  denying  each  and  every  allegation 
of  plaintlCfs  petition;  and,  while  the  caae 
was  still  pending  In  the  supreme  court,  the 
case  was  tried  before  the  court,  wltliont  a 
Jury.  The  court  made  findings  of  fact  In 
answer  to  questions  submitted  by  plaintiff, 
as  follows:  "(1)  Who  was  the  owner  at  tlia 
piano  described  In  the  petition,  o-i  .lanuan- 
13,  188ST  A.  The  plaintiff.  (9  What  ma 
the  value  of  said  piano  on  January  25. 188ST 
Also  snch  value  on  January  13,  1888?  A 
Three  hundred  and  seventy-fiva  dollars.   (Q 
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Did  the  defendant,  as  sheriff,  levy  on  satd 
piano  on  January  13,  1888,  as  tbe  plaintiff's 
property?  If  not  as  her  property,  If  leyled 
on,  then  how?  A.  As  the  property  of  Sam. 
H.  Carr.  (4)  Was  the  defendant  notified  be- 
fore he  so  levied  on  said  piano,  by  tbe  plain- 
tiff or  her  a^ent,  that  it  was  plaintiff's  prc^ 
erty,  and  defendant  then  warned  and  noti- 
fied not  so  to  levy?  A.  He  was  so  notified 
and  warned.  (5)  Did  the  defendant  put  np  a 
redelivery  bond  for  the  return  of  the  prop- 
erty in  this  case,  and.  If  so,  did  the  coroner 
return  the  piano  to  the  defendant?  Was  said 
piano  released  from  said  levy  of  execution 
and  returned  to  the  plaintiff?  A.  He  did,  but 
the  piano  was  never  actually  delivered  to 
the  defendant.  The  evidence  does  not  show 
that  the  piano  was  or  was  not  released  from 
the  levy.  (6)  What  was  the  rental  value  per 
month  of  said  piano?  A.  Ten  dollars.  (7) 
What  was  the  value  to  the  plaintiff  of  the 
contract  between  her  and  the  firm  from 
which  she  purchased  said  piano  up  to  Feb- 
ruary, 1886?  A.  It  had  no  value  as  a  meas- 
ure of  damages.  (8)  Was  a  demand  made 
upon  said  defendant  by  the  plaintiff,  her 
agent  or  attorney,  for  said  piano,  prior  to 
the  bringing  of  this  action?  A.  Yes."  As  a 
ninth  finding,  the  court  finds  as  follows:  "(9) 
The  court  also  finds  as  a  matter  of  fact  that 
the  defendant  never  took  tbe  piano  from  the 
possession  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  at  the 
commencement  of  this  action  tbe  plaintiff 
had  the  actual  possession  thereof."  The 
court  finds  as  conclusions  of  law:  "The  ac- 
tion of  replevin  cannot  be  maintained  be- 
cause there  was  not  at  the  commencement 
of  this  action  a  wrongful  detention."  The 
plaintiff  objected  to  the  ninth  finding  of  fact 
and  to  the  conclusions  of  law,  and  moved 
tbe  court  for  a  Judgment  in  her  favor  on 
the  s];>ecla]  findings  made  In  response  to  the 
questions  and  request  made  by  her,  which 
motion  was  overruled,  and  plaintiff  duly  ex- 
cepted thereto.  Motion  for  a  new  trial  was 
made  and  overruled,  and  exceptions  taken 
by  the  plaintiff.  Judgment  was  rendered 
against  her  for  costs  of  suit,  and  she  duly 
excepted,  and  filed  her  case  in  the  supreme 
court  for  review;  and  the  case  was  duly 
transferred,  by  order  of  the  supreme  court, 
to  this  court  for  its  determination. 

Milton  Brown,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  A.  J. 
Hoskinson,  for  defendant  In  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  staUng  the  facts). 
The  plaintiff  assigns  ten  separate  errors  for 
the  consideration  of  this  court.  The  first  and 
second  assignments  have  already  been  decid- 
ed by  the  supreme  court  in  the  case  of  Carr 
V.  Huffman,  47  Kan.  188,  27  Pac.  827,  and 
the  order  of  the  district  court  quashing  the 
writ  of  replevin  reversed,  and  it  is  unneces- 
sary for  our  consideration  at  this  time;  and 
the  view  that  we  take  of  the  whole  case 
makes  it  unnecessary  for  us  to  consider  the 
several  assignments  of  error  in  the  order  in 
which  they  occur. 


The  district  court  found  that,  at  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  In  replevin,  the 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  of  the  piano  In  c<m- 
troversy;  that  It  was  of  the  value  of  $375; 
that  on  the  13th  day  of  January,  1888,  the 
defendant  levied  on  the  piano  as  the  prop- 
erty of  Samuel  H.  Carr;  that,  before  be 
made  the  levy,  be  was  notified  that  it  was 
the  property  of  the  plaintiff,  and  warned  not 
to  levy  on  the  same;  that,  when  the  piano 
was  taken  on  the  order  of  delivery  in  tills  ac- 
tion, the  defendant  put  up  a  redelivery  bond. 
And  the  court  says  In  its  finding:  "But  this 
piano  was  never  actually  delivered  to  the 
defendant."  The  evidence  does  not  show 
that  the  piano  was  or  was  not  released  from 
the  levy;  that  demand  was  made  upon  the 
defendant  by  plaintiff  for  said  piano  prior  to 
bringing  said  action.  The  court  then  finds 
as  finding  No.  9:  "As  a  matter  of  fact,  the 
defendant  never  to<dc  the  piano  from  the  pos- 
session of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  at  the  com- 
mencement of  this  action  the  plaintiff  had 
the  actual  possession  thereof."  But  finding 
No.  0  is  without  evidence  to  support  it,  and  is 
In  direct  opposition  to  the  facts  admitted  by 
the  defendant  in  his  original  answer  filed  in 
this  action,  which  was  verified  by  him  as 
true.  The  plaintiff,  in  her  petition,  alleges 
the  ownership  of  the  property;  that  she  was 
entitled  to  the  immediate  possession  thereof; 
and  that  same  had  been  wrongfully  taken 
from  her  by  the  defendant;  and  that  he  then 
wrongfully  detained  tbe  same  from  her  pos- 
session. To  the  several  allegations  of  plain- 
tiff's petition,  the  defendant  entered  a  gen- 
eral denial  of  each,  except  those  that  were 
specifically  admitted.  The  defendant  admit- 
ted that  be  levied  an  execution  on  said  piano 
in  an  action  wherein  M.  F.  Stafford  was 
plaintiff  and  Samuel  H.  Carr  was  defendant, 
and  in  this  manner  sought  to  Justify  his  pos- 
session of  the  property;  and  then,  when  the 
order  of  delivery  was  served  in  this  case  and 
the  piano  taken  possession  of  by  the  coroner 
under  the  order,  the  defendant  had  a  rede- 
livery bond  made,  which  was  duly  approved 
by  the  coroner,  and  returned  with  the  order 
of  delivery.  The  defendant  Is  estopped  by 
bis  answer  and  redelivery  bond  from  denying 
his  possession  of  the  property.  Sponenbar- 
ger  V.  Lemert,  23  Kan.  33;  Haxtun  v.  Sizer, 
23  Kan.  218;  Wolf  v.  Hahn,  28  Kan.  420. 

The  defendant  In  his  answer  says  "that  he 
is  the  duly  elected  and  qualified  sheriff  of 
Hamilton  county,  state  of  Kansas,  and  has 
been  such  sheriff  ever  since  the  8th  day  of 
January,  1888;  that  on  the  12th  day  of  Jan- 
uary, 1888,  he  received  the  writ  of  execution 
issued  to  him,  •  •  ♦  in  favor  of  M.  F. 
Stafford  vs.  Sam.  H.  Carr  for  the  sum  of  $200. 
and  $5  as  cost  of  suit;  and  that,  by  virtue  of 
said  writ  of  execution,  he  levied  upon  the 
piano  described  in  said  petition  as  the  prop- 
erty of  Sam.  H.  Carr."  This  answer  was 
afterwards  withdrawn  by  leave  of  the  court, 
but  the  admission  made  by  the  answer  would 
have  the  same  effect  as  though  the  answer 
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was  8tni  a  part  of  the  pleadings  In  the  case. 
A  party,  having  once  solemnly  admitted  a 
fact  and  made  It  a  part  of  the  record  by  his 
pleading,  cannot  after  such  admission,  by 
merely  withdrawing  the  paper  containing  the 
admission  from  the  files  of  the  court,  deny 
such  admission,  but  is  estopped  thereby. 
When  the  defendant  levied  on  the  property, 
he  seized  it  and  took  It  into  custody  to  satisfy 
the  vn-lt  of  execution  he  then  held  against 
Samuel  H.  Carr.  Section  448,  c.  80,  Gen.  St. 
1889,  provides  "that  the  officer  to  whom  a 
writ  of  execution  Is  delivered  shall  proceed 
immediately  to  levy  the  same  upon  the  goods 
and  chattels  of  the  debtor.  •  ♦  •"  "To 
levy"  means  to  seize  property,  subject  It  to 
the  satisfaction  of  an  execution;  "to  levy  on 
goods  and  chattels,"  to  take  into  custody  or 
seize  specific  pr(q)erty  In  satisfaction  of  a 
writ.  Webster.  Bouvler  says:  "In  order  to 
make  a  valid  levy  on  personal  property,  the 
sherltr  must  have  it  within  his  power  and 
control." 

Under  the  findings  of  fact  by  the  court 
and  the  admitted  facts  by  the  defendant,  the 
court  should  have  rendered  a  Judgment  on 
the  motion  of  plaintiff  against  the  defendant 
for  a  recovery  of  the  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty, and.  If  a  return  thereof  could  not  have 
been  had.  Judgment  against  defendant  for 
$300,  the  value  of  said  piano  as  set  forth  In 
plaintiers  petition,  the  court  having  found 
as  a  fact  that  the  piano  was  of  the  actual 
value  of  $375,  and  for  costs  of  suit.  The  gist 
of  thei  action  in  replevin  is  the  wrongful  de- 
tention of  personal  property  of  another,  and 
the  court  having  found  that  the  plaintiff  was 
the  owner  of  the  property  at  the  commence- 
ment of  the  action,  and  defendant  having  de- 
nied ownership,  and  sought  to  Justify  his 
seizure  of  the  property  under  an  execution 
against  another  party,  who  had  no  proi)erty 
in  or  right  of  possession  In  the  piano,  ren- 
dered the  possession  of  the  defendant  wrong- 
ful. The  Judgment  of  the  district  court  is 
reversed,  and  the  court  directed  to  render 
judgment  against  defendant  for  a  recovery  of 
the  possession  of  the  piano  described  in  plain- 
tiff's petition,  and.  If  a  return  thereof  cannot 
be  had,  a  Judgment  against  the  defendant  for 
the  sum  of  $300,  with  0  per  cent  per  annum 
on  the  sum  of  $300  from  January  12,  1888, 
to  the  time  of  rendition  of  Judgment,— the 
value  thereof,— and  costa  of  suit.  All  the 
Judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan.A.  721) 

WILSON,  Sheriff,  v.  PANNE. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.    Oct.  1.  1895.) 

RBPI.BVIX  —  EVIDBMCB    OP    Ow.SEHSHlF  —  AORSJC- 

MENT  AS  TO  Damages. 
1.  It  is  generally  incompetent  to  prove  a 
complex  fact  by  a  mere  assertion  of  the  fact  it- 
self, when  snch  fact  is  the  principal  ground  of 
contention;  but,  when  all  the  simple,  primary, 
and  elementary  facta  necessary  to  establish  a 
complex  fact  are  proven,  it  is  immaterial  error 
to  admit  proof  of  said  complex  fact. 


2.  In  an  action  to  recover  the  possession  of 
wheat  taken  from  the  bin,  it  is  incompetent  to 
prove  ownership  of  the  land  on  which  the  bin 
is  located  or  the  wheat  was  raised,  to  establish 
the  ownership  of  the  wheat.  The  ownership  of 
the  wheat  in  controversy  could  not  be  estab- 
lished by  evidoice  as  to  who  owned  Ibe  land. 

3.  An  agreement  between  the  parties  to  the 
suit  as  to  the  amount  of  recovery  is  sufficient 
to  authorize  the  amendment  of  the  pleadings  to 
correspond  with  said  agreement  without  costs: 
and  a  judgment  for  said  amount  will  be  npheld 
without  such  amendment  having  in  fact  been 
made.    Mitchell  v.  Milboan.  11  Kan.  617. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court.  Barton  coanty; 
J.  H.  Bailey,  Judge. 

Action  of  replevin  by  Emma  Panne  against 
F.  D.  Wilson,  sheriff.  Plaintiff  bad  Judg- 
ment, and  defendant  brings  error.    Affirmed. 

Valentine,  Godard  &  Valentine  and  Dlf- 
fenbacher  &  Banta,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 
Hettinger  Bros.,  B.  O.  Cole,  and  J.  T.  Brad- 
ley, for  defendant  In  error. 

DENNISON,  J.  This  is  an  action  in  re- 
plevin, brought  by  Emma  Panne  against  F. 
D.  Wilson,  sheriff  of  Barton  county,  Kan., 
in  the  district  court  of  Barton  county,  to 
recover  jwRse-'sslon  of  500  bushels  of  wheat 
which  had  been  levied  upon  by  him  under  an 
execution  against  Henry  Slehrhoff.  The  Judg- 
ment was  for  the  plaintiff  below,  and  Wilson 
brings  the  case  here  for  review. 

The  real  question  at  Issue  In  this  case  is. 
was  the  wheat  the  property  of  Emma  Panne? 
The  first  error  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error  Is  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  strike 
out  the  answer  of  the  plaintiff  to  the  follow- 
ing question:  "Q.  State  whether  or  not  you 
know  who  is  the  owner  of  this  wheat  in  con- 
troversy. A.  Yes,  sir;  I  am  the  owner." 
The  last  part  of  this  answer  is  clearly  im- 
proper, and  not  responsive  to  the  question. 
However,  the  next  question  asked  the  wit- 
ness was:  "Q.  You  may  state  who  was  the 
owner  of  this  wheat  In  controversy  on  the 
day  it  was  taken  from  you.  A.  I  was."  No 
objection  was  made  to  this  question  or  an- 
swer; therefore,  no  ruling  was  made  or  ex- 
ception saved  thereto.  It  Is  generally  In- 
competent to  prove  a  complex  fact,  when 
snch  fact  is  the  principal  ground  of  conten- 
tion', by  a  simple  assertion  of  the  fact  Itself. 
Simpson  v.  Smith,  27  Kan.  565.  In  this  case, 
however,  Mrs.  Panne  Introduced  testimony 
tending  to  show  that  she  purchased  the  seed 
wheat,  hired  the  land  plowed  and  harrowed, 
and  the  wheat  sown,  harvested,  and  threshed; 
that  she  was  in  possession  of  the  land  upon 
which  the  wheat  was  raised  and  stored,  and 
was  In  possession  of  the  wheat.  This  stated 
all  the  simple,  primary,  and  elementary  facts 
necessary  to  be  shown  to  establish  the  own- 
ership of  the  wheat  In  the  plaintiff;  there- 
fore, whatever  error  may  have  been  commit- 
ted in  refusing  to  strike  out  said  answer  is 
Immaterial. 

The  second  error  complained  of  by  plaintiff 
In  error  Is  in  the  sustaining  of  the  objection 
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to  the  foUowInir  question,  asbed  by  the  de- 
fendant below  In  the  cross-examination  of 
the  plaintiff:  "Q.  What,  If  anything,  did  you 
pay  your  mother  for  the  land?"  This  was 
not  error.  The  issues  in  this  case  were  not 
made  to  try  the  title  to  the  land,  but  to  per- 
sonal property;  and  It  would  make  no  differ- 
ence in  this  case  whether  the  plaintiff  had 
ever  paid  anything  for  the  land  or  not  The 
ownei-ship  of  the  wheat  in  controversy  could 
not  be  established  by  evidence  as  to  who 
owned  the  land. 

The  third  and  sixth  assignments  of  error 
are  based  upon  the  assumption  that  Henry 
Mehrhoff  was  in  possession  of  the  land  and 
the  wheat.  There  is  nothing  In  the  pleadings 
or  the  evidence  to  bear  out  this  assertion; 
therefore,  there  was  no  error  committed  In 
the  rullikgs  complained  of. 

The  fourth  and  fifth  assignments  of  error 
are  based  upon  the  assumption  that  Ernest 
Panne,  the  husband  of  this  plaintiff,  was  the 
agent  In  and  about  all  the  business  of  Mrs. 
Panne.  The  uncontradicted  evidence  of  Mrs. 
Panne  is  to  the  effect  that  Mr.  Panne  was 
her  agent,  so  far  as  this  farm  and  wheat 
were  concerned,  only  in  hiring  and  paying 
the  threshers.  He  was  properly  permitted 
to  testify  about  these  two  mattei-s,  and  noth- 
ing else. 

The  seventh  and  eighth  assignments  of  er- 
ror are  based  upon  the  refusal  of  the  court  to 
allow  the  conversation  purporting  to  have 
been  bad  between  William  Mehrhoff  and 
Grant  Adams  at  the  time  said  Mehrhoff  was 
sowing  the  wheat,  in  wliich  William  Melir- 
hoff  said  the  wheat  belonged  to  him.  This 
plaintiff  contends  that  what  was  said  about 
the  wheat  was  part  of  the  res  gestee,  and, 
because  plaintiff  testified  that  William  Mehr- 
hoff was  her  agent  concerning  sowing  and 
raising  of  the  wheat,  that  his  declarations 
are  binding  upon  his  principal.  It  is  a  little 
dlfilcult  to  understand  wliat  transaction  the 
conversation  between  William  Mehrhoff  and 
Grant  Adams  was  a  part  of.  It  was  not  hod 
In  the  presence  of  either  of  the  parties  to 
this  suit.  If  William  Mehrhoff  was  hired  by 
plaintiff  to  put  in  and  harvest  said  wheat, 
and  acted  as  her  agent  concerning  the  same, 
It  is  difficult  to  understand  where  he  would 
obtain  his  authority  for  stating  that  the  wheat 
belonged  to  him.  Certainly,  no  authority  has 
been  shown  to  have  been  given  him  by  Mrs. 
Panne  to  make  any  such  statement.  The  evi- 
dence further  shows  that  William  Mehrhoff 
died  between  the  time  of  harvesting  said 
wheat  and  the  seizure  thereof  by  this  plaintiff 
In  error.  According  to  the  well-lcnown  rules 
which  govern  as  to  a  conversation  being  part 
of  the  res  gestae,  and  as  to  the  admission  of 
witnesses  to  testify  to  the  conversation  of 
a  deceased  person,  and  as  to  principal  and 
agent,  there  was  no  error  committed  in  refus- 
ing to  permit  said  Adams  to  testify  to  said 
conversation. 

The  ninth  assignment  of  error  is  upon  the 
sustaining  of  an  objection  to  the  following 


question  by  the  defendant  upon  the  croaa- 
examination  of  the  plaintiff:  "Q.  Did  you  at 
the  time  keep  a  bank  account?"  The  plain- 
tiff had  been  testifying  In  regard  to  various 
payments  of  money,  checks,  etc.,  to  one  of 
the  men  who  threshed  the  wheat.  There  was 
nothing  In  the  testimony  that  she  grave  her 
individual  check  for  any  amount,  and  It  was 
entirely  Immaterial  whether  she  kept  a  bank 
account  or  not. 

The  tenth  assignment  of  error  is  so  indefi- 
nite and  evidently  immaterial  that  we  will 
not  consider  It. 

The  eleventh  assignment  of  error  Is  based 
upon  the  amount  of  recovery.  The  plaintiff. 
In  her  petition,  claimed  only  500  bushels  of 
wheat;  the  verdict  and  the  Judgment  were 
for  504  bushels  and  10  pounds.  During  the 
progress  of  the  trial,  and  just  before  the 
plaintiff  rested  his  evldenco,  the  following 
statement  appears  in  the  record:  'Ut  is 
agreed  by  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  that 
the  value  of  the  wheat  is  56  cents  per 
bushel,  and  it  Is  also  agreed  that  there  were 
504  bushels  and  10  pounds  of  wheat."  In 
the  case  of  Mitchell  v.  Milhoan,  11  Kan.  617, 
the  supreme  court  says:  "It  is  true  that  the 
judgment  does  not  literally  follow  the  prayer 
of  the  petition,  but  we  think  It  substantially 
does.  The  variance  is  so  slight  that  the 
plaintiff  would  have  had  the  right  at  any 
time,  without  costs,  to  amend  the  prayer  of 
his  petition,  and  therefore  the  variance  was 
Immaterial.  Bailroad  Co.  T.  Caldwell,  8  Kan. ' 
244  The  judgment  was  for  a  small  amount 
more  than  claimed  In  the  petition,  but  it, 
was  for  the  amounts  agreed  upon  by  the  par- 
ties, to  wit,  $1,429.25  against  Mitchell,  and 
$125  against  Devenney  and  Green,  and  there- 
fore the  variance  was  Immaterial.  The  plain- 
tiff, however,  should  have  amended  bis  peti- 
tion so  as  to  claim  these  amounts."  This  de- 
cision Is  based  upon  correct  principles  of  law 
and  justice  and,  following  It,  we  hold  that 
there  was  no  material  variation  between  the 
allegations  in  the  pleadings  and  the  judg- 
ment. 

No  mtiterlal  error  having  been  committed 
during  the  trial  of  this  case,  the  judgment 
of  the  district  court  Is  affirmed. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.,  concurs.  COLE,  J.,  hav- 
ing been  of  counsel  In  the  court  below,  not 
sitting  in  the  case. 


(1  Kan.A.  73t) 
WESTERN  IRRIGATION  CO.  v.  STATTON. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment. W.  D.    Oct.  1,  1805.) 
Case  Made— Costbact— Waivbb. 
1.  A  statement  in  a  case  made,  that  It  "con- 
tains all  the  pleadings,  motions,  orders,  verdict, 
instruotions  given  by  the  court  (as  well  as  those 
refused),  and  findings,   and   the  judgment   ren- 
dered in  the  case.    *    •    *    The  plaintiff,  to  sus- 
tain the  issues  upon  his  part.  Introduced  tiic 
foiiowintr  testimony,   to   wit,"   ending  the  evi- 
dence with  the  statement,  "This  was  all  the  evi- 
dence given  on  the  trial  of  this  cause,"— is  a 
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statement  of  bo  much  of  the  proceedings  as  Is 
necessary  to  present  at  least  some  of  t)ie  errors 
complained  of  in  this  cause,  and  they  will  be 
conwdered. 

2.  Wherp  S.  contracts  with  the  W.  I.  Co. 
to  furnish  materials  and  labor  necessary  to 
build  a  dam  on  or  before  January  1,  1890,  and 
when,  on  March  3,  1890,  said  W.  I.  Co.  enters 
into  a  second  contract  with  said  S.  by  which 
he  ' :  to  do  additional  work  on  said  dam,  a  por- 
tion of  it  consistinK  of  attaching  the  apron  stip- 
ulated for  in  the  first  contract  to  the  plates  to 
be  put  in  by  the  terms  of  the  second  contract, 
and  when  the  W.  I.  Co.  otherwise  took  posses- 
sion of  said  dam.  and  where  the  only  issue  rais- 
ed by  the  pleadings  was  as  to  the  completion 
of  said  work  in  a  substantial  and  workmanlike 
manner,  and  where  the  question  of  failure  to 
complete  the  work  on  time  is  first  raised  in  the 
plaintiff's  brief,  hdd,  that  said  W.  I.  Co.  has 
waived  the  time  of  the  completion  thereof,  and 
is  estopped  from  attempting  to  evade  liability  be- 
cause the  work  was  not  completed  on  said  1st 
day  of  January,  1890. 

(SyUabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Kearney  county; 
W.  J.  Abbott,  Judge. 

Action  on  a  contract  by  A.  A.  G.  Staytcm 
against  The  Western  Irrigation  Company. 
Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  defendant  brings 
error.     Affirmed. 

This  was  an  action  brought  in  the  district 
court  of  Kearney  county,  Kan.,  by  A.  A.  G. 
Stayton  as  plaintiff  against  the  Western  Ir- 
rigation Company  as  defendant  to  recover 
the  balance  claimed  to  be  due  upon  the  tol- 
lowing  two  contracts,  the  first  of  which  reads 
as  follows:  "Articles  of  agreement,  made 
and  entered  into  this  25th  day  of  September, 
A.  D.  1889,  by  and  between  A.  A.  G.  Stay- 
ton,  party  of  the  first  part,  and  the  Western 
Irrigation  Company,  by  its  president  and  sec- 
retary, parties  of  the  second  part,  wituess- 
eth:  That  the  party  of  the  first  part,  for  the 
consideration  hereinafter  mentioned,  agrees 
to  furnish  material  and  labor  necessary  to 
complete  a  dam  in  the  Arkansas  river,  re- 
moving and  changing  the  head  gates  and  the 
waste  gates  more  particularly  descrllx?d  in 
the  specifications,  for  the  party  of  the  sec- 
ond part,  («  or  before  the  first  of  January, 
1890,  according  to  the  specifications  here- 
unto attached,  and  which  are  made  a  part  of 
this  contract.  The  party  of  the  second  part 
hereby  agrees  to  pay  to  the  party  of  the 
first  part,  for  the  construction  of  such  dam 
as  aforesaid,  according  to  the  specifications 
hereunto  attached,  the  sum  of  $2,900  paya- 
ble in  manner  and  form  as  follows:  Said 
parties  of  the  second  part  agree  to  pay  for 
the  material  when  purchased  and  loaded  on 
the  cars  at  the  mills,  when  certified  to  and 
bUls  of  lading  furnished  to  the  party  of  the 
second  part  by  the  party  of  the  first  part, 
and  to  pay  all  freights  on  said  material  as 
the  same  arrives  at  the  depot  at  Hartland, 
charging  the  parties  of  the  first  part  with 
the  said  material  so  purchased  and  the 
freights  so  paid.  When  the  said  party  of 
the  first  part  shall  have  completed  the  work 
according  to  the  speciflcations  hereunto  at- 
tached, then  the  party  of  the  second  part 


shall  pay  to  the  party  of  the  first  part  lH 
the  remainder  ef  said  sum  first  mentioned 
to  the  party  of  the  first  part.  Signed  and 
sealed  this  day  and  year  last  above  written. 
A.  A.  G.  Stayton.  [Seal.]  The  Western  Ir- 
rigation Company.  By  O.  S.  Kelley,  Presi- 
dent; W.  R.  Linn,  Secretary."  Specifica- 
tions accompanying  the  said  contract  will  be 
omitted,  except  the  statement  that  "all  ma- 
terial In  the  almve-descrlbed  structure  shall 
be  of  the  best  qviallty,  and  all  the  work  shall 
be  done  In  a  substantial  and  workmanlike 
manner." 

The  second  contract  is  as  follows:  "Arti- 
cles of  agreement,  made  and  entered  Into 
this  3d  day  of  March,  A.  D.  1890,  by  and  be- 
tween A.  A.  G.  Stayton,  party  of  the  first 
part,  and  the  Western  Irrigation  Company, 
by  its  agent  3.  O.  Parker,  party  of  the  set-- 
ond  pnrt,  viitnesaeth:  That  the  party  of  the 
first  part,  for  the  consideration  hereinafter 
mentioned,  agrees  to  furnish  all  material 
and  labor  necessary  to  put  in  a  row  of  piles 
from  the  north  end  of  said  company's  Tiraste 
gates  in  the  Arkansas  river  (as  per  specifi- 
cations hereunto  attached,  and  which  are 
made  a  part  of  this  contract),  on  or  before 
the  l.-»tli  day  of  April,  A.  D.  1890.  The  ijarty 
of  the  second  part  hereby  agrees  to  pay  to 
the  party  of  the  first  part  for  the  construc- 
tion of  said  work  as  per  specifications  here- 
unto attached,  the  sum  of  $550,  payable  ^n 
the  manner  and  form  as  follows:  Said 
party  of  the  second  part  agrees  to  pay  for 
the  material  when  purchased  and  delivered 
to  the  depot  in  Hartland.  Kansas,  when  <•«■? 
tified  to  and  bills  of  lading  furnished  to  the 
party  of  the  second  part  by  the  party  of  the 
first  part,  and  to  pay  all  bills  of  freight  on 
said  material,  charging  the  party  of  the  first 
part  with  the  said  material  so  pnrchase^I 
and  the  freights  so  paid,  and  when  the  said 
party  of  the  first  part  shall  complete  the 
work  as  per  specifications,  then  the  party  of 
the  second  part  shall  pay  to  the  party  of  the 
first  part  the  remainder  of  said  contract  in 
full.  A.  A.  G.  Stayton.  [Seal.]  J.  O.  Park- 
er, Agent  of  Western  Irrigation  Company." 
The  specifications  attached  to  said  contract 
and  made  a  part  thereof  are  as  follows: 
"Specifications  for  additional  work  to  be 
done  to  dam  of  Western  Irrigation  Com- 
pany's dam  in  the  Arkansas  river,  near  Hart- 
land, Kearney  County,  Kansas,  to  wit: 
There  shall  be  a  row  of  plies  driven  from 
the  north  end  of  the  present  waste  gates  in 
a  straight  line,  and  parallel  with  the  present 
dam  and  with  the  south  side  of  island  north 
of  waste  gates.  Said  piles  shall  be  of  good 
white  or  burr  oak  twelve  feet  long,  and 
twelve  feet  In  width,  and  twelve  inches  diam- 
eter at  butt  end,  and  six  Inches  in  diameter 
at  little  end,  and  driven  ten  feet  apart  in  a 
straight  line  north  of  waste  gates,  and  ten 
feet  east  of  the  present  dam.  They  shall  tte 
driven  until  their  top  end  shall  be  level  with 
the  top  of  the  water  or  sand.    They  shall  all 
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be  drlTen  to  a  level.  There  shall  be  placed 
on  the  top  of  piles  a  plate,  toxa  Inches  by 
eight  Inches  by  twenty  feet,  and  securely 
bolted  to  the  top  of  piles  with  %-inch  round 
Iron  and  7-lnch  boat  spike.  The  east  line  of 
«,pron  (provided  In  original  contract)  shall  be 
fastened  to  said  plate  with  %-lnch  by  6-lnch 
long  screws  in  each  apron  plank.  Which 
work  shall  be  done  on  or  before  the  15th 
day  of  April,  A.  D.  1890.  It  la  further  agreed 
by  the  party  of  the  first  part  that  he  will 
drive  three  12  piles  east  of  agoing  to  south 
end  of  waste  gates  without  cost  to  the  party 
of  the  second  part,  and  board  the  dam  up 
four  feet  high,  the  party  of  the  second  part 
furnishing  the  boards." 

The  petition  of  the  plaintiff  sets  out  the 
said  contracts  and  specifications,  alleges  full 
performance  on  bis  part,  and  that  there  Is 
remaining  due  and  unpaid  from  the  defend- 
ant to  him  the  sum  of  $370.60.  The  answer 
of  the  defendant  admits  its  corporate  exists 
ence,  the  execution  and  validity  of  the  con- 
tracts and  specifications,  denies  that  it  is  in- 
debted to  the  plaintiff  in  any  sum,  and  de- 
nies each  and  every  oth^r  allegation  in  the 
petition  not  herein  specifically  admitted,  and 
the  seventh  paragraph  of  its  answer  la  as  fol- 
lows: "That,  for  ita  defense  to  the  second 
cause  ot  actlmi  In  said  petition  set  forth.  It 
alleges  that,  according  to  the  terms  of  said 
contracts,  marked  Bxhibits  A  and  O,  respec- 
tively, and  attached  to  said  pe4:itlon.  there  is 
■till  remaining  unpaid  a  balance  of  $360.60, 
which  said  balance  is  due  and  payable,  ac- 
cording to  the  terms  of  said  contracta  and 
specifications,  apon  the  completion  in  a  sub- 
stantial and  workmanlike  manner  of  the 
work  in  said  contracts  and  specifications  set 
toTtb;  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  per- 
form said  work  In  such  substantial  and 
workmanlike  manner;  and  that  the  defend- 
ant la  willing  and  ready  to  pay  such  balance 
whenever  said  work  Is  comi^eted  according 
to  the  terms  of  said  contracts  and  spedflcar 
tlons."  The  eighth  paragraph  of  defendant's 
answer  is  as  follows:  "That,  for  its  secmid 
defense  and  by  way  of  connterclaim  to  cause 
of  action  In  said  petition  set  forth,  it  alleges 
and  men  that  it  had  performed  all  the 
agreements  of  said  contracts  as  set  forth  In 
said  petition  by  it  to  be  performed;  that  by 
reason  of  the  failure  of  the  plaintiff  to  com- 
plete the  work  set  forth  in  said  contracts 
and  specifications  in  the  manner  and  at  the 
times  therein  agrees,  it  has  been  damaged  in 
the  snm  of  $500."  Judgment  was  rendered 
for  the  plaintiff  in  the  court  below,  and  the 
defendant  brings  the  case  here  for  review. 
The  defendant  in  error  filed  his  motion  to 
dismiss  this  proceeding  in  error,  the  princi- 
pal ground  being  that  "the  plaintiff  in  error 
has  not  made  a  case  containing  a  statement 
of  so  much  of  the  proceedings  and  evidence 
or  other  matters  in  this  action  as  may  be 
necessary  to  pres^it  the  errors  complained 
of  to  this  court,  as  required  by  section  M7 
of  the  Civil  Code  of  the  state  of  Kansas." 


A.  J.  Hosklnson,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  .  tHH- 
ton  Brown,  for  defendant  in  error. 

DBNNISON,  J.  (after  stating  the  Cacts). 
The  case  made  filed  with  the  petition  in  error 
In  this  case  contains,  on  page  210  of  the  reo- 
Old,  the  following  statement:  "The  foregoing 
case  made  contains  all  the  pleadings,  motions, 
orders,  verdict.  Instructions  given  by  the 
court  (as  well  as  those  refused),  and  findings, 
and  the  Judgment  rendered  in  the  case."  On 
page  2^  of  the  record  is  the  following  state- 
ment in  the  case  made:  "The  plaintiff,  to' 
sustain  the  issues  upon  his  part.  Introduced 
the  following  testimony,  to  wit,"  and,  after 
following  the  testimony  dear  through  upon 
both  sides,  and  at  the  end  of  the  evidence,  on 
page  194  of  the  record,  la  the  following  state- 
ment: "This  was  all  the  evidence  given  on 
the  trial  of  this  caose."  While  it  is  true  that 
some  of  the  exhibits  shown  by  the  evidence 
to  have  been  introduced  and  read  do  not  ap- 
pear in  the  evidence,  still  the  case  contains  a 
statement  of  so  much  of  the  proceedings  and 
evidence  as  is  necessary  to  present  at  least 
some  of  the  errors  complained  of,  and  those 
errors  will  be  considered  by  this  court  The 
briefs  of  both  the  plaintiff  and  defendant  in 
error  in  this  case  are  so  imperfectly  prepared 
that  it  wIU  be  difficult  to  review  each  error  in 
the  order  assigned.  Many  of  them  are  Immar 
terial,  and  based  upon  false  premises  and 
theorlea  The  attention  of  the  attorneys  in 
this  case  is  called  to  the  language  of  Chief 
Justice  Horton  hi  Braley  T.  tiangley,  28  Kan., 
at  page  506. 

The  pleadings  In  this  case  raise  but  one  is- 
sue. The  petition  alleges  the  corpMate  exist- 
ence, the  execution  of  the  contracts,  the  due 
performance  on  the  part  of  the  plaintiff,  a 
demand  for  the  money,  and  the  failure  of  the 
company  to  pay  $370.60  thereof.  The  answer 
admits  the  corporate  existence  and  the  exe- 
cution of  the  contracts,  denies  being  Indebted 
to  the  plaintiff  in  any  sum  whatever,  denies 
every  allegation  not  specifically  admitted,  and 
in  the  seventh  paragraph  thereof,  as  a  de- 
fense, says  there  is  remaining  unpaid  $360.60, 
which  is  due  and  payable  upon  the  completion 
of  the  work  in  a  substantial  and  workmanlike 
manner,  that  the  plaintiff  has  failed  to  per- 
form such  work  in  such  manner,  and  that  the 
defendant  is  ready  to  pay  the  balance  when 
said  work  is  completed  according  to  the  terms 
of  said  contract  and  specifications.  This 
clearly  puts  in  issue  the  completion  of  the 
work  in  a  substantial  and  workmanlike  man- 
ner. This  issue  was  properly  submitted  to 
the  Jury,  and  they  found  both  generally  and 
specially  for  the  plaintiff,  that  the  work  was 
done  by  the  plaintiff  according  to  the  contract 
and  spedflcations,  in  a  workmanlike  manner, 
and  that  there  was  due  from  the  defendant  to 
the  plaintiff,  as  the  balance  of  the  contract 
and  the  Interest  thereon,  the  snm  of  $378.22. 
This  finding  is  flnaL 

As  to  the  second  defense,  contained  In  the 
eighth  paragraph  of  the  answer,  there  is  m 
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evidence  to  STistaIn  this  defense.  This  la 
admitted  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  In  his  brief. 
Hence,  no  claim  for  damages  that  may  have 
been  set  np  in  this  paragn:aph  because  of  the 
fallnre  to  complete  either  of  said  contracts  at 
the  time  mentioned  therein  can  be  considered 
In  this  case.  The  plaintiff  in  error  contends 
that  time  Is  of  the  essence  of  the  first  con- 
tract—that the  petition  of  plaintiff  In  the 
court  below  alleges  full  compliance  with  the 
contract,— and  many  of  his  assignments  of 
error  are  based  upon  the  failure  of  the  peti- 
tion to  allege  a  waiver  of  the  time  of  the 
completion  of  the  dam.  It  is  dear  that  nei- 
ther of  the  parties  to  this  suit  considered  time 
of  the  essence  of  the  contract  The  second 
contract,  which  Is  dated  the  3d  day  of  Uarch, 
1890,  qwaks  of  and  treats  the  dam  as  the 
ismperty  of  the  Western  Irrigation  Company, 
and  stipulates  for  "additional  work  to  be 
done  on  said  irrigation  company's  dam,"  and 
for  the  driving  of  another  row  of  piles,  and 
stipulates  that  the  east  line  of  the  apron,  pro- 
vided for  in  the  original  contract,  should  be 
fastened  to  a  plate  placed  upon  said  plies, 
which  were  provided  for  in  this  second  con- 
tract The  evidence  shows  that  one  J.  O. 
Parker  was  the  agent  of  the  Western  Irriga- 
tion Company,  and  was  there  by  their  direc- 
tion to  see  that  the  work  was  properly  done; 
that  he  was  present  while  Stayton  was  at 
work  upon  the  dam  after  January  1,  1890, 
and  until  the  time  of  its  completion,  and  that 
during  said  time,  and  on  March  3,  1890,  he,  as 
their  agent  contracted  with  said  Stayton  to 
do  additional  work  upon  said  dam;  that  after 
the  completion  of  the  contracts  he  took  charge 
of  the  dam  and  cut  it  down.  The  evidence 
also  shows  that  in  May,  1890,  the  company, 
knowing  that  the  dam  was  not  completed  un- 
til about  April  15,  1890,  made  two  payments, 
one  of  about  $1,200,  and  one  of  $39.40,  upon 
said  contracts.  It  would  be  manifestly  unjust 
for  the  company  to  Itnowlngly  allow  Mr.  Stay- 
ton  to  proceed  with  the  work  of  building  the 
dam  after  January  1,  1800,  to  contract  with 
him  on  March  3,  1890,  to  do  "additional 
work,"  and  part  of  it  dearly  a  change  of  the 
first  contract  to  take  possession  of  the  dam 
and  make  changes  In  it  and  then  say  to  Mr. 
Stayton,  "We  wHl  not  pay  you  because  you 
did  not  complete  the  work  on  or  before  Janu- 
ary 1,  1890."  The  evidence  during  the  trial 
of  the  case  nowhere  shows  that  any  question 
was  raised  as  to  the  failure  to  complete  the 
work  by  January  1,  1890.  Mr.  Keliey,  the 
president  Mr.  Rogers,  the  treasurer,  and  Mr. 
Parker,  the  agent,  frequently,  after  January 
1,  1800,  objected  to  the  manner  in  which  the 
work  was  being  done,  but  nowhere  object  to 
the  time  in  which  the  work  is  being  com- 
pleted. This  question  is  first  raised  by  the 
plaintiff  In  error  in  its  brief  in  this  court 
after  the  Jury  had  found  against  It  upon  the 
issue  presented,  1.  e.  the  manner  of  doing  the 
work.  Without  deciding  whether  time  was 
of  the  essence  of  the  first  contract  or  not,  we 
told  that  in  view  of  the  allegations  In  the  ' 


pleadings  and  the  fkcta  shown  by  the  evi- 
dence, which  have  been  specified  In  this  opin- 
ion, the  plaintiff  in  error  has  waived  the  tima 
in  which  the  contract  was  to  have  been  com- 
pleted, and  la  estopped  from  attempting  to 
evade  liability  because  the  work  was  not 
completed  on  January  1.  1890.  The  second 
contract,  which  Is  set  out  in  the  petition  and 
admitted  in  the  answer,  and  the  issue  ten- 
dered by  the  seventh  paragraph  of  tbe  an- 
swer, dearly  lay  the  foundation  for  the  Intro- 
duction of  evidence  tending  to  show  that  th« 
work  was  completea  m  a  workmanlike  man- 
ner, and  the  plaintiff  below  would  be  entitled 
to  recover  by  proving  that  said  work  was  so 
completed,  although  it  was  not  done  until 
from  April  16  to  May  1.  1890. 

We  have  carefully  examined  the  evidence 
and  the  instructions,  and  find  that  In  accord- 
ance with  the  views  herein  expressed,  there 
was  no  material  error  committed  by  the  court 
during  the  Introduction  of  evidence,  or  in  the 
instructions  given  or  refused.  The  Judgment 
of  the  district  court  will  be  affirmed.  All  the 
Judges  concurring. 

OKut-A.  D 
FERGUSON  V.  PRINCE.' 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart 
ment  W.  D.     Oct  1,  1886.) 

JnsTiOB'a  OOVtfr—FhKU>ni9B—'THlAJ.  ov  Appbai. 

In  all  actions  before  a  Justice  of  the 
peace  the  plaintiff  is  required  to  file  a  bill  of 
particulars  of  his  demand,  and  the  defendant, 
if  required  by  the  plaintiff,  shall  file  a  like  bill 
of  particulars  be  may  d^m  as  a  set-off,  and  the 
evidence  on  the  trial  most  be  confined  to  the 
items  set  forth  in  sndi  bill;  and  where  the  case 
is  taken  on  appeal  it  will  be  tried  de  novo  in  the 
district  court  upon  the  original  papers,  unless 
the  appellate  court  allow  amendments  or  new 
pleadings  to  be  filed.  If  tbe  plaintiff  does  not 
require  the  defendant  to  file  any  bill  of  particu- 
lars, the  defendant  may  prove  on  the  trial  of  the 
case  any  defenses  he  may  have,  without  any 
pleadinc  whatever.  But  where  a  defendant  in 
open  court  in  stating  his  case,  states  that  he 
intends  to  submit  evidence  to  prove  two  sep- 
arate and  distinct  defenses,  he  stands  in  tbe 
same  position  as  though  his  defenses  were  set 
forth  in  a  pleading,  and  the  evidence  must  b» 
confined  to  the  defenses  so  stated;  and  where 
the  defendant  states  two  separate  and  distinct 
defenses,  which  are  inconsistent  the  court 
should  require  him  to  elect  upon  which  one  of 
the  defenses  he  will  rely,  and  the  evidence  up- 
on the  trial  should  be  confined  to  the  defenses 
upon  which  the  defendant  elected  to  stand. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court.  Ford  oonnty;  A< 
7.  Abbott  Judge. 

Action  on  a  contract  by  Andrew  Prinos 
against  Benjamin  Ferguson.  Plaintiff  had 
Judgment  and  defendant  brings  error.  Af- 
firmed. 

This  action  was  commenced  before  a  Jus- 
tice of  the  peace  to  recover  for  work  and  la- 
bor done  and  performed  by  Andrew  Prince, 
plaintiff  below,  for  Benjamin  Ferguson.  de< 
fendant  below.  On  trial  before  the  justice. 
Judgment  was  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  defendant  appealed  to  the  dis- 
trict court     The  only  pleading  filed  ia  tht 
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case  was  the  bill  of  particulars  of  the  plain- 
tiff. The  case  was  tried  on  appeal  In  the  dis- 
trict court  by  the  court  without  a  Jury,  and 
plaintiff  presented  evidence  In  support  of  his 
bill  of  particulars,  and  rested  his  case.  The 
defendant  then  stated  In  open  court  that  he 
(would  offer  evidence  In  support  of  two  de- 
fenses against  the  plaintiff:  (1)  That  the  de- 
fendant would  first  offer  to  prove  that  prior 
to  the  commencement  of  this  action  the  plain- 
tiff and  defendant  had  met  together,  with 
three  of  their  neighbors  as  arbitrators,  and 
had  by  agreement  settled  all  of  the  differ- 
ences between  them.  Including  the  claim  sued 
on  In  this  action  up  to  that  date;  that  the 
plaintiff,  by  such  settlement,  was  found  to  be 
indebted  to  the  defendant  In  the  sum  of  $24. 
.2)  That  defendant  would  offer  evidence  to 
show  offsets  and  counterclaims  In  his  favor 
against  the  plaintiff  which  would  amount  to 
more  than  the  amount  claimed  by  plaintiff  In 
ttis  bill  of  particulars.  TTpon  this  statement 
made  by  the  defendant  the  plaintiff  made  a 
motion  In  open  court  that  the  defendant  be 
required  to  elect  which  of  the  defenses  he 
would  offer  to  prove,  and  the  court  sustained 
the  motion,  and  decided  that  the  two  de- 
fenses were  Inconsistent,  and  required  the 
defendant  to  elect  upon  which  of  the  defenses 
he  would  proceed.  To  the  ruling  of  the  court 
the  defendant  duly  excepted,  and  imder  the 
ruling  of  the  court  the  defendant  elected  to 
prove  and  stand  upon  the  defense  of  settle- 
ment; and,  after  the  defendant  had  submit- 
ted his  evidence  In  support  of  the  defense  of 
settlement,  he  again  offered  to  submit  evi- 
dence to  prove  set-offs  and  counterclaims, 
which  he  claimed  In  the  aggregate  would  ex- 
ceed the  amount  claimed  by  plaintiff  In  his 
bill  of  particulars.  To  this  offer  the  plaintiff 
objected,  as  being  Inconsistent  with  the  first 
defense.  The  court  sustained  the  objection 
of  the  plaintiff,  and  defendant  excepted  td 
the  ruling  of  the  court.  The  defendant  then 
rested  his  case,  and  plaintiff  then  submitted 
testimony  In  rebuttal  of  the  evidence  which 
defendant  had  offered  In  support  of  his  de- 
fense of  settlement,  and  rested  his  case.  And 
upon  all  of  the  evidence  submitted  the  court 
found  In  favoi  of  the  plaintiff,  and  assessed 
alls  recovery  at  $110.  Defendant  filed  mo- 
itlon  for  new  trial,  which  was  overruled,  and 
riefendant  excepted,  and  made  case  for  the 
supreme  court.  Petition  In  error,  with  case 
made  attached,  was  filed  by  plaintiff  in  error 
in  the  supreme  court,  and  was  duly  certified 
to  this  court  for  Its  decision  by  order  of  the 
supreme  court. 

Sutton  A  McGarry,  for  plaintiff  In  error. 
B.  F.  Milton,  for  defendant  In  error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  3.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
Andrew  Prince  brought  suit  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  of  Ford  county,  Kan.,  to  recover 
from  Benjamin  Ferguson  the  sum  of  ?166 
for  work  and  labor.  The  defendant  filed  no 
answer  or  bill  of  particulars,  and  none  was 


demanded  by  the  plaintiff.  Upon  the  trial, 
judgment  was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff  be- 
low, and  the  case  was  taken  to  the  district 
court  by  defendant  below  on  appeal,  and  the 
case  was  tried  in  the  district  court  without 
a  jury,  and,  after  the  plaintiff  below  had  sub- 
mitted bis  evidence  to  prove  the  statement 
In  bis  bill  of  particulars,  and  rested  Ills  case, 
the  defendant  below  stated  in  open  court  that 
he  would  submit  evidence  to  prove  two  de- 
fenses: "First.  That  he  would  offer  to  prove 
that  prior  to  the  commencement  of  this  ac- 
tion the  plaintiff  and  defendant  met  together, 
with  three  of  their  neighbors  as  arbitrators, 
and  had  by  agreement  settled  all  the  differ- 
ences between  them,  Including  the  claim  sued 
on  in  this  action,  up  to  date;  that  by  such 
settlement  the  plaintiff  was  found  to  be  in- 
debted to  him  In  the  smn  of  $24.  Second. 
That  defendant  would  offer  evidence  to  show 
set-off  and  counterclaims  in  his  favor  against 
the  plaintiff  which  would  amount  to  more 
than  the  amount  claimed  by  plaintiff's  bill  of 
particulars."  The  plaintiff  below  then  made 
a  motion  In  open  court  that  defendant  below 
be  required  to  elect  upon  which  one  of  the 
defenses  he  would  offer  proof,  and  the  court 
sustained  the  motion,  and  decided  that  the 
two  defenses  were  Inconsistent,  and  required 
the  defendant  to  elect  upon  w^lch  defense  he 
would  proceed.  The  defendant  excepted  to 
this  decision  of  the  court,  and  thereupon  he 
elected  to  stand  on  the  defense  of  settlement, 
and,  after  defendant  below  submitted  his  evi- 
dence in  support  of  the  defense  of  settle- 
ment, be  again  offered  to  submit  evidence  to 
prove  set-off  and  counterclaim,  which  he 
claimed  In  the  aggregate  would  exceed  the 
amount  claimed  by  plaintiff  in  his  bill  of  par- 
ticulars. To  the  offer  the  plaintiff  below  ob- 
jected, and  the  court  sustained  the  objection, 
and  defendant  below  excepted.  The  defend- 
ant below  then  rested  his  defense,  and  the 
plaintiff  below  submitted  rebutting  testimony 
and  rested,  and  upon  all  the  evidence  sub- 
mitted the  court  found  for  the  plaintiff  below, 
and  rendered  a  judgment  in  his  favor  for  the 
amount  found  due. 

The  record  presaits  but  one  question  for 
the  consideration  of  this  court:  Whether 
the  court  erred  in  deciding  that  the  two  de- 
fenses offered  were  Inconsistent,  and  wheth- 
er inconsistent  defenses  are  admissible. 
Section  71,  c.  81,  Gen.  St.  1889,  reads:  "In 
all  cases  before  a  justice  the  plaintiff,  his 
agent  or  attorney,  shall  file  with  such  justice 
a  bill  of  particulars  of  his  demand,  and  the 
defendant,  if  required  by  the  plaintiff,  his 
agent  or  attorney,  shall  file  a  like  bill  of 
particulars  he  may  claim  as  a  set-off,  and 
the  evidence  on  the  trial  shall  be  confined 
to  the  items  set  forth  in  said  bill."  Section 
122,  c.  81,  Gen.  St  1889,  provides:  "That 
upon  appeal  the  case  shall  be  tried  de  novo 
In  the  district  court  upon  the  original  pa- 
pers which  the  cause  waa  tried  before  the 
Justice,  unless  the  appellate  court.  In  fur- 
therance of  Justice,  allow  amended  pleading 
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to  b«  made  or  new  pleadings  to  be  filed.** 
In  tbe  case  of  Wagstaff  t.  Challlss,  29  Kan. 
506,  the  supreme  court,  In  its  oplni<»i,  says: 
"If  a  plalntitr  in  an  action  before  a  justice 
of  the  peace  desires  to  know  in  advance 
whether  the  defendant  claims  a  set-off,  and 
the  items  thereof,  the  defendant.  If  required 
by  him,  shall  file  a  bill  of  particulars;  not 
otherwise.  None  is  required  by  said  sectlim 
71,  before  the  justice,  unless  demanded  by 
the  plaintiff.  If  the  plaintiff  does  not  re- 
quire the  defendant  to  file  any  bill  of  par- 
ticulars or  other  pleadings  before  the  jus- 
tice, such  defendant  may  prove  on  the  hear- 
ing before  the  justice  any  defense  which  he 
may  have,  without  any  pleading  whatever. 
On  appeal  to  the  district  court  the  parties 
lose  no  rights  and  gain  none.  Each  party, 
without  filing  new  pleadings,  may  prove 
any  cause  of  action  or  d^ense  which  he 
might  have  proved  before  the  justice." 
When  defendant  below  stated  in  open  court 
that  he  would  then  offer  evidence  to  sup- 
port two  separate  defenses,  did  that  amount 
to  the  same  thing  in  effect  as  though  he  tiad 
set  up  the  two  defenses  in  an  answer  or  bill 
of  particulars?  We  think  it  did;  that  the  de- 
fendant then  stood  in  the  same  situation  as 
though  he  had  set  up  the  two  defenses  in  a 
written  pleading,  and  the  same  rule  in  rela- 
tion to  the  evidence  thereunder  must  be  ap- 
plied as  though  the  statement  was  contained 
in  a  pleading.  This  being  so,  then,  under 
the  liberality  of  our  Code,  can  the  defendant 
be  permitted  to  interpose  Inconsistent  de- 
fenses to  an  action  in  a  justice  court?  Sec- 
tion 94,  c.  80,  Gen.  St.  1889,  reads:  "The 
answer  Khali  contain,  First.  A  general  or 
specific  denial  of  each  material  allegation 
of  the  petition  controverted  by  the  defend- 
ant •  •  •  The  defendant  may  set  forth 
in  his  answer  as  many  grounds  of  defense, 
counter-claim  or  set-off  and  for  relief  as  he 
may  have,  whether  they  be  such  as  have 
been  heretofore  denominated  legal  or  equi- 
table, or  both.  Each  must  be  separately 
stated  and  numbered,  and  they  must  refer 
in  an  intelligible  manner  to  the  cause  of  ac- 
tion they  are  intended  to  answer."  In  the 
case  of  Butler  v.  Kaulback,  8  Kan.  673,  Mr. 
Justice  Valentine,  delivering  the  opinion  of 
tlie  court,  says:  "In  the  very  nature  of 
things,  a  party  cannot  have  inconsistent  de- 
fenses. It  is  impossible  that  a  thing  may 
be  true  and  untrue  at  the  same  time.  For 
this  reason  parties  are  not  allowed  to  set 
up  inconsistent  defenses,  for  such  defenses 
carry  falsehood  upon  their  face.  Therefore, 
whenever  a  defendant  admits  anything  in 
his  answer,  it  is  right  to  presume  that  the 
admission  is  intended  to  modify  and  control 
anything  else  that  may  be  found  in  the  an- 
swer in  apparent  confiict  therewith."  In  the 
case  of  Wright  v.  Bacheller,  16  Kan.  259, 
Justice  Valentine,  delivering  the  opinion, 
says:  "But  in  verifying  the  first  defense 
she  swore  substantially  that  she  never  exe- 
cuted said  mortgage  In  any  manner,  either 


voluntarily  or  Involuntarily.    In  the  second 

defense  she  denies  that  'she  ever  executed 
any  mortgage  deed  to  said  plaintiff,  either 
separately  or  conjointly  with  her  husband.' 
These  allegations  are  Inconsistent  with  the 
affirmative  allegations  of  the  answer,  for  it 
cannot  be  true  that  she  executed  the  mort- 
gage under  duress  which  she  never  executed. 
The  setting  up  inconsistent  defenses  like 
these  should  never  be  encouraged."  Bliss, 
in  his  work  on  Code  Pleading  (section  342), 
says:  "Following  the  liberal  policy  of  the 
law  as  first  shown  In  the  statute  of  Anne, 
the  Codes  authorized  the  defendant  to  make 
as  many  defenses  as  he  may  have,  and  the 
most  important  question  that  hence  arises 
pertaining  to  its  extent,  whether  the  permis- 
slMi  is  so  general  as  to  relieve  the  defendant 
from  the  obligation  to  tell  the  truth,  so  gen- 
eral as  to  authorize  him  to  make  inconsist- 
ent defenses,  and  of  such  nature  that  same 
must  necessarily  be  untrue.  To  aid  in  the 
soluttcm  of  the  question.  It  Is  well  to  con- 
sider the  rule  in  equity  practice  from  which 
so  much  has  been  borrowed.  Daniel  thus 
brlefiy  states  it:  "Although  a  defendant  may 
be  permitted  to  set  up,  by  his  answer,  sev- 
eral defenses  as  the  consequence  of  the 
same  state  of  facts,  or  of  the  facts  which 
are  consistent  with  each  other,  a  defendant 
cannot  insist  upon  two  defenses  which  are 
inconsistent  with  each  other,  or  are  the  con- 
sequence of  inconsistent  facts.  And  In  the 
application  of  this  rule  it  makes  no  differ- 
ence whether  the  Inconsistent  defenses  are 
each  substantially  relied  upon  or  are  set  up 
in  the  alternative.  That  answer  is  bad 
which  either  contains  Inccmsistent  defenses 
or  an  alternative  of  Inconsistent  defenses." 
In  the  case  of  Auld  v.  Butcher,  2  Kan.  153, 
Cobb,  C.  J.,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the 
court,  says:  "Suppose  the  defendant,  togeth- 
er with  the  answer  filed  by  him,  had  filed  an 
additional  answer,  setting  up  the  three-years 
limitation  as  a  bar  to  the  partnership  ac- 
count, the  one  would  have  been  in  irrecon- 
cilable antagonism  with  the  other.  By  one 
aaavree  he  sets  up  a  pai-tnership  account 
upon  which  he  alleges  there  Is  a  large  bal- 
ance due  him,  and  prays  the  court  to  take 
an  account  of  the  partnership  business,  and 
give  him  a  judgment  for  the  balance  in  his 
favor.  By  the  other  he  declares  in  the  same 
breath  that  the  whole  partnership  account 
Is  barred  by  the  statute  of  limitation,  and  no 
judgment  can  be  rendered  on  It.  In  such  a 
case  the  court,  on  motion,  would  compel  the 
defendant  to  elect  which  answer  he  would 
stand  upon,  and  strike  the  other  fr<Mn  the 
record,  *  •  •  but  surely  the  defense  at- 
tempted In  this  case  Is  not  less  inconsistent 
with  the  defendant's  answer  than  if  it  had 
been  upon  the  record  with  It."  Wm«  the 
two  defenses  which  the  defendant  below 
proposed  to  prove  inconsistent  defenses?  If 
the  first  one  was  true,  was  the  second  one 
necessarily  false?  If  the  plaintiff  and  de- 
fendant had  met  with  three   of  their  neigh- 
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bora,  and  made  a  Mttlement  of  all  matters 
between  them  np  to  the  date  of  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action,  and  a  balance  had 
been  fonnd  due  the  defendant  below,  it 
wonld  be  InconalsteDt  to  say  that  there  were 
then  existing  unsettled  differences  between 
them  that  conld  form  either  a  set-oft  or 
counterclaim.  We  think  the  conrt  ruled  cor- 
rectly on  the  motion  to  reqnlre  the  defend- 
ant below  to  elect  npon  which  one  of  tBe 
Inconsistent  defenses  stated  by  him  be 
wonld  proceed  to  submit  his  evidence.  We 
do  not  think  the  court  erred  In  sustaining 
the  objection  of  the  plaintiff  below  to  sub- 
mit evidence  to  prove  a  counterclaim  or  set- 
off after  he  had  elected  to  rely  upon  bis  de- 
fense of  a  settlement.  Aft^  a  careful  ex- 
amination of  this  case,  we  do  not  find  any 
error  committed  by  the  district  court  upon 
the  triaL  The  Judgment  of  the  district  conrt 
Is  affirmed.   All  the  Judges  concurring. 


(2  Kan.  A.  23) 

KINGSLET  T.  BAGBT.' 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment. W.  D.     Oct.  1.  1885.) 

TiKm  o>  CoDBT— Jddohbnt  Libns  — Errscr  or 
Appeal. 

1.  Our  statutes  dassify  the  terms  of  the 
district  court  into  regular  terms  and  special 
terms.  An  adjourned  term  is  not  an  original 
term.  There  must  be  either  a  regular  or  spe- 
cial term  in  sesaion,  and  the  business  of  that 
term  delayed,  postponed,  or  put  off  until  some 
more  convenient  time.  This  more  convenient 
time  would  be  an  adjourned  term,  and  a  contin- 
uation of  the  regular  or  special  term. 

2.  The  regular  January,  1888,  term  of  the 
Finney  county  district  conrt  began  on  January 
8,  1888,  and  on  February  18  adjourned  until 
March  6,  and  remained  in  session  until  March 
28,  1888.  Bdtl,  that  a  judgment  rendered  on 
said  28th  day  of  March,  18^,  wonld  be  a  lien 
noon  the  real  estate  of  the  debtor  from  and 
after  said  January  3,  1888,  and  prior  to  the  lien 
of  a  mortgage  excuted  February  22,  1888,  al- 
though during  the  time  of  said  adjournment,  to 
wit,  from  February  18th  to  March  6th,  said  dis- 
trict conrt  was  legally  in  session  in  another 
county  in  said  district 

8.  When  an  appeal  or  proceedings  in  error 
have  l>een  filed  in  an  appellate  conrt,  seeking  to 
reverse  a  judgment,  ana  the  bond  for  a  stay  of 
execution  provided  for  in  pars.  4(>52,  4654, 
4656.  Gen.  St.,  has  been  filed,  the  judgment  cred- 
itor does  not  forfeit  his  lien  b^  failure  to  take 
out  end  levy  an  execution  until  one  year  after 
the  finding  of  the  reviewing  conrt 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  coort.  Finney  comity; 
A.  J.  Abbott,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  J.  P.  KIngsley  against  B.  A. 
Bagby  to  foredose  a  mortgage.  Defendant 
had  Judgment,  and  plaintiff  brings  error. 
Affirmed. 

W.  J.  P.  Kingsley  was  the  owner  of  a  mort- 
gage executed  February  21,  1888,  by  John  A. 
Stevens  and  wife,  upon  certain  real  estate  in 
Finney  county,  Kan.  E.  A.  Bagby  obtained 
a  Judgment  in  the  district  court  of  Finney 
county,  Kan.,  against  John  A.  Stevens  et  al., 
on  March  28,  1888.  Said  Stevens  was  the 
owner  of  said  real  estate,  In  fee  simple,  on 

a  Bdiearing  pending. 


each  of  the  dates  abore  mentioned.  The  reg- 
ular January  term  of  the  district  conrt  of 
Finney  coonty,  Kan.,  convened  January  8^ 
1888,  and  on  February  18,  1888,  adjoomed  to 
March  6, 1888,  and  continued  In  said  adjourn- 
ed session  until  said  28th  day  of  March,  188& 
An  appeal  was  taken  from  said  Judgment, 
and  a  stay  bond,  provided  for  in  the  first  sub- 
division of  par.  4652  of  the  General  Stat- 
utes of  1889,  was  given,  which  remained  in 
force  until  July  9,  1891,  at  which  time  Judg- 
ment was  affirmed.*  On  April  23, 1890,  Kings- 
ley  ffied  bis  petition  in  foreclosure  against 
Stevens  et  al.,  ammig  whom  was  said  B.  A 
Bagby,  who  was  not  personally  served  with 
summons,  bnt  was  served  by  publication,  and 
Judgment  was  rendered  by  default  (m  May 
28,  1891.  Bagby  afterwards,  by  stipulatloD 
with  Kingsley,  Iiad  the  Judgment,  as  to  him, 
set  aside,  vacated,  and  reopened.  Pleadings 
were  filed  and  a  trial  had  upon  the  question 
of  priority  of  liens,  and  Judgment  was  ren- 
dered in  favor  of  Bagby  on  Augrust  6,  1891. 
Kingsley  brings  the  case  here  for  review. 

Milton  Brown,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  H.  F. 
Hloboo,  for  defendant  In  error. 

DBNNISON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
In  determining  the  priority  of  liens  in  this 
case,  two  questions  are  raised:  First  Was 
the  lien  of  Bagby's  Judgment  prior  to  the 
lien  of  Kingsiey's  mortgage?  Second.  If  so, 
did  Bagby  lose  his  priority  by  falling  to  issue 
and  levy  an  execution  wltliin  one  year  from 
the  rendition  of  his  Judgment?  We  must  an- 
swer the  first  question  In  the  affirmative,  and 
the  second  one  in  the  negative. 

"Judgments  of  courts  of  record  of  this 
state  *  •  •  shall  be  liens  on  the  real  es- 
tate of  the  debtor  within  the  coimty  In  whicli 
the  Judgment  is  rendered  trotn  the  first  dny 
of  the  term  at  wliich  the  Judgment  Is  ren- 
dered. •  •  ••'  Oen.  St  1889.  par.  4515.  Our 
statutes  clearly  classify  terms  of  the  district 
court  into  regular  terms  and  speolal  terms. 
The  regular  term  Is  one  which  is  held  at 
the  time  fixed  by  statute,  and  a  special 
term  is  one  which  is  called  by  the  Judge  ac- 
cording to  par.  2086,  Gen.  St  1889.  Said  par. 
2086  also  empowers  the  Judges  of  the  several 
district  courts  to  hold  such  adjourned  terms 
as  they  may  deem  necessary.  An  adjourned 
term  is  not  an  original  term.  The  definition 
of  the  word  "adjourned"  predndes  it  There 
must  be  either  a  regular  or  special  term  in 
session,  and  the  business  of  that  term  de- 
layed, postponed,  or  put  off  until  some  more 
convenient  time.  This  more  convenient  time 
would  be  an  adjourned  term,  and  a  continu- 
ation of  the  regular  or  special  term.  "An  ad- 
journed term  is  but  a  contlntiation— a  part— 
of  the  regular  term."  "Giving  the  district 
court  power  to  hold  adjourned  terms  gives  it 
power,  not  to  adjourn  from  day  to  day,  but 
to  adjourn  over  a  length  of  time,  for  Inter- 
vening obstacles  to  the  holding  of  the  court" 
"It  seems  to  contemplate  Just  soch  exlgen- 
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des  u  the  preaent,  where  the  bnsiness  in  one 
county  is  incomplete,  and  yet  the  day  fixed 
for  the  commencement  of  the  term  in  another 
county  lias  arrived.  The  time  of  anch  ad- 
journment Is  not  restricted,  unless  it  is  deem- 
ed to  I>e  by  the  commencement  of  the  suc- 
ceeding regular  term  in  that  county."  State 
▼.  Montgomery,  8  Kan.  351.  See,  also,  Saw- 
yer V.  Bzyson,  10  Kan.  199,  and  In  re  Mil- 
Unjrton,  24  Kan.  224.  We  therefore  hold  that 
«a  March  28,  1888,  the  regular  January,  1888, 
term  of  the  district  court  in  and  for  Finney 
county,  Kan.,  was  in  session,  and  a  Judgment 
rendered  on  that  day  would  be  a  lien  upon 
the  real  estate  of  the  Judgment  debtor  from 
and  after  January  3,  1888,  and  prior  to  the 
lien  of  the  mortgage  executed  February  22, 
1888. 

Did  Bagby  lose  his  priority  of  lien  by  fall- 
ing to  have  an  execution  Issued  and  levied 
within  one  year  from  the  rendition  of  bis 
Judgment?  "No  Judgment  heretofore  ren- 
dered or  which  hereafter  may  be  rendered  on 
which  execution  shall  not  have  been  taken 
out  and  levied  before  the  expiration  of  one 
year  next  after  its  rendition,  shall  operate  as  a 
lien  on  the  estate  of  any  debtor  to  the  preju- 
dice of  any  other  Judgment  creditor.  •  •  • 
Nothing  in  this  section  contained  sbaU  be 
construed  to  defeat  the  lien  of  any  Judgment 
creditor  who  shall  fail  to  take  out  execution 
and  cause  a  levy  to  be  made  as  herein  pro- 
vided, when  such  failure  shall  be  occasioned 
by  appeal,  proceedings  in  error,  injunction 
or  by  vacancy  in  the  office  of  sberift  or  coro- 
ner or  the  disability  of  such  officer,  nntil  one 
year  after  such  disability  shall  be  removed." 
Gen.  St  1889,  par.  45G6.  In  this  case  the 
stay  bond  as  provided  for  in  pars.  4C52,  4655. 
Gen.  St.,  was  given.  The  question  raised  In 
this  case  seems  never  to  tiave  been  decided 
by  our  supreme  court.  The  plaintiff  in  error 
contends  that,  because  Bagby  did  not  give 
the  bond  provided  for  in  par.  4056,  Gen. 
St,  and  was  not  refused  leave  by  the  court 
to  enforce  his  Judgment,  bis  lien  is  subordi- 
nate to  that  of  Kingsley.  Defendant  in  error 
contends  tliat  he  is  not  required  to  issue  exe- 
cution, even  if  no  stay  bond  has  been  filed; 
and,  even  if  this  proposition  Is  not  correct 
that  the  lien  of  Kingsley  would  not  take 
precedence,  because  he  was  not  a  Judgment 
creditor.  As  to  the  first  proposition  of  the 
defendant  in  error,  It  is  not  necessary,  in  de- 
ciding this  case,  to  consider  it,  because  in 
this  case  the  bond  for  a  stay  of  execution 
was  filed.  Upon  the  second  proposition,  the 
facts  do  not  bear  out  the  contention.  Kings- 
ley  became  a  judgment  creditor  of  Stevens  in 
'  May,  1891.  When  an  appeal  or  proceedings 
in  error  Imve  been  filed  in  the  appellate  court, 
seeking  to  reverse  a  Judgment,  and  the  bond 
for  a  stay  of  execution  provided  for  in  pars. 
•10.52,  4U54,  4655,  Gen.  St.,  has  been  filed, 
the  Judgment  creditor  does  not  forfeit  his 
lien  by  failure  to  take  out  and  levy  an  exe- 
cution imtil  one  year  after  the  finding  of  the 
reviewing  court     To  liold  otherwise  would 


be  manifestly  onjost  to  the  Judgment  c^edl^ 
or,  as  well  as  to  the  Judgment  debtor.  Ths 
judgment  debtor  has  given  a  bond  to  stay 
execution.  He  does  this  becanse  he  does  not 
want  his  property  sold  at  a  forced  (and  prob- 
ably a  sacrifice)  sale,  when  by  no  possibility 
can  he  recover  more  than  the  money  it  sold 
for  and  the  Interest  thereon  from  the  time  of 
sala  The  Judgment  creditor  probably  con- 
siders his  claim  safe  after  the  bond  la  filed. 
He  does  not  want  to  unnecessarily  oppress 
the  debtor,  neither  does  he  care  to  be  to  the 
expense  and  trouble  of  selling  the  property 
until  he  is  sure  his  Judgment  will  be  af- 
firmed. Gen.  St  par.  4656,  however,  provider 
that  the  Judgment  creditor  may,  by  giving  a 
bond  and  obtaining  leave  of  the  court  pro- 
ceed to  enforce  his  Judgment  This  leaves  it 
to  the  sound  discretion  of  the  c»art  and  it 
would  undoubtedly  require  a  showing  thst 
injustice  would  be  done  the  Judgment  cred- 
itor before  the  court  would  permit  the  execu- 
tion to  issue.  It  la  absurd  to  say  that  the 
legislature  would  permit  a  Judgment  debtor 
to  give  a  bond  to  procore  a  stay  of  execu- 
tion upon  a  Judgment,  and  then  compel  the 
Judgment  creditor  to  give  a  counter  bond  and 
enforce  his  Judgment  or  lose  his  lien.  The 
judgment  of  the  district  court  will  be  af- 
firmed. All  the  judges  ooncnnlng. 


(1  Kmn.  A.  730) 

8TREETER  et  aL  t.  WESTHNHAVEK.' 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Soathem  Depart- 
ment W.  D.    Oct  1,  1885.) 

RsrsaaxoB  —  Kbvibw  or  Fisdinos  —  Arpsu,  — 
Waiviss  Objbctiohs. 

1.  Where  a  party  fails  to  preserve  the  evi- 
dence taken  on  the  trial  of  a  case  before  a  ref- 
eree, the  court  cannot  review  the  findings  of 
facts  made  by  the  referee,  so  as  to  determine 
whether  they  are  supported  by  sufficient  evi- 
dence, or  whether  they  are  contrary  to  the  evi- 
dence. 

2.  Where  a  case  has  been  tried  by  a  referee, 
and  be  has  made  bis  findings  of  facta  and  oondn- 
sions  of  law  in  writing,  and  filed  them  with  the 
court  appointing  him,  and  the  court  has  render- 
ed a  Judament  in  accordance  witti  the  report 
of  the  referee,  and  the  party  against  whom  the 
Judgment  is  rendered  does  not  file  any  motion 
to  set  aside  the  report,  or  move  for  a  new  trial 
in  said  action,  he  thereby  waives  ail  objections 
to  such  report  and  to  the  iudgment  and  the 
judgment  cannot  thereafter  be  reviewed  by  an 
appellate  court 

(Syllabus  by  the  Ciourt) 

Error  from  district  court.  Ford  county;  A 
X  Abbott,  Judge. 

Action  by  Streeter  &  Bradbury  against 
Mathias  Westenhaver.  Defendant  bad  Judg- 
ment and  plalntifts  bring  error.     Affirmed. 

On  the  29th  day  of  October,  1887,  the  plain 
tifts  filed  their  petition  in  the  district  coun 
of  Ford  county,  Kan.,  demanding  judgment 
against  the  defendant  for  the  sum  of  ^304  for 
money  overpaid  on  contract  for  grading  road- 
bed on  the  Cliicago,  Kansas  &  Nebraska  Rail- 
way in  Ford  county  in  the  months  of  July, 
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August,  and  September,  1887.  On  the  neces- 
Bary  affidavit  and  undertaking  an  order  of  at- 
tachment was  Issued  against  defendant,  and 
his  property  seized  In  attachment,  but  by 
stipulation  between  the  parties  the  attach- 
ment was  discharged.  On  the  23d  of  Novem- 
ber, 1887,  the  defendant  filed  bis  answer  to 
the  plaintiffs'  petition.  On  July  9,  1889,  de- 
fendant filed  an  amended  answer  and  cross 
petition,  setting  up  that  he  contracted  with 
plaintiffs  to  grade  one  mile  of  roadbed  on  the 
Chicago,  Kansas  &  Nebraska  Railway  in 
Ford  count}-,  ICan.,  near  EUngsdown,  desig- 
nated as  "Section  354";  that  he  fully  com- 
piled with  his  contract,  and  there  was  still  a 
balance  due  him  from  plaintiffs  for  such 
W(H'k,— the  sum  of  12,913.78;  and,  as  a  sec- 
ond cause  of  action  against  the  plaintiffs, 
that  they  are  Indebted  to  him  In  the  sum  of 
f  144.80  for  money  had  and  received  by  plain- 
tiffs for  the  use  and  benefit  of  defendant; 
and  prayed  judgment  against  the  plaintiffs 
on  the  two  causes  of  action  for  the  sum  of 
$3,058.58.  To  this  answer  and  cross  petition 
the  plaintiffs,  for  reply,  denied  all  the  allega- 
tions of  Indebtedness  to  defendant.  On  the 
17th  day  of  October,  1889,  by  agreement  of  all 
the  parties,  this  action  was  referred  to  one 
W.  R.  Brown,  referee,  for  the  purpose  of  tak- 
ing the  testimony,  and  reporting  findings  of 
facts  and  conclusions  of  law  to  the  court,  to 
be  tried  by  the  referee  on  three  days'  notice 
by  either  party;  that  said  case  was  tried  be- 
fore the  referee  at  Dodge  City,  Kan.,  and 
afterwards,  on  the  19th  day  of  May,  1800,  the 
referee  made  his  findings  of  facts  and  con- 
clusions of  law.  In  writing,  and  reported  the 
same  to  the  court,  and  recommended  that 
Judgment  be  entered  for  the  defendant 
against  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  $761, 
with  interest  from  the  commencement  of  this 
action  at  7  per  cent  per  annum,  and  for  costs 
of  suit.  On  the  10th  of  May,  1800,  the  plain- 
tiffs' attorney  wrote  a  letter  to  the  referee, 
asking  him  to  put  In  a  general  exception  for 
plaintiffs  to  his  report,  so  as  to  save  the  pialn- 
tllTs'  rights  so  they  will  not  be  entirely  lost 
in  the  matter.  The  referee  allowed  this  as  a 
general  exception  to  his  report.  On  the  21st 
of  May,  1890,  the  defendant,  by  his  attorney, 
filed  his  motion  in  writing,  asking  the  court 
to  enter  a  Judgment  against  the  plaintiffs 
therein  in  accordance  with  the  report  of  the 
referee  filed  In  said  action,  and  on  the  23d 
day  of  May,  1800,  the  parties  all  being  pres- 
ent by  their  respective  attorneys,  and  the  re- 
port of  the  referee  coming  on  to  be  heard  on 
the  motion  of  the  defendant  for  Judgment  in 
accordance  with  the  findings  and  recommen- 
dations of  said  referee,  the  court  thereuiwn 
rendered  a  judgment  against  the  plaintiffs  and 
In  favor  of  the  defendant  In  accordance  with 
the  findings  and  recommendations  of  the  ref- 
eree, to  which  the  plaintiffs,  by  their  counsel, 
excepted,  and  the  exception  was  noted  by  the 
court,  and  the  plaintiffs  were  given  CO  days' 
time  to  make  and  sen-e  a  case  for  the  su- 
preme court,  and  defendant  given  10  days  to 
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suggest  amendments  thereto,  and  same  to  be 
settled  on  5  days'  notice.  No  case  was  made, 
but  the  plaintiffs  bring  the  case  to  this  court 
on  a  certified  transcript  of  the  pleadings  and 
the  report  of  the  referee. 

Ohariee  H.  Toll  and  D.  V.  Bums,  for  plaia> 
tiffs.    John  N.  Ives,  for  defendant. 

JOHNSON,  P.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
This  action  was  commenced  by  the  plaintiffs 
In  the  district  court  of  Ford  county  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  9304,  for  mon- 
ey overpaid  by  plaintiffs  to  him  for  work 
done  as  gnbeontractor  In  the  construction  of 
one  mile  of  roadbed  on  the  Chicago,  Kansas 
&  Nebraska  Railway  in  Ford  county,  Kan., 
In  1887.  An  order  of  attachment  was  Issued 
on  the  commencement  of  the  action,  and  de- 
fendant's property  seized  by  the  sheriff,  but 
the  attachment  was  afterwards  discharged 
by  agreement  of  the  parties.  The  defendant 
filed  an  answer  to  the  petition  of  the  plain- 
tiffs, denying  any  indebtedness  to  them,  and 
also  a  cross  petition,  demanding  judgment 
against  the  plaintiffs  for  the  sum  of  |3,058.58 
as  a  balance  due  few  work  done  tmder  con- 
tract with  plaintiffs  as  a  subcontractor  In  the 
grading  of  one  mile  of  roadbed  on  the  Chi- 
cago, Kansas  &  Nebraska  Railway  In  Ford 
county,  Kan.,  In  1887.  After  Issue  had  been 
Joined  by  agreement  of  all  the  parties,  the 
action  was  referred  to  a  referee  for  the  pur- 
pose of  taking  the  testimony  and  reporting 
his  findings  of  facts  and  conclusions  of  law 
to  the  court.  The  case  was  heard  before  the 
referee,  who  made  findings  of  facts  and  con- 
clusions of  law,  and  reported  the  same  to  the 
court  The  plaintiffs  made  the  following  ex- 
ception to  the  finding  of  the  referee:  "I 
will  ask  you  to  put  in  a  general  exception  tor 
ns,  so  that  our  rights  will  not  be  entirely  lost 
In  the  matter."  The  defendant  made  bis  mo- 
tion In  writing,  asking  the  court  to  rater  up 
Judgment  in  his  favor  In  accordance  with  the 
findings  of  the  referee.  The  court  after- 
wards, in  the  presence  of  the  attorneys  for 
both  parties,  rendered  judgment  in  favor  of 
the  defendant  in  accordance  with  the  findings 
of  the  referee,  and  the  plaintiffs  duly  except- 
ed to  the  judgment  of  the  court,  and  took 
60  days  to  make  a  case  for  the  supreme  court; 
but  no  case  was  ever  made.  Ilie  plaintiffs 
bring  the  case  here  on  a  certified  transcript 
containing  the  pleadings,  affidavits,  agree- 
ments of  parties,  and  the  report  of  the  ref- 
eree, and  assign  eight  causes  of  error,  but 
only  specify  four  reasons  In  their  brief  why 
the  judgment  should  be  reversed:  "First 
The  findings  of  facts  made  by  the  referee  are 
not  sustained  by,  but  are  contrary  to,  the  evi- 
dence. Second.  His  conclusions  of  law,  ba»- 
ed  upon  the  facts  as  found,  are  erroneous. 
Third.  Error  of  the  court  below  In  overruling 
plaintiffs'  exceptions  to  the  findings  of  facts 
and  conclusions  of  law  of  the  referee. 
Fourth.  EiTor  of  the  court  below  In  causing 
judgment  to  be  rendered  In  defendant's  £a- 


uigiiizea  oy  N^jv^vy 


^., 


894 


PACIFIC  RBPOBTBR,  Vol.  iL 


(Kan. 


Tor,  and  In  aot  causing  Judgment  to  be  ren- 
dered In  plaintiffs'  favor,  as  prayed  for  in 
their  petition." 

This  court  cannot  review  the  findings  of 
the  referee  to  determine  whether  the  findings 
are  supported  by  sufficient  evidence,  or 
whether  they  are  contrary  to  tbe  evidence, 
as  the  plaintiffs  did  not  have  all  tbe  evidence 
taken  on  the  trial  before  the  referee  preserv- 
ed in  such  form  as  this  court  can  review  it. 
Tbe  referee  says  in  his  report  that  he  has  re- 
duced the  evidence  taicen  by  bim  to  writing, 
and  that  the  same  is  appended  to  bis  report 
The  transcript  brought  to  this  court  lias  tbe 
following  certificate  attached:  "I.  Thomas 
Labey,  cleric  of  tbe  district  court  in  and 
for  tbe  county  and  state  aforesaid.  In  tbe 
27tb  Judicial  district  of  said  state,  hereby 
certify  that  tbe  foregoing  and  annexed  pa- 
pers contain  true,  fuU,  and  complete  copy 
and  transcript  of  all  pleadings  and  papers 
filed  in  the  above-entitled  cause,  all  orders  of 
the  court,  the  report  of  the  referee,  tbe  evi- 
dence submitted  with  tbe  report,  the  Judg- 
ment of  tbe  court,  and  ail  tbe  proceedings 
in  the  above-entitled  cause,  as  tbe  same  ap- 
pears on  file  and  of  record  in  my  office,  save 
and  except  that  part  of  transcript  which  re- 
lates to  agreement  of  parties  to  this  case, 
which  does  not  appear  of  record;  but  that 
part  marked  thus  ' '  in  said  report  Is  on- 
ly a  minute  on  trial  docket."  Tbe  transcript 
fails  to  show  that  it  contains  all  tbe  evi- 
dence upon  which  tbe  referee  made  bis  find- 
ings. In  fact,  tbe  report  of  tbe  referee  shows 
that  there  was  other  evidence,  not  included  in 
tbe  written  evidence  reported  by  him.  It  was 
tbe  duty  of  tbe  plaintiffs  if  they  desired  the 
court  to  review  tbe  findings  of  the  referee 
to  preserve  tbe  evidence  in  a  bill  of  excep- 
tions or  a  case  made,  showing  that  it  con- 
tained all  of  the  evidence.  Walker  v.  Manu- 
facturing Co.,  8  Kan.  397;  Bayor  v.  Cock- 
rill,  3  Kan.  282;  Simpson  v.  Woodward,  5 
Kan.  571;  Porter  v.  Hall,  11  Kan.  514;  Davis 
v.  Wilson,  Id.  74;  Hale  v.  Bridge  Co.,  8  Kan. 
46;  Blair  v.  Field,  5  Kan.  58;  Murray  v. 
Kelley,  23  Kan.  667;  Brown  v.  Johnson,  14 
Kan.  378;  State  v.  Harper  Co.  Com'rs,  43 
Kan.  193,  23  Pac.  101;  Moody  v.  Arthur,  16 
Kan.  419;  Hill  v.  Bank,  42  Kaa  270,  22  Pac. 
324;  Muscott  v.  Hanna,  26  Kan.  770;  Insur- 
ance Co.  V.  Hogue,  41  Kan.  524,  21  Pac.  641; 
Russell  V.  Thompson  (Kan.  App.)  40  Pac.  833. 
The  plaintiffs  failed  to  take  any  exceptions 
to  the  findings  of  the  referee,  or  to  bis  re- 
port. An  exception  is  an  objection  taken  to 
a  decision  of  tbe  court  or  judge  upon  a  mat- 
ter of  law.  Tbe  party  objecting  to  tbe  deci- 
sion must  except  at  the  time  tbe  decision  is 
made,  and  time  may  be  given  to  reduce  tbe 
exception  to  writing,  but  not  beyond  the 
term.  No  particular  form  of  exception  is 
required.  The  exception  must  state  so  much 
of  the  evidence  as  is  necessary  to  explain  it, 
and  no  more,  and  the  whole  as  brief  as  possi- 
ble. Where  tbe  decision  is  not  entered  on 
tbe  record,  or  the  grounds  of  objection  do 


not  sufficiently  appear  In  tbe  entry,  the  party 
excepting  must  reduce  his  exception  to  writ- 
ing, and  present  it  to  the  Judge  for  his  al- 
lowance. Unless  the  party  excepts  to  the  de- 
cision of  the  court,  be  waives  his  right  to 
complain  thereafter.  If  tbe  party  desires 
tbe  court  to  notice  bU  objection.  It  Is  Us 
duty  to  call  the  attention  of  tbe  court  to  the 
matter  at  the  time  tbe  court  Is  rendering  his 
decision  or  passing  on  tbe  question  object- 
ed to.  The  plaintiffs'  attorney  In  this  case 
wrote  a  letter  to  tbe  referee,  asking  him  to 
note  a  general  exception  for  bim  to  the  whole 
findings  and  conclusions;  but  he  never  after- 
wards reduced  bis  objections  to  writing,  stat- 
ing in  what  his  objections  consisted,  did  not 
make  exceptions  to  any  particular  finding  of 
fact  or  conclusion  of  law,  and,  after  the  re- 
port was  ffied,  they  never  called  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  to  any  objection,  nor  did  they 
in  any  manner  object  to  the  court  about  the 
finding  of  the  referee,  or  bis  conclusions  of 
law.  If  tbe  findings  of  fact  or  tbe  conclu- 
sions of  law  of  the  referee  were  not  satisfac- 
tory to  tbe  plaintiffs,  it  was  their  duty  to  call 
tbe  attention  of  tbe  court  to  tbe  error  of  tbe 
referee  in  some  manner,  and  ask  the  court 
to  either  set  the  report  aside  or  modify  in 
such  manner  as  was  right  and  proper.  The 
plaintiffs,  failing  to  make  their  objection  to 
the  court,  waive  their  right  to  come  into  this 
court  at  this  time,  and  ask  to  have  It  set 
aside,  or  modified  in  any  particular.  Tbe 
plaintiffs  excepted  to  the  Judgment  of  the 
court,  and  were  given  60  days  to  make  case 
for  the  supreme  court,  but  have  tailed  to  pre- 
serve any  of  the  proceedings  In  said  case  by 
either  bill  of  exceptions  or  made  case,  and 
tbe  plaintiffs  also  made  no  motion  for  new 
trial,  nor  in  any  other  manner  asked  the 
court  to  correct  any  error  that  might  have 
occurred  upon  tbe  trial  of  said  case,  and 
thereby  waived  their  right  to  a  review  of  the 
Judgment  of  the  court  below. 

It  is  contended  by  the  plaintiffs,  without 
any  exceptions  whatever  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court  to  determine  whether  the  findings  and 
the  evidence  are  sufficient  to  support  the 
Judgment,  and  in  support  of  tlUs  contention 
they  rely  on  tbe  case  of  Foster  v.  Volgbt- 
lander,  36  Kan.  572,  13  Pac.  777;  but  upon 
an  examination  of  that  case  we  find  ttiat  it 
does  not  support  this  claim,  but  is  directly 
opposite  to  It.  Mr.  Justice  Jolmston,  deliv- 
ering the  opinion  of  the  court,  says:  "The 
report  of  tbe  referee  was  made  and  duly 
served  on  tbe  plaintiff  in  error  on  April  9, 
1885,  and  was  not  filed  in  the  court  imtll 
April  13,  1885,  but  no  exception  was  made 
to  tbe  report,  or  to  any  of  the  proceedings 
before  the  referee.  They  complain  that  the 
report  Is  not  as  definite  and  complete  as  it 
should  have  been  in  failing  to  state  the  ex- 
istence, terms,  and  conclusion  of  the  partner- 
ship, and  because  it  did  not  contain  a  detailed 
account  of  assets  and  Indebtedness  of  the 
firm,  tbe  amount  invested  by  each  partner  in 
the  business,  and  the  amount  drawn  out  by 
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each,  as  well  as  tbe  liability  of  eacb  for  tbe 
amoQut  awarded  In  favor  of  tbe  defendant 
in  error.  The  plaintiffs  In  error  are  bardly 
In  a  position  to  complain.  Aside  from  tbe 
fact  that  no  exceptions  were  taken  to  tbe 
action  of  tbe  referee,  they  did  not  request 
bim  to  find  more  fully  or  specifically,  al- 
tbougb  they  bad  four  days'  notice  before  fil- 
ing of  tbe  rei)ort,  of  what  findings  it  con- 
tained; nor  did  they  ask  tbe  court,  after  the 
report  was  filed,  to  refer  the  same  for  an  ad- 
ditional or  more  complete  statement  of  facts. 
Haying  brought  none  of  the  testimony  or 
proceedings  taken  or  bad  before  the  referee, 
we  are  unable  to  say  what  further  findings 
tbe  referee  conld  or  should  have  mada. 
•  •  *  Without  tbe  evidence  or  any  excep- 
tions, the  only  question  to  be  considered  is 
whether  tbe  findings  support  tbe  judgment 
rendered,  and  this  we  determine  in  the  af- 
firmative. The  questions  principally  argued 
are  not  fairly  raised  by  the  record.  The  de- 
fects complained  of  are  such  as  might  have 
been  made  tbe  subject  of  an  application  for 
further  and  more  specific  findings,  but  tbe 
plaintiffs  in  error  chose  not  to  avail  them- 
selves of  tbe  remedy.  •  •  ♦  All  of  tbe 
evidence  and  proceedings  were  before  the 
court  when  It  overruled  tbe  motion  to  set 
aside  the  report,  and  without  these  we  cannot 
say  the  rulings  were  erroneous."  Counsel 
also  calls  our  attention  to  the  case  of  Koeh- 
ler  v.  Ball,  2  Kan.  155;  but  in  that  case  the 
plaintiff  in  error  made  bis  motion  In  tbe  dis- 
trict court  to  set  aside  an  order  of  the  court 
confirming  a  sheriff's  sale,  and  also  to  set 
aside  tbe  appraisement  and  sale  of  tbe  laud, 
and  tbe  court  refused  to  entertain  his  motion, 
and  he  filed  bis  petition  in  error  In  the  su- 
preme court  to  reverse  the  order  of  confirma- 
tion of  said  sale,  and  attached  to  his  petition 
in  error  a  transcript  of  tbe  proceedings  had 
in  the  district  court;  Cobb,  C.  J.,  delivering 
the  opinion  of  the  court,  quoting  from  tbe 
opinion  of  tbe  supreme  court  of  Olilo,  with 
approval,  in  tbe  case  of  Bank  v.  Buckingham, 
12  Ohio  St.  402:  "The  object  of  an  exception 
is  generally  to  bring  up  on  the  record  for 
review  a  decision  of  tbe  court  upon  a  matter 
of  law  which  tbe  record  would  not  other- 
wise show.  In  such  case  tbe  exception  must 
be  reduced  to  writing,  and  allowed  and  sign- 
ed by  the  court;  but  where  the  decision  ex- 
cepted to  is  entered  on  the  record,  and  the 
grounds  of  objection  appear  in  the  entry, 
the  exception  may  be  taken  by  tbe  party 
causing  It  to  be  noted  at  the  end  of  the 
decision  that  he  excepts  •  •  •.  If  the 
record  shows  such  final  judgment  to  be  er- 
roneous, it  is  tbe  right  of  the  party  aggrieved 
to  have  it  reversed,  vacated,  or  modified  on 
petition  in  error  to  the  proper  reviewing 
court."  There  being  nothing  in  the  record 
showing  tbe  proceedings  to  be  erroneous,  tbe 
only  question  that  this  court  can  consider  is 
whether  tbe  final  judgment  rendered  by  the 
court  Is  in  accordance  with  the  findings  of 
facts  made  by  the  referee  and  repco'ted  to 


the  court.  We  are  satisfied  that  the  Judg- 
ment of  tbe  court  Is  fully  sustained  by  tbe 
facts  as  found,  nie  judgment  of  the  district 
court  is  affirmed.    All  the  judges  concurring. 


LUNT>EBN  V.  LIVINGSTON  ELECTRIC 

LIGHT  CO. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Oct.  14,  1895.) 

Obstbdctino  Stbbet— Neglioskcb— Pboximate 

Cause. 

1.  A  guy  wire  ranning  from  a  telegraph 
pole  across  a  street  to  a  post  fovr  or  five  feet 
above  the  ground,  and  two  feet  from  the  side- 
walk, is  an  obstruction  to  the  free  and  ordinary 
use  of  said  street. 

2.  Where  defendant  negligently  ran  a  guy 
wire  from  a  telegraph  pole  across  tlie  street, 
and  a  stranger's  horse,  becoming  frightened, 
ran  into  and  broke  the  wire,  causing  it  to  strike 
and  injure  plaintiff,  defendant's  negligence  was 
the  proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Park  county; 
Frank  Henry,  Judge. 

Action  by  L  F.  Lundeen  against  tbe  Liv- 
ingston Electric  Light  Company  for  personal 
injuries.  Plaintiff  bad  judgment,  and  de- 
fmdant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

This  is  an  action  for  damages  for  personal 
injuries.  It  appears  from  the  record  that  tbe 
defendant  corporation  was  on  tbe  3d  day 
of  July,  1892,  tbe  owner  of  a  franchise  ol)- 
talned  from  the  city  of  Livingston,  author- 
izing it  to  own  and  operate  an  electric  light 
plant  for  tbe  purpose  of  lighting  said  city, 
and  was  on  said  day  operating  said  plant, 
with  poles  and  wires  put  up  and  established 
in  and  along  the  streets  thereof.  It  became 
Its  duty,  under  said  franchise,  to  so  operate 
said  plant  that  it  should  in  no  way  obsti-uct 
the  free  use  of  the  streets,  alleys,  and  pub- 
lic ways  of  said  city.  In  placing  its  poles 
on  which  its  wires  were  strung,  the  com- 
pany bad  established  a  pole  at  the  corner  of 
Second  and  Park  streets.  To  strengthen  and 
support  this  pole,  a  guy  wire  was  run  from 
It  to  a  post  planted  across  Second  street, 
in  Park  street,  a  few  feet  from  tbe  sidewalk 
on  said  Park  street.  This  post,  It  appears, 
was  from  four  to  six  feet  high,  and  the  guy 
wire  was  fastened  around  It  four  or  five 
feet  above  the  ground,  and  extending  thence 
to  the  pole  across  Second  street.  It  appears 
that  on  said  3d  day  of  July  the  plaintiff  was 
riding  at  a  moderate  gait,  on  horseback, 
along  said  Park  street,  in  company  with  one 
of  tbe  witnesses.  Near  tbe  Intersection  of 
said  streets  a  man  by  tbe  name  of  Bender, 
also  on  horseback,  passed  the  plaintiff.  Here 
Bender's  horse  became  frightened,  and  for 
a  time  unmanageable,  and  shied  across  the 
street,  and  ran  against  the  guy  wire,  and 
broke  it  near  tbe  post  to  which  It  was  fas- 
tened. The  brc^en  wire  recoiled,  and  wound 
Itself  around  tbe  waist  of  the  plaintiff,  who 
was  riding  In  the  rear  of  Bender,  pulled  her 
from  her  horse  to  the  ground  and  Inflicted 
upon  her  serious  injuries,  to  recover  damages 
for  which  this  suit  is  brought    The  defend- 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


'6" 


996 


FAGIEIG  REFOBTER,  VoL  4L 


(Mont 


ant  dentes  that  it  was  goilty  of  nee^ence 
by  placing  and  maintaining  tbe  post  and 
guy  wire  In  and  along  the  streets  of  said 
city,  as  alleged  In  the  complaint.  It  also  de- 
nies the  damages.  The  case  was  tried  with 
a  Jury,  who  returned  a  general  verdict  for 
the  plaintiff  In  the  sum  of  $500.  At  the  re- 
quest of  the  defendant  the  following  special 
findings  of  fact  were  submitted  to  the  Jury, 
and  made  and  returned  by  them:  "First 
Was  the  pole  and  guy  wire  of  the  defendant 
company,  which  is  alleged  to  have  caused  the 
accident  In  this  case,  so  placed  as  to  be  dan- 
gerous to  the  traveling  public  In  the  ordinary 
use  of  Park  and  Second  streets  In  the  citr 
of  Livingston?  Answer.  Xes.  Second.  Did 
the  defendant  company  use  due  and  ordina- 
ry care  in  placing  the  said  pole  and  guy 
wire  where  it  was  placed?  Answer.  No. 
Third.  Would  the  accident  have  happened, 
had  not  the  horae  of  the  witness  Bender  run 
against  the  pole?  Answer.  Na"  Judgment 
was  rendered  for  the  plaintiff,  in  accordance 
with  the  verdict  and  findings.  From  this 
judgment  and  the  order  refusing  a  new  trial, 
the  defendant  appeals. 

Savage  &  Day,  for  appellant.  Campbell  & 
Stark  and  John  T.  Smith,  for  respondent 

PEMBERTON,  C.  J,  (after  stating  the 
facts).  The  defendant  contends  that  the  evi- 
dence is  insufficient  to  sustain  the  verdict, 
in  that  there  is  no  evidence  that  the  post  and 
wire,  or  either  of  them,  constitute  an  ob- 
struction of  the  free  use  of  the  streets,  in 
their  ordinary  and  usual  use.  We  thtnk  the 
evidence  Is  ample  to  support  the  finding  in 
this  particular.  The  evidence  is  that  the 
post  to  which  the  wire  was  attached  was  five 
or  six  feet  high;  that  the  wire  was  fastened 
to  It  about  four  or  five  feet  above  the  ground. 
The  post  was  placed  in  the  street  some  two 
feet,  at  least,  from  the  edge  of  the  sidewalk. 
We  think  that  the  wire  was  attached  to  the 
post  so  near  to  the  ground  that  if  a  horse, 
being  ridden  or  driven  by  the  post,  shied  and 
ran  under  the  wire,  injury  would  be  ahnost 
Inevitable  to  the  rider  or  driver.  The  wire 
was  hung  so  low  that  a  person  stepping  off 
the  sidewalk,  at  or  near  the  post,  in  the 
nighttime,  and  attempting  to  pass  under  the 
wire,  would  be  liable  to  receive  serious  in- 
Jury  by  contact  with  it  A  man  of  ordinary 
height  could  not  pass  under  the  wire,  at  or 
near  the  post  without  his  head  coming  !n 
contact  therewith.  We  think  the  post  and 
wire  were  not  only  obstructions,  but  danger- 
ous ones.  It  seems  that  ordinary  foresight 
and  prudence  would  have  enabled  the  de- 
fendant to  have  foreseen  the  probable  con- 
sequence of  placing  the  post  and  wire  in 
the  street  In  the  manner  in  which  they  were 
placed.  Whether  placing  the  poet  and  guy 
wire  in  the  street  by  the  defendant  con- 
stituted an  obstruction  to  the  free  and  or- 
dinary use  thereof  was  a  question  of  fact,  to 
be  determined  by  the  Jury.  Hayes  v.  Rail- 
road Co.,  Ill  U.  S.  228,  4  Sup.  Ct  300;  Rail- 


way Co.  ▼.  Frescott,  8  C.  C.  A.  100,  50  Fed. 
237;  Sweeney  ▼.  City  of  Butte,  15  Mont  274, 
38  Pac  286. 

The  real  controversy  Involved  In  this  case, 
we  think,  la  found  in  the  instructions  given 
and  refused  by  the  court  Instruction  2,  as 
given  by  the  court  is  as  follows:  "The  court 
instructs  the  Jury  that  if  they  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  plaintiff  was  injured 
and  sustained  damage  as  charged  in  the  com- 
plaint, and  that  such  injury  was  the  com- 
bUied  result  of  an  accident  and  of  an  ob- 
struction in  said  Park  street  and  that  the 
damage  would  not  have  been  sustained  but 
for  such  obstruction,  although  the  primary 
cause  was  a  pure  accident,  still  If  the  Jury 
further  believe  from  the  evidence  that  the 
plaintiff  was  guilty  of  no  fault  or  negli- 
gence on  her  ptirt,  and  the  accident  one  which 
common  prudence  and  ordinary  sagacity  on 
the  part  of  the  plaintiff  could  not  have  fore- 
seen and  provided  against,  then  the  defend- 
ant is  liable,  provided  the  Jury  believe  from 
the  evidence  that  the  defendant  was  guilty 
of  negligence,  either  in  the  placing  of  such 
obstruction  in  the  street  in  such  a  manner  as 
to  prevent  the  free  use  thereof,  or  in  not  re- 
moving the  same,  If  the  same  was  an  ob- 
struction to  the  free  use  of  said  street"  The 
court  refused  an  Instruction  requested  by  the 
defendant  as  follows:  'Tou  are  further  in- 
structed that  although  you  may  l>elieve  from 
the  evidence  that  the  poles  and  wires  thus 
placed  in  Park  street  by  the  defendant  were 
dangerous  to  the  traveling  public,  in  their 
ordlnarj'  use  of  the  street  yet  If  you  believe 
that  the  injury  to  the  plaintiff  was  approxi- 
mately caused  by  the  act  of  the  witness  Ben- 
der's horse,  while  running  away,  in  running 
against  said  pole  or  wire,  and  would  not  have 
happened  but  for  the  act  of  the  said  horse, 
you  will  find  for  the  defendant"  The  de- 
fendant contends  that  the  court  erred  in  giv- 
ing said  Instruction,  and  in  refusing  to  give 
the  one  requested  by  It  The  contention  of 
the  defendant  is  that  plaintiff  was  injured  aa 
a  result  of  Bender's  horse  running  againsi 
and  breaking  the  guy  wire,  and  that  al- 
though the  defendant  was  guilty  of  negli- 
gence in  placing  the  wire  in  f>uch  a  place  and 
condition  that  the  horse,  under  the  attendant 
circumstances,  would  run  against  and  breatS 
it  still  It  is  not  liable  for  damages  for  the  im 
Juries  sustained  by  plaintiff.  This  contention 
proceeds  upon  the  hypothesis  that  the  placing 
of  the  wire  in  the  street  by  the  defendant 
must  have  been  the  sole  cause  of  the  injuries 
of  the  plaintiff;  that  the  defendant  is  not 
liable  for  Injuries  resulting  from  an  acci- 
dental intervening  or  other  proximate  cause, 
notwithstanding  Its  negligence  in  placing  the 
wire  in  the  street  The  defendant  contends 
that  the  plaintiff  would  not  have  been  In- 
jured if  the  horse  had  not  run  against  and 
broken  the  wire,  and  therefore  the  defendant 
is  not  liable,  however  negligent  it  was  in  put- 
ting the  wire  in  the  street.  Brennan  v.  City, 
of  St  Louis,  02  Mo,  482,  2  S.  W.  4S1,  is  very 
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similar,  In  Kb  facts  aad  principles  Involved, 
to  the  case  at  bar.  In  that  case  the  plain- 
tiff, a  child  3  years  old,  was  with  her  sister, 
13  years  old,  who  was  pushing  a  baby  car- 
riage with  a  baby  In  It,  and  were  all  on  the 
sidewalk,  close  to  a  ditch  which  had  existed 
for  some  months,  when  another  little  girl 
came  up,  stumbled  against  the  plaintiff,  and 
both  fell  into  the  ditch,  and  plaintiff's  leg 
was  broken.  In  discussing  that  case  the 
court  said:  "The  first  contention  Is  that 
plaintiff  should  have  been  nonsuited  because, 
from  all  the  evidence.  It  appears  the  condi- 
tion of  the  street  was  mot  the  cause  of  the  ac- 
cident, but  that  It  was  caused  by  the  stum- 
bling of  the  other  girl.  It  is  true,  no  amount 
of  care  on  the  part  of  the  city  government 
can  prevent  children,  or,  toe  that  matter, 
grown  people,  f  rrau  stumbling.  All  this  does 
not  relieve  the  city  from  the  necessity  of 
keeping  the  streets  in  a  reasonably  safe  con- 
dition, though  the  want  of  care  on  the  part 
of  the  person  injured  may  prevent  a  recov- 
ery. Oases  are  to  be  found  where  It  seems 
to  be  held,  under  like  circumstances,  that,  in 
order  to  recover.  It  must  be  proved  that  the 
injuiy  was  occasioned  solely  by  the  neglect 
of  the  defendant,  and  not  the  neglect  of  the 
defendant  combined  with  some  accidental 
cause.  But  this  court,  in  discussing  a  like 
question  in  Bassett  v.  City  of  St  Joseph,  53 
Mo.  290,  loc.  cit  300,  said:  'It  is  true  that,  if 
it  had  not  been  for  the  attempt  of  the  mule 
to  kick,  the  Injury  might  not  have  occurred; 
and  It  is  equally  true  that,  if  there  had  been 
no  excavation  at  hand,  the  kicking  of  the 
mule  would  have  been  harmless.'  And  fur- 
ther on  the  conclusion  is  reached  that.  If  the 
plaintiff  was  without  fault,  she  would  have 
a  right  to  recover,  notwithstanding  the  cause 
contributing  to  the  injury  was  the  attempt  of 
the  mule  to  kick  plaintiff,  and  she,  attempt- 
ing to  protect  herself,  fell  or  Jumped  into  the 
excavation.  Tae  same  principle,  that  the 
plaintiff  may  recover  where  he  is  In  the  ex- 
ercise of  ordinary  care  and  prudence,  and  the 
injury  la  attributable  to  the  defective  street, 
with  some  accidental  cause,  was  again  as- 
serted In  Hull  V.  Kansas  City,  54  Mo.  598,  and 
must  be  taken  as  established  law  In  this 
state."  So  while  It  may  be  true  that  plain- 
tiff here  would  not  have  been  Injured  If  the 
borse  had  not  run  against  and  broken  the 
guy  wire.  It  Is  also  true  that  the  horse  would 
not  have  run  against  and  broken  It  if  defend- 
ant had  not  negligently  placed  it  in  the  street 
In  Railway  Co.  v.  Prescott,  8  C,  C.  A  109,  59 
Fed.,  at  page  242,— a  case  quite  similar  to  the 
one  at  bar,— the  court  say:  "With  respect  to 
the  suggestion  that  the  Injuries  complained 
of  were  immediately  occasioned  by  the  sud- 
den shying  of  the  horse  which  the  plaintiff 
was  driving,  it  is  only  necessary  to  say  that 
the  shying  of  the  horse  cannot  be  regarded 
as  the  sole   proximate  cause  of  the  injury. 


The  obstruction  which  had  been  placed  In  the 
highway  directly  contributed  to  the  accident, 
and  the  Jury  was  Justified  in  so  finding." 
And  see  authorities  cited.  This  authority 
holds  that  there  may  be  more  than  one  cause 
contributing  to  the  injury,  and  that  If  the  ob- ' 
structlon  placed  In  the  street  contributed  to 
the  Injury,  and  the  shying  of  the  hoi-se  was 
not  the  sole  cause,  then  the  defendant  was 
liable.  The  same  doctrine  is  assertcj  in 
Ivory  V.  Town  of  Deer  Park,  116  N.  T.  4T6, 
22  N.  E.  1080.  In  Hayes  v.  Railroad  Co.,  Ill 
U.  S.  228,  4  Sup.  Ct  369,  a  boy  walked  upon 
defendant's  track,  and  was  Injured.  It  was 
the  duty  of  defendant  to  fence  Its  track.  In 
this  case  the  road  contended  that  the  want 
of  a  fence  was  not  the  cause  of  the  Injury; 
that  the  cause  of  the  Injury  was  the  boy'a 
negligently  going  upon  the  track.  In  other 
words,  the  defendant  contended  that  the 
want  of  a  fence  was  not  the  sole  proximate 
cause  of  the  injury.  The  court.  In  treating 
this  contention,  said:  "It  is  further  argued 
that  the  dbrection  of  the  court  below  was 
right,  because  the  want  of  a  fence  could 
not  reasonably  be  alleged  as  the  cause  of  the 
Injury.  In  the  sense  of  an  efficient  cause,— 
causa  causans,— this  is,  no  doubt,  strictly 
true;  but  that  Is  not  the  sense  In  which  the 
law  uses  the  term  in  this  connection.  The 
question  is.  was  it  causa  sine  qua  non;  a 
cause  which,  If  it  had  not  existed,  the  injury 
would  not  have  taken  place;  an  occasional 
cause?  And  that  Is  a  question  of  fact,  un- 
less the  causal  connection  is  evidently  not 
proximate." 

We  think  it  was  the  duty  of  the  defendant 
to  have  placed  this  guy  wire  so  high  above 
the  ground  that  persons  could  pass  under  It, 
either  on  foot  or  horseback.  In  the  day  or 
night  time,  without  danger  of  being  Injured. 
Placed  as  it  was.  it  was  not  only  an  obstruc- 
tion to  the  free  and  ordinary  use  of  the 
street,  but  It  was  dangerous  to  the  safety  of 
persons  who  had  the  right  to  travel  the 
streets.  We  think  that  a  reasonably  prudent 
X>erBon  must  have  foreseen,  when  stringing 
this  wire  In  the  street  as  It  was  strung,  that 
just  such  accidents  and  calamities  were  liable 
to  occur  as  happened  to  the  plaintiff  in  this 
case.  Persons  and  corporations  acquiring 
franchises  and  privileges  to  use  the  streets 
of  towns  and  cities  in  tliis  state,  for  prt^t, 
should  be  held  to  a  strict  observance  of  legal 
obligations  to  guard  and  protect  the  persons, 
lives,  and  property  of  the  Inhabitants  there- 
of. 

We  have  treated  all  the  questions  presented 
which  we  deem  material  to  a  determination 
of  the  case.  We  think  the  case  was  properly 
and  fairly  tried,  and  the  right  result  reached. 
The  Judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are 
affirmed. 

DE  WITT  and  HUNT,  JJ.,  concur. 
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(Snpremc  Court  of  Montana.     Oct.  7,  1885.) 

isdictubst  against  accessobt  —  evidence— is- 

Bthuctioks— Examination  of  Witness — 

competbnct  of  jubor. 

1.  Though  the  distinctions  between  acces- 
sories before  the  fact  and  principals  are  abol- 
ished, an  indictment  first  setting  out  the  guilt 
of  the  principal  offender,  and  then  charging 
that,  "before  the  commission  of  said  felony,  de- 
fendant did"  "counsel,  aid,  incite,  and  procure" 
said  principal  to  commit  the  felony,  is  unob- 
jectionable. 

2.  On  the  trial  of  one  who,  at  common  law, 
would  have  been  an  accessory  before  the  fact, 
the  record  of  conviction  of  the  principal  is  prima 
facie  evidence  of  the  latter's  guilt. 

3.  Where  one  of  defendant's  attorneys,  be- 
fore testifying  for  the  defense,  did  not  ask  per- 
mission to  argue  the  case,  as  required  by  a  rule 
of  court,  it  was  not  error  to  refuse  to  permit 
him  to  do  bo. 

4.  A  charge  that  the  law  did  not  require 
the  jury  to  be  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt  of  each  link  of  the  chain  of  circumstan- 
rps  relied  upon  to  establish  defendant's  guilt; 
that  it  was  sufficient  if,  taking  all  of  the  testi- 
mony together,  the  jury  was  satisfied  beyond 
a  reasonable  doubt  of  defendant's  guilt, — was 
erroneous,  as  it  was  necessary  for  the  state  to 
prove  beyond  reasonable  doubt  each  fact  and 
circumstance  necessary  to  complete  the  chain. 

5.  The  jury  being  the  sole  judges  of  the 
weight  of  the  evidence,  it  was  error  to  charge 
that  defendant's  voluntary  admissions,  proved 
by  competent  testimony,  were  entitled  to  great 
weight. 

0.  The  prosecution  has  no  right  to  examine 
defendant  so  as  to  elicit  testimony  reflecting 
on  her  moral  character,  where  it  was  not  prop- 
er cross-examination,  and  did  not  legitimately 
tend  to  impair  her  credibility. 

7.  A  juror  who  has  formed  a  fixed  opinion 
as  to  the  guilt  or  innocence  of  the  principal  of- 
fender ought  not  to  sit  on  the  trial  of  the  per- 
son charged  as  an  accessory. 

8.  It  was  proper  to  refuse  to  permit  a  wit- 
ness to  be  asked,  for  the  purjwsc  of  affecting 
her  credibility,  whether  she  was  addicteil  to  the 
morphine  habit,  unless  it  was  intended  to  show 
that  she  was  under  the  influence  of  the  drug  at 
the  time  the  events  happened  about  which  she 
was  testifying,  or  that  her  powers  of  recollec- 
tion were  impaired  thereby. 

9.  An  instruction  defining  moral  certainty 
should  state  that  the  juror  must  be  so  con- 
vinced by  the  evidence  of  the  truth  of  the  fact 
that  he  himself  would  venture  to  act  upon  such 
conviction  in  matters  of  the  highest  concern 
and  im|)ortance  to  his  own  interests. 

Appeal  from  district  conrt,  Missoula  coun- 
ty;  F.  H.  Woody,  Judge. 

Mary  Gleim  was  convicted  of  assault  with 
int«it  to  commit  murder,  and  appeals.  Re- 
versed. 

Toole  &  Wallace,  for  appellant  H.  .T. 
Haskell  and  Thos.  C.  Marshall,  for  the  State. 

HUNT,  J.  Patrick  Mason,  Mary  Gleim, 
and  William  Reed  were  Jointly  Indicted  for 
an  assault,  with  intent  to  commit  murder, 
upon  one  Bums.  Appellant,  Mary  Gleim, 
was  separately  tried  after  Mason  had  been 
convicted.  She  was  found  guilty,  and  sen- 
tenced to  the  penitentiary  for  14  years. 

1.  Appellant  contends  that  the  Indictment 
will  not  support  a  verdict  and  Judgment  of 
sullty,   "because   it  nowhere  charges   that 


said  Mary  Gleim  committed  the  crime  of 
assault  with  intent  to  murder."  The  mate- 
rial charging  parts  of  the  Indictment  are  as 
follows:  "That  one  Patrick  Mason,  late  of 
the  county  of  Missoula,  state  of  Montana, 
on  or  about  the  13th  day  of  February,  A.  D. 
1894,  at  the  county  of  Missoula,  in  the  state 
of  Montana,  did  feloniously,  deliberately, 
premedltatedly,  and  of  his  malice  afore- 
thought, make  an  assault  in  and  npon  one 
C.  P.  Bums,  and  certain  giant  powder  and 
other  highly  explosive  substance,  a  more 
particular  description  of  which  is  to  said 
Jurors  unknown,  in,  upon,  around,  and  un- 
der the  house  where  the  said  C.  P.  Bums 
was  then  and  there  present  and  sleeping, 
did  feloniously,  deliberately,  premedltatedly, 
and  of  his  malice  aforethought,  put  and  lay, 
and  the  same  did  then  and  there,  felonious- 
ly, deliberately,  premedltatedly,  and  of  his 
malice  aforethought,  explode,  and  cause  to 
be  exploded,  with  intent  in  him,  the  said 
Patrick  Mason,  to  kill  and  murder  the  said 
C.  P.  Bums.  And  that  before  the  commis- 
sion of  the  said  felony,  at  the  time  and 
place  aforesaid,  one  Mary  Gleim  and  Wil- 
liam Reed  did  feloniously  counsel,  aid,  in- 
cite, and  procure  the  said  Patrick  Mason  to 
commit,  in  manner  and  form  aforesaid,  the 
said  felony.  All  of  which  is  contrary  to  the 
form  of  the  statute,"  etc.  The  indictment 
is  substantially  a  common-law  charge  against 
Mason  as  principal  and  Mary  Gleim  as  an 
accessory  before  the  fact.  It  follows  the 
precedents  of  Wharton  (1  Whart  Prec.  Ind. 
§  97)  and  of  Arthbold  (Archb.  Cr.  Prac.  &  PI. 
pp.  C7,  77).  Bishop  on  Criminal  Procedure 
(volume  2,  g  8),  quoting  Chitty  on  Criminal 
Law,  lays  down  the  course  to  be— First,  to 
state  the  guilt  of  the  principal,  as  it  he 
alone  had  been  concerned;  and  then,  incase 
of  accessories  before  the  fact,  to  aver  that 
the  procurer,  "before  the  committing  of  the 
said  felony,  in  form  aforesaid,  to  wit,  on, 
etc.,  with  force  and  arms,  etc.,  did  mali- 
ciously and  feloniously  incite,  move,  pro- 
cure, aid,  and  abet  (or  counsel,  hire,  and 
command)  the  said  principal  felon  to  do  and 
commit  the  said  felony,  in  manner  afore- 
said, against  the  peace,  etc." 

The  statutes  (sections  176,  177,  Cr.  Prac. 
Act  1887)  provide  that: 

"Sec.  176.  Any  person  who  counsels,  aids 
or  abets  in  the  commission  of  any  offense, 
may  be  cliarged,  tried  and  convicted.  In  the 
same  manner  as  if  he  were  a  principal. 

"Sec.  177.  An  accessory  before  the  fact,  to 
the  commission  of  a  felony,  may  be  Indicted, 
tried  and  punished;  though  the  principal  be 
neither  Indicted  nor  tried." 

By  section  12,  c.  2,  p.  502,  Comp.  St  1887, 
It  Is  provided:  "Any  person  who  stands  by, 
and  aids,  abets  or  assists,  or  who,  not  l)e- 
ing  present,  hath  advised  and  encouraged 
the  commission  of  a  crime,  shall  be  deemed 
a  principal  offender,  and  shall  be  punished 
accordingly." 

It  is  plahi  that  the  old  distinctions,  be- 
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tween  accessMieB  before  the  fact  and  prin^ 
cipals  are  abolished  by  these  statutes  (State 
v.  King,  9  Mont  445,  24  Pac.  266);  but  we 
see  no  objection  to  the  form  of  an  informa- 
tion charging  a  jperson  aa'  an  accessory 
rather  than  as  a  principal.  To  so  charge  is  to 
the  advantage  of  a  defendant,  because  it  no- 
tifies him  of  the  attitude  which  the  state 
will  assume  when  the  case  is  brought  to 
trial,  by  setting  out  the  facts  constituting 
the  offense  with  greater  certainty  than  Is 
requisite  where  an  accessory  is  Indicted  as 
a  principal.  This  point  was  directly  raised 
In  People  v.  Roaselle,  78  Cal,  SI,  20  Pac.  36, 
where  the  court  held  that  an  Information 
stating  facts  snfiScieut  to  constitute  a  de- 
fendant an  accessory  at  comm<m  law  char- 
ges him  with  guilt  as  a  principal  under  the 
statutes,  and  that  to  allege  such  facts  as 
would  have  been  su£Qcient  against  him  as 
an  accessory  at  common  law  Is  charging 
him  as  a  principal  under  the  statute.  We 
are  of  opinion  that  the  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant were  not  prejudiced  by  the  form  of  the 
charge.  State  v.  Uttell  (La.)  12  South.  750; 
Territory  v.  Guthrie  (Idaho)  17  Pac.  39. 

2.  On  the  trial  of  the  appellant  Olelm,  the 
court  oyer  the  objection  of  the  defendant, 
permitted  the  record  of  the  conviction  of 
Mason,  the  principal  actor,  to  be  introduced, 
and  after  having  fully  Instructed  the  jury 
that  It  was  essential.  In  order  to  convict  the 
defendant  Gleim,  that  they  should  find  that 
Mason  was  guilty  of  having  committed  the 
crime  charged,  instructed  aa  follows:  "That 
the  record  of  the  trial  and  conviction  of  Pat- 
rick Mason  was  introduced  in  the  trial  of  this 
case,  for  the  purpose  of  establishing  as  a 
fact  prima  facie,  the  guilt  of  said  Mason. 
The  record  is  prima  facie  evidence  of  the 
guilt  of  said  Mason,  but  it  Is  not  conclusive 
evidence.  It  however,  remains  prima  facie 
evidence  of  the  fact  which  it  was  intro- 
duced to  prove,  unless  you  believe  from  the 
evidence  in  this  case  that  the  defendant  Ma- 
ry Gleim  has  introduced  evidence  in  this  case 
which  raises  In  your  minds  a  reasonable 
doubt  (as  explained  in  these  Instructions)  of 
the  guilt  of  said  Mason;  but,  if  such  testi- 
mony raises  in  your  minds  such  reasonable 
doubt  of  the  guilt  of  Mason,  then  you  should 
find  the  defendant  Olelm  not  guilty.  But 
unless  the  evidence  inti-oduced  by  the  de- 
fendant Gleim  does  raise  In  your  minds  a 
reasonable  doubt  (as  explained  in  these  in- 
structions) of  the  guilt  of  the  said  defendant 
Mason,  you  should  receive  auch  record  of 
trial  and  conviction  as  evidence  establishing 
the  guilt  of  said  Patriclt  James  Mason.  But, 
In  determining  the  question  of  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  the  said  Patrick  James  Mason, 
yon  are  not  confined  to  the  record  of  trial 
and  conviction  introduced  in  this  case,  but 
yon  should  carefully  consider  all  of  the  evi- 
dence Introduced  In  this  case  tending  to 
prove  or  disprove  the  guilt  of  said  Mason; 
and  after  a  full  and  careful  consideration  of 
all  the  evidence  in  the  case,  in  connection 


with  the  record  In  evidence,  you  have  a  rea- 
sonable doubt  ot  the  defendant  Mason's 
guilt  you  should  find  the  defendant  Oieim 
not  guilty."  While  It  is  true  that  the  stat- 
ute makes  an  accessory  before  the  fact  a 
principal,  yet  the  evidentiary  facts  by  which 
the  accessory  is  to  be  Incriminated  may  ma^ 
to-iaily  differ  from  those  which  are  neces- 
sary and  siifflcient  to  convict  the  principal. 
In  this  case,  for  instance,  to  incriminate  the 
appellant  Oleim,  at  all,  under  the  tbemry  of 
the  state,  as  charged  and  contended  for.  It 
was  not  only  necessaiy  to  prove  the  guilt 
of  Mason,  as  alleged,  but  to  go  further,  and 
to  demonstrate  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  the  appellant  Gleim,  counseled,  aided, 
and  abetted  Mason  in  the  perpetration  of  the 
crime  charged.  Therefore,  although  the  ac- 
cessory might  be  deemed  a  principal  under 
the  statute,  and  was  indicted  with  the  prin- 
cipal, it  became  Impossible  for  the  state  to 
convict  appellant  upon  the  same  evidence 
applicable  to  the  principal,  because  the 
agency  of  the  accessory  in  the  perpetration 
of  the  crime  charged  operated  by  a  radically 
different  method  from  the  princli>ars.  The 
statute,  in  simplifying  the  procedure,  has  ob- 
literated old  distinctions  between  principals 
and  accessories,  but  the  object  of  the  slmpll- 
flcatlon  Is  largely  to  enable  a  guilty  acces- 
sory to  be  punished  without  making  bis  guilt 
depend  upon  the  conviction  of  the  principal. 
The  facts,  however,  that  the  principal  offense 
was  committed,  and  that  the  principal  who 
was  charged  to  have  committed  it  was  guilty, 
were  among  the  essential  elements  upon 
which  must  be  predicated  the  guilt  of  the 
accessory  Gleim.  And  right  here  is  to  be  ou- 
served  an  important  distinction  between 
proof  of  a  charge  against  a  principal,  and  an 
accessory  made  principal  by  the  statute  alone 
(but  indicted  with  the  principal,  as  In  this 
case),  and  proof  of  a  charge  against  several 
persons,  ordinarily  Jointly  Indicted  as  simple 
codefendants,  and  who  are  in  fact  prmcipals. 
In  the  one  instance,  the  accessory  t)efore  the 
fact  being  confessedly  absent  at  the  time  of 
the  commission  of  the  principal  offense,  there 
can  be  no  conviction  without  proof  of  the 
guilt  of  the  principal;  while,  in  the  other 
case,  whether  or  not  any  defendant  other 
than  the  one  on  trial  participated  in  the 
criminal  act  Is  immaterial,  and  forms  no 
essential  part  of  the  case  against  the  de- 
fendant on  trial.  Where,  therefore,  as  in  this 
case,  the  guilt  of  the  principal  must  be 
proved  as  i>art  of  the  case  against  the  acces- 
sory, we  cannot  think  that  it  Is  necessary 
for  the  state,  wbei-e  the  principal  has  been 
convicted,  to  do  more  on  its  prima  facie  case 
than  to  offer  the  record  of  conviction  of  the 
principal  as  prima  facie  evidence  of  his  guilt 
of  the  crime  charged  against  him.  We  do 
not  think  that  the  fact  that  the  principal 
has  been  convicted  is  proof  of  the  guilt  of 
the  accessory.  But  it  does  make  out  a  prima 
facie  case  of  the  principal's  guilt,  and  unless 
rebutted  by  evidence  of  the  accesewy,  as  It 
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may  be,  te  competent  to  prove  that  material 
element  of  the  crime  charged  against  the  ac- 
ceasory,  and  upon  the  truth  of  which  must 
depend  the  gxAlt  of  the  accesscH?;  namely, 
the  commission  of  the  crime  of  the  principal, 
for  which  she  Is  held  responsible  In  law,  pro- 
vided she  procured  or  aided  and  abetted  the 
principal  to  commit  the  same.  Althongh 
there  are  some  cases  holding  a  contrary  view, 
we  are  satisfied  with  the  reasoning  of  the 
authorities  which  penult  the  Introduction  of 
the  record  of  the  conviction  of  the  princlp&l. 
May  bee  v.  Avery,  18  Johns.  352;  Pe<H)le  v. 
Buckland,  13  Wend.  593;  Levy  v.  People,  80 
N.  Y.  327;  State  v.  Mosley,  31  Kan.  355,  2  Pac. 
782;  Com.  v.  Knapp,  10  Pidc  477;  Abb.  Trial 
Brief  (Cr.)  f  024;  Anderson  v.  State,  63  Ga. 
075;  Rose.  Cr.  Ev.  p.  171;  1  Buss.  Crimes, 
p.  07;  Archb.  Cr.  Prac.  &  PI.  p.  83;  Com.  ▼. 
York,  9  Mete.  (Mass.)  93;  StudslU  ▼.  State, 
7Ga.2. 

I  8.  Joseph  K.  Wood,  Esq.,  of  connsel  for  ap- 
pellant, was  a  witness  in  defendant's  behalf 
:upon  the  trial.  He  desired  to  participate  in 
the  argument  for  the  defense.  The  court  re- 
I  fused  to  permit  him  to  do  so,  under  a  rule  of 
'court  which  provides  that  If  the  attorney  <rf 
'either  party  offers  himself  as  a  witness  in 
I  behalf  of  hto  client,  and  gives  evidence  on 
I  the  merits  of  the  trial,  he  shall  not  argue  the 
lease  or  sum  it  up  to  the  jury,  unless  by  per- 
j  mission  of  the  court  It  does  not  appear  by 
the  record  that,  before  the  counsel  testifled, 
ibe  explained  to  the  court  bis  position,  and 
'asked  permission  to  argue  the  case.  Under 
the  circumstances,  we  cannot  think  that  the 
«iforcement  of  the  rule  was  erroneous  or 
even  harsh. 

I  4.  The  defendant  asked  the  court  to  In- 
struct the  Jury  upon  the  law  of  clrcumstan- 
'tlal  evidence,  as  follows:  "The  testimony  In 
ithls  case  Is  wholly  circumstantial.  And 
while  it  is  not  necessary,  In  order  to  warrant 
a  conviction  on  a  criminal  charge,  tor  the 
state  to  prove  the  commission  of  the  act  by 
an  eyewitness  or  by  direct  testimony,  and 
while  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  may  be  es- 
tablished by  circumstantial  evidence,  still.  In 
order  to  8tipi)ort  a  conviction  upon  circum- 
stantial evidence  alone,  each  fact  and  clr> 
(umstance  necessary  to  complete  the  chain  to 
fasten  the  guilt  upon  the  defendant  must  it- 
self be  distinctly  and  Independently  proven 
by  competent  evidence  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt;  and  all  the  facts  and  circumstances, 
when  so  proven,  must  not  only  be  suflicieDt 
in  themselves  to  satisfy  the  mind  of  the 
guilt  of  the  accused  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  but  they  must  exclude  every  other 
reasonable  suppoeltion  except  that  of  his 
guilt."  The  court  modified  the  instruction 
offered,  and  gave  another  upon  the  subject  of 
circumstantial  evidence,  so  that  the  Jury 
were  instructed  as  follows:  "The  testimony 
In  this  case  is  wholly  circumstantial.  And 
while  it  is  not  necessary.  In  order  to  war- 
rant a  conviction  on  a  criminal  charge,  for 
the  state  to  prove  the  commission  of  the  act 


by  eyewitnessefl  or  by  direct  testimony,  and 
while  the  guilt  of  the  defendant  may  be  es- 
tablished by  clrcumstantlai  evidence,  stiU, 
in  order  to  support  a  conviction  upon  circum- 
stantial evidence  alone,  each  fact  and  cir- 
cumstance necessary  to  complete  the  chain 
to  fasten  the  guilt  upon  the  defendant  must 
itself  be  independently  proven  by  competent 
evidence;  and  all  the  facts  and  circumstan- 
ces, whm  so  proven,  must  not  only  be  suffi- 
cient in  themselves  to  satisfy  the  mind  of 
the  guilt  of  the  accused  beyond  a  reasonable 
doubt,  but  they  must  exclude  every  other 
reasonable  supposition  except  that  of  his 
guilt."  "That  the  law  requiring  the  jury  to 
be  satisfied  of  the  defendant's  guilt  beyond  a 
reasonable  doubt  in  order  to  warrant  a  con- 
viction does  not  require  that  you  should  be 
satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt  of  each 
link  of  the  chain  of  circumstances  relied  upon 
to  establish  the  defendant's  guilt;  it  is  suffi- 
cient If,  taking  all  of  the  testimony  togrether, 
you  are  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  the  defendant  is  guilty." 

The  charge  that,  in  order  to  warrant  a  con- 
viction, the  Jury  must  not  be  satisfied  be- 
yond a  reasonable  doubt  of  each  link  in  the 
chain  of  circumstances  relied  upon  to  estab- 
lish the  defendant's  guilt,  but  that  It  Is  sufil- 
dent  If,  taking  all  the  testimony  together, 
they  are  satisfied  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
that  the  defendant  Is  guilty,  is  erroneous  and 
prejudicial  to  the  rights  of  the  defendant. 
This  identical  instruction  waa  reviewed  by 
the  supreme  court  of  Colorado  in  the  recent 
and  somewhat  celebrated  Dr.  Graves  Mur- 
der Case  {Graves  v.  Pec^le,  32  Pac.  63).  Th» 
court  there  condemn  the  Instruction  upon 
principle,  as  tending  to  confuse  a  Jury,  and 
well  express  our  views  by  saying  that  "the 
jury  are  quite  as  likely  to  have  applied  that 
portion  of  the  Instructicm  referring  to  the 
links  to  those  facts  which  the  law  requires 
to  be  established  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
to  warrant  conviction  as  to  those  evidentiary 
matters  which  go  to  prove  such  facts,  and 
one  or  more  of  which  may  fall,  while  the 
ultimate  fact  might  still  be  sufficiently  estab- 
lished." An  Illinois  case  (Bressler  v.  People, 
117  111.  422,  8  N.  E.  62)  has  approved  of  the 
instructions  here  complained  of,  but  the  rea- 
soning supporting  the  conclusion  of  the  court 
is  not  sound.  "It  Involves,"  says  Thompson 
on  Trials  (volume  2,  {  2514),  "the  solecism 
that,  although  the  circumstances  do  arrange 
themselves  in  the  form  of  the  links  of  a 
chain,  yet  that,  when  one  link  of  the  chain 
Is  broken,  the  chain  itself  may  still  remain 
entire;  ignoring  the  obvious  conception  that 
no  chain  can  be  stronger  than  its  weakest 
link."  The  authorities  disapproving  of  these 
instructions  are  collected  in  the  Colorado  de- 
cision to  which  we  have  referred.  W'e  be- 
lieve it  to  be  correct  that  the  prosecution 
need  not  prore  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt 
every  circumstance  offered  In  evidence  which 
tends  to  establish  the  ultimate  circumstances 
•r  facts  on  which  it  relies  for  a  conviction, 
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tat  If  the  metap)ior  of  a  cbaln  ta  oaed,  and 
each  circumstance  relied  upon  forms  a  link, 
1tt»  link  beeomes  a  necesoary  part  of  the 
whole  chain,  and  must  therefore  be  proved 
beyond  &  reasonable  doubt  The  cable  meta- 
phor, as  approved  by  the  Colorado  supreme 
court  In  Clare  v.  People,  9  Colo,  122,  10  Pac. 
799,  lUuBtrates  the  force  of  circumstantial 
evidence  more  clearly  perhaps  than  does  the 
chain  comparison.  In  the  cable  almUe  the 
circumatancea  -which  tend  to  establish  the 
ultimate  circumstances  or  facts  are  ^tly 
compared  with  the  strands  of  a  cable.  All 
such  evidentiary  matters  going  to  prove  such 
ultimate  circumstances  or  facts  need  not  be 
established  beyond  a  reasonable  doubt,  and 
still  each  ultimate  fact  or  circumstance  must 
be  proved  beyMid  a  reasonable  doubt;  Just 
as  a  few  strands  of  the  cable  may  part,  and 
yet  it  still  remains  so  strong  "that  there  is 
scarcely  a  poBslblllty  of  i  «  breaking."  We, 
therefore,  think  thit,  if  tne  chain  metaphor 
is  to  be  used,  the  Instruction,  as  ofCered,  cor- 
rectly stated  the  law,  and  that  It  is  nereesary 
for  the  state  to  prove  each  fact  and  circum- 
stance necessary  to  complete  the  chain, 
•  •  ♦  by  competent  evidence,  beyond  a  rea- 
sonable doubt,  etc.,  and  that  it  was  reversi- 
ble error  to  charge  to  the  contrary.  Terri- 
tory V.  McAndrews,  3  Mont  158. 

There  are  other  errors  complained  of  by 
the  appellant.  The  respondent  contends 
that  they  are  not  properly  before  us  for  re- 
view, but,  as  the  case  must  be  tried  again, 
we  will  briefly  refer  to  them. 

First.  Error  Is  assigned  upon  the  follovrtng 
Instruction:  "That  parol  evidence  of  the 
verbal  admissions  of  a  defendant  may  be 
evidence  of  a  most  satisfactory  character. 
If  the  Jury  can  see,  from  the  evidence,  that 
the  aneged  admissions  of  the  crime  charged 
In  the  indictment  were  clearly  and  under- 
standlngly  made  by  the  defendant,  and  that 
they  were  precisely  identified,  and  the  lan- 
guage correctly  and  accurately  repeated  by 
the  witness,  then  such  testimony  is  entitled 
to  great  weight"  It  waa  error  In  the  court 
to  Instruct  the  Jury  that  testimony  of  ad- 
missions of  defendant  was  entitled  to  great 
weight  The  Jury  being  the  sole  Judges  of 
the  weight  to  be  given  to  the  testimony,  the 
court  should  not  tell  them  what  particular 
weight  to  gtve  to  any  portion  of  the  testi- 
mony. State  T.  Sullivan,  9  Mont  174,  22  Pac. 
1088;   2  Thomp.  Trials,  |  2287. 

Second.  Upon  the  trial  the  counsel  for  the 
state,  «m  the  cross-examination  of  the  appel- 
lant, propounded  a  great  many  questions  cal- 
culated to  degrade  the  defendant  before  the 
Jury.  The  Inquiry  took  a  wide  and  varied 
range.  She  was  asked  If  she  had  not  rented 
houses  for  purposes  of  prostitution  at  vari- 
ous places  in  Montana;  whether  she  had  not 
been  "a  kind  of  a  backer  for  the  prostitution 
of  female  persons  in  Missoula  and  Hamil- 
ton"; whether  she  had  not  had  a  flght  with 
n  priest;  whether  she  had  not  bugged  and 
kissed  a  Juryman  after  she  had  been  found 


not  guHty  of  «0me  misdameaner  upoa  om 
occasion;  whether  she  bad  not  had  a  flght 
w|th  a  French  prostitute  at  some  time;  and 
whether,  at  another  time,  she  had  not  "mn 
a  young  gentleman  through  a  saloon"; 
whether  she  had  not  been  drunk  when  aha 
was  In  Jail;  and.  finally,  if  her  picture  did 
not  hang  in  the  Kogue's  Gallery  In  the  city 
of  New  York.  We  cannot  conceive  upon 
what  the<M7  of  the  law  this  line  of  testi- 
mony was  allowed.  It  was  not  cross-exam- 
ination of  what  appears  by  the  record  to  have 
be«i  the  ai^jellant's  evidence  in  chief,  nor 
did  it  legitimately  tend  to  impair  the  credi- 
bility of  the  defendant  as  a  witness.  Its  ef- 
fect must  have  been  highly  injurious  and 
prejudicial  to  the  defendant  In  the  minds  of 
the  Jury.  Moat  of  the  matters  involved  in 
the  questions  were  wholly  remote  from  the 
question  of  her  guilt  or  iimocence  of  the 
crime  for  which  she  was  on  trial,  and  the 
Investigation  seems  to  have  drifted  to  a  ram- 
bling assaoilt  upon  the  general  character  of 
the  defendant,  extending  not  only  to  all  of 
the  offensea  with  which  she  may  have  ever 
been  at  any  time  <jiarged,  or  even  suspected, 
whether  rightfully  or  not,  but  likewise  to 
cases  where  she  was  acquitted,  and  to  her 
Inflrmitiee  of  habit,  her  obscenity  of  speech, 
and  general  depravity  of  life.  Such  an  ex- 
amination we  moat  earnestly  disapprove  of. 
It  was  oppressive  and  unjust  no  nuitter  how 
wicked  or  degraded  the  defendant  may  have 
been  by  common  report.  We  find  a  well- 
considered  decision,  censuring  such  an  ex- 
amination of  a  defendant,  in  the  recent  case 
of  People  V.  Un  Dong  (Cal.)  39  Pac.  12. 

Third.  It  does  not  appear  whether  or  not 
any  of  the  Jurors  who  sat  upon  the  trial  of 
this  case  had  stated  upon  their  voir  dire  that 
they  had  fixed  opinions  as  to  tlie  guilt  of 
Patrick  Mason,  the  principal,  but  the  appel- 
lant's counsel  Implies  that  they  did,  and 
argues  the  point  in  his  brief.  A  Juror  who 
has  formed  a  fixed  opinion  as  to  the  guilt  or 
innocence  of  the  person  charged  to  be  the 
princli>al  offender  ought  not  to  sit  upon  the 
trial  of  the  person  charged  as  an  accessory. 
Arnold  V.  State,  9  Tex.  App.  435. 

Fourth.  We  see  no  error  in  refusing  to  per- 
mit a  witness  to  be  asked,  on  cross-examina- 
tion, for  the  purpose  of  affecting  her  credi- 
bility, whether  w  not  she  is  addicted  to  the 
morphine  habit  (State  v.  White  [Wash.]  39 
Pac.  160),  unless  It  is  proposed  to  show  that 
the  witness  was  under  the  influence  of  the 
drug  at  the  time  the  events  happened  about 
which  she  testified,  or  unless  she  Is  under 
the  Influence  of  morphine  at  the  time  she  la 
testifying,  or  unless  it  is  made  to  appear  that 
her  powers  of  recollection  are  Impaired  by 
the  habitual  or  excessive  use  of  the  drug. 

Fifth.  The  court  defined  a  reasonable  doubt 
In  substantially  the  exact  language  of  th» 
Webster  Case,  5  Cush.  320,  and  which  was 
expressly  approved  of  In  Territory  v.  McAn- 
drews, 3  Mont.  158.  As  part  of  the  dt-fiiif- 
tion,  however,  of  a  moral  certalnt     'he  court 
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charged  that  "moral  certainty  may  be  said 
to  bear  the  same  relation  to  matters  relating 
to  human  conduct  that  abstdute  certainty 
does  to  mathematical  snbjects.  It  la  a  state 
of  Impression  produced  by  facts  in  which  a 
reasonable  man  feels  a  sort  of  coercion  or 
necessity  to  act  in  accordance  with  it.  It  Is 
not  only  what  men  In  general  will  unhesi- 
tatingly believe  to  be  true,  but  what  they 
will  be  willing  to  act  upon."  If  the  defini- 
tion of  moral  certainty  Is  to  be  given  at  all, 
"to  be  thoroughly  Impressive  It  should  be 
carried  one  step  further.  •  •  •  Is  the  Ju- 
ror so  convinced  by  the  evidence  of  the 
truth  of  the  fact  sought  to  be  proved  that  he 
himself  would  venture  to  act  upon  such  con- 
viction in  matters  of  the  highest  concern  and 
Importance  to  his  own  Interests?  If  this  be 
BO,  he  may  declare  himself  morally  certain." 
Territory  v.  McAndrews,  supra. 

The  cMidition  of  the  record  in  this  caae  is 
faulty.  The  transcript  recites  that  the  in- 
structions given  by  the  court  are  as  follows. 
Then  follow  what,  doubtless,  were  the  in- 
structions read  to  the  jury.  At  the  conclu- 
sion of  many  such  instructions,  however,  we 
find  the  word  "Given,"  and,  at  the  conclu- 
sion of  others,  "Given  as  modified,"  without 
specifying  what  the  Instruction  given  was. 

The  error  of  the  court  in  charging  as  it  did 
upon  circumstantial  evidence  is  properly  pre- 
sented, and  upon  that  point  the  case  is  re- 
versed, and  a  new  trial  ordered.  Reversed 
ajid  remanded. 

PEMBBRTON,  C.  J.,  and  DB  WITT,  J., 
concur. 


BLAINB  et  al.  v.  BRISCOE  et  aL 

Appeal  of  HIGGINS. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.    Sept  80,  1895.) 

JDDOHBNT  BT    DkfAULT  — VaOATINO — COKTBMFT. 

1.  The  court  wag  justified  in  refnsing  to 
set  aside  a  default  where,  though  appellant  was 
not  served  with  summons,  her  son-in-law  and 
agent  employed  attorneys  to  appear  for  her, 
and,  though  snid  agent  made  affidavit  that  he 
employed  said  attorneys  without  her  consent, 
appellant,  on  appeal,  argued  that  the  demurrer 
interposed  by  the  other  dcfiudants  should  have 
been_8ustained,  and  it  did  not  appear  when  ap- 
pellant first  had  linowledge  of  such  appearance 
or  default,  nor  that  on  discovering  said  default 
she  immediately  moved  to  set  it  aside. 

2.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  1887,  §  584,  subd.  9,  pro- 
vides that  "any  other  unlawful  interference 
with  the  process  or  proceedings  of  a  court"  shall 
constitute  contempt.  Held,  that  the  unauthor- 
ized employment  of  counsel  to  appear  for  an- 
other may  constitute  contempt, 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lewis  and  Clarke 
county;  H.  R.  Buck,  Judge. 

Action  by  Mary  Louise  Blaine,  administra- 
trix of  the  estate  of  Alice  M.  Blaine,  and  oth- 
ers, against  John  O.  Briscoe  and  others. 
From  a  judgment  overruling  a  demurrer  to 
the  complaint,  and  from  an  order  refusing  to 
vacate  that  judgment,  W.  E.  Higgins,  aa 
administrator  of  the  estate  of  Sarah  J.  Coyle, 
appeals.     Affirmed. 


This  is  an  appeal  from  a  Judgment  ren- 
dered upon  the  overruling  of  defendants'  de- 
murrer to  the  complaint,  and  also  an  appeal 
from  a  special  order  made  after  Judgment 
denying  the  motion  of  defendant  Sarah  J. 
Coyle  to  set  aside  the  judgment  In  the  case. 
The  complaint  was  filed  October  10,  1893.  A 
demurrer  on  the  part  of  all  the  defendants 
was  filed  by  Messrs.  Word  &  Smith,  attor- 
neys at  law,  <m  October  16,  1893.  The  de- 
murrer was  overruled  October  19,  1S93.  On 
November  20th  the  default  of  John  O.  Briscoe 
and  Sarah  J,  Coyle  was  entered.  On  the  23d 
of  November,  judgment  was  entered  In  favor 
of  plaintiffs,  and  against  the  defendants. 

W.  J.  Anaon,  for  appellant  Toole  &  Wal- 
lace, for  respondents. 

DE  WITT,  J.  On  the  appeal  from  the 
judgment,  the  only  matter  now  for  considera- 
tion is  whether  the  demurrer  to  that  pleading 
was  proi>erly  sustained.  Nothing  appears  to 
indicate  that  there  was  any  defect  In  the 
complaint  by  reason  of  which  the  demurrer 
should  have  been  sustained.  The  judgment 
must  therefore  be  affirmed. 

The  point  upon  which  the  defendant  Sarah 
J.  Coyle  or  her  administrator  now  relies  is 
the  alleged  abuse  of  discretion  by  the  district 
court  In  denying  her  motion  to  set  aside  the 
default.  The  motion  was  made  upon  the 
ground  that  she  was  never  served  with  sum- 
mons, and  that  the  appearance  for  her  by 
Messrs.  Word  &  Smith,  attorneys  at  law, 
was  unauthorized.  It  is  true  that  she  was 
not  served  with  summons.  But,  If  she  ap- 
peared by  counsel,  that  was  equlvalmt  to 
service  of  summons.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  1887, 
S80.  As  against  this  proposition,  Mrs.  Coyle's 
counsel  contend  that  she  never  authorized 
Messrs.  Word  &  Smith  to  appear  for  her. 
The  facts,  as  they  appeared  ui>on  the  hearing 
of  the  motion,  were  as  follows:  J(din  O. 
Briscoe,  one  of  the  defendants,  was  the  son- 
in-law  of  the  defendant  Mrs.  Coyle.  Briscoe 
had  formerly  owned  the  real  estate  in  dis- 
pute, and  had  conveyed  the  same  to  his 
mother-in-law.  He  was  Mrs,  Coyle's  mana- 
ging agent  In  renting  and  caring  for  the  prop- 
erty. Upon  the  service  of  summons  upon 
Briscoe,  he  retained  Messrs.  Word  &  Smith 
in  the  case,  Informing  them  that  he  bad  au- 
thority to  employ  counsel  to  appear  for  the 
defendant  Mrs.  Coyle.  Upon  this  Informa- 
tion and  request  from  Briscoe,  Mr.  Robert  B. 
Smith,  of  that  law  firm,  filed  a  demurrer  for 
all  the  defendants.  As  noted  In  the  state- 
ment of  the  case  above,  this  demurrer  being 
overruled,  all  of  the  defendants  defaulted  for 
want  of  an  answer,  and  judgment  was  ot- 
tered. On  the  motion  to  open  the  default 
and  set  aside  the  Judgment,  Mrs.  Coyle  filed 
her  affidavit,  in  which  she  stated  that  she  did 
not  know  Messrs.  Word  &  Smith,  and  that 
she  never  authorized  them  to  appear  for  her. 
Upon  the  motion  there  was  also  filed  the  af- 
fidavit of  John  O.  Briscoe.  That  affidavit 
Is  as  follows:   "State  of  Montana.  County  of 
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Lewla  and  C9aric»-HnL:  7.  O.  Briscoe,  betng 
duly  awom,  deposes  and  says  that  he  is  the 
agent  of  Sanh  Coyle,  one  of  the  defendants 
In  the  above-entitled  action,  for  the  purpose 
of  tenting  and  collecting  rents  of  the  property 
In  dlapote  by  and  between  these  plalntlSB 
and  defendants  herein;  and  this  affiant  fur- 
ther deposes  and  says  that  he  voluntarily, 
and  -without  the  knowledge,  consent,  or  ap- 
proval of  the  said  Sarah  Coyle  to  employ 
counsel  to  represent  her  in  the  said  cause, 
that  be  did  authorize  Messrs.  Smith  &  Word 
to  appear  and  represent  her  interest  in  this 
entitled  action.  J.  O.  Briscoe.  [Doty  veri- 
fied.]" There  were  a  great  many  other  affi- 
davits filed  (m  the  motion,  which  do  not  seem 
to  us  to  be  of  great  importance.  Upon  the 
showing  made,  the  district  court  refused  to 
open  the  default  The  defendant  Mr&  Ooyle 
appealed.  Since  the  filing  of  the  record.  Mis. 
Ooyle  has  died.  W.  B.  Biggins,  her  adminis- 
trator, has  been  snbstituted  in  her  stead. 

Granting  and  denying  motions  to  open  de- 
faults are  matters  within  the  sonnd  discre- 
tion of  the  district  court  Upon  the  bare 
showing  made  by  the  affidavits,  it  might  ap- 
pear, perhaps,  that  there  was  ground  for  the 
district  court  to  set  aside  this  default  and  al- 
low Mrs.  Coyle  to  file  an  answer.  But  there 
are  other  circumstances  In  this  case  which 
addressed  themselves  to  the  discretion  of  the 
district  court  It  is  significant  to  obso-ve 
that  Hn.  Coyle,  in  the  district  court  and  In 
her  brief  In  this  court  seelcs  to  take  every 
advantage  which  might  accrue  to  h^  by  vir- 
tue of  the  filing  of  the  demurrer  by  Mr. 
Smith.  She  even  comes  here  and  argues 
that  the  demurrer  should  have  been  sustain- 
ed. She  puts  herself  in  the  inconsistent  posi- 
tion of  seeking  the  benefit  of  Mr.  Smith's 
legal  services,  and  at  the  same  time  of  repu- 
diating his  authority  to  appear  tar  her.  Again, 
it  Is  to  be  noted  that  Mrs.  Coyle's  default 
was  entered  November  aoth.  She  moved  to 
set  It  aside  on  January  Sd.  She  studiously 
avoided  to  state  in  her  affidavit  when  she  ob- 
tained information  that  Mr.  Smith  bad  ap- 
peared for  her,  or  that  her  default  was  en- 
tered. For  all  that  appears,  she  may  have 
been  fully  aware  of  the  appearance  of  these 
attorneys  from  the  very  day  when  they  filed 
tbelr  demurrer,  which  was  October  16th. 
Her  omission  to  state  when  she  obtained  this 
Information  la  extremely  significant  In 
moving  to  set  aside  a  default  one  must  be 
inompt  and  not  dilatory.  If  Mrs.  Ooyle 
were  surprised  at  finding  this  Judgment  enter- 
ed against  her,  if  she  were  surprised  that 
Messrs.  Smith  &  Word  appeared  for  her,  she 
should.  In  fUmess  to  the  district  court,  have 
stated  when  die  obtained  this  Information. 
Her  silence  In  this  respect  leaves  her  open 
to  the  well-founded  suspicion  that  she  was 
playing  for  any  advantage  by  Mr.  Smith's  ap- 
pmxtaet,  and  for  a  repudUitlon  of  such  a^ 


pearance  when  it  mlted  ber  convenience. 
Furthermore,  we  have  the  fact  of  Mrs.  Coyle 
being  a  family  connection  of  defendant  Bris- 
coe, and  the  farther  statement  of  some  of  the 
affidavits  that  it  was  understood  that,  when 
Mrs.  Coyle  was  in  this  state,  she  resided  in 
the  family  of  said  Briscoe.  Under  all  of 
these  circumstances,  and  owing  to  the  fur- 
ther fact  that  If  any  injustice  had  been  done 
Mrs.  Coyle,  she  has  a  remedy  in  an  action  in 
equity,  we  are  of  opinion  that  the  district 
court  did  not  abuse  its  discretion  in  decliolng 
to  open  the  default  The  judgment  and  the 
order  are  affirmed. 

In  remitting  this  case  to  the  district  court; 
we  call  the  attention  of  the  district  judge  to 
the  remarkable  affidavit  of  J.  0.  Briscoe^ 
wUch  has  been  quoted  in  this  opinion  above. 
It  is  provided  in  section  084  of  the  Code  of 
CivU  Procedure  (1887)  as  follows:  "The  fol- 
lowing acts  or  omissions.  In  respect  to  a  court 
of  justice,  or  proceedings  therein,  are  con* 
tempta  of  the  authority  of  the  court:  •  •  • 
Ninth.  Any  other  unlawful  interference  wltb 
the  process  or  proceedings  of  a  court  •  •  •" 
Whether  the  conduct  of  Briscoe,  as  disclosed 
by  the  record,  is  a  contempt  is  a  question 
which  has  not  been  investigated  <a  argued 
before  us.  It  would  seem  that  such  conduct 
was  an  unlawful  interference  with  the  pro- 
ceedings of  the  district  court  Briscoe  em- 
ployed Mr.  Smith  to  appear  tor  Mrs.  Coyla 
This  to  not  denied.  Then  he  boldly  atatea 
that  he  did  this  voluntarily,  and  without  the 
knowledge,  consent  or  approval  of  Mrs.  Coyle. 
The  district  court  is  advised  to  institute  prop- 
er proceedings  for  the  determination  ot 
whether  said  Briscoe  was  guilty  of  contempt 
of  court  and,  upon  such  inquiry,  to  deal  with 
him  as  seems  proper  and  Just  under  the  law 
and  the  facts.  Remittitur  forthwith.  Tba 
Judgment  Is  affirmed. 

PBMBEBTON,  O.  J.,  and  HUI«T,  3^  caa- 
eatt 


(IT  Hont  63) 

8TATD  V.  SIMMS. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Oct  14,  1805.) 

iijnpeal  from  district  court  Cascade  county; 
C.  H.  Benton,  Judge. 

Samnel  Simms  was  convicted  of  grand  lar- 
ceny, and  appeals.     Affirmed. 

J.  A.  Hoffman,  for  appellant  H.  J.  HaskelL 
for  the  State. 

PBR  CUHIAM.  The  defendant  was  eon- 
victed  In  the  district  court  of  the  crime  of  grand 
larceny.  This  is  an  appeal  from  the  judgment 
There  was  no  motion  in  arrest  of  judgment  in 
the  court  Itelow.  No  errors  In  the  Judgment 
have  been  called  to  oar  attention,  and  we  have 
discovered  none.  The  information  is  sufficient 
to  support  the  judgment  The  appeal  Is  abso- 
lutely without  merit  'B>»  Judgment  is  afr 
firmed. 


Digitized  by 


Google 


1004 


PACIFIC  REPORTBR.  y«L  4L 


(Mont 


STATE  ex  pel  AACHEN  &  M.  FIRE  INS. 

CO.  T.  ROTWITT,  Secretary  of  State. 
(Supreme  Conrt  of  Montana.     Oct.  14,  1895.) 

FOHEIOir  COKPOBATIONS — CONDITIONS    PkECBDENT 

10  DoiNO  Business  —  Cosstboctiox  or  Stat- 

CTBa  —  FOBEION  FiBE-ISSCBAXCB    COMPANIES  — 

FiUKO  Copt  op  Chaktek  —  Statutory  Pbo- 
TisioMs— Implied  Bepeal— Gbnebal  and  Sfb- 
ciAi.  Acts. 

1.  Comp.  St.  1887,  c.  24,  proTided  that  all 
foreien  coroorations  should  file  with  the  secre- 
tary of  the  territoiT  a  copy  of  the  charter  or  cer- 
tificate of  incorporation,  and  a  statement  of  the 
finances  of  the  company,  and  a  designation  of 
attorney  for  service  of  process.  Act  March  8, 
1893,  expressly  repealed  Comp.  St.  1S8T,  c.  24, 
and  provided  that  a  foreign  corporation  could 
do  business  after  filing  with  the  secretary  of 
state  a  certified  designation  of  an  agent  for 
service  of  process  in  the  state.  Civ.  Code, 
1895,  H  1030-1033.  re^nacted  provisions  simi- 
lar to  Comp.  St.  1887,  c.  24,  but  in  different 
phraseology,  with  different  provisions  as  to  pen- 
alties and  reports  of  finances.  I'ol.  Code,  1895, 
S  5186,  passed  after  the  enactment  of  Civ.  Code 
1895,  S§  1030-1033,  expressly  declares  that  Act 
March  8,  1893,  shall  be  in  full  force.  Meld, 
that  Civ  Code  1895,  §  1030,  requiring  a  foreign 
corporation  to  file  with  the  secretary  of  state 
a  copy  of  its  charter,  and  section  1033  a  semi- 
annual report,  were  new  and  original  enact- 
ments, and  therefore  not  affected  by  the  re- 
enactment  in  Pol.  Code  1895.  §  518(5,  of  the  re- 
pealinxclause  of  Act  March  8,  1893. 

2.  Where  two  acts  relating  to  the  same 
subject-matter  are  passed  at  the  same  seosion 
of  the  legislature,  there  is  a  strong  presnnintion 
against  implied  repeal,  and  both  acts  will  be 
given  effect  as  far  as  compatible. 

3.  Civ.  Code  1895.  §  1030,  requires  a  for- 
eign corporation  to  file  a  copy  of  its  chnrtor  with 
the  secretary  of  state:  and  section  1034  pro- 
vides that  the  act  shall  be  applicable  to  foreign 
life  insurance  companies  not  conducted  on  the 
assessment  plan.  Srid,  that,  since  such  insur- 
ance companies  are  not  regulated  by  any  other 
statutes,  their  mention  operates  as  an  exclu- 
sion of  all  other  foreign  corporations  which  aM 
specially  regulated  by  other  statutes. 

4.  The  conditions  precedent  to  the  doing  of 
business  by  foreign  fire  insurance  companies 
being  regulated  by  Civ.  Code,  tit.  4,  c.  1,  8  (iSO 
et  seq.,  providing,  among  other  things,  that  they 
shall  file  a  copy  of  their  charter  with  the  stnte 
auditor,  such  companies  are  not  affected  by  Civ. 
Code,  §  1030,  relating  to  foreign  corporations 
generally,  and  requiring  them  to  file  such  char- 
ter with  the  secretary  of  state. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lewis  and 
Clarke  county;  H.  N.  Blake,  Judse. 

Petition  by  the  Aachen  &  Munich  Fire  In- 
surance Company  for  a  writ  of  niandamuB 
to  Loulij  Rotwitt,  socrotaiT  of  state,  to  com- 
pel respondent  to  Ule  a  copy  of  potiiiouer's 
charter.  From  a  Judgment  qiiasUing  tlie 
writ,  with  costs,  petitioner  appeals.  Revers- 
ed. 

Itt-lator  oven*  that  It  Is  a  forelRu  fire  insur- 
ance corporation,  with  Its  principal  place  of 
business  in  Abc-la-Cliapelle,  Gennauy ;  that,  de- 
siriuj;  to  do  business  in  Montana,  and  to  avail 
itself  of  the  rljrhts  conferiiid  upon  foreign  cor- 
porations by  sections  0(59  aud  C70,  tit.  4,  c.  1, 
Civ.  Code  Mont,  it  duly  filed  In  the  office  of 
the  state  auditor  a  written  appointment  of  an 
agent  within  the  state  to  receive  service  ol 
process  on  behalf  of  said  company,  with  ac- 
ceptance of  such  appointment  by  such  agent. 


also  a  certlfled  copy  of  the  charter  and  ar- 
ticles of  incorporation  of  said  ccHnpany,  and 
a  statement  siring  the  name  of  said  com- 
I»any,  the  place  where  located,  the  amount  of 
its  capital  stock,  the  deposit  of  money  for  the 
benefit  or  security  of  the  assured,  and  a  copy 
of  the  last  annual  report  of  said  company, 
and  in  all  respects  complied  with  the  provi- 
sious  of  said  statute,  and  paid  the  state  au- 
ditor the  sum  of  $S1,  the  amount  of  tiis  fees 
and  proper  charges;  that  therenpon  the  state 
auditor  duly  iasned  to  said  company  a  license 
and  certificate  of  authority  to  do  its  insur- 
ance business  within  the  state  of  Montana; 
that  thereafter,  on  July  90,  1885,  the  said 
company  presented  to  the  secretary  of  state 
a  certified  copy  of  its  charter  and  articles  at 
incorporatl(Hi,  with  the  appointment  of  an 
agent  for  this  state,  and  requested  said  re- 
spondent, the  secretary,  to  file  and  record 
said  papers  in  said  oflSce,  and  tendered  to 
said  respondent  $5,  his  legsl  fee  for  services 
in  and  about  the  premises;  that  the  said  sec- 
retary refused  to  receive  and  file  the  said 
certified  copy  of  said  company's  charter  or 
articles  of  incorporation,  or  the  designation 
of  said  company's  authwlzed  agent,  and  re- 
fused the  tmdered  fee;  that  said  refusal  was 
in  violation  of  the  duties  of  the  secretary  of 
state;  that  deponent  has  no  plain,  speedy, 
and  adequate  remedy  In  the  ordinary  coarse 
of  law  in  the  premises,  and  therefore  prays 
for  an  alternative  writ  of  mandate  command- 
ing the  secretary  of  state  to  receive  and  file 
the  papers  of  said  company,  or  show  cause 
why  fae  has  not  done  so.  An  alternative 
writ  was  Issued  by  the  district  court.  The 
respondent,  the  secretary  of  state,  through 
his  couns^,  the  attorney  general,  moved  to 
quash  the  petition,  upon  the  ground  that  it 
did  not  state  facts  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
relief  prayed  for.  The  court  sustained  the 
motion  to  quash,  and  rendered  Judgment  in 
favor  of  respondent  for  costs.  The  relator 
appeals  from  the  Judgment. 

H.  G.  &  S.  H.  Mclntlre,  for  appellant  H. 
J.  Uaskell,  for  respondent 

HUNT,  J.  (after  stating  the  farts).  The 
legislature  of  1895,  In  fixing  the  otficial  fees 
of  the  secretary  of  state,  provided,  by  subdi- 
visions 3.  4.  and  10,  i  410,  PoL  Code,  that 
"for  receiving  and  filing  each  certificate  of 
incorporation  he  shall  charge  and  collect  the 
sum  of  llf  ty  cents  oa  each  one  thousand  dol- 
lars of  the  capital  stock  of  any  company  or 
corporation:  ♦  •  •  provided,  that  no  addi- 
tlcmal  fee  shall  be  cltarged  fur  filing  and  re- 
cordinir  articles  of  inoorpoi-ation;  »  »  »  for 
Issuing  each  certificate  of  incorporation,  three 
dollars;  for  filing  and  recording  notice  of  ap- 
pointment of  agent,  five  dollani." 

The  contention  of  the  relator  is  that  there 
is  no  existing  law  requiring  a  forefigu  fire  in- 
surance corporation  to  file  a  copy  of  Its  char- 
ter or  articles  of  Incorporation  In  the  office 
of  the  secretary  of  state.  It  Is  conceded  by 
the  petition  of  relator  that  it  is  necessary 
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for  It  to  file  with  the  secretary  (respondent) 
a  written  designation  of  an  agent  to  receive 
service  of  process  on  Its  behalf,  but  It  Insists 
that  when  this  written  designation  is  ten- 
dered to  the  secretary,  with  the  fee  for  filing 
and  recording  the  same,  nothing  more  Is  re- 
quired of  relator  as  a  condition  precedent  to 
its  right  to  do  business  in  the  state,  and  that 
the  state  cannot  exact  the  sum  of  50  cents 
upon  each  $1,000  of  the  company's  capital 
stock.  The  state,  on  the  other  hand,  insists 
that  the  relator  must  file  with  the  respond- 
ent a  certified  copy  of  its  articles  of  incor- 
poration, in  addition  to  Its  designation  of  an 
agent  to  receive  process,  and  must  pay  the 
fees  prescribed  by  section  410  of  the  Political 
Code,  referred  to,  before  It  can  do  business 
within  Montana.  To  decide  the  question,  we 
must  closely  inquire  into  the  various  statutes 
of  the  state  and  territory,  Impoaitng  certain 
conditions  upon  foreign  corporations. 

By  the  act  of  the  legislative  assembly  "con- 
cerning fire  Insurance  companlesand  agents," 
approved  February  21,  1879  (Sess  Laws  1879, 
p.  64),  it  was  made  unlawful  for  any  foreign 
fire  Insurance  company  to  do  business  In 
Montana  tioless  possessed  of  an  actual  cap- 
ital of  1200,000;  and  any  such  company  de- 
siring to  do  business  in  Montana  was  obliged 
to  appoint  an  agent  upon  whom  process  could 
be  served,  and  to  file  the  authority  of  such 
agent  with  the  auditor  of  the  territory.  This 
act  also  required  a  foreign  fire  Insurance 
comiwny  to  file  a  certified  copy  of  Its  act  of 
incorporation  or  cliarter,  with  a  statement 
showing  the  amount  of  capital  stock,  assets, 
liabilities,  etc.,  with  the  auditor  of  the  terri- 
tory. It  was  made  unlawful  for  any  such 
company  to  do  any  business  until  it  had  first 
procured  a  certificate  from  the  auditor  stat- 
ing that  the  company  had  complied  with  the 
provisions  of  the  act  This  act  also  appears 
In  Rev.  St.  1879,  p.  559,  c.  31.  By  an  act  ap- 
proved February  14,  1881  (Laws  1881,  p.  52), 
concerning  Insurance  companies  and  agents, 
the  provisions  of  the  act  of  February  21, 
1879,  were  extended  to  life  as  well  as  fire  in- 
surance companies.  By  an  act  "regulating 
insurance  companies,"  approved  March  8, 
1883  (Laws  1883,  p.  67),  the  formation  of  In- 
stirance  companies  within  the  territory  was 
regulated;  and,  amonj:  other  things,  it  was 
provided,  by  sections  23-26  of  said  act,  that 
foreign  fire  Insurance  companies  should  file 
a  designation  of  an  attorney  to  acknowledge 
service  of  process  for  such  company  io  Mon- 
tana, and  also  a  certified  copy  of  their  char- 
ter or  deed  of  settlement,  etc.,  with  the  au- 
ditor. The  provisions  of  the  law  of  1883  are 
found.  In  substance.  In  sections  586-589,  pp. 
777-779,  dlv.  6,  Gen.  Laws  (Comp.  St.  1887). 
By  an  act  concerning  foreign  corporations, 
approved  July  22,  1879,  to  be  found  also  In 
chapter  24,  p.  720,  Comp.  St  1887,  all  foreign 
corporations  were  required  to  file  in  the  of- 
fice of  the  secretary  of  the  territory,  and  in 
the  office  of  the  county  recorder  of  the  coun- 
ty wherein  they  Intended  to  carry  on  busi- 


ness, a  duly-authenticated  «^y  of  their  char- 
ter or  certificate  of  Incorporation,  together 
with  a  statement  of  the  financial  affairs  of 
such  corporation,  and  a  designated  attorney 
or  person  upon  whom  service  of  process  could 
be  had.  By  an  act  approved  March  2,  1893 
(Laws  1893,  p.  103),  entitled  "An  act  to 
amend  section  586  of  the  fifth  division,  Com- 
piled Statutes  of  Montana"  (which  was  real- 
ly taken  from  part  of  the  act  of  1883),  the 
legislature  amended  section  588,  in  particu- 
lars, however,  not  material  to  the  question 
under  investigation.  Thereafter,  on  March 
8,  1893  (Laws  1893,  p.  91),  by  an  act  to  pro- 
vide the  conditions  "upon  which  foreign  cor- 
porations may  do  business  in  this  state,"  it 
was  provided  that,  before  any  foreign  cor- 
poration could  begin  to  carry  on  business  in 
Montana,  it  should,  by  its  certificate,  under 
the  hand  of  its  president  and  the  seal  of  snch 
company,  file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of 
state  a  designation  of  an  agent  upon  whom 
service  of  process  might  be  made. 

It  is  Important  at  this  point  of  the  inves- 
tigation to  note  that  In  this  last  act  of 
March  8,  1893,  there  is  an  express  repeal  of 
chapter  24,  p.  720,  Comp.  St  Mont  1887. 
The  noticeable  differences  between  the  new 
law  of  1893  and  the  repealed  chapter  24, 
were  these:  In  the  old  act  there  was  a 
requirement  that  a  foreign  corporation 
should,  before  doing  business  within  the 
state,  file  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of 
state,  and  in  the  ofilce  of  the  county  clerk  of 
the  county  wherein  it  intended  to  carry  on 
business,  a  duly-authenticated  copy  of  its 
charter  or  certificate  of  Incorporation,  and  a 
statement  of  Its  financial  matters  In  detail. 
All  these  provisions  were  entirely  omitted  in 
the  new  law,  which  swept  away  the  whole 
of  chapter  24.  The  new  law  simply  pro- 
vided that  foreign  corporations  should,  be- 
fore commencing  business,  file  with  the  sec- 
retary of  state  a  certificate  designating  an 
agent  upon  whom  service  of  summons  and 
other  process  could  be  made,  and  stating  the 
principal  place  of  business  of  such  corpora- 
tion in  Montana.  The  penalties  for  omitting 
to  file  the  certificate  or  certificates  required 
were  also  different  under  the  two  laws.  But 
it  Is  beyond  dispute  that  from  1803  up  to 
the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  CJodes  there 
were  no  requirements  of  foreign  corporations 
as  conditions  precedent  to  their  right  to  do 
business  In  the  state,  except  those  embodied 
in  the  law  of  1803.    Advancing  to  later  legls- 

ntlon,  we  must  ascertain  the  condition  of 
the  law  as  affected  by  the  new  Codes  of 
1893.  The  Civil  Code  was  duly  approved 
February  19, 1895.  It  was  acted  upon  by  the 
legislature  as  it  had  been  reported  by  the 
Code  commission  In  1892.  Doubtless,  it  was 
thought  more  convenient  to  pass  the  Codes 
as  reported,  and  thereafter  to  legislate  with 
relation  to  the  Codes  as  adopted.  Exam- 
ining the  Civil  Code,  we  at  once  find  that 
statutes  similar,  but  by  no  means  Identical, 
with  the  provisions  ot  chapter  24,  of  the 
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Compiled  Statutes  of  1887,  were  adopted  as 
a  part  of  the  new  Civil  Code  of  the  state, 
under  title  11,  "Foreign  Corporations."  See 
sections  615-018,  p.  115,  of  the  Civil  Code  re- 
ported by  the  Code  commission. 

A  principle  of  construction  is  here  proper- 
ly invoked.  The  legislature  ore  presumed  to 
have  passed  the  Code,  and  this  title  11  as 
part  of  it,  with  deliberation,  and  with 
knowledge  of  the  law  which  existed  at  the 
time  of  the  passage  of  this  Code,  to  wit,  the 
act  of  March  8,  1893,  and  which  had  express- 
ly repealed  chapter  24  as  It  stood  in  the 
Compiled  Statutes  of  1887.  They  were  not 
bound,  however,  to  approve  of  the  action 
of  the  legislature  of  1893  in  repealing  chap- 
ter 24  of  the  Laws  of  1887;  and  the  pre- 
sumption is  that,  in  the  new  sections  adopt- 
ed, they  intended  to  impose  obligations  up- 
on foreign  corporations  seeking  to  do  busi- 
ness in  the  state,  similar  in  most  respects  to 
those  required  before  the  law  of  1893  took 
effect,  and  they  did  so  to  a  great  extent. 
Civ.  Code,  H  1030-1033,  inclusive.  On 
March  13,  1893,  the  same  legislature  which 
had  passed  the  Civil  Code  expressly  de- 
clared that  "An  act  to  provide  the  conditions 
upon  which  foreign  corporations  may  do 
business  In  this  state,"  approved  March  8, 
1893,  should  be  in  full  force  and  effect  Pol. 
Code  1895,  I  5186.  Part  of  this  act,  as 
hereinbefore  stated,  contained  an  express  re- 
peal of  chapter  24  of  the  Compiled  Stat- 
utes of  1887;  that  is,  a  repeal  of  a  law 
with  provisions  quite,  but  not  wholly,  simi- 
lar to  those  concerning  foreign  corporations 
which  had  Just  been  adopted  by  the  legis- 
lature In  the  Civil  Code  as  sections  615  to 
CIS.  But  this  declaration  that  the  act  of 
1893  should  be  in  full  force  and  effect  did 
not  affect  sections  615  to  618,  just  thereto- 
fore adopted  In  the  Civil  Code,  because  these 
sections  were  new  and  different  enactments 
of  the  legislature;  and  a  reiteration  by  the 
legislature  of  1805  of  the  clause  of  the  law 
of  1893,  repealing  chapter  24  of  the  Laws 
of  1887  (if  such  reiteration  was  intended), 
could  have  no  effect  upon  any  sections  or 
chapters  other  than  chapter  24  of  the  Laws 
of  1887,  specifically  enumerated,  while  as  to 
that  chapter  it  was  useless,  because  it  had 
already  been  repealed  two  years  before.  To 
confirm  our  view  that  title  11  of  the  Codes 
as  adopted  (sections  1030-1033,  Civ.  Code 
1895)  was  a  new  enactment,  and  was  under- 
stood to  be  such,  we  find  that  the  phraseol- 
ogy, and  In  part  the  substance,  of  the  sec- 
tions of  the  two  laws,  differ.  The  penalty 
clauses  and  the  periods  fixed  for  reports  are 
not  the  same.  Besides,  about  a  mouth  after 
the  Civil  Code  was  adopted,  the  legialature 
passed  an  act  entitled  "An  act  to  amend 
title  11  of  part  4  of  the  first  division  of  the 
Civil  CJode  of  Montana,  entitled  'Foreign 
Corporations.' "  This  law  was  approved 
March  10,  1895.  It  added  two  sections  to 
title  11,  pt.  4,  dlv.  1,  Civ.  Code,  exactly  as 
such  Code  had  been  reported  by  the  Code 


commission  in  1802.  and  as  it  had  been 
adopted  in  1895.  These  amendments  were 
germane  to  the  title,  and  were  regularly 
numbered  619  and  620.  The  legislature  thus 
preser>-ed  the  title  of  the  chapter  and  the 
correct  numerical  sequence  of  the  sections  of 
the  adopted  Ojde  relating  to  the  subject  of 
foreign  coritorations.  These  amendments 
were  as  follows: 

"Sec.  619.  Any  foreign  corporation  that  has 
heretofore  engaged  In  business,  performed 
acts  or  made  contracts  in  tlils  state,  may, 
within  ninety  days  from  the  date  this  act 
goes  into  effect,  comply  with  the  provisions 
hereof,  and  tliereupon  all  its  acts  and  con- 
tracts done  and  made  before  tliis  act  goes  into 
effect  shall  be  valid  and  enforceable,  any 
statutes  of  this  state  heretofore  enacted  to 
the  contrary  notwithstanding. 

"Sec.  620.  Foreign  life  insurance  compa- 
nies, not  on  the  assessment  plan,  are  hereby 
declared  to  be  embraced  within  the  provi- 
dons  of  this  act." 

Section  619  is  now  section  1034,  and  sec- 
tion 620  section  1035,  of  the  Civil  Code  (1895). 
The  renumbering  was  done  by  the  codifier 
in  his  arrangement  of  the  various  provisions 
of  the  Codes. 

We  conclude,  therefore,  that  the  legislature 
enacted  both  laws,— the  one,  title  11,  as  adopt- 
ed, by  way  of  new  enactment;  the  other,  by 
express  retention  of  the  act  of  March  8,  1893. 
As  before  stated,  we  regard  the  repealing 
clause  in  the  1893  act  as  ineffective  against 
the  new  legislation  of  1895.  Both  laws  must 
therefore  be  upheld  if,  by  ftilr  and  reason- 
able interpretation,  they  may  be  made  to 
operate  in  harmony  and  without  absurdity. 
Suth.  St  Const  {  152.  There  is  a  presump- 
tion that  the  legislature  did  not  intend  to  in- 
terfere with  or  abrogate  any  former  law  re- 
lating to  the  same  matter,  unless  the  repug- 
nancy between  the  two  is  UrreconcUable.  "In 
an  endeavor  to  harmonize  statutes  seemlns- 
ly  incompatible,  to  avoid  repeal  by  Implica- 
tion, a  court  will  reject  absurdity  as  not 
enacted,  and  accept  with  favorable  consid- 
eration what  is  reasonable  and  convenient" 
Id.  It  is  also  a  rule  of  construction  that, 
where  two  acts  were  passed  at  the  same 
session  of  the  legislature,  effect  should  be 
given  to  each,  if  possible.  In  such  a  case 
the  presumption  is  strong  against  implied 
repeal.  Railroad  Co.  v.  Ford,  53  Tex.  364; 
Smith  V.  People,  47  N.  Y.  330;  Suth.  St 
Const  t  153. 

Tested  by  these  rules  of  statutory  construc- 
tion, all  that  portion  of  section  1030  which 
requires  foreign  corporations  to  file  In  the 
office  of  the  secretary  of  state  a  duly-anthen- 
ticated  copy  of  their  charter  or  articles  of  in- 
corporation, and  also  a  statement  verified  as 
required  by  said  section,  showing  the  various 
matters  embraced  within  the  six  «iumerated 
subdivisions  of  said  section  1030,  must  be 
sustained.  The  latter  portion  of  said  sec- 
tion 1030,  providing  that  a  foreign  corpora- 
tion shall  also  file  its  consent  to  be  sued  in 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


.^., 


Mont) 


STATE  V.  HOTWITT. 


•1007 


the  courts  of  this  state,  and  a  certificate  that 
service  of  process  may  be  made  upon  such 
I)er8oij,  is,  we  think,  repealed  by  the  act  of 
March  8,  1898  (section  1082,  Civ.  Code),  which 
covers  the  whole  subject  of  the  designation 
of  an  agent  to  rec^ve  process.  Section  1031 
of  the  Code,  requiring  the  consent  of  the  per- 
son designated  to  act  as  agent,  is  not  In- 
dnded  in  any  portion  of  the  law  of  1803, 
and  seems  not  to  be  repugnant  to  any  of  the 
provisions  of  said  law.  Certainly,  so  far  as 
It  Is  in  the  nature  of  a  rule  of  evidence,  It 
must  be  given  effect  Section  1033  of  the 
Civil  Code,  which  provides  for  a  semlnnnual 
report  of  the  aCTalrs  of  foreign  corporations, 
Is  not  embraced  at  all  In  the  act  of  1803,  and 
must  also  be  sustained  as  a  new  enactment  of 
1805.  Section  1082  of  the  CivU  Code,  im- 
posing a  penalty  upon  foreign  corporations 
for  omitting  to  file  the  documents  required 
to  be  filed.  Is  clearly  repugnant  to  section 
103V,  or  section  2  of  the  act  of  March  8.  1808, 
so  far  as  it  Imposes  a  penalty  for  falling  to 
file  the  certificate  of  designation  of  an  agent 
upon  whom  process  may  be  served,  and  for 
omitting  to  state  the  principal  place  of  busi- 
ness of  such  corporation  in  the  state.  Un- 
der general  rules,  all  those  portions  of  sec- 
tion 1032  prescribing  penalties  which  are  in- 
consistent with  section  1036  are  therefore  re- 
pealed. Pol.  Code,  f  6166;  Suth.  St  Const 
§160. 

Having  determined  that  foreign  corpora- 
tions, unless  otherwise  specially  controlled, 
must  file  duly-authenticated  copies  of  their 
charters  or  articles  of  Incorporation  In  the  of- 
ttce  of  the  secretary  of  state,  and  in  other  re- 
spects comply  with  title  11,  Civ.  Code  1805, 
It  would  be  proper,  in  the  present  case,  to  de- 
cide the  further  question  whether  the  secre- 
tary may  exact  the  fees  provided  for  In  sec- 
tion 410,  Pol.  Code,  were  It  not  for  our  opin- 
ion that  foreign  fire  Insurance  corporations 
are  not  included  within  the  general  law  re- 
quiring foreign  corporations  to  file  copies  of 
tbelr  articles  with  the  secretary  of  state. 

At  the  time  of  the  adoption  of  the  Civil 
Code,  and  as  part  of  it  we  find,  In  chapter 
1,  tit  4,  S  650  et  seq.,  a  distinct  system  with 
relation  to  stock  and  mutual  insurance  com- 
panies. This  system  extends  to  associations 
to  be  formed  In  the  state,  and  to  foreign  in- 
surance companies  as  well.  By  sections  660 
and  670,  In  order  for  any  foreign  fire  Insur- 
ance company  to  transact  any  business  of  In- 
surance in  Montana,  it  must  be  possessed  of 
$200,000  of  paid-up  capital;  it  must  appoint 
an  attorney  in  each  county  In  which  agen- 
cies are  established,  and  shall  file  with  the 
state  auditor  a  written  Instrument  authoriz- 
ing such  attorney  to  acknowledge  service  of 
jooCess,  and  also  a  certified  copy  of  their 
charter  or  articles  of  incorporation,  together 
with  a  statement,  under  the  oath  «f  the  pres- 
ident or  vice  president  and  the  secretary  stat- 
ing the  name  of  the  company,  and  the  place 
where  located,  the  amount  of  Its  capital 
'^tock,  with  an  exhaustive  detailed  statement 


of  the  stock  and  Items,  as  required  from 
companies  organized  under  certain  other 
laws  of  the  state.  It  Is  further  provided  that 
such  statement  shall  show  to  the  full  satis- 
faction of  the  state  auditor  that  the  com- 
pany, if  organized  without  the  United  States, 
has  deposited  in  some  one  of  the  United 
States  or  territories  not  less  than  ?100,000  for 
the  special  benefit  of  the  assured,  and  shall 
file  a  copy  of  the  last  annual  report.  It  is 
declared  to  be  unlawful  for  any  person  to  act 
for  any  Insurance  company  referred  to  In  the 
chapter  In  transacting  business  of  Insurance 
In  this  state  without  procuring  from  the 
state  auditor  a  certificate  of  authority  that 
such  company  has  complied  with  the  require- 
ments of  said  chapter.  Statements  and  evi- 
dences of  investments  required  of  foreign 
companies  must  be  renewed  annually.  If  the 
auditor  is  satisfied  that  the  capital  securities 
and  Investments  remain  secure,  he  shall  fur- 
nish a  renewal  of  the  certificate.  The  audi- 
tor, whenever  he  deems  It  expedient,  may 
examine  the  afTalrs  and  condition  of  any  for- 
eign Insurance  company  doing  business  In 
the  state,  and  must  if  It  appears  that  the 
affairs  of  any  such  company  are  in  an  un- 
sound condition,  revoke  the  certificate  grant- 
ed In  its  behalf,  and  must  publish  the  notice 
of  revocation  thereof;  and  the  agents  of  the 
company  are  required,  after  notice  of  such 
revocation,  to  discontinue  the  Issuing  of  pol- 
icies. By  section  678,  the  auditor's  certifi- 
cate that  such  a  foreign  Insurance  company 
has  In  all  respects  compiled  with  the  insur- 
ance laws  must  be  published  annually. 

We  are  clearly  of  opinion  that  the  laws 
relating  especially  to  fire  Insurance  companies 
contemplate  that  the  state  auditor  Is  the  offi- 
cial with  whom  must  be  filed  certified  copies 
of  their  charter,  or  articles  and  other  docu- 
ments required  of  them  by  the  various  sec- 
tions of  the  insurance  statutes,  and  that  It 
was  not  the  Intention  of  the  legislature  to 
include  foreign  fire  insurance  companies  In 
those  statutes  generally  applicable  to  foreign 
corporations,  and  which  require  them  to  file 
certified  copies  of  their  articles  of  incorpora- 
tion with  the  secretary  of  state.  Obviously, 
such  was  the  legislative  intent,  for,  by  section 
1035  (one  of  the  amendments  of  1895),  for- 
eign life  insurance  companies,  not  on  the  as- 
sessment plan,  which  appear  not  to  be,  espe- 
cially, strictly  regulated  by  special  laws,  were 
declared  to  be  embraced  within  the  provi- 
sions of  the  act  under  the  title  of  "Foreign 
Corporations."  The  expression  that  this  one 
class  of  foreign  Insurance  companies  should 
be  Included  in  the  law  strengthens  the  opin- 
ion that  other  foreign  companies,  if  regulated 
by  law,  were  to  be  excluded  from  the  opera- 
tion of  the  general  law  concerning  corpora- 
tions. Marine  Ins.  Co.  v.  St  Louis,  I.  M.  & 
S.  Ry.  Co.,  41  Fed.  643.  The  case  at  bar  Is 
very  like  that  of  St  Loute,  I.  M.  &  S.  Ry. 
Co.  V.  Commercial  Union  Ins.  Co.,  139  U.  S. 
223, 11  Sup.  Ct  654,  where  the  supreme  court 
held  that  where  it  was  the  settled  policy  of 
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the  Btftte  for  faumranoe  oompanlei  to  make  f- 
tnnui.  and  receire  certlflcates  oC  authority 
from  the  auditor,  tbey  could  not  reaaonably 
be  held  to  be  goTemed  by  the  act  ooooemlns 
foreign  corpora tlona  generally,  whicliretiiilred 
a  certificate  to  be  filed  ivlth  the  secretary  of 
•tate  designating  an  agent  upon  whom  serr- 
Ice  might  be  made,  and  stating  the  principal 
place  of  business  of  the  corporation  within 
the  state.  Upon  this  authority,  the  relator 
should  not  be  held  to  the  necessity  of  filing 
its  arddoB  of  Incorporation  with  the  recvond- 
ent  (secretary).  Nor  is  it  necessary  under 
the  general  law  of  1883.  codified  as  section 
1036,  ClT.  Code,  for  relator  to  file  a  certificate 
designating  an  agent  to  receive  process,  and 
a  principal  place  of  business  in  the  state,  tm- 
less  possibly  such  a  necessity  exists  by  reap 
son  of  the  date  of  the  approval  of  the  act 
expressly  declaring  the  act  of  1893  in  force 
being  subsequent  to  the  date  of  the  adoption 
of  the  CiTll  Code.  See  PoL  Code,  |  S186; 
Gutzell  ▼.  Fennie  (CaL)  80  Pac.  836;  Mur- 
tree,  Foreign  Corp.  |  199.  A  final  decision 
upon  this  point  Is  reserved.  Inasmuch  as  the 
relator  has  tendered  such  a  certificate,  to- 
gether with  the  legal  fee  for  filing  and  record- 
ing the  same,  to  the  secretary,  and  aslu  for  a 
writ  to  compel  the  respondent  to  file  and  re- 
cord the  same. 

As  the  altematlTe  writ  issued  was  quashed 
on  respondent's  motion,  we  see  no  objection 
to  remanding  the  case,  with  permission  to 
relator  to  amend  to  conform  to  the  views 
of  this  opinion.  State  v.  Baggott.  96  Mo.  63, 
8  8.  W.  737;  State  v.  City  of  Milwaukee,  22 
Wis.  380;  Brown  v.  Bahway,  51  N.  J.  Law, 
279,  17  A.tL  122;  High,  Extr.  Rem.  |  n79. 
The  Judgment  of  the  district  court  is  there- 
fore reversed,  and  the  proceeding  is  remand- 
ed, with  directions  to  permit  the  relator  to 
amend  his  petition  by  limiting  the  averments 
and  prayer  of  the  same  to  an  application  for 
a  writ  of  mandate  to  compel  the  secretary  of 
steto,  upon  payment  of  a  fee  of  five  dollars, 
to  file  and  record  the  relator's  certificate,  un- 
der the  hand  of  ite  president  and  seal  of  such 
company,  designating  an  agent,  who  shall  be 
a  citizen  of  the  state,  upon  whom  service  of 
summons  and  other  process  may  be  made, 
and  also  stating  the  principal  place  of  busi- 
ness of  such  corporation  In  this  state;  and, 
when  such  i)etition  is  so  amended,  let  a  per- 
emptory writ  Issue  from  the  district  court  ac- 
cordingly.   Reversed  and  remanded. 

PEMBBBTON,  a  J.,  and  DB  WIIT,  J., 
concur. 

not  Cal.  1>7) 

BANK  OF  UEIAH  v.  GIBSON  «t  at    (No. 

15,662.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  25, 1895.) 

CXXmL  UORTOAOBS— VaUDITT  — BOKA  FiDB 
POBORASSB. 

1.  A  chattel  mortgaire  of  property  other 
than  that  which  Civ.  Code,  (  2956,  provides 
may  be  mortgaged,  is  nevertheless  valid  as 
against  the  mortgagor,  or  a  purchaser  fiom  bdm 


wttfa  notlea  of  the  SMrtgagSL  ttengh  thers  was 
no  delivery  of  the  mortgaged  property. 

2.  BaA  mortgage  ia  also  vaud  u  against 
a  porehaaer  of  the  mortgaged  property  without 
notioe  of  the  mortgage,  where  such  porehaaer 
gave  her  notes  for  the  price,  and  the  notes  are 
stili  unpaid  in  the  hand  of  her  vendor,  who^ 
with  notice  of  the  mortgage,  parcbaaed  the 
property  from  tlia  mortgagor.  McFarland,  i^ 
oiaaentmg. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  saperlor  court,  Men- 
docino county;  B.  W.  Ommp,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Bank  of  Ukiah,  a  ctMporap 
tton,  acatnat  B.  &  Oibaon,  T.  J.  Weldon,  and 
Mr*.  M.  O.  Drew,  to  foreclose  two  moctgagtm. 
From  so  much  of  the  Judgment  as  denied 
foreclosure  as  to  part  of  the  propaty  indnd- 
ed  In  the  mortgage,  plalntitt  appeals.  For 
former  report,  see  89  Pac.  1060.    Bevwsed. 

J.  A.  Cooper,  for  appellant.  J.  M.  ICannon, 
T.  L.  Carothera,  J.  W.  Gates,  J.  Q.  White, 
and  J.  H.  Seawdl,  for  respondents. 

OABOUTTB,  J.  Flatntlff  brought  tills  ao- 
tlon  to  foreclose  two  mortgsges  given  by  de- 
fendant Gibson,  one  npon  certain  real  eatate^ 
and  the  other  upon  certain  sheep  and  neat 
cattle.  One  Weldon  purchased  the  cattle 
and  sheep  of  Gibson,  the  owner,  anbaeqoent 
to  the  date  of  the  mortgage,  and  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  the  foredoBnre  iKoceed* 
ings,  and  thereafter  sold  the  sheep  to  Mn. 
M.  O.  Drew.  These  vendees  are  made  de- 
fendants. The  court  entered  a  decree  fore- 
closing the  mortgage  aa  to  the  real  estate 
and  the  neat  cattle,  but  denied  a  foreclosnie 
as  to  the  sheep,  and  plalntlfC  now  appeals 
from  that  portton  of  the  Jndgmoit  denying 
a  foreclosure  as  to  the  sheep.  This  appeal 
is  before  us  upon  a  Judgment  roll  without  A 
bill  of  exceptions. 

At  the  time  Gibson  gave  the  chatty  mort- 
gage to  plalntitt  upon  the  sheep  and  cattle 
he  retained  poesessicm  of  the  propertr,  and. 
although  this  mortgage  was  made,  executed, 
verified,  and  acknowledged  as  required  by 
law  pertaining  to  chattel  mortgages,  stUl 
sheep  and  cattle  at  the  date  thereof  were  not 
among  the  articles  of  personal  property  which 
could  be  mortgaged  under  section  2856  of 
the  CivU  Code.  But  as  to  the  mortgagor, 
Gibson,  the  fact  that  this  lUnd  of  personal 
property  was  sot  enumerated  In  said  section 
2955  Is  wholly  immaterial,  for,  as  between 
the  parties,  a  chattel  mortgage  upon  any 
character  of  personal  property  is  valid.  Tre- 
gear  v.  Water  Co.,  76  Cal.  537,  18  Pac.  658; 
Worlu  V.  Merrltt,  105  Cal.  i67,  38  Pac.  1109. 
The  merits  of  this  appeal  rest  upon  the  suffi- 
ciency of  the  findings  to  suppoA  the  Judg- 
ment, and  we  think  the  consideration  of  a 
single  question  demands  a  reversal  of  the 
Judgment,  and  a  new  trial  of  the  case.  The 
court  found  as  a  fact  that  Weldon  purchased 
this  personal  property  from  the  owner,  Gib- 
son, with  full  knowledge  of  the  chattel  mort- 
gage to  the  plaintiff  bank,  and  as  to  Weldon 
there  can  be  no  question  but  that  he  failed 
to  get  any  title,  either  to  the  sheep  or  cattle. 
whi£t(  would  defeat  pilaiatiff's  mortgage.  II 
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follows  that,  as  to  the  neat  cattle  which  le- 
mained  In  bis  posBession,  the  Judgment  of 
the  trial  court  was  correct.  But  let  us  ex.- 
amlue  the  situation  of  the  defentlant  Mrs. 
Drew,  who  purchased  the  sheep  from  Wel- 
don,  and  took  actual  possession  thereof.  The 
court  made  a  finding  of  fact  to  the  effect  that 
she  had  no  knowledge  of  plaintiff's  mortgage, 
and  further  found  tliat  she  gave  her  promis- 
sory note  In  the  sum  of  $7,300  to  Weldon  in 
payment  for  the  sheep,  and  that  said  note 
was  payable  one  day  after  date,  but  has 
never  been  paid,  and  that  Weldon  is  still 
the  holder  and  owner  thereof.  This  state 
<rf  facts  is  fatal  to  her  claim  of  title,  for  -a^ 
on  such  facts  she  was  not  a  bona  fide  pur- 
chaser for  a  valuable  consideration.  While 
it  may  be  said  that  she  was  a  bona  tide  pur- 
chaser in  a  limited  sense,— that  Is,  she  was 
free  from  fraud,  and  bought  without  notice, 
—still  she  parted  with  no  valuable  considera- 
tion. She  has  lost  nothing  by  the  transac- 
tion, and  is  in  no  worse  position  than  though 
Weldon  had  made  her  a  present  of  the  sheep. 
The  consideration  for  her  contract  having 
failed,  she  has  a  complete  defense  to  any  re- 
covery upon  the  note  by  Weldon.  If  the 
note  had  been  negotiated,  and  was  In  the 
hands  of  an  iimocent  third  party,  the  case 
would  assume  an  entirely  different  form,  for 
an  irrevocable  obligation  would  then  be  out- 
standing against  her;  but  such  Is  not  the 
fact,  as  disclosed  by  this  record.  Hr.  Pom- 
eroy.  In  his  work  upon  Equity  Jurisdiction 
(section  751),  says:  "It  la  further  settled 
that  there  must  be  actual  payment  before 
any  notice,  or,  what  In  law  is  tantamount  to 
actual  payment,  a  transfer  of  property  or 
things  in  actioc,  or  an  absolute  change  of 
the  purchaser's  legal  position  for  the  worse, 
or  the  assumption  by  him  of  some  new.  Ir- 
revocable, legal  obligation.  It  follows,  there- 
fore, that  his  own  promise,  contract,  bond, 
covenant,  bond  and  mortgage,  or  other  non- 
negotiable  security  for  the  price,  will  not 
render  the  party  a  bona  fide  purchaser,  nor 
entitle  him  to  protection;  for  upon  faQure 
of  the  consideration  he  can  be  relieved  from 
such  obligations  In  equity,  even  If  not  at 
law."  See,  also,  Eversdon  v.  Mayhew,  65  Cal. 
167,  3  Pac.  641.  For  the  foregoing  reasons, 
the  Judgment  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
cuinded. 

We  concur:  HAERISON,J.;  VAN  FLEET. 
J.;  TEMPLE,  J.;  HENSHAW,  J. 

McFARLA:^^D,  J.  I  dissent.  The  mort- 
gage of  the  sheep  was  fraudulent  and  void 
except  as  between  the  parties  thereto,  under 
section  3440  of  the  Civil  Code,  because  it 
"was  not  accompanied  by  an  immediate  de- 
livery, and  followed  by  an  actual  and  con- 
tinued change  of  possession."  Sections  2955- 
2972  apply  only  to  mortgages  of  the  kinds  of 
personal  property  therein  enumerated,  and  of 
which,  as  therein  expressly  provided,  con- 
structive notice  may  be  given  by  recordation. 
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A  mortgage  of  any  other  kind  of  personal 
property  is  simply  the  "lien"  mentioned  In 
section  3440,  and  comes  within  the  same  cat- 
egory as  the  fraudulent  sale  or  "tiansfer  of 
personal  property"  declared  in  that  section 
to  be  void.  Under  the  statute  the  retention 
of  the  possession  of  the  property  by  the  ven- 
dor or  mortgagor  Is  itself  an  Inherent  fraud; 
and  third  persons  should  not  be  driven  Into 
a  contest  of  the  Issue  of  "notice."  If  that 
Issue  can  be  raised  in  every  case  where  the 
statutory  fraud  has  been  committed,  the 
provision  of  the  Code  might  as  well  be  abol- 
ished. In  White  v.  Cole,  24  Wend.  123,  the 
court  say:  "Again,  it  is  said  the  plaintiff 
had  notice  of  the  lien  by  mortgage.  This  Is 
an  objection  of  a  very  ancient  date,  one 
which  has  been  often  made,  but  never 
without  being  overruled.  The  obvious  Con- 
sequence of  listening  to  it  would  be  to  fUr- 
nish  a  ready  expedient  for  the  protection  of 
fraud  of  the  kind  now  alleged  In  all  cases." 
Moreover,  Mrs.  Drew  had  no  notice  of  the 
mortgage;  and.  In  my  opinion,  she  was  a 
subsequent  purchaser  In  good  faith,  within 
the  meaning  of  section  3440.  She  purchased 
from  one  who  had  both  the  legal  title  and 
the  possession.  The  doctrine  that  such  a 
purchase  is  not  valid  because  not  for  cash 
in  hand  paid  does  not,  in  my  Judgment,  ap- 
ply to  a  case  where  the  original  sale  or 
mortgage  sought  to  be  shielded  is  itself  ex- 
pressly pronounced  fraudulent  by  the  stat- 
ute. In  the  passage  quoted  from  Pomeroy 
on  Equity  Jurisdiction  the  author  Is  dealing 
principally  with  the  question  of  priorily  un- 
der the  recordation  laws,  and  with  cases 
where  the  original  transfer  was  perfectly 
legitimate,  and  not  in  any  sense  fraudulent. 
The  purchase  by  Mrs.  Drew  may  have  been 
a  very  advantageous  one  to  her,  and,  in  or- 
der to  protect  her  credit,  pledged  by  heP 
note,  she  may  have  been  compelled  to  forego 
other  advantageous  business  opportunities. 
Why,  therefore,  was  she  not  a  purchaser  in 
good  faith,  under  section  3440,  which  has 
not  evBn  the  provision  "for  value,"  or  "for  a 
valuable  consideration,"  as  against  one  whose 
claim  is  expressly  declared  fraudulent?  Most 
of  the  business  transactions  of  the  country 
are  upon  the  basis  of  credit.  Suppose  she 
had  sold  the  sheep  on  credit  for  mutton  to 
wholesale  denlei's,  who  had  sold  them  on 
credit  to  retail  butchers,  who  had  sold  them 
by  leg  and  loin  on  credit  to  family  customers, 
by  whom  they  had  been  eaten,  could  the  ap- 
pellant have  followed  down  the  line,  ahd  re- 
covered against  any  one  through  whom  the 
sheep  or  the  meat  had  passed?  The  rule 
that  a  subsequent  purchaser  has  protection 
only  when  he  has  made  actual  present  pay- 
ment is  applicable,  in  my  opinion,  only  in 
cases  of  conveyances  of  land,  where  failure 
to  change  possession  Is  not  declared  a  fraud, 
or  to  mortgages  of  personal  property  without 
change  of  possession,  which  are  specially  pro* 
vidcd  for  by  statute.  I  think  the  Judgment 
^ould  be  affirmed. 
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BANE  OF  UKIAH  r.  GIBSON  et  al.    (No. 

15,663.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Oct  1,  1895.) 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Men- 
docino county:  R.  W.  Crunip,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Bank  of  Ukiah  against  E.  S. 
(ribson  nnd  others.  From  so  mnch  of  the  judg- 
ment as  is  in  favor  of  defendant  Drew,  plain- 
tiff appeals.    Reversed. 

J.  A.  Cooper,  for  appellant  J.  M.  Mannon, 
T.  L.  Carothers,  J.  \V.  Oates,  J.  Q.  White,  and 
J.  EL  Seawell,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  is  an  action  in  claim 
and  deliyer^  to  recover  the  neat  cattle  and 
sheep  described  in  the  mortgage  to  foreclose 
which  the  action  was  brought.  Bank  T.  Gibson 
(No.  15.662,  filed  September  25,  1895)  41  Pac. 
loos.  Plaintiff  recovered  the  neat  cattle  describ- 
ed in  its  complaint,  and  defendant  Drew  had 
i'udgment  in  her  favor  for  the  sheep,  wool,  etc. 
'laintiff  appeals  from  so  much  of  the  judgment 
as  is  in  favor  of  said  defendant  Drew.  That 
portion  of  the  judgment  appealed  from  is  re- 
versed, for  the  reasons  given  in,  and  upon  the 
authorit7  of,   Bank  v.   Gibson,   supra. 
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DAVIS  T.  WARD  et  al.     (No.  18,376.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  26,  1895.) 

MOHTGAOES— GkRONEOUS    DESCRlPTtOS— RECORD — 

Bona  Fide  Purchasers. 

1.  The  record  of  a  mortgage  which,  by 
mistake,  fails  to  describe  the  land  intended  to 
be  mortgaged,  is  not  constructive  notice  to  a 

?urchaBer  of  such  land,  as  Civ.  Code,  8§  1213, 
214,  made  the  record  of  a  mortgage  construct- 
ive notice  only  of  "the  contents  thereof." 
Erickson  v.  Rafferty,  70  111.  209,  distinguished. 

2.  In  an  action  to  reform  a  mortgage  so  as 
to  include  land  not  described  therein,  the  de- 
fense of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  of  such  land  is 
not  established  by  showing  payment  of  a  small 
part  of  the  purchase  money,  the  giving  of  notes 
secured  by  mortgage  on  land,  and  the  transfer 
of  the  notes  and  mortgage  by  the  vendor,  with- 
out showing  that  the  transferee  of  the  notes  or 
mortgage  paid  value  therefor. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Tulare  county;   W.  W.  Cross,  Judge. 

Action  by  John  T.  Davis  against  Henry  I, 
Ward  and  others  to  reform  and  foreclose  a 
mortgage.  There  was  Judgment  in  favor  of 
defendants,  and  plaintiff  appeals.  Afllrmed 
as  to  defendant  Fleming.  Reversed  as  to  the 
other  defendants. 

J.  A.  Hannah,  for  appellant.  Bradley  & 
Famsworth,  for  respondents. 

McFARLAND,  J.  This  action  was  brought 
to  have  reformed  (and  foreclosed)  a  certain 
mortgage,  executed  October  8,  1891,  by  the 
defendant  Ward  to  one  Vandl,  and  duly  ro- 
corded  April  8,  1892,  and  by  Vandl  assigned 
to  plaintiff.  Brown,  Fleming,  and  the  Vt- 
salla  Savings  Bank  were  made  defendants  as 
claiming  some  interest  in  the  mortgaged 
premises.  It  is  averred  in  the  complaint  that 
the  mortgage  was  Intended  to  be  of  the  S.  W. 
V4.  Of  tlie  S.  B.  %  of  section  13,  and  the  N.  W. 
%  of  the  N.  E.  Vi,  section  24,  in  township  18 
6.,  range  25  E.,  M.  D.  B.  &  M.,  bat  that  by 
mutual  mistalce  of  the  parties  the  mortgage 


was  made  to  describe  the  lands  as  situated  in 
range  24;  and  the  prayer  is  to  Iiave  the  mort- 
gage reformed  so  as  to  describe  the  premises 
as  being  in  range  25.  Ward  made  default 
Brown  and  Fleming  answered,  setting  up 
tliat  after  the  execution  of  said  mortgage  said 
Ward  Iiad  sold  and  conveyed  to  Brown  about 
one-half  of  the  said  land  in  range  25,  and  the 
remainder  to  Fleming;  and  tliat  tbey  were 
bona  fide  purchasers  for  a  valuable  consid- 
eration and  withont  notice  of  the  mistake  In 
said  mortgage.  (The  description  in  the  mort- 
gage would  have  corresponded  with  lands 
bought  by  Brown  and  Fleming  If  the  range 
had  been  25  Instead  of  24.)  The  bank  set  up 
that  it  was  the  assignee  and  holder  of  two 
negotiable  promissory  notes  given  by  Brown 
to  Ward,  and  also  assignee  of  a  mortgage 
given  by  Brown  to  Ward  upon  the  said  land 
purchased  by  Brown  from  Ward  as  afore- 
said to  secure  said  notes;  and  that  it  pur- 
chased said  notes  and  mortgage  for  Talne, 
and  without  notice,  etc.  The  court  granted 
a  nonsuit  as  to  Fleming,  Brown,  and  the 
bank,  and  rendered  Judgment  in  their  favor. 
From  this  judgment,  and  from  an  order  de- 
nying his  motion  tar  a  new  trial,  plalnUfF  ap- 
peals. 

Appellant  contends  that  purchase  In  good 
faith  without  notice,  etc..  Is  an  alHrmative  de- 
fense, and  that,  therefore,  the  granting  of 
the  nonsuit  was  erroneous.  But  appellant 
put  Brown  and  Fleming  on  the  stand  as  his 
witnesses,  and  it  was  proved  affirmatively 
by  their  testimony  that  they  had  no  notice 
nor  Information  of  any  kind  In  reference  to 
the  said  mortgage  by  Ward  to  VanciL  It 
was  also  proven  that  Fleming  was  a  pur- 
chaser for  value,  and  that  he  had  made  full 
payment  of  the  purchase  money  at  the  time 
of  his  purchase.  The  only  question,  there- 
fore, as  far  as  notice  is  Involved,  Is  whether 
or  not  they  had  constructive  notice;  and  this 
question  must,  beyond  doubt,  be  answered  in 
the  negative.  They  were  concerned  only 
with  the  land  which  they  purchased,  and 
were  chargeable  with  constructive  notice  of 
whatever  tlie  record  showed  as  to  that  land; 
and  the  record  showed  an  tmlnctmibered  title 
to  that  land  In  Ward.  If  it  wajs  their  duty 
to  have  known  of  the  record  of  the  mm-tgage 
to  Vandl,  an  examination  of  that  record 
would  merely  have  shown  that  the  mortgage 
there  recorded  was  upon  land  six  miles  away 
from  the  land  purchased  by  them;  and  the 
record  of  that  mortgage  was  constructive  no- 
tice only  of  "the  ccmtents  thereof."  Sections 
1213,  1214,  Civ.  Code.  It  was  not  construct- 
ive notice  of  any  mistake.  Chamberlain  v. 
Bell,  7  Cal.  293;  Frost  ▼.  Beekman,  1  Johns. 
Ch.  288;  Sanger  ▼.  Oralgue,  10  Vt  555;  5  Law- 
son,  Rights,  Rem.  &  Prac.  {  2279;  Pom.  Bq. 
Jur.  i  654.  The  case  of  Erickson  v.  Rafferty, 
79  111.  209,  cited  by  appellant,  is  not  In  point 
There  the  subsequent  purchaser  in  that  case 
was  so  dnmmstanced  as  to  be  put  on  Inquiry, 
and  had  been  informed  that  there  was  a 
mortgage  on  the  land.    So  tar,  therefore. 
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aa  respondent  Fleming  is  eoncemed  the  non- 
suit was  properly  granted  as  to  him,  for  it 
was  shown  that  be  was  a  purcliaser  without 
notice,  and  had  paid  the  purchase  money  in 
full.  But  the  turn  which  the  case  tools  left 
Brown  and  the  bank  in  a  different  position. 

The  authorities  leave  somewhat  doubtful 
the  point  whether  one  setting  up  the  defense 
of  subsequent  purchase  in  good  faith  with- 
out notice  must  show  tliat  he  had  no  notice 
(Pearce  t.  Foreman,  28  Ark.  56S);  but  the 
general  rule  clearly  is  that  he  must  affirma- 
tively show  a  purchase  for  value,  and  that 
the  purchase  money  had  been  paid  before 
notice.  There  might,  perliaps,  be  peculiar 
circumstances— such  as  investments  for  im- 
provement of  the  property,  etc.,  so  that  a 
purchaser  could  not  be  put  In  statu  qu»— 
which  would  take  a  purchase  made  wholly  or 
partly  upon  credit  out  of  the  rule;  but  the 
general  rule  Is  as  above  stated.  Eversdon  v. 
Mayhew,  65  Cal,  167,  3  Paa  641;  Scott  v. 
Umbarger,  41  Cal.  419;  Land  Co.  v.  Morgan, 
95  Cal.  552,  30  Pac.  1102;  Isenhoot  v.  Cham- 
berlain, 59  CaL  630;  Boone  v.  Chiles,  10  Pet 
210;  Wells  V.  Morrow,  38  Ala.  128;  Jewett  v. 
Palmer,  7  Johns.  Ch.  68.  In  Eversdon  t. 
Mayhew,  supra,  this  court,  speaking  of  one 
claiming  protection  as  a  bona  fide  purchaser, 
declares  that  he  must  aver  and  prove  "the 
luiyment  of  the  purchase  money  in  good  faith, 
and  without  notice  actual  or  constructive, 
prior  to  and  down  to  the  time  of  its  pay> 
ment;  for,  If  he  had  notice,  actual  or  con- 
structive, at  any  moment  of  time  before  the 
payment  of  the  money,  he  is  not  a  boua  fide 
purchaser."  In  Jewett  v.  Palmer,  supra.  Chan- 
cellor Kent  says:  "A  plea  of  a  purchase  for 
a  valuable  consideration,  without  notice, 
must  be  with  the  money  actually  paid;  or 
else,  according  to  Lord  Hardwicke,  you  are 
not  hurt  The  averment  must  be,  not  only 
that  the  purchaser  had  not  notice,  at  or  be- 
fore the  execution  of  the  deeds,  but  that  the 
purchase  money  was  paid  before  notice. 
•  •  •  Even  if  the  purchase  money  be  se- 
cured to  be  paid,  yet,  if  it  be  not  in  fact  i>aid 
before  notice,  the  plea  of  a  purdiase  for  a 
Taloable  consideration  will  be  overruled." 
There  are  numerous  cases  to  the  same  effect, 
in  addition  to  those  above  cited.  Now,  in  the 
case  at  bar,  while  the  evidence  did  show  that 
Brown  purchased  without  notice,  it  also 
showed  that  the  purchase  price  was  some- 
tlilng  over  51,300,  and  that  Brown  had  ac- 
tually paid  only  about  $200,  and  had  given  his 
promissoty  note  to  Ward  for  the  balance  of 
the  purchase  money,  with  a  mortgage  on  the 
land  which  he  purchased  from  Ward  as  se- 
curity for  the  note.  Nothing  bad  been  paid 
when  this  suit  was  commenced  except  "about 
$200,"  and  no  circumstance  is  shown  that 
would  take  the  case  out  of  the  nile  above 
stated.  He  made  the  purchase  about  October 
14,  1892,  and  says  he  heard  of  the  mortgage 
about  two  months  afterwards;  and  this  pres- 
ent actloQ  was  brought  within  three  months 
after  his  purchase,  and  when  he  had  notice 


of  the  commencement  of  the  action  be  had 
paid  only  $200  of  the  purchase  money. 

As  to  the  bank,  there  is  no  evidence  what- 
ever of  the  condition  or  validity  of  its  claim; 
no  evidence  at  all  upon  the  subject  The 
bank  Joined  with  Brown  in  an  answer,  in 
which  it  is  alleged  that  Brown  made  two 
promissory  notes  to  the  order  of  Ward,  each 
for  $573,  and  executed  to  him  a  mortgage 
upon  the  land  in  question  to  secure  said 
notes;  that  Ward  assigned  said  notes  and 
mortgage  to  the  bank;  and  that  the  bank 
took  said  assignment  without  notice  of  the 
mistake  in  the  mortgage  to  Vancil.  There  is, 
also,  we  think,  a  sulticient  averment  in  said 
answer  that  the  bank  purchased  said  notes 
and  mortgage  for  a  valuable  consideration. 
If  these  averments  bad  been  proven,  the  case 
would  have  assumed  a  very  different  aspect. 
If  tlie  notes  and  mwtgage  were  actually  as- 
tfgned  to  the  bank  for  value,  paid  to  Ward 
by  the  bank  before  any  notice,  then  Brown's 
defense  to  the  notes  of  failure  of  considera- 
tion was  cut  off,  and  the  defense  of  both 
Brown  and  the  bank  to  this  action  would  be 
complete;  for,  in  that  event,  the  notes  would 
have  been  payment  Partridge  v.  Ohapmao, 
81  111.  137;  Freeman  v.  Doming,  3  Sandf.  Ch. 
327;  Baldwh)  v.  Sager,  70  III.  603;  Pom. 
Eq.  Jur.  i  751,  and  notes.  But  there  is  no 
proof  whatever  that  these  averments  were 
true.  Therefore,  as  the  case  stood  at  the 
time  of  the  nonsuit,  the  evidence  merely 
showed  that  Brown  had  paid  only  a  small 
part  of  the  purchase  money.  No  other  facta 
material  to  the  subject  were  shown.  Under 
these  circumstances  he  was  entitled  to  pro- 
tection only  to  the  extent  that  he  was— to  use 
the  expression  of  Lord  Hardwicke— "hurt." 
The  rule,  therefore,  applies  "that  where  a 
part  only  of  the  price  or  consideration  has 
been  paid  before  notice,  either  the  defendant 
should  be  entitled  to  the  position  and  protec- 
tion of  a  bona  fide  purchaser  pro  tanto,  or 
that  the  plaintiff  should  be  permitted  to  en- 
force his  claim  to  the  whole  land  only  upon 
condition  of  his  doing  equity  by  refunding  to 
the  defendant  the  amount  already  paid  be- 
fore receiving  the  notice."  Pom.  Eq.  Jur.  t 
750.  In  Land  Co.  v.  Morgan,  95  Cal.  552,  30 
Pac.  1102,  Beatty,  O.  J.,  speaking  for  the 
court  in  bank,  said:  "The  authorities  cited 
In  appellant's  brief  amply  sustain  the  propo- 
sition that  notice  before  payment  is  equiva- 
lent to  notice  before  purchase,  and  that  when 
there  has  been  a  partial  payment  before  no- 
tice to  a  second  vendee  of  the  oiglnal  ven- 
dor's lien,  he  is  affected  pro  tanto  as  to  the 
residue."  Of  course,  the  principle  Is  as  ap- 
plicable to  an  unrecorded  mortgage  as  to  a 
vendor's  lien.  See,  also.  Burton  v.  Reagan, 
75  Ind.  77.  The  judgment  and  order  denying 
a  new  trial  should  be  affirmed  as  to  respond- 
ent Fleming,  but  the  order  granting  a  non- 
suit In  favor  of  respondent  Brown  and  the 
bank  was  erroneous,  and  as  to  them  the  Judg- 
ment must  be  reversed,  and  a  new  trial  grant- 
ed.   The  new  trial  should  be  conducted  in 
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accordance  with  the  views  hereinbefore  ez- 
preaaed,  and  the  parties  shonld  be  allowed  to 
make  proper  amendments  to  their  pleadings 
if  they  so  desire. 

The  ]adgm«it  and  order  appealed  from  are 
affirmed  as  to  the  respondent  George  A- 
Fleming,  and  as  to  the  respondents  Thomas 
Brown  and  the  VIsalla  Savings  Bank  the 
Judgment  and  order  are  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  for  a  new  trial. 

We  concur:  TEMPLE,  J.;  HBNSHAW,  J. 


109  Ckl.  va 

HALL  V.  8CSSKIND.     (No.   19,527.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  25, 1885.) 

ABATEMEST— ASOTHBK  ACTION  Pf.NDIKO. 

An  action  to  recoTer  damageB  for  convex 
sion  will  not  abate  because  of  the  pendency  of 
an  action  theretofore  brought  by  defendant 
against  an  ofiScer  who  held  under  a  writ  of  at- 
tachment the  property  alleged  to  have  been 
converted,  in  which  action  plaintiff  intervened 
and  asserted  his  right  to  the  property,  as  the  is- 
sues in  the  two  actions  are  different. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Los  Angeles 
county;   Luclen  Shaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  A.  I.  Hall,  assignee  In  insolvaicy 
of  L.  M.  Wagner,  against  Henry  Sussklnd. 
There  was  a  Judgment  In  favor  of  plalntlfF, 
and  def^idant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Wells  &  Lee,  for  appellant  GrafC  &  La- 
tham, for  reqpondent 

SEABLS,  0.  This  Is  an  action  to  recover 
from  the  defendant  the  sum  of  $60,000  as 
damages  for  the  value  of  certain  property,  to 
wit,  diamonds,  watches,  and  Jewelry,  alleged 
to  have  belonged  to  the  estate  of  L.  Bf.  Wag- 
ner, an  Insolvent,  and  to  have  been,  through 
a  conspiracy  between  defendant,  L.  M.  Wag- 
ner, the  Insolvent,  and  J.  B.  Wagner,  her  hus- 
band, secreted  and  concealed  to  prevent  its 
coming  Into  possession  of  plaintiff,  as  as- 
signee, and  which  was  taken  possession  of, 
converted,  and  in  part  sold  by  defendant. 
That  the  portion  of  said  property  sold  by  de- 
fendant was  of  the  value  of  $30,000,  etc.  De- 
fendant answered,  denying  many  of  the  al- 
legations of  the  complaint,  and,  as  a  further 
and  separate  defense,  pleaded  the  pendency 
of  another  action  in  the  superior  court  be- 
tween the  same  parties  for  the  same  cause  of 
action,  etc.,  stating  the  facts  In  apt  language. 
The  court  tried  the  issues  made  by  the  plea 
in  abatement,  and  filed  Its  written  findings 
thereon,  from  which  It  appears.  In  addition 
to  the  facts  of  the  insolvency  of  L.  M.  Wag- 
ner, her  voluntary  application  for  a  discharge, 
the  election  and  qualification  of  the  plaintiff 
herein  as  assignee,  the  assignment  of  the  es- 
tate to  htm  by  the  clerk,  etc.,  that,  prior  to 
the  insolvent's  petition  being  filed,  a  portion 
of  her  estate,  consisting  of  diamonds,  watches, 
and  Jewelry,  was  secreted  so  as  to  prevent  ita 
coming  into  the  possession  of  the  plaintiff, 
M  assignee;  that  the  defendant  herein,  know- 


ing that  such  goods  had  been  secreted,  and 
the  purpose  thereof,  and  to  prevent  their 
coming  to  the  assignee,  received  and  took 
possession  of  said  concealed  property,  and, 
after  selling  a  portion  thereof,  retained  pos- 
session of  the  remainder  in  his  store  in  Los 
Angeles  until  the  2eth  day  of  July,  1893, 
when  it  was  taken  possession  of  by  J.  C. 
Ollne,  sheriff  of  the  county  of  Los  Angeles, 
under  a  writ  of  attachment  In  an  action  by 
M.  Wunach  et  aL  v.  L.  M.  Wagner,  the  In- 
solvent, as  her  property.  H.  Sussklnd,  the 
defendant  herein,  thereuixm  brought  an  ac- 
tion In  claim  and  delivery  in  the  superior 
coiu^  against  the  sheriff  to  recover  as  his 
own  the  goods  so  attached.  Thereupon  the 
plaintiff  in  this  action  intervened  In  said  ac- 
tion, and  claimed  possession  of  the  goods  so 
attached  as  the  assignee  in  insolvency  of  said 
L.  M.  Wagner,  to  whose  estate  he  claimed 
the  goods  belonged,  and  he  was  adjudged  to 
be  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof  as  such 
assignee,  as  against  both  the  plaintiff  and 
defendant  therein.  It  was  also  found  that 
the  goods  attached  were  of  the  value  of  $20,- 
000.  Thereupon  Henry  Sussklnd,  the  plain- 
tiff In  said  action  In  claim  and  delivery,  mov- 
ed the  court  for  a  new  trial  in  said  cause,  and 
such  motion  Is  still  pending,  undecided,  and 
undetermined.  The  Judgment  on  the  find- 
ings In  this  action  upon  the  plea  In  abate- 
ment was  that  "this  action  should  abate  so 
far  as  It  Involves  any  property  formerly  be- 
longing to  L.  M.  Wagner,  concealed  by  the 
said  Henry  Sussklnd,  and  held  by  him  In  his 
possession  In  the  store  on  South  Spring  street, 
on  the  26th  day  of  July,  1893,  and  on  that 
day  taken  possession  of  by  the  said  J.  C 
Cllne,  as  sheriff  of  said  county,  by  virtue  of 
a  writ  of  attachment  then  In  his  hands 
against  the  said  L.  M.  Wagner;  and  that  as 
to  any  other  property  of  said  L.  M.  Wagner 
taken  by  the  said  Henry  Sussklnd,  and  sold 
by  him,  prior  to  the  said  26th  day  of  July, 
1893,  and  not  then  In  his  possession,  the  ac- 
tion proceed  to  trial."  Defendant  Henry 
Sussklnd  appeals  from  the  Judgment  on  his 
plea  in  abatement 

"The  law  abhors  multiplicity  of  actions, 
and  therefore,  whenever  It  appears  on  record 
that  the  plaintiff  has  sued  out  two  writs 
against  the  same  defendant  for  the  same 
thing,  the  second  writ  shall  abate;  for  If  It 
were  allowed  that  a  man  should  be  twice  ar- 
rested, or  twice  attached  by  his  goods  for 
the  same  thing,  by  the  same  reason  he  might 
suffer  In  Infinitum."  Bac.  Abr.  tit  "Abate- 
ment," subd.  M.  The  same  author  says: 
"When  a  writ  Is  brought  for  two  things,  and 
It  appears  the  plaintiff  cannot  have  any  other 
action  for  the  one  of  them,  the  writ  shall 
stand  for  the  part  that  is  good."  In  order 
that  a  plea  In  abatement  by  reason  of  the 
pendency  of  another  action  may  be  effectual. 
It  must  appear  that  such  former  action  is  be- 
tween the  same  parties  and  for  the  same  sub- 
ject-matter, or.  In  other  words,  that  it  Is  of 
such  a  character  that,  had  a  judgment  been 
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rendered  therms  on  tbe  merits,  such  judg- 
ment coold  be  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  second 
action.  A  Judgment  in  personam  "is,  in  re- 
spect to  the  matter  directly  adjudged,  conclu- 
sive between  the  parties  and  their  successors 
in  interest  by  title  subsequent  to  the  com- 
mencement of  the  action  or  special  proceed- 
ings, litigating  for  the  same  thing  under  the 
same  title  and  in  the  same  capacity,  provided 
they  have  notice,  actual  or  constmctiye,  of 
the  pendency  of  the  actioa  or  proceeding." 
Code  Civ.  Proc,  8  1908,  subd.  2.  "A  fact  or 
matter  in  issue  is  that  upon  which  plaintiff 
proceeds  by  his  action,  and  which  the  de- 
fendant controverts  in  his  pleading,  while 
collateral  facts  are  such  as  are  offered  In  evi- 
dence to  establish  the  matters  or  fact  in  is- 
sue." Garwood  v.  Garwood,  29  Cal.  522. 
Tbe  role  is  restricted  to  facts  directly  in  is- 
sue, and  does  not  embrace  facts  whidi  may 
be  in  controversy,  but  rest  In  evidence,  and 
are  merely  collateral.  Freem.  Judgm.  f  257. 
The  question  is  not,  simply,  were  given  facts 
controverted  at  the  former  trial?  but,  were 
they  In  issue?  If  they  were  not,  they  do  not 
come  within  the  rale.  King  v.  Chase,  15  N. 
H.  16;  Roberts  ▼.  Robeson,  27  Ind.  454;  Jack- 
son V.  Lodge,  36  Cal.  28;  Gray  v.  Dougherty, 
25  Cal.  272;  Caperton  v.  Schmidt,  26  Cal. 
493.  That  the  Judgment  of  a  court  of  compe- 
tent Jurisdiction  directly  upon  the  same  point 
is,  as  a  plea,  a  bar,  or,  as  evidence,  conclusive 
between  the  same  parties  upon  the  same  mat- 
ter directly  in  question,  is  a  proposition  so 
thoroughly  established  as  to  need  no  argu- 
ment 

The  question  In  the  present  case  is,  were 
the  issues  in  the  action  for  claim  and  deliv- 
ery, the  pendency  of  which  is  pleaded  here, 
tbe  same,  and  between  the  same  parties,  as 
this  action?  The  action  of  claim  and  dellv- 
eiy  Is  a  possessory  action.  It  is  the  lineal 
descendant  of  one  of  the  early  remedies  given 
by  the  common  law,  instituted  for  the  pur- 
pose of  recovering  possession  of  chattels,  and 
known  as  "replevin.''  The  scope  of  its  appli- 
cation has  been  greatly  enlarged  in  modem 
times,  bat  the  essential  object  of  the  action 
remains  the  same,  viz.  to  enforce  plaintiff's 
right  to  the  present  possession  of  chattels  as 
against  a  defendant  who  unlawfully  detains 
them,  and  under  our  law  to  recover  their  val- 
ue, if  possession  cannot  be  had,  together  witti 
damages  for  the  detention.  The  investiga- 
tion is  confined  to  tbe  property  mentioned  in 
the  complaint.  Other  prc^erty  cannot  be 
brought  into  the  controversy  by  answer. 
Lovensohn  v.  Ward,  45  Cal.  8.  In  the  pres- 
ent case  Henry  Susskind,  the  defendant  and 
appellant  here,  commenced  an  action  as  plain- 
tiff in  claim  and  delivery  against  J.  C.  Cline, 
as  sheriff,  to  recover  possession  of  certain 
Jewelry,  etc.,  taken  by  the  sheriff  as  the 
property  of  L.  M.  Wagner.  His  cause  of  ac- 
tion—that is  to  say,  the  ground  upon  which 
he  sought  to  maintain  his  action— was  his 
right  to  the  Immediate  possession  of  the  prop- 
erty as  against  the  detention  thereof  by  de- 


fendant. When  the  plaintiff  A.  I.  Hall,  as 
assignee  in  insolvency  of  L.  M.  Wagner,  in- 
tervened in  that  action,  it  was  to  enforce  his 
own  claim  as  such  assignee  to  the  possession 
of  the  property  in  dispute.  By  so  doing  be 
could  not  enlarge  the  scope  of  the  Inquiry  by 
extending  it  to  property  not  involved  in  that 
action,  or  to  wrongful  acts  of  the  plaintiff 
therein  in  relation  to  other  proi)erty.  Am  evi- 
dence of  his  right  to  possession.  Intervener 
could  show  the  owfiershlp  of  his  assignor,  the 
insolvent,  her  fraudulent,  and  therefore  void, 
attempt  to  transfer  it  to  Sussklnd,  the  nlain- 
tlff;  but  all  these  things  were  admissible 
only  as  evidence  and  in  supiwrt  of  his  owner- 
ship and  right  to  possession,  and  were  collat- 
eral to  the  question  of  the  wrongful  detention 
of  the  property  by  Cline  as  sheriff,  in  whose 
poesesslCHj  it  was  at  the  commencement  of 
the  action.  In  the  present  action,  Hall,  as 
assignee,  sues  to  recover  damages  fbr  the 
fraudulent  concealment  and  conversion  by 
defendant  of  the  property  of  the  Insolvent,  L. 
M.  Wagner.  His  cause  of  action  upon  which 
he  counts  Is  a  different  one  from  that  upon 
which  he  waged  his  contention  as  an  inter- 
vener In  the  former  action  against  the  sher- 
iff, and  incidentally  against  defendant,  Suss- 
klnd, as  a  party  to  that  action.  Had  the 
plaintiff  here  instituted  that  action,  Sussklnd 
Would  not  have  been  a  necessary  party  to  it: 
and  it  was  only  by  virtue  of  his  having 
brought  it,  and  by  reason  of  plaintiff.  Hall, 
having  intervened,  that  he  became  a  party. 

Roberts  v.  Robeson,  27  Ind.  454,  was  In 
most  respects  similar  to  this  case.  That  was 
a  suit  involving  the  validity  of  an  assign- 
ment for  the  benefit  of  creditors,  which  was 
alleged  to  be  void  for  fraud.  It  was  attempt- 
ed to  conclude  the  assignee  by  pleading  the 
record  of  a  suit  brought  by  him  against  the 
sheriff  to  recover  the  possession  of  certain 
property  which  was  Iqcluded  In  the  assign- 
ment, and  which  had  been  seized  by  the 
sheriff  under  process  against  the  assignor. 
Judgment  had  gone  against  the  assignee,  and 
It  was  held  that  the  record  was  only  conclu- 
sive as  to  the  particular  property  Involved 
In  the  suit  against  the  sheriff.  The  court 
said:  "That  Judgment  was  conclusive  as  to 
Roberts  against  any  claim  he  could  set  up 
by  virtue  of  the  assignment  to  the  property 
involved  in  that  action.  But  as  to  any  other 
property  covered  by  the  assignment  the  Judg- 
ment could  have  no  fbrce.  The  question  the 
Jury  passed  upon  was,  simply,  the  title  to 
the  property  involved  in  that  suit,  and  al- 
though they  (the  Jury)  may  have  treated  the 
assignment  as  void,  it  could  only  be  estab- 
lished in  that  case  as  to  the  property  in- 
volved." King  V.  Chase.  15  N.  EL  9,  is  to 
like  effect.  The  reasoning  in  those  cases 
does  not  combat  the  theory  that  a  Judgment 
of  a  court  of  concurrent  Jurisdiction  directly 
upon  the  point  is,  as  a  plea,  a  bar;  or,  as 
evidence,  conclusive  between  the  same  par- 
ties, upon  the  same  matter,  etc.;  but  points 
to  the  broad  distinction  which  etists  betwcea 
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that  which  la  In  issue  in  a  case  and  that 
which,  though  not  a  part  of  the  Issue,  Is  con- 
troverted; or,  In  other  words,  the  distinc- 
tion between  evidentiary  facts  going  to  es- 
tablish the  issue  and  the  ultimate  facta  In- 
volved in  the  issue  itself.  The  former  may 
have  been  controverted,  yet  the  result  is  not 
conclusive  as  to  them;  while  as  to  the  latter 
the  Judgment  is  conclusive  if  they  were  de- 
termined or  might  have  been  determined. 

In  the  present  case  the  unlawful  seizture 
gave  the  plaintiff  a  separate  and  distinct 
cause  of  action  against  Cline,  the  sheriff,  to 
enforce  which  he  intervened  in  Ibu  action 
between  Susslcind  and  said  Cline.  In  that 
action  the  issues  were  as  to  intervener's 
right  to  the  property  as  against  Susskind 
and  Cline,  and  the  detention  thereof  by  the 
latter.  All  the  other  facts  were  but  eviden- 
tiary to  those  ultimate  facts  involved  In  the 
issue,  and,  however  much  such  evidentiary 
facts  may  have  been  controverted  at  the 
trial,  the  result  did  not  crystallize  them  as 
a  part  of  the  issues  in  the  case.  It  is  true, 
the  plaintiff  here,  according  to  the  allegar 
tions  of  the  complaint,  had  at  the  same  time 
a  cause  of  action  against  Sussliind  for  the 
fraudulent  purchase  or  procuring  of  the  same 
and  other  like  property  from  his  assignor  in 
Inscdvency.  He  could  not  include  his  action 
for  damages  as  to  that  in  the  replevin  suit 
for  two  reasons:  (1)  Because,  under  the  doc- 
trine enunciated  in  Lovensohn  v.  Ward,  su- 
pra, he  could  not  inject  this  new  matter  Into 
the  action  of  replevin.  (2)  Because,  under 
section  427  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
a  cause  of  action  to  recover  specIQc  personal 
property,  with  or  without  damages  for  with- 
holding thereof,  cannot  be  united  with  a 
cause  of  action  for  injury  to  property;  and 
for  the  further  reason  that  the  separate 
cause  of  action  against  Susskind  did  not  af- 
fect Sheriff  Cline.  A  party  may  not  split 
up  a  single  cause  of  action,  and  maintain 
separate  actions  thereon,  but  every  wrong 
furnishes  a  cause  of  action.  All  damages 
arising  from  a  single  wrong,  though  at  dif- 
ferent times,  make  but  one  cause  of  action. 
Bendemagle  v.  Cocks,  19  Wend.  207.  But 
wrongs  perpetrated  at  different  times  by  the 
the  same  or  by  different  ijersons  furnish  sep- 
arate causes  of  action.  In  this  last  sense 
plaintiff's  cause  of  action  against  the  defend- 
ant was  distinct  from  that  against  him  and 
Sheriff  Cline,  enforced  in  the  actlaa  in  which 
he  intervened.  As  a  matter  of  course  his 
recovery  in  the  Intervention  suit  diminishes 
by  80  much  his  right  to  recover  in  this  ac- 
tion. Just  as  would  have  occurred  had  the  de- 
fendant herein  voluntarily  delivered  to  him 
and  had  he  accepted  the  same  property. 

When  the  sheriff  seized  a  portion  of  the 
goods  to  which  the  plaintiff  here  was  or 
claimed  to  be  entitled,  it  gave  to  plaintiff  a 
cause  of  action  against  such  sheriff  for  the 
goods  thus  unlawfully  taken,  but  did  not  en- 
title him  to  intervene  In  that  action  except 
to  recover  the  goods  thus  taken.     Had  the 


sheriff  taken  possession  of  all  the  property 
claimed  by  the  assignee  under  the  alleged 
fraudulent  transfer  by  Wagner  to  Susskind. 
and  had  the  plaintiff  here  under  such  cir- 
cumstances intervened  and  claimed  a  part 
only  thereof,  he  would  have  been  concluded 
by  the  Judgment  in  intervention  from  recov- 
ering the  residue  in  another  action.  If  A.  is 
the  owner  of  two  horses,  which  are  wrong- 
fully taken  from  him  by  B.,  who  transfers 
one  of  them  to  C,  it  would  hardly,  we  think, 
be  contended  that  a  recovery  from  O.  of  the 
horse  held  by  him  would  be  a  bar  to  a  recov- 
ery of  the  other  horse  held  by  B.  Tet  in 
principle  the  case  supposed  would  not  differ 
from  the  one  at  bar.  It  Is  only  where  a 
claim  la  founded  upon  one  entire  contract. 
or  upon  one  single  or  continuous  tortious  act, 
that  it  cannot  be  divided  Into  distinct  de- 
mands, and  be  made  the  subject  of  separate 
actions.  The  taking  of  a  portion  of  the  prop- 
erty, claimed  by  the  plaintiff  as  assignee,  by 
the  sheriff,  constituted  a  sei>arate  tortioas 
act,  giving  to  plaintiff  a  right  of  action, 
which  was  waged  by  him  as  an  intervener 
In  the  action  against  the  sheriff,  and  did  not 
conclude  him  in  this  action  against  the  orig- 
inal tort  feasor,  Susskind,  brought  to  recover 
as  to  the  residue  of  the  property.  In  the 
first  action  the  parties  were  not  the  same  as 
in  the  present  one,  and  Hall,  the  assignee, 
was  not  entitled  therein,  as  an  intervener,  to 
Introduce  the  evidence  necessary  to  sustain 
the  present  action.  This  being  so,  it  follows 
that  the  court  below  did  not  err  in  its  rendi- 
tion of  Judgment  on  the  plea  of  the  pend- 
ency of  another  action  between  the  same  par- 
ties for  the  same  cause  of  action;  and  the 
Judgment  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    BRITT.  C;   BELCHER,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  appeal- 
ed from  is  affirmed. 


in  Cal.  i«S 
VAN  SANDT  v.  ALVIS  et  al.  (No.  ia396.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  CaUfomia.     Sept.  25,  18%.) 

HOH  E8TEAD —  ttOBTO  AOBS— KlHE  WAI. 

Where  the  owner  of  a  homestead  wliicfa 
is  subject  to  a  mortgage  given  by  him  to  secure 
the  purchase  money,  in  order  to  procure  an  ex- 
tension of  time  to  pay  the  debt,  gives  new 
notes  therefor  and  a  new  mortgage  on  the  land, 
the  new  notes  and  mortgage  did  not  create  a 
new  incumbrance,  but  simply  changed  the  form 
of  the  old  incumbrances,  and  the  lien  on  the 
homestead  Is  not  defeated  by  the  fact  that  the 
mortgagors  did  not  join  in  the  new  mortgage. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  San  Joaquin 
county;   Ansel  Smith,  Judge. 

Action  by  Mary  E.  Van  Sandt,  as  executrix 
of  the  last  will  and  testament  of  A.  A.  Van 
Sandt,  deceased,  against  C.  P.  Alvls  and  an- 
other, to  foreclose  a  mortgage.  From  so 
much  of  the  decree  as  enforces  the  lien  of  the 
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mortgage  against  the  homestead,  defendants 
appeal.    Afflrmed. 

F.  T.  Baldwin  and  NIcol  &  Orr,  for  ap- 
pellants. James  H.  &  J.  £.  Budd,  for  re- 
spondent 

SKARLS,  C.  This  Is  an  action  to  foreclose 
a  mortgage  upon  the  homestead  of  the  de- 
fendants. Plaintiff  had  a  decree  of  fore- 
closure, adjudging  his  claim  to  the  extent  of 
$2,495.28  to  be  a  lien  uxton  the  homestead, 
and  a  personal  Judgment  against  defendant 
C.  P.  Alvis  for  the  residue  of  indebtedness 
found  due  to  plaintiff.  Defendants  appeal 
from  so  much  of  the  decree  as  relates  to  the 
lien  upon  their  homestead.  The  appeal  was 
taken  within  60  days  after  judgment,  and 
the  record  contains  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The 
facts  as  admitted  by  the  pleadings  and  found 
b}-  the  court  may  be  summarized  as  follows: 
A.  A.  Van  Sandt,  plaintiff's  testator,  was  the 
owner  of  certain  lands  situate  In  the  county 
of  San  Joaquin,  state  of  California,  which  on 
the  Ist  day  of  October,  1S83,  he  sold  and 
conveyed  to  the  defendant  C.  P.  Alvis  foe 
the  sum  of  $5,000,  receiving  in  payment  there- 
for $1,000  In  cash  and  four  promissory  notes 
for  $1,000  each,  payable  at  one,  two,  three, 
and  four  years,  with  interest  at  8^^  per  cent, 
per  annum,  and,  if  not  paid,  the  interest  to 
be  added  to  the  principal,  and  draw  like  in- 
terest; and.  to  secure  the  payment  of  said 
several  promissory  notes,  said  Alvis  executed 
to  his  grantor,  said  Van  Sandt,  a  mortgage 
upon  the  land  so  conveyed  to  him,  which 
mortgage  was  duly  recorded.  Thereafter, 
and  on  the  29th  day  of  June,  18SG,  defendant 
C.  P.  Alvis  made  and  recorded  a  declaration 
of  homestead  In  due  form  upon  the  land  so 
conveyed  to  and  mortgaged  by  him.  The  de- 
fendant Caroline  AIvIs  was  and  is  the  wife 
of  C.  P.  Alvis.  A.  A.  Van  Sandt  died  on  the 
10th  day  of  Januarr,  1887,  leaving  a  last 
will  and  testament,  and  plaintiff  Is  the  duly 
appointed  and  qualified  executrix  thereof. 
On  the  Ist  of  September,  1888,  defendant  0. 
P.  Alvis,  not  having  paid  the  promissory 
notes  aforesaid,  and  being  unable  to  pay  the 
same,  applied  to  the  plaintiff  herein  for  an 
extension  of  time  to  pay  the  same,  and 
a^eed  that.  If  the  time  was  extended,  he 
would  pay  the  same;  and  thereupon  said 
G.  P.  Alvis  made  his  promissory  note  tot 
$4,000,  payable  to  plaintiff  as  administratrix 
(executrix),  or  her  order,  on  or  before  four 
years,  with  Interest  at  8%  per  cent,  per  an- 
num, and  conditioned  as  In  the  former  notes, 
and  providing  that,  If  the  Interest  was  not 
paid  annually,  the  whole  sum  should  become 
due  at  the  option  of  plaintiff;  and,  to  secnre 
the  payment  thereof,  said  C.  P.  Alvis  execut- 
ed to  plaintiff  a  mortgage  upon  the  same 
premises  covered  by  the  first  mortgage,  and 
thoretofore  included  in  the  homestead. 
Plaintiff  accepted  and  recorded  the  new 
mmtgage,  received  the  promissory  note,  sat- 
isfied the  former  mortgage  of  record,  and  de- 
livered to  said  defendant  the  four  old  prom- 


issory notes.  Defendant  Caroline  Alvis,  the 
wife  of  the  other  defendant,  had  full  knowl- 
edge of  all  the  facts,  acts,  and  representa- 
tions of  her  husband  in  procuring  an  exten- 
sion of  the  time  of  paym^it  of  said  first 
notes,  and  consented  thereto,  but  did  not 
unite  with  her  husband  in  the  execution  of 
the  mortgage  of  1888  upon  the  homestead. 
The  Interest  not  having  been  paid  upon  the 
last-mentioned  note,  plaintiff  elected  to  con- 
sider the  whole  amount  due,  and  Instituted 
this  action  In  1891,  at  which  time  three  of  the 
original  promissory  notes  of  1883  were  bar- 
red by  the  statute  of  limitations  as  against 
Caroline  Alvis;  and  the  court  so  found,  and 
decreed  the  fourth  note,  which  was  not  thus 
barred,  to  be  a  Hen  upon  and  secured  by  the 
mortgage  upon  the  homestead. 

From  the  foregoing  statement  of  facts  it 
appears  that  no  new  Indebtedness  was 
sought  to  be  created  or  secured  by  a  lien  up- 
on the  homestead.  The  Indebtedness  on  ac- 
count of  the  purchase  price  of  the  homestead, 
which  was  secured  by  the  original  mortgage 
thereon,  was  In  part  about  to  become  barred 
by  the  statute  of  limitations,  and  was  at 
the  request  of  the  defendant  O.  P.  Alvis  ex- 
tended at  the  same  rate  of  Interest,  and  a 
new  mortgage  executed  upon  the  same  prop- 
erty. As  to  the  first  mortgage,  which  was  ex- 
ecuted by  O.  P.  Alvis  at  the  date  of  his  pur- 
chase of  the  premises  to  secure  a  portion  of 
the  purchase  price  thereof,  no  homestead 
conld  thereafter  be  carved  out  of  the  prop- 
erty, BO  as  to  impair  the  rights  of  the  mort- 
gagee. Montgomery  t.  Tutt,  11  CaL  190; 
Civ.  Code,  S  1241  (4).  The  first  mortgage 
was,  therefore,  a  valid  lien  upon  the  prem- 
ises prior  in  time  and  superior  to  the  home- 
stead claim.  Section  1242  of  the  Civil  Code 
provides  that:  "The  homestead  of  a  married 
person  cannot  be  conveyed  or  incumbered, 
unless  the  Instrument  by  which  it  is  con- 
veyed or  incumbered  Is  executed  and  ac- 
knowledged by  both  husband  and  wife;" 
and  "a  homestead  can  be  abandoned  only  by 
a  declaration  of  abandonment,  or  a  grant 
thereof  executed  and  acknowledged:  (1)  By 
the  husband  and  wife,  if  the  claimant  is 
married;  (2)  by  the  claimant,  if  unmarried." 
Civ.  Code,  §  1243.  So  far,  then,  as  the  cre- 
ation of  a  lien  upon  the  homestead  la  In- 
volved, It  can  only  be  accomplished  by  the 
Joint  action  of  the  spouses.  And  a  valid  and 
subsisting  lien  upon  the  homestead  of  mar- 
ried persons  cannot  be  extended  so  as  to 
defeat  the  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
by  the  husband  alone.  Barber  v.  Babel,  36 
Cal.  11. 

The  question  in  the  case  at  bar  relates,  not 
to  the  power  of  the  husband  to  Incumber  the 
homestead  without  the  Joint  action  of  the 
wife,  but  Is  this:  Was  the  execution  of  the 
new  note  and  mortgage  the  creation  of  a  new 
incumbrance,  or  simply  a  change  of  the 
form  of  the  old  Incumbrance?  Swift  v.  Krae- 
mer,  13  Cal.  530,  was  a  case  In  which  one 
Revalk,  an  unmarried  man.  owned  a  lot  of 
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land  upon  which  there  were  two  mortgagfes, 
one  of  which,  for  |1,500,  was  held  by  Krae- 
mer.  Revalk  married  In  1857,  and  thereafter 
executed  another  mortgage,  in  which  his  wife 
did  not  Join,  upon  the  property  previously 
covered  by  the  two  mortgages,  and  which  in 
the  Interim  had  become  a  homestead  of  Re- 
valk and  wife.  Kraemer  had  paid  off  one  of 
the  prior  mortgages,  and  satisfied  the  other, 
which  constituted  (except  as  to  $500)  the  con- 
sideration of  the  lost  mortgage.  The  re- 
lease of  the  old  mortgages  and  the  execution 
of  the  new  one  were  on  the  same  day.  The 
court  said:  "But,  aa  to  the  debts  secured  by 
the  original  mortg^age  to  Leek  and  FontaceUi 
and  Kraemer,  we  regard  the  cancellation  of 
the  old  mortgages  and  the  substitution  of 
the  new  as  contemporaneous  acts.  It  wasi 
not  creating  a  new  Incumbrance,  but  simply 
changing  the  form  of  the  old.  A  court  of 
equity,  looking  to  the  substance  of  such  a 
transaction,  would  not  permit  a  release.  In- 
tended to  be  effectual  only  by  force  of  and 
for  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  last 
mortgage,  to  be  set  up,  even  if  the  last  mort- 
gage was  Inoperative.  It  would  not  permit 
Revalk  to  take  Kraemer  and  Eiscnhardt's 
money  and  apply  it  In  extinguishment  of  a 
prior  Incumbrance,  and  then  claim  that  the 
property  should  neither  be  bound  by  the 
new  mortgage  or  the  old,"  etc.,— citing  Dillon 
V.  Byrne,  5  Cal.  455;  Blrrell  v.  Schle,  9  CaL 
106;  Carr  v.  CaldweU,  10  Cal.  380.  See, 
also,  Tolman  t.  Smith,  %  Cal.  280,  24  Pac. 
743.  The  case  of  Barber  v.  Babel.  30  CaL 
11,  was  one  upon  all  fours  with  the  case  at 
bar,  except  that  there  the  original  note  and 
mortgage  were  barred  by  the  statute  of  lim- 
itations at  the  time  of  suit  brought  to  fore- 
close, and  the  court  held  that  as  the  original 
mortgage  was  barred,  and  as  the  wife  had 
not  joined  In  the  execution  of  the  second 
mortgage,  no  recovery  could  be  had.  Saw- 
yer, C.  J.,  In  his  opinion,  at  page  23  of  the  re- 
port, refers  to  and  quotes  from  Swift  v. 
Kraemer  with  a^^arent  approval,  and  places 
the  decision  upon  such  bar  of  the  first  note 
and  mortgage  and  the  invalidity  of  the  sec- 
ond mortgage. 

It  is  very  evident  in  the  case  at  bar  the 
first  mortgage  was  <MiIy  released  to  give  ef- 
fect to  the  second  one,  and  in  a  court  of 
equity  the  defendants  should  not  be  heard 
to  say  that  the  second  mortgage  is  void  by 
reason  of  not  being  executed  by  the  wife, 
and  at  the  same  time  to  successfully  contend 
that  the  release  of  the  first  mortgage  extin- 
guished it  The  complaint  states  the  whole 
facts  of  the  transaction,  sets  out  both  the 
mortgages,  and  asks  that  they  be  decreed  to 
constitute  but  one  security.  Under  such  cir- 
cumstances, the  court  below  was  Justified  in 
holding  as  It  did  in  substance:  (1)  That  the 
second  mortgage  upon  the  horaestead  was 
void  as  against  the  wife  by  reason  of  her 
not  having  joined  in  such  mortgage;  (2)  that 
the  first  mortgage,  having  boen  satisfied  only 
foe  the  purpose  of  giving  effect  to  the  sec- 


ond one,  will  In  equity  be  deemed  to  be  and 
remain  in  force  until  the  demand  secured 
thereby  is  barred,  etc.;  (3)  that  one  of  the 
notes  secured  by  the  first  mortgage  not  be- 
ing barred  at  the  date  of  suit  brought,  a  fore- 
closure upon  the  homestead  could  be  decreed 
as  to  that  note  only.  That  part  of  the  judg- 
ment appealed  from  should  be  afilrmed. 

We  concur:  BBLCHER,  C;  HAYXES,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  appealed 
from  is  affirmed. 


IM  Cal.  in 
MARTSVILIiB  ELECTRIC  LIGHT  &  POW- 
ER CO.  V.  JOHNSON.     (No.  18,351.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  25,  1883.) 

8CB3CRrPTIOX  TO  CORPORATION— LIABILITY. 

1.  A  corporation  formed  for  the  '"purpose 
of  producing  electricity  and  power"'  cannot 
maintain  an  action  on  a  subscription  to  a  cor- 
poration to  be  formed  "for  the  purpose  of  fur- 
nishing the  incandescent  system  of  electric 
llKhtine." 

2.  If  the  subscribers  present  for  the  irar- 
pose  of  orgauizing  the  corporation  are  the 
agents  of  an  absent  subscriber,  their  authority 
extends  only  to  the  formation  of  such  a  corpo- 
ration as  has  been  agreed  upon. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court  luba  county; 
John  C.  Gray,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Marysville  Electric  Light  Ss 
Power  Company  against  F.  W.  Johnson  on  a 
subscription  to  stock.  Defendant  had  Judg- 
ment, and  plaintiff  appeals.   Affirmed. 

O.  A.  Webb  and  Wm.  G.  Murphy,  for  ap- 
pellant  W.  H.  Carlln,  for  respondent 

SEABLS,  C.  This  is  an  action  by  the 
plaintiff,  a  corporation,  to  recover  from  the 
defendant  $1,000,  upon  his  agreement  to  take 
stock  in  a  corporation  thereafter  to  be  form- 
ed. The  agreement  was  executed  by  defend- 
ant and  some  30  others  on  the  25th  day  of 
Iklarch,  18U0,  and  is  in  the  words  and  figures 
following:  "For  the  purpose  of  forming  a 
corporation  to  have  for  its  object  the  furnish- 
ing of  the  incandescent  system  of  electric 
lighting  to  those  who  may  desire  the  same, 
and  to  provide  the  funds  for  the  purchase  of 
the  necessary  plant  we,  the  undersigned, 
hereby  subscribe  for  stock  to  the  amount  set 
opposite  to  our  respective  names.  Amounts 
to  be  due  and  payable  upon  the  formation 
of  the  company  and  the  issuance  of  the 
stock."  Then  follows  the  list  of  names  sign- 
ing the  agreement,  with  the  amounts  by 
them  severally  subscribed,  among  which  Is 
the  name  of  defendant,  who  subscribed  $1,000. 
On  or  about  the  20th  day  of  March,  1800,  the 
subscribers  to  the  agreement,  or  a  portion  of 
them,  met  and  organized  the  corpmatlon. 
plaintiff  herein,  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  California.  The  second  section  of  the  arti- 
cles of  Incorporation  defines  the  objects  of 
the  corporation,  as  follows:    "That  the  pur- 
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posea  for  which  It  is  fonned  are  prodndng 
electricity  for  light  and  power."  Defendant 
did  not  i>artlclpate  In  the  formation  of  the 
corporation,  consent  thereto,  or  In  any  way 
waive  any  of  hla  rights  under  the  agreement 
The  facts  are  simple,  and  biTolTe  the  single 
proposition  as  to  the  Babillty  of  defendant 
to  pay  j^l.OOO  to  a  corporation  formed  for  the 
purpose  of  "producing  electricity  for  light 
and  power,"  under  hla  agreonent  to  pay  said 
sum  "for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  corpora- 
tion to  baTe  for  its  object  the  furnishing  of 
the  Incandescent  system  of  electric  lighting 
to  those  who  may  desire  the  same,  and  to 
provide  the  funds  for  the  purchase  of  the  nec- 
essary plant."  That  the  agreement  In  quea- 
tion  was  valid  and  binding  upon  tlM  parties, 
and  sufficient  in  law  to  anthorite  the  plaiiitlir, 
if  organized  aa  a  corporation  in  consonance 
therewith,  to  maintain  an  acdMi  to  recover 
the  sum  agreed  to  be  paid,  is  well  settled. 
Water  Oo.  v.  Beecher,  101  Oal  70,  86  Fa& 
848;  Power  Oo.  v.  Johnson,  gs  Cal.  SS8,  29 
Pac  128;  Kaihroad  Co.  v.  Hlldreth.  63  OaL 
123;  Watw  Co.  T.  West,  94  Oal.  899,  29  Pac 
788.  Morawets,  In  Iiis  work  on  Private  Gor- 
poratlona,  at  section  52,  in  discussing  the  con- 
tract of  membership,  says:  "An  offer  or  con- 
tract t»  become  a  sbamtioldw  in  a  eorp(»a- 
tion,  or  to  Bubacrlbe  for  sharea  thereafter, 
does  not  become  binding,  or  create  a  lIal>ilH7, 
until  all  eonditlona  precedent;  upon  which  the 
offer  or  contract  is  made,  have  been  per- 
formed,"—citing  Railroad  Co.  ▼.  Cnrtlss,  80 
N,  Y.  219;  Ferry  Co.  v.  Balch,  8  Gray,  810; 
Gofl  T.  Winchester  OoUege,  6  Bush,  448; 
Edlnboro'  Academy  t.  Robinson,  87  Pa.  St. 
210,— and  adds:  "It  is  plain  tbat  no  IlablUty 
is  iDcnrred  unless  the  corporatlMi  Whldi  Is 
organixed  Is  the  specific  corporation  which 
was  contemplated  at  the  time  of  the  agree- 
ment" Hotel  Ooi  ▼.  Coyle,  86  Me.  406;  Man- 
ufacturing 00.  V.  Fox,  12  Yt  804;  Manu- 
facturing Oo.  v.  Schafer,  67  Cat.  890.  De- 
fendant subscribed  for  stock  to  the  amount 
of  $1,000  "for  the  purpose  of  forming  a  cor- 
poration having  for  its  object  the  furnishing 
of  the  incandescent  system  of  electric  light- 
ing, •  •  •  and  to  provide  the  funds  f<w 
the  necessary  plant"  The  formation  of  a 
corporation  for  such  purpoae  was  a  condition 
precedent  to  the  right  of  plaintiff  to  recover. 
Until  it  has  done  so,  it  is  not  perceived  uiwn 
wliat  theory  it  can  compel  payment.  If 
plaintiff  can  add  the  element  of  a  power  com- 
pany to  its  attributes,  upon  the  same  prin- 
ciple it  may  adopt  any  other  function,  and 
•tlU  hold  the  defendant  liable.  An  individual 
may  be  quite  willing  to  contribute  his  money 
and  assume  the  responsibilities  of  a  stock- 
holder in  a  corporation  to  furnish  light,  and 
St  the  same  time  decline  to  emltark  in  an  en- 
terprise to  famish  power,  or  to  engage  in 
other  and  distinct  branches  of  business.  It  la 
Bufflcie^t  to  say  that  defendant  only  agreed 
to  pay  his  money  for  stock  in  a  corporation 
for  lighting  purposes,  and  tliat  he  cannot, 
under  his  contract,  without  bis  consent,  be 


compelled  to  iiay  money  towards  the  formSr 
tion  of  a  corporation  for  an  additloiud  and 
distinct  purpose. 

Appellant  contends  that,  for  the  puipAses 
of  the  organizaitioa  of  the  corpoiatUw,  the 
But>8crlbers  present  were  the  agents  for  those 
subscribers  who  were  alisent,  and,  in  support 
of  the  proposition,  dtes  West  v.  Csawford,  60 
Gal.  19,  27  Pac.  U23.  The  answer  to  this 
contention  la  tliat.  If  the  subscribers  with  de- 
fendant are  to  be  deemed  his  agents  in  the 
fonnation  of  a  oorpocation,  the  extent  of 
their  authority  as.  such  agents  only  went  to 
the  formation  of  such  a,  corporation  as  had 
been  agreed  upon;  and,  when  th^  went  l>e- 
yond  the  bounds  thus  set,  they  exceeded,  as 
against  the  nonconsentlng  defendant  their 
authority,  and  their  acts,  as  to  him,  were 
void- 

This  condnsion  reached,  it  f<^ows  that  the 
plaintiff  is  not  entitled  to  recover,  and  tliat 
otlier  questions  Involved  need  not  tie  consid- 
ered. Tlie  Judgment  appealed  from  should  be 
alllrmwd. 

We  ocmcur:    HATNBS,  a;   TANCLIBF.  G. 

PBR  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  appealed 
from  is  athrmed. 


ai3  Cal,  m) 

BLOOD  V.  LA  SERENA  LAND  &  WATER 

CO.     (No.  10,510.) « 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  27,  1895.) 

Uh.^othobized    Mortoaob    bt    Cobpobation  — 

Katifioation— Amkndino  Fliasino — 

discrbtiok  of  coubt. 

1.  Where  land  was  purchased  for  a  corpora- 
tion by  its  officers  without  authority,  and  a 
mortgage  executed  for  the  purchase  price,  and 
the  corporation,  after  learning  of  the  transac- 
tion, took  possession  of  the  land,  Burveyed  and 
platted  it  took  its  rents  and  profits,  sold  some 
of  it  and  exercised  ownership  over  it  sabject 
to  the  mortgage,  the  corporation,  was  bound  by 
the  purchase  and  mortgage. 

2.  Under  an  allegation  ibat  a  contract  wai 
made  by  defendant,  it  may  be  shown  that  it 
was  made  by  ratification  of  the  unauthorized 
acta  of  its  officers. 

3.  Where,  on  a  trial  to  foreclose  a  mortgage 
for  the  purchase  price  of  land,  defendant  cor- 
poration discovered  that  its  officer  who  had 
purchased  the  land  for  it  waa  also  the  agent  of 
the  vendor,  bat  did  not  more  to  amend  its  an- 
swer so  as  to  set  up  the  fraud  until  six  months 
after  the  trial,  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  per- 
mit it  to  do  so  was  not  an  abuse  of  discretion. 

4.  Civ.  Code,  f  2314,  provides  that  "a  rati- 
fication may  be  rescinded  when  made  •  •  * 
with  an  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  material 
facts  of  the  transaction  ratified."  Hdd,  that 
a  corporation  cannot  rescind  a  ratification  on 
the  ground  that  its  agent  in  conducting  a  sale 
waa  also  the  agent  of  the  other  party,  where  it 
did  not  appear  that  the  corporation  was  igno- 
rant of  the  dual  relation  of  the  agent  or  that 
its  agent  was  vested  with  any  discretion  in  ef- 
fecting the  sale. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Santa  Barbara 
county;  W.  B.  Cope,  Judge. 

Action  by  James  A.  Blood  against  £«  8» 


■  Rehearing  granted* 
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rena  Land  &  Water  Company  to  foreclose  a 
mortgage.  There  was  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, and  defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Tb08.  McNulta  and  Chapman  &.  Hendricks, 
for  appellant  R.  B.  Canfield  and  J.  W.  Tag- 
gart,  for  respondent. 

BRITT,  C.  Forecloanre  of  mortgage.  De- 
fendant is  a  corporation.  The  complaint 
(filed  May  24, 1^2)  was  in  the  usual  form,  al- 
leging, with  other  matters,  that  defendant 
made  its  promissory  note  to  plaintiff  on  Au- 
gust 30,  1887,  for  the  sum  of  $52,600,  besides 
interest,  dne  one  year  from  date,  and  at  the 
same  time,  to  secure  payment  of  the  note, 
executed  to  plaintiff  a  mortgage  of  certain 
lands  in  Santa  Barbara  connty.  The  note 
and  mortgage  were  subscribed  with  the 
name  of  the  defendant  by  its  president  and 
secretary,  and  both  bore  the  impress  of  a 
seal  purporting  to  be  that  of  the  corporation. 
The  only  defense  made  by  the  answer  was 
that  the  defendant  never  authorized  the  exe- 
cution of  the  note  and  mortgage.  Defend- 
ant filed  a  cross  complaint,  stating,  among 
other  things,  that  about  September  1,  1887, 
plaintiff  conveyed  to  defendant  by  deed  the 
premises  described  in  the  mortgage,  and  that, 
as  part  of  the  consideration  therefor,  said 
note  and  mortgage  were  delivered  to  plain- 
tiff without  the  authority  or  consent  of  de- 
fendant, and  that  It  was  not  privy  to  the  pur- 
chase of  the  land;  that  defendant  never  ap- 
propriated to  itself  the  use  of  the  land  or 
the  profits  thereof;  that  defendant's  board 
of  directors,  at  a  meeting  held  May  26,  1892, 
passed  a  resolution  reciting  that  the  pur- 
chase of  said  land  (called  the  "Blood  Ranch") 
and  the  execution  of  said  note  and  mortgage 
were  never  authorized  by  the  defendant,  and 
directing  the  president  of  the  company  to 
make  in  its  name,  and  tender  to  plaintiff,  a 
reconveyance  of  the  land,  excepting  a  small 
parcel  previously  conveyed  by  defendant,  in 
conjunction  with  plaintiff,  to  one  Thompson; 
that  such  a  deed  was  so  made  and  tendered 
to  plaintiff  on  May  31,  1892,  and  by  him  re- 
jected. Upon  this  cross  complaint  defend- 
ant prayed  that  the  note  and  mortgage  be  de- 
clared void.  The  court  sustained  a  demurrer 
to  the  cross  complaint,  and  the  correctness 
of  its  action  in  that  regard  is  not  impugned. 
We  state  the  matters  there  alleged  merely  to 
illustrate  the  subsequent  history  of  the  case. 

It  is  disclosed  by  the  record  that  the  plain- 
tiff was  the  owner  of  the  land  (about  330 
acres)  in  the  year  1887,  and  authorized  his 
nephew,  also  named  James  A.  Blood,  a  real- 
estate  broker,  to  make  sale  of  the  same  at 
the  price  of  $105,000,  agreeing  to  pay  him  a 
commission  of  $5,000,  contingent  upon  his 
effecting  a  sale.  The  broker  associated  sev- 
eral other  persons  with  himself,  and  they 
formed  in  August,  1887,  the  defendant  corpo- 
ration, for  the  purpose  of  buying  plaintiff's 
land.  Said  broker  conducted  the  negotiation 
with  plaintiff  on  behalf  of  the  promoters  of 
the  corporation,  and  the  terms  of  the  pur- 


cliase  were  substantially  settled  before  Au- 
gust 29,  1887,  at  which  time  officers  of  the 
corporation  were  elected,  said  broker  becom- 
ing its  secretary  and  a  member  of  its  board 
of  directors.  Plaintiff  executed  a  deed  of  the 
land  to  defendant,  and  at  the  same  time  re- 
ceived (but  from  whose  hands  does  not  clear- 
ly appear)  the  said  note  and  mortgage  as 
security  for  the  deferred  or  second  payment 
of  one-half  the  agreed  purchase  price,  the 
first  payment  being  made  partly  in  cash 
(about  $37,500),  paid  by  the  subscribers  to  de- 
fendant's stock,  and  partly  in  such  stock  it- 
self. There  was  no  resolution  of  defendant's 
board  of  directors  authorizing  the  purchase 
of  the  land  or  the  Issuance  of  the  note  and 
mortgage,  nor  was  the  seal  affixed  thereto 
ever  adopted  as  the  corporate  seal  by  any 
direct  action  of  the  board  for  that  purpose. 
Plaintiff's  deed  to  defendant  Ix>re  the  same 
date  as  the  mortgage,— August  30,  18S7;  but 
they  were  not  In  fact  exchanged  until  about 
September  15th,  following.  Shortly  after- 
wards the  defendant  took  possession  of  the 
land,  and  its  board  of  directors,  by  resolu- 
tion, authorized  the  survey  and  subdivision 
of  the  same  into  lots,  blocks,  and  streets,  and 
fixed  prices  at  which  subdivisions  might  be 
sold.  The  board  also  ordered  the  letting  of 
parcels  of  the  land  for  temporary  purposes, 
and  in  September,  1888,  passed  a  resolution 
directing  ttie  execution  of  a  deed  to  plaintiff 
of  8^  acres  thereof,  at  the  price  of  $3,750; 
and  In  February,  1880,  in  the  same  manner 
authorized  the  conveyance  of  a  parcel  (ap- 
parently about  15  acres)  to  one  Thompson. 
Deeds  were  executed  pursuant  to  such  reso- 
lutions. In  the  conveyance  to  Thompson 
plaintiff  Joined.  The  defendant  caused  por- 
tions of  the  land  to  be  cultivated,  and  took 
the  proceeds  of  the  crops  grown  thereon  in 
the  year  1888.  It  also  caused  to  be  cut  some 
trees  growing  on  the  land,  and,  through  its 
board  of  directors  and  officers,  exercised 
many  other  acts  of  ownership  not  necessary 
to  be  detailed.  All  the  proceeds  of  said  sales 
of  land,  as  well  as  the  net  receipts  from  sales 
of  crop,  were  paid  over  by  defendant  to 
plaintiff  on  the  note  in  suit.  In  April,  1889, 
the  board  of  directors  passed  a  resolution  re- 
citing that,  "owing  to  the  great  depression 
in  real  estate,  it  is  Impossible  to  sell  our 
La  Serena  property  [covered  by  the  mort- 
gage], either  in  whole  or  imrt";  and  request- 
ing plaintiff  to  accept  the  proceeds  of  the 
ranch  in  lieu  of  Interest  on  the  company's 
indebtedness  to  him,  and  to  assume  the  man- 
agement of  the  ranch.  Such  proposal  wag 
acceded  to  by  plaintiff,  and  was  carried  into 
effect.  The  trial  was  had  in  November,  1892; 
the  evidence  closing  on  the  23d  day  of  that 
month.  Said  real-estate  broker  was  a  wit- 
ness, and,  incidentally  to  the  main  purpos^es 
of  his  examination,  gave  testimony  of  his 
agency  to  sell  the  land,  and  of  his  Interest 
In  effecting  the  sale.  On  May  Vi,  1893.  the 
court  announced  orally  its  decision  In  favor 
of  plaintiff;  and  on  May  25th  following,  be- 


uigiiizea  oy  >.j\^\^ 


6" 


CaL) 


BLOOD  0.  LA  SEREIf A  LAND  &  WATER  CO. 


1019 


(ore  the  findings  were  signed,  defendant  ap- 
plied for  leave  to  amend  its  answer  by  add- 
ing a  defense  thereto  based  on  tbe  circum- 
stances of  the  dual  agency  of  tbe  broker  and 
bis  interest  in  making  the  sale,  which  mat- 
ters, it  was  alleged,  were  unknown  to  the 
subscribers  for  the  company's  stock.  It  was 
stated  In  an  affidavit  accompanying  the  mo- 
tion for  leave  to  amend  that  knowledge  of 
the  facts  averred  in  the  proposed  amendment 
was  first  obtained  by  defendant  from  said 
testimony  of  the  broker  at  the  trlaL  Such 
amendment  contained  no  allegations  looking 
to  a  rescission  of  the  contract,  nor  any  refer- 
ence to  the  offer  to  reconvey  the  land  to 
plaintiff,  as  in  the  cross  complaint  to  which 
a  demurrer  had  been  sustained.  The  court 
refused  leave  to  amend,  and  Judgment  pass- 
ed for  plaintiff,  with  provision  for  execution 
generally  In  case  of  deficiency  after  sale  of 
tbe  premises. 

1.  For  the  purposes  of  the  decision,  it  may 
be  assumed,  In  accMHiance  with  the  conten- 
tion of  appellant,  that  the  corporation  was 
not  originally  privy  to  the  purchase  of  the 
land  ftom  plaintiff,  and  that  tbe  Instruments 
in  suit  purporting  to  be  Its  obligations  were 
originally  executed  without  Its  authority. 
Bnt  It  is  manifest— leaving  out  of  view  for 
the  mcnnent  tbe  effect  of  the  broker's  double 
agency— that  the  corporation  adopted  as  its 
own  the  whole  transaction  with  plaintiff,  of 
which  the  execution  of  the  note  and  mort- 
gage was  an  inseparable  part.  Defradant, 
acting  through  its  board  of  directors  and  ch- 
eers, and  they  having  full  knowledge  of  the 
trams  of  the  mortgage,  took  possession  of 
the  land,  surveyed  and  platted  It,  cultivated 
It,  took  Its  rents  and  profits,  sold  and  con- 
veyed some  of  It,  and  offered  to  sell  the  re- 
mainder, and  In  all  respects  conducted  itself 
as  the  absolute  owner  thereof,  subject  only 
to  tbe  Incumbrance  of  the  mortgage.  The 
facts  that  the  proceeds  of  sale  of  portions  of 
the  land  and  of  produce  grown  thereon  were 
all  paid  over  to  plaintiff  for  application  on 
the  Indebtedness  in  question,  and  that  after 
April  '23,  ims),  the  entire  profits  of  the  land 
were  delivered  to  him  In  lieu  of  Interest,  cut 
no  figure  In  the  case,  so  far  as  we  see,  except 
to  show  defendant's  knowledge  of  the  debt 
and  recognition  of  Its  liability  thereon.  With 
tbe  assent  of  defendant,  slgrnlfied  In  the 
manner  we  have  stated,  the  title  to  plaintiff's 
land  passed  to  defendant,  and  the  contract  of 
sale  thus  became  fully  executed.  Obviously, 
defendant  could  not  take  the  land  In  virtue 
of  the  contract  made  In  Its  name,  and  re- 
pudiate the  obligation  to  pay  therefor  im- 
posed by  the  same  contract  Civ.  Code,  §§ 
1589,  2311.  The  principle  declared  In  section 
2310  of  the  same  Code,  Illustrated  by  Balfleld 
V.  Reclamation  Co.,  94  Cal.  546,  29  Pac.  1105, 
and  Invoked  by  appellant,  has  no  application 
to  this  case.  Borel  v.  Rollhis,  30  Oal.  410; 
Rogers  v.  Imnd  Co.,  134  N.  Y.  211,  32  N.  B. 
27;  Ortbble  v.  Brewing  Co.,  100  Cal.  72,  34 
Pac.  527,  and  cases  cited;   Fraser  ▼.  Bridge 


Co.,  103  Cal.  79,  36  Pac.  1037;  1  Mor.  Corp. 
§§  548,  549.  Appellant  argues  that  the  rati- 
fication or  adoption  of  the  contract  by  defend- 
ant cannot  be  considered,  because  not  al- 
leged in  the  complaint;  but  we  understand 
tbe  rule  to  be  that  It  Is  sufllclent  In  such 
cases  to  aver  that  the  contract  was  made  by 
defendant  without  describing  the  processes 
by  which  It  was  made.  Goetz  v.  Goldbaum 
(Cal.)  37  Pac.  fti6. 

2.  That  a  broker  cannot  represent  both 
parties  to  a  contract  of  sale  In  which  discre- 
tion. Judgment,  and  skill  are  to  be  exercised 
by  him,  unless  they  have  knowledge  of  his 
double  capacity,  and  consent  to  be  so  repre- 
sented, and  that  a  party  led  unwittingly  Into 
a  contract  by  means  of  such  double  agency 
may  avoid  the  contract  by  methods  suitable 
to  the  circumstances  of  the  case,  are  propo- 
sitions not  to  be  denied.  Empire  State  Ins.  Co. 
V.  American  Cent.  Ins.  Co.,  138  N.T.  446, 34  N. 
E.  200,  and  cases  cited;  Cassard  t.  Hlnmann, 
6  Bosw.  8.  Cf.  Hunsaker  v.  Sturgis,  29  Cal. 
142;  Davis  v.  Rock  Creek  Co.,  55  Cal.  359. 
In  this  case  the  real-estate  broker,  as  a  pro- 
moter of  the  corporation,  occupied  a  relation 
of  trust  to  the  subscribers  for  the  stock  and 
to  the  corporation  itself.  Burbank  v.  Den- 
nis, 101  Cal.  100,  35  Pac.  444.  If  he  failed  to 
disclose  to  his  associates  his  agency  for  the 
plaintiff  and  his  Interest  In  effecting  the  sale, 
and  If  he  was  charged  with  any  duty  In  their 
behalf  beyond  merely  communicating  to 
plaintiff  their  determination  in  the  matter 
reached,  independently  of  his  suggestion  or 
Influence,  then  his  conduct  In  negotiating  the 
purchase  as  their  agent  also  was  a  fraud  up- 
on them.  Civ.  Code,  f§  2230-2234.  But  fraud 
as  a  defense  to  an  action  on  contract  Is  "new 
matter"  which  must  be  pleaded,  and  cannot 
be  given  In  evidence  under  a  mere  denial  of 
the  execution  of  the  contract  Boone,  Code 
PI.  S§  66,  67,  148;  Gushee  v.  Leavitt,  5  Cal. 
100;  Capiu-o  V.  Insurance  Co.,  39  Cal.  123; 
Wetherly  v.  Straus,  93  Cal.  283,  28  Pac.  1015. 
In  the  present  Instance  defendant  made  no 
attempt  at  defense  on  the  ground  that  fraud 
had  infected  the  transaction  with  plaintiff 
until  mwe  than  six  months  after  the  trial, 
where  the  facts  constituting  the  alleged  fraud 
were  divulged,  and  after  the  court  had  or- 
dered judgment  for  plaintiff.  We  are  tliere- 
fore  of  opinion  that,  even  If  defendant  had 
once  the  right  to  assail  the  contract  because 
of  the  agency  of  said  broker  to  sell  as  well 
as  to  purchase  the  land,  the  right  was  waiv- 
ed by  failure  to  assert  It;  and  that,  under 
the  circumstances  appearing,  the  court  did 
not  abuse  its  discretion  In  refusing  to  allow 
an  amendment  to  the  answer  setting  up  the 
alleged  fraud. 

3.  But  It  Is  said  that  the  fact  that  the 
broker  represented  both  parties  to  the  trans- 
action for  the  sale  of  the  land  was  a  matter 
unknown  to  defendant  at  the  time  of  Its  pro- 
ceedings evincive  of  adoption  and  ratification 
of  the  contract  with  plaintiff,  and  hence  the 
effect  of  those  proceedings  as  confirmatory  of 
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the  contract  Is  nullified.  ClT.  Code,  (  2314 
That  section  prorldeg  that  "a  latiflcation 
may  be  rescinded  when  made  without  such 
consent  as  is  required  in  a  contract,  or  with 
an  imperfect  knowledge  of  the  material  facts 
of  the  transaction  ratified,  but  not  other- 
wise." Now,  If  it  were  conceded,  as  we  do 
not  concede,  that  defendant  could  obtain  a 
rescission  without  some  appropriate  plead- 
ing showing  the  ground  therefor,  and  that  it 
had  taken  the  steps  necessary  to  glre  It  the 
right  to  rescind,  yet  we  think  the  evidence 
before  us  does  not  bring  defendant's  case 
within  the  scope  of  said  section  2314.  It  does 
not  show  but  that  all  the  promoters  of  the 
corporation,  and  the  corporation  Itself,  after 
it  was  organized,  had  full  knowledge  of  the 
broker's  relation  to  the  plaintiff  and  Interest 
In  bringing  about  a  sale;  or  that  the  price 
and  terms  of  sale  were  not  fixed  by  those 
connected  with  him  in  the  purchase  without 
his  Intervention,  so  that  he  had  no  discretion 
to  exercise  for  their  benefit,  and  was  a  mere 
mouthpiece  to  communicate  to  plaintiff  the 
result  of  their  deliberations.  See  Empire 
State  Ins.  Co.  ▼.  American  Cent  Ins.  Co.,  138 
N.  Y.  44»,  34  N.  E.  200.  Since  defendant 
seeks  to  avoid  the  effect  of  an  active  affirm- 
ance of  the  contract  with  plaintiff  during  a 
period  of  several  years,  we  think  it  had  the 
burden  of  proof  to  show,  at  least,  ignorance 
or  Imperfect  knowledge  of  matters  which 
might  have  influenced  Its  conduct,  and  we 
also  think  that  it  failed  to  sustain  such  bur- 
den; this  aside  from  the  question  of  the 
necessity  to  plead  the  alleged  defense.  We 
find  no  substantial  error  In  the  record.  The 
judgment  and  order  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:  VANOtIEF,C.;  BELCHER,  C. 

PEB  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der are  affirmed. 
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TAHOB  ICE  CO.  v.  UNION  ICE  CO.     (No. 

18.381.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  27,  1895.) 

Contract— Breach— Damaoes—Kvidescb. 

1.  Where  there  is  a  substantial  conflict  in 
the  evidence,  the  verdict  will  not  be  disturbed 
on  appeal. 

2.  On  a  breach  by  a  vendee  in  the  third  vear 
of  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of  an  annual  ice 
crop  of  a  specified  number  of  tons  for  five  years 
from  January  1st,  at  a  fixed  price  per  ton,  the 
vendor,  in  December  of  that  year,  commenced 
an  action  against  him  for  the  breach.  BcliI, 
the  damages  for  failure  to  take  the  fourth 
year's  crop  was  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  the  value  of  the  ice  sold  and  left 
unsold. 

3.  Where  a  vendor,  on  a  breach  by  a  ven- 
dee in  the  third  year  of  a  contract  for  the  ptir- 
chase  of  the  annual  ice  crop  for  five  years, 
sues  for  damages  for  the  years  subsequent  to 
the  breach,  eTidencc  of  the  harvesting  and  qual- 
ity of  the  crop  for  those  years  is  admissible. 

4.  A  vendor,  on  a  breach  by  a  vendee  In 
the  third  year  ox  a  contract  for  the  purchase  of 
ths  annual  ice  crop  for  five  years,  may  recover 


loss  of  profits  for  the  yean  subsequent  to  that 
of  the  breach,  without  specially  pleading  them. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Nevada  county;  John  Caldwell,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Tahoe  Ice  Company  against 
the  Union  Ice  Company  for  breach  of  con- 
tract From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiff  and  an 
order  denying  a  new  trial,  defendant  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

WilB(«  &  Wilson,  T.  C.  Coogan,  and  P.  F. 
Slmonds,  for  appellant  Knlgbt  Jk  Heggerty 
and  T.  S.  FotH,  for  reapondent 

McFARLAND,  J.  This  action  waa  brought 
to  recover  $45,982.99,  damages  for  alleged 
breaches  of  a  certain  written  contract  be- 
tween the  parties.  Tbe  Jury  returned  a  ver- 
dict in  favor  of  plaintiff,  and  assessed  the 
damage  at  $23,123.72,  for  which  amount 
Judgment  was  rendered.  Defendant  appeals 
from  the  Judgm^it,  and  from  an  order  deny- 
ing a  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  respondent  and  app^ant  are  both  cor- 
porations; and,  for  several  years  prior  to 
the  commencement  of  this  action,  they  hiiU 
both  been  engaged  in  the  ice  business.  The 
respondent  harvested  and  stored  ice  near 
Truckee,  in  Nevada  county,  where  it  had  its 
ponds,  ice  houses,  etc.  The  appellant  was 
engaged  in  selling  ice,  at  wholesale  and  re- 
tall,  at  numerous  places  throughout  Califor- 
nia, Arizona,  and  New  Mexico,  and  had  its 
principal  place  of  business  at  San  Francisco. 
On  tbe  2d  day  of  January,  1889,  the  respond- 
ent and  appellant  entered  into  a  written  con- 
tract by  which  respondent  sold  to  appellant 
all  of  respondent's  cr<^Mi  of  ice,  to  the  extent 
of  14,000  tons  per  annum,  for  five  years; 
commencing  on  January  1,  1889,  and  ending 
on  January  1,  1894.  And  appellant  contract- 
ed to  pay  for  said  ice  for  said  five  years 
$2.25  per  ton.  It  was  provided  therein  "that, 
In  tbe  event  of  any  breach  of  contract  by 
either  party  or  neglect  to  comply  with  terms 
of  this  agreement,  then  the  same  may  be 
terminated  by  either  party  upon  ita  giving 
reasonable  notice  in  writing  to  tbe  other 
party."  And  the  clause  of  the  contract 
which  Is  chiefiy  important  In  this  litigation 
is  the  following:  "It  is  further  agreed  by 
said  Taboe  Ice  Company  that  all  ice  sold  and 
to  be  delivered  to  said  Union  Ice  Company 
under  this  agreement  shall  be  good,  mer- 
chantaMe  Ice,  and  suitable  tac  the  general 
trade  at  the  points  of  delivery  from  the 
cars."  The  iwrties  seem  to  have  carried  out 
the  contract  in  a  manner  satisfactory  to  both 
for  the  first  three  years;  but  in  the  third 
year  (1892)  the  appellant,  about  April  of  that 
year,  commenced  complaining  to  respondent 
that  the  ice  was  not  of  as  good  quality  as 
that  provided  for  In  the  contract  However, 
appellant  continued  to  recrive  the  Ice  until 
the  14th  day  of  June,  1892;  but  on  that  day 
it  served  a  written  notice  upon  respondent 
that,  on  account  of  the  latter's  alleged  breach: 
of  the  said  contract,  the  appellant  had  elect> 
ed  to,  and  thereby  did,  terminate  the  con- 


uigiiizea  oy  >.j\^\^ 


6" 


CaL) 


TAHOE  ICE  CO.  e.  USTIOM  ICB  CO. 


wa 


tract;  and  afterwords  appellant  refused  to 
receive  any  more  ice. 

This  action  was  commenced  on  December 
IT,  1892.  The  damages  claimed  were:  (1) 
A  certain  amount  of  money  due  for  ice  deliv- 
ered and  received  before  said  notice;  (2)  ice 
wasted  by  the  refusal  of  appellant  to  take  or 
pay  for  any  more  ice  after  said  notice;  (3) 
tlie  difference  betwe^i  the  price  wblch  ai>- 
pellant  was  to  have  paid  for  the  ice  of  the 
crop  of  1892  left  in  the  ice  houses  and  the 
amount  which  It  brought  at  public  auction 
after  notice  of  the  sale  to  appellant;  and  (4) 
the  difference  between  what  respondent 
should  have  received  from  appellant  for  the 
ice  crop  of  1893  and  its  actual  value  dtulng 
that  year.  There  was  scarcely  any  conflict 
of  evidence  as  to  the  amounts  of  the  several 
items  of  damages  above  stated;  and  the  ver- 
dict of  the  jury,  so  far  as  the  sum  of  money 
assessed  as  damages  is  concerned,  was  clear- 
ly Justified  by  the  evidence,  provided  re- 
spondent was  entitled  to  recover  at  alL 

But  appellant  contends  that  respondent 
was  not  entitled  to  recover  at  all,  because  the 
Ice  furnished  by  respondent  in  189S  was  not 
"good,  merchantable  ice,  and  suitable  for  the 
general  trade  at  the  points  of  delivery  from 
the  cars";  and  nearly  all  of  its  testlmoDy 
was  directed  to  that  point  There  is  some 
discussion  by  appellant  as  to  the  proper  con- 
struction of  this  clause  of  the  contract;  that 
is,  as  to  the  places  at  which  the  ice  was  to 
be  "good,  merchantable,"  etc.;  but  we  do 
not  understand  respondent  to  differ  with  ap- 
pellant on  that  point.  The  Ice  was  loaded 
on  the  cars  at  Trucl^ee,  as  required  and  re- 
quested by  appellant;  but  it  was  to  be  good, 
merchantable,  and  suitable  for  the  trade  "at 
the  points  of  deliveiy  from  the  cars."  In  the 
rulings  of  the  court  upon  the  admissibility 
of  evidence  as  to  the  character  ot  the  ice, 
we  see  no  error.  Therefore,  the  question 
whether  the  Ice  was  of  the  character  required 
by  the  contract  was  a  pure  question  of  fact 
for  the  Jury.  Upon  that  question  a  great 
many  witnesses  testified.  Their  testimony 
was,  in  a  great  measure,  conflicting;  but 
without  stating  the  evidence  here,  which 
would  be  a  useless  task,  it  is  sufilcient  to  say 
that  there  was  a  mass  of  testimony  to  the 
point  that  the  ice  was  good,  merchantable, 
and  suitable  for  the  trade  at  the  points  of 
delivery  from  the  cars.  It  appeared  Inci- 
dentally that,  at  the  time  when  appellant 
commenced  to  complain,  a  new  competing  Ice 
company,  called  the  "National,"  had  come 
into  existence,  and  had  reduced  the  price  of 
ice;  and  it  is  suggested  by  counsel  for  re- 
spondent that  this  reduction  In  the  price  of 
ice  was  the  main  reason  why  appellant  de- 
sired to  terminate  the  contract;  but,  apart 
from  that  suggestion,  the  evidence  upon  the 
direct  subject  of  the  character  of  the  ice  was 
amply  sufficient  to  Justify  the  verdict,  and 
brings  the  case  fully  within  the  rule  which 
governs  in  cases  where  there  is  a  substantial 
conflict  of  evidenca 


It  is  contended  by  aiv^lant  that  retfpond- 
ent  was  not  entitled  to  recover  anything  for 
profits  which  would  have  accrued  to  it  on 
the  ice  crop  of  the  last  year  covered  by  the 
contract  (1893),  because  such  profits  are 
merely  speculative,  conjectural,  etc.  The 
rule,  no  doubt.  Is  that  profits  too  remote,  coi>- 
tingent,  and  speculative  to  be  brought  with- 
in any  safe  or  reasonable  estimate  of  dam- 
ages cannot  be  allowed;  as,  fOr  instance, 
pr<^ta  too  much  depending  upon  fluctuations 
of  markets  and  business,  supposed  successful 
qpecolatloDS  by  the  vendor  with  moneys  that 
-would  have  been  realized  out  of  the  contract 
had  it  been  performed,  a  good  bargain  of 
resale  by  the  vendee  of  the  thing  bought  if  it 
had  been  delivered,  etc.  But  such  was  not 
the  kind  of  profit  sought  by  and  awarded  to 
respondent;  it  was  "a  direct  and  natural  ro- 
suit  which  the  law  will  presume  to  follow  the 
breach  of  the  contract"  Burrell  v.  Salt  Co., 
14  Mich.  34,  and  cases  there  cited.  The  case 
at  bar  Is  identical  in  principle,  uiwn  this 
point,  with  Hale  v.  Trout  35  Cal.  229,  where 
Sawyo:,  C.  J.,  reviews  the  subject  very  elab- 
orately. In  that  case  there  was  a  contract 
by  which  plaintiff  agreed  to  manufacture  up- 
on defendants'  premises,  and  deliver  to  de- 
fendants, 2,000,000  feet  ot  "merchantable 
and  clean  sawed  lumber,"  a  certain  amount 
of  the  lumber  to  be  delivered  each  month,  so 
that  the  contract  would  run  through  two  or 
three  years;  and  defendants  agreed  to  pay 
therefor  $10  per  thousand.  The  plaintiff  had 
delivered  to  defendants,  according  to  the 
contract  about  320,000  feet  &  part  of  which 
had  not  been  paid  for  when  defendants  noti- 
fied plaintiff  that  they  would  not  receive  or 
pay  for  any  more  lumber,  because,  as  they 
claimed,  the  lumber  delivered  was  not  mer- 
chantable, etc.  The  action  was  brought  "to 
recover  the  price  of  the  lumber  delivered  but 
not  paid  for,  and  damages  for  breach  of  the 
contract  by  the  defendants  in  declaring  the 
contract  at  an  end,  and  refusing  to  receive 
any  more  lumber  under  it."  The  court  be- 
low refused  to  allow  any  prospective  dam- 
ages, and  the  Judgment  was  reversed.  The 
court  held  that  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  "to 
recover,  firstly,  the  contract  price  for  the 
lumber  actually  delivered  and  received  under 
the  contract;  and,  secondly,  upMi  the  breach, 
to  recover  the  entire  damages  resulting  from 
the  breach  on  the  part  of  defendants  in  put- 
ting an  end  to  and  refusing  to  receive  any 
more  lumber  under  the  contract."  The  opin- 
ion of  the  court  In  that  case,  and  the  many 
authorities  therein  cited,  furnish  answers  to 
the  arguments  of  appellant  in  the  case  at 
bar,  and  the  court  say:  "The  foregoing 
cases  show  that  he  [plaintiff]  may  so  sue  and 
recover  the  whole  damage  sustained  in  con- 
sequence of  the  breach  without  waiting  for 
the  time  of  performance  to  elapse,  or  repeat- 
ing an  offer  to  perform  from  month  to  month 
OS  the  time  of  delivery  arrives,  and  that  the 
rule  of  damages  upon  the  breach  Is  the  clear 
profit  which  the  plaintiff  would  have  made; 
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that  1b  to  say,  the  difference  between  the  con- 
tract price  and  what  It  would  hare  cost  the 
plaintiff  to  manufacture  and  deliver  the  lum- 
ber according  to  the  terms  of  the  contract" 
The  rule  of  damages  thus  stated  was  correct 
In  that  case,  because  there  the  plaintiff  never 
owned  the  lumber,  but  merely  manufactured 
It  out  of  the  timber  of  the  defendants.  In 
the  case  at  bar  the  respondent  harvested  the 
crop  of  1883,  and  at  the  time  of  the  trial  had 
sold  some  of  it  at  the  highest  market  price 
to  other  persons,  and  had  the  residue  of  the 
crop  on  hand;  and  the  court  instructed  the 
Jury,  as  to  the  crop  of  1893,  that  If  the  Ice 
was  merchantable,  etc.,  "then  the  measure 
of  damages  for  said  year  Is  the  difference  be- 
tween the  contract  price  and  the  value  of  the 
ice  sold  and  left  unsold."  This  Instruction 
was  correct,  and  aa  favorable  to  appellant  aa 
It  could  have  hoped  for.    Cir.  Code,  {  3311. 

Appellant  was  not  Injured  by  the  introduc- 
tion of  evidence  showing  the  harvesting, 
Quality,  etc.,  of  the  ice  crop  of  1898.  A  large 
part  of  it  had  been  harvested  when  the  ac- 
tion was  commenced;  and  it  had  all  been 
harvested,  and  all  the  facts  had  occurred, 
long  before  the  trial,  which  took  place  in 
the  latter  part  of  May  In  that  year.  If  re- 
spondent had  not  harvested  any  crop  for 
1803,  its  damages  would  have  been  the  same, 
although  proof  of  them  might  not  have  been 
made  with  quite  as  much  certainty.  Re- 
spondent did  nothing  to  Increase  the  dam- 
ages or  make  them  more  onerous  to  appel- 
lant. 

Appellant  contends  that,  aa  to  the  profit 
toe  1883,  the  complaint  is  insufficient,  and 
that  evidence  was  erroneously  admitted  on 
that  subject,  because  such  profit  was  in  the 
nature  of  special  damages  which  were  not 
specially  pleaded.  This  contention  cannot 
be  maintained.  Loss  of  profits  which,  like 
those  claimed  in  the  case  at  bar,  are  the  di- 
rect and  natural  results  of  a  contract,  and 
which  the  law  hnplles  from  such  breach, 
are  recoverable  without  special  allegationa 
Burrell  v.  Salt  Co.,  14  Mich.  34;  O'Connell  t. 
Hotel  Co.,  80  Cal.  515,  519,  2T  Pac.  373;  En- 
nis  V.  Publishing  Co.,  44  Minn.  105,  46  N.  W. 
314;  Shaw  v.  Hoffman,  21  Mich.  157;  Mas- 
terton  v.  Mayor,  etc.,  of  Brooklyn,  7  Hill,  61; 
Laraway  v.  Perkins,  10  N.  Y.  371. 

We  see  no  material  errors  in  the  instruc- 
tions to  the  Jury  or  In  rulings  upon  admissi- 
bility of  evidence.  The  exceptions  to  these 
rulings  are  covered  by  the  general  views 
above  expressed.  The  court  told  the  jury 
that  certain  things  were  "admitted."  This 
expression  should  be  avoided  in  charges  to 
Juries  when  there  is  any  doubt  on  the  sub- 
ject; but  In  the  case  at  bar  we  can  see  no 
injury  to  appellant  from  the  use  of  the  ex- 
pression, for  there  was  no  doubt  as  to  the 
matters  to  which  It  referred.  The  Judgment 
and  order  appealed  from  are  affirmed. 

We  concnr:   HENSHAW,  J.;  TEMPLE,  J. 
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SMITH  et  al.  v.   GREEN.     (No.  18,413.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  27,  18^.) 

Water  Riobts— Abandonment— Easement  bt 

Pkescription. 

1.  The  open,  notorious,  exclnsive,  and  ad- 
verse nae  of  water  from  a  stream  for  a  period 
of  five  years  establishes  title  in  the  user. 

2.  Upon  abaudonment  by  a  mere  appropri- 
ator  of  the  use  of  the  water  of  a  certain  stream, 
such  waters  became  subject  to  a  new  appro- 
priatioii. 

3.  An  executed  parol  license  to  use  the  wa- 
ters of  a  cefLain  stream  is  irrevocable. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Siskiyou  county;  J.  S.  Beard,  Judge. 

Action  by  Minerva  Smith  and  another  to 
restrain  O.  V.  Green  from  diverting  more 
than  half  of  the  waters  of  a  certain  water 
course.  From  a  Judgment  for  plaintiffs,  and 
from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Geo.  H.  Maxwell  and  L.  F.  Cobum,  for  ap- 
pellant James  F.  Farraber  and  Gillis  & 
Tapscott,  for  respondents. 

McFARLAND,  J.  This  action  was  brought 
to  restrain  defendant  from  diverting  more 
than  one-half  of  the  waters  of  a  certain  water 
course,  called  "Crystal  Creek."  Judgment 
went  for  plaintiffs,  from  which  judgment,  and 
from  an  order  denying  a  motion  for  a  new 
trial,  the  defendant  appeals.  The  appellant 
claims  under  one  David  H.  Lowery,  and  the 
respondents  under  one  Joseph  F.  Lowery,  a 
brother  of  said  David.  The  facts  found  by 
the  court  are  (briefly)  these:  In  the  year 
1852  said  David  Lowery  settled  upon  said 
Crystal  creek,  which  mna  from  the  west 
down  towards  the  east  At  that  time  It  ran 
through  unsurveyed  United  States  public 
lands,  and  there  was  no  way  of  getting  pni>er 
title  to  said  lands.  There  was  what  was  call- 
ed the  "possessory  law"  of  California,  and 
imder  this  David  marked  out  a  piece  of  land, 
or  "claim,"  and  had  It  regularly  recorded 
with  the  county  recorder  of  Siskiyou  county. 
This  claim  embraced  100  acres,  and  Crystal 
creek  ran,  from  west  to  east,  nearly  through 
the  center  of  the  claim.  He  built  a  dwelling 
house  on  the  north  side  of,  and  near  the  bank 
of,  the  creek;  and  In  1853  he  built  a  short 
flume  and  ditch  to  a  point  about  50  yards 
above  his  upper  line,  and  therein  diverted  the 
waters  of  the  said  creek  to  his  house  for  do- 
mestic use  and  stoclc,  and  for  hrrigatlng  and 
dairy  purt>oses.  In  the  latter  part  of  1853 
he  went  back  to  his  former  home,  in  Illinois, 
and  induced  his  brother  Joseph  to  come  with 
his  family  to  California,  and  settle  beside 
him  on  Crystal  creek;  and  Joseph  arrived 
there  In  February,  1854.  It  was  then  and 
there  agreed  between  David  and  Joseph  that 
the  latter  should  take  up  a  claim  Immediately 
east,  below  and  adjoining  David's  claim,  em- 
bracing 160  acres  lying  on  both  sides  of  the 
creek;  that  they  should  divide  the  two  claims 
by  a  line  running  east  and  west  through  the 
centers  of  the  claims;    that  Joseph  should 
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bnlld  bla  dweUlBg  bouae  on  the  said  original 
claim  of  David,  on  the  south  side  of  the 
creek,  and  opposite  to  the  house  of  David; 
and  that  they  should  divide  the  waters  of 
Crystal  creek  equally  between  them.  The 
brothers  immediately  proceeded  to  carrry  out 
and  execute  said  agreement  Joseph  located 
a  claim  of  160  acres  Immediately  below  the 
original  claim  of  David,  and  they  divided  the 
two  claims  by  a  division  line  running  east 
and  west  through  the  middle  ot  the  two 
claims,  upon  which  they  afterwards  built  a 
fence.  Joseph  built  his  house  at  the  place 
designated  on  the  upper  or  original  David 
dalm,  at  a  point  on  the  south  side  of  the 
creek  opposite  the  house  of  David.  They  di- 
vided the  waters  of  the  creek  equally  by  run- 
ning a  flume  from  the  flume  of  David  to  the 
house  of  Joseph,  and,  later  on,  by  dividing 
the  waters  equally  in  ditches  taken  out  lower 
down  on  the  stream  for  irrigating  purposes. 
Joseph  occupied  his  half  of  said  two  claims, 
with  one-half  of  all  the  waters  of  the  creek, 
from  Pebruary,  1854,  until  March,  1871.  Jo- 
seph's half  conformed  very  closely  with  what 
was  afterwards  designated  in  the  United 
States  surveys  as  the  "N.  %  of  S.  E.  %  (rf 
section  17,  and  the  N.  %  of  the  S.  W.  %  of 
section  16,  T.  42  N.,  R.  9  W.,  M.  D.  M.," 
which  Joseph  subsequently  purchased  from 
the  state,  as  hereinafter  stated.  During  that 
time  he  used  half  of  the  said  waters  for  Irri- 
gation, domestic  purposes,  for  stock,  and  for 
churning  and  dairy  purposes;  and  the  court 
finds  "that  dnring  aU  that  time  [from  1854 
to  1871]  he  used  the  one-half  of  the  waters  of 
said  creek  under  an  open  and  notorious  claim 
of  right;  that  said  use  was  hostile,  continu- 
ous, nnluterrrupted,  and  exclusive,  and  was 
under  a  claim  of  right,  and  was  well  known 
to,  and  acquiesced  in  by,  the  parties  occupy- 
ing and  claiming  the  premises  now  claimed 
and  held  by  defendant,  to  wit,  the  premises 
of  said  David  H.  Lowery,  as  hereinabove  de- 
scribed; and  that  during  the  whole  of  said 
time  no  one  In  any  manner  Interfered  with 
the  said  claim,  or  with  the  use  as  aforesaid 
of  said  waters."  David  occupied  his  half  of 
the  land  until  18C2,  using  and  claiming  only 
one  half  of  the  water,  while  Joseph  used  and 
claimed  the  other  half.  About  January,  1859, 
Joseph  located  his  half  of  said  land  as  state 
school  lands,  and  a  certificate  of  location  was 
issued  to  him  by  the  state  for  said  lands,  and 
about  the  same  time  David  located  a  part  of 
his  half  as  school  lands,  and  received  a  cer- 
tificate of  location;  and  all  payments  re- 
quired by  law  were  made  on  all  of  said  loca- 
tions on  or  prior  to  the  year  1865.  In  No- 
vember, 18.59,  one  Cotton  obtained  a  money 
judgment  In  the  district  court  against  said 
David  Lower}-;  and  in  November,  1861,  by 
virtue  of  an  execution  Issued  on  said  Judg- 
ment, the  sheriff  sold  a  tract  of  land,  the  de- 
scription of  which  included  David's  half  of 
the  premises  as  above  described,  to  one 
Churchill,  and  gave  him  a  certificate  of  sale. 
No  water  rights  were  mentioned  in  the  cer- 
Cal.Rep.  il-u  p.— 19 


tiflcate,  and  the  premises  sold  "were  bound- 
ed on  the  south  by  the  premises  of  Joseph  F. 
Lowery,  and  for  a  considerable  portion  of  the 
distance  the  line  ran  along  the  center  of  said 
Crystal  creek."  There  Is  no  evidence  that 
any  deed,  or  evidence  of  title  other  than  said 
certificate,  was  ever  given  to  ChurchilL  In 
the  spring  of  1865,  Churchill  executed  a  Quit- 
claim deed  of  said  premises  to  the  appellant. 
Green,  at  which  time  appellant  went  into  pos- 
session, and  has  since  remained  In  possession. 
He  afterwards  acquired  a  United  States  pat- 
ent to  adjoining  land,  not  being  part  of  said 
Joseph's  premises.  In  March,  1871,  said  Jo- 
seph Lowery  conveyed  all  his  said  land  and 
water  rights,  and  Us  said  certificates  of  loca- 
tion, to  John  Henry  Smith,  who  then  went 
Into  possession  thereof,  and  remained  in  pos- 
session until  his  death,  which  occurred  Sep- 
tember 2,  1890.  It  was  found  that  about  the 
year  1865  or  1866  said  Joseph  "changed  the 
upper  place  of  diversion  by  taking  down  said 
flume,  and  running  a  flume  up  the  said  creek, 
a  distance  of  about  350  yards  above,  into 
which  he  diverted  said  water  by  means  of  a 
dam  and  ditch  and  flume,  and,  while  he  re- 
mained on  the  said  place  (and,  after  him,  said 
John  H.  Smith),  continued  to  divert  said  wa- 
ters at  said  point,  and  by  means  of  said  dam, 
ditch,  and  flume,  and  also  by  means  of 
ditches  further  down  said  stream,  and  east  of 
the  public  road,  up  to  the  time  of  the  death 
of  said  Smith,  via.  September  2,  1890;  that 
said  use  was  the  full  one-half  of  the  waters 
of  said  creek,  and  was  continuous,  open,  no- 
torious, and  und^r  claim  of  right,  and  with 
the  full  knowledge  and  acquiescence  of  de- 
fendant and  his  predecessors  at  said  place; 
that,  for  three  or  four  years  before  the  death 
of  John  H.  Smith,  defendant  needed  some 
more  water  than  he  had  prior  thereto,  by  rea- 
son of  having  sown  a  large  amount  of  alfalfa 
grass,  and,  during  the  irrigating  seasons  of 
said  years,  defendant,  at  times,  repaired  his 
dam,  and  tiuned  down  to  his  place  more  than 
one-half  of  said  waters,  but  be  never  claimed 
of  said  Smith  the  right  to  more  than  one-half 
of  said  waters,  and  Smith  would  turn  said 
waters  back  and  down  to  his  place,  and  as- 
serted his  right  to  one-half  of  said  waters; 
and  that  said  diversions  of  said  waters  were 
for  but  a  very  short  period,  and  -were  never 
of  all  of  said  waters  of  said  creek  flowing  at 
said  point."  Up  to  a  short  time  before  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  there  was  Just 
about  enough  of  water  in  said  creek  to  supply 
the  needs  of  the  two  farms.  They  are  simi- 
lar in  character  and  soil,  and  require  about 
the  same  amount  of  water  for  Irrigation,  and 
both  require  artificial  irrigation  for  successful 
cultivation.  The  court  finds  "that  on  or 
about  the  14th  day  of  June,  1891,  defendant 
diverted  all  the  waters  of  said  Crystal  creek 
from  plaintifCs,  and  thereby  deprived  them  of 
all  the  waters  for  household  and  domestic 
pmixiees,  and  for  watering  stock  and  irrigat- 
ing purposes,  and  that  he  continued  during 
all  the  balance  of  the  irrigating  season  of 
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1891  to  divert,  at  times,  all,  and  the  rest  of 
the  time  the  larger  portion,  of  the  waters  of 
said  creek  claimed  by  platntlffs,"  and  that 
said  diversion  was  to  the  damage  ot  respond- 
ents In  the  sum  of  |500.  And  it  is  fnrther 
found  that  appellant  threatens  to  continue 
said  diversions,  and  that  the  continuance  of 
such  diversions  would  cause  great  and  Irrep- 
arable damage,  etc.,  to  respondents,  who  are 
the  successors  In  interest  of  said  John  °H. 
Smith,  deceased.  The  court  found  that  re- 
spondents are  entitled  to  one-half  of  the  wa- 
ters of  said  stream,  and  rendered  Judgment 
for  an  injunction,  etc.,  as  prayed  for. 

The  foregoing  are  the  material  facts  of  the 
case,  and  It  is  apparent  that,  upon  these 
facts,  the  Judgment  is  a  Just  and  equitable 
one.  It  Is  exactly  in  accordance  with  the  In- 
tent and  executed  purpose  of  the  two  pioneer 
brothers,  upon  whose  acts  the  rights  of  the 
present  contesting  parties  are  based.  It 
should  stand,  therefore,  unless  there  be  some 
Inexorable  legal,  technical  obstacle  in  the 
way  of  Its  affirmance. 

It  is  argued  that  Joseph  Lowery  acquired 
no  right  to  the  waters  of  Crystal  creek,  be- 
cause there  was  no  written  Instrument  to  him 
from  David,  and  a  parol  grant  of  an  ease- 
ment is  void.  The  general  rule,  no  doubt,  is 
that  one  who  rests  his  claim  to  an  easement 
on  a  verbal  contract  alone,  unexecuted  and 
unaccompanied  by  any  other  facts,  has  no 
rights  thereto  which  he  can  enforce.  But 
there  are  many  cases  where  a  mere  pand  li- 
cense which  has  been  executed,  and  where  in- 
vestments have  been  made  upon  the  faith  of 
It  has  been  held  Irrevocable  (Gould,  Waters, 
it  323,  324,  and  cases  there  cited);  and.  If 
the  case  at  bar  is  to  be  determined  alone  up- 
on the  law  governing  parol  grants,  the  rights 
«f  respondents,  nnder  the  facts  found,  would 
be  established  by  tliat  law.  But,  really, 
whatever  rights  David  Lowery  had  to  the 
land  or  the  water  in  1853-54,  like  all  rights 
on  the  public  domain  in  early  days,  depended 
upon  possession,  and  ceased  with  the  relin- 
quishment of  possession  without  Intent  to  re- 
sume. His  right  as  an  appropriator  depend- 
ed upon  continued  use,  and,  upon  abandon- 
ment of  the  use  of  any  part  of  the  water, 
that  part  was  subject  to  new  appropriation. 
Therefore,  when  David  roUnqulBhed  his  poe- 
sesslon  of  one-half  the  land  and  water,  and 
possession  thereof  was  taken  by  Joseph,  who 
continuously  thereafter  kept  such  possessltxi, 
there  was  no  Interest  left  in  David  to  be  con- 
veyed seven  years  afterwards  by  execution 
sale.  The  possessory  title  was  then  In  Jo- 
seph, to  which  had  been  added  his  state  cer- 
tificate for  the  land.  Furthermore,  under 
any  view  of  the  law,  respondents  and  their 
predecessors  have,  and  since  1859  had,  a  per- 
fect title  to  the  water  by  prescription. 

Appellant  argues  quite  strenuously  that 
some  of  the  material  findings  of  fact  are  not 
supported  by  the  evidence.  It  would  be  use- 
less to  give  here  the  evidence  In  detail;  but. 
In  our  opinion,  there  is  no  warrant  for  us  to 


hold  that  there  Is  no  evldencs  to  Justify  the 
findings  which  are  attacked. 

Quite  a  numt>er  of  questions  are  argued  by 
appellant,  with  much  learning  and  ability, 
which  we  do  not  deem  It  necessary  to  dis- 
cuss. The  above  general  view  of  the  case  is 
all  that  we  deem  needful  for  its  determinsr 
tlon.  It  should  t>e  said,  perhaps,  that  while 
appellant's  criticism  of  the  complaint,  consid- 
ering the  latter  as  a  work  of  art,  has  some 
foundation,  still  we  think  that  for  the  pur- 
poses of  a  pleading  it  Is  sufficient  The  orig- 
inal complaint  would  look  more  like  the 
handiwork  of  an  accomplished  pleader  If  It 
contained  the  averment  that  respondents 
were  entitled  to  the  use  of  the  waters  In- 
volved, Instead  of  the  averment  that  they  are 
the  "owners  of  said  waters,  but  the  context 
cleariy  shows  what  was  meant  Moreover, 
the  amendment  to  the  complaint  seems  to 
obviate  this  partially  defective  averment 
The  Judgment  and  order  appealed  from  are 
affirmed. 

We  concur:   HBNSHAW,  J.;  TEMPLB,  3. 
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FUDICKAR  V.  BAST  RIVKRSIDB  IRB. 

DIST.     (No.  19,519.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  5,  1895.) 

FLEADiKoa— Qdietixo  TiTLB— Week  I<ie8— Pb<w- 

ehtt — cosvetakcb  bt  cokpobation 

— Dbscriptios. 

1.  Defects  in  a  complaint  not  going  to  Om 
gist  of  the  action  are  cured  by  judgment. 

2.  Where  the  complaint  in  an  action  to  quiet 
title  contaios  a  general  allegation  of  owDcrship. 
and  also  sets  out  an  abstract  of  title,  mereyr 
for  purpose*  of  description,  the  former  will  con- 
troL 

3.  When  a  water  right  consisting  of  a 
continuous  flow  of  water  and  the  canal  or  pipe 
line  through  which  It  passes  are  owned  by  the 
same  person,  a  finding  that  the  canal  or  pipe 
line  la  real  property  la  a  sufficient  finding  that 
the  water  right,  being  appurtenant  thereto,  was 
real  property,  to  quiet  title  to  which  an  action 
would  lie. 

4.  Under  Civ.  Code.  |  654,  declaring  prop- 
erty to  be  that  of  which  there  may  be  owner- 
ship; section  802,  allowing  a  right  of  way  to  be 
held  and  granted;  and  section  1044,  making  aU 
property  transferable, — a  right  of  way  for  con- 
ducting water  over  land  ia  transferable. 

5.  A  deed  of  property  of  a  corporation  by 
its  president  to  a  partnership  of  which  he  ia 
a  member,  which  recites  that  a  full  board  of  the 
directors  of  the  corporation  ordered  the  conrey- 
ance,  is  not  void  on  its  face  as  againat  public 
policy. 

6.  One  who  claims  under  a  deed  without  a 
seal,  executed  by  the  president  of  a  corporation 
to  himself,  must  show  that  it  was  executed  un- 
der a  resolution  of  the  directors,  entered  on  the 
records  of  the  corporation,  or  ratified  by  such 
a  resolution. 

7.  One  claiming  under  a  quitclaim  deed 
without  seal  executed  by  the  president  of  a 
corporation  to  himself  need  not  prore  that  it 
was  executed  under  a  resolution  of  the  direct- 
ors, entered  on  the  records,  or  ratified  by  such 
a  resolution,  unless  actual  fraud  be  shown. 

8.  A  contract  by  which  a  director  obtains 
from  a  corporation  its  property  or  an  advantage 
to  himself  is  voidable  only  at  the  instance  «t 
the  corporation  or  ita  stockholders. 
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0.  A  description  in  a  deed  wUch  mar  be 
made  certain  by  eTidenee  of  tlie  facts  referred 
to  therein  ia  aot  void  for  nncertainty. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  saperior  court, 
San  Bernardino  county;  O.  B.  Otis,  Judge. 

Action  by  Harriet  8.  Fndickar  against  the 
Bast  Riverside  Irrigation  district  to  qniet  ti- 
tle. From  a  Jndcment  for  plaintiff  and  an 
order  denying  a  new  trial,  defendant  ap- 
peals.   Reversed. 

Cbas.  R.  Gray,  for  appellant  S.  H.  V. 
Tarlel  and  Goodcell  &  Leonard,  for  respond- 
ent 

VAN  FLEET,  J.  This  Is  an  action  to  quiet 
plaintiff's  title  to  a  certain  water  right,  and 
to  certain  rights  In  a  pipe  line  and  canal 
used  for  the  carrying  of  the  same.  No  de- 
murrer was  Interposed  to  the  complaint,  but 
the  defendant  answered,  disclaiming  any 
title  or  interest  or  adverse  claim  in  or  to  the 
alleged  water  right,  asserting  absolute  title 
In  defendant  to  the  pipe  line  and  canal,  and 
denying  any  Interest  therein  In  plaintiff. 
The  pleadings  were  not  verified.  The  plain- 
tiff had  Judgment  as  prayed  for,  and  the  de- 
fendant appeals  from  the  judgment,  and 
from  an  order  denying  its  motion  for  a  new 
trlaL  The  appellant  contends  (1)  that  the 
complaint  falls  to  state  a  cause  of  action; 
(2)  that  the  findings  do  not  support  the  judg- 
ment; (3)  that  the  evidence  Is  Insufficient  to 
justify  the  findings;  and  (4)  that  certain  rul- 
ings of  the  court  were  erroneous. 

1.  No  demurrer  having  been  interposed  to 
the  complaint  mere  defects  in  the  manner  of 
stating  the  facts  relied  on  cannot  now  be 
considered.  If  a  cause  of  action  be  stated, 
though  defectively,  the  complaint  must  be 
sustained,  notwithstanding  any  ambiguity  or 
uncertainty  that  may  eslst  therein;  and.  In 
aid  of  the  judgment,  the  complaint  must 
now  receive  as  favorable  an  Interpretation 
as  Its  general  scope  will  warrant.  Tested 
by  these  rules,  we  think  the  complaint  suffi- 
cient. It  Is  certainly  not  a  model  of  good 
pleading,  and  might  have  been  obnoxious  to 
a  special  demurrer;  but  taking  all  the  alle- 
gations together.  It  may  fairly  be  construed 
as  showing  that  the  property  claimed  is 
real  property,  and  that  the  plaintiff  Is  the 
owner  of  that  property. 

The  allegations  of  the  complaint  are.  In 
substance,  that  plaintiff  Is  the  owner  In  fee 
of  "that  certain  real  property"  described  In 
two  certain  Instruments  annexed  to  and 
made  a  part  of  the  complaint  and  being- 
First,  a  certain  undivided  Interest  In  42 
inches  of  water  measured  under  a  4-Inch 
pressure,  flowing  through  a  certain  canal 
and  pipe  line  "from"  certain  described  lands; 
second,  "the  right  of  way  for  carrying  the 
said  42  Inches  of  water"  through  said  canal 
and  pipe  line;  third,  the  right  to  use  said 
water  for  certain  purposes;  and,  fourth,  the 
right.  In  aid  of  such  use,  of  making  connec- 
tions with  said  canal  and  pipe  line.  The  In- 
Btmments  annexed  to  the  complaint  describe 
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the  property  as  follows:  First,  "the  fotlo#- 
Ing  described  water  and  water  rights,  ♦  •  • 
being  forty-two  Inches  of  water,  continuous 
flow,  •  *  •  being  part  of  that  water  and 
water  right  •  ♦  •  on  and  flowing  from" 
certain  lands  described;  second,  a  right  of 
way  through  a  certain  pipe  line  and  canal, 
for  the  carrying  of  said  water,  "together 
with  a  proportionate  Interest  In  said  pipe 
line  and  canals  In  the  proportion  that  the 
said  42  inches  bears  to  the  whole  carrying 
capacity  thereof."  The  complaint  further 
alleges  that  the  property  In  question  was 
conveyed  by  the  Vlvienda  Water  Company,  a 
corporation,  by  said  Instmments,  to  G.  A. 
Fudlckar  (plaintiff's  grantor)  and  one  V.  C. 
Howes,  and  that  said  instruments,  "togeth- 
er with  certain  transfers  flrom  Q.  A.  Fudlck- 
ar ••  *  to  plaintiff,  constitute  the  foun- 
datl(m  of  the  plalntllTs  claim,  right,  and  ti- 
tle to  the  aforesaid  water  rights  and  rights 
of  way."  It  is  further  alleged  that  the  de- 
fendant claims  adversely  to  plaintiff  some 
estate  or  interest  in  the  property,  under  a 
conveyance  from  said  Vlvienda  Water  Com- 
pany subsequent  to  plainttfTs  conveyance 
therefrom.  This  latter  allegation,  so  far  as 
relates  to  the  canal  and  pipe  line,  is  admit- 
ted by  the  answer. 

Appellant  first  contends  that  the  plaintiff 
has  attempted  to  set  forth  a  deralgnment  of 
the  title,  which  must  be  considered  as  con- 
trolling the  general  allegation  of  her  owner- 
ship, and  that  this  deralgnment  la  insuf- 
ficient, because  (a)  no  title  is  alleged  In  the 
Vlvienda  Water  Company;  (b)  the  alleged 
right  Is  mere  personal  property,  which  can- 
not be  the  snbject  of  an  action  to  quiet  title; 
and  (c)  the  alleged  rights  granted  by  the 
Vlvienda  Water  Company  In  the  canal  and 
pipe  line  constitute  merely  a  servitude  In 
gross,  and  ■weT&  not  transferable  to  plaintiff. 

(a)  As  both  the  complaint  and  the  answer 
show  that  plaintiff  and  defendant  claim  un- 
der a  common  grantor.  It  was  not  necessary 
to  allege  the  title  of  that  common  grantor. 
We  do  not  however,  consider  the  complaint 
as  setting  forth  a  deralgnment  of  title.  The 
reference  to  the  Instruments  annexed  to  the 
complaint  appears  rather  to  be  for  purposes 
of  description,  and  as  more  clearly  defining 
the  nature  of  the  rights  claimed.  The  alle- 
gation of  the  ultimate  fact  of  ownership 
must  therefore  be  deemed  to  control,  un- 
less Inconsistent  with  the  facts  specially  al- 
leged. 

(b)  The  answer  disclaimed  any  interest  in 
the  water  right,  and  we  therefore  could  not 
reverse  the  judgment  on  account  of  any  de- 
fect In  the  complaint  In  that  particular.  But 
as  we  construe  the  complaint,  the  water  right 
claimed  Is  real  property.  For  the  purpose  of 
ascertaining  Its  nature,  the  terms  of  the  In- 
strument annexed  to  the  complaint  may  be 
examined.  Lambert  v.  Haskell,  80  Cal.  611, 
22  Fac.  327.  From  them  it  Is  seen  to  con- 
sist of  a  continuous  flow  of  water  on  certain 
land,  and  from  thence  through  a  canal  and 
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pipe  Une.  Socb  a  right  is,  or  at  least  may  be, 
real  property.  So  long  as  the  water  flows 
in  Its  natural  channel  it  is  undoubtedly  real 
property;  and,  while  flowing  by  right  through 
a  canal  or  pipe  which  is  real  i>roperty  and 
owned  by  the  owner  ot  the  water,  it  is  ap- 
purtenant to  the  canal  or  pipe,  and  therefore 
real  property.  CIt.  Code,  §§  658,  662.  The 
canal  and  pipe  in  this  case  were  real  proper- 
ty, and  appellant  concedes  that  they  were 
such.  If,  therefore,  plalntift  has  any  estate 
in  the  canal  and  pipe  Une,  the  water  right  is 
entirely  real  proper^.  There  is  nothing  in 
the  cases  of  Mining  Co.  v.  Hoyt,  57  Cal.  44, 
and  Bloom  v.  West  (Colo.  App.)  32  Pac.  846, 
cited  by  appellant,  which  conflicts  with  this 
doctrine,  and  the  latter  case  clearly  recog- 
nizes Its  correctness. 

(c)  Appellant  contends  that  neither  the 
Instruments  of  conveyance  nor  the  allega- 
tlozis  of  the  complaint  contain  anything  to 
show  tha.t  the  rights  claimed  were  appur- 
tenant to  any  land  of  the  plalntlfC;  that 
the  complaint  claims  only  a  "right  of  way" 
in  the  canal  and  pipe  Une;  and  that  such 
a  right  is  one  of  the  servitudes  in  gross 
mentioned  in  section  801  of  the  Civil  Code, 
and  is  not  transferable.  It  is  true  that,  at 
common  law,  servitudes  merely  In  gross  wa« 
not  assignable,  though  this  doctrine  was  so 
far  loolced  on  with  disfavor  that  many  nice 
distinctions  were  invented  to  limit  it  But 
the  Civil  Code  of  this  state  has  swept  away 
both  the  rule  and  the  distinctions.  By  sec- 
tions 654  and  802,i  this  class  of  servitude  is 
declared  to  be  property;  and  by  section  1044 
every  species  of  property,  except  a  mere  pos- 
sibility not  coupled  wltb  any  interest,  may 
be  transfored.  Rice  v.  Whitmore,  74  Cal. 
625,  16  Pac.  501.  It  is  true  that  in  Painter 
V.  Water  Co.,  91  Cal.  73,  84,  27  Pac.  539,  it 
was  said  that  the  servitudes  named  la  section 
802  are  not  assignable.  That  remark  was, 
however,  merely  dictum;  and  that  question 
was  not  argued  in  that  case,  nor  the  atten- 
tion of  the  court  directed  to  section  1044. 
In  Bloom  v.  West,  supra,  cited  by  appellant, 
such  rights  were  expressly  held  to  be  assign- 
able. But  what  the  complaint  claims  is  not 
a  mere  "right  of  way."  It  is  so  denominated 
by  the  pleader,  but  the  language  of  the  con- 
veyances, which  are  part  of  the  complaint, 
and  which  control  as  to  description,  shows 
that  it  is  a  definite  interest  or  estate  in  the 
canal  and  pipe  line.  By  those  conveyances 
an  undivided  Interest,  equal  to  the  grantee's 
proportionate  share  of  the  water,  was  con- 
veyed. That  interest  is  a  corporeal  estate, 
and  not  an  easement  or  servitude  at  aU;  and 
to  that  estate  the  water  right  is  appurtenant. 
The  complaint  alleges  that  a  certain  undi- 
vided portion  of  this  interest  has  been  con- 

1  Civ.  Code,  §  6.'>4,  declares  ownership  of  a 
thing  to  be  the  right  of  one  or  more  persons 
to  use  it  to  the  exclusion  of  others.  Section 
802  provides  that  a  sei-Titude  of  a  right  of 
way.  though  not  attached  to  land,  may  be 
granted  and  held. 


veyed  to  plaintiff,  and  she  la  therefore  en- 
titled to  sue  with  respect  to  that  interest 

2.  The  flndings  are  sntiicient  to  support  the 
Judgment  Most  of  the  objections  urged  to 
them  by  appellant  are  covered  by  what  we 
have  said  respecting  the  pleadings.  Appel- 
lant also  contends  that  the  deed  from  the 
Vlvienda  Water  Oompuiy  to  Fudtckar  and 
Howes  is  void  on  its  face,  as  against  pubUc 
policy,  because  executed  by  Fudickar,  as 
president  of  the  corporation,  to  himself  as 
grantee.  But  this  deed  purports  to  have  been 
made  nnder  authority  of  a  resolution  c^  the 
board  of  directMV,  directing  Its  execution  by 
the  president  and  secretary,  and  recites  that 
a  full  board  was  present  at  that  meeting.  On 
the  face  of  the  deed,  therefore,  the  president 
acted,  not  as  a  trustee,  but  as  the  mere  in- 
strument of  the  board  of  directors,  and  the 
doctrine  relied  on  does  not  apply. 

3.  Appellant's  contention  that  the  evidence 
does  not  Justify  the  flndings  embraces  many 
particulars;  but,  in  the  view  which  we  take 
of  the  case,  it  is  necessary  to  c<w8ider  only 
one  of  them.  As  we  have  said,  the  only  is- 
sue in  the  case  Is  as  to  plaintiff's  ownership 
of  an  interest  in  the  canal  and  pipe  line,  and, 
under  the  pleadings,  that  interest  must  be  re- 
garded as  real  property.  If  it  be  not  real 
property,  this  action  cannot  be  maintained, 
for  no  action  will  Ue  in  this  state  merely  to 
quiet  the  title  to  personal  property. 

Plaintiff  seeks  to  deraign  her  title  to  this 
real  property  through  the  Vlvienda  Water 
Company,  a  corporation,  the  title  of  which 
corporation  is  now  held  by  defendant,  un- 
less it  was  previously  conveyed  to  plaintiff. 
In  actions  of  this  character  the  plaintiff  must 
establish  a  legal,  as  distinguished  from  a 
mere  equitable,  title.  Yon  Drachenfels  t. 
Doollttle,  77  Cal.  295,  19  Pac.  518;  Nidever  v. 
Ayers,  83  CaL  39,  23  Pac.  192;  Bryan  v.  Tor- 
mey,  84  Cal.  126,  24  Pac.  319;  Harrigan  v. 
Mowry,  84  Cal.  456,  22  Pac'.  658,  and  24  Pac. 
48.  Being  real  property,  the  Interest  sued  for 
could  be  conveyed  only  by  deed;  and,  to  sup- 
port the  deed  of  a  corporation  (when,  as  in 
this  case,  it  does  not  bear  the  corporate  seal), 
it  is  Incumbent  on  the  party  relying  on  it  to 
show  atlirmatlveiy  that  it  was  executed  by 
authority  of  a  resolution  of  the  board  of  di- 
rectors, entered  on  the  records  of  the  corpora- 
tion, or  that  it  was  ratified  by  such  a  resolu- 
tion. Salfield  V.  Reclamation  Co.,  94  Cal.  546, 
29  Pac.  1105.  In  the  present  case  the  deeds 
relied  on  by  plaintiff  were  neither  authorized 
nor  ratified  by  any  such  resolution.  The  only 
resolutions  of  the  board  of  directors  on  the 
subject  were  the  following:  November  7, 
1887:  "Moved  and  seconded  that  the  com- 
pany gives  and  exchanges  with  Messrs. 
Howes  and  Fudickar  forty-two  inches  of  wa- 
ter from  the  Kaynor  supply  for  the  forty-two 
inches  now  owned  by  them  from  the  Vlvien- 
da Well  supply,  and  that  the  forty-two  inches 
so  received  from  Messrs.  Howes  and  Fudick- 
ar be  sold  by  the  company,  and  the  proceeds 
thereof  to  represent  the  proceeds  of  the  torty- 
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two  incIieB  80°  ezdran^ed  from  tbe  Raynor 
supply,  and  be  diverted  with  Mr.  Raynor's  con- 
sent acccHTding  to  tlie  contract  witb  him,  the 
said  water  to  be  given  and  taken  in  exchange 
at  the  common  point  of  meeting,  the  north- 
east comer  of  the  GoldkofTer  property.  Mo- 
tion carried."  May  11, 1888:  "It  was  moved 
and  seconded  that  the  president  and  secre- 
tary be  authorized  to  carry  out  tlie  terms  cf 
that  certain  resolution  heretofore  made  by 
this  company  for  exchange  with  G.  A.  Fu- 
dickar  and  F.  O.  Howes  of  forty-two  Inches 
of  water,  and  that  the  president  and  secre- 
tary be  authorized  to  execute  and  deliver 
and  receive  deeds  in  accordance  with  the 
above."  March  12,  188}):  "Resolved,  that 
the  forty-two  Inches  of  water  deeded  to  Fu- 
dickar  and  Howes  be  carried  free  of  charge 
by  this  company  to  the  lands  of  Fudickar 
and  Howes,  In  section  32,  township  1  south, 
range  4  west,  S.  B.  M.,  on  the  East  Riverside 
Mesa.  Motion  seconded  by  Mr.  Howes,  and 
carried."  We  do  not  discover  anything  In  the 
transcript  to  show  that  the  second  of  the 
above-quoted  resolutions  was  ever  adopted 
by  the  board.  But,  however  this  may  be.  It 
la  evident  that  none  of  these  resolutions  pur- 
I)ort  to  grant  any  authority  to  convey  any  In- 
terest In  tbe  canal  or  pipe  line  of  the  corpora- 
tion. At  the  meet,  they  authorize  only  a 
conveyance  of  the  water  right  (not  In  dispute 
in  this  action),  and  an  agreement  on  the  part 
of  the  corporation  to  deliver  that  water  at  a 
certain  point  or  points.  The  deeds  executed 
by  the  president  and  secretary,  so  far  as  they 
purport  to  convey  any  Interest  in  the  canal 
and  pipe  Itae,  were  therefore  unauthorized 
and  void.  They  were  not,  as  respondent  con- 
tends, merely  voidable.  They  were  not  the 
acts  of  the  corporation  at  all,  and  the  parol 
acts  of  ratification  and  acquiescence  relied  on 
by  plaintiff  did  not  validate  them  (Civ.  Code, 
S  2310),  and  therefore  cannot  aid  the  plaintiff 
in  this  action. 

These  considerations  dispose  of  plaintiff's 
right  to  recover  under  the  pleadings  as  now 
framed,  and  necessitate  a  reversal.  But  the 
evidence  tends  strongly  to  suggest  that, 
though  the  legal  title  is  in  defendant,  plain- 
tiff Is  equitably  entitled  to  a  conveyance  from 
defendant,  as  a  purchaser  from  the  VIvIenda 
Water  Company,  with  notice  of  plaintiff's  eq- 
uities. As  the  case  appears  to  have  been 
tried  on  both  sides  upon  a  wrong  theory,  the 
evidence  Is  not  clear  on  this  point,  and  It 
would  not  be  proper  to  express  at  this  time 
any  opinion  as  to  Its  sufficiency  for  that  pur- 
pose. But  as  It  appears  that,  under  plead- 
ings properly  framed  for  that  purpose,  plain- 
tiff might  be  entitled  to  a  specific  perform- 
ance of  the  contract  between  the  corporation 
and  Fudickar  and  Howes,  or  some  other  eq- 
uitable remedy,  we  think  the  ends  of  Justice 
will  be  best  subserved  by  permitting  the 
plaintiff  to  amend  so  as  to  avail  herself  of 
her  eqttlti<>s,  if  any.  In  this  view  It  Is  prob- 
able that  many  of  the  questions  discussed 
ou  this  appeal  will  not  arise  upon  a  new 


trial;  and  we  wlH  therefore  briefly  state  oar 
conclusions  on  such  points  only  as  appear  to 
be  necessary  for  the  guidance  of  tbe  court 
below. 

A  contract  between  a  corporation  and  one 
of  its  directors  by  which  such  director  ob- 
tains property  of  the  corporation,  or  some 
other  advantage  to  himself.  Is  not  absolutely 
void,  but  is  voidable  only  at  the  instance  of 
the  corporation  or  of  Its  stockholders.  The 
corporation,  as  well  as  its  stockholders,  may 
moreover  be  estopped  from  questioning  its 
validity,  either  by  express  ratification,  or  by 
their  laches  or  acquiescence.  On  these  points 
the  burden  of  proof  is  upon  the  director 
claiming  the  benefit  of  the  contract  The 
right  to  avoid  such  a  contract  must  be  exer- 
cised by  the  corporation  itself  (or  a,  stock- 
holder acting  for  It),  and  cannot  be  transfer- 
red to  another.  Sanborn  v.  Doe,  92  Cal.  153, 
28  Pac.  105.  If,  however,  in  a  purely  equita- 
ble action,  the  rights  of  the  plaintiff  depend 
entirely  upon  such  a  contract,  tbe  plaintiff 
must  show  the  existence  of  the  facts  tq;)on 
which  the  validity  of  the  contract  depends, 
even  though  the  defendant  is  not  the  corpora- 
tion, but  merely  Its  assignee,  because  a  plain- 
tiff must  come  into  a  court  of  equity  with 
clean  hands.  But  If  the  defendant  claims 
only  under  a  quitclaim  deed  from  the  cot- 
poratlon,  and  does  not  otherwise  connect  him- 
self with  the  rights  of  the  stockholders,  this 
rule  will  not  apply,  unless  the  case  of  the 
plaintiff  discloses  actual,  as  distinguished 
from  constructive,  fraud.  The  defendant  in 
such  a  case,  not  having  been  injured  by  the 
transaction,  cannot  be  heard  to  complain  of 
it 

The  deed  to  plaintiff  from  Fudickar  is  not 
void  for  uncertainty.  It  contains  a  descrip- 
tion which  might,  by  appropriate  evidence  of 
the  facts  therein  referred  to,  be  shown  to  ap- 
ply to  the  property  here  in  controversy. 
Xothing  more  is  required  of  any  deed. 

The  other  points  made  cannot  bo  properly 
decided  upon  the  present  record,  and  no  refer- 
ence to  them  is  necessary. 

The  Judgment  and  order  denying  a  new 
trial  are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
to  the  court  below,  with  directions  to  permit 
the  parties  to  amend  their  pleadings,  as  they 
may  be  advised,  and  for  such  further  proceed- 
ings as  shall  not  be  Inconsistent  with  this 
opinion. 

We  concur:    HARRISON,!.;  aAROUTTE, 


I0«  Cal.  m 
PEOPLE  v.   HICKEY.     (Or.   28.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  30,  18%.) 

SODOMT  —  CONVICTIOS    FOR  ASSACLT  —  QUESTION 
FOB  JORT— CONSEST. 

1.  When,  on  proseention  for  felonious  as- 
sault and  the  commiHsion  of  sodomy,  evidence  of 
two  different  occasions  is  given,  cue  of  which 
fails  to  show  a  felouious  assault,  but  might 
show  a  simple  as.mult,  it  is  error  to  refuse  to 
cliarge  that  defendant  might  l>e  convicted  of  a 
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simple  aMaoK;  P«ii.  Code.  8  220,  recognizins 
the  offense  of  aaaaolt  with  intent  to  commit  the 
crime  charged. 

2.  On  proBeention  for  assault  on  a  human 
being,  to  commit  sodomy,  the  question  whether 
the  assault  was  committed  wiu  consent  of  the 
other  Darty  ia  a  question  of  fact,  for  the  jury. 

3.  On  prosecution  for  assault  on  a  human 
l>eing,  with  intent  to  commit  sodomy,  proof  of 
consent  of  the  other  party  relieves  the  case  of 
the  element  of  simple  assault. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior 
court,  Alameda  county;  John  SUls worth. 
Judge. 

Thomas  Hlckey  was  convicted  of  a  felony, 
and  from  an  order  granttnc  a  new  trial  the 
people  appeal.    Affirmed. 

Atty.  Gen.  Fitzgerald,  for  the  People.  W. 
F.  Aram,  for  respondent. 

GAROUTTE,  J.  The  defendant  was  con- 
victed of  the  crime  of  sodomy,  and  his  mo- 
tion (or  a  new  trial  was  subsequently  grant- 
ed. The  motion  wa«  granted  upon  the 
ground  that  the  trial  court  committed  error 
in  not  instructing  the  Jury,  at  the  request 
of  the  defendant,  that  under  the  evidence  be 
might  be  convicted  of  a  simple  assault 
There  is  some  question  made  by  defendant's 
counsel  that  the  Information  charged  specific- 
ally the  offense  of  assault,  in  addition  to 
the  felony;  but,  in  the  absence  of  a  special 
demurrer  upon  that  ground,  we  think  the 
matter  of-  little  importance.  The  offense  of 
simple  assault  may  or  may  not  be  an  ele- 
ment In  the  felony  designated  as  "sodomy." 
It  Is  not  an  element  of  the  offense  where 
the  crime  Is  not  committed  with  or  upon  a 
human  being;  and,  secondly.  It  Is  not  an  ele- 
ment in  the  offense  where  the  act  is  done  or 
attempted  with  the  consent  of  the  other 
party.  It  therefore  follows  that  In  many 
cases  the  trial  court  Is  Justified  In  refusing 
to  instruct  the  Jury  as  was  here  requested. 
This  case  is  not  one  coming  within  the  first 
class  stated;  and,  as  to  the  evidence  of  con- 
sent, we  think  It  may  well  have  been  sub- 
mitted to  ttie  Jury,  as  a  question  of  fact 

It  is  further  argued  that  the  evidence  dis- 
closes either  a  commission  of  the  felony,  or 
establishes  that  the  defendant  is  wholly  in- 
nocent Possibly  the  evidence  might  support 
such  conclusion.  If  the  prosecution  had  con- 
fined itself  to  facts  occurring  at  a  single 
time;  but  for  reasons  not  here  perceptible, 
evidence  was  introduced  as  to  circumstances 
of  guilt  arising  upon  two  different  occasions, 
and  upon  different  days.  The  evidence  fail- 
ed to  disclose  the  commiBslon  of  a  felony  up^ 
on  one  of  these  occasions,  at  least  but  pos- 
sibly disclosed  a  simple  assault  By  reason 
of  these  facts  the  principle  of  law  presented 
is  enveloped  in  some  confusion.  But  section 
220  of  the  Penal  Code  in  terms  recognizes 
the  offense  of  assault  with  Intent  to  commit 
the  crime  here  charged,  and  a  simple  assault 
Is  a  necessary  element  in  the  offense  named 
in  said  section  220.  From  all  the  facts  here 
disclosed,  we  conclude  the  question  of  con- 
sent was  an  open  one^  which  should  bare 


been  presented  to  tile  ivry,  and  also  that  the 
ca«e  was  snch  that  the  question  of  assault, 
likewise,  should  have  been  submitted  to  the 
Jury.  Fot  these  reasons  the  Mder  Is  af- 
firmed. 


We  concur: 
SON,  J. 


VAN   FLEET,   J.;   HARRI- 
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CHAFFEE  et  al.  v.  BROWNE  et  nx.     (No. 

19,430.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept  26,  189.~t.) 

MOBTQAQEB  — DeSCBIPTIOM  OP  PbEMISBS— COXSID- 
EHATION. 

1.  A  complaint  to  foreclose  a  mortgatre 
showing  that,  at  the  time  the  mortgage  wm 
given,  the  debt  was  dne  and  unpaid,  need  not 
further  allege  the  nonpayment  of  the  sum  de- 
manded. 

2.  A  mortgage  by  a  legatee  of  all  her  inttT- 
est  in  the  estate  of  the  testator,  executed  .iftcr 
distribution,  but  referring  to  tite  admini8trati<nt 
files  and  records  for  a  more  complete  descri  •- 
tion  of  the  mortgagor's  interest,  authorized  tlic 
court  to  decree  a  sale  of  land  which  afterwiir  is 
rested  absolutely  in  the  mortgagor  by  reasoii  <• ' 
deeds  of  release  from  otlier  legatees  intor«-!>to.l 
therein. 

8.  A  mortgage  by  one  of  her  interest  in 
an  estate  "as  child  and  heir  at  law"  will  «,•.<•.• 
the  property  she  took  under  a  will. 

4.  A  promise  made  by  a  debtor,  after  liciiis 
discharged  in  inBoIvency  proreedings.  to  pay  a 
debt  contracted  prior  thereto,  is  binding  on  liiiii. 

6.  A  mortgage  executed  by  a  wife  <in  b>'r 
separate  property  to  secure  an  antecedent  delit 
for  family  supplios  is  without  considpruf.'on 
where  she,  at  the  time  the  debt  was  contracted, 
lived  with  her  husband,  and  her  individual  cred- 
it was  not  pledged,  though  the  mortgage  recited 
that  she  and  her  husband  were  jointly  and  ser- 
erally  indebted  for  the  goods. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  conrt,  Ventura  county; 
B.  T.  Williams,  Judge. 

Action  by  W.  S.  Chaffee  and  others  against 
A.  W.  Browne  and  wife  to  foreclose  a  mort- 
gage. Plaintiffs  had  judgment  &Qd  defend- 
ants appeal.    Reversed. 

H.  L.  Poplin,  for  appellants.  W.  H.  Wilde, 
for  respond^its. 

BRITT,  C.  Action  for  the  foreclosure  of 
a  mortgage  made  by  defendants,  A.  W. 
Browne  and  his  wife,  Neotia  Browne,  in  fa- 
vor of  plaintiffs,  who  are  copartners  in  busi- 
ness under  the  firm  name  of  Chaffee,  Gilbert 
&  Bonestel.  The  mortgage  bore  date  Decem- 
ber 10,  1800,  but  was  not  In  fact  executed 
untU  May  28, 1801.  It  recited  that  the  mort- 
gagors, residents  of  the  county  of  Ventura, 
are  jointly  and  eererally  Indebted  to  the 
mortgagees  In  the  sum  of  fl,443.47  for  goods, 
wares,  aod  mercfaandise  theretofore  had  and 
received  by  them  (the  mor^iagors)  from  said 
mortgagees;  that  said  Neotia  Is  a  child  and 
heir  at  law  of  Peter  Rice,  deceased,  "whose 
estate  is  in  administration  in  said  Ventura 
county,  and,  as  such  heir  at  law.  Is  the  own- 
er of  an  undivided  interest  In  the  estate  of 
said  deceased,  and  therein  Is  and  will  be  ra- 
titled  to  lier  share  in  said  estate  when  the 
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same  shall  be  Bettled  sad  distribution  there- 
of made,  reference  being  bad  to  the  proceed- 
ings, files,  papers,  documents,  and  records  of 
the  administration  of  the  estate  of  said  de- 
ceased in  the  superior  court  in  and  for  the 
county  aforesaid,  tot  a  more  full  and  com- 
plete description  of  proi>erty,  rights,  and 
credits  of  said  estate,  and  the  interest  of 
said  Neotia  Browne  therein";  that  said  Ne- 
otia  desires  to  give  to  the  mortgagees  a  mort- 
gage lien  upon  her  Interest  in  said  estate  to 
secure  payment  of  said  indebtedness.  It  is 
then  declared  that  in  consideration  "of  the 
premises  and  of  the  indebtedness  herein- 
above named,  Justly  due  from  the  said  A.  W. 
Browne  and  the  said  Neotia  Browne  to  the 
said  Ohaffee,  Gilbert  &  Bonestel,  I,  the  said 
Neotia  Browne,  the  mortgagor,  hereby  •  •  • 
mortgage  to  the  •  «  •  mortgagees  all  and 
singular  my  estate,  right,  title,  interest,  claim, 
or  advantage,  of  whatsoever  kind  or  nature, 
that  I  have  or  may  or  can  have  in  the  estate 
of  said  Peter  Rice,  deceased,  as  a  child  and 
heir  at  law  of  the  said  Peter  Rice,  deceased, 
now  being  administered,  •  •  *  as  afore- 
said, to  secure  the  indebtedness  hereinabove 
named,  together  with  the  interest  accrued 
and  to  accrue  thereon."  It  was  further  pro- 
vided that,  in  default  of  payment,  the  mort- 
gagees might  foreclose  the  mortgage,  and 
have  the  interest  of  said  Neotia  in  the  prop- 
erty coming  to  her  from  the  said  estate  sold 
to  pay  the  amount  due  to  them,  etc. 

The  fact  was  that  Peter  Bice  left  a  will, 
which  was  probated  in  said  superior  court, 
and  the  interest  which  Mrs.  Browne  had  in 
his  estate  was  under  the  will,  and  not  as  heir 
at  law  in  the  technical  sense;  and  previously 
to  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  viz.  on 
February  S,  1881,  the  estate  of  said  Rice  had, 
by  decree  of  said  court,  been  distributed  to 
the  persons  entitled  under  the  terms  of  the 
will  In  undivided  shares.  The  decree  waa 
filed  on  said  February  3d,  and  it  specifically 
described  the  property  distributed.  Thereby 
a  first  interest  of  $1,000  in  value  was  set 
over  to  one  Lucretia  Bell,  and  to  Mrs. 
Browne  waa  allotted  an  undivided  one-fourth 
of  the  residue.  Among  the  tracts  of  real 
estate  thus  distributed  was  a  certain  lot  In 
the  town  of  San  Buenaventura.  On  March 
17, 1893,  plaintiffs,  at  request  of  the  Brownes, 
released  tiom  the  mcMtgage  a  part  of  the 
lands  mentioned  In  said  decree.  Such  re- 
lease waa  signed  by  Browne  and  wife,  as 
well  as  plaintiffs,  and  recited  the  indebted- 
ness to  plaintiffs  much  the  same  as  in  the 
mortgage.  On  April  4,  1893,  the  distributees 
named  In  such  decree,  for  the  purpose  of 
making  partition  of  the  lands  set  over  to 
them  by  the  terms  thereof,  executed  deeds 
among  themselves,  by  virtue  of  which  Mra 
Browne  became  and  is  yet  the  owner  of  the 
whole  of  said  town  lot  as  and  for  her  share 
of  the  lands  before  held  in  common.  The 
court  below  decreed  that  this  lot  be  sold  for 
the  payment  of  the  expenses  of  the  action 
and  the  amouat  due  plaintiOs  as  provided  in 


the  mortgage,  and  that  plaintiffs  have  ^e- 
cutlon  for  any  deficiency  against  Browne 
and  wife.  Defendants  pleaded,  among  oth- 
er alleged  defenses  and  partial  defenses,  that 
the  mortgage  was  executed  by  Mrs.  Browne 
without  consideration.  The  court  found  that, 
in  the  year  1889,  A.  W.  Browne  was  indebted 
to  plaintiffs  In  the  amount  of  $593.98,  for 
provisions,  wearing  apparel,  and  other  family 
necessaries,  which  plaintiffs  "had  th^eto- 
fore  sold  and  delivered  to  said  A.  W.  Browne 
and  Neotia  Browne,  his  wife";  that  on  June 
26, 1889,  said  A.  W.  Browne  made  a  transfer 
of  certain  property  to  plaintiffs  and  others, 
and  plaintiffs,  in  consideration  thereof,  re- 
leased the  said  Indebtedness  of  A.  W.  Browne 
to  tbem;  that  about  July  1,  1889,  A.  W. 
Browne  was  adjudged  an  Insolvent  debtor, 
and  thereafter,  with  his  approval,  plaintiffs 
delivered  to  his  assignee  for  the  benefit  of 
his  creditors  all  the  property  transferred  to 
them  as  above  stated  on  June  26, 1889,  -^here- 
by  their  release  of  said  sum  of  $693.93  owed 
by  him  was  "made  null,  void,  and  no  effect"; 
that  after  his  discharge  as  such  insolvent 
(which  waa  granted  April  21,  1890)  said  A. 
W.  Browne  promised  to  pay  plaintiffs  said 
sum  of  $583.96,  notwithatandtng  his  discharge 
in  insolvency;  that  after  July  1,  1889,  and 
thenceforward  until  October,  1890,  A.  W.  and 
Neotia  Browne  purchased  of  plaintiffs  goods, 
etc.,  consisting  of  groceries,  provisions,  wear- 
ing apparel,  and  other  family  necessaries  to 
the  amount  of  $848.54,  which  goods  were 
charged  in  accovmt  upon  the  books  of  plain- 
tiff to  A.  W.  Browne,  but  the  greater  portion 
thereof  were  in  fact  purchased  by  said  Neo- 
tia; that  on  December  10,  1890,  plaintiffs 
presetted  to  A.  W.  Browne  a  memorandum 
containing  the  figures  denoting  the  amount 
then  due  from  him  and  his  said  wife,  viss. 
$1,442.47,  consisting  of  said  sums  of  $603.93 
and  $848.64,  and  thereupon  and  thereafter 
Browne  and  wife  promised  to  pay  plaintiffs 
the  sum  of  $1,44Z47,  "upon  the  account  so 
stated  between  them";  that  the  mortgage  In 
suit  was  executed  to  secure  the  payment  of 
said  sum  last  named,  and  was  made  for  a 
good  and  valuable  consideration. 

At  the  trial  the  evidence  regarding  the 
questicm  of  consideration  was  In  substance 
this:  Mr.  Ohaffee,  one  of  the  plaintiffs,  tes- 
tified that  the  indebtedness  was  for  "goods, 
wares,  and  merchandise  furnished  Mr.  Browne 
and  family,  nine-tenths  of  it,  at  least,  to 
Mrs.  Browne.  *  •  •  The  item  of  $683.93 
was  for  mn'chandise  sold  A.  W.  Browne 
prior  to  July  1,  1889;  and  the  books  were 
balanced  as  to  that  account  *  *  *  on  the 
2d  day  of  July,  1889,  when  the  receipt 
was  given  on  the  lat  of  July,  1889;  and  the 
account  of  A.  W.  Browne  was  continued 
right  along  until  October  8,  1890.  I  never 
had  any  conversation  with  Mrs.  Browne 
about  It  at  any  time.  I  had  charge  of  the 
business  during  all  that  time.  We  never 
had  any  account  on  our  books  against  Mrs. 
Browne.    The    account  is  A.  W.  Browne, 
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charged  up  to  him.  It  was  hia  family  ex- 
penses. Q.  Did  Mrs.  Browne  ever  author- 
iae  you  to  cliarge  anything  to  her?  A.  Ves; 
by  reason  of  her  purcliase  of  It.  Q.  Why 
did  you  put  it  to  Browne's  account  and 
charge  it  to  him?  A.  Because  it  was  ali 
in  the  family."  Mr.  GlH)ert,  also  one  of 
the  plaintiffs,  testified  tibat  in  the  fall  of 
the  year  1890  he  presented  to  A.  W.  Browne 
a  statement  of  the  amount  due  the  firm;  this 
consisted  of  two  items,— $o»3.»3  and  $(^18.54, 
—making  $1,442.47;  that  Browne  seemed  sat- 
isfied, and  said  his  wife  had  agreed  to  trans- 
fer her  interest  in  her  father's  estate  to  se- 
cure the  debt;  that  about  December  10,  1890, 
he  (the  witness)  saw  Mrs,  Browne,  and  she 
said  "tliat  Mr.  Chaffee  had  t)een  kind  to 
them,  and  she  was  going  to  see  tliat  we 
didn't  lose  a  cent  by  them."  A.  W.  Browne 
testified  that  for  some  time  after  July  1, 
1889,  he  Imd  purchased  supplies  and  provi- 
sions for  his  family  from  plaintiffs;  that  he 
knew  his  wife  was  purchasing  goods  of 
plaintiffs  on  his  account  after  the  insolvency 
proceedings.  Mrs.  Browne  testified  that  she 
never  had  any  conversation  with  plaintiffs 
about  the  indebtedness;  that,  after  her  hus- 
band's insolvency,  she  continued  to  purchase 
goods  of  plaintiffs,— groceries  and  provisions 
and  dry  goods  and  supplies  for  herself  and 
children  and  family. 

The  appellants  urge  very  many  objectlcms 
upon  the  record,  and  the  case  is  prolific  of 
disputed  points.  Since,  in  our  opinion,  a  new 
trial  should  be  had.  some  of  these  questions, 
not  necessary  to  the  determination  of  the  ap- 
peal, may  be  here  noticed.  Thus,  the  objec- 
tion to  the  complaint  that  it  does  not  allege 
nonpayment  of  the  sum  demanded  Is  not  ten- 
able. It  does  show  with  reasonable  certain- 
ty that,  at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  given, 
the  debt  recited  was  already  due  and  un- 
paid. There  was  no  occasion  to  reiterate 
the  fact  in  terms.  The  description  in  the 
mortgage  of  the  property  to  be  charged  with 
the  intended  lien  was  su£Bcient  to  warrant 
the  action  of  the  court  in  directing  the  sale 
of  the  real  estate  which,  in  virtue  of  the  com- 
mon deeds  of  release  executed  by  the  devi 
sees  of  Peter  Rice,  became  the  property  of 
Mrs.  Browne  in  severalty.  Although,  at  the 
time  of  the  execution  of  the  mortgage,  the 
estate  of  Klce  liad  been  distributed,  and  so 
withdrawn  from  administration  (Bates  v. 
Howard.  105  Cal.  183.  38  Pac.  715).  yet  the 
mortgage  refers  to  the  files  and  records  of 
the  administration  for  a  more  complete  de- 
scription of  the  Interest  to  be  Incumbered, 
and  among  such  files  was  the  decree  of  dis- 
tribution, which  showed  the  specific  prop- 
erty In  which  Mrs.  Browne  took  an  interest 
and  the  extent  of  her  right  The  recitals 
and  references  contained  in  the  mortgage 
make  it  manifest  that  by  mention .  of  Mrs. 
Browne's  interest  "as  child  and  heir  at  law" 
was  meant  whatever  property  she  took  in 
the  estate  of  her  deceased  father.  We  do  not 
1    ''?rsTand  that  Emerlc  t.  Alvarado,  80  Cal. 


4C1,  27  Pac.  356.  Is  opposed  to  this  condu- 
sion. 

So  we  see  no  error  in  overruling  the  partial 
defense  of  Browne's  discharge  in  insolvency. 
The  demand  in  suit,  to  the  extent  of  $593.93, 
accrued  before  the  commencement  of  the  in- 
solvency proceedings,  but  it  clearly  appeared 
that  after  his  dlscluirge  Browne  promised  to 
pay  the  same.  The  promise  was  binding  on 
him.  Giiabot  v.  Tucker.  39  Cal.  437.  The  re- 
lease given  to  him  June  26,  1889,  seems  to 
have  been  rescinded  for  failure  of  consider- 
ation. It  appears  unnecessary  to  inquire  bow 
those  matters  concern  Mr&  Browne,  if  at  till. 
Nor  do  we  think  tliat  the  plea  of  the  statute 
of  Ihnitations  (Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  339,  subd. 
1)  was  sustained.  The  action  was  begun 
July  12.  1893;  and  as  late  as  the  month  of 
March  previous  the  appellants  had  signed, 
with  tlie  plaintiffs,  the  instrument  releasing 
from  the  mortgage  a  part  of  the  incumliered 
property.  Such  instrument  referred  to  the 
alleged  indebtedness  in  such  terms  as,  fairly 
considered,  constituted  an  acknowledgment 
thereof.  The  running  of  the  statute  was 
thus  interrupted.  McCormic^  v.  Brown,  30 
Cal.  180. 

It  may  be  that  the  personal  liability  of  A. 
W.  Browne  for  the  whole  amount  claimed 
Is  made  out,  but  we  are  unable  to  see  how 
tlie  Judgment  against  Mrs.  Browne  and  her 
property  can  stand,  imless  we  are  to  depart 
from  rules  of  law  which  have  been  regarded 
as  well  established.  The  law  Justly  imposes 
upon  the  busl>and  the  duty  to  maintain  his 
wife  and  children,  and  does  not  al>solve  him 
of  this  duty  save  imder  exceptional  circnm- 
stances.  The  evidence  here  shows  only  the 
ordinary  case  where  the  wife  living  with  the 
husband  obtains  on  his  credit  the  supplies 
needed  in  the  conduct  of  their  common  do- 
mestic establishment.  For  such  purpo^ics 
she  is  his  agent  and  Incurs  no  personal  lia- 
bility. Tills  is  matter  of  common  knowl- 
edge, and,  when  persons  furnishing  to  fam- 
ilies supplies  of  the  character  appearing  here 
expect  to  charge  the  wife  therrfor,  they 
must  take  care  that  th^  have  a  contract  for 
her  personal  credit.  This  wlU  not  be  im- 
plied from  the  mere  circumstance  that  she 
personally  obtains  the  goods.  In  a  case  aris- 
ing In  the  state  of  Michigan,  the  dealer  had 
charged  the  goods  to  the  wife,  and  sued  her 
for  the  price.  The  court  said:  "If  be  knew 
that  she  was  a  married  woman,  living  with 
her  husband,  and  the  goods  were  not  of  a 
character  to  indicate  that  they  were  l>ought 
for  other  than  family  use  in  the  husband's 
family,  and  she  did  not  claim  aflSrmatlTely 
to  be  purchasing  them  on  her  individual  ac- 
count, the  natural  inference  would  t>e  that 
she  was  purchasing  them  on  her  husliand's 
account  and  for  the  use  of  his  fan>IIy,  and  she 
could  not  be  made  individually  liable  with- 
out an  express  agreement  to  become  so,  or 
that  the  goods  should  be  charged  or  the 
credit  given  to  herself."  IViwera  v.  Russell, 
26  Mich.  184.    Flynn  T.  Messenger,  28  Minn. 

uigiiizea  oy  ^ — ix^/x^z-^ix^ 


CaL) 


VERMONT  MABBLE  CO.  V.  BBDW. 


2081 


206,  8  N.  W.  7B9,°ls'7et  Btroi^r  is  tbe'satai* 
directlop.  Before  hucU  a  demand  can  -  be 
charged  In  equity  upon  the  wife's  separate 
estate,  there  mast  be  clear  proof  that  she 
contracted  the  debt  In  her  own  behalf,  or  in- 
tended to  bind  her  separate  estate  for  its 
payment.  The  fact  that  the  husband  Is  in- 
solvent, or  nnable  to  sustain  the  whole 
charge  of  the  family's  snpport,  does  not  af- 
fect the  rul&  Dodge  v.  Knowlee,  114  U.  S. 
430,  6  Sup.  Ot  1108,  1197;  Magee  t.  White, 
2S  Tex.  180;  Haynes  t.  Storall,  Id.  625.  The 
intention  to  extend  the  credit  to  the  wife, 
and  not  to  the  husband,  must  be  expressly 
declared  or  otherwise  communicated  to  her. 
Hushing  T.  Clancy,  92  Ga.  789,  19  S.  H.  711. 
In  the  present  case  the  goods  were  all  char- 
ged to  the  husband's  account,  and  the  wife's 
personal  responsibility  therefor  was  neither 
offered  nor  required  before  the  whole  debt 
had  accrued. 

But  respondents  claim  that  defendant  Neo 
tla  is  concluded  by  the  recitals  in  the  mort- 
gage to  the  effect  that  she  and  her  husband 
are  Jointly  and  aeverally  indebted  to  plain- 
tiffs for  goods,  etc.,  had  and  received  by 
them  from  plaintiffs.  Coles  v.  Sonlaby,  21 
Cal.  47,  and  other  cases  of  like  nature  are 
cited  in  snpport  of  the  proposition.  The  doc- 
trine of  those  cases  has  no  application  here. 
It  was  always  limited  to  the  protection  of 
the  operative  words  of  conveyance  in  a  grant 
of  property  (B>eeney  v.  Howard,  T9  Cal.  530, 
21  Pac.  884),  and  never  extended  to  execu- 
tory covenants  even  in  the  same  instrument. 
To  allow  It  effect  as  contended  by  respcMid- 
ents  would  be  to  forbid  inquiry  into  the  con- 
sideration of  every  promissory  note  recited 
In  a  mortgage  given  for  Its  security,  which  Is 
not  the  law.  Jones  v.  Jones,  20  Iowa,  388. 
Said  redtals,  relating,  as  they  do,  to  the  con- 
sideration of  the  mortgage,  do  not  estop. 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  1&6Z,  subd.  2.  Compare 
Moffatt  V.  Bulson,  00  Cal.  100,  30  Pac  1022; 
Rosenberg  v.  Ford,  85  Cal.  610,  24  Pac.  779; 
Bayler  v.  Com.,  40  Pa.  St.  37. 

It  foUows  that  in  the  execution  of  this 
mortgage  the  defendant  Neotia  Browne  un- 
dertook to  assume  and  secure  her  husband's 
antecedent  debt.  "No  new  consideration  was 
given  at  the  time  it  was  executed.  The  wife 
received  nothing.  The  husband  received 
nothing.  The  creditor  parted  with  nothing. 
The  Instrument  was  therefore  no  more  than 
a  collateral  security  given  for  an  old  debt  of 
the  husband"  (Bayler  v.  Com.,  40  Pa.  St.  37), 
and  was  not  obligatory  in  the  absence  of  a 
new  consideratl(m  (Civ.  Code,  {8  2782,  2831, 
2844;  Bohm  v.  Hotter,  2  Colo.  App.  146*  29 
Faa  906).  The  Judgment  and  order  should 
be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for  a 
new  trial. 

We  concur:    BELCHEU,  0.;    SEARLS,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der are  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for 
a  new  trlaL 


lot  Cal.  ut 
VERMONT  MARBLE  CO.  v.  BROW,  Con- 
stable.    (No.  18,397.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  27,  1895.) 
Saui  obCojisioxment — Lbvt  opExeootioh — No» 

TICK  OF  CI.AIM  BT  THIRD  FiBSOK, 

1.  A  shipment  of  Koods  "on  conai^ment" 
to  one  to  whom  plaintiff  had  previouBly  been 
Belling,  to  be  held  as  the  property  of  plaintiff 
and  subject  to  its  order  until  sold,  the  price  at 
which  they  were  listed  to  the  consignee  to  be  re- 
laitted  as  fast  as  they  were  sold,  and,  when  he 
took  notes  in  lieu  of  cash,  these  notes  to  be  re- 
mitted as  collateral  for  his  account,  does  not 
constitute  a  sale. 

2.  A  consignment  of  monuments  under  an 
agreement  that-  the  consignee  should  keep  an 
account  of  their  sale  in  a  book,  and  send  such 
book  to  the  consignor  on  the  first  of  each  month, 
and,  "as  fast  as  *  *  *  sold  and  erected, 
*  •  •  pay  to"  the  consignor  the  list  price  to 
the  consignee  "of  each  piece  sold  by  him,"  ei- 
ther by  cash  or  customers  note,  the  same  to  be 
placed  to  his  credit  as  fast  as  cash  should  be 
received,  the  monuments  to  be  paid  for  when 
sold,  and  remaining  the  property  of  the  con- 
signor "until  paid  for  as  above,"  and  at  all 
times  subject  to  its  order,  does  not  constitute  a 
sale. 

3.  A  written  claim  of  property  in  goods 
about  to  be  levied  upon  under  execution,  which 
states  that  the  claimant  is  the  owner  of  the 
property,  and  had  delivered  it  for  purposes  of 
sale,  and  that  it  was  so  held  when  seized  by 
the  sheriff,  and  not  otherwise,  sufficiently  com- 
plies with  Code  Civ.  Proc.  i  689,  as  to  the  man- 
ner of  "setting  out  the  title"  and  "stating  the 
grounds"  of  title. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Yuba  county;  E.' 
A.  Davis,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Vermont  Marble  (jompany,' 
a  corporation,  against  E.  Brow,  as  constable, 
to  recover  the  value  of  certain  monimients 
sold  by  defendant  under  writ  of  execution 
against  the  property  of  one  Plymlre.  There 
was  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant 
appeals.    AlUrmed. 

Forbes  &  Dlnsmore,  for  appellant  W.  H. 
CJarlin,  ton  respondent  , 

BlUTT,  C.  Defendant  was  constable  of 
Marysville  township,  In  Yuba  county,  and 
was  sued  in  this  action  by  plaintiff,  a  corpo- 
ration, for  the  value  of  certain  marble  monu- 
ments sold  by  him  July  10,  1893,  under  writs 
of  execution  issued  from  the  Justice's  court  of 
said  township  against  the  property  of  one 
Plymire,  upon  judgrmenta  obtained  there  by 
creditors  of  Plymire.  The  chief  queetion  In- 
volved is  whether  the  marble  when  levied 
upon  and  sold  was  the  property  of  plaintiff 
or  of  said  Plymire.  The  latter  bad  a  marble 
shop  at  Marysville,  and  was  a  dealer  in 
funeral  stones  and  monuments.  He  bad 
been  accustomed  for  several  years  to  pur- 
chase from  plaintiff  uullnlsbed  monuments 
and  other  marble  needed  in  his  business,  and 
on  July  19,  1892,  he  was  in  plaintiff's  debt 
some  $2,500  for  such  materials  purchased 
previously  to  that  time,  and  plaintiff  was  ap- 
prehensive that  further  sales  to  him  outright 
would  Involve  loss.  To  prevent  this,  Plyrairb 
agreed  in  writing  with  the  marble  company, 
on  the  date  last  mentioned,  that,  In  couslder- 
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atlon  of  Its  sending:  to  him  certain  specified 
monuments  "on  consttrnmraat,"  he  wonid  hold 
the  same  as  the  property  of  the  company  un- 
til sold,  and  sobject  to  Its  order;  that,  as  fast 
as  he  sold  the  monnments,  he  would  remit 
the  money  (the  cost  price  at  which  each  was 
listed  to  him);  and,  when  he  took  notes  In 
lieu  of  cash,  he  would  remit  the  notes  as  col- 
lateral for  his  account.  Subsequently,  In 
May,  1893,  Plymlre  agreed  with  plaintiff  for 
a  further  consignment  of  goods,  specifically 
described,  written  memoranda  of  which 
agreement  proyided  In  substance  that  he 
should  keep  an  account  of  the  sale  of  the 
monuments  described  In  a  book,  and  send 
such  book  to  the  marble  company  on  the  1st 
of  each  mouth,  and,  "as  fast  as  said  work  is 
sold  and  erected,"  pay  to  the  company  the 
list  or  cost  price  to  him  of  each  piece  of 
marble  sold  by  him,  "either  by  cash  or  cus- 
tomer's note,"  the. same  to  be  placed  to  bis 
credit  OS  fast  as  cash  should  be  received ; 
that  be  held  the  marble  merely  on  consign- 
ment, to  be  paid  for  when  sold;  and  that  it 
remained  the  property  of  the  marble  com- 
pany "until  paid  for,  as  above,"  and  at  all 
times  subject  to  Its  order.  Ten  monuments, 
of  the  value  of  $683,  were  converted  by  de- 
fendant, as  the  court  found;  and  of  these 
three  had  been  delivered  to  Plymlre  under 
his  arrangement  with  plaintiff  of  July,  1892, 
and  seven  under  that  of  May,  1883.  By  the 
terms  of  an  oral  agreement,  not  embodied  in 
said  written  memoranda,  Plymlre  promised 
that,  whenever  he  received  payment  frum  a 
customer  for  a  monument,  he  would  pay 
plalntifC  an  additional  sum  of  25  per  cent 
on  the  cost  price  charged  him  for  the  same 
by  plaintiff,  which  further  percentage  was  to 
be  applied  on  his  Indebtedness  of  $2,500  ex- 
isting before  July,  1892.  The  debts  on  which 
the  Judgments  mentioned  were  recovered 
against  Plymlre  accrued  prior  to  the  receipt 
by  him  of  any  part  of  the  goods  in  contro- 
versy. Plymlre,  it  was  further  understood, 
would  take  orders  for  and  sell  the  marble  in 
his  own  name.  He  had  the  right  to  fix  the 
selling  price  and  the  terms  of  sale.  He  was 
to  bear  the  cost  of  transporting  the  marble 
from  San  Francisco  to  Marysville.  Appar- 
ently the  marble  company  exercised  no  con- 
trol over  his  business.  The  monuments, 
when  seized  by  defendant,  were  in  the  same 
condition  as  when  received  by  Plymlre  from 
plaintiff,  he  having  done  no  lettering  or  other 
work  on  them.  Plymire  testified  at  the  trial: 
"I  was  not  to  sell  these  monuments  In  the 
same  condition  that  I  received  them.  •  •  • 
I  have  to  sell  them  first,  and  then  put  on  the 
inscription.  •  •  •  If  a  man  wanted  a  de- 
sign, I  showed  him  a  style  of  monument,  and 
told  him  what  It  would  come  to  when  fin- 
ished and  set  up;  found  out  how  he  wanted 
it  lettered,  whether  he  wished  any  further 
Jcsigu  carved  on  it,  and  then  fixed  it  up,  put 
a  bottom  base  on  it,  set  it  up,  and  then  took 
the  money  for  it."  Before  the  execution  sal«, 
plaintiff  demanded  the  property  of  defend- 


ant, the  particalan  of  which  demand  appear 
In  another  connecttoo. 

Appellant  contends  that  the  tacts  stated 
evidence  a  sale  on  credit.  In  which  the  title 
to  the  goods  paMed  at  once  to  Plymlre,  and 
they  thus  became  liable  to  execntlon  for  his 
debts;  and  it  Is  said  that  It  Is  "unmeaning 
for  parties  to  a  contract  to  say  it  shall  not 
amount  to  a  sale  when  it  contabis  every  ele- 
ment of  a  sale."  This  latter  proposiUon  is 
doubtless  correct  The  transactloa  most  I>e 
Judged  by  the  Intoit  of  the  parties  to  it,  gath- 
ered from  the  whole  scope  and  effect  of  their 
language  and  their  explanatory  conduct 
Mere  verbal  formulas  are  to  be  disregarded 
If  Inconsistent  with  a  specific  intent  thus 
manifested.  But,  looking  at  the  tacts  In  the 
light  ot  this  principle,  we  find  no  transmis- 
sion of  title  to  Plymlre.  "Mere  transfer 
of  possession,  without  the  agreement,  exiM«ss 
or  implied,  that  such  transfer  is  a  sale,  on 
the  one  hand,  and  a  imrchase,  on  the  other, 
will  not  be  a  sale  or  have  the  effect  to  trans- 
fer the  title."  BorUnd  v.  Bank,  99  GaL  91, 
33  Pac.  787.  We  consider  that  the  true  na- 
ture of  the  transaction  was  that  of  a  sale 
upon  condition;  the  condition  being,  as  to 
each  monument,  that  Plymire  should  sell  the 
same  to  some  third  person.  Until  then  he 
was  under  no  obligation  to  pay  plaintiff  the 
cost  price,  and  until  then  he  was  compellable 
to  surrender  the  goods  to  plaintiff  upon  de- 
mand. When  he  sold  a  monument,  he  was 
precisely  within  the  case  put  by  Mellish.  L. 
.T.,  In  Kz  parte  White,  6  Gh.  App.  397,  405: 
"If  A.  hands  over  his  goods  to  B.,  and  B.  is 
to  pay  him  a  certain  lurlce  If  he  s^s,  but  is 
at  liberty  to  sdl  on  what  terms  be  pleases, 
and  B.  then  sells  to  C,  the  natural  inference 
from  these  facts  is,  beyond  all  doubt  that 
there  is  a  sale  made  to  B.  and  another  sale 
from  B.  to  C."  But  obviously  there  Is  no 
completed  sale  to  B.  until  he  sells  to  C.  This 
Is  Illustrated  In  Nutter  v.  Wheeler,  2  Low. 
340,  Fed.  Cos.  No.  10,38i.  There  W.  &  Go. 
were  in  the  habit  of  sending  their  manu- 
fiictured  goods  to  one  Gear,  in  Boston;  and 
Gear  sold  them  at  such  prices  and  on  such 
terms  as  he  pleased,  not  less  than  the  trade 
prices  fixed  by  W.  &  Co.  Whenever  he  made 
a  sale,  he  was  to  pay  W.  &  Co.  in  30  days 
the  prices  shown  in  their  list  to  him,  less  an 
agreed  discount  After  a  sale  was  made  by 
him,  his  credit  only  was  looked  to  by  W.  & 
Co.  Gear  became  bankrupt  and  W.  &  Co. 
took  back  the  goods  of  their  manufacture  in 
his  shop  unsold.  The  court  said:  "Until  a 
sale  was  made,  the  property  in  the  g^>ods  re- 
mained in  the  defendants  [W.  &  Co.],  and 
they  were  well  Justified  in  reclaiming  those 
which  remained  on  hand  at  the  time  of  the 
failure  of  Gear."  So^  in  our  opinion,  at  the 
time  of  the  levy  and  sale  by  defendant  here, 
the  monuments  were  the  property  of  plain- 
tiff, and  not  liable  to  execution  for  Plymire's 
debts. 

As  suggested  by  appellant  there  may  be 
impolicy  in  allowing  a  severance  of  title  and 
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poBseBSlon  where  an  ultimate  sale  is  designed 
by  the  pardes.  But  this  conslderatian  is  for 
the  leglBlatnre,  and  not  the  conrts.  The  ccmb- 
mon-law  right  of  the  seller,  by  appropriate 
contiact,  to  retain  the  title  until  performance 
of  some  valid  condition  on  the  part  of  the 
buyer,  has  been  long  recognized  in  this  state, 
as  almost  univeraaHy  elsewhere.  Putnam  v. 
liamphier,  36  Cal.  151;  Kohler  v.  Hayes,  41 
Cal.  435;  Hegler  v.  Eddy,  53  Cal,  597;  Sere 
V.  McGovern,  65  CaL  244*  3  Pac.  859;  BenJ. 
Sales  (Bennett's  6th  Bd.)  pp.  255,  282,  et  seq. 
That  the  property  Is  to  be  resold  by  the  first 
(conditional)  purchaser  does  not  affect  the 
mie.  Hlrsch  v.  Steele,  10  Utah,  18,  86  Pac. 
49,  and  cases  dted. 

Appellant  farther  argues  that  the  written 
claim  to  the  marble  in  question  served  on 
him  by  plaintiff  prior  to  the  execution  sale, 
under  section  688.  CJode  Civ.  Proa,  is  de- 
fective In  the  manner  of  "setting  out  the 
title,"  and  In  "stating  the  grounds  of  such 
title,"  as  provided  In  that  section.  Waiving 
the  qnesticm  whether  the  statute  referred  to 
imposes  a  condition  precedent  to  the  right  to 
maintain  the  action,  we  think  the  objection 
is  not  tenable.  The  writing  stated,  among 
other  things,  that  plaintiff  is  the  owner  of 
the  pr<H)erty,  and  had  delivered  it  to  Plymlre 
for  purposes  of  sale,  and  that  be  held  it  when 
seized  by  defendant  for  those  puTi>08e8«  and 
not  otherwise.  The  phrase  "grounds  of  sudi 
title,"  in  the  Code  section,  is  not  very  defi- 
nite, but  we  suppose  it  has  reference  to  the 
reasons  why  the  claimant  avers  himself  to 
have  a  title  superior  to  that  of  the  execution 
debtor;  and  the  explanation  In  this  Instance 
of  the  manner  in  which  such  debtor  acquired 
possession  of  the  property  from  the  claim- 
ant, coupled  with  a  statement  of  the  claim- 
ant's ownership,  seems  to  be  all  that  should 
be  required  In  such  a  case.  Some  other 
points  are  made  concerning  mllnga  on  mat- 
ters of  evidence  at  the  trial,  but  they  are  un- 
important. If  all  were  determined  In  appel- 
lant's favor,  we  cannot  see  that  the  result 
could  be  affected.  The  Judgment  and  order 
appealed  from  shonld  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    SEABLS,  C;  HAYNES,  a 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


IN  Cal.  250 

TBUMPLER  V.  COTTON  et  al.     (No.  1&319.) 

(Supreme  Ccurt  of  California.     Sept.  27,  1805.) 

Probate  Pkacticb  —  Jurisdictjos  —  Bervicb  ar 

Publication  —  GnARDiAN  asd  Ward  —  Com- 

PELLIKO  Account— Liability  of  Sureties. 

1.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  tit.  11,  §  1773,  providing 
that  the  court  may,  "on  application  made  for 
that  purpose  by  any  person,  comiiel  the  gunrdian 
to  render  an  acconnt  to  the  court  of  the  es- 
tate of  the  ward."  authorizes  an  order  to  a 
guardian  to  present  his  account  on  the  appli- 
cation by  the  brother  of  the  ward. 

2.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  S  1808,  applying  the  pro- 


Visioas  relating  to  the  estate*  of  decedentti 
and  proceedings  thereon  in  the  superior  court 
to  proceedings  in  regard  to  guardians;  section 
1718,  providing  that  the  accounts  of  guardians 
and  their  settlement  shall  be  governed  by  the 
provisions  concerning  the  estates  of  decedents: 
section  1709,  requiring  that  citations  be  served 
in  the  same  manner  as  the  summons  in  a  civil 
action;  and  section  412,  authorizing  service 
by  publication  where  the  person  to  be  served 
resides  out  of  the  state,— confer  on  the  probate 
court  power  to  notify  by  publication  a  guardian 
residiuK  in  a  foreign  country  of  its  order  on  him 
to  submit  his  accounts  for  settlement  and  al- 
lowance. 

3.  Under  Code  Civ.  Proc.  8  639,  the  pro- 
bate court,  having  acquired  jurisdiction  of  a 
nonresident  guardian  by  publication  of  its  or- 
der on  him  to  present  his  accounts  for  settle- 
ment and  allowance,  may,  on  his  nonappear- 
ance, refer  the  account  to  some  proper  person 
to  state  and  present  it. 

4.  Where  the  complaint  in  an  action  on  a 
guardian's  bond  avers  that  a  demand  of  pay- 
ment was  made  on  the  sureties  after  a  date 
named,  "and  previous  to  the  filing  of  this  com- 
olaint."  the  allowance  of  interest  on  a  Judg- 
ment for  the  amount  of  the  bond  from  the  date 
first  named,  instead  of  from  the  date  on  whid) 
the  complaint  was  filed,  is  error. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Sacramento 
county;    Matt  F.  Johnson,  Judge. 

Action  by  Eva  C.  Trumpler  against  A,  T. 
Cotton,  E.  lathrop,  and  J.  Goldman,  upon  an 
undertaking  executed  by  defendant  G(dton, 
as  prlndpal,  and  bis  codefendants,  as  sui»- 
ties,  conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance 
by  defendant  Cotton  of  his  duty  as  guardian 
of  the  person  and  estate  of  plaintiff.  There 
was  Judgment  for  plaintiff,  from  which  de- 
fendants Lathrqp  and  Goldman  appeal.  Mod' 
Ifled; 

Armstrong  &  Platnauer,  for  appellants. 
HoU  &  Dunn,  for  respondent. 


SEARLS,  0.  This  Is  an  action  upon  an 
undertaking  executed  by  the  defendant  A.  T.. 
Cotton,  as  principal,  and  by  defendants  E. 
lathrop  and  J.  Goldman,  as  sureties,  condl' 
tioned  for  the  faithful  performance  by  said 
Cotton  of  his  duties  as  guardian  ot  the  person 
and  estate  of  Eva  O.  Trumpler,  the  plaintiff 
herein.  In  the  penal  sum  of  fl,250.  The 
cause  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a  Jury 
and  Judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  plaintiff 
for  ^1,250,  and  legal  Interest  thereon  from 
October  3,  1892,  and  costs.  Defendants  lia- 
throp  and  Goldman  appeal  from  the  Judg- 
ment, and  from  an  order  denying  their  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial. 

Defendants  demurred  to  the  complaint, 
which  demurrer  was  overruled  by  the  court, 
and  the  ruling  Is  assigned  as  error.  The  es- 
sence of  defendants'  objection  Is  not  fully 
disclosed  by  the  allegations  of  the  complaint. 
The  same  question  arose,  however,  repeat* 
edly,  in  the  course  of  the  trial,  and  is  em- 
bodied In  the  bill  of  exertions  or  statement 
on  motion  fCH^  a  new  trial,  and  a  proper  dis- 
position of  the  case  requires  It  to  be  met  and 
determined.  The  f(dlowing  facts  constitute 
the  principal  factors  ^,ft^  j^rQBl^^^,  J. 
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Cotton  was  duly  ai>poliited  the  guardian  of 
the  person  and  estate  of  Eva  C.  Trumpler, 
an  Infant,  by  the  probate  court  of  Yolo  coun- 
ty, on  the  4th  day  of  October,  1886,  and  duly 
qualified  and  filed  an  undertaking,  with  the 
other  defendants  as  sureties,  for  the  faithful 
discharge  of  his  duties  as  such  guardian. 
Cotton  caused  to  be  made  and  filed  on  the 
11th  day  of  February,  1888,  an  Inventory  and 
appraisement  of  the  estate  of  his  ward  which 
had  come  to  his  possession,  and  showing  its 
value  to  be  $3,513.21.  On  the  11th  day  of 
July,  1891,  the  plaintiff  reached  her  majority. 
Prior  thereto,  and  on  the  24th  day  of  March, 
1890,  said  Cotton  filed  an  account  as  guard- 
ian, showing  that  there  was  in  his  hands  as 
such  guardian  of  plaintiff,  the  sum  of  $4,539.- 
35,  in  cash,  as  well  as  certain  property,  real 
and  personal,  which  account  was  duly  set- 
tled and  allowed  by  said  probate  court.  In 
January,  1891,  the  said  A.  T.  Cotton,  guard- 
ian, absconded  from  the  state  of  California, 
and  ever  since  has  remained  without  and  ab- 
sent from  the  state,  and  has  never  filed  any 
other  or  final  account.  Under  these  circum- 
stances, on  the  30th  day  of  March,  1892,  Bar- 
ry F.  O.  Trumpler,  a  brother  of  plaintiff, 
made  and  filed  a  petition,  duly  verified.  In 
the  superior  court  of  the  county  of  Yolo,  set- 
ting forth  the  fiicts,  and  showing  that  the 
said  guardian  bad  failed  to  file  his  final  ac- 
count, and  praying  a  citation  to  said  guard- 
ian, requiring  him  to  appear  and  render  his 
account,  etc.  Thereupon  a  citation  in  due 
form  was  ordered  by  the  said  court,  requir- 
ing said  guardian  to  appear  and  file  his  ac- 
count on  June  27,  1892;  and  upon  an  affida- 
vit showing  that  said  guardian  was  a  non- 
resident of  the  state  of  California,  and  a  resi- 
dent of  Victoria,  British  Columbia,  dominion 
of  Canada,  etc.,  an  order  was  made  In  due 
form  for  publication  of  said  order  requiring 
said  guardian  to  appear  and  file  his  account 
The  order  was  duly  published,  and  a  copy 
duly  deposited  in  the  mail,  directed  to  said 
guardian  at  Victoria,  etc.  Cotton,  the  guard- 
ian, failed  to  appear,  and,  upon  ptoat  of  serv- 
ice of  the  order  as  aforesaid,  the  superior 
court  by  order  appointed  one  E.  B.  Mering, 
Ksq.,  a  referee  to  prepare,  render,  and  pre- 
sent for  allowance  the  final  account  of  said 
guardian.  The  account  was  made  and  pre- 
sented by  the  referee,  due  notice  of  the  settle- 
ment thereof  given;  and  on  the  lat  day  of 
September,  1892,  defendants  Lathrop  and 
Goldman  appeared  by  counsel,  filed  a  demur- 
rer to  the  jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  an 
answer,  objections  and  exceptions  to  the  rul- 
ing of  the  court  and  to  its  jurisdiction.  The 
court  overruled  the  objections,  settled  the  ac- 
count, and  by  Its  decree  adjudged  tliat  there 
was  in  the  hands  of  said  guardian  of  the 
funds  of  his  ward,  the  plaintiff  herein,  the 
sum  of  $4,705.51,  which  was  decreed  to  be 
paid  to  plaintiff. 

The  points  made  by  appellants  may  be 
stated  in  condensed  form  thus:  (1)  In  pro- 
bate matters,  and  In  proceedings  celatiug  to 


guardians,  the  superior  courts  can  onlj  exer- 
cise such  special  Jurisdiction  as  is  conferred 
upon  them  by  statute;  and  their  powers,  and 
the  mode  of  their  exercise,  can  only  be  exer- 
cised in  the  cases  and  in  the  mode  provid- 
ed by  statute.  (2)  The  superior  court  Iiaa  no 
Jurisdiction  to  settle  and  allow  an  account  of 
a  guardian,  except  when  presented  by  him; 
and  there  is  no  authority  for  any  other  per- 
son to  return,  file,  or  swear  to  an  account  for 
him.  (3)  The  rendering  and  filing  of  an  ac- 
count by  a  guardian  la  Jurisdictional,  and 
without  it  the  court  has  no  power  in  the 
premises,  except  to  attach  the  guardian  and 
remove  him  from  office.  (4)  In  a  case  wbaee 
the  guardian  has  absconded,  and  is  without 
the  Jurisdiction  of  the  court,  and  has  failed 
to  render  his  account,  the  case  is  like  that 
where  the  guardian  Is  deceased,  and  the  sole 
jurisdiction  is  in  equity.  (5)  The  liability 
of  the  surety  is  dependent  upon  the  liability 
of  the  principal,  and  does  not  attach  antil 
that  of  the  latter  Is  determined  by  a  court  of 
competent  Jurisdiction.  (6)  Harry  F.  G. 
Trumpler  had  no  Interest  In  the  estate  of 
plaintiff.  He  was  a  stranger  to  the  proceed- 
ing, and  his  petition  could  confer  no  Jurisdic- 
tion on  the  court  to  take  action  In  the  matter. 
The  contentions  of  appellants,  as  embodied 
in  the  foregoing  propositions,  will  be  consid- 
ered without  reference  to  the  consecutive  or- 
der of  their  statement 

Title  11  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedare, 
commencing  at  section  1294,  relates  to  pro- 
ceedings in  the  probate  court,  and  relates  to 
the  proof  of  wills,  appointment  of  executors 
and  administrators,  the  various  proceedings 
for  the  settlement  of  the  estates  of  deceased 
persons,  and  cognate  matters  connected  witli 
or  relating  thereto,  and  also  contains  a  chap- 
ter In  reference  to  guardians  and  wards,  the 
manner  of  the  appointment  of  such  guard- 
ians, their  duties,  etc.  Section  1773  provides 
that  every  guardian  must  return  to  the  court 
an  inventory  of  the  estate  of  his  ward  within 
three  months  after  his  appointment,  and  an- 
nually thereafter,  and  further  provides  that 
"the  court  may,  upon  application  made  for 
that  purpose  by  any  person,  compel  the 
guardian  to  render  an  account  to  the  court 
of  the  estate  of  his  ward."  By  section  1774 
the  guardian  is  required,  upon  the  expiration 
of  a  year  from  the  time  of  his  appointment, 
and  as  often  thereafter  as  he  may  be  re^ 
quired,  to  present  his  account  to  the  court  for 
settlement  and  allowance.  It  will  be  observ- 
ed from  the  language  of  section  1773,  supra, 
that  the  court  is  authorized  to  compel  the 
guardian  to  render  an  account  upon  the  ap- 
plication of  any  person.  It  Is  not  necessary 
that  the  person  making  such  application  shall 
have  an  interest  in  the  estate.  The  applica- 
tion on  the  part  of  Harry  F.  G.  Trumpler. 
the  brotlier  of  plaintiff,  was  therefore  suffi- 
cient, and  the  order  or  citation  to  the  guard- 
ian to  present  his  account  for  settlement  and 
allowance  was  properly  made  upon  such  ap- 
plication. > 
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Was  Ihe  service  of  tbe  cltattoti' sndtclent 
to  give  the  court  Jurisdiction?  Under  section 
1808,  "The  provisions  of  this  title  [title  11] 
relative  to  the  estates  of  decedents,  so  far 
as  they  relate  to  the  practice  In  the  superior 
court,  apply  to  proceedings  under  this  chap- 
ter"; that  is  to  say,  to  proceedings  in  regard 
to  guardians.  It  Is  further  provided  by  sec- 
tion 1788  that  accounts  and  the  settlement 
of  accounts  of  guardians  must  be  had  and 
made  as  required  fey  the  piDTtaions  conocm- 
Ing  estates  of  decedents,  unless  otherwise 
specially  provided.  Turning  to  section  1709, 
Code  Civ.  Proc.,  and  we  find  that  cltatlMis 
must  be  served  in  the  same  manner  aa  « 
summons  in  a  civil  action.  In  a  civil  action, 
when  a  person  to  be  served  with  a  summons 
resides  without  the  state,  service  may  be  made 
by  publication.    Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  412. 

The  affidavit  for  publication  was  such  as  Is 
required  In  cases  of  publication  of  summons 
in  a  civil  action,  and  must  be  held  sufficient. 
The  court  having  thus,  by  substitute  service, 
obtained  jurisdiction  of  the  person  of  the 
guardian,  and  poaaesslng,  under  the  statute, 
jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter  of  the  set- 
tlement of  his  account,  and  the  guardian  be- 
ing without  the  jurisdiction  ot  the  court,  and 
not  amenable  to  process  of  attachment,  and 
having  failed  to  file  his  account,  it  was  with- 
in the  province  of  the  court  to  (as  was  said 
In  Graff  v.  Mesmer,  52  Cal.  637)  cause  "the 
account  to  be  made  up,  audited,  and  settled 
upon  such  evidence  as  should  be  adduced  on 
behalf  of  the  ward."  Where  jurisdiction  is 
conferred  upon  a  court  by  the  constitution  or 
a  statute,  all  the  means  to  carry  it  Into  ef- 
fect are  also  given;  and,  if  the  course  of  pro- 
ceedings is  not  spedflcally  designated  by  the 
Code,  any  snttable  mode  may  be  adopted 
whldi  may  appear  most  conformable  to  the 
Cofle.  Code  Olv.  Proc.  i  187.  Spencer  r. 
Houghton,  68  Cal.  82,  8  Pac.  679,  is  to  the 
point  that  a  guardian  is  bound  to  settle  his 
accounts  whenever  directed  by  the  probate 
court,  and  that  the  grnardlan  who  receives  his 
appointment  under  the  law  which  prescribes 
that  notice  may  be  served  by  publication  is 
to  be  regarded  as  assenting  In  advance  that, 
upon  leaving  the  state,  service  may  be  made 
upon  him  by  publication.  See,  also,  Aahurat 
T.  Fountain,  67  Cal.  18, 8  Pac.  849;  Batate  of 
Areline,  63  Cal.  260;  Graff  v.  Mesmer,  52 
Cal.  637.  As  the  court  could  take  and  state 
the  account,  so  It  could  refer  It  to  aome  propor 
person  to  state  it.  Code  Olv.  Proc.  |  6S8; 
Hidden  v.  Jordan,  28  Cal.  809.  Counsel  for 
appellant  liken  a  case  like  the  present  to 
that  of  Gbaquette  ▼.  Ortet,  60  Cal.  594,  where 
the  administrator  of  an  estate  died  before 
rendering  his  account,  and  this  court  held 
that  jurisdiction  to  compel  an  accounting 
vested  in  a  court  of  equity,  and  that  an  ad- 
justment of  the  account  by  that  court  was  a 
prerequisite  to  an  action  against  the  sureties 
on  the  administrator's  bond.  The  decision 
proceeds  upon  the  theory  that  "there  Is  no 
piDvlalon  of  tlie  statute  providing  for  tbe  aat- 


tlemnit  oi  the  account  of  an  administrator 
who  dies  before  rendering  an  account."  In 
re  Allgier,  65  Cal.  228,  3  Pac.  848,  was  a  sim- 
ilar case,  and  was  decided  upon  like  grounds. 
The  reason  of  the  rule  does  not  prevail  In  a 
ease  like  the  present.  Here  the  court  not 
only  has  jurisdiction  of  the  subject-matter, 
but  the  statute  designates  specifically  the 
means  by  which  it  shall  obtain  jurisdiction  of 
the  person  of  the  guardian,  and  such  guard- 
ian cannot  thwart  the  object  of  the  law  by 
failing  or  refusing  to  present  bis  account. 
It  was  said  in  Graff  v.  Mesmer,  from  which 
we  have  quoted  supra:  "It  is  the  peculiar 
province  of  the  probate  court  to  settle  the 
accounts  of  guar(Uans,  and,  as  we  have  seen, 
it  has  authority  to  do  so  even  after  the  let- 
ters are  revoked.  The  statute  contemplates 
that  its  power  In  this  respect  shall  be  ex- 
clusive in  those  caaes  in  which  the  necessary 
authority  has  been  conferred,  as  in  this  case. 
If  the  ■nde  were  otherwise,  a  suit  against  the 
sureties  on  the  oOlcial  bond  would  often  in- 
volve the  settlement  of  a  complicated  ac- 
count before  a  jury.  Instead  of  a  probate 
court,  which  possesses  peculiar  facilities  for 
scrutinizing  the  accounts  and  holding  the 
guardian  to  a  proi>er  accountability."  That 
was  an  action  against  the  sureties  on  the 
l>ond  of  a  guardian,  without  a  previous  set- 
tlement of  his  accotmt  by  the  probate  court; 
and  the  court  held  that  the  action  could  not 
be  maintained  until  such  settlement  had  been 
had,  and,  as  hereinbefore  quoted,  that  if  the 
guardian  could  not,  from  any  cause,  be  com- 
pelled to  present  his  account,  tlie  court  could 
order  It  made  up  from  the  evidence  at  hand. 
We  conclude  that  the  account,  as  settled  by 
the  court,  was  adjusted  within  the  lines  of 
the  law,  and  is  binding  upon  the  sureties  of 
the  guardian,  the  appellants  here,  and  hence 
that  the  various  objections  going  to  the  valid- 
ity of  the  account  as  settled  were  properly 
overruled  by  the  court  below,  and  the  sev- 
eral errors  assigned  upon  such  rulings  can- 
not be  upheld. 

The  court  gave  judgment  against  the  de- 
fendants, as  sureties,  for  the  sum  of  (1,250, 
the  amount  of  their  undertaking,  with  legal 
interest  thereon  from  October  3,  1882,  the 
date  of  the  decree  settling  the  account  and 
adjudging  its  payment  The  general  rule  is 
that  judgment  cannot  be  rendered  against 
sureties  for  a  greater  amount  than  the  pmalty 
of  the  l)ond,  and  they  "cannot  be  held  liable 
for  interest  beyond  the  penalty  ot  the  bond, 
except  for  such  Interest  as  accrued  from  thehr 
own  default  in  unjustly  withholding  X)ay- 
ment  after  having  been  noticed  of  the  de- 
fault of  their  principaL"  Murfree,  Off. 
Bonds,  S  689,  and  cases  cited.  In  the  ab- 
sence of  a  notification,  interest  Is  only  al- 
lowed from  the  issuance  of  the  writ.  The 
complaint  avers  a  demand  of  payment  trotn 
the  sureties  "after  October  8,  1892,  and 
previous  to  the  filing  of  this  compUiInt" 
The  complaint  was  filed  October  22,  1892. 
Under  such  an  allegation  In  the  complaint. 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


.^., 


1036 


PAOIBIC  BEPORTBB,  VoL  41. 


(Cat 


we  are  not  at  liberty  to  assnme  that  tbe  de- 
mand was  made  until  the  bust  moment  be- 
fore filing  the  complaint  It  follows  that  the 
Interest  for  some  19  days  waa  improperly 
allowed.  The  amount  is  less  than  $5,— a 
trifle  scarcely  worthy  of  an  appeal.  The 
point  being  made,  however,  we  must  h<M 
that  there  was  error  in  allowing  Interest 
prior  to  October  22,  1802.  The  order  denying 
a  new  trial  should  be  affirmed,  and  the  cause 
remanded  to  tbe  court  below,  with  directions 
to  modify  the  Judgment  by  striking  there- 
from the  allowance  of  interest  from  October 
8,  1882,  to  October  22,  1892,  and  as  so  modi- 
fied the  judgment  should  be  affirmed.  E^ch 
party  to  pay  his  own  costs  on  this  appeal. 

We  concur:  BELCHER,  0.;  BSITT,  a 

FEB  CURIA.M.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
tlie  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  denying  tbe 
motion  for  a  new  trial  is  affirmed,  and  the 
cause  remanded  to  tbe  court  below,  with  di- 
rections to  modify  tbe  judgment  by  striking 
therefrom  the  allowance  of  interest  from 
October  3,  1882,  to  October  22,  1892,  and  as 
so  modified  the  Judgment  is  affirmed.  Each 
-party  to  pay  Ills  own  costs  on  tliis  appeal. 


TRUMPLER  T.  COTTON  et  aL  (No.  18,318.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  27,  1895.) 

Denartment  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Sacramento  County;    Matt.  F.  Johnson,  Judge. 

Action  by  Harry  F.  G.  Trnmpler  against  ▲. 
T.  Cotton,  E.  Lathrop,  and  J.  Goldman,  on  an 
undertaking  executed  by  defendant  Cotton,  as 
principal,  and  his  codefendants,  as  sureties, 
conditioned  for  the  faithful  performance  by  said 
Cotton  of  hU  duties  as  guardian  of  the  person 
and  estate  of  Eva  O.  Trumpler.  There  was 
judgment  for  plaintiff,  from  which  defendants 
appeal.     Modified. 

Armstrong  &  Platnauer,  for  appellants.  Holl 
&  Dmin,  for  lespondent 

PER  CURIAM.  This  appeal  InrolTee  the 
same  questions,  and  is  submitted  upon  the  same 
briefs,  as  in  Trumpler  r.  Same  Defendnnta  (No. 
1 8,310)  41  Pnc.  1(K«.  Vpon  the  authority  of  that 
case,  the  order  denyinR  a  new  trial  is  affirmed, 
and  the  cause  is  remanded  to  the  court  below, 
with  diroction.s  to  modify  the  judpuiont  by 
striljine  therefrom  the  allownnci'  of  interest 
from  Ooto»)*T  3.  1802,  to  October  22,  1802,  and 
as  so  modifieil  the  judgment  is  alUrmud.  Each 
party  to  pay  his  own  costs  on  this  aitpcoi. 


(  Cal.  Unrep.  ISO 

CASTLE  et  al.  ▼.  HICKMAX  et  al.,   (No. 

18.391.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  28,  1895.) 

PX.EDOB— SrBSTlTCTIOS  OP  COLLATERAL— TRIAL  BT 

Court — Fisoixos— Wuittes  Instko- 

MEXT8— PbOOP  op  EXECUTION. 

1.  The  delivery  by  the  payee  of  a  note,  to 
the  maker  thereof,  of  a  life  insurance  policy 
held  by  him  as  security  for  the  payment  of  the 
note,  which  delivery  was  conditioned  on  the  re- 
turn of  a  paid-up  policy  to  be  thereafter  issued, 
does  not  divest  such  payee  of  his  lien  ou  the 
«ecarity.  • 


X  Fallare  of  the  court  to  make  a  finding  i* 
not  reversible  error,  in  the  absence  of  a  show- 
ing that  there  was  evidence  to  Justify  a  finding. 

3.  A  copy  of  a  decree  of  disdiarge  in  inaol- 
▼ency  is  nut  a  "written  instmment."  witliin 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  448,  providing  that  "when 
the  defense  to  an  action  is  founded  on  a  written 
instrument,  and  a  copy  thereof  is  contained  in 
the  answer,  the  genameness  and  due  execution 
are  deemed  admitted,  unless  the  plaintiS  file  an 
affidavit  denying  the  same." 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  saperior 
comrt,  San  Joaquin  conaty;  Ansel  Smith, 
Judge. 

Action  by  Oeorge  H.  Castle,  Jr.,  and  oth- 
ers, as  executors  of  the  last  will  and  testa- 
ment of  George  H.  Oastle,  deceased,  against 
Edward  Hickman  and  others.  Judgment  for 
plalntifCs.     Defendants  appeal     Affirmed. 

J.  G.  Swlnnerton  and  White  &  DunUp, 
for  appellants.  Nlcol  &  Orr  and  F.  T.  Bald- 
win, for  respondents. 

HARRISON,  J.  The  defendants,  Ed- 
ward Hicluuan  and  Hepaabeth  Hickman,  his 
wife,  executed  their  promiSBory  note  to 
George  H.  Castle,  February  23,  1888,  for  the 
sum  of  $4,343,  and  on  the  22d  of  April,  1880, 
for  the  purpose  of  securing  the  same,  as- 
signed to  him  a  certain  policy  of  insurance 
tliat  had  been  issued  by  the  EqoltaUe  Life 
Assurance  Society,  payable  to  Edward  Hick- 
man. In  Januaiy,  1891,  Edward  Hickman 
was  desirous  that  tbe  i>oUcy  should  be  sur- 
rendered for  a  paid-up  policy,  and  thereupon 
he  and  Castle  made  an.  agreement  to  that 
effect,  and  tbat  the  iMtid-up  policy,  when  is- 
sued, should  Ite  held  by  Castle  In  lieu  <^  the 
otlier,  and  with  like  effect  and  purpose. 
The  policy  was  tboeupon  delivered  to  Hick- 
man, and  the  Insurance  company  was  di- 
rected by  him  to  Issue  therefor  a  paid-up 
policy,  and,  when  issued,  to  forward  U  to 
Castle's  attorney.  The  company  made  the 
paid-up  policy  payable  to  the  defendant 
Hepsabeth  Hickman,  and,  in  case  of  her 
death,  to  her  children,  and,  instead  of  for- 
warding the  policy  to  Castle's  attorney,  for- 
warded it  to  Hickman,  who  afterwards  de- 
livered it  to  the  attorney.  The  prenent  ac- 
tion was  brought  by  tbe  executors  of  Castle 
to  obtain  judgment  for  the  amount  of  the 
promissory  note,  and  declaring  that  the 
claim  of  the  defendants  upon  the  paid-up 
poUcy  is  subordinate  and  subject  to  the 
claim  of  tbe  plaintiffs  therein.  Judgment 
was  rcudeccd  in  favor  of  the  plaintiffs,  and 
the  defendants  have  appealed. 

It  was  shown  at  the  trial  that  tbe  defend- 
ant Hepsabeth  signed  titie  promiasory  note 
as  an  accommodation  to  her  husband,  subse- 
(Juent  to  its  execution  by  Iiim,  and  that  her 
assignment  of  the  policy  was  without  any 
consideration.  She  claimed  in  her  answer 
that  her  husband  had  previously  agreed  that 
be  wouid  hold  the  policy  as  a  security  fOr 
the  payment  of  certain  money  that  he  had 
borrowed  from  her,  and  tbat,  when  he  ex- 
changed It  tot  the  paid-up  policy,  tbe  lat- 
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ter  was  made  payable  to  ta«r  for  th«  pur- 
pose of  carrying  ont  this  agreement,  and 
that  Us  subaeqnent  delivery  by  blm  to 
Castle  was  wlthont  her  knowledge.  At  the 
trial,  bowevcr,  after  the  plaintiffs  had  pro- 
duced tbe  aaslgnoient  of  the  original  policy 
executed  by  her,  aha  testified  that  the 
ezecated  It  at  the  reaaeat  of  her  husband, 
who  informed  her  that  Oastte  wanted  it  as 
aecnrlty  for  the  note  that  had  been  made 
to  him.  There  wea  no  erldence  that  the  pol- 
icy had  ever  been  assigned  by  her  husband 
to  her,  and  the  only  eridance  In  sui>part  of 
her  claim  to  It  as  security  tor  her  huaband'a 
debt  was  her  statement  that  he  had  made  a 
verbal  promise  to  give  It  to  bev;  but  there 
waa  no  evidence  that  he  had  ever  carried 
out  his  agreement  with  her.  She  testified 
that,  when  she  signed  the  assignment,  she 
thought  It  was  of  another  policy,  but  she 
also  testified  that  she  did  not  read  the  as- 
signment, although  it  waa  placed  in  her 
hands.  Nor  did  she  testify  that  her  hus- 
band had  made  any  mlsrepresentatloa  of 
the  contents  of  the  instrument  when  he  ask- 
ed her  to  sign  it.  Her  testimony  on  this  sub- 
ject Is  as  follows:  "The  paper  nty  husband 
wanted  me  to  sign  waa  given  to  me.  He  did 
not  tell  me  not  to  read  lb  He  did  not  tcill 
me  abomt  the  contents  of  it  He  said  Mr. 
Castle  wanted  more  security.  I  signed  It 
because  I  was  willing  to  give  him  more  se- 
curity. I  was  willing  to  aid  my  husband  la 
giving  Castle  more  security.  I  was  desirous 
that  Mr.  Hickman  should  make  auch  ar- 
rangements as  might  be  satisfactory  to  Mr. 
Castle  at  the  time.  I  signed  this  paper,  of 
course,  at  his  request"  The  court  found 
that  the  assignment  by  her  to  Castle  was 
not  executed  by  mistake,  or  without  any  in- 
tention to  assign  it  to  him,  and  that  It  had 
not  at  any  time  prior  thereto  been  assigned 
or  pledged  with  her  as  security  for  any  debt 
of  her  husband.  The  testimony  before  the 
court  was  ample  to  support  these  findings, 
and,  upon  the  facts  thus  found,  the  court 
was  authorized  In  holding  that  her  claim  to 
the  policy  is  subordinate  to  that  of  the  plain- 
tiffs. 

Tbe  agreement  between  Castle  and  Hick- 
man that  the  paldmp  policy  should  be  held 
"In  lieu  of  tbe  other"  gave  Castle  the  same 
right  to  it  as  security  for  Hickman's  note  as 
If  the  paid-up  policy  had  been  originally  de- 
livered to  him.  The  delivery  to  Hickman, 
for  the  ptirpose  of  procuring  a  paid-up  policy 
to  be  issued  In  lieu  thereof,  did  nnt  divest 
the  Men  under  which  It  was  held  by  Castle. 
Palmtag  v.  Doutrick,  (5»  Cal.  154;  Civ.  Code, 
I  2913.  Whether  the  paid-up  policy  was  Is- 
sued in  favor  of  Mrs.  Hickman  by  the  direc- 
tion of  Mrs.  Hickman,  or  without  any  di- 
rections, is  immaterial.  Mrs.  Hickman  testi- 
fied Uiat  It  was  done  without  her  knowledge, 
and  there  was  no  evidence  that  any  direc- 
tions upon  the  subject  had  been  given  to  the 
company.  The  fact,  however,  that  It  was  so 
Issued  vlthout  tbe  oosseot  of  QuVb,  la  all 


tha%  It  waa  necessary  tot  tbe  plalntUts  io 
show. 

Tbe  failure  of  the  court  to  find  upon  cer- 
tain Issues  does  not  constitute  a  reversible 
error.  It  does  not  appear  that  there  was 
any  evidence  In  support  of  the  affirmative 
defense  of  Edward  Hickman,  and  it  has 
been  frequently  held  that  It  is  not  error  for 
the  court  to  omit  to  make  a  finding,  unless 
it  shall  be  made  to  appear  that  there  waa 
evidence  which'  will  Justify  such  fluffing. 
The  copy  of  the  decree  of  discharge  in  in- 
solvency, whlah  Is  set  forth  in  his  answer, 
la  not  a  "written  Instromeat,"  within  tiie 
meaning  of  section  448,  Code  Olv.  Proc. 

We  find  no  error  in  the  record,  and  the 
Judgment  la  affirmed. 


We    concur: 
BOUTTB,  J. 


VAN     FLBBT.    J.{     OA- 
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PEOPLE  V.  EPPINGER.    (Cr.  54.) 
(Sanreme  Court  of  CaUfornia.     Oct.  1,  1805.) 
Cbixinai,  Law— Fokmeb  Jbopardx  — Mikutm  or 

Trial  Cockt— Vekuict— Issua  or  Fkiob 

OoSVICTTOS. 

1.  An  arrest  of  judgment  operates  as  an  ac- 
quittal only  when  M  evidence  has  been  shown 
sufficient  to  charge  an  offense. 

2.  An  arrest  of  judgment  for  defects  In 
the  laformation  does  not  operate  as  a  bar  to  the 
filing  of  an  Indictment  for  the  same  offense. 

8.  A  a»«re  ministerial  irregularity  in  the 
minutes  of  the  trial  court  will  be  disregarded. 

4.  On  the  trial,  under  a  plea  of  not  guilty, 
of  an  indictment  charging  defendant  with  for- 
gery, and  with  having  sniCered  a  prior  convio 
tlon  of  larceny,  tne  jury  must  specifically  find  on 
the  issue  of  prior  conviction. 

5.  On  the  trial  of  an  indictment  charging 
defendant  with  forgery,  and  with  having  sailer* 
ed  a  prior  conviction  d  larceny,  a  general  ver- 
dict of  "guilty  as  charged"  will  be  treated  as 
an  acquittal  of  the  charge  of  prior  conviction. 

6.  Where,  on  the  trial  of  an  indictment' 
charging  defendant  with  forgery  and  with  hav- 
ing suffered  a  prior  convictiou  of  larceny,  the 
Jury  return  a  verdict  of  "guilty  as  charged," 
and  the  court  imposes  the  mnxlmnm  penalty 
for  forgery,  it  will  be  presumed  that  the  court 
treated  the  verdict  as  a  finding  against  defend- 
ant on  the  issue  of  prior  conviction. 

Department  2,  A[^)eal  from  superimr  court, 
San  Francisco  county;  William  T.  Wallace, 
Judge. 

.  W.  li.  Epplnger  was  convicted. of  making, 
ottering,  and  passing  a  fictitious  check,  and 
avpeals.    Eeversed. 

W.  M.  Cannon,  for  appellant.     W.  F.'Plta- 
^rald,  Atty.  Gen.i  for  the  People. 
r 

HXiNSHAW,  *.  Defendant  waa  eonvititsd 
under  an  Indictment  charging  him  with  mak- 
ing, uttering)  tand  passing  a  fictitious  check 
(Pen.  Code,  |  476),  and  with  having  suf- 
fered a  prior  conviction  for  petty  larceny. 
He  pleaded  Jeopardy,  former  acquittal,  and 
not  guilty.  Under  instructions  from  the 
court  to  that  effect,  the  verdicts  of  the  Jury 
upon  the  first  two  pleas  were  for  the  people; 
The  instmctlona  and  tbe  verdicts  i«er»  prep- 
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The  clrcnmatances  are  that  defendant  bad 
been  convicted  of  the  same  oCense  under 
an  information  which  this  court  held  to  be 
defective.  People  v.  Eppingar,  106  Cal.  86, 
38  Pac.  53&  Upon  issuance  of  the  remitti- 
tur, the  trial  court,  adjudging  that  evidence 
had  been  produced  snfficient  to  charge  him 
with  an  ofCense,  recommitted  defendant  to 
the  custody  of  the  sberifC  to  await  the  action 
of  the  grand  jury,  which  In  due  time  return- 
ed this  indictment  The  defendant,  upon 
the  first  trial,  at  the  time  of  his  arraign- 
ment for  sentence,  moved  in  arrest  of  Judg- 
ment upon  the  ground  of  defects  In  the  in- 
formation, and  now  contends  that  the  rul- 
ing of  this  court  sustaining  him  In  hia  mo- 
tion, operates  as  an  acquittal  under  section 
1188  of  the  Penal  Code.  But  the  arrest  of 
Judgment  operates  as  an  acquittal  only  when 
no  evidence  has  been  shown  sufficient  to 
charge  the  defendant  with  any  offense.  It  Is 
not  necessary  that  the  evidence  should  be 
sufficient  to  convict  him.  If,  for  example, 
the  people  had  failed  to  lay  or  prove  the 
venue,  the  evidence  would  not  be  sufficient 
to  convict,  but  It  still  might  establish  to  a 
certainty  that  somewhere  the  defendant  had 
committed  the  particular  crime  charged.  And 
it  waa  never  intended  to  be  nor  is  it  the  law 
that,  under  such  a  state  of  facts,  the  mistrial 
should  operate  as  an  acquittal  or  as  a  bar 
to  further  proceedings. 

The  minutes  of  the  court  show  that  de- 
fendant was  arraigned  upon  an  information 
charging  him  with  forgery,  whereas,  In  fact, 
it  was  upon  an  Indictment  charging  hint 
with  uttering  a  fictitious  instrument.  But 
these  ministerial  irregularities  do  not  affect 
any  of  the  substantial  rights  of  the  defend- 
ant, who  was  In  fact  arraigned  upon  an  In- 
dictment a  copy  of  which  was  given  to  him, 
and  who  was  thus  fully  Informed  of  the 
nature  of  the  charge  against  him,  and  an- 
swered to  it  by  his  pleas.  The  trial  court 
has  the  power  to  correct  its  minutes  to  make 
them  import  verity,  and  the  irregularity  must 
be  disregarded.  Fen.  Code,  {  1258;  People 
V.  Ah  Sing,  95  CaJ.  654,  30  Pac.  796. 

A  more  serious  objection  Is  found  In  the 
form  of  the  verdict  returned  by  the  Jury 
upon  the  general  issue.  The  defendant,  hav- 
ing pleaded  not  guilty,  put  the  prosecutlMi 
to  proof  upon  all  material  averments,  of 
which  that  of  prior  conviction  was  one.  The 
Jury  did  not  find  specifically  upon  this  issue, 
as  they  w^  requli-ed  to  do  by  section  1168 
of  the  Penal  Code,  but  returned  a  verdict 
finding  the  defendant  guilty  as  charged. 
Had  the  prior  conviction  not  been  charged, 
or  had  It  been  found  that  the  charge  was 
not  true,  the  court,  in  pronouncing  sentence, 
could  have  exercised  its  discretion,  and  Im- 
prisoned the  defendant  for  any  period  from 
1  to  14  years.  Had  the  prior  conviction  been 
found  as  true,  the  statute  then  deprives  the 
Judge  of  this  dlscretionarj'  power,  and  makes 
eUe  sentence  an  absolute  one  of  fourteen 
years.    Fen.  Code,  t  067,  subd.  2.    In  tUs 


case  the  sentence  ImpofleA  ^aa  14  years.  It 
Is  Imirassible  to  say  whether  this  term  was 
fixed  by  the  Judge  In  the  exercise  of  his  dis- 
cretion, or  without  the  exercise  of  discre- 
tion, in  accordance  with  the  mandate  of  the 
statute  upon  prior  conviction  found.  But  it 
Is  not  necessary  to  determine  this.  It  was 
untiuestlon&bly  error  for  the  Jury  to  have 
failed  to  find  upon  the  Issue.  The  error  be- 
ing shown,  the  Injury  will  be  presumed,  un- 
less the  contrary  is  clearly  made  to  api>ear. 
People  V.  Tbarm,  17  0*1.  166;  People  t.  Wil- 
liams, 18  Cal.  187;  People  v.  Stanley,  47  Cal. 
113.  In  other  words.  It  must  be  presumed 
that  the  trial  Judge  treated  the  general  ver- 
dict as  including  a  finding  Ln  favor  of  the 
truth  of  the  charge  of  prior  conviction,  and 
thus  sentenced  under  section  667  of  the 
Penal  Code.  Had  the  sentence  been  for  any 
less  period  than  14  yeaxa,  the  difficulty  would 
have  been  obviated,  for  It  would  then  cer- 
tainly have  appeared  that  the  court  treated 
the  verdict  as  favorable  to  the  d^endant 
upon  the  charge  ot  prior  ccmvlctloii.  Not 
having  done  so  affwds  additional  ground 
for  the  belief  that  It  felt  compelled  to  sen- 
tence under  section  067.  But,  in  so  doing, 
the  Judge  Incorporated  into  the  verdict  a 
finding  ot  fact  which  the  Jury  did  not  make, 
and  s«iteuced  the  defendant  under  an  issue 
upon  which  the  Jury  did  not  pass. 

The  verdict  rendered  should  be  treated  as 
a  finding  against  the  defendant  upon  the 
crime  charged,  and  in  favor  of  the  defendant 
upon  the  question  of  prior  conviction.  The 
Judgment  must  tberefwe  be  reversed,  with 
directions  to  the  trial  Judge  to  ^xtaounce  a 
Judgment  and  sentoiee  upon  defendant  in 
the  exercise  of  his  discretion  upon  the  facts 
and  drcumstancee  of  the  case,  as  provided 
for  by  section  476  of  the  Penal  Ood&  And 
at  the  same  time  the  judgment  should  desig- 
nate the  offense  as  the  making,  passing,  and 
publishing  a  fictitious  check  with  Intent  to 
defraud.  People  v.  Johnson,  71  Cal.  384,  12 
Pac.  26L 

The  foregoing  are  the  only  contentions 
which,  in  our  view,  merit  consideration. 

We  concur:  McFARLAND,  X;  T£MPI<E.  J. 
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HILDRETH  v.  JAMES  et  aL  (No.  1^353.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  CaUfomia.  Oct.  1,  iS05.) 
Ejectmbmt— Bt  Whom  Maintaimbd. 
A  mortgagor  cannot  maintain  ejectment 
agaiDSt  his  mortgagee  in  possession  until  the 
debt  is  paid. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Fres- 
no county;   M.  K.  Harris,  Judge. 

Ejectment  by  Laura  J.  Hlldreth,  as  admin- 
istratrix of  the  estate  of  Thomas  HUdreth, 
deceased,  against  J.  6.  James  and  others. 
There  was  Judgment  for  defendants,  from 
which  plaintiff  appeals.     Affirmed. 

J.  C.  Black,  for  appellant  W.  O.  Oiaves 
and  L.  D.  HcKlsicb;  for  respondenta. 
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McFAHLAND,  J.  This  Is  an  action  Of 
ejectment  to  recover  certain  parcels  of  land. 
cootalniniT  about  13,000  acres.  The  superior 
court  rendered  Judgrment  for  defendants,  and 
plaintlS  appeals. 

\Ye  see  no  reason  for  reyerring  the  Judg- 
ment, or  the  order  denying  appellant's  mo- 
tion for  a  new  trial.  We  pass  over  respond- 
ents' contentions  that  the  title  to  the  land 
passed  to  Charles  McLaughlin  by  the  deed 
to  him  from  Burr,  Shotwell,  and  the  dece- 
dent Thomas  Hlldreth;  that  all  demands  of 
the  estate  of  said  Hildreth  against  respond- 
ents were  compromised  with  William  Dun- 
phy,  administrator  of  said  estate,  with  the 
approval  of  the  probate  court;  and  that,  even 
viewing  the  deed  to  McLaughlin  as  a  mort- 
gage, this  action  must  fall,  because  a  mort- 
gagor cannot  maintain  ejectment  against  a 
mortgagee  In  possession  until  the  debt  Is 
paid.  There  are  other  points  made  by  re- 
spondents which  we  do  not  deem  it  necessary 
to  review.  We  pass  these  points  and  con- 
tentions, because,  in  our  opinion,  the  appel- 
lant Is  estopped  and  debarred  from  the  prose- 
cntloo  of  this  action  by  the  judgment  ren- 
dered In  the  action  of  Kate  McLaughlin,  ezec- 
utiix  of  the  will  of  Charles  McXianghlln,  de- 
ceased, against  Laura  J.  Hildreth  et  aL,  to 
quiet  title  to  the  lands  involved  in  the  pres- 
ent action.  The  nature  of  that  action,  and 
the  facts  concerning  It,  are  fully  set  forth  in 
the  transcript,  and  it  would  serve  no  useful 
purpose  to  recite  them  here.  The  judgment 
and  order  denying  appellant's  motion  for  a 
new  trial  are  afiSrmed. 

Weconcnr:  HARRISON.J.;  GAROUTTB. 
J.;   TEMPLE,  J.;   HENSHAW,  J. 

VAN  FLEET,  J.,  deeming  himself  disquali- 
fied, did  not  participate  In  the  foregoing. 
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HILDRETH  et  al.  v.  JAMES  et  al.     (No. 

18,385.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Oct  1,  1885.) 

JoDOMEKT— Action  to  Bet  Asidb— Lachbs. 
An  action  to  set  aside  a  judgment  will 
not  be  entertained,  five  years  after  the  entry 
thereof,  on  the  ground  that  plaintiff  can  now 
prove  from  cour*  records  then  on  file  that  the 
title  to  certain  realty  determined  by  that  judg- 
ment to  be  in  defendant  was  in  fact  held  by  her, 
as  mortgagee,  the  deed  under  which  she  claim- 
ed being  in  fact  a  mortgage;  defendant  having 
Mimply  averred  in  the  former  action,  to  quiet 
title,  that,  as  the  successor  of  her  husband,  she 
owned  the  land  in  fee. 

In  bank.  Appeal  from  superior  court,  Fres- 
no county;  M.  K.  Harris,  Judge. 

Action  by  Laura  J.  Hildreth  (adn)ini8tratrlx 
with  the  will  annexed  of  Thomas  Hildreth, 
deceased)  and  others  against  J.  Q.  James  and 
others,  to  have  canceled  and  set  aside  the 
judgment  rendered  In  a  certain  action,  in 
which  Kate  D.  Mcljaughlln  was  plalntlfF  and 
plaintlfTs  herein  were  defendants,  quieting  the 
title  of  plaintia  therein  to  certain  land.  There 
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was  judgment  for  defendants,   from  which 
plaintiffs  appeal.    Afibmed. 

J.  O.  Blacli,  for  appellants.  W.  C.  Graves 
and  L.  D.  McKlslck,  for  respondents. 

McFARLAND,  J.  This  Is  an  action  to  have 
canceled  and  set  aside  a  judgment  rendered  in 
a  certain  action,  in  which  Kate  D.  McLaugh- 
lin, executrix  of  Charles  McLaughlin,  deceas- 
ed, wag  plaintiff,  and  Laura  J.  Hildreth  (plain- 
tiff herein)  and  others  were  defendants,  ren- 
dered on  the  2d  day  of  February,  1888,  quiet- 
ing the  title  of  plaintiff  therein  to  c«'taln  land. 
This  present  action  was  not  brought  until 
more  than  five  years  after  the  entry  of  the 
judgment  sought  to  be  canceled.  A  general 
demurrer  to  the  amended  complaint  was  sus- 
tained, and,  plaintiffs  failing  to  further 
amend,  judgment  was  rendered  for  defend- 
ants.    Plaintiffs  appeal. 

The  demurrer  was  properly  sustained.  In 
the  complaint  no  facts  are  averred  showing 
any  diligence  on  the  part  of  appellants,  at  the 
time  of  the  pending  of  said  action  of  Kate  D. 
Mclaughlin  V.  Laura  J.  Hildreth  et  al.,  to  dis- 
cover what  they  now  allege  to  have  been 
a  defense  to  said  action.  One  of  the  prin- 
cipal averments  is  that  a  certain  deed  to 
Charles  McLaughlin,  absolute  on  its  face,  was 
in  fact  a  mortgage,  and  that  the  plaintiff  in 
said  action  concealed  the  fact  that  It  was  a 
mortgage  from  the  defendants  therein  (api)el- 
lants  herein).  The  only  concealment  consist- 
ed In  the  fact  that  Mrs.  McLaughlin  averred 
In  her  complaint  that  she,  as  snccessor  to 
Charles  McLaughlin,  owned  the  land  In  fee. 
The  defendants  therein  demurred  to  the  com- 
plaint, and,  the  demurrer  being  overruled,  they 
failed  to  answer;  and  there  is  no  averment  in 
the  complaint  in  the  present  action  that  they 
took  any  steps  to  inform  themselves  as  to 
what  they  now  aver  to  have  been  the  real 
facts.  Indeed,  It  affirmatively  appears  from 
the  complaint  that  they  were  guilty  of  gross 
carelessness.  They  aver,  for  Instance,  that 
they  can  now  prove  by  the  records  of  the 
probate  court,  then  In  existence,  that,  in  the 
inventory  of  the  estate  of  Charles  McLaughlin 
filed  by  Mrs.  McLaughlin,  she  stated  that  the 
only  interest  which  the  estate  of  said  Charles 
had  in  the  land  in  contest  was  a  mortgage 
Interest,  secured  by  a  deed  absolute  on  its 
face,  but  given  as  a  mortgage.  If  this  be 
true,  there  was  a  public  record  at  the  time  of 
said  action  which  would  have  been  evidence 
of  the  fact  claimed  to  have  been  concealed. 
We  think  that  the  averments  of  the  complaint 
are  totally  Insufficient  to  warrant  a  decree  set- 
ting aside  a  solemn  Judgment  of  the  court  of 
record,  especially  after  it  has  stood  for  so 
long  a  period  imchallenged.  The  judgment  Is 
affirmed. 

Weconcnr:  HARRISON.J.;  GAUOUITE, 
J.;  TEMPLE,  J.;  HENSHAW,  J. 

VAN  FLEET,  J.,  deeming  himself  disqual- 
ified, did  not  participate  In  the  foregoing. 
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PEOPLE  T,  PULTZ.     (No.  21,1M.) 
(Sapr«me  Goort  of  Caafornia.     Sept.  27, 1885.) 

JUBT  —  DUSMDANT'B    ChALLBMOSB  —  RAFB  — 
EVIDEHOB. 

1.  Where  a  juror  atated  that  be  bad  an 
opinion  as  to  defendant's  innocence,  not  based 
on  public  mmor,  and  it  wonld  require  consid- 
erable evidence  to  change  it,  the  court  properly 
soatained  a  cfaallenee  for  cause. 

2.  Pen.  C!ode,  f  1070,  provides  that,  if  the 
ofFense  charged  be  punishable  with  death  or 
with  imprisonment  for  life,  defendant  is  entitled 
to  20  and  the  state  to  10  peremptory  challenges. 
On  a  trial  for  any  other  ofCense  defendant  is  en- 
titled to  10  and  the  state  to  5  peremptory  chal- 
lenges. Hdd,  that  on  a  trial  for  npe  defend- 
ant is  limited  to  10  challenges. 

3.  Where  prosecutrix,  on  the  trial  of  her 
father  for  rape,  was  asked  on  cross-examina- 
tion whether  she  beard  her  mother  say  anything 
"bad"  to  her  fathpr,  and  answered  that  she  call- 
ed him  a  certain  name  "when  he  hit  her,"  it  was 
not  error  to  refuse  to  strike  out  the  answer,  as 
the  testimonjr  would  have  been  admissible  on  re- 
direct examination  to  show  the  circumstances 
niider  which  the  langnnge  was  used. 

4.  On  the  trial  of  a  father  for  rape  of 
his  daughter,  evidence  of  prior  rapes  is  admis- 
sible to  account  tor  there  having  been  no  out- 
ctT,  and  to  explain  the  absence  of  laceration. 

6.  It  was  not  error  to  permit  a  witness  for 
the  state  to  testify  without  objection  merely 
that  she  was  defendant's  wife,  that  she  resided 
at  the  place  where  and  at  the  time  when  the 
crime  charged  was  alleged  to  hare  been  commit- 
ted, where  the  time  and  place  were  not  disputed, 
and  defendant  testified  to  the  same  facts. 

CommlsslonerB'  dedsloa  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  conrt,  San  Diego  coun- 
ty; W.  Ia  Pierce,  Judge. 

George  W.  Fultz  was  convicted  of  rape, 
and  appeals.   Affirmed. 

Daney  &  Wright,  for  appellant.  W.  F. 
Fitzgerald,  Atty.  Gen.,  for  the  People. 

VANCLIKF,  C.  The  defendant  was  con- 
victed of  the  crime  of  rape,  committed  upon 
bis  own  daughter,  under  the  age  of  12  years, 
In  the  county  of  San  Diego,  and  was  sen- 
tenced to  Imprisonment  In  the  state  prison 
for  the  term  of  15  yeora  He  appeals  from 
the  Judgment  and  from  an  order  denying  bis 
motion  for  a  new  trial. 

1.  It  Is  contended  for  appellant  that  the 
trial  court  erred  in  permitting  the  prosecut- 
ing attorney  to  challenge  the  Juror  Cham- 
bers for  cause,  for  the  alleged  reason  that  no 
lawful  cause  for  the  challenge  was  shown. 
The  statements  of  the  Juror  upon  his  exam- 
ination warranted  the  court  in  finding  that 
be  had  formed,  and  still  had,  the  opinion  that 
the  defendant  was  not  guilty;  that  such  opin- 
ion was  not  based  upon  public  rumor,  common 
notoriety,  nor  statements  of  newspapers;  that 
It  would  require  considerable  evidence  to 
change  that  opinion,  although  be  would  try 
to  act  fairly  and  impartially  In  this  case,  and 
thought  be  could  do  so.  Wbile  tbe  statements 
of  fhe  Juror  were  not  very  explicit,  and  hard- 
ly oelf-conslstent,  they  clearly  tended  to  prove 
a  state  of  his  mind  which  wonld  prevent  him 
from  acting  as  a  Juror  In  this  case  with  en- 
tire Impartiality  and  without  prejudice  to  tbe 


rii^ts  of  the  people,  and  thoefore  Justified  the 
court  In  so  finding,  under  tbe  rule  announced 
In  People  v.  Wells,  100  CaL  227,  34  Pac.  718. 

2.  Counsd  for  appellant  contend  that  tbe 
court  erred  In  restricting  the  defendant  to  10 
peremptoiy  ctaallenges  of  JurcH^  Such  re- 
striction was  In  strict  accordance  with  tbe 
decision  of  department  1  of  this  court  In  tbe 
case  of  People  v.  Clough,  59  CaL  438,  which 
was  approved  and  adhered  to  by  tbe  court 
In  bank  In  People  v.  KUey,  65  Cal.  107,  3  Pac. 
413.  It  Is  urged,  however,  tbat  those  cases 
should  be  overruled,  but  without  assigning 
any  reason  therefor  which  conid  have  been 
overlooked  or  not  considered  by  the  court  in 
those  cftscs;  therefore  I  think  tbe  construc- 
tion put  upon  section  1070  of  the  Penal  Code 
in  those  cases  should  be  adhered  to  until  tbat 
section  Is  changed  by  the  legislature,  although, 
were  tbe  question  res  Integra,  I  would  be  in- 
clined to  concur  with  counsel  for  appellant 

3.  It  Is  claimed  that  the  court  erred  in  per- 
mitting testimony  tbat  the  defendant  on  one 
occasion  struck  his  wife,  the  mother  of  tbe 
prosecuting  witness.  The  only  foundatl<H>  for 
this  objection  appears  in  tbe  testimony  of 
Lizzie  Fultz,  the  prosecutrix,  and  that  of  her 
brother,  Fred.  Fultz,  given  under  tbe  following 
circumstances:  On  the  cross-examination  of 
those  witnesses  for  the  prosecution  tbe  attor- 
ney for  the  defendant  endeavored  to  show 
that  tbe  wife  of  defendant  was  hostile  to  him 
and  favorable  to  the  prosecution.  On  the 
cross-examination  of  Fred.  Fultz  be  testified 
that  he  had  heard  bis  mother  and  father  quar- 
rel lots  of  times.  "I  have  heard  my  mother 
call  my  father  bad  names.  *  *  *  I  heard 
my  mother  call  my  father  tbe  devil  once." 
On  redirect  examination  by  tbe  district  at- 
torney tbe  witness  was  asked  and  answered 
tbe  following  questlcms:  "Q.  You  said  one 
time  you  beard  your  mother  call  your  father 
a  devlL  Do  you  know  what  tbat  was  for? 
A.  No,  shr;  I  do  not  remember.  Q.  Had  your 
father  struck  her  before  that?  A.  No,  sir;  I 
do  not  think  be  bad  struck  her  t>efore.  Q. 
When  did  be  strike  her,  then?  A.  After  she 
had  called  him  a  devil."  Objections  to  those 
questions  by  the  district  attorney,  on  the 
grounds  of  incompetency  and  irrelevancy,  were 
overruled.  On  tbe  cross-examination  of  Liz- 
zie Fultz  counsel  for  defendant  asked  and 
she  answered  as  follows:  "Q.  Do  you  remember 
your  mama  saying  anything  bad  alx>ut  your 
papa  to  you?  A.  Sne  called  blm  a  devil  when 
he  Iiit  her."  Thereupon  counsel  for  defend- 
ant moved  that  her  answer  be  stricken  out  as 
not  responsive  to  tbe  question.  This  motion 
was  denied,  and  defendant  excepted.  Strictly, 
the  question  called  for  no  further  answer  tban 
"Yes"  or  "No";  but,  supposing  tbat  she  bad 
so  answered,  and  that  counsel  for  defendant 
had  not  further  asked  her  what  bad  thing 
her  mother  said  about  her  father  (wliich  to 
very  improliable),  still  it  would  have  been  rel- 
evant and  proper  for  tbe  district  attorney, 
on  redirect  examination,  to  ask  such  further 
question,  and  also  to  ask  what  were  tbe  cii- 
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cunatancen  or  ^rorocatlen  vaSec  wUch  her 
mother  said  such  bad  things  abont  her  papa, 
aa  he  did  In  the  case  of  Fred.  Foltz  as  above 
stated,  and  It  is  highly  probable  that  he  would 
have  done  so  In  the  case  of  this  witness.  But, 
whether  any  further  question  touching  the  sub- 
ject of  that  particular  InQUiry  would  have 
been  asked  by  either  party  or  not,  the  answer 
objected  to  was  relevant  to  that  particular 
subject,  and  was  competent  and  material  evi- 
dence,  and  the  defendant  could  not  have  been 
Injured  by  It;  whereas  the  cause  of  the  peo- 
ple and  the  reputation  of  defendant's  wife 
mi^t  have  suffered  Injury  from  the  mere 
answer  of  the  witness  that  she  had  heard  her 
mother  say  something  bad  about  het  papa, 
without  saying  what  it  was,  or  stating  any 
of  the  drcumstauicea  under  which  it  was  said. 
Besides,  the  m^e  opinion  of  the  child  witness 
that  what  her  motber  said  was  bad  should 
not  have  been  given  without  informing  the 
Jury  what  her  mother  said  that  waa  consider- 
ed by  the  witness  bad.  On  this  ground  the 
question  itself  was  objectionable,  and  the 
mere  answer  it  called  for  was  inadmissible 
under  a  proper  objection  to  It.  The  answer 
given,  however,  being  relevant  and  competent 
evidence,  was  not  subject  to  objection  on  the 
mere  ground  that  it  was  not  so;  and  there 
was  no  objection  on  the  ground  that  the  ques- 
tion was  leading.  Under  these  circumstances 
I  ttiink  the  court  properly  refused  to  strike 
out  the  answer  of  the  witness.  If  the  fore- 
going under  this  head  is  correct,  it  also  an- 
swera  the  objection  to  the  testimony  of  Fred. 
Foltz.  On  flie  redirect  examination  of  this 
witness  th6  district  attorney  was  properly  per- 
mitted to  ask  him  to  explain  the  circumstan- 
ces under  which  lila  mother  called  the  defend- 
ant a  devlL 

4.  It  is  Insisted  that  the  court  erred  in  per- 
mitting evidence  of  rapes  and  acta  of  lewd- 
ness committed  by  the  defendant  upon  and 
with  his  daughter,  other  than  that  charged 
in  the  information.  But  I  think  such  evi- 
dence was  properly  admitted,  under  the  pe- 
culiar conditions  of  this  case,  to  account  for 
there  having  been  no  outcry  and  no  pain  suf- 
fered by  the  child,  as  she  testified,  when  the 
particular  act  charged  was  committed;  and 
also  to  account  for  the  absence  of  laceration 
and  the  abnormal  capacity  of  the  vagina  at 
the  same  time,  as  shown  by  the  testimony  of 
the  physician  who  examined  her  person  soon 
after  the  alleged  commission  of  the  act  char- 
ged in  the  Information;  and,  as  It  was  im- 
portant that  the  prosecution  should  account 
for  the  odstence  of  these  facts  and  condi- 
tions at  the  time  and  immediately  after  the 
commission  of  the  act  charged  upon  some 
other  hypothesis  than  that  of  the  Innocence 
of  the  defendant,  the  evidence  was  admissi- 
ble, even  though  it  tended  to  prove  the  com- 
mission of  other  crimes  than  that  for  whldi 
the  defendant  was  on  trial.  People  v.  Lane, 
T4lP.no.9— 66 


101  Cal.  513,  36  Pac.  10;  People  v.  TomUn- 
son,  102  CaL  24,  36  Pac.  506.  It  Is  true  that 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  court  instructed 
the  Jury  that  the  evidence  In  question  should 
be  considered  only  for  the  purpose  above 
stated,  aa  would  have  been  prt^)er;  but,  since 
it  does  not  appear  that  the  defendant  asked 
for  such  an  instruction,  he  la  not  in  condition 
to  complain  of  the  omission  here;  and,  In- 
deed, does  not  complain  of  it,  but  broadly 
contends  that  the  court  erred  in  admitting 
the  evidence  for  any  purpose  whatever. 

5.  Mrs.  Margaret  V.  Fultz  was  called  and 
sworn  as  a  witness  for  the  i>eople,  and  after 
she  had  testified,  without  objection,  merely 
that  she  was  the  wife  of  the  defendant,  and 
that  she  had  resided  at  the  place  where  and 
at  the  time  when  the  crime  charged  was  al- 
leged to  have  been  committed,  the  defendant 
and  his  attorney  were  asked  whether  or  not 
they  consented  that  she  should  further  testi- 
fy in  the  case;  whereupon  defendant's  attor- 
ney expressly  declined  to  answer,  and  in- 
structed the  defendant  not  to  answer  the 
qnestlMi;  yet  the  defendant  answered  that 
he  did  not  consent,  and  thereupon  the  wit- 
ness was  withdrawn,  and  testified  no  fur- 
ther. It  is  insisted  by  counsel  for  appellant 
that  the  court  erred  In  permitting  the  defend- 
ant to  be  asked  whether  he  consented  that 
his  wife  should  testify,  and  also  in  permit- 
ting her  to  testify  to  the  extent  she  did  as 
to  the  place  of  her  residence  at  the  alleged 
time  of  the  commission  of  the  act  charged, 
for  the  reason  tliat  such  testimony  corrob- 
orated and  strengthened  that  of  her  daughter 
as  to  the  alleged  time  and  place  of  the  com- 
inlssicm  of  the  crime.  But  the  testimony  of 
the  defendant  also  corroborated  that  ot  the 
daughter,  not  only  as  to  time  and  place,  but 
as  to  many  other  much  more  material  cir- 
cumstances. There  was  no  question  or  dis- 
pute as  to  the  time  or  place.  Further  than 
this,  I  think  that  the  bare  statement  of  the 
questlcms  under  this  head  is  a  sufficient  refu- 
tation of  plaintiff's  contention. 

6.  It  is  finally  urged  that  the  evidence  is 
insufficient  to  justify  the  verdict  of  the  Jury. 
Without  stating  the  revolting  details  of  the 
evidence,  I  think  It  enough  to  say  that,  if  the 
Jury  believed  the  testimony  of  the  daughter, 
corroborated,  as  It  was,  in  respect  to  all  ma- 
terial circumstances,  by  the  testimony  of 
Arvilla  Coats  and  the  defendant,  it  was  am- 
ply sufficient  to  justify  the  verdict,  and  that 
It  bears  upon  Its  face  the  Impress  of  truthful- 
ness. I  think  the  order  and  Judgment  should 
be  affirmed. 

We  concnr:   SBABLS,  a;  EAYNES,  0. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  order  and  judg- 
ment are  affirmed. 
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STATE  T.  BROWN.' 


(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Oct  14,  189S.) 

Qrakd  Jdrors  —  ScBVica   as  Jttkob  witbis  a 

Ybar— JuRT — Opiwion — ^Homicide — Eyidikoi 

— IitSTRUcnoiis — Rbvibw, 

1.  Hill's  Code,  {  947,  subd.  4,  making  It  a 
snfficient  canse  of  challenRe  to  a  Juror  that  he 
hag  served  as  a  juror  within  a  year,  does  not 
apply  to  grand  Jurors. 

2.  Under  Hill's  Code,  S  187,  proTiding  Qiat 
the  fact  that  a  juror  has  formed  an  opinion  aa 
to  the  merits  of  a  case  is  not  sufficient  to  sus- 
tain a  challenge  unless  the  court  is  satisfied 
from  all  the  circumstances  that  the  Juror  cannot 
disregard  such  opinion  and  try  the  case  impar- 
tially, a  clear  abuse  of  discretion  in  allowing 
one  to  act  as  juror  who  has  stated  that  he  has 
formed  an  opinion  must  be  shown  to  procure  a 
reversal  of  the  Judgment  on  that  ground. 

5.  On  a  prosecution  for  murder,  evidence 
that  defendant,  as  he  rode  away  from  the  place 
of  the  shooting,  with  a  pistol  in  his  hand,  shout- 
ed "I  am  the  toughest  son  of  a that  ever 

struck  this  town,    is  admissible  aa  part  of  the 
res  gestae 

4.  Where  a  witness  on  •  mnrder  trial  states 
that  defendant  was  drunk  on  the  day  of  the 
mnrder,  and  that  she  was  excited  when  before 
the  grand  jury,  and  on  being  asked  whether  she 
did  not,  "before  the  grand  jury"  on  a  certain 
date,  testify  that  defendant  was  not  drunk,  an- 
swers "No."  the  grand  jurors  at*  competent 
Mtnesses  to  contradict  her. 

6.  In  such  a  case,  evidence  by  the  grand  i^ 
rors  as  to  the  witness'  condition  when  before 
them  is  admissible. 

6.  On  a  trial  for  mnrder,  evidence  that  a 
witness  stated  at  the  coroner's  inquest  that  she 
would  color  her  testimony  to  help  defendant  is 
admissible,  when  a  proper  foundation  has  been 
Uid. 

7.  Where  the  record  does  not  contain  all 
the  evidence,  it  will  be  presumed  that  a  proper 
foundation  for  the  introduction  of  impeaching 
evidence  has  been  laid. 

8.  Where,  on  a  murder  trial,  the  audience 
applauds  the  remarks  of  the  prosecuting  attor- 
ney in  closing  the  argument,  the  fact  that  the 
Jury  were  not  In  the  charge  warned  against  be- 
ing inSuenced  by  such  applause  Is  not  gronud 
for  reversal,  where  it  appears  that  the  court 
promptly  checked  the  applause  and  defendant 
requested  no  warning. 

9.  The  instruction  on  a  mnrder  trial  that 
there  is  evidence  "to  the  effect"  or  "tending  to 
show"  a  certain  fact,  and  allowing  the  jury, 
if  they  found  it  to  be  a  fact,  to  consider  it  in 
determining  the  degree  of  defendant's  guilt, 
does  not.  as  being  a  presentation  of  facts  by  the 
court,  violate  Hill's  Code,  S  200,  prohibiting  the 
court  from  presenting  the  facts  of  a  vase  to  the 
jury. 

10.  A  requested  instruction  already  covered 
by  previous  instructions  is  properly  denied. 

11.  Where  it  appears  that  the  record  does 
not  contain  all  the  evidence,  a  refusal  of  an  in- 
struction in  a  criminal  case  will  be  presumed 
to  have  been  proper. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Douglas  cotmty; 
jr.  0.  FuUerton,  Judge. 

Samuel  G.  Brown  waa  convicted  (tf  murder, 
and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

W.  R.  Willis  and  A.  M.  Crawford,  for  ap- 
pellant C.  M.  Idleman,  Atty.  Oen.,  and  L. 
Lioughary,  for  the  State. 

MOORE,  X  The  defendant,  having  b«en  in- 
dicted, tried  for,  and  convicted  of  the  crime 
of  mnrder  In  the  first  degree,  by  slMMtlng 
and  killing  WUllam  Alfred  Klncald,  in  Donr- 

'Eebearing  poidlns. 


laa  cotmty,  moved  for  a  new  trial,  wUch  bav- 
Ing  been  denied,  he  waa  sentenced  to  be  bang- 
ed. From  this  Judgment  he  appeals,  and  as- 
signs as  error  the  denial  ot  a  motion  to  set 
aside  the  indictment;  the  refusal  to  suBtata 
challenges  sulxnitted  to  trial  Jurors;  tbe  ad- 
mission of  impr<9er  evidence;  and  the  giving 
and  refusal  of  certain  Instructions.  Tfae  rec- 
ord discloses  tliat  the  defendant  at  the  proper 
time  submitted  a  motion  to  set  aside  the  in- 
dictment for  the  reason  that  it  Iiad  not  been 
found  as  required  by  law,  and  filed  therewitii 
the  following  affidavit:  "I,  A.  M.  Crawford, 
being  duly  sworn,  say  I  am  attorney  for  Sam- 
uel O.  Brown,  the  above-named  defendant 
and  that  Theodore  Andrews,  who  is  now  a 
member  of  the  grand  Jnry  which  found  tbe 
indictment  in  this  case  against  said  defend- 
ant, Samuel  O.  Brown,  bas  been  summoned 
and  served  as  a  Juror  In  a  cause  tried  in  tbis 
court  within  less  than  one  year  prior  to  tlie 
finding  of  the  Indictment  against  said  defend- 
ant, Samuel  O.  Brown,  and  la^  and  was  wben 
this  Indictment  was  found,  not  competent  to 
act  as  a  Juror."  In  disposing  of  this  motion, 
the  following  order  was  made:  "And  tlie 
court,  after  hearing  the  arguments  ot  coun- 
sel, and  being  fully  advised  in  the  premises, 
overrules  and  denies  said  motion,"— to  wliidi 
ruling  an  exception  was  saved.  It  Is  con- 
tended on  behalf  of  the  defendant  that  tbe 
grand  Juror  was  incompetent  and,  having 
challenged  bis  competency  and  sabmltted  evi- 
dence showing  the  want  tbere<^,  the  court 
erred  In  not  setting  aside  the  indictment; 
while  in  behalf  of  the  state  it  is  insisted  tbat 
bis  competency  was  a  question  of  ttxA  to  be 
tried  by  the  court  and  as  the  record  la  silent 
as  to  the  means  adopted  to  reach  tbe  con- 
clusion announced,  it  cannot  be  asc«rtalned 
whether  the  court  found  the  statements  con- 
tained In  tixe  aflldavlt  untrue  or  the  motion 
Insufficient  In  law.  Without  attemptliig  to 
discuss  the  propoalticm  contended  for,  but 
treating  the  facts  stated  in  the  affidavit  as 
admitted,  we  shall  examine  the  grand  Juror's 
competency  as  a  question  of  law.  In  tbe 
formation  of  the  grand  Jury,  tbe  statute  In 
general  terms  provides  that  from  a  list  con- 
taining the  names  of  200  persons  made  from 
the  last  preceding  assessment  roll  of  tbe  coun- 
ty by  the  county  court,  denominated  tbe 
"Jury  List"  (HUl's  Code,  H  962-966),  SI 
names  shall  be  drawn  (Id.  |  958),  from  wlilcb 
numl>er,  so  sheeted  and  in  attendance  up<n 
tbe  circuit  court  tbe  names  of  7  shall  be 
drawn,  to  act  as  grand  Jurors  (Id.  |  948);  and 
It  Is  made  the  duty  of  tbe  court  before  ac- 
cepting a  person  so  drawn  as  a  grand  Juror, 
to  be  satisfied  that  be  is  duly  qualified  to  act 
as  such  (Id.  |  1233);  and  no  challenge  Is  al- 
lowed to  the  pand  from  i^ch  the  grand 
Jury  is  drawn,  ot  to  an  individual  Juror,  un- 
less when  so  made  by  tbe  court  for  want  of 
qualification  ad.  i  12S4).  Secticm  947  pro- 
vides that:  "A  person  is  not  competent  to  act 
as  a  Juror  unless  he  be,— 1.  A  citizen  of  the 
United  States;  Z  A  male  inhabitant  at  tlie 
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county  In  wblch  he  is  returned  and  who  has 
been  an  Inhabitant  thereof  for  the  year  next 
preceding  the  time  be  is  drawn  or  called;  8. 
Over  twenty-one  years  of  age;  4.  In  the  poa- 
aession  of  his  natnral  faenltles  and  of  sound 
mind.  Nor  is  any  person  competent  to  act 
as  a  Jnror  who  has  been  convicted  of  any 
felony,  or  a  misdemeanor  Involving  moral 
turpitude.  No  perscn  shall  be  Summoned  as 
a  Juror  In  any  drcnlt  court  more  than  once  In 
one  year,  and  It  shall  be  sufBc^ent  cause  of 
challenge  to  any  Jnror  called  to  be  sworn  In 
any  cause  that  be  has  been  summoned  and 
attended  said  court  as  a  Juror  at  any  term  of 
said  court  held  within  one  year  prior  to  the 
time  of  such  challenge,  or  that  he  has  been 
summoned  from  the  bystanders  or  body  of  the 
county,  and  has  served  as  a  Jnror  in  any  cause 
upon  such  summons  within  one  year  prior  to 
the  time  of  such  challenge."  The  correct  In- 
terpretation of  this  section  mnst  be  decisive 
of  the  alleged  error  of  which  the  defendant 
complains.  The  object  of  the  legislative  as- 
sembly In  the  passage  of  the  latter  part  of 
this  section  was  manifestly  two-fold:  First, 
to  relieve  a  person  from  performing  more 
than  his  share  of  Jury  duty;  and,  second,  to 
prevent  persons  who  make  a  business  of  sit- 
ting on  Juries,  known  as  professionals,  from 
being  called  to  act  as  Jurors  In  any  cause 
before  the  circuit  court  at  Intervals  of  less 
than  one  year.  The  affidavit  In  support  of 
the  motion  falls  to  show  that  Andrews  did 
not  possess  all  the  qualifications  prescribed 
by  the  statute,  or  that  he  had  ever  been  con- 
victed of  any  felony  or  misdemeanor  involving 
moral  turpitude;  so  that  If  he  was  disquall- 
fled  to  act  as  a  grand  Juror,  his  incompetency 
must  have  existed  by  reason  of  the  latter 
clanse  of  the  section  under  consideration. 
The  phrase  "in  any  cause,"  as  used  in  this  sec- 
tion, evidently  means  a  civil  or  criminal  ac- 
tion at  tesue  and  ready  for  trial  In  a  circuit 
court  of  this  state;  and  a  person  "called"  to 
serve  as  a  Juror  in  any  such  cause  would  be 
subject  to  challenge  if  he  had  served  as  a 
Juror  In  said  court  In  the  trial  of  any  action 
within  one  year  prior  thereto,  or  bad  been 
summoned  and  attended  as  a  Juror  within 
the  same  period,  and  a  challenge  upon  that 
ground  must  be  held  sufflclent.  Wiseman  v. 
Bruns  (Neb.)  B4  N.  W.  858.  But  this  provi- 
sion cannot  apply  to  one  who  has  been  drawn 
as  a  grand  Juror,  because  neither  his  duty  nor 
oath  requires  him  to  be  sworn  "in  any  cause," 
nor  is  he  required  to  try  an  Issue  of  fact  be- 
fOTC  the  circuit  court.  The  portion  of  the 
section  above  quoted  providing  that  no  per- 
son shall  be  summoned  as  a  Juror  In  any  cir- 
cuit court  more  than  once  In  one  year  fur- 
nishes an  exemption  which  would  doubtless 
entitle  the  person  drawn  as  a  grand  Juror  to 
be  excused  from  serving  as  such  upon  his 
own  application  showing  prior  service  within 
the  year,  if  made  before  being  sworn;  but, 
as  we  view  the  statute,  such  prior  service  can- 
not be  made  a  ground  of  challenge  against 
bim  as  a  grand  Jnror.    Nor  Is  this  conclusion 


in  contravention  of  the  spirit  or  irarpose  of 
the  statute,  which  is  intended  to  provide  im- 
partial and  disinterested  jurora  for  the  trial 
of  causes;  for  a  grand  Juror  otherwise  qual- 
ified may  have  a  bias  for  or  prejudice  against 
a  person  diarged  with  the  commission  of  a 
CTlme,  and  might  have  entertained  and  freely 
expressed  an  opinion  concerning  the  guUt  or 
Innocence  of  the  accused,  and  yet  under  our 
statute  neither  his  bias,  prejudice,  nor  opinion 
would  be  a  ground  of  challenge  even  by  the 
court  when  impaneling  the  grand  Jnry.  The 
enumeration  of  the  persons  who,  under  the 
statute,  are  hicompet«it,  and  the  insertion  of 
the  phrase  "in  any  cause,"  lead  us  to  be- 
lieve that  the  challenge  prescribed  on  account 
of  the  prim-  service  of  a  Juror  Is  limited  to 
persons  called  to  be  sworn  as  trial  Jurors,  and 
has  no  appllcatl<m  to  members  of  the  grand 
Jury. 

2.  The  court  having  denied  challenges  for 
actual  bias  submitted  by  the  defendant  to 
James  Bjnwn,  John  Price,  I..  Ash,  John  Han- 
cock, L.  I/.  Hurd,  J.  A.  McCalllster,  J.  B. 
Gaulfleld,  and  L.  L.  Marsters,  who  were  call- 
ed as  Jurors,  he  peremptorily  challenged  the 
first  four,  thereby  exhausting  his  right  to  that 
class  of  challenges;  and  the  others  having 
been  impaneled.  It  Is  contended  that  the 
court  erred  In  denying  the  said  challenges 
for  cause.  The  evidence  of  the  qualification 
of  these  persons  to  act  as  Jurors,  having  been 
taken  before  the  court  and  incorporated  In 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  renders  an  examina- 
tion of  It  necessary.  James  Byron  on  his 
voir  dire  said  he  had  beard  what  purported 
to  be  a  statement  of  the  facts  In  the  case, 
which  he  believed  to  be  true,  and  from  this 
he  had  formed  an  opinion  as  to  the  guilt  or 
Innocence  of  the  accused;  that  If  the  facts 
were  as  he  had  heard  them,  he  had  a  rather 
decided  opinion,  which  It  would  require  some 
evidence,  at  least,  to  remove.  But  when  ask- 
ed by  the  court  If  he  thought  he  could  lay 
aside  any  opinion  he  might  have,  and  de- 
cide the  case  upon  the  evidence  produced  at 
the  trial  and  the  law  as  given  him  by  the 
court,  he  answered,  "Yes,  sir."  The  ques- 
tions propounded  to  the  persons  so  chal- 
lenged, and  their  answers  thereto,  are  almost 
Identical  with  the  questions  put  to  and  the 
answers  made  by  Mr.  Byron,  exc^t  that 
each  had  derived  bis  Information  from  .the 
newspaper  accounts  of  the  homicide;  3.  B. 
Caulfield  and  L.  L.  Marsters  adding  that  they 
had  heard  others  express  opinions  In  refer- 
ence to  the  merits  of  the  case.  Section  187, 
Hill's  Code,  provides  that  on  the  trial  of  a 
challenge  tor  actual  bias,  "although  it  should 
appear  that  a  Juror  challenged  has  formed 
or  expressed  an  opinion  upon  the  merits  of 
the  cause  from  what  he  may  have  heard  or 
read,  such  opinion  shall  not  of  itself  be  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  the  challenge,  but  the  court 
must  be  satisfied  from  all  the  circumstances 
that  the  Juror  cannot  disregard  such  opinion, 
and  try  the  Issue  impartially."  In  State  v. 
Saunders,  14  Or.  m^,^^^%^^l^:^<^. 
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J.,  In  speaking  of  the  effect  produced  upoa 
persons  called  to  act  as  Juron  by  what  they 
had  read  or  beard  of  the  merits  of  a  case, 
said:  "This  depends  much  upon  the  credulity 
of  the  persons,  and  the  tenacity  with  which 
they  adhere  to  preconceived  notions,"— so 
that.  If  It  were  not  for  what  was  elsewhere 
said  In  the  opinion,  the  Inference  would  fol- 
low that  If  a  person  never  believed  anything 
he  read  or  heard,  or  was  incapable  of  re- 
taining an  opinion,  he  would  be  a  compe- 
tent juror,  notwithstanding  he  had  at  one 
time  formed  or  expressed  an  opinion  concern- 
ing the  merits  of  the  case.  .But,  further  on 
In  the  opinion,  the  learned  Justice  said:  "The 
point  to  be  determined  is  whether  there  ex- 
ists such  a  state  of  mind  upon  the  part  of  the 
Juror  in  reference  to  the  party  challenging 
that  he  cannot  try  the  case  Impartially  and 
without  prejudice  to  the  party's  substantial 
rights;  and  this,  the  statute  says,  must  be 
determined  by  the  ezerdse  of  a  sound  dis- 
cretion. The  evidence  In  this  case  upon  the 
question  of  the  qualification  of  the  Jurors 
challenged  showed  that  they  had,  to  some 
extent,  formed  an  opinion  as  to  the  guUt 
or  Innocence  of  the  accused,  which  they  said 
would  require  evidence  to  remove,  but 
thought  they  could  try  the  case  impartially. 
The  trial  Judge  beard  their  testimony,  had 
an  opportunity  to  observe  their  manner,  and 
deemed  them  qualified  to  sit  In  the  case. 
Unless,  therefore,  we  conclude  there  has  been 
an  abuse  of  discretion,  we  have  no  right  to 
Interfere  in  the  decision  upon  that  point.  It 
was  a  question  of  fact  to  be  determined.  The 
Impression  or  opinion  the  Jurors  bad  formed 
was  from  newspaper  accounts  and  general 
rumor,  and  the  circuit  court  had  a  better  un- 
derstanding of  the  extent  of  the  opinion  than 
we  can  obtain  from  the  bill  of  exceptions. 
This  court  ought  not  to  reverse  a  Judgment 
upon  such  grounds,  unless  the  evidence  of 
the  Juror's  Incompetency  is  pretty  clear  and 
certain;  at  least,  shows  some  cogent  cir- 
cumstances against  it,— circumstances  of  a 
nature  calculated  to  Impress  upon  the  mind 
of  the  Juror  a  conviction,  such  as  having 
heard  the  testimony  In  the  case,  read  a  de- 
tailed statement  of  It,  or  been  told  It  by 
some  one  claiming  to  know."  In  Kumll  v. 
Southern  Pac.  Co..  21  Or.  W»5,  28  Pac.  037, 
Bean,  J.,  In  discussing  this  question,  said: 
"It  is  ordinarily  more  safe  and  Just  to  the 
Juror  and  the  cause  of  truth  to  trust  to  the 
impression  made  upon  the  trial  court,  which 
heard  his  testimony,  apd  noticed  his  manner 
and  api)earunee  while  under  examination, 
subject  to  the  scrutiny  of  oounsel,  than  to  any 
written  or  reported  statement  of  his  testi- 
mony. Ills  tone,  temperament,  and  personal 
peculiarities,  as  exhibited  on  his  examina- 
tion, and  which  do  not  appear  In  the  written 
report  of  his  testimony,  are  Important  factors 
in  determining  his  competency  as  a  Juror,  If 
a  person  called  as  a  juror,  on  his  examina- 
tion, when  challenged,  discloses  that  he  has 
a  fixed  and  definite,  opinion  in  the  case,  on 


the  merits,  and  nothing  further  to  shown,  the 
court  ought,  as  a  matter  of  law,  to  reject  him 
aa  Incompetent  8nch  a  Juror  necessarily 
does  not  stand  Indifferent  between  the  par- 
ties; and  it  matters  little  from  what  source 
he  received  the  Information  upon  which  his 
opinion  iB  based.  If,  however,  he  has  no 
fixed  belief  or  prejudice,  and  Is  able  to  say 
he  can  fairly  try  the  case  on  the  evidence, 
freed  from  the  influence  of  such  opinion  or 
impression,  his  competency  becomes  a  quech 
tlon  for  the  trial  court,  in  the  exercise  of  a 
sound  discretion,  and  Ita  findings  ought  not 
to  be  set  aside  by  an  appellate  court  unless 
the  error  is  manifest"  When  a  crime  has  been 
committed,  the  local  newi^apera  usually 
publish  an  account  of  it,  and  sometimes  ex- 
press opinions  concerning  the  guilt  or  In- 
nocence of  the  person  supposed  to  be  the 
author  of  It;  and  the  accounts,  being  read  by 
subscribers  to  these  publications,  produce  up- 
on their  minds  impressions  which  are  in  pro- 
portion to  the  confidence  reposed  in  the  news- 
paper giving  them  circulation.  No  person 
of  average  intelligence  can  read  such  an  ac- 
count In  his  local  newspaper  without  being 
more  or  less  Influenced  by  its  perusaL  From 
his  home  paper  and  his  associates,  with 
whom  he  discusses  the  history  of  a  crime,  he 
forms  an  opinion  which  Is  predicated  upon 
the  assumption  that  the  information  obtained 
Is  true;  and  it  may  be  safe  to  say  that  the 
person  who,  after  having  read  or  beard  an 
account  of  the  commission  of  a  crime  In  his 
neighborhood,  has  not  formed  an  opinion  con- 
cerning the  guilt  or  Innocence  of  the  person 
accused  of  it  might  with  propriety  be  chal- 
lenged for  Incompetency.  The  ftict  that  he 
entertains  such  an  opinion  does  not  under 
our  statute,  necessarily  render  him  incompe- 
tent to  try  the  accused  as  a  Juror.  His 
mind  may  be  so  constituted  that  he  will  be 
able  to  eliminate  the  Information  he  has  re- 
ceived, together  with  the  Impressions  and 
opinions  derived  therefrom,  and  Impartially 
determUie  the  fact  in  issue.  If  be  can  do 
this,  he  is  competent;  and  it  Is  the  duty  of 
the  court,  when  a  person  Is  called  to  act  as 
a  juror  and  challenged  for  actual  bias,  to 
interrogate  him  and  ascertain  the  condition 
of  his  mind,  and  from  the  facts  elicited  deter- 
mine his  competency.  The  decision  must 
necessarily  depend  largely  ui>on  what  he 
says,  but  It  is  not  always  a  safe  guide;  for 
bis  answers  may  Show,  and  he  may  think, 
he  is  competent,  when  in  fact  he  is  not 
Xor  will  be  be  allowed  to  Judge  his  own 
competency.  While  be  is  willing  to  trust 
himself,  the  court  should  not  be  willing  to 
trast  him,  unless  It  is  satisfied  he  can  lay 
aside  his  Information,  impressions,  and  opin- 
ions, and  fairly  and  impartially  hear  and  de- 
cide. His  intelligence,  manner,  tone,  and 
bearing  manifested  during  the  examination 
are  elements  which  enter  into  and  form  a 
part  of  the  evidence  from  which  the  court 
determines  his  competency;  and  where  he 
is  In  possession  of  the  facU^  koows  them  to 
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be  such,  and  upon  them  has  formed  an  (H>in- 
loB,  the  challenge  for  actual  htaa  ongrht  to 
be  sustained;  for  every  person  accused  of  a 
crime  Is  presumed  Innocent.  Bnt  where  a 
juror  Is  In  possession  of  the  facts,  and  from 
them  has  formed  an  oplaion,  In  advance  of 
the  trial,  It  necessarily  Teverses  this  preenimp- 
tion,  and  compels  the  defendant  to  establish 
his  Innocence,  instead  of  requiring  the  state 
to  maintain  its  charge  against  him.  There 
are,  In  an  Issue  raised  by  a  challenge  for 
actual  bias,  many  elements  connected  with 
the  examination  and  settlement  of  the  ques- 
tion which  cannot,  from  their  very  nature, 
be  made  or  become  a  part  of  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions, and  hence  the  trial  court  must  be 
presumed.  In  the  exercise  of  a  sound  discre- 
tion, to  have  done  Its  full  duty;  and,  having 
done  BO,  its  judgment  should  not  be  reviewed, 
unless  such  discretion  has  been  abused.  An 
examination  of  the  evidence  ottered  upon  the 
challenges  submitted  fails  to  disclose  any 
abuse  of  this  discretion. 

3.  Robert  Dear  was  called  as  a  witness  on 
behalf  of  the  state,  and  (after  testifying  tliat 
he  was  not  acquainted  with  the  defendant, 
that  he  saw  him  on  the  day  of  the  homicide 
abont  two  or  three  minutes  after  it  occurred, 
that  he  was  running  up  the  street  with  his 
pistcd  In  his  hand,  waving  it  around)  was  aslc- 
ed,  and,  over  the  defendant's  objection  and  ex- 
ception, was  permitted  to  answer,  the  follow- 
ing qoesdoB:  "What  did  he  say?"— to  which 
he  aiuBW«red:   "He  said,  'I  am  the  toughest 

son  of  a that  ever  struck  this  town.' " 

T.  Ifc  Kimball,  another  witness  on  behalf  of 
the  state,  said  that  he  was  not  acquainted 
with  the  defendant;  that  on  the  afternoon  of 
August  13,  1894,  he  was  In  Oakland;  that  be 
saw  the  defendant  near  the  depot  hotel;  and 
being  asked  what  the  defendant  said  at  that 
time,  was  permitted  to  answer  the  question, 
over  the  defendant's  objection  and  exception, 
which  be  did,  as  follows:  "He  came  up  the 
street  waving  the  pistol,  with  his  finger  on 
the  trigger,  and  be  was  talking,  and  ail  I 
heard  him  say,  as  he  passed  the  hotel,  was, 

'the  toughest  eon  of  a  -.'    That  is  all  I 

heard  him  say."  It  is  contended  that  the  an- 
swers to  these  questions  were  inadmissible, 
and  tended  to  prejudice  the  minds  of  the  ju- 
rors. Tbe  question  here  presented  is  wheth- 
er the  statements  of  the  defendant,  made  aft- 
er the  homicide,  were  admissible  as  a  part  of 
the  res  gestae.  This  species  of  evidence  is 
not  admissible,  as  a  general  rule,  unless  it 
grows  out  of  the  principal  transaction,  illns- 
trates  its  character,  and  Is  contemporaneous 
with  It.  1  Greenl.  Ev.  §  108.  "Res  gestse," 
says  Dr.  Wharton,  In  his  work  on  Criminal 
Evidence  (secUon  262),  "are  events  speaking 
for  themselves,  through  the  instinctive  words 
and  acta  of  participants,  not  the  words  and 
acts  of  participants  when  narrating  the 
events."  The  authors  of  the  American  Deci- 
sions, In  their  notes  to  People  v.  Vernon,  96 
Am.  Dee.  49,  upon  this  subject,  say:  "Where 
the  state  of  a  person's  mind,  his  sentiments, 


or  disposition  at  a  certain  time  is  the  sub- 
ject of  Inquiry,  his  statements  and  declara- 
tions at  that  period  are  admissible."  The 
indictment  charged  malice,  and  hence  the  con- 
dition of  the  defendant's  mind  at  the  mo> 
ment  of  the  homicide  was  an  Issue  in  the  case, 
and  any  evidence  which  tended  to  show  the 
state  of  hla  mind  with  reference  to  the  de- 
ceased at  that  time  was  admissible.  In  Mc- 
Manus  v.  State,  36  Ala.  285,  the  evidence 
showed  that  the  dtfendant  had  an  alterca- 
tion with  the  deceased,  resulting  in  a  fight, 
in  which  the  defendant  threw  a  piece  of  a 
brick  at  the  deceased,  hitting  him  on  the 
head,  from  the  effects  of  which  be  died. 
About  one-half  hour  after  the  blow  had  been 
given,  and  after  the  fight  was  entirely  over, 
the  defendant,  with  a  pistol  in  his  band,  went 
to  the  place  where  the  deceased  was,  and 
said  that  "he  had  come  to  kill  the  damned 
old  rascal,"  meaning  the  deceased.  An  ex- 
ception having  been  saved  to  the  introduction 
of  this  statement  in  evidence,  the  court.  In 
rendering  Its  decision  upon  the  question,  said: 
"The  circuit  court  did  not  err  in  admitting 
evidence,  against  the  prisoner,  of  his  acts, 
declarations,  and  conduct,  when  he  returned, 
a  half-hour  after  the  blow  was  stricken,  to 
the  scene  of  the  engagement.  The  indict- 
ment was  for  murder,  and  such  declarations 
and  menacing  acts  tended  to  show  tlie  hos- 
tile feelings  of  the  accused  towards  tiie  de- 
ceased. Armed,  as  he  was,  with  a  deadly 
weapon,  and  threatening  to  take  the  life  of 
the  man  he  had  jnst  before  assaulted  with 
great  violence,  this,  in  the  absence  ot  suffi- 
cient provocation,  was  a  circumstance  for  the 
jury  to  weigh  in  determining  whether  he  had 
not  acted  with  a  formed  design  to  take  life. 
It  tended  to  repel  the  Idea  that  the  fatal  blow 
had  been  struck  in  a  sndden  transport  of 
passion— i)ending  the  furor  brevls— which,  in 
a  proper  case,  will  mitigate  homicide  to  man- 
slaughter." In  Glampltt  v.  State,  9  Tex. 
App.  27,  the  proof  showed  that  the  deceaseds- 
having  been  wounded  by  the  defendant,  was 
taken  to  the  home  of  a  witness,  who  on  the 
succeeding  night  heard  some  one  near  the 
house  say,  "I  wish  I  had  a  double-barreled 
shotgun;  I  would  turn  both  barrels  loose  in 
that  room,"  and,  looking  out,  saw  the  defend- 
ant. This  evidence  having  been '  admitted, 
over  the  defendant's  objection,  It  was  held  to 
be  competent  as  tending  to  show  malice,  the 
court  saying:  "With  reference  to  the  testi- 
mony objected  to,  and  set  out  in  the  bill  of 
exceptions,  we  are  of  opinion,  in  view  of  the 
other  evidence,  that  the  testimony  was  ad- 
missible, as  tending  to  show  the  malice  of 
the  defendant  towards  the  deceased.  It  was 
properly  allowed  to  go  to  the  Jury  for  that 
purpose."  In  these  cases,  the  statements  of 
the  accused,  though  made  some  time  after 
the  assaults,  clearly  tended  to  show  malice 
towards  the  persons  injured  by  them;  but  In 
the  case  at  bar,  while  the  statement  of  the 
defendant  may  not  have  referred  to  the  de- 
ceased, it  was  BO  clearly  connected  with  the 
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homicide  as  to  be,  In  oar  Judgment,  admissi- 
ble as  a  i>art  of  the  res  gestae,  and  tended  to 
show  such  a  state  of  mind  at  that  moment  as 
would  authorize  the  jury  to  Infer  the  pres- 
ence or  absence  of  malice  towards  the  de- 
ceased. 

4.  Hattie  Mattoon,  a  witness  on  behalf  of 
the  defendant,  testified  that  on  the  day  of 
the  homicide  the  defendant  was  drunk;  and 
that  when  a  witness  before  the  grand  jury, 
in  the  examination  of  this  case,  she  was  ex- 
cited; whereupon  the  question  was  asked 
her,  "Didn't  ycu  testify  in  the  grand-jury 
room  before  the  grand  jury  on  the  3d  day  of 
December,  1894,  tliat  he  was  sober  at  the 
time  of  the  killing?"  and  she  answered,  "No, 
sir;  I  did  not."  Question:  "Didn't  you  tes- 
tify in  the  grand-jury  room,  in  the  presence 
of  the  grand  jurors,  <m  the  3d  day  of  De- 
cember, 1894,  that  Brown  was  not  drunk?" 
Answer:  "No,  sir."  The  several  members 
of  the  grand  Jury  were  called  as  witnesses 
for  the  state,  and,  over  the  defendant's  objec- 
tion, were  permitted  to  testify  that  when 
Hattie  Mattoon  was  before  them  as  a  wit- 
ness she  did  not  appear  to  be  excited,  and 
that  she  there  said  the  defendant  vraa  not 
drunk  m  the  day  of  the  homicide.  It  is  c<n- 
tended  that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  the 
grand  jurors  to  testify;  but  the  foundation 
having  l>een  laid  by  calling  her  attention  to 
the  time,  place,  circumstances,  and  persons 
present,  and  her  denial  of  the  statements 
there  made,  rendered  the  evidence  competent 
for  the  purpose  of  contradicting  her;  and 
the  condition  of  her  mind  when  a  witness 
before  the  grand  jury  being  a  subject  of  in- 
quiry, there  was  no  eittor  in  permitting  the 
jurors  to  testify  upon  that  question.  A  wit- 
ness, without  being  an  expert,  may  be  asked 
whether  a  person  appeared  excited  or  other- 
wise at  a  given  time.  Rog.  Exp.  Test.  {  3. 
W.  C.  Underwood,  as  a  witness  for  the  state, 
testified  that  he  was  present  at  the  coroner's 
inquest  held  over  the  body  of  Alfred  Kin- 
caid,  when  Hattie  Mattoon  was  there  as  a 
witness,  and  he  was  permitted  to  answer  the 
following  question:  "What,  If  anything,  did 
Hattie  Mattoon  say  about  stretching  her  tes- 
timony in  order  to  benefit  the  defendant, 
Samuel  O.  Brown?" — to  which  he  responded 
by  saying:  "She  said  that  she  would  stretch 
her  testimony  or  color  it  in  any  way,  so  as 
to  help  Mr.  Brown."  The  defendant  insists 
that  the  court  erred  in  permitting  this  ques- 
tion to  be  answered.  The  record  before  us 
does  not  show  that  any  foundation  was  laid 
for  asking  this  impeaching  question;  but  it 
does  not  purjK^t  to  contain  all  the  evidence, 
and  hence  it  must  be  presumed  that  the 
proper  preliminary  questions  were  asked  and 
answered  before  the  witness  was  permitted 
to  answer  It. 

5.  The  district  attorney,  during  the  closing 
argument,  offered  to  read  to  the  jury  the  evi- 
dence as  transcribed  by  the  reporter,  which 
the  court  denied,  but  permitted  him,  over  the 
defendant's  objection,  to  refresh  his  memory 


therefrom,  when  he  remarked,  "I  am  going 
to  refresh  my  memory,"  at  which  remark  the 
audience  applauded,  whereupon  the  court 
ordered  the  bailiffs  to  either  keep  order  or 
dear  the  court  room.  The  defendant  assigns 
as  error  the  failure  of  the  court  to  instruct 
the  Jury  that  they  should  not  be  influenced 
in  their  verdict  by  any  applause  made  by  the 
audience  In  approval  of  the  remarks  of  the 
district  attorney  in  his  closing  argument 
No  request  was  made  by  the  defendant  for 
such  instruction,  and  wliile  it  is  very  unfor- 
tunate that  the  solemnity  of  any  judicial  jko- 
ceedlng  should  be  Interrupted  by  applause,  it 
was  particularly  so  in  a  trial  of  this  char- 
acter; but  the  court  very  promptly  set  its 
mark  of  disapproval  thereon,  and  would 
without  doubt  have  given  the  instruction  had 
it  been  requested. 

6.  Exceptions  were  taken  to  the  following 
instructions:  "No.  30.  There  has  been  some 
evidence  to  the  effect  that  it  was  the  defend- 
ant who  sent  for  the  deceased,  and  not  the 
mother  of  the  deceased.  If  you  find  from 
the  evidence  that  such  is  the  fact,  you  have 
a  right  to  consider  that  in  connection  with 
the  evidence  which  tends  to  show  that  the 
deceased  was  shot  by  the  defendant  soon 
after  he  reached  the  spot  near  the  house 
where  the  defendant  was  standing  when  the 
deceased  reached  there,  as  tending  to  show 
the  purpose  for  which  the  defendant  sent 
for  the  deceased,  and  also  in  determining 
whether  the  act  of  killing  was  done  with  pre- 
meditation and  deliberation."  "No.  31.  There 
is  some  evidence  tending  to  show  that  the 
defendant,  a  short  time  l>efcwe  the  IcUling, 
and  after  he  had  some  trouble  with  the 
mother  of  the  deceased  at  her  home,  where 
tlie  killing  is  alleged  to  have  occurred,  went 
out  in  the  town  of  Oakland  and  endeavwred 
to  borrow  a  pistol  from  several  parties,  and 
to  one  or  more  of  them  he  stated  that  he 
had  some  difficulty  with  the  Deardorfl  family, 
or  something  to  that  effect;  and  there  is  evi- 
dence tending  to  show  that  after  he  failed  to 
borrow  a  pistol  he  purchased  one,  and  had 
the  same  loaded.  This  piucbase  was  made, 
according  to  the  evidence,  only  a  short  time 
before  the  killing  is  alleged  to  have  occurred. 
This  fact,  if  you  find  it  to  be  a  fact,  yon  have 
a  right  to  consider.  In  connection  with  the 
circumstances  and  the  time  of  the  alleged 
killing,  in  determining  the  degree  of  the 
crime,  under  the  instructions  I  hare  hereto- 
fore given  you,  if  you  find  from  the  evidence 
that  a  crime  was  committed."  It  is  con- 
t^ided  that  these  Instructions  are  in  violation 
of  section  200,  Hill's  Code,  which  provides 
that,  "In  cliargiug  the  jury,  the  court  shall 
state  to  them  all  matters  of  law  which  it 
thinks  necessary  for  their  information  in  giv- 
ing their  verdict,  but  it  shall  not  present  the 
facts  of  the  case,  but  shall  inform  the  Jury 
that  they  are  the  exclusive  judges  of  all 
questions  of  fact."  The  record  shows  that 
the  court,  in  another  instruction,  said  to  the 
jury,  "You  are  the  »clusive  judges  of  all  the 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


.^., 


Or.) 


STATE  V.  BROWN. 


1047 


facts  In  the  case,  aa  well  as  the  wdgbt  of 
the  evidence  and  the  credibility  of  the  wit- 
nesses;" and  haTing  so  instructed,  It  cannot 
be  Justly  said  that  the  court  presented  the 
facts  of  the  case  to  the  jury.  In  People  t. 
Vasquez,  49  Cal.  560,  the  trial  court.  In  char- 
ging the  Jury,  stated  that,  "Testimony  has 
been  Introduced  before  you  tending  to  show 
that  the  defendant,  Yasquez,  and  others  were 
engaged  In  the  robbery  of  one  Snyder,  at 
Tres  Plnoa,  and  that  while  so  engaged,  and 
In  furtherance  of  the  common  purpose  of 
Vasquez  and  his  associates  to  accomplish  this 
robbery,  the  deceased  was  slain  by  the  de- 
fendant, or  by  some  of  the  parties  with 
whom  he  was  then  engaged  In  the  robl)ery." 
An  exception  to  the  instruction  having  been 
taken,  it  was  contended  that  It  was  an  ex- 
pression of  the  opinion  of  the  judge  as  to 
the  ettect  of  the  evidence  adduced  at  the 
trial;  but  the  court,  in  rendering  the  opin- 
ion, say:  "The  instruction  is  not  subject  to 
that  objection.  It  does  not  charge  the  Jury 
with  respect  to  the  weight  or  effect  of  the 
evidence,  nor  as  to  what  facts  are  thereby 
established.  An  instruction  is  not  pertinent, 
nor  In  any  sense  proper,  unless  given  in  view 
of  the  evidence,  as  tending  or  not  tending  to 
prove  some  fact  in  issue;  and  It  could  not 
be  erroneous  for  the  court  to  state  to  the 
Jury,  correctly,  as  was  d<«ie  in  this  case,  the 
state  of  the  evidence  in  respect  to  which  the 
instructions  were  given."  The  court  in  the 
instructions  complained  of  did  not  assume 
even  that  the  facts  had  been  established.  It 
stated  that  evidence  had  been  introduced 
tending  to  show  that  certain  facts  existed, 
but,  in  the  first  Instruction,  said:  "If  yon 
find  from  the  evidence  that  such  is  the  fact;" 
and  in  the  second,  "this  fact,  if  you  find  It 
to  be  a  fact,"— thus  leaving  to  the  Jury  the 
determination  of  the  particular  facts,  besides 
charging  them  generally  upon  the  duty  of 
ascertaining  each  fact  In  issue. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  court  erred  in 
refusing  to  give,  at  the  request  of  the  defend- 
ant, the  following  instructions:  (1)  "To  con- 
stitute murder  in  the  first  degree  there  must 
be  some  other  proof  of  malice  than  the  mere 
proof  of  killing,  unless  the  killing  was  effected 
in  the  commission  or  attempt  to  commit  a 
felony;  and  premeditation  and  deliberation, 
when  necessary  to  constitute  murder  in  the 
first  degree,  and  it  is  necessary,  except  the 
killing  was  effected  in  the  commission  or  at- 
tempt to  commit  a  felony,  must  be  proven  by 
poisoning,  lying  in  wait,  or  some  other  proof 
that  the  design  was  formed  and  matured  in 
cool  blood,  and  not  hastily  upon  the  occasion; 
and  if  there  is  a  reasonable  doubt  in  your 
mind  that  the  Intent  was  so  formed,  you  can- 
not find  murder  in  the  first  degree."  (2)  "If 
you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  accused 
acted  in  the  shooting  from  fear  of  great  bodily 
injury  to  himself,  and  not  from  premeditated 
design  to  kill,  then  you  cannot  find  the  de- 
fendant guilty  of  murder  in  any  degree."  (3) 
"If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the  ac- 


cused did  the  shooting  In  the  belief  that  It 
was  necessary  to  preserve  his  life  or  to  save 
himself  from  suffering  great  bodily  harm 
from  the  deceased,  and  that  he  bad  reasona- 
ble grounds  for  such  belief,  then  the  accused  is 
Justified  in  the  killing,  and  you  cannot  find  him 
guilty  of  any  crime  under  the  Indictment." 
(4)  "If  you  find  from  the  evidence  that  the 
defendant  bought  a  pistol  a  short  time  before 
the  klllhig,  and  that  the  defendant  had  no 
trouble  or  quarrel  with  the  deceased,  the  fact 
that  the  defendant  bought  said  pistol  is  no 
proof  of  malice."  (5)  "I  instruct  you  that  In 
this  cause  the  evidence  Is  not  sufilcient  to 
warrant  a  conviction  of  murder  In  the  first 
degree."  The  tenth  Instruction  given  by  the 
court  is  as  follows:  "The  law  provides  that 
there  shall  be  some  other  evidence  of  malice 
than  the  mere  proof  of  killing,  to  constitute 
murder  in  the  first  degree,  unless  the  killing 
was  effected  in  the  commission  or  attempt  to 
commit  a  felony.  And  deliberation  and  pre- 
meditation, when  necessary  to  constitute  mur- 
der in  the  first  degree,  shall  be  evidenced  by 
poisoning,  lying  in  wait,  or  some  other  proof 
that  the  design  was  formed  and  matured  in 
cool  blood."  It  will  be  observed  that  this 
instruction  differs  from  the  first  request  in 
that  it  omits  the  words,  "and  not  hastily  upon 
the  occasion";  but  in  the  eighth  Instruction 
the  court  defined  this  clause  by  saying,  "No 
particular  time  is  necessary  within  which  to 
form  the  design;  but  in  order  to  constitute 
deliberation  the  design  to  do  the  act  charged 
must  exist  in  the  mind  of  the  party  charged 
with  its  commission."  The  court  in  the  sec- 
(md  instruction  defined  a  reasonable  doubt, 
and,  after  referring  to  the  defendant's  plea, 
said,  "By  this  plea  of  not  guilty  on  the  part 
of  the  defendant  the  burden  Is  placed  on  the 
state  of  Oregon  to  prove  every  material  al- 
legation In  this  indictment  to  your  satisfac- 
tion, beyond  a  reasonable  doubt."  In  State  v. 
Morey,  25  Or.  241,  35  Pac.  655,  and  36  Pac. 
573.  It  was  held  that  an  instruction  similar  to 
the  eighth  correctly  Interpreted  the  law. 
From  the  second,  eighth,  and  tenth  instruc- 
tions above  set  out  it  clearly  appears  that  the 
defendant's  first  request  has  been  substan- 
tially complied  with.  A  part  of  the  twenty- 
seventh  instruction  is  as  follows:  "And  If 
you  find  any  evidence  to  the  effect  that  the 
deceased  made  any  demonstrations  toward  the 
defendant,  from  which  the  defendant  had  rea- 
sonable grounds  to  believe,  acting  as  a  rea- 
sonable and  prudent  man,  that  his  life  was 
in  imminent  danger,  or  that  he  was  in  danger 
of  great  bodily  harm  at  the  hands  of  the  de- 
ceased, then  the  defendant  would  be  Justified 
in  defending  himself,  and,  if  necessary,  would 
have  the  right  to  take  the  life  of  the  de- 
ceased to  preserve  his  own  life  or  to  prevent 
great  bodily  harm  to  himself."  This  Instruc- 
tion substantially  embraces  the  propositions 
of  law  contained  in  the  second  and  third  re- 
quests. The  fourth  request  is  fully  covered 
by  the  thirty-first  instruction  given  above.  In 
considering  the  fifth  request.  It  is  sufficient  to 
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say  that  the  record  does  not  purport  to  con- 
tain all  the  evidence,  and  hence  It  must  be 
presumed  the  court  properly  denied  It. 

The  bill  of  exceptions  contains  other  alleged 
errors,  which  we  have  examined;  and  having 
considered  those  presented  by  the  defendant's 
brief  and  relied  upon  in  the  argument,  we  feel 
that  he  has  had  an  Impartial  trial  in  the  man- 
ner prescribed  by  law,  and  there  being  no 
error  In  the  record,  the  Judgment  is  affirmed. 


(1  KsilA.  727) 

POPiJ  V.  BOWZER. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Knngas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment. W.  D.     Oct.  9,  1895.) 

BVIDBNOB  —  ADMISSIoys  —  RsPLBVIS   AOAIKST 

Seizing  Ofpicbk. 

1.  The  declarations  of  a  party  to  the  suit 
are,  agninst  Buch  party,  admissible  in  evidence. 

2.  In  an  action  of  replevin  against  an  officer 
by  a  third  party  and  stranper  to  an  execution, 
who  had  the  goods  in  her  possession  at  the  time 
of  the  levy  by  such  officer,  and  where  the  officer 
justifies  under  such  execution,  in  order  to  main- 
tain his  possession  he  must  show  by  competent 
proof  his  authority  for  such  seixure. 

(Syllabna  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Finney  county; 
A.  J,  Abbott,  Judge. 

Action  in  replevin  by  Angeline  S.  Pope 
against  P.  M.  Bowzer.  Defendant  had  Judg- 
ment, and  plaintiff  brings  error.    Reversed. 

A.  J.  Hoskinson,  for  plaintiff  in  error. 

COLE,  J.  This  was  an  action  in  replevin 
brought  by  the  plaintiff  in  error,  Angeline  S. 
Pope,  for  the  recovery  of  certain  cattle  whlclj 
she  claims  were  wrongfully  and  unlawfully 
detained  by  P.  M.  Bowzer.  The  defendant 
in  error.  In  answer  to  the  petition  of  plaintiff 
in  error,  denies  that  idaintiff  in  error  was 
the  owner  of  the  property,  or  was  entitled 
to  the  possession  of  the  same,  and  alleges 
that  he  was  a  constable  of  Garden  City,  Fin- 
ney county,  Kan.,  and  that  one  L,  B.  Payne 
was  a  Justice  of  the  peace  In  and  for  Garden 
City,  Finney  county,  Kan.;  that  said  Justice 
of  the  peace  Issued  to  defendant  in  error, 
as  constable,  an  execution  against  E.  S. 
Pope  and  Jacob  Sarrer  on  the  Judgment 
theretofore  rendered  by  him  in  an  action 
against  said  E.  S.  Pope  and  Jacob  Sarver. 
And  the  answer  further  alleges  that  by  vir- 
tue of  said  execution,  and  to  satisfy  the 
same,  he  levied  np(Hi  and  took  possession  of 
the  property  described  in  plaintiff's  petition. 
This  cause  was  tried  before  the  Judge  of  the 
district  court  of  Finney  county  without  a 
Jury,  and  the  court  rendered  a  judgment  in 
favor  of  the  defendant  In  error,  P.  M.  Bow- 
zer, and  made  certain  findings  of  facts  and 
conclusions  of  law. 

A  number  of  errors  are  assigned,  the  first 
being  that  the  court  erred  in  the  trial  of  said 
cause  in  pei-mitting  the  defendant  to  intro- 
duce evidence  under  the  se<-oud  defense  set 
up  In  this  case;  and  the  second  error  al- 
leged la  that  the  court  erred  In  x>ermitting 


IncompeteBt  and  Immaterial  evidence,  over 
the  objection  of  the  plaintiff.  These  two  er- 
rors may  be  considered  together.  The  evi- 
dence objected  to  was  certain  Btatements 
alleged  to  have  been  made  by  Angeline  H. 
Pope  to  the  defendant,  Bowzer,  at  the  time 
said  Bowser  to<^  the  prop«^  in  question 
into  his  possession,  and  It  is  urged  by  coun- 
sel for  plaintiff  In  error  that  these  were  of- 
fered in  the  nature  of  an  estoppel,  and  were 
therefore  incompetent,  because  no  such  de- 
fense was  set  up  in  the  answer.  This  posi- 
tion is  not  well  taken.  It  is  a  well-estab- 
lished rule  that  the  statements  of  parties  to 
an  action  made  against  their  Interests  may 
always  be  Introduced  in  evidence,  and  this 
is  especially  true  where  the  statements  are 
made  In  connection  with  the  transaction 
which  was  the  basis  of  the  suit,  as  in  this 
case.  Nor  do  we  think  the  answer  states 
two  separate  defenses.  The  answer  contains 
no  general  denial,  but  attempts  to  plead  the 
specific  grounds  upon  which  defendant 
claims  the  right  of  possession.  The  sixth 
assignment  of  error  Is  that  the  court  erred 
in  modifying  its  findings  in  said  cause,  over 
the  objection  of  the  plaintiff.  The  record  dis- 
clo.<ies  that,  after  making  his  findings  of  fact 
in  this  case,  tlie  court  found,  in  substance,  as 
a  conclusion  that  the  defendant  was  entitled 
to  a  Judgment  for  coats  and  for  the  recovery 
of  the  propert}'  or  the  value  thereof  in  the  sum 
of  <i300.  Evidently,  at  the  time  of  making 
this  conclusion  the  court  had  forgotten  for 
the  moment  tliat  the  special  interest  claimed 
by  the  defendant  did  not  amount  to  the  full 
value  of  the  property;  and  there  can  be  no 
doubt  that,  when  the  attention  of  the  court 
was  called  to  that  fact,  he  had  a  right  to 
make  the  correction,  which  was  clearly  one 
in  &vor  of  the  plaintiff  in  error. 

The  other  assignments  of  error  are  practi- 
cally directed  towards  the  same  point,  and 
may  be  considered  together.  As  before  stated, 
the  defendant  in  this  case  attempted  to  Jus- 
tify as  a  constable  holding  said  property 
under  an  execution  issued  upon  a  Judgment 
rendered  by  a  Justice  of  the  pe&ce  of  Gar- 
den City;  and  if  he  so  claims,  it  was  neces- 
sary for  him  to  specifically  plead  thia  Jus- 
tification, and,  if  the  facts  were  not  admit- 
ted, to  offer  proof  upon  each  and  every  one 
of  them;  because  without  such  proof  he 
would  be  a  mere  naked  trespasser,  and  the 
possession  of  the  property  by  the  plaintiff 
would  be  sufficient  title  to  recover  as  against 
bim.  Drake,  Attachm.  (6th  Ed.)  {  185a; 
Thomburg  v.  Hand,  7  Cal.  554;  WiUiams  t. 
Eikenbury  (Neb.)  34  N.  W.  373,  41  N.  W. 
770;  Scliars  v.  Brand  (Neb.)  42  N.  W.  906. 

A  careful  examination  of  all  the  evidence 
in  this  case  discloses  tliat  no  proof  was  made 
or  attempted  to  be  made  either  of  the  ren- 
dition of  the  Judgment  or  the  issuance  of 
the  execution,  and  the  record  discloses  no 
admission  upon  these  points.  Without  evi- 
dence of  tlie  rendition  of  the  judgment  mt  the 
amount  of  the  ei^ecutlon,  the  conrt  could  not 
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And  aty  Interest'  wbaterer  to  tbe  defend- 
ant; and  for  that  reason  tbe  conclUBitm  of 
law  was  eironeouB,  and  the  judgment  of  the 
district  court  wlU  be  reversed,  and  the  caofle 
reminded  for  a  new  trlaL  All  tbe  Justices 
concurring. 


(1  Kftn.A.  781) 
ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  B.  CO.  ▼.  HUITT. 
(Conrt  of  AiipeaU  of  Kansas,  Sonthern  Depart- 
ment W.  D.     Oct.  1,  1895.) 

BAlutOAD  CoMPAXiBS— Fires— lasTBDOTioas— 
Review  or  Evidsnoe. 

1.  In  an  action  brought  under  the  provisions 
of  section  1321.  Gen.  St.  1888.  where  the  court 
instruct  the  jury  that  the  plaintiff  must,  before 
he  can  recover,  prove  "that  said  fire  was  set  out 
by  reason  of  the  negligence  or  carelessness  of 
the  company,  or  some  of  its  employga,  or  in  tbe 
operating  of  defendant's  engine  over  its  road," 
held  not  error  prejudicial  to  the  defendant. 

2.  An  instruction  given  or  refused,  predi- 
cated upon  the  theory  that  the  engine  was  prop- 
erly constructed,  in  good  order,  and  skillfuU.v 
and  carefully  managed,  could  neither  mislead 
nor  aid  the  jury,  when  they  fail  to  find  tbe 
facts  upon  which  the  instoictioa  was  predicated. 

3.  If  there  was  conflicting  evidence  upon  the 

Jnestion  of  negligence,  and  the  Jury  found  tn 
avor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  any  of  tbe  special 
questions  submitted  in  this  case,  this  conrt  can- 
not say  that  the  district  court  erred  in  refus- 
ing a  new  trial  because  the  findings  of  the  jury 
were  against  the  evidence.  This  court  will  de- 
cide as  to  whether  evidence  is  properly  intro- 
duced, but  we  do  not  weigh  it.  I'tiat  is  the 
duty  of  the  jury,  and  their  finding,  if  approved 
by  the  trial  court,  will  not  be  disturbed  by  this 
court. 
(Syllabus  by  tbe  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Barton  county; 
J.  H.  Bailey,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  F.  Huitt  against  the  Atchison, 
Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Bailroad  Company. 
Plaintiff  bad  Judgment,  and  defendant  brings 
error.    Affirmed. 

A.  A.  Hurd,  O.  J.  Wood,  W.  Littlefleld,  and 
Wm.  Osmond,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  O.  W. 
Xlmocka  and  E.  L.  Hotcbkias,  for  defendant 
in  error. 

DENKISON,  3.  This  was  an  action  broagbt 
in  tbe  district  court  of  Barton  county,  Kan., 
by  said  Huitt  against  tbe  Atchison,  Topeka 
&  Santa  F6  Bailroad  Company  to  recover 
tbe  value  of  certain  i>er8onal  property  which 
was  kept  in  a  Uvery  bam  in  tbe  city  of  El- 
llnwood.  Barton  county,  Kan.,  claimed  by 
said  Hnltt  to  bare  been  set  on  fire  by  said 
railroad  company  In  the  operation  of  Its 
road. 

Olie  first  error  complained  of  is  in  tbe  fol- 
lowing instmction  given  by  the  conrt:  "(4)  I 
Instruct  you  that  the  burden  of  proof  in  this 
case  la  on  tbe  plaintiff,  and  before  be  can  re- 
cover against  the  defendant  he  mnst,  by  a 
preponderance  of  tbe  evidence,  prove  every 
material  allegation  in  bla  petition,  except  the 
allegation  that  defendant  is  a  corporation, 
that  being  admitted;  among  which  material 
allegadona  are  the  following:  First,  that  the 
plaintiff  was  the  owner  at  the  property  sued 


on;  Beeond,  that  tbe  defendant  set  out  the 
fire  and  burned  said  property  wblle  operat- 
ing its  said  railroad;  third,  that  said  fire  was 
set  otit  by  reason  of  tbe  negligence  or  care- 
iesanesa  of  the  company,  or  some  of  its  em- 
ployfia,  or  In  tbe  operating  of  defendant's 
engine  over  its  road;  fourth,  tbe  value  of  the 
property  destroyed  by  the  fire."  Tbe  portion 
of  this  instruction  objected  to  is  the  tbird 
subdivision  thereof.  Stripped  of  all  unnec- 
essary words,  this  inatmction  says  to  the 
Jury  that  the  burden'  of  proof  is  on  tbe  plain- 
tiff, and  before  he  can  recover  he  must,  by 
a  preponderance  of  the  evidence,  prove  that 
said  fire  was  set  out  by  reason  of  tbe  neg- 
ligence or  carelessness  of  tbe  company,  or 
SMne  of  Its  employes,  or  in  tbe  operating  of 
defendant's  engine  over  Its  road.  Tbe  first 
part  of  subdivision  3  Is  not  tbe  law,  and 
the  latter  part,  which  Is  tbe  part  objected  to, 
Is  clearly  tbe  law,  although  It  might  be  con- 
sidered a  repetition  of  subdivision  2.  Sec- 
tion 1821  of  the  General  Statutes  of  1889 
reads  as  follows:  "That  in  all  actions  against 
any  railroad  cMupany  organized  or  doing 
business  in  this  state,  for  damages  by  fire, 
caused  by  tbe  operating  of  said  railroad,  It 
shall  be  only  necessary  for  the  plaintiff  In 
said  action  to  establish  the  fact  that  such 
fire  complained  of  was  caused  by  the  operat- 
ing of  said  railroad,  and  tbe  amount  of  his 
damages,  (which  proof  shall  be  prima  facie 
evidence  of  negligence  on  tbe  part  of  said 
railroad,)  provided,  that  In  estimating  the 
damages  under  this  act,  the  contributory  neg- 
ligence shall  be  taken  into  consideration." 
If  any  one  has  a  right  to  complain  of  the 
instruction  given  It  was  the  plaintiff  below, 
and  not  the  railroad  company. 

The  second  error  complained  of  Is  in  the 
sixth  instruction  given  by  tbe  court.  Said  in- 
struction reads  as  follows:  "(6)  If  yon  find 
from  all  tbe  evidence  that  the  defendant's 
engine  did  set  the  fire  that  burned  the  plain- 
tiffs property,  then  tbe  burden  of  proof  is 
upon  the  defendant  to  prove  that  tbe  en- 
gine was  In  good  condition,  furnished  with 
all  the  necessary  Improved  appliances,  and 
was  sklllfnlly  and  carefully  operated,  and 
that  there  was  no  negligence  on  the  part  of 
tbe  defendant,— then  the  presumption  of  neg- 
ligence would  be  rebutted."  The  fourth  er- 
ror complained  of  Is  the  refusal  of  the  court 
to  give  the  following  instruction:  "If  you 
believe  from  the  evidence  that  tbe  engine 
was  properly  constructed,  and  supplied  with 
the  most  approved  appliances  to  prevent  the 
escape  of  tbe  fire,  and  that  such  appliances 
were  in  good  order,  and  that  the  engineer  In 
charge  of  tbe  engine  managed  It  sklllfnlly  and 
carefully,  then  I  Instruct  you  that  yon  must 
find  for  tbe  defendant."  Tbe  second  and 
fourth  assignments  of  error  may  be  treated 
together.  They  are  both  based  upon  the 
hypothesis  that  the  Jury  find  that  the  engine 
was  properly  constructed,  supplied  with  the 
necessary  Improved  appliances  to  prevent 
the  escape  ot  fire,  and  that  It  was  skillfully 
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and  earefiill7  operated.  The  ixaj  made  the 
foUowlns  special  finding*  to  the  qaeettona 
submitted  at  the  request  of  the  defendant: 
"dSf  Was  the  engine,  at  the  time  of  the  flr«, 
In  good  condition,  so  far  as  all  the  appliances 
for  preventing  the  escape  of  fiie  are  con- 
cerned?" "No."  "(4)  If  not,  in  what  re- 
spect were  any  of-  the  appliances  oat  of  or- 
der?" "The  Jury  are  not  familiar  with  the 
technical  description  of  the  appliances,  bat 
find  from  the  evidence  that  said  appliances 
were  so  defective  as  to  be  capable  of  and 
did  emit  fire  and  sparbs  that  were  carried 
by  the  wind  over  three  hundred  feet,  and 
believe  that  the  defect  was  in  the  netting." 
"(6)  Was  the  engineer  who  managed  the  en- 
gine at  the  time  of  the  Are  a  competent,  skiil- 
fal,  and  careful  engineer  r  "No."  "(6)  If 
not.  In  what  respect  was  he  Incompetent, 
ansklUfal,  or  laclciag  in  care?"  "By  open- 
ing the  throttle  too  wide,  and  starting  his 
engine  at  an  unusual  rate  of  speed;  thereby 
forcing  a  large  amount  of  fire  from  the 
smokestack."  "(7)  Was  the  fire  set  out  by 
any  mismanagement  on  the  part  of  the  en- 
gineer?" "Yes."  "(8)  It  so,  how  did  he  mis- 
manage his  engine  so  as  to  set  oat  the  fire?" 
"By  using  more  steam  than  necessary  in 
starting."  These  findings  clearly  show  that 
the  jury  were  not  misled  because  of  the  giv- 
ing of  the  one  instruction,  nor  could  the  other 
have  been  of  any  benefit  to  them.  The  de- 
fendant was  In  no  manner  prejudiced  by  the 
action  of  the  court  But  did  the  court  err? 
The  defendant  was  bound  to  show  that 
there  was  no  negligence  on  its  part  Goan- 
sel  tor  plaintiff  in  error  cite  Railroad  Co.  v. 
Biggs,  81  Kan.,  on  page  633,  3  Pac.  313,  In 
the  opinion  of  which  Mr.  Justice  Valentine 
uses  the  following  language:  "Under  the 
findings  of  the  Jury  and  the  evidence,  we 
must  therefore  consider  that  the  engine  was 
complete  and  pertecX  in  every  respect  ao 
far  as  the  appliances  for  preventing  the  es- 
cape of  fire  were  concerned,  and  that  the 
engineer  was  a  competent  sldllf  ul,  and  care- 
ful engineer,  and  tiiat  there  was  nothing  in 
the  case  tending  to  show  that  he  was  negli- 
gent in  the  management  of  his  engine;  and 
we  cannot  Imagine  where  there  could  be  any 
other  room  for  negligence  on  the  part  of  the 
railroad  company  in  permitting  the  fire  to 
escape  which  is  supposed  to  have  caused  the 
injury."  It  Is  assumed  that  although  the 
supreme  court  could  not  imagine  any  other 
room  for  negligence,  the  Jury  might  It 
seems,  however,  that  the  supreme  court  have 
since  been  able  to  find  other  room  for  neg- 
ligence, for  In  the  case  of  Railroad  Go.  v. 
Karracker,  46  Kan.  611,  26  Pac.  1027,  the 
opinion  of  which  is  written  by  Mr.  Justice 
Valentine,  they  hold:  "In  an  action  against 
a  railroad  company  for  loss  or  damage  suf- 
fered by  the  plaintiff  by  fire,  caused  by  the 
drfendant  In  the  operation  of  its  railroad, 
proof  that  the  fire  was  so  caused  Is,  under 
the  provisions  of  chapter  155  of  the  Laws  of 
1885,  prluM  fade  evidence  that  It  was  so 


caused  throogfa  the  n^IIsmM  at  Ow  nil- 
road  company;  and  It  then  devolve*  vpoa 
the  railroad  company  to  show,  not  only  that 
its  appliances  to  prevent  the  eaca.Tpe  of  fire 
were  sufficient  and  in  good  order,  and  that 
its  engineer  was  a  competent  and  skillful  en- 
gineer, but  also  that  there  was  no  misman- 
agement or  negligence  on  the  part  of  any  of 
Its  servants  or  agents,  causing  the  fire." 
Our  supreme  conrt  has  held:  "Where  an 
erroneous  instruction  la  given,  but  It  clearly 
appears  that  the  Jury  were  not  misled,  and 
that  the  party  excepting  to  the  instruction 
was  In  no  manner  prejudiced,  the  error  is  an 
Immaterial  one,  and  the  supreme  court  wOl 
not  reverse  the  Judgment  of  the  district  court 
therefor."  Woodman  v.  Davis,  32  Kan.  344, 
4  Pac.  262.  The  same  rale  would  apply 
where  a  proper  instruction  had  been  asked 
and  refused. 

The  next  error  complained  of  Is  the  giving 
of  the  seventh  Instruction  of  the  court  which 
said  Instruction  reads  as  follows:  "(7)  Rail- 
road companies  are  not  insurers  against  fires. 
They  are  liable  only  when  guilty  of  negli- 
gence. If  they  are  guilty  of  no  negligence, 
no  action  could  be  maintained  against  them; 
and  if  any  fire  from  their  engines  burned 
property  It  would  be  an  accidental  Are,  it  oc- 
curring without  negligence  or  carelessness  on 
the  part  of  the  company  or  its  employes,  for 
which  the  company  would  not  be  liable." 
We  have  carefully  examined  this  instruction, 
and,  while  the  latter  part  of  it  is  somewhat 
Inartlstlcally  framed.  It  certainly  expresses 
the  law,  and  all  of  It  favorable  to  the  raQ-^ 
road  company.  It  Informs  the  Jury  that 
"railroad  companies  are  not  Insurers  against 
fires";  that  they  are  liable  only  when  guilty 
of  negligence;  that  "if  they  are  guilty  of  no 
negligence,  no  action  could  be  maintained 
against  them";  that  'If  any  fire  from  their 
engine  burned  i^roperty  it  would  be  an  ac- 
cidental fire,  It  occurring  without  negligence 
on  the  part  of  the  company  or  Its  employes, 
for  which  the  company  would  not  be  liable." 
If  the  phrase,  "it  occurring  without  negli- 
gence or  carelessness  on  the  part  of  the  com- 
pany or  Its  employes,"  bad  been  placed  at 
the  end  of  the  instroctlon  Instead  of  after 
the  word  "fire,"  so  that  the  last  sentence 
would  have  read.  "If  any  fire  from  their 
engine  burned  property,  it  would  be  an  acci- 
dental fire,  for  which  the  company  would  not 
be  liable,  it  occurring  without  negligence  or 
carelessness  on  the  part  of  the  company  or 
its  employes,"  the  grammatical  construction 
would  be  much  better,  but  the  jury  could  not 
have  been  misled  by  It  It  cannot  reasona- 
bly be  said  to  have  any  other  meaning. 

The  fifth  and  last  error  complained  of  Is 
In  the  overruling  of  defendant's  motion  for  a 
new  trial  because  the  above-mentioned  spe- 
cial findings  of  the  Jury  were  against  the 
evidence.  If  there  was  conflicting  evidence 
upon  the  question  of  negligence,  and  If  the 
Jury  found  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff  upon  any 
of  the  qaestlona  submitted,  this  court  cannot 
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sa7  tbat  the  district  court  erred  in  refusing 
a  new  trial  because  tlie  findings  of  tlie  Jury 
were  against  the  evidence.  There  was  evi- 
dence Introduced  tending  to  show  that  the  ap- 
pliances for  preventing  the  escape  of  Are 
were  not  In  good  order,  upon  the  theory 
that,  if  they  were  In  good  order,  the  fire 
could  not  have  escaped  as  it  was  shown  to 
have  escaped  at  the  time.  There  was  also 
evidence  Introduced  tending  to  show  that  the 
engineer  was  negligent  In  using  more  steam 
than  was  necessary  In  starting,  and  that  he 
started  hla  engine  at  an  unusual  rate  of  speed, 
and  forced  a  great  amount  of  fire  from  the 
smokestack.  There  was  also  evidence  Intro- 
duced tending'  to  show  that  there  was  no 
negligence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant 
This  court  will  decide  as  to  whether  evi- 
dence Is  properly  introduced,  but  we  do  not 
weigh  it  That  is  the  duty  of  the  Jury;  and 
their  finding,  If  approved  by  the  trial  court, 
will  not  be  dlsturl)ed  by  this  court.  "The 
credibility  of  witnesses  and  the  weight  of 
their  testimony.  If  competent,  must  rest  with 
the  trial  court."  State  v.  Plum,  49  Kan.  670, 
31  Pac.  308. 

No  material  error  having  been  committed 
in  the  trial  of  this  case,  the  Judgment  of  the 
district  court  is  affirmed.  All  the  Judges  con- 
curring. 


<1  IUn.A.  788) 
ATCHISON,  T.  &  S.  F.  R.  CO.  ▼.  HUITT 
et  ai. 
(Conrt  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment. W.  D.     Oct.  1,  1895.) 
Parties— SpuTTiye  Actions— Opinion  Etidbvob 
— Fires— Niguoence—Oamaoes—Attoknit's 
Feks— Costs. 

1.  Where  parties  are  united  in  Interest,  they 
must  be  joined  as  plaintiffs  or  dcfcnilnnts,  but 
persons  havin);  an  interest  in  the  subject  of 
the  action  and  in  obtnininfc  the  relief  dematnled 
may  be  joined  as  plaintiffs.  Paragraphs  4112, 
4114.  Gen.  St.  18S9. 

2.  A  single  canKp  of  action  onnnot  be  divid- 
ed up  80  as  to  Ruhjoct  the  defendant  to  the  an- 
noyance and  expense  of  several  suits.  It  must 
be  litigated  in  a  sinele  suit. 

3.  Where  a  witness  testifies  that  he  knows 
the  value  of  the  barn;  that  he  and  another  had 
built  it  less  than  two  years  prior  to  its  burn- 
ing; that  he  had  built  several  buildings:  that 
he  could  look  ovtr  a  barn,  and  tell  something 
near  Its  value;  and  where  his  testimony  shows 
that  he  has  an  intimate  knowledge  of  all  the 
different  parts  of  the  barn  in  controversy. — his 
evidence  was  properly  admitted  to  the  jury,  for 
them  to  weigh  under  proper  instructions. 

4.  When  the  petition  asks  for  an  attorney's 
fee,  as  provided  for  in  paragraph  1322,  Gen. 
St.  1889,  and  for  a  judgment  in  favor  of  the 
owners  of  the  property  burned,  and  tliat  other 
oarties  be  subrogated  to  the  riif nts  of  said  own- 
ers to  the  amount  of  its  claim,  it  is  proper  to  ad- 
mit evidence  as  to  what  is  a  reasonable  attor- 
ney's fee.  and  to  include  the  amount  found  by 
the  Jury  to  t>e  a  reasonable  attorney's  fee  in  the 
judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  said  owners. 

5.  The  true  measure  of  damages  for  negli- 
gently burning  a  barn  is  the  value  of  the  bam 
at  the  time  of  tie  burning  thereof. 

6.  If  the  Jury  believed  that  the  weather 
was  dry,  and  a  strong  wind  blowing,  and  tbat 
the  engineer  used  an  unusual  and  unnecessary 
amount  of  steam  in  starting  out  of  the  city,  by 


reason  of  which  the  fire  was  forced  out  of  the 
smokestack,  and  without  wlilch  the  fire  would 
not  have  occurred,  they  were  justified  in  finding 
that  the  engineer  was  not  careful,  and  that  he 
mismanaged  his  engine. 

7.  The  taxation  of  costs  upon  granting  a 
continuance  rests  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
trial  court,  but  where  there  is  a  manifest  abuse 
of  such  discretion,  this  court  will  make  such  a 
ruling  us  It  thinks  the  trial  court  should  have 
made. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court.  Barton  county; 
J.  H.  Bailey,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  F.  Uultt  and  Amos  JolinscMi 
against  the  Atchison,  Topeka  &.  Santa  F6 
Railroad  Company  to  recover  damages  result- 
ing from  fire  set  by  defendant.  The  St  Paul 
Fire  &  Marine  Insurance  Company  and  the 
American  Fire  Insurance  Company  were  aft- 
erwards made  parties  plaintiff.  Plaintiffs 
bad  Judgment  and  defendant  brings  error. 
Affirmed. 

This  action  was  originally  brought  by  Hu- 
itt  and  Johnson  in  the  district  court  of  Bar- 
ton coimty,  Kan.,  to  recover  the  value  of  a 
bam  situated  on  certain  lots  in  Sllluwood, 
Barton  county,  Kan.,  claimed  to  have  been 
set  on  fire  by  the  said  railroad  company  in 
the  operation  of  its  road.  Under  the  petition 
and  answer  filed  In  this  case  it  came  on  for 
trial  on  the  11th  day  of  December,  1890. 
After  the  Introduction  of  the  plaintiffs'  evi- 
dence and  the  overruling  of  a  demurrer  to 
the  same,  the  Judge  suggested  that  certain 
insurance  companies  seemed  to  be  necessary 
parties  to  a  full  determination  of  the  differ- 
ent Issues  to  be  tried  in  this  case.  The  plain- 
tiffs, at  their  request,  were  allowed  to  file  a 
new  i)etltion,  and  make  other  parties  defend- 
ant or  plaintiffs,  as  the  i)resent  plaintiffs 
might  elect;  to  file  such  amended  i)etitlon 
within  20  days  from  that  date.  Said  cause 
was  continued.  It  waa  fiu:ther  ordered  that 
the  costs  of  the  contlnimuce  abide  the  final 
result  of  the  action,  to  which  order  and  to  all 
of  said  proceedings  the  defendant  excepts. 
On  January  23,  1801,  an  amended  petition 
was  fdcd,  including  the  said  insurance  com- 
panies as  plaintiffs  in  the  case.  The  new  pe- 
tition is  substantially  the  same  as  the  orig- 
inal, except  that  the  Insurance  companies  set 
forth  tbat  they  have  each  paid  to  the  original 
plaintiffs  the  sum  of  .?oOO  because  of  policies 
of  Insurance  upon  the  bam  which  was  de- 
stroyed. They  claim  that  when  they  paid 
such  sums  the.y  entered  into  a  contract  with 
said  Huitt  and  Johnson,  whereby  they  be- 
came subrogated  to  the  rights  of  said  Huitt 
and  Johnson  to  the  extent  of  the  payments, 
respectively,  made  to  them;,  and  ask  that  of 
the  Judgment  rendered  in  favor  of  said  Huitt 
and  Johnson  against  the  said  railroad  com- 
pany for  the  burning  of  said  barn  they  eacli 
be  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  said  Huitt  and 
Johnson  in  the  sum  of  $500  and  interest 
thereon  from  the  19th  day  of  October,  1880. 
To  this  amended  petition  said  railroad  com- 
pany demurred  generally,  and  because  of  mis- 
joinder of  actions  and  of  parties  plaintiff, 
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which  demnrrer  was,  November  16,  1881, 
OTerruled.  Thereupon  defendant  filed  its 
anawer,  consisting  of  a  general  denial.  They 
claim  that  Huitt  and  Johnson  had  wholly 
parted  with  their  right  of  action,  if  any  they 
had,  to  their  coplalutiffs;  a  plea  of  misjoin- 
der; and  a  plea  of  the  statute  of  limitations 
against  the  insurance  companies  as  to  the  at- 
torney's fee.  Trial  on  March  25,  1891.  Judg- 
ment for  plaintiffs.  The  defendant  brings  the 
case  here  for  review. 

A.  A.  Hard  and  Wm.  Osmond,  for  plaintiff 
In  error.  E.  L.  Hotchklss  and  G.  W.  Nlm- 
oclss,  for  defendants  In  error. 

DENNISON,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  first  error  complained  of  by  the  plaintiff 
in  error  was  the  overruling  of  the  demurrer 
to  the  amended  petition  for  the  reasons:  U) 
That  the  petition  does  not  state  facts  suffi- 
cient to  constitute  a  cause  of  action;  (2)  that 
several  causes  of  action  are  improperly  Join- 
ed; (3)  that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties 
plaintiff.  The  petition  In  this  case  clearly 
sets  forth  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause 
of  action,  and  the  plaintiff  In  error.  In  Its 
brief,  has  nothing  to  say  upon  the  first  ground 
of  the  demurrer,— that  the  petition  does  not 
state  facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of 
action.  Therefore  no  notice  will  be  taken  of 
it.  As  to  the  third  ground  of  said  demurrer, 
—that  there  is  a  misjoinder  of  parties  plain- 
tiff,—this  is  not  a  ground  for  demurrer  accord- 
ing to  the  Kansas  statutes.  The  only  ques- 
tion, then,  that  we  need  to  consider  in  said 
demurrer  is  the  second  ground  thereof.— that 
several  causes  of  action  are  Improperly  Joined 
in  said  petition.  The  petition  in  this  case 
clearly  alleges  but  one  cause  of  action.  It 
alleges  that  the  railroad  company  negligent- 
ly set  out  a  fire.  It  alleges  that  the  fire  did 
but  one  thing;  that  was,  to  burn  the  barn 
of  said  Huitt  and  Johnson.  Is  it  in  the  power 
of  Huitt  and  Johnson  to  divide  that  transac-. 
tion  into  three  different  parts,  and  subject 
the  railroad  company  to  the  annoyance  and 
expense  of  defending  three  different  suits? 
Certainly  not.  There  being  but  one  cause  of 
action,  the  railroad  company  is  entitled  to 
have  It  litigated  in  one  suit.  The  Insurance 
companies  do  not,  in  the  petition  in  this  case, 
demand  Judgment  against  the  railroad  com- 
pany, but  simply  demand  that  of  the  Judg- 
ment obtained  against  the  railroad  company 
by  Huitt  and  Johnson  they  each  be  subro- 
gated to  the  rights  of  Huitt  and  Johnson  to 
the  amo«mt  of  $500  and  interest.  Paragraph 
4103,  Gen.  St.  1889,  says:  "Every  action  must 
be  prosecuted  in  the  name  of  the  real  party 
in  interest."  Paragraph  4112:  "All  persons 
having  an  Interest  in  the  subject  of  the  action, 
and  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  may  be 
Joined  as  plaintiffs."  Paragraph  4114:  "Of 
the  parties  to  the  action  those  who  are  united 
in  interest  must  be  Joined  as  plaintiffs  or  de- 
fendants; but  If  the  consent  of  one  who 
should  have  been  Joined  as  plaintiff  cannot  be 


obtained,  be  may  be  made  defendant,  fbe  rea- 
son being  stated  in  the  petition."  Paragraph 
4492:  "Judgment  may  be  given  for  or  against 
one  or  more  of  several  plalntifl^,  and  for  or 
against  one  or  more  of  several  defendants;  it 
may  determine  the  ultimate  rights  of  the  par- 
ties on  either  side  as  between  themselves."  By 
a  study  of  these  four  paragraphs  it  win  be 
seen  that  where  the  parties  are  united  in 
interest  they  must  be  joined,  but  that  persons 
having  an  Interest  in  the  subject  of  the  ac- 
tion and  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded 
may  be  Joined  as  plaintiffs.  Who  are  inter- 
ested in  the  subject-matter  of  this  action? 
The  insurance  companies  to  the  extent  of  the 
amounts  paid  by  them,  respectively,  and  the 
Interest  thereon,  and  Huitt  and  Jolmson  for 
the  remainder;  and  clearly  all  of  them  are. 
Interested  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded. 
The  relief  demanded  was  the  Judgment 
against  the  railroad  company  for  the  burning 
of  the  bam.  The  insivance  companies  were 
Interested  in  obtaining  the  relief  demanded, 
because  without  that  they  could  not  recover 
the  amount  they  had  paid  as  insurance  upon 
the  barn.  Huitt  and  Johnson  were  interested 
In  obtaining  the  relief  demanded,  because 
without  that  relief  they  would  never  obtain 
the  balance  of  the  Judgment  after  the  money 
had  been  refunded  to  the  insurance  companies 
which  they  had  expended.  We  apprehend 
that  under  our  statutes  the  Insurance  com- 
panies might  have  been  made  defendants,  or 
that  they  might  have  been  made  plaintiffs, 
and  Huitt  and  Johnson  might  have  been 
made  defendants;  bnt.  If  they  all  desired  to 
be  joined  as  plaintiffs,  onr  statutes  say  they 
may,  because  they  all  have  an  interest  In  the 
subject  of  the  action  and  in  obtaining  the  re- 
lief demanded.  It  the  insurance  companies 
bad  been  plaintiffs,  and  Huitt  and  Johnson 
had  been  made  defendants,  the  railroad  com- 
pany might  have  settled  with  the  insurance 
companies  for  the  amount  of  their  claim,  re- 
gardless of  the  rights  of  Huitt  and  Johnson. 
If  Huitt  and  Johnson  had  been  made  plain- 
tiffs, and  the  Insurance  companies  defendants, 
the  railroad  company  might  have  connived 
with  Huitt  and  Johnson  to  have  prevented  a 
recovery.  There  was  no  misjoinder  of  causes 
of  action,  and  the  demurrer  was  properly 
overruled. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  is  that  the 
court  erred  in  the  admission  of  testimony  as 
to  value.  The  plaintiff  in  error  complains  be- 
cause J.  F.  Huitt  was  permitted  to  testify  as 
to  the  value  of  the  bam  without  having 
shown  that  he  was  qualified.  He  testified 
that  he  knew  the  value  of  the  bam;  that  be 
and  Amos  Johnson  built  the  bam  less  than 
two  years  prior  to  its  burning;  that  he  had 
built  several  buildings,  and  that  be  could  Jook 
over  a  barn  and  teU  something  near  its  value. 
His  testimony  also  showed  that  he  had  an  in- 
timate knowledge  of  all  the  different  parts  of 
this  bam.  His  evidence  was  properly  admit- 
ted to  the  Jury,  for  them  to  weigh  under  prop- 
er instructions. 
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The  plaintiff  In  error  also  oomplaina  bcoanae 
of  the  refusal  of  the  court  to  strike  out  the 
evidence  of  Amos  Johnson  as  to  value.  Mr. 
Johnson  testifled  that  he  was  one  of  the  own- 
ers of  the  bam,  and  that  he  knew  Its  value, 
and  the  evidence  In  the  case  showed  that  he 
and  Mr.  Hultt  built  the  bam  lees  than  two 
years  prior  to  the  time  it  burned.  Upon  crosa- 
ezamlnatlon  he  stated  that  he  had  been  of- 
tered  $2,000  for  the  bam,  but  that  it  was  con- 
sidered worth  $2,500,  and  that  his  only  basis 
tor  fixing  the  value  at  $2,000  was  because  he 
bad  been  offered  tnat  for  it.  The  ruling  up- 
on this  question  niay  be  open  to  some  criti- 
cism, but  the  defendants  were  not  prejudiced 
thereby.  The  evidence  of  Johnson  was  cumu- 
lative, and  could  not  have  been  given  much 
weight  l^  the  jury.  There  was  other  testi- 
mony introduced  showing  the  amounts  and 
kinds  of  lumber  of  which  the  bam  was  con- 
structed, the  value  of  the  hardware,  the  value 
of  the  foundation,  the  cost  of  patuting,  the 
value  of  the  labor  in  oonstructing  the  bam, 
and  the  cost  of  much  of  the  material.  A 
plan  of  the  bam  was  also  shown  to  the  Jury, 
and  explained  to  them.  The  Jury  found  the 
raXoB  of  the  bam  and  interest  thereon  to  be 
|1,43&.42.  This  would  fix  the  value  of  the 
bam  at  about  $1,300.  It  in  probable  that  in 
arriving  at  this  amount  they  took  the  differ- 
ent items,  and  did  some  figuring  themselves. 
We  cannot  say  that  there  was  any  error  prej- 
udicial to  the  rights  of  the  defendant  Tlie 
counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  is  evidently  not 
relying  upon  this  assignment  of  error,  because 
out  of  the  nnmerons  adjudications  involved 
therein  not  one  authority  is  cited  in  its  brief. 

The  third  assignment  of  error  is  in  the 
admission  of  testimony  as  to  what  was  a 
reasonable  attorney's  fee;  and  to  the  ques- 
tion, "Ton  may  state  what  a  reasonable  at- 
torney's fee  for  prosecuting  this  case  would 
be,"  the  defendant  objected,  and  objected  to 
the  Introduction  of  any  evidence  in  regard 
to  attorney's  fee,  for  the  reason  that  the  in- 
terests of  Hultt  and  Johnson  and  the  insur- 
ance companies  are  so  intermingled,  and  that 
the  insurance  companies  are  barred  by  the 
statute  of  limitations,  more  than  one  year 
having  elapsed  before  the  insurance  compa- 
nies brought  their  suit  No  error  was  com- 
mitted in  overruling  this  objection.  Para- 
graph 1322,  Gen.  St.  1888,  reads  as  follows: 
"In  ail  actions  commenced  nnder  this  act,  if 
the  plaintiff  sluOl  recover  there  shall  be  al- 
lowed him  by  the  court  a  reasonable  attor- 
ney's fee^  which  shall  become  part  of  the 
Judgment"  In  this  action  the  only  persons 
who  ask  for  a  Judgment  against  the  railroad 
company  are  Huitt  and  Johnson.  The  Judg- 
ment rendered  must  have  been  in  their  fa- 
vor. The  insurance  companies  simply  aak 
that  they  have  a  lien  vpon,  and  be  subro- 
gated to  the  rights  of  Hultt  and  Johnson  in, 
•aid  Judgment,  to  the  amount  of  money  paid 
by  them  upon  the  insurance  imlldeB,  and 
the  interest  thereon.  The  testimony  was 
properly  admitted,  and  the  Judgment  for  the 


VKlse  of  tke  ban  and  the  attoraey's  fee  waa 
properly  rendered  in  favor  of  Hultt  and 
Johnson,  and  the  insurance  companies  were 
properly  subrogated  to  the  rights  of  Huitt 
and  Johnson  to  the  amount  of  their  claim. 
The  fire  occurred  July  19,  1888,  and  the  orig- 
inal  petition  of  Hultt  and  Johnson  was  filed 
on  the  23d  day  of  April,  1880;  so  that  this 
action  was  commenced  within  one  year  from 
the  time  the  cause  of  action  accrued.  There- 
fore, in  deciding  this  case,  it  is  not  neces- 
sary to  decide  whether  the  attorney's  fee 
is  tor  an  action  upon  a  liatulity  created  by 
statute  or  for  a  iwnaity  or  forfeiture. 

The  fourth  assignment  of  error  is  upon  the 
giving  of  the  following  instructions  by  the 
court:  "(a)  You  are  further  instracted  that 
if  you  find  from  all  the  evidence  that  the 
defendant's  engine  did  set  the  fire  which 
burned  the  plaintiff's  bam,  then  the  burden 
ot  proof  is  upon  the  defendant  to  prove  that 
the  engine  that  set  such  fire  or  caused  the 
same  to  be  set  was  in  good  condition  and 
repair,  using  all  of  the  necessary  and  Im- 
proved appliances  for  the  purposes  of  pre- 
venting the  escape  of  fire,  and  was  skill-' 
fully  and  carefully  handled,  managed,  and 
operated  by  competent,  skillful,  and  careful 
faaada  or  employte,  and  that  there  was  no 
BegUgence  on  the  part  of  the  defendant; 
tiien  the  presumption  of  n^ligence  raised 
by  the  fact  that  the  engine  set  the  fire  will 
be  rebutted,  and  yon  should  find  for  the  de- 
fendant" There  was  no  material  error  com- 
mitted in  the  toiegoiag  Instmction.  See 
Kailroad  Co.  v.  Huitt  41  Fac.  1048. 

The  fifth  assignment  of  error  is  upon  the 
refusal  of  the  court  to  give  the  following 
instruction:  "If  you  find  for  the  plaintiffs, 
the  amount  of  their  recovery  will  be  limited 
to  such  an  amount  as  would  be  required  to 
build  the  bam  in  July,  1888,  and  place  it  in 
substantially  the  same  condition  it  was  In 
before  the  fire,  together  with  interest  at  6 
per  cent  on  such  sum  from  July  18,  1888, 
up  to  the  present  time,  and  a  reasonable  at- 
torney's fee."  The  eighth  Instmction  given 
by  the  court  is  as  follows:  "If  the  plain, 
tiffs,  under  the  evidence  in  this  case,  are 
entitled  to  reoovw  a  Judgment  against  the 
defendant,  then  I  instruct  you  that  their 
measure  of  damages  under  the  pleadings  ia 
the  value  of  the  bam  burned,  at  the  time  ot 
the  burning  thereof;  and  if  you  find  tor  the 
plaintiffs  your  verdict  should  be  for  such 
value,  and  such  value  only,  as  is  proven  b^ 
a  prepondeiunce  of  the  evidence  in  this  case, 
not  to  exceed  two  thousand  dollars."  The 
true  measure  of  damages  U  the  value  of 
the  bam  at  the  time  of  the  burning  thweot. 
The  facts  stated  in  the  instruction  asked  for 
by  the  defendant  might  have  been  consid- 
ered by  the  Jury,  but  the  instructicn  given 
by  the  court  states  the  correct  measure  oC 
damages. 

The  sixth  assignment  of  error  is  in  ovei^ 
mling  the  motion  of  plaintiff  in  error  for  a 
new  trial,  because  the  amount  of  the  geD> 
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eral  Terdlet  ta  not  «rapported  hy  the  «?!• 
dence;  and  because  20,  21,  22,  and  23  of  the 
special  flndlngrs  are  not  supported  by  the 
evidence.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  con- 
tend that,  as  Huitt  and  Johnson  each  placed 
the  value  of  the  bam  at  $2,000,  and  HuItt 
said  It  cost  $1,625,  and  Spencer  testified  that 
it  could  be  rebuilt  for  $960,  the  jury  should 
have  glren  the  amount  testified  to  by  one 
side  or  the  other.  As  stated  under  the  sec- 
ond asslf^nment  of  error  (which  see),  there 
was  considerable  conflicting  testimony  as  to 
the  value  of  the  bam.  There  was  abundant 
evidence  to  sustain  the  general  verdict  of 
the  ]nry.  The  special  findings  are  as  fol- 
lows: "(20)  Was  the  engineer  who  managed 
the  engine  at  the  time  of  the  fire  a  compe- 
tent, skillful,  and  careful  engineerT"  '*Com- 
pet«it  and  skillful,  but  not  carefuL"  "(21) 
If  not,  in  what  respect  was  he  Incompetent 
unskillful,  or  lacking  in  care?"  "By  start- 
ing his  mgine  at  too  great  speed."  "(22) 
Was  this  fire  set  out  by  any  mismanage- 
ment on  the  part  of  the  engineer?"  "Yes." 
"(23)  If  so,  how  did  he  mismanage  his  en- 
gine BO  as  to  set  out  this  fire  T'  "By  starting 
his  engine  too  rapidly."  There  was  testi- 
mony Introduced  tending  to  prove  that  the 
train  which  set  the  fire  was  late;  that  the 
weather  was  very  dry;  that  a  strong  wind 
was  blowing;  that  the  train  started  out 
much  faster  than  usual;  that  within  600  feet 
of  starting  a  speed  of  15  or  20  miles  an  hour 
had  been  attained;  that  a  shower  of  sparks 
the  slEe  of  "birds'  eggs"  and  "end  of  little 
finger"  was  thrown  25  or  30  feet  high,  and 
carried  3(X)  or  400  feet,  and  remained  alive 
one  to  two  minutes;  and  much  more  along 
the  same  line.  The  speed  ot  the  train  would 
not  alone  be  sufficient  to  establish  negli- 
gence, but  in  this  case,  if  the  jury  believed 
that  the  weather  was  dry,  and  a  strong 
wind  blowing,  and  that  the  engineer  used 
an  unusual  and  unnecessary  amount  of 
steam  in  starting  out  of  the  city,  by  whicb 
the  fire  was  forced  out  of  the  smokestack: 
and  if  they  farther  believed  that  by  using 
a  little  more  care  until  the  train  was  under 
motion  the  fire  would  not  have  been  forced 
out  of  the  smokestack,— they  were  Justified 
in  finding  that  the  engineer  was  not  care- 
ful, and  mismanaged  his  engine. 

The  seventh  assignment  ot  error  is  in  not 
awarding  the  costs  of  the  term  against  the 
defendants  in  error  Huitt  and  Jotinson  at 
the  time  of  the  first  continuance.  Para- 
graph 4689,  Oen.  St  1889,  reads  as  fcdlows: 
"Unless  otherwise  provided  by  statute,  the 
costs  of  motions,  continuances,  amendments 
and  the  like,  shall  be  taxed  and  paid  as  the 
court  in  Its  discretion  may  direct"  This 
section  places  the  taxation  of  the  costs  of  a 
continuance  in  the  sound  discretion  of  the 
court  but  where  there  Is  &  manifest  abuse 
of  such  discretion  this  court  will  make  such 
a  raling  as  It  thinks  the  trial  court  should 
have  made.  The  continuance  of  this  case 
was  bad  at  the  request  of  tbe  plaintiffs,  for 


their  benefit  and  to  sopply  a  defect  in  tbe 
pleadings,  for  whicb  alone  they  were  re- 
sponsible. It  seems  to  us  that  the  court 
should  have  required  the  plaintiffs  to  pa; 
tbe  costs  of  the  eontinnancei 

The  last  assignment  of  error  la  in  rend«-- 
Ing  judgment  for  attorney's  fees.  Tbe  Jury 
made  the  following  special  finding:  "(29) 
How  much  attorney's  fee  do  you  allow  In 
this  case?"  "$20O.0O.''  "(30)  Is  this  for  the 
trial  of  tbe  case  for  all  of  tbe  plaintiffs, 
Amos  Johnson,  J.  F.  Huitt,  and  the  insur- 
ance companies?"  "Yea."  This  qnestloo  bas 
been  fully  discussed  under  the  third  assign- 
ment of  error  (which  see).  Huitt  and  John- 
son obtained  tbe  judgment  for  the  value  of 
the  barn.  See  paragraph  1322,  Gen.  St  1880. 
Tbe  amount  found  by  tbe  jury  to  be  a  rea- 
sonable attorney's  fee  was  propo-ly  made 
part  of  the  judgment 

This  case  is  remanded  to  the  court  below, 
with  instructicHia  to  tax  costs  of  the  continu- 
ance against  the  plaintiffs  Huitt  and  John- 
son. In  all  other  respects  the  judgment  of 
tbe  court  below  will  be  affirmed.  Tbe  costs 
In  this  court  will  be  eqtially  divided  between 
the  Atchison,  Topeka  A  Santa  F6  Railroad 
Company  and  Huitt  &  Johnson.  All  tbe 
judges  concurring. 


(1  Kan.  A.  1«3) 
HENTIQ  V.  REDDEN  et  sL 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment E.  D.    Sept  18,  1S95.) 

ArrsAi.  —  Tbadspbb   to    Appbllatb    Cooar  — 

KtSmUBJiT  —  IHPBOVEMBSTS  —  TaXSS  — 

RiOHTS  or  Uefbndant. 

1.  A  party  has  no  sneh  vested  right  to  a 
hearing  by  the  aupreme  court  of  a  case  pending 
therem  ai  will  prerent  the  legislature  from  pro- 
viding for  a  transfer  of  sacb  case  to  another 
competent  appellate  tribnnal. 

2.  The  occupying  daimant'a  law  la  baaed 
upon  the  broadest  equity,  and  most  lie  construed 
BO  as  to  effect  an  adjustment  of  the  rights  of 
the  respective  partiea  in  the  moat  equitable 
manner.  The  onsnccessfnl  occupying  claimant 
should  be  compensated  for  the  fnli  added  value 
which  bia  lasting  and  valuable  improvements 
give  to  the  land  at  the  time  auch  value  is  as- 
sesses, and  he  should  be  charged  only  with  the  val- 
ue of  the  rents  and.  profits  ot  the  land  exclusive 
of  the  improvements. 

8.  When  the  defendant  in  an  action  of  eject- 
ment bases  his  claim  of  title  on  a  tax  deed  which 
is  adjudged  invalid,  and  he  is  entitled  to  be  re- 
paid the  taxes  paid  by  him,  as  well  as  to  have 
the  benefit  of  the  occupying  claimant's  act  for 
his  improTements,  only  such  portion  of  the 
taxes  paid  should  be  repaid  to  him  as  were  lev- 
ied upon  the  assessed  valuation  of  the  land  with- 
out the  improvements  for  which  compensation 
is  made. 
(SyUabns  by  the  Oonrt) 

Error  to  district  court  Shawnee  eoonty; 
John  Guthrie,  Judge. 

Action  in  ejectment  by  Ehnma  Redden  and 
others,  heirs  of  J.  W.  Redden,  deceased, 
against  A.  J.  Heotlg.  From  tbe  judgment 
rendered,  defendant  brings  error.     Reversed. 

F.  O.  Hentig,  for  plaintiff  In  error.  ▲.  U 
Redden,  for  defendants  in  error.  . 

uigiiizea  oy  n-jv^OV  lv_ 
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OARTBR,  3.  TbUf  caae  comes  with  famil- 
iar face  Into  the  appellate  courts,  bavins  been 
before  the  supreme  court  at  three  different 
limes  prior  to  this,  leaving  Its  Impress  upon 
the  records  In  35  Kan.  473,  U  Pac  398;  38 
Kan.  500,  16  Pac.  820;  and  45  Kan.  20,  25 
Pac.  219. 

The  defendants  in  error  urge  upon  the  court 
ti  motion  to  dismiss,  on  the  ground  that  de- 
fects in  the  record  forbid  a  consideration  of 
the  assignments  of  error.  We  think  the  rec- 
ord is  sufficient  to  fairly  present  the  rulings 
of  the  district  court  of  ■which  complaint  is 
made,  the  Instructions  to  the  Jnry,  the  find- 
ings of  fact,  and  the  judgment,  all  being  con- 
fiistent  with  one  another,  and  clearly  showing 
that  the  matters  alleged  as  error  entered  into 
each  of  them.  While  the  record  should  be 
full  and  complete  concerning  the  questions  to 
be  reviewed,  we  will  not  encourage  any  un- 
necessary prolixity  or  burdensome  addition 
of  irrelevant  details  of  the  trial. 

Objection  Is  also  made  to  the  jurisdiction  of 
this  court  for  the  reason,  as  stated  by  coun- 
sel, that,  as  the  case  was  filed  and  pending  in 
the  supreme  court  when  the  act  creating  the 
court  of  appeals  tool:  effect,  the  parties  had  a 
vested  right  to  a  final  hearing  In  the  former 
court,  which  the  legislature  could  not  dis- 
turb. We  do  not  think  the  objection  is  valid. 
A  party  has  no  such  right  to  a  hearing  in  a 
particular  tribunal  as  will  prevent  the  legis- 
lature from  providing  for  a  transfer  of  bis 
case  to  another  competent  court.  This  ques- 
tion was  very  fully  considered  in  Branson  v. 
Studabaker,  133  Ind.  147,  3S  N.  E.  96;  Elliot, 
.T.,  saying:  "There  Is  no  vested  right  in  a 
remedy  or  in  a  tribunal.  Remedies  and  tri- 
bunals may  be  changed  by  substitution  with- 
out Imjttlrlng  vested  rights.  It  may  be  grant- 
ed that  a  remedy  cannot  be  entirely  swept 
away  or  rendered  utterly  ineffective  by  the 
destruction  of  a  tribonal;  but  granting  this 
will  not  authoriase  the  conclusion  that  the 
substitution  of  the  appellate  court  for  the 
snpmne  court.  In  a  class  of  cases  falling 
within  a  limited  jurisdiction.  Impairs  a  vest- 
ed right,  for  parties  have  still  a  remedy  and 
still  a  competent  tribunal  to  administer  that 
remedy."  That  decision  was  cited  with  ap- 
proval, and  the  proposition  now  presented  de- 
cided against  the  contention  of  defendants  in 
error,  by  the  supreme  court  of  this  state,  in 
the  case  of  Rowe  v.  Ooanty  Gom'rs  (recently 
certified  by  that  court  to  the  Southern  depart- 
ment of  the  court  of  appeals). i- 

The  errors  assigned  all  depend  upon  the 
proper  construction  of  the  statute  known  as 
the  "Occupying  Claimant's  Act."  The  plain- 
tiff in  »ror.  Uentlg,  was  defendant  in  an  ac- 
tion of  ejectment  brought  against  her  by  J. 
W.  Redden  for  the  recovery  of  the  possession 
of  four  lots  in  the  city  of  Topelui,  in  which 
Judgment  was  rendered  for  Redden.  Hentlg 
was  recognized  as  an  occupying  claimant, 
Willi  lasting  and  valuable  improvements 
made  by  her  previous  to  the  commencement 

mo  ^pinion  filed. 


of  the  ejectment  suit  On  the  trial  of  her 
rights  as  occupying  claimant,  the  district 
court  held  that,  as  against  the  assessed  valu- 
ation of  the  Improvements,  the  plaintiff  was 
entitled  to  the  rents  and  profits  which  the  de- 
fendant may  have  received  from  the  lots  and 
improvements.  The  present  controversy  la 
upon  this  construction  of  the  occupying  claim- 
ant's act;  the  plaintiff  in  error  claiming  that 
the  rents  and  profits  recoverable  should  not 
be  augmented  by  taking  Into  consideration 
the  added  value  given  thereto  by  the  build- 
ings erected  on  the  lots  by  her;  while  the  de- 
fendants In  error  contend  that  the  rents  and 
profits  must  be  estimated  upon  the  lots  in 
their  improved  condition.  The  several  issues 
made  by  the  pleadings  in  this  case  have  ap- 
parently heea  taken  up  by  sections,  and  a 
number  of  separate  and  distinct  trials  had 
of  what  should  have  been  disposed  of  at  the 
same  time.  It  thus  happens  that,  notwitli- 
standlng  much  of  the  controversy  has  arisen 
under  the  occupying  claimant's  law,  the  ap- 
pellate court  Is  now  for  the  first  time  called 
upon  to  construe  that  act  Neither  iiarty  Is 
blameless  for  this  situation,  for  the  proceed- 
ings under  the  statute  might  have  been  Insti- 
tuted and  forced  to  a  conclusion  by  the  plain- 
tiff as  well  as  by  the  defendant  Since  the 
amendment  In  1873  of  the  occupying  claim- 
ant's act,  the  unsuccessful  occupying  claim- 
ant Is  protected  In  the  possession  of  the  dis- 
puted premises  until  paid  the  value  <tf  his 
lasting  and  valuable  Improvements;  so  that 
It  seems  to  be  as  essential  for  the  plaintiff  in 
ejectment,  to  entitle  him  to  actual  possession,' 
to  satisfy  the  claim  of  the  defendant  for  his 
Improvements,  as  it  is  for  him  to  sustain  bis 
own  claim  of  title.  Gen.  St  1880,  par.  4704; 
Sarbach  v.  Newell,  28  Kan.  642.  Consequent- 
ly, little  weight  can  be  given  to  the  complaint 
ot  the  defendants  in  error  because  of  this  pro- 
tracted litigation,  for  which  both  parties  are 
responsible. 

This  statute  shows  the  highest  considera- 
tion for  the  unsuccessful  occupying  claimant,' 
and  evinces  the  greatest  solicitude  In  provid- 
ing for  an  adjustment  of  his  rights  as  the 
possessor  of  the  improvements,  upon  the  most 
liberal  principles  of  equity.  At  common  law, 
the  legal  owner  took  everything;  the  lasting 
improvements  going  with  the  title  as  a  mere 
Incident  to  the  land.  The  good  faith  of  the 
occupant  counted  for  nothing.  Eviction  fol- 
lowed judgment  for  possession,  however  ruin- 
ous the  consequences.  Equity,  refusing  to 
follow  so  harsh  a  rule,  allowed  the  defeated 
occupant  to  set  off  the  value  of  the  lasting 
Improvements  made  by  him  against  the  own- 
er's claim  for  rents  and  profits,  but  limited 
the  allowance  for  the  improvements  to  the 
amount  of  the  rents  and  profits.  Bright  v. 
Boyd,  1  Story,  478,  Fed.  Cas.  No.  1,875;  Put- 
nam V.  Ritchie,  6  Paige,  404;  Parsons  v. 
Moses,  16  Iowa,  444;  Newland  v.  Baker,  26 
Kan.  341;  Barton  v.  Land  Co.,  27  Kan.  634. 
The  occupying  claimant's  act  provides  not 
only  for  the  enforcement  of  this  rule  of  equi- 
ty, bnt  goes  further  »>?,  fffin^yt^^fiS^ 


1056 


PAOIFIC  UBPORTBB,  VoL  41. 


(Kan. 


pensatlon  most  be  made  to  the  owner  of  the 
improvements  before  hla  poaseasion  can  be 
diatiirbed.  There  is  a  clear  and  expreiBed 
recognition  of  Interest  in  and  ownership  of 
the  premises  In  their  Improved  condition,  In 
common,  by  the  owner  of  the  land  and 
the  owner  of  the  ImprovementB.  It  is  op- 
tional with  the  succeasfui  claimant  whether 
he  ever  becomes  the  owner  of  tlie  Improve- 
ments. He  may  elect  to  take  the  assessed 
value  of  the  land  without  the  ImprovementB, 
and  execute  a  deed  of  conveyance  to  the  oc- 
cupant. Paragraph  4713.  In  that  event,  the 
occupant,  upon  payment  of  the  yalne  of  tbe 
land,  becomes  the  legal  owner  of  both  land 
and  Improvements,  and  the  owner  of  the 
land  never  acquires  any  interest  in  the  latter. 
If  such  election  be  not  made  by  the  owner 
of  the  land,  be  must  pay  the  assessed  value 
of  the  improvements  liefore  be  can  claim  pos- 
session of,  and  right  of  ownership  in,  them. 
Who  win  in  the  end  be  owner  of  the  improve- 
ments Is  not  determined  until  after  there  has 
been  an  assessment  of  their  value,  as  well  as 
of  the  value  of  the  rents  and  profits.  Such 
is  our  Interpretation  of  the  letter  and  spirit 
of  tbe  statute  under  consideration;  its  whole 
aim  and  purpose  being  to  give  to  each  one, 
as  nearly  as  possible,  his  own.  That  this 
end  may  be  attained,  it  is  the  duty  of  the 
court,  in  any  case,  to  give  to  the  law  a  liberal 
construction,  and  apply  it  upon  the  broadest 
principles  of  equity.  Stebblns  v.  Outhrle,  4 
Kan.  353;   Newland  v.  Baker,  26  Kan.  841. 

When  the  defendant  took  possession  of  the 
premises,  they  were  naked  city  lots.  She 
erected  on  them  three  small  dwelling  houses, 
and  made  other  improvements,  all  valued  at 
the  time  of  the  trial  at  $418,  though  they 
probably  had  originally  cost  a  considerably 
larger  sum.  The  annual  rental  value  of  the 
naked  lots  was  ti-lfling,  perhaps  not  to  ex- 
ceed $5;  while  the  annual  rental  value  of 
the  lots  in  their  improved  condition  was 
found  to  be  $120.  The  total  value  of  tbe 
rents  and  profits  of  the  land  and  Improve- 
menta  received  by  the  defendant  from  the 
time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action  until 
the  trial,  and  with  which  she  is  charged,  was 
S928.67;  not  to  exceed  $50  of  this  was  the 
value  derived  from  the  naked  lots.  Is  the 
successful  claimant  entitled  to  this  entire 
sum  ?  We  think  not  In  such  a  proceeding 
the  occupant  is  not  rer>aid  for  his  actual  ex- 
penditures made  upon  tlie  premines.  The  im- 
provements must  be  valued  only  according  to 
the  added  value  they  give  to  the  land.  How- 
ever costly  they  may  have  been,  unless  they  add 
actual  value  to  the  land  at  the  time  the  assess- 
ment Is  made,  they  are  valueless  to  the  occupy- 
ing claimant,  and  he  goes  out  empty-handed. 
By  him  Is  borne  all  tbe  depreciation  of  value 
from  use  or  otherwise,  as  well  as  loss  from 
tbe  total  destruction  of  buildings  during  tbe 
pendency  of  the  action.  The  jury  assesses 
values  on  a  present  view,  and  fixes  them,  of 
necessity,  as  of  the  time  when  the  view  is 
had;  the  succeHtiful  claimant  being  required 
to  pay  only  the  added  value  which  he  ac- 


QuiiAs  ntxm  evtctton.  McMnrray  r.  Day,  TO 
Iowa,  671,  28  N.  W.  476;  Fletcher  v.  Brown, 
35  Neb.  660,  53  N.  W.  677;  Nixon  v.  Porter, 
88  Miss.  416;  2  Story,  Eq.  Jar.  79Q;  3  Suth. 
Dam.  349.  350. 

Tbe  construction  contended  for  by  coun- 
sel for  defendants  in  error  puts  upon  tbe  un- 
fortunate occupant  who  has  made  lasting  im- 
provements upon  the  strength  of  his  de- 
fective title,  a  double  loss,— he  not  only 
loses  the  difference  between  his  expendi- 
tures and  the  actual  added  value  given  to 
the  land  by  his  improvements,  but  he  is 
made  to  pay  interest  on  such  expenditures, 
in  the  way  of  rents.  The  mere  statement 
of  tbe  proposition  la  sufBcient  to  convince 
any  one  of  its  utter  lack  of  equity;  and 
unless  the  statute  clearly  so  requires,  a  con- 
struction will  not  be  adopted  which  would 
enforce  so  unjust  a  rule.  The  language  of 
the  statute  is:  Tbe  jury  "shall  also  assess 
the  damages,  it  any,  which  said  land  may 
have  sustained  by  waste,  together  with  the 
net  annual  value  of  the  rents  and  profits 
which  the  occupying  claimant  may  have  re- 
ceived from  the  same,  after  having  re- 
ceived notice  of  tbe  plalntifT's  title  by 
service  of  summona.  •  •  •"  Code  Civ. 
Proc.  {  604.  If  this  must  be  held  to  mean 
rents  and  profits  of  the  land,  and  Improve- 
ments, simply  because  permanent  improve- 
ments become  a  part  of  the  real  estate 
upon  which  they  are  traced,  the  same  argu- 
ment would  require  the  occupying  claimant 
to  be  assessed  with  the  damages  which  the 
premises  may  have  sustained  by  waste  that 
consists  in  injury  to  buildings  erected  by 
him.  So  that,  in  the  matter  of  waste,  tbere 
would  be  the  anomalous  condition  of  re- 
quiring him  to  pay  the  damages  done  to  the 
Improvements,  whether  it  be  a  partial  or  total 
destruction,  and  at  the  same  time  only  al- 
low him  for  the  value  of  the  improvements 
in  their  depreciated  condition.  It  will  hard- 
ly be  claimed  that  an  occupying  claimant 
can  In  that  manner  commit  waste  for  which 
he  is  chargeable;  but  to  this  result  the  argu- 
ment of  counsel  logically  leads,  the  prop- 
erty Involved  being  "the  same." 

In  Deitzler  v.  Wllhitc,  40  Pac.  272.  recently 
decided  by  the  supreme  court  of  this  state. 
Mr.  Justice  Allen  very  cogently  expressed 
the  views  of  that  court  upon  the  equity  of 
this  proposition,  as  applied  to  rents  prior  to 
the  commeucemrat  of  the  action.  In  the  fol- 
lowing language,  which  is  equally  apt  in  this 
case:  "We  think  the  provisions  of  the  oc- 
cupying claimant's  law  in  accordance  with 
sound  equitable  principles,  and  that  no  rea- 
son can  be  found  in  ethics  why  the  occupy- 
ing claimant  should  not  have  the  full  value 
of  bis  improvements,  as  well  when  the  value 
exceeds  the  mesne  profits  as  when  It  does 
not.  The  substance  of  the  plaintiff's  claim 
Is  not  merely  that  she  Is  entitled  to  the  value 
of  the  use  and  occupation  of  her  property,— 
the  bare  lot,— which  the  court  finds  was  one 
dollar  per  year,  and  concerning  which  the 
plaintiff  makes  no  complaint,  bat  she  claims 
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th»  RBtel  Tslde  6f  fbe  honae  eetistnictad  bj 
the  defendant,  wbicb,  in  •qnlty  and  good 
conscience,  nerer  mui  her  property  at  all. 
Xhe  equity— the  ethlce— of  sneb  a  claim  finds 
BO  favor  with  OS.  On  the  oouttazy,  we 
think  the  claim  gpossly  Ineqnltabla  The  de- 
fendant's money  iiaid  for  the  improrementa. 
No  allo-wance  could  be  made  for  the  Inter- 
est on  his  inTeatment,  bnt  be  has  had  the 
nse  of  It.  We  know  of  no  sonnd  reason  why 
one  should  be  charged  for  nsing  his  own 
property,  no  matter  what  the  form  of  action 
may  ba"  Both  npon  the  better  reason  and 
ample  authority,  we  are  of  the  opbAoa  that 
when  the  occupant  of  real  estate  shows  him- 
self entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the  occupying 
dalmanf 8  act  for  his  improvements,  the  as- 
sessment against  him  under  that  act  for  rents 
and  profits  shonld  be  made  ezcIuslTe  of  the 
added  value  given  them  by  bis  improve- 
ments. Supporting  this  conclusion  are  the 
fbllowlng  cases:  Elliott  v.  Armstrong,  4 
Blackf.  421;  Pacquette  v.  Plckness,  18  Wis. 
221;  Dungan  v.  Ton  Phul,  8  Iowa,  268;  Dean 
T.  Feely,  69  Ga.  822;  Haskins  v.  Spiller,  8 
Dana,  573;  Pugh  v.  Bell,  2  T.  B.  Mon.  125; 
Oil  Co.  V.  Henshaw  (Ala.)  7  South.  7G0;  Sar- 
boch  ▼.  Newell,  28  Kan.  042. 

We  do  not  think,  as  claimed  by  counsel  for 
defendant  in  error,  that  the  supreme  court. 
In  Deitzler  v.  Wilbite, '  to  which  reference 
has  been  made,  has  placed  a  construction  on 
the  statute  In  question  not  in  accord  with 
t^ie  views  expressed  in  this  opinion.  Trae, 
in  that  case  the  court  below  gave  Judgment 
for  the  rents  and  profits  of  the  land  and  im- 
provements. No  complaint,  however,  was 
made  of  that  ruling;  and  the  supreme  court 
did  not  pass  upon  its  correctness,  and  was 
not  called  upon  to  do  so.  We  do  not  read 
the  opinion  of  the  ooort  as  delivered  by 
Mr.  Justice  Allen,  to  mean  that  the  court 
approved  of  the  ruling  as  a  correct  applica- 
tion of  the  statute. 

It  is  also  objected  that  as  the  defendant 
below  held  under  a  defective  tax  deed,  and 
was  entitled  to  be  repaid  the  taxes  paid  by 
her  with  interest.  It  would  be  unjast  to  al- 
low the  amount  of  the  taxes  to  be  increased 
by  the  greater  value  given  to  the  property 
by  the  Improvements,  and  not  assess  the 
rental  value  of  the  property  in  like  condi- 
tl<«.  The  record  does  not  disclose  in  what 
manner  the  amount  of  the  taxes  paid  was  es- 
timated. The  questions  affecting  the  pay- 
m«>t  of  taxes,  roits,  and  profits,  and  value 
of  improvements,  should  all  have  been  dis- 
posed of  by  the  conrt  at  the  same  time,  all 
being  matters  which  i-eguiarly  follow  the 
Judgment  for  possession,  and  are  to  be  ad- 
Justed  upon  equitable  principles,  before  the 
defendant  Is  dispossessed.  The  tax  laws 
provide  for  a  separate  assessment  of  the 
value  of  lands  and  the  improvements  there- 
on, for  the  purpose  of  taxation;  and  there 
is  no  difilcnlty  in  this  case  in  ascertaining 
the  amount  of  taxes  paid  by  Hentig  on  these 
lots  exclusive  of  the  improvements.  Only 
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tlie  amount  bo  paid  Bboald,  ifttk  ItttereM  ud 
legal  charges,  be  repaid  to  ber.  The  taxes 
paid  on  improvements  should  be  hdd  to  be 
paid  <»i  her  own  property,  of  which  she  had 
full  use  and  benefit  If,  In  the  piecemeal 
trial  of  this  case,  there  has  been  a  repay- 
ment to  the  defendant  of  a  greater  sum  for 
taxes  than  she  is  equitably  entitled  to,  np- 
on the  final  hearing  and  adjustment  of  the 
respective  rights  ot  the  plaintiff  and  the  de- 
fendant, that  portion  of  the  amount  repaid 
which  represents  the  taxes  on  tlie  improve- 
ments, should  be  taken  as  a  payment  to  that 
extent  on  the  assessed  value  of  the  improve- 
ments. In  no  other  way  can  complete  equity 
be  done. 

In  an  adjustment  of  the  rights  of  parties 
under  the  occupying  claimant's  law,  the  fol- 
lowing general  rules  should  be  observed  as 
nearly  as  possible:  (1)  In  assessing  the 
value  of  lasting  and  valuable  Improvements, 
the  Jury  should  consider  and  find  only  the 
added  value  which  the  improvements  so  made 
give  to  the  land  at  the  time  the  premises 
are  viewed,  or  when  the  successfnl  claimant 
obtained  possesslma.  (2)  Damages  for  waste 
should  be  assessed  with  reference  to  the  con- 
dition of  the  premises  at  the  time  they  came 
Into  the  possession  of  the  defendant,  or  into  the 
possessian  of  those  through  whom  he  claims. 
(3)  The  net  annual  value  of  the  rents  and  prof- 
its charged  against  the  occupying  claimant, 
should  be  estimated  npon  the  use  of  the  land 
without  the  improvements,  for  which  compen- 
sation mnst  be  mad&  (4)  The  occupying  claim- 
ant shonld  have  credit  for  only  such  portion 
of  the  taxes  paid  by  him  during  his  occu- 
pancy, as  were  paid  np<m  the  land  without 
his  improvements. 

As  there  was  no  assessment  of  the  rental 
value  of  the  lots  without  the  Improvements, 
this  court  cannot  determine  what  Judgrment 
should  be  entered.  The  Judgment  will  be 
reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  for  a  new 
trial  in  accordance  with  this  opinion. 


a  Kan.  A.  VOi 
HENTia  et  aL  v.  COLLINS. 
(Conrt  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, £.  D.    Sept.  18,  1805.) 

Ejectmekt— Rights  of  Defeated  Depbsdint— 
Appeal  Bo>f  d— Failitre  op  Principal  to  Biok. 

1.  The  defendant  in  an  action  of  ejectment 
who  la  defeated  in  his  claim  of  title  to  real 
estate,  and  who  is  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  the 
occupying  claimant's  law  for  bis  lasting  and 
valuable  improTements,  is  liable,  under  that 
law,  for  only  the  value  of  the  rents  and  profits 
which  ho  may  have  received  from  the  land, 
without  his  improyements. 

2.  When  a  supersedeas  bond  Is  executed 
by  sureties  on  behalf  of  the  defendant  in  such 
an  action,  conditioned  for  the  payment  by  him 
of  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupation  of  the 
real  estate,  pending  an  appeal  to  the  supreme 
court  on  a  question  of  taxes,  the  sureties  are  lia- 
ble on  the  bond  only  for  the  value  o.  the  use 
and  occupation  of  the  land,  without  the  improve- 
ments of  their  principal,  when,  during  the  time 
of  such  use  and  occupation,  there  had  been  no 
assessment  or  payment  of  the  value  of  the  Im- 
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proTeiD«nta,  and  proceedings  under  the  eecapT* 
■ng  claimant's  Jaw  iiad  not  been  delayed  or  pre- 
vented by  the  defendant  or  his  sureties. 

8.  A  supersedeas  bond  signed  by  the  sure- 
ties alone,  the  principal  not  joining  therein.  Is 
ralid  and  binding  aa  to  the  sureties. 
(SyUabns  by  the  C!ourt) 

Error  from  district  conrt,  Shawnee  connty; 
John  Gutbree,  Judge. 

Action  on  a  bond  by  M.  D.  Collins,  asalKnee 
of  J.  W.  Redden,  against  F.  O.  Hentlg  and 
others.  Plaintiff  had  Judgment,  and  defend- 
ants bring  error.    Kodlfled. 

F.  G.  Hentig,  for  plaintiffs  In  error.  A.  la. 
Redden,  for  defendant  in  error. 

GARVER,  J.  In  an  action  of  ejectment 
brought  in  the  district  court  of  Shawnee 
county.  Elan.,  by  J.  W.  Redden  against  Mrs. 
A  J.  Hentig,  for  the  recovery  of  the  posses- 
sion of  certain  lots  in  the  city  of  Topeka,  the 
def«idant  was  defeated  in  her  claim  of  title 
founded  on  a  tax  deed,  and  Judgment  for  pos- 
session rendered  in  favor  of  Redden,  Febru- 
ary 18,  1885.  Ttie  court  also  found  that  Mrs. 
Hentig  was  entitled  to  a  repayment  of  taxes, 
and  to  the  benefit  of  the  occupying  claim- 
ant's law  for  her  Improvements,  before  the 
Judgment  for  possession  should  be  enforced. 
Different  trials  were  subsequently  had  on 
the  question  of  taxes  and  of  the  rights  of 
the  parties  under  the  occupying  claimant's 
act.  In  1888  there  was  a  second  trial,  to  de- 
termine the  amount  of  taxes  to  be  repaid  to 
the  defendant;  further  proceedings  under  the 
occupying  claimant's  law  being  apparently, 
for  the  time,  abandoned.  Judgment  on  tbe 
question  of  taxes  was  rendered  September 
18,  1888,  from  which  Hentig  again  appealed 
to  the  supreme  court  Pending  this  appeal, 
a  supersedeas  bond  was  executed  by  F.  G. 
Hentig  and  W.  W.  Manspealcer  as  sureties 
for  Mrs.  Hentig,  she  not  Joining  In  the  bond, 
conditioned:  "If  the  Judgment  be  affirmed, 
she  will  pay  the  value  of  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  tbe  said  lots  from  the  date  of  this 
undertaking  until  the  delivery  of  the  posses- 
sion, pursuant  to  the  Judgment,  and  all  costs." 
The  bond  was  executed  October  4,  1888;  the 
judgment  appealed  from  was  affirmed  (45 
Kan.  20,  25  Pac.  218)  December  9,  1890; 
and  the  possession  of  the  premises  given  to 
Redden  by  the  sheriff,  under  legal  process, 
December  10,  1890.  On  June  22,  1891,  Red- 
den made  a  request  in  that  case  for  a  sheriff's 
Jury  under  the  occupying  claimant's  law. 
The  Jury  was  drawn,  and  the  respective  val- 
ues of  the  lots,  the  Improvements,  and  tbe 
rents  and  profits,  were  assessed,  and  Judg- 
ment rendered  accordingly.  BYom  that  Judg- 
ment an  appeal  was  again  taken  by  Mrs. 
Hentig,  and  for  the  fourth  time  the  case  ap- 
peared in  the  supreme  court,  this  time  upon 
a  question  concerning  the  valuation  of  rents 
and  profits,  and  has  Just  been  decided  by  this 
court,  to  which  it  was  transferred.  41  Pac. 
1054. 

This  Is  an  action  upon  the  supersedeas 
Ixmd    above    mentioned,    and    presents    tbe 


questloB:  Are  tlie  soretlefl  liable  on  tU*  bond 
for  the  value  <^  tbe  use  and  occupation  of 
the  land  and  Improvements,  or  only  for  that 
of  the  lots  exclusive  of  tbe  Improvements? 
The  trial  court  found  the  value  of  tbe  nae  and 
occupation  of  the  lots,  for  the  time  corered 
by  the  bond,  to  be  $10.95  without  tbe  im- 
provements, and  $393  with  the  improvementi^ 
made  by  Mra  Hentif,  and  rendered  Judg- 
ment for  the  latter  aom.  In  this  we  tblnk 
tbe  court  erred. 

It  is  a  general  mie  that  the  extent  of  the 
liability  of  the  surety  is  measured  and  limited 
by  that  of  the  principal  The  sureties  of  Mrs. 
Hentig  cannot  be  held  liable  for  something 
that  she  is  not  answerable  for.  We  held  in 
the  case  of  Hentig  ▼.  Redden,  41  Pac.  1054^ 
that  Mrs.  Hentig  was  not  chargeable,  under 
the  occupying  claimant's  law,  with  the  in- 
creased rental  value  given  to  the  lots  by  her 
Improvementa  Much  that  is  said  and  the 
authorities  dted  In  that  case  are  ^pUcable 
in  this  case,  and  will  not  be  repeated.  Dar- 
ing all  the  time  covered  by  the  bond,  die 
was,  under  that  statute,  in  rightful  occu- 
pancy of  the  premises,  protected  therein  until 
paid  the  value  of  lier  lasting  and  valuable 
improvements,  or,  at  least,  until  such  value 
had  been  assessed.  G«l  St.  par.  4704;  Sar- 
bach  V.  Newell,  28  Kan.  459.  The  improve- 
ments were  still  hers,  and,  at  the  option  of 
Redden,  might  never  be  owned  by  him.  She 
was  only  answerable  for  the  use  and  occupa- 
tion of  that  whldi  was  Redden's  property. 
The  disconnected  method  of  trial  adopted  In 
the  principal  case  is  largely  responsible  tar 
the  prolonged  litigation.  For  this,  howeva, 
one  party  seems  as  much  at  fault  as  the  oth- 
er. The  delay  of  tbe  proceedings  under  the 
occupying  claimant's  law  was  not  caused  by 
any  act  of  tbe  defendant;  nor  by  these  aoie- 
tles;  nor  was  the  right  to  the  occupancy  of 
the  premises  changed  or  enlarged  by  the 
execution  of  the  bond.  We,  therefore,  bold 
that  the  same  measure  ot  liability  for  the  use 
of  the  premises  must  be  applied  to  the  sure- 
ties on  this  bond  as  Is  applied  to  the  principal. 
Independently  of  the  bond,  for  the  same  peri- 
od of  time;  that  la  that  the  value  of  the 
use  and  occupation  of  the  lots  should  be  esti- 
mated exclusive  of  the  improvements. 

It  is  claimed  that  this  bond  is  not  a  legal 
obligation  of  the  sureties,  because  not  signed 
by  the  principal  Such  claim  Is  without 
merit.  Tbe  mere  tact  that  the  undertaking 
was  not  signed  by  the  principal  cannot  affect 
Its  validity  as  to  the  sureties,  who  executed 
It  on  her  behalf.  Sbe  was  not  a  neceasary 
party  to  it  State  v.  Bggleeton,  34  Kan.  714, 
10  Pac.  8. 

The  record  brought  to  this  court  does  not 
purport  to  be  a  full  statement  of  all  that 
may  have  taken  place  bearing  upon  the  rul- 
ing of  the  coort  giving  personal  Judgment 
against  Mrs.  Hentig;  and,  in  the  absence  of 
a  full  record,  every  presumption  is  in  favw 
of  the  correctness  ot  the  decision  of  the  trial 
court. 
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No  objocttni  la  made  by  tlie  defendant  tn 
error  to  the  findings  of  facts.  This  court  can 
therefore  direct  such  Judgment  to  be  entered 
aa  should  have  been  rendered  by  the  lower 
court  on  the  facta  found.  The  Judgment  of 
fb»  drcult  court  of  Shawnee  county  will  be 
modified  In  accMdance  with  thU  opinion,  and 
the  district  court  of  said  county,  to  which 
the  case  has  been  transferred,  directed  to 
enter  Judgment  on  the  findings  of  fact  In 
faTor  of  defendant  In  error,  and  against  A. 
J.  Hentlg,  as  principal,  and  F.  G.  Hentig 
and  W.  W.  Manspeaker,  as  sureties,  for  the 
sum  of  $10.95,  and  interest  at  6  per  cent,  per 
annam  from  December  10,  ISBOi, 


Q  Kan.  A.  237) 

MODEIiL  TP.,  OF  NORTON  COUNTT,  ▼. 
KING  IRON-BRIDGE  CO.» 

(Goort  of  Appeal!  of  Kansas.  Northern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.    Oct.  t>,  l^j»5.) 

C0NT8ACT— FERroRUANOE— PaTHHKT. 

Where  a  party,  by  an  ezpreaa  contract, 
andertakes  to  furnish  material  and  to  perform 
lal>or,  he  is  only  entitled  to  payment  according 
to  its  terms,  and  the  law  will  not  make  for 
him  a  contract  different  from  that  which  the 
parties  have  entered  into.  The  implied  liability 
arises,  if  at  all,  from  the  snlwequent  transac- 
tion or  conduct  of  the  parties;  and  if  there  is 
a  substantial  nonperformance  of  the  contract, 
and  the  party  for  whom  the  materials  are  fur- 
nished and  labor  performed  refuses  to  accept, 
and  does  not  receive  or  retain,  any  of  the  bene- 
fits of  the  contract,  no  such  liability  will  arise. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Norton  county; 
G.  Webb  Bertram,  .Tudge. 

Action  by  the  King  Iron-Bridge  Company 
against  Modell  township,  of  Norton  county. 
Judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  brings 
error.    Reversed. 

John  B.  Hamilton  St  Son,  for  plaintiff  In 
error.  L.  H.  Thompson,  for  defendant  In  er- 
ror. 

GILKESON,  P.  J.  This  action  was  brought 
by  the  King  Iron-Bridge  Company,  plaintiff, 
against  Modell  township,  of  Norton  county, 
Kan.,  defendant.  In  the  district  court  of  said 
Norton  county  to  recover  the  contract  price, 
▼la.  $400,  with  Interest  thereon  from  January 
1^.5,  1891,  for  the  erection  of  three  bridges  for 
and  In  said  township.  The  petition  In  the 
case  states.  In  substance:  That  on  the  15th 
of  September,  A.  D.  1888,  the  bridge  com- 
pany entered  Into  a  contract  in  writing  (a 
copy  of  which  la  attached  to  the  petition) 
with  the  officers  of  said  township,  agre^ng 
that  the  said  bridge  company  should  build, 
paint,  and  make,  complete,  and  have  ready 
for  use  by  the  15th  day  of  November,  1888, 
for  the  said  defendant  township,  three  certain 
bridges.  That  they  were  to  fmmish  all  the 
material  for  said  bridges,  with  tienta,  and  that 
the  material  furnished  was  to  be  of  good  and 
suitable  quality.  That  they  would  do  all  the 
work  In  a  thorough  and  workmanlike  manner. 
That  they  were  to  receive  In  payment  for 

3  Rehearing  denied. 


nU  w<Mft  (our  township  irarrants,  of  flOO 
each,  to  draw  7  per  cent  Interest,  and  to  be 
due  as  follows:  March  1,  1889;  August  1, 
1889;  March  1.  1890;  August  1,  1890.  That 
they  did  perform,  all  and  singular,  the  condi- 
tions precedent  on  their  part  required  to  be 
done  and  performed  by  the  terms  and  condi- 
tions of  said  contract  ^eciflcatlons  wa«  at- 
tached to  and  formed  a  part  of  the  contract 
That  In  January,  1891,  they  presented  their 
sworn  voucher  to  the  said  township,  and  the 
township  refused  to  issue  the  warrant  And 
prayer  for  Judgment  for  the  sum  of  $400, 
with  the  Interest  from  the  25th  day  of  Janu- 
ary, 1891,  with  7  per  cent  interest  thereon. 
The  answer  of  the  defendant  consists  of 
eight  paragraphs.  The  first  four  are  admis- 
sions of  Immaterial  matters,  and  then  a  de- 
nial of  every  allegation  not  admitted.  The 
fifth  specially  denies  that  said  plaintiff  has 
done  and  performed,  all  and  singular,  the  con- 
dltlons  precedent  upon  Its  part  required  to  ba 
done  and  performed,  as  provided  for  In  aald 
contract.  The  sixth  alleges  that  the  plaintiff 
did  pretend  to  erect  all  three  of  the  bridges 
provided  for  in  aald  contract,  but  that  the  ma- 
terial and  lumber  of  which  they  were  con- 
structed was  not  of  a  good  and  suitable 
quality,  and  the  worlc  thereon  was  not  done 
in  a  workmanlike  manner,  and  that  none  of 
the  bridges  were  ever  completed,— were  never 
made  safe  for  public  travel;  that  on  account 
of  the  inferior  quality  of  the  lumber,  and  the 
poor  manner  in  which  the  work  was  done,  the 
defendant  never  accepted  or  received  any  of 
said  bridges,  but  at  once  notified  the  plaintiff 
that  they  would  not  accept  or  receive  them, 
until  made  to  comply  with  the  provisions  of 
the  contract  The  seventh  alleges  that  some 
time  In  May,  1889,  the  defendant  notified  the 
plaintiff,  by  letter,  that  the  bridges  would  be 
taken  down,  for  the  reasons  above  set  forth, 
and  that  they  would  be  subject  to  their  oi> 
ders.  The  eighth  alleges  that  in  February, 
1890,  the  defendant  took  said  bridges  down, 
piled  the  same  up,  subject  to  the  disposal  of 
the  plaintiff,  and  notified  the  plaintiff  of  such 
fact;  and  prayed  Judgment  for  $100,  thetr 
damages.  To  which  the  plaintiff  filed  a  reply, 
denying  geoeraily  and  i^ecially  the  slzth, 
seventh,  and  eighth  allegations  contained  in 
the  answer,  and  asked  Judgment  as  prayed  for 
in  the  petition.  Trial  bad  by  court  and  Jury. 
General  verdict  and  special  findings  of  fact 
returned  by  Jury.  Judgment  rendered  ia 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  and  against  the  town- 
ship, for  the  sum  of  $220  and  Interest  De- 
fendant brings  case  here  for  review  on  peti- 
tion in  error  and  case  made. 

The  plaintiff  and  the  court  b^ow  evidently 
adopted  the  theory.  In  the  trial  of  this  canaek 
that  a  recovery  could  b«  had  in  this  action  op* 
on  a  quantum  meruit.  If  not  upon  the  coo* 
tract  And  this  is  the  contention  preoentoA 
for  our  consideration.  We  do  not  think  thai 
the  theory  can  be  sustained,  upon  any  known 
authority,  and  certainly  not  in  view  of  tho 
decisions  of  the  supreme  court  of  thia  atataw 
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WhOe  It  to  trne  that  the  eommon-Iav  nto 
that  tlie  express  stlpalatlons  of  the  oontiact 
were  reQnlred  to  be  strictly  performed,  and  a 
BUbstantlal  compliance  with  tbe  terms  was 
not  sufficient,  has  been  greatly  relaxed  by  late 
dedstons  of  the  supreme  court  of  this  and 
other  states,  yet  we  do  not  think  that  they 
have  g(me  to  the  extent  contended  for  by 
the  plalntift.    *at  is  well  settled  that  where 
one  party  has  entered  into  a  special  contract 
to  perform  woi^  for  another  and  furnish  ma- 
terial, and  the  worlc  is  done  and  material 
furnished,  but  not  in  the  manner  stipulated 
In  the  contract,  yet,  if  the  work  and  ma- 
terials are  of  any  value  and  benefit  to  the 
party,  he  may  recover  for  the  work  done  and 
materials  furnished.    This  upon  the  principle 
that.  If  tbe  other  iiarty  has  derived  a  benefit 
from  the  part  performed,  it  would  be  unjust 
to  allow  him  to  retain  that  without  paying 
anything."    2  Pars.  Cont  (6th  Bd.)  523;  Dun- 
can V.  Baker,  21  Kan.  99;  Barnwell  v.  Kemi>- 
ton,  22  Kan.  S17;  Qnlgley  v.  CommlBsioners, 
24  Kan.  300.     Mr.  Justice  Johnson,  In  cc»n- 
mentlng  upon  the  role  laid  down  In  Duncan 
V.  Baker,  supra,  says:    'That  case  and  the 
authorities  there  cited  declare  the  doctrine 
now  generally  recognized,— that  where  god- 
tracts  for  personal  services,  or  to  furnish  ma- 
terials and  perform  labor,  are  not  fully  per- 
formed, but  the  parties  for  whom  the  work 
Is  done  and  the  materials  are  furnished  ac- 
cept the  fruits  of  the  contract,  and  mceive 
and  retain  the  benefits  of  that  which  has  been 
I)erformed  and  furnished,  they  are  bonnd  to 
pay  what  tbe  same  is  reasonably  worth.    The 
law  Implies  a  promise  on  the  part  of  him  who 
elects  to  accept  partial  performance,  that  he 
will  pay  the  value  of  that  which  he  receives 
and  retains.    This,  however,  is  the  extent  to 
which  tbe  rule  has  been  extended."    But  this 
rule  dees  not  apply  to  the  case  at  bar.    The 
jury.  In  their  answers  to  special  questions, 
found  that  neither  of  the  three  bridges  con- 
tracted for  were  erected  so  as  to  substantially 
comply  with  the  provisions  of  the  contract; 
that  tiie  defendant  township  never  accepted 
any  of  the  bridges;   that  the  township  did 
not  waive  Its  right  to  demand  a  substantial 
compliance  with  the  provisions  of  the  contract 
as  to  any  of  the  bridges;   that  none  of  the 
bridges  were  ever  used  by  the  township  or  the 
public.    So  that  under  the  facts  In  this  case, 
as  found  by  the  Jury,  It  does  not  come  within 
the  rale  laid  down  In  Duncan  v.  Baker.    And, 
as  was  further  said  In  that  case:    "Of  course. 
In  all  cases  where  the  employer  can  refuse 
to  accept  the  work,  and  does  refuse  to  accept 
It,  or  returns  it,  he  Is  not  bound  to  pay  for  it, 
unless  it  exactly  correeponds  with  the  con- 
tract; but  where  he  receives  it  and  retains  It, 
whether  he  retains  it  from  choice  or  necessity, 
he  is  bonnd  to  pay  for  the  same  what  It  la  rea- 
sonably worth,  less  any  damage  that  he  may 
sustain  by  reason  of  the  partial  nonfniflllment 
Of  the  contract    Of  course,  he  Is  not  bound 


to  pay  aayttalns  nalen  the  woik  la  wortli 
aomethlttg,— unless  he  receives,  or  may  re- 
ceive, some  actual  benefit  therefrom."    It  It 
deariy  shown  In  this  case  that  these  bridges 
were  never  accepted  or  received  by  the  town- 
ship, and  that  the  township  or  the  public 
never  need  or  derived  any  benefit  from  the 
bridges,  as  constructed;   that  they  were  not 
constructed  in  sabetantlal  compliance  with 
the  provisions  of  the  contract;  and  that  there 
was  never  any  waiver  of  the  eoodltkns  of 
the  contract  by  the  township.    In  tbe  case  of 
Denton  v.  Cl^  of  Atchison,  84  Kan.  438,  8 
Pac.  760,  which  was  an  action  brought  against 
the  city  to  recover  the  sum  claimed  to  be  due 
upon  contract  for  furnishing  material  and  con- 
Btmctlng  sidewalks,  tbe  defendant  denied  tbe 
performance  of  the  CMitract,  and  refused  pay- 
ment;  and  the  only  difference  between  the 
contract  for  material  and  that  furnished  was 
that  the  contract  called  for  oak  subsiUs  2x6 
inches  In  dimensions,  and   those  furnished 
were  pine,  and  only  2x4  In  slse.    Mr.  Justice 
Johnson,   In  speaking   for  the  court,   says: 
"The  more  equitable  rule  has  been  generally 
adopted,   which  permits  a  recovery  by  one 
who  in  good  faith  attempts  to  perform  his 
contract,  and  does  so  substantially,  although 
there  may  be  a  slight  deviation,  or  some  tech- 
nical and  unimportant  omission  or  defect    A 
substantial  performance,  however.  Is  still  in- 
dispensable to  a  recovery,  and  a  failure  to 
carry  out  any  material  part  of  the  contract 
will  not  amount  to  a  substantial  perform- 
ance."   And  again.  In  Denton  v.  City  of  Atchi- 
son, It  Is  said:    "And  where  a  party,  by  an 
express  contract,  as  In  this  case,  undertakes 
to  furnish  material  and  perform  labor,  be  Is 
only  entitled  to  payment  according  to   its 
terms,  and  the  law  will  not  make  for  him 
a  contract  different  from  that  which  the  par- 
ties have  entered  Into.    The  implied  llabilltr 
arises.  If  at  all,  from  the  subsequent  transac- 
tion or  conduct  of  the  parties,  and  if  there  is 
a  substantial  nonperformance  of  the  contract, 
as  there  la  here,  and  the  party  for  whom  the 
materials  were  furnished  and  the  labor  per- 
formed refuses  to  accept,  and  does  not  receive 
or  retain,  any  of  tbe  benefits  of  the  contract, 
no  such  liability  will  arise."    The  case  at  bar 
is  not  only  fftlily  within  the  rule  thus  laid 
down  In  Denton  v.  City  of  Atchison,  but  un- 
der the  findings  of  the  Jury,  a  much  stronger 
case  has  been  made.    We  are  therefore  of  the 
opinion  that  the  plaintiff  Is  not  entitled  to  the 
application  of  the  rule  which  he  Invokes,  and 
that  no  right  of  recovery  has  been  established 
by  him;  that  the  court  below  should  have  sus- 
tained the  defendant's  motion  and  application 
for  Judgment  upon  the  special  findings.    The 
Judgment  of  the  district  court  will  therefore 
be  reversed,  and  cause  remanded,  with  In- 
stmctlonB   that    the   court    enter    Judgmmt 
therein  for  plaintiff  in  error  (defendant  below) 
upon  the  special  finding  of  the  July.    All  tb» 
Judges  concurring. 
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(S  Kkd.  a.  Z<0) 

McLBNKAN  «(  bL  t.  HOPKIKS. 
(Court  of  Appeah  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.    Oct  9,  1895.) 

COBPOIUTIONB— VaUDITT  OF  OkOANIZATIOH— LlA- 
BIUTT  OF  PbOMOTEBS  AS  FABTHBRS. 

1.  An  association  of  persons  cannot  hare 
•Ten  a  de  facto  corporate  existence  under  a  gen- 
wal  law  wUdi  provides  for  the  formation  of 
corporations,  unless  there  has  been  such  a  bona 
fide  attempt  to  comply  with  the  requirements 
of  the  law  as  resulted  in  giving  at  least  a  color 
of  legal  authority  to  act  in  a  corporate  capacity. 

2.  An  entire  failure  to  execute  or  file  arti- 
des  of  incorporation,  as  required  by  the  statute 
before  persons  can  associate  and  do  business 
•a  a  corporation,  precludes  any  claim  to  a  de 
facto  corporate  existence. 

3.  Where  certain  persons  subscribe  for 
stock,  and  organize  for  the  transaction  of  a 
banking  business  by  the  election  of  a  board  of 
directors,  a  president,  and  cashier,  intending 
to  incorporate  as  a  bank  under  the  general 
laws  of  this  state,  and  thereafter  pay  in  a  part 
of  the  capital  sobscrlbed.  and  a  regular  bank- 
ing business  is  conducted  by  such  persons, 
through  their  officers,  in  the  belief  that  they  are 
Incorporated,  but  there  has  been,  in  fact,  no 
such  compliance  with  the  law  concerning  cor- 
porations as  to  make  snch  organization  even  a 
de  facto  corporation,  those  interested  in  the 
bank  as  organizers  and  owners  of  its  capital 
and  business  are  liable  as  partners  for  the  debts 
contracted  by  the  officers  of  such  bank  in  the 
dne  course  of  its  business. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  BusBell  county; 
W.  O.  Eastland,  Judge. 

Action  by  Minnie  Hopkins,  assignee,  against 
A.  N.  McLennan  and  others.  Plaintiff  bad 
judgment,  and  defendants  bring  error.  Af- 
flrmed. 


Ira  B.  Lloyd,  for  plalntltCs  In  error, 
ton  &  DoUIson,  for  defendant  in  error. 


Sot- 


GARVBR,  J.  Minnie  Hopkins,  as  assignee 
of  Smith  St  Hopkins,  brought  this  action 
against  the  plalntlffB  In  error  to  recover  the 
sum  of  $761.54,  alleged  to  be  due  on  account 
of  a  deposit  of  money  made  by  Smith  & 
Hopkins  In  the  Bank  of  Dorrance,  which  was 
ovned  and  controlled  by  plaintiffs  in  error, 
and  for  wblcb  deposit  It  Is  claimed  they  were 
liable  as  partners.  The  defendants  answered 
the  petition  by  a  verified  answer,  consisting 
of  a  general  denial,  and  the  further  allega- 
tion that  '"all  of  the  dealings  and  transac- 
tions stated  In  said  plalntlflTs  petition  were 
bad.  If  at  all.  with  the  Bank  of  Dorrance,  the 
same  being  a  duly  organized  and  existing  cor- 
poration under  the  laws  of  Kansas."  No  re- 
ply was  filed  to  this  answer,  but  a  trial  was 
had  the  same  as  If  Issue  had  been  formally 
joined  upon  all  material  facts  In  dispute,  and 
judgment  was  rendered  against  the  defend- 
ants (now  plaintiffs  in  error),  holding  them 
iodlTldnally  liable  as  partners  for  the  full 
amount  of  the  claim. 

The  record  shows  that  about  April,  1880, 
A.  N.  McLennan  and  his  codefendants,  with 
others,  agreed  to  establish  a  bank  for  the 
transaction  of  a  banking  business  at  Dor- 
ttaee,  Kan.,  with  a  capital  of  950,000,  dl- 


Ttded  Into  shares  of  |100  each.  Pursuant  to 
such  agreement,  the  several  parties  Interest- 
ed signed  a  paper,  each  agreeing  to  take  cer- 
tain shares  of  stock.  Certain  ones  of  their 
number  were  chosen  to  act  as  directors,  and 
W.  Z.  Smith  was  elected  president,  and  L.  B. 
Hall  cashier.  The  full  amoxmt  of  the  capita] 
stock  was  subscribed,  and  two  assessments, 
of  10  per  cent  each,  paid  In  by  the  subscrtb- 
era  riiortly  after  the  subscriptions  were  made, 
and  thereafter  a  dividend  of  the  profits  of  the 
business  was  made  of  from  2  to  6  per  cent, 
which  was  applied  by  the  bank  as  a  further 
payment  on  the  stock.  A  seal  was  provided 
and  used,  and  a  regular  banking  btisiness  of 
discount  and  deposit  was  carried  on  under 
the  name  of  the  Bank  of  Dorrance  until  De- 
cember, 1889.  About  the  time  of  the  organi- 
sation of  the  bank,  under  the  direction  of  the 
president,  articles  of  Incorporation  of  some 
kind  were  drawn  up.  the  record  not  disclos- 
ing what  such  articles  contained;  neither 
does  it  show  by  whom  they  were  signed, 
though  the  evidence  tends  to  show  that  they 
were  signed  by  some  of  the  directors,  and 
thereafter  delivered  by  the  president  of  the 
bank  to  the  cashier.  No  articles  of  Incor- 
poration or  statement  of  any  kind  concern- 
ing the  organization  of  said  bank  were  filed 
or  recorded  In  the  ofllce  of  the  register  of 
deeds  of  Russell  county,  where  said  bank 
was  located,  nor  any  copy  or  other  instru- 
ment filed  in  the  office  of  the  secretary  of 
stata  With  the  exception  of  the  president, 
none  of  the  stockholders  seem  to  have  given 
any  attention  to  the  Incorporation  of  the 
bank,  and  allowed  the  business  to  be  carried 
on,  believing  that  it  was  duly  incorporated, 
and  not  Intending  at  any  time  to  assume  any 
liabilities  other  than  such  as  might  attach  to 
them  as  stockholders  in  a  corporation  organ- 
ized under  the  laws  of  Kansas.  Smith  St 
Hopkins,  In  their  dealings  with  the  bank, 
regarded  It  as  a  corporation,  and  knew  noth- 
ing to  the  contrary,  until  about  the  time  of 
the  failure  of  the  bank  in  1889,  and  after 
the  deposits  sought  to  be  recovered  were 
made. 

The  main  question  to  be  decided  in  this 
case  Is,  whether  one  having  a  claim  as  depoa- 
Itor  in  this  bank,  for  the  recovery  of  an  on- 
paid  deiKisit,  can  hold  the  several  persona  who 
own  the  bank  Individually  liable  as  partners, 
or  whether,  having  dealt  with  the  bank  as  a 
corporation,  he  is  estoppped  from  claiming 
any  other  than  a  corporate  liability.  It  Is 
contended  for  plaintiffs  in  error  that  the 
bank  was  at  least  a  de  facto  corporation,  and 
that  one  dealing  with  it  as  such  cannot,  la 
this  collateral  way,  attack  the  validity  or  reg- 
ularity of  its  Incorporation.  On  the  trial  at 
the  case  an  objection  was  made  by  the  de- 
fendants to  the  Introduction  of  any  erldenoa 
by  the  plaintiff,  on  the  ground  that  '^ipon  the 
pleadings  filed  there  were  no  Issues  formed 
to  be  tried,  and  that  the  plaintiff  was  enti- 
tled to  recover  nothing  herein."  It  Is  argued 
that  this  objection  was  well  taken,  for  the 
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reason  that  the  answer  alleged  that  the  deal- 
ings alleged  to  have  been  bad  by  plalntifTs 
assignors  with  the  Bank  of  Dorrance,  were 
with  such  bank  as  a  duly  organized  and  ex- 
isting coriwratlon  under  the  laws  of  the  state 
of  Kansas.  We  cannot  agree  with  counsel  In 
this  view  of  the  pleadings.  By  the  denial 
under  oath  of  the  allegations  of  the  petition, 
the  plaintiff  was  put  upon  proof  of  the  al- 
leged fact  that  defendants  were  doing  busi- 
ness as  partners,  and  thus  was  joined  the 
principal  issue  upon  which  the  liability  of  the 
defendants  was  to  be  determined.  This  is- 
sue was  not  changed  or  broadened  by  the 
averment  of  the  answer  that  the  Bank  of 
Dorrance  was  a  corporation;  and  in  this  re- 
spect the  whole  answer,  taken  together, 
amounted  to  nothing  more  than  a  general  de- 
nial. If  plaintiff  failed  to  show  that  the  de- 
fendants sustained  such  a  relation  to  the 
business  of  the  Bank  of  Dorrance  as  in  law 
would  make  them  liable  as  partners,  It  was 
quite  unimportant  whether  such  failure  was 
because  the  bank  was  a  corporation,  or  for 
other  Bufflclent  reason.  When  an  answer, 
though  containing  special  denials  or  affirma- 
tlTe  allegations  of  facts  inconsistent  with  the 
petition,  amounts  to  no  more  than  a  general 
denial,  no  reply  is  necessary.  City  of  Bur- 
ton T.  SaTlngs  Bank,  28  Kan.  390. 

Were  the  defendants  liable  as  partners?  It 
must  be  conceded  that  they  were  Jointly  In- 
terested In  the  business  carried  on  In  the 
name  of  the  Bank  of  Dorrance,  and  Jointly 
concerned,  though  perhaps  In  different  de- 
grees, In  the  profits  and  losses  of  that  insti- 
tution. The  business,  for  the  conduct  of 
which  the  bank  was  organized,  was  such  as 
could  very  properly  and  legally  be  carried  on 
by  one  or  more  persons,  without  regard  to 
laws  for  the  Incorporation  of  such  enter- 
priser Incorporated  banks  do  not  have,  ei- 
ther In  law  or  in  fact,  an  exclusive  right  to 
engage  in  the  business  of  receiving  deposits, 
loaning  funds,  selling  exchange,  and  the  like, 
such  as  was  conducted  by  the  Bank  of  Dor- 
rance. Being  thus  Jointly  engaged  in  such 
business,  there  is  no  presumption  of  Individ- 
ual nonliability.  Persons  engaged  in  busi- 
ness as  a  corporation,  whether  their  charter 
rights  and  privileges  are  conferred  by  a  spe- 
cial or  genei-al  law,  are  relieved  from  indi- 
vidual liability  for  the  acts  of  the  association 
with  which  they  are  connected.  The  law  pei^ 
talning  to  Incorporated  bodies  clothes  the  In- 
dividual with  an  immunity  from  liabilities 
which  otherwise  would  fall  upon  him.  Hence, 
It  follows  that  to  enable  one  to  avoid  such 
individual  liability  for  a  transaction  with 
which  he  Is  connected,  on  the  ground  that  it 
was  the  act  of  a  corporation  In  which  he  was 
only  a  stockholder,  It  must  appear  that  such 
steps  have  been  taken  to  Incorporate  as  will 
give  those  concerned  In  It  at  least  a  legal 
aemblance  of  corporate  existence.  When  the 
question  arises  collaterally,  as  It  does  in  this 
case,  it  Is  not  necessary  that  the  various 
ateps  prescribed  by  law  should  have  been 


fully  and  regularly  taken,  or  that  the  cor- 
poration should  exist  de  Jure;  it  is  sufficient 
that  enough  has  been  done  to  make  it  a  cor- 
poration de  facto.  To  this  extent,  we  agrea 
with  counsel  for  plaintiffs  in  error. 

The  question  still  remains,  was  the  Bank 
of  Dorrance  a  corporation  de  facto?  We 
think  not  It  is  difficult,  and  perhaps  nnnec- 
essaiy,  to  attempt  to  reconcile  the  many  de- 
cisions bearing  on  this  qnestloiL  Between 
some  of  them  there  Is  an  Irreconcilable  con- 
flict, so  that,  when  we  come  to  determine 
what  Is  a  de  facto  corjwratlon,  we  are  met 
by  a  diversity  of  authority.  The  rule  recog- 
nized  by  the  supreme  court  of  this  state  la 
thus  stated  by  Mr.  Justice  Brewer  In  Pape  v. 
Capital  Bank.  20  Kan.  440:  "When  parties 
have  associated  themselves  together  for  tha 
purpose  of  organizing  a  corporation  ondw  a 
general  law,  and  have  proceeded  In  good 
fblth  to  take  all  the  steps  supposed  necessary 
to  complete  such  Incorporation,  and  on  the 
taith  thereof  engage  In  business  as  a  corpo- 
ration for  a  series  of  years,  a  party  who  has 
repeatedly  dealt  with  them  as  such  cori>ora- 
tlon  will  not,  when  sued  on  a  note  and  mort- 
gage held  by  It,  be  i>ermltted  to  show,  as  a 
defense  to  the  action,  that  there  was  some 
mere  technical  omission  In  the  steps  pre- 
scribed for  incorporation.  The  corporation  Is 
one  de  facto;  and  only  the  state  can  then 
Inquire— and  that  In  a  direct  proceeding— 
whether  It  be  one  de  Jure.  •  •  •  There 
must  in  such  cases  be  a  law  under  which  the 
incorporation  can  be  had.  There  must  also 
be  an  attempt  In  good  faith  on  the  part  of 
the  incorporators  to  Incorporate  under  such 
law.  And  when,  after  this,  there  has  been 
for  a  series  of  years  an  actual,  open,  and  no- 
torious exercise,  unchallenged  by  the  state, 
of  the  powers  of  a  corporation,  one  who  is 
sued  on  a  note  held  by  such  corporation  will 
not  be  permitted  to  question  the  validity  of 
the  Incorporation  as  a  defense  to  the  action. 
No  mere  matters  of  technical  omission  In  the 
Incorporation,  no  acts  of  forfeiture  from  mis- 
user after  the  Incorporation,  are  subjects  of 
Inquiry  In  such  an  action."  The  attempt  to 
Incorporate,  referred  to  In  that  case,  must  be 
something  more  than  the  mere  physical  or- 
ganization, or  formal  arrangement  Into  a 
working  force,  of  the  promoters  of  the  a^ 
terprlse.  Something  must  be  done  beyond 
the  mere  transaction  of  business  In  the  man- 
ner and  form  usually  adopted  by  corpora- 
tions. There  must  also  be  something  more 
tangible  and  effective  than  a  mere  mental 
operation  in  the  direction  of  what  is  Intend- 
ed. The  steps  taken  and  the  attempt  made 
must,  to  some  extent  and  In  some  degree^ 
have  resulted  in  the  effecting  of  those  things 
which  the  law  designates  as  a  prerequisite  to 
a  corporate  existence,  however  Informal  and 
Irregular  such  proceedings  and  results  may 
be.  Had  the  articles  of  Incorporation  been 
prepared  and  reowded  or  filed  as  required  by 
the  statute,  and  the  organization  had  been 
otherwise  effected  as  shown  In  this  case,  na 
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Question  eotiM  1>e  thus  raised  as  to  the  fact  of 
ft  corporate  existence  becanse  of  defects  and 
IrregulailtieB  In  the  attempted  organisation, 
or  In  the  articles  of  Incorporation.  But,  an 
entire  failme  on  the  part  of  the  officers  of 
the  bank  to  prepare  and  execute  the  certlfl- 
cate  or  articles  of  Incorpoiatlon  required  by 
law,  and  an  entire  failure  to  file  a  certificate 
or  8tatem«it  of  any  kind  whatever  In  the 
office  of  the  register  of  deeds  of  the  county, 
or  In  the  <^ce  of  the  secretary  of  states 
left  the  organizers  of  tills  bank  without  a 
shadow  of  legal  corporate  existence.  There 
was  no  substantial  compliance  with  the 
I&w,  and  there  could  be  no  de  facto  cor- 
poration. We  are  supported  In  this  conclo- 
Bion  by  the  following  cases:  Blg^w  ▼. 
Gregory,  73  IlL  197;  Kaiser  ▼.  Bank,  66 
Iowa,  104,  8  N.  W.  772;  Sheble  t.  Strong, 
128  Pa.  St  315,  18  AU.  387;  Hill  ▼.  Beach, 
12  N.  J.  Bq.  31;  Stout  r.  Zullck,  48  N.  X 
Law,  599,  7  AtL  3C2;  Abbott  t.  Smelting 
Co.,  4  Neb.  416;  Society  Perun  v.  Cleveland, 
43  Ohio  St  481,  3  N.  E.  357;  Railroad  Oo.  v. 
Cary,  26  N.  X.  77;  Hurt  ▼.  Sallsbuir,  55  Mo. 
310;  SmelUng  Co.  t.  Richards,  95  Mo.  106,  8 
S.  W.  246;  Whipple  v.  Parker,  29  Mich.  369. 
In  the  cases  cited,  there  was  a  failure  on  the 
part  of  the  ra-ganlzers  of  the  claimed  cwpo- 
ratlon  to  do  some  act  generally  the  neglect 
to  file  the  articles  of  association  or  incorpora- 
tion, made  by  the  statute  a  prerequisite  to 
corporate  existence;  and  the  rule  clearly  and 
forcibly  laid  down  la  that  in  sach  cases  there 
is  no  de  facto  corporation,  and  that  the 
claimed  corporate  existence  may  be  attacked 
coUaterally.  An  exception  to  this  rule  exists 
in  cases  where  one  Is  sued  by  the  alleged  cor- 
poration npon  a  c<«tract  In  which  the  coiv 
porate  capacity  is  recognized.  To  this  effect 
are  Jones  v.  Foundry  Co.,  14  Ind.  89;  Melkd 
▼.  Fnnd  Soc.,  16  Ind.  181;  Irrigation  Co. 
T.  Warner.  72  OaL  879,  14  Paa  37;  Massey 
T.  Building  Ass'n,  22  Kan.  379.  In  those 
cases  another  principle  is  invoked,  which  does 
not  permit  a  party  to  avoid  the  obligation  of 
his  contracts  upon  the  mere  technical  objec- 
tion that  the  party  with  whom  he  contracted 
had  not  the  legal  capacity  to  enter  into  the 
contract  of  which  he  has  had  the  benefit 
The  distinction  between  that  class  of  cases 
and  the  case  under  consideration  Is  obvious. 
It  is  equally  well  settled  that  a  substantial, 
though  Imperfect  and  Irregular,  compliance 
with  the  law,  In  a  bona  fide  attempt  to  in- 
corporate, followed  by  a  user  of  corporate 
rights,  will  create  a  de  facto  corporation,  and 
the  corporate  existence  cannot  be  collaterally 
questioned  by  one  dealing  with  It  as  a  cor^ 
poratlon.  To  this  effect  are  Baker  t.  Nef(, 
7S  Ind.  68;  WiUiamson  ▼.  Ass'n,  88  Ind.  389; 
Bice  T.  Ballroad  Co.,  21  UL  83;  Ralh:oad  Co. 
r.  Gary,  26  N.  I.  76;  Mining  Co.  v.  Wood- 
baiy,  14  Gal.  424;  Orovllle,  etc,  R.  Co.  t. 
Plumas  Co.,  37  Cal.  301;  Swartwout  ▼.  Rail- 
road Co.,  24  Mich.  389. 

We  think  the  facts  shown  by  the  record 
Jnstifled  the  trial  court  in  holding  the  plain- 


In  eiror  liable  as  partners  (or  tlie  debts 
of  the  bank.  Other  questions  are  suggested 
by  the  record  as  to  the  right  of  the  plaintiff 
below  to  recover  in  this  case;  bnt,  as  they 
are  not  presented  by  the  pleadings  nor  in  the 
briefs,  we  shall  not  consider  them.  The  Judg- 
ment will  be  affirmed.  AU  the  Jndges  can- 
earring. 


CIKUL  A.  2e» 
HcLBimAN   et  al  ▼.   AN8PAUGH.> 
(Coort  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.    Oct  9,  1895.) 

UXIHCORPOaATSD  BANK — LlABIUTT  OF  FbOMOTSBS. 

1.  The  promoters  and  organizers  of  an  nn- 
incorporated  bank  are  liable  as  partners  for 
debts  contracted  Id  the  course  of  business.  The 
case  of  McLennan  v.  Hopkins  (recently  decided 
by  this  court)  41  Pae.  1061,  foUowed. 

2.  Where  the  tpst  of  the  plaintiff's  cause 
of  action,  as  stated  m  the  petition,  is  the  failure 
of  defendants  to  pay  or  provide  for  the  payment 
of  a  draft  isaoed  by  the  defendants  as  a  bank, 
a  recovery  cannot  be  had  witltoat  evidence  to 
prove  the  dishonor  of  the  draft. 

(SylUbos  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Rossell  connty; 
W.  O.  Eastland,  Judge. 

Acticm  by  Samuel  Anspau(^  against  A.  N. 
McLennan  and  others.  Judgment  for  plain- 
tiff, and  defendants  bring  error.     Reversed. 

Ira  E.  Uoyd,  (or  plaintiffs  in  error.  Satton 
&  Dollison,  for  defendant  in  error. 

GABVER,  3.  The  petition  alleges  that  the 
plaintiff,  having  a  deposit  of  f702.91  bi  the 
Bank  of  Dorrance,  on  the  22d  day  of  April, 
1889,  gave  a  check  for  that  sum  to  said  bank, 
and  obtained  therefor  a  draft  in  like  amount 
drawn  by  L.  B.  Hall,  as  cashier  of  said  bank, 
payable  to  B.  McAllister,  or  order,  on  a  Kan- 
sas City,  Mo.,  bank,  and  that  the  draft  was 
not  paid.  The  petition  admits  the  subsequent 
payment  to  the  plaintiff  of  the  sum  of  $350 
on  account  of  said  indebtedness,  and  asks 
Judgment  against  A.  N.  McLennan  and  others, 
as  partners  and  owners  of  said  bank.  Judg- 
ment was  rendered  as  prayed  for.  The  de- 
fendants filed  a  verified  answer,  denying  the 
allegation  of  partnership,  and  alleging  that 
the  Bank  of  Dorrance  was  a  corporation,  and 
that  whatever  business  the  plaintiff  transact- 
ed with  said  bank  was  with  it  as  an  incor- 
porated bank.  A  verified  reply  was  filed, 
denying  the  allegations  of  the  answer. 

The  questions  arising  as  to  the  attempted 
Incorporation  of  the  Bank  of  Dorrance,  and 
the  relations  sustained  by  said  defendants  to 
said  bank  and  to  one  another,  are  substantial- 
ly the  same  as  those  considered  and  Just  de- 
cided by  this  court  in  the  case  of  McLennan 
V.  Hopkins,  41  Pac.  1061.  For  the  reason  stat- 
ed In  the  opinion  filed  In  that  case,  we  think 
whatever  cause  of  action  existed  In  favor  of 
the  plaintiff  in  this  case  was  against  the  de- 
fendants as  partners.  The  enridence  falls  to 
show  any  such  condition  of  things  as  would 
make  the  Bank  of  Dorrance  a  de  facto  corpo- 
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catloD,  or  eatop  thia  plaintiff  from  d«nr>B(  M* 
eztotenoe  as  such. 

We  think,  bowerer,  tliat  the  judgment  ten- 
dered ia  without  rapport  from  the  evidence. 
Defendants'  liability  rests  npon  the  nonpay- 
ment of  the  draft  The  only  erldence  Intto- 
duoed  concerning  It  was  that  given  by  the 
plalntifr  Umself.  He  testified  to  the  buying 
of  the  draft  at  the  bank  on  the  22d  day  of 
April,  1889,  from  one  L.  B.  Hall,  who  was  act- 
ing aa  cashier;  that  the  draft  was  drawn  by 
Hall,  as  cashier.  In  favor  of  B.  McAllister,  of 
Omaiia,  Neb.,  on  said  bank's  correspondent 
bank  at  Kansas  City,  Mo.;  that,  at  plaintiff's 
request.  Hall  put  the  draft  in  an  envelope,  ad- 
dressed to  McAllister  at  Omaha,  and  said  he 
would  mall  it  The  draft  was  Intended  as  a 
payment  due  from  Anspaugb  to  McAllister  aa 
certain  railroad  land  contracts.  There  is  no 
evidence  tending  to  show  what  became  of  the 
draft,— whether  it  reached  McAllister,  or 
whether  it  was  ever  presented  to  or  paid  by 
the  bank  on  which  it  was  drawn.  The  only 
evidence  having  any  bearing  whatever  on  the 
matter  Is  the  testimony  of  Anspaugh,  giving 
a  conversation  which  he  had  In  January  or 
February,  1890,  with  one  B.  M.  Coleman, 
who  was  at  that  time  acting  as  cashier  of  an- 
other, newly  Incorporated  "Bank  of  Dor- 
rance."  He  states  that  at  that  time  Coleman 
spoke  of  the  draft,  and  said:  "We  will  pay 
It,  or  I  will  pay  it,  as  soon  as  we  can  collect 
the  money  In  for  the  notes  of  the  old  bank." 
And  either  then,  or  soon  after,  Coleman  paid 
mm  $200  that  was  collected  from  the  notes 
of  the  old  bank,  and  said,  as  fast  as  they 
could  collect  the  money  in,  they  would  pay 
their  debts,  but  they  would  have  to  collect  the 
money  that  was  owing  to  the  old  bank  to 
pay  their  debts.  This  evidence  was  intro- 
duced over  the  objection  of  defendants.  Cole- 
man was  not  a  party  to  the  action,  and  there 
Is  no  pretense  of  authority  in  him  to  speak 
for  or  to  bind  the  defendants  in  this  action. 
It  was  clearly  incompetent 

Before  a  recovery  can  be  had  upon  the  alle- 
gations of  the  petition,  "that  said  draft  never 
reached  said  McAllister,  was  never  presented 
to  or  paid  by  the  bank  on  which  the  same  was 
drawn,  has  never  been  paid  by  the  defend- 
ants or  any  or  either  of  them,  and  Is  now  lost 
and  wholly  unpaid;  •  *  *  that  said  Bank 
of  Dorrance  does  not  now  have,  and  for  a 
long  time  prior  hereto  has  not  had,  any 
funds  on  deposit  with  the  bank  on  which 
said  draft  was  drawn,  and  has  no  means  or 
provisions  whatever  with  said  bank  at  Kan- 
sas City,  Mo.,  with  which  STpay  said  draft," 
—there  must  be  at  least  some  evidence  tend- 
ing to  prove  some  of  such  allegations.  The 
last  known  of  said  draft.  It  was  Intrusted  to 
Hall,  to  be  forwarded  to  McAllister.  Hail 
was  thus  made  Auspaugh's  agent  for  there  la 
nothing  to  show  that  It  was  any  part  of  his 
duty  aa  cashier  to  forward  this  draft,  or  to  do 
an  act  which  was  for  the  mere  accommoda- 
tion of  Anspaugh.  The  draft  Is,  under  the 
evidence,  thus  left  In  the  hands  of  Anspaugh't 


■feat    TlM  preaamptloB,  In  the  abaence  of 

u.ldence  to  the  contrary,  la  that  the  draft 
waa  paid.  Watklns  t.  Paraona,  12  Kan.  426. 
Tlie  Judgment  will  be  reversed,  and  the  case 
remanded  foe  a  new  tiiaL  All  the  Jndgeacon- 
carring. 


(2  Kan.  A.  141) 
UOOSS  T.  SANFORD  et  at 
(Gout  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart 

ment,  W.  D.    Oct  9,  1^5.) 

▲onoH  on  Motb^Vauditt  or  CollatibaIi  Mobt- 

OAoa— HoMBSTBAD— Tsui.— Qpixioa 

EviDENCB— Review. 

1.  In  an  action  upon  a  not«  and  a  mortgage 
secnring  the  same,  the  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
jadgment  for  the  amoont  of  tiie  note,  regardless 
of  the  decision  of  the  conrt  as  to  the  vaudity  of 
the  mortgage,  when  it  is  conceded  tliat  the 
note  was  executed  by  the  defendant  that  the 
plaintiff  is  the  owner  and  bolder  thereof,  and 
that  it  is  dne  and  nnpaid. 

2.  An  objection  cannot  for  the  first  time  be 
made  In  Uils  court  that  the  plaintiff  failed  up- 
on the  trial  to  show  that  he  was  the  owner  and 
holder  of  the  note  sued  on,  though  snch  fact 
was  put  in  issne  by  the  pleadings,  when  the  de- 
fendant without  objection,  took  npon  himself 
the  harden  of  proof  upon  other  issues,  and  when 
the  whole  trial  proceeded  upon  the  assumption 
that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner  and  holder  of 
the  note,  and  that  whatever  cause  of  action  ex- 
isted thereon  was  vested  in  him. 

8.  Whether  a  tract  of  land  not  actually  oc- 
capied  as  a  residence  by  the  owner  and  his 
family  should  be  held  to  be  their  homestead,  and 
protected  as  such,  because  of  a  claimed  inten- 
tion to  return  thereto  as  a  place  of  residence, 
is  dependent  largdy  npon  the  bona  fide  inten- 
tion of  the  owner,  and  is  a  mixed  qoestion  of 
law  and  fact  to  be  determined  by  the  trial  court 

4.  When  the  Issaes  8ubmit,ted  to  a  jury  are 
not  such  as  entitle  the  parties  to  a  jnry  trial  as 
a  matter  of  right  the  court  may  consider  the 
answers  which  the  jory  returns  to  special  qnes- 
tions  of  fact  submitted  to  It  as  merely  advisory, 
and  it  is  not  error  for  the  court  in  such  case 
to  set  aside  a  finding  whidi  is  contrary  to  the 
evidence,  and  substitnte  a  finding  of  its  own. 

5.  A  nonexpert  witness  should  not  be  pcr^ 
mltted  to  give  his  opinion  as  to  the  sanity  or  in- 
sanity of  one  of  the  signers  of  a  mortgage, 
when  the  mental  condition  of  such  si^er  and 
the  validity  of  the  mortgage  are  material  facts 
to  be  tried,  unless  the  witness  first  states  his 
opportunity  for  observation,  and  the  facts  ob- 
served as  the  basis  of  his  opinion. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  court,  Qraham  county; 
Charles  W.  Smith,  Judge. 

Action  by  Franda  J.  Mooca  against  Bphra- 
Im  Sanford  and  others  on  a  note  and  col- 
lateral mortgage.  Defendants  bad  Judg- 
ment, and  plaintiff  brings  error.     Reversed. 

Rossington,  Smith  &  Dallas  and  F.  D. 
Turck,  for  plaintiff  in  error.  M.  O.  Revllle 
and  W.  M.  Roberts,  for  defendants  In  error. 


OARVBR,  J.  PlalntUt,  aUeglng  that  he 
Is  the  owner  and  holder  of  a  note  and  mort- 
gage executed  by  Ephralm  Sanford  and 
Mary  B.  Sanford,  his  wife,  in  favor  of  the 
Guaranty  Investment  Company,  and  trana- 
ferred  to  the  plaintiff,  brought  this  action, 
seeking  a  personal  Judgment  against  San- 
ford and  a  foreclosure  of  the  mortcaxe  i 
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Ing  tb<>  same.  The' petition  was  filed  April 
18, 1802.  S.  N.  Coder  wa«  made  a  party  de- 
fendant, and  answered,  setting  np  title  In 
talmself  by  deed  of  conveyance  executed  by 
Bphraim  Sanford  (Mary  E.  Sanford  bting 
dead)  subsequently  to  the  execution  of  tlie 
mortgage,  and  alleged  that  the  mortgage 
was  invalid  for  the  reason  that  at  the  time 
It  was  executed  the  land  embraced  therein 
was  the  homestead  of  the  mortgagor,  San- 
ford, and  that  the  execution  of  the  mortgage 
by  Mary  B.  Sanford  was  void  because  she 
was  at  the  time  insane.  The  case  was 
tried  by  tbe  court  and  a  Jury  upon  the 
agreed  theory  that  the  plaintiff  was  vested 
with  whatever  rights  any  one  conld  have  un- 
der the  note  and  mortgage,  and  that  the 
only  Issues  to  be  considered  and  tried  were 
the  homestead  character  of  the  land,  and  the 
insanity  of  Mrs.  Sanford  at  the  time  the 
mortgage  was  executed.  Sanford  admitted 
the  execution  of  tbe  note  and  mortgage,  but 
denied  the  other  allegations  of  the  plain- 
tUTs  petition,  and  alleged  that  the  land 
mortgaged  was  tbe  homestead  of  himself 
and  family,  and  tliat  his  wife  was  insane  at 
the  time  the  mortgage  purports  to  have 
been  executed  by  her.  The  Jury  returned  a 
general  verdict  and  special  findings  of  facta 
in  favor  of  the  defendants,  upon  which  Judg- 
ment waa  rendered  against  the  plaintiff  for 
costs.  Various  errors  are  assigned  by  the 
plaintiff  and  urged  upon  this  court,  but  we 
shall  content  ourselves  with  a  consideration 
of  only  sncb  of  them  as  In  our  opinion  re- 
quire a  reversal  of  the  Judgment  complained 
of,  passing  by  such  questions  as  may  not 
arise  upon  another  trial. 

Was  the  plaintiff  entitled  ta  Judgment 
against  Sanford  on  the  note?  The  pleadings 
admitted  the  execution  of  tbe  note  and  mort- 
gage by  Sanford,  and  no  defense  of  any 
kind  was  set  up  to  his  liability  for  the  pay- 
ment thereof.  True,  the  petition  alleged  the 
transfer  of  the  note  to  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
was  then  tbe  holder  and  owner  thereof;  and. 
In  the  face  of  tbe  general  denial  of  the  de- 
fendants, it  devolved  upon  tbe  plaintiff,  in 
the  first  place,  to  prove  the  truth  of  this 
allegation  of  transfer  and  ownership.  At 
the  commencement  of  the  trial,  however,  It 
was  admitted  tbat  the  note  and  mortgage 
had  been  transferred  to  the  plaintiff,  and  tbe 
entire  trial  was  conducted  npon  the  assump- 
tion that  whatever  llablUty  existed  upon 
the  note  was  to  the  plaintiff,  and  that  he 
was  also  entitled  to  the  benefit  of  any  Hen 
created  by  the  mortgage.  Without  objec- 
tion, the  defendants  assumed  the  burden  of 
proof,  and  the  case  was  submitted  to  the 
Jnry  by  counsel  and  by  tbe  court  uiwn  the 
theory  that  the  only  question  to  be  tried  was 
as  to  tbe  validity  of  tbe  mortgage  Under 
these  drcumstanees,  we  cannot  conceive 
how  tbe  Jury  could  find  generally  against 
the  plaintiff's  right  to  recover  the  amount 
due  on  the  note,  or  why  such  a  verdict 
«boQld  b»  sustained.    In.  this  there  was  not 


only  manifest  error,  bat  great  Injustice. 
The  record  shows  tbat  the  note  In  question 
was  executed  by  Sanford  In  consideration 
of  a  loan  to  him  of  9S0O;  tbat  be  received 
the  money;  and  that  the  whole  amount 
thereof  is  due  and  unpaid.  Tbe  only  defense 
offered  to  defeat  the  recovery  of  this  sum 
Is  that  which  alms  to  wipe  out  tbe  securl^ 
of  the  mortgage  upon  which  the  loan  was  ne- 
gotiated. The  Invalidity  of  the  mortgage 
security,  however,  cannot  affect  the  ntaker's 
liability  on  the  note. 

The  Jury  found  that  the  land  mortgaged 
was  the  homestead  of  Sanford  and  family 
at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  executed. 
The  evidence  upon  this  question  was  quite 
conflicting,  and,  in  our  opinion,  clearly  pre- 
ponderates against  tbe  conclusions  of  the 
Jury.  The  land  was  located  near  the  town 
of  Hill  City,  and  had,  for  some  years  prior 
to  the  making  of  this  mortgage,  been  occu- 
pied as  a  residence  by  Sanford  and  his  fiun- 
lly;  but  three  or  four  months  before  Novem- 
ber 1,  1888  (the  date  of  the  mortgage),  San- 
ford bad  removed  from  the  land,  and  taken 
up  his  residence  in  Hill  Olty,  where  be  con- 
tinued to  reside  until  some  time  In  1890, 
when  bis  wife  died.  The  defendant  Coder 
purchased  the  land  from  Sanford  about  the 
time  or  shortly  after  the  mortgage  was 
made,  and  took  actual  possession  early  in 
1889,  but  a  deed  from  Sanford  to  Coder  was 
not  executed  until  about  February,  1S93, 
after  tbe  commencement  of  this  action. 
About  January,  1889,  Sanford  and  wife  exe- 
cuted a  deed  of  conveyance  of  the  land  In 
which  Coder's  mother  was  named  as  gran- 
tee. For  some  reason,  not  clearly  disclosed, 
this  deed  was  afterwards  either  returned 
or  destroyed.  Sanford  claims,  and  testified 
on  the  trial,  tbat  his  removal  from  the  farm 
to  Hill  City  was  occajsdoned  by  the  ill  health 
of  bis  wife;  that  it  was  a  mere  temporary 
absence;  and  tbat  be  intended  to  return  to 
the  farm  as  soon  as  her  health  would  per- 
mit The  evidence  tends  strongly  to  show 
tbat  prior  to  November  1,  1888,  there  was  an 
onderstanding  between  Sanford  and  Coder 
tbat  Coder  would  buy  the  farm  for  tbe  price 
of  91.200,  and  that  the  obtaining  of  this 
loan  of  $800  by  a  mortgage  of  the  land  was 
a  part  of  the  arrangement,  so  as  to  require 
Coder  to  pay  only  tbe  additional  sum  of 
(400.  Tbe  homestead  idea  seems  to  be 
largely  an  afterthought,  and  is  brought  for- 
ward at  this  time  for  tbe  purpose  of  avoid- 
ing the  collection  of  this  debt,— an  object 
entitled  to  no  equitable  consideration.  How- 
ever, under  well-established  rules,  whether 
the  homestead  claim  should.  In  any  particu- 
lar case,  be  sustained.  Is  a  mixed  question 
of  law  and  fact;  and,  upon  conflicting  evi- 
dence, tbe  facts  must  be  determined  by  the 
trial  court  or  Jury.  To  have  the  homestead 
character,  tbe  land  must  be  "occupied  as 
a  residence  by  tbe  family  of  the  owner." 
When  occupancy  la  actual,  no  difilculty  usu- 
ally arises;  but  when  It  la  merely  construcl)>> 
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Ire,  u  In  Qite  case,  It  Is  a  queatlon  large- 
tar  of  Intentloa  on  the  part  of  tbe  owner. 
Apart  trom  tbe  dalmanta  own  testimony, 
thla  intention  moat  be  Indged  of  by  the 
facts  and  drcnrngtances  snrroiindlDg  the 
removal  from  the  homestead,  and  the  ap- 
parent object  and  conditions  of  the  anbee- 
quent  residence  elsewhere. 

Haying  determined  the  homestead  ques- 
tion in  favor  of  the  defendants,  the  Jury 
further  found  that  Mary  B.  Sanford,  the 
wife,  was  insane  at  the  time  slie  signed 
the  mortgage,  and  that  the  plaintiff  had 
koowledge  of  tliat  fact  when  he  became 
owner  thereof.  The  finding  of  the  Jury  as  to 
the  plaintiff's  knowledge  of  the  insanity 
was  set  aside  by  the  court,  and  an  answer 
substituted  for  it,  to  the  effect  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  show  whether  he  had 
such  Imowledge  or  not  Error  is  assigned 
upon  this  action  of  tbe  court,  setting  aside 
a  finding  of  the  Jury,  and  substituting  one  of 
its  own.  As  this  case  was  submitted  and 
tried,  we  thinlc  the  court  was  not  concluded 
by  either  of  the  findings  of  the  Jury.  There 
was  no  issue  submitted  to  the  Jury  upon 
the  right  of  tlie  plaintiff  to  recover  a  money 
Judgment.  They  were  simply  asked  to  pass 
union  the  validity  of  the  mortgage.  Neither 
party  could  demand,  as  a  matter  of  right,  a 
Jury  trial  for  the  determination  of  that  ques- 
tion; and,  when  an  issue  of  that  character 
is  submitted  to  a  Jury,  the  answers  returned 
to  special  questions  may  be  accepted  by  the 
court  as  merely  advisory,  to  be  approved 
or  set  aside  as  the  court  may  deem  proper. 
Woodman  v.  Davis,  32  Kan.  344,  4  Pac. 
262;  Stlckel  v.  Bender,  87  Kan.  457.  15 
Pae  580;  Franks  v.  Jones,  39  Kan.  236,  17 
Pac  663.  In  tills  case  the  court  might, 
with  great  propriety,  have  exercised  the 
same  authority  with  reference  to  other  flnd- 
inga  of  the  Jury  wlilch  are  inconsistent 
with  each  other,  and  some  of  them  clearly 
against  the  weight  of  the  evidence. 

It  Is  further  claimed  that  the  court  erred 
in  admitting  incompetent  testimony  upon 
the  question  of  the  alleged  insanity  of  Mrs. 
Sanford.  No  inquisition  had  ever  t>een  had 
as  to  her  insanity,  and  this  fact  was  left 
for  determination  by  the  Jury  pnlely  upon 
the  testimony  given  by  the  witnesses  upon 
the  trial.  Sanford  himself  testified  that  she 
was  insane,  and  wholly  unable  to  comiH-e- 
bend  or  understand  any  business  transac- 
tion, at  the  time  the  mortgage  was  signed 
by  her.  Other  nonexpert  witnesses  testi- 
fled  to  an  acquaintance  with  her,  and  ex- 
pressed the  opinion  that  she  was  insane. 
Some  of  the  witnesses  testified  to  seeing  her 
sevenil  times  during  the  period  of  three 
or  four  years  prior  to  her  death  in  1890, 
and  gave  it  as  their  opinion  that  she  was 
insane,  without  designating  any  particular 
time  wlien,  in  their  Judgment,  such  insanity 
existed,  and  without  attempting  to  state  a 
single  fact,  circumstance,  or  act  indicative 
ot  her    mental    condition.     Bven    Sanford 


himself  does  not  pretend  to  mention  a  sin- 
gle act  or  word  of  his  wife  which  would 
suggest  an  unhealthy  or  al»ocmal  mental 
state,  w  which  he  claimed  led  him  to  con- 
sider her  Insane.  She  was  sick  and  weak 
physically,  at  times  being  almost  helpless. 
About  June  or  July,  1888,  Sanford,  with  a 
view  to  benefit  his  wife's  health,  took  her 
on  a  trip  to  Utali,  and  was  absent  for  some 
weeks.  After  their  return  and  ronoval  to 
Hill  City,  a  married  daughter  was  with 
them  much  ot  the  time.  Sanford  was  pres- 
ent when  he  and  Mrs.  Sanford  signed  the 
note  and  mortgage,  in  the  presence  of  the 
notary  public.  The  notary  testifies  that 
he  explained  the  mortgage  to  her;  that 
she  seemed  to  understand  what  it  was;  and 
that  he  saw  nothing  out  of  the  way  or  un- 
usual in  her  conduct  or  actions,  except  tliat 
she  was  weak  physically,  and  needed  as- 
sistance In  moving  about  the  room.  The 
Jury  were  undoubtedly  influenced  to  find 
that  Mrs.  Sanford  was  insane  largely.  If  not 
entirely,  by  the  testimony  of  the  witnesses 
who  came  before  them  and  said  that  tiitey 
knew  her,  and  that  In  their  Judgment  she 
was  insane,  without  the  statement  of  any 
facts  or  circumstances  as  a  baris  for  such 
(pinions.  Such  testimony  is  not  admissible. 
Before  the  opinions  of  nonexpert  witnesses 
should  be  received  on  such  a  question,  they 
should  disclose,  not  only  their  opportimity 
for  observation,  but  should  also  state  the 
facts  which  they  observed,  and  which  are 
the  basis  of  their  opinions.  Baughman  v. 
Baughman,  32  Kan.  538.  4  Pac.  1008;  Grant 
▼.  Thompson,  4  Conn.  203;  Cli^n>  v.  Fuller- 
ton,  34  N.  T.  190;  Rambler  v.  Tryon.  7 
Serg.  &  B.  90;  Pldcoek  v.  Potter,  68  Pa.  St 
342;  Insurance  Ca  ▼.  Latbrop,  111  U.  8. 
612,  4  Sup.  Ct.  63a  The  mere  opinion  of  a 
nonexpert  witness  upon  a  questltm  of  sani- 
ty or  insauity  is,  at  best  of  very  uncertain 
value.  When  It  Is  unaccompanied  by  a 
statement  of  facts  which  would  enable  the 
trial  court  or  Jury  to  Judge  of  the  CMrect- 
ness  of,  and  the  weight  to  be  given  to,  such 
opinion.  It  should  not  be  permitted  to  rise 
to  ttie  dignity  of  competent  evidence  in  any 
case.  It  can  only  tend  to  mislead  or  con- 
fuse the  Jury,  and  has  no  proper  place  In 
the  Just  and  legal  determination  of  pecwHial 
or  property  righta.  Tlie  Judgment  will  be 
reversed,  and  the  case  remanded  for  a  new 
trIaL    All  tbe  Judges  concurring. 


(2  Kan.  A.  Bl) 

HILL  et  aL  T.  ALEXANDEB  «t  at 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment W.  B.    Oct  9,  1885.) 

HoBTOASs  — Oaii.  AsstasMcNT  —  loMM  <tm  Bamrn- 

STBAD — FORECLOSnRB. 

1.  A  nonnegotiabie  note  and  mortgage  may 
be  transferred  by  a  mere  oral  assiniment,  fol- 
lowed by  deliTeiy;  and  a  petition  which  alleges 
generally  that  the  note  and  mortgage  sned  on 
were  assigned  and  transferred  to  the  plalatift 
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withoot  stating  whether  In  writing  or  not, 
•tates  facta  suffident  to  constUate  a  cans*  of 
action,  and  is  not  open  to  attack  bj  an  objec- 
tion to  the  introduction  of  evidence. 

2.  The  lien  of  a  mortgage  executed  hj  the 
owner  and  hia  wife  on  the  familjr  homestead  is 
not  affected  by  a  prior  deed  of  conveyance  ex- 
•cnted  by  the  husband  alone,  the  wife  not  con- 
senting thereto  nor  joining  therein. 

3.  When  the  petition  filed  in  a  case  bronght 
to  foreclose  a  mortgage  executed  by  the  own- 
er and  wife  on  the  homestead,  alleges  priority 
•f  the  lien  of  the  mortgage  over  the  title  or  in- 
tMest  claimed  under  a  deed  previously  executed 
by  tiie  husband  alone,  and  a  subsequent  con- 
reyance  by  tibe  grantee  therein,  and  prays  that 
the  mortgage  be  adjudged  to  be  a  prior  lien  on 
the  land,  and  the  only  issue  as  to  the  validity  of 
the  deeds  is  joined  between  the  holder  of  the 
mortgage  and  the  grantees  in  said  deeds,  the 
court  should  not  direct  the  cancellation  of  the 
deeds  of  record,  but  should  merely  give  priwity 
to  the  mortgage  lien. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district  conrt,  Orabam  county; 
Caiarles  W.  Smith,  Jud^e. 

Action  b7  Charles  Alexander  against  W.  B. 
Hni  and  others.  Judgment  for  plaintiff.  Hill 
and  others  of  the  defendants  bring  error. 
Modified. 

Z.  G.  Xrltt  and  H.  M.  Baldwin,  for  plain- 
tiffs in  error.  M.  C.  ReviUe  and  W.  A.  Fal- 
Um,  for  defendants  In  error. 

QARVER,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought 
by  Charles  Alexander,  plaintiff  below,  on  a 
note  and  mortgage  execnted  by  J.  O.  B.  Lewis 
and  wife  to  G.  W.  Jones,  and  by  Jones  trana- 
ferred  to  the  pUintiff.  Tbe  note  was  non- 
negotiable,  and  the  petition  alleged  ita  ezecn- 
tlon  by  Lewis  and  the  transfer  by  the  payee, 
Soaea,  to  Alexander.  Hie  plaintiffs  In  error 
claimed  title  to  tbe  premises  under  a  deed 
executed  by  J.  C.  B.  Lewis  to  W.  R.  Hill,  and 
a  deed  from  Hill  to  Pomeroy.  These  deeds 
were  execnted  prior  to  tbe  execntlon  of  the 
mortgage  by  Lewis  and  yrtte  to  Jones,  bnt  the 
wife  of  Lewis  did  not  join  In  tbe  conveyance 
to  Hin.  On  the  trial  of  the  case,  Alexander's 
ownership  of  the  note  and  mortgage  was  not 
disputed;  and  it  was  agreed  that  the  only  is- 
sue to  be  tried  was  whether  the  land  describ- 
ed in  the  mortgage  was,  at  the  time  of  the 
execntlon  of  the  deed  from  Lewis  to  Hill,  the 
homestead  of  Lewis,  and  the  deed  consequent- 
ly Told,  because  not  joined  In  or  consented  to 
by  Nora  Lewis,  tbe  wife  of  J.  O.  B.  Lewis. 
Tbe  court  fotmd  generally  In  fBTor  of  tbe 
plaintiff  below,  and  rendered  judgntent  npon 
the  note  and  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mort- 
gage, and  adjudged  the  deeds  from  Lewis  to 
Hill,  and  from  Hill  to  Pomeroy,  to  be  null 
and  void,  and  (xdered  them  to  be  canceled  of 
record.  Tbe  errors  assigned  are  in  oyerrullng 
the  objection  made  by  Hill  to  the  Introduc- 
tion of  evidence  on  the  port  of  the  plaintiff, 
on  tbe  ground  that  the  petition  did  not  state 
facts  sufficient  to  constitute  a  cause  of  action 
In  favor  of  the  plaintiff;  in  directing  a  can- 
cellation of  the  deeds  to  Hill  and  Pomeroy; 
and  in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  only  thing  urged  against  tiw  nffldency 


of  the  petition  la  that  It  contains  only  a  gen- 
eral allegation  of  the  assignment  and  transfer 
of  the  note  to  plaintiff,  without  alleging  that 
such  transfer  was  in  writing.  We  know  of 
no  law  that  requires  a  written  transfer  of  a 
note,  whether  It  be  negotiable  or  nonnegotla- 
ble,  in  order  to  Test  title  and  the  right  to  sue 
In  the  assignee  who  thus  becomes  possessed 
of  It  An  oral  assignment  followed  by  de- 
livery is  all  that  Is  necessary.  Even  If  a 
written  assignment  were  required,  the  allega- 
tions of  the  petition  were  sufficient  as  against 
a  mere  objection  to  tbe  introduction  of  evi- 
dence. Tbe  whole  trial  proceeded  upon  tbe 
assumptlcMi  that  the  plaintiff  was  the  owner 
and  holder  of  the  note  and  mortgage  sued  on, 
and  that  the  only  matter  in  dispute  was 
whether  tbe  mortgagor,  Lewis,  was  the  own- 
er of  the  land  when  the  mortgage  was  ex- 
ecnted, or  whether,  by  reason  of  the  previous 
conveyance  to  Hill,  a  mortgage  from  Lewis 
created  no  Hen.  Upon  ample  testimony,  tbe 
court  found  that  the  land  In  question  was,  at 
the  time  of  the  execution  of  the  deed  to  Hin, 
occupied  as  a  residence  by  the  family  of  the 
owner,  3.  C.  B.  Lewis;  that  his  family  con- 
sisted of  himself,  his  wife,  Nora  Lewis,  and 
a  daughter;  and  that  the  wife  did  not  Join  In, 
or  In  any  manner  consent  to,  such  conveyance. 
It  necessarily  follows  frun  this  finding  that 
the  lien  created  by  the  mortgage,  subsequently 
executed  by  Lewis  and  wife  to  Jones,  was 
In  no  way  affected  or  prejudiced  by  the  prior 
deed  to  HIU.  Tbe  homestead  can  be  alienated 
or  conveyed  only  by  the  joint  consent  of  the 
husband  and  wife  when  that  relation  exists. 
Const  art  15,  I  9. 

Did  tbe  court  »r  in  directing  that  the  deeds 
be  canceled  of  record?  Lewis  and  wife 
made  default  In  the  case,  and  did  not  in  any 
way  attack  the  validity  of  the  conveyances 
under  which  Hill  and  Pomeroy  claimed  title. 
Hill  and  wife  conveyed  to  Pomeroy  by  a  deed 
of  general  warranty,  purporting  to  convey  the 
fee-simple  title  to  tbe  land,  free  and  clear  of 
all  incnmbrances.  Between  them  it  certainly 
was  a  valid  Instrument,  whatever  may  be  its 
legal  effect  Whether  the  deed  from  Lewis 
to  Hill  can,  under  any  drcimistances,  be  of 
any  force  and  effect  as  between  tbe  parties 
to  tbat  Instrument,  or  whether  its  validity 
may  be  open  to  further  controversy  between 
them.  It  Is  not  now  necessary  to  decide.  The 
plaintiff  did  not  In  his  petition  ask  for  the 
cancelhitlon  of  these  deeds,  but  merely  that 
the  title  or  interest,  if  any,  of  Hill  and  Pom- 
eroy, be  held  to  be  inferior  and  subject  to  the 
lien  created  by  the  mortgage.  This  Is,  we 
think,  as  fte  as  the  court  should  have  gone, 
and  the  order  directing  the  cancellation  of  the 
deeds  of  reccvd  should  not  have  been  made. 

The  Judgment  will  be  affirmed,  except  as  to 
that  part  which  dbrects  tbe  cancellation  of 
the  deeds  to  Hill  and  Pomeroy.  In  that  re- 
spect the  judgment  Is  modified,  and  the  trial 
court  directed  to  enter  the  Judgment  so  as  to 
conform  to  tbe  views  expressed  In  this  opin- 
ion.   All  tbe  Judges  concurring  t    . 
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BRONBON  T.  ASHLOCE  et  al. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Northern  Depart- 
ment  W.  D.     May  25,  1896.) 

Plsadixs— VsRiricATioN  OF  Ds.iiAL— WAiraa— 

AUTHORITT  or  AOBNT. 

L  When,  under  the  Code,  the  allegation  of 
the  Aistence  of  a  fact  is  to  be  taken  as  true, 
unless  denied  under  oath,  the  necessity  to  verify 
a  denial  will  be  deemed  to  have  been  waived, 
when  the  whole  trial  proceeded,  without  objec- 
tion, upon  the  assumption  that  issue  was  prop- 
erly joined  thereon;  and  objection  cannot  for 
the  first  time  be  made  in  this  court  that  the  de- 
nial was  not  under  oath. 

2.  Evidence  of  authority  of  one  as  agent  to 
collect  for  the  holder  the  semiannual  interest 
on  a  negotiable  note,  as  the  interest  matures, 
does  not  show  authority  in  anch  person  to  ac- 
cept a  payment  of  the  principal  of  the  note 
long  before  its  maturity,  when  he  is  not  shown 
to  have  possession  or  control  of  the  note. 
(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Graham  county; 
Charles  W.  Smith,  Judge. 

Action  by  Austin  H.  Bronson  against  Mary 
Ashlock  and  others.  Judgment  for  plaintiff. 
Defendants  bring  error.     Reversed. 

Waggener,  Horton  &  Orr  and  Z.  C.  Tritt, 
for  plaintiffs  in  error.  H.  M.  Baldwin,  for 
defoudant  in  error. 

GARVER,  J.  Under  date  of  September  1, 
1887,  Mary  Ashlock,  for  herself  and  as  guard- 
ian of  certain  heirs  of  D.  C.  Ashlock,  de- 
ceased, executed  a  negotiable  note  and  mort- 
gage in  favor  of  the  Guaranty  Investment 
Ompany,  for  the  sum  of  $300,  due  In  Ave 
years  thereafter,  with  interest  at  the  rate  of 
7  per  cent,  per  annum,  to  be  paid  semian- 
nuaily,  both  principal  and  interest  being 
made  payable  at  the  Exchange  National 
Bank,  Atchison,  Kan.  On  December  20, 1887, 
the  note  and  mortgage  were  transferred  to 
Austin  H.  Bronson,  who  commenced  this  ac- 
tion Ml  November  21,  1892,  in  the  district 
court  of  Graham  county,  against  the  makers 
of  the  note  and  others,  for  the  recovery  ot 
the  principal  and  unpaid  interest  of  the  note, 
and  for  the  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage.  The 
makers  of  the  note  and  mortgage  were  serv- 
ed by  publication,  and  made  default.  W. 
R.  HiU,  one  of  the  defendants,  appeared, 
and  answered  the  plaiatlfT's  petition  by  alleg- 
ing that  he  was  the  owner  In  fee  simple  of 
the  land  upon  which  the  mortgage  was 
sought  to  be  foreclosed,  having  derived  his 
title  thereto  by  conveyance  exiH'uted  by  Mary 
Ashlock  in  February,  1880;  that  about  Feb- 
ruary 4,  1888,  "said  defendant  Mary  Ash- 
lock, widow  of  D.  O.  Ashlock,  deceased,  and 
guardian  of  the  said  minor  heirs  of  the  said 
D.  C.  Ashlock,  deceased,  paid  to  tlie  Guar- 
anty Investment  Company  the  amount  in 
full  of  said  note  and  the  Interest  due  there- 
on; and  said  Guaranty  Investment  Company 
was  duly  authorized  In  fact  and  in  law  to 
receive  the  same,  and  said  payment  was 
then  and  there  received  In  full  settlement  of 
said  note  and  mortgage."  The  plaintiff  Hi- 
ed a  reply  to  the  answer  ol  Hill,  Consisting 


of  a  general  denial,  unverified.  The  trial 
was  had  by  a  court  and  a  Jury,  resulting  in 
a  verdict  in  favor  of  Hill,  upon  the  Issues 
Joined  between  him  and  the  plaintiff,  on 
which  Judgment  was  rendered  against  the 
plaintiff  for  costs.  The  evidence  tends  to 
show  that,  early  In  1880,  HiU  purchased  the 
land  mortgaged  from  Mrs.  Ashlock,  and  re- 
ceived from  her  a  deed  of  conveyance  pur- 
porting to  convey  to  him  the  fee-simple  title 
to  the  premises,  free  and  clear  from  aU  in- 
cumbrances; that  Mrs.  Ashlock  provided  for 
the  discharge  of  the  mortgage  by  having  Hill 
remit  ?300  of  the  purchase  money  for  the 
payment  thereof;  that  Hill  obtained  a  draft 
for  $300  from  a  bank  in  Hill  City,  and  sent 
the  same  to  one  of  the  ofBcers  of  the  Guar- 
anty Investment  Company  at  Atchison, 
where  said  company  had  its  main  ofBces. 
There  Is  no  evidence  tending  to  show  what 
became  of  this  draft,  or  that  the  plaintiff, 
who  was  then  the  holder  and  owner  of  the 
note  and  mortgage,  received  any  benefit 
therefrom. 

The  cose  was  tried,  and  Is  now  presented, 
upon  the  theory,  that  the  Guaranty  Invest- 
ment Company,  at  the  time  of  the  payment 
to  it  of  the  $300,  was  the  agent  of  the  plain- 
tiff, BronsMi,  duly  authorized  to  receive  pay- 
ment of  the  principal  and  interest  of  this 
note,  and,  consequently,  that  a  payment  to 
said  company  would  bind  the  plaintiff.  Evi- 
dence was  introduced  to  prove  the  alleged 
agency  ot  the  Guaranty  Investment  Com- 
pany, and  that  question  was  treated  all 
tlirough  the  trial  as  a  material  controverted 
fact  to  be  determined,  and  was  so  submitted 
by  the  court  to  the  Jury.  Counsel  for  Hill 
claim,  in  this  court,  that  the  fact  of  agency 
was  admitted  by  the  pleadings,— that  the  fail- 
ure of  the  plaintiff  to  deny  under  oath  the 
allegation  contained  In  Hill's  answer  that 
"Said  Guaranty  Investment  Company  was 
duly  authorized  In  fact  and  In  law  to  receive 
the  same"  left  that  fact  admitted.  Whether 
this  was  such  an  allegation  of  authority, 
within  the  meaning  of  the  Code,  as  should  be 
denied  under  oath,  in  order  to  put  it  in  is- 
sue, is  not  necessary  to  decide;  for,  the  trial 
having  proceeded  as  if  that  fact  was  In  is- 
sue, the  necessity  for  any  such  denial  under 
oatb  will  be  deemed  waived,  and  it  Is  too 
late  now  to  raise  the  objection  for  the  first 
time.  CiesielBki  v.  Nowacki,  30  Kan.  340,  18 
Pac.  282. 

The  only  evidence  of  agency  offered  was 
tilat  payments  of  the  Interest  coupons  due, 
respectively,  March  1,  1888.  September  1, 
1888.  March  1,  188».  and  September  1,  1880. 
were  made  by  remittances  to  the  Guaranty 
Investment  Company  at  Atchison,  and  the 
several  interest  coupons  were  by  said  com- 
pany returned  to  Mary  Ashlock  soon  after 
the  respective  payments  were  made,  marked 
"Paid."  The  court  upon  this  anestion  in- 
structed the  Jury  as  follows:  "The  evidence 
In  this  case  shows  that  it  [the  alleged  pay- 
ment] was  not  made  to  the  plaintiff,  Bron- 
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■on,  penonany,  buB  fhat,  tt  any  pajriiMiit 

waa  made  at  all.  It  waa  made  to  Oie  Ooaran- 
ty  Inyeatment  Co^  or  tbelr  Ni»reaentatlvea, 
the  orlsliial  payees  of  tiw  note,  and  mortga- 
gees In  the  mortgaget  So  that;  the  evidence 
showing  that  Mr.  Bronooa  was  the  owiur  of 
the  paper  and  the  owner  of  the  mortgace  at 
the  time  the  payment  was  made,  to  permit 
Mr.  Hill  to  reeelTe  the  benefit  of  that  pay- 
ment. It  is  necessary  that  be  should  show 
that  these  paittas  bad  aathority  to  receiye 
such  payment  in  the  first  Instance^  or  that 
such  payment  was  ratified  by  tbs  holder  of 
the  paper,  or  that  soch  a  ststo  of  the  evi- 
dence is  discktaed  here  as  woold  estop  the 
plaintiff  from  claiming  that  the  Guaranty 
Investment  Oo.  had  no  right  or  authority  to 
receive  payment  for  this  mortgage.  But  if 
you  should  find  In  this  case  that  the  Guaran- 
ty Investment  Oo.  bad  been  collecting  the 
Interest  on  this  indebtedness,— this  mortgage, 
—and  paying  it  over  to  the  platntlfl  here,  and 
that  the  plaintiff  had  been  permitting  them 
to  collect  Interest  for  him,  and  the  payment 
of  this  note  and  mortgage  was  made  to  the 
Guaranty  Investment  Co.,  and  this  thing  oc- 
curred both  before  and  after  the  transfer  of 
the  note  and  mortgage  to  the  plaintiff,  then 
that  would  constitute  the  Guaranty  Invest- 
m«it  Ca  the  agent  of  the  plaintiff  for  the 
collection  of  the  paper;  and  any  payments 
made,  by  any  one  liable  on  the  paper,  to  the 
Guaranty  Investment  Co.,  under  these  cir- 
cumstances, would  be  a  payment  to  the  plain- 
tiff. At  least,  the  plaintiff,  having  treated 
the  Guaranty  Investment  Co.  as  his  agent 
for  the  collection  of  the  interest,— permitted 
it  to  collect  the  interest,— would  be  estopped 
from  dalming  that  they  had  no  authority  to 
do  so."  In  so  instructing  the  Jury,  we  think, 
the  coatt  erred.  The  mere  collection  of  past- 
dns  interest  coupons  on  a  note  long  before 
the  time  of  its  maturity  is  not,  of  itself,  suf- 
ficient to  show  authority  In  such  person  to 
receive  payment  of  the  principal  before  it  is 
due.  We  have  been  cited  to  no  decision  go- 
ing to  that  length  In  holding  the  owner  of  a 
negotiable  note  responsible  for  a  payment 
to  a  third  person  under  such  drcamstances, 
long  before  payment  according  to  the  terms 
of  the  contract  can  be  demanded,  and  where 
the  evidMice  falls  to  show  that  the  person 
to  whom  payment  was  made  had  possession 
or  control  of  the  note.  The  case  of  Shane  v. 
Palmer,  43  Kan.  483,  23  Pac.  594,  cited  by 
counsel  for  Hill,  does  not  support  such  a 
proposition,  as  In  that  case  there  was  evi- 
dence of  express  authority  to  receive  the 
payment  made.  In  this  case  there  Is  noth- 
ing to  show  that  the  Guaranty  Investment 
Company  had  possession,  or  datmed  posses- 
sion or  control,  of  the  note  and  mortgage  aft- 
er their  transfer  to  Bronson  In  1887.  The 
payment  under  such  circumstances  was 
made  wholly  at  the  risk  of  the  payor.  In 
these  Tiews  we  find  support  In  the  following 
cases:  Best  t.  Crall,  23  Kan.  482;  Cowles 
«,  Bonui,  28  Kan.  38;  Smith  r.  Kidd,  68  N. 


T.  ISO;  Otane  r.  Qmteewald,  120  N.  T.  274, 
24  N.  B.  406;  Lumber  Ool  t.  LitUeJohn,  SI 
Neb.  606,  48  N.  W.  476;  Keohane  t.  Smith. 
07  m.  166;  Biggerataff  ▼.  Manton,  181  Mass. 
101,  86  N.  K.  785;  Watson  t.  Wymsn.  161 
Man.  06, 80  N.  B.  682;  Malcahy  t.  Fenwlck, 
161  Mass.  164k  86  N.  BL  680;  WUlIams  T. 
Walker,  2  SandC.  Ch.  82S;  Lee  t.  Clark,  88 
Ma  563,  1  S.  W.  142. 

It  Is  objected  by  the  plaintiff  that  there  ia 
a  Tariaoce  between  the  evidence  offered  as 
to  payment  and  the  allegatioa  of  payment  in 
the  answer;  that  the  answer  alleges  pay- 
ment by  Bin.  Ashlock,  while  the  eridence 
tends  to  s1k>w  that,  if  payment  was  mads^  tt 
was  made  by  HllL  We  think,  hoiweTSC,  that 
there  was  no  substantial  variance;  that,  un- 
der the  agreement  between  iln.  Ashlock  and 
Hill,  it  might  be  oonsldered  aa  a  payment 
made  by  her  through  him. 

For  the  errors  meotionad  In  ttito  opinion, 
the  Judgment  rendered  upon  the  issues  Join- 
ed between  Bronson  and  Hill  will  be  reyett- 
ed,  and  a  new  trial  ordered.  The  decisioo 
of  ttie  district  court  upon  the  issues  Joined 
between  the  other  parties  to  this  suit  is  not 
disturbed.    All  the  Judges  concurring. 


(1  Kkn.  A.  T54) 

SMITH  T.  BRYANT. 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kaosai,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.    Oct  0,  1895.) 
IsooMPBTssT  EvuBsoB— ErrsoT  ox  JUDSiaST. 

While  a  jadgment  baaed  npon  Incompe- 
tent testimony  may  be  sustained  where  Buch 
testimony  related  to  a  proper  measure  of  dam- 
ages, and  is  received  at  the  trial  court  without 
objection,  yet,  when  the  record  elearlr  discloses 
tliat  the  damages  with  regard  to  which  testi- 
mony was  given  are  such  as  cannot  be  recovered 
In  an  action  of  the  character  being  tried,  a 
Judgment  for  damages,  based  npon  such  testi- 
mony, is  erroneoaa,  and  cannot  be  sustained. 
(Syllabna  by  the  Court) 

Error  from  district   court.   Ford   county; 

A.  3.  Abbott  .Fudge. 

Action  of  refplevln  by  George  F.  Bryant 
aeainst  H.  D.  Smith.  PlainUff  had  Judg- 
ment, and  defendant  brings  error.    Reversed. 

Svtton  &  McGarry,  for  plaintiff  In  eiror. 

B.  F.  Milton,  for  defendant  in  error. 


OOLB,  J.  This  was  an  action  in  replevin, 
brought  in  the  district  court  of  Ford  county 
by  the  defendant  in  error,  George  F.  Bryant, 
to  recover  from  the  plaintiff  in  error,  H.  D. 
Smith,  the  possession  of  certain  groceries 
which  it  is  dalmed  were  unlawfully  detain- 
ed by  said  Smith,  and  which  were  alleged  to 
be  of  the  value  of  $327.9a  The  plaintiff  in  w- 
ror  (defendant  below)  Justified  in  his  answer 
by  alleging  that  he  was  a  constable  of  Spear- 
vlUe,  in  Ford  county,  and  that  he  held  said 
property  by  virtue  of  an  order  of  attach- 
ment and  sale  Issued  by  a  Justice  of  the 
peace  of  said  count;.    The  cause  was  tried 
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by  the  covat  without  a  Jury,  and  a  Judgment 
rendered  in  favor  of  Bryant  for  the  posses- 
sion of  the  goods,  and  for  damages  In  the 
sum  of  $800.  It  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  in  December  of  1887  the  firm  of  Weston 
&  Byma,  who  were  doing  business  at  Ford, 
in  Ford  county,  Kan.,  gave  two  chattel  mort- 
gages upon  their  stock  of  goods,  and  after- 
wards executed  a  bill  of  saie  to  Bryant  for 
the  entire  stock,  subject  to  the  mortgages 
above  referred  to,  and  placed  Bryant  In  pos- 
session of  the  stock.  The  attachment  which 
gave  rise  to  this  action  was  made  by  some 
of  the  creditors  of  Weston  &  Byrns.  The 
petition  in  this  case  does  not  allege  any  dam- 
ages, but  upon  the  trial  of  the  cause  the 
court  permitted  evidence  to  be  given  of  dam- 
ages arising  out  of  the  loss  of  business  and 
of  probable  profits  claimed  to  have  been  sus- 
tained by  Bryant  by  reason  of  the  attachment 
having  been  made,  and  also  of  certain  expens- 
es claimed  to  have  been  incurred  by  Bryant 
for  the  same  reason.  These  expenses  consist- 
ed of  $70,  paid  out  by  Bryant  in  making  a 
trip  to  St  Joseph,  Mo.,  for  the  purpose  of 
conferring  with  the  holders  of  the  mortgages; 
and  $750,  paid  by  the  mortgagees  to  a  sales- 
man sent  by  them  to  take  charge  of  the 
stock  when,  the  creditors  of  Weston  &  Byma 
began  making  their  attachments.  The  plain- 
tiff In  error  contends  that  the  court  erred  in 
admitting  any  evidence  of  damages  under 
the  allegations  of  the  petition,  and  that  the 
court  further  erred  In  admitting  testimony 
of  speculative  damages  arising  from  the  loss 
of  business  and  the  probable  iK'oflts  of  busi- 
ness. In  answer  to  this  it  is  contended  by 
the  defendant  in  error  that  the  evidence  now 
objected  to  was  received  upon  the  trial  with- 
out si)eclflc  objection,  and  he  further  claims 
that  coimsel  for  plaintiff  in  error  tried  this 
case  In  the  lower  court  upon  the  theory  that 
the  possession  of  the  officer  under  his  writ 
of  attachment  was  good,  for  the  reason  that 
it  was  claimed  that  the  sale  by  Weston  & 
Byrns  to  Bryant  was  not  in  good  faith,  and 
that  the  mortgages  given  by  Weston  &  Byrns 
were  fraudulent;  and  that,  having  tried  his 
case  upon  the  one  theory  In  the  court  b^ow, 
the  plaintiff  in  error  must  be  held  to  that 
theory  in  this  court.  It  is  somewhat  diffi- 
cult to  determine  from  the  record  in  this  case 
upon  Just  what  theory  the  trial  proceeded  in 
the  court  below.  The  evidence  of  Bryant  up- 
on the  different  Items  of  damages  which  are 
here  objected  to  seems  to  have  been  receiv- 
ed without  objection  in  the  trial  court,  al- 
though specific  objection  was  made  to  the 
same  line  of  testimony  offered  by  him  through 
other  witnesses.  But,  conceding  that  this 
Incompetent  testimony  was  admitted  with- 
out objection,  yet  the  conclusion  which  is 
arrived  at  by  defendant  in  error  is  an  erro- 
neous one.  The  court  could  render  Judgment 
for  no  greater  sum  than  was  claimed  by  the 
allegations  of  the  petition;  and  while  a 
Judgment  might  be  sustained  upon  compe- 
tent testimony,  where  that  testimony  related 


to  a  proper  measure  of  damages,  yet,  when 
the  record  clearly  discloses  that  the  damages 
with  regard  to  which  this  testimony  was 
given  were  such  as  conid  not  be  recovered  in 
an  action  of  this  character,  a  Judgment  of 
the  court  for  damages  would  be  erroneous, 
and  cannot  be  sustained.  No  claim  is  made 
in  this  case  of  any  malice  upon  the  part  of 
the  officer  making  the  levy,  and  the  rule  is 
well  settled  that  in  such  a  case  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  is  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty, together  with  Interest  and  costs,  in  case 
the  same  be  retained  by  the  officer,  and  for 
the  retention  of  the  property  and  costs  in 
case  the  possession  of  the  property  remains 
with  the  plaintiff.  When  the  evidence  was 
concluded  in  this  case  It  became  the  duty  of 
the  court  to  determine  whether  the  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  the  xwBsession  of  the  property 
In  Viueetion,  and,  if  so,  to  what  amount  of 
damages  he  was  entitled.  And  this  must  be 
allowed,  not  tor  all  sums  which  the  admis- 
sion of  testimony  may  establish,  but  for 
such  items  of  damage  eat.iblished  by  the  evi- 
dence as  the  law  permits  a  party  to  recover 
in  such  an  action.  Cobbey,  Repl.  792;  RUey 
V.  Littlefleld,  84  Mich.  22.  47  N.  W.  576;  Rail- 
way Co.  V.  Bell  (Kan.  App.)  41  Pac.  209.  We 
have  examined  the  authorities  cited  by  coun- 
sel for  defendant  In  error,  and  do  not  think 
they  support  the  position  taken  in  his  brief. 
As  the  Judgment  of  the  court  was  based  up- 
on a  measure  of  damages  which  was  clearly 
erroneous,  this  case  must  be  reversed,  and 
remanded  for  a  new  trial.  So  ordered.  All 
the  Justices  concurring. 


(1  Kan.  A.  77«) 
ATCHISON',  T.  &  S.  P.  R.  CO.  v.  DICKEY. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.     Oct.  9,  1895.) 

ACTioii  roil  Pebsoxal  Injvkibs— PLBAniNO — Scf- 
FiciEscY  or  Petition— EviDBSCE — Verdict. 

1.  Where  the  plnintiff  in  an  actioD  for  dnni- 
ajres  arisini;  from  injuries  received  throngh  the 
alleged  neRliirence  and  carelessness  of  a  railroad 
company  relies  upon  the  common-law  action, 
and  not  upon  a  statutory  right  to  recover,  it  is 
unnecessary  for  the  petition  to  show  that  the 
action  could  he  maintained  in  the  state  where 
It  is  alleged  the  injury  occurred,  even  when 
the  action  is  commenced  in  this  state  and  the 
injury  is  alleged  to  have  occurred  in  another 
state. 

2.  In  an  action  bronght  by  the  husband  to 
recover  damages  arising  from  loss  of  servio^-it 
of  his  wife,  which,  it  is  alleged,  arose  from  cei^ 
tain  injuries  received  by  her  through  the  negli- 
gence and  carelessness  of  a  railroad  company, 
the  petition  must  not  only  allege  the  marital  re- 
lation, but  also  such  other  facts  as  indicate 
that  at  the  time  of  the  Injury  the  relations  of 
the  plaintiff  and  his  wife  were  su«A  as  to  entitle 
him  to  her  services. 

3.  Where  certain  special  findings,  answered 
by  the  jury  and  returned  with  their  general  ver- 
dict, are  inconsistent  with  each  other,  and  are 
contrary  to  the  evidence,  a  new  trial  should  be 
granted. 

4.  Where,  In  an  action  for  damages,  the 
answers  to  the  special  findings  disoioso  that  a 
lar^e  part  of  the  verdict  was  rendered  under 
the  influence  of  prejudice  and  passion,  it  must 
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be  preflamed  that  tike  Whole  rerdict  waa  render- 
ed under  like  influence,  and  in  aucb  a  case  a  new 
trial  slioald  be  granted. 

5.  Where,  in  an  action  for  damages,  the 
answer  sets  np  certain  acts,  which,  it  is  claim- 
ed, show  contributory  negligence,  the  evidence 
under  such  answer  is  properly  restricted  to  the 
particular  acts  so  alleged. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  coart,  Finney  cotmty; 
A.  J.  Abbott,  Judge. 

Action  by  X.  M.  Dickey  againgt  the  Atchi- 
son, Topeka  &  Santa  F6  Railroad  Company. 
Plaintiff  had  judgment,  and  defendant  brings 
error.     Reversed. 

A.  A.  Hurd  and  M.  W.  Sutton,  for  plaintiff 
In  error.  George  E.  Morgan,  for  defendant  In 
error. 


COIiE,  J.  This  was  an  action  brought  in 
the  district  court  of  Finney  county,  Kan.,  by 
T.  M.  Dickey,  as  the  husband  of  Jane  Dickey, 
in  which  he  seeks  to  recover  from  the  railroad 
coiu])any  for  alleged  loss  of  services  conse- 
quent upon  the  injury  of  Jane  Dickey 
through  the  negligence  and  carelessness  of 
said  company.  There  was  a  verdict  and  Judg- 
ment for  the  plaintiff  below,  and  the  railroad 
company  brings  the  case  here  for  review. 

The  petition  alleges  that  for  a  long  time  pre- 
vious to  the  29th  of  October,  1888,  and  at  the 
time  of  filing  said  petition,  the  plaintiff  and 
said  Jane  Dickey  were  husband  and  wife. 
It  then  alleges  the  corporate  existence  of  the 
defendant  company  under  the  laws  of  the 
state  of  Kansas,  and  that  said  company  was 
engaged  in  the  business  of  operating  a  rail- 
road and  carrying  passengers  for  hire  unon 
its  cars,  in  the  states  of  Kansas  and  Colorado; 
tlmt  on  or  about  the  29th  day  of  October. 
1888,  Jane  Dickey  purchased  from  defend- 
ant's agent  at  Garden  City,  in  the  state  of 
Kansas,  a  ticket  from  Garden  City  to  Pueblo, 
Colo.,  and  entered  one  of  the  regular  passen- 
ger cars  provided  by  the  defendant  for  trans- 
porting passengers  from  Garden  City  to  Pue- 
blo, and  that  she  remained  in  said  car  until 
the  train  reached  the  town  of  La  Junta,  Colo., 
at  which  point,  it  is  alleged,  she  was  request- 
ed by  the  agent  of  the  defendant  to  leave 
said  car,  and  enter  another,  and  that  while 
she  was  endeavoring  to  comply  with  said 
request,  and  while  up<m  the  steps,  the  said 
car  was,  by  the  servants  of  the  defendant, 
negligently  and  without  any  warning,  sudden- 
ly and  violently  moved,  by  which  she  was 
thrown  to  the  ground,  between  the  platform 
and  the  track,  and  that  while  in  such  posi- 
tion she  was,  by  the  motion  of  the  car, 
bruised  and  lacerated,  and  that  the  bones  of 
her  lower  leg  and  ankle  were  crushed,  and 
that  by  reason  of  snch  fall  and  injuries,  and 
the  fright  occasioned  thereby,  her  nervous 
system  was  severely  shocked;  that  the  inju- 
ries complained  of  were  permanent,  greatly 
impaired  the  use  of  the  limb  so  Injured,  and 
rendered  her  a  permanent  cripple.  The  i>etl- 
ti<«  then  alleges  that,  by  reason  of  such  inju- 


ries so  Inflicted  on  his  wife^  the  plalntifC  has- 
been  compelled  to  expend  large  sums  e£  von- 
ey  for  medical  attendance,  medicine,  (ind 
nursing,  and  for  other  purposes,  in  caring  for 
her  during  the  illness  caused  by  said  injury, 
and  that,  by  reason  of  the  nature  and  perma- 
nent character  of  the  Injuries  so  inflicted 
upon  his  wife,  plaintiff  has  been  and  will 
be  put  to  great  expense  for  the  proper  care 
of  his  wife,  and  has  been  and  wrill  be  deprived 
ot  her  services,  to  his  damage  in  the  sum  of 
$5,000,  for  which  sum  he  prays  judgment  To 
this  petition  the  defendant  railroad  company 
filed  its  general  demurrer,  which  was  by  the 
court  overruled,  which  ruling  is  assigned  as 
the  first  error  in  this  case.  The  grounds 
urged  by  the  counsel  for  plaintiff  in  error, 
upon  which  it  is  claimed  the  demurrer  should 
have  been  sustained,  are:  First,  that  the  pe- 
tition should  have  alleged,  not  only  that  the 
plaintiff  and  Jane  Dickey  were  husband  and 
wife  at  the  time  the  injuries  were  alleged  to 
have  been  received  by  her,  and  at  the  time 
the  action  was  commenced,  but  should  also 
show  that  the  plaintiff  and  Jane  Dickey  lived 
and  cohabltated  together  during  snch  time, 
and  that  such  actual  relations  existed  be- 
tween them  as  would  Indicate  that  plaintiff 
was  entitled  to  her  services;  and,  second,  that 
the  petition  shows  that  the  Injuries  were  re- 
ceived in  the  state  of  Colorado,  and  falls  to 
show  that  this  action  could  have  been  main- 
tained in  the  state  of  Colorado,  and  that  it 
must  a];q>ear  in  the  petition  that  the  injury 
was  actionable  in  Colorado,  where  It  occurred, 
before  the  action  could  be  maintained  for  such 
injury  in  the  state  of  Kansas. 

The  second  of  these  propositions  Is  without 
merit.  The  pUUntiff  in  this  action  was  pur- 
suing, not  a  statutory  remedy,  but  a  common- 
law  right  of  action,  transitory  in  its  nature, 
and  which  could  be  maintained  in  this  state. 
The  case  cited  by  the  counsel  for  plaintiff  in 
error  was  where  a  statutory  right  alone  had 
been  Invoked,  and  the  decision  therein  given 
plainly  proceeds  upon  that  theory. 

The  other  objection  raises  a  more  serious 
question.  It  is  true  that  the  rule  formerly 
was  that  husband  and  wife  are  one  person, 
and  that  he  has  the  exclusive  right  to  the  la- 
bor, services,  and  earnings  of  the  wife;  and, 
if  this  rule  still  obtains.  It  would  follow,  as  a 
natural  result,  that  an  allegation  of  the  mar- 
ital relation  would  be  sufficient  But  this  old 
rule  has  been  radically— and,  we  think,  wisely 
—changed.  Many  of  the  restraints  and  dis- 
abilities of  coverture  have  been  removed  by 
positive  legislative  enactment  so  that  to-day. 
in  this  state,  a  married  woman  may  carry  on 
any  trade  or  business,  perform  any  labor  or 
service,  and  her  earnings  from  said  trade  or 
business,  labor  or  service,  are  her  aoie  and 
separate  property;  and  she  may  sue,  both  to 
protect  and  enforce  her  rights,  in  the  same 
manner  as  if  she  were  unmarried.  It  follows 
from  this,  as  was  said  in  an  opinion  of  Justice 
Johnston  in  City  of  Wyandotte  v.  Agan,  37 
Kan.  530,  15  Fac.  529,  "that  thA  time  and 

uigmzea  oy  "> — ix^/x^/^ix^ 


1072 


PACIFIC  BEPOETBE,  Vol.  41. 


(Kan. 


services  of  the  wife  do  not  necessarily  belong 
te  the  husband,  nor  does  an  injury  which 
causes  the  loss  of  such  time  and  sarrlce  nec- 
essarily accrue  to  him.  At  least  a  portion  of 
her  time  may  be  given  to  the  labor  done  on 
her  sole  and  separate  account  The  profits  or 
earnings  of  such  labor  or  business  are  her 
sole  and  separate  property,  and  cannot  be  ap- 
propriated or  controlled  by  her  husb..nd  with- 
out her  consent.  So  far,  then,  as  she  is  de- 
prived of  these,  she  suffers  a  loss  which  is 
personal  to  herself,  for  which  she  alone  can 
recover.  The  fact  that  she  is  partially  or 
wholly  dependent  upon  the  husband  for  sup- 
port does  not  abridge  her  right  of  action,  nor 
transfer  to  him  tliat  which  accrued  solely  to 
her."  In  Townsdin  v.  Nntt,  19  Kan.  282,  an 
action  was  brought  by  the  wife  to  recover 
damages  for  an  alleged  assault  and  battery. 
The  petition  was  in  the  usual  form,  and  did 
not  disclose  that  the  piatntiS  was  a  married 
woman.  It  did  state  that  she  was  hindered 
and  prevented  from  performing  her  necessary 
work  from  the  injuries  which  she  received, 
and  that  she  nad  been  compelled  to  pay,  and 
had  paid,  a  certain  sum,  to  be  cured  of  such 
Injurlea  The  defendant,  in  answer  to  this 
petition,  set  forth,  as  a  separate  defense,  that 
at  and  before  filing  said  petition  the  plaintiff 
was  a  married  woman, — intermarried  with 
William  Nutt,— and  that  she  was  still  a  mar- 
ried woman.  Upon  the  motion  of  the  plain- 
tiff the  trial  court  struck  out  this  defense,  as 
irrelevant  and  immaterial  matter;  and,  this 
being  alleged  as  error,  the  supreme  court,  in 
an  opinion  written  by  Chief  Justice  Horton, 
say:  "No  error  was  committed  thereby.  Even 
if  the  husband  l>e  liable  in  some  cases  for 
medical  aid  furnished  the  wife,  and,  tmder 
some  conditions,  is  the  party  to  recover  for 
the  loss  of  the  services  of  the  wife,  in  this 
case  the  pleading  struck  out  was  not  suffi- 
ciently specific  and  full  to  tender  a  defense. 
The  injuries  were  alleged  to  have  occurred 
about  the  Ist  of  February,  1876;  the  petition 
was  not  filed  until  March,  afterwards;  and,  as 
to  the  coverture  at  the  time  of  the  assault  and 
battery,  nothing  is  asserted.  Neither  does 
the  attempted  answer  set  forth  any  circum- 
stances showing  that,  within  the  decisions  of 
this  court,  the  husband  was  responsible  for 
the  medical  treatment  of  the  wife,  or  entitled 
to  her  earnings.  Not  only  should  the  mar- 
riage liave  been  stated  as  of  the  time  prior  to 
the  payment  of  the  money  for  medical  treat- 
ment and  loss  of  services,  but  the  pleading 
should  at  least  have  shown  that  the  plaintiff 
and  her  husband  lived  and  cohabited  togeth- 
er, and  possibl.v  It  should  also  have  appeared 
that  the  wife  was  not  engaged  in  performing 
labor  and  services  on  her  separate  account. 
*  •  •  The  plaintiff  in  error  seems  to  have 
contented  himself  with  the  old  plea  of  'feme 
covert,'  and  to  have  disregarded  the  provisions 
of  the  laws  which  authorize  a  married  woman 
to  sue  and  be  sued  in  the  snme  manner  as  if 
«he  was  unmarried,  and  to  perform  labor  and 
services  on  her  sole  and  separate  account, 


and  make  the  earnings  therefrom  her  sole  and 
separate  property."  From  the  doctrine  an- 
nounced In  these  two  cases,  it  plainly  appears 
that  a  pleading  which  simply  alleges  the  mar- 
ital ration  does  not  tender  an  issue,  as  re- 
gards the  services  of  the  wife,  either  as  a 
cause  of  action  or  as  a  defense.  Nor  do  we 
think  that  the  further  allegation  contained  in 
the  petition  in  this  case— that  by  reason  of  the 
injuries  complained  of  the  plaintiff  "has  been 
and  will  be  deprived  of  her  services"— is  suffi- 
cient to  remedy  this  defect  This  latter  allega- 
tion is  a  statement  of  a  conclusion  alleged  by 
the  pleader  to  be  the  natural  result  of  the 
injuries  sustained,  and  not  the  result  of  any 
relationship  existing  between  the  plaintiff  and 
the  injured  iiarty,  by  reason  of  which  plain- 
tiff was  entitled  to  such  services.  It  conld 
only  have  the  force  contended  for  by  the  de- 
fendant in  error  by  invoking  the  aid  of  the 
old  rule  of  law  which  the  later  decisions  and 
statutory  enactments  have  so  radically  chan- 
ged. Upon  the  first  objection  urged  by  the 
plaintiff  in  error,  the  demurrer  should  have 
been  sustained. 

Plaintiff  In  error  further  urges  that  the  trial 
court  erred  in  overruling  the  motion  for  a  new 
trial  made  by  the  plaintiff  in  error  below  for 
the  reason  that  the  answers  to  the  special 
questions  at  findings  submitted  to  the  Jury  at 
its  request  were  inconsistent  contrary  to  the 
evidence,  and  the  amount  awarded  eicessive. 
The  questions  and  answers  to  which  our  at- 
tention is  esjiecially  directed  are  as  follows:  "(7) 
How  much  do  you  allow  plaintiff  for  loss  of 
services  of  his  wife?  Ans.  $400.  (8)  Did  you 
allow  anything  for  loss  of  society  of  his  wife? 
If  so,  how  much?  Ans.  $1,200."  "(12)  How 
mnch  do  you  find  the  pUlntiff  was  required 
and  obligated  to  pay  for  help  employed  to 
perform  the  ordinary  services  that  would  have 
been  performed  by  Mrs.  Dickey  but  for  the 
injury  complained  of?  Ans.  Nothing."  The 
court,  in  Instructing  the  Jury  as  to  the  meas- 
ure of  damages  in  case  the  plaintiff  should 
recover,  carefully  set  forth  its  views,  «pec- 
ifying  exactly  what  damages  the  Jury  were 
^ititled  to  allow  In  a  case  of  this  kind.  First 
as  to  expenses,  the  court  instructed.  In  sub- 
stance, that.  If  the  plaintiff  was  entitled  to 
recover  at  all,  he  was  entitled  to  recover  for 
the  pecuniary  loss  sustained  by  him  by  reason 
of  the  injury  of  his  wife,  and  that  such  loss 
was  the  actual  amount  necessarily  incurred  by 
him  for  medicines,  medical  attendance,  and 
such  necessary  appliances  as  he  purchased; 
also,  the  actual  amount  paid  or  obligations  In- 
curred by  him  for  the  necessar.v  services  and 
labor  substituted  for  the  ordinary  services 
of  his  wife.  And  the  court  Instructed,  in 
substance,  that,  as  to  services,  in  a  case  of 
this  character,  there  was  included  whatever  of 
aid,  assistance,  comfort,  and  society  the  wife 
was  expected  to  render  to  or  bestow  upon  her 
husband  under  the  circumstances  in  which 
tliey  were  placed,  and  that,  as  applied  to  hus- 
band and  wife,  loss  of  services  means  loss  tit 
society,  assistance,  comfort,  and  aid  which  the 
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wife  only  conld  bestow,  and  not  simply  those 
menial  serrlcea  which  could  be  measured  In 
value  by  the  money  required  to  pay  for  them, 
or  to  puixdiase  their  substitute.  Clearly,  un- 
der these  Instructions,  the  court  Intended,  In 
case  the  jury  should  find  tor  the  plaintiff, 
they  should  And— Pirst,  such  actual  expenses 
as  he  had  Incurred  by  reason  of  the  injury, 
and  which  were  specifically  named;  and,  sec- 
ond, as  a  compensation  for  the  loss  of  serv- 
ices, such  sum  as  would  semnnerate  plaintiff, 
not  only  for  the  actual  service  which  the  wife 
might  have  rendered,  but  also,  as  Included  by 
the  court  In  the  term  "services,"  a  recompense 
for  the  loss  of  her  society,  aid,  and  comfort, 
as  explained  by  the  court.  A  necessary  de- 
duction from  these  Instructions  Is  that  what- 
ever was  allowed  for  loss  of  services  and  so- 
ciety should  be  Included  in  tbe  one  sum,  and 
that  whatever  further  sum  was  allowed  should 
be  simply  to  cover  the  actual  monetary  loss 
incurred  by  the  plaintiff.  The  evidence  In 
this  case,  and  the  finding  of  the  jury  in  an- 
swer to  the  twelfth  question  submitted  to 
Them,  shows  that  tbe  plaintiff  had  beesa  dam- 
aged In  no  sum  whatever  by  reason  of  the 
loss  of  the  ordinary  services  that  would  have 
been  performed  by  bis  wife  but  for  the  in- 
jury complained  of,  and.  If  this  was  the  case, 
he  was  not  entitled  to  recover  for  any  loss; 
yet  the  jury  allowed  blm  $400  for  the  loss  of 
services  of  his  wife.  These  two  findings  are 
plainly  Inconsistent  with  the  answer  to  tbe 
eighth  finding,  on  which  plaintiff  was  allowed 
to  recover  $1,200  for  the  loss  of  his  wife's  so- 
ciety. 

Counsel  for  tbe  defendant  In  error  contends 
that  this  court  ought  not  to  sanction  the  em- 
ployment of  special  questions  for  the  purpose 
of  tricking  jurors  into  an  apparent  disregard 
for  the  instructions  of  the  court.  We  do  not 
so  consider  these  questions.  They  were  plain- 
ly framed,  and  the  instructions  of  the  court 
plainly  directed  the  manner  in  which  they 
should  be  answered.  And  the  defendant  be- 
low had  a  right,  by  plain  questions,  to  have 
Indicated  to  it  the  grounds  upon  which  the 
jury  granted  damages  to  the  plaintiff  below. 

Tbe  plaintiff  In  error  further  contends  that 
the  court  erred  In  excluding  certain  evidence 
offered  on  the  trial  of  said  cause  by  said 
plaintiff  in  error.  The  character  of  the  testi- 
mony offered  was  to  prove  that  a  portion  of 
the  injuries  complained  of  resulted  from  a 
lack  of  care  and  attention  on  tbe  part  of 
plaintiff  and  his  wife,  and  from  a  failure  to 
procure,  within  what  was  claimed  to  be  a  rea- 
sonable time,  medical  attention  for  said  inju- 
ries: and  the  defendant  also  attempted  to 
show  that  the  treatment  first  given  by  the 
physician  called  was  unskillful,  and,  in  a 
great  measure,  caused  the  permanency  of 
such  injury.  The  court  properly  excluded 
such  evidence.  The  defense  tendered  by  tbe 
railroad  company  attempted  to  set  up  certain 
contributory  negligence,  by  alleging  that  the 
injuries  complained  of  by  Mrs.  Dickey  were 
the  result  of  Ij^er  own  carelessness,  and  that 
v.4lP.no.lO— 68 


only  for  the  reason,  as  they  allege,  that  she 
stepped  from  the  train  while  it  was  yet  mov- 
ing, and  after,  as  it  was  claimed,  she  bad 
been  directed  by  the  servants  of  the  defend- 
ant company,  to  retain  her  seat  until  the  train 
had  stopped.  The  plaintiff  bad  a  right  to 
assume  that  this  would  be  the  only  act  of 
contributory  negligence  which  he  would  be 
called  upon  to  meet,  and  the  evidence  was 
therefore  properly  restricted  to  that  point. 

A  further  reason  urged  by  the  plaintiff  in 
error  why  a  motion  for  a  new  trial  should 
have  been  sustained  is  that  the  damages  are 
excessive,  and  appear  to  have  been  given  un- 
der the  Influence  of  prejudice  and  passion.  It 
is  the  duty  of  courts  to  see  that  exact  justice 
Is  meted  out  to  all  litigants  alike,  and  when- 
ever either  the  letter  of  the  law,  entirely  lack- 
ing its  spirit.  Is  Invoked,  upon  the  one  hand, 
or  a  bUnd  prejudice,  upon  the  other,  the 
success  of  either  being  the  destruction  of  law 
and  society,  courts  should  use  their  power  to 
protect  litigants,  thereby  maintaining  the 
rights  of  society  at  large,  and  subserving  the 
true  purposes  for  which  they  were  formed. 
It  is  plain  from  the  evidence  in  this  case 
that  the  wife  of  plaintiff  was  Injured,  and 
there  is  an  abundance  of  evidence  to  sustain 
the  proposition  that  this  injury  was  the  result 
of  the  negligence  and  carelessness  of  the  serv- 
ants of  the  plaintiff  in  error;  but  because  this 
is  true,  and  because,  under  the  evidence, 
plaintiff  may  have  been  entitled  to  recover 
some  amount.  It  does  not  follow  that  this 
court  should  sustain  a  judgment  based  upon 
a  verdict  that  not  only  entirely  disregards 
the  Instructions  of  the  trial  court,  but  as- 
sesses large  sums  for  damages  which  are 
based  upon  no  evidence  whatever.  This  was 
not  an  action  brought  by  the  party  Injured, 
but  was  one  accruing  to  a  third  party,  who 
was  a  person  standing  in  a  peculiar  relation 
In  life  to  the  injured  person.  As  before  stat- 
ed, the  court  clearly  Instructed  the  jury  as 
to  what  measure  of  damages  the  plaintiff  In 
this  action  was  entitled  to  recover;  but,  not- 
withstanding these  instructions,  tlie  jury  find 
the  stwi  of  $500  for  mental  distress  and 
anxiety,  and  $266  for  i)ersoual  service  of  the 
plaintiff  In  nursing  and  caring  for  his  wife. 
No  testimony  whatever  was  given  to  form  a 
basis  for  these  items  of  damage,  aud,  under 
the  instructions  of  the  court,  they  could  not 
properly  be  recovered,  even  If  testimony  had 
been  admitted,  and  upon  the  hearing  of  the 
motion  for  a  new  trial  they  were  stricken  out 
by  the  court:  but  the  fact  that  the  Jury  al- 
lowed these  amounts  in  connection  with  the 
other  amounts  which  were  allowed,  and  the 
further  fact  that,  when  the  trial  court  requir- 
ed the  plaintiS  below  to  remit  the  two  sums 
referred  to,  it  must  have  been  because  the 
court  believed  that  said  sums  had  been  al- 
lowed imder  the  influence  of  prejudice  and 
passion,  compels  the  belief  that  the  whole 
sum  must  have  been  allowed  under  the  same 
influence,  and,  such  being  the  case,  no  part 
of  the  verdict  should  be  allowed  to  stand.  As 
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supporting  these  vlewa.  attention  is  directed 
to  Railway  Co.  y.  Feavey,  34  Kan.  478,  8  Pac. 
780;  liailroad  Co.  v.  Cone,  37  Kan.  567,  15 
Pac.  499;  Stelnbucbel  v.  Wright,  43  Kan.  307, 
23  Pac.  5W. 

Plaintiff  In  error  further  contends  that  the 
court  erred  In  instructing  the  Jury  In  regard 
to  the  meaning  and  scope  of  the  word  "serv- 
ices," when  employed  to  indicate  the  ground 
on  which  the  husband  is  allowed  to  main- 
tain an  action.  From  the  views  expressed 
in  this  opinion,  we  deem  it  unnecessary  to 
decide  whether  the  term  "services,"  when 
used  in  such  connection,  includes  society,  or 
not,  or  to  discuss  any  other  errors  alleged 
on  the  part  of  plaintitf  in  error.  For  the  er- 
rors above  indicated  the  judgment  in  this 
case  is  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded  for 
further  proceedings  In  accordance  with  this 
opinion.    All  the  justices  concurrring. 


RONXOW  et  al.  v.  DELMUE  et  al.    (So. 
1,439.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.     Oct  22,  1895.) 

Plbadino  —  Time  op  VBRiricATios  —  Decbkb  — 

SUFFICIEN'CV— UjVEKSION  OF  WATERS — 

Review  on  Appeal. 

1.  In  an  action  for  the  divprsion  of  water, 
the  complaint,  filpd  April  11,  18i)4,  was  sworn  to 
Noveml^r  17,  1893:  and  it  was  objected  thot 
it  did  not,  for  this  reason,  state  a  cause  of  ac- 
tion existing  at  the  time  of  the  commencemeut 
of  the  action.  Hdd,  that  the  allegations  of  the 
complaint  should  be  construed  as  referrinfr  to 
tlie  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  that  it  wag  sufficient. 

2.  A  decree  is  not  void  because  it  refers  to 
the  complaint  for  a  description  of  the  property 
affected  b.r  it,  does  not  contain  the  stipulation  i 
upon  which  it  was  based,  does  not  strictly  con-  | 
form  to  the  stipulation,   and   was  not   entered 
against  all  the  parties  defendant  in  the  action. 

3.  Although  parties  having  separate  inter-  ', 
ests  in  the  water  of  a  stream  cannot  unite  in 
an  action  for  damages  for  its  imst  diversion, 
they  may  unite  in  au  action  to  restrain  future 
diversions. 

4.  Where  there  is  no  exception  to  the  want 
of  a  finding,  or  because  the  finding  upon  some 
issue  is  defective,  a  finding  must  be  presumed, 
in  suDDort  of  the  decree;  and  where  the  evi- 
dence neon  the  point  is  conflicting  the  appel- 
late court  will  not  interfere. 

5.  Where  the  title  to  water  has  been  ob- 
tained b.v  prior  appropriation,  a  decree  enjoin- 
ing one  from  wrongfully  diverting  it  is  not  er- 
roneous merely  becatise  the  party  so  enjoined 
owns  the  land  through  which  the  water  nat- 
urally flows. 

(.^Syllabus  by  Bigelow,  C.  J.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lincoln  county; 
A.  E.  Cheney,  Judge. 

Action  by  C.  P.  Ronnow  and  others  against 
.Toaepb  Delmue  and  others.  Judgment  for 
complalnantB,  and  defendants  appeal.  Af- 
firmed. 

George  S.  Sawyer,  for  appellants.  T.  J. 
Osborne  and  Henry  Rives,  for  respondents. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.  Action  to  recover  dam- 
ages for  the  direralon  of  water  to  which  the 
plaintiffs  claim  title  by  virtue  of  prior  ap- 


propriation, and  for  an  Injunction  to  restrain 
the  future  diversion  thereof. 

The  complaint  was  filed  April  11,  18&4,  but 
it  was  verified  November  17,  1893,  and  for 
this  reas<m  it  is  claimed  tliat  it  does  not  state 
a  cause  of  action  existing  at  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  It  would  seem, 
however,  tliat,  wherever  the  complaint  al- 
leges the  existence  of  a  fact  in  the  present 
tense,  it  should  be  construed  as  referring  tu 
the  time  of  the  commencement  of  the  action, 
and  not  to  the  time  when  it  was  sworn  to. 
It  was  not  necessary  tibat  it  should  be  veri- 
fied at  all,  and.  If  It  had  not  been,  that  cer- 
tainly would  be  the  proper  construction  to  be 
put  upon  such  an  allegation.  If  the  fact  that 
it  was  verified  so  long  beforehand  baa  any 
effect  whatever.  It  should  be  to  nullify  tlie 
verification,  and  leave  the  complaint  the 
same  as  though  It  had  never  been  verified. 
Such  a  verification  might  be  stricken  out  on 
motion,  («■,  if  treated  as  a  nullity,  the  only 
consequences  that  would  follow  would  be 
that  defendants  would  not  be  required  to 
make  specific  denials,  nor  to  verify  their  an- 
swer. 

2.  The  complaint  alleges  the  plaintiffs'  prior 
appropriation  of  the  water,  which  does  not 
appear  to  have  been  seriously  questioned  up- 
on the  trial,  except  as  to  four  acres,  and  then 
pleads,  by  way  of  estoppel,  the  recovery  by 
the  plaintiffs'  predecessors  In  interest,  a^dnst 
the  defendants'  predecessors  in  Interest,  of  a 
decree  for  the  possession  of  the  water.  Upon 
the  trial  this  decree  was  admitted  In  evi- 
dence, and  several  assignments  of  errw  are 
predicated  upon  this  ruling.  The  decree  was 
rendered  upon  stipulation,  and  is  defective 
in  several  respects,  but  we  do  not  think  it  Is 
void.  It  appears  from  it  that  the  right,  title, 
and  right  to  the  possession  of  all  the  water 
In  the  stream,  exc^t  enough  to  Irrigate  four 
acres,  was  decreed  to  be  in  the  plaintiffs  In 
the  action;  and,  although  it  contains  no  de- 
scriptlMi  of  the  water  so  awarded,  it  refers 
to  the  complaint  for  that  purpose,  where  the 
description  is  ample.  While  this  is  bad  prac- 
tice,—for  a  decree  should  be  complete  In  it- 
self, without  reference  to  other  documents  or 
records,— such  a  decree  is  not  void.  1  Freem. 
Judgm.  t  BOc;  KeUy  v.  McKibbeu,  54  CaL 
192.  It  is  no  more  necessary  that  the  decree 
should  contain  the  stipulation  upon  which  it 
was  based  than  that  it  should  contain  the 
pleadings  or  findings.  It  was  clearly  intend- 
ed to  CMiform  to  the  stipulation,  and,  if  it 
does  not,  it  Is  an  error  to  be  corrected  in  that 
case,  and  does  not  render  the  decree  TOld. 
Nor  is  it  any  objection  that  it  was  rendered 
against  but  one  of  the  defendants  In  the  ac- 
tion. The  action  may  have  been  dismissed  as 
to  the  others,  but,  whether  it  was  or  not,  it 
is  not  void  as  to  the  one  against  whom  it  was 
entered.    Gen.  St  M  3170,  3171. 

8.  Upon  the  trial  the  claim  for  damages 
was  dismissed,  and  the  action  continued  sim- 
ply upon  the  equitable  side,  for  an  Injunctioa 
The  defendants  then  moved  to  dismiss  the 
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action  entirely,  "upon  the  ground  that  the 
Interests  of  the  parties  were  not  In  common, 
—that  they  owned  separate  interests."  This 
motion  was  correctly  overrnled.  Hie  ques- 
tion of  misjoinder  was  not  raised  by  either 
demurrer  or  answer,  and  consequently  was 
waired.  Gen.  St  §§  3062,  3066,  3067.  But 
really  there  was  no  misjoinder.  The  plain- 
tiffs owned  separate  tracts  of  land,  bnt  they 
were  Joint  owners  of  the  ditch  through  which 
the  water  was  diverted,  and  of  the  water  it- 
self. Even  had  they  owned  separate  ditches 
and  separate  water  rights,  though  they  could 
not  maintain  a  Joint  action  for  damages, 
they  could  maintain  such  an  action  for  an  in- 
junction against  future  diversion  or  obstruc- 
tion of  the  stream.  Bliss,  Code  PI.  §  76; 
BVjreman  v.  Boyle,  88  Cal.  290,  26  Pac.  04. 

4.  As  the  decree  was  for  the  plaintiffs,  we 
must  presume  that  all  the  material  issues  up- 
on which  there  were  no  findings,  or  upon 
which  the  findings  were  defective,  as  being 
merely  conclusions  of  law,  were  found  in  the 
plaintiffs'  favor;  and  consequently,  there  be- 
ing DO  exception  to  the  findings  upon  these 
points,  nor  request  for  farther  findings,  that 
the  court  found  that  the  acts  of  the  defend- 
ants did  diminish  the  amount  of  water  flow- 
ing to  the  plaintiffs,  and  also  that  the  defend- 
ants' use  of  the  water  had  not  been  open, 
peaceable,  uninterrupted,  under  claim  of 
right,  etc.,  for  the  time  necessary  to  create 
a  prescriptive  title  In  them.  The  most  that 
can  be  said  In  defendants'  favor  upon  these 
points  Is  that  the  evidence  was  conflicting,— 
that  of  the  plaintiffs'  tending  to  prove  that 
there  bad  been  no  such  user,  and  that  their 
acts  had  diminished  the  quantity  of  the  wa- 
ter; and  under  these  circumstances  the  ap- 
pellate court  cannot  disturb  the  findings,  ei- 
ther express  or  implied,  of  the  trial  court 

5.  If  the  plaintiffs  have  a  right  to  the  un- 
interrupted flow  of  the  water,  except  as  to 
enough  to  irrigate  four  acres  of  land,  the  de- 
fendants have  no  more  right  to  interfere  with 
It  upon  their  own  land,  except  to  take  that 
quantity,  than  they  have  upon  any  other 
land,  and  the  decree  enjoining  them  from  so 
doing  is  unobjectionable.  If  the  law  were 
otherwise  the  right  to  the  use  of  water  would 
rest  upon  a  very  frail  foundation.  No  preju- 
dicial errors  appearing,  the  Judgment  Is  af- 
firmed. 

BOXNIPIBLD  and  BELKNAP,  JJ.,  con- 
cur. 


STATE  ex  rel.  PTXE  r.  LA  GRAVE,  State 
ComFlroller.     (No.  1.445.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  Nevada.     Oct.  16,  1885.) 

Handauus  to  State  Comptroller— Expessbs  of 
Militia — Appropki  ation. 
1.  St.  1895.  p.  109,  (  11,  provides  that  a 
connty  shall  provide  an  armory  for  militia  com- 
panies therein,  and  that  all  claims  for  expense 
therefor  be  audited  by  the  board  of  military  au- 


ditors, and,  on  approval  of  such  claims,  they 
«baU  be  presented  to  the  state  comptroller,  who 
shall  draw  his  warrant  on  the  state  treasurer  for 
the  amount  so  approved;  that  on  its  presenta- 
tion the  treasurer  shall  pay  the  same  out  of 
the  general  fund;  such  expenses  not  to  exceed 
$75  per  month  for  each  company.  Beld  not  to 
constitute  an  appropriation,  hence  mandamus 
will  not  lie  to  compel  the  comptroller  to  draw 
his  warrant  to  pay  expenses  of  maintaining  an 
armory. 

2.  Should  such  act  be  construed  as  an  ap- 
propriation, it  would  conflict  with  Gen.  St.  % 
1812,  forbidding  the  comptroller  to  draw  any 
warrant  on  the  treasury  except  there  be  an  un- 
exhausted "specific"  appropriation,  and  requir- 
ing him  to  keep  an  account  of  all  warrants 
drawn  on  the  treasury,  and  a  separate  account 
under  the  head  of  each  specific  appropriation, 
80  as  to  show  the  unexpended  balance  of  each 
aj>propriation. 

Original  application  for  mandamus,  on  the 
relation  of  George  D.  Pyne,  against  C.  A.  La 
Grave,  state  comptroller,  requiring  him  to 
draw  his  warrant  In  favor  of  relator,  as  sec- 
retary of  Company  B,  first  regiment,  Neva- 
da National  Guard,  for  the  rent  of  an  armory 
for  the  company.     Writ  denied. 

J.  Poujade,  for  relator.  Atty.  Gen.  Robt 
M.  Beatty,  few  respondent 

BELKNAP,  J.  A  former  application  for 
mandamus  was  dismissed  upon  the  ground 
of  Insufliclency  of  the  petition.  22  Nev.  — , 
41  Pac.  115.  The  application  has  been  re- 
newed upon  a  corrected  statement  The 
question  now  is  whether  an  appropriation  of 
the  pnbllc  funds  has  been  made.  It  is 
claimed  that  It  Is  made  by  section  11  of  the 
act  of  1895,  as  follows:  "Sec.  11.  It  shaU  be 
the  duty  of  the  board  of  county  commission- 
ers of  any  county  In  which  public  arms,  ac- 
couterments,  or  military  stores  are  now  had 
or  shall  hereafter  be  received  for  the  use  of 
any  voluntew  organized  miUtla  company  to 
provide  a  suitable  and  safe  armory  for  or- 
ganized militia  companies  within  said  coun- 
ty. All  claims  for  the  expense  of  procur- 
ing and  maintaining  armories  shaU  be  au- 
dited and  approved  by  the  board  of  military 
auditors,  and  upon  approval  of  such  claims 
they  shall  be  presented  to  the  state  control- 
ler who  shall  draw  his  warrant  upon  the 
state  treasury  for  the  amount  so  approved, 
and  upon  presentation  of  said  warrant,  the 
state  treasurer  shall  pay  the  same  out  of  the 
general  fund.  Such  expenses  shall  not  ex- 
ceed seventy-five  ($75)  dollars  per  month  for 
any  company  except  that  each  company  reg- 
ularly drilling  with  field  pieces  or  machine 
guns,  and  using  horses  therewith,  may  be 
allowed  an  additional  sum  not  to  exceed 
twelve  and  ""/loo  ($12.50)  dollars  per  month 
for  each  piece  or  gun."  St  1895,  p.  109. 
It  Is  said  that  fixing  the  maximum  amount 
to  be  paid  each  company,  and  directing  the 
comptroller  to  draw  his  warrant  for  the 
amount,  and  the  treasurer  to  pay  It,  consti- 
tutes an  appropriation.  These  matters  alone 
do  not  accomplish  that  end.  To  constitute 
an  appropriation,  there  must  be  money  pla 
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ced  In  th»  fond  applicable  to  the  deaigiuUed 
pnrpoae.  The  word  "aH»ropriate"  means  to 
allot,  assign,  aet  apart,  or  aiH>l7  to  a  par- 
ticular nae  or  porpoee.  An  appropriation  in 
the  senae  of  the  constitntlon  means  the  set- 
ting apart  a  portion  of  the  public  funds  for  a 
public  purpose.  No  particular  form  of  worda 
is  necessary  for  the  purpose  If  the  Intention 
to  appropriate  is  plainly  manifested.  In  Ria- 
tlne  T.  State,  20  Ind.  339,  the  coart  said: 
"An  appropriation  of  money  to  a  specific 
object  would  be  an  authority  to  the  proper 
officer  to  i>ay  the  money,  becanse  the  auditor 
Is  authorized  to  draw  his  warrant  upon  an 
appropriatkn,  and  the  treasnrer  is  author- 
ized to  pay  Boch  amoont,  if  he  has  appro- 
priated money  in  the  treasury.  And  such  an 
appropriation  may  be  prospective,— that  is,  it 
may  be  made  In  one  year  of  the  revennes 
to  accrue  In  another  or  future  years,— the  law 
being  so  framed  as  to  address  Itself  to  such 
future  revenues."  In  McCauIey  v.  Brooks, 
16  CaL  28,  the  court  said:  "To  an  appro- 
priation, within  the  meaning  of  the  consti- 
tution, nothing  more  Is  requisite  than  a  des- 
ignation of  the  amoont  and  the  fund  out  of 
which  it  shall  be  paid."  The  authorities  to 
which  we  are  referred  do  not  support  the  re- 
lator's contention.  Except  the  case  of  Reyn- 
olds y.  Taylor,  43  Ala.  420,  all  are  cases  in 
which  an  appropriation  of  money  had  been 
expressly  made  in  terms.  In  Reynolds  t. 
Taylor  it  was  said  that.  If  the  salary  of  a 
public  officer  is  fixed,  and  the  time  of  pay- 
ment prescribed  by  law,  no  special  annual 
appropriation  is  necessary.  Under  existing 
facts  It  la  Improbable  that  the  provisions  of 
the  statute  were  Intended  as  an  appropria- 
tion, because  the  number  of  military  compa- 
nies that  could  have  received  its  benefits 
was  Indefinite  and  uncertain.  These  facta 
are:  The  law  permits  one  company  In  each 
of  the  fourteen  counties  of  the  state,  and  ex- 
cepts from  this  provision  companies  existing 
at  the  time  of  the  passage  of  the  act.  St. 
1893,  p.  96.  We  understand  that  at  present 
there  are  eight  companies  In  the  state,  but 
that  number  may  be  Increased  up  to  the 
maximum  at  any  time.  If  an  appropriation 
had  been  Intended,  tlie  act  would  conflict 
with  the  provisions  of  the  law  of  18GG,  defin- 
ing the  duties  of  state  comptroller.  Among 
these  duties  he  is  forbidden  to  draw  any  war- 
rant on  the  treasury  except  there  be  an  un- 
exhausted si)eclflc  appropriation  to  meet  the 
same.  And  It  is  made  his  duty,  among  oth- 
er things,  to  keep  an  account  of  all  warrants 
drawn  on  the  treasury,  and  a  separate  ac- 
count under  the  bead  of  each  specific  appro- 
priation, In  such  form  and  manner  as  at  all 
times  to  show  the  unexpended  balance  of 
each  appropriation.  Gen.  St  §g  1812-1S31. 
The  foregoing  requirements  cannot  be  ob- 
served if  the  act  of  1895  be  construed  as 
making  an  appropriation,  because  there  Is  no 
specific  appropriation  upon  which  a  warrant 
could  be  drawn,  and  also  the  accounts  can- 
net  show  tlM  unexpended  balance  as  re- 


qnbed.  '^y  a  apedfle  approiH^attoii  w«  im- 
deratand  an  act  by  wUeh  a  named  sum  of 
money  baa  been  aet  apart  in  tbe  treasory, 
and  devoted  to  tbe  paynsmt  of  a  particalar 
claim  or  d""fl"^  •  •  •  xbe  fund  npon 
which  a  warrant  must  be  drawn  most  be  one 
tbe  amonnt  of  which  la  deaignated  by  law, 
and  th'o-efore  capable  of  definitive  exbana- 
tlon,— a  fund  in  whldi  an  ascertained  sum  of 
money  waa  originally  placed,  and,  a  portion 
of  that  sum  being  drawn,  an  onexhaosted 
balance  remains;  wldcb  balance  cannot 
thereafter  be  increased  except  by  f urtlier  leg* 
lalaUve  appropriation."  Stratton  v.  Green, 
45  CaL  149.  The  law  of  18G6  was  intended 
to  prescribe  a  uniform  rale  tor  the  comptrol- 
ler; that  of  1895,  to  provide  a  method  by 
which  armory  rent  may  be  obtained  what 
an  appropriation  shall  have  been  made. 
Thus  construed,  thore  is  no  repugnancy  be- 
tween the  two  acts,  and  both  may  well  sub- 
sist together.  "Repeals  by  implication  are 
not  favored,"  said  Judge  Field,  speaking  for 
tbe  oonrt.  in  Crosby  v.  Patch,  18  CaL  43S. 
"Such  ia  the  universal  doctrine  of  the  ao- 
thorities.  'Whenever  two  acts,'  says  the  so- 
preme  court  of  Pennsylvania,  'can  be  made 
to  stand  together.  It  ia  the  duty  of  a  Judge 
to  give  lx>th  of  them  full  effect.  Even  where 
they  are  seemingly  repugnant  they  must.  If 
possible,  have  such  a  ccwstructlon  that  one 
may  not  be  a  repeal  of  the  other,  unless  the 
latter  one  contain  negative  words,  or  the  in- 
tention to  repeal  la  made  manifest  by  some 
intelligible  form  of  expressioo.'  Brown  v. 
County  Com'rs,  21  Pa.  St  43.  "The  invari- 
able rule  of  construction,'  says  the  supreme 
court  of  New  York,  'In  respect  to  the  repeal- 
ing of  statutes  by  implication  is  that  the 
earliest  act  remains  in  force,  unless  the  two 
are  manifestly  inconsistent  with  and  repug- 
nant to  each  other,  or  unless  in  the  latest 
act  some  express  notice  Is  taken  of  the  for- 
mer, plainly  Indicating  an  Intention  to  abro- 
gate It  As  laws  are  presumed  to  be  passed 
with  deliberation,  and  with  full  knowledge 
of  existing  ones  on  the  same  subject  U  !~ 
but  reasonable  to  conclude  that  the  legisla- 
ture. In  passing  a  statute,  did  not  Intend  to 
Interfere  with  or  abrogate  any  former  law 
relating  to  the  same  matter,  unless  the  re- 
pugnancy between  the  two  is  Irreconcilable.' 
Bowen  v.  Lease,  5  Hill,  226.  'It  Is  a  rule,' 
says  Sedgwick,  'that  a  general  statute  with- 
out negative  wwds  will  not  repeal  the  par- 
ticular provisions  of  a  former  one,  unless  the 
two  acts  are  Irreconcilably  Inconsistent 
The  reason  and  philosophy  of  tbe  rale,'  says 
the  author,  'is  that  when  the  mind  of  the 
legislator  has  been  turned  to  the  details  of  a 
subject  and  be  has  acted  upon  it,  a  subse- 
quent statute  In  general  terms,  or  treating 
tbe  subjtet  in  a  general  manner,  and  not  ex- 
pressly contradicting  the  original  act  i^baU 
not  be  considered  as  intended  to  affect  the 
more  particular  or  positive  previous  provi. 
slons,  unless  it  is  absolutely  necessary  to 
give  the  latter  act  snch  a  constraction  in  or- 
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der  that  its  words  shall  have  any  meaning 
at  all.  So,  where  an  act  of  parliament  had 
authorized  individuals  to  inclose  and  em- 
bank portions  ot  th«  soil  under  the  river 
Thames,  and  had  declared  that  such  land 
should  be  tree  from  all  taxes  and  assess- 
ments whatsoever.'  The  land-tax  act,  subse- 
quently passed,  by  general  words  embraced 
all  the  land  in  the  kingdom.  The  question 
came  before  the  king's  bench,  whether  the 
land  mentioned  in  the  former  act  had  been 
legally  taxed,  and  it  was  held  that  the  tax 
was  illegal." 
Mandamus  denied. 

BIGELOW,  C.  J.,  and  BONNIFIELD,  J., 
concur. 


In  re  LEWIS. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Utah.     April  15,  1883.) 

PSTIT  LaROSNT  —  PVKISBICBNT  —  JUBISDICTION  OF 
JCSTICE. 

2  Comp.  Laws  1888,  }  3023,  gives  a  jus- 
tice of  the  peace  jurisdiction  over  petit  larceny 
cases,  and  section  4645  provides  tliat  "petit  lar- 
ceny is  punishable  by  a  fine  in  any  sum  less 
than  $300,  or  by  imprisonment  in  the  connty 
jail  not  exceedinf  six  months,  or  botli."  Hda, 
that  a  justice  of  the  peace,  after  sentencing  de- 
fendant to  imprisonment  for  six  months,  and  to 
pay  a  fine  of  (299,  had  no  jurisdiction  to  order 
nis  farther  imprisonment  for  default  in  paying 
the  fine. 

Original  application  of  Ed.  Lewis  for  a  writ 
of  habeas  corpus.  Writ  allowed,  and  prisoner 
discharged. 

On  the  13th  day  of  April,  1892,  petltlona 
pleaded  guilty  to  the  charge  of  petit  larceny 
in  the  poUce  court  of  Salt  Lake  City.  He 
was  sentenced  by  Fred  ICesler,  city  Justice 
of  the  i)eace,  "to  be  imprisoned  at  labor  In 
the  connty  jail  for  the  term  of  six  months,  and 
to  pay  a  fine  in  the  penal  sum  of  $299,  and  to 
be  Imprisoned  at  tiard  labor  until  the  said 
fine  be  paid;  said  imprisonment,  however, 
not  to  exceed  one  day  for  each  dollar  of  fine." 
The  organic  act,  establishing  territorial  gov- 
ernment for  Utah,  proTldes  that  Jurisdiction  of 
Justices  of  the  peace  shall  be  limited  by  law. 
1  C*mp.  Laws  Utah  1888,  p.  44.  2  Comp. 
Laws  Utah  1888,  S  3023,  provides  that  "Jus- 
tices' courts  have  Jurisdiction  of  the  follow- 
ing public  offenses  committed  within  the  re- 
spective counties:  Petit  larceny,  assault  and 
battery,  •  »  »  breaches  of  the  peace, 
*  *  *  and  all  misdemeanors  punishable  by 
a  fine  leas  than  $300.00,  or  imprisonment  in 
the  county  Jail  or  city  prison  not  exceeding 
six  months,  or  by  lK>tb  such  fine  and  impris- 
onment" Section  5343  provides  that,  "when 
the  defendant  pleads  guilty  or  Is  convicted 
either  by  tbe  court  or  a  jury,  the  Judgment 
may  require  the  defendant  (1)  to  pay  a  fine, 
or  (2)  to  be  imprisoned,  or  (3)  to  pay  a  fine 
and  the  costs  of  iM'osecutlon,  or  (4)  to  pay  a 
fine  and  also  be  imprisoned,  or  (5)  to  pay  a 
fine  and  the  costs  of  prosecution  and  also  to 
be  imprisoned."     Section  5344  provides  that 


"a  Judgment  requiring  the  defendant  to  i«y 
a  fine,  or  a  fine  and  the  costs  of  prosecution, 
may  also  direct  that  he  be  im^lscmed  at  hard 
labor  until  such  fine,  or  until  such  fine  and 
costs,  as  the  case  may  be,  are  paid  in  the 
proportion  of  one  day's  imiH-isonmentfor  every 
dollar  of  the  fine  and  costs."  Section  5345 
provides  that  "a  Judgment  that  tbe  defendant 
pay  a  fine,  or  a  fine  and  costs,  may  be  enforced 
by  execution,  as  in  civil  cases."  Section  5113 
provides  that  "a  Judgment  that  the  defend- 
ant pay  a  fine,  may  also  direct  that  he  be 
imprisoned  until  the  fine  is  satisfied,  specify- 
ing the  extent  of  the  imprisonment,  which 
can  not  exceed  one  day  for  every  dollar  of  the 
fine."  Section  4&15  provides  that  "petit  lar- 
ceny is  ptmishable  by  a  fine  in  any  sum  lew 
than  S300.00,  or  by  Imprisonment  in  the  coun- 
ty Jail  not  exceeding  six  months,  or  both." 


S.   P.  Armstrong,   for   petitioner. 
Murphy,  Co.  Atty.,  for  the  People. 


Walter 


ZANB,  C.  J.  (orally).  The  court  Is  of  the 
opinion  the  Justice  of  the  peace,  having  reach- 
ed tbe  limit  of  his  Jurisdiction  in  adjudging 
tliat  the  defendant  be  Imprisoned  In  the  coun- 
ty Jail  for  a  period  of  six  months,  had  no  valid 
authority  to  adjudge  that  the  defendant  be 
further  Imprisoned,  In  default  of  payment  of 
the  fine  Imposed,  and  to  that  extent  the  Judg- 
ment Is  void.  It  appears  that  the  petitioner 
has  already  been  Imprisoned  for  a  period  of 
more  than  six  m^Mtths,  and  is  consequently  en- 
titled to  be  discharged.  Tbe  writ  is  allowed, 
and  the  petitioner  discharged. 


MANTLE  V.  LARGEY. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Nov.  8,  1894.) 
Notice  of  Appeal— Servicb  ox  Appellee. 

Code  Civ.  Proc.  {  402,  provides  generally 
that,  where  a  party  has  an  attorney  in  an  ac- 
tion, service  of  papers  shall  be  upon  the  at- 
torney. Section  422  provides  that  the  notice  of 
appeal  may  be  served  "on  the  adverse  part^-  or 
his  attorney."  Section  tiSl  provides  thiit,  when 
a  general  and  a  particular  provision  of  a  stat- 
ute are  iucousiBtent,  the  particular  provision 
will  prevail.  MM,  that  service  of  a  notice  of 
appeal  on  tbe  appellee  is  sufficient. 

Appeal  from  district  court.  Sliver  Bow  coun- 
ty. 

Action  by  Mantle  against  Largey.  Judg- 
ment for  defendant,  and  plaintiff  appeals. 
Motion  to  dismiss  appeal.     Denied. 

F.  T.  McBrlde,  for  the  motion.  Corbett  & 
Wellcome,  opposed. 

PER  CURIAM.  Respondent  moves  the  dis- 
missal of  this  appeal,  because  the  notice  ot 
appeal  was  not  served  oo  respondent's  attor- 
ney of  record  in  the  action,  but.  Instead,  was 
served  on  respondent  personally.  Section  492 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure  provides  that: 
"In  all  cases  where  the  party  has  an  attor- 
ney in  tbe  action  or  proceeding  the  service  of 
papers,  when  required,  shall  be  upon  the  at- 
torney instead  of  the  party,  except  of  sub- 
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po«nas,  writs,  and  other  process  issued  In  tbe 
suit,  and  of  papers  to  bring  him  into  con- 
tempt" But  as  to  service  of  notice  of  appeal 
there  Is  a  special  provision  of  statute  to  tbe 
effect  that  the  notice  shall  be  served  "on  tbe 
adverse  party  or  his  attorney."  Code  Civ. 
Proc.  {  422.  A  familiar  rule  of  construction 
is  that,  when  a  general  and  particular  provi- 
sion of  statute  are  inconsistent,  the  particular 
provision  will  prevail,  and  this  rule  of  con- 
structicm  is  incorporated  in  the  Code  of  Civil 
Procedure  by  the  provisions  of  section  631. 
Therefore,  In  our  judgment,  the  particular 
provision  of  section  422,  relating  especially  to 
the  service  of  the  notice  of  appeal,  and  pro- 
viding that  service  thereof  may  be  made  on 
tbe  adverse  party  personally,  or  on  bis  attor- 
ney, would  make  the  service  in  this  case  of 
notice  of  appeal  on  respondent  sufficient  Mo- 
tion to  dismiss  is  therefore  denied.  All  con- 
curred. 


STATE  er  rel.  TOI  v.  FRENCH.  County 
Treasurer. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Montana.     Oct.  14,  1893.) 

CONBTITUTIONAL    LaW  —  OCCUPATIOS    TAX  —  UKI- 

FORMITT— LiCBSSB  TO  CONDUCT  LaU.NDBT— 

UlSCRIMlNATIO!!  AOAISST  CBINAMEN. 

1.  In  the  absence  of  constitutional  restrie- 
tions,  the  legislature  need  not  tax  all  property 
and  occupations  equally  or  uniformly. 

2.  Const,  art.  12,  f  1,  provides  tliat  the  leK- 
islatnre  shall  levy  a  uniform  rate  of  assessment 
and  taxation,  and,  in  another  sentence,  provides 
that  the  legislature  shall  impose  a  license  tax 
on  persons  or  corporations  doing  business  in  the 
state.  Section  11  provides  that  taxes  shall  be 
uniform.  Hdd,  that  such  licenses  need  not  be 
uniform. 

3.  The  license  taxes  provided  by  Pol.  Code, 
H  4079,  4080,  providing  that  every  person  carry- 
ing on  a  steam-laundry  business  shall  pay  a  li- 
cense of  $15  per  quarter,  and  that  every  male 
person  engaged  in  the  laundry  business,  other 
than  the  steam-laundry  business,  shall  pay  a 
license  of  $10  per  quarter  if  engaged  in  business 
by  himself,  but  $25  if  employing  other  persons, 
are  not  taxes,  within  Const,  art.  12,  §  11,  re- 
quiring the  assessment  and  levy  of  taxes  to  be 
uniform. 

4.  Pol.  Code,  j)  4079,  requiring  a  laundry- 
man  with  an  assistant  to  pay  a  license  fee  of 
$25  per  quarter,  while  persons  engaged  in  the 
steam-laundry  business  are  required  to  pay  a 
fee  of  only  $15  per  quarter,  does  not  violate 
Const.  TJ.  S.  Amend.  14,  providing  that  no  state 
shall  deny  to  any  person  the  equal  protection 
of  the  laws. 

5.  The  objection  that  Pol.  Code,  H  4079, 
4080.  requiring  a  license  fee  of  $25  from  a  male 
laundryman  with  an  assistant,  while  allowing 
steam  laundries  to  be  conducted  with  a  license 
of  only  $15  per  quarter,  was  meant  to  affect 
Chinamen  only,  is  without  merit,  since  the  act 
itself  expressly  relates  to  every  male  laundry- 
man. 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Lewis  and 
Clarke  county;    H.  N.  Blake,  Judge. 

Petition  by  Sam  Toi  for  a  writ  of  manda- 
mus to  compel  E.  S.  French,  treastirer  of 
Lewis  and  Clarke  county,  to  issue  a  license  to 
conduct  a  laundry.  From  a  judgment  grant- 
ing the  writ,  defendant  appeals.     Reversed. 

This  is  an  appeal  from  tlie  judgment  of  the 


district  court  upon  an  application  for  a  writ 
of  mandate  requiring  the  appelant  to  accept 
$10  as  a  license  fee  from  the  respond«it,  and 
to  issue  to  respondent  a  license  to  conduct  a 
laundry.  SecUons  4079  and  4080  of  the  Po- 
litical Code  are  as  follows: 

"Sec.  4079.  Every  male  person  engaged  in 
the  laundry  business,  other  than  the  steam 
laundry  business,  must  pay  a  license  of  ten 
dollars  per  tiuarter;  provided,  that  where 
more  than  one  person  is  engaged  or  employed 
or  kept  at  work,  such  male  person  or  persons 
shall  pay  a  license  of  twenty-flve  dollars  per 
quarter,  which  shall  be  the  license  for  one 
place  of  business  only. 

"Sec.  4080.  Every  person  who  carries  on  a 
steam  laundry  must  pay  a  license  of  fifteen 
dollars  per  quarter." 

The  respondent  here,  Sam  Toi,  appeared  in 
the  district  court,  and  filed  a  petition  praying 
for  a  writ  of  mandamus.  In  which  petition  he 
set  forth  as  follows:  That  appellant  is  the 
treasurer  of  Lewis  and  Clarke  county,  and 
that  it  was  bis  duty  to  issue  licenses,  when 
tendered  the  fees  therefor;  that  respondent 
is  a  male  person,  a  resident  of  the  county, 
and  engaged  in  tbe  laundry  business,  other 
than  a  steam  laundry,  and  that  he  is  employ- 
ing male  persons  other  than  himself  in  snch 
business;  that  he  tendered  to  tbe  said  treas- 
urer the  sum  of  $10,  and  demanded  that  the 
treasurer  issue  to  him  a  license  for  the  con- 
duct of  the  laundry  business;  that  the  treas- 
urer refused  to  issue  said  license  unless  tiie 
respondent  paid  him  the  fee  of  $25,  as  re- 
quired by  section  4079,  Pol.  Code.  The  coun- 
ty attorney  filed  a  demiurer  to  this  petition, 
upon  the  ground  that  it  did  not  set  up  facts 
sufficient  to  warrant  the  Issuing  of  the  writ 
of  mandamus.  The  demurrer  was  overruled, 
and  the  writ  was  issued,  commanding  the 
treasurer  to  receive  from  the  respondent  the 
sum  of  $10,  and  issue  to  him  a  license  for 
tbe  conduct  of  said  laimdry  business.  From 
this  judgment  the  respondent  below  appeals. 
There  are  some  other  matters  set  up  in  the 
petition  for  the  writ  which  will  be  noticed 
as  the  subject  is  treated  in  the  opinion  below. 

H.  J.  Haskell,  for  appellant  A.  C.  Botkin 
and  J.  M.  McDonald,  for  respondent 

DB  WITT,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  It 
appears  that  tbe  legislative  assembly  divided 
laundry  licenses  into  three  dasses,  as  follows: 
Steam  laundry,  $15;  one  male  laundryman, 
$10;  male  laundryman  employing  one  or  more 
other  persons,  $25.  The  respondent  contend- 
ed in  the  lower  court— a  contention  which  pre- 
vailed—that this  legislation  is  nneqoal  and 
not  uniform,  and  therefore  void,  under  the 
cmistitution.  The  legislature  la  not  required 
to  tax  all  property  and  occupations  equally  or 
uniformly,  unless  so  commanded  by  the  con- 
stitution. Cooley,  Tax'n,  p.  570,  c.  6,  quot- 
ing Butler's  Appeal,  73  Pa.  St.  448;  Mayor, 
etc.,  of  Rome  v.  McWilliams,  52  Oa.  %1; 
Decker  v.  McGowan,  59  Ga.  805.  See,  also, 
Manufacturing  Co.  t.  Wright,  33  Fed.  121. 


uigiiizea  oy  >^j\^\^ 


6" 


Mont) 


STATE  0.  FRENCH. 


1079 


Clonstitutlons  of  a  state  are  distinguished 
from  the  constitution  of  the  United  States,  in 
this:  "The  government  of  the  United  States 
Is  one  of  enumerated  powers;  the  national 
constitution  being  the  instrument  which  speci- 
fies them,  and  in  which  authority  should  be 
found  for  the  exercise  of  any  power  which 
the  national  gorcrnment  assumes  to  possess. 
In  this  respect  it  difCers  from  the  constitutions 
of  the  dUTerent  states,  which  are  not  grants 
of  powers  to  the  states,  but  which  apportion 
and  impose  restrictions  upon  the  powers 
which  the  states  inherently  possess."  Cooley, 
Const  Llm.  p.  10.  Therefore  a  state  legis- 
lature is  not  acting  under  enumerated  or 
granted  powers,  but  rather  under  inherent 
jHJwers,  restricted  only  by  the  provisions  of 
theii  sovereign  constitution.  We  therefore  in- 
quire whether  our  constitution  restrains  the 
Ieglslatiu%  from  enacting  such  a  law  as  sec- 
tions 4079,  4080,  PoL  Code. 

The  respondent  contends  that  the  restraint 
Is  found  in  the  following  provisions  of  the 
constitution: 

"Section  1.  The  necessary  revenue  for  the 
8iq>port  and  maintenance  of  the  state  shall 
be  provided  by  the  legislative  assembly, 
which  shall  levy  a  uniform  rate  of  assess- 
ment and  taxation,  and  shall  prescribe  such 
regulations  as  shall  secure  a  Just  valuation 
for  taxation  of  all  property,  except  that  spe- 
cially provided  for  in  this  article.  The  leg- 
islative assembly  may  also  impose  a  license 
tax,  both  upon  persons  and  upon  corporations 
doing  business  In  this  state."   Article  XII. 

"Sec.  11.  Taxes  shall  be  levied  and  collect- 
ed by  general  laws  and  for  public  purposes 
only.  They  shall  be  uniform  upon  the  same 
class  of  subjects  within  the  territorial  limits 
of  the  authority  levying  the  tax."  Article 
XII. 

The  respondent  argues  that  under  these 
provisions  the  imposition  of  a  license  fee  of 
$25  upon  him,  as  a  laundryman  with  a  help- 
er, while  the  laundryman  without  a  helper 
and  the  steam  laundryman  pay  a  less  li- 
cense, is  nnc<Histitutional,  in  that  it  Is  not 
uniform  and  equal.  We  shall  not  decide 
whether  this  law  la  <»  is  not  a  classification 
of  the  laundry  business  for  license  purposes, 
which  the  legislature  may  make,  even  if  it 
were  held  that  the  uniformity  clause  in  the 
constitution  applied  to  such  a  license.  Many 
cases  might  be  cited  upon  this  question.  We 
shall  decide  this  appeal  without  reaching  a 
consideration  of  that  point  A  license  fee  Is 
a  tax  sometimes,  and  for  some  puri>o8ea. 
Sometimes,  and  for  some  purposes,  it  is  not 
a  tax.  Cooley,  Tax'n,  pp.  572,  573,  592,  596, 
600,  601;  People  v.  Martin,  60  Cal.  153;  City 
of  Santa  Barbara  v.  Steams,  51  Cal.  499; 
Cooley,  Const.  Llm.  p.  245;  Desty,  Tax'n,  p. 
305.  The  particular  distinctions  as  to  when 
a  license  fee  is  a  tax  and  when  it  is  not,  we 
shall  not  discuss,  further  than  to  give  the 
reasons  for  our  opinion  that  this  license  fee 
under  consideration  is  not  a  tax,  as  falling 
within  the  equality  and  uniformity  provisions 


of  the  constitution.  The  constitution  pro- 
vides that  the  legislature  shall  levy  a  uni- 
form rate  of  assessment  and  taxation,  and  se- 
cure a  just  valuation  for  taxation  of  all 
property  (article  XII,  S 1).  and  that  taxes  shall 
be  uniform,  upon  the  same  class  of  subjects, 
within  the  territorial  limits  of  the  auth(x1ty 
levying  the  tax  (Id.  §  11).  In  a  separate  sen- 
tence in  said  section  1  It  Is  provided  that  th4 
legislative  assembly  may  also  impose  a  license 
tax  both  upon  persons  and  upon  corporations 
doing  business  in  the  state.  But  neither  In 
this  sentence  of  section  1,  nor  dsewhere,  is 
It  stated  that  licenses  shall  be  uniform.  If 
the  constitution  does  not  require  that  licenses 
shall  be  uniform,  they  need  not  be.  Judge 
Cooley  says,  in  his  work  on  Taxation:  "It 
has  been  seen  that  the  sovereignty  may,  in 
the  discretion  of  its  legislature,  levy  a  tax 
on  every  species  of  property  within  its  juris- 
diction, or,  on  the  other  hand,  that  it  may 
select  any  particular  species  of  property,  and 
tax  that  only,  if.  in  the  opinion  of  the  legis- 
lature, that  course  will  be  wiser.  And  what 
is  true  of  property  Is  true  of  privileges  and 
occupations,  also.  The  state  may  tax  all, 
or  it  may  select  for  taxation  cei-tain  classes, 
and  leave  the  others  untaxed.  Considerations 
of  general  policy  determine  what  the  selection 
shall  be  in  such  cases,  and  there  Is  no  re- 
striction on  the  power  of  choice,  unless  one 
is  imposed  by  constitution.  In  another  chap- 
ter it  has  been  shown  that  constitutional  pro- 
visions requiring  the  taxation  of  property  by 
value  have  no  application  to  the  taxation  of 
other  subjects,  and  db  not  therefore,  by  im- 
plication, forbid  the  taxation  now  under  c<»- 
sideration."  Page  570.  These  remarks  of 
Judge  Cooley  'are  taken  from  the  opening 
sentence  of  his  chapter  entitled  "Taxation  of 
Business  and  Privileges."  See,  also,  chap- 
ter VI  of  the  same  work,  as  to  a  eeneral  dis- 
cussion of  the  impossibility  of  absolute  uni- 
formity. 

In  the  case  of  People  v.  Coleman,  4  Cal., 
we  find,  on  page  54,  that  the  counsel  ar- 
guing in  favor  of  the  uniformity  and  equality 
of  license  fees  makes  the  following  remarks: 
"  'How  is  this  to  be  done,'  says  the  learned 
counsel,  'is  no  part  of  our  province  to  de- 
cide; nor  are  we  to  say  whether  it  is  possible 
to  devise  an  occupation  tax  which  would  be 
equal  and  uniform,  unless  it  be  a  tax  levied 
equally,  and  for  the  same  amount  upon  all 
occupations.  All  that  we  maintain  Is  that 
an  occupation  tax  which  is  not  equal  and 
uniform  violates  the  constitution,*  "—in  re- 
ply to  which  the  court  remarks:  "Is,  then, 
the  clause  under  consideration  so  vague  as 
to  be  wholly  unsusceptible  of  a  practical 
meaning,  and  the  force  of  the  provision  to 
be  defeated  from  a  want  of  some  indefinable 
equality  and  uniformity,  existing  in  the  im- 
agination of  learned  counsel,  but  so  subtle 
In  its  character  as  to  defy  the  ordinary  use 
of  language  in  its  description?  In  constru- 
ing this  section,  force  and  meaning  must  be 
given  to  every  part  of  It    We  cannot  sup- 
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poae  the  conventloB  Intended  to  enact,  ui  a. 
part  of  the  fundamental  law  of  ttala  state,  a 
proTiaion  ao  donbtfnl  and  ambiguona,  and  at 
the  same  time  bo  complete  calculated  to 
paralyze  tlie  energies  and  proetrate  the  re- 
sources of  the  state  government  •  •  • 
The  occupation  of  the  humblest  artisan,  with 
no  capital  but  bis  labor,  the  reward  of  whose 
toll  secures  to  bim  only  a  scant  subsistence, 
must  be  taxed  equally  with  the  [occupation 
of  the]  richest  merchant,  banker,  or  broker, 
or.  If  not  equally,  at  least  the  state  has  no 
right  to  release  the  miserable  pittance  so 
cruelly  wrung  from  his  hard  earnings."  In 
that  case  It  was  held  that  tbe  uniformity 
clause  ef  the  constitution  did  not  apply  to 
license  fees  upon  occupations.  We  do  not 
concur  in  all  that  was  said  in  deciding  that 
case.  We  have  omitted  a  portion  of  the  re- 
marks from  our  quotation,  and  added  a 
parenthesis  which  the  language  seems  to 
need.  The  California  supreme  court  has  not 
followed  that  case.  In  whole.  People  v.  Mc- 
Creery,  34  Cal.  ^HS.  But  the  principle  that 
the  uniformity  clause  does  not  apply  to  li- 
cense fees  has  been  maintained  In  California. 
Ex  parte  Hurl,  49  Cai.  557.  It  was  again 
said  in  City  of  Santa  Barbara  ▼.  Steams,  51 
Cal.  499:  "A  license  charge  or  fee  for  the 
transaction  of  business  is.  In  our  opinion,  a 
tax,  within  the  meaning  of  the  term  'tax,' 
as  employed  In  those  sections  [referring  to 
sections  other  than  the  uniformity  clause]. 
It  Is  not  a  tax  within  the  meaning  of  sec- 
tion 13  of  article  11  of  the  constitution  [which 
is  the  uniformity  section  of  the  California 
constitution].  •  •  •  People  ▼.  Coleman,  4 
Cal.  46;  People  ▼.  Raymond,  34  Cal.  492; 
City  and  County  of  Sacramento  t.  Crocker, 
16  Cal.  119;  Taylor  t.  Palmer,  81  Cal.  240; 
IJmery  r.  Gas  Co.,  28  Cal.  345;  Emery  ▼. 
Bradford,  29  Cal.  76;  Ex  parte  Hurl,  49  Cal. 
557;  Cooley,  Const  Um.  201."  See,  al80» 
San  Jos6  t.  San  JosS  &  S.  P.  R.  Co.,  53  Cal. 
475;  Ex  parte  Mirande,  73  Cal.  875,  14  Pac 
8S8;  Ex  parte  LI  Prottl,  68  CaL  635,  10  Pac. 
113;  People  v.  Thurber,  13  IlL  654;  City  of 
East  St  Louis  ▼.  Wehrung,  46  lU.  392; 
Slaughter  y.  Com.,  13  Grat  767;  Baker  v. 
Cincinnati,  11  Ohio  Bt  634;  Elelzer  ▼.  State, 
15  Ind.  449. 

The  alleged  Inequality  or  nonuniformlty  of 
this  classified  laundry  license  does  not  seem 
to  be  such  as  to  grant  a  monopoly,  or  such 
as  to  be  prohibitory  of  a  legitimate  trade  or 
occupation.  We  are  of  opinion  that  the  first 
sentence  of  section  1,  art  XII.,  and  the  whole 
of  section  11,  art  XII.,  are  upon  the  same 
subject  nnd  must  be  read  together,  and  that 
they  refer  to  taxation,  and  the  equality  and 
uniformity  thereof,  and  that  the  last  sen- 
tence of  section  1,  art.  XII.,  upon  licenses, 
does  not  fall  within  the  uniformity  provision. 

The  laundry  license  fee  is  not  obnoxious 
to  the  provisions  of  section  1  of  the  four- 
teenth amendment  to  the  constitution  of  the 
Dnlted  States.  Home  Ins.  Co.  v.  New  York 
State.  134  TJ.  3.  194,  10  Sup.  Ct  593;    Ex- 


press Oa  ▼.  Selber^  142  U.  &  839,  12  Sap, 
Ct  250.  t 

It  Is  also  set  up  Id  the  petition  for  the  writ 
of  mandamus,  and,  of  course,  admitted  by 
the  demurrer,  that  the  relator  below,  and 
respondent  here.  Is  a  subject  of  the  emperor 
of  China,  and  that  the  provisioD  of  the  law 
requiring  a  fee  of  $25  from  a  male  laundry- 
man  with  one  assistant  was  meant  and  In- 
tended to  affect  only  Chinamen;  that  China- 
men are  engaged  In  the  class  of  laundry 
business  falling  within  the  $25  fee;  that 
steam  laundries  employ  a  large  number  of 
persons,  and  make  greater  prints  than  the 
petitioner  or  his  countrymen;  and  that  be 
will  not  be  able  to  conduct  his  business  m 
competition  with  the  steam  laundry.  If  he 
is  required  to  pay  the  license  fixed  by  the 
laws  cited.  The  fact  that  Chinamen  are  en- 
gaged in  the  band-laundry  business  Is  purely 
fortuitous.  Manufacturing  Co.  v.  Wright 
33  Fed.  121.  The  law,  In  its  terns,  applies 
to  all  male  laundrymen,  of  every  condition 
and  nationality.  If  the  equality  and  uni- 
formity provisions  of  the  constitution  do  not 
apply  to  the  license  fee  under  consideration, 
the  subjects  of  the  emperor  of  China  are  cer- 
tainly in  no  dlfiTerent  or  better  condition  to 
make  complaint  than  the  subjects  of  any 
other  foreign  power  who  may  be  residing 
within  this  state,  or  even  the  citizens  of  the 
United  States  themselves. 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  district  court 
erred  in  issuing  the  writ  of  mandate.  TtM 
questions  which  we  Iiave  determined  in  this 
(pinion  are  the  only  ones  presented  upon  the 
appeal,  and  upon  them  Is  rested  the  decision. 
It  is  ordered  that  the  Judgment  be  reversed, 
and  the  case  be  remanded,  with  directions  to 
dismiss  the  writ 

PEMBERTON,  C.  J.,  and  HUNT.  J.,  con- 
ccr. 


(5  Cal.  Unrep.  171) 
HEALET  T.  NORTON.     (No.  15.938.) 
(Snoreme  Court  of  Oalifornla.     Oct  11,  1885.) 
8cF»rctKN0T  or  Fisdtko. 
A  fiodlni;  that  all  the  allegation*  of  the 
complaint  are  true,  and  all  the  allegations  of 
the  answer  untrue,  is  sufficient 

Department  1.  AK)«al  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Francisco;  J.  M. 
SeawelU  Judge. 

Acti<m  by  C.  S.  Heal^  against  William  H. 
Norton  <n  promissory  notes.  BYom  a  judg- 
ment for  plaintiff,  and  an  order  denying  & 
new  trial,  defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Ash  &  Mathews,  for  appellant  James  H. 
Greeley,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIABt  Action  against  the  defend- 
ant, an  Indorser,  on  three  promissory  notes. 
The  complaint  was  unverified,  and  the  an- 
swer was  8  general  denial,  and  that  the 
notes  had  been  theretofore  transferred  to  on» 

Ccrlnl,   who  brought   an    action    to    rwovf.- 
uigiiizea  oy  -v^j  \^/ \^/ -<  i \_ 


Od.) 


BLOSS  o.  LEWI9. 


1081 


thereon,  which  was  dismissed;  and  the  Judg- 
ment in  that  action  is  pleaded  in  bar  of  this. 
The  court  made  general  findings  that  all 
the  allegations  of  the  comi^lnt  were  trve. 
and  all  the  allegations  of  the  answer  untrue, 
and  rendered  judgment  against  defendant, 
from  which,  and  an  order  denying  him  a  new 
trial,  he  appeals. 

There  Is  no  substantial  merit  in  the  ap- 
peal. The  objection  that  the  findings  are  in- 
sufficient to  cover  the  issues  is  imtenable 
(Pralus  y.  Mining  CSo.,  36  Cal.  34;  Carey  t. 
Brown,  58  Cal.  184;  Moore  ▼.  Waterworlsa 
Co.,  68  Gal.  146,  8  Pac.  816);  and  the  further 
objection  that  the  findings  are  unsupported 
by  the  evidence  equally  so.  The  only  partic- 
ular suggested  under  the  latter  point  is  as 
to  the  sufficiency  of  the  demand  and  notice, 
and  of  that  ihere  is  no  question.  Judgment 
and  order  affirmed. 


109  Cal.  tn 

BLOSS  V.  LEWIS,  Clerk  of  Superior  Court. 
(No.  18,417.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Oct,  10,  1885.) 

COKSTITCTIONAI.  LaW— FSBS  OF    COIWTT  ClBBX— 

Local  Acts. 

1.  Act  March  31,  1891,  {  162,  creates  coun- 
ties of  the  thirty-third  class,  and  section  195 
allows  the  cleric  of  each  of  sncii  counties  a 
salary  of  $3,000,  and  anthorizes  him  to  collect 
fees  for  services  in  settlement  of  estates  based 
on  the  value  thereof.  Const,  art.  11,  §  5,  au- 
thorizes a  classification  of  counties  for  the  pnr- 
pose  of  regulating  the  compensation  for  county 
officers  according  to  duties.  Hdd,  that  section 
195,  in  fixing  a  fee  for  oificial  services  in  coun- 
ties of  the  thirty-third  class  different  from  that 
in  other  counties,  violates  Const,  art.  11.  J  4, 
directing  the  legislature  to  establish  a  system 
of  county  government  wliich  shall  be  uniform 
throughout  the  suite. 

2.  And  also  violates  Const  art  1,  S  H,  re- 
quiring all  laws  of  a  general  nature  to  operate 
uniformly. 

3.  And  also  Tiolates  Const,  art.  4. 1  25,  subd. 
33.  forbidding  local  or  special  laws  in  all  cases 
where  a  general  law  can  be  made  operative. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Stanislaus  coun- 
ty; William  O.  Minor,  Judge. 

Petition  by  George  S.  Bloss  against  J.  A. 
Lewis,  clerk  of  the  superior  court  of  the  coun- 
ty of  Stanislaus,  for  a  writ  of  mandamus  to 
compel  defendant  to  file  an  inventory  of  an 
estate  of  which  the  plaintift  was  executor. 
From  a  Judgment  denying  the  writ,  plaintiff 
appeals.    Reversed. 

James  F.  Peck,  for  appellant  L.  W.  Ful- 
kerth,  for  respondent. 

VANOHEF,  C.  This  appeal  is  from  a 
Judgment  of  the  superior  court  of  the  county 
of  Stanislaus  denying  a  peremptory  writ  of 
mandate  petitioned  for  by  appellant.  The 
verified  petition  for  the  writ  shows  that  the 
petitioner  was  one  of  the  two  executors  of 
the  will  of  John  W.  Mitchell,  deceased,  who 
at  the  time  of  his  death.  In  November,  1893, 
was  a  resident  of  said  county,  and  left  estate 


therein,  and  In  the  counties  of  Madera,  Fres- 
no, and  Merced,  an  inventory  and  appraise- 
ment of  which  had  been  made  according  to 
law,  said  estate,  real  and  personal,  having 
been  appraised  at  $1,364,367.65.  That  in  May, 
1894,  the  petitioner  and  his  coexecutor  return- 
ed such  Inventory  and  appraisement  in  due 
fMTO  to  the  superior  court  of  the  county  of 
Stanislaus,  in  which  court  said  will  had  been 
proved,  and  in  wUch  proceedings  for  the  set- 
tlement of  said  estate  were  then  pending,  and 
offered  the  same  to  the  defendant,  clerk  of 
said  court,  and  demanded  that  he  receive  and 
file  the  same,  and  then  and  there  tendered  to 
said  clerk  $25  in  payment  of  the  lawful  fees 
for  filing  said  Inventory  and  appraisement, 
and  at  the  same  time  requested  that  the  sur- 
plus of  said  $25,  if  any  there  should  be,  over 
and  above  such  fees,  be  credited  on  account 
of  fees  thereafter  to  accrue  In  the  matter  of 
said  estate;  but  the  defendant  clerk  then  re- 
fused, ever  since  has  refttsed,  and  still  refuses, 
to  receive  or  to  file  said  inventory  or  appraise- 
ment, by  reason  whereof  said  executors  have 
been  prevented  from  making  return  of  said 
inventory  to  said  court  as  required  by  law. 
Wherefore  petitioner  prays  t<x  the  writ  of 
mandate  commanding  the  clerk  to  receive  and 
file  said  Inventory.  An  alternative  writ  was 
ordered,  issued,  and  served;  and  the  defend- 
ant showed  cause  for  not  having  obeyed  it  by 
demurring  to  the  i>etition  on  the  sole  ground 
that  it  does  not  state  sufficient  facts  to  en- 
title petitioner  to  the  writ,  or  any  relief  what- 
ever. The  court  sustained  the  demurrer,  and 
upon  the  refusal  of  petitioner  to  amend  his 
petition  rendered  judgment  denying  a  peremi>- 
tory  writ. 

Under  the  classification  of  counties  for  the 
purpose  of  regulating  the  compensation  of 
county  officers  by  the  county  government  act 
of  March  31,  1891,  the  county  of  Stanislaus 
belongs  to  the  thirty-third  class,  the  county 
clerk  of  which,  by  section  195  of  said  act  (St. 
1801,  p.  397),  is  entitled  to  a  salary  of  "three 
thousand  dollars  per  annum;  provided,  that 
such  clerk  shall  collect  and  pay  into  the  coun- 
ty treasury,  for  the  use  and  benefit  of  the 
county,  the  following  prescribed  fees,  to  wit." 
Here  follows  a  list  of  fees,  other  than  those 
allowed  in  probate  pioceedings,  as  to  which 
that  section  makes  the  following  provision: 
"For  filing  papers  and  issuing  letters  testa- 
mentary, or  of  administration,  guardianship, 
or  special  administration,  in  any  case,  two 
dollars.  For  services  up  to  and  including  the 
final  settlement  of  the  case,  in  which  the  value 
of  the  estate  does  not  exceed  five  thousand 
dollars,  except  as  hereinafter  provided,  ten 
dollars,  and  one  dollar  for  each  additional  one 
thousand  dollars  in  value,  as  shown  by  the 
Inventory." 

Respondent  contends  that  the  demurrer  was 
properly  sustained,  on  the  ground  that  the  pe- 
tition does  not  state  nor  show  that  the  execu- 
tors tendered  to  the  clerk  $1  for  each  $1,000 
valuation  of  the  estate,  as  shown  by  the  in- 
ventory, ajlditlonal  to  $5,000,  which,  in  ttaia 
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case,  amounted  to  $1,358;  and  It  Is  not  claim- 
ed that  the  petition  Is  otherwise  deficient,  nor 
that  the  tender  of  $25  was  not  sufficient  to 
pay  all  fees  which  could  hare  been  lawfully 
demanded,  except  the  $1  for  each  $1,000  valu- 
ation of  the  estate  over  $5,000,  as  shown  by 
the  Inventory.  Therefore,  the  only  question 
presented  for  decision  is  whether  or  not  the 
clerk  was  authorized  to  demand  a  fee,  equal 
to  the  amount  of  $1  for  every  $1,000  In  ex- 
cess of  $5,000  of  the  appraised  value  of  the 
estate,  as  a  condition  precedent  to  his  duty  to 
accept  and  file  the  Inventory.  If  the  195th 
section  of  the  county  government  act  of  March 
31,  1891,  is  not  repugnant  to  the  constitution 
of  the  state,  it  is  perfectly  clear  that  it  au- 
thcHized  the  clerk  to  demand  and  collect  the 
fee  In  question,  and  that  he  properly  refused 
to  accept  or  file  the  inventory  without  the 
I)ayment  or  tender  of  such  fee  by  or  on  be- 
half of  the  executors  of  the  estate.  But  the 
appellant  contends  that,  In  so  fax  as  said  sec- 
tion 195  purports  to  authorize  or  require  the 
clerk  to  demand  or  collect  a  fee  of  $1  on  each 
$1,000  valuation  of  estates  of  deceased  per- 
sons in  excess  of  $3,000,  it  is  repugnant  to  the 
state  constitution,  and  therefore  void;  and,  in 
so  contending,  1  think  he  Is  fully  warranted 
by  the  authorities. 

In  thus  fixing  a  fee  for  the  official  service  of 
the  clerk,  the  provision  in  question  violates 
section  4,  art.  11,  which  commands  the  leg- 
islature to  establish  "a  system  of  county  gov- 
ernments which  shall  be  uniform  throughout 
the  state"  (Welsh  v.  Bramlet,  98  CaL  219,  33 
Fac.  66);  and  also  violates  section  11,  art  1, 
requiring  that  "all  laws  of  a  general  nature 
shall  have  a  uniform  oi)eratlon,"  since  there 
is  no  perceptible  or  conceivable  reason  why 
the  fee  or  tax  in  question  should  be  exacted 
in  any  one  county  rather  than  in  any  other 
(Dougherty  v.  Austin,  94  Gal.  620,  28  Pac.  834, 
and  29  Pac.  1092).  It  is  also  repugnant  to 
subdivision  33,  i  25,  art.  4,  forbidding  local 
or  special  laws,  "in  all  other  cases  where  a 
general  law  can  be  made  applicable,"  for  sure- 
ly the  provision  of  section  195  of  the  county 
government  act  in  question  can  be  made  gen- 
oral,  and  uniformly  applicable  to  all  counties 
in  the  state,  laying  aside,  as  we  may  for  the 
purpose  in  hand,  all  considerations  relating  to 
the  necessity  or  policy  of  such  a  general  law. 
The  only  ground  upon  which  the  provision  in 
question  is  claimed  to  be  a  general  law  Is 
that  it  operates  uniformly  upon  a  class  of 
counties  authorized  by  the  constitution  itself. 
But  the  constitution  (section  5,  art  11)  author- 
izes a  classification  of  counties  only  for  the 
purpose  of  regulating  the  compensation  of 
county  officers  according  to  duties,  which  pur- 
pose is  not  promoted  nor  affected  In  any  de- 
gree by  the  provision  In  (guestion.  In  the 
county  of  Stanislaus  the  coimty  clerk  and  all 
othf-r  county  oflicers,  except  coroner  and  public 
administrator,  are  compensated  by  fixed  sala- 
ries, to  be  paid  from  the  county  treasury,  the 
payment  of  which  is  no  more  dependent  upon 
the  tax  or  fee  In  question  than  it  is  upon  any 


other  source  of  an  equal  amount  of  county 
revenue.  This  tax  or  fee  required  to  be  col- 
lected from  estates  of  deceased  persons,  like 
all  other  fees  collected  by  the  clerk  and  other 
county  officers,  is  to  be  paid  into  the  county 
treasury  for  the  use  of  the  county,  and  thence 
applied  to  the  payment  of  any  lawful  demand 
against  the  county.  True,  they  are  primarily 
to  be  apportioned  to  the  salary  fund,  but  sub- 
division 20  of  section  25  of  the  county  govern- 
ment act,  which  authorizes  the  establishment 
of  a  salary  fund  and  such  other  funds  as 
deemed  necessary,  also  authorizes  the  board 
of  supervisors  "to  transfer  moneys  from  one 
fund  to  another  as  the  public  interest  may  re- 
quire"; so  that,  when  the  salary  fund  Is  de- 
ficient, money  from  other  sources  than  fees 
may  be  transferred  to  it,  and  when  there  is  a 
surplus  In  the  salary  fund,  It  may  be  trans- 
ferred to  the  county  bond  fund,  or  any  other 
fund,  "as  the  public  interest  may  require." 
Therefore,  from  no  view  of  the  subject  does 
it  appear  that  the  tax  ae  fee  in  question  has 
the  slightest  tendency  to  regulate  the  compen- 
sation of  the  county  clerk,  or  that  of  any  other 
officer  of  the  county,  according  to  the  duties  of 
such  officer,  unless  It  can  be  seen  that  the  per- 
fMinance  of  the  duty  of  filing  an  Inventory  of 
the  estate  of  a.  deceased  person  in  the  county 
of  Stanislaus  should  be  paid  5,<X)0  times  as 
much  as  Is  required  to  be  paid  for  the  per- 
formance of  the  same  duty  in  the  adjoining 
county  of  Merced. 

Should  it  be  suggested  that  the  classification 
of  counties,  authorized  by  the  constitution,  for 
the  purpose  of  regulating  the  compensation  of 
county  officers  according  to  duties,  is  also  ap- 
propriate for  the  purpose  of  apportioning  uni- 
form taxation,  or  for  the  purpose  of  regulat- 
ing fees  for  services  of  county  officers  whose 
compensations  are  regulated  by  fixed  salaries, 
and  which  fees  are  to  be  paid,  as  part  of  the 
county  revenue,  into  the  county  treasury,  a 
full  and  satisfactwy  answer  to  such  sugges- 
tion may  be  found  in  the  following  cases: 
City  of  Pasadena  v.  Stimson,  91  Cal.  238,  27 
Pac.  604;  Dougherty  v.  Austin,  94  Cal.  601, 
28  Pac.  834,  and  29  Pac.  1092;  Welsh  v.  Bram- 
let, 98  Cal.  219,  33  Pac.  66;  and  Darcy  v.  City 
of  San  .Tose,  104  Cal.  642,  38  Pac.  500.  These 
cases  evolve  from  the  authorities  the  principle 
upon  which  classification  for  legislative  pur- 
poi^es  must  be  based.  The  conclusion  reached 
in  the  first  of  these  cases  is  expressed  eis  fol- 
lows: "That,  although  a  law  is  general  and 
constitutional  when  it  applies  equally  to  all 
persons  embraced  in  a  class  founded  upon 
some  natural  or  intrinsic  or  constitutional  dis- 
tinction, it  is  not  general  or  constitutional  if 
it  confers  particular  privileges  or  imposes  pe- 
culiar disabilities  or  burdensome  conditions, 
in  the  exercise  of  a  common  right,  upon  a 
class  of  persons  arbitrarily  selected  from  the 
general  body  of  those  who  stand  in  precisely 
the  same  relation  to  the  subject  of  the  law." 
In  Darcy  v.  City  of  San  Jose,  supra.  It  was 
said:  "It  will  not  be  presumed  that  !t  was 
Intended  to  deprive  the  legislature  of  all  pow- 
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et  to  adapt  Its  laws  to  the  varying  conditions 
ot  Its  Inhabitants.  From  necessity  It  has  been 
held  that  the  legislature  may  classic,  In  or- 
der that  It  may  adapt  Its  legislation  to  the 
needs  of  the  people.  If  this  cannot  be  done, 
laws  wUl  not  always  bear  equally  npon  the 
people.  This  classification,  however,  must  be 
founded  npon  dlffwences  which  are  either  de- 
fined by  the  constitution  or  natural,  and 
which  wiU  suggest  a  reason  which  might  rap 
tlonally  he  held  to  Justify  the  diversity  in  the 
legislation.  It  must  not  be  arbitrary,  for  the 
mere  puri)o8e  of  classification,  that  legislation 
really  local  or  special  may  seem  to  be  general, 
bnt  for  the  purpose  of  meeting  different  condi- 
tions naturally  requiring  different  legislation." 
What  la  the  difference  in  the  condition  of  the 
people  or  their  property  in  the  county  of  Stan- 
islaus from  that  of  the  people  or  property  of 
other  counties,  which  requires  or  Justifies  a 
law  compelling  estates  of  deceased  persons 
in  that  county  to  iiay  more  for  filing  a  paper 
In  the  office  of  the  clerk  of  the  superior  court 
than  is  required  to  be  paid  by  such  estates  for 
the  same  service  in  any  other  county  in  the 
state?  The  obvious  reason  for  classifying 
counties,  for  the  purpose  of  regulating  the 
comi)ensatlon  of  officers  according  to  service, 
is  that  much  more  official  service  is  required 
in  some  counties  than  in  others,  the  purpose 
of  the  classification  being  to  ^ect  equality  of 
compensation  for  like  services  of  county  offi- 
cers throughout  the  state;  whereas  the  effect 
of  the  law  in  question  is  diversity  and  in- 
equality of  official  fees  for  like  services,  with- 
out affecting  the  compensation  of  officers  in 
any  way. 

1  think  the  Judgment  should  be  reversed 
and  the  cause  remanded,  with  instruction  to 
overrule  the  demurrer. 

We  concur:    SEARTjS,  O.;  HATNES,  O: 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion  the  Judgment  is  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  with  instruc- 
tion to  overrule  the  demurrer  to  the  petition. 


(109  Cal.  288) 

SOUTHERN   PAO.  R.  CO.  v.  WHITAKER 
et  al.     (No.  18,320.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.    Sept  28,  1805.) 

AsvBBSE  Possession— TiTLR  to  Railboad  Land- 
Limitation  or  AoTiosg— Tkiai,— 
Harmless  Erhok. 

1.  Act  Cong.  July  27,  1866,  granting  lands 
in  aid  of  the  construction  of  a  railroad,  operated 
to  vest  title  as  soon  as  the  map  locating  the 
proposed  route  was  filed  in  the  general  land  of- 
fice, and  said  lands  then  became  subject  to 
tlie  laws  of  adverse  possession,  and  the  effect 
of  such  possession  was  not  interrupted  by  the 
subsequent  issuance  of  a  patent  therefor  to  the 
railroad  company. 

2.  Code  Civ.  Proc.  8  325,  provides  that  to 
estalilisb  adverse  possession  it  must  be  shown 
that  the  land  has  been  occupied  and  claimed  for 
a  period  of  five  years  continuously,  and  that  the 
party  has  paid  all  the  taxes  which  have  been 
assessed  on  such  land.    Bdd,  that  a  finding  of 


adverse  possession  need  not  show  that  defend- 
ant paid  taxes  op  to  the  time  of  suit,  where  he 
had  held  adversely  and  paid  taxes  for  more 
than  five  years  continuously,  and  the  fact  that 
one  claiming  under  plaintiff  paid  taxes  for  one 
year  will  not  defeat  the  title  so  acquired. 

3.  The  failure  to  find  on  an  ultimate  fact  is 
not  prejudicial  where  the  evidence  shows  that,  li 
there  had  been  such  finding,  it  would  have  been 
against  the  party  complaining. 

4.  The  commencement  of  a  contest  in  the 
United  States  land  department  will  not  stop  the 
running  of  ^he  statute  of  limitations  of  the 
state. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  1. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  TuUire  county; 
W.  W.  Cross,  Judge. 

Ejectment  by  the  Southern  Pacific  Railroad 
Company  against  Horace  Whitaker  and  oth- 
ers. Defendants  had  Judgment,  and  plaintiff 
appeals.    Affirmed. 

Joseph  D.  Redding,  for  appellant  B.  O. 
TiWrklnB,  for  respcoidents. 

BELCHER,  O.  This  is  an  action  of  eject- 
ment to  recover  possession  of  160  acres  of 
land.  The  complaint  was  filed  January  21. 
1892,  and  it  aUeges  that  plaintiff  is  the  own- 
er and  entitled  to  the  i^ssession  of  the  sara 
land,  and  that  on  or  about  the  1st  day  of  De- 
cwnber,  1891,  wtiile  plaintiff  was  In  posses- 
sion and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
same,  the  defendants  wrongfully  entered 
thereon,  and  wrongfully  and  unlawfully  oust- 
«d  the  plaintiff  from  the  possession  thereoC. 
The  defendant  Daniel  Rhoads  disclaimed  hav- 
ing any  interest  in  the  demanded  premises. 
The  defendants  Horace  Whitaker  and  Nathan 
H.  Garretson  answered,  and,  among  other  de- 
fenses set  up,  pleaded  in  bar  of  the  action  sec- 
tions 319-S22  of  the  Code  of  OivU  Procedure. 
The  case  was  tried  by  the  court  without  a 
jury,  and  the  findings  were  In  substance  as  fol- 
lows: That  the  plaintiff  was  the  holder  of  a 
United  States  patent  for  the  land  described 
In  the  complaint,  which  was  duly  issued  to  It 
on  November  1,  1891,  under  and  by  virtue  of 
the  act  of  congress  of  July  27,  1866,  entitled 
"An  act  granting  lands  to  aid  in  the  construc- 
tion of  a  railroad  and  telegraph  line  from  the 
states  of  Missouri  and  Arkansas  to  the  Pacific 
coast,  by  the  southern  route."  That  the  road 
was  located  and  constructed  in  conformity 
with  the  provisions  of  the  granting  act  That 
on  January  3,  1867,  plaintiff  duly  located  its 
line  of  route  opposite  the  land  in  controversy, 
and  on  that  day  filed  In  the  office  of  the  com- 
missioner of  the  general  land  office  at  Wash- 
ington a  map  definitely  locating  the  route  of 
the  railroad  to  be  built  by  plaintiff.  That 
the  lands  in  controversy  were  shown  to  be  ag- 
ricultural lands,  and  within  20  miles  of  the 
definite  line  of  the  road  as  Uiid  out  and  con- 
stnicted;  and  that  under  said  act  of  congress 
plaintiff  became  the  owner  In  fee  of  said  lands, 
and  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof,  upon 
the  filing  of  the  map  of  definite  location  on 
January  3.  1807.  That  on  April  9,  1867,  the 
defendant  Whitaker  duly  swore  to  a  possess- 
ory claim  including  the  land  In  controversy. 
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setting  np  that  he  claimed  the  land  under  and 
by  virtue  of  the  act  of  the  legislature  of  the 
state  of  California  approved  April  20,  1852. 
That  Wbitaker  settled  on  said  land  In  1865, 
and  built  a  cabin  thereon  in  1866,  and  com- 
menced the  cultivation  thereof;  and  that  up 
to  1870  he  used  said  land  for  stock  and  farm- 
ing purposes,  and  claimed  the  right  to  the  pos- 
session of  the  same  as  his  own  under  color  of 
title  adverse  to  the  plaintiff  and  to  the  whole 
world.  That  such  possession  was  hostile  to 
the  plaintiff,  and  was  open  and  notorious,  and 
plaintiff  during  said  time  had  knowledge  of 
his  adverse  claim.  That  in  October,  1875,  a 
certificate  of  purchase  for  said  land  was  Is- 
sued to  Whitaker  by  the  United  States  land 
office,  and  the  purchase  price  therefor  was 
duly  paid  by  him  to  said  land  office.  That  on 
April  29,  1870,  defendant  Whitaker  executed 
a  grant,  bargain,  and  sale  deed  of  said  land  to 
defendant  Garretson,  and  that  immediately 
after  the  transfer  Garretson  went  Into  posses- 
sion of  said  land  under  said  deed,  and  ever 
since  has  used  the  same  for  farming  and  stock 
purposes.  That  the  possession  of  Garretson 
has  been  open,  notorious,  and  contlnnons,  un- 
der color  and  claim  of  title,  to  the  exclusion 
of  plaintiff  and  the  whole  world,  for  a  period 
of  more  than  five  years;  and  that  during  the 
whole  of  said  time  plaintiff  has  had  knowl- 
edge of  the  claim  of  Garretson,  but  has  never 
In  any  way  Interfered  with  his  possession  or 
occupation  before  the  filing  of  the  complaint 
In  this  action.  That  the  land  was  surveyed 
In  1869,  and  was  withdrawn  for  the  plain- 
tiff May  21,  18C7.  That  on  February  28, 1872, 
Whitaker  filed  a  declaratory  statement  for  the 
land,  alleging  settlement  thereon  in  1865. 
That  on  November  4,  1872,  he  submitted  his 
pre-emption  proof,  and  tendered  payment  for 
the  land,  but  his  application  to  enter  was  re- 
jected by  the  local  officers  of  the  United 
Status  land  office,  whose  action  was  sustain- 
ed by  the  commissioner  of  the  general  land 
office  in  June.  1874,  and  again  by  the  secre- 
tary of  the  Interior  in  April,  1875.  That  up- 
on a  motion  for  review  the  secretary  of  the 
Interior,  in  September,  1875,  allowed  Whitak- 
er to  complete  bis  entiy  by  making  payment 
of  the  land,  and  the  former  decision  was 
revoked,  and  Whitaker's  entry  was  allowed 
upon  the  proof  offered  by  him  In  1872.  That 
after  the  payment  of  the  said  purchase  mon- 
ey the  railroad  company  moved  for  a  new 
trial,  which  was  granted  July  1,  1870,  and  on 
February  27,  1877,  the  trial  was  had  at  the 
local  land  office  at  Visalla,  and  resulted  in  fa- 
vor of  the  plaintiff,  and  a  patent  was  finally 
issued  to  plaintiff  in  1891,  as  before  stated. 
As  conclusions  of  law  the  court  found  that 
plaintiff  became  the  owner  in  fee  of  said 
land,  and  entitled  to  the  possession  thereof, 
uiKin  filing  said  map  of  definite  location  on 
January  3,  1807;  and  from  the  stipulation 
as  to  the  facts  and  from  the  evidence  the 
court  concluded  that  the  governmeut  of  the 
United  States  has  not  had  any  Interest  In 
said  laud  since  January  3,  1807.  and  that 


Garretson  baa  acquired  the  ownership  of  the 
land  by  adverse  poaaeaslon,  and  Is  noiw  the 
owner  thereof  as  against  the  plaintiff,  and 
that  plaintilTs  rights  thereto  are  barred  by 
the  statute  of  Itmitatlons.  Judgment  was  ac- 
cordingly entered  in  favor  of  the  defendants, 
from  which,  and  from  an  order  denying  its 
motion  for  a  new  trial,  the  plaintiff  appeals. 
That  the  grant  to  the  railroad  company  was 
a  grant  In  prtesentl,  and  operated  to  vest 
In  the  grantee  a  perfect  title  to  the  granted 
lands  when  the  map  of  the  definite  location 
of  the  road,  opposite  the  lands,  was  filed  in 
the  office  of  the  commissions  of  the  general 
land  office,  is  no  longer  an  open  question.  It 
has  been  so  held  by  numerous  decisions  ren- 
dered In  similar  cases  by  the  supreme  court 
of  the  United  States  and  by  this  court.  And 
thereafter  the  grantee  could  have  maintain- 
ed an  action  for  the  possession  of  any  such 
lands,  without  waiting  for  the  Issuance  of 
a  patent  therefor.  Curtner  v.  U.  S.,  149  IT. 
S.  675,  13  Sup.  Ct  985,  1041,  and  cases  cited; 
Forrester  v.  Scott,  92  Cal.  402.  28  Pae.  573; 
Jatnnn  v.  Smith,  95  Cal.  154,  30  Pac.  200.  In 
the  case  last  dted  it  Is  said:  "When  the 
legal  title  to  land  is  granted  by  act  of  con- 
gress, the  title  of  the  government  Is  as  ef- 
fectively divested  as  it  would  be  by  the  Is- 
suance of  a  patent  therefor  by  the  executive 
department,  under  authority  of  law;  and 
such  land  then  becomes  subject  to  tlie  limi- 
tation laws  of  the  state  in  which  it  Is  situ- 
ated; and  an  adverse  possession  thereof  aft- 
er the  date  of  such  grant  for  the  requisite 
period  fixed  by  such  laws  will  ripen  into  a 
legal  title  in  favor  of  the  adverse  possessor, 
and  the  effect  of  such  possession  is  not  In- 
terrupted or  defeated  by  the  subsequent  Is- 
suance of  a  patent  therefor,  in  pursuance  of 
such  act  of  congress,"— citing  cases.  But, 
conceding  the  law  to  be  as  above  stated, 
still  it  Is  earnestly  Insisted  for  appellant 
that  the  findings  are  Insufficient  to  support 
the  Judgment,  because  there  Is  no  finding 
that  after  1878  defendants  paid  all  the  taxes, 
state,  county,  or  municipal,  which  were  levied 
and  assessed  upon  the  land,  as  required  by 
section  325  of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure, 
as  amended  in  that  year.  The  section  re- 
ferred to  provides  "that  in  no  case  shall  ad- 
verse possession  be  considered  established, 
under  the  provision  of  any  section  or  sections 
of  this  Code,  unless  it  shall  be  shown  that 
the  land  has  been  occupied  and  claimed  for 
the  period  of  five  years  continuously,  and  the 
party  or  persons,  their  predecessors  and  gran- 
tors, have  paid  all  the  taxes,  state,  county  or 
municipal,  which  have  been  levied  and  assess- 
ed upon  such  land."  It  was  clearly  proved 
that  defendants  held  possession  of  the  land 
and  claimed  title  thereto  adversely  to  all  the 
world  continuously  from  the  time  plaintiff  ac- 
quired Its  title  in  1867  up  to  the  time  of  the 
trial,  and  that  Garretson  paid  all  taxes  levied 
and  assessed  upon  the  land  up  to  1891,  when 
a  claimant  under  the  plaintiff  paid  them  for 
that  year.    If,  therefore,  the  statute  ran  In 
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favor  of  defendants  after  18T2,  Garretson  ac- 
quired a  perfect  title  In  fee  to  tbe  land  long 
before  1891.  And  tbe  mle  la  that  a.  defend- 
ant In  ejectment,  who  relies  on  the  atatnta 
of  limltatloDa,  makes  a  complete  defense  If 
he  shows  a  continued  adverse  possession  for 
five  years,  and  a  payment  of  all  taxes  after 
1878,  althoogh  not  the  five  years  next  preced- 
ing the  commencement  of  the  action;  and, 
-when  the  fee  is  once  acquired  by  a  five  years' 
adverse  possession,  It  contlnnes  till  conveyed 
by  the  possessor,  or  till  lost  by  another  ad- 
verse possession  of  five  years.  Arrington  v. 
Llscom,  34  Cal.  865;  Cannon  v.  Stockmon, 
86  Cal.  085.  Whether,  then,  Qarretson  paid 
the  taxes  assessed  on  the  land  for  the  year 
1891  was  wholly  immatoial,  as  his  failure 
to  pay  them  could  not  divest  or  In  any  way 
atFect  a  title  already  acquired.  Webber  v. 
Clarke,  74  Cal.  11, 15  Pac.  431.  The  ultimate 
fact  to  be  determined  was  whether  or  not 
Oarretson  had  acquired  title  to  the  demand- 
ed premises  under  and  by  virtue  of  the  stat- 
nte  of  limitations;  and  to  establish  that  fact 
the  burden  was  upon  him  to  show  that  he 
or  his  grantor  had  held  possession  of  tbe 
property  adversely,  and  had  paid  all  taxes 
levied  and  assessed  thereon,  for  a  period  long 
enough  to  vest  the  title  in  him  under  the  pro- 
visions of  tbe  statute.  Whether  be  bad  paid 
all  the  taxes  or  not  was  a  mere  probative 
fact,  which  It  was  not  necessary  to  allege 
(Ball  V.  Nichols,  73  Cal.  193, 14  Pac.  831),  and 
which  was  necessarily  covered  by  the  finding 
as  to  the  ultimate  fact  It  is  well  settled  that 
findings  should  be  statements  only  of  the  ul- 
timate facts  in  controversy,  and  not  of  tbe 
probative  facts,  though  findings  of  probative 
focts.  where  the  ultimate  facts  necessarily 
resulted  from  them,  have  been  held  sufficient. 
Mathews  v.  KinseU,  41  Cal.  512;  Blddel  v. 
Brizssolara,  56  Cal.  374;  Smith  v.  Mohn,  87 
Cal.  489,  25  Pac.  696;  Bull  v.  Bray,  80  Cal. 
280,  26  Pac.  873.  Ross  v.  Evans,  05  Cal.  439, 
4  Pac.  443,  cited  by  appellant,  was  an  action 
of  ejectment  In  which  the  defendant  pleaded 
tbe  statute  of  limitations.  The  court  found 
an  adverse  possession  by  defendant  and  his 
grantors  from  1862  to  tbe  trial,  in  1883,  and 
that  the  lands  had  never  been  asRessed  to  de- 
fendant or  his  grantors  since  tbe  year  1877, 
nor  had  they  paid  the  taxes  thereon.  The 
plaintiff  had  judgment,  and  the  defendant  ap- 
pealed. The  court  said:  "The  defect  In  tbe 
findings  is  that  It  Is  not  made  to  appear  by 
them  whether  any  taxes  were  levied  and  as- 
sessed on  the  land  In  suit  If  none  were  as- 
sessed, of  course  he  is  not  bound  to  prove 
that  he  paid  them.  But  as  said  above.  If 
tbe  taxes  were  levied  on  the  land,  and  as- 
sessed to  any  one,  defendant  must,  to  make 
out  tbe  defense  set  up,  show  that  he  or  his 
grantors  paid  them."  And  for  this  defect 
and  other  errors  the  judgment  was  reversed. 
That  case  is  clearly  distinguishable  from  this, 
and  we  conclude  that  the  findings  here  com- 
plained of  were  sufficient  But,  conceding 
that  there  should  have  been  a  specific  finding 


aa  to  the  aaseasment  and  payment  of  taxes, 
still  It  clearly  appears  from  the  evidence 
that  If  such  a  finding  had  been  made.  It 
must  have  been  in  favor  of  defendants.  And, 
this  being  so,  the  plaintiff  was  in  no  way 
prejudiced  by  the  failure,  and  the  judgment 
cannot  be  reversed  on  this  ground.  Hutch- 
Ings  V.  Castle,  48  Cal.  152;  People  v.  Center, 
66  Cal.  561,  5  Pac.  263,  and  6  Pac.  481;  Mur- 
phy V.  Bennett,  68  Cal.  628,  9  Pac.  738;  Win- 
slow  V.  Gobransen,  88  Cal.  400,  26  Pac.  504. 

It  Is  further  contended  that  while  the  con- 
test between  the  plaintiff  and  defendants  in 
regard  to  the  title  to  this  land  was  pending 
In  tbe  land  department  of  the  government— 
from  1872  down  to  near  tbe  time  when  tbe 
patent  was  issued.  In  1891,— the  statute  of 
limitations  did  not  and  could  not  run  in  favor 
of  defendants.  No  authorities  in  suppcM^  of 
this  contention  are  cited,  and  we  know  of 
none  that  uphold  It  Tbe  time  within  which 
actions  must  be  commenced  Is  a  matter  of 
statutory  regulation.  Under  our  statute  no 
action  for  the  recovery  of  real  property  or  the 
possession  thereof  can  be  maintained  unless 
such  action  Is  commenced  within  five  years 
after  the  cause  of  action  accrues.  Sections 
318,  319,  Code  Civ.  Proc.  There  are  some  ex- 
ceptions to  this  rule,  as  provided  In  section 
328,  Code  Civ.  Proc,  but  there  Is  no  such 
exception  as  that  claimed  here.  Tbe  plain- 
tiff's cause  of  action  accrued  wbea  it  acquir- 
ed its  title  in  1867,  and  we  know  of  no  stat- 
ute or  rule  of  law  which  could  have  prevent- 
ed or  stopped  the  running  of  the  statute 
thereafter.  It  follows  that  the  judgment 
and  order  appealed  from  should  be  affirmed. 

We  concur:   BKITT,  C;   SBARLS,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


lOt  Cal.  2W 
JENNINGS  V.  BROWN.    (S.  F.  18i.) 

(Supreme  Conrt  of  California.     Oct  1,  1895.) 

Elbction  Contest— Rbcukd  ov  Appbai/— CeHTiri- 
CATiox  or  BAUxyrs  as  Evidence. 
In  an  election  contest  the  conrt  refused 
to  allow  ballots  introduced  in  evidence  to  be 
incorporated  into  the  bill  of  exceptions,  on  the 
ground  that  Ue  had  not  ordered  them  to  be 
marked  as  exhibits  in  the  case.  It  appeared 
elsewhere  in  the  bill  of  exceptions  that  the  bal- 
lots were  marked  as  exhibits,  with  the  knowl- 
edge of  the  court,  and  that  the  conrt  had  order- 
ed the  clerk  to  preserve  the  ballots,  and  seal 
them  up.  Edd  that,  since  the  ballots  could  be 
identified  with  certainty,  plaintiff  is  entitled  to 
have  them  certified  to  the  supreme  conrt 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
San  Mateo  county;   George  H.  Buck,  Judge. 

Action  by  J.  T.  Jennings  against  J.  J. 
Brown  to  contest  defendant's  election  as 
county  supervisor.  Judgment  for  defendant 
and  plaintiff  appealed.  Appellant  petitioned 
to  have  certain    ballots    Introduced  in  evi- 
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dence  certified  to  the  supreme  court   Grant- 
ed. 

Geo.  C.  Ross  and  Knight  &  Heggerty,  for 
appellant  Sulliran  &  Sullivan,  for  respond- 
ent. 

McFARLAND,  J.  The  above-entitled  ac- 
tion is  an  election  contest  for  the  office  of  sn- 
perrisor  of  the  second  supervisor  district  of 
San  Mateo  county.  The  Judgment  of  the 
superior  court  was  In  favor  of  Brown,  and 
Jennings  has  taken  an  appeal  from  saia  judg- 
ment to  this  court  The  present  proceeding 
here,  now  under  consid^tttion,  is  a  petition 
by  the  appellant,  Jennings,  under  section  652 
of  the  Code  of  Civil  Procedure,  to  prove  cer- 
tain exceptions  taken  at  the  trial,  which  be 
alleges  the  judge  of  the  superior  court  re- 
fused to  allow. 

At  the  trial  the  appellant— there  the  contes- 
tant—objected to  11  ballots  which  were  count- 
ed by  the  court  for  the  respondent,  and 
which  were  marked  "Contestant's  Exhibits 
from  No.  1  to  11."  His  objections  were  over- 
ruled, and  he  excepted.  When  the  biu  of 
exceptions  came  to  be  settled,  the  appellant 
requested  the  judge  of  the  court  to  certify 
to  the  said  11  ballots,  or  photographs  thereof, 
and  he  refused  to  do  either.  Tn  his  answer 
to  the  petition  here  he  says  that  said  ballots 
''were  not  marked  by  affiant  as  exhibits  or 
otherwise,  and  affiant  further  avers  that  he 
did  not  order  the  clerk  of  said  superior  court 
to  mark  any  of  said  ballots  as  exhibits";  and 
he  further  says  "that,  if  it  was  right  and 
proper  for  him  to  do  so,  be  would,  at  the 
hearing  of  said  matter  in  the  supreme  court, 
properly  identify  said  ballots,  If  he  could 
identify  them,  and  found  them  tn  the  same 
condition  as  the  ballots  used  on  the  hearing 
and  determination  of  this  matter  In  the 
lower  court."  He  says  that  he  refused  to 
certify  the  photographs  presented  by  appel- 
lant because  tliey  were  not  correct  repro- 
ductions of  the  ballots,  and  "were  not  In  size 
and  general  appearance,  correct  copies  of 
any  ballots  cast  at  said  election."  He  does 
not  aver  that  he  cannot  Identify  said  ballots. 
It  is  averred  in  the  petition  here  that  the 
clerk  marked  all  of  said  11  ballots  as  con- 
testant's exhibits,  and  In  the  answer  there 
Is,  upon  this  point,  merely  the  av^ment 
"upon  and  according  to  his  Information  and 
belief,  that  none  of  said  ballots  last  afore- 
said were  marked  as  exhibits  by  said  clerk 
at  the  time  same  were  counted  as  aforesaid." 
But  the  bill  of  exceptions  which  the  judge 
allowed  consists  entirely  of  the  reporter's 
notes  of  the  trial,  and  Is  certified  by  the 
judge  as  "full,  true,  and  correct";  and  In 
those  notes  it  is  said  of  the  first  ballot  ob- 
jected to  by  appellant,  "It  is  marked  on  the 
back  'Counted  Contestant's  Ex.  No.  1,' "  and 
of  the  second  ballot  objected  to,  "It  is  mark- 
ed 'Contestant's  Ex.  No.  2,  Counted  for 
Brown.' "  It  appears,  also,  from  said  notes, 
ttiat,  when  the  third  ballot  to  which  appel- 
lant objected  was  counted  for  Brown,  coun- 


sel for  appellant  said:  '  "We  exc^t  and  aak 
that  it  be  marked  'Contestant's  Ex.  No.  3,' " 
and  the  same  appears  as  to  the  fiftb  ballot 
objected  to  by  aiH>eUant  As  to  all  the  rest  of 
the  11  ballots,  the  reporter's  notes  read,  "It 
is  marked  'Contestant's  Ex.  No. ' "  (giv- 
ing the  number).  The  notes  show  that  the 
same  course  was  taken  with  certain  exhibits 
of  the  opposite  party,  lliey  also  show  that 
at  the  close  of  the  evidence  the  following 
occurred:  "The  Court  (to  the  derk):  Re- 
serve these  exhibits  very  carefully,  and  see 
that  they  are  sealed  up."  It  seems,  therefore, 
that  there  can  be  no  difficulty  in  identifying 
and  certifying  the  11  exhibits  of  appellant 
Counsel  ought  to  be  able  to  stipulate  to  their 
genuineness.  The  reporter's  notes  show  that 
they  were  marked  with  the  Imowledge  and 
consent  of  the  court,  which  Is  equivalent  to 
an  express  order  of  the  court  to  that  effect 

In  Lay  v.  Parsons,  104  Cal.  661,  38  Pac. 
447,  which  was  a  case  like  the  one  at  bar. 
the  court  said:  "In  Instances  involving  de- 
fects like  the  one  here  ccMiiplalned  of,  in  or- 
der to  put  this  court  as  nearly  as  possible, 
in  possession  of  the  facts  as  they  appe&red 
to  the  lower  court,  either  the  original  ballots, 
authenticated  and  identified  in  some  appro- 
priate manner,  and  properly  referred  to  In 
the  bill  of  exceptions,  should  accompany  the 
record,  or  a  copy,  by  photographic  or  otb^ 
process  by  which  the  fac  simile  can  be  pro- 
duced, should  be  In  the  bill  of  exceptions." 
There  can  be  no  proper  determination  of  the 
validity  of  a  ballot,  under  our  present  Sec- 
tion laws,  without  an  inspection  of  the  ballot 
itself;  and  the  appeal  in  this  case  would  be 
an  empty  proceeding,  without  the  presence 
here  of  the  ballots  to  which  the  appellant 
objected.  To  grant  petitioner's  request  to 
have  said  ballot  certified  for  the  inspection 
of  this  court  would  not  be  Inconsistent  at  all 
with  the  rulings  in  Hyde  v.  Boyle,  86  Cal. 
a52,  24  Pac.  10.59;  Vance  v.  Sujierlor  Court, 
87  Cal.  390,  25  Pac.  500;  and  kindred  cases. 
It  cannot  be  said,  in  the  case  at  bar,  that 
the  judge  of  the  trial  court  has  allowed  an  ex- 
ception to  a  ruling  admitting  a  certain  bal- 
lot in  evidence,  when  the  ballot  Itself— the 
very  thing  objected  to— Is  excluded  from  the 
bill.  Of  course,  where  the  question  is  wheth- 
er or  not  certain  evidence  was  actually  in- 
troduced, the  determination  of  the  judge,  evi- 
denced by  the  bill  or  statement  settled  by 
him,  is  conclusive;  but  there  is  no  such 
question  here.  There  is  no  doubt  that  the 
baUots  were  marked  at  the  trial  as  alleged 
by  petitioner,  and  that  they  can  be  easily 
identified.  They  are  presumed  to  be  tn  the 
same  condition  as  when  the  court  ordered 
the  cleric  to  seal  than  up  and  take  care  of 
them.  If  It  shall  be  contended  that  they 
are  not  In  the  same  condition,  that  mattv 
can  be  Inquired  into  here.  It  Is  ordered  that 
the  judge  of  the  superior  court  of  the  coun- 
ty of  San  Mateo  direct  the  county  cleric  of 
said  county  to  bring  into  his  court  tiie  said 
ballots  Introduced  In  evidence  at  the  trial 
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of  said  actlott  of  J.  T.  JTennlngrs  ▼.  J.  7.  Brown, 
and  tbat  said  Judg^e  do  certify  the  said  11 
ballots  marked  "OMitestaiit's  Exhibits  from 
No.  1  to  No.  11"  as  the  orl^rlnals  of  sa]d  bal- 
lots referred  to  In  the  bill  of  exceptions  here- 
in, and  send  the  same,  sealed,  to  the  clerk 
of  this  conrt 

TEMPLE  and  HBNSHAW,  JJ.  We  con- 
cur In  the  judgment  and  in  the  opinion,  ex- 
cept that  in  our  Judgrment  the  right  to  prove 
an  exception  involTes  the  right,  when  neces- 
sary, to  prove  upon  what  it  was  based. 


aw  Cal.  S04) 

HIGGINS  T.   CALIFORNIA  PETROLEUM 
&  ASPHALT  CO.     (No.  19,524.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Oct.  2,  1895.) 

MlHINO    LbISE  —  CONBTBDCTIOJI  —  RoiALTIBS  — 

What  Co\stitute»  "Gkoss  Ton." 

1.  A  joint  lease  for  mining  purposes,  ex- 
ecuted by  ownerp  in  severalty  of  two  adjoining 
tracts,  provided  that  the  lessee  shonld  pay  as 
royalty  a  certain  sum  monthly  to  the  lessors. 
One  of  the  lessors  subsequently  couveyed  his 
separate  tract  to  the  lessee.  Meld,  that  the  re- 
maininjf  lessor  was  entitled  to  royalty  thereaft- 
er in  an  amount  equal  to  the  value  of  his  dis- 
tinct tract  aa  compared  with  that  conveyed  to 
the  leasee. 

2.  Where  a  mining  lease,  executed  jointly 
by  owners  in  severalty  of  adjoining  tracts,  pro- 
vided that  the  leasee  could  extract  asphaltum 
from  any  part  of  the  leased  premises,  and  the 
share  of  one  lessor  was  subsequently  conveyed 
to  the  lessee,  it  is  no  defense,  to  an  action  by 
the  mnaining  lessor  for  royalties,  that  no  aa- 
pfaaltum  was  taken  from  his  separate  tract. 

3.  Under  Pol.  Code,  §  3215,  providing  that 
20  hundredweight  constitute  a  ton,  the  words 
"gross  ton,"  as  used  in  a  mining  lease  as  the 
basis  for  payment  of  royalties,  means  a  ton  of 
2,000  pounds. 

4.  Under  a  mining  lease  of  "a  deposit  of 
bituminous  rock,"  and  a  "deposit  of  liquid  as- 
phaltnm,"  providing  that  the  lessee  shonld  pay 
a  royalty  "for  each  and  every  gross  ton  of  bitu- 
minous rock  and  liquid  asphaltum  which  he 
may  have  mined,  taken,  or  removed  from  said 
premises,"  the  words  "mined,"  "taken,"  or  "re- 
moved," were  used  in  the  same  sense,  and  do 
not  mean  that  the  loyalty  shall  be  paid  on  a 
basis  of  the  crude  rock,  or  the  refined  product, 
after  being  shipped  from  the  premises. 

6.  In  a  mining  lease  of  a  deposit  of  bitumi- 
nous rock,  and  also  of  a  deposit  of  liquid  as- 
phaltum, a  provision  that  the  lessee  should  pay 
A  certain  royalty  per  ton  on  liquid  asphalt  ap- 
plies only  to  the  asphalt  taken  from  tiie  liquid 
deposit,  and  not  to  liquid  asphalt  extracted 
from  the  crude  rock. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court,  Santa  Barbara 
county;   W.  C.  Cope,  Judge. 

Action  by  O.  P.  Higglns  against  the  Cali- 
fornia Petroleum  &  Asphalt  Company  to  re- 
cover royalties  under  a  mining  lease.  Judg> 
ment  for  plaintiff,  and  defendant  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

B.  B.  Canfleld,  for  appellant  Wright  ft 
Day,  for  respondent 

VANCLIBF,  C.  On  June  4, 1887,  the  plain- 
tiff and  Mary  A.  Ashley  executed  a  written 
lease  to  Joseph  Scheerer,  for  the  term  of 


20  yean  of  the  followlntr  described  property: 
"That  certain  deposit  of  bituminous  rock 
which  lies  between  the  Garpinteria  creek  on 
the  west,  and  the  east  line  of  the  lands  of 
said  C.  P.  Higglns  on  the  east,  and  the  S.  P. 
Branch  R.  R.  Go's  taUway  line  <hi  the  north, 
and  the  Pacific  Ocean  on  the  south;  also 
that  certain  deposit  of  liquid  asphaltum 
which  crops  and  flows  out  of  the  earth 
within  200  yards  of  the  palm  tree  standing 
8.  E.  of  the  old  Olmstead  ranch  house,— all 
in  Carpinterla  valley,  in  the  county  of  Santa 
Barbara,  state  of  California."  In  considera- 
tion of  the  lease,  the  lessee,  among  other 
things,  promised  to  pay  "to  the  parties  of 
the  first  part"  (lessors),  on  the  first  day  of 
each  and  every  month  thereafter,  during  said 
term,  "the  sum  of  SO  cents  per  ton  for  each 
gross  ton  of  bituminous  rock  and  liquid  as- 
phaltum which  he  may  have  mined,  taken, 
or  removed  from  said  premises  during  the 
calendar  month  then  next  preceding,  and  at 
the  same  time  and  place  of  such  i>ayment 
to  deliver  to  the  said  parties  of  the  first  part 
a  full  and  trae  statement  In  writing  of  the 
number  of  gross  tons  of  bituminous  rock  and 
liquid  asphaltum  mined,  taken,  or  removed 
from  said  premises  during  the  calendar 
month  for  which  such  payment  is  then  lieing 
made."  It  was  mutually  agreed  that  the 
lessee  should  have  "the  right  of  Ingress  and 
egress  to  and  from  said  deposits,  over  the 
lands  owned  by  the  said  parties  of  the  first 
part,  upon  such  line  as  may  be  agreed  upon 
between  the  parties  hereto;  "  the  party  of 
the  second  part  to  have  the  privilege  of  erect- 
ing such  building  upon  the  land  adjacent  to 
such  deposits  aa  may  be  necessary  for  the 
accommodation  of  his  workmen  and  the 
prosecution  of  his  work."  The  lease  con- 
tains other  covenants  and  conditions  not  rele- 
vant to  any  question  to  be  considered  on  this 
appeal.  On  December  18,  1801,  the  defend- 
ant became  the  sole  owner  of  the  lease  by 
assignment  It  appears,  and  is  undisputed, 
that,  at  the  date  of  the  lease,  the  lessors  were 
not  tenants  in  common  of  any  part  of  the 
land  described  in  the  lease,  nor  of  any  part  of 
the  "deposit  of  bituminous  rock"  leased,  but 
that  each  severally  owned  a  definite  part  of 
both,  adjoining  each  other,  and  the  "deposit" 
leased  extended,  horizontally,  through  the 
contiguous  lands  of  both  lessors  as  described 
In  the  lease.  On  June  22,  1892,  Mary  A. 
Ashley  conveyed  all  that  part  of  the  land  de- 
scribed In  the  lease,  which  she  severally 
owned,  to  the  defendant,  by  a  definite  de- 
scription. Since  this  conveyance  the  tract  so 
conveyed  has  been  known  as  the  "Ashley 
Tract,"  and  the  remainder  of  the  land  de-. 
scribed  in  the  lease  as  the  "Higglns  Tract;" 
and  by  these  names  they  will  be  distinguish- 
ed in  this  opinion.  During  the  first  seven  or 
eight  months  Immediately  after  the  convey- 
ance of  the  Ashley  tract  to  defendant,  the 
plaintiff  claimed,  and  was  paid  by  defend- 
ant, one-half  of  the  stipulated  rent  or  royal- 
ty (25  cents  per  ton)  upon  statements  regu- 
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IS1I7  mada  by  defendant  to  plaintiff,  as  per 
leaae;  and  during  tbe  same  period,  and  ever 
after,  Mary  A.  Aablej  treated  tbe  lease,  bo 
far  aa  she  was  interested,  as  extingnisbed  or 
merged  In  her  deed  of  her  land,  and  no  rent 
or  royalty  has  ever  been  demanded  by  or 
paid  to  her.  In  yebruary,  1893,  diSnences 
arose  between  plaintiff  and  defendant  as  to 
tbe  pn^MF  construction  of  the  lease  In  the 
following  partlcnlars:  (1)  Whether  or  not 
payment  on  rock  merely  mined,  and  not  re- 
moved from  tbe  premises,  was  due  before 
the  rock  was  shipped  away  from  the  mine; 
(2)  whether  a  ton  should  consist  of  2,240 
pounds,  or  only  2,000  pounds;  and  (3)  wheth- 
er, when  the  bituminous  rock  was  reduced 
to  liquid  asphalt  licfore  removed  from  the 
premises  of  the  mine,  the  royalty  was  to  be 
paid  on  each  ton  of  the  crude  rock,  or  only 
on  each  ton  of  the  liquid  asphalt  But  de- 
fendant continued  to  pay  tbe  royalty  on  all 
rock  mined,  estimated  at  2,000  pounds  for  a 
ton,  until  April  1,  1S93,  after  which  date  it 
refused  to  make  further  pasrment  on  rock 
not  shipped  from  tbe  mine,  or  per  ton  of  less 
than  2,240  pounds,  or  upon  rock  reduced  to 
liquid  asphalt  at  the  mine,  except  per  ton 
of  the  liquid  extracted  therefrom.  The  ol)- 
Ject  of  this  action  is  to  recover  from  defend- 
ant 91,000,  unpaid  royalty  oa  4,000  tons  of 
rock  at  25  cents  per  ton,  alleged  to  have 
been  mined  from  the  deposit  (whether  re- 
duced to  asphalt  or  shipped  from  the  mine 
or  not)  during  tbe  months  of  April,  May, 
June,  and  July,  1893.  The  court  found  that 
2,685  tons  (of  2,000  pounds)  bad  been  mined 
from  the  deposit  by  defendant  during  those 
four  m(»]ths,  on  which  there  was  due  and 
unpaid  to  plaintiff  a  royalty  of  23  cents  per 
ton,  amounting  to  $671.25,  for  which  judg- 
ment was  rendered  against  the  defendant 
Defendant  appeals  from  tbe  Judgment,  and 
from  an  order  denying  its  motion  for  a  new 
trial. 

1.  It  appears  that  no  bituminous  rock  has 
ever  been  mined  from  that  part  of  tbe  de- 
posit lying  within  the  Higgins  tract  l>y  the 
lessee,  or  by  any  assignee  of  the  lease,  and 
that  all  the  rock  mined  under  the  lease.  In- 
cluding that  mined  by  defendant  during 
April,  May,  June,  and  July,  1883,  has  been 
mined  from  that  part  of  the  deposit  lying 
within  the  boundaries  of  the  Ashley  tract, 
which  was  conveyed  to  defendant  on  June  22, 
1892,  as  aforesaid;  and  tvr  this  reason  the 
appellant  contends  that  he  is  not  obligated 
by  the  lease  to  pay  any  royalty  to  plaintiff 
on  rock  mined  from  that  part  of  the  deposit 
lying  within  the  Aahley  tract  No  case  has 
been  cited,  and  I  have  found  none,  in  which 
distinct  contiguous  properties  of  different 
owners  have  t>een  jointly  leased  as  in  this 
case,  though  leases  by  tenants  in  common 
have  been  of  frequent  occurrence.  Yet  I 
have  no  doubt  that  the  lease  in  question  here 
was  and  Is  a  valid  lease,  as  seems  to  be  con- 
ceded by  both  parties,  who  differ  only  as  to 
its  effect    It  is  to  be  observed  that  no  part 


of  the  land  deaaibed  In  the  lease,  ezeent  the 
deposit  of  bituminous  rock  therein,  and  a 
right  of  way  thereto,  with  the  right  to  con- 
struct such  buildings  <»  the  land  as  necessaiy 
to  carry  on  tbe  work  of  mining,  was  leased. 
Tet,  such  a  lease  of  a  mine,  reserving  a  roy- 
alty as  rent  is  unobjectionable.  Gear,  LandL 
&  Ten.  IS  73,  133,  and  cases  there  cited;  Wot- 
fflng  V.  Ralston,  ei  Gal.  288;  Waters  ▼.  Stev- 
enson, 13  Nev.  157.  Had  the  lessors  in  tills 
case  been  tenants  in  common  of  the  demised 
premises,  the  effects  of  a  conveyance  by  Aab- 
ley  of  h«:  reversionaiy  estate  therein  to  the 
lessee  would  have  been  to  merge  her  Interest 
In  the  leasehold  term  In  the  reversion,  and  to 
extinguish  pro  tanto  the  covenant  of  the 
lessee  to  pay  rent;  yet  thereafter,  Hlgglns 
would  have  t>een  entitled  to  receive  from  tbe 
lessee  the  same  portion  of  rent  as  before  such 
conveyance.  Hill  v.  Reno^  112  IlL  154;  Van 
Rensselaer  v.  Bradley,  3  Denio,  135;  Linton 
V.  Hart,  25  Pa.  St  195.  And  I  perceive  no 
reason  why  the  effects  of  Ashley's  convey- 
ance of  her  separate  part  of  the  demised 
premises,  of  which  she  was  sole  owner,  should 
not  l>e  substantially  the  same  as  they  would 
have  been  If  the  lessors  had  been  tenants  In 
common  of  every  part  of  such  premises;  tbe 
only  possible  difference  being  In  the  mode  of 
apportioning  the  reat  Had  they  been  ten- 
ants In  common,  Higglna  would  still  be  en- 
titled to  a  part  of  the  rent  proportionate  to 
his  undivided  portion  ot  the  demised  prem- 
ises; but  as  they  are  not  tenants  in  common, 
he  is  entitled.  In  the  absence  of  an  express  or 
presumed  agreement  to  the  contrary,  to  a  por- 
tion of  the  royalty  proportionate  to  the  com- 
parative value  of  his  distinct  part  of  the  de- 
mised premises.  Hill  v.  Reno,  supra.  And  in 
this  case  the  terms  of  the  lease  warrant  tbe 
presumption  that  each  lessor  was  to  receive 
one-half  of  the  royalty,  and  such  presumption 
Is  in  perfect  accord  with  the  practical  con- 
struction of  tbe  lease,  by  tbe  parties  thereto, 
up  to  April,  1893.  Tlie  fact  that  prior  to  the 
commencement  of  this  action,  the  leasee  had 
elected  to  mine  only  in  that  part  of  the  "de- 
posit" lying  within  the  Ashley  tract  detracts 
nothing  from  the  right  of  Higgins  to  demand 
his  proper  share  of  the  royalty,  nor  from  the 
obligation  of  defendant  to  pay  it  The  roy- 
alty of  50  cents  on  each  ton  of  rock  mined 
was,  by  the  terms  of  the  lease,  to  l>e  paid  to 
the  lessors,  not  to  tbe  individual  lessor  from 
whose  land  the  rock  may  have  been  mined. 
The  lease  does  not  restrict  the  mining  to  any 
particular  part  of  tbe  deposit  at  any  time. 
Tbe  lessee  has  had  the  right,  at  aU  times  since 
the  execution  of  the  lease,  to  mine  any  part 
of  the  deposit,  and  will  continue  to  have  such 
right  until  the  expiration  of  the  term  of  20 
years,  only  alK)ut  5  years  of  which  had  elaps- 
ed when  this  action  was  commenced;  and 
more  than  one-half  of  the  term  Is  still  In  the 
future,  during  which  defendant  is  at  llbertj- 
to  mine  exclusively  in  that  part  of  the  deposit 
lying  within  the  Higgins  tract,  and  may  com- 
pletely exhaust  it    The  royalty  per  ton  of 
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rock  mined  It  1>at  a  mode  of  wttmBtlng  tbe 
rent  to  be  paid  for  tbe  right  to  occnpy  ezcla- 
■Ively  the  whole  premises  demised,  and  to 
mine  any  part  or  all  parts  thereof  at  any 
time  during  the  term,  at  the  electioa  of  tbe 
lessee. 

2.  I  think  the  court  did  not  err  In  hcMing 
that  a  "gross  ton  of  bituminous  rock"  Is  equal 
to  2,000  pounds  avoirdupois,  and  no  mora. 
Section  821S,  FoL  Code,  provides  that  "the 
hnadred-welght  consists  of  one  hundred  avoir- 
dupois pounds,  and  twenty  hundred-welgbt 
constitute  a  ton."  No  act  of  congress  con- 
flicting with  this  has  been  dted,  and  I  know 
of  none.  The  regulation  of  weights  and  meas- 
ures by  a  state  la  valid,  so  tar  as  not  In  con- 
flict with  any  act  of  congress.  Weaver  v. 
Fegely,  29  Pa.  St.  27.  It  may  be  true  that 
the  parties  might  have  contracted  for  a  ton 
constituted  of  2,240,  or  of  3,000,  pounds,  but 
I  find  nothing  In  the  lease  Indicating  sncb  In- 
tention; and  the  practical  constructloo  by  tbe 
parties  up  to  April,  1803,  shows  that  they 
Intended  a  gross  ton  to  be  2,000  pounds  and 
no  more.  If  the  word  "gross"  was  Intended 
to  qualify  the  word  "ton"  In  any  way,  I  think 
It  was  to  dlstlngnlab  the  crude,  mireflned  rock 
of  which  It  was  composed  from  the  product  of 
a  process  of  refinement  thereof  by  which  It  Is 
reduced  to  pure  asphalt,  which  product  Is  only 
one  ton  from  about  seven  tons  of  the  crude 
rock.  Sudi  a  nse  of  the  word  would  have 
been  appropriate,  as  it  appears  that  a  portion 
of  the  crude  rock  was  reduced  to  asphalt  by 
the  lessee  before  It  was  shipped  away  from 
the  premises.  Tbe  cmly  thing  that  can  be 
said  against  this  construction  is  that  the  ad- 
jective Is  misplaced,  as  It  often  Is;  as,  for 
example,  when  one  asks  for  a  good  cup  ct 
cofTee,  meaning,  and  being  perfectly  under- 
stood to  mean,  a  cap  of  good  coffee. 

8.  It  Is  contended  that  the  royalty  was  not 
due  until  after  the  crude  rock  or  the  refined 
product  thereof  was  shipped  away  from  the 
premises.  The  lease  provides  that  payment 
of  the  royalty  stiould  be  made  on  the  first  day 
of  each  month  "for  each  and  every  gross  ton 
of  bituminous  rock  and  liquid  asphaltum 
which  he  may  have  mined,  taken,  or  removed 
from  said  premises"  during  tbe  preceding 
montb.  The  "premises"  referred  to  are  the 
demised  premises,— "the  deposit  of  bituminous 
rock,"— and  the  lessee  Is  obligated  to  pay  on 
each  ton  mined,  or  taken,  or  removed  from 
that  deposit  If  the  words  "mined,"  "taken," 
and  "removed,"  are  used  In  different  senses, 
then  the  royalty  is  due  when  the  rock  is  sim- 
ply mined  from  the  denosit,  as  is  {dalnly  in- 
dicated by  the  disjunctive  word  "«."  But  I 
think  those  words  were  used  In  nearly  the 
same  sense,  and  that  neither  of  them  was 
used  in  the  sense  <^  transportation  to  r::ar- 
ket  Otherwise,  the  lessee  might  reduce  the 
royalty  from  50  cents  to  about  7  cents  per  ton 
of  the  gross  rock,  by  reducing  it  to  asphalt 
before  shipping  it  for  transportation  to  mar- 
ket, which,  to  say  the  least,  was  probably 
not  intended.  Tbe  words  "taken"  and  "re- 
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moreO"  were  probably  intended  t»  tpslf  i 
ly  to  the  "liquid  asphattnm  whkh  crops  and 
flows  out  of  the  earth,"  near  tbe  palm  tree, 
whl(^  could  be  taken  without  mining,  but 
none  of  which,  it  is  adhnltted,  ever  was  taken 
at  ahlpped  by  the  lessee  or  l^  the  defendant 

4.  It  is  farther  contended,  for  appellant, 
that  the  provision  of  the  lease  that  the  lessee 
should  pay  50  cents  per  ton  royalty  on  liquid 
asphalt  applies  to  and  inclodes  liquid  asphalt 
extracted  from  the  crude  rock  mined  from  the 
"deposit"  as  well  as  the  liquid  asphalt  flow- 
ing from  the  earth  near  the  palm  tree;  but 
I  think  the  court  did  not  err  in  holding  that 
the  royalty  on  liquid  asphalt  was  Intended  to 
apply  only  to  such  as  should  be  taken  from 
the  spring  "within  200  yards  of  the  palm 
tree."  This  construction  alone  gives  harmoni- 
ous effect  to  all  the  language  of  the  lease. 
The  flowing  spring  of  liquid  asphalt  is  wholly 
distinct  from  the  deposit  of  bituminous  rock; 
and  as  no  liquid  asphalt  has  been  taken  from 
It,  nothing  In  relation  to  it  need  be  considered, 
except  for  the  purpose  of  construing  the  lan- 
guage of  the  lease  as  above. 

I  think  the  order  and  Judgment  appealed 
from  diould  be  afllrmed. 

We  concur:   BRITT,  0.;  BELCHER,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  Fat  tbe  reasons  given  In 
tbe  foregoing  c^lnion,  the  order  and  Judgment 
aiqpealed  txam  are  affirmed. 


IW  Cal.  t2S 
NICHOLS  T.  EMERT  et  al     (No.  19,517.) 

(Snoreme  Court  of  California.     Oct  2,  1895.) 
BxPBESS  Tkust — Vested  BiaaTg— Fovkb  or 

SBTTLOR — COSSIDSBATION. 

1.  Deceased  conveyed  land  to  plaintiff,  as 
trnatee:  the  deed  providing  that  the  granle^ 
should  sell  the  property  within  10  months  after 
the  grantor's  death,  and  divide  the  proceeds 
among  his  children,  one  of  whom  was  plaintiff. 
The  power  of  revoking  the  trust  wag  expressly 
reserved.  Bdd,  that  the  instrument  was  a  val- 
id, express  trust,  passing  a  present  interest,  snl>- 
ject  to  dlvestitnre  only  by  revocation,  though 
the  enjoyment  of  such  interest  was  to  com- 
mence in  the  fntnre. 

2.  In  the  absence  of  frand,  mistake,  or  some 
rimilar  ground  of  relief,  a  settlor  cannot  by 
failinir  to  recognize  the  trust  or  even  by  repudi- 
ating It  affect  the  rights  of  the  trustee  and  ben- 
eficiary which  have  vested  under  the  deed. 

3.  A  voluntary  settlement  for  the  benefit  of 
tixe  settlor's  children,  which  is  fully  executed, 
requires  no  other  consideration  for  its  support 
than  that  of  parental  affection  and  duty. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Santa  Barbara  county;  W.  B.  Cope,  Judge. 

Action  by  Walter  R.  Nichols  against  Ade- 
line Emery  and  others.  From  a  Judgment 
for  defendants,  plaintiff  appeals.    Reversed. 

B.  F.  Thomas,  for  appellant  O.  A.  Stodce 
and  Blackstock  &  Ewing  (Victor  Montgom- 
ery, of  ooonsd),  for  respondents. 

HENSHAW,  J.  Appeals  from  the  Judg- 
ment and  order  denying  a  new  trlaL    The 
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plaintiff  set  np  In  bis  complaint  the  following 
tacta:  Hla  fattier,  Walter  B.  Nichola,  during 
hla  lifetime  conveyed  to  plaintlfF,  aa  tmatee, 
a  piece  of  real  property,  upon  certain  tmsta 
expressed  In  the  deed,  which  were  to  aell 
the  land  within  10  months  after  the  death 
of  the  grantor,  dividing  the  proceeds  of  the 
Bale,  one-fifth  each  to  four  named  benefici- 
aries, the  grantor's  children,  one  being  the 
trustee,  while  the  remaining  part  was  to  be 
Invested  by  the  trustee,  and  the  profits  of 
the  investment  paid  over  to  another  child  (a 
daughter)  during  the  life  of  her  husband,  and 
upon  his  death,  if  ahe  survive  him,  to  her 
absolutely,  with  other  provisions  made  in 
case  she  should  die  first,  leaving  surviving  Is- 
sue. Dlspofiitlon  was  likewise  made  of  the 
allotted  Interests  In  the  event  of  any  of  the 
beneficiaries  dying  before  sale  and  distribu- 
tion. The  power  of  revoking  the  trust  was 
•expressly  reserved,  but  no  form  of  revoca- 
tion was  prescribed.  PlaintitC  pleaded  his  ac- 
ceptance of  the  trust,  and  the  death  of  bis 
father  intestate;  his  inability  to  seU  the  land 
within  the  designated  10  months,  but  his 
present  ability  to  do  so,  provided  he  obtain 
an  order  of  court  so  directing.  He  also  aver- 
red the  consent  of  the  benefldariea  to  the 
proposed  sale.  The  beneficiaries  w«e  made 
defendants.  The  court  was  asked  to  declare 
certain  sums  expended  by  the  trustee  to  be 
charges  upon  the  trust  fund;  to  settle  the 
trustee's  account,  fix  his  compensation,  and 
decree  a  sale.  Certain  money  claims  of  some 
of  the  beneficiaries  against  the  property  are 
asked  to  be  determined,  and  decreed  Invalid. 
The  defendant  Adeline  Emery  answered,  ad- 
mitting that  Walter  B.  Nichols  did  "make, 
execute,  and  deliver"  the  trust  deed  set  out 
in  the  complaint,  but  denied  that  plaintiff  ac- 
cepted the  trust,  or  ever  held  the  land  In 
trust  She  averred  a  revocation  by  the  grant- 
or of  the  deed  of  trust;  that  the  property 
was,  at  the  death  of  Walter  B.  Nichols,  a 
part  of  his  estate;  and  that  she,  as  heir  at 
law,  was  entitled  to  one-fourth  part  thereof. 
By  cross  complaint  she  pleaded  ownership  in 
herself  of  one-foiuth  of  the  property,  and 
asked  for  a  decree  accordingly.  The  defend- 
ant, Mary  F.  Foster,  another  daughter  and 
beneficiary,  and  her  husband,  Fted  A.  Fos- 
ter, ans-wered,  admitting  the  trust  and  Its  ac- 
ceptance, and  claimed  under  It;  the  husband 
averring  that  be  had  acquired  the  interest 
of  William  B.  Nichols,  a  beneficiary  and  son 
of  the  grantor,  and  that  the  beneficiary. 
James  M.  Nichols,  was  dead.  William  Nich- 
ols made  default,  and  the  action  was  dis- 
missed as  to  James,  who  was  found  to  be 
dead. 

The  court  found  the  execution  and  delivery 
to  plaintiff  of  the  deed  of  trust  by  Walter  B. 
Nichols,  and  "that  said  Walter  B.  Nichols 
at  no  time  made  any  other  or  further  dispo- 
sition of  the  land  mentioned  and  described  hi 
the  instrument."  It  then  finds:  "That  it  was 
not  the  intention  of  the  said  Walter  B.  Nich- 
ols when  b*  executed  the  said  instrument 


and  deUrered  the  same,  nor  of  said  Walter  B. 
Nldiols  when  he  received  the  same,  that  said 
instrument  should  pass  any  immediate  Inter- 
est in  said  lands  to  said  Walter  B.  Nichols; 
but  It  was  Intended  that  aald  Walter  B.  Nich- 
ols, the  grantor  in  said  deed,  might  use,  poa- 
aeas,  and  occupy  said  landa,  and  the  products 
thereof,  during  his  life,  and  might  make,  dur- 
ing his  life,  any  dispositloa  of  said  lands  that 
he  might  choose,  other  and  dltCevent  from 
that  determined  upon  in  the  said  instrameiit; 
and  said  Walter  B.  Nichols  did,  from  the  date 
of  said  Instrument  up  to  his  death,  use  and 
occupy  said  lands,  and  take  to  himself  the  en- 
tire product  thereof.  That  no  considera- 
tion ever  passed  to  said  Walter  B.  Nicbcris. 
grantor  therein,  for  said  instrument"  Due 
exceptimi  is  taken  to  these  findings.  The 
court  concluded,  aa  matter  of  law,  that  the 
Instrument  (the  trust  deed)  is  testamentary 
in  character,  and  is  to  be  judged  by  the  laws 
of  wills,  and,  so  Judged,  that  it  is  void  for 
want  of  execution  with  the  formalities  pre- 
scribed for  wills.  No  express  finding  was 
made  upon  the  issue  of  revocation  of  the 
trust;  the  court  apparently  deeming  it  un- 
necessary, under  Its  construction  of  the  in- 
strument Ttie  only  dedatatton  toocfalng  the 
matter  is  the  one  above  quoted,— that  the 
grantor  never  made  other  disposition  of  the 

A  formal,  written  acceptance  of  the  trust, 
over  the  signatnre  of  the  trustee.  Is  embraced 
In  the  instrument,  which  was  duly  acknowl- 
edged by  both  grantor  and  grantee,  and  re- 
corded at  request  of  the  latter.  It  was  plead- 
ed and  proved  at  the  trial  that  the  benefici- 
aries, as  beneficiaries  under  the  trust,  had 
executed  and  acknowledged  to  plaintiff,  as 
trustee  under  the  trust  an  authorisation  to 
sell  the  property.  No  question  of  the  Inva- 
lidity of  the  trust  Is  raised  by  the  nleadlngs. 
the  only  claim  in  hostiUty  to  it  being  that 
presented  by  the  averments  of  Ita  nonaocept- 
ance  and  revocation.  It  Is  true  that  defend- 
ant Adeline  Bmery,  by  cross  complaint 
pleads  ownership  in  fee  of  the  undivided 
fourth  part  of  the  land;  but  nowhere  in  the 
pleadings,  or  in  the  arguments  of  her  counsel 
upon  the  trial,  as  disclosed  by  the  record.  Is 
it  even  suggested  that  the  trust  instnunent 
is  void  because  testamentary  In  character. 
The  surprise  which  plaintiff  urged  aa  a 
ground  for  a  new  trial  seems,  under  the  dr- 
cumstances,  to  have  been  quite  naturaL  The 
court  reached  its  conclusion  from  its  Interpre- 
tation of  the  Instrument  by  the  light  of  the 
evidence  In  the  case.  That  evidence  is  brief, 
consisting  only  of  the  testimony  of  the  trus- 
tee, and  it  may  be  weU  to  quote  it  He  says, 
upon  cross-examination:  "The  deed  of  trust 
was  executed  at  its  date.  I  did  not  go  Into 
the  actual  possession  of  the  property  until 
after  the  death  of  W.  B.  Nichoia,  who  occu- 
pied the  premises  fnna  the  date  of  the  deed 
to  the  date  of  his  death.  He  farmed  the 
place,  and  took  all  of  its  revenues.  I  took  an 
of  its  revenuea    I  think  he  otCered  the  prop- 
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erty  for  sale;  advertised  It  In  a  newspaper 
for  sale.  He  paid  the  taxes  on  the  land. 
They  vrere  asseased  to  him.  I  Itnew  that  the 
deed  of  trust  gave  to  my  father  the  right  to 
revoke  the  trust.  In  speaUng  of  this  land, 
W.  E.  Nichols  spoke  of  it  aa  his  own  land. 
He  had  (niltlvated  the  crop  tliat  was  on  the 
place  at  the  time  of  his  death.  A  part  of  the 
crop  was  bis.  He  leased  part  (tf  the  land." 
At  this  point  objection  was  made  to  "this 
testimony,  and  this  line  of  testimony."  And 
the  attorney  for  Mrs.  Emery  stating  that  he 
sooght  to  show  that  the  grantor  had  remain- 
ed in  possession  of  the  land  and  had  not 
recognized  the  trust,  and  that  he  would  claim 
that  the  grantor  had  "acquired  a  right  to  the 
land  by  adverse  possession,"  and  that,  there- 
fore, he  had  filed  his  cross  complaint,  the 
court,  after  discussion,  sustained  the  objec- 
tion. Returning  to  the  evidence,  it  is  to  be 
noted  at  a  glance  that  its  statements  are  in 
some  respects  contradictory  and  ambiguous. 
"He  farmed  the  place,  and  took  all  the  reve- 
nues. I  took  all  the  revenues."  "A  part  of 
the  crop  was  his.  He  leased  part  of  the 
land."  Whether  as  lessor  or  lessee  is  not 
made  plain.  However,  these  matters  need 
not  further  be  considered,  since,  as  has  been 
said,  there  is  no  finding  upon  the  question 
of  the  revocation  of  the  trust,  and  since  a 
settlor,  In  the  absence  of  fraud,  mistake,  or 
some  similar  ground  of  relief,  cannot,  by  fail- 
ing to  "recognize"  the  trust,  or  even  by  re- 
pudiation of  it,  afCect  the  rights  of  the  trustee 
and  beneficiary,  vested  under  his  deed.  The 
evidence  must,  by  the  court,  have  been  con- 
Eidered  as  bearing  upon  the  intent  of  the 
grantor  in  making  the  deed,  and  we  proceed 
to  review  Its  decision  in  this  regard. 

It  is  undoubtedly  the  general  rule  enun- 
ciated by  the  leading  case  of  Habergham  v. 
Vincent,  2  Ves.  Jr.  231,  and  oft  repeated,  that 
tjie  true  test  of  the  character  of  an  instru- 
Tnent  is  not  the  testator's  realization  that  it  is 
a  will,  but  his  intention  to  create  a  revocable 
disposition  of  Ms  property,  to  accrue  and 
take  effect  only  upon  his  death,  and  passing 
no  present  interest.  The  essential  character- 
istic of  an  Instrument  testamentary  in  its 
nature  is  that  it  operates  only  upon,  and  by 
reason  of,  the  death  of  the  maker.  Up  to 
that  time  it  .s  ambulatory.  By  its  execution 
Uie  maker  oaa  parted  with  no  rights,  and 
divested  himself  of  no  modicum  of  his  estate; 
and,  per  contra,  no  rights  have  accrued  to, 
and  no  estate  has  vested  in,  any  other  person. 
The  death  of  the  maker  establishes  for  the 
first  time  the  character  of  the  instrument  It 
at  once  ceases  to  be  ambulatory.  It  acquires 
a  fixed  status,  and  operates  as  a  conveyance 
of  title.  Its  admission  to  probate  is  merely  a 
judicial  declaration  of  that  status.  Upon  the 
other  band,  to  the  creation  of  a  valid  express 
trust  it  is  essential  that  some  estate  or  inter- 
est should  be  conveyed  to  the  trustee;  and, 
when  the  instrument  creating  the  trust  is 
other  than  a  will,  that  estate  or  interest  must 
Vass  immediately.    Perry,  Trusts,  g  92.    By 


such  a  trust,  therefore,  something  of  the  set- 
tlor's estate  has  passed  from  him,  and  into 
the  trustee,  for  the  benefit  of  the  cestui;  and 
this  transfer  of  Interest  is  a  present  one, 
and  in  no  wise  dependent  upon  the  settlor's 
death.  But  it  is  Important  to  note  the  dis- 
tinction between  the  interest  transferred  and 
the  enjoyment  of  that  interest  The  enjoy- 
ment of  the  cestui  may  be  made  to  commence 
in  the  future,  and  to  depend  for  its  com- 
mencement upon  the  termination  of  an  exist- 
ing life  or  Uvea,  or  an  intermediate  estate. 
Civ.  Code,  5  707.  Did  the  grantor  In  the  pres- 
ent case  divest  himself,  by  tde  instrument  of 
any  part  of  the  estate  in  the  land  which  he 
had  formerly  owned  and  enjoyed?  By  the 
terms  of  the  instrument,  an  estate  was  as- 
suredly conveyed  to  the  trustee.  The  lan- 
guage is  appropriate  to  a  conveyance,  and  the 
grantor's  execution  and  delivery  of  the  deed 
{both  found),  he  being  under  no  disability, 
and  impelled  by  no  fraud,  operated  to  vest 
80  much  of  his  estate  in  the  trustee  as  was 
necessary  to  carry  out  the  purpose  of  the 
trust.  The  e8i>ccial  purpose  was  to  sell  and 
distribute  the  proceeds  upon  his  death,— a 
legal  purpose,  authorized  l>y  section  857  of 
the  CIvU  Code.  The  term  of  the  duration  of 
the  trust,— the  life  of  the  settlor,— did  not  vio- 
late the  provisions  of  section  715  of  the  same 
Code.  We  have,  therefore,  an  estate  con- 
veyed to  a  named  trustee,  for  named  bene- 
ficiaries, for  a  legal  purpose  and  a  legal  term, 
—such  a  trust  as  conforms,  in  all  Its  essen- 
tials, to  the  statutory  requirements.  That  no 
disposition  is  made  by  the  trust  of  the  inter- 
est and  estate  Intervening  In  time  and  enjoy- 
ment between  the  dates  of  the  deed  and  the 
death  of  the  settlor,  cannot  affect  the  trust. 
The  trustee  takes  the  whole  estate  necessary 
for  the  purposes  of  the  trust.  All  else  re- 
mains in  the  grantor.  Civ.  Code  §  860.  In 
this  case  there  remained  in  the  grantor  the 
equivalent  of  a  life  estate  during  his  own 
life,  and  he  was  thus  entitled  to  remain  in 
possession  of  the  land,  or  lease  It  and  retain 
the  profits.  Nor  did  the  fact  that  the  settlor 
reserved  the  power  to  revoke  the  trust  oper- 
ate to  destroy  it,  or  change  its  cliaracter.  He 
had  the  right  to  make  the  reservation.  Civ. 
Code,  §  22S0.  But  the  trust  remained  opera- 
tive and  absolute  until  the  right  was  exer- 
cised In  proper  mode.  Stone  v.  Hackett,  12 
Gray,  232;  Van  Cott  v.  PrenOce,  104  N.  Y. 
45,  10  N.  B.  257.  Indeed,  this  power  of  res- 
ervation was  strongly  favored  in  the  case  of 
voluntary  settlements  at  common  law,  and 
such  a  trust,  without  such  a  reservation,  was 
open  to  suspicion  of  undue  advantage  taken 
of  the  settlor.  Lewin,  Trusts,  ♦pp.  75,  76; 
Perry,  Trusts,  §  104.  We  think,  however, 
that  the  circumstances  of  the  reservation  of 
power  to  revoke,  and  the  limitation  of  the 
trust  upon  the  life  of  the  settlor,  have  oper- 
ated to  mislead  the  learned  judge  of  the  trial 
court  If  the  life  selected  had  been  that  of 
a  third  i)erson,  and  if  no  revocatory  power 
had  been  reserved,  no  one  would  questiorj 
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bat  that  a  valid  expreaa  trust  had  been  cre- 
ated. Bat  the  fact  that  the  designated  lUe 
in  being  was  the  settlor's  conld  not  operate 
to  destroy  its  validity,  for  he  had  the  right 
to  select  the  life  of  any  person  as  the  meas- 
ure of  duration.  And  the  fact  that  he  re- 
served the  right  to  revoke  did  not  Impair  the 
trust,  nor  affect  its  character,  since  title  and 
Interest  vested  subject  to  divestiture  only  by 
revocation,  and,  if  no  revocation  was  made, 
they  became  absolute.  A  man  may  desire  to 
make  disposition  of  his  property  in  bis  life- 
time, to  avoid  administration  of  his  estate 
after  death.  Indeed,  in  view  of  the  fact, 
both  patent  and  painful,  that  the  fiercest  and 
most  expulsive  litigation,  engendering  the 
bitterest  feelings,  springs  up  over  wills,  such 
a  desire  is  not  unnaturaL  And  when  it  Is 
given  legal  expreaslon,  as  by  gifts  absolute 
during  life,  or  by  gifts  in  trust  during  life, 
or  voluntary  settlements,  there  is  manifest, 
not  only  an  absence  of  testamentary  Intent 
but  an  absolute  hostility  to  such  Intent  The 
evidence  above  quoted  does  not  militate 
against  the  establishment  of  the  trust  At 
most,  it  was  addressed  to  showing  an  at- 
tempted revocation  by  the  settlor,— a  revoca- 
tion, however,  which  the  Court  does  not  find. 
The  deed,  being  a  voluntary  settlement  for 
the  settlor's  children,  and  being  fully  exe- 
cuted, does  not  require  other  consideration 
for  its  support  than  that  of  parental  affec- 
tion and  duty.  Lines  v.  Lines,  142  Pa.  St. 
149,  21  Atl.  809.  The  Judgment  and  order 
appealed  from  are  reversed,  and  the  cause  re- 
manded for  a  new  triaL 


We  concur:    TEMPLE,  J.;  McFARLAND, 


J. 


IM  Cal.  31* 
TULABE  COUNTY  BANK  v.  MADDEN 
ct  al.     (No.  18.446.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Oct  2,  1805.) 

PORBCLOaUBB    OW    MoRTOAOB  —  DlPICIB^Cr  JCDO- 

MIST— Costs. 

1.  A  deficiency  judgment  may  be  had 
against  a  grantee  of  mortgaged  premises,  who 
accepts  the  conveyance  subject  to  the  mort- 
gage, and  assumes  the  payment  of  the  mortgage 
debt 

2.  In  an  action  against  a  mortgagor  and  his 
grantee,  who  tiaa  assamed  the  payment  of  the 
mortgage  debt  Judgment  for  costs  is  properly 
entered  against  them  jointly. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court  Tulare  county; 
Wheaton  A.  Gray,  Judge. 

Action  by  Tulare  County  Bank  against  D. 
W.  Madden,  B.  M.  Root,  and  others,  to  fore- 
close a  mortgage.  From  a  Judgment  for 
plaintiff  for  foreclosure  of  the  mortgage,  and 
deficiency  Judgment  against  himself,  as  gran- 
tee of  the  mortgagor,  defendant  Root  ap- 
peals.   Affirmed. 

W.  Rigby  and  Aylett  R.  Cotton,  for  ap- 
pellant  O.  li.  Russell,  for  respondent 


HATNES,  C.  The  ptalntlfl  is  the  assignee 
of  a  note  and  mortgage  executed  by  defend- 
ant Madden.  Afterwards  Madden  conveyed 
the  mortgaged  premises  to  appellant  E.  M. 
Root,  and  this  action  was  brought  against 
Madden  and  bis  grantee,  and  others,  to  t<xe- 
close  said  mortgage.  Plaintiff  obtained  a 
decree  for  the  sale  of  the  mortgaged  prem- 
ises, with  the  provision  that  if  the  sale 
thereof  should  not  satisfy  the  amount  found 
due,  a  Judgment  for  the  deficiency  be  dock- 
eted against  the  defendants  Madden  and 
Root;  and  from  this  Judgment  Root  the 
grantee  of  Madden,  appeals  upon  the  Judg- 
ment roll  and  a  bill  of  exceptions.  The  deed 
of  conveyance  from  Madden  to  Root  recites 
that  it  was  made  subject  to  the  mortgage 
held  by  plaintiff;  that  said  mcvtgage  is  a 
lien  cm  said  premises,  "and  said  second  par- 
ty hereby  assumes  and  agrees  to  pay  the 
said  amount  due  thereon,  as  a  further  con- 
sideration for  this  c<mveyanee."  The  only 
questions  arising  in  the  case  are:  Fh^t, 
whether  appellant  is  liable  for  any  deficien- 
cy In  case  the  premises  shotild  not  satisfy 
the  mortgage;  and,  second,  whether  he  Is 
liable  for  costs  in  the  action. 

It  is  well  settled  that  the  £rrantee  of  the 
mortgaged  premises,  who  not  only  takes  the 
land  subject  to  the  mortgage,  but  assumes 
its  payment  is  liable  to  the  mc^gagee  for 
any  deficiency  which  may  remain  after  ex- 
hausting his  security  under  the  mortgage, 
though,  as  to  the  ground  upon  which  this 
liability  is  placed,  the  authorities  are  by 
no  means  uniform.  That  he  is  so  liable,  see 
Biddel  V.  Brizzolara,  64  Cal.  356,  30  Pac.  609; 
Pdlier  V.  Gillespie,  67  Cal.  583,  8  Pac  185; 
Thomson  v.  Bettens,  94  Cal.  82,  29  Pac. 
336;  WiUiams  v.  Naftiger,  103  Cal.  438,  37 
Pac.  411;  Keller  v.  Ashford,  133  U.  S.  622, 
10  Sup.  Ct.  491.  Appellant  seems  to  rely 
upon  the  point  HbaX  be  did  not  promise  to 
pay  the  note  seciured  by  the  mortgage,  and 
that  his  promise  was  not  made  for  the  ben- 
efit of  the  mortgagee.  It  may  be  that  there 
is  no  such  privity  of  contract  between  the 
mort!;agee  and  the  grantee  fit  the  mortgagor, 
resulting  from  the  acceptance  of  the  deed, 
nor  any  such  promise  t<xc  the  benefit  of  the 
mortgagee,  as  would  sustain  an  action  at 
law  against  him.  The  best-considered  cases 
place  the  liability  of  the  subsequent  grantee 
of  the  mortgaged  premises,  who  has  assam- 
ed the  payment  of  the  debt,  upon  the  ground 
that  as  between  him  and  his  grantor,  he  be- 
comes primarily  liable  for  the  payment  of 
the  debt  secured  by  the  mortgage,  and  his 
grantor  becomes  his  surety;  that  though,  as 
betwe«i  the  grantor,  Madd«i,  and  the  plain- 
tiff, the  mortgagee.  Madden  Is  the  principal 
debtor,  yet  in  equity  the  creditor  is  entiUed 
to  the  benefit  of  all  securities  or  collateral 
obligations  that  his  debtor  may  have  ac- 
quired for  the  payment  of  the  debt  and  the 
creditor  may,  In  his  action  to  foreck>se  the 
mortgage,  treat  the  mortgagor's  grantee, 
who  has  assumed  the  paymott  of  the  debt 
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as  a  principal  debtor,  and  hold  him  liable 
for  any  deficiency  for  whlcn  the  mortgagor 
would  be  liable  on  bis  express  promise.  Wil- 
liams T.  Naftager,  103  Cal.  440,  37  Pac.  411, 
and  cases  there  cited.  It  results  that  the 
court  did  not  err  In  authorising  the  defi- 
ciency judgment  to  be  docketed  against  the 
appellant 

That  api)cUant  Is  liable  for  costs  in  the  ac- 
tion is  also  clear.  He  held  the  title  to  the 
land,  and  was  therefore  a  necessary  party  to 
the  action,  and  was  the  only  defendant  who 
answered  or  made  any  contest,  and  bis  only 
contest  was  based  upon  his  desire  to  escape 
personal  liability  for  a  deficiency.  Having 
failed  in  that  defense,  he,  as  well  as  Mad- 
den, the  maker  of  the  promissory  note  and 
mortgage.  Is  liable  tor  costs,  and  the  court 
did  not  err  in  the  judgment  rendered  In  that 
regard.  The  appeal  Is  without  merit,  and 
the  judgment  appealed  from  should  be  af- 
firmed. 

We  concur:    SEARLS,  C;  VANCLIEP,  O. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  appeal- 
ed from  is  affirmed. 


10»  Cal.  315 
CITY  OF  SOUTH  PASADENA  v.  LOS 
ANGELES  TERMINAL  RY.  CO. 
(No.  19,414.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Oct.  2.  1805.) 

StKKET  Ri.II.WAT— Bsqulation— Fakbs. 
Under  Const,  art.  11,  §  11,  allowiuK  any 
city  to  make  and  enforce  "within  its  limits  any 
regulations  not  in  conflict  witli  the  general  laws; 
and  Civ.  Code,  {  470,  prohibiting  a  railroad  from 
using  a  public  street  of  a  city  unless  the  right 
80  to  use  it  is  granted  by  two-thirds  vote  of  the 
city  authorities, — a  provision  in  a  city  ordi- 
nance granting  a  raflway  right  of  way  on  its 
streets,  regulating  fares  to  be  charged  outside 
of  the  limits  of  the  city,  is  void. 

CommisslonerB'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court.  Los  Angeles 
county;  Lucien  Shaw,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  city  of  South  Pasadena 
against  the  Los  Angeles  Terminal  Railway 
Company  to  have  the  franchise  granted  de- 
fendant by  plalntlfF  declared  void.  From  a 
judgment  for  plaintiff,  and  an  order  denying 
a  new  trial,  defendant  appeals.     Reyersed. 

Burnett  &  Gibbon,  for  appellant  W.  S. 
Knott  and  A  W.  Hutton,  for  appellee. 

BRITT,  C.  Plalntlft  Is  a  municipal  cor- 
poration of  the  sixth  class.  It  Is  situated  in 
Los  Angeles  county,  a  few  miles  from  the 
city  of  Los  Angeles,  and  on  a  line  of  railway 
owned  and  operated  by  defendant,  extend- 
ing from  Los  Angeles,  through  said  South 
Pasadena  and  beyond,  to  the  city  of  Pasa- 
dena, In  the  same  county.  This,  together 
with  other  tangible  property  and  franchises 
pertaining  thereto,  was  acquired  by  defend- 
ant In  virtue  of  a  consolidation  effected  about 
Cal.Rep.  41-44  P.— 21 


September  26,  1800,  under  the  laws  of  this 
state,  with  another  railroad  corporation,  call- 
ed the  "Los  Angeles,  Pasadena  &  Glendale 
Railway  Company,"  to  which,  until  said  con- 
solidation, such  railroad  property,  and  fran- 
chises belonged.  On  July  22, 18S9,  the  board 
of  trustees  of  the  plaintiff,  the  city  of  South 
Pasadena,  passed  an  ordinance  granting  to 
said  Los  Angeles,  Pasadena  &  Glendale  Rail- 
way Company  the  right  to  construct  main- 
tain, and  operate  a  steam  railroad  In  certain 
public  streets  of  the  dty  upon  various  con- 
ditions relating  to  the  Improvement  of  such 
streets,  the  maintenance  of  stations  within 
the  dty  limits,  the  number  of  trains  to  be 
run  each  day,  etc.  Among  said  conditions 
was  the  following:  "That  round-trip  fares 
between  any  of  the  above-named  stations 
(those  within  the  city  limits)  and  the  busi- 
ness center  of  Los  Angeles  city,  on  the  line 
of  the  Los  Angeles  cable  railway,  shall  never 
exceed  thirty  cents,  including  the  round-trip 
fare  of  said  Los  Angeles  cable  railway; 
*  *  *  and  that  such  round-trip  tickets 
shall  be  on  sale  at  all  proper  times  within 
said  city  of  South  Pasadena."  The  ordi- 
nance further  declared  that  "this  franchise 
is  especially  granted  upon  each  and  all  of 
the  provisions  and  conditions  herein  contain- 
ed, and,  if  said  grantee  or  assigns  shall  Call 
in  any  particular  to  comply  therewith,  then 
and  in  that  event  all  rights  under  this  ordi- 
nance shall  thereupon  and  immediately  be 
forfeited,  and  this  grant  shall  thereupon  be 
null  and  void."  The  Los  Angeles,  Pasadena 
&  Glendale  Company,  pursuant  to  the  license 
thus  granted,  constructed  the  road  above 
mentioned,  and  its  rights  and  obligations  un- 
der said  ordinance  passed  to  the  defendant 
in  virtue  of  said  consolidation.  Prior  to 
September  1,  1891,  the  defendant  and  its  said 
predecessor  operated  the  road  in  conformity 
with  the  requirements  of  said  ordinance  re- 
lating to  rates  of  fare,  and  carried  passen- 
gers between  stations  in  South  Pasadena  and 
the  business  center  of  Los  Angeles  at  the 
round-trip  rate  of  30  cents,  including  the  fare 
within  that  dty  on  said  cable  railway;  the 
defendant's  road  stopping  short  of  such  busi- 
ness center  by  the  space  of  about  one  mile, 
and  the  intervening  distance  being  covered 
by  the  cable  railway  which  connected  with 
the  road  of  defendant.  The  fare  on  the  cable 
road  was  five  cents  each  way.  The  defend- 
ant's business  proved  unprofitable,  the  road 
not  paying  expenses  of  operation;  and  on 
August  24,  1801,  the  board  of  railroad  com- 
missioners of  this  state  passed  a  resolution 
to  the  effect  that  the  said  Los  Angeles  T»- 
mlual  Railway  Company  be,  and  it  was 
thereby  In  terms,  authorized  to  make  the 
rate  of  single-trip  tickets  either  way  be- 
tween Los  Angeles  and  Pasadena  25  cents, 
and  for  round-trip  tickets  either  way  between 
the  same  places,  good  for  two  days,  35  cents, 
and  to  raise  the  rates  to  and  from  all  in- 
termediate stations  In  the  same  proportions. 
The  stations  within  the  limits  of  South  Fasa- 
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dena  are  intermediate  statloiiB  betweoi  tbe 
dty  of  Pasadena  and  the  city  of  Los  Ange- 
les. Accordingly,  about  September  1,  1891, 
tbe  defendant  laised  its  rate  for  ronnd-trlp 
tickets  between  its  stations  in  South  Pasa- 
dena and  the  business  center  of  Los  Angeles 
from  30  cents  to  40  cents,  including  the  cable- 
road  tare;  this  was  a  net  advance  on  tbe 
line  of  defendant's  own  road  from  20  cents 
to  30  cents;  and  the  last-mentioned  sum— 
30  cents— was  proportionate,  as  the  charge 
between  South  Pasedena  and  Los  Angeles,  to 
the  charge  of  35  cents  between  Pasadena  and 
Los  Angeles,  mentioned  In  tbe  oi-der  of  the 
railroad  commission.  The  more  important 
matters  above  stated  appear  from  the  find- 
ings and  admitted  allegatlcms  of  the  plead- 
ings. Some  others  are  shown  by  the  undis- 
puted evidence. 

The  plaintiff  commenced  this  actlMi  No- 
vember 30,  1891,  alleging  sundry  violations 
by  defendant  of  the  conditions  specified  In 
said  ordinance  of  July  22,  18S0,  including 
that  concerning  round-trip  fares;  but  as  the 
court  found  that  defendant  has  fulfilled  tbe 
requirements  of  the  m^inance  in  the  partic- 
ulars complained  of,  except  as  to  such  fares, 
the  other  matters  do  not  concern  us.  The 
prayer  of  the  complaint  was  In  the  altema- 
tlve:  First,  that  defendant  be  required  to 
fix  and  charge  for  its  said  round-trip  fare 
a  sum  not  exceeding  30  cents,  including  the 
fare  on  the  Los  Angeles  cable  railway;  or, 
second,  that  defendant  be  enjoined  from 
operating  any  p<M-tlon  of  its  road  on  the 
route  allowed  by  the  terms  of  said  ordinance, 
and  that  its  road  now  existing  along  or  over 
said  route  be  abated  as  a  nuisance.  The 
court  below  adjudged  that  said  ordinance 
and  all  its  conditions  are  binding  upon  de- 
fendant; that  it  has  violated  the  coodition 
thereof  in  respect  to  said  round-trip  fares; 
that  by  reason  of  such  violation  it  has  for- 
feited its  right  of  way  granted  by  such  ordi- 
nance; that  its  line  of  track  and  other  im- 
provements in  the  streets  of  plaintiff  are  a 
nuisance;  that  the  same  be  abated;  and  en- 
joined defendant  from  operating  the  road  in 
the  streets  occupied  by  it. 

It  is  by  statute  provided  that  "no  railroad 
corporation  must  use  any  street,  alley  or 
highway,  or  any  of  the  land  or  water  within 
any  incorporated  city  or  town,  unless  the 
right  to  BO  use  the  same  is  granted  by  a  two- 
thirds  vote  of  the  town  or  city  authority 
from  which  the  right  must  emanate."  Gir. 
Code,  i  470.  By  the  terms  of  section  862  of 
the  municipal  corporation  act  (St.  1883,  pp. 
269,  270),  plaintlfTs  board  of  trusteee  is  giv- 
en power:  "Thirteenth.  To  permit,  under 
such  restrictions  as  they  may  deem  proper, 
the  l.-iying  of  railroad  tracks  and  the  run- 
nin;;  of  ears  drawn  by  horses,  steam  or  oth- 
er power  thereon  •  •  •  in  the  public 
Streets."  Somewhat  advanced  ground  is 
taken  on  belialf  of  respondent  upon  the  ef- 
fect of  these  enactments.  It  is  claimed  by 
counsel  that  the  "power  thus  frrantcd  Is  an 


absolute  one,  the  franchise  to  be  granted  or 
not.  In  the  discretion  of  the  city  authorities"; 
that,  "having  this  power  to  grant  or  refuse, 
it  may  annex  such  terms  and  conditions  to 
its  grant  as  to  its  authorities  may  seem  prop- 
er, so  long  as  such  conditions  do  not  CMiflict 
with  any  law."  With  the  qualification  stat- 
ed,—viz.  that  such  conditions  do  not  conflict 
with  any  law,— we  may  accept  the  statement 
as  correct  for  the  purposes  of  this  decision. 
The  ruling  in  Pacific  Kailroad  Co.  v.  City  of 
Leavenworth,  1  Dili.  398,  Fed.  Cas.  Na  10,- 
649,  was  that  the  authorities  of  tbe  city 
might  prescribe  in  such  a  case,  as  conditions 
of  their  assent,  "such  lawful  and  proper 
terms  as  they  deemed  expedient"  The  au- 
thority of  the  city  board  of  trustees,  under 
the  statutes  referred  to,  is  legislative  in  its 
nature.  Primarily,  it  is  of  a  piece  with  the 
power  to  enact  municipal,  police,  and  other 
ordinances,— local  laws  (McCracken  v.  San 
Francisco,  16  Cal.  620),— and  is  not  referable 
for  its  support  to  the  power  of  making  con- 
tracts (San  Francisco  v.  Spring  Valley  Wa- 
terworks Ck>.,  48  Cal.  529;  People's  Railroad 
V.  Memphis  Railroad.  10  Wall.  51;  DiU.  Mnn. 
Corp.  [4th  Ed.]  I  724;  Tied.  Mun.  Corp.  f 
302).  See  Town  of  Areata  v.  Areata  &  M. 
R.  R.  Co.,  92  Cal.  639,  28  Pac.  676:  Rea- 
gan T.  Trust  Co.,  154  U.  S.  397,  14  Sup.  Ct 
1062.  If  the  city  could  make  a  valid  agree- 
ment for  rates  of  fare  to  Los  Angeles,  in- 
cluding the  charges  of  a  connecting  line  of 
street  railway,  then  it  might  also  stipulate 
for  rates  over  connecting  lines  to  San  Fran- 
cisco or  elsewhere.  And  if,  as  claimed  by  re- 
spondent, the  case  is  one  of  mere  contract 
obligation,  then  we  think  it  clear  that  some 
grant  of  authority  mediately  through  the 
legislature,— and  this  would  be  of  doubtful 
constitutionality,— or  immediately  through 
the  constitution,  from  the  people  of  the  state, 
either  in  express  terms  or  by  necessary  im- 
plication, most  be  exhibited  to  warrant  such 
a  contract;  and,  since  none  appears,  we 
think  the  city  was  as  destitute  of  capacity  to 
bargain  with  a  railroad  company  for  rates  of 
transportation  to  distant  points  for  its  in- 
habitants and  other  persons  to  whom  it  does 
not  stand  in  loco  parentis  (San  Diego  Water 
Co.  V.  City  of  San  Diego,  SB  CaL  620)  as  it 
was,  for  example,  to  bargain  with  a  purvey- 
or to  supply  them  with  entertainment  The 
city  is  not  the  agent  of  its  inhabitants  or  of 
the  public  for  such  purposes.  Hodges  r. 
City  of  Buffalo^  2  Denio,  110;  I^ove  v.  City 
of  Raleigh  (N.  C.)  21  S.  B.  503.  And  see 
Wallace  v.  Mayor  of  San  Jose,  29  Cal.  186- 
188;  Herzo  v.  San  Francisco,  33  Cal.  143; 
Aberdeen  v.  Honey,  8  Wash.  251,  254.  35 
Pac.  1097;  Tied.  Mun.  Corp.  {  169.  There- 
fore, we  must  determine  whether  tbe  ordi- 
nance under  view  transgresses  any  of  the 
Just  and  needful  restrictions  which  the  gen- 
eral law  of  the  state  imposes  upon  local  leg- 
islation of  this  nature. 

A  municipal  ordinance  must  consist  with 
the  general  powers  and  purposes  of  the  cor- 
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poratlon;  muirt'  hannonlze  with  the  general 
laws  of  the  state,  the  mnnlclpal  charter,  and 
the  principles  of  the  common  law.  Bx  parte 
Frank,  52  CaL  0Oe;  Bz  parte  Kearney,  55 
Oal.  22S.  One  of  the  limitations  upon  snch 
(xtllnanoes  Is  that  they  can  have  no  eztra- 
terrltorlal  force  nnless  by  express  permission 
of  the  sovereign  power.  In  the  nature  of 
things,  this  must  be  so  nnless  Intolerable 
confusion  and  evil  is  to  result;  and  the  con- 
stitution of  the  state,  recognlzhig  the  neces- 
sity for  such  a  restriction,  has  provided  (ar- 
ticle U,  t  11)  that  '^ny  county,  city,  etc., 
may  make  and  enforce  within  Its  limits  all 
such  local,  •  •  «  and  other  regulations  as 
are  not  In  conflict  with  general  laws."  Here 
was  a  road  lying  partly  within  the  confines 
of  at  least  three  municipalities,— Los  An- 
geles, South  Pasadena,  and  Pasadena.  Con- 
ceding the  right  of  plaintiff  to  impose  a  lim- 
itation on  the  charges  to  be  made  for  pas- 
sage between  stations  within  its  limits  and 
stations  elsewhere,  then  the  other  cities  nam- 
ed have,  or  might  have,  the  same  right.  But 
suppose  the  city  of  Los  Angeles,  as  a  condi- 
tion of  the  occupation  of  its  streets  by  the 
railroad,  had  ordained  that  the  round-trip 
fare  between  stations  within  Its  limits  and 
South  Pasadena  should  be  more  or  less  than 
that  fixed  by  the  ordinance  of  the  latter  dty; 
or  that  the  fare  to  Pasadena— a  place  more 
remote  than  South  Pasadena- should  be  less 
than  that  to  the  latter  point  as  fixed  by  Its 
own  ordinance.  Is  it  not  plain  either  that  a 
conflict  must  arise  and  Inevitable  discrimina- 
tion between  the  places  ensue  (expressly 
prohibited  by  Ckinst.  art  12,  f  21),  or  that 
the  railroad  company  must  charge  only  the 
lowest  of  the  rates  thus  fixed  by  Jurisdic- 
tions of  equal  authority,  and  so  the  ordi- 
nance prescribing  the  lowest  rate  be  made 
operative  in  and  between  both  places?  Sim- 
ilar lUustratlona  of  possible  confusion  might 
be  multiplied  indefinitely.  It  Is  not  disputed 
that  the  ordinance  here  has  extra  municipal 
effect,  If  any  at  all,  but  this  Is  Justified  on 
the  theory  that  it  is  a  mere  contract. 

Respondent  likens  the  case  to  one  in  wlilch 
an  Individual  grants  the  right  of  way  for  a 
railroad  over  his  land,  and  In  part  considera- 
tion thereof  receives  a  free  pass  on  the  road 
for  himself  and  family.  But  the  analogy 
fttilB  in  all  essentials:  (1)  As  we  have  seen, 
the  city,  unlike  an  Individual,  has  no  authca-- 
Ity  to  provide  free  passes  or  other  transpor- 
tation for  anybody,  unless  a  convict  or  some 
such  person  to  whom  the  city  occupies  a  re- 
lation of  guardianship.  (2)  The  streets  of 
the  city  are  not  held  as  corporate  or  munici- 
pal property,  subject  to  the  power  of  con- 
tractual disposition,  like  the  property  of  an 
individual.  San  Francisco  ▼.  Spring  Valley 
Waterworks  Co..  4S  Cal.  529;  In  re  Phila- 
delphia &  T.  R.  Co..  6  Whart  44.  (3)  The 
ordinance  here  does  not  confine  Its  scope  to 
any  Individual  or  number  of  Individuals,  but 
attempts  to  regulate  the  fares  to  be  paid  by 
the   general  public,— all   persons,    wherever 


resident;  In  sbor^  la  of  governmental  diar- 
acter. 

The  views  above  expressed  render  it  un- 
necessary to  consider  the  questions  present- 
ed by  counsd  concerning  the  jwwer  of  the 
railroad  commission  to  fix  round-trip  rates  of 
fare,  and  whether,  if  it  has  the  power,  the 
order  ot  the  commission  made  August  24, 
1891,  was  a  sufficient  exercise  thereof  to 
properly  aflTect  the  rates  Involved  here.  It 
seems  to  ns,  however,  that  the  usefulness  of 
that  c<»nmls8lon  for  some  of  the  principal 
purposes  It  was  designed  to  accomplish— the 
prevention  of  discrimination  between  places, 
and  the  Imposition  of  excessive  charges  by 
transportation  companies— must  be  greatly 
Impaired,  not  to  say  destroyed.  If  its  actl<« 
may  be  forestalled  by  local  ordinances  pre- 
scribing rates  of  fare  to  distant  points  passed 
by  every  city  or  town  admitting  a  railroad 
into  its  streets.  We  Incline  to  think  that 
what  Chief  Justice  Gibson  called  the  "uni- 
versality of  the  public  sovereignty"  over  the 
entire  subject  (In  re  Philadelphia  &  T.  B. 
Oo.,  6  Whart  44)  Is  so  manifest  hi  the  con- 
stitution of  this  state  that  probably  even  the 
legislature  could  not  confer  up<»i  a  munici- 
pality the  power  claimed  by  respondent. 
But  this  need  not  be  decided;  It  Is  sufllclent 
to  say  that  the  legislature  has  not  attempted 
to  do  sa 

We  are  of  opinion  that  the  clause  of  the 
ordinance  found  to  have  been  violated  by  de- 
fendant was  void  for  want  of  power  in  the 
municipality  to  enact  it;  and  that  the  Judg- 
ment and  order  appealed  from  should  be  re- 
versed, and  the  cause  remanded,  with  In- 
structions to  the  court  below  to  modify  the 
conclusions  of  law  contained  In  the  findings 
so  OS  to  conform  to  this  opinion,  and  there- 
upon to  enter  Judgment  for  defendant 

We  concur:    BBLCHSR,  a;    SBARL8,  C. 

PER  CURIAM.  For  the  reasons  given  in 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  Judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  reversed,  and  the 
cause  remanded,  with  Instructions  to  the 
court  below  to  modify  its  conclusions  of  law 
contained  in  the  findings  so  as  to  conform 
to  this  opinion,  and  thereupon  to  enter  Judg- 
ment for  defendant 


IW  Cal.  »t 
SPENCER  V.  BRANHAM,  Justice  of  the 
Peace.     (No.  18.395.) 
(Suoreme  Court  of  California.     Oct.  2,  1895.) 

JCSTIOB  or  THB  PbAOB— QPEKINO  DEFAULT. 

A  motion  to  open  a  justice's  Judgment  on 
default  cannot  be  made  by  Blmply  filing  a  writ- 
ten motion  within  the  10  daya  prescribed  by 
Code  Civ.  Proc.  g  859,  and  giving  notice  of  a 
hearing  at  a  time  after  the  period  has  expired. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Lassen  county;  W.  T.  Hasten,  Judge. 

Proceeding  for  a  writ  of  prohibition,  instl~ 
tuted  by  F.  V.  Spencer  against  James  Bran- 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


.^., 


1006 


PACIFIC  RBPORTBB,yoL«L 


(CaL 


ham.    The  writ  was  denied,  and  jdaiatUf  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

Spencer  &■  Raker  and  F.  0.  Spencer,  for  ap- 
pellant.   Goodwin  &  Goodwin,  for  respondent. 

TEMPLE,  J.  Proceeding  for  writ  of  pro- 
hibition. April  20,  1893,  plaintiff  obtained  a 
Jndgment  hj  default  before  the  respondeat, 
who  Is  a  Justice  of  the  peace.  On  the  27tfa 
day  of  the  same  month  Leonard,  against 
whom  the  Judgment  was  obtained,  filed  with 
the  Justice  an  apidicatlon  to  haT«  the  default 
and  Judgment  vacated,  on  the  ground  that  It 
was  obtained  through  his  Inadvertence,  sur- 
prise, and  excusable  neglect  Several  affi- 
davits were  filed  with  the  written  application, 
and  plaintiff  was  notified  that  the  court 
I  would  be  aslied  to  grant  the  relief  on  Monday, 
I  Hay  1st,  following.  The  motion  was  signed 
!  "Goodwin  &  Dodge,  Attorneys  for  Defendant, 
.by  J.  B.  Pardee,  at  the  Request  of  W.  N. 
Goodwin."  On  Monday,  May  Ist,  the  parties 
appeared  before  the  Justice,  and  the  plaintiff 
objected  to  the  motion  upon  the  grotmd  that 
Pardee  had  no  authority  to  act  for  Leonard. 
Tbe  objections  were  overruled.  The  further 
proceedings  had  in  the  Justice  court  are  sta- 
ted In  the  docket  of  the  Justice  of  the  peace 
as  follows:  "On  motion  of  defendant,  hear- 
ing and  maldng  of  motion  continued  until 
Tuesday,  the  2d,  at  10  o'clock  a.  m.  Motion 
not  having  been  made."  The  parties  again 
appeared  before  the  Justice  on  Tuesday,  and 
the  docket  shows  the  following:  "Counsel  for 
defendant  ask  leave  to  withdraw  motion  and 
papers  filed  April  27th  on  application  to  set 
aside  Judgment  by  default,  without  prejudice 
to  the  hearing  of  any  motion  that  may  have 
been  filed  subsequent  to  the  27th  day  of  April, 
1S83.  Counsel  for  plaintiff  object  to  with- 
drawal of  the  motion,  on  the  ground  that  the 
only  power  and  Jurisdiction  of  the  court  is  to 
disregard  the  motion  entirely,  and  the  court 
has  no  power  to  allow  the  motion  to  be  with- 
drawn without  prejudice,  in  that  the  10  days 
within  which  this  court  can  act  have  passed, 
no  motion  or  application  being  made  within 
that  time  to  open  the  default."  The  objec- 
tions were  overruled,  but  nothing  further  was 
done  on  that  day.  On  the  next  day,  at  the 
request  of  the  attorney  for  the  defendant  in 
that  action,  the  Justice  prepared  and  served 
the  attorney  for  the  plaintiff  the  following: 
"In  Justice's  Court,  No.  1  Township,  Lassen 
County,  California.  E.  V.  Spencer,  Plaintiff, 
TS.  J.  G.  Leonard,  Defendant  Defendant  In  the 
above-entitled  cause  having  on  Monday,  the 
1st  day  of  May,  1893,  presented  to  me  a  writ- 
ten request  to  be  relieved  from,  and  have  an 
order  entered  setting  aside,  the  Judgment  by 
default  entered  against  him  on  the  20th  day 
of  April,  1893,  through  his  mistake,  inadvert- 
ence, surprise,  and  excusable  neglect,  togeth- 
er with  affidavits  in  support  of  the  same,  you 
are  notified  that  I  will  take  up  the  matter  to 
be  disposed  of  on  Monday,  the  8tb  day  of 


May,  1898,  at  1«  o'clod:  a.  m.  of  ttiat  day. 
and  that  you  have  until  that  time  to  prepare 
and  file  counter  affidavits.  May  S,  1883. 
James  Branfaam,  Justice  <tf  the  Peace,  Na  1 
Township."  Ind(S8ed:  "Notioe  of  time  of 
hearing  aK>llcation  to  set  aside  Judgment  by 
default"  Plaintiff  then  commenced  this  pro- 
ceeding, and  now  ain>eala  from  the  Judgment 
denying  his  remedy,  and  from  an  order  refus- 
ing a  new  triaL 

Plaintiff  claims  that  the  Jostlce  bad  no 
power  to  grant  the  relief  demanded,  because 
the  application  was  not  made  within  10  days 
from  the  entry  of  Judgment,  as  required  bf 
section  860,  Code  Civ.  Proa  As  Judgment 
was  entered  on  the  20th,  and  the  last  day  of 
April  was  Sunday,  defendant  had  until  May 
let  within  which  to  make  his  application.  As 
he  withdrew  the  proceedings  inaugurated  on 
the  27th,  be  must  rely  upon  the  motion  filed 
on  the  1st  of  May,  the  hearing  of  which  was 
set  for  the  8th  day  of  May.  The  written  mo- 
tion was  handed  to  the  Justice  on  Monday 
evening,  and  the  Justice  was  told  to  file  it 
He  was  not  asked  to  act  upon  it  and  tiM 
counsel  for  the  opposite  party  were  not  noti- 
fied of  any  hearing,  and  were  not  present 
Indeed,  resitondent's  counsel  seem  to  admit 
that  the  paper  was  Iianded  to  the  Justice  at 
a  time  when  no  action  could  be  expected. 
They  say  that  a  Justice  comrt  is  wherever  yon 
find  the  Justice,  and  that  "attorneys,  like  other 
human  beings,  are  not  above  the  customs  of 
a  country,  and  it  is  at  least  awkward.  If  not 
downright  impoliteness,  to  stop  the  deal  In  a 
game  of  frog,  and  distract  the  attention  of 
the  'swampers'  from  the  contents  of  the  'wid- 
ow,' by  injecting  into  the  proceedings,  'If 
your  honor  plea«e,  as  attorney  representing 
the  defendant  in  Doe  v.  Roe,  I  respectfully 
move,  etc.l'  How  much  better  to  respect  the 
rights  of  all,  and  when  the  court  is  sipping 
the  fruits  of  a  well-earned  victory  (his  own 
or  someone  else's),  quietly  hand  him  the  pa- 
per, with  a  statement  of  the  contents,  and  a 
request  that  it  be  filed,  and  if  the  'victories' 
have  not  been  so  frequent  but  that  he  knows 
what  he  is  asked  for,  and  proceeds  thereafter 
to  act  upon  the  request  it  would  seem  that 
as  much  had  been  accompUslied  as  could  have 
been  by  the  most  formal  viva  voce  motion." 
Although  not  able  to  determine  from  the  lan- 
guage of  the  learned  counsel  what  his  honor 
was  then  doing,  I  understand  the  statement 
as  an  admission  that  he  was  not  then  engaged 
in  Judicial  work,  and  was  possibly  not  in  a 
condition  to  do  sa  At  all  events,  no  present 
action  was  asked,  and  none  could  have  been 
had  In  the  absence  of  the  opx>ofllte  party  with- 
out notice  to  him.  The  question  then  la, 
when  a  motion  must  be  made  upon  notice 
within  a  given  period  can  a  party  extend  his 
own  time  I)y  filing  a  written  motion  within 
the  p«1od,  and  giving  notice  of  a  bearing 
of  tbe  motion  at  a  time  after  the  period  lias 
expired?  To  ask  the  question  is  to  answer 
it    The  application  for  relief  must  be  by  mo- 
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tlon,  and  "making  and  not  filing  a  written  ap- 
plication for  Buch  rnle  or  order  Is  not  snffl- 
dent.  The  attention  of  the  court  mnBt  be 
called  to  It,  and  the  court  moved  to  grant  It." 
People  V.  Ah  Sam,  41  Cal.  645.  Here,  al- 
though the  attention  of  the  court  may  have 
been  called  to  It,  no  present  action  was  re- 
quested. If  the  motion  had  been  made,  had 
the  court  continued  the  hearing  for  argument 
or  for  farther  evidence,  it  would  not  have 
lost  Jurisdiction,  for  in  such  case  the  applica- 
tion would  have  been  made  in  time.  The 
Judgment  and  order  are  revised. 

We  concur:    McFAKLAND,  J.;  HENSHAW, 
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PBOPLB  V,  MARONET.     (Cr.  26.) 
(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Sept.  90,  1895.) 
Cbiminal  Law— ReviKw  os  Appeal— Burglary 

— COSVICTION  OP  LbBSEK  CrIME — INDIOTMEST. 

1.  In  a  criminal  case  the  decision  of  a  jury 
upon  legal  evidence  is  not  subject  to  review. 

2.  A  conviction  of  burglary  in  the  second 
degree  will  not  be  reversed,  though  the  crime, 
as  disclosed  by  the  evidence,  could  only  have 
been  burglary  in  the  first  degree,  such  error  not 
being  prpjndicial  to  defendant. 

3.  Where  an  indictment  charges  defendant 
with  having  been  convicted  of  several  prior 
o&enses  under  different  names,  the  use  of  the 
alias  is  proper,  for  the  purpose  of  identifying 
defendant  as  the  person  who  had  snfEered  those 
convictions;  and  the  fact  that  the  part  of  the 
indictment  containing  the  averment  of  prior 
convictions  is  not  read  to  the  jury,  because  de- 
fendant admits  them,  does  not  make  it  error 
to  read  the  pseudonyms. 

Department  2.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  county  of  San  Prandsco;  George 
H.  Bahrs,  Judge. 

John  Maroney  was  convicted  of  burglary 
In  the  second  degree,  and  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Keel  B.  Terry,  for  appellant.  W.  F.  Fita- 
gerald,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  W.  S.  Barnes,  Dlst. 
Atty.,  for  the  People. 

HENSHAW,  J.  The  defendant  was  char- 
ged with  the  crime  of  burglary,  and  by  the 
jury  was  found  guilty  of  burglary  In  the  sec- 
ond degree.  Upon  behalf  ot  the  people,  It 
was  shown  that  after  midnight  a  police 
officer  passing  the  barber  shop  of  one  Antonla 
Thomas  heard  a  noise  therein.  The  shop 
was  in  darkness.  He  attempted  to  open  the 
door,  but  was  prevented  by  some  one  within. 
An  entrance  was  forced,  and  the  person  with- 
in ran  into  the  back  room,  and  hid  under  the 
bed.  That  person  was  the  defendant.  He 
appeared  to  be  stupid  from  whisky  or  opium, 
but  said,  upon  bis  arrest,  that  the  barber 
bad  given  him  permission  to  sleep  In  the 
shop.  This  declaration  was,  upon  the  trial, 
supported  by  a  witness  for  the  defense,  who 
testified  that  he,  the  defendant,  Thomas,  and 
others  had  been  drinking  at  a  neighboring 
saloon  until  about  midnight,  when  they  went 
together  to  the  barber  shop.  There  they 
drank  a  bottle  of  whisky,  and,  the  defeud- 


ant  being  very  drunk,  Thomas  suggested 
that  he  remain  there,  and  sleep  off  his  Intcs- 
Ication.  The  barber  then  took  a  number  of 
razors  to  hypothecate  for  more  Uquor,  and 
the  party,  after  turning  out  the  gas,  left  the 
shop  with  the  defendant  therein.  They  pro- 
ceeded to  the  saloon  of  the  witness'  aunt, 
where  more  liquor  was  drunk.  The  razMrs 
were  left  with  the  witness  as  security,  and 
upon  the  following  day  he  returned  them  to 
Thomas.  The  defendant  did  not  take  the 
stand,  and  the  other  member  of  the  party 
was  reported  as  on  his  deathbed.  The  bar- 
ber, Thomas,  testified  that  he  had  been  drink- 
ing upon  the  night  In  question,  and  had 
been  drinking  with  these  men;  that  he  had 
taken  20  or  30  drinks,  and  was  somewhat 
under  the  Influence  of  llqnor;  but  that  he  had 
not  visited  his  shop  that  night  with  the  de- 
fendant, or  with  any  one  elae^  had  taken  no 
razors  from  it,  and  had  not  given  defend- 
ant permission  to  enter  or  stay  in  It.  In  this 
state  of  the  case,  It  cannot  be-  said  that  there 
was  no  evidence  to  warrant  a  conviction. 
If  the  Jury  believed  the  witneases  for  tlie 
people,  as,  from  the  verdict,  it  seems  they 
did,  the  evidence  fully  warranted  a  finding 
of  the  defendant's  guilt  The  power  of  a 
Jury  In  determining  the  weight  to  be  given 
to  testimony  Is,  within  the  rules  of  evidence, 
exclusive  and  supreme;  and  appeals  to  this 
court.  In  criminal  cases,  do  not  lie  from  the 
verdict  of  the  jury  upon  controverted  ques- 
tion of  fact,  but  solely  upon  propositions  of 
law.  Const  art.  6,  t  4;  Pea.  Code,  i  1235. 
We  are  not  by  tbis  to  be  understood  as 
declaring  that  a  verdict  of  guilty,  unsujjport- 
ed  by  any  evidence,  could  not  be  revleiwed 
upon  appeal.  It  could,  for  such  a  verdict 
would  be  contrary  to  law,  and  therefore  sub- 
ject to  reversal,  because  the  appeal  would 
present  a  question  of  law,  under  the  consti- 
tution. But  we  do  mean  to  declare  the  rule— 
which  Is  unquestionable,  yet  sometimes  lost 
sight  of  by  counsel— that  the  decision  of  a 
jury  upon  legal  evidence.  In  so  far  as  this 
tribunal  Is  concerned.  Is  absolutely  final,  and 
not  subject  to  review  upon  appeal. 

The  jury  found  the  defendant  guilty  of 
burglary  In  the  second  degree,  and  this  Is 
claimed  to  be  errw.  In  that  the  crime,  as  dis- 
closed by  the  evidence,  could  only  have  been 
burglary  In  the  first  degree.  This  conten- 
tion has  however,  been  disposed  of  in  the 
case  of  People  v.  Bamhart  59  CaL  381, 
where  the  court  has  said  that  it  la  a  suffi- 
cient answer  to  such  objection  to  say  that 
the  defendant  is  not  prejudiced  by  the  error 
complained  of. 

The  indictment  charged  the  commission  of 
the  crime  against  "John  Maroney,  alias 
James  Forbes,  alias  Frank  Moran,  alias 
Frank  Dolan";  and  defendant  claims  that 
he  was  prejudiced,  in  the  minds  of  the  jnry, 
by  the  reading  to  them  of  this  list  of  pseu- 
donyms. At  ancient  common  law  It  was  con- 
sidered that  no  advantage  could  be  taken  ot 
,  any  error  in  the  indictment  am  to  the  name' 
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of  the  defendant;  It  being  held  that  the  ac- 
cusation was  directed  against  the  prisoner, 
by  whatsoever  name  called.  But  by  the  stat- 
ute of  1  Hen.  V.  c.  5,  It  was  made  necessary 
to  state  correctly  "the  names,  estates,  de- 
grees, mysteries,  and  places  of  residence 
of  defendants.  In  all  criminal  proceedings." 
Under  this  rule  of  criminal  pleading,  and  the 
similar  rule  which  obtained  In  civil  practice, 
serious  consequences  arose  from  misnomers. 
Pleas  In  abatement  were  sustained  to  indict- 
ments and  declarations,  and  delay  and  diffi- 
culty, of  course,  ensued.  In  criminal  cases, 
therefore,  where  it  was  uncertain  by  which 
of  two  or  more  names  the  defendant  should 
be  designated,  it  became  usual  to  plead  aU, 
connected  by  an  alias  dictus.  Then,  If  the 
defendant  pleaded  misnomer,  "the  prosecu- 
tor may  reply  that  the  defendant  is  known 
as  well  by  one  name  as  the  other,"  and  the 
defendant  was  not  allowed  to  interpose  a 
plea  that  he  was  not  known  by  the  alias 
name.  Chit.  Cr.  Law,  "pp.  203-446;  Blsh. 
Or.  Proc.  {  681.  Under  the  reformed  proced- 
ure of  our  Code,  no  plea  of  abatement  lies 
in  case  (rf  misnomer,  and  no  new  indictment 
becomes  necessary  for  such  irregularity. 
Upon  arraignment  a  defendant  is  called  upon 
to  give  his  true  name,  or  be  proceeded  against 
by  the  name  charged  in  the  indictment  Tf 
he  answers  to  another  name,  that  name  is 
entered  in  the  minutes,  and  the  subsequrait 
proceedings  are  had  against  him  under  it 
Pen.  Code,  g  989.  And  if,  at  any  time,  his 
irue  name  is  discovered,  it  is  used  In  all 
future  steps.  Id.  {953.  Our  system,  there- 
fore, renders  unnecessary,  in  most  Instances, 
the  use  of  the  alias  dictus;  and  there  can  be 
no  manner  of  doubt  but  that  this  formula, 
useful  and  proper  in  its  day,  may  now  be 
made  an  engine  of  oppression  to  a  defend- 
ant At  common  law  the  Jury  was  composed 
of  the  litigants'  neighbors  and  friends.  The 
individual  selection  was  made  of  men  who 
knew  the  parties,  and,  so  far  as  possible,  of 
men  who  knew  of  the  facts  in  dispute.  In 
criminal  matters,  also,  jurors  were  drawn 
from  the  vicinage,  in  order  that  the  defend- 
ant, tried  by  his  neighbors,  might  have  the 
advantage  of  a  good  reputation,  if  he  had 
earned  one,  and  the  crown,  upon  the  other 
Land,  might  be  aided  by  the  jurors'  knowl- 
edge that  he  was  a  had  man,  U  such  were 
the  fact.  But  under  our  system,  where,  In 
practice,  at  least,  it  is  sought  to  obtain  a 
Jury  knowing  as  little  as  may  be  of  the  of- 
fense and  the  alleged  offender,  it  needs  no 
reasoning  to  show  that  if  an  Indictment 
be  read  to  such  a  jury,  charging  with  the 
commissi<m  of  a  crime  "John  Doe,  alias  Slip- 
pery Jack,  alias  Ticket  of  Leave  Bill,"  etc., 
the  defendant  at  once  is  prejudiced  in  their 
minds;  and,  if  such  an  indictment  were  so 
framed  without  reason,  we  should  not  hesi- 
tate to  declare  that  Its  reading  would  prevent 
the  defendant  from  obtaining  the  fair  and 
impartial  trial  to  which  the  law  entitles  him. 
But  sttcb  is  not  this  case.    While,  tor  moat 


purposes,  the  need  and  use  of  the  charging 
alias  are  dcme  away  with,  it  is  still  proper 
in  some  Instances,  an  illustration  of  one  of 
which  is  offered  by  this  indictment  The  in- 
dictment charged  the  defendant  with  convic- 
tion of  prior  offenses,— eight  in  number.  The 
convictions  in  these  cases  were  against  this 
defendant,  but  under  the  different  names 
charged.  For  the  pmpose  of  identifying  him 
as  the  person  who  had  suffered  those  con- 
victions, the  use  of  the  alias  was  not  only 
permissible,  but  proper.  Ttie  indictment,  up- 
on its  face,  showed  the  reason;  and  the  fact 
that  the  part  of  it  containing  the  averments 
of  prior  convictions  was  not  read  to  the 
Jury,  because  the  defendant  admitted  tbem, 
did  not,  under  the  circumstances,  make  It 
error  to  read  the  pseudonyms.  It  was  the 
duty  of  the  clerk  to  read  all  the  Indictment, 
excepting  the  portion  wU'-drawn  as  an  issue 
by  the  defendant's  admission.  The  Jodg- 
ment  and  order  are  affirmed. 

We  concur:   McFABLAND,  J.;  TEMPLE, 


5  Cal.  Unrep.  161 
DE  LA  CUESTA  v.  CALKINS  et  aL     (No. 
19.588.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.     Oct  9,  1885.) 

Dismissal  or  Appeal. 
A  motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal  cannot  be 
considered  where  it  is  uncertain  to  which  of  two 
notices  of  appeal  it  is  directed. 

Department  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
Santa  Barbara  county;  W.  B.  Cope,  Judge. 

Motion  to  dismiss  an  appeal.  Denied  with- 
out prejudice. 

Garber,  Boalt  &  Bishop  and  Boyce,  Tag- 
gart  &  Wheeler,  for  appellants.  Wright  & 
Day,  for  respondent 

PER  CURIAM.  A  motion  has  be«i  made 
to  dismiss  "the  appeal"  herein  upon  the 
ground  that  it  has  not  been  perfected  in  ac- 
cordance with  the  provisions  of  the  Code. 
The  transcript  upon  record  contains  a  notice 
of  two  appeals,  one  from  the  Judgment  and 
another  from  the  order  denying  a  new  trial. 
As  the  sufficiency  of  each  of  these  appeals 
does  not  depend  upon  the  same  considera- 
tions, it  is  uncertain  to  which  appeal  the  no- 
tice of  the  present  motion  is  directed,  and 
the  motion  is  therefore  denied,  without  preju- 
dice to  its  renewal  at  the  hearing  of  the 
cause. 


5  Cal.  tinrep.  IM 
STEINHART  et  al.  v.  COLEMAN.     (No. 
15.979.) 

(Supreme  Coait  of  California.     Oct.  4,  1895.) 
Rbview  on  Appeal— Harmless  Erkok. 
1.  Where  there  is  a  substantial  conflict  in 

the  evidence  an  order  denying  a  new  trial  will 

not  be  disturbed. 
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2.  Error  in  admitting  testimony  is  Iiarm1es8 
vhere  the  party  complaining  testified  to  tlie 
aame  facta. 

D^artment  1.  Appeal  from  superior  court, 
city  and  comity  of  San  Francisco:  Walter  H. 
Lievy,  Judge. 

Action  by  WlUlam  Steinhart  and  otliers 
against  L.  C.  Coleman.  Plaintiffs  liad  Judg- 
ment, and  defendant  appeals.    Affirmed. 

Thos.  F.  Barry,  for  appellant  Rothcbild 
&  Acb,  for  respondents. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  Is  an  action  to  re- 
cover from  the  appellant,  Coleman,  a  certain 
amount  of  money,  the  same  being  an  Indebt- 
edness from  Peyser  &  Bn>.  to  plaintiffs,  and 
assumed  by  Coleman.  The  appeal  Is  by  Cole- 
man from  the  judgment,  and  also  from  the 
order  denying  his  motion  for  a  new  trial. 
It  is  Insisted  that  the  evidence  falls  to  sup- 
port the  findings  as  to  the  assumption  by 
Coleman  of  the  aforesaid  Indebtednesa  As 
to  such  contention,  It  is  sufficient  to  say  that 
there  is  a  material  and  substantial  conflict 
In  the  evidence  upon  this  question  of  fact, 
and  it  follows  that  upon  such  grounds  we  will 
not  disturb  the  order  denying  a  new  trial. 
Regarding  the  statements  of  Steinhart  as  to 
the  declarations  made  by  Coleman,  if  It  be 
conceded  that  there  was  error  In  their  admis- 
sion as  evidence,  It  was  harmless  error,  for 
'Joleman  tilmself  testified  in  effect  to  the 
same  matters.  For  the  foregoing  reasons, 
the  Judgment  and  order  are  affirmed. 


(109  Cal.  m) 

ABBOTT  V.  SOUTHERN  PAC.  R.  CO.    (No. 
10,431.) 

(Supreme  Court  of  California.  Oct  1.  1895.) 
Ehikbnt  Domain— Evidbncb  or  Davasb. 
Where  a  witness  for  plaintiff  in  an  ac- 
tion to  recover  damages  from  the  construction 
of  a  railroad  testified  that  after  the  road  was 
built  plaintiff's  land  was  worth  a  certain  sum 
less  tnan  I'ofore  It  was  built,  but  on  cross-ex- 
amination -estified  that  this  estimate  might 
have  been  based  partly  upon  the  worth  of  the 
property  had  the  road  passed  through  the  town 
upon  some  other  street  (which  would  have  in- 
creased the  value),  defendant  cannot  have  the 
testimony  stricken  out  on  the  ground  that  the 
basis  for  the  estimate  was  erroneous,  as  the  ob- 
jectionable evidence  did  not  relate  to  the  tes- 
timony given  in  direct  examination,  and  was 
not  prejudicial,  where  the  court  charged  that 
in  estimating  damages  the  value  of  the  land 
if  tiie  railroad  had  been  constructed  through 
some  other  part  of  the  city  should  not  be  con- 
sidered. 

Commissioners'  decision.  Department  2. 
Appeal  from  superior  court  Santa  Barbara 
county;  W.  B.  Cope,  Judge. 

Action  by  Louisa  Abbott  against  the  Soatb- 
em  Pacific  Railroad  Company  to  recover 
damages  to  her  premises,  caused  by  the 
construction  of  defendant's  road.  Plaintlffi 
bad  Judgment,  and  defendant  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

R.  B.  Canfleld,  for  appellant  B.  F.  Thom- 
as, for  respondent 


8EARLS,  C.  Plaintiff,  the  respondent 
herein,  was  the  owner  of  a  block  of  land  in 
tlie  city  of  Santa  Barbara,  Cal..  bounded  by 
four  of  the  public  streets  of  said  city,  along 
one  of  which,  to  wit,  Gutierrez  street  the 
defendant  (a  corporation)  constructed  in  1887 
a  railroad  for  the  transportation  of  freight 
and  passengers.  This  action  is  brought  to 
recover  damages  sustained  by  plaintiff  to 
ber  premises,  for  the  erection,  maintenance, 
and  operation  of  such  railroad.  The  answer 
of  defendant  put  in  issue  the  material  alle- 
gations of  the  complaint,  and  for  a  further 
defense  set  up  a  grant  to  It  by  the  munici- 
pal authorities  of  Santa  Barbara,  of  the 
right  to  lay,  maintain,  and  operate  its  rail- 
road upon,  over,  and  through  said  Gutierrez 
street;  and  averred  that  the  railroad  was 
constructed  and  operated  In  a  usual  and  prop- 
er manner,  and  In  conformity  with  the  re- 
quirements of  the  ordinance,  and  that  the 
roadbed  was  made  to  conform  as  near  as 
might  be  to  the  natural  surface  of  said  Gu- 
tierrez street  and  to  the  official  grade  thereof. 
The  cause  was  tried  by  a  Jury,  and  a  verdict 
for  $1,400  rendered  in  favor  of  the  plaintiff, 
ui)on  which  judgment  was  entered.  Defend- 
ant appeals  from  the  Judgment,  and  from  an 
order  denying  Its  motion  for  a  new  trial. 

The  first  error  assigned  by  appellant  Is 
based  upon  the  action  of  the  court  In  refus- 
ing to  strike  out  the  testimony  of  A.  O.  Per- 
kins, a  witness  on  behalf  of  plaintiff.  The 
witness,  upon  his  examination  in  chief,  tes- 
tified in  relation  to  the  value  of  plaintilTs 
lot  of  land  and  the  Injury  thereto  by  the 
construction  of  defendant's  railroad  along 
the  street  adjoining  it,  substantially,  that 
he  was  a  real-estate  agent  and  knew  the 
block  of  land  upon  which  Mrs.  Abbott  re- 
sided, bounded  by  Gutierrez,  Haley,  De  la 
Vina,  and  Bath  streets.  Just  prior  to  the 
time  the  railroad  commenced  work,  in  Au- 
gust, 1887,  the  block  could  have  been  sold 
for  $15,000.  After  the  road  was  constructed 
and  put  Into  operation  along  the  front  of  the 
property  on  Gutierrez  street  the  lot  was 
worth  $3,000  less.  For  about  half  the  front- 
age on  that  street  the  grade  was  raised  12 
to  16  or  18  inches,  so  that  the  lots  would 
have  to  be  filled  to  grade,  and,  taking  Into 
account  that  a  railroad  In  front  of  that  prop- 
erty naturally  depreciated  it,  he  did  not  think 
it  worth  so  much  by  $3,000  as  before  the 
road  was  built.  The  inconvenience  and  dan- 
ger from  the  construction  and  operation  of  a 
railroad  are  considerations  which  naturally 
operate  upon  the  minds  of  men  In  purchasing 
for  a  home.  The  lot  Is  in  the  residence  por- 
tion of  the  city,  and  outside  of  the  business 
portion.  Upon  cross-examination  the  wit- 
ness said  he  considered  the  block  of  land 
worth  $15,000  Just  prior  to  August  1,  1887, 
Just  before  It  was  known  the  railroad  was 
going  through  that  street.  There  had  been 
a  marked  improvement  in  prices  of  lands,  a 
"regular  boom."  Could  not  tell  Just  when 
It   started.     Prices   ruled   high.     Whether 
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there  was  any  marked  ImproTement  In  prices 
betora  it  was  known  the  railroad  was  com- 
ing be  could  not  say,  as  he  had  not  given  It 
a  thought.  San  Francisco  people  and  others 
came  In  and  purchased  land,  which  Influenc- 
ed iieople  In  purchasing.  The  cause  of  the 
boom  might  hare  been  one  thing  or  another, 
or  8  combination  of  things.  Did  not  know 
that  the  coming  of  the  road  was  the  only 
cause.  The  fair  value  of  the  property  just 
before  the  railroad  company  entered  upon 
that  portion  of  the  street  to  construct  Its  road 
was,  according  to  his  estimate,  |15,000.  His 
estimate  of  the  value  was  placed  at  the  time 
when  it  became  known  the  road  would  be 
constructed  on  that  street.  When  that  fact 
was  known  It  declined.  "After  It  was  under- 
stood and  known  that  the  railroad  was  go- 
ing there  [through  Gutierrez  street],  then 
the  property  assumed  a  market  value  de- 
pending on  that  fact."  Before  that,  and 
when  It  was  known  the  road  was  coming  to 
Santa  Barbara,  property  began  to  stiffen  up 
in  town.  It  helped  to  increase  values,  and, 
with  other  causes  combined,  helped  raise  the 
price  of  property.  The  witness  further  ex- 
plained that  when  the  city  council  granted 
the  right  of  way  through  Gutierrez  street 
the  price  of  property  on  tliat  street  was  de- 
preciated, and  continued  so  until  the  road 
was  completed,  although  the  road  did  not 
become  a  fixed  fact  until  the  ties  and  rails 
were  down.  Counsel  for  defendant  then  ask- 
ed the  witness  the  following  question:  "Mr. 
Perkins,  your  estimate  of  the  difference  of 
the  value  of  this  property  before  the  road 
was  constructed  and  afterwards,  which  you 
have  made  at  the  sum  of  $3,000,  I  will  ask 
you  If  that  la  not  in  fact  based  upon  the  coa- 
sideratlon  of  what  the  property  would  have 
been  worth  if  the  road  had  gone  through  the 
town,  but  on  some  other  street.  Is  not  that 
a  fact?"  To  which  the  witness  answered: 
"Why,  certainly:  that  Is  the  damage  to  It; 
that  Is  the  cause  of  the  damage.  If  the  rood 
bad  gone  anywhere  else,  It  would  have  ben- 
efited the  property,  In  my  Judgment."  At 
the  reauest  of  the  witness  the  last  question 
was  again  read  to  him,  and  he  then  stated 
that  he  had  not  quite  understood  it,  and  that 
he  Intended  to  say  that  the  road  would  natur- 
ally benefit  the  lot  If  It  ran  on  another  street, 
but  that  was  not  the  basis  upon  which  he 
made  his  statement  of  damasea  at  $3,000; 
that  this  estimate  of  the  difference  in  value 
before  and  after  the  road  was  built  might 
have  been  based  partly  upon  the  worth  of 
the  property  had  the  road  iwssed  through 
town  upon  some  other  street,  and  partly  up- 
on other  considerations;  and  that  he  could 
not  say  to  what  extent  his  estimate  was  up- 
on each  several  consideration.  The  conten- 
tion of  appellant  Is  that  this  evidence  should 
have  been  stricken  out  upon  his  motion,  and 
such  contention  Is  supported  by  reference  to 
Muller  V.  Railway  Co.,  S3  Cal.  240,  23  Pac. 
2(io,  and  cases  there  cited.  That  action  was 
brought  to  recover  damages  for  a  strip  of 


land  taken  by  this  same  defendant  apon 
which  to  construct  its  railroad,  and  for  dam- 
ages to  an  abutting  lot,  not  taken,  situate  on 
this  same  street,  vis.  GuUerres  street,  in  the 
city  of  Santa  Barbara.  The  court  hdd, 
among  other  things:  (1)  That  as  to  damage 
to  the  lot  not  taken,  the  dUCerence  between 
the  value  of  the  lot  when  the  defendant  en- 
tered to  construct  Its  road  and  the  value 
when  the  road  was  completed  was  the  meas- 
ure of  damages.  (2)  At  the  trial,  defendant 
(the  railroad  company)  called  as  a  witness 
one  Barker,  who  testified  as  to  the  value  of 
the  abutting  lot  l>efore  and  after  the  con- 
struction of  the  road.  Upon  cross-examina- 
tion counsel  for  idaintlff  was  permitted, 
against  the  objection  of  defendant,  to  put 
the  following  question  to  the  witness: 
"What  would  the  property  be  worth  If 
the  railroad  had  been  constructed  on  Monte- 
clto  street?"  The  answer  was:  "I  think 
that  the  lot  or  quarter  of  a  block,  irrespec- 
tive of  improvements,  would  have  been  worth 
about  sU  hundred  dollars  more  If  the  rail- 
road had  gone  on  some  other  street"  De- 
fendant also  requested  the  court  .to  Instruct 
the  jury  in  that  ease  that,  "in  estimating 
the  damage  to  the  portion  of  plaintlfrs  land 
not  taken  by  the  railroad,  you  must  not  con- 
sider what  the  value  of  the  land  would  Iiave 
been  if  the  railroad  had  been  constructed 
through  the  city,  but  along  some  other  street 
than  Gutierrez  street"  The  court  refused  to 
so  Instruct  and  the  admission  of  the  evi- 
dence and  refusal  to  Instruct  the  Jury  as 
above  indicated  being  assigned  as  emx,  the 
court,  speaking  through  Thornton,  J.,  said: 
"We  cannot  see  on  what  view  or  principle 
this  evidence  was  admitted.  The  damage  to 
plaintiff  must  be  estimated  on  the  actual 
facts  Of  the  case,  not  on  any  speculative  the- 
ory of  what  might  have  been  the  result  if 
something  had  occurred  which  In  fact  did 
not  occur.  •  •  •  The  damage  allowed 
is  not  a  failure  to  realize  a  profit  which,  un- 
der another  state  of  matters,  might  liave 
been  realized,  but  the  loss  actually  suffered; 
and  the  defendant  Is  only  called  on  to  make 
compensation  for  that  loss,"  etc.  And  the 
court  held  that  the  admission  of  the  evidence 
and  the  failure  to  Instruct  as  requested  were 
t>oth  erroneous,  and  the  Judgment  In  favor 
of  plaintiff  was  reversed. 

The  rule  as  to  the  measure  of  damages 
enunciated  is  in  consonance  with  the  adju- 
dicated cases  in  this  state  and  elsewhere 
If  the  decision  is  open  to  criticism,  it  must 
be  upon  the  ground  tliat  under  the  wide 
latitude  permitted  on  cross-examinatioa  the 
question  propounded  to  defendant's  witness 
was  admissible  for  reasons  other  than  those 
mentioned  by  the  learned  judge  who  wrote 
tile  opinion.  We  have  no  disposition  to 
criticise  the  oplnfc>n,  and  shall  not  discuss 
it  The  case  at  bar  presents  the  question  in 
a  form  so  entirely  different  as  to  differentiate 
it  from  that  case.  Here  the  witness  had 
testified  in  chief  as  to  the  market  value  of 
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the  btock  of  land  before  tbe  nUroad  -wals 
conatructed  and  aa  to  such  ralae  after  the 
road  was  boUt  throo^h  the  street,  and  had 
described  the  chaogca  and  tnconTeoleDcee 
occasioned  to  the  nse  of  the  street  by  the 
cut  and  fill  thereon,  and  had  fixed  the 
reduction  In  the  market  value  at  $3,000. 
The  objectionable  evidence  was  called  out 
by  the  defendant  on  cross-examination.  If 
It  was  objectionable,  and  injurious  to  the  in- 
terests of  his  client  it  would  seem  reason- 
able to  say  It  was  tbe  fault  of  counsel  and 
not  of  the  plaintiff,  and  that  the  defendant 
cannot  profit  thereby.  If  a  party  to  an  ac- 
tion can  invoke  error,  and  then  avail  himself 
of  it  to  work  a  reversal,  we  shall  have  no 
end  of  error.  But  it  may  be  nrsed  that  this 
testimony  on  cross-exajainatlon  showed  the 
Improper  basis  upon  which  the  witness  had 
predicated  his  statement  of  damages,  and 
hence  that  all  of  his  testimony  should  have 
beeu  stricken  out  The  answer  to  this  poal- 
tlon  IB  twofold:  (1)  The  case  of  Muller  v. 
Railway  Co.,  supra,  holds  that  such  evi- 
dence Is  improper  as  affecting  the  damages 
In  just  such  a  case.  (2)  It  did  not  in  any 
wise  relate  to  the  testimony  given  by  the 
witness  in  his  direct  examination.  The  for- 
mer was  as  to  ulttaonte  facts,  viz.  the  mar- 
ket value  at  a  given  period  of  the  block 
of  land  without  a  railroad  in  front  of  it,  and 
the  market  value  of  the  same  land  at  a  later 
period  with  such  road  in  its  front.  "Mar- 
ket value"  signifies  a  price  established  by 
public  sales,  or  sales  in  the  way  of  ordi- 
nary business.  Black,  Law  Diet  Tbe  lat- 
ter—that Is  to  say,  the  value  of  the  prop- 
erty if  the  road  had  gone  upon  some  other 
streetr-related  to  a  condition  or  state  of 
things  which  never  did  exist,  and,  in  the 
very  nature  of  things,  could  not  enter  into 
the  calculation.  It  is  true  that  the  witness 
In  the  conrse  of  his  ecaminatlon,  and  In  an- 
swer to  some  of  the  questions  <»i  cross-ex- 
amination made  statements  from  which  It 
might  be  Inferred  that  the  question  of  the 
value  of  the  plalntifTs  land,  had  the  road 
been  built  on  another  street,  entered  into 
and  became  an-  element  in  his  calculation  of 
market  value.  An  examination  of  his  whole 
testimony,  however,  tends  to  convince  us 
that  he  did  what  witnesses  very  often  do, 
viz.  stated  facts  quite  accurately,  and  then 
gave  wrong  reasons  for  their  existence.  Con- 
ceding, however,  that  tbe  cross-examination 
was  propesr,  and  that  the  effect  of  such  ««- 
amination  was  to  sbow  that  the  estimate  of 
the  value  of  the  property  was  based  In  part 
opon  Its  supposed  value  it  the  road  had  gone 
elsewhere,  and  it  simply  goes  to  the  value  of 
the  testimony,  and  not  to  its  admissibility; 
and,  while  a  proper  subject  for  comment 
before  the  jury,  and  for  inBtmc<<loD8  from 
the  court,  does  not  require  the  court  to  strike 
o«xt  the  whole  testimony  of  the  witness  up- 
on tbe  given  point  Tbe  court,  at  the  In- 
stance  of  defendant  did  instraet  the  jury, 
among  other  things,  that  ^'In  esttaaatlng  the 


dasMtge  to  the  prtmiaoi  described  in  plaia- 
tiff's  complaint  you  must  not  consider  what 
the  value  of  the  land  would  have  been  if  the 
railroad  had  been  constructed  through  the 
city,  but  along  boom  other  street  than  Gutier- 
rez street" 

▲  like  error  la  assigned  upon  a  like  mo- 
tion to  strike  out  the  testimony  of  a  like 
character  elicited  under  like  circumstancas 
from  the  witness  Edward  Harper.  The  rul- 
ings of  the  court  In  these  cases  do  not  call 
for  a  reversal.  Like  considerations  apply  to 
the  error  assigned  upon  the  ruling  of  the 
court  in  reusing  the  motion  of  counsel  for 
defendant  to  strike  out  the  testimony  of  its 
own  witness.  The  evidence  was  sufficient  to 
sustain  the  verdict,  and  the  latter,  in  view 
of  ail  the  evidence,  was  moderate  in  amount 
There  are  some  other  errors  assigned  in  tbe 
record,  but,  as  they  are  not  urged  by  appel- 
lant we  need  not  comment  upon  them.  The 
judgment  and  order  appealed  from  should 
be  affirmed. 

We  concur:    BBLOHEB,  0.;  HATNBS,  C. 

PBIK  CDBIAM.  Pm-  the  reasons  given  In 
the  foregoing  opinion,  the  judgment  and  or- 
der appealed  from  are  affirmed. 


OM  CaL  tM) 
In  re  AMBROSEWP.    (Or.  86.) 
(Supreme  Cioart  of  California.    Sept  28, 1885.) 

BBXTENOB— Ck>Nril(SMCNT  IN  ClTT  JaIL— CoDBTi- 
TUTIONAI,  liAW— DlFJltSKNT  FUNISHMBNTB 

FOB  Samb  OvreKsB. 

1.  St  1885,  p.  214,  and  St  1891,  p.  292, 
organizing  poUce  courts  in  certain  dties,  pro- 
vide that  when  imprisonment  is  ordered,  it  is 
to  be  suffered  in  the  city  jail,  St  1877-78,  p. 
918,  relating  to  the  practice  of  medicine,  pro- 
vides that  a  person  violating  the  requirements 
thereof  ahail  be  punished  t^  imprisonment  in 
the  county  aail.  tltld  that  for  a  violation  of 
the  act  of  1878,  such  police  court  had  power  to 
impose  a  sentence  of  confinement  In  the  ci^ 
jail. 

2.  St  1885,  9.  214,  and  St  1891,  p.  282, 
orgauizing  police  courts  in  certain  cities,  and 
providing  tEat,  when  imprisonment  is  ordered, 
it  is  to  be  suffered  in  the  city  jail,  is  not  un- 
constitntional  on  the  ground  that  an  offense 
committed  within  the  county,  but  outside  of 
corporate  limits,  is  punishable  by  imprisonment 
in  the  county  jail,  thus  creating  dinereut  pun- 
ishments for  the  same  offense. 

In  bank. 

Application  by  S,  A.  Ambrosewf  for  writ 
against  the  police  court  of  Oakland.  Writ 
discharged. 

W.  Brassey,  for  petiti(«er.  H.  A.  Melvia, 
Froth  Atty.,  for  respondent 

HENSHAW,  J.  Petitioner  was  Convicted 
in  the  i>oUce  court  of  the  city  of  Oakland  of 
misdemeanor,  and,  by  the  judgment  of  that 
court  sentenced  to  pay  a  fine  of  $100,  and. 
In  default  of  the  payment  of  the  fine,  to  be 
imprisoned  in  the  city  jail  of  the  city  of  Oak- 
land In  the  propoctlon  of  1  day's  imprisaa- 


uigiiizea  oy  ■ 


'6" 


1102 


FAOIflC  BBl'OBTBB,  VoL  41. 


(Ca/. 


ment  for  every  $2  of  said  fine.  The  diarge 
against  the  defendant  was  for  tbe  Tiolatloii 
of  the  act  regnlatlng  the  practice  of  medi- 
cine In  the  state  of  California.  St.  1877-T8, 
p.  918.  The  act  provides  that  a  violation  of 
Its  terms  shall  constitute  a  misdemeanor,  and 
tliat  the  person  guilty  thereof  "shall  be  pun- 
ished by  a  fine  of  not  less  than  fifty  dollars, 
or  by  imprisonment  In  tbe  county  lail  for 
a  period  of  not  less  than  thlrtv  nor  more 
than  three  hundred  and  rixty-five  days,  or 
by  both  such  fine  and  Imprisonment."  De- 
fendant appealed  to  the  superior  court  of 
Alameda  county  from  this  Judgment,  and, 
pending  his  appeal,  was  admitted  to  ball. 
Bef(H:e  the  suing  out  of  this  writ  he  had  been 
surrendered  into  custody,  and,  at  tbe  time 
of  Its  Issuance,  was  held  in  charge  by  the 
chief  of  police  of  the  city  of  Oakland,  and 
detained  In  the  jail  of  said  city.  Since  both 
his  bondsmen  had  united  in  tbe  surrender  of 
his  body  before  the  Issuance  of  this  writ, 
tbe  question  of  the  right  or  power  of  one  of 
the  bondsmen  so  to  surrender  blm  is  not 
here  involved. 

Petitioner  contends,  however,  that  the 
Judgment  of  the  police  court  was  void  in  sen- 
tencing him  to  imprisonment,  as  an  alterna- 
tive for  the  nonpayment  of  his  fine,  in  the 
city  Jail,  Instead  of  in  the  county  Jail.  The 
police  court  of  the  city  of  Oakland  is  one  cre- 
ated and  organized  by  virtue  of  tbe  so-caUed 
"Whitney  Act"  (St  1885,  p.  214;  St  1801, 
p.  292).  By  the  provisions  of  this  act.  Juris- 
diction Is  conferred  upon  police  courts  In  all 
cases  of  misdemeanor,  and,  when  imprison- 
ment is  ordered,  it  is  to  be  suCTered  in  the 
city  prison  or  Jail.  The  contention  of  peti- 
tioner is  that  the  Whitney  act,  in  so  provid- 
ing for  imprisonment,  did  not  operate,  and 
should  not  be  construed  to  operate,  to  modi- 
fy the  provisions  of  the  general  statute  pro- 
viding for  imprisonment  in  the  county  Jail. 
But  this  position  is  not  tenable.  The  cases 
to  which  we  are  referred  are  those  cases 
enunciating  the  well-settled  principle  that  a 
general  act  Is  to  be  construed  as  not  repeal- 
ing a  particular  one,— that  Is,  one  directed 
toward  a  special  object,  or  a  special  class  of 
objects,  under  the  maiJm,— "Generalia  spe- 
cialibus  non  derogant"  This,  however,  like 
every  rule  of  construction,  must  give  way  to 
tbe  plain  Intent  of  the  legislature,  plainly  ex- 
pressed in  the  statute;  and  of  this  intent  In 
the  present  Instance,  there  can  be  no  doubt 
The  legislature  meant  to  declare,  and  did  de- 
clare, that  tbe  imprisonment  for  convictions 
bad  in  tbe  courts  created  by  the  Whitney  act 
•hould  be  in  tbe  city  prisons. 

There  is  left  for  consideration  the  single 
proposition  whether  such  a  provision  Is  vio- 
lative of  the  law,  as  providing  dltFerent  pun- 
ishments for  the  same  crime;  in  other  words, 
whether  there  is  any  vice  in  the  law  which 
providefi,  in  ^ect  that  if  the  crime  of  petit 
larceny  be  committed  in  Alameda  county, 
but  without  the  corporate  limits  of  tbe  dty 
of  Oakland,  tbe  Impriaounent  therefor  shall 


be  had  In  the  county  Jail,  while,  If  tbe  same 
crime  be  committed  within  the  corporate 
limits  of  the  city  of  Oakland,  the  punish- 
ment therefor  shall  be  by  Imprisonment  in 
the  city  Jail.  We  have  instanced  the  case  of 
petit  larceny  because  Jurisdiction  over  that 
offense  is  likewise  conferred  by  the  Whitney 
act  upon  the  police  court,  while  by  tbe  stat- 
ute (Pen.  Code,  S  490)  it  is  made  punishable 
by  imprisonment  in  tbe  county  Jail.  This 
point  was  decided  against  petitioner's  con- 
tention In  Ex  parte  Halsted,  89  Gal.  471,  26 
Pac.  961.  There  the  petitioner  had  been 
convicted  of  the  crime  of  petit  larceny  In  the 
police  court  of  tbe  city  of  Los  Angles, 
which  also  is  controlled  by  tbe  provisions  of 
tbe  Whitney  act;  and  tbe  Judgment  of  the 
court  imposed  a  fine,  with  the  alternative  of 
imprisonment  in  the  city  Jail.  This  court 
said:  "There  is  no  conflict  between  the  pro- 
visions of  tbe  Code  and  those  referred  to, 
and  we  think  there  can  be  no  doubt  of  the 
power  of  tbe  police  court  to  direct  imprison- 
ment in  the  city  Jail."  Tbe  same  question 
as  to  the  power  of  the  legislature  to  provide 
difTerent  places  of  punishment  for  the  same 
offense  arose  In  construing  tbe  act  in  rda- 
tlon  to  the  bouse  of  correction  of  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Francisco.  St  1877-78, 
p.  953.  By  section  3  of  this  act  it  was  pro- 
vided  that  all  pwsons  appearing  for  sentence 
in  tbe  police  Judge's  court,  or  the  dty  crim- 
inal court,  or  the  municipal  criminal  court 
of  the  city  and  county  of  San  FrandacOk  who 
might  be  sentoiced  to  imprisonment  in  tbe 
county  Jail  or  in  the  state  prison,  may,  in- 
stead thereof,  be  sentenced  to  imprisonment 
in  the  bouse  of  correction  in  said  city  and 
county.  By  this  law,  too,  it  Is  apparent  that 
one  committing  a  given  crime  In  the  city 
and  county  of  San  Frandsco  would  be  im- 
prisoned in  the  bouse  of  correction,  while 
the  perpetrator  of  the  same  crime  In  any 
other  part  of  the  state  would  be  sent  to  a 
state  prison.  This  law,  however,  was  up 
held  in  Bx  parte  Flood,  64  Cal.  251,  30  Pac. 
437.  Eilsewhere,  also,  the  reasonableness 
and  validity  of  such  acts  have  been  uphdd. 
In  People  v.  Borges,  6  Abb.  Prac.  134,  the 
statute  prescribed  punishment  in  either  the 
county  Jails  (penitentiaries)  or  the  state  pris- 
on. It  was  argued  that  in  those  counties 
which  did  not  possess  Jails  tbe  punishment 
must  be,  of  necessity,  imprisonment  in  the 
state  prison,  while  in  those  counties  possess- 
ing such  penal  institutions  tbe  imprisonment 
might  be  ordned  therein.  It  was  held  that 
this  was  no  objection  to  tbe  law.  In  City 
of  Miltonvale  v.  Lanone,  35  Kan.  603,  12 
Pac.  12,  a  defendant  was  convicted  under  a 
municipal  ordinance  which  provided  for  im- 
prisonment in  the  city  Jail,  and  was  sen- 
tenced to  imprisonment  therein.  Upon  ap- 
peal he  was  retried  in  the  district  court 
found  guilty,  and  sentenced  to  tbe  county 
Jail.  This  sentence  was  upheld,  and  there 
vras  declared  to  be  no  clash  between  the  or- 
dinance and  tbe  statute,  and  no  Irregularity 
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lb  the  last  Judgment.  In  Kimbleawlex  t. 
State  (Ohio  Sup.)  36  N.  £.  1072,  a  law  pro- 
vided that  panishment  should  be  had  by  im- 
prisonment in  county  jails  or  city  prisons. 
A.  later  act  declared  that,  where  a  county  bad 
a  workhouse,  imprisonment  should  be  had  in 
it.  This  law  was  held  to  create  no  conflict. 
And  in  Brenan's  Case,  10  Q.  B.  492,  the  stat- 
ute having  enacted  that,  when  any  convict 
adjudged  to  transportation  by  any  British 
court  out  of  the  United  Kingdom  was 
brought  to  England  to  be  transported,  it 
should  be  lawful  to  imprison  him  in  any 
place  of  confinement  provided  under  the  act, 
it  was  held  that,  if  the  place  in  which  the 
prisoner  was  imprisoned  was  not  one  of  the 
appointed  places,  the  officers  concerned 
might  be  liable  to  censure,  but  the  detention 
was  not  unlawful,  so  as  to  entitle  the  pris- 
oner to  be  discharged.  It  follows  from  the 
foregoing  that  the  writ  should  be  discharged, 
and  the  prisoner  remanded,  and  it  is  so  or- 
dered. 

We  concur:  BEATTY,  C.  J.;  McFAU- 
LAND,  .T.;  VAN  FLEET,  J.;  TEMPLE,  J.; 
HARRISON,  J. 


THE  VICTORIAN  NUMBER  TWO. 

SUTTON  et  al.  v,  THE  VICTORIAN. 

(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.     Oct  8,  1894.) 

JoiDDBR  or  Causes  of   Actios  — Assionmkst  of 

Lien— Intbbest. 

1.  One  hoidiDg  a  lieu  tor  material  furnish- 
ed on  running  account,  one  for  material  fur- 
nished on  special  contract  after  the  running  ac- 
count was  closed,  and  one  as  asaignee,  all  of 
wiiich  arise  under  the  same  statute,  against  the 
same  boat,  ana  are  between  the  same  parties, 
may  enforce  them  all  in  the  same  action. 

2.  A  perfected  boat  lien  is  assignable. 

3.  The  assignee  of  a  perfected  lx>at  lien  may 
enforce  the  lieu  in  his  own  name. 

4.  Interest  is  allowable  on  a  boat  lien  from 
the  time  action  is  begun. 

Appeal  from  circuit  court,  Multnomah  coun- 
ty;   Hartwell  Hurley,  Judge. 

Action  by  Sutton  &  Beebe  against  the  boat 
Victorian  to  enforce  a  lien  for  materials  fur- 
nished and  used  by  a  contractor  in  her  con- 
struction. From  a  Judgment  for  plaiutiff,  the 
owner,  the  Oregon  Short  Line  &  Utah  North- 
em  Railway  Company,  appeals.    Affirmed. 

The  complaint  contains  three  causes  of  ac- 
tion. The  first  is  on  an  open  running  ac- 
count for  material  alleged  to  have  been  fur- 
nished; the  second,  for  materials  furnished 
on  a  certain  date;  and  the  third  is  brought 
by  the  plaintiffs,  as  assignees  of  one  Moore, 
for  materials  furnished  by  him  between  April 
1,  1891,  and  June  1,  1891. 

William  W.  Cotton,  for  appellant.  Chas.  B. 
S.  Wood  (Geo.  H.  Williams,  Stewart  B.  Linthi- 
cum,  and  J.  Couch  Flanders,  on  the  brief), 
for  respondent. 

BEAN,  C.  J.  This  case  is  similar  in  many 
of  its  facts  to  the  case  of  Smith  t.  The  Vic- 


torian (Or.)  32  Pac.  1040,  commenced  July 
13,  1891,  to  enforce  a  lien  for  materials  sold 
and  furnished  Stetfen  between  Decemljer  12, 
1889,  and  February  20,  1891,  and  which  were 
used  in  the  construction  of  the  boat  in  ques- 
tion. In  the  Smith  Case  the  constitutionality 
of  the  boat  lien  law,  the  maritime  or  nonmari- 
tlme  character  of  liens  for  materials  and  sup- 
plies furnished  Steffen  and  used  by  him  in 
the  construction  of  the  boat  after  it  was 
launched,  and  the  statute  of  limitations,  were 
ail  presented  and  decided  (The  Victorian,  24 
Or.  121,  32  Pac.  1040),  and,  although  counsel 
for  defendants  has  reargued  these  questions 
with  much  learning  and  ability,  we  are  still 
satisfied  with  the  decision  formerly  made, 
and  shall  regard  it  as  controlling  authority. 
The  only  questions,  then,  raised  by  this  ap- 
peal, not  determined  by  the  Smith  Case  are: 
(1)  Can  the  several  causes  of  action  sued  on 
be  united  In  the  same  complaint?  (2)  Are 
the  plaintiffs  entitled  to  force  Moore's  lien 
for  materials  furnished  by  him  in  their  name? 
And  (3)  did  the  court  err  in  allowing  as  a 
part  of  the  lien  interest  in  accordance  with 
the  agreement  between  plaintiffs  and  Steffen 
on  the  first  and  second  causes  of  action? 

1.  We  think  the  first  question  must  be  an- 
swered in  the  affirmative.  All  the  causes  of 
action  stated  in  the  complaint  arose  under 
the  same  statute,  are  between  the  same  par- 
ties, triable  In  the  same  manner,  against  the 
same  vessel,  and  can  be  embodied  in  one 
judgment;  aud  hence  we  are  unable  to  dis- 
cover any  good  reason  why  they  should  not 
be  united  in  the  same  complaint.  And,  be- 
sides, it  is  very  doubtful  whether  the  over- 
ruling of  a  demurrer  for  the  misjoinder  of 
causes  of  action  is  ground  for  the  reversal 
of  a  judgment  or  decree  unless  the  defendant 
has  been  prejudiced  in  some  substantial  man- 
ner by  such  Judgment  or  decree.  Hill's  Code, 
§J  104,  230;  Reynolds  v.  Lincoln,  71  Cal.  183, 
9  Pac.  176,  and  12  Pac.  449;  AngeU  v.  Hop- 
kins, 79  Cal.  181,  21  Pac.  729. 

2.  As  to  the  assignability  of  mechanics' 
liens,  there  is  much  diversity  of  opinion  in  the 
authorities.  Mr.  Phillips  states  the  conflict- 
ing rules  prevailing  in  the  several  states  as: 
(1)  That  the  lien  is  personal,  and  cannot  be 
assigned;  (2)  that  the  proceedings  to  be  tak- 
en to  enforce  the  lien  must  be  in  the  name  of 
the  assignor,  but  subject  to  this  restriction: 
that  the  lien  is  assignable;  and  (3)  that  a  lien 
is  as  assignable  as  any  other  debt,  and  that 
the  proceedings  for  its  enforcement  may,  if 
the  state  law  permits,  be  carried  on  in  the 
name  of  the  assignee.  Phil.  Mecb.  Liens,  g 
54.  In  Brown  v.  Hanger,  4  Or.  89,  it  was 
held  by  this  court  that  the  right  to  perfect  a 
mechanic's  lien  by  filing  the  notice  required 
by  law  Is  a  privilege  personal  to  the  party 
performing  the  labor  or  furnishing  the  ma- 
terial, and  not  assignable;  but,  after  the  lien 
has  been  perfected  by  filing  the  required  no- 
tice. It  then  becomes  assignable,  and  can  be 
enforced  In  the  name  of  the  assignee.  Un- 
der the  boat  lien  law  no  notice  is  required  to 
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perfect  the  Hen,  lot  It  Is  a  proceeding  In 
rem,  analogous  to  a  suit  in  admiralty  to  en- 
force a  maritime  lien.  It  attaches  and  is  a 
completed  lien  by  force  of  the  statute  from 
the  time  the  materials  are  furnished  or  labor 
performed,  and  not,  as  in  case  of  a  mechan- 
ic's lien,  a  mere  remedy  given  by  law,  which 
secures  the  preference  provided  for  on  con- 
dition that  the  claimant  brings  himself  with- 
in the  provisions  of  the  statute  by  a  com- 
pliance with  Its  terms.  If  a  mechanic's  lien 
is  assignable,  so  that  the  assignee  may  sue 
in  his  own  name  after  it  is  perfected,  we 
can  conceive  of  no  satisfactory  reason  why 
an  assignment  of  a  perfected  lien  under 
the  boat  lien  law  may  not  be  made,  so  that 
the  assignee  can  enforce  it  as  if  he  were 
the  original  contractor,  whether  the  proceed- 
ings to  that  end  ai-e,  under  the  statute,  tech- 
nically an  action  at  law  or  a  suit  in  equi- 
ty. That  it  is  so  assignable  accords,  in  our 
opinion,  with  the  decided  weight  of  authori- 
ty, the  general  policy  of  our  law,  and  the 
spirit  and  purpose  of  the  lien  law,  and  can 
work  no  injury  to  the  claimant,  while  the 
creditor  will  lose  a  part  of  the  benefit  of 
his  security  if  he  cannot  assign  it  As  was 
said  by  Berry,  J.:  "The  claim  of  the  mate- 
rial man  and  the  lien  are  certainly  the  prop- 
erty of  the  material  man,  and  why  should  he 
not  have  the  right  to  dispose  of  both?  There 
is  nothing  in  the  lien  right  of  the  nature  of 
a  ijersonal  trust.  The  lien  holder  is  not  in- 
trusted with  the  possession  of  the  property 
bound  by  the  lien.  His  lien  is  a  security. 
What  difference  can  it  make  to  the  lienor  who 
holds  the  lien?  His  duty  is  to  pay  the  debt. 
If  he  pays  it,  his  property  is  discharged.  If 
he  fails  to  pay  It,  and  so  loses  the  property, 
of  what  moment  Is  it  to  him  whether  the  lien 
is  enforced  by  the  material  man  or  his  as- 
signee?' Tuttle  V.  Howe,  14  Minn.  149  (611. 
113).  This  view  is  sustained  by  the  follow- 
ing, among  other,  authorities:  Phil.  Mech. 
Liens,  {  55;  Jones,  Liens,  i  1493;  15  Am.  & 
Eng.  Ehic.  Law,  102;  Laege  v.  Bossieux,  15 
Qrat.  83;  Skyrme  y.  Mhilng  Co.,  8  Nev.  219; 
Davis  v.  BUlsland,  18  WaU.  659;  Kerr  v. 
Mooi-e,  54  Miss.  286;  The  American  Eagle,  18 
Fed.  879;  The  M.  Vandercook,  24  Fed.  472. 

3.  From  the  findings  of  fact  it  appears  that 
it  was  agreed  between  the  plaintiffs  and  Stef- 
fen  that  the  latter  should  pay  Interest  at  the 
rate  of  10  per  cent  per  annum  upon  the  pur- 
chase price  of  each  installment  of  materials 
furnished  him,  if  not  paid  within  60  days  aft- 
er the  date  thereof.  The  court,  however,  al- 
lowed interest  only  from  the  time  of  the 
commencement  of  the  action.  The  allowance 
of  this  interest  is  assigned  as  error.  In  Mill- 
ing Co.  V.  Riley,  1  Or.  183,  objection  was 
made  to  the  amount  of  the  Judgment  because 
the  interest  accruing  on  the  demand  of  plain- 
tiff was  included  in  the  Judgment,  and  it  was 
claimed  that  interest  is  a  nonlienable  item  of 


account,  but  the  objection  was  overruled,  and 
the  court  held  "that  Interest  may  Ije  comput- 
ed on  a  lienable  demand,  and  a  lien  awarded 
for  the  entire  amount";  and  the  same  rule 
was  announced  and  applied  in  Forbes  v. 
Electric  Co.,  19  Or.  61,  23  Pac.  670.  It  fol- 
lows that  the  Judgment  appealed  from  must 
be  affirmed.    Affirmed. 


STATE  V.  PENNOYER. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Oregon.    Jan.  14,  1895.) 
On  motion  to  recall  mandate.    Granted. 
For  original  opinion,  see  37  Pac.  906. 

PER  CURIAM.  The  application  to  recall 
the  mandate  in  this  case  is  based  upon  the 
assumption  that  a  preliminary  injunction  was 
issued  by  the  court  below  which  lias  been  in 
terms  dissolved  by  the  decree  or  Judgment 
in  this  court,  entered  by  the  clerk,  which  en' 
try  was  made  under  the  Impression  that  no 
such  injunction  was  issued.  The  decision 
heretofore  made  proceeds  upon  the  theory 
that  the  complaint  does  not  state  a  cause  of 
suit,  and  for  that  reason  it  was  error  in  the 
court  below  to  overrule  the  demurrer,  and 
enter  a  decree  as  prayed  for  in  the  complaint 
But  because  it  was  thought  the  defect  could 
perhaps  be  remedied  by  amendment,  the 
cause  was  ordered  remanded  for  further  pro- 
ceedings not  inconsistent  with  the  opinion,  so 
that  plaintiff  might  thereby  be  given  an  op- 
portunity to  apply  in  the  court  below  for 
leave  to  amend.  If  so  advised.  This  conclu- 
sion necessarily  reversed  and  annulled  the 
decree  of  the  court  below  making  the  injunc- 
tion perpetual,  but  it  was  not  intended  or  de- 
signed to  interfere  with  or  disturb  any  pre- 
liminary injunction  which  may  have  been 
Issued  by  the  court  It  was  the  intention  to 
leave  the  case  In  statu  quo  until  plaintiff 
could  have  an  opportunity,  by  permission  of 
the  court  I>elow,  to  frame  a  complaint.  If  the 
facts  Justified,  so  as  to  present  the  imjiortant 
public  question  which  it  desired  to  have  de- 
cided. It  is  not  clear  from  the  record  wheth- 
er a  preliminary  injunction  was  in  fact  Issued 
or  served,  but,  in  order  to  avoid  any  ques- 
tion as  to  the  effect  of  the  order  in  this  court 
reversing  the  decree,  the  mandate  will  be  re- 
called, and  the  decree  amended  so  as  not  to 
interfere  with  any  preliminary  Injunction  or 
restraining  order  which  may  have  been  is- 
sued by  the  court  below.  The  case  was  de- 
cided on  the  16tb  of  November,  1803,  and  the 
mandate  Issued  on  the  13th  of  the  following 
month,  and  then  at  the  request  of  both  par- 
ties, and  it  is  to  be  regretted  that  counsel  for 
plaintiff  did  not  take  the  precaution  to  ob- 
serve the  form  of  the  decree  before  the  man- 
date was  issued,  and  thereby  obviate  the 
delay  incident  to  this  proceeding. 
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BALBM  IMP.  CO.  r.  McCOURT  et  al.i 

(Snpreme  Court  of  Oregon.     July  6,  1894.) 

VxKooR  AND  Pdrcbasbk— Rights  or  Grantbb  to 

SUBSBQUBNTLT  ACQUIKED  TITLE  OT  GRANTOR 
—  QUIETIKO  TlTLB  —  BOCMDABIM  —  EQUITABLB 
JCBISDICTION. 

1.  Where  an  agent  of  the  state,  anthor- 
ized  to  select  land  in  a  particular  county  in  lieu 
of  school  lands  lost  therein,  b^  sale  or  other- 
wise, selects  and  conyeys  land  in  another  coun- 
ty, a  TaJUd  title  to  such  lands  subsequently  ac- 
quired by  the  state  will  not  inure  to  the  benefit 
of  the  grantee. 

2.  Where  a  court  of  equity  has  obtained 
jurisdiction  of  an  action  to  quiet  title  to  land, 
it  also  has  jurisdiction  to  ascertain  the  bound- 
ary of  such  land  on  plaintiff's  allegation  of  a 
change  in  the  channel  of  a  narigable  stream, 
originally  forming  such  boundary.  Hence,  strik- 
insr  such  allegation  from  tlie  comtdaint  is  erro- 
neous. 

Appeal  from  drcuit  court,  Marlon  coonty; 
George  H.  Burnett,  Judge. 

Action  by  the  Salem  Improvement  Company 
against  one  McCourt  and  others  to  quiet  title. 
From  a  decree  for  defendants,  plalntUf  ap- 
peals.    Reversed. 

This  Is  a  suit  to  quiet  title.  The  facts  sbovr 
that  on  September  8, 1857,  in  pursuance  of  an 
act  of  the  legislative  assembly  of  the  territory 
of  Oregon,  passed  January  2G,  1856,  the  super- 
intendent of  common  schools  of  Marlon  coun- 
ty. Or.,  sold  as  school  land  to  one  John  A. 
.Tohns  the  S.  %  of  the  S.  W.  V*  of  section  28, 
In  township  7  S.,  of  range  3  W.  of  the  Wil- 
lamette meridian,  in  said  county,  together 
with  other  real  property,  and  on  October  20, 
1860,  the  full  consideration  therefor  having 
been  paid,  executed  and  delivered  a  deed  to 
him,  purporting  to  convey  said  land  in  pursu- 
ance of  such  sale.  The  west  40  of  said  tract 
was  made  fractional  by  the  main  channel  of 
the  Willamette  river,  and  that  portion  lying 
east  of  the  river  was  sun-eyed  and  platted  as 
lot  6  of  said  section,  containing  23.06  acres. 
When  the  government  survey  was  made,  an 
island  existed  in  said  river,  opposite  said  lot 
6,  which  was  surveyed  and  platted  as  lot  9  of 
section  28,  containing  17.20  acres,  and  lot  3  of 
section  29,  containing  5.42  acres.  The  de- 
scription of  land  contained  in  said  deed  em- 
braced a  part  of  said  lot  9,  triangular  In  form, 
its  north  and  west  lines  extending  about  6.43 
chains  from  the  northwest  corner  of  said  west 
40,  which,  together  with  the  accretions  there- 
to, forms  the  subject  of  this  suit.  Julia  A. 
Johns,  having  acquired  the  Interest  of  John  A. 
Johns  In  said  school  lands,  applied  to  the 
board  of  commissioners  for  the  sale  of  school 
and  university  lands  for  a  confirmatory  deed 
for  the  S.  E.  %  of  the  S.  W.  %,  and  lot.  6  of 
section  28,  but  made  no  appllcalion  for  any 
part  of  lot  9,  and  said  board,  on  February  9, 
1880,  executed  and  delivered  to  her  a  deed 
to  the  property  applied  for.  Said  lot  9  was 
selected  by  a  duly-authorized  agent  of  the 
state  In  lieu  of  school  lands  lost  to  the  state 
by  sale  or  otherwise,  and  said  selection  was, 
on  May  27, 1891,  duly  approved  by  the  sccre- 
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tary  of  the  Interior,  subject  to  any  valid  in- 
terfering rights  which  may  have  existed  at 
the  date  of  the  selection.  The  said  board  of 
commissioners  for  the  sale  of  school  and  uni- 
rersity  lands,  on  June  21,  1892,  executed  and 
delivered  to  George  D.  Goodhue  and  others  a 
deed  purx)ortlng  to  convey  said  lot  0  to  them. 
The  plaintiff  has,  by  mesne  conveyances,  ac- 
quired their  title  thereto,  while  the  defend- 
ants, by  mesne  conveyances,  have  acquired 
what  title  Julia  A.  Johns  had  to  the  tri- 
angular tract  forming  a  part  of  said  lot  9. 
When  the  deed  to  Johns  was  executed,  the 
main  channel  of  the  Willamette  river  lay  be- 
tween lot  6  and  said  island,  the  center  of 
which  fwmed  the  boundary  line  between  the 
counties  of  Marion  and  Polk;  but  during  a 
freshet  in  said  river  the  current  changed  its 
course,  and  thereafter  flowed  west  of  said 
island,  creating  a  new  channel,  and  the  old 
channel  gradually  filled  up,  so  that  a  large 
part  of  the  sand  and  gravel  therein  is  now 
uncovered  at  low  water.  The  defendants,  at 
the  commencement  of  this  salt,  claiming  au- 
thority BO  to  do  under  the  Johns'  deed  and 
subsequent  mesne  conveyances  through  which 
they  claim  title,  were  digging  and  carrying 
away  sand,  loam,  and  gravel  from  the  tri- 
angular tract  embraced  in  said  lot  9,  and  the 
accretions  thereto,  in  the  old  channel.  The 
plaintiff  alleges  ownership  and  possessioa  of 
said  lot  9  and  the  accretions  thereto,  and  that 
the  defendants  claim  to  have  some  adverse 
Interest  or  estate  in  some  part  thereof,  and, 
said  allegations  of  ownership  and  possession 
having  been  denied  by  the  defendants,  the 
case  was  referred  to  W.  P.  Williams  to  talce 
testimony,  and  upon  the  report  thereof  by 
the  referee  the  court  found  for  the  defend- 
ants, and  decreed  that  they  were  the  owners 
In  fee,  and  entitled  to  the  tmssession  of  the 
lands  in  controversy,  and  awarded  them  their 
costs  and  disbursements,  from  which  decree 
the  plaintiff  appeals.     Reversed. 

Tllmon  Ford  and  S.  T.  Richardson,  for  ap- 
pellant   Bonham  &  Holmes,  for  respondents. 

MOORE,  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  The 
plaintiff  contends  that  the  superintendent's 
deed  conveyed  no  title,  while  the  defendants 
contend  that  Johns,  their  grantor,  having  ob- 
tained a  deed  which  purported  to  convey  the 
fee-simple  title  to  the  land  In  controversy,  the 
state  Is  estopped  from  claiming  any  after- 
acquired  title,  and  that,  plaintiff's  grantors 
having  obtained  their  deed  from  the  state 
with  notice  of  the  prior  recorded  deed,  the 
legal  title  Inured  to  the  defendants.  Section 
20  of  the  act  of  congress  approved  August  14, 
1848  (9  Stat.  32.3),  roserved  sections  numbered 
16  and  36  In  each  township  In  the  territory  of 
Oregon  for  the  support  of  schools  therein,  and 
on  January  7,  18.")3,  another  act  of  congress 
was  approved  (10  Stat.  150),  which  authorized 
the  legislative  assembly  of  the  territory  to  ap- 
point the  county  commissioners  of  the  several 
counties,  or  such  other  officer  as  it  should  di- 
rect, to  select  lands  li^^J^jjg^i;^^(;etl<eAJi^Hil!l 
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36,  -when  they  had  been  taken  under  the  do- 
nation law,  or  •were  otherwise  disposed  of; 
whereupon  the  legislative  assembly,  in  pursu- 
ance of  this  authority,  passed  an  act,  January 
31,  1855  (Sess.  Laws  1855,  p.  465),  appointing 
the  school  superintendent  of  each  county  to 
select  lands  in  his  county  in  lieu  of  lands  in 
sections  16  and  36,  lost  to  the  territory  by  do- 
nation or  otherwise,  and  on  January  26,  1856, 
passed  another  act  (Sess.  Laws  1856,  p.  69), 
which  authorized  the  said  superintendent  to 
sell  the  school  lands  in  their  respective  coun- 
ties, for  cash  or  upon  time,  and  upon  the  pay- 
ment of  the  purchase  price  to  execute  deeds 
thereto.  Section  4  of  the  act  of  congress  ap- 
proved February  14, 1859  (11  Stat.  383),  grant- 
ed sections  numbered  16  and  36  In  every  town- 
ship to  the  state  of  Oregon,  and  it  was  pro- 
vided therein  that,  where  either  of  said  sec- 
tions, or  any  part  thereof,  had  been  sold  or 
otherwise  disiwsed  of,  other  lands  equiva- 
lent thereto  should  be  granted,  upon  certain 
conditions  therein  named.  These  conditions 
were  accepted  by  the  legislative  assembly  of 
the  state  of  Oregon  June  3,  1859  (Hill's  Code, 
§  125),  and  the  state  thereupon  became  vested 
with  the  legal  title  to  sections  16  and  36  and 
such  other  land  as  had  been  selected  by  the 
school  superintendents  in  lieu  thereof.  It  will 
thus  be  seen  that  the  school  superintendent  of 
Marlon  county  had  authority,  under  the  acts 
of  congress,  and  of  the  legislative  assembly  of 
the  territory  of  Oregon,  to  select  such  lieu 
lands  In  his  county,  but  that  at  the  time  his 
deed  was  executed  the  state  had  no  title  to 
any  part  of  lot  9,  which  was  situated  in  the 
county  of  Polk,  and  the  question  to  be  de- 
cided is.  would  the  title  to  the  triangular  tract 
on  the  Island,  embraced  in  the  superintend- 
ent's deed,  inure  to  Johns  when  the  state  ac- 
quired the  legal  title? 

Section  6  of  the  act  of  .January  26,  1856, 
authorized  the  school  supertnteiulent  to  ex- 
ecute and  deliver  to  the  purchaser  of  school 
land?  a  bond  conditioned  that  he  and  his  suc- 
cessor In  office  would  exwute  and  deliver  to 
such  purchaser  or  his  assigns  a  proper  deed  in 
fee  simple,  upon  the  payment  of  the  purciiase 
price  and  interest.  Section  5  of  article  8  of 
the  state  constitution  created  a  boaixl  of  com- 
missioners for  the  sale  of  school  and  universi- 
ty lands,  consisting  of  the  governor,  secretary 
of  state,  and  state  treasurer,  and  provided 
that  its  powers  and  duties  should  be  such  as 
might  be  prescribed  by  law;  but  no  statute 
authorlzhig  said  board  to  make  sale  of  school 
lands,  or  to  execute  deeds  to  purchasers  there- 
of, was  enacted  by  the  legislative  assembly 
of  the  state  xmtil  October  22,  1864.  Deady's 
Code  Or.  184.-)-64,  p.  884.  Section  7  of  arti- 
cle 18  of  said  constitution  provided  that  all 
laws  In  force  In  the  territory  of  Oregon  when 
the  constitution  took  effect,  and  consistent 
therewith,  shoiild  continue  In  force  until  al- 
tered or  repealed.  Tlie  state  having  acquired 
the  legal  title  to  sections  16  and  36,  together 
with  such  other  lands  as  had  been  properly 
selected  in  lieu  thereof,   the  school  superin- 


tendent of  Marlon  county,  on  October  20,  1860, 
under  the  territorial  act  of  January  26,  1856, 
executed  and  ddivered  to  Johns  a  deed,  of 
which  the  following  is  a  copy:  "Know  all 
men  by  these  presents,  that  whereas,  I,  B.  F. 
Bonham,  superintendent  of  common  schools 
in  and  tor  the  county  of  Marion  and  state  of 
Oregon,  in  pursuance  of  an  act  passed  by  the 
legislative  assembly  of  the  territory  of  Oregon 
on  the  twenty-sixth  day  of  January,  eighteen 
hundred  and  fifty-six,  did,  on  the  eighth  day 
of  September,  eighteen  hundred  and  flfty- 
seven,  sell  to  John  A.  Johns  three  hnudred 
and  eighteen  and  sixty-four  hundredths  acres 
ot  the  common-school  land  of  said  Marion 
county  for  the  sum  of  six  hundred  and  thirty- 
seven  dollars  and  twenty-four  cents;  and 
whereas,  the  said  John  A.  Johns  has  paid 
Into  the  treasury  of  said  Marion  county  the 
full  purchase  price  of  said  land,  wherefore  I, 
the  said  B.  F.  Bonliam,  do  by  these  presents 
bargain,  sell,  and  convey  imto  said  John  A. 
Johns  the  following  described  tracts  or  par- 
cels of  school  land  as  described  on  the  plats 
of  the  United  States,  to  wit,  the  south  half  of 
the  southwest  quarter  of  section  twenty-eight 
In  town^Ip  seven  north,  of  range  three  west 
•  •  *  containing  three  hundred  and  eight- 
een and  sixty-four  hundredths  acres  of  land, 
more  or  less;  to  have  and  to  hold  the  said 
premises,  with  all  the  appurtenances  there- 
tmto  belonging,  unto  the  said  John  A.  Johns, 
his  heirs  and  assigns,  in  fee  simple  forever. 
In  witness  whereof  I  have  hereunto  set  my 
hand  and  seal  this  twentieth  day  of  October, 
eighteen  hundred  and  sixty.  [Seal]  B.  F. 
Bonham,  Superintendent  of  Common  Schools 
in  and  for  the  County  of  Marion,  State  of  Ore- 
gon." It  will  be  seen  from  the  foregoing  that 
the  suiierlntendent  had  authority  to  sell  the 
s<<hool  lands  of  Marlon  county.  Or.,  and  to  con- 
vey the  same  by  a  fee-simple  title,  and  the 
deed  therefca-  is  to  all  Intents  and  purposes  a 
patent  of  the  state  of  Oregon.  Dolph  v.  Bar- 
ney, 5  Or.  191.  At  common  law,  when  the 
mode  of  assm-ance  was  a  feoffment,  fine,  or 
common  recovery,  an  estate  actually  passed 
by  operation  of  the  doctrine  of  estoppel,  which 
not  only  divested  the  party  of  what  Interest 
he  then  had  in  the  land,  but  of  every  estate 
which  he  might  thereafter,  by  any  possibility, 
acquire;  and  this  doctrine  is  now  applied  to 
modern  covenants.  But  a  grant  or  a  release 
did  not  have  this  effect,  and  hence  deeds  of 
bargain  and  sale,  lease  and  release,  have  no 
greater  effect  by  way  of  estoppel  than  the 
common-law  grant  or  release.  "When,  how- 
ever," says  Mr.  Ranle,  in  his  work  on  Cove- 
nants for  Title,  388,  "it  has  distinctly  ap- 
peared in  such  conveyance,  either  by  a  recital, 
an  admission,  a  covenant,  or  otherwise,  that 
the  i)artles  actually  intended  to  convey  and 
receive,  reciprocally,  a  certain  estate,  they 
have  been  held  to  be  estopped  from  denying 
the  operation  of  the  deed  according  to  this 
Intent."  In  Van  Rensselaer  v.  Kearney,  11 
How.  325,  It  was  held  tliat,  if  the  grantor 
sets  forth  on  the  face  of  the  instrument  by 
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way  of  recital  «  averment  that  he  is  seised  or 
possessed  of  a  particular  estate  In  the  prem- 
ises, and  which  estate  the  deed  purports  to 
convey,  the  grantor  and  all  persons  In  privity 
with  him  rtiall  be  estopped  from  ever  aftw- 
wards  denying  that  he  was  so  seised  and  pos- 
sessed at  the  time  he  made  the  conveyance. 
In  Taggart  v.  Hlsley,  4  Or.  235,  the  doctrine 
announced  In  the  preceding  case  was  qtioted 
with  approval,  and  It  was  there  held  that 
from  the  language  employed  In  the  deed  It 
was  evident  the  grantor  Intended  to  convey, 
and  the  grantee  expected  to  become  Invested 
with,  the  land  itself  in  fee  simple,  and  that  a 
covenant  for  quiet  enjoyment  estopped  the 
grantor  from  setting  up  an  after-acquired  ti- 
tle. The  case  of  Bayley  v.  McCoy,  8  Or.  259, 
was  an  action  to  recover  damages  for  an  al- 
leged breach  of  certain  covenants  In  a  deed 
which  purported  to  convey  only  the  right,  ti- 
tle, and  Interest  of  the  grantors  In  certain 
premises,  with  covenants  of  ownership,  free- 
dom from  Incumbrances,  and  general  war- 
ranty. It  was  there  held,  affirming  the  doc- 
trine of  Taggart  v.  Rlsley,  4  Or.  235,  that  the 
action  was  malntalnatde.  In  Wilson  v.  Mc- 
Bwan,  7  Or.  87,  it  was  held  that  a  power  ai>- 
pointlng  an  at'-omey  to  bargain  and  sen  or 
dispose  of  in  any  manner  he  might  see  fit  any 
lot  as  fully  and  effectually  as  the  principal 
could  do  If  personally  present,  authorized  the 
attorney  to  execute  a  warranty  deed  upon  a 
sale  of  said  property,  thus  affirming  the  doc- 
trine announced  in  Taggart  v.  Rlsley,  4  Or. 
235,  and  also  held  that  the  grantees  of  the 
principal  were  estopped  from  setting  up  any 
after-acquired  title. 

In  the  case  at  bar  the  superintendent,  In 
pursuance  of  the  statute  then  in  force,  exe- 
cuted and  delivered  a  deed  to  defendant's 
grantor,  which,  upon  its  face,  piffported  to 
convey  an  estate  In  fee  simple  forever,  and 
expresses  a  manifest  Intention  to  deal  with 
the  land  itself,  and  not  with  a  mere  interest 
therein,  which  deed  having  been  accepted  by 
the  grantee,  It  must  be  presumed  the  parties 
actually  intended  to  convey  and  receive  re- 
ciprocally the  estate  therein  specified;  and  it 
only  remains  to  be  seen  whether  the  state 
is  estopped  from  denying  the  openitlMi  of 
Ihe  deed  according  to  this  Intent.  While 
there  is  a  conflict  cf  authority  upon  this 
question  in  cases  where  the  officers  have  act- 
ed within  the  scope  of  their  powers,  the 
courts  have  uniformly  held  that  the  doctrine 
of  estoppel  cannot  be  Invoked  against  the 
state  lu  support  of  the  unauthorized  acts  of 
its  officers  and  agents,  however  long  acqui- 
esced In.  Attorney  General  v.  Marr,  55  Mich. 
445,  21  N.  W.  883;  Pulaski  Co.  v.  State,  42 
Ark.  118;  Day  Land  &  Cattle  Co.  v.  State, 
68  Tex.  526,  4  S.  W.  863.  In  State  v.  Brew- 
er, 64  Ala.  287,  It  was  held  that  all  who  deal 
with  the  officers  or  agents  of  the  government 
must  inquire  at  their  peril  Into  the  extent 
of  their  power;  and  that  the  act  of  no  agent, 
public  or  private,  not  within  the  scope  of  the 
agency,  can  bind  the  principal  by  way  of 


estoppel,  no  matter  how  much  reliance  may 
have  been  placed  upon  It.  "A  state,"  says 
Mr.  Throop,  In  his  work  on  Public  OtBcers 
(section  551),  "Is  never  estopped  on  the 
ground  that  Its  agent  is  acting  imder  an  ap- 
parent authority  which  is  not  real."  Assum- 
ing that  the  term  "In  fee  simple  forever,"  as 
used  In  the  superintendent's  deed,  was  suffi- 
cient to  convey  an  after-acquired  estate,  It 
could  only  apply  to  state  lands  In  Marion 
county.  The  superintendent  had  no  author- 
ity to  sdl  or  convey  the  school  lands  situated 
In  the  county  of  Polk,  and  the  attempt  on  hla 
part  to  do  so  was  unauthorized.  And  as  the 
state  is  only  estopped  by  the  acts  of  its 
agents  and  officers  when  done  within  the 
scope  of  their  authority,  the  doctrine  of  es- 
toppel cannot  be  Invoked  in  the  case  at  bar. 

The  plaintiff.  In  substance,  alleged  that  ac- 
cretions having  been  gradually  formed  on  the 
east  side  of  said  lot  9  had  caused  said  river 
to  recede  till  the  old  channel  has  become 
filled  with  sand,  gravel,  and  loam,  and  the 
river  now  flows  on  the  west  side  of  said  lot, 
and  that  the  east  boundary  thereof  has.  In 
consequence  of  such  accretions,  been  extend- 
ed to  the  center  of  the  old  river  bed,  which 
was  described  by  course  and  distance.  This 
allegation  was  stricken  out  by  the  court,  and, 
OS  the  plaintiff  contends,  erroneously.  We 
think  the  allegation  was  material,  and  pre- 
sented an  Issue  as  to  the  boundary  between 
the  estates  of  the  parties  hereto.  The  court 
must  take  judicial  knowledge  that  the  Wil- 
lamette river,  as  It  flowed  between  lots  6  and 
9,  was  a  public  navigable  stream  (Shaw  v. 
Iron  Co.,  10  Or.  371),  and  hence  the  title  to 
the  bed  thereof  was  In  the  state  (Gould,  Wa- 
ters, §  158).  If  by  any  sudden  change  In  the 
course  of  the  river  the  old  bed  became  filled 
with  sand,  gravel,  and  loam,  the  state  was 
not  thereby  divested  of  Its  legal  title,  and 
neither  plaintiff  nor  defendant  could  claim 
any  interest  therein,  except  as  to  such  parts 
as  had  been  odded  to  their  respective  estates 
by  Imperceptible  accretions,  and  the  line 
where  such  accretions  met  would  become  the 
boundary  of  their  estates.  Buse  v.  Russell, 
86  Mo.  209.  This  was  an  issue  tendered  by 
the  plaintiff,  which  It  was  entitled  to  have 
tried,  if  contested;  and  the  motion  to  strike 
the  said  allegation  from  the  complaint  must 
be  overruled. 

Ejectment  Is  the  proper  remedy  for  settling 
questions  of  disputed  boundaries,  but  equity, 
having  obtained  Jurisdiction  for  the  purpose 
of  quieting  the  title  to  the  disputed  tract, 
will  retain  it  for  the  purpose  of  ascertaining 
the  extent  of  the  accretions  thereto  when 
controverted  by  others.  The  decree  appealed 
from  will  therefore  be  reversed,  and  a  decree 
entered  here  for  plaintiff  that  It  is  the  owner 
In  foe  of  said  lot  9,  together  with  the  accre- 
tions, if  any,  and  quieting  its  title  thereto, 
and  that  the  cause  be  remanded  to  the  court 
below  to  determine  the  question  of  boundary, 
if  the  allegations  so  erroneously  stricken  out 
shall  be  controverted.     Reversed, 
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SHAPLEIGH  et  al.  ▼.  HULKi 
(Snpreme  Court  of  Colorado.     Sept.  30,  1895.) 

QUIBTIKO  TlTI.B  —  SUFFICIENCT  OF   BiLL  —  TbOST 

Pbbd— Vamditi— Mecbanios'  Libss— 
Phopbrtt  Covekbd. 

1.  In  an  action  to  remove  a  cloud  caused 
by  a  trust  deed,  plaintiff  alleged  that  he  enur- 
ed into  a  contract  with  one  L.  to  sell  him  a  lot, 
and  to  deliver  a  deed  on  payment  of  a  certain 
price;  that  no  payment  was  ever  made,  but  that 
a  warranty  deed,  purportiuK  to  have  been  made 
by  plaintiff  and  acknowledged,  was  recorded, 
and  a  trust  deed  executed,  by  said  L.;  that  such 
warranty  deed  "is  fraudulent,  forged,  and  made 
without  plaintiff's  consent,  and  in  fraud  of  his 
riehts";  and  that  he  has  not  sold  or  conveyed 
any  of  his  Interest  in  said  property,  except  by 
the  contract  before  mentioned.  Hdil  to  sntb- 
ciently  allege  the  forgery  and  the  fraudulent 
character  of  the  warranty  deed. 

2.  Where  a  deed  to  certain  land  is  forged,  a 
trust  deed  by  the  grantee  in  such  forged  deed 
gives  the  grantee  in  the  timst  deed  no  lien  on 
the  land. 

3.  H.  agreed  to  sell,  and  L.  agreed  to  buy, 
certain  lots,  for  a  specified  sum,  60  days  after 
the  date  of  the  contract.  L.  agreed  to  erect 
on  such  lots  two  houses,  work  to  be  commenced 
at  once;  and  H.  agreiM],  on  payment  of  such 
specified  sum,  to  deliver  to  L.  a  good  and  suf- 
ficient title  for  the  lots.  L.  afterwards  erected 
such  buildings,  but  never  paid  such  purchase 
money,  or  obtained  any  deed  to  the  lots;  and 
liens  were  filed  by  L.  s  contractors  for  labor 
and  material.  Bad,  that  such  mechanics'  liens 
were  not  limited  to  the  buildings,  bat  extended 
to  the  lots. 

4.  A  notary's  certificate  of  acknowledgment 
cannot  bo  impeached  by  his  evidence. 

5.  Where  a  notary  public,  as  a  witness  to 
impeach  a  cwtifieate  of  acknowledgment  made 
by  him,  gives  evidence  which  tends  as  much  to 
sustain  his  certificate  as  to  overthrow  it,  the 
error  in  admitting  his  evidence  is  harmless. 

6.  Under  the  Colorado  Civil  Code,  the  rule 
in  equity  that,  where  the  answer  is  responsive 
to  the  bill,  plaintiff,  in  order  to  prevail,  must 
overcome  it  by  the  evidence  of  two  witnessos, 
or  of  one  witness  and  strong  corroborating  cir- 
cumstances, doea  not  apply. 

Appeal  frorn  district  court,  Arapahoe  cotmty. 

Action  by  George  T.  Hull  against  George 
A.  Shapletgh  and  others  to  remove  a  cloud 
from  title.  From  the  decree,  defendants  ap- 
pea\.     Reversed. 

Action  to  remove  cloud  from  title,  com- 
menced by  appellee,  George  T.  Hull,  ■who  al- 
leges tlwt  on  November  10,  1890,  he  was  own- 
er and  In  pos8es.sion  of  lots  B  and  C  In  resub- 
dlvislon  to  lots  1,  2,  and  3  In  block  2,  High- 
land Park;  that  at  the  date  mentioned  the 
plaintiff  entered  into  the  following  agreement 
■with  one  C.  William  I^eimbnch:  "This  agi-ee- 
ment,  made  Nov.  10th,  18i)0,  between  George 
T.  Hull  and  C.  Wm.  I^imbach,  wltnesseth: 
That  said  George  T.  Hull  agrees  to  sell,  and 
that  said  C.  W.  Ijeimbach  agrees  to  buy,  lots 
B  and  C  In  sublets  1,  2,  and  3  in  block  2, 
Highland  Park,  for  the  sum  of  twenty-five 
hundred  (.?2,.')00)  dollars,  sixty  days  after  the 
date  of  this  agreement,  together  with  Interest 
at  eight  per  cent,  per  annum.  Said  0.  "W. 
Lelmbach  agrees  to  erect  upon  said  lots  two 
houses,  to  cost  not  less  than  $3,500  each; 
work  on  said  houses  is  to  be  commenced  at 
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OBce.  €>«o.  T.  Hull  agrees,  upon  payment  of 
$2,500,  together  wltb  interest  as  aforesaid,  to 
deliver  a  good  and  sufficient  tide  for  said  lots 
to  C.  W.  Leimba«di."  Afterwards  Leimbaeh 
began  the  construction  of  two  honses  on  the 
property,  In  accordance  with  the  written  con- 
tract, and  made  certain  contracts  for  the  per- 
formance of  labor  and  furnishing  of  material 
with  others,  including  the  defendants.  Plaln- 
tlB  alleges  that  he  has  no  knowledge  as  to 
the  amount  of  such  contracts,  or  the  amounts 
dus  thereon,  and  avers  that  he  assumed  no 
responaiblUty  therefor.  He'  also  avers  that 
on  December  13,  1890,  an  alleged  warranty 
deed,  dated  December  1,  1880,  and  purporting 
to  have  been  acknowledged  December  2, 1880, 
was  recorded  In  the  county  clerk  and  record- 
er's office  of  Arapahoe  county.  Plaintiff  al- 
leges that  he  is  named  as  the  grantor  in  said 
deed,  and  that  it  purports  to  convey  his  title 
to  Lelmbach,  and  avers  that  this  deed  is 
fraudulent,  forged,  and  made  without  plain- 
tiff's consent,  and  in  fraud  of  his  rights.  It 
is  further  alleged  that  subsequently  Leim- 
baeh executed  and  d^vered  to  George  A. 
Shapleigh,  one  of  the  defendants,  a  trust 
deed  on  the  premises,  to  secure  the  payment 
of  a  certain  note,  for  $5,000,  to  one  Sawyer, 
wltitx  interest  at  8  per  cent,  per  annum,  paya- 
ble five  years  after  date,  and  attached  there- 
to certain  coupon  interest  notes;  that  this 
deed  was  acknowledged  on  the  13th  day  of 
December,  1890,  and  duly  recorded.  Plaintiff 
avers  that  Lelmbach  had  no  title  to  the  prop- 
erty, or  authority  to  execute  the  deed;  that 
the  same  was  executed  without  the  knowl- 
edge or  consent  of  the  plaintiff,  and  In  fraud 
of  plaintiff's  rights;  that  no  consideration 
was  paid  therefor,  and  that  the  deed  did  not 
refer  to  the  trust  deed  before  mentioned ;  that 
the  defendants  and  others  have  placed  me- 
chancs'  liens  upon  said  property,  and  are 
seeking  to  bold  the  plaintiff  responsible  for 
various  sums  which  they  claim  are  due  from 
Lelmbach;  that  defendant  Lelmbach  has  fail- 
ed to  pay  the  sum  of  $2,G00  due  plaintiff  on 
January  10,  1881,  for  the  property,  as  provid- 
ed in  the  contract  between  the  plaintiff  and 
Lelmbach,— and  avers  that  plaintiff  is  the 
owner  and  entitled  to  the  possession  of  the 
premises,  free  and  unhindered  by  the  defend- 
ants, or  any  of  them.  It  Is  also  averred  that 
the  warranty  deed  executed  by  Lelmbach  on 
December  2,  1889,  is  false  and  fictitious,  and 
was  never  executed  by  the  plaintiff;  that 
plaintiff  has  not  sold  or  conveyed  any  Inter- 
est in  said  property,  except  as  in  the  contract 
hereinbefore  set  out,  which  said  contract  has, 
by  Its  terms,  expired,  and  is  of  no  effect;  that 
plaintiff  is  now  In  the  full  possession  of  the 
premises  in  controversy,  and  la  entitled  to 
continue  In  such  possession,  without  let  or 
hindrance  from  the  defendant.  It  is  also 
averred  that  the  pretended  title  hereinbefore 
set  forth,  and  the  so-called  liens,  constitute  a 
cloud  upon  the  title  of  plaintiff  to  said  prem- 
ises, and  should  be  set  aside  and  declared 
void.    Flaiutifl  aaka  that  the  cloud  created 

uigmzea  oy  ■> — ix^/x^/^ix^ 


CMo.) 


b-HAFLEIGH  t>.  HULL. 


IIW 


by  said  conyeyance  and  mechanics'  Hens  be 
set  aside,  and  for  genera]  relief.  To  tbte 
complaint  the  defendants  filed  separate  an- 
swers under  oath.  These  answers  set  forth 
'•n  fuU  the  facts  npon  which  they  rely  to  es- 
tablish their  respective  Hens.  An  answer  was 
also  filed  by  Martha  J.  Sawyer,  denying  all 
allegations  of  the  complaint,  and  asking  that 
she  be  decreed  a  Hen  on  the  premises  for  the 
amount  advanced  by  her  upon  the  trust  deed 
executed  by  Leimbach.  Upon  these  issues 
the  case  was  tried  to  the  court  without  a 
jury.  The  trial  "esulted  in  certain  findings 
of  fact  in  favor  of  the  plaintifC,  to  the  effect 
that  the  deed  purporting  to  have  been  exe- 
cuted by  the  plaintiff  to'  the  defendant  Leim- 
bach was  never  executed  by  plaintiff,  but 
that  the  same  is  false  and  forged.  The  court 
further  found  that  certain  defendants  were 
entitled  to  liens  upon  the  boilding  erected  np- 
on the  property  in  controversy,  and  also  that 
the  defendant  Martha  J.  Sawyer,  the  bene- 
ficiary in  the  trust  deed  made  by  Leimbach, 
is  entitled  to  recover  thereon  the  sum  of 
$2,730,  subject  to  the  prior  liens  of  the  me- 
chanics' and  material  men.  TJpon  these  facts 
the  court  entered  a  decree  that  all  buildings 
erected  upon  the  lots  in  controversy  should  be 
sold  at  sheriff's  sale,  as  upon  execution,  after 
proper  advertisement;  the  purchasers  to  have 
30  days  to  remove  the  buildings,  and  the  pro- 
ceeds to  be  divided  among  the  defendants  in 
order  of  the  priority  of  thebr  liens.  It  was 
further  decreed  that  the  deed  bearing  date 
December  13,  1880,  purporting  to  have  been 
made  by  plaintiff  to  the  defendant  I^eimbach, 
is  null  and  void,  and  of  no  effect.  It  was 
farther  ordered  ttiat  Leimbach  pay  within  80 
days,  to  said  Hull,  $2,500,  with  Interest,  and 
that,  upon  the  failure  to  make  such  payment 
within  90  days,  be  should  be  forever  barred 
from  claiming  any  Interest  in  the  real  estate, 
and,  further,  that  any  or  all  of  the  defendants 
whose  liens  had  been  established  on  said  prop- 
erty might  pay  the  above-mentioned  amount 
to  the  plaintiff  in  the  manner  and  within  the 
time  provided,  and  that  upon  such  payment 
they  should  be  subrogated  to  the  plaintiff's 
rights  to  the  property.  It  was  also  ordered 
that,  in  case  the  property  should  be  insuffi- 
cient to  pay  the  amounts  of  the  liens  thereon, 
the  respective  parties  may  have  Judgment 
and  execution  against  the  defendant  Leim- 
bach for  the  amount  of  the  deficiency.  From 
this  decree  no  appeal  was  taken  by  Leimbach, 
but  each  of  the  lien  claimants  filed  and  per- 
fected an  appeal  to  this  court. 

John  P.  Hosier,  J.  Warner  Mills,  and 
Charles  H.  Burton,  for  appellants.  John 
Hipp,  for  appellee. 

HAYT,  C.  J.  (after  stating  the  facts).  It 
was  claimed  in  the  district  court  that  the 
complaint  falls  to  state  facts  sufficient  to 
constitute  a  cause  of  action.  The  insufficien- 
cy of  the  complaint  in  this  respect  was  rais- 
ed first  by  demurrer,  and  afterwards  by  ob- 


jection to  the  Introduction  of  evidence;  and 
the  objection  is  now  renewed  in  this  coiut 
It  will  be  noticed  that  the  complaint  alleges 
that  a  deed  from  Hull  to  Leimbach  was  ac- 
knowledged, but  the  complaint  does  not  al- 
lege that  the  appellee,  Hull,  did  not  ac- 
knowledge such  deed.  The  argument  of 
counsel  upon  this  pleading  is  that  Hull,  hav- 
ing alleged  the  acknowledgment  of  the  deed, 
should  be  reqnlred,  in  order  to  make  out  a 
case  against  the  defendants,  to  attack  the 
acknowledgment,  as  well  as  the  deed,  by 
proper  and  sufficient  allegations  of  fraud. 
The  complaint,  however,  does  allege  that  the 
deed  was  "fraudulent,  forged,  and  without 
plaintiff's  consent,  and  in  fraud  of  plaintiff's 
rights,"  and,  again,  "that  said  warrant; 
deed,  purporting  to  have  been  executed  and 
delivered  by  plaintiff  to  said  Leimbach  on 
December  2, 18S9,  is  false  and  fictitious,  and 
was  never  executed  by  the  plaintiff;  that 
plaintiff  has  not  sold  or  conveyed  any  of  bis 
interest  in  said  property,  except  in  the  con- 
tract hereinbefore  referred  to."  Those  alle- 
gations must  be  taken  aa  a  sufficient  state- 
ment, not  only  that  the  deed  was  a  forgery, 
but  that  the  entire  Instrument  is  false  and 
fraudulent,  and  that  plaintiff  has  never  con- 
veyed any  Interest  in  the  property  by  this  or 
any  other  deed.  The  proof  of  forgery  in 
this  case  is  strong  and  convincing.  Plaintiff 
not  only  swears  that  he  nev«r  executed  or 
acknowledged  any  deed  to  the  premises  la 
controversy,  but  also  that  no  part  of  the 
constdavticm  has  Xteen  paid  to  him  by  Leim- 
bach, or  any  one  for  him.  It  is  also  shown 
that,  soon  after  the  alleged  deed  was  placed 
upon  record,  Leimbach  succeeded  in  secur- 
ing quite  a  sum  of  money  upon  the  Austin 
trust  deed.  Tills  money  was  raised  upon  a 
chain  of  title  In  which  the  forged  deed,  pur- 
porting to  have  been  executed  by  Hull,  con- 
stitutes an  essential  link.  The  defendant 
left  the  state  as  soon  as  he  secured  this 
money,  leaving  his  contractors,  in  the  main, 
unpaid.  He  could  not  be  induced  to  return, 
and  neither  party  was  able  to  secure  his  evi- 
dence to  be  used  at  the  trial,  or  to  obtain 
the  deed  in  question.  Leimbach,  however, 
filed  an  answer,  sworn  to  without  the  state, 
in  which  the  allegations  of  the  bill  are  de- 
nied; and  counsel  now  contend  for  the  ap- 
plication of  the  rule  In  aiuity  that,  where 
the  answer  is  responsive  to  the  bill,  the 
plolntlff,  to  prevail,  must  overcome  It  by  the 
evidence  of  two  witnesses,  or  of  one  witness 
and  strong  corroborating  circumstances. 
The  correctness  of  this  rule,  in  Jurisdictions 
where  the  equity  practice  prevails  as  former- 
ly, will  be  conceded.  The  rule,  howevw, 
has  no  application  xmdec  the  Civil  Code. 
Under  the  former  practice  the  plaintiff  could 
bring  the  defendant  before  the  chancellor, 
and  compel  talm  to  answer  upon  his  con- 
science, thereby  making  his  adversary  his 
own  witness;  and  it  was  not  unreasonable, 
under  such  circumstances,  to  hold  that  he 
was  bound  by  this  answer  under  oath,  un- 
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less  he  could  dlsproTe  It  In  the  manner  Indi- 
cated. But,  under  the  Code,  all  parties  are 
allowed  to  testify,  and  a  bill  of  discovery 
is  practically  obsolete.  The  pleadings,  un- 
der our  system,  are  for  the  pui-pose  of  mak- 
ing? the  issues,  leaving  the  same  to  be  de- 
cided upon  the  weight  of  evidence  introduced 
at  the  trial.     Conger  v.  Cotton.  37  Ark.  286. 

The  certificate  of  acknowledgment  upon 
the  deed  was  made  by  one  Percy  Austin,  a 
notary  public.  Austin  was  allowed  to  testi- 
fy at  the  trial,  against  the  objection  of  the 
defendants.  He  was  offered  as  a  witness  for 
the  plaintiff,  to  lmi)each  the  certificate,  and 
his  evidence  should  have  been  excluded, 
when  so  ottered.  This  error  we  regard  as 
entirely  harmless,  however,  as  the  evidence 
of  the  witness  tends  as  much  to  sustain  his 
certificate  as  to  overthrow  the  same. 

The  district  court,  by  Its  decree,  limited  the 
operation  of  the  Hens  of  the  mechanics  and 
material  men  to  the  structure  Itself,  and  re- 
fused to  extend  the  same  to  the  lots.  This 
would  be  proper,  If  Hull  had  merely  sold  the 
lots,  leaving  It  with  Leimbach  to  Improve 
them,  or  not,  as  he  might  elect,  as  the  rule 
Is  well  settled  that  the  lien.  In  such  cases, 
attaches  only  to  the  Interest  of  the  one  who 
causes  the  Improvement  to  be  made;  but  In 
this  case,  by  the  contract  of  sale,  Leimbach 
was  not  only  authorized  to  construct  the 
houses  which  he  afterwards  did  construct, 
but  he  was  required  so  to  do.  In  other 
words,  the  building  of  the  houses  was  not 
only  authorized,  but  enjoined  by  Hull,  the 
owner  of  the  land,  by  the  very  terms  of  the 
written  contract  Under  these  circumstan- 
ces, the  Interest  of  the  vendor  In  the  real  es- 
tate, as  well  as  that  of  the  veudeo.  became 
subject  to  the  liens  of  those  furnishing  the 
labor  and  mat«-lals  for  the  construction  of 
the  houses  under  the  contract  of  sale.  This 
rule  Is  not  only  supported  by  sound  reason, 
but  It  Is  now  well  settled  by  authority. 
Henderson  v.  Connelly,  123  111.  98,  14  N.  E. 
1;  Davis  v.  Humphrey,  112  Mass.  ,309;  Man- 
ufacturing Co.  v.  Kountze,  30  Neb.  719,  46 
X.  W.  1123;  Hill  V.  Gill,  40  Minn.  441,  42 
N.  W.  294;  Hlckey  v.  CoUom,  47  Minn.  50.5, 
50  N.  W.  918;   Phil.  Mech.  Liens  (3d  Ed.)  S  69. 

The  district  court  correctly  decided  that  no 
Hen  was  created  by  the  Austin  trust  deed, 
executed  by  Leimbach,  the  deed  from  Hull 
to  Leimbach  being  a  forgery.  For  the  rea- 
sons given  the  judgment  of  the  district  court 
will  be  reversed,  and  the  cause  remanded 
with  directions  to  enter  a  decree  In  accord- 
ance with  this  opinion.     Reversed. 


In  re  CONTRACTING  OF  STATE  DEBT 

BY  LOAN. 
(Supreme  Court  of  Colorado.     Sept.  24,  18%.) 

COSSTITOTIONAl,     LaW  —  StATS     IkDBBTBDNESS  — 

Limitations. 
1.  Act  April  8.  1895  (Sess.  Laws  1895,  pp. 
178-182).  providing  for  the  funding  of  certain 
iudebtedness  of  the  state,  is  constitutional. 


2.  Const,  art.  11.  §  3,  provides  that  "the 
state  shall  not  contract  any  debt  by  loan  in  any 
form  except  to  provide  for  casual  deficiencies  of 
revenue  <  •  •  suppress  insurrection  •  •  • 
and  the  amount  cf  the  debt  contracted  in  any 
one  year  to  provide  for  deiirieneies  of  revenue 
shall  not  exceed  one-fourth  of  a  milt  on  each  dol- 
lar of  valuation  of  taxable  property,  *  •  • 
and  the  aggregate  amount  of  such  debt  shall  not 
at  any  time  exceed  three-fonrths  of  a  mill  on 
each  dollar  of  said  valnation  until  the  valuation 
shall  equal  one  hundred  millions  of  dollars,  and 
thereafter  such  debt  shall  not  exceed  one  hun- 
dred thousand  dollars  •  •  •  and  in  ail  cases 
the  valuation  •  •  *  shall  be  that  of  the  as- 
sessment last  preceding  the  creation  of  said 
debt."  The  valuation  of  taxable  property  in 
Colorado,  both  for  1894  and  for  1895,  slightly 
exceeded  $200,000,000.  if  rid  that  the  state  may 
during  the  fiscal  year  of  1895,  on  the  basis  ei- 
ther oif  the  a.ssoasment  of  18!)4  or  1895,  lawfully 
issue  its  bonds,  under  Act  April  8,  1895,  to  pro- 
vide for  a  casual  deficiency  in  its  revenues,  in 
the  sum  of  $50,0U0,  and  during  any  subsequent 
fiscal  year  in  an  additional  sum  of  $50,000;  and, 
the  amount  of  the  debt  to  be  contracted  by  loan 
to  suppress  insurrection  being  subject  to  no  lim- 
itations as  to  amount,  the  state  may  also  issue 
its  bonds  for  such  purpose  at  any  time. 

3.  The  term  "year,"  as  used  in  Const,  art. 
11,  i  3,  declaring  that  the  debt  contracted  in 
any  one  year  to  provide  for  deficiencies  of  rev- 
enue shall  not  exceed,  etc.,  means  "fiscal  year," 
which,  in  Colorado,  commences  December  Ist, 
and  ends  November  30th. 

The  opinion  of  the  court  Is  in  response  to 
the  following  communication  from  the  gov- 
ernor: 

"Whereas,  the  tenth  general  assembly  pass- 
ed an  act  providing  for  the  fimding  of  certain 
Indebtedness  of  the  state,  which  act  was  ap- 
proved April  8,  1895,  and  appears  In  the  Ses- 
sion Laws  of  the  State  of  Colorado  for  1895, 
on  pages  178-182  of  said  Session  Laws;  and 
whereas,  the  total  valuation  of  the  taxable 
property  within  the  state  of  Colorado,  as 
shown  by  the  assessment  for  1894,  was  $209,- 
970,000;  and  whereas,  under  the  provisions 
of  article  11,  {  3,  of  the  constitution  of  the 
state  of  (Colorado,  doubts  have  arisen  as  to 
the  power  of  the  state  to  Issue  the  whole 
amount  of  the  said  casualty  deficiency  bonds 
mentioned  in  said  act,  at  the  present  time, 
and  the  officers  of  the  state  are  in  doubt  as  to 
their  duty  in  the  premises;  and  whereas.  It 
Is  by  me  considered  that  the  questions  raised 
by  and  involved  in  the  foregoing  premises  are 
Important,  and  the  occasion  solemn:  Now, 
therefore,  I,  Albert  W.  Mclntire,  governor  of 
the  state  of  Colorado,  do  hereby  require  the 
opinion  of  the  honorable  supreme  court  upon 
the  following  interrogatories;  that  la  to  say: 

"First.  Is  it  lawful  for  the  state  of  Col- 
orado, under  the  law  hereinbefore  cited,  to  Is- 
sue the  bonds  of  the  state,  in  the  stun  of 
$100,000,  for  the  payment  of  the  casualty  de- 
ficiencies of  the  revenue  mentioned  therein, 
and  in  the  further  sum  of  $75,000  for  the  pay- 
ment of  the  expenses  of  suppressing  insurrec- 
tion, as  mentioned  therein? 

"Second.  If  it  be  unlawful  for  the  state  to  is- 
sue $100,000  for  the  payment  of  said  casual 
deficiencies  at  the  present  time,  what  amount 
can  be  issued,  and  what  amount,  not  exceed- 
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log  $100,000  as  a  total,  If  any,  can  be  iasoed 
after  the  end  of  the  present  fiscal  year? 

"Third.  Is  the  form  of  the  bond,  and  la  the 
form  of  the  coupon  thereto  attached,  here- 
with submitted,  in  compliance  with  the  stat- 
ute and  the  constitution? 

"Fourth.  Is  there  anything  In  the  said  act, 
or  the  title  thereof,  in  contravention  of  the 
constitution  of  this  state,  or  any  provision 
thereof? 

"[Signed]  ALBERT  W.McINTIRE, 

"Governor  of  the  State  of  CJolorado." 

That  part  of  section  3  of  article  11  of  the 
constitution  referred  to  in  the  foregoing  pre- 
amble, and  material  to  this  inquiry,  is  as  fol- 
lows: "The  state  shall  not  contract  any  debt 
by  loan  in  any  form  except  to  provide  for 
casual  deficiencies  of  revenue  •  •  •  sup- 
press Insurrection  •  •  •  and  the  amount 
of  the  debt  contracted  in  any  one  year  to 
provide  for  deficiencies  of  revenue  shall  not 
exceed  one-fourth  of  a  mill  on  each  dollar  of 
valuation  of  taxable  property  within  the 
state,  and  the  aggregate  amount  of  such  debt 
shall  not  at  any  time  exceed  three-fourths  of 
a  mill  on  each  dollar  of  said  valuation  until 
the  valuation  shall  equal  one  hundred  mil- 
lions of  dollars,  and  thereafter  such  debt 
shall  not  exceed  one  hundred  thousand  dol- 
lars •  »  •  and  in  all  cases  the  valuation 
In  this  section  mentioned  shall  be  that  of  the 
assessment  last  preceding  the  creation  of 
said  debt" 

'    B.  L.  Carr,  Atty.  Gen.,  and  W.  B.  Pelker, 
for  affirmative.    D.  B.  Paries,  amicus  curire. 

PER  CURIAM.  This  section  gives  to  the 
state  the  power  to  contract  a  debt,  by  loan, 
to  provide  for  the  payment  of  expenses  in- 
curred to  suppress  insurrection,  subject  to  no 
limitation  as  to  the  amount.  By  the  same 
section,  the  state  may  contract  a  debt,  by 
loan,  to  provide  for  casual  deficiencies  of  its 
revenue.  But  In  such  case  such  debt,  when 
evidenced  or  represented  by  bonds  as  pro- 
vided In  this  act,  is  contracted  when  the 
bonds  are  duly  executed  and  delivered;  and 
the  power  to  contract  such  a  debt,  under  ex- 
isting circumstances,  is  subject  to  two  limita- 
tions: First,  the  amount  of  such  debt  con- 
tracted In  any  one  year  shall  not  exceed  one- 
fourth  of  a  mill  on  each  dollar  of  valuation 
of  taxable  property  within  the  state;  second, 
after  such  valuation  exceeds  $100,000,000,  the 
aggregate  amount  of  such  debt  (that  is,  the 
debt  contracted  by  loan  to  provide  for  casual 
deficiencies  of  the  revenue)  shall  not  exceed 
$100,000.  The  term  "year,"  in  section  3, 
means  "fiscal  year,"  and  in  this  state  the 
fiscal  year  shall  be  deemed  to  commence  on 
the  1st  day  of  December,  and  end  on  the  30th 


day  of  November,  In  each  year.  Our  general 
assembly  meets  biennially,  and  at  each  ses- 
sion legislates  with  respect  to  the  raising  and 
disbursing  of  revenue  for  the  two  fiscal  years 
next  ensuing.  We  are  advised  by  the  gov- 
ernor that  by  the  assessment  of  1894  the  total 
valuation  of  taxable  property  in  the  state 
was  $209,970,000;  and  upon  the  oral  argu- 
ment it  was  conceded  by  counsel  who  ap- 
peared In  favor  of  the  validity  of  the  act,  as 
well  as  by  counsel  who  tools  the  contrary 
view,  that  the  valuation  of  taxable  property 
In  the  state  for  the  year  1895  is  slightly  In 
excess  of  $200,000,000.  It  is  unnecessary  to 
determine  whether  the  valuation  of  taxable 
property  upon  which  the  amount  of  the  debt 
is  computed  shall  be  of  the  assessment  of 
1894  or  1895;  for  in  either  case  the  provisions 
of  this  act  may  be  made  to  harmonize  with 
the  limitations  found  in  this  section  of  the 
constitution,  both  as  to  the  amount  of  the 
debt  to  be  contracted  In  any  one  year,  and  the 
aggi'egate  amount  of  such  debt 

Our  conclusion,  therefore,  is  that  the  state 
—having,  by  section  3  of  article  11  of  the  con- 
stitution, the  power  to  contract  a  debt,  by 
loan,  to  provide  for  casual  deficiencies  of 
the  revenue,  which  debt  vjxd&e  the  present 
circumstances,  may  aggregate,  but  not  ex- 
ceed, $100,000,  but  being  limited,  in  the 
amount  of  the  debt  to  be  contracted  in  any 
one  year,  to  one-fourth  of  a  mill  on  each  dol- 
lar of  valuation  of  taxable  property— may, 
during  the  present  fiscal  year,  upon  the  basis 
either  of  the  assessment  of  1891  or  1895,  law- 
fully issue  its  bonds,  under  this  act,  to  pro- 
vide for  a  casual  deficiency  in  its  revenues, 
in  the  sum  of  $50,000,  and  during  any  subse- 
quent fiscal  year  in  an  additional  sum  of  $30,- 
000.  The  amount  of  the  debt  to  be  contract- 
ed by  loan  to  pay  for  the  expenses  to  sup- 
press insurrection  being  subject  to  no  limita- 
tions as  to  the  amount  thereof,  the  state  may 
also  issue  its  bonds  for  such  purpose,  in  the 
sum  of  $75,000,  at  any  time,  and  in  accord- 
ance with  the  provisions  of  the  act. 

In  the  argument  no  other  provisions  of  the 
constitution  were  called  to  our  attention 
which  this  act,  or  Its  title,  was  supposed  to 
contravene,  nor,  in  our  investigations,  have 
we  discovered  any  constitutional  objection 
thereto. 

As  to  the  form  of  the  bond  and  coupon  sub- 
mitted to  us,  we  decline  to  express  an  opin- 
ion, as  the  question  is  not  of  a  nature  calling 
for  our  decision  in  the  present  proceeding. 
Such  matters  of  detail  as  the  form  of  the 
bonds  to  be  Issued  under  tills  act  may  be 
safely  Intrusted  to  the  governor  and  attorney 
general,  who,  by  section  7  of  the  act  under 
consideration,  are  authorized  to  prescribe  the 
form  of  the  bonds,  subject  to  the  provisioim 
of  section  2  of  the  same  act 
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DINO  T.  KENNEDY.* 

(Conrt  of  Appeals  of  Colorado.     Sept  9,  1B95.) 

Action  for  Rbnt— Rsvibw  oir  Afpeal. 

1.  A  Judgment  for  rent  may  be  had  againat 
any  one  of  several  joint  lessees. 

2.  When  a  person  does  business  individual- 
ly under  a  firm  n(.me,  and  as  such  firm  becomes 
a  joint  lessee,  a  judgment  against  him  individu- 
ally  for  rent  la  proper. 

3.  A  findiag  of  fact  by  the  Jury  on  conflict- 
ing evidence  will  not,  on  appeal,  be  disturbed, 
aniess  clearly  against  the  weight  of  evidence. 

Appeal  from  Arapahoe  county  court 
Action  by  Michael  Kennedy  against  Look 
Ding  and  others  for  rent    From  a  judgment 
against  bim  personally,  Look  Ding  appeals. 
Affirmed. 

F.  J.  Hangs  and  Wm.  H.  Andrew,  for  ap- 
pellant WilUs  Stidger  and  Geo.  Stidger,  for 
appellee. 

REED,  P.  J.  Tbe  Sing  Wah  Company 
and  three  or  four  other  Chinese  companies 
and  individuals  rented  premises  of  appellee. 
Appellant  executed  the  lease  on  behalf  of  Sing 
Wah  Company.  A  part  of  the  rent  being 
due  and  unpaid,  suit  was  brought  against 
appellant,  as  "Look  Ding,  doing  business  as 
Sing  Wah  &  Company,"  and  the  other  parties 
executing  the  lease.  Look  Ding  was  the 
only  party  served.  He  appeared  and  de- 
fended. Tbe  caae  was  tried  to  a  Jury.  Ver- 
dict and  Judgment  against  him,  individually, 
for  $141,  from  which  this  appeal  was  prose- 
cuted. The  correctness  and  amount  of  the 
claim  do  not  appear  to  have  been  contested. 
The  only  question  was  in  regard  to  the  indi- 
vidual liability  of  appellant  The  only  ques- 
tion of  fact  to  be  determined  by  tbe  Jury  -waa 
whether  be  was  individually  doing  business 
under  the  name  of  Sing  Wah  &  Company,  or 
a  partnersh^  existed,  of  which  he  waa  a 
member.  If  the  firm  was  composed  of  him- 
self and  others,  no  legal  Judgment  could  have 
be^i  bad  against  him  personally.  Craig  t. 
Smith,  10  Colo.  220,  15  Pac.  337;  Coates  y. 
Preston,  105  UL  470;  Sbafer  t.  Hewitt  (Colo. 
App.;  April  term,  1895)  41  Pac.  609.  If  ap- 
pellant alone  did  business,  and  assumed  the 
firm  name  and  style  of  Sing  Wah  &  Com- 
pany, an  individual  Judgment  was  correct. 

The  different  firms  and  persons  who  exe- 
cuted the  lease  executed  it  Jointly.  Conse- 
quently, as  to  them,  it  was  Joint  and  several; 
and  Judgment  could  have  been  taken  against 
any  firm  or  person  who  was  a  party  to  It 
but  not  against  an  individual  member  of  a 
firm. 

The  testimony  on  the  question  of  fact  was 
contradictory.  It  was  found  against  appe- 
lant, on  Tery  meager  and  unsatisfactory  evi- 
dence of  former  statements  of  appellant  that 
might  have  been  misunderstood;  but  Juries 
are  made  Judges  of  the  veracity  of  witnesses, 
and  discredited  the  evidence  of  appellant. 
Tbe  finding  of  tbe  Jury  on  questions  of  fact, 

1  Rehearing  denied  October  14,  1895. 


OB  contvadlctory  erldence,  when  there  Is  no 
marked  preponderance  against  tbe  flndtng, 
will  not  be  disturbed.  The  Jndgmoit  will  be 
affirmed.    Affirmed. 


(7  Colo.  App.  to 
BELL  V.  PREVILLE.t 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  (Colorado.     Sept  9,  1895.) 
APPI1.I/— Raviaw — Sufvigisn'OT  of  Rbcobd. 
In    replevin    by    a    chattel    mortgagee 
against  an  officer,  the  supreme  court  cannot,  on 
appeal,  determine  whether  or  not  the  mortgage 
is  void,  because  of  reservations  therein  for  the 
benefit  of  tbe  mortgagor,  where  the  bill  of  ex- 
ceptions merely  shows  that  tbe  chattel  mortgage 
was  introduced  in  evidence,  but  does  not  set 
forth  any  part  of  the  instrument,  nor  contain 
any  statement  concerning  its  purport,  as  pro- 
vided by  Code,  {  392. 

Appeal  from  district  comrt.  Clear  Creek  coun- 
ty. 

Action  of  replevin  by  Joseph  L.  Prevllle 
against  Josiata  BelL  From  a  Judgment  for 
plaintiff,  defendant  appeala     Affirmed. 

Rogers,  Cuthbert  &  EUis,  for  appellant 

THOMSON,  J.  This  is  an  appeal  from  a 
Judgment  in  replevin.  The  appellee,  as  plain- 
tiflf,  brought  his  action  to  recover  a  number  of 
gold  and  silver  watches,  alleged  to  be  wrong- 
fully detained  by  the  defendant  The  defend- 
ant answered  that  be  was  in  possession  of  the 
property  by  virtue  of  a  writ  of  attachment 
levied  upon  it  by  him,  as  sheriff  of  Clear 
Creek  county,  in  a  suit  of  Daaiels  &,  Fisher 
against  Angelina  Rapin,  the  owner  of  the 
proi^erty,  and  that  the  claim  of  the  plaintiff 
was  based  upon  a  chattel  mortgage,  which 
was  given  to  him  in  the  course  of  trade,  and 
provided  that  until  default  the  mortgagor 
should  retain  and  enjoy  the  property,  selling 
and  disposing  of  the  same.  The  allegations 
of  the  answer  were  denied  by  the  replication. 
The  argument  of  the  appellant  is  that  the 
mortgage,  by  reaaon  of  a  proviso  which  it  is 
said  to  contain,  that,  until  default  the  mort- 
gagor might  retain  possession  of  the  goods, 
and  use  and  enjoy  them,  is  without  validity 
as  to  creditors.  It  is  settled  in  this  state,  by 
a  series  of  decisions  of  the  supreme  court  and 
this  court  that  such  a  proviso  in  a  chattel 
mortgage  covering  a  stock  in  trade,  renders 
the  mortgage  void  as  to  creditors  of  the  mort- 
gagor; but  outside  of  tbe  statement  of  coun- 
sel in  their  brief,  and  an  allegation  in  the  an- 
swer which  was  denied,  we  have  no  informa- 
tion whether  the  mortgage  in  question  con- 
tained that  proviso  or  not  It  appears  from 
the  bill  of  exceptions  that  a  chattel  mortgag:e 
was  lntix)duced  In  evidence,  but  the  Instru- 
ment is  not  set  forth,  nor  any  part  of  It;  nor 
is  there  any  statement  concerning  its  purport 
or  effect,  as  provided  by  section  382  of  the 
Code.  There  being  nothing  in  the  record  to 
impart  to  us  a  knowledge  of  the  contents  of 
the  paper.  It  is  impossible  for  us  to  pass  upon 
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the  queadon  dlBcoMed  by  connsdi  sb  affecting 
tbis  caae,  and  we  must  asBome  the  correctness 
of  its  disposition  by  the  trial  court.  As  there 
Is  no  other  question  inrolTed,  the  Judgment 
will  be  aftomed.    Affirmed. 


(2  Kaii.A.  13) 

STATE  v.  SAXTON.i 

(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment, W.  D.     Oct  9.  1895.) 

Abatsmbnt  or  LiquoB  Nuisadob  —  Jurisdiotion 
or  A  Jdsticb — Sdffioiexci  of  Cohfulint 

— TbIAI/ — iNSTRnOTIONS. 

1.  A  justice  of  the  peace  of  the  proper  coun- 
ty has  jarisdiction  to  hear  and  determine  an  ac- 
tion, broQght  under  lection  392  of  the  crimes 
act,  to  alMkte  a  common  nuisance  as  therein  de- 
fined, and  to  punish  the  owner  or  lieeper  there- 
of. 

2.  When,  from  the  entire  statement  made 
in  a  complaint  filed  before  a  justice  of  the 
peace,  the  day  and  year  upon  which  the  offense 
is  alleged  to  haye  been  committed  can  be  col- 
lected, the  complaint  is  good,  though  such  date 
be  not  expressly  averred. 

3.  Where,  upon  tlie  trial  of  a  criminal  ac- 
tion in  which  the  defendant  is  charged,  in  sep- 
arate counts,  with  the  sale  of  intoxicating  liq- 
nors  in  violation  of  law,  the  state  is  required 
to  elect  upon  which  sale  it  will  rely  for  a  con- 
viction under  each  count,  and  elects  to  rely 
under  one  connt  upon  a  sale  of  two  glasses  of 
whisky  made  by  the  defendant  to  one  W.,  for 
which  W.  paid  defendant  20  cents,  and  under 
the  other  count  upon  a  sale  of  one  glass  of 
whisliy  and  one  bottle  of  beer  made  by  the  de- 
fendant to  C,  for  which  G.  paid  the  defendant 
25  cents,  and  where  the  evidence  shows  that 
but  one  sale  of  the  kinds  indicated  was  made 
to  said  W.  and  C,  and  further  fixes  definitely 
the  date  of  each  of  such  sales,  held,  that  the 
election  was  sufficiently  definite  and  certain 
under  each  count. 

4.  The  instructions  complained  of  in  this 
case  examined,  and  luM  sufficient. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Appeal  from  district  court,  Rice  county; 
Ansel  R.  Clark,  Judge. 

George  Saxton,  having  been  convicted  of 
maintaining  a  liquor  nuisance,  appeals.  Af- 
firmed. 

J.  W.  Brinkerhoff  and  Davidson  &  Wil- 
liams, for  appellant.  S.  H.  Jones,  Co.  Atty., 
and  Saml.  Jones  and  C.  F.  Foley,  for  the 
State. 

COLE,  J.  The  defendant,  George  Saxton, 
was  arrested  upon  a  complaint  filed  before  a 
Justice  of  the  peace  of  Rice  county,  Kan., 
charging  him,  in  five  separate  counts,  with 
unlawful  sales  of  intoxicating  liquors,  and, 
in  the  sixth  count,  with  maintaining  a  nui- 
sance, by  being  the  keeper  of  a  place  whare 
intoxicating  liquors  were  kept  for  sale  and 
barter  In  violation  of  law.  Upon  the  trial  the 
jury  rendered  a  verdict  of  guilty  upon  each 
of  the  said  coimts,  excepting  the  fifth,  and 
thereupon  said  defendant  filed  his  appeal  In 
the  district  court  of  said  county;  and  upon  a 
trial  in  that  0010*1  a  verdict  of  guilty  was 
rendered  on  the  first,  third,  and  sixth  counts; 


1  Rehearing  pending. 


and  the  court  having  aentenoed  the  defend- 
ant to  the  county  Jail  of  said  county  for  a 
term  of  30  days,  and  to  pay  a  fine  of  $100, 
upon  each  of  said  counts  upon  which  he  was 
convicted  In  said  court,  the  defendant  has 
brought  the  case  here  for  review. 

Several  reasons  are  alleged  why  a  reversal 
of  this  case  should  be  had,  the  principal  one 
being  that  a  Justice  of  the  peace  has  no  Ju- 
risdiction to  hear  and  determine  an  action 
brought  under  section  392  of  the  crimes  act 
(bdng  the  section  of  the  prohibitory  act  de- 
fining a  nuisance  and  prescribing  punish- 
ment therefor),  and  that,  as  the  justice  of 
the  peace  had  no  Jurisdiction  to  hear  and  de- 
termine such  a  case  In  the  first  instance,  the 
district  court  gained  no  Jurisdiction  under 
appeal  and  trial  de  novo,  and  that,  as  the  dis- 
trict court  obtained  no  Jurisdiction  of  that 
part  of  the  action  charging  the  defendant 
with  maintaining  a  nuisance,  the  entire  judg- 
ment must  be  reversed  because  of  the  admis- 
sion of  evidence  which,  while  competent  to 
sustain  that  charge,  was  Incompetent  as  to 
the  other  counts  of  the  complaint,  which 
charged  specific  sales.  It  Is  contended  by 
the  counsel  for  the  state  that  this  question 
of  Jurisdiction  vras  not  raised  upon  the  mo- 
tion to  quash  the  complaint  filed  before  the 
Justice  of  the  peace,  and  that  the  question  of 
jurisdiction  was  not  raised  In  the  district 
court  until  an  objection  was  made  to  the  in- 
troduction of  evidence.  The  record  does  not 
present  the  motion  to  quash  in  the  form 
claimed  by  the  counsel  for  the  defendant, 
and  it  is  difficult  to  determine  whether  the 
question  now  raised  was  wged  under  the  mo- 
tion as  it  appears  in  the  record;  but  we 
feel  inclined  to  give  the  defendant  the  bene- 
fit of  the  doubt,  and  to  proceed  with  the  dis- 
cussion of  the  question  presented.  Section 
892  of  the  crimes  act  declares  all  places 
where  intoxicating  liquors  are  manufactured, 
sold,  bartered,  or  given  away  in  violation  of 
any  of  the  provisions  of  said  act,  or  where 
persons  are  permitted  to  resort  for  the  pur- 
pose of  drinking  intoxicating  liquors  as  a 
beverage,  or  whwe  Intoxicating  liquors  are 
kept  for  sale,  barta,  or  delivery  In  violation 
of  said  act,  to  be  a  common  nuisance,  and 
provides  that  upon  the  Judgment  of  a  court 
having  jurisdiction,  finding  such  places  to  be 
a  nuisance  under  said  section,  the  sheriff,  his 
deputy,  or  undersheriff,  or  any  constable  of 
the  county,  or  marshal  of  any  city,  where 
the  same  is  located,  shall  be  directed  to  shut 
up  and  abate  such  places  (prescribing  the 
manner  in  which  the  same  shall  be  done), 
and  that  the  owner  or  keeper  thereof,  upon 
conviction,  shall  be  adjudged  guilty  of  main- 
taining a  common  nuisance,  and  punished  by 
fine  of  not  less  than  $1(X),  nor  more  than 
$500,  and  imprisonment  in  the  county  Jail 
not  less  than  30  days,  or  more  than  90  days. 
This  same  section  also  provides  that  the  at- 
torney general,  county  attorney,  or  any  citi- 
zen of  the  county  may  maintain  an  action  to 
abate  and  enjoin  such  nuisance,  In  the  name 
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of  tbe  state,  and  furtber  provides  a  punlsb- 
ment  for  the  violation  of  the  terms  of  any  In- 
jnnctlon  granted  In  such  proceeding;  and  the 
same  section  further  provides  for  the  taxa- 
tion of  a  reasonable  amount  as  attorney's 
fees,  aa  a  part  of  the  costs,  In  case  tbe  plain- 
tiff shall  recover  Judgment  In  such  an  action. 
Counsel  for  the  defendant  argues  in  his 
brief  that  under  this  section  tbe  same  court 
that  can  convict  the  owner  or  keeper  of 
maintaining  this  nuisance  can  also  make  Its 
order  to  the  sheriff  or  other  officer  to  abate 
the  same,  in  the  manner  provided  for  by 
such  section,  and  we  agree  that  such  is  the 
fact  Our  statute  divides  public  offenses  Into 
two  classes,— felonies  and  misdemeanors, — 
and  defines  a  felony  as  an  offense  punishable 
by  death  or  confinement  and  hard  labor  in 
the  i>enitentiary,  and  declares  that  all  other 
offenses  are  misdemeanors.  Code  Cr.  Proc. 
ig  3,  4.  Section  5433,  Gen.  St.  1889,  gives 
the  Justices  of  tbe  peace  concurrent  original 
jurisdiction  with  the  district  court,  coexten- 
sive with  their  respective  counties,  in  all 
cases  of  misdemeanors  In  which  the  fine  can- 
not Kcceed  $500,  and  the  imprisonment  can- 
not exceed  one  year,  except  aa  otherwise  pro- 
vided by  law.  It  Is  certainly  true  that  any 
net,  for  the  commission  of  which  the  statute 
of  this  state  provides  a  punishment,  becomes 
thereby  a  public  offense,  whether  it  be  spe- 
cially named  as  such  in  the  statute,  or  not. 
And,  If  the  punishment  prescribed  by  the 
statute  for  tbe  commission  of  an  act  is  less 
than  confinement  in  the  penitentiary,  such 
act  is  a  misdemeanor;  and  if  the  punishment 
for  such  misdemeanor  cannot  exceed  a  fine 
of  $500,  or  impris(Himent  for  more  than  one 
year,  a  Justice  of  tbe  peace  of  the  proper 
county  has  Jurisdiction  to  hear  and  deter- 
mine the  guilt  or  Innocence  of  a  luirty  char- 
ged with  such  misdemeanors,  unless  the  stat- 
ute expressly  provides  otherwise.  But  coun- 
sel for  tbe  defendant  urges  that  it  is  an  ele- 
mentary principle  that  the  power  to  abate 
carries  with  It  tbe  power  to  restrain  and  en- 
join, and  that,  because  section  392  of  the 
crimes  act  provides  a  remedy  by  injunction, 
as  well  as  by  abatement,  neither  remedy 
may  be  Invoked  excepting  in  a  court  having 
Jurisdiction  of  both  of  said  remedies.  We  do 
not  deem  this  reasoning  correct.  A  police 
magistrate  in  a  city  of  tbe  third  class,  even, 
may,  under  a  proper  ordinance,  punish  a  citi- 
zen for  maintaining  a  nuisance  within  the 
limits  of  said  city,  and  may,  as  a  part  of  the 
Judgment  In  said  cause,  order  the  marshal 
of  said  city  to  abate  the  nuisance  complained 
of;  and  yet  it  would  not  be  contended  that  a 
police  magistrate  of  a  city  of  the  third  class, 
under  our  statutes,  has  the  power  to  issue  an 
injunction  to  restrain  the  maintenance  or 
creation  of  tbe  same  nuisance.  It  is  clear 
that  section  392  of  the  crimes  act  provides 
two  distinct  remedies  for  the  offense  there- 
in named:  The  first  is  a  crimiaal  action, 
maintained  in  the  name  of  the  stnte,  and  car- 
ries with  it  a  specific  punishmi.-nt,  viz.  fine 


and  Imprisonment,  and  also,  as  a  port  of  the 
judgment,  and  in  addition  to  the  fine  and  im- 
prisonment which  is  assessed  against  tbe 
owner  or  keeper  of  the  thing  prescribed,  tbe 
abatement  of  the  nuisance  is  also  wdered  in 
the  manner  therein  provided.  The  second 
is  a  civil  remedy,  which,  while  brought  in 
the  name  of  the  state,  may  be  upon  the  rela- 
tion of  any  citizen  of  tbe  county,  and  is  for 
the  purpose  of  enjoining  tbe  nuisance  com- 
plained of.  It  Is  true,  the  statute  which 
gives  this  second  remedy  also  provides  a 
punishment,  but  not  for  tbe  maintaining  oC 
tbe  nuisance,  but  only  for  contempt  of  the 
court  issuing  the  Injunction,  in  case  tbe  same 
is  violated.  It  does  not  follow  that  tbe  same 
court  has  Jurisdiction  In  the  application  of 
both  of  these  remedies.  It  Is  a  general  truth 
that  where  two  remedies  exist,  the  plaintiff 
in  an  action  may  elect  which  remedy  he  will 
pursue.  He  may  choose  for  himself  any 
mode  of  proceeding  authorized  by  law.  In 
neither  civil  nor  criminal  cases  is  the  tri- 
bunal or  form  of  action  selected  by  the  de- 
fendant. Nor  In  case  one  tribunal  has  juris- 
diction, and  one  form  of  action  is  autborized. 
can  the  defendant  object  on  the  ground  that 
another  tribunal  bas  Jurisdiction,  and  that  in 
a  different  form  of  action  the  litigation  may 
be  determined  with  less  expense,  and  in  a 
shorter  time.  This,  which  is  a  general  truth 
applicable  to  all  actions,  ought  to  be  espe- 
cially enforced  where  the  state  Is  the  plain- 
tiff, and  the  action  a  criminal  one.  Tbe 
state  ought  not  to  be  hampered.  It  should 
have  the  privilege  of  going  before  any  tri- 
bunal which  has  jurisdiction,  and  resorting 
to  any  mode  of  procedure  which  is  author- 
ized by  law.  Dissenting  opinion  of  Brewer, 
J.,  in  Re  Donnelly,  30  Kan.  430,  1  Pac.  «M8. 
778.  We  can  see  no  good  reason  why  either 
of  the  remedies  prescribed  by  the  statute  un- 
der discussion  may  not  be  invoked,  or  why 
a  justice  of  the  peace  may  not  hear  and  de- 
termine a  case  which  Is  clearly  within  bis 
Jurisdiction  under  the  statute,  because  anoth- 
er and  separate  remedy,  the  enforcement  of 
which  Is  beyond  bis  jurisdiction,  has  also 
been  provided. 

But  counsel  for  defendant  urge,  as  another 
reason  why  a  justice  of  the  peace  cannot  ac- 
quire jurisdiction  In  a  prosecution  brought 
under  section  392  of  tbe  crimes  act,  that  said 
section  provides  for  the  punishment  of  the 
"owner  <»  keeper"  of  the  nuisance,  and  a 
plea  of  not  guilty  puts  In  issue  tbe  title  to 
the  particular  real  estate  where  it  might  be 
alleged  the  nuisance  was  maintained,  and 
that,  as  a  Justice  of  tbe  peace  is  barred  by 
statute  from  determining  a  case  where  it 
appears  to  his  satisfaction  that  the  title  to 
real  estate  Is  In  dispute,  therefore  it  was  not 
Intended  to  confer  jurisdiction  upon  justices 
of  the  peace  to  hear  and  determine  cases 
arising  under  said  section  392.  Again  we 
think  the  reasoning  Is  not  good.  The  consti- 
tutional provision  in  our  state  with  regard  to 
justices  of  the  peace  is  that  they  shall  have 
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such  jurisdiction  as  may  be  given  tbem  by 
law.  It  is  left,  then,  to  the  same  power,  viz. 
the  legislature,  to  extend  or  limit  the  Juris- 
diction of  a  Justice  of  the  peace;  and,  where 
that  power  has  expressly  conferred  Jurisdic- 
tion upon  Justices  of  the  peace  to  hear  and 
determine  all  misdemeanor  cases  where  the 
punishment  Is  within  a  certain  fixed  limit, 
there  is  implied  In  that  Jurisdiction  the  i>ow- 
€r  to  determine  any  and  all  questions  neces- 
sary to  properly  adjudicate  the  rights  of  the 
imrtles  to  such  an  action.  And,  where  the 
main  question  to  be  determined  Is  the  gruilt 
or  Innocence  of  the  defendant,  a  Justice  of 
the  peace  may,  to  the  extent  necessary  to  a 
Just  determination  of  that  question,  permit 
the  investigation  on  the  trial  of  the  title  to 
"the  real  estate  where  It  Is  alleged  the  nui- 
sance is  maintained.  Brown  v.  Burdick,  25 
Ohio  St.  260;  Trustees  v.  Tuttle,  30  Ohio 
St  62;  Lyman  v.  Stanton,  39  Kan.  443,  IS 
Pac.  513;  Id.,  40  Kan.  727,  20  Pac.  510. 
However,  In  this  case  the  objection  urged  by 
the  counsel  did  not  arise,  as  the  defendant 
was  not  charged  as  the  owner,  but  as  the 
keeper,  of  the  place  alleged  to  be  a  common 
nuisance. 

It  Is  further  argued  that  the  complaint  In 
this  case  was  defective  In  not  stating  a  time 
when  the  alleged  offense  was  committed. 
The  allegation  referred  to  Is  as  follows: 
"Was,  and  still  continues  to  be,  a  place 
where  spirituous,  vinous,  malt,  fermented,  and 
other  intoxicating  liquors  were,  and  have 
been,  and  are  stQl  continuing  to  be,  sold  and 
bartered  In  violation  of  an  act  of  the  legis- 
lature." And  the  complaint  contained  a  fur- 
ther allegation,  "George  Saxton  did  then  and 
there,  at  the  above-stated  time,  unlawfully 
did  keep  and  maintain,"  etc.  The  rule  is 
well  settled  that  an  indictment  or  Informa- 
tion Is  good  If  the  day  and  year  can  be  col- 
lected from  the  entire  statement,  though 
they  be  not  expressly  averred.  And  where. 
In  an  information.  Indictment,  or  complaint. 
It  is  charged  that  a  certain  building  therein 
described  "was,  and  Is,  and  still  continues  to 
be,  a  place  where  Intoxicating  liquors  were, 
and  have  been,  and  now  are  still  continuing 
to  be,  sold  In  violation  of  law,"  and  that  "the 
defendant  then  and  there,  at  the  time  above 
stated,  unlawfully  did  keep  and  maintain 
said  place,  and  still  continues  to  keep  and 
maintain  said  place,"  It  certainly  charges 
the  then  present  time,  which  would  mean 
the  date  of  filing  the  complaint,  and  is  suffi- 
ciently specific,  so  tliat  the  rights  of  the  de- 
fend^t  are  not  prejudiced,  in  any  sense 
whatever. 

The  defendant  further  alleges  that  the 
court  committed  error  In  overruling  his  mo- 
tion to  require  the  state  to  make  its  election 
more  definite  and  certain.  So  far  as  the  elec- 
tion made  upon  the  second  count  is  concern- 
ed, it  is  Immaterial  at  this  time,  f<»'  the  rea- 
son that  the  defendant  was  acquitted  upon 
that  count;  and  no  election  is  required,  so 
far  as  the  offense  charged  in  the  sixth  count 


Is  concerned.  State  ▼.  Lund,  49  Kan.  218, 
666,  30  Pac.  518,  and  31  Pac.  309.  The  state 
relied  for  a  conviction  under  the  first  count 
upon  a  sale  of  two  glasses  of  whisky  made 
by  the  defendant  to  the  witness  A.  E.  Well- 
man,  and  for  which  A.  E.  Wellman  paid  the 
defendant  20  cents.  The  testimony  of  Well- 
man  discloses  but  cme  sale  of  the  nature  in- 
dicated in  the  election,  and  he  fixes  the  time 
as  the  1st  day  of  November,  1804.  Under 
the  third  count  the  state  relied  for  a  convic- 
tion upon  a  sale  of  one  glass  of  whisky  and 
one  bottle  of  beer  made  by  the  defendant  to 
W.  O.  Crawford,  for  which  said  Crawford 
paid  the  defendant  25  cents.  And  this  was 
the  only  sale  of  the  description  stated  In  the 
election  which  was  testified  to,  and  he  fixes 
the  date  of  the  same  in  his  testimony  as 
November  2,  1894.  These  sales  testified  to 
by  Wellman  and  Crawford  were,  in  each 
instance,  but  a  single  sale;  for,  while  more 
than  one  article  was  purchased,  all  were 
purchased  together,  and  but  one  payment 
made.  The  elections  made  by  the  state  were 
sufllclent,  under  the  rule  laid  down  in  State 
V.  Crlmmlns,  31  Kan.  380,  2  Pac.  674;  State 
V.  O'Connell,  31  Kan.  393,  2  Pac.  579,— and, 
when  taken  in  connection  with  the  evidence 
In  this  case,  could  in  no  way  have  confused 
the  Jury,  or  prejudiced  the  rights  of  the  de- 
fendant In  each  Instance  a  definite  sale, 
which  Is  specifically  described,  both  as  to  the 
person  to  whom  the  sale  was  made,  the  kind 
of  liquor  sold,  and  the  amount  of  money 
paid  for  the  purchase,  is  indicated.  The 
only  thing  not  indicated  Is  the  date  of  the 
sale,  and,  as  we  before  stated,  there  was  but 
one  date  upon  which  such  a  sale  was  made 
under  the  testimony.  In  the  cases  referred 
to  In  the  brief  of  counsel  for  defendant,  no 
such  definite  election  was  made  as  in  this 
case.  The  views  al>ove  expressed  with  re- 
gard to  the  last  assignment  of  error  also  dis- 
pose of  the  objection  raised  to  the  seventh, 
eighth,  and  ninth  InstiTictlons  of  the  court. 

Counsel  for  the  defendant  allege  that  the 
court  erred  In  giving  the  tenth  Instruction, 
for  the  reason,  as  they  claim— First,  that  said 
instruction  assumed  that  the  mere  keeping 
of  a  place  where  intoxicating  liquors  were 
sold  in  violation  of  the  law  was  a  common 
nuisance,  without  any  Judicial  determination 
of  that  fact;  and,  second,  that  the  court,  by 
said  Instruction,  attempted  to  establish  the 
time  when  the  nuisance  was  supposed  to 
have  been  kept.  This  second  objection  we 
have  answered  in  connection  with  other  al- 
leged errors.  With  regard  to  the  first  objec- 
tion, we  do  not  give  the  Interpretation  to 
the  statute  contended  for  by  counsel.  The 
statute  plainly  declares  a  place  such  as  is 
charged  in  the  complaint  In  this  case  to  be 
a  common  nuisance,  and  the  manifest  inter- 
pretation of  that  portion  of  the  section  which 
reads,  "upon  the  Judgment  of  a  court  having 
Jurisdiction  finding  said  place  to  be  a  nui- 
sance under  this  section,"  is  that  when  the 
court   finds,  from  the  evidence  in  a  case. 
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that  a  place  charged  In  the  complaint  Is  one 
where  the  acta  prescribed  are  committed,  it 
shall  then  apply  the  remedy.  The  determina- 
tion of  the  court  that  it  is  such  a  place  is  all 
that  is  necessary.  The  statute  fijces  its  name. 
Tills,  we  think,  disposes  of  all  the  alleged 
errors  complained  of.  The  judgment  of  the 
district  court  will  be  affirmed.  All  the  Jus- 
tices concurring. 


(1  Kan.A.  758) 

AMAZON  IRRIGATING  CO.  t.  BRIESEN. 
(Court  of  Appeals  of  Kansas,  Southern  Depart- 
ment. W.  D.     Oct.  9.  1895.) 
Action   for  Wages  —  Contract  —  Bvidbscb  — 

SnPPICIENCT — LlESS. 

1.  Where  the  eyidence  shows  the  making  of 
a  contract  between  a  civil  enguieer  and  an  ir- 
rigating company,  a  corporation,  to  perform 
work  as  an  engineer  in  and  about  the  construc- 
tion of  an  irrigating  canal,  and  that  the  engi- 
neer was  to  receiver  $100  per  month  as  his  com- 
pensation, and  the  performance  of  work  under 
such  contract,  and  the  length  of  time  worked, 
and  the  nonpayment  of  the  contract  price,  and 
the  jury  have  returned  a  verdict  thereon  in 
favor  of  the  plaintiff,  for  the  amount  proven, 
and  the  court  has  rendered  a  judgment  there- 
on in  accordance  with  the  verdict,  held,  that  the 
evidence  was  sufficient  to  support  the  verdict, 
and  warranted  the  rendition  of  the  judgment 
tliereon. 

2.  Where  the  petition  alleges  tiie  making  of 
a  contract  between  a  plaintiff,  on  his  own  be- 
half, and  the  corporation,  by  P.,  its  vice  presi- 
dent and  superintendent,  who  was  at  tlie  time 
snperintending  the  construction  of  an  irrigating 
canal  for  the  corporation,  and  the  corporation 
does  not  deny  the  authority  of  P.,  the  vice  pres- 
ident and  superintendent,  to  make  such  con- 
tract, under  oath,  the  authority  is  admitted,  and 
it  does  not  require  evidence  to  prove  the  author- 
ity of  the  vice  president  and  superintendent  to 
bind  the  corporation;  and  the  conversation  and 
statements  between  the  plaintiff  and  P.  during 
the  time  of  making  the  contract,  and  in  the  per- 
formance of  work  under  such  contract,  arc  com- 
petent evidence. 

3.  Where  the  evidence  shows  that  J.  was 
present,  giving  directions  and  instructions,  in 
the  construction  of  an  irrigating  canal,  and  so 
continued  in  the  superintendency  with  P.,  the 
vice  president  and  superintendent,  for  a  period 
of  about  four  months,  and  was  permitted  by 
said  corporation  to  appear  and  give  directions 
and  instructions,  and  there  was  no  objection  at 
any  time  to  his  giving  directions,  and  no  ob- 
iection  was  made  at  any  time  by  the  corpora- 
tion when  his  directions  were  followed,  but 
that  they  were,  from  time  to  time,  approved  by 
the  officers  of  the  corporation,  and  J.  furnished 
all  the  funds  to  pay  the  parties  engaged  in  and 
about  the  construction  of  such  canal,  held,  that 
the  statements  of  J.,  made  while  givinR  instruc- 
tions upon  the  work  as  it  progressed,  were  com- 
petent evidence  against  the  corporation,  with- 
out first  proving  tnat  J.  was  the  officer  of  the 
corporation. 

4.  A  civil  engineer  who  makes  field  notes, 
maps,  charts,  and  drawings,  while  employed  by 
a  corporation  in  and  about  the  construction  of 
an  irrigating  canal,  on  books  and  papers  fur- 
nisheii  by  the  corporation,  is  entitled  to  a  lien  on 
such  field  notes,  maps,  charts,  and  drawings, 
and  has  a  right  to  retain  possoKsion  of  the  same 
until  he  is  paid  for  making  the  same. 

(Syllabus  by  the  Court.) 

Error  from  district  court,  Finney  county; 
A.  J.  Abbott,  Judge. 


Action  by  J.  Y.  Brieaen  against  the  Ama- 
zon  Irrigating  Ck>mpany.  Plaintiff  had  judg- 
ment, and  defendant  brings  enot.    Affirmed. 

This  suit  was  commenced  by  3.  Y.  Brieaen 
against  the  Amazon  Irrigating  Company,  a 
corporation,  in  the  district  court  of  Finney 
county.  The  plaintifC  alleged,  as  his  first 
cause  of  action,  that  on  the  3d  day  of  Febru- 
ary, 18S8,  he  entered  the  employ  of  the  Ama- 
aon  Irrigating  Company,  as  a  civil  engineer, 
in  the  construction  of  an  Irrigating  canal  or 
ditch  running  through  Finney  and  several 
other  counties,  in  the  state  of  Kansas;  that 
he  continued  to  work  for  said  company  until 
the  22d  day  of  May,  1888,  and  that  said  com- 
pany agreed  and  contracted  with  him,  at  the 
time  he  entered  into  their  employ,  that  his 
compensation  should  be  $100  pa:  month  and 
all  of  his  expenses,  and  ail  necessary  sup- 
plies to  carry  on  said  work;  and  that  there 
was  still  due  him  for  his  services  under  his 
said  contract  the  sum  of  $321,  with  7  pet 
cent  per  annum  from  the  22d  day  of  May, 
1888.  And  before  answer  plaintiff  filed  an 
amended  petition,  setting  up  the  facta  more 
fully  than  in  his  original  petition,  and  at- 
taching a  statement  of  the  account  between 
himself  and  the  company;  showing  the  time 
he  worked,  the  amount  he  had  received,  and 
the  balance  due  him.  To  the  petition  and 
amended  petition  the  company  made  answer, 
containing  four  separate  counts.  The  first 
was  a  general  denial  of  all  matters  except 
such  as  was  thereinafter  admitted.  The  sec- 
ond answer  alleges  that  plaintiff  did  under- 
take to  do  certain  surveying  and  engineering 
wcffk  for  the  defendant,  in  and  about  the 
construction  of  Its  canal  that  it  was  then  con- 
structing, and  that  he  promised  and  agreed 
that  such  work  to  be  done  by  him  included 
the  making  and  furnishing  to  defendant  cer- 
tain field  notes,  drawings,  and  plats;  that 
the  entire  value  of  the  plaintiff's  worti  to  de- 
fendant depended  upon  the  making  and  fur- 
nishing the  defendant  the  said  field  notes, 
plats,  and  drawings,  and  that  plaintiff  re- 
fused to  deliver  such  field  notes,  plats,  and 
drawings  to  defendant,  or  to  allow  defendant 
to  Inspect  the  same;  that  by  reason  thereof 
all  of  the  plaintiff's  services  in  behalf  of  de- 
fendant became  of  no  value  to  defendant. 
And,  for  a  third  answer,  defendant  alleges 
"that,  while  plaintiff  was  engaged  in  the 
service  of  defendant,  he  made  certain  field 
notes,  drawings,  and  plats,  in  books  and  up- 
on material  belonging  to  and  furnished  by 
defendant,  and  were  so  made  by  instruments 
furnished  by  defendant,  and  that  said  field 
notes,  plats,  and  drawings  were  the  property 
of  and  belonged  to  the  defendant,  and  the 
plaintiff,  on  quitting  the  service  of  the  de- 
fendant, possessed  himsdf  and  retained  pos- 
session of  said  field  notes,  plats,  and  draw- 
ings, and  refused  to  deliver  the  same  to  de- 
fendant, and  that  plaintiff  quit  the  service  of 
the  defendant  voluntarily,  and  without  any 
just  cause  or  reason,  and  In  violation  of  his 
agreement  to  remain  in  the  service  of  the  de- 
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fendant  until  the  snrTeylng  and  engineering 
work  in  connection  -with  the  canal  or  ditch 
Blioiild  be  completed";  and  alleges,  by  lea- 
son  of  the  failure  to  torn  orer  the  field  notes, 
Plata,  and  drawings,  and  by  qnittlng  the 
-woi^  before  completed,  defendant  was  dam- 
aged faoo.  In  the  fourth  paragraph  of  the 
ana-wer  It  alleges  that,  at  the  time  plaintiff 
qtdt  the  service  of  the  defendant,  he  had  in 
his  possession  colaln  anrr^ng  instnimentB> 
the  property  of  d^oidant;  that  he  wrongs 
fnlly  took  and  carried  away  said  instru- 
ments, whidi  were  of  the  value  of  $300,— and 
•demands  judgment  against  the  plaintiff  for 
the  sum  of  $32S.  The  reply  of  the  plaintiff 
to  the  answer  of  defendant  alleges:  That  it 
is  not  true,  as  alleged  In  said  answer,  that 
the  entire  value  of  plaintiff's  work  for  de- 
fendant dei>ended  upon  making  and  furnish- 
ing defendant  field  notes,  plats,  and  draw- 
ings. That  it  is  not  true  that  plaintiff  re- 
fused to  deliver  cwtain  field  notes,  drawings, 
and  plats  made  by  him  to  the  defendant,  but 
that  plaintiff  offered  to  deliver  the  same  to 
defendant  upon  payment  Id  him  by  defend- 
ant of  the  amount  that  was  then  due  and 
owing  to  him.  That  it  is  not  true  tliat  the 
plaintiff's  services,  for  any  reason,  became 
of  no  value  to  defendant,  or  that  the  de- 
fendant was  in  any  way  Inconvenienced  by 
any  act  of  the  plaintiff  with  regard  to  said 
field  notes,  plats,  or  drawings.  That  it  was 
wholly  the  fault  of  the  defendant,  in  not  pay- 
ing him  for  his  services.  It  is  not  true  that 
the  field  notes,  plats,  and  drawings  were  the 
property  of  or  belonged  to  the  defendant,  bat, 
on  the  contrary,  they  were  the  property  of 
the  plaintiff,  until  such  time  as  the  defend- 
ant i>ald  the  plaintiff  for  his  services.  It  is 
not  true  that  plaintiff  quit  the  service  of  the 
defendant  without  notice,  or  Just  cause  or 
reason,  or  in  violation  of  his  agreement,  but 
that  on  the  22d  day  of  May,  1888,  defendant 
suspended  work  upon  said  canal  or  ditch, 
and  at  that  time  notified  plaintiff  that  It 
would  have  no  farther  work  for  him  until 
some  uncertain  time  in  the  future;  and  for 
this  reason  alone  the  plaintiff  quit  the  em- 
ploy of  the  defendant,  and  was  compelled  to 
seek  employment  elsewhere.  It  is  not  true 
that  plalntUf  took  and  carried  away  instru- 
ments belonging  to  defendant.  Upon  these 
pleadings  the  case  was  tried  before  the  court 
and  a  jury,  and  resulted  in  a  verdict  and 
judgment  In  favor  of  the  plaintiff.  The  jury 
also  made  special  findings  of  fact  The  de- 
fendant filed  a  motion  for  new  trial,  setting 
up  three  grounds:  "(1)  Irregularity  in  the 
proceedings  of  the  court  and  jury  and  plain- 
tiff, by  which  defendant  was  prevented  from 
having  a  fair  trial.  (2)  Because  the  verdict 
Is  not  sustained  by  sufficient  evidence,  and  is 
contrary  to  law.  (3)  Error  of  law  occurring 
at  the  trial,  and  excepted  to  by  defendant, 
specifically  and  especially  in  the  admission  of 
Incompetent,  irrelevant,  and  immaterial  tes- 
timony, and  error  in  giving  and  refusing  in- 
atroctions  to  the  jury." 


Gook  ft  Gossett  and  B.  F.  Mason,  for  plain- 
tiff  in  error.  John  Outhrle,  for  defendant  la 
error. 

JOHNSON,  P.  X  (after  stating  the  facts). 
The  first  assignment  of  error  complained  of 
by  plaintiff  in  error  is  that  the  evidence  and 
testimony  were  not  sufficient  to  warrant  the 
finding  of  a  verdict  and  rendition  of  a  judg- 
ment against  the  defendant  below.  The  pe- 
tition of  the  plaintiff  below  alleges  that  he 
entered  the  employment  of  the  defendant  b^ 
low  as  a  civil  engineer,  to  perform  the  serv* 
ices  of  an  engineer  in  the  construction  of  • 
certain  canal  or  ditch  through  Finney  and 
other  counties  in  the  state  of  Kansas,  at  an 
agreed  comi)enBation  per  month;  that  be  re- 
mained in  the  service  of  the  irrigating  com- 
pany from  February  3,  1888,  until  the  22d 
day  of  May,  1888,  performing  the  services  of 
an  engineer;  that  there  was  dne  him  for  his 
services  under  his  contract  the  sum  of  $221, 
with  interest  The  answer  of  the  defendant 
below  denies  all  of  the  allegations  of  die  peti- 
tion and  the  amended  petition  of  the  plaintiff 
below,  except  such  as  was  thereinafter  i^e- 
dfically  admitted,  and  it  admits  that  plain- 
tiff did  undertake  to  do  certain  surveying 
and  engineering  work  for  defendant  and 
promised  and  agreed  that  such  work  should 
include  the  making  and  famishing  certain 
field  notes,  drawings,  and  plats;  that  plain- 
tiff made  said  field  notes,  drawings,  and 
plats,  Init  reused  to  deliver  them  to  the  de- 
fendant and  that  plaintiff  voluntarily  quit  the 
service  of  the  defendant  without  just  cause 
or  reason  therefor,  and  In  violation  of  his 
agreemoit  to  remain  In  the  service  of  the  de- 
fendant ontil  the  snireylng  and  engineering 
work  In  the  cosstraction  of  the  canal  or  ditch 
was  complete,— imd  demands  damages  by 
leaaoa  of  the  faUare  to  turn  over  the  field 
notes,  drawings,  and  plats,  and  by  reason  of 
his  quitting  the  employment  of  the  defendant 
before  the  canal  or  ditch  was  completed,  and 
also  alleges  that  the  defendant  famished  cer- 
tain surveying  instruments  to  the  plaintiff, 
and  he  carried  them  away  with  him  when  he 
quit  work  on  the  canal,  and  demands  judg- 
ment against  plaintiff  for  the  value  of  these 
instruments.  Plaintiff  below,  for  reply  to  the 
answer,  denies  specifically  all  the  new  matter 
set  up  In  the  answer  ol  the  defendant  below 
which  is  in  conflict  with  his  petition  and 
amended  petition.  These  wore  the  issues 
upon  which  the  trial  was  had,  and  there 
was  but  one  single  witness  examined  on  the 
trial,  and  that  was  the  plaintiff  himself. 
He  testified  at  great  length  as  to  making  the 
agreement  to  do  the  engineering  work  in  the 
ccMDstruction  of  the  canal  or  ditch,  which  was 
partly  constructed  when  he  entered  the  serv- 
ice of  the  company,  and  as  to  the  compensa- 
tion he  was  to  receive,  and  the  work  done  in 
pursuance  of  his  agreement,  and  the  time  he 
commenced,  and  the  time  he  quit;  and  there 
was  no  objection  shown  anywhere  as  to  the 
manner  of  doing  the  work,  or  that  it  was  not 
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done  hi  accordance  with  the  contraict.  We 
think  the  evidence  proves  the  issues  on  part 
«f  the  plalntUf  t>eIow  fully,  and  was  suffi- 
cient to  sustain  the  verdict  of  the  jui-y,  and 
justify  the  judgment  of  the  court  thereon. 
The  evidence  covered  several  of  the  mattes 
admitted  by  the  pleadings,  which  were  en- 
tirely imnecessary,  under  the  pleadings,  to 
be  proven.  There  was  no  evidence  anywhere 
tending  to  prove  any  of  the  affli-matlve  mat- 
tors  set  up  in  the  answer  of  the  defendant 
below. 

The  second  assignment  of  error  Is  in  the 
admission  in  evidence  of  the  conversations 
between  the  plaintiff  below  and  U.  D.  Hcli- 
«ring.  It  is  alleged  in  tlie  amended  petition 
of  the  plaintiff  below  that  the  contract  was 
made  by  him  in  behalf  of  himself,  and  by 
U.  D.  Pickering  on  behalf  of  the  defendant; 
that  at  the  time  of  making  the  contract  the 
said  Pickering  was  vice  president  of  the  Irri- 
gating company,  and  superintendent  of  the 
building  and  construction  of  said  canal  or 
ditch,  and  was  acting  in  that  capacity  at  the 
time.  SecUon  108,  c.  80,  Gen.  St  1889,  reads: 
"In  all  actions  allegations  of  the  execution  of 
written  Instruments  and  endorsements  there- 
on of  the  existence  of  a  corporation  or  part- 
nership or  of  any  appointment  of  authority 
or  the  correctness  of  any  account  duly  veri- 
fied by  the  affidavit  of  the  party,  his  agent 
or  attorney,  shall  be  taken  as  true  unless  the 
denial  of  the  same  be  verified  by  the  affida- 
vit of  the  party,  his  agent  or  attorney."  The 
allegations  of  the  authority  of  Pickering  were 
not  denied  under  oath,  and  were  admitted  by 
the  pleadings,  and  it  was  not  necessary  to 
introduce  evidence  to  prove  the  authority  of 
Pickering  before  his  statements  oould  be  giv- 
en in  evidence;  and  it  was  also  shown  by 
the  evidence  that  the  only  contract  that 
firiesen  had  made  when  he  entered  the  em- 
ployment of  the  Irrigating  company  was 
with  Pickering,  as  vice  president  of  said  com- 
pany; and  the  defendant's  answer  alleges  a 
contract  with  Briesen,  and  asks  damages  for 
the  breach  of  it. 

It  is  also  contended  that  the  court  erred 
In  the  admission  in  evidence  of  certain  con- 
versations between  Briesen  and  .Tones,  for 
the  reason  that  it  was  not  shown  that  Jones 
was  an  agent  or  officer  of  the  irrigating 
company,  or  had  any  authority  to  represent 
It,  and  his  statements  were  incompetent,  Ir- 
relevant, and  immaterial.  It  is  shown  from 
the  evidence:  That  Jones  was  acting  in  con- 
junction with  Pickering  in  the  superintend- 
ency  of  the  construction  of  the  canal  for  the 
company.  That  both  Pickering  and  .Tones 
were  giving  directions  in  and  about  the 
work.  That  one  Cook  was  a  contractor,  do- 
ing the  work  of  excavating  and  making  fills 
in  tlie  construction  of  the  canal,  and  Picker- 
ing and  .Tones  were  giving  the  engineers  and 
others  engaged  in  the  work  directions  as  to 
the  location  of  the  general  route  of  the  canal; 
and  it  also  appears  that  Jones  was  the  per- 


son who  provided  the  fonds  to  pay  the  ex- 
penses and  to  pay  the  employee.  There  was 
no  time  during  the  progress  of  the  work  that 
there  was  any  objection  to  the  instructions 
given  by  Jones.  That  he  was  on  the  work 
every  ■week,  and  he  was  the  one  whose  in- 
structions were  generally  followed,  and  he 
was  pwmltted,  for  about  four  months,  to  ap- 
pear as  Ml  e  of  the  officers  and  one  of  the 
superintnrtents  of  the  work,  without  any 
objection  whatever,  being  on  the  work  al- 
most continnaliy,  and  the  directions  given  by 
him  were  entirely  satisfactory  to  the  com- 
pany. We  think  the  evidence  sufficiently 
shows  that  Jones  bad  authority  to  represent 
the  company,  and  to  act  in  conjunction  with 
Pickering  in  its  supervision,  and  that  his 
statements  and  directions  in  the  premises 
while  the  work  was  In  progress  were  such 
as  to  bind  the  corporation.  There  never  lias 
been  any  disapproval  of  the  manner  In  which 
the  work  was  done,  but,  on  the  contrary,  the 
whole  work  of  the  plaintiff  has  been  ap- 
proved; and  the  corporation  says,  In  its  an- 
swer to  the  petition  and  amended  petition, 
that  the  plaintiff  below  quit  work  volun- 
tarily, to  the  damage  of  the  company.  But, 
If  there  were  no  evidence  tending  to  show 
that  Jones  had  authority  to  represent  the 
company,  then  there  would  have  been  no 
prejudicial  error  in  the  admission  of  his  state- 
ments. In  the  evidence  given,  containing 
his  statements,  he  stated  nothing  about  the 
making  of  the  contract,  or  the  compensation 
to  be  paid  for  the  same,  or  the  length  of 
time  the  plaintiff  below  had  worked,  nor  any- 
thing about  any  material  fact  in  the  case; 
and  the  company  was  in  no  manner  preju- 
diced by  any  of  the  statements  testified  to 
as  having  been  made  by  Jones. 

It  Is  contended  by  plaintiff  that  the  court 
erreil  in  giving  instruction  No.  5,  as  follows: 
"(5)  You  are  instnicted  that  if  you  find  from 
the  evidence  that  the  blank  books,  papers, 
maps,  charts,  and  profiles  were  fumlsheil  to 
the  said  plaintiff  by  the  defendant  company, 
and  that  he,  the  said  plaintiff,  by  his  labor, 
art,  and  skill,  placed  therein  and  thereon 
field  notes,  tracings,  profiles,  and  maps 
which  were  and  are  valuable  to  said  defend- 
ant, and  that  defendant  had  not  paid  him 
for  such  services,  that  he  Is  then  entitled  to 
a  lien  on  said  property  until  he  has  received 
his  pay."  The  defendant  below,  in  sub- 
stance, averred  that  the  work  to  be  done  by 
plaintiff  included  the  execution  of  maps, 
field  notes,  and  drawings,  and  which  plain- 
tiff offered  to  turn  over  to  the  defendant  be- 
low upon  defendant's  paying  plaintiff  what 
defendant  was  owing  him ;  that  the  defend- 
ant below  refused  to  do  so,  and  for  that 
"eason  alone  the  drawings,  field  notes,  and 
maps  were  not  delivered  to  the  defendant 
below;  that  he  was  then,  and  now  is,  and 
always  had  been  ready  and  willing  to  turn 
over  the  same  to  the  defendant,  upon  pay- 
ment for  his  services;  that  the  drawings, 
field  notes,  and  maps  did  not  belong  to  de- 
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fendant  until  plaintiff  was  paid  for  bis 
services.  The  defendant  below,  in  Its  an- 
swer, amongr  other  matters,  In  substance, 
avers  that  plaintiff  did  undertake  to  do  cer- 
tain Burveying  and  engineering  work;  tliat 
such  work  so  required  to  be  done  by  plain- 
tiff Included  the  making  and  furnishing  to 
defendant  certain  field  notes,  drawings,  and 
plats;  tliat  the  entire  value  of  plaintiff's 
work  for  defendant  depended  upon  making 
and  furnishing  to  defendant  the  field  notes, 
plats,  and  drawings.  The  reply  of  the  plain- 
tiff below,  among  other  things.  In  sutMtance, 
avers  that  it  was  not  true  that  plaintiff  re- 
fused to  deliver  the  field  notes,  drawings, 
and  plats  made  by  him  to  defendant,  but 
that  plaintiff  offered  to  deliver  the  same 
to  the  defendant  on  the  payment  by  it  to 
plaintiff  for  his  services.  Section  1,  c.  58, 
Gen.  St.  1889,  reads:  "Whenever  any  per- 
son shall  entrust  to  any  mechanic,  artisan  or 
tradesman  materials  to  construct,  alter  or 
irepalr  any  article  of  value,  or  any  article  of 
value  to  be  altered  or  repaired,  such  me- 
chanic, artisan  or  tradesman  shall  have  a 
lien  on  such  articles."  It  is  contended  by 
plaintiff  in  error,  in  his  brief,  that  a  civil 
engineer  employed  by  the  month  Is  not  en- 
titled to  any  lien  upon  instruments  pro- 
duced by  his  labor,  and  that  the  very  fact 
that  the  employment.  If  any,  was  upon  a 
salary  to  be  paid  indefinitely  or  monthly.  Is 
Inconsistent  with  the  claim  of  lien  under  par- 
agraph 3063  of  the  General  Statutes  oi  uwf, 
relating  to  mechanics,  artisans,  and  trades- 
men doing  job  or  piece  work,  and  not  to 
salaried  employes.  We  do  not  think  that  it 
makes  any  difference  whether  the  engineer 
Is  employed  by  the  month,  the  day,  or  wheth- 
er he  Is  only  employed  to  make  the  field 
notes,  drawings,  and  plata  He  Is  entitled  to 
his  lien  until  he  has  been  paid  for  the  mak- 
ing of  the  same,  and,  where  he  has  not  de- 
livered over  the  possession  to  the  adverse 
party,  is  entitled  to  retain  possession  of  the 
field  notes,  maps,  and  drawings  until  he  has 
received  his  compensation  for  making  the 
same. 

It  is  insisted  that  the  court  erred  In  allow- 
ing the  pleadings  to  be  taken  to  the  Jury 
room.  The  court.  In  instructing  the  jury, 
gave  them,  very  fully  and  completely,  the  is- 
sues stated  in  the  pleadings,  and  what  was 
claimed  by  each,  stating  to  them  that  the 
plaintiff  alleged  that  he  entered  into  a  con- 


tract with  the  Amazon  Irrigating  Company, 
through  its  authorized  agent,  to  work  for  it, 
as  a  civil  engineer,  at  $100  per  month,  and 
that  the  amount  due  him  under  his  contract, 
for  work  and  labor  performed,  ov»  and 
above  all  set-offs  or  counterclaims,  was  the 
sum  of  $321.6o,  with  7  per  cent,  from  May 
22,  1888;  that  he  also  claimed  a  lien  on  cer- 
tain books  and  papers  In  his  possession,  con- 
taining maps,  profiles,  and  field  notes  made 
by  him  while  acting  as  such  civil  engineer, 
said  books,  maps,  and  profiles  having  been 
furnished  to  him,  in  blank,  by  said  company, 
for  the  purpose  tor  which  they  were  used; 
and  that  it  was  claimed  by  the  company  that 
the  work  done  by  plaintiff  was  of  little  value 
to  it,  except  by  and  through  the  maps,  charts, 
profiles,  and  field  notes,  and  that,  unless  the 
company  can  hare  them,  it  does  not  owe  the 
plaintiff  anything.  The  defendant  below 
could  not  have  been  prejudiced  by  allowing 
the  pleadings  to  go  to  the  Jury  room  for  ref- 
erences for  dates,  after  having  the  issues  fully 
stated  by  the  court  In  the  case  of  Myer 
V.  Moon,  45  Kan.  580,  26  Pac.  40,  Justice 
Johnston,  delivering  the  opinion  of  the  court, 
says:  "In  charging  the  Jury,  the  court,  in- 
stead of  reciting  at  length  the  contract  al- 
leged to  have  been  violated,  and  the  misrep- 
resentations alleged  to  have  been  made,  re- 
ferred the  Jury  to  the  petition,  and  Indicated 
those  portions  of  the  petition  where  the  con- 
tract and  misrepresentations  might  be  found, 
by  pencil  marks,  and  permitted  the  Jury  to 
take  the  petition  to  the  Jury  room  with  them. 
The  practice  of  referring  the  Jury  to  tlie 
pleadings  in  order  to  determine,  in  whole  or 
in  part,  the  Issues  of  the  case.  Is  not  to  be 
commended.  It  Is  the  province  of  the  court 
to  determine  the  issues,  and  state  them  to  the 
Jury,  and  not  leave  them  to  ascertain  the  ef- 
fect of  the  pleadings,  or  the  issues  which  they 
present.  In  this  case,  however,  the  issues 
were  stated  by  the  court,  and  the  Jury  were 
only  referred  to  the  petition  to  ascertain  the 
terms  of  the  contract,  which  were  not  dis- 
puted, and  the  misrepresentations  which  It 
waj9  alleged  had  been  made  by  Myer.  The 
construction  of  the  pleadings,  or  the  deter- 
mination of  what  the  pleadings  were,  was 
not  left  to  the  Jury,  and  no  prejudice  could 
have  resulted  from  the  action  of  the  court." 
There  bdng  no  error  In  the  record,  the  Judg- 
ment of  the  district  court  is  affirmed.  All 
the  judges  concuiTlng. 
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